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PREFACE TO THE SECOND
EDITION

IN this edition I have made a few alterations. I should
like also to correct an impression which my third chapter
seems to have made on some critics. I never intended,
there or elsewhere, to exalt Greek literature at the
expense of English, or indeed at all to compare the two
as wholes ; my English instances were chosen to bring
out certain qualities of Greek literature by contrasts
with it, which some English poetry, not the best, affords.



PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION

WHEN I began to teach Latin and Greek, a friend asked
me what I supposed myself to have learnt from them, and
what I was trying to teach others. This book was written
as an attempt to answer the question, as far as Greek
is concerned. It was written to inform, primarily my-
self, secondarily my pupils. It is therefore intentionally
popular, and, like the poems of Lucilius, designed neque
indoctissimis neque doctissimis : it uses modern illustra-
tions, and tries, as far as possible, to put what it has to
say in a readable form. I hope it may serve as a general
introduction to the study of Greek literature, and for
that purpose be acceptable, not only to such students or
teachers of the classics as feel themselves to be in the
class indicated above, but also to the considerable public
who take a humane interest in what Greece has done for
the world. For my intention has been to try and make
the spirit of Greece alive for myself at the present day, to
translate it, as far as I could, into modern language, and
to trace its relationship to our own ways of thinking
and feeling.

If T do not apologize for the manner in which this
ambitious task has been executed, it is not because I
have no misgivings. Few people could write a book on
this subject, and feel satisfied with it. Still, if I am not
convincing, I shall at any rate be contentious, and
educationally the second quality is perhaps more valuable
than the first. On the same grounds I would excuse my-
self for having raised many questions which are left half-
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answered : the method may stimulate readers, if it does
not satisfy them.

‘ The Greek Genius ’ is an unsatisfactory title for a book
which says nothing about Greek politics or Greek sculp-
ture; but ‘the Genius of Greek Literature’ was too narrow
for my purpose, and ‘ Some Aspects of the Greek Genius’,
which I should have preferred, was already appropriated :
so that the present name has been adopted, and the exact
stope of the book indicated in the introductory chapter
(see esp. pp. 13, 14). That chapter also explains who, for
my purposes, ‘ the Greeks ' have been taken to be; it is
intended to safeguard the book against certain obvious
criticisms, and may well be omitted by gencral readers
who are not concerned with these points.

As I am writing for a general audience, I have either
quoted in English or else translated my quotations. For
Thucydides and Plato I have generally made use of
Jowett. Gaps in the quotations are not indicated unless
they affect the general sense of the passage. For a book
of this kind an index is of little value, and I have therefore
substituted a full table of contents.

The book owes much to my mother and sister, who
have helped me with criticism and in other ways; to
Mr. P. E. Matheson, my former tutor, and to Mr. R. W,
Chapman of the University Press, who have ‘corrected
the proofs and made suggestions ; and to Professor Gilbert
Murray, to whom I should like to express especial grati-
tude, not only for reading and criticizing most of the
book in draft, but also for teaching me, as he has taught
so many others, to look on Greek thought as a living
thing.t

1 T have, however, no right to imply that Professor Murray
agrees with what the book contains.

A3
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INTRODUCTION

EUROPE has nearly four million square miles; Lancashire
has 1,700 ; Attica has 700. Yet this tiny country has
given us an art which we, with it and all that the world
has done since it for our models, have equalled perhaps,
but not surpassed. It has given us the staple of our
vocabulary in every domain of thought and knowledge.
Politics, tyranny, democracy, anarchism, philosophy,
physiology, geology, history—these are all Greek words.
It has seized and up to the present day kept hold of our
higher education. It has exercised an unfailing fascina-
tion, even on minds alien or hostile. Rome took her
culture thence. Young Romans completed their educa-
tion in the Greek schools. Roman orators learnt their
trade from Greek rhetoricians. Roman proconsuls on
their way to the East stopped to spend a few days talking
to the successors of Plato and Aristotle in the Academy
and Lyceum. Roman aristocrats imported Greek philoso-
phers to live in their families. And so it was with natures
less akin to Greece than the Roman. S. Paul, a Hebrew
of the Hebrews, who called the wisdom of the Greeks
foolishness, was drawn to their Areopagus, and found him-
self accommodating his gospel to the style, and quoting
verses from the poets, of this alien race. After him, the
Church, which was born to protest against Hellenism,
translated its dogmas into the language of Greek thought
and finallycrystallized them in the philosophyof Aristotle.
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Then for a time Greek influence on the West died down.
An intellectual and political system repugnant to its genius
mastered the world, and Hellenism, buried in Byzantine
libraries and imprisoned in a language that Europe had
forgotten, seemed to have finally passed away. A few
centuries go by ; suddenly we find Italy intoxicated with
the Greek spirit, as with new wine; poring over it,
interpreting it, hopelessly misunderstanding it ; leaving
Pre-Raphaelite art in order to dig up its broken statues,
forgetting the magnificent monuments of Gothic archi-
tecture in order to imitate its Parthenon, deserting Dante
in order to hunt for its crabbed manuscripts, at the expense
of fortune and of life. Even then the revivifying power
of Hellenism was not spent nor its work done. Two cen-
turies later, a poor tradesman’s son born among the * ugly
Brandenburg sand-hills’ and educated in the stagnant
German universities of the day, catches a glimpse of the
meaning of Greek Art, never forgets the vision through
weary years as schoolmaster and librarian in provincial
German towns, professes Romanism that he may follow the
gleam to Italy, and there living in perpetual communion
with Greek sculpture, ‘ opens a new sense for the study of
art and initiates a new organ for the humanspirit'.! With
Winckelmann the race starts anew, and has run unbroken
to our own day. He handed the torch of Hellenism to
Goethe, and it became the law of life and the standard of
beauty to the profoundest poet of the modern world.
Goethe passed it on to Nietzsche, and the great rebel and
prophet of our age found in pre-Socratic Greece the nearest
likenesses to his ideal humanity. Continually laid aside—
it is too tremendous and fatiguing for the world to live

! Hegel, quoted in Pater’s essay on Winckelmann (Renaissance .
Studies).



INTRODUCTION 13

up to; continually rediscovered—for the world cannot
live without it : that is the history of the Greek genius.
What is the nature of this genius

a paupere terra
mISSUs 1n imperium magnum ?

What qualities made it great and give it permanence ?
Why did it attract men so various as Cicero, S. Paul, Pico
della Mirandola, Nietzsche ? Why does it attract us?
How does its literature stand to ours? What were the
seciets of its success ? Are they secrets of value to us,
or have we far outstripped it ? What view of life, if
any, does Greece represent ? Is Hellenism identical with,
or antagonistic, or complementary to Christianity ? Are
any of us Hellenists now, and what is Hellenism ? Has
it a genuine message for us, or are its ideals as dead as
its language ? What relation has it to modern thought,
and in particular to that spirit of science which we regard
as peculiarly the child of our own times ? What changes
came over Greece, as the years passed? How far are
Homer and Herodotus, Herodotus and Thucydides,
Thucydides and Aristotle, really akin? What spiritual
development transformed the sixth into the fifth century
and the fifth into the fourth ?

These are obvious questions which we might naturally
expect every student of Greece to have answered, in some
sort, by the time he leaves his public school : they are
so obvious indeed, that if he has no answer to them he
may reasonably be said to have hitherto studied in his
sleep. Yet many persons survive to a far later stage
than their schooldays, and gain a real acquaintance with
Greek literature, and receive in examinations the official
stamp of success, and yet remain in a comfortable vague-
hess about both the questions and the answers to them.
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To such people the following book may be of use; for
it was written with the idea of helping its readers, by
agreement or disagreement, to give some definiteness and
coherency to the fleeting impressions, which are often
all that is left after ten years’ study of the Greeks. It
does not deal directly with all the questions mentioned
above, but it touches on most of them. Foritisanattempt
briefly to suggest what are the qualities that make Greece
notable, to outline the main elements in its genius, so
far as that genius is revealed in its literature. Of politics
we shall not attempt to treat.

The most obvious cavil against any attempt to define
the genius of a race is that races have no genius, and least
of all that race which we compendiously call The Greeks.
Are we going to label with a chill and narrow formula
that wide range of glowing activity ? Phidias and Cimon
and Alcibiades and Aristotle, Hesiod on his Boeotian
farm, Pindar celebrating athletic victories, Socrates
questioning in the market-place, Archilochus blackening
the characters of his enemies; or again, the common
Athenian following Xenophon from Cunaxa with the
Ten Thousand, listening to the tragedies at the Great
Dionysia, drinking himself drunk in honour of the god,
walking in the mystic procession to Eleusis, voting for the
Sicilian expedition or for the condemnation of Pericles ?
Could any race be summed up in a few phrases? And
shall we attempt it in the case of the Greeks ? No doubt
it is a rash attempt to make. Yet there ¢s such a thing
as the English character, though there are many English-
men and though they behave in very different ways. It
is true to say that Englishmen are lovers of law and
custom, though Shelley was English ; that they are sober



INTRODUCTION 15

and unexcitable, though the story of the South Sea
Bubble would not lead one to suppose it. So too there is
a definite Greek character, which no one would confuse, for
instance, with the Roman.

If we agree to this, our next difficulty is to decide whom
we mean by the Greeks : do we mcan Dorians, Ionians,
Aeolians; or, narrowing the field to the larger communities,
Athenians, Spartans, Thebans, Asiatic Greeks? Again, are
we thinking of the average citizen, or of the philosopher
and poet and artist : in Athens, for example, do we take
account of Cimon and Thrasybulus, and the ordinary
man whom we meet in the private speeches of the orators,
or only of Thucydides and Plato and their peers? Again,
from what ages are we taking our ideas of the Greek
spirit : are we ecxcluding everything before Homer and
after Demosthenes ? If so, are not our conclusions
valueless, for they ignore half the manifestations of that
stupendous élan vital: and if not, how shall we bring
into one fold Thucydides the historian and Aristides
the rhetor, the audience of the Funeral Speech and the
Graeculus esuriens of the Roman Empire? Here are
three difficulties at the outset, which may be taken in
turn.

First : by the Greek genius we shall mean a spirit
which manifested itself in certain peoples inhabiting lands
washed by the Aegean sea : it appears to have been only
partly determined by race : Athens was its heart, and little
or nothing of it is to be seen at Sparta: but Pindar
possessed it though he was a Theban, Aristotle though he
came from Stagira, Thales though he was born and lived
in Asia, and Homer though his birthplace is not known.
Perhaps this definition evades the difficulty : but it seems
tQ suit the facts.
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Second : in defining this spirit we shall keep our
eyes fixed on what is admitted to have been its most
brilliant season of flower, the years between 600 and 400
B.C.; without forgetting that a hundred years passed
before the most influential philosophies of Greece came
to birth and its far-reaching permeation of the world
began.

This of course is an arbitrary limitation, and many books
about the Greeks have stumbled and many criticisms on
them blundered, because their makers have either tacitly
stopped at Aristotle, and omitted developments subse-
quent to him, or have forgotten that there were move-
ments in Greece which have left no literature behind, or
at best only a literature of fragments. They deny that
the Greeks were mystics, and Neoplatonist ghosts rise to
confront them ; or that they were ascetics, and there are
the Orphics with their fast-days and Pythagoras with
his beans ; or that they were austere moralists, and the
Stoics gave them the lie; or that they had a missionary
spirit, and Cynic philosophers wander over the face of
the earth preaching; or that they cared for scenery,
and the best poems of Theocritus deal with little else ; or
that they practised Art for Art’s sake, and the New
Sophists have anticipated the freaks of symbolist litera-
ture, and Aelius Aristides shows more than the literary
austerity of Flaubert. For in fact the Greeks were
parents alike of ribaldry and of high moral endeavour, of
rationalism and of emotional worship, of Socrates and of
Pythagoras, of Aristophanes and of Zeno. They are the
epitome of human nature. Quemvis hominem secum attulit
ad nos : the Greek has brought us all humanity wrapped
up in himself. And any one who attempts a book on his
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genius will learn in the writing to beware of denying him
any quality.

But if the Greeks are so many-sided, if their genius
expands over so many ages, why are we confining ourselves
to a few particular manifestations of it ? Why are we
saying so little of Alexandrian savant, of Stoic and
Neoplatonist philosopher ?

For several reasons ; under most of which lies the fact
that we are writing not a history of the Greeks, not even
a history of the Greek genius, but an account of its sig-
nificance to us. Now certain achievements of Hellenism are
legacies to the world for ever. But others are not ; either
they are of no value, or they are of little value, or they are
to be found elsewhere in a purer and better form. These
we shall briefly notice or entirely omit—among them
are Neoplatonism, Orphism, the mysteries, Alexandrian
science. Further, in every race some individuals embody
the national genius, others stand aloof from it, and are
by-products, ‘ sports,’ rebels, aliens. In speaking of the
genius of the race, we emphasize the former and pass
over the latter. Thus in a history of the English genius
we should say little of Crashaw, Pope, Blake, Keats,
Shelley, Clough, Pater, but much of Chaucer, Milton,
Johnson, Dickens, Borrow, Macaulay, Browning. We shall
make analogous omissions in the case of Greece. We
shall concentrate on a certain age, which did the greatest
work and has not been called classical for nothing. The
merchant of Xeres has a cask of choice nectar, which he
uses to give body and flavour to his wine : he calls it the
madre vino. The years between 600 and 400 B.C. are the
madre vino of Hellenism. For all their greatness, Plutarch
and Lucian, Zeno and Epicurus, are not the Greeks of the

earlier age. They themselves are different; and more,
1740 B
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their circumstances are changed. Hellenism still flowers,
but not in the same perfect soil. And other elements
are crossed with it : the original strain is weakened, aged ;
though, to paraphrase the words of Longinus, if old age,
it is still the old age of Greece.

Thirdly and finally, when we speak of Greeks, we
shall have in mind primarily the thinkers and writers;
and the average Athenian only for certain purposes to
be hereafter defined. If any one comes to these pages
looking for a portrait of the ordinary Greek, he will be
disappointed. He will find, for instance, that they treat
of the Greek nation without a criticism of its practical
capacity for politics; without a hint of the Greek
colonies, the Persian wars, the Corcyrean massacres, the
Mytilenean debate; without a mention of the honest
Cimon, the patriotic Thrasybulus, the mercurial Alcibiades,
the brilliant Themistocles, the coarse and unscrupulous
Aeschines. Plato says that his citizens had ‘ an insatiable
love of money’! and that in their lawsuits half the
people were perjured.? You would not guess it from
the following pages: they ignore all the vices and
frailties, and some of the virtues of the Greeks.

A critic, finding this to be so, might well clamour for
more ‘ historical background ’; and certainly such methods
need justification. Perhaps the following analogy will
give it.

Suppose that, instead of Hellenism, I were ambitious
enough to essay a book on the genius of Christianity. I
might speak of it as a religion which put before all things
the peremptory claims of the service of God, which
found the principal obstacle to such service in individual
selfishness, whether it took the form of lust for pleasure

1 Laws, 831. 2 Ib., 948.
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or for great possessions, which hated mere rules and
forms because it was the gospel of the spirit of life, and
which therefore drew most of its disciples from the poor,
the sinful, the rejected, and the despised ; and I might
cite, as the completest expression of its nature, the Beati-
tudes and the chapter on Love in the first epistle to the
Corinthians. Then, for instances, I might range through
the centuries, selecting from all ages persons in whom this
spirit seemed to have been embodied, men, women, kings,
slaves, anchorites, millionaires, philosophers, soldiers,
bringing history and life under contribution, and coupling
with famous names the more obscure virtues of unnoticed
saints. In fact, I should omit the ‘historical background’,
or insert one that was arbitrary and (in a sense) untrue.

Yet, if a writer did try to narrate the story of what
Christianity had actually been through the centuries
since its Founder’s death, balancing the high lights by
dark shadows from the histories of the various churches,
would his revised version be a truer picture of the meaning
of Christianity than the ideal and unreal sketch of which
I first spoke ? Ceteris paribus, it would not.

No, if we were trying to understand the genius of
Christianity, we should not consider all those who
professed it, and in their generation served God and
Mammon, and before the eyes of a lenient world were
entitled to claim its promises and share its Kingdom ;
we should study the lives of its saints. It is the same
with Hellenism. To understand its genius, we must
look, not at the men in whom some faint tincture of
it was mixed with alien or indifferent things, but at
those in whom it was most fully realized, at its  saints ’ ;
and in these, must fix our eyes, not on their weakness but
on their strength: not on what they were but on what
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they were tending to be, in the expressive Greek phrase,
b é8vvavro elvar, their meaning.

The saints of Christianity have been drawn from all
classes, yet the book of the Recording Angel would probably
show that most of them were drawn from the ‘ fools of
this world ’ and had led poor, dull, illiterate lives. The
saints of Hellenism were drawn from another class.
They are Pindar and Pericles and Thucydides and
Socrates, and those men before whose minds had passed
visions of art or the conception of science, or the dream
of a race of beings living a beautiful, complete, and
human life.

Greece and her foundations arc
Built below the tide of war,

Based on the crystalline sea
Of thought and its eternity.

The men who built and based Hellenism were thinkers
and artists : these are the people with whom we shall
have to deal. In so far as the Greek was enterprising,
dishonest, or superstitious, we are not interested in him :
for these qualities are not part of the Greek gift to Europe.
We shall not discuss his Orphism, nor his Chthonian
worships, nor his anthropology, nor his political failures,
nor his commercial morality, nor his military efficiency,
nor his attitude to barbarians, slaves, and women. The
ordinary Greek only interests us so far as he shared in
the genius of his race and was a particle in that great
wave which flung itself so high on the shores of the world :
or in so far as he was capable of the life which the thinkers
and artists of his race conceived : or in so far as he was
the audience necessary to them, the miliexw without which
they could hardly have been, their éxrds xopnyla, as
Aristotle might have said. But otherwise he does not.
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concern us. We are trying, not to write a history of the
Greeks, but to form some idea of Hellenism.

Even in the greatest Grecks there is much that we must
ignore. Supposing Plato and Pindar to have a vein of
Orphism, and Pythagoras queer ideas on numbers ;
supposing Acschylus to be touched with mysticism and
Euripides with mysticism and morbidity, the student
of the Greck genius has a right to disregard these pecu-
liarities, if he feels that he has his hand on an essential
quality in Hellenism and that they are inconsistent
with it.” For he is not concerned with the clothes that
from time to time were assumed by Hellenism, but in
the end were laid aside and wore to dust ; nor with the
diseases that attacked it, disfigured it, and impaired its
strength ; his business is to see it in the full health of
its vital powers, and anything hostile or alien to these
he may disregard.

No doubt this leaves him a wide discretion and puts
powers in his hands which he may misuse. But that is
inevitable. There are no mechanical tests for ascertaining
what the Greek spirit was ; there is no test except the one
of which Aristotle speaks; the Greeks are ds ¢ ¢pévipos
dv dploetev, they are what the sensible man would decide
them to be. And every man must be his'own ¢périuos.
The only thing we can do is to give our views as clearly
as possible, and leave the rcader to assent or disagree.
The following pages attempt that task, but in elucidation
of the position there taken up, I may state the principle
which I have followed. I scem to find the Greck spirit
at its purest in Homer, the lyric poets before 450,
Herodotus and Aristophanes ; in Sophocles and Thucy-
dides, though otherwise unchanged, it has lost its first
‘freshness ; in Aeschylus, Euripides, and Plato elements

B3
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alien to it are present. In the fourth century a certain
weariness, a sense of the complexity of life, impairs its
energy in the thinkers, while the orators are dragged
down by their audience to a conventional standard of
thought, and have about them something of the political
hack. After 336 B.C. free Athens is dead; Hellenism
itself is middle-aged, and both for pleasurc and profit
we turn the pages a century back. This is substantially
the view taken by Nietzsche ; the Greeks have had no
acuter critic.



CHAPTER I

THE GREEK GENIUS: THE NOTE OF BEAUTY

As to the Greek genius the critics have always been in
the strangest disagreement. Goethe thought that it was
placid, stately and in repose like its sculpture, and pictured
the Greeks as an Olympian humarity living in an ideal
world, whose very passions were tranquil and profound.
Other writers see a world of Naiads and Bacchantes and
wine and love, reeling in an ecstasy of drunken abandon-
ment to every gusty desire and instinct of the flesh,
nakedly animal. To Hobbes a classical education seemed
to promote Rebellion against Monarchy, especially in
‘young men and all others that are unprovided of the
Antidote of solid Reason, receiving a strong and delightful
impression of the great exploits of warre, atchieved by
the Conductors of their Armies’; Bentham, expressing
much the same opinion in the language of a later age,
thought that the study of Greek might lead men to
imitate the legislation of Solon and Lycurgus, and so
impair the security of property; Johnson, in a petulant
paradox, described the audience of Demosthenes as ‘a
barbarous people, an assembly of brutes’; an eighteenth-
century translator of Herodotus fears that ‘indolence was
the characteristic feature of the Athenians’; that ‘ they
were lovers of their ease and averse to labour’: while
to-day if you ask an undergraduate (who has probably
been studying their language for some ten years) what
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are the peculiar characteristics of the Grecks, he is apt,
after a moment of hesitation, to hazard the suggestion
that the ancients were less sensitive to the beauties of
scenery than ourselves. Quot homines . . .

None of these theories of Hellenism need cngage our
attention long. Some of them have been gencrally and
justly abandoned ; others arc clearly narrow and incom-
plete ; with one we shall deal hereafter. But there is
a view of the Greek genius which seems to be gaining
ground at the present, and which is so important that we
must not overlook it. To-day our attention is being
called to thc moral genius of the Greeks, to their
deliberate, laborious, and triumphant battle for virtue.
We are asked to see in them a race of men who, emerging,
like other nations, from their primitive state with a con-
ventional code of morality and clinging shreds of barbarism
became conscious of these, and quietly corrected or put
them aside, and, using no art but what cvery onc possesses,
confessing no standard but what every one admits, felt
after, found, and securcly possessed themselves of, the
rational principles of justice, mercy, humanity, and
truth. The study of these men and their writings can
give us, we are told, if not an edayyéAwor in the Christian
sense, yet a rule by which we can live ; and their admirers,
prizing the Greek spirit in its graver and more serious
aspects, turn to Greek literature as other men turn to
the Bible. I am thinking here of certain expressions
used by Professor von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff: but
passages in Professor Murray’s book on Homer seem
to lend colour to this view.

There is much to support this theory. The severest
critic of Hellenism can hardly deny that a nation which
produced the Aristotelian doctrine of the Mean and the
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Stoic ideal of virtue, which gave to the Roman Empire
a philosophy of life, and to the Christian religion a frame-
work of ethics, stands among the moral benefactors of
mankind ; nor is it surprising that some persons are
inclined to sce the greatest achievement of Greece in its
struggle out of barbarism to a rational virtue. Certainly
it was a great achievement. Yet before it dazzles us into
believing that the central quality in the Greek spirit was
its moral genius, let us reflect. Is moral genius really the
cssential, exceptional, unique gift of the race ? Is it the
character with which the whole nation is stamped, the
quality we think of when we think of the Greeks, the gift
which stares out at us from their literature and history,
the power which inspired the imaginations of their
philosophers and the thoughts of their politicians, which
took form under the hands of their sculptors and on
the lips of their writers, which embodied itself in the
prose and poetry, the art and monuments of Greece ?
Surely not.

The essential qualities of a race should be found in its
most cminent representatives. But a passion for morality
is very subordinate (to say the least) in the genius of some
of the greatest Greeks. To judge by their remaining
fragments, there was none in Sappho and her peers. It
is not conspicuous in Homer or Herodotus : we shall not
learn mercy and righteousness from Achilles or Odysseus.
Aristophanes, a Greek of Greeks, lends even less coun-
tenance to the view which sees in Hellenism a superior type
of Christianity, purged of dogma and adorned with all the
graces and gifts of culture ; and it is at times chastening
to remember, as it is in general better to forget, that many
of the most graceful Greek vases are offerings dedicated
to unnatural vice, and many of the most beautiful Greek
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statues are figures modelled from notorious courtesans.
Unless we are prepared to ignore the Aphrodites, and to
put Herodotus and Aristophanes on an index librorum
prohibitorum, we must look for some wider generalization
to include them.

Even with men like Socrates and Plato, men very
different from Aristophanes and Herodotus, it may be
questioned how far moral striving was the centre of their
souls. Itisnotthat oncertain points their standardisother
than ours. But their whole moral atmosphere is different
from that of a man like S. Paul. Turn to the close of one
of his epistles, where with warning and encouragement,
with argument and exhortation, the Apostle is urging
on some infant community the practice of the Christian
virtues. One on the heels of another, his precepts come
tumbling out, breaking impetuously into questions, rein-
forced by quotations, by adjurations, by appeals to his
personal experience, by prayers, by tears. It is difficult
to select single instances from S. Paul, for the whole of
his epistles are instinct with a feeling which, except perhaps
for certain passages in Plato and Euripides, is absent from
Greek literature ; a passionate hunger for righteousness,
a passionate indignation against those who frustrate it.
He overflows in enthusiastic denunciations. Of sexual
vice he writes, ‘let it not be once named among you’.
Of avarice he says that the covetous man has no inheri-
tance in the Kingdom of God. Of the chief Christian
virtue he writes in a splendid paradox that though a man
bestow his goods to feed the poor, and have all knowledge
and all faith, yet if he has not charity ‘it profiteth him
nothing ’. Everywhere he is instant in season and out
of season, without regard of consequences to condemn
evil. For him Christ can have no concord with Belial.
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He is exceedingly jealous for the Lord. Very different,
surely, from this is the atmosphere of a Platonic dialogue ;
in passing to it the thermometer seems to have fallen
many degrees. Even if the same conclusions are there,
they are urged with comparative coldness. After S. Paul
there seems something opportunistic about the morality of
Plato and his master.

Partly it was that the Greeks had no real sense of sin.
They regarded their offences as shortcomings and called
them dpapriar, ‘ bad shots.” Such things were bound
to happen, and when they happened were best forgotten.
Useless to spend thought and remorse on bad shots: it
is best to go forward and improve the aim for next time.
But to S. Paul departures from the path of righteousness
are not shortcomings or misses or frailties or failures,
but sins; and sin is something haunting, irreparable
(except for Divine intervention), and, once committed,
standing as ‘all eternity’s offence ’.

Partly it was that the Greek was not interested in
the moral side of humanity so exclusively as S. Paul.
He did not concentrate his energies on the virtues,
without which man cannot know God; nor would he
have been content if he could have made the world
chaste, sober, charitable, truthful, full of loving kindness
and mercy. He was not always particular about these
qualities, and in any case he required much beside them.
There were other things in life, he thought, as well as
morality ; politics, art, knowledge, feast-days demanded
his attention; and S. Paul, always playing a single
theme, would have seemed to him one-sided.

Partly it was a difference in method between the Greek
and the Jew. Even when a Greek was deeply interested
in morality, his attitude to it was one of reason rather than
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of passion. Here is a passage—not remarkable in itself—
which illustrates this. In a fit of jealousy a woman tries
to poison a youth whom she supposes to be her stepson.
The plot is discovered and he in his turn proposes to kill
her. The priestess of Apollo checks him. ‘Did you hear,’
he says, ‘ that she planned to kill me?’ * Yes,’ replies
the priestess, ‘ yet your savage temper is wrong.” ‘May
I not kill those who try to kill me?’ he objects. And how
does the priestess answer him ? Not with indignation,
not with protests against such impious talk, not with
an appeal to feelings or sentiment, but simply with quiet
reason ; ‘ women, you know, always do hate a stepson.’
And the boy does homage to common sense and lays
his &pérys aside.! That is very Greek. Not to be
furious and indignant, but keeping the eye on reason to
trust in that ; not to denounce and threaten, but to point
out the irrationality of sin, knowing that human beings
cannot rest in the irrational ; not to be Isaiah or S. Paul,
but to be Socrates.

But reasonableness, which makes the best moral
thinkers, does not make the best moral reformers. Nor
does the want of a sense of sin make them ; nor does
manysidedness make them. These qualities are un-
favourable to the concentration—I had almost said the
intolerance—without which effective campaigns against
the deeper weaknesses of human nature are hardly to
be fought. So that in spite of their achievements as moral
philosophers, we may well hesitate to place any Greeks
as moralists by the side of the greatest Christians. And
yet, as I write the words, the figures of Zeno and Panaetius
and Poseidonius and the Stoic teachers, with their gospel
of uncompromising and unconditioned virtue, rise to

1 Eur. Ion, 1326 ff.
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protest. So dangerous is it to deny any gift to this
manysided people.

Every one has his magnum secretum which will explain
every riddle and unlock every door : and I am inclined to
think that there is one elemental quality from which most
things in the Greek genius may be derived : though it
is not a love of beauty or a passion for righteousness.
But of this more later. At present it will be safer to assume
that the Greeks were as manysided as they seem. We
will therefore pick out certain salient qualities in them,
what in theological language may be called the Notes
of Hellenism: we will define these and indicate the
significance of each separately. That done, it will be
time enough to see whether there is any common factor
in them, whether they can be traced back to any single
source. As the greater part of the book will be occupied
in"discussing these separate qualities, it will be well to
plunge at once in medias res. My first Note is the Note
of Beauty : which, if not the most important, is at least
the most obvious characteristic of Hellenism.

At the outset let us guard against a common mis-
conception. The modern interest in Hellenism really dates
from Winckelmann, and Winckelmann drew his ideas
of the Greeks mainly from their art. Hence came a con-
ception of them such as a man might form who had merely
seen the Elgin Marbles and the Aphrodites, and had
never corrected his view of their creators by the study
of Greek history and literature. The Greeks, it appeared,
were beyond all things beauty-lovers. They stripped at
their sports ; they gave prizes for beauty ; Lais fascinated
them ; they spent their days in games and festivals;
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they studied to ‘ observe propriety both in feature and
action’, so that ‘even a quick walk was regarded as
opposed to their sense of decorum’.! Winckelmann had
looked on the tranquil beauty of Greek art, on Niobe and
her daughters unmoved and beautiful in the anguish of
death, on the placid and passionless features of the tur-
bulent goddess of love ; till he was led almost to fancy
that the serene figures of the Parthenon marbles were
portraits of the ordinary Greek, and that the streets of
Athens were full of well-draped statuesque men pacing
reposefully through an august life.

This view (Goethe himself at times encourages it)
-coloured the glasses through which Europe looked at
Greece for many generations, and has been corrupted
into a watery aestheticism, very different from what
Winckelmann meant by it. Fifty years ago most people
would have said that the remarkable thing about the
Greeks was their sense of beauty. Towns composed of
beautiful buildings, temples adorned with beautiful
statuary, a population almost entirely consisting of
beautiful young men, who spent their lives in admiring
the beauty around them—such was Athens to the eyes
of the Mid-Victorians ; such it is probably still to most
educated persons who have only a casual knowledge of
Greek culture ; and some well-known paintings perpetuate
the mistake by portraying young Athenians as limp forms,
requiring only a slight change of dress to pass for women
out of a picture by Burne-Jones.

We may make up our minds at once that the Greeks
were not like Jellaby Postlethwaite or the aesthetes in
Patience or Sir William Richmond’s young men. Gaping
in wonder at the masterpieces of Phidias was not the daily

! Winckelmann, Hist. of Greek Art (tr. Lodge), pt. 2. ¢. 3. §5. "
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occupation of Athenians. Indeed, if we could speak to
one of them, there might be several preliminary misunder-
standings to clear up. Imagine, for instance, Thucydides
and Mr. Swinburne meeting in the lower world. We
may suppose the Victorian turning the conversation to
Aeschylus and the Parthenon, and explaining how he and
his friends had looked back with infinite longing to Athens,
out of a world from which beauty had vanished. Doubt-
less Thucydides would receive his rhapsody with politeness,
but he would also feel a touch of wonder at a civiliza-
tion which set exclusive store on these things; a little
too dmpdyuwr, too indolent, he might call it. ‘ Yes,’ one
may fancy him saying, ‘ those temples we built with im-
perial money were beautiful, and Aeschylus was a grand
old fighter and poet—I felt more drawn to Euripides my-
self.—But there were greater things in Athens than these.
You have forgotten, I think, our empire and the spirit
that made it; the eternal glory of Athens rests on that.
One day in the ecclesia, after the plague and the strain
of war had begun to tell, Pericles declared the achieve-
ments by which Athens expected to be remembered
among men—perhaps you have read the words in my
history. He did not mention our poetry, our architecture,
our statuary; he said nothing of Aeschylus or Phidias;
but he wished our epitaph in the cemetery of the nations
to be this: ‘“ Know that our city has the greatest name
in all the world because she has never yielded to mis-
fortunes, but has sacrificed more lives and endured
more hardships in war than any other. Even if we
should be compelled at last to abate something of
our greatness, yet will the recollection live, that of all
Hellenes we ruled over the greatest number of Hellenic
subjects; that we withstood our enemies, whether
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single or united, in the most terrible wars, and that we
were the inhabitants of a city endowed with every sort
of wealth and greatness. The indolent may criticize,
but the enterprising will emulate, and the unsuccessful
envy us.”’1

The fifth-century Athenian was no more a Mid-Victorian
aesthete than he was a Cobdenite Liberal. His real
peculiarity was an overpowering energy, that was always
busy at something. With a childish delight he threw
himself on the world that opened before him, travelling,
trading, prospecting, fighting, founding small settlements,
sending out small armies, planning expansion abroad,
executing reform at home, an elector, a voter, an
administrator, a public servant, yet not too busy for
recreation or religion when the calendar brought the feast-
day round, and taking art and literature as two among the
thousand occupations of his kaleidoscopic life. In 458 B.C.
this tiny town, whose total citizen population was not so
large as that of Portsmouth, lost citizens fighting in Cyprus,
Egypt, Phoenice, Halieis, Aegina, Megara. The Corinthian
envoy summed up the Athenian character well when he
said : ‘ They are revolutionary, equally quick in the con-
ception and in the execution of every new plan. They
are always aboard. For they hope to gain something by
leaving their homes. To do their business (r& &éorra)
is their only holiday, and they deem the quiet of inaction
to be as disagreeable as the most tiresome occupation. If
a man should say of them that they were born neither
to have peace themselves nor to allow peace to others
he would simply speak the truth.’? And Xenophon
gives the Athenians a similar character. After saying
that in international singing contests no one could surpass

1 Thuc. 2. 64. 2 Tb. 1. 70.
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them, he adds: ‘ yet it is not in beauty of voice or in
stature or strength that they are superior to other people,
but in the ambition that fires them to noble and honour-
able achicvement.”! There is no ornamental aestheticism
in these people.

The acsthetic idea of the Athenian came from attri-
buting to the fifth century what became common in the
third. Later Hellenism is interested in Art for Art’s
sake, describes pictures, statues, objefs de vertu at length.
But the attitude of the classical age to these things is
more ncarly expressed in the words of the Socrates of
Xenophon : ‘ It gives me far more pleasure to hear about
the good qualities of a living woman than to see a beautiful
one painted for me by Zeuxis.”? A striking sentiment
from the fellow countryman of Phidias! Even more defi-
nite is Plato. (If Xenophon’s words should be inscribed
over every picture gallery, Plato’s should be at the en-
trance to cvery theatre) He says that in the ideal state
tragic poets arc not required, ‘ for we also according to our
ability are tragic poets, and our tragedy is the best and
most beautiful ; our whole state, you know, is an imita-
tion of the best and most beautiful life.”®* The Greeks
were lovers of literature and art ; but their ideal of exis-
tence was not a round of literary and artistic small-talk.
They went to their theatre ; but they knew that it was
better themselves to enact the drama of life than to see it
on the stage. They were more interested in life than in
art.

The Greeks then were not aesthetes, and they had many
qualitics besides alove of beauty. Yet theyare theauthors
of the most beautiful statues, the most beautiful buildings,

1 Xen. Mem. 3. 3. 13. 2 Xen, Occ. 10. 1.

3 Plato, Laws, 817.
1740 C
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and the most beautiful poems in the world. In mere
beauty their art and literature has never been equalled.
If so, it is worth considering what kind of feeling for beauty
produced them.

The modern man has a just and well-trained sense
for beautiful things. Our millionaires, though they
may make their money in unlovely ways, have a
fine taste for Holbeins and old china; and the most
impoverished of us are ambitious to fill villas with
a mixture of Chippendale and old oak. Welive in an
atmosphere of sweetness and light. We are all lovers of
beauty now. Only there is this weakness about our love.
It is little more than a feeling for isolated bits and frag-
ments of beauty. It is narrow and local. If we have our
good picture, or our graceful furniture, or our occasional
glimpse of fine scenery, we ask no more. We live cheer-
fully in an ugly villa, we watch the local builder providing
angular tenements for our poorer neighbours, we are
content to read books cheaply bound and badly printed,
we study the newspapers without a qualm at the style of
their articles, we are called Butts or Ramsbottom or Mudd
or Peabody, and nobody minds. It is not merely that we
endure these things as necessary evils; they do not
distress us. We have what I may call a picture-gallery
sense of beauty ; a sense that can be turned on and off
like a tap. We go into the National Gallery out of the roar
of the motor omnibus ; and our sense of beauty is turned
on and we enjoy the pictures. Tt is turned off again, and
we go out through the motor omnibus arena, to a place
called an Aerated Bread Shop. In fact we have (and
considering the circumstances of our lives are happy to
have) a beauty nerve which is only sensitive when we
want it to be so. Now the Greeks were different. Their
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sense of beauty ran through their whole life, and like
a ferment transformed it.

This is easier to say than to prove, for the human beings
that were the best evidence of it have long been mingled
with the dust of the Cerameicus, and their life is easier
to praise than to understand. Shall we invoke the witness
of great men of letters ? Heine who with extraordinary
bitterness contrasts what he calls the ‘ dismal, meagre,
ascetic, overspiritual Judaism of the Nazarenes’ with
‘ Hellenic joyousness, love of beauty, and fresh delight in
life’;* Renan who avowed, ‘ The impression Athens
raade on me is far the strongest I have ever felt : there is
one place where perfection exists: there is no other;
that place is Athens’: and he goes on to speak of it as
‘a thing which has existed only once, which has never
been seen or will be seen again, yet of which the effect
will last eternally, a type of eternal beauty sans nulle
tache locale ou nationale’ ? 2

Judgements such as these carry weight : but it is better
to go direct to the literature of the Greeks and there see
for ourselves how all-pervasive their sense of beauty was.
Consider their names:3 and compare in respect of
beauty Aristocrates (Noble Power), Cleomenes (Famous
Might), Aristonoe (Noble Mind), Aspasia (Welcome),
with Fabius (Beanman), Piso or Cicero (Peaman), Nae-
vius (Warty), Capito (Greathead). Consider the casual
unpremeditated expressions of the Greeks and see how
an unconscious grace informs them. No doubt Mr. Roose-
velt’s emotions when he saw New York after his

1 Gotter im Exil,

2 Souvenirs d’enfance et de jeunesse, p. 59 f.

3 See Weise, Language and Character of the Roman People
(tr. Strong), p. 31 f.
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travels round the globe were much the same as those
of Xenophon’s soldiery, when after their wanderings
in Anatolia they caught sight of the familiar sea; yet
there is all the difference in the world between their
respective exclamations, ‘ Say, boys, that’s bully,” and
Odrarra, OdrarTal

Thus the Greeks touched every incident of life, however
familiar or unlikely, with beauty. It might be a nickname.
It might be, as Pater has remarked, an event which takes
place every hour of the day in a seaside village, without
our noticing anything remarkable in it. ‘ Homer had said

of 8" 8re &) Aipévos morvPBevbéos évtds ikovro,

lotia pév agreilavro, Géoav & év vyl pelaivy,

éx 88 xal avrol Baivov éml pnypive faidoons.
And how poetic the simple incident seemed, told just thus !
Homer was always telling things after this manner.’ 2
And Homer is not alone in this. It is the same with
every Greek poet. Sappho describes an apple left un-
gathered on its tree.

olov 70 yAvkipalov épedberar dxpo ém’ Uodw

dxpov én’ a’xporérc’w AeXdfovro b palodpbmnes

ob pav éxhedd@ovr’, AN odk €8Uvavt' émikéocfar’®
The subject is trifling, the language simple: yet these
three lines are enough to make the fortune of a poet.
Translate them into English, and they are faded and

1 Vide the daily papers on Mr. Roosevelt’s return home. Cf.
Fitzgerald, Letters, ii. 49 (Eversley ed.): ' The sea . . . likes to be
called fd\agoca and wdvros better than the wretched word
‘“Sea ”’, I am sure.’

? * When they came within the deep harbour, they furled their
sails, and laid them in the dark ship, and themselves disembarked
on the beach of the sea.” Quoted in Marius the Epicurean, 1. 100.

3 fr. 93, ‘ As the sweet-apple reddens on a bough’s end, at its

very end ; the gatherers have forgotten it; nay they did not
forget but could not reach it.’ .



I THE NOTE OF BEAUTY 37

colourless, like the gold in the fairy story which turned to
withered leaves.

This touch of beauty explains a feature of Greek
literature which we do not always adequately appreciate,
its sustained perfection of style. In variety and range,
in power of imagination, in play of fancy, our own is at
least its equal : but unlike the Greek it does not keep at
one high unsinking level of perfect style. How much
ill-finished work have Wordsworth, Byron, Keats, Tenny-
son, Browning left ! Shakespeare himself is not blame-
less ; of all our great poets perhaps only Milton and Pope
can boast unfailing excellence of style. But the Greek
poets are all like Pope and Milton—it is only of style in
the narrow sense that I am speaking. Even when the
thought is trifling and the language undistinguished, the
workmanship is nearly always good. The sawdust of the
workshop has been brushed away from their verse, the
edges have been trimmed and rounded, the whole has been
painted and polished. And this artistic excellence holds
almost throughout Greek literature. In general the
Greeks’ sense of beauty revolted against any kind of
slovenliness : and we shall agree with Horace—a good
judge of such things—when he pointed to them as the
supreme masters of artistic eloquence, and said to his
yofmg pupils

Vos exemplaria Graeca
nocturna versate manu, versate diurna.

Let me bring this point out more clearly by comparing
an English with a Greek writer, Scott with Homer.
If we had not been well brought up, it would be
possible to argue that in a sense Scott was the greater
of the two—I am only thinking of Scott’s prose.

c3
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Wandering Willie’s tale, the death of Elspeth in The
Antiguary, the curse of Meg Merrilies, the meeting of
Clara and Tyrrell in the wood, the parting of Diana Vernon
and Frank Osbaldiston on the heath, the agonizing of
Balfour of Burley in the cave above the linn, certain
passages from The Heart of Midlothian, the hags of The
Bride of Lammermoor, and indeed the whole of that most
tragic of tales—if it came to the weighing of passages
things might go hard with Homer. But where the Greek
stands so far above the Scottish writer, is in what Shelley
calls his ‘sustained grandeur’, in what I should like
to call his sustained perfection. Great tracts of Homer
are dull ; the action (at least in the Il/iad) progresses very
slowly ; and we tire of hearing in how many different
ways an ancient warrior could be killed. But there is
hardly a bad line in the whole, hardly a passage lacking
distinction ; for with his unsleeping Greek instinct for
beauty the writer could not be careless or slovenly in exe-
cution. Sometimes ‘bonus dormitat Homerus'—so thought
Horace ; still it is a very rare failing in him, and Homer
is beautiful even in sleep. No one can say as much for
Scott : his hours of slumber are prolonged and unlovely.

All this is testimony to the extraordinary heightened
power of beauty in the Greek. But there is one bit of
evidence which we have left to the end ; I mean what is
ordinarily known as the ‘ aesthetic morality ’ of Hellenism.
Practically we confine beauty to personal appearance,
landscape, literature, and something called art. The
Greek gave it a much wider scope. He extended it to
morals. Where we speak of good, he was ready to say
beautiful ; where we speak of evil, he was ready to say
ugly. It was beautiful, xaXév, in his eyes, if a citizen
died for his country, if a man showed respect for piety,
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if a government was excellent. Victory, temperance,
eloquence, the punishment of vice, frankness, wisdom,
and readiness to listen to wisdom, were not merely good,
they were ‘beautiful’. An Englishman would admire
these qualities and praise them. A Greek spoke of them
as if they gave him the same emotions as the sight of
a beautiful human being.

We must not push this argument too far. KaAés in
time almost lost its original significance, and the Greeks
used it as an indefinite term of praise, just as we use the
word ‘ fine’. But the merc fact that it was used in an
extended sense shows a certain temperament, a certain
way of feeling towards life, a tendency to find beauty in
things in which we should not think of finding it, and to
see it and expect it everywhere. Just as some people are
more sensitive than others to atmospheric conditions, to
a change of wind, to sunless weather, to an increase of
electricity in the air, so the Grecks were more sensitive
to beauty than we are, responding to its presence more
readily, and more painfully conscious of its absence.

With evidence like this before them, it is not surprising
if our forefathers concluded that the Greeks were above
all else aesthetes. It was a natural view to hold, and so
far true, that one great difference between us and the
Greeks lies in our inferior sense of beauty. But those who
held it forgot three things : first, that in history the Greeks
were obviously occupied with many things other than, and
many things alien from, beauty ; second, that some of their
greatest writers (Herodotus and Thucydides for instance)
show no exceptional aesthetic sense ; third, that a nation,
which was principally remarkable for its sense of beauty,
would have little interest for the modern world. These
three considerations are quite enough to dispose of the
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idea that the genius of Hellenism is a love and a power
of beauty.
NOTE

Those who are more accustomed {o English than to
Greek literature, may feel a certain baldness in many
passages of the latter which are held up to their admira-
tion ; and as we have already quoted some such passages
and shall later have occasion to quote more, a word on the
point may not be out of place. The classic is apt simply
to take us to a scene and leave us amid its beauty, the
modern is determined that we shall be thrilled with the
proper emotions.!  Thus Sappho addresses the evening
star simply : * Hesperus, bringing all things that bright
Dawn scattered, you bring the sheep, you bring the goat,
you bring the child back to its mother.’? But Byron,
taking the same idea, writes :

O Hesperus, thou bringest all good things--

Home to the weary, to the hungry cheer,

To the young bird the parent’s brooding wings,
The welcome stall to the o’crlaboured steer ;
Whate'er of peace about our hearthstone clings,
Whate’er our houschold gods protect of dear,

Are gathered round us by thy look of rest;

Thou bring’st the child too to its mother’s breast.
Byron has not added anything essential to his original.
He has merely amplified it, commented on it, elicited the
feclings which it should convey, and put them on paper
so that we cannot miss them. Sappho simply stated the
facts, and left them to diffuse of themselves their inner
beauty and power.

1 Ot course there is some ‘ modern ’ writing in classical, and
much ‘ classical * writing in modern literature.
t fr. 03 féorrepe, mivra Pépwv,’ Soa daivoks éoxédac’ abws,
épas olv, Pépes alya, Pépers fimv parépt waida.
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Perhaps this is not a fair illustration ; perhaps Byron
is dcliberately expanding a given sentiment. Still the
difference between his lines and those of Sappho represent
areal divergence of practice. The classic gives the text, the
modern cxpounds it. The classic shows us the scene, the
modern explains what feelings it should evoke. Indeed,
the modern is sometimes so bent on this, that he fails to
cnsurc that we shall actually sce the scene itself. It is
S0, in this description of the declining year :

In the mid-days of autumn, on their eves
The breath of Winter comes from far away,
And the sick west continually bereaves

Of some gold tinge, and plays a roundelay
Of death among the bushes and the leaves.

Keats suggests to us the sighing winds, the faded colours,
the melancholy atmosphere of autumnal decay, but he
brings nothing definite before our senses : unlike Tennyson
who, writing in the classical manner, makes us both see
and hear

Through the faded leaf
The chestnut pattering to the ground.

And so, to a lesser extent, with Shelley’s lines on the

moon :

Pale for weariness
Of climbing heaven and gazing on the earth,
Wandering companionless
Among the stars that have a different birth,—
And ever changing, like a joyless eye
That finds no object worth its constancy.
Shelley makes us feel the moon’s weird isolation, but
he does so, not by simply showing us the moon, but by
saying repeatedly how desolate she is. Homer, on the
other hand, makes no comments; hec simply speaks of

“the stars appearing very clear around the bright moon,
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when the heavenis windless’ ;* and Virgil simply describes
the trembling path of her light on the sea :

splendet tremulo sub lumine pontus.

So far the classic goes, but no further : he shows us the
scene, generally without much detail, but leaves us to
supply the appropriate emotions; and because many
readers have no emotions to supply, they are apt to find
the classic unfeeling and cold.

Another result of the ‘ classical * method may be briefly
indicated. It is partly answerable fos the view that the
Greeks did not care about the beauties of nature. They
did care, but they did not rhapsodize about them. And
Homer writes so quietly of

Aetudves dAos wolioto mwap’ Sxlas
8pnhol paraxol,
or of
éml xkpatds Aipévos péet dyladv Udwp,
kpivn vmwd omeioys,
or of
kbpara paxpl kvAwdbueve mwporl xépoov,?
that we do not mark the words or observe how perfectly
they suggest the charm of water-meadows, and clear
springs, and long rollers on the Aegean beaches.

1 11. 8. 555.
2 0d. 9. 132—3, 140-1, 147 :
‘ Meadows by the banks of the grey sea, soft water-meadows.’
‘ At the harbour head flows bright water, a spring from under
a cave.’
‘ Long breakers rolling to the land.’



CHAPTER 1II
THE NOTE OF FREEDOM

GOETHE was as responsible as any one for the idea that
the Greeks were before all things lovers of beauty. Yet he
himself supplies a corrective for this view of Hellenism.
He says somewhere that the distinguishing mark of the
Greeks was the passion, not for beauty, but for truth.
Goethe did not mcan, of course, that the Greeks always
spoke the truth: patently, few nations have a history
so full of unblushing lies, and in later days Graeca levitas
supplanted Pumnica fides as a byword with the honest
Roman. Nor did he mean that the Greeks were always
right : truthfulness in this sense is not given to man.
He meant rather that the Greeks did on the whole look
straight at life, and see it as in fact it is; that they had
what Matthew Arnold called ‘ an unclouded clearness of
mind’. And taken in this sense Goethe’s words are not
difficult to justify.

Certainly in reading Greek literature we keep tasting
in it, as a perpetually recurrent ingredient, some quality
which we are tempted to call truthfulness, though the
name hardly covers the thing. We are conscious of looking
at a picture which is a faithful portrait : of gazing in a
crystal that reveals life not cloudily or confusedly, but
with the colour exact and the lines unblurred. Not
many literatures are of this kind. In the Irish stories
of Finn and Cuchulain there is a great deal of beauty
and heroism and romance : but their world is palpably
unreal and inhuman. Hills which emit white birds and
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unwoundable pigs, thistle-stalks and fuzzballs which
take the appearance of armies, witches who shoot heroes
through a hole in a leaf, dogs that turn men to ashes by
their breath, or produce out of their mouths quantities
of gold and silver, harps that spring to their owners and
kill nine men on the way, shields that roar to each other
and are answered by the Three Waves of Ireland ; themes
like these may be found in Homer, but the Irish writer is
utterly given over to them. The bizarre and the super-
natural infinitely predominate in him over the natural
and the human. His is no picture of the recal world
and the actual life men live in it: an illusive, unreal
dream, a merely quaint and fanciful beauty, passes before
our eyes.

Greek literature is very different. No doubt the
historic Greek had absurd and superstitious ideas; we
are beginning with difficulty to discover their nature
from stray allusions to them. But the obscurity of the
whole subject shows how little it affected Greek literature,
and that literature is all which matters to us. In it the
Greek appears as looking at life with much the samec
eyes as our own. We should be lost in the world of Irish
legend : we should not know what to say to Finn or
Cuchulain ; we might accommodate ourselves politely
to their views, but we could never cnter into them., But
who would not be at home, and feel some community
of soul, with Nestor or Achilles or Ulysses ? Still more
so, when we pass from epic heroes and come to Alcaeus
and Simonides and Sophocles and the rest. We fecl that
they saw the world truthfully, not as an arena for spells
and witchcraft and conventional heroism, but as the
world really is.

And when we leave the rough and tumble view of life:
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held by more or less ordinary men and come to the thinkers
of Greece, it is just thc same. We find their speculations
about the nature of God and man reasonable, just, and
surprisingly modern. Euripides writes :

Thou deep Base of the World, and thou high Throne,

Above the World, whoe’er thou art, unknown

And hard of surmise, Chain of Things that be

Or Reason of our Reason: God, to thee

I lift my praise, sceing the silent road
That bringeth justice, erc the end be trod.

And we observe that he is roughly summing up in the third
and fourth of these lines the two modern philosophies
of materialism and idcalism, and in the whole himself
expressing a modern crced of optimistic agnosticism.
Plato writes: ‘ God is never in any way unrighteous—
he is perfect righteousness ; and he of us who is the most
righteous is most like him.’ 2 And we recognize an idea
of Deity as sublime as that of Christianity. When we
turn to the Republic we find the deepest questions of
politics discussed with a freedom and profundity and
acuteness which no subsequent age has surpassed. In
fact, the Greeks take quite as reasonable a view of the
world as we do; and this is duc to what Goethe called
their truthfulness.

When we analyse further, and ask why the speculations
of Euripides and Plato had advanced as far as our own,
we find two causes, two ingredients in this quality of
truthfulness. The first of these is a practically unbounded
licence to religious, moral, and political speculation.
Our own age enjoys an equal liberty. But it is astonishing
that a nation should have possessed it so early in the

1 Troades, 884 1f. (tr. Murray).
2 Theaet. 176 c.
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history of mankind. We may call it the Note of Freedom ;
a Greek would have called it ITappnoia.

The life of some nations is largely determined by
theological considerations. They exist to serve God.
Certain actions, sometimes whole sides of life, are ex-
cluded because they seem inconsistent with this pur-
pose. The God they worship is a jealous God. The
Mohammedan is forbidden to paint or carve the human
form, because sculpture and painting lead to idolatry.
The Jew must abstain from work and pleasure one day
in the week, because the Sabbath is holy. The Christian
of the Dark Ages was forbidden to believe in the ¢ anile
fable ’ of the Antipodes, and given a ‘ Christian Topo-
graphy of the universe, established by considerations
from Divine Scripture concerning which it is not lawful
for a Christian to doubt’;! he was hampered in com-
merce because the Law of Moses forbade usury ; and his
late descendants? were discouraged from adopting the
theatrical profession by the eternal damnation attached
to the status of actor.

The life of other nations is determined by political
considerations. Art and literature are looked on with
suspicion as dangerous to the welfare of the state. Inno-
cent social amusements are forbidden. Family life takes
a peculiar colour for political reasons; the husband ac-
quires a peculiar predominance ; the wife is turned into a
machine, bearing children for the good of the state. The
state which Plato sketched in his Republic is an extreme
instance of this enslavement of the individual to the

! Cosmas, Topographia Christiana, quoted in Lecky, Hist. of
Rationalism, i. 269 (1910 ed.).
2 As late as A.D. 1694 (ibid. ii. 318).
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interests of the community ; but the history of Sparta
and Rome, and, indeed, of most countries, is full of such
examples. From the various follies and sins and ruinous
excesses to which he is so prone, man ‘is in most cases
guarded on the grounds that it is his duty to fear God and
serve his country. Whole classes of actions are forbidden
him. He moves in a narrow and carefully watched
round of existence. He may not do this, he must do that.
Maimed and mutilated, with one hand or one eye, he
enters into the kingdom of heaven. This is true of nearly
every nation except Greece. Here alone man was not
sacrificed to his god or his country, but allowed to ‘ see
life steadily and see it whole’. Elsewhere, reasons of
state or reasons of religion perverted inquiry or narrowed
its field ; men werc forbidden to think at all on some
subjects, or compelled to hold certain prescribed views
on them. Whole provinces of life were withdrawn from
discussion—with many excellent consequences, but also
with a restriction of the scope of truth, with a limitation
of her chances of finding herself and coming by her own.
But for the Greeks there were no barriers, no domains
set apart where he might not trespass; everywhere he
was free to act and think, to find truth or fall into error,
todoright or tosin. In Greece neither religion nor politics
-were forces preventing him from seeing things as they are.

We are not, indeed, to suppose that free thought in
religion went entirely unresented. Four notable prosecu-
tions prove to us that the Athenians were jealous for
their religion. Socrates was executed and Anaxagoras
exiled for attacking traditional beliefs: Protagoras and
Diagoras of Melos fled to avoid the consequences of a
prosecution. But compare this record with.the tale of
the religious prosecutions of fifty years of the Italian
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Renaissance. Between 1566 and 1619 ‘ Carnesccchi was
burned alive; Paleario was burned alive; Bruno was
burned alive ; these three at Rome. Vanini was burned at
Toulouse. Valentino Gentile was executed by Calvinists
at Berne. Campanella was cruelly tortured and im-
prisoned for twenty-seven years at Naples. Galileo was
forced to humble himself before ignorant and arrogant
monks, and to hide his hecad in a country villa. Sarpi
felt the knife of an assassin. ... In this way did Italy
. . . devour her sons of light’.! These, of course, are
famous victims. Symonds estimates that in Spain alone,
between 1481 and 1525, 234,526 persons were condemned
for heresy by the Inquisition.? Compare with this assi-
duous and sterilizing tyranny the occasional infractions of
liberty of thought in Greece, and you will feel that the
position of a Greek thinker was not worse than the position
of Hobbes in the scventeenth century, not worse than
that of Marmontel, who, in the Age of Reason, was sent
to the Bastille for a supposed pasquinade on a duke, and
hardly worse than that of German philosophers, who
a century ago were chased from their chairs for unortho-
doxy, and who even to-day are forbidden to profess
publicly the doctrines of Social Democracy.

This Greek freedom of thought has several causes. For

1 Symonds, The Catholic Reaction, ii. 138.

2 Tbid. i. 196. Aristotle was threatened with a prosecution,
nominally for atheism, really because of his Macedonian sym-
pathies. If the prosecution of Diagoras fellin 415 B.c., as Diodorus
says, it may have had political grounds, for hc was a Melian.
The Athenian indignation with the mutilators of the Hermae is
not an instance against the view in the text, for it is not a per-
secution of free thought. If to-day some people defiled the
altars in all the churches of London, it would excite popular

indignation ; but such indignation would not prove a general
interference with liberty of speculation. '
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one thing, Greek philosophy was uncndowed, and free
speech is less easy to repress when it does not come from
the pulpits and lecture-rooms of the state. But there
are more fundamental reasons than this, reasons that lie
in the nature of Greek religion itself.

Here we are on dangerous ground. The beliefs of
sixth and fifth century Greece are not as yet fully ascer-
tained. The country is but partially mapped out, and
any one who sets foot in it risks losing his way. Once it
was supposed that Greek religion was summed up in the
worship of Zeus and Hera and the Olympian gods. Now
we know of other worships; of Orphic mysterics, with
a highly spiritual teaching; of a Dionysiac religion,
emotional and enthusiastic, brought to Grecce from the
North. Even the Olympians are not quitc what they
seemed. Apollo, the scducer of Daphne and the patron
of Troy, became through his prophets at Delphi a wide
influence for good in Greck morals and politics. Finally
we are told to-day that the most powerful religion in
Athens was the propitiation of formidable Chthonian
deities. Clearly we must define what we mean by Greek
religion.

We are not trying to give a complete sketch of it. In
fact, we shall have at present to ignore its noblest side
altogether. We arc simply asking why thought was free
in Athens during the years when persecution might have
been expected, that is during the fifth and fourth centuries.
Hence we can ignore religions which were of later date.
Further, we can ignore those which were held only by small
sections of the community. If a religion is to persecute
it must command a majority in the state. Quakers or
Unitarians could never persecute. Nor (had they wished
it) could Platonists, Peripatetics, or Stoics have done so,

1740 D
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Hence we are not here concerned with religions or philo-
sophies such as these. We are concerned with the state
religion, which Athenians learnt to reverence as children,
which permeated the nationalliterature, which crowned the
high places of the city with its temples, which consecrated
peace and war and everything solemn and ceremonial
in civic life, which by its intimate connexion with these
things acquired that support of instinctive sentiment
which is stronger than any moral or intellectual sanction.
Orphism does not satisfy these conditions; nor do the
Chthonian deities. The religion we are looking for is
the Olympian worship.

The Olympians have of late fallen into undescrved
discredit, because we are surprised that a fcllow citizen
of Aeschylus could still worship such queer divinities.
But our surprise proves nothing. The religious beliefs
of nations are always disappointing those who apply
to them the tests of absolute reasonableness. One can
only judge of them by seeing what members of the nation
say and do. In any ecpoch different stages of belief
coexist. Propositions which would not command intel-
lectual assent are still supported by sentiment and
habit. Dead beliefs, like dead men, never die, but by
a law of heredity haunt the blood of late-descended
generations. So it was in Athens. The devout Pindar,
who rejects a story of divine cannibalism, represents
Apollo as a dissembler and a seduccer.! The devout
Aeschylus, who created for himself so lofty a theism, in
some passages speaks of God as deceitful and cruel.? The
devout Sophocles, who wrote that magnificent hymn to
the eternal laws, calls one member of the Pantheon ‘ the

1 Pyth. 9.
? Fragment quoted by Plato, Rep. 383 ; and P. V. passim. .
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god whom gods dishonour ’ and invites his fellow deities to
annihilate him.» Such inconsistencies will not surprise us
when we remember how men with the New Testament in
their hands have allowed themselves to be inspired by the
barbarities of the Old. Anyhow, the fact remains. The
names of the Olympians fill the pages of Greek tragedy.
They, and not any Chthonian worship, excite the attacks
of Euripides. Plato, when he wishes to plan an ideal
education, deals before anything with the active dangers
to the morality of the young, which according to him
the Olympian theology affords. Finally, the Olympians
continue to be worshipped in Greece as long as paganism
survives, and their frailties remain effective weapons
in the hands of sceptics within the fold like Lucian, and
of enemies, like Augustine, without it.

And now, to return to our main question—Why did
this religion leave thought so free ?

Firstly, it was anthropomorphic, and anthropomorphic
religions are essentially plastic.  They admit of criticism
and remodeclling. They almost invite it. A glance at
the Greek gods will show us why.

Homer and Hesiod, says Xenophanes, ‘ascribed the
vices of mankind to the gods.” They made deities in their
own image, in the likeness of an image of corruptible man.
Sua cuique deus fit dira cupido. ‘ Each man’s fearful
passion becomes his god.” Yes, and not passions only,
but every impulse, every aspiration, every humour,
every virtue, every whim. In each of his activities the
Greek found something wonderful, and ¢alled it God:
the hearth at which he warmed himself and cooked his
food, the street in which his house stood, the horse he
rode, the cattle he pastured, the wife he married, the

1.0, T. 1st chorus.
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child that was born to him, the plague of which he died
or from which he recovered, each suggested a deity, and
he made one to preside over each. So too with qualities
and powers more abstract. Violence, Fear, Revolution,
Sport, Drunkenness, Democracy, Madness, Envy, Revel-
ling, Persuasion, Sleep, Hunger, are personified and in
some cases worshipped. Everything has its worship, even
‘the Unknown God’. (That is why, viewing his religion,
it is possible to represent the Greek as a miracle of vice
or of virtue.) A Greek wished to be drunk, Dionysus
was his patron ; to be vicious, and he turned to Aphrodite
Pandemos. He was a thief, and could rely on the help
of Hermes; he had a passion for purity, and there was
the worship of Artemis. Gods enough; but they are not
original beings with independent powers. They are the
shadows of the man who made them, called into existence
to patronize the actions of their creator, to utter the words
which he puts into their mouth, to smile to order on his
faults and virtues with benignant and unfaltering com-
plaisance.!

This is enough to explain why there was no religious
tyranny in Greece. Gods of this kind were unlikely to
have a drastic influence on men’s lives. Their origin and
character weakened, without actually destroying, their
power over their devotees. They were after all only the
work of men’s hands, and the men instinctively took
liberties with their creations. Aristophanes, who was a

! According to Mr. Bent (The Cyclades, p. 373), there is at the
present day in Paros a convent dedicated to the Drunken S. George.
‘ On November 3, the Pariotes usually tap their new-made wine,
and get drunk; they have a dance and a scene of revelry in
front of this church, which is hallowed by the presence of the
priests.” The spirit which created the Olympians is not dead
yet.
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supporter of the established religion, exhibits Dionysus
on the stage before the assembled Athenian public in
the mixed character of a blusterer, a coward, and a
buffoon ;! and Dionysus was, as Miss Harrison points
out, the god of a genuinely spiritual worship. He treats
Zeus with equal disrespect, connecting him in one place
with an intolerably blasphemous theory of rain, in another
arguing with admirable gravity that Heracles is sure to be
disinherited as an illegitimate son of the King of Heaven.?
So with writers less reckless than Aristophanes, and on
stages less light-hearted than that of Comedy. It is told
of Agesipolis that ‘ after consulting the oracle at Olympia,
he went on to ask the God at Delphi whether he was of
the same mind as his father, implying that it would be dis-
graceful to contradict him’.® And Theognis, in remarking
on the inequalities of divine justice, addresses Zeus thus,
Zeb pike, Qavpdlo ae, ‘ Dear Zeus, I wonder at you.”4 It
is the tone in which a boy might speak of his elder
brother—DPindar thought the gods were our brothers—and
it suggests that, on occasions when heaven said one thing
and the people wished another, the Greek gods would bow
to public opinion.

This was the penalty which the Greeks paid for seeing
divinity in many forms. They gained in breadth but lost
in intensity. Their God was too much the creation of his
worshippers cver to become absolute. He was a con-
stitutional monarch whose subjects never quite forgot
that they had put him on his throne. In theory their
king, he was in fact their representative, bound to carry
out their desires. And among these was the desire to
be free.

1 Frogs. 2 Birds, 1649 f.
3 Ar. Rhet, 2. 23 (tr. Welldon). ¢ fr. 78.
D3
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That is one influence which made Greek religion work
loose. A sccond is akin to it. There was no Greck
Bible.

This makes for liberty at the outset. A Bible has
immense advantages for those who can use it, but for
the world at large it has its dangers. Think how easily the
written word, interpreted with the rigour of ignorance,
can cramp truth. The Psalmist had said that the sun
‘ runneth about from one end of heaven to the other’
and that ‘the foundations of the round world are so
firmly fixed that they cannot be moved’. How then
could Galileo maintain that the earth moves about the
sun ? Here was the plain warrant of Holy Writ for the
contrary. S. Paul had told us that * men arc made to live
on the face of the earth. It follows that they do not
live on more faces than one or upon the back. With such
a passage before his eyes, a Christian should not ecven
speak of the Antipodes’.! So mediaeval theologians
argued, using the Bible not to make alive but to petrify.
And in countless ways less gross than these, casual
remarks misunderstood, crude conceptions of a primitive
age, moral precepts applicable to a primitive people,
were invested with divine authority and forged into
fetters for liberty of thought, simply because they were
found in a sacred book.

From such dangers the Greeks were free. They had no
Bible. We often call Homer the Greek Bible ; but the
phrase is misleading, for Homer had not the peremptory
authority of a Law once ordained and for ever binding,
but the subtle influence of a great book which is in
cvery one’s hands. The Delphic oracles come nearest to
the Jewish Law, for they were the direct commands of

1 0p. cit. quoted in Lecky, Hist. of Rationalism, i. 267 ff.
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Apollo. But they never became cngines of tyranny,
for they were delivered to mcet special situations, and
were strictly temporary in their applications. The Orphic
cult had, it is true, sacred writings. But therc was no
Book of the great Olympian gods, or of any other deities
worshipped in Greece. Of Apollo and Zeus many legends
were current, but no one had troubled to harmonize them,
and their worshippers, without insisting on precise
definition, were content with a general edoéBeia. Hence
Plato could invent an account of Creation to support
a particular polity, because as he says, ‘ we do not know
the truth about antiquity.’* His words may remind us
how differently the Jew was situated, with his book
of Genesis, and its hard-and-fast account of the origin of
the world. And so generally ; thought in Greece could
work unchecked, for there was no exact standard by
which to check it.

From this came an attitude to religion very unlike that
of the Jews. The Jew accepted the God that was revealed
to him: the Greek thought his gods out. If the Jew
was in doubt, it was easy for him to decide. His God
had issucd commands, and were they not written in the
books of Moses ?  But the Greek had no such authorities
to appcal to. He was thrown back on his own reason,
his own sense of what was right and true. This was the
workshop in which his beliefs were hammered out. . That
is why we find Plato expurgating the heavenly records,
giving them new turns and new interpretations, making
and unmaking theology to his liking. If somcthing in
traditional theology offends his moral scnsc, he openly
discards it.2  And so with writers less rationalistic than

1 Republic, 382, 414 1.
2 e.g. in Republic, books 2 and 3 passim.
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Plato. Pindar was orthodox and conservative. Yet
coming across an ugly legend about the gods, he simply
denies it. ‘I will speak contrariwise to them that have
gone before me. . . . To me it is impossible to call one of
the blessed gods cannibal; I keep aloof.”? He will have
nothing to do with a story that revolts his moral sense.
Though it have all tradition on its side, still it must be
false : Pindar trusts his own instincts and throws it over.
Such an attitude may be matched in Hebrew literature,
but it is not common there. On the whole the Jew sub-
mitted to tradition, while the Greek trusted in himself
and his reason.

Let us take one famous example. Greek and Hebrew
literature cach contain a story of a just man who was
visited by heaven with undeserved misfortunce. Job,
‘ a perfect and upright man that feared God and eschewed
evil,” lost his goods, his family, and his health by a sudden
decree of heaven. Prometheus, the great Titan, who saw
the human race perishing unregarded, pitied it, risked
the divine anger, gave fire to men, and in punishment
was nailed by Zcus to a precipice on the Caucasus. The
two sufferers are in much the same casc: Promethcus
suffers, because he followed the dictates of mercy; Job
suffers in spite of his purity of life. If either of them
deserved his fate, it was Promethcus. And each story
follows the same course. Both men lament their sufferings
and proclaim their innocence. Friends visit them and
counsel submission to the will of hecaven. Prometheus
replies that his offence was deliberate and that he will
never yield to Zeus; Job insists that he has done no
wrong. So far the stories coincide. But observe how
different arc the morals which the Greek and the Hebrew

1 Pyth. 1. 53.
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writer draw respectively from their misfortunes. A
whirlwind comes up out of the desert, and a Voice out
of it speaks to Job, ‘ convincing him,’ as the chapter’s
heading quaintly says, ‘of ignorance and imbecility.’
What is he with his knowledge that he should question
the dispensations of God? Where was Job when God laid
the foundations of the world? Can he make snow or ice
or rain: can he guide and order the constellations? What
does he know of the Almighty and His ways? And Job
meekly accepts the sentence. ‘ Behold, I am vile. . .
I have uttered that I understood not, . . . things too
wonderful for me, which I knew not . . . Wherefore I
abhor myself, and repent in dust and ashes.” Observe that
God has not justified his punishment nor Job admitted
his guilt. The man has simply retracted and humbled
himself. His sufferings remain mysterious and un-
explained. But who is he that he should question God’s
ways ?

This solution, we may safely prophesy, would have been
unintelligible to the Greek; Aeschylus does not adopt
it. ‘God convinceth Job of ignorance and imbecility :’
there is no trace of such a finale in the case of Prometheus.
When Zeus commands and threatens, Prometheus retorts
with an insulting defiance: he does what Job will not
do, he curses God. And he curses him with impunity or
something more. Unlike the Jew, Aeschylus concluded
his story, not with the unconditional surrender of the
weaker party, but with his practical justification. Time
and fate bring Hercules, who kills the tormenting vulture ;
Zeus is persuaded to strike the chains off Prometheus,
and receives in return information of a secret danger
that menaces his throne. But the Titan is not abased nor
the god exalted : a treaty is struck between the two, and
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they come to terms.! From first to last it never occurs
to Aeschylus that Prometheus may have had a narrow
view of justice, and that when the accounts were summed
Zeus might turn out to have been right after all. Without
a suspicion that it might be fallible, he brings God and
the Titan before the bar of human reason. He judges
the two in that court without a presumption in favour
of either, and when God appears unjust, unhesitatingly
condemns him.?

How different in all this from the deities of Hellenism
is Jehovah ! How different a position He occupies in the
life of His people! He is a jealous and arbitrary God :
He dominates and dwarfs His worshippers. Jehovah IS
before His people were, they know Him only by His
revelation of Himself, and they are in the hollow of His
hand. The Greek said of Apollo and Zeus, they are:
Jehovah said to His people, I AM : Jewish writers show
a self-submission and self-abasement to Him which is quite
un-Greek. They are obsessed with the sense of Him. He
is the inspiration of all that is great and memorable
in their writings. There are thirty-nine books in the
Old Testament. All but one are continually occupied
with the relations of God to man; nineteen—the Book
of Job, the Psalms, the prophetic books—have no other
subject. It is not so with Greek literature. There does
not lie behind that, as an unchanging background, a
struggle between the will of man and the will of God.

Perhaps it is rash to base an argument on the plot of the
Prometheus Unbound which is lost. But no modern writer, so
far as I know, except the late Professor Blackie, has suggested that
it justified the original conduct of Zeus.

2 I have ventured to borrow the idea of this illustration from
the late Professor Butcher's Harvard Lectures, giving it a different
application. ’
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It has no repeated protests against a backsliding people,
whose éars continually wax dull and their hearts gross.
And this is not due to any exceptional righteousness of
the Greeks. Rather it is because religion was not the
same thing for Homer or Aeschylus as for Moses or Isaiah.
In their scheme of the world God was not everything. He
was a part of their life, an important part, but not more.
He was there to lend His countenance to their occupations
and interests, but not to direct, dominate, and override
them. So it is even with the most religious Greeks. When
Plato constructs his ideal city, the first word in his pages
is not God, the first thought of the writer is not how he
shall please Him. Much later in the treatise do we come
to such considerations. Read the Republic by the side of
one of the prophetic books, and the difference of temper
is apparent.

The two towns Athens and Jerusalem well reflect the
respective character of their religions. Glorious are the
temples that crown the Acropolis and give a consecration
to the life that moved beneath them. But they are there
only as elements in a harmonious whole, one beauty
among many others. The view from the Mount of Olives
suggests very different thoughts. Across the valley on
its hill lies Jerusalem, a confused mass of domes and
towers and flat roofs, so closely huddled that the eye
sees no trace of open spaces or intersecting streets. For
a moment the city looks like one of the less attractive
Eastern towns, a city of burrows scraped out for a people
without imagination or ideal or sense of beauty. So it
looks, or would look but for certain open spaces, just
within the city wall and before the houses begin, huge
courtyards with domed buildings and a few cypresses
rising from their pavement. They are the only great
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thing which the eye sees; Jerusalem is dwarfed beside
them ; and the huge mosques within them seem lost in
their spaces. These are the Temple Courts. This is the
spot which the Jew, while he kept his town mean and
unlovely, consecrated to the worship of Jehovah; these
are the courts of the House of his God.

It is difficult to speak in this way without giving the
impression that the Greeks were irreligious. Of course,
as a whole they were quite the reverse; witness their
consternation at the mutilation of the Hermae. But
they were religious in the way in which the average
church-goer of to-day is religious. Perhaps they would
not have gone so far as to agree with the late Rev. Mark
Pattison that religion is a good servant but a bad master ; !
but there were many other interests in their life besides
God. None of them were religious as Augustine or Pascal
or Newman or Tolstoi understood the word. It is hard to
parallel from Greek literature passages like the following :
‘there are two Gods. There is the God people generally
believe in—a God who has to serve them (sometimes in
very refined ways, perhaps by merely giving them peace
of mind). This God does not exist. But the God whom
people forget—the God whom we all have to serve—does
exist and is the prime cause of our existence and of all
that we perceive;’2 or, again, the Psalmist’s words:
‘so foolish was I and ignorant, even as it were a beast
before thee. . . . Whom have I in heaven but thee, and
there is none upon earth that I desire in comparison of
thee. My flesh and my heart faileth; but God is the

1 Memoirs, p. 97.

? Tolstoi. I have been unable to re-identify the passage.
Contrast Homer’s argument for religion, ‘all men have need
of the gods.” Od. 3. 48. ‘
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strength of my heart and my portion for ever.’” What
Greek ever thought of his religion as Pascal thinks of Con-
version!: ‘La -véritable conversion consiste & s’anéantir
devant cet étre universel, qu’on a irrité tant de fois,
et qui peut vous perdre légitimement a toute heure; a
reconnaitre qu’on ne peut rien sans lui, et qu’on n’a mérité
rien de lui que sa disgrice’? or as Newman thinks of
Catholicism: ‘I speak of it as teaching the ruined nature
of man; his utter inability to gain heaven by any-
thing he can do himself ; the moral certainty of his losing
his soul if left to himself ; the simple absence of all rights
and claims on the part of the creature in the presence
of the Creator; the illimitable claims of the Creator on
the service of the creature’?? and so forth.

These passages are conceived in the genuine temper of
Isaiah and of S. Paul, but where shall we match them in
Greek ? The nearest we can come is Plato’s saying that
men are the ‘chattels of God’;® or the famous hymn of the
Stoic Cleanthes. With Plato we shall deal later. As for the
hymn, it must be remembered that Stoicism was a third-
century growth, its founders and chief teachers of Asiatic
origin, and the God of Cleanthes an impersonal power.
And T think that most people who read the hymn will
feel that, in spite of a surface resemblance, its words are
infinitely removed from the intellectual self-abnegation
of Newman or the intense passion of the Psalmist.

Here, then, are three influences which fostered wappnoia
in Athens ; the absence of a Bible; an instinct for ration-
alism; and the temper engendered by an anthropomorphic

1 Pensées, 508 (ed. Brunschvigg).
2 Scope and Nature of University Education, c. 7.
8 Phaedo, 62.
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religion. They pass into one another, and together they
explain why, if anything prevented the Greek from seeing
life as it is, it was not his gods.

If religion left the Greeks free, so did politics. Though
civic life and private life so nearly coincided, though the
Greek state claimed from its citizens so much more than
does our own, yet the individual never became a mere
cipher on a census paper, but kept and asserted his own
individuality.

Political individualism is writ large across the history
of Greece. At its worst it appears in the want of self-
control, the inability to unite, the reckless selfishness,
which were so disagreeably common. It was not rare
for an expelled citizen to join his city’s enemies and
attempt to ruin her. Oligarchs and democrats assaulted
the homes from which they had been banished ; Greek
exiles instigated and accompanied both Persian invasions ;
Alcibiades one day commanded an Athenian fleet, the
next was pointing out at Sparta the weak places in his
country’s defences. As he pleasantly says, * Having been
once distinguished as a lover of my country, I now cast
in my lot with her worst foes, and attack her with all my
might.” !

But Greek individualism took better forms than these.
Once it brought 10,000 Greeks back from the Euphrates
to their homes. Nothing is more instructive in that
history of Xenophon which has introduced so many
schoolboys to Greek, than the organization of the army ;
nothing is more characteristically Greek. It is not an
army on the march, but a parliament of 10,000 members.
If a crisis arises, the soldiers meet in assembly, the generals

1 Thuc. 6. 92.
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lay the situation before them, speakers argue pro and con,
the army votes, and the march is resumed. Generals
who are incompetent or suspect are publicly impeached :
the army acquits, fines, or puts them to death. It sounds
like a dream of Gilbert and Sullivan. Yet the Ten
Thousand marched and voted themselves in wintry
weather over many miles of the most difficult country
in the world. That was individualism too.

This spirit, present doubtless from the beginning,
became active in the seventh and following centuries,
when the growth of tyrannies made Greece feel how much
was lost with freedom. Herodotus, who recounts the rise
and fall of many of these princedoms, tells why they
were unpopular. They were oppressive. ‘ The tyrants
upset ancestral customs, and do violence to women, and
put men to death without a trial.”! But they were also
alien to the temper of the Greeks. The Athenians, says
Hé;odotus, while the Peisistratidae ruled them, were no
better fighters than their neighbours, but when set free
they immediately surpassed them: which ‘shows that
in their subjection they were purposely slack, because
they were toiling for a master, but when they obtained
liberty each man eagerly worked for himself’.2 It is
noticeable that the word he uses for liberty is {onyopin—
‘ freedom of speech '—they were not content with mere
freedom of action. The same craving is audible in the
quaint reply of the Spartans to a Persian governor, who
urged them to submit to Xerxes: ‘ you do not know what
you are advising us to do, Hydarnes, for you know
what it is to be a slave, but the sweetness of freedom you
have never tasted. If you felt it, you would tell us to
fight for it, not with spears only but with axes.”?

1 Hdt. 3. 8o. ? Id. 5. 78. 3 Id. 7. 135.
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But it was Pericles and the democracy which developed
the conception of wappnoia, on which indeed any real
democracy must depend. Under written laws, says
Euripides,

Weak men cast back the lie
On prosperous calumny ; the poorer sort,
If justice back their plea, confound the strong ;
And freedom in our parliament proclaims,
‘Who can depose wise counsel for the state ?’
Then he that will, sits silent; he that will,
Speaks, and wins glory. Can equality
Go further? !

These words are put into the mouth of a king of Athens,
and Euripides, who put them there, speaks elsewhere of
free speech as the ‘one great thing’, and shudders at the
thought of a man whose tongue is tied. ‘ A slave is he
that may not speak his thought.’2 A few years before
Euripides wrote these words, a defeated and dispirited
Athenian fleet was trapped far away from home. As the
sailors embarked for a last attempt to break through
the enemy, their commander made a final appeal to the
captains. His first words to them are significant. ‘ He
reminded them that they were the inhabitants of the
freest country in the world, and how in Athens there
was no interference with the daily life of any man.’ 3
Certainly there was little interference with what any
man said. Greek Comedy gives an idea of the lengths
to which mappnaia might go unchecked. The criticisms
of the late South African War which drew on the heads of
Mr. Lloyd George and others the ready missiles of angry
crowds, were mild in comparison with those which
Aristophanes was permitted to make in the State Theatre

1 Suppl. 433 ff. 2 Phoen. 391. Cp. Ion, 672 ; Hipp. 422.
3 Thuc. 7. 69. .
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on the struggle of his countrymen against the Peloponne-
sians. Suppose that it was the custom in this country
for plays to be presented to the public ¢ on Easter Monday:
in the Albert Hall, under the patronage of the State,
and before an audience comprising not merely ministers
of all kinds and degrees, but students from the Universities
and pupils from the Schools’.! Suppose that while
England was engaged in a desperate war, some poect
exhibiting at this festival advocated peace and denounced
war in no measured terms, charged Mr. Chamberlain with
peculation, displayed John Bull as a fat, greedy, credulous,
ignorant old man, cheated and robbed by the government
in power; suppose that Lord Roberts was brought in
person on the stage, caricatured as a dressy braggart,
publiclyflouted by animpertinent crowd, and finally carried
off to hospital desperately wounded, while the peace-party,
with derisive shouts at his misfortunes, retired to a luxu-
rious dinner ; suppose that a modern author dared to
write such a play, would an English public tolerate it
for a moment? And yet during the Peloponnesian War,
Aristophanes, presenting on the stage the Athenian public,
its chief statesmen, and one of its most eminent generals,
caricatured them in no less gross a way.2

No doubt Comedy had peculiar licence in Greece. But
that does not alter the fact of the licence. The rule of
mappnoia held always in Athens. Not in the times of
worst disaster, not when Athens was fighting no longer
for victory but for life, not when the timbers of her fleet
were breaking up on the beach at Syracuse and her army

1 Verrall, Four Plays of Euripides.

¢ The criticisms on Cleon passim, on Demos in the Kunights,
and on Lamachus in the Acharnians are the basis of the preceding
analogy.

1740 E
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rotting in its quarries, not after Aegospotami itself, was
free speech restricted. The ecclesia still met, the herald
still asked 7is dyopevew Boverar ;—Who wishes to speak ?1

This was the practice of Athens. It followed a defi-
nite, deliberate, and clearly-expounded theory. All the
political thinkers of Greece, with the exception of Plato,
speak of the state as existing for the individual. One
of them, a friend and admirer of Pericles, who knew from
within the politics on which he wrote, has left in writing
the ideal of the Athenian democracy. It remains to us
unaged as the charter of democracy, the New Testament
of Liberalism.

In the Funeral Speech which he puts in the lips of
Pericles, Thucydides makes him declare his conception
of what Athens is and what every state ought to be. The
complete freedom of the Athenian citizen strikes us at
once in reading the speech, the absence of any attempt to
make him good by law, the absence of any safeguards
against want of patriotism, and indeed of any fear of it.
We arc taken into an atmosphere very different from
modern political thought. There is no talk of class
jealousy and class selfishness, to be remedied by a system

1 Certain attempts were, however, made to restrict comic
licence. A law was passed in 440 forbidding the treatment of
contemporary politics, but was repealed in 437. There was a
similar enactment in 416, forbidding dvopasri kwpwdeiv, personal
attacks: yet in 4