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Tua1s little book will betray the length of time it has
been under consideration by several allusions to modern
events which are now anachronisms. But I have preferred
2o leave the text as I wrote it some time ago; and to make
no change in the estimate of the Stoic teachers, although in
some respects my own standpoint 18 not the same. On the
whole, it agrees fairly well with the valuation of o pure
Monism set forth in the ‘ Bampton Lectures’ of 7905 ;
and I aom glad of an opportunity of supplementing and
supporting the general statements made there by this
detarled inguiry into two or three of the most eminent and
sincere expounders of an untenable creed.

MuounprAM HOUSE,
NORFOLE,
December 1909,
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LATER STOICISM

—
PART I. INTRODUCTION
——
CHAPTER I

“THE ROMAN EMPEROR?”

ANALYSIS

The Roman Empire an extempore expedient.

The Emperor a Republican officral, not @ King ; no recognition
of the hereditary principle.

The Empure above Nationality.

Vagueness of Imperial vdeal allowed oscillation between civil
and military conception ; the Cresar represented the Spirit
of the Age im his choice.

Dual aspect of the Emperor as ¢ Overlord” of the provinces
(where his personal caprice modified by continuity of tradition,
by policy of mon-untervention, and by local avtonomy); and
as “ Princeps” and Delegate of the Senate.

Honest attempts of * Fwve good Emperors” to rule as Presidents
of a Free State (96-180 A.D.); history of +is subsequent
fatlure (180-285 A.D.).

This pervod an exceptional epoch, devoted to the problem of the
Reconciliatron of the Dyarchy.

Disappointing results of M. Aurelius reign and character due
in part to the sadness of hus philosophical speculations.

I



2 MARCUS AURELIUS

No political system that man’s ingenuity has invented
can ever equal in interest for us the Roman Empire.
Like the British Constitution, it was the slow growth
of time. Julius and Augustus contributed, in large
measure and in answer to a tired world’s demand, to
this unification, this centralizing of authority in a
single city and a single ruler; but they could never
have dreamt of the full significance of their work.
Augustus, indeed, to the very close of his life cloaked
his power under a pretence of extempore expediency ;
and masterly though this policy was in disarming the
old classical prejudice against a “tyranny,” yet much
of the suspicion and discord, the mutinies and bloodshed,
which succeeded, was due to the singular indefiniteness
and ambiguity of his new Constitution, which under
the old titles and magistracies concealed a complete
revolution. He could never have foreseen that this
hasty attempt to° reconcile the traditions of the past
with the needs of the present, would become permanent
in his own Empire, and, after it had passed away, would
appear at all subsequent times of human history as the
visionary Ideal towards which the aspirations of our
race are directed. The paradoxes, but imperfectly dis-
guised by the Imperial mantle, involved inconsistencies
so absurd and so fundamental, that we wonder how the
system survived for ten years the inquiry of reasonable
men. Yet a stability seems to have attended it, which
from experience we know is demied to the paper
constitution and definite formule of modern theoretic
government.

§ 2. The Roman Empire was never a monarchy in
the strict sense ; to the very end the word “ Respublica ”
took precedence of the title of the despot, who con-
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trolled and frequently enslaved it. In spite of the
Imperial apotheosis (little understood, and often mis-
appreciated), in spite of the obscure inviolability of the
Tribunitian power, no special sanctity surrounded the
representative of the people. The “nation,” a vague
name sometimes embodied in the Senate, sometimes
in the tumultuous shouts of frontier legions, was the
real and ultimate repositary of all lawful power ; and we
marvel that in all the patient and accurate legislation
of the Imperial epoch no attempt was made to define
with exactness the duties, the prerogatives, the rights
of succession, the dynastic claims, the methods of
election, of that central point upon which this wheel
of government and society revolved. The divinity,
which to our modern eyes “doth hedge a king,” the
peculiar respect in speech and address, the reverence
to the person of a monarch, the accumulated titles of
honour,—all these were utterly lacking. We have
enormously increased the presfige, the sacrosanct
character of our modern sovereigns, though it may
be at the cost of their prerogative. Their influence
is all the greater, because it is indirect. The Ceesar,
elected by a free choice, and possessing of himself no
single claim to sovereignty, was the trusted minister
of Democracy, and atoned for failure with his life.
“The King can do no wrong”; “Le rol est mort!
Vive le roi!” are two principles which lie at the back-
ground of the stability of Europe, and are by no means
mere sentiments or convenient fictions of the law.
Yet they involve ideas which a Roman in the most
servile period would have repudiated with scorn. We
have raised monarchs above the strife of party, above
the bitterness of rival factions, into a serener atmosphere ;
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and when the history of the Nineteenth Century is
compiled by dispassionate critics, it will be seen how
largely we have augmented the influence while circum-
geribing the direct power of the Crown. As late as
the reign of Maurice (682-602), Theophylact could
proudly boast of the contrast between the “legal and
constitutional government” of the Byzantine, and the
capricious despotism of the irresponsible Chosroes.
And this, after the policy of the rough but astute
Diocletian, of Constantine, and still more definitely
of Justinian, had set itself to centralize, to seclude, to
consecrate the monarchical idea, after the pattern of
Oriental courts. Nor did the hereditary principle meet
with recognition throughout this period of fifteen
centuries. Nothing is more remarkable than the safe
security of the family and relations of a deposed or
murdered emperor. They sank unnoticed into private
life ; no vengeance associated them in the misdeeds of
their kinsman ; no discontented faction saw a pretext
for sedition in their indisputable claims to Imperial
rank. If we examine the “ dynasties” of this period
from Augustus to Constantine XIv., we shall observe
how common was the peaceful succession of son, of
brother, or of nephew to the throne; and the page of
history is full of ephemeral families, each one increasing
in duration and stability, till at the close, the Comneni
and the Paleologi divide between them mnearly four
hundred years. But it must be continually remembered
that this involved no recognition whatever of the heredi-
tary principle, as we understand it to-day. The “Holy
Roman Empire” became monopolized by a single family
in later times, without ever expressly denying that the
highest secular office in Europe was open to any
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baptized and free-born Christian man. From one brief
but pregnant sentence in Tacitus we gather the remark-
able difference between the aristocratic modern world
of to-day and the democracy of the classical peoples:
“ reges ex nobilitate, duces ex virtute sumunt ” (Germania,
vii.). This i1s the key not only to medieval, but even
to much of modern history. We account in this way
for the long survival of effete dynasties, and the real
business of affairs concentred in some *“ Major Domus.”
A similar respect produced in Japan the singular
dualism of Shogun and Mikado; and in Roman history
itself we may see it appearing in the last days of the
Western Sovereignty, when powerful barbarians like
Ricimer, dividing the honour and the reality of authority,
introduced a principle utterly alien to the spirit of the
Romans. But it is not too much to say that to the
acute observer, who refuses to be deceived by the harm-
less and necessary turmoil of democratic legislation
and reform, Furopean Society, in its firm loyalty to
monarchs who are “born not made,” to a governing
class that is never a bureaucracy, and to the laws of
succession and property, relies for its surest foundations
on the hereditary principle. And this, just because the
people are free, and with their instinctive good sense
prefer to place power in those whose past traditions
are a guarantee of confidence and good faith, and who
breathe a purer air of patriotism and disinterestedness,
apart from the narrow conservatism of officialdom and
the intrigues of professional politicians.

§ 3. To-day, though humaner views of the *brother-
hood of man ” prevail, and are destined to friumph over
war and the miseries of dissension, yet there is no sign
of the decay of National feeling. For this becomes
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stronger in our hearts, as it is more genuine than a
vague cosmopolitan sympathy, which so often amounts
merely to the acceptance of certain theoretical pro-
positions, indifference to immediate duties. To this
feeling, this generous emotion, the Empire, whether
medieval or ancient, was an absolute stranger. The
Empire was the denial of nationality. The “ Civis
Romanus” was one who enjoyed a supra-national
privilege. He was a Spaniard, a Neapolitan, a Cyrenian,
& Syrian; but he was something more. The gradual
extension of what may be termed the ¢ franchise”
advanced to its goal of complete comprehensiveness
(under an Anfonine, in 213 A.p.) along with the decay
of the Roman race. In its narrower significance, the
Roman family became extinet. The legitimate children
by birth were succeeded by the adopted family of all
“nations under heaven”; and adoption constituted in
the ancient world a tie no less sacred and binding
than did physical descent. Thus the Empire is com-
pletely ignorant of the modern notions of Fkingship,
of heredity, of nationality. It attempts to conceal the
absolute powers which it places in the hands of
representatives, and seems ashamed or afraid to define
them. The Emperor is merely the first subject of this
comprehensive and invisible State. He embodies the
people’s wishes, aspirations, and authority; but he
exercises a sacred trust which has been freely delegated
to a chief magistrate. He is a steward, not an owner.
In the son of Cesar there exists no inherent pre-
supposition or pretension to office. And the polilical
system founded on the very negation of nationalism or
separateness, formed a bond of union between tribes
and civilizations the most adverse and distinct,—an
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intangible network which held together in harmony
and peace the last centuries of the decaying peoples of
classical antiquity.

§ 4. Enough has been said to suffice as a general
introduction to that “Imperium” of which Marcus
Aurelius Antoninus was so bright an ornament. We
shall try to portray the work, the character, the
influence of this ruler; and in attempting to estimate
his place, either as a thinker or a governor, the remarks
which precede will be found by no means superfluous.
Among the various attempts made by generals or
statesmen on their accession to define this strangely
vague dignity, none was more noble or conscientious
than the policy of the five good Emperors whose names
have brightened that period of repose, and perhaps of
lethargy, which seemed to Gibbon the “happiest” age
in human records. The reigning Cesar, finding few
precedents and generally armed with a “mandate,”
silent or expressed, to reverse and stigmabize his
predecessor’s methods, was at liberty to give prominence
to whichever of his dual positions he preferred. He
might, even in time of peace, incline towards an
Absolutism supported by the Sword ; or, rejecting the
title Imperator, he might live and govern as “ princeps,”
ag “ primus inter pares,” among his peers, the Senatorial
fathers. In this oscillation, greatly though this change
was due to the character of the Emperor and his
predilections for republican or military ideals, yet
there can be no doubt that in whatever capacity, he
represented the temper of the Roman world—that
public opinion and that plainspokenness of the populace
which was tolerated even under the most savage reigns.
Probably no government has ever existed unless favoured
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and approved by the larger part of its subjects. The
seditious may be clear-voiced and bold, but they always
constitute & minority. The approval of the citizens
may be due to the sheer inertia of indolence or
ignorance, or the profound doubt that any change can
be for the better. An infinitesimal fraction of the
Russians have more than once imperilled a system
which is set firm on the piety and veneration of the
vast bulk of the nation. The Sultan of Turkey, in
spite of the protests of a “Young Turkey” faction, is
acceptable to his subjects. The government of France,
which offers a frivolous nation the comparatively harmless
sport of a ministerial crisis in place of regicide and the
fall of dynasties, reposes undoubtedly upon the negative
and contemptuous consent of the people. The Tudor
Sovereigns, perhaps more cruel in their suspicions of
our noble houses than any Cwsar, had the unfailing
support of their subjects, and live in their grateful
memory. Similarly, the Roman Emperors seem at each
moment to embody the dominant spirit of the age, and
perhaps rather to follow than to lead. Trained for the
most part in no princely seclusion, but moving freely
as soldiers or citizens among a free-speaking people,
acceding to a dignity which rarely dazzled them, they
brought to the throne the tastes, the studies, the pre-
dilections of a private station, and gave unconscious
expression to the popular voice, and clearer utterance
to vague murmurs of discontent.

§ 5. Great as was the power of Ciwcsar, his personality
was perhaps of less account than the character of the
Constitutional monarch of to-day. The provinces of
Rome, where the real life and progress of the Empire
continued, were indifferent to the occupant of the throne.



« THE ROMAN EMPEROR” 9

Though the Roman civil service never degenerated into
a bureaucracy, yet there was a continuity of tradition, a
uniformity of procedure, which never snapt, though the
idea of sovereignty was incarnate in a rough Dacian
peasant or an effeminate Syrian boy; though on the
frontiers the transient phantoms in the purple baffle the
assiduity of Numismatics. The secret of Roman great-
ness was her respect for individual rights and local
autonomy. The central government was to be strong
and vigilant for the public cause, but it was to honour
the liberties of the governed, and above all never to
interfere in those debatable and uncertain matters which,
as indifferent to the public order, are best left to in-
dividual taste. The New Testament from Pilate to
Festus is full of eloquent testimony to the forbearance
and toleration of the Roman official, and his instinctive
sense of the limits of government and the restrictions
which should be placed upon State interference. Rome,
unfairly weighted with the odium of the Ten Persecu-
tions of the Christians, is yet the first State that dis-
covered and practised religious tolerance. The ear of
the Emperor was an infallible and uncorrupt court of
final appeal; but his vigilance did not obtrude itself, nor
did his authority mischievously supersede the ancient
local systems.

Seneca (De Clem.) is addressing his master during the
“golden age” of the Quinquennium; yet these words
might well epitomize the general view of Roman
administration during its whole supremacy. I.2: “Multa
illos cogunt ad hanc confessionem (esse felices), qua
nulla in homine tardior est; securitas alta, affluens;
jus supra omnem injuriam positum. . . . Letissima
forma RP?®, cul ad summam libertatem nihil deest nisi
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pereundi licentia.” And of the conception of the Im-
perial position; I 3: “quem omnes non tam supre se
esse quam pro se sciunt”: and the familiar metaphor,
“ Quemadm. totum corpus animo deservit. . . . Sic heee
immensa multitudo unius anime circumdata (enveloping
like the body the soul of a single man) illius spiritu
regitur, illius ratione flectitur. . . . 4. Ille est enim
vinculum per quod RP. coheret; ille spiritus vitalis,
quem heec tot maillia trahunt, nihil ipsa per se futura
nisi onus et preeda si mens illa Imperii subtrahatur.
5. Animus RP® tu es, illa corpus tuum.” The whole
temper of the more acquiescent Roman and the attitude
of the provincials towards the new regimen, is probably
well contained in the following :—Ep. Ixxiii.: “Ille vir
sincerus ac purus qui reliquit et curiam et forum et
omnem admin® RP® wt ad ampliora secederet, diligit
eos per quos hoc ei facere tutod licet . . . magnam rem
nescientibus debet . . . sub quorum tutela positus exercet
artes bonas.”

It the wisdom of the British is content to leave the
anomaly of over six hundred separate and distinet
administrations in India, we have learned this lesson
from the Roman. The Roman world was no loosely-knit
congeries of independent satrapies: behind the apparent
licence of the urban life of Asia Minor was the strong
hand of the central authority, watchful yet seldom
obtrusive. The supreme merit of the system was due
to this self-control, which for the first time in history
curbed and restricted the interference of government,
encouraged native traditions and creeds, and avoided
that dangerous lethargy which a professional bureaucracy
and over-minute supervision tend to produce in some
modern States. Thus the Empire clearly had two faces,
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like Janus, the one as the benevolent and impartial
warden of the world’s peace; the other, in its stricter
relation to ite immediate environment, the Senate of
Rome. The Emperor was the “overlord” of a multi-
plicity of States, who found union symbolized and
guaranteed in his person; but he was, besides, the
supreme magistrate in a municipality. The individuality
of Cesar mattered little in the provinces; but his
momentary temper was all-important in Rome. While
Tacitus devotes almost exclusive attention to the
seditions of terrified Senators, who might thwart but
could scarcely help Ceesar’s Imperial ideas; while Sue-
tonius interests his readers in the petty and malicious
gossip of the Court, we must look elsewhere for
the real effect of the new system, and explain from
other sources the gratitude and the homage which it
called forth.

§ 6. We have said that the Prince could on his
accession emphasize at his will the civil or the military
side of sovereignty; and that in making this choice he
represented more truly than an heir-apparent fo-day
the general wish or public sentiment. The advent of
Vespasian and the Flavian “ dynasty ¥ was in complete
barmony with middle-class feeling. ¢ Peace, retrench-
ment, and reform ” was the watchword of a tired society
after the startling extravagance and heroic vices of the
Claudian house. Unfortunate misunderstanding drove
the last of this family, an able administrator of a gloomy
and suspicious temper, into that undying feud with the
Senate which Tacitus so eloquently describes in the
opening chapters of the “Agricola.” The tone of Roman
society and aspirations in 96 AD. became once more
overtly and distinctly Republican. The period of nearly
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one hundred years was marked by an honest attempt on
the part of the adoptive Emperors to govern as Presidents
of a free State. Trajan managed to hold in solution
the diverse elements of military enterprise and deference
to the consultative Body, which still remained in name
the “fount of honour,” and the source of the delegated
authority which he exercised, whether in camp or court.
Hadrian, who represents the restless “ Wanderjahre ” in
this epoch’s life, had reason to suspect the loyalty of
the Senate, but he rarely disregarded their dignity.
Antoninus the First, one of those tranquil, artless, and
almost saintly characters that raise to the throne the
domestic virtues, and influence not by ability, but by
pure simplicity of life and aim, continued in his event-
less reign the same policy of modesty and deference.
Antoninus the Second (or Marcus Aurelius), in whom the
period closes not without sad and melancholy foreboding
of a lonely old age, was fully persuaded of the ultimate
authority of the Senate, though he must have confessed
to himself that as an engine of government it was supine
and incapable. With his death and the ominous (per-
baps apocryphal) threat to Commodus, “The Senate
sends you this!” ended the dream of reconciliation
between the two disparate members of the Dyarchy.
The African Dynasty of Severus (bearing in the character,
annals, and fortunes of its members so strange a resem-
blance to the Flavian) broke entirely with this tradition;
and the counsel, “Gain the Army and despise all else,”
became the charter of his successors. The apparent
restoration under Severus I was formal and meffective.
The senatorial nominees, Pupienus and Balbinus—or
Tacitus some forty years later—were scarcely fitted
to the requirements of the time. The offer of Amilianus
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to limit the powers of the Emperor to external policy
and the guardianship of the frontier, must have been
the “ election placard” of an insecure candidate rather
than the mature judgment of an unquestioned ruler;
and the revolulions of Diocletian and his successors
recognised and sanctioned a state of affairs already exist-
ing, rather than dealt the blow or decreed the downfall
of the Senate. Rome was seen to be what it had long
become, a provincial city, governed by a municipal body
whose tradifions were splendid, but whose influence was
contemptible. The capital, in the turbulence and ex-
ternal menace of the third century, had ceased to be
the centre of interest and activity, or the pivot of
government. The powers of the Ceesar, or of his sub-
ordinate lieutenants, gained in theory as in practice, the
greater the interval which separated them from the
capital. Rome was rather the seat of the opposition
than the centre of administration. The new residences
chosen for the members of the Ceesarian College seemed
to imply a widespread consciousness of danger impending
from the North, and an almost prophetic sense of a
sacred mission, as sentinel of Europe against Asiatic
perils.

§ 7. Thus it must be readily conceded that the second
Antonine belonged to an epoch altogether exceptional
in the records of Imperial Rome. The “Dyarchy” (as
it is sometimes called) was a deliberate attempt to sever
and yet to conciliate the two provinces of civil-legal
and military administration. No doubt in the mind of
Amilian (253 A.p.) dwelt a vague reminiscence of this
fortunate era. Only then was the theoretical truth of
the Constitution recognized by the Senatorial represen-
tative, namely, that in that body reposed the ultimate
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authority of the Roman people ;! and that the Emperors
were but the chosen executive or delegates to carry
out their will during their good pleasure. The two
Antonines were ideal representatives of this anomalous
system, which sought to veil autocracy under republican
forms in exact contradiction of the modern scheme,
which expresses in despotic formule the limited or
vicarious action of a constitutional monarch. In both
there is a deception which deceives no one; but we
may well consider whether Bolingbroke is right, who
maintains that disguised absolutism veiled under popular
forms is more dangerous than the open exercise of
power, without any pretence of concealment. Brought
up from early years in the atmosphere of a Court, the
second Antonine had avoided many of its temptations
and learnt much of its responsibilities. The peculiar
danger of one “born in the purple” (mropdupoyevvyros),
which seems the clear lesson of the career of Commodus,
is contradicted (like most historic generalisations) by
the example of his father. The filial regard of Aurclius
for Antoninus (to call them by their familiar titles) was
sincere and unaffected. He succeeded, first among the
Emperors, not only to a throne secured by a profound
loyalty, but to duties already well defined; and he was
spared, by pious glances at his model, much uncertainty
in the conduct of affairs,—that uncertainty as to the
gignificance and limits of power which embittered the
character of Tiberius, and sowed the seeds of incurable
hatred in 0 many promising reigns between the assembly
and the executive, their chosen but distrusted represen-
tative. His reign was distinguished by no great ad-

! As later, in the College of Cardinals, the inherent right of all Ohris-
tians to choose the Supreme Pontiff.
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ministrative reform, no eventful campaigns. His wars
were confined to the frontiers of the Augustan Empire,
which Trajan had vainly attempted to enlarge; and
interest us only because they seem to forebode the great
Barbarian movements of the coming centuries. The
absolute stillness which enfolds the reign of Antoninus
is certainly broken under his successor by the din of
arms and the alarms of sedition. Avidius Cassius is
the already familiar type of ambitious provinecial governor
who instigates a military “pronunciamento”; but he
may interest us as showing that Aurelius failed to secure
the allegiance of the troops, while he failed fo rouse new
life and energy in the Senate. The desultory and fuftile
campaign in Persia (with which this mutiny was con-
nected) merely marks the recrudescence of that eternal
quarrel between East and West which in this form lasted
for seven hundred years, and produced in all that time
no lasting alteration of frontier. In internal policy I
must not forget the beneficial legislation for the weaker
part of the community, which, derived from no classical
ideal, depended upon a mixture of humanitarian Stoicism
and unseen Christian influences; and to both these the
Roman mind was peculiarly susceptible. But we may
look in vain for any important contribution to the fabric
of the Roman Imperial system; and, while respecting
the principle of heredity, we must regret that Aurelius
could not have foreseen the abuse of power in unworthy
hands, and have rendered harmless the uncontrolled
caprice of later times.

§ 8. Marcus Aurelius has thus cerfainly left no per-
manent mark upon the development of the Imperial
ideal. His influence upon his successors was slight.
The tranquil figure of Antoninus exercised a far more
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potent fascination; and a shadowy Dynasty of affec-
tionate respect issued from him, ending in disgrace in
Heliogabalus, who may be reckoned the eighth who bore,
and perhaps the third who sullied, that honourable name.
Julian, in his “ Cewsars,” treats him with astonishing
irony, and seems to forget that the imperial Stoic is the
model for the imperial Cynic.! Among his own friends,
within his own family, we must regret the little weight
which his character or his teaching carried.?2 Something
in his nature disqualified the noblest of Romans, the
very pattern of sovereigns, from impressing the age with
the permanent stamp of his influence. If we wish to
appreciate this failure aright, we must turn from the
public duties of the Emperor to the inner soul of the
man, which lies bared before us in his “ Meditations.”
There, self-revealed, as perhaps in the case of no other
monarch® we have the record of his life and spiritual
conflict. It is when we pass to the philosophic opinions
of Aurelius that we meet some partial explanation for
his failure as a monarch or a reformer. We shall have
to review the various stages by which Philosophy, that
dangerous and seductive foe of the Common Life, pene-
trated the Roman mind, and attempted to pervade
Roman society. In the Quietism, which the Stoics
brought with them from the Hast, we shall discover

1 Sextus Aurelius, 1t is true, speaks in his customary terms of vapd
eulogy, here, perhaps, with greater genuineness.

2 Mr. Pater, who has, if we may hazard a guess, produced with an
unerring and inimitable instinet the peculiar ¢ atmosphere” of the
Antoniman age, represents the secret doubts and amusement of the
Emperor’s audience, when he lectured to them on the Stoic philosophy.

31 except the naive and creditable autobiography of the Mogul con-
queror Babar ; whose example the present Amir of Afghamstan and the
Gaekwar of Baroda would seem to emulate,
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the most satisfactory clue to the sadness of the Imperial
speculator,—to the unwilling disappointment which his
writings and his life must finally arouse in all those
who love him for his unselfish devotion, his goodness of
heart, his unaffected sincerity.
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CHAPTER 11

“THE STOIC PHILOSOPHER?”

ANALYSIS

Greek Phzlosophy (tn the sphere of conduct) @s foresgn an its
origan, and abstentionist ; aims at discovering ¢ Law or o
Unaty beyond conventional Sanctions and the City-State.

Classical Greek temper delights in variety ; but Gresk Thought
deswres @ Unaity, which as beyond the Mulivple, becomes pure
Negation.

. Philosophical Quietism an contrast to vigorous democratic life.
. Disappowntment of the Sage who wn the supposed new domarn of

Freedom encounters resistance and wncalculable forces.

. A Practical ¢ Unity” achieved in the political world by Alex-

ander and by Augustus; Roman arwstocrats, condemned to
adleness and introspection by the mew government, jorn the
party of abstention and tndifference.

Their © Supreme Unaty,” at first Fate or Destiny, and wmplying
SJutelity of endeavour, becomes a relrgion of devotronal et
desparring Thersm.

Roman Phelosophy as Syncretist and FEclectic; with little
emphasts on Absolute Truth, and much on casuistry and n-
davndual needs ; the dogmatec materealist becomes an agnostic
and a mystic.

Choef features of the eclectic writers en the first two centuries,
Christian and Pagan.

Concentration on the Inner Life as the sole realdty.

Stoical doctrine transformed according to personal character of

1ts chef Roman exponents, Seneca, Epctetus, and Marcus
Awurelius.

§ 1. GReeg Philosophy cannot be called a native
product of Greek soil, or a spontaneous and original
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creation of the Greek mind. It sprang up in those
fringes of Hellenic -ecivilization which bordered the
barbarian peoples, whether in Thrace, in Italy, in Sicily,
or in Asia Minor. Obscure and alien influences com-
bined to give it that peculiar complexion which it bore
to the end of its history. Vague hints and dark legends
connect every prominent sage with a visit to Egypt, and
a fabled intercourse with the priests of an esoteric
religion. In Greece proper we meet with the late
though splendid names of Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle ;
but the earliest discoverers and the later successors of
the Golden and Athenian age were foreigners. The
whole tone and temper of speculation from first to last
is sharply contrasted with those features of Greek social
and political life which are most familiar to us. From
the outset this stream of thought ran counter to the
classical instinets, and to the needs and aspirations of
Hellenic life and culture. The Athenian period, marked
by a bold attempt to unite the two unsociable sides
(“ principatum ac libertatem ”), ended, nevertheless, in
the complete disclosure of their final incompatibility.
Philosophy in its birth is essenfially Romantic; and
subjective impressions take the place of exterior law.
True it is that the very aim of Reflexion is to justify and
explain this outer law to the subject, and to accept
voluntarily speculations which had been imposed before
upon slaves. For by the intrinsic nature of Reason or
Dialectic, separatist yet unifier, all these reach a
unity in the world of nature and of thought, by a com-
parison of the various organs of intelligence or a more
or less patient scrutiny of physical processes; by a
sifting away of the nondescript, the particular, until
the pure but rarefied form appeared; by overcoming
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the extravagant conceit of individual thinkers or im-
pressionists, in a discovery of a fixed norm of all
rational unanimity.

§ 2. But it is instructive to frace in history the
failure of all such attempts to arrive at a unity of
conciliation between the universal and the individual
reason. Difference (so dear to the Greek spirit, so
distasteful to its mature reflexion) obtruded itself in
every sphere, where a final harmony was promised ;
and the unity, if and when attained, proved to be
void of confent, for the supreme Reality was indis-
tinguishable from negation. This search, which is the
necessary function of unifying reason, was pursued with
quiet persistency, until we lose sight of Hellenic sobriety
and orderliness in the raptures and ecstasies of the
bastard Platonism. Reflexion, in its earliest stirrings
due to barbarian influences, suggested unity as the fitting
goal for human thought and endeavour; while the
Greek temper delighted in wariety, whether in art, or
poetry, or politics; a variety which was not mere dis-
orderly licence or caprice,—which in the end knew
no other restraints but those of native good taste and
good feeling. In the sage, the two conflicting ten-
dencies constantly confront one another no less than in
gociety ; and the peace of mind of the one is sacrificed
no less than the harmony of the other. The whole
essence of the creative and progressive Hellenic life was
liberty and equality. In the commonwealth of City-
States (I do not speak here of the monastic rigour of
the Dorians and a common worship), loosely umnited
by a traditional ancestry, and in the ordinary life of
any one of the group, whether colony or metropolis,
variegation was the chief characteristic. It was signi-
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ficant that they chose to find in an artistic sense of
lvmit the real controlling force behind the multiple of
turbulent society ; which other nations are compelled to
realize and arm in the full panoply of mail, or incarnate
in a final appeal to some despotic monarch. In the
free, unimpeded interaction of independent units, the
Greek State found a wholesome social life, free alike
from the lethargy of servile decay and from subversive
anarchy. But it must be observed that this recognition
of law depended on no written constitution, but on the
unwritten law (&ypagos vouos) of custom and precedent,
and In the last resort could be defended by no per-
emptory sanction. Similarly, Greek morals, whether
in the unreflecting or self-conscious days, based their
appeal upon a sense of personal dignity and freedom,
and were controlled in outline and direction by ssthetic
propriety (as among the Romans in later times by a
conventional decorum). The IIoits, in the strictly
limited number of free families and individuals, en-
couraged a hasty yet regular exchange of authority and
obedience ; and could rely upon a willing deference to
this law of “give-and-take” which was certainly unable
(as republics always are) to enforce itself against a
calculating tyrant. The citizens were satisfied with the
general stability, and yet felt how little sacrifice of
caprice, how brief a delay to legitimate ambition, such a
constitution demanded.

§ 3. Not among such happy and independent minds
did the problem of the universe press, urging for solu-
tion. Engrossed as they were in the unceasing and
multifarious duties of their civic life, they had neither
leisure nor opportunity for speculation. The shadow
of despotism, whether the inordinate power of the
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“man of the hour” in Greek tyrannies, or the
colossal figure of the Persian King, must fall with
sombre influence over these blithe and prosperous com-
munities, before men can sit apart to muse on the sub-
stance of all things, the futility of existence, and the
negative ethic of abstention and of quietism. It would
be interesting (though here out of place) to trace the
share which this consciousness of an unholy or a lawful
unity exercised in the production of the reflecting habit
among the Greeks. Certain it is that this thought, no
less than the spectacle of factious democracy, largely
contributed to the development of philosophy; which
from the first set itself to correct, to deride, or to super-
sede, by some deeper explanation than unconscious
universal consent, the conventional fabrie of society and
of government. This feud, once started, was never again
healed, and the practical outcome on the cities of the
Hellenic world of so much meditation and dispute, may
be confined to the aristocratic communities of Pythagoras
and the personal influence of Socrates; whose life as an
obedient citizen, whose death as a martyr to truth and
to patriotic duty, served only to emphasize the more
vividly the discord of the two spheres. The reason for
this distrust and suspicion is not far to seek. The
desire for a personal and individual apprehension of
truth, apart from the sacred ministrations and mediation
of the Family-State, seemed as impious to their eyes
as the claim to immediate revelation by Protestant
or Mystic, to the devout Catholic to-day. The con-
gervatism of unreflecting obedience (whether in a tyrant
or in an Aristophanes) waged a truceless warfare against
the seekers after a higher sanction. The religious,
whose belief was limited to poetic tradition, whose
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practice was bounded by the ceremonies and festivals of
the State’s authorization, saw nothing but impiety in
the deeper scrutiny, which refused to acquiesece in the
divinity of the obvious, and attempted to bring some
concord into the turbulence of Olympus. The practical
men of business and affairs viewed with grave dis-
approbation the withdrawal of so many hours of a
citizen’s life into the meditative idleness or querulous
disputes of the sage’s leisure. Even the popular
ridicule or dislike betrayed on numberless petty occasions
the uneasy sense of the community that Philosophy was
the chief enemy of social life; that the calm and im-
partial discussion of those self-evident axioms on which
a State is founded, must in the end prove a sceptical
solvent, fatal to all law and prineiple, whether of love
in the family, of devotion to the commonwealth, or
respect for the divine beings whose worship the State
enjoined. This was not an evanescent prejudice of the
Hellenie mind, which disappeared after a proper famili-
arity with true wisdom. It was an age-long temper,
which never wavered in its distrust; until indeed philo-
sophy, in the inactively tolerant and pacific period of
the Roman Empire, became a mere synonym for a
brilliant ability in extempore harangues, or an anti-
quarian and comparative study of the dogmatic tenets
of the schools. In the age of the Antonines the four
principal sects could exist together on amicable terms,
and enjoy the Imperial liberality without disgracing
such bounty by their quarrels. For by that time the
pretentious claim of Philosophy to guide human life
had in effect yielded to the more modest and indirect,
but genuine and effectual, direction of Rome. But in
its earlier days Philosophy was in continual opposition
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to the Hellenic and classical spirit.  Arising in foreign
soil and under alien influences, it demanded an exclusive
allegiance to a code above the current conceptions of
duty ; and it tended, under cover of practical maxims,
to withdraw the student from effort or endeavour into a
life of contemplation and inactivity.*

§ 4. Above all, Philosophy, while it taught the self-
sufficiency of the wise man and promised him liberty to
expatiate in a larger sphere than the State, yet in
truth only deprived him of the innocent excitement and
useful duties of social routine, and enslaved him to the
more comprehensive unity which it professed to dis-
cover. In effect he became the sport of natural forces,
or the organ of impersonal reason, or the citizen of a
supposed kingdom of the universe, a cosmopolitan, with
ill-defined and often purely negative duties. Leaving
the sole realm where human virtue can be efficient, and
can, even in failure, look forward to future progress or
reform with unselfish joy, the sage found himself in
the presence of forces which he could not control or
indeed understand. In seeking freedom in the develop-

1 The irony of the whole Stoic position is admirably but unconsciously
displayed by Seneca, Trang. Anwma, § 1 : ‘¢ Sequor Zenonem Cleanthem
Chrysippum ; quorum tamen nemo ad Rempublicam accessit, nemo non
misit. De Otto vel Secessw. 30. Due maxime in hac re dissident
Secte, Epic. et Stoicorum ; sed utraque ad ofwum diversa wnd ndtlit,
Epicurus ait: non accedet ad RP. Sapiens nisi si quid intervenerit,
Zeno ait: Accedet ad RP. nisi si quid impedienit. Alter ofinm ex pro-
posito petit, alter ex causa Causa autem illa latd patet; S: RP.
corruptior est . . . si occupata est malis ; non nitetur Sapiens in super-
vacuum, nec se nihil profuturus impendait.”

32. “‘Nos certe sumus qui dicimus ot Zenonem et Chrysippum majors
egisse quam si duxissent exercitus, gessissent honores, leges tulissent
quas non uni civitati sed toti humano generi tulere.” And throughout
the little treatise, in dividing life’s possible aims into woluptas, con-
templatio, actio, 1t is clear where his real sympathies are.
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ment of his personality, he only learnt that freedom
and personality are alike illusions. Philosophy, although
it has often proved a noble ally, is in some sort a
protest against the finality of domestic and social life.
It charms man with hopes of a higher companionship,
which, alas! in the end are to be reached only by laying
down what is distinctively human in the philosopher,
by abandoning what is especially his own, in the ecstasy
of the Divine “ Unio.”

§ 5. Historically, the Union, the higher world which
they sought for, was the achievement of Alexander for
one brilliant moment, and of Rome perhaps for all time,
whether as a secular or a spiritual monarchy.

Rendall (ch. iv., Ixxxv.): “The conquests of Alexander
changed the moral as well as the political outlook of Hellenism ;
for, ethically as well as socially, it became impossible any
longer to regard the wdAis as the supreme unit of morality.”
The undoubted decline of democratic zest at the entrance of
the twentieth century may be attributed, partly, to the dis-
covery that social problems and inequalities are independent
of the suffrage and representative institutions; partly, and in
great measure, to that Imperialism which expatiates in a larger
world, and unconsciously relaxes the tension of mind into civie
duties, and consoles the poor and oppressed for present misery
by a hallucination of foreign power. I cannot here refrain
from the pleasure of quoting this sentence, lxxxviii.: ‘“As
Stoicism sprang historically out of the suppression of Greek
City-States by the expansion of Greece into the world-empire
of Alexander; so, too, its second birth in Italy heralds the
Imperial stage in the destinies of the great republic.” Though
Roman Stoicism adopted or simulated an attitude of systematic
defiance to this system, we may note that in modern times
Hegelianism is allied with recognition of Divine right and
passive obedience; and to-day the quiescence of anything
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approaching educated republicanism may be attributed to the
prevalence of a similar outlook on the world.

Again, cxxxvii.: “The Stoic philosopher, proclaiming the
moral autonomy of the individual, disclaimed the strictly
political bond and sanction to found morality upon bases that
were universal. The civic obligation in its narrower applica-
tion was annulled, and superseded by the Cosmic; but the
name and association of ¢citizenship’ were too deeply grafted
into moral consciousness to be killed out. They survived
into the idea of a ¢ world-citizenship.’”

And Rome especially was not disposed to regard the
transcendent promises either of sage or Christian, except
as violations of the compact which united the governors
and the governed. The classical Roman spirit, averse
to individualism, had long and stubbornly opposed the
introduction of Philosophy and strange rites. It was
almost an irony that drove the Republican senators of
the early Imperial age to seek solace in those theories
which their ancestors and models had relentlessly ex-
pelled. The pursuits of wisdom, in much accountable
for the decay of population and the old vigorous urban
life, now defied the political system which it had called
forth. The Empire was the natural result of individual-
ism and of disintegration : it could tolerate diversity,
because it transcended and controlled it. It provided
these aristocratic sages of the opposition with a con-
spicuous theatre for their noble, if ineffectual, defiance ;
and they forgot that its removal would leave them
without occupation, in the midst of a surfeited demo-
cracy, who hated and despised them. It is impossible
to refuse our admiration to the heroes and martyrs in
the cause of the Republic; but the thinness of their
ethical equipment, the mnegative character of their
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maxims, must prevent us from regretting their failure.
There is no happiness in the world without endeavour,
without practical work. It was the merit of the Roman
to be happy only in working, and he exchanged his
spear for the plough after the annual campaign. Idle-
ness settled down on Italy after the extinction of the
yeoman class and free labour; and, in spite of Vergil
and Columella, the recreations of the aristocratic Roman
in the Imperial era ceased to be rural, as their chief
business ceased to be military. An unhappy accident
or want of straightforwardness in the new constitution
prevented the nobles from accepting office under one
who was but a member of their own order, a delegate
of their own body; one who stood in an exalted position
indeed, but well within the reach of envy,—a penalty
from which the limited sovereign of modern times is
exempt, from the very magnificence and uniqueness of
his dignity. Jealousy excluded them from responsible
and important posts; and an enforced leisure might
vary with the voluptuous or austere, in the pursuit of
strange pleasures of sense and ear, or in the defiant, yet
negative, courage of a Stoical philosophy.

§ 6. The peculiar form which the Unity of the
common search took in these philosophers was Fate.
Quietistic as all Greek schools tended to become (banish-
ing “practice” with the Buddhist as disease), none
preached more assiduously the futility of human effort
than the Stoics. An irresistible current of Destiny
(which united all events and effects in an unbroken
series) ; the universe as an unceasing process, always in
motion, yet never progressing; the vanity of earthly
pursuits, and a studied contempt of human ambition ;
the sense of Eternity, present here and now, final and
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fixed, with no hope for a brighter dawn; a resolute
indifference to human history, except to point the moral
of the emptiness of our wishes, and the final equality of
all things and all men, good or bad, of all striving, as
well as all inaction ; the conscience, or inner voice, as a
single stable point in the flux of sense and matter, yet
without practical value, seemingly an aimless penalty
of a jealous (or a suffering ?) god, who gives as that
cruel gift, a part of himself, the power to survey and
to mourn the misery of life without the power to
change ; practical duties of life, slipping one by one
from the grasp of the sage, until his moral life can be
summed up in a perpetual “non possumus”: such are
the chief tenets of the later Stoicism, and such admirably
guited the melancholy temper of Roman abstentionists.
The earlier school (though possibly tinged with a latent
Phenician gloom) had been indistinguishable from
Cynicism, save 1n the logical completeness of its system
of defence, and in a metaphysical dogmatic, to which
Antisthenes had wisely remained a stranger. No
practical effort marked the earlier founders, whose sole
business was to weld into a solid and coherent body,
guarded by unassailable argument, a certain theory of
the world. Only when domiciled in Rome did the
School mix in actual life, and become not a sect, but a
religion. The practical bent of the Roman mind trans-
formed the Stoa from a mere house of dogmatic paradox
into a temple of a devout, though despairing, Theism.

§ 7. Though negation—passivity—is the keynote of
Stoical Ethics, yet this takes among the Romans a kind
of positive character; and their inertness is one of
dormant energy. But this entirely depends upon the
personal and individual bias of the various exponents;
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and on the common influence of the Roman Empire,
which appeared to tolerate, nay, to invite, criticism and
reflexion, while it seemed to close so many avenues to
wholesome effort. Never slaves to a system, always
placing practical value above logical symmetry, the
Roman philosophers were all eclectic. They followed
with no servile adherence to a master’s word, but com-
posed, as it were, a “ rosary ” from many Schools, to fit
the urgent mneeds of their existence. To the present
moment, orthodoxy is the supreme merit of Eastern
Churchmen, as heresy is the most heinous sin. To
the Western Catholic everything is subordinate to
utility and the honour of the Church or the welfare of
souls : salvation is to be found only in communion with
Rome; and schism, or visible disaffection, is the wun-
pardonable offence. The Eastern is rather a member of
a spiritual realm of truth, the Western a citizen of a
visible kingdom. The rules of the former are ascer-
tained by the pure Reason (or communicated instan-
taneously by heavenly Grace). They are definife,
unalterable, and unchanging. But an earthly State
demands certain concessions to the individual, politic
reservation of the whole fruth, materializing of dogma,
casuistry in the treatment of special events, and oppor-
tunism in the attitude of the spiritual to the secular
powers.

§ 8. This distinction prevailed also in the philosophy
of Greek and Roman. Among the latter there are no
pure or unmixed schools. Seneca tempers the rigour
of the early dogmatism by the maxims of Epicurus and
the sentimental dualism of Plato. Epictetus, another
Socrates, transforms into a loving Father the ultimate
and irresoluble physical force that lies behind the vain
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shadow, Sansara, of existence, and colours with personal
piety the Buddhistic atheism of the academic Stoics.
Plutarch, who has much in common with this School, is
yet, in ultimate metaphysics, a Dualist, and in practical
life an admirer and (so far as the times allowed) an
emulator of the simple and cheerful virtue of the
ancients. Marcus Aurelius, the last of the Stoics, is, at
the same time, the first of the Neo-Platonists, and in
his doctrine of the *deity within ” transforms a mere
physical connexion of the soul and the upper air into a
mystical creed that was the very bulwark and sup-
port of the brighter side, the “southern front,” of his
Meditations. Clement of Alexandria (if by the in-
clusion of this name I may complete the list) adapts
the Stoic precision of formula and definition to the
growing science of Christian Ethies, which, issuing from
the pure passivity of the Millenarian or the patient
sufferer for truth’s sake, was destined, with its new
interest in social life, to re-create society in Europe. To
resume: the victims of the Imperial régime gladly
welcomed a somewhat frigid school as having an implicit
power of sustenance and consolation in critical times.
Yet within this loose network they borrowed from
many sources; they laid no claim to completeness or
consistency. For the mainspring of their studies was
not intellectual curiosity, or the desire of applause, or
the tranquil discovery and enjoyment of eternal verities.
In the decay or syncretism of various popular cults, in
the congregation of the most varied nationalities under
& single sway, in the blurring of all distinet outline,
once separating the petty gods from the great and
single Source of Life, in the gradual closing to the
nobles of the arena of practical ambition under a



«THE STOIC PHILOSOPHER” 31

gocialist monarchy which dispensed with their services,
we may see the chief causes of this passionate devo-
tion to Stoicism, and this gradual transformation of a
commonplace scheme of materialism into one of the
noblest, if the most melancholy, of all religions. Where
all separateness of feature, all idiosyncrasy, had faded
info a world-empire, where all individual effort or
significance tended to disappear in a universal law,
the sage meditating profoundly on the unity of Being
and the nexus of events, the eternity of type and the
triviality of the fleeting particular, could only find con-
solation in Mysticism, none the less real because it was
not explicit.

§ 9. Stoicism preaches, as we have seen, the ethics
of abstention. Centring all attention on the inner life
of the individual, like all the subjective schools of the
post-Aristotelian age, it speedily despaired of finding a
true sphere for his activity, and gradually withdrew its
claims to occupy or to direct any portion of human life.
The universal order and unity (so strangely contrasted
with Epicurean pluralism) could be approached only by
“ unselfishness ’; that devotion to a purely Zypical (not
a personal) excellence which characterizes all Greek
thought in the field of morals. The single free and
perpetually repellent point of consciousness, the will (to
which alone any value could be attached), was to be
occupied in a meaningless conflict with natural emotion,
and in lofty disdain of the outer world of nature or
society. While the theoretical creed of the Stoic or the
Cynic proudly pronounced its text to be a reasonable
following of Nature, an insistence on the unity, harmony,
and order in the world, and a belief in a common human
brotherhood predominating above petty national or class
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distinctions, the School not only ended in setting the
sage in isolation from a world of fate or chance, and
from his fellows, but tortured him with a sense of
dualism and unceasing conflict within the limits of his
own nature. It was impossible to regard the world as
a field for moral discipline and trial (for the conception
of Stoic immortality compels us to pronounce its
agceticism either impious or superfluous), nor, again, as
a scene of perpetual advance for the human race
towards a distant goal; which belief, cold comfort
though it be, may indeed sustain pilgrims in their own
unsteady and failing footsteps. Neither was it a vain
show, the uneasy dreams of some sleeping God: a
theory which may amuse a pessimist speculator, and
reconcile him to the indifference of sensations (or, in-
deed, of hopes), which, after all, are not really his.

§ 10. It is difficult to say what the Stoic universe
meant for the wise man. Its motive, its author, its
goal were alike undiscoverable ; and the kindly thoughts,
the noble sentiment of duty, the compassionate unselfish-
ness of so many of the School, were held as a legacy of
some primitive religious teaching, some illogical remnant
of personal temperament, in spite of the negative dogma,
of their philosophic creed. Personal distinction, earnest-
ness of aim, and devotion to a set purpose, have conse-
crated the names of Seneca, Epictetus, and Aurelius.
But this influence depends, not on their close adherence
to a logical system, but in the original sincerity of their
sentiments, in their pure and genuine characters. TUnder
them, the School loses all its distinctive features, its
moral harshness, its dogmatism. A gentle melancholy
of doubt, and a delicate and refined consideration for
others, take the place of the certainty and the austerity
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of the elders. The Roman character, tempered by that
admixture with Spanish influences which marks the first
century, both in politics and in letters, becomes mystical
and feminine. Only from the older school is maintained
that barren article of faith which is the doom of human
effort or enterprise in Stoic, in Mahometan, in Brahmin
—the divine Unity. Utterly unable to “qualify ” or
describe this original and comprehensive Being, rejecting
the earlier physical interpretation, and straining on the
path of negative theology towards a purely spiritual
conception, they did, indeed, succeed in establishing a
verbal kinship between the soul and its maker, one
gleam of consolation In an alien world; but in so doing,
they abandoned the chief tenet of their nominal system,
and prepared the way for that final leap into sentiment
and emotion in which Greek philosophy was destined to
perish. A like fate probably awaits all Schools which
start from an assumption of original Unity. Stoicism
is but one of many which end in a complete reversal
of their most fundamental axioms. Monism has passed
into the harshest Dualism ; Pantheism into an impossible
transcendence ; sternness, certainty, and effort into
doubt, compassion, and resignation. If Aurelius de-
mands our sympathy and our praise in his unselfish
efforts for the security of the Empire, it is because his
practice is better than his creed; because he has sup-
planted the fate of positivism by a distant Providence,
to whom he stretches out pure hands, full of mute but
unavailing appeal. But he is the last of Roman Stoics ;
he founds no School. Rational thought is swept away
by a torrent of Oriental mysticism or ceremonial; and
even while we read his private memoirs the empty
garments of a formal Stoicism fall away to disclose a

3
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soul glowing with an emotion midway between com-
passion and love, and stirred to an activity (which
his creed belied), if not by enthusiasm, at least by a
strong sense of loyalty and duty. Our task will lead
us to examine in detail the points in which the
Emperor deserts the philosophy of the Schools for the
truer instincts of his own heart; but first it will be
wise to Inquire into the contributions of his fore-
runners, and thus estimate his debt to Seneca and to
Epictetus.
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CHAPTER III

DEVELOPMENT OF PHILOSOPHY IN ROME

ANALYSIS

Roman “ Stoicism™ as a familiar phase of human thought ;
Jarth - phalosophy (in ethics) superinduced on naturalism
and without attempt at consistency.

The Empire mot the cause, bul one among many symptoms, of
a widespread Quietism.

Rome’s contribution to Individualism; as Nominalist, en-
courages the concrete and personal, in default of Hellenic
appreciation of abstractions.

Seneca defines  Summum Bonum” as a “ Soul” ; and attache
werght to ¢ preecepta” rather than to © decreta.”

Decay of scientsfic dogmatism, and distaste for physica
phulology ; Seneca seeks a moral Deity; and 4s unable to
reconcile notural order and the moral law, or combine in a
single Supreme principle.

Hus Dualvsm and dsceticism ; he repudiates utrlitarian motive
in Sctence, and dissuades from public life.

The letsure of the true Sage occupied with friendship or
introspection.

The “chief good” as Tranquilhily of Mind; Egoism of all
Greek philosophy.

Absolute Inwardness of the chief good ; as an attitude of mind
which places happiness entirely in our own power, and nesther
finds nor demands correspondence vn the outer world.

§ 1. ITis perhaps a little unfortunate that we talk of
“ Stoicism ” as the predominant philosophy at Rome
among those whose energies, debarred from political
action, had passed into the fresh channel of speculation
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on human conduct, independent of the civie sanction.
If it is Stoicism at all, the tenets are very different from
what we can deem certain in the older School. To call
it Eclecticism again, or worse still Syncretism, is to give
a difficult name to a very familiar phase of the human
mind ; and perhaps to stifle the interest of an ordinary
reader, who will fancy he has to deal with profound
truth or logical subtleties, rather than with a moral
attitude which is very likely nearly akin to his own.
The Roman character had indeed much in common with
the practical sobriety of the English. It held fast, in
the decay of local worships, to the original and honour-
able sentiments which social instinet had implanted,
and tradition had ennobled and illustrated by heroic
example,—duty to self, to parents, to friends, and to
country. They were either unable or unwilling to
analyze the ultimate motives of conduct. The thought
of tearing up the roots of moral behaviour and ex-
amining critically the springs of action was abhorrent
to them. As Professor Huxley makes no pretence at
accommodating his human practice to the laws of the
‘universe, as he completely separates®! the human funec-
tion with its postulate of Freedom from the self-centred
and predestined automatism of the rest of Creation ;
so the Roman “through evil report and good report ”
preserved his sense of human dignity, and respected
the claims which an exacting State or a capricious
Fortune might make on his loyalty, forbearance, or self-
sacrifice. He could not explain or justify ; but he was
convinced that somehow it was his duty to act after the
old time-honoured fashion. Divine sanctions might be

1 As completely as Maurice Maeterlinck in his Kingdom of Matler, or
as Andrew Seth in Man’s Place in the Cosmos.
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mere fables, and that peculiar tutelage of gods for men
which has so often supported in good hopes and joyous-
ness the viectim of Chance. As the barriers of city-
states vanished, as the world became one, 80 a sense of
the unity, of the distance, of God was borne in upon
the reflecting mind. A boundless expanse of Nature, a
boundless leisure (save as an Imperial servant or official),
an almost limitless state coextensive with the human
race; the decay, not merely of stirring municipal in-
terests and competition, but of all except the vaguest
positive beliefs,—these were the new facts to which the
practical and conscientious spirit of the Roman had to
adapt itself.

§ 2. It is an error to suppose that the peculiar
tendency of Roman thought, from Cicero to Awurelius,
was due to the Empire, as creating an atmosphere of
restraint and suspicion, of psychological analysis, of
brooding over wrongs and the injury of an enforced
idleness. The institution of the Empire was clearly
but one of the symptoms of an abnormal condition of
humanity in that age. No despotism has ever sup-
ported itself against the will of the majority. The
apotheosis of Cesar was a result, not a cause. The
most fanatical worshippers of past liberty in this age
never ventured to propose a substitute for the Ceesarian
regimen, though they were ready at any moment to
change the particular representative. The distaste for
affairs which is mostly attributed to Imperial jealousy
was really the long-seated evil which rendered Ceesar
indispensable. A democracy (real or imaginary) which
has disgusted the honest by its turbulence or venality
has but one resort, the strong hand; and Cicero in
spite of his protestations, Seneca, and Aurelius, all
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recognized this, and felt that the high Idealism, sup-
porting a republican form of government, had passed
away for ever, and that the temper of the times de-
manded a personal and embodied Sovereign, dispenser
of the material benefits of justice, peace, and plenty.?

Over the Roman world had spread this sombre veil
of Quietism. This spirit had handed over to the con-
querors as yeb vigorous the independence of & wearied
and diffident society, and had at last sought its newest
recruits among the conquerors themselves. Speculation
was a higher life than action ; indeed, was the highest
kind of activity for those who claimed to be free.

§ 3. To this attitude of reserve and resignation, the
Roman brought certain qualities of his own. It is the
fashion to-day 2 to attribute to the Germano-Christian
influence that emphasis on the liberty of the individual
and his immortal destiny, which formed the secret
impulse of the Medieval Empire, in its ideals, consti-
tution, and development, which resulted, breaking up
the Realistic fabric inherited from Classical times, in
the Reformation, and the movements of Emancipation
within living memory. But it will not be fair to forget
the precious confribution of Rome. Greece, while it
revelled in the wild and unaccountable caprice of some
spoilt favourite of fortune, never rose to a full definition
of the Personal. The brief emphasis on the relativity
of knowledge in the Sophistic age, only reacted into a
deification of the Absolute ; and the so-called Subjective
Schools failed, as we have already seen, to justify or
to explain individual consciousness. They could only

! See the undoubtedly sincere language of Seneca as io the Lmperial
responsibilities and significance, D¢ Olem. 1. §§ 1, 8, 4, 5.
? See Gierke’s Political Ideals in the Middle Ages.
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point to a shadowy type of ideal man, before which all
special or peculiar or relative qualities in each must be
sacrificed as excrescences. The Roman, as practical
man of affairs even in retirement, knew nothing of these
abstractions. He refuses (with Horace) to bow the
knee to any master. He subordinates all fo practice,
he disparages logical symmetry, and believes all time
wasted which is spent in those dialectic subtleties, so
dear to the Porch, in its early Megarian and Eristic
days. Cicero and Seneca mingle impartially, and with-
out attempt at uniformity, the teaching of the Schools
and the maxims of many rivals. Even that Ideal
Virtue or Summum Bonwm, which (in default of dis-
covering the Sage) must ever remain beyond human
attainment, should be sought rather in the concrete,
imitable form, which its nearest imitators have set
before us, all the more useful because they are im-
perfect. Instead of reverence for Zeno and Chrysippus,
masters of formula, we have respect for good men, for
Socrates, Cato, and Brutus. The pages of Seneca are
pleasantly diversified by anecdotes of honest citizens,
whose approximations to Virtue are far more edifying
than any solitary musing on ideal perfection. Thrice
does Seneca startle us by calling the Chief Good a
Soul! No distant sea of impersonal goodness, no realm
of pure ideas, no unfaltering moral Law, above and
irrespective of all particulars; but an individual, who
had embodied and attained in some measure thatb
human excellence of which all men were speaking,! and

! Both dperd and ¢ virtus” are entirely mistranslated by ‘‘virtue.”
Vartue suggests, I think, an external standard which demands our
obedience without question or compromise ; while the other names
imply a far closer and mmplicit connexion between the ideal and per-
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could offer in the concrete circumstances of life illus-
trations of its method and value.

§ 4 In the 113th letter to Lucilius we find:
“ Justitia quid est ? Animus quodammodo se habens.”
In Letter 117, § 12, Sapientia is defined as Mens per-
Secta vel ad summum optimumgue perducta. So, t00, in
the “ Blessed Life,” § 4, “ Summum Bonum est Animus
Sortwita despiciens ”—and in Letter 120, § 8, when he
is inquiring how the first rudimentary knowledge of
right and wrong came to us, he believes the example of
ancient merit and heroism stirred us to realize, by an
admiration at first impulsive and involuntary (Fabricius
and Horatius Cocles, “ hee et hujusmods jfacta imaginem
nobis ostendere Virtutis”). In precisely the same spirit,
he is averse to empty generalizations, to laws of con-
duct so universal that they cover everything and
counsel nothing. He recognizes greatest profit, not
in these formal “ decreta,” but in the “preecepta” of
the casuist or the Director. The difficulty in Ethics
(whether as a science or for individual guidance) is
never the discovery of general principles, but their
application. All Seneca’s writings are occasional, and
are prompted by the distress or spiritual needs of his
friends. The mere idle repetition of Stoic common-
place, “ The good man alone is happy,” “ Virtue is the

sonal interest. This was due to the vague teleclogy which dominated
Greek thought and its derivatives after Socrates. Harmony of inward
and outward was eddaiuovia, cuupdvws, duoloyovuévws {fv T Pirer (with
its ambiguous meaning). ’Aperr was the means to this end desired by
all ; and was attained by the development of the olxefor &oyov, which
man (as opposed to Stag or Tiger) was a ‘‘reasoned and consistent
hfe.” It is quite impossible to say where unselfish admiration for a
lofty ideal of behaviour, and where the lower motive, urging us to tran-
quillity and peace in the only certain region of our consciousness,
have their precise limits,
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sole end of Life,” did not interest him. Everyone
agreed about the fundamental principles; but few could
apply the minor premise. The austere Quintilian re-
bukes him for superficiality in his treatment; but a
really sincere casuistry must needs be opportunist and
disconnected, sometimes incoherent and even incon-
sistent. Philosophy was in want of a new Socrates to
bring down formula again into life. We are certainly
disinclined to-day to quarrel with him for exchanging a
barren and formal symmetry for moral earnestness;
just that personal, almost missionary, interest which
enables French writers! to compare him with the
Catholic directors and father-confessors of the seven-
teenth century.

§ 5. The fabric of Certitude—the great dogmatic
Cosmology of early Stoicism—had crumbled into dust.
Nothing was left of it except a sense of immensity,
against which the Hellenic mind had from the outset
striven nobly but in vain; and a conception of a
Unity beyond all human appreciation. In all ultimate
problems, Seneca was an Agnostic, with a firm hold on
the dignity of the moral life, none the less firm because
it was inconsistent. With all his Stoiec protest that
Knowledge, like Life, was one, an impassable gulf yawns
between his theory and his practice. The earlier school
has been materialist and positive; its theology was a
department of its physics; ifs ethics merely “sounded
the recall” from a corrupt and wearied society of
civilized beings to a norm of nature and simplicity
which no one cared to define precisely. But the first
century had passed beyond the naive positivism which
superimposed on universal automatism a doctrine of

1 M. Constant Martha among others.
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man’s freedom and responsibility, and narrowed the
term “ natural ” to the passive resignation of an ascetiec.
The demand of the three Roman Stoics is for a moral
Author of the Universe. Their failure to discover any
satisfactory clue to the Divine dealings produced that
deepening sense of vanity and distress. It is in this
consciousness of failure that Aurelius seeks within the
solace he cannot find without, and becomes the first of
the introspective Platonists. To Seneca all dogma is
fluid, except the belief in the final destruction of the
world. Though he yearns, with Fichte, to see God in
“ the moral order of the Universe,” he is forced in the
interests of Unity to identify Him with every other
known force. As He is everything, so any name will
suit Him. He is the sum of existence ; or the secret
and abstract law which guides it; He is Nature or
Fate. The partial names of special deities are all His,
and together they make up the fulness of the Divine
title ; but they disappear in the immense nothingness,
rather than colour or qualify it. The special sense of
nearness to man, of a sympathy something more than
physical, of an approval and favour more clearly dis-
played than in a brilliant heaven and unerring laws,
this is wanting. All Theology must be anthropo-
morphic or it ceases to be more than Natural Law. A
barrier (which we believe can never be transcended)
separates man as a moral agent (or more clearly, as a
consciousness burdened with a sense of moral responsi-
bility, which cannot be shaken off) from the rest of the
Universe. Any attempt at a Supreme Synthesis, from
the side of either material or spiritual Law, is destined
to failure. The world is twofold ; and it is as foolish
to forget the real in the Ideal, as it is to merge the
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special consciousness of man in the processes of a
causal series. DBecause Seneca cannot see the finger of
God in the world outside, and because he is determined
to find Him somewhere, he brings into prominence a
certain dogma of the earlier school, the divimity of the
soul a8 a ray sent down from heaven ; and gives this
purely physical belief a new and a moral significance.
Upon this semi - naturalistic, semi - mystical tenet,
Epictetus, a truer follower of Socrates, builds his mag-
nificent appeal to the children of a common Father.
Farly Stoicism doubted if Providence condescended to
particulars : the School ended in Awurelius with denying
that God had any other home except the purified spirit
of the individual

§ 6. And the vast Universe which was thus left
riderless. To whose dominion was it entrusted ? To
a blind or malevolent spirit of caprice, with whom
the Sage could have no compromise. Nature to our
modern Stoic meant emphatically the wise man’s inner
nature ; his reasonable soul, as defined by Aristotle.
The course of the world might be termed Providential,
in a vague and general sense ; but the parts, the special
events, were abandoned to the Usurper Fortune, just
as in the Stoical Christian Lactantius, the Devil and
no one else is the ruler of earth and the dispenser of
every earthly blessing. As {@ov Aoywor man might
admire the orbits of the stars, and find some delight in
the study of natural problems. But the more particular
enjoyment of her gifts was strictly interdicted. “ Touch
not, taste not, handle not” was written on the vestibule
of the Stoic temple. All contact beyond pure neces-
sities was disallowed; as a scene of gaiety the world
was forbidden ground; the “regnum hominis” over
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the inanimate was a sacrilegious profanation. The
Stoic (always in theory and generally in practice also)
gave up the present and the visible to the evil spirit,
quite as decisively as the most pessimistic and intro-
spective anchorite among the Christians. The doctrine
of the sympathy of all things (cvumdfeca, cvvdideia)
ended in a most rigorous contrast of man and nature.
As Macaulay rightly objected, it was “only to be
looked at” ; any utilitarian motive in sclentific know-
ledge is impiety in the eyes of Seneca or of his pupil
Lucilius. And again as {@ov wohTikoy man was in
theory summoned to take part in a smaller world of
Society. But the debates of the earlier Stoics exhibit
a ludicrous hesitation to enter public life. Many were
the excuses made, strange the pretexts accepted for
the evasion of this obvious and classical duty. Either
the actual State was too corrupt, or there were peculiar
if temporary obstacles, which hindered this especial
Sage, and condemned him to a leisure which he accepted
with pretended reluctance. Seneca is at least acute
enough to see that these protests were insincere, and
that it was the fixed if unacknowledged resolve of the
Stoic Masters to abstain from politics. “ The result,”
he tells us, “is the same in either school ; whether the
Epicurean refuse an active life unless the circumstances
are exceptional, or the Stoic condemn seclusion unless
the State is too lawless, none of them ever do issue
forth,” and he notes their invariable counsel to their
followers to enter public life, and at the same time
their invariable abstention.

§ 7. Debarred from the life of the voluptuary or the
ambitious, and welcomed to the somewhat frigid com-
fort of scientific studies, strictly without ulterior motive,
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the Stoic found this leisure but scantily occupied.
Friends found a place in his heart and in his time, left
vacant by the disinterested scrutiny of natural pheno-
mena. This new value of friendship had been the dis-
covery of Epicurus; and it gives a certain modern tone
to the writings of Seneca. The old Esau-like turbulence
and suspicion of the intense city-state is as foreign to
the modern temper as to the early Imperial age.
Domestic life and friendly intercourse has gained from
the decay of purely municipal interest, from the dele-
gation of power to a few, the creation of a public
service, a bureaucracy, a “ Mandarinate.” Seneca i
like Cicero, the fatigued or disappointed man of action,
who finds a consolation in abstract or psychological
studies; or in the encouragement of friends to fight
manfully even a losing game against the allurements
of sense or the caprice of rulers. The old Roman
spirit was still keen. All interest centred round the
life of the moral agent, even though this has retained
little but passivity, a perpetual “ nonpossumus.” The
entire teaching of Seneca may be grouped round his
portrait of the Sage, illustrating the Supreme Good in
the life of excellence, distinctively human. This por-
trait, which he delineates so carefully, adding little
touches at the call of some special need, he honestly
tells us is drawn as much to comfort and strengthen
himself as his correspondent. He dilates almost con-
vinecingly on this calm constancy, and I shall devote
the ensuing chapter to describing this Ideal, and to
explaining some of the questions which arise from it.
All the rest are indeed side issues, are episodes on the
one unvarying theme, the Tranquillity of the Wise
Man.
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§ 8. This as the guiding principle of actual life is ag
old as Democritus. As soon as inquiry into the wider
world of Nature had dissolved the old religious allegi-
ance to family and country, the sole aim of the personal
life was repose and self - sufficiency. The brief and
classical Athenian School alone (and that very imper-
fectly) continued to recognize an objective. It attempted
to revive the old sanctions of patriotism and piety, and
give them a new meaning and universality. But the
emphasis on Duty among the post-Aristotelians, and
their large and comprehensive “ Providential Cos-
mology,” cannot blind one to the egoistic aim of their
speculation and practice. There is, I admit, the peren-
nial question, never settled to the last, as to the frue
interprefation of Nature. “ Which? ‘my own,” or that
of the Universe?” To-day we are inclined to place
at opposite poles the heroism of sacrifice to the common
good, the piety of resignation to the divine, and any
scheme of self-realization.!

We connect the Stoics with the former; bul it must
be remembered that the motive for their philosophy was
above all utilitarian and eudamonistic; the attainment
of contentment and calm by a critical inquiry into the
exact limits of man’s powers and freedom,—a compari-
son (if you like) of the wmiwversal and the special Nature,
but, above all, from the point of view of the latter.
(It is a mistaken and unfruitful labour to decide whether
“virtue” must be followed because it is God’s will,
irrespective of any consequences to us; or because plain
common sense and experience of other men’s folly
assures us that lasting peace of mind is only reached

I For a similar result in a modern mind, cf. Kirkengaard the Dane,
quoted by M. A. Stobart, Fortnightly Review, 1902, January (see p. 49).
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on this path. What system has ever clearly explained
the motive of unselfishness?! There lies at the root
of our nature an impulse to do good in which the over-
mastering joy of the emotion is strangely mixed with
calmer recognition of “duty to one’s neighbour ”; and
it would be impossible to determine whether mystical
resignation springs entirely from love to God, or entirely
from a sense of the vainness of resistance.?)

§ 9. However this may be, to Seneca “virtue” and
happiness were identical ; objective and subjective; not
a mere empty postulate of correspondence, but a real
“tasted ¥ and tested unity.? He is quite convinced of
the folly of the lower lives. He sees in their votaries
creatures of impulse,* swayed by unworthy passion or
ambition, slaves of their surroundings (for the rich are
“ possessed,” and are not real possessors), who have
laboured gratuitously to make comfort in hfe unattain-
able, because they strive only to increase, instead of
diminish, the multitude of things they cannot do
without. Here is the “casus belli” between Seneca
and Bacon as portrayed in Macaulay’s famous essay.
Seneca had seen through the illusion of a complex
civilisation. He lived in the midst of such; nay, he
himself enjoyed a command over the material, the
refined, the artistic, which very few of us can claim

1 Vab. Beat. 9: ““Sed tu quoque”, inquit, ‘‘virtutem non ob aliud
colis quam quia aliquam ex illa speras voluptatem.” This 1s, of course,
contested ; but it becomes a mere question of words.

2 Benef. iv. 2.

8¢.9. Vit. Beat. 3: ‘“Nam pro voluptatibus et pro illis qua parva
et fragihia sunt et in ipsis flagitiis noxia, ingens Gaudium subit incon-
cussum et sequabile: tum pax et concordia animi et magnitudo cum
mansuetudine.”

4 The ‘“ Marionnettes” of Aurelius (vevposracroi).
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to-day, and which was outside the wildest speculation
of the apostle of the “ Regnum hominis.” The ordinary
Roman city-slave was probably more fastidious and
exacting than an Englishman of the middle class
to-day; and we know how little the terrors of cross
and whip tempered the gaiety or controlled the mis-
chievous intrigues of these happy and irresponsible
children. But satiety and disgust is the note of
polished Rome in the early imperial age; of which an
exquisite sensuality was rather the effect than the
cause. It seemed to Seneca consummate folly to
give hostages to fortune, or to found one’s spiritual
happiness on an unsubstantial fabric of external wealth,
or the favour of a monarch, or a people’s praisel Not
for the most exalted indifference, but in pure common
sense, had the early Stoics repudiated the Aristotelian
and Peripatetic alliance, or compromise with the “ outer
goods.” Surely the content’ of a soul at peace with
itself must depend on nothing which fortune could
injure or take away? Happiness must be something
altogether 8iov, dvadasperov; something private, eternal,
inexhaustible, unassailable; and in the face of the ex-
travagant claims of science to-day, we may complain
that (even in the Churches) this wholesomne caution of
the Stoics is forgotten. Resignation, unselfishness, is

! Civilization and its increased wants and complexity of living passed
under the censure of both schools. Stobaeus, Floril. xvii. : "BErwcolpos
épwrnbels wds &v Tis Thovrijoeter ; 0¥ Tols olior wpoorifels Epm Tis 5 xpelas
T8 TONG TEPTEUVWY.

2 Ep. 66: ‘“Omnia enim ista, in quee dominium Casus exercet, serva
sunt ; pecunia et corpus et honores : imbecilla, fluida, mortalia, posses-
sionis incestee. Illa rursus libera et invicta opera virtutis; quese non
ideo magis appetenda sunt si benignius a Fortuna tractantur ; nec minus
si aliqué rerum iniquitate premuntur.”
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certainly not the centre, nor the motive, of their
system.

Fortn., Jan. 1902.—D. A. Stobart,—* It is perhaps by the
expression, desire to enjoy life, that the .ZFsthefic goal can
most fitly be epitomized. And here lies the difference of °
the two forms of living, the wsthefrc and the moral.

‘“ For the conditions attending the necessity to enjoy life
exist (says the Danish apostle) either outside the individual, or,
if contained within himself—as in shape of health, sport, or
pleasure entering in any of a thousand forms—are of such a
nature as to be beyond his own control ; they are conditions, in
other words, they are relative to circumstances of time, country,
surroundings, and the inherited place in the world of the
individual, whose spontaneity of action is confrolled by a
relationship to Destiny, which is beyond his own limit of
responsibility.

““ Whereas in the Ethical, the conditions of life are con-
tained within and not outside the individual ; for the true
Ethical sphere is reached (says X.) alone by inwardness; by
subjective conquest of the will, by the evolution of a power
of will which, making in the direction of a consciousness of
the value of the soul, as a portion of the Eternal Entity, gives
a contnuity, a teleological value to every action, lacking
in the Asthetic Life of Relativity, which is of the moment,
and as such is subject to fluctuating alternatives of joy and
despair.

¢ There comes (says K.) to everyone a time when he out-
grows the spontaneous qualities of his child’s nature, when he
becomes dissatisfied with a haphazard relationship to Time
and to Existence, and wishes to assure himself of a definife
place in the scheme of the universe ;—when he realizes, with
the Preacher of old, the vanity, the transitoriness, of that
upon which he had set his mind ; and when, unconsciously 16
may be, he longs to grasp himself as Soul, as an Eternal Entity,
rather than as a fleeting Ego, and—despair is the result.

4
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“ Despair is the culmination of the wsthetic life, which is
itself despair, transitoriness being of its essence, and the
moment of Despair may be the moment of the choice. It is
on the importance of this choice that K. lays stress. Not
that it is absolute as hetween good and evil. The Zsthetic
life is not evil, it is indifferent. The importance lies in the
fact that what is chosen is the Self, not as a limited relative
Ego in a circumscribed existence, but the Self as a portion of
Eternity, of the great and everlasting power. This choice
constitutes in itself a treasure within each man that makes
him greater than the angels. Nothing, he says, in life can
equal the solemnity, the significance of the moment, when the
Individual becomes conscious of and chooses his Self as a portion
of the Eternal Whole. At such a moment, when all Nature
around is hushed, serene as a starry night, and the soul is alone
in all the world, then will the heavens seem to divide, and there
will be made visible the Everlasting Power. Then will the
Ego become for the first time conscious of, and being conseiouns
of, will choose or rather accept his Self. Then has the Soul
seen the Highest, what no mortal eye can ever sec, and what
can never be forgotten,—the Soul has received that knight-
hood which ennobles it for all Eternity. He becomes, not
another personality ; but he becomes Himself ; consciousness
unites its fragments, and he is for the first time Himself.

“This ethical (it is apparent in Kir’s view) is bub the
rainbow-bridge to the last of the three great spheres, Asthetic,
Ethical, and Religious, to which throughout his writings he
introduces us. The bias of his own mind was never towards
the purely human moral, which, according to his teaching in
‘ Either, Or,’ required an open dealing with the world incom-
patible with his own mystical and recondite nature; but
towards pietistic and exacting religion.”



CHAPTER IV
“THE WISE MAN?

ANALYSIS

§ 1. Ideal of Quietrsm ; The “ Summum Bonum” as the Wase Man
in Retirement.

§ 2. Man as spectator, not as agent ; an ascetic tdeal which recurs
perpetually in history.

§ 3. Stoic maxim ¢ Follow Nature” the exact converse to modern
Naturalism ; man’s peculiar nature as his power to criticise,
without enjoying.

§ 4. “ The Golden Age,” “ The Fall”; Seneca more optimistic than
Aurelvus,

§ 5. External Nature=God; and natural studies unfold the essence
of the Deity (physical Pantheism).

§ 6. At the same tvme, needs of man’s moral nature demand as com-
plementary doctrine, Spiritual pantheism ; God contrasted
with the world, as maw’s Soul with his body. Faslure of all
synthetic and monastic systems.

§ 7. Seneca’s depreciation of History, as the realm of the contingent
and perishing, by the side of Nuatural Law, or the con-
templation of the Eiernal and unchanging.

§ 8. Hus Psychology entwrely Platonic and dualist; a still more
complete separation of the two spheres in Gnostics ; Christian
Church struggles against the Dualism and Abstention of
classical antiquaty.

§ 9. Summary of the various sides of philosophic thought whaich meet
in the System of Seneca.

§ 1. LeT us now look at two or three passages in which
Seneca depicts this ideal of quietism and self-sufficing

calm.
51
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Ep. 45: “Si vis utique verborum ambiguitates diducere, hoe
nos doce beatum non eum esse quem vulgus appellat, ad quem
pecunia magna confluxit - Sed illum cui bonum omne in animo
est, erectum et excelsum et mirabilia calcantem ; qui neminem
videt cum quo se commutatum velit ; qui hominem ed sol4
parte @stimat, quid homo est; qui Naturd magistrd utitur, ad
illius leges componitur, sic vivit quomodo Illa preeseripsit;
cui bona sua nulla vis excutit; qui mala in bonum vertit;
certus judicii, inconcussus, intrepidus ; quem aliqua vis movet,
nulla perturbat; quem Fortuna, quum quod habuit telum
nocentissimum, vi maximd intorsit, pungit non vulnerat,—et
hoe raro.”

Ep. 66 : ¢“ Ad primum revertamur et consideremus id quale
sit. Animus intuens vera, peritus fugiendorum ac petendorum,
non ex opinione sed ex Naturd pretia rebus imponens, toti se
inserens mundo et in omnes ejus actus contemplationem suam
mittens, cogitationibus actionibus intentus, ex ®quo magnus
ac vehemens, asperis blandisque pariter invictus, neutri se
Fortun® submittens, supra omnia qu# contingunt accidunt-
que eminens, pulcherrimus ornatissimus cum decore, cum
viribus sanus ac siccus, imperturbatus intrepidus, quem
nulla vis frangat, quem nec attollant fortuita nec deprimant.
Talis Animus Virtus est.”

Vit, Beat. 4: “Quid enim prohibet nos beatam vitam
dicere, liberum Animum et erectum, et interritum ac stabilem,
extra metum extra cupiditatem positum? cui unum bonum
honestas, unum malum turpitudo? Caetera vilis turba rerum,
nec detrahens quicquam beate vitse, nec adjiciens, sine auctu
ac detrimento Summi Boni veniens ac recedens. Hunc ita
fundatum necesse est (velit mnolit) sequatur hilaritas con-
tinua et letitia alta atq. ex alto veniens, ut quae suis gaudeat
nec majora domesticis cupiat . . . 5. Ergo exeundum ad
Libertatem est: hanc non alia res tribuit quam Fortunee
negligentia. Tum illud orietur insstimabile bonum, quies
mentis in tuto collocate et sublimitas.”
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Ep. xxxi. “Perfecta Virtus . . . equalifas ac tenor vite
per omnia consonans sibi; . . . hoc est Summum Bonum:
quod si occupas incipis Deorum esse socius non supplex !”

Ep. xliv.: “Summa beate vitse . . . solida securitas et
ejus Inconcussa fiducia.”

Ep. lix,: “Talis est sapientis Animus qualis Mundi status
super Lunam ; semper illic serenum est.”

Ep. xecil.: “Quid est beata vita? Securitas et perpetua
tranquillitas. Hanc dabit Animi magnitudo, dabit constantia
bene judicati tenax. . . . Talis animus Sapientis esse viri debet,
qualis Deum deceat.”

Ep. exxiv.: “Vis tu, relictis in quibus vineci te necesse est,
dum in aliena niteris, ad bonum reverti tuum? ‘Quod hoc
est?’ Animus scilicet emendatus ac purus, @mulator Dei,
super humana se extollens, nihil extra se sui ponens.”

§ 2. There is perhaps nothing strikingly original in
this picture. 'We see the universal features of sage
and student—detachment, indifference, peace. It is
neither purely Oriental (Buddhist or Brahmin), nor
Hellenic. It is simply human and catholic. The
early Greeks did not borrow from India, any more than
Madame de Guyon or St. Theresa, for example, were
indebted to Plotinus. The abstentionist tendency recurs
without any historie or spiritual connection between its
several exponents. The philosopher, as frue man, is
represented as spectator rather than as agent. We
watch the gradually extinguished fires of social action ;
the faint flicker or the chilled embers of critical study ;*
finally, the “obscure night ” of unconscious indifference.
We are on the brink of the mystic precipice. It is

1 Compare the attitude of M. Renan, to whom, as student, the world
is s0 interesting in its distress and sinfulness, that he would not attempt
to reform 1t.
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clear from ancient history that the critical attitude
becomes a favourite, when the concrete particular of
life is distrusted or despised; when the generalizations
of the student are alone supposed to contain the truth,
We have seen how the outer world, though nominally
subject to providential ruling, was yet really in the
hands of an incalculable caprice. This amounted to
a denial of Providence; and the periodical contests
between Stoic and Epicurean, of which Lucian gives us
an instance & century later, were purely verbal and
academic. Quintilian, in numberless passages, shows us
how intimately connected was the thought of Providence
with interest in public duty. If only the unchanging
and permanent is real, if the personal and the particular
are illusion or a debased copy of the unseen, interest in
the world’s transformation gives place to the purely
scientific respect, which we mnote in Seneca’s corre-
spondent, Lucilius. Christianity lays a similar Platonic
emphagis on the “ world of true Being,” but has never
forgotten, in the clouds of formula or dogmatic dialectic,
that the world exists for the trial and discipline of
souls,—an assumption which 1t is easy to ridicule as
“ anthropocentric,” and on which reposes the whole
complex of Western Ethics and European Society.

§ 3. This rigid consistency and undeviating tenor of
life, by which a man becomes “his own,” free, and
happy, is to be maintained by following nature,—in
the double sense, accepting his allotted destiny without
murmur, and exercising the distinctively human faculty
in himself. He must abandon, if he seeks perfection,
every claim upon the fragile and insecure environment,
the “non-ego,” which hems in his inward life; and
again, every quality or equipment which he has in
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common with lower animals. We often connect
schemes of Naturalism with a whole-hearted devotion
to Nature. Rousseau and Thoreau, to name two in-
stances, would lead one back to the simplest pleasures
of unreflective acquiescence and to impulsive emotion.
But the philosophic mind of antiquity was far more
austere. Reacting against a selfish or corrupt civiliza-
tion, it seems to recall men to a golden age of harmony
with Nature. The result was widely different. It set
up an altar to Reason in the abstract, the faculty which
criticizes and does not enjoy; while by its own experi-
ence it was sadly convinced that the parficular mani-
festation of this Eternal Intelligence, in Socrates or
Zeno, was imperfect and infirm. Hence its systematic
trend towards Mpysticism, towards a surrender of the
visible world, a depreciation of the value of the present,
incompatible with any true sympathy with Nature.
In spite of his own weakness to attain truth, the sage
could not, even in the Epicurean School, throw off fhe
critical and analytic spirit and become a child of
Nature. Those who think that the Hellenic temper
minimizes the gulf between man and the natural world,
are most assuredly blind. It was this immediate query,
“What is my nature in relation to the Universal?”
which convinced them of the essential opposition. If
man had any true affinity, it was with the stars and
their automatic precision and unreflecting perfection,
not with the God-forsaken region of the sublunary.
Because man could criticize as well as enjoy, & com-
bination implied in conscious happiness, could analyse
ags well as act,—and because the lower animals who
were {@a d&loya could only act and enjoy,—it seemed
clear that man’s special function lay in the other
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direction. A modern Naturalism might find in the
encouragement of the “ape and tiger” the true end of
man ; a resolute egoism which saw our duty in the
continuance in the human arena of that struggle for
life, that boundless competition, which marks the lower
sphere. Certainly no disciple of the School could place
the special virtue of man in the feminine passivity of
forbearance, abstention, mildness, and indifference; or
in a contemplative study which set a veto on more
familiar intercourse. It seems clear that to the Greeks
and Romans, Nature never lost her old terrible char-
acter, which she bears still to the superstitious savage ;
haunted in every tree or grotto or river by jealous and
unaccountable powers; unstable, insecure, a Siren who
lavishes her allurements only to slay. The almost uni-
versal transference of force from grotesque or malignant
spirits to impartial mechanism failed to relieve man of
this sense of foreignness and alienation. Lucretius, like
many another apostle of religious or social freedom,
exults in vain over an empty victory, and thinks the
discovery of law, or, at least, of uniformity, implies the
attainment of liberty. Epicurus, his master, saw more
truly into the heart of man; and knew that mechanical
law, though more satisfying to the sage, because he
seems to control by understanding it, is yet to the sage
as man, more intolerable than the propitiable caprice of
the expelled Demons. Be this as it may, it is certain
that the Classical nations never entered, in spite of
several efforts, into that blissful harmony with Nature
which should have saved them this recurring problem :
What is my peculiar nature, duty, or happiness in
relation to the whole ?

§ 4. The sense of the “ Fall,” of the relapse from an
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early and primitive age of Gold, of the gradual decay of
men, of States, of this fertile earth itself, is visible in
all ancient authors. The writers of the Augustan age
with one consent sing the praises of this lost felicity ;
and advise all who can to revert to a simplicity which
they could not attain themselves. Seneca thinks it is
possible to return to this “ State before the Fall.” He,
far more optimistic than Aurelius, believes in man’s
innate goodness and his power to obtain happiness by
limiting his wants and trusting Nature. He even
attacks the doctrine of “Original Sin” so dear to
Augustan (as well as Augustinian) speculators :

Ep. xciv. (55): “FErras enim si existimas nobiscum vitia
nascl. Supervenerunt, ingesta sunt. Nulli nos vitio Natura
conciliat : illa integros ac liberos genuit.”—Cons. ad Helv. 5 :
‘“ Bona conditione geniti sumus si eam non deseruerimus ; id
egit Rer. Natura ut ad bene vivendum non magno apparatu
opus esset.”—Brev. Vit. 2: “Quid de Rer. Natura querimur ?
Illa se benigne gessit: vita si scias uti longa est.”

Ep. Ixxviii.: “Sic nos amantissima nostri Natura disposuit, ut
dolorem aut tolerabilem aut brevem faceret.”—ZEp. xc.: ‘“Non
fuit tam inimica Natura, ut . .. homo solus non posset sine tot
artibus vivere . . . ad parata nati sumus . .. a Natura luxuria
descivit.”—Ep. cviil. : “Omnibus enim Natura fundamenta
dedit, semenque virtutum: omnes ad omnia ista nati
sumus.”

Ep. cxviii. : “Unde aliquid cognoscitur bonum ? Si perfecte
secundum Naturam est . . . heec ejus proprietas est.”—Ep. exxii.:
¢ Omnia vitia contra Naturam pugnant (aversandi diem et
totam vitam in noctem transferendi).”

Ep. L : “Virtus secundum Naturam est; vitia inimica et
infesta sunt.”

Ep. Ixvi.: “Bonum sine ratione nullum est ; sequitur autem
ratio Naturam. Quid est ergo ratio? Naturse imitatio. Quid
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est summum hominis bonum ¢ ex Natura voluntate se gerere,
. . . Bonorum unum propositum est consentire Naturz.”

§ 5. But we cannot help noticing that the term
Nature is unstable and precarious. He is not using it
in the ordinary and current sense Just as it is im-
possible in Lucan to decide on the limits or essential
difference of Fate and Fortune, which are probably
identical, so Seneca uses Nature and God interchange-
ably. But we have already seen how the moralizing of
the Divine ides in the Roman Stoics had shaken the
hold of the Divine Being on the actual world, “ Semper
paret, semel jussit.” e does not control the physical
universe, or the lot of individuals. He is like a parent
in the folk-lore tales sending out his children into a
world, scantily equipped with a few maxims of prudence
and a father’s blessing. “Insita sunt nobis omnium
statum omniumque artium semina, magisterque ex
occulto Deus producit ingenia” (Benef. iv. 6). His
collocutor rejoins that it is Nature and not God (as a
special providence), “ Natura hec mihi prestat.” Seneca
will not hear of the antithesis: “Nonne intelligis, te
cum hoc dicis, mutare nomen Deo?” “Quid enim est
aliud Natura quam Deus et Divina Ratio toti mundo
partibusque ejus inserta.”—§ 8. “Ergo nihil agis, in-
gratissime mortalinm, qui te negas Deo debere, sed
Nature.” “Quia nec Natura sine Deo est, nec Deus
sine Naturf, sed idem est utrumque nec distat officio.”
(See also N. Q. ii. 45; 1. i prolog.: “ Quid est Deus?
mens universi. Quid est Deus? quod vides totum et
quod non vides totum ”; with which we may compare
Lucan’s famous line: “Jupiter est quodcunque vides,
quodcunque moveris,”’) Now here, as in most parts of
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the Stoical physical ethics (an absurd attempt to unite
the irreconcilable), we see two conflicting tendencies.
Again and again does Seneca hymn the delights of
Science ; for it is an inquiry into God ; it is the truest
occupation of the Sage’s leisure; not the mere auera-
peanpros noovny of Plato, but a real insight into God’s
secrets and Inmost essence. So much for the con-
templative side. Speculatively, the universe is one and
the individual a part; God is Nature.

§ 6. But the moment the practical or moral side is
approached, this postulated harmony at once disappears.
The Deity is implicitly in strongest contrast to the work
of his hands, just as man, as spirit, as intelligence, is to
his body. Universe and body are for practice, dismissed
with epithets as contemptbuous, as ascetic, as are ever
found in the frankly Dualist Schools. The real essence
of the Divine creeps into the soul of the wise man, to
escape, as 1t were, from the creature which has passed
beyond control. There is even a certain chivalry to
a fallen and exiled monarch. God is “quod non vides
totum, quodcunque moveris”; the thoughts of the
good, the unseen world (such as a Roman could coneceive
it) ; and the fendency of all Pantheism is to separate
more sharply than before the natural mechanism in
which it starts, from the transcendent spirit, in which
it invariably ends. Every attempt to unify the world
in a gigantic and audacious synthesis issues in this
strange Dualism. The unequally mated yoke-fellows
spring apart all the more vehemently for their brief
and enforced companionship. So Seneca, when he bids
us follow Nature, because Nature is God, is not really
giving us a maxim for practical life. (0f 5: “ Ergo,
gsecundum Natura vivo, si totum me illi dedi,
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si illius admirator cultorque sum. Natura autem
utrumque facere me voluit et agere et contemplationi
vacare. Utrumque facio quoniam ne contemplatio
quidem sine actione est.”)

The wise man found the unity demanded by his
reason only in theory; from the life of action he felt
himself debarred. Underlying the word “nature” are
two polar conceptions. The one would seem to banish
reflexion and immerse in a life of natural wants and
pleasures; but the identification with God in the
second sense lays stress on the special prerogative of
man, his reason ; enshrines the deity in his inmost soul
(“ quasi Deum in humano corpore hospitantem ”); and
to enable him to maintain in some region the fiction of
Unity, condemns him to moral passivity and negation,
or as a counsel of perfection, perpetual contemplation
of the physical order,——an eternal but unmeaning
spectacle.

§ 7. It is consonant with this attitude that Seneca
should depreciate history, the pageant of man on the
stage of time. The Romans could form no estimate of
the significance of the Empire. It was reserved for
foreigners in a later age, like Rutilius, or Claudian, or
Corippus, or even Dante, to see the immense advance
which Augustus (rather than Julius) had effected, with
such ironical modesty, in political ideals. The Emperor
Aurelius is free from the slightest sympathy with the
past, as from any hope for the future. Rarely does he
mention a historic name, except to point the moral of
the futility and nothingness of men, and the things
about which they toil and struggle in the brief and
feverish nightmare of life. And Seneca, though he is
not as blind as Tacitus or Suetonius to the meaning of
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the Empire! yet has no sort of appreciation for the
transient and yet glorious attempt of Alexander. Rome
adopted his precedent and gave it life; original in
nothing save in the power to clothe an ideal with flesh
and blood, and give a frozen statue life. Yet Seneca
only talks of the “latrocinia Alexandri,” and turns in
disgust to scientific studies.

§ 8. This is not the place to enter fully into Seneca’s
psychology. It will be enough to observe that, like all
the Romans, he adopts the Platonic imagery of the
imprisonment of a pure and divine element in a fleshly
tomb of dross or mud. He rivals the mystic in the
intensity of his desire to fly from this hateful companion-
ship. The precise form of pantheism dominant in the
Roman Empire at this time tended to sever body and
soul from any joint action. The Gnostics carried this
tendency to its utmost limits. Their practical teaching
18 a caricature of the Stoic Sage with its carelessness
of externals, or of moral action, and its exclusive
ingistence on the purity of the divine particle within:
this could not be defiled by any bodily deeds, and so
these were dismissed as superfluous or immaterial:
7 YAMdoa ouwpoy' 1 8¢ Ppny dveporos, Against this
tendency the Christian Church struggled persistently

1 Cf. his probably sincere words on the Emperor’s position, duties,
and 1esponsibilities, De Clem. i. 2, 8, 4: ‘“Ego ex omnibus mor-
talibus placui electusque sum qui in terris Deorum vice fungerer,
ego vite necisque gentibus arbifer, ete. ete. 8. Quam multa tibi non
licent quee nobis beneficio tuo licent!™ See also Consol. ad Polybium
with its enlogy of Clandius and conception of Imperial responsibilities ;
and the whole of Ep. 1xxiii., especially § 18 : ¢ Confitebitur ergo multum
se debere ei, cujus administratione et providentia contingit illi pingue
otium et arbitrium sui temporis, et imperturbata publicis occupationtbus

quies. ‘O Melibeee (quotes Seneca with approval) Deus nobis hzc
otia fecit.’ ”
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and not in vain. Epictetus and Awurelius both seek
to depreciate the body, and with it external action, by
harsh and contemptuous names. These Platonic and
Gnostic ideas were widely diffused and accepted in this
epoch, to the lasting prejudice of morals. They are
certainly clearly visible in Seneca; but the vagueness
of his definition must here preclude us from attempting
precise treatment. Suffice it to point oub in correction
of a common error, that this Dualism was far more
generally predominant in Pagan than in Christian Ethics.

§ 9. I shall conclude this episode, already overlong,
with a rapid summary of Seneca’s tenets and character-
1stics, as they may be collected in the disconnected
series of occasional wrifings. As a practical Roman
seeking guidance for the single life, he objects to the
degradation of Philosophy to Philology! As a Stoic
he adopts loyally the doctrine of the Sufficiency of
“Virtue,” “honestum,’” as the only End. As a man
of experience who has mixed with men and courts, he
believes all men are good by nature, but are blinded
or warped by convention, and by ignorance which
pursues false “goods”; the simplicity of earlier life
was the Golden Age. As a Monist, he holds this
Universal Nature as the true guide, which has given
us the special dower of Reason, and calls us (whether
we name her God or Providence or Fate) to enjoy her
contemplation rather than abuse her bounty. As a
Pessimist, he teaches that the true life, the genuine
philosophy, is a perpetual meditation on death, exile,
pain,® and poverty; for the world outside, with all its

1 Epp. 27 (16), 45, 48, 49, 82.(9, 19, 22), 83, 88, 106, 108 (23, 85), 109
(17), 111, 118 (17, 25) ; Brev. ¥it. 10.
2 Ep. 114 : *‘ Nihil tamen ®que tibi profuerit ad temperantiam omnium



« THE WISE MAN?” 63

method and order, has no correspondence to the sage’s
“good will,” and (unlike the theory of Descartes) the
Deity cannot or will not bring about occasionalistic
conformity. As a Manichee, this world-order is the
Realm of Chance or Fortune, conceived as a malignant
spirit, with whom the good can have no dealings. As
a Personalist, he prefers example to precept, and has
perhaps adopted the Stoic profession because he finds
in the worthies of Roman annals living (if unconscious)
patterns of scholastic “ Virtue.” As a Scientist, he
fails to appreciate the value of History as giving signs
of advancement and of progress, as ministering comfort
to our sense of weakness and failure: the only true
leisure from self-improvement is to study the universal
laws, not the records of human frailty. As a Prob-
abilist, he 1s apt to follow the popular voice, the
“ congensus gentium,” rather than applaud the “ heuretic ”
power of the speculative reason.! As an Agnostic, he
declines to pronounce on any ultimate problem except
the sufficiency of “ Virtue,” the solidarity of the human
brotherhood, the unity of the cosmic order; he does not
flatter himself he has reached truth.? Finally, as a
Mystic, his aspirations are often devotional; and the
rerum quam cogitatio brevis ®vi et hujus incerti; quicquid facias,
respice ad Mortem.” (Cf. also Ep. exx., quoted on p. 65.)

1 The attentiveness of Heaven to our prayers is proved by the mamfest
concurrence of human opinion and practice, not by @ prior: qualification
of the God’s nature. Benef. iv. 4: ““Non surda numina et inefficaces
Deos.”” Similarly, personal immortality, on which he is very ambiguous,
follows on popular acceptance rather than dogmatic teaching.

? Bengf. iv. 33: °“ Nunquam exspectale nos certissimam rerum
comprehensionem quoniam in arduo est Veri exploratio; sed ed ire,
qua ducit Veri similitudo. Sequimur qua Ratio, non qua Veritas

ducit,”—thus in the end a chasm yawns between the separate subjective
reason aund objective Truth,
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Sage is the peer of God, except in eternity, for both
have made “il grand rifiuto,” the great renunciation.
Both view the world, saying, “ Hec omnia mea sunt”;
but only if neither attempt to control or to enjoy; and
it may be that he felt that the truly Divine in the
outer order met and blended with the single point
of human consciousness, and found there its highest
expression, and its only secure asylum.

APPENDIX

In order to complete the portrayal of Seneca as a philosopher,
and to allow him the same opportunity as we shall give to
Epictetus and Aurelius, I subjoin certain selected passages
on the subjects of chief Stoical import: the nature of man
and of the world ; the divinity of the soul and its future life ;
the scientific or religious interest, and the true function of
the wise to contemplate rather than act. We shall detect
here, without need of further comment or elucidation, the
growing tendency to free the spiritual element (and notion)
from the husk or envelope of physical constraint, and elevate
a transcendental concept of soul and deity, in place of an
immanent abstraction.

A 1. Thesoul as Divine; Ep. xxxi.: “ Animus rectus . . .
Quid aliud voees hunec, quam Deum in humano corpvore hospi-
tantem ?”—Ep. xli.: “Non sunt ad ccelum elevand® manus,
nec exorandus sedituus . . . prope est a te Deus, fecum est,
intus est. Ila dico Lucili, sacer intra nos spirilus sedet
malorum bonorumque nostr. observator et custos. ... In

! Ep. xxxi. ad fin. : ¢ Tutum iler est, jucundum, ad quod Natura te
instruxit, Dedit tibi Illa ques si non deserueris par Deo surges. Parem
autem Deo pecunia non faciet : Deus nihil habet. Pretexta non faciet :
Deus nudus est. Fama non faciet . . . nemo novit Deum.”
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unoquoque bonorum (‘quis deus incertum est’) habifat.”
(The good man,) “majore sui parte illic est, unde descendit.
Quemadmod. radii solis contingunt quidem terram sed ibi sunt
unde mittuntur, sic Animus magnus et sacer, et in hoc de-
missus ut propius divina nossemus, conversatur quidem nobis-
cum, sed haret origini sus.”—Xp. Ixxiii. : *“ Miraris hominem
ad deos ire? Deus ad homines venit, immo quod propius est,
in homines venit. Nulla sine Deo mens bona est. Semina
in corporibus humanis divina dispersa sunt.”—Ep. xcii. : * Hic
Deos @quat, illo tendit, originis suse memor . . . Quid est
autem cur non existimes in eo divini aliquid existere, qui
Dei pars est. Totum hoe quo continemur, et unum est et
Deus : et socii sumus et membra. Capax est noster animus.”
—Ep. exx.: ‘“Perfectum animum . . . supra quem nihil est
nisi mens Dei ex qua pars et in hoc pectus mortale defluxit;
quod nunquam magis divinum est quam ubi mortalitatem
suam cogitat.”

Ot. Sapientis, 32: “An illud verum sit quo maxime
probatur, hominem divini spiritus esse partem, ac veluti
seintillas quasdam sacrorum in terras desiluisse atque alieno
leco haesisse ?”

Cons. ad Helv. 6 : ““Mobilis et inquieta mens homini data
est: ... Vaga et quietis impafiens et mnovitate rerum
letissima: quod non miraberis si primam ejus originem
aspexeris. Non ex terreno et gravi concreta corpore; ex illo
celesti spiritu descendit . . . ex iisdem quibus divina con-
stant compositu(s) seminibus.”

A 2. The Body is contemptible, a burden to the soaring
impulse of spirit. Ep. lxxviii.: “Vir magnus ac prudens
animum deducit a corpore, et multum cum meliore et divina
parte versatur; cum hac querula ac fragilt quantum necesse
est.”—Ep. cii.: “Gravi terrenoque detineor. . . . Quicquid
circa te jacet rerum, tanquam hospitalis locl sarcinas specta;
transeundum. est. . . . Detrahetur tibi h®c ecircumjecta
novissimum velamentum tui cutis ; detrahetur caro . . . ossa

5
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nervique. . . . Depone onus! Zquo animo membra jam super-
vacua dimitte eti stud corpus inhabitatum diu pone. . . . Quid
ista sic diligis quasi tua? istis opertus es.” (Ishtar’s descent.)

Ep. cxx.: “Nec domum esse hoc corpus sed hospitium et
quidem breve . . . hinc atque hinc tentamur et expellimur;
hoc evenire solet in alieno habitantibus. . . . Nos corpus
tam putre sortiti,” etc.—Ep. 1xv.: “Ista enim omnia . .
attollunt et levant animum qui gravi sarcina pressus
explicari cupit et reverti ad illa quorum fuit. Nam corpus
hoc animi pondus ac pena est; premente 1illo urgetur, in
vinculis est nisi accessit Philosophia.”

Cons. ad Helv. 11: “hwme circumfusa gravis sarcina . . .
Corpusculum hoc custodia et vinculum animi.”—Ep. xxiv.:
¢ Mortale et fragile corpusculum . . . grave corporis mei
pondus.”

C. Soul thus distinguished from the grosser envelope finds
its chief delight in science and contemplation. Of. Sap. 32:
“ Curiosum nobis Natura ingenium dedit; et artis sibi ac
pulcritudinis suse conscia, spectatores nos tantis rerum
spectaculis genuit. . . . In medid nos sui parte constituit,
et circumspectum omnium nobis dedit ; nec erexit tantummodo
hominem, sed etiam ad contemplationem . . . sublime fecit
illi caput . .. ad hw=c querenda nato. . . . Natura autem
utrumque facere me voluit et agere et contemplations vacare.”

Brev. Vit. 19. “Recipe te ad hwc tranquilliora, tutiora,
majora! ad hw®c sacra et sublimia accedas, sciturus quea
materia sit Diis, que voluptas+—quis animum tuum casus
exspectet, ub1 nos a corporibus dimissas Natura componat? etc.
(hence will arise) cupiditatum oblivio, vivendi atque moriendi
scientia, alta rerum quies.”—Ep. lviii. : “Imbecilli fluidique per
intervalla consistimus; mittamus amimum ad illa que =terns
sunt ; miremur in sublimi volitantes rerum omnium formas
(i. e. Ideas Platonicas); Deumque inter illa versantem.”—
Ep. 1xv. (Philosophy) “illum respirare Rer. Naturs spectaculo
jussit et a terrenis dimisit ad divina. Hsmc libertas ejus est,
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hec evagatio ; subducit interim se cusfodie in qua tenetur
et cmlo reficitur.”—Ep. lzxix. (This study begun here in
reverent spirit is the delight of heaven hereafter for the
released souls) : “ Licet contentus interim sit effugisse tenebras,
adhuc non fruitur bono lucis. Tunc Animus noster habebit
quod gratuletur sibi, quum emissus his tenebris in quibus
volutatur . . . totem diem admiserit, et redditus czlo suo
fuerit, quum receperit locum quem occupavit sorte nascendi.
Sursum vocant illum initia sua. Erit aufem illic etiam
antequam hac cusfodia exsolvatur, quum vitia disjecerit . . .
in divinas cogitationes emicuerit.”—Ep. lxxxii.: *“(Fortuna)
neminem occupat nisi hsrentem sibi. Itaque quantum
possumus ab illa resiliamus ; quod sola preestabit suz Naturce-
que cognitio : sclat quo iturus sit, unde ortus,” ete.

Ep. Izxxxzviil.: *“Magna et spatiosa res est Sapientia . . . de
divinis humanisque discendum est . . . an per se sit aliquid,
deinde an aliquid ante tempus sit, si tempus cum mundo
ceperit, an et ante mundum quia fuerit aliquid, fuerit et
tempus. Innumerabiles questiones sunt de Animo tantum ;
unde sit, qualis sit, quamdiu esse incipiat . . . an aliunde
alio transeat et domicilium mutet, ad alias animalium formas
conjectus; an non amplius quam semel serviat et emissus,
vagetur in toto; . . . quomodo libertate sua usurus quum ex
hac effugerit cavea; an obliviscatur priorum et illic nosse se
incipiat, postquam de corpore abductus in sublime secessit.”

Ep. xc. (Philosophy): ““ad beatum statum tendit . . . quae
sint mala quee videantur ostendit . . . totius Nature notitiam
et sus tradit. Quid sint Dii qualesque . . . quid inferi . . .
quid in secundam Numinum formam anim@® perpetus, ubi
consistant, quid agant. . . . Hoc ejus inifiamenta sunt, per
que non munictpale sacrum, sed ingens omnium Deorum
templum mundus iste, reseratur. . . . Adinitia deinde rerum
redit, et Aternam Rationem toti inditam, et vim omnium
semintm singula proprie figurantem. Tum de animo caepit
inquirere unde esset, ubi, quamdiu. . . . Deinde a corporalibus
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se ad incorporalia transtulit, Veritatemque et argumenta ejus
excussit.—Nat. Qu. I. preef.” (Here the division betw. “actio ”
and “ contemplatio ” is called “ quse ad homines, ques ad deos
spectat.”) “ Altior est hac et animosior: multum permisit
sibi: non fuit oculis contenta. Majus esse quiddam suspicata
est ac pulcrius quod extra conspectum Natura posuisset. . . .
Altera docet quid in terris agendum sit, altera quid agatur in
celo. . . . Supra hanc ealiginem in qua volutamur excedit et
tenebris ereptos illo perducit unde lucet. . . . Naturs Rerum
gratias ago . . . quum secretiora ejus intravi . . . qu® Uni-
versi materia sit, quis auctor aut custos: quid sit Deus: totus
in se intendat an ad nos aliquando respiciat; faciat quotidie
aliquid, an semel fecerit ; pars Mundi sit, an Mundus; liceat
illi hodieque decernere et ex lege Fatorum aliquid derogare;
an majestatis deminutio sit et confessio erroris, mutanda fecisse
. . . Nisi ad hae admitterer, non fuerat nasci!” (We may
note here that this passage approaches nearer to our modern
conceptions of Pure Theology than the subsequent physical
phenomena, in which centres the interest of the “ Nat. Quees-
tiones.”) “Detrahe hoc inmstimabile bonum ” ( =theoretical
science) “non est vita tanti. O quam contempta res est homo
nisi supra humana surrexerit! . . .” The secondary and cath-
artic value of moral purification is clearly put in a later section,
and would delight Aristotle and Porphyry: ¢ Virtus . .

magnifica : non quia per se beatum est malo caruisse, sed quia
animum laxat ac praeparat ad cognitionem ceelestium dignumque
efficit qui in consortium Deiveniat.” (Morality, as a necessary
stage to be transcended, and in itself only needful because of
the body, which stands in the way of the yet pure unimpeded
energy of the rational soul. In this half-Neoplatonic half-
scientific emphasis on intellectualism, Seneca, if he is sincere,
has a far more amiable outlook on the world than his two
successors. He can almost shelve the question of immortality
as unmeaning, so implicit is the notion of continued life in the
mastery of eternal truth. For example, do these words refer to
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this life or the next *—*“Tunc consummatum habet plenumque
bonum sortis humans, quum calecato omni malo petit altum
et in inferiorem Nature finem venit. Tunc juvat inter
sidera ipsa vagantem, divitum pavimenta ridere,” ete. (In this
scientific study of self and Nature, atheism is impossible. As
Marcus sees the absurdity of allowing man a reason denied
to the outer world, so Seneca.) “Sunt qui putent sibi ipsis
animum esse et quidem providum ac dispensantem singula, et
sua et aliena: hoc autem Universum, in quo nos quoque
sumus, expers esse consilii, et aut ferri lemersiate quadam aut
Natura nesciente quid faciat. Quam wufile existimas ista
cognoscere? . . . quantum Deus possit? materiam ipse sibi
formet an data utatur? . . . Deus, quicquid vult, efficiat, an
in multis rebus illum tractanda destituant, et a magno Artifice
prave formentur multa? (Non quia cessat ars, sed quia id in
quo exercetur smpe inobsequens arti est.) Heec inspicere,
hac discere, his incubare, nonne transilire est mortalitatem
suam et in meliorem transcribi sortem? . . . si nihil aliud,
hoe certe sciam omnia angusta esse, mensus Deum !”’— Cons.
ad Hely, 8: “Animus contemplator admiratorque Mundi, pars
ejus magnificentissima,—propria nobis et perpetua, tamdiu
nobiscum mansura, quamdiu ipsi manebimus ” (where I believe
propria, efe., to be neuters, including “mundus hic” before,
the two things which, as subject and object, are correlative
and ever in our power). 9: “Dum oculi meiab illo spectaculo
cujus insatiabiles sunt non abducantur, dum mihi lunam
solemque intueri liceat, dum ceferis inharere sideribus, dum
orbus eorum occasus intervallaque et causas investigare velocius
meandi vel tardius. . . . Dum cum his sim et celestibus, qua
homini fas est, immiscear ; dum animum ad cognatarum rerum
conspectum tendentem, in sublimi semper habeam : quantum
refert mea, quid calcem? 11: (Lapides and aurum)non potest
amare sincerus Animus ac natur® suz memor, levis ipse eb
expers cure et quandoque emissus fuerit, ad summa emica-
turus, Interim quantum per moras membrorum et hane
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circumfusam gravem sarcinam licet, celerl et volucri cogitatione
divina perlustrat . . . liber et dis cognatus et omni mundo
omnique ©vo par. . . . Amimus ipse sacer et celernus est, et
cui non possunt injici manus.”—Cons. ad Helv. 17 (Soul best
when): “animus omnis cogitationis expers operibus suis vacat ;
et modo se levioribus studils oblectat, modo ad considerandam
suam Unmniversique naturam, veri avidus insurgit. Terras
primum situmque earum querit ; deinde conditionem circum-
fusi maris, cursusque ejus alternos et recursus; tunc quicquid
inter coslum terrasque plenum formidinis interjacet perspicit,
—et hoe tonitrubus fulminibus ventorum flatibus ac nimborum
nivisque et grandinis tumultuosum spatium : Tum peragratis
humilioribus ad summa prorumpit, et pulcerrimo divinorum
spectaculo fruitur, ZFlernitatisque sum memor, in omne quod
fuit futurumque est omnibus seculis, vadit.”—O%. Sap. 31 :
¢ Huic majori Reipublice et in otio deservire possumus; immo
vero nescio an in otio melius. . . .—ut gueramus quid sit virtus ?
. . . natura an ars bonos viros faciat? unum sit hoc quod maria
terrasque . . . complectitur, an multa ejusmodi corpora Deus
sparserit? Continua sit omnis et plena materia . . . an
diducta, et solidis inane permixtum 8it? Deus sedens opus
suum spectet, an tractet? utrumne extrinsecus illi circumfusus
sit, an toti inditus? immortalis sit Mundus an inter caduca
et ad tempus nata numerandus? Hec qui contemplatur, quid
Deo prestat? ne tanta ejus opera sine teste sint. Solemus
dicere, Summum Bonum esse secundum Naturam vivere:
Natura nos ad utrumque genuit et contemplationi rerum. et
actions.”

D. On Death and Immortaliby. In spite of this happy
outlook and vast pretensions, death appearing as but an
unimportant episode in the theoretic life which opens the
gate of Truth still wider, there are not wanting passages of
sceptical alternatives, of much perplexity about the continued
existence of consciousness. Death becomes, then, as to the
later Stoic leaders, a debt to the universal order, rather than
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the Platonic emergence from bodily prison. Cons. ad Polyb.
27: “Nam si nullus defunctis sensus superest, evasit omnia
pater meus vite incommoda ; in eum restitutus locum in quo
fuerat antequam nasceretur; expers omnis mali nihil time$ nihil
cupit nihil potitur. . . . Si est aliquis sensus ;—nunc animus
fratris mei velut ex diutino carcere emissus tandem sui juris
et arbitril gestit, et Rer. Naturs specfaculo fruitur et humana
omnia ex superiore loco despicit ; divina vero, quorum rationem
tamdiu frustra queesierat propius iniuetur. . . . Autb beatus aut
nullus est: beatum deflere imnvidia est, nullum dementia.”—Ep.
Ixxvi.; “8i modo solut® corporibus anime manent felicior illis
status restat, quam est dum versantur in corpore . . . contra
fidem est feliciores esse liberis et in Universum datis clausas et
obsessas.”—Cons. ad Mare. 19: ¢ Cogita, nullis defunctum malis
affict. . . . Mors omnium dolorum et solutio est et finis . . .
nos in illam tranquillitatem in qua antequam nasceremur
jacuimus reponift . . . nec potest miser esse qui nullus est.
Excessit filius tuus terminos intra quos servitur. Excepit
illum magna et ®terna pax.” 26 (Marcia’s father consoles her
from his place in heaven): ‘““Nos quoque felices anima et
mterna sortite quum Deo visum erit iterum ista moliri” (=
destroy the world), ¢labentibus cunctis, et ipse parva ruins
ingentis accessio in anfiqua elementa vertemur.”

Epist. xxiv.: “Non sum tam ineptus ut Epicuream cantile-
nam hoc loco persequar . . . nemo tam puer est ut Cerberum
timeat! . . . Mors nos aut consumit aut exuit. Emissus
meliora restant, onere detracto ; consumptis nihil restat.”—ZEp.
Ixiil.: “ Nunc cogita omnia mortalia esse. . . . Citio nos eo per-
venturos quo illum pervenisse meremus. Et fortasse, si modo
sapientum vera fama est” (cf. Tacit. Agric. last §) “recepitque
nos locus aliquis,—quem putamus perisse, preemissus esb.”—
Ep. Ixv.: “Mors quid est? aut finis aut transitus” (Marcus’
peraoriivar) : in the same strain, Ep. lxx.: ¢ Vis adversus hoe
corpus liber esse! tanquam migrafurus habita ; propone tibi
quandoque hoc contubernio carendum.” Then Ep. lxxi., with
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a similar vein to Marcus’ musings on. the need of death for the
whole: “Nobis solvi perire est . . . fortius finem sui suo-
rumque pateretur, si speraret omnia illa sic in vitam mortemque
per vices ire, et composita dissolvi, dissoluta componi: in hoe
opere ®ternam artem cuncta temperantis Dei verti.”—eii.
Again with confident eloquence: “Quum venerit dies ille qui
mixtum hoc divini humanique secernat, corpus hoe ubi inveni
relinquam : ipse me Diis reddam. . . . Per has mortalis svi
moras illi melior: vite longlorique proluditur . . . in alium
Naturze maturescimus partum, alia origo nos exspectat; alius
rerum status. . . .” Then with almost Christian rapture and
ascetic fervour: “ Veniet qui te revelet dies, et ex contubernio
fodi atque olidi ventris educat. Hinc nunc quoque tu
quantum potes, subvola: utique etlam necessariis que
cohsrebunt alienus., , . . Dies iste quem tanquam exfremum
reformidas, cefernt natalis est! . . . Aliquando Naturs tibi
arcana retegentur, discutietur ista caligo. Imaginare tecum
quantus ille sit fulgor tot sideribus inter se lumen miscentibus !
« + . Quid tibi videbitur divina luzr quum illam suo loco
videris?” In the last resort, as we see from a cerfainly sincere
statement, he falls back on popular belief; and while Philo-
sophy may have inspired those magnificent hopes of a home
among the Stars, it clearly has not strengthened its proof:
“Quum de Animarum Filernifate disserimus, non leve
momentum apud nos habet consensus hominum.”

I conclude with a somewhat lengthy quotation, still
rhetorical, yet perhaps the most striking of any, and recalling
clearly the fundamental note of pessimism in a reflective
antiquity (rov ¢vvra Opyveiv, ete.: Dio Chrysostom’s Charide-
mus): “Si velis credere altius veritatem intuentibus, ommnis
vita Supplicium est.”

“In hoc profundum inquietumque projecti mare . . . nun-
quam stabili consistimus loco . . . nullus porfus nisi mortis
est. Ne itaque invideris fratri tuo; quiescit, tandem Zzber,
tandem fwius, tandem cefernus est. Fruitur nunc aperfo et
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libero ecelo: ex humili atque depresso in eum emicuit locum,
quisquis ille est, qui solufas vinculis animas beato recipit
sinu! Et nunc libere vagatur omniaque Rerum Naturse bona
cum summa voluptate perspicit. Krras! non perdidit lucem
frater tuus sed securiorem sortitus est. Omnibus illo nobis
commune est iter. Quid fata deflemus? non religuit ille nos,
sed antecesstt.”

E. The *“Cosmopolis” and man’s special function ; or the
problem of the Two Natures. Cons. ad. Marc. 18 : * Puta,
nascenti me tibi venire in consilium : Intratura es urbem dis
hominibusque communem omnia complexam certis legibus
@ternisque devinctam, indefatigata coelestium officia volventem”
(followed by a list of Nature’s wonders written with evident
appreciation).—O%. Sap. 31. (The greater Commonwealth
has the more serious claims.) ‘“Duas Respublicas animo
complectimur, alteram magnam et vere publicam qua Dii
et homines continentur; in qua non ad hunc angulum
respicimus (yovidiov), sed ferminos Civitatis nosire cum sole
metimur.”

Ep. xxviii.: *“Non sum uni angulo natus; patria mea totus
hic est Mundus.”—Ep. cii.: ‘“Magna et generosa res est
Animus ; nullos sibi poni nisi communes et cum Deo terminos
patitur. . . . Illi patria est, quodecunque suprema et universa
circuitu suo cingit.”

2, Great emphasis on the peculiarity of endowment, of
end, and therefore of perfection (=happiness). Ep. lxxvi:
“Omnia suo bono constant; vitem fertilitas commendat,
sapor vinum, velocitas cervum. . . . Id in quoque optimum
est, cui mascitur, quo censetur: in homine quid optimum ?
Ratio: hac animalia antecedit, Deos sequitur . . . Homini
suum bonum Ratio est; si hanc perfecit, laudabilis est, et
finem nature sue attigit. Heec Ratio perfecta, Vertus vocatur
eademque honestum est.” (So these four words are inter-
changeable, like God, fate, chance, Nature: the ‘good,” the
Highest End, Virtue, Reason ;—and as there is nothing in
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the objective world but God, so within there is only the
“ good will” which is to be accounted of. (Ep. xcii. : * Ratio
vero diis hominibusque communis; heee in illis consummata
est, in nobis consummabilis.”) Ep. cxxi.: ““Diecitis, inquit”
(Epicurus is objecting) ‘ omne animal primum constztutions suce
conciliari” (Marcus’ karackevn); ‘“homines autem constitu-
tionem rationalem esse,” etc.—Ep. exxiv.,: “(Bonum) hoc quod
secundum naturam cujusque est.”—Ep. xli (fin.): “Lauda in
ipso quod nec eripi potest nec dari ; quod proprium est hominis.
Queris quid sit? Animus et Ratio in animo perfecta. . . .
Consummatur itaque ejus bonum si id adimplevit cus nascitur.
Quid est autem quod ab illo Ratio hae exigit? rem facillimam
secundum naturam suam vivere.” (See below, Cons. ad Helw.
8, Propria virtus.)

F. Traces found of a ‘“Personalist” conception of Deity :
Seneca treats all names for the ultimate forces as synonyms, and
convertible (though he might be puzzled to put “ Fortuna”
in her right place as a mere attribute of the Supreme, as the
unaccountable operations of Providence seen from the point
of view of accidents). There is no need to multiply evidence
of his ample identification. But one or two passages are
interesting. Cons. ad Helv. 8 (How little the exile loses!):
“ duo qu® pulcerrima sunt, quocunque nos moverimus, sequen-
tur : Natura communis et propria vertus. Id actum est mihi
crede ab illo quisquis jformafor Universi fuit, sive ille Deus
est potens ommnium sive incorporalis Ratio ingentium operum
artifex sive divinus Spiritus, per omnia, maxima, minima,
@quall intentione diffusus, sive Fatum et immutabilis cau-
sarum 1nter se cohserentum series . . . ut in alienum
arbitrium, msi vilissima, non caderent.”

Ep. xvi. To an objector, who not without cause complains
that Reason’s only benefit is to assure us of our slavery:
“‘Quid mihi prodest Philosophia si Fatum est? .. . si Deus
rector est? . . . si casus imperat? . . . Mutari certa non
possunt :—si aut consilium meum Deus occupavit, decrevitque
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quid facerem, aut consilio meo nil Forfuna permittit’ Quic-
quid est ex his” (decides Seneca no less than Marcus)  vel si
omnia hsc sunt, philosophandum est: Sive nos inexorabili
lege 4sta constringunt, sive arbiter Deus universi cuncta
disponit, sive casus res humana sine ordine impellit et jactat,
philosophia nos tueri debet. Hamc adhortabifur ut Deo
libenter pareamus, ut Fortune contumaciter resistamus.”
With which curious yet vague division of the realm
of objective Nature and human experience,——a complete
Manichean dualism,—vwe will take leave of Seneca.



PART II
THE IMMEDIATE INFLUENCE:

EPICTETUS
4—
CHAPTER 1

EPICTETUS, OR THE NEW CYNISM ; DEVOTIONAL
PERSONIFICATION OF THE COSMIC ORDER

(4) TeE RELIGIOUS TRANSFORMATION OF PHILOSOPHIC
Doema

ANALYSIS

New devoutness towards a personal god; Cynic misstonary sent to
all classes with Gospel tedings; egoistic vdeclism or indifference
of Buddhist; in Ewpuct. two opposite tendencies—(1) sympathy ;
(2) hermat 2solation ; Individualism (the will alone being free) ;
this 15 all that God could bestow om His children (ommipotence
limated) ; mystrc communion.

IN Epictetus, a new phase passes over Stoicism. As
St. Paul to Philo of Alexandria, so is Epictetus of
Phrygia to Seneca of Rome. By the very urgency
of personal needs, of devotional requirements, the con-
ception of an all-embracing Force, indifferent to the

particular and too abstract to be the object of prayer or
76
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reverence, 18 transformed into the old traditional Zeus,
“ father of gods and men.” Without doubt it is in this
novel religious earnestness and unction that the student
detects the most significant feature. The Sage, more
of a Cynic than a Stoic in principle, has a wider mission
than the Imperial Minister: he is sent to all men with
a kind of missionary consecration, to live in their sight
the perfect life of happiness and peace. He is there,
before their eyes, like some later Stylite of the EKasi,
or Western hermit; set apart, indeed, from men and
human pursuits, yet in a very real semse their guide,
comforter, and counsellor. How easy and how accessible
was salvation! To him come wandering seekers after
truth, with troubled consciences, or restless desires, vague
and unsatisfied aspirations after an ideal. When Seneca,
with less comprehensive sympathy, speaks only to direct
a friend, Epictetus, knowing no caste, no restrictions in
the human brotherhood, welcomes all without prejudice ;
one instance only being shown where, as Socrates under
demonic dissuasion, he found himself unable to converse
with an applicant, because there was no sort of common
agreement on which to base discussion or appeal. Not
that this new interest in men as individuals recognizes
as yeb the “ special endowment ” of each as the starting-
point. The ideal is still man as the “organ of im-
personal Reason”; no longer the aristocratic reserve of
an intellectual confraternity, but the ascetic reserve of
quietism, no less narrow. We must not look here for
the Christian conception of society, varying according to
the ability, equipment, opportunity of each constituent
in a hierarchy of function and usefulness,—finding a
place for the burning devotee, the cold scholastic, the
taciturn recluse, the eloquent friar, the high-born lady,
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the lay brother at his menial task. The outlook of
antiquity outside a restricted yet intense patriotism was
gingularly cramped. Although it was seen quite early
that the motive alone counts, that it is the inward
temper only which ennobles or degrades the outward
act, no use was made of this fruitful thought. As
Ansaxagoras disappointed Socrates in his use of wodbs,
so we find the suggestive maxim mdvra IméAnyres lead-
ing, not to the illumination of the phenomenal, of the
circumstance of life, but rather to an egoistic Idealism,
which denied or disregarded the concrete, to Sophistic
subjectivity, to pure Buddhistic indifference. The busy
and conventional activity of an average citizen was
abhorrent to reflexion. The philosopher, especially
after the death of Socrates, turned away from the
“ flamboyance ” and diversity (mockidia) of the Hellenic
character to meditate upon the One, and exchange
eagerness for a passive role.

The old contempt for the handicraits (natural enough
in a slave-holding community engrossed in civic feuds)
tended to increase, and to include in the same con-
demnation, not merely all artistic endeavour, but even
the more formal political duties of active life. The
philosophic ideal was a perpetual straining after a more
perfect existence; but to the very last it remained
empty of all positive content, a “ blank luminous
disc” rather than a “ well-rounded sphere ” (rvehoTeprs
opaipos),—bearing witness to the despondence and early
discouragement, not to the vitality or fortitude, of the
Greek mind. It was purely negative, if you like,
“feminine”; and could only issue, in spite of profes-
gions of cosmopolitan sympathy, in abstention and
resignation.
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In Epictetus two opposite tendencies contend for the
mastery, and their struggle and his effort at recon-
ciliation add to the pathos of his character and teaching.
All men to him are brothers, sons of a common parent,
God Himself, and it is in this transcendental affinity
that he discovers a sanction for those peculiarly human
virtues, kindness, consideration, forbearance, which
seem at first sight so Incongruous in any creature.
For the sympathetic instinct is there, unquestionably ;
the most puzzling problem of philosophy is to rationalize,
to justify it; and, to speak frankly, from the standpoint
of Stoic materialism this was impossible. Yet Epictetus,
though he be a father confessor, has no special casuistry
to apply to the several needs of his applicants. He has
but one formula, one prescription for the cure of souls.
The formula, too, sounds to us strange in the mouth of
an “ apostolic” teacher. It is, “ Physician, heal thyself !”
No one can do anything for another. Our sympathy,!
our appeals, good offices, kindly services, only play about
the surface, and never touch the deep-seated evil of the
soul. “No man may deliver his brother, nor make
agreement unto God for him.” Virtue, like the know-
ledge of the Sophist, is incommunicable, although we
may reverently repeat the Socratic text oidaxrov 7j
apéry. The missionary can only remind his hearer of
his absolute and immediate power to be wise, happy,

1 Even this sympathy is strictly against nature, which, in spite of the
co-ordination of the parts, forms of each creature an impenetrable monad,
immersed only in his special but selfish funetion, and with no legitimate
end but self-culture: ‘“You must not be angry with wrong-doers”™
(Teubner, 61, &vfpwme, €l o det wapa diow éml Tols AANoTplols xakols
dtarlfeofac éNéer alrdv ualhov # pioer). Their conduct has nothing to do
with you ; and, in a choice of two evils, the less culpable affection of the
soul is pity,—for it is less disturbing.
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and free,—his inalienable prerogative of instantaneous
conversion, in spite of the long coils of evil habits, never
forfeited. He can speak warmly, with fervour, unction,
assurance, of the “grace of the Sonship,” to be had for
the asking. One simple article of faith sufficed, that
the will alone is free and self-sufficing ; that all outward
things, our own poor bodily framework included, can
never be under our control, and are thus indifferent and
immaterial to our happiness. As in Awurelius, there
tends to be a division between inexorable Fate and the
provident gods, dispensers of benefits, who alone can be
in a true sense objects of worship. No scientific inter-
pretation of the world can ever calm the individuals
anxiety or satisfy his sense of justice. God Himself
sinks into a subordinate place, as the Platonic Demiurge ;
He is limited in power by a law or destiny anterior to
Him. His goodness is saved by limiting His authority ;
and we gladly exchange an unmintelligible omnipotence
for the more human faculty of merciful contrivance,
which brings Him nearer our level, within the scope
of our comprehension.

If this “almighty power* is in theory conceded, as
in the Christian system, it is at once circumscribed by a
voluntary abdication, which leaves room for the reality
and distinct coexistence of persons, and for the useful-
ness of moral effort. If these distinctions are allowed
to evaporate in the night of the Absolute, it seems
there is no further need of energy in search or action ;
nothing but the speculative self-introspection of a Deity
at last awake in man, and contemplating the results of
his unconscious labours with some amazement and con-
siderable pain. Epictetus, with his practical motive and
religious sentiment, never hesitates a moment. God Aas
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given us all He possibly can; He could do no more.
He could not “put all things under our feet,” “give us
dominion ” (as the worthy Hebrew said in his gratitude
for tangible blessings) “ over the works of His hands.”
The Divine Being is a “God of Sorrows,’ pathetic in
stillness and helplessness: it appeals to us to keep
“holy and undefiled,” untarnished, and in undimmed
lustre, that tiny luminous jewel within us which is part
of itself. In reaction against the grossness and un-
spirituality of Stoic fteaching, the vague devotionalism
which we call the mystical spirit has spread widely
since Seneca. ILatent there and disguised by rhetoric,
these pious aspirations to overcome the world of op-
posites and distinctions have now become the sum and
centre of the Neo-Cynic creed. The fatherhood of God,
—+the brotherhood of man,—such is the staple and sub-
stance of “ the Gospel which” (as Renan tells us) « will
never grow old.” And yet, after this plausible common-
place, in this reputed commonwealth of the Universe, such
atomic isolation and reciprocal repulsion! Such immure-
ment of the individual in the narrow prison-house of his
consciousness ! Such disappointing barriers to a larger
and more vigorous sympathy ! Such natural evanescence
or discouragement of corporate action! Such oppressive
despondency in the thought that, after all, God is out
of place in an alien world, like the wise man who
follows in His footsteps: “ He came unto His own, and
His own received Him not”! Such wistful adherence
against hope to the one sheet-anchor of moral instinet,
and to that one dogma which in Marcus will absorb all
other articles of faith, that God is in us, “ reconciling,”
not, indeed, ¢ the world to Himself,” but the individual
soul in a blissful and indissoluble union !
6



82 MARCUS AURELIUS

(B) Tee Girr oF FREE WILL; THE FATHERHOOD OF
Gop; THE DiviniTy OF SOULS; THE “ CosMo-
POLIS ”; THE SPECIAL FUNCTION

§ 1. With increasing kmowledge, with heightened
activity of the Stfate, our realm of freedom, of “one’s
own,” shrinks to nothingness. “ How much of that we
once regarded as essential part of our personal self did
we discover to be the resultant of influences that cross,
confirm, or resist one another within us! Within
narrower and ever narrower proportions shrank that in
us, which we could really call our own. One part the
bodily organs claimed as their contribution, another
fell beneath the general psychic forces, which, by no
merit of their own, work according to identical laws in
all individuals. The tiny sphere alone, that which is
ruled and shaped by the freedom of our moral action,
seemed to afford an asylum to our Real Self” (Lotze,
Mikrokosmus, i. 1). 1f I may be allowed to quote from
an earlier volume of my own: “The entire aim of
post-Aristotelian thought had been to set the personal
spirit free of all earthly hindrance and encumbrance—
to concentrate thought upon itself. But in proportion
as this effort was successful, and the Spirit released
itself from all that was not germane to its true life,
the realm of alien things loomed larger and larger,
because ever more threatening and hostile. Such
sacrifice had enriched the power of the enemy, and
impoverished the territory of the man,—struggling in
a valn pretence of freedom against overwhelming odds
(School of Plato, Bk. 1v. ch. iv. § 3). This free will,
ineffective beyond itself, was God’s best gift to man,
indeed his very self. It rose like a small point of rock
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from the midst of the waters, which submerged every-
thing else. It is the centre, not only of individual life,
but of an entire scheme of anthropology. It was free,
because God 1its giver and parent was free. It was
here, not to act but to contemplate. Within it lay the
good and ill of life; good, if it exercised its sovereign
rights ; ill, if it allowed itself to become perverted, and
mistook obstinacy for principle. It was amenable to
no power or influence but its own; and to convert
another is only to suggest, and let the lesson work its
way in: “for no man may deliver his brother.” In
this supreme gift, a portion of Himself, God had
exhausted His bounty. He could give us nothing more
that was not the mere sport of chance and ecircum-
stance. The body, covered with opprobrious epithets,
dissolved partnership with this proud yet ineffectual
monad : just as the world (in spite of appeal to take
everything as sent by God’s goodness and mercy) had
really slipped from the control of Deity.

5. domep odv 7w &Eov, T6 KpdTITTOV ATAVTWY K.
kvpteboy of Beol pdvov &b’ fptv émoilpoav, THY Ypfioww
v 0pOny 7. pavracials, Ta & AAN oik &’ fjulv. ‘Adpa
e 67¢ ovk N0ehov ; éyw uév Sokd OTi e ABdvavro xakely
av fuiv émérperay* MM TdvTes oik #3dvavro, émi yijs
yap dvras K. couati cuvdedeuévous ToLOUTY K. KOLWWVOLS
TotoUTOls RS olov T Ay els Tadta UmMo ToV ékToS MU
éumodifeaBar; “ What saith Zeus? O Epictetus, if it
had been possible, I would have made thy body of this
substance free and unhindered. But let it not escape
thee, all this is not thine, but mud artfully kneaded.
Since I could not do this, I gave thee a part of us”
(pépos T¢ fuérepov), this Sovereign power of willing
and not willing, that uses impressions. If thom wilt
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guard this carefully and place in it all that is thine,
thou shalt never be stopped, never be hindered, but be
always free from groan, reproach, never have need to
fawn on another. What then ? do these gifts seem to
thee trivial ? . . . art satisfied with these 2—

218. “My brother has more than his share of the
field” Let him, as much as he will. M%) 7¢ odv Tod
aidnuovos, i) TL T. waTOD, M) TL ToU PLhadérdov ; éx
TadTys yap Tis ovclas Tis Ovvartar éxBalelv; ovd o
Zevs. ovd€ yap nbémoer aAN én’ épol alTo émoincev
k. édokev olov elxev albtds dxdhutor dvavdykaoTor ATaAPATO-
dworov. (Cf. Rufus in the ZEclogues of Stobeeus, ii. 8:
TO KAAMOTOY . . . © O K. avTOS evdaiuwy é.)

So 130. Tisel; . .. dvOpwmos, TodT é oddéy Eywy
KupLwTEPOY Tpoatpéoews, AANG TavTy TA &A@ Umo-
TeTayuéva, abTny & ddoi\eutov K. AVUTOTAKTOV.

310. Ojoes Bappdy. PTive; @ pove Gagpety évdéye-
TAL, T TIOCTE TH GkoNiT® TG dvaduipére, TouT é TI
wpoaipéoel T cavTod.

330. T¢ pot dédwrev éuov k. adrefoloiov ; Ti aiTd
KQTENMTEY ; TG TPOALPeTLRA ot 88w Kev, én épolL TremoinKey
dvepmodiora éxdduta  T'o cdua 16 TINwOY THS é8lvaTo
dxdhutov Torfioas ; vmérafey odv Th TéY  Ohwv Tepiode.

361. 0 o Zevs ovx 7Ouvwbn woificar . . . wdvTas
avlp. wetoar Tiva é. ary. k. kaka. M3 yap Séborai oot
TobTo ; éxelvo uovov cor dédoTatl, cavTov meicat.

256. Ilpoaipeaiv yap oddév Svvarar kw\ioar 9 SAdyras
. . . € p1) adry éavriy. (So Encheir. § 48: ¢iddoodos
wGoay opéetav k. BAaByy éE éavrod mpoodoxd.) So
92. So 193: Ilpoaipeciv T( éumodilerv mépurer,
amwpoaiperoy ovdév adry & éavtiy SiacTpadeisa.

270. Ilds odv étv dvepnddiorov elval ¢ Slvarar TV
ToD gwuaTos ; TAs O¢ péya, 1) aEiohoyor TO dpUcel vexpoy
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7 o) 6 TyNOs; TL oDy ; ovdév é&yere éhedbepov . . . Kal
Tis Duds avaykdoer Svvarar cvykatabéoclar Té revdel
dawouéve ; . . . évbdd olv opare 8te é. Ti év TVuly
é\ebBepor Pioer.—Talaimwpor, TobTo é€epyalesbe, TovTov
émipéNeale, évravba tnTelTe To dyabiv.

174. ovire mhoiTds é, é§’ fpiv ob8 tryteta . . . wAA
opBn xphiocw pavracidy. Todr &kdhurov ¢iaer ubvoy,
ToDT dveumodioTov.t

Let others look to their PI‘lIlClpleS (395, 396) efyw
8 éyw Tive pe Oel apea/cew TVt varo're'mxﬁab co TO
Peg. . "Eué éxetvos ouvéomoey éuavtd k. TRy éunw
‘n'poufpeo'w dmérafer épol povy, OoUs kdvovas eis ypfiow
avtfis. This alone is in the strictest sense good; com-
pare Kant’s famous exordium: (32) *4v pov wvvfdvy
T( & aryabov Tod &vfp. odk éxyw oor ENNo elmetly 7 Ori
moia mpoaipecis.—All else is dAMAoTpia and under alien
control! but on this, even though the ftyrant say, “1
will show you who is master,” he has no real hold.
(65) “éyw ooi Seifw 871 kbpids elus” IIofev o ; éué
0 Zevs é\edBepov Gdiikev. “H Ooxels 6Tv EueAher Tov {diov
vidv éav xaradovioioBar; Tol vexpod Oé pou kipios el,
MdBe adrov. Here are all the striking features of later
Stoicism : contempt of body, complete abandonment of
all externals to the “Temporal power” (for strangely
enough the reign of Fortune, so constant a theme for
Seneca’s eloquence, is here forgotten), and the complete
exemption of this one small point from other laws,
physical or social.

§ 2. This last quotation will lead us imperceptibly
to the second point in the Epictetan estimate of man,
“The Fatherhood of God”; a vague pietistic doctrine,

! This summary dismissal of the foreign and alien in our lives is the
leading doctrine of Epictetus, and appears with unceasing assurance.
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engrafted on the early materialism of the Porch by
a natural alliance in Rome with practical endeavour,
with primitive instinet, with religious belief. Socrates,
who from a formal standpoint is merely the author of
definition and generalisation, is, in the history of thought,
notable rather for his recall of exiled gods, his unfeigned
interest in others, his “superstitious” belief in a special
monitor, a special mission. Epictetus, in similar fashion,
mitigates the coldness of unchanging law by the warmth
of allegoric language ; which, though it baffles analysis
and is wholly inconsistent with the rest of his creed,
nevertheless represents a sincere, if vague, conviction,
the triumph of Faith over Reason. From a recognition
that God is our Father in a special sense, he believes
all else will follow. 13. E! 7is 1@ Soyuats TolTe
cvumabijocar kar' &Elay Svvairo &t yeydvapev Gmd Tol Oeod
wdyvTes mwponyovuévws K. 6 Beds warip é Tov T 4vlp. «.
feiv, such an one will entertain no ignoble thought
about himself (ayevves, Tamewdv). If “ Ceasar adopt
you, who could stand your intolerable pride”? av &é
yrds 6L Tod Aws vids €L, otk émapOnay; He continues
in a strangely ascetic Platonic manner: émeidn &vo
TavTa év TY yevéoel fudY éykaTapéuikTal, TO COUL UeY
kowdy mwpds Ta {Pa, 0 Néryos 8¢ k. yrdun Kooy wpds Tovs
Beovs, AANot pev émri TavTyy dmokhivovot Ty auyyéveay T
&rux?] k. vekpdw, ONiyor 8€ Tives éml Ty Belav k. pakxapiav.
—S0 33. The truly wise learns that this universe is
T0 ovoTnua T0 €€ 4vBp. k. Oeod, and that from Him
come all seeds, eis amavra uév Ta émwi yiis yevvouevd Te
k. puopeva, wponyovpéves & els Ta Noyikd, 6Tt KoOWWYELY
povov tadta mwépuke T4 Oed Tis ovvavacTpodiis xaTd
0V ANoyov émimemheyuéve, why mnot call such an
one koowiov; dud T uy uidv 100 Oeod; Shall not this
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sense of sonship take away all our pain, if affinity to
an earthly Cesar makes one arrogant? (Juvenal’s “tumi-
dumque Nerone propinquo”) To 8¢ Tov Oeov moury
éyety k. wotépa k. kndépova ovkére Huds éEaipriceral
Mmey k. poBwr; No student of human history, quite
apart from religious conviction, will doubt the absolute
efficacy of such an assurance for a life of heroic effort
and martyrdom ; but in our author it is an unwarrant-
able “poetic licence,” or an accretion on Stoic Positivism.
—49, When you get hotter water than you wanted
from your servant, or find the fire is out, and there’s
none to be had, you say: Ilds odv Tis avdoynrar Tédv
TowovTwy ; "Avdpdmodov, olx dvéfn Toh adendod Tob
cavrod, b &yer Tov Ala mpdyovor, domep uids éx TAV
alT®Y CTEPUATOV (yéyove K. THS avTis dvwlev kataBoNis;
(cf. St. John 1. 12, 13, iii. 7), oU ueuvioy Ti € k. Twodv
apyets ; 871t cuyyerdv, 8Tt ddeNdv dloer, ETi Tol Auds
dmoydvwv. He sweeps aside the next pretext of absolute
ownership with magnificent indignation and contempt
for the material fabric and social conventions, “ But I
bought him with my own money.” “ Do you see where
you are looking ? To earth, to this pit of confusion, fo
these miserable legal fictions of dead men, not to the
eternal laws of heavenly ordinance!” (eis Tnv vy, eis
70 Bdpalpov, els Tovs Ta\aiTdpous ToUTOUS VOUOUS TOUS
TAV vexpdv, eis 6¢ Tovs Tdv Bedv 0¥ BAémers). Hercules,
through his life, spent in perpetual toil and exile, was
never anxious about his children. 289 : oV orévwr odde
woldy 008 s opdavods agierss 76er yap dTi oddels é.
dvbp. dppavos, GAa wdvTwy del k. Sinvexds o MNamip é.
0 kndéperos. For to Hercules it was no mere report or
theoretic belief that Zeus was the father of men (ueypi
Noyou . . .) bs ye k. abTod Natépoa gero adTov k. ékalel, k.
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pos éxelvov dpopdy EmpatTer & émparrer. And there-
fore, in and through this consciousness, he could always
live happily (wavrayod é&fy avrd dudyew evdatuoves).
For our father has made us for happiness; it is our
own fault if we put not our hand to the fruit hanging
within our reach, &v & T arvyd, (287) wéuvnoo
§rie wap avroy atuyel. ‘O yap Oeos mwdvras avlp. éml 1o
ebSawpovely, émi 10 eboTabely emoinoev.—311. With superb
faith, like the Psalmist, “ Yet saw I never the righteous
forsaken, nor his seed begging their bread.” OvTws o
Oeds duelel TV adiTod émiTevyudTwv . . . diakovev . . .
papTUpwy ; ois povols yphiTar Tapadeiyuacw mwPOs TOUs
amaldevrovs 0Ty K. €0TL, K. KAADS OLoitkel Ta OAa k. ovK
duenel Tév dvlpwmivewy mpayudTev, k. §Ti dvdpl dyalg
008¢v €. rakov, otre Lovre obr amobBavovri, = “that He
is, and that He is a rewarder of them that diligently
seek Him ” (Heb. xi. 6). ¢ What, when He gives them
no food, and allows them to starve ?” Yes, os dyafos
oTPaTNY0S TO AVaKA)TIKOY poi ceorjuaykey melbfouat,
Grorovld, émevdnudv Tov %yépova, Vuvdy alvTod T4
épya.—DBut the analogy is incomplete and unconvincing :
a common peril, a common purpose unites the general
with his soldiers, nay, a common justice, which allows no
favourites, and exposes all in turn to a like personal
danger; but the Stoical Deity has no purpose, runs
no danger himself, and maintains no correspondence
between desert and recompense.—The philosophic Ex-
emplar is now Diogenes, the nearest approach to the Wise
Man, as yet undiscovered: he has superseded Socrates
in popular reverence for saints. 338. He has become
a supreme type of holiest ascetic renunciation (but it
is the ready sacrifice of limbs by the Star-fish, and
Tolstoian non-resistance to vile) : and this because the
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present life, with its kinship and association, is mean-
ingless to him. Ei ths xricews émerdBov, adriw
adiixev &v coi udAhov 7 fKohoVfnoer 8 airmiv. So
with leg or whole body (oxéhos . . . cwudtiov), nay,
acquaintances, friends, fatherland . *Hder mofev éyer «.
wapa Tivos k. émwi Tiow AaBwv. Tols pév  dqbwobds
wpoydvous Tovs Oeods k. THY TP SvTL TaTpida oldemwmor’
av éyrkaté\imey, KTA.

§ 3. Souls, then, “sons of gods,” are particles of
Deity, and God knows and sympathises with their every
movement; how could it be otherwise? 50, 51: ai
Juxai pév obrwes €. évoedeuévar k. auvadels TH Oed
dre abrol pdpie odoar k. &woomdopata, TAVTOS O aAVTOY
kwijuaros ate oikelov k. cvuduots o Oeos aiocbOdverar

. émiTpooy éxdoT TapéaTnoey TOov ékdaTov Aaipora
K. Tapédwke PUNdooEWw . . . K. TOUTOV GKoLuNTOY K.
arapaioyiocror. H2. When ye shut the doors and
create darkness within, uéuvnofe undémore Aéyew ore
povor éoTé ol yap éoTé AAN’ 6 Beds &vdov é. k. 0 Gpérepos
Saipwv éorev. It is curious to note, in the metaphors
used of this central power, will, or conscience, the
vacillation between the helplessness of a sacred charge
and the sternness of a divine monitor; in Aurelius, it
is rather we who have to keep the inner idol of the
shrine clean and unspotted, than expect guidance from
the voice. 122: odx éyw Tov Mdvrw &ow, TOV elpnkoTa
pot TNy ovotav Tol 4&y. k. ToU kaxol; what use, then,
to me of birds or of entrails? The notion of God has
really receded into the purest atmosphere of Idealism,
and has left the realm of created things: if is no longer
a Pantheism of Nature, but only of Thought. T odw;
ok éoTl Oedv Epya kaxeiva; Eotiv, GAN’ ol mponyovueva
000 pépn Oedv. 3V O& mwpomyolpevoy €l, ov dmbomacpa €
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”~ ~ 3 ~ ) 3 f 3 -
Tob Ocol Eyerus év ocavrd pépos éxelvov . . . ok oldas
/ 4
8re Beov Tpéders, Oeov quuvalers; Oeov mepiPépers
~ ~ ~ ~ /4
TdAas k. ayvoels | . . . avTod Tov Ocod mapovTos éowley

k. épopdvros mdvra k. émakovoyTos, are YOU not
ashamed to think and do what you would not dare
to, before his image in the Temple! & dvaloOnre Tis
cavrod ¢uoews! (cf. 156, 157, where mapaxolovfely
T StoekotyTe Ta 6Aa is coupled with éxelvov év cavtd
wepupépery). What precise meaning can be attached to
the notion is impossible to define; sometimes the
“Deity within” is a sort of burnished silver idol;
sometimes a guardian angel with plenary powers; some-
times an insulted and forgotten sovereign sitting apart
in a palace where rebels carouse.—373. The Soul is
the true man; amoveipov xdv SMiyov ypovoy T¢ cavrod
‘Heyepovird™ oréyrar T wor Eyets TobTo k. woev ENnhubss,

. if all your time be given to externals (ta éxTos)
you will keep this squalid and neglected (pvmapov «.
aTnuélyTov).

§ 4. This doctrine of the essential kinship of man
with God in a highly spiritual sense, leads naturally
to the doctrine of the Cosmorolis, and man’s duty as
a subordinate part of a great whole—117. If you
are a separate entity, detachable from the rest (dmro-
Aurov), by all means live your own life; e 6¢ @5 . . .
pépos “ONou Tivos oromels, O éxetvo 70 “Olov viv wév
vooricat kabnker . . . Theboat . . . Kwovvebocar . . .
amopnbijvas . . . wpo dpas amobavety: T odv dyavakTels;

. 7t yap é. &vOpwros ; pépos wohews MpdTNS WY THs
éx bedv k., avlpomwv pera Tabra 06 TS @s EyyioTa
Aeyouévns, #Tis é. uikpov Ths OAns ulunua. — 131.
Molimys €l ToD Kéopou k. pépos adrod, oly év Tdv Vmype-
TUe@Y aANG TAY wponyovuévwy . . . Tls ofy émayyelia
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woNITOV ;  umOév Eyety (dia auupépov, mepl undévos
BovheveacBar ws dméhurov. This due to your power of
rationally following the divine ordering (wapaxolov-
Onrikos 17 Oelg Sioskrioer k. Tob EEfs émilhoryioTikos).
If foot or hand had reason (Aoyisuos), they would never
desire or aim except in reference to the welfare of the
whole body (% émavevéykovres émi To “OArov). “If the
true gentleman knew the future” (so well speak our
philosophers), “ he would have co-operated in his own
illness and death and mutilation,”—knowing that amo
This TV "Olwv Siatdfews ToDTo dmovéueTat, KupLdTEPOY
8¢ 70 “ONov 1ol pépovs k. 7) moMs ToD mokitou. We may
note, first, that it is hard to distinguish a very proper
resignation to the inevitable from a culpable negligence
or indifference to ordinary preventive measures; so in
modern India, to adopt means to control plague or
famine is to oppose the Will of God;—second, that
here we have full-fledged that tyrannical Realism, the
superiority of whole to part, of abstract to concrete, of
name to thing,—which will dominate a certain phase
of semi-mystical thought throughout medizeval times ,—
thirdly, how comforting was the sense of being a portion
of God, and how very discouraging is the sense of being
also a part of a physical universe, which is emphasised
here! the one thought all radiance and peace and
loving acquiescence; the other, all harshness and
callous expediency. The end justifies the means; the
individual is nothing; the agent is a mere instrument:
—and this in the interests of the higher morality ! but
clearly an ethical relation implies a personal object.—
Sometimes Epictetus (who, we must remember, is under
no contract or obligation to be consistent) seeks to
unite the two aspects, by dwelling on the absoluteness
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and arbitrary power of God, as a master of slaves, as in
the Gospel, “taking leave of his servants.”—264. In
a well-regulated household no one may suddenly say to
himself, “I ought to be steward”; e 8¢ u), émorpa-
beis o kiptos k. Ldwy abrév cofapds Siatacaouevov,
énkvoas éteper (“The Lord turned and looked upon
him,” as he is beating his fellow-servants, and “ cut him
asunder,” appointing him his due portion),—otrw gyiverar
k. év T weyahy Tavry MNoke éoTi yap Tis k. év0dd
oikodeamomys ExacTa diatdoowy, giving to each their role
(which Plato left to the prenatal choice of mortals, feos
avaltios), somewhat unwisely for a professed Theodicy.
“You be the sun; you, again, a heifer, when the lion
comes, do your part; else you shall repent. You be
a bull, come forth and fight; for this is your fitting
function. You, again, can lead an army to Troy; so
be Agamemnon. You can meet Hector in single
combat; be you Achilles!”—288. ‘O Koiopos odros
pla whs é « 7 oloia éE fs SednuiolpynTar pla, «.
avdykn meploov Tiva elvai k. mwapaydpnaw EAAwy
&\loss : where we may note Aurelius’ favourite apology;
——the consubstantiality of the world, the fleetingness of
the part, the rearrangement of constituents scattered
by the dissolution of an organism, the need of this to
keep the whole bright and new by perpetual change.
So 371: dwaf pabav 8rc 70 yevouevov x. dplapfivar Sei,
va o Kdopos uy loryrar pnd éumodilnras,—correspond-
ing exactly to that meditation on the transience of
physical objects, brief compounds soon resolved, which
comprises the whole of Aurelius’ speculative knowledge,
and is all the lesson the Universe has to teach him.
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(C) PROVIDENCE EXTENDING TO PARTICULARS;
DISCIPLINE OF THE SONS oF GobD

ANALYSIS

§ 5. Natural Law becomes God’s will; God inierested even in
persons (Socrates).

§ 6. The Good must be happy, like Hercules, the Son of God, in all
the toils whuch the taskmaster vmposes.

§ 5. There is in such a Universal Law (. . . com-
pounded of a father’s tender solicitude, a harsh task-
master’s arbitrary apportionment to slaves . . \) a

continual change of standpoint from Pietism to callous
indifference, which latter is the proper attitude of Cynic
and Stoic. “I cannot understand the Universe, nor on
what ground I call it a moral sphere, or ruled by Pro-
vidence; but I am not going to let other and meaner
men see that I am puzzled.” Secientific law is transformed
into Heaven’s will, unconscious and blind into conscious
personal purposive :—7. “Use all the indifferent ex-
ternals, ds médurer.” IIds odv médurer ; ds dv o Oeds
@énn.—45. Epictetus goes far to meet the popular
demand for a special providence, a demonic tutelar,
such as Appuleius, for instance, discovers in Isis, the
Roman Catholic in a patron saint: He dismisses
Epicurean compromise (eloi uev, undévos & émiueroi-
pevor) . . . wis tryiés éorar; he will not be content
even with the current Stoic belief that God looks to
general laws, but abandons the particular to itself (Svrwv
k. émiuerovuévoy e umdepia OSiadoois els avlp. é. éE
atrév KAI NH AIA TE KAI ’EI3 EME), how
can this again be salutary doctrine? We have
reached the Socratic conviction that he personally
and his doings were interesting to the gods. This
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is religion, and this alone! It is this sense which is
lost in the materialism of Aurelius’ system, and retained
anomalously in the candour of Aurelius’ piety. Seeing
this, the good man T9v avTol yrouny Gworéraxer TE
StotkotvTe T2 “Oha Gomep ol aryabol moNirar TG vépw Tis
wélews. The analogy here, again, breaks down ; human
society is after all a woluniary association; what escape
or asylum is there for the disillusioned citizen of the
world ? So, again, on life’s trials he uses another simile,
which, like all Stoic comparisons, is only half frue!
God is sending you labours, chastening “every son
whom He receiveth ”; and Hercules is & type of such
toils cheerfully borne: 74: Ai mepiordoes €. ai Tovs
dvdpas Setkvvoboar \owvwrdy OTay éuméoy mepioTacts,
péprmoo &te o Oeds ge s dhelwms Tpayel veavioke
oupBéBMker. Very good ; but for what ulterior motive ?
not surely for the “advance to infinity,” which is no
argument or justification; that your stout fight may be
an example to another, and he again may pass on the
torch of this purposeless fortitude ?

For the end is iva *O\vpmiovikns yévy' Siya & idpdTos
o wlyverar. So 272: od wémeiorar & & Ti dv wdoyy
rovtwy, 0Tt 'Exeivos adrov squuvdler; AN o pév
‘Hpax\is Om  EdpiolOews yupvaldpevos . . . ddxvws
éreréler mdvras odtos O Um0 Tod Aios &O\oduevos . . .
péher rexpayévar k. ayavarxtelv. So 304. God sends
his saints to Gyara and to prison; o0 uicdv wy
yévoito: Tis 8¢ picel TOV dpioTov TAV UmTmpeTd®V TAV
aiTod ; o008 aueAdy 8s ye oddé TAY uikpoTATOY TLVOS
auelel, aAAa yuuvdlovl k. pdpTupt mwPos Tovs AANovs

1 In a similar strain Seneca, De Provid. 2 : ¢ Omnia adversa exercita-

tiones putat. . ., . Athletas videmus . . , cum fortissimis confligere,
ete. Marcet sine adversario Virtus. . . . Patrium habet Deus adversus
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ypopevos. Eis Towadtny bSmpeciav kaTaTerayuévos,
ovyl 8\os mwpos Tov Oeov Térapar; This is, of course,
emotional and pietistic, but quite inadmissible; in a
monistic universe this spectacle of struggle and
endeavour, where there is no ftriumph to achieve, is
merely the sanguinary gladiatorial exhibition which
gratifies the vanity of a despicable tyrant; “ Morituri
Cesar te salutant.” So 312: Tpudav ue od Oére
o0d¢ wyap T ‘Hparxhel mapelyev T viet 7@ éavrod,
. . .0 O émerdooero k. émover k. éyupvdlero . . .
amdons s k. Qahatrns dpxov K. tyeuov kabapTis
adikias k. avoulas . . . k. TadT émoler k. yuprds k. pdvos.

§ 6. Surely the good must be happy; 290: Tis
8¢ rxalos Te k. dryafos SvaTvyel; TG Svri Kakds Oioi-
kettar Ta "Ola, e py émipeheitar 0 Zevs TOV éautod
mo\TdY, W @aw oupolol adTd eddalpoves—In 352 the
sum of practical happiness is (as always in Epictetus)
gathered up into a brief formula; here, curiously, the
gcientific and the religious aspects of the world are
intermingled and confused. Mia 06ds émi ebpotav

bonos Viros animum, et illos fortiter amat, et ‘operibus’ inquit
‘doloribus ac damnis exagitentur, ut verum colligant robur!’. . .
Miraris tu si Deus ille bonorum amantissimus, ete. . . . Non fuit Dis
Imm. satis spectare Catonem semel ; retenta ac revocata Virtus est ut
in difficiliori parte se ostenderet” (where the comparison of such a deity
to a sanguinary spectator of the arena is fully justified). 4: *“Hos
itaque Deus quos probat quos amat, indurat, recognoscit, exercet . . .
in castris quoque periculosa fortissimis imperantur . . . Dux lectissimos
mittit . . . Nemo . . . dicit ‘male de me imperator metuit,” sed ‘ bene
judicavit®’ . . . digni visi sumus Deo in quibus experiretur quantum
humana natura posset pati.” (The misleading and fallacious character
of this simile has been already pointed out.) . . . ‘‘ Quid mirum si duré
generosos spiritus Deus tentat? nunquam virtutis molle documentum
est.” (Perhaps this language of pious resignation scarcely conceals
the latent defiance; 6: ‘““Hoc est quo Deum antecedatis: Ille extra
patientiam malorum est, vos supra.)
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. . . GmocTacis TAY ampoapérov, TO undev iSioy
fryeiobai, To mapadodvar wdvra T¢ Sawpwovip, T Tiyn,
éxetvous émitpomovs alTdy Towjocacbar ods k. o Zevs
wemoinkey (viz. the undeserving rich and powerful),
avToy 8& mpods vl elvar pove TH Oip TO AKGAITE.
—Here again it is purely religious In tone; 345:
*EXedepos yap elpir k. ks Tod Oeod, 1’ ékdv melfopar
avrg. 328. “1 have never been prevented willing,
nor unwilling forced ; how is this ?2” mpoorataréraya
pov Ty opuny Te Ochd. Oéher g érelvos mupéooew
kdyd 0o . . . dmofavetv oty Bére' oTpeLAwbTvas
odv Géhw. In 385, comforting death, Epictetus
addresses a personal Deity quite after the Christian
fashion: “As &\aBov dgoppas mpos 7o alobfeslai
oov Tis Ououknioews K. akohovBijoar aiTy, ToUTwy olk
npénaa: o0 kaTyoyvva o€ [ TOTE o€ EpeuNrauny
. . . SvompéaTnoa . . . B1L pe oV éyévynoas ydpw Eyw
v &wras ép doov éypnoduny Tois cols, dprel uou.
Ilanw adra amoraBe k. katdrafoy eis fjv Géhews yopav.

Sa yap 7y wdvra, oU ot adra dédwkas . . . tis Blwv
kpeirTwy ; . . . woia KaTacTpodn eddaiuovesTépa ;

370: aet parlov éxeivo 0w 7o qwouevoy. KpelrTov
yap fryobpar & o Ocos Géher 4 6 éyw. Ilpookeicopar
dudkovos x. darohovlos éxelvey, ouvopud ocuvopéyouar
amA@ds curféw.



CHAPTER II

“Out of the night which covers me,
Black as the pit from pole to pole,
I thank whatever gods there be
For my unconquerable soul.”

THE WISE MAN IN THE TWO COMMONWEALTHS;
OPPORTUNISM, OR THE ROLE OF CONTEMPLA-
TION AND PASSIVITY

(4) MopErN CONCEPTION OF STOICISM IN ERROR:
THE ESSENTIAL EXPEDIENCY OF RESIGNATION AND

ABSTENTION
ANALYSIS

§ 1. Erroneous view of ancient Stoictsm (Arnold, Renan); an
absolute contrast to the modern temper.

§ 2. Pure selfishness and personal expediency the recognised aim ;
sole duty of reflexion, to convince us that inward peace, the
only good, is wnder our control, is ours for the asking.

Berore the Unknown, one nature, like Ajax, is superbly
defiant; another in doglike resignation creeps back to
the hand that smote it, with humbled and fawning
deprecation, not, however, wholly contemptible; another
boldly forces the invisible power out of dull natural
law into personality, and compels it to hold intercourse
with its poor creature across the void. Nothing is

7
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more astonishing than to notice the universal approba-
tion of the enlightened nineteenth century for these
two latter characters. Surely it has absolutely for-
gotten its starting-point, its very “raison d’étre.”
The essence of the modern spirit is to expel the
depressing abomination which hands men over to
tyranny in the politic, to stagnation in the social,
to superstition in the religious; “ whatever is, is right.”
Fetich-worship of the natural order is entirely unreason-
able. Nature is not God’s will at all, but mainly our
own creation; a useful quarry for our comforts and
discoveries; stronger than poor humanity, it 13 true,
but to be evaded, cajoled, deceived, forced, anything
but worshipped as divine. It is difficult to understand
how Matthew Arnold could have written the following
words:! “It is remarkable,” he writes of Aurelius,
“how little of a merely local or temporary character,
how little of those scoriee which a reader has to clear
away before he gets to the precious ore, how little that
even admits of doubt and question,—the morality of
Marcus exhibits.” “In general, the action Marcus
prescribes is action which every sound nature must
recognise as right, and the motives he assigns are
motives which every clear reason must recognise as
valid” We might be back in the eighteenth century,
the Age of Reason, in this complacent appeal to
teleology of Nature and our rational faculty. The
whole presupposition on which Epictetus’ and Marcus’
ethic depends is that we have no control over things

1 Even if we remember how far we are separated in thought from his
standpoint, how the process of never-ending analysis has placed moral
ideas in the same category as Zieological, showing that either they
depend mutunally on each other, or that both are equally insecure.
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or circumstances, and must bow to destiny. Since
Bacon’s time, we have utterly rejected this belief; and
all schemes of improvement, secular and religious alike,
rest in large measure upon our confident transformation
of our surroundings. As to that reverential “kissing
of the rod,” there is no place any longer for such a
theory. As to the primacy of this inner spark, there
is no such Manichean belief in its independence or its
authority. As to the Supreme Centre of Life in the
universe, if it is found merely active in the material
realm, it is not much concern of ours, and we will drive
it as we have driven gnomes and fairies from their
rustic domains: “Great Pan is dead.” If traces of its
footsteps are rather to be discovered in the historic and
social life of humanity, still more clearly perchance in
individual life, in the instinctive hope of the race for
another life,—&\\ns av el oréyrews ; for here the Stoics
with their intense self-consciousness and intense scorn
of personality cannot help us: we cannot meet on equal
terms ; and there is no common starting-point for our
discussion.

Equally fallacious, or rather self-deceptive, is Renan’s
eulogy, which would apply with equal exactness either
to Epictetus or to his pupil Marcus: “ La religion de
Marc Aurele est la religion absolue, celle qui resulte du
simple fait d'une haute conscience morale, placée en face
de 'univers. Elle n’est d’aucune race ni d’aucun pays.
Aucune révolution, aucun changement, aucune décou-
verte,—ne pourront la changer.” And we have this
inconsiderate and meaningless praise from one who is a
high priest of the Scientifie Spirit. Since he cannot
detect that the whole hypothesis of life has changed
after the liberation of the citizen and the discoveries of
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modern thought, it is waste time to enlarge on his total
misconception. Stoicism is just the one phase of semi-
scientific, semi-mystical thought which can never recur.
We have severed finally and completely the two realms
of human life and activity. The Moral Consciousness,
confronted with the problem of the Universe, will
either, with Kant, proceed through the curious foreign-
ness of the moral instinet to the three corollaries, which
Stoics deny; or, despairing of correspondence in an alien
world with its inward aspirations (not, indeed, a demand
for pleasure, but for mere justice), it will range itself
with the complacent and scholarly pessimism of
Schopenhauer, or with the open revolt of Nietzsche
or Gorki.

§ 2. Indeed, these rhetorical eulogists seem to have
penetrated but little into the inner core of this practical
Stoicism. Resignation was pure expediency; and
Epictetus at least shows that here is supreme justifica-
tion for his maxim ; that along this path of least re-
sistance lay the road, the only road, to happiness and
peace. He never for a moment elevates an altruistic
standard ; never speaks in vague and lofty language of
the calls of duty, apart from personal interest. It was
the mere determination to be unassailable, to offer no
weak spot in the fort, no hostage to fortune. A con-
sistent and unperturbed life could be secured by master-
ing a few rules, by making up one’s mind that the
control of things and events and persons could never be
ours. If we “anticipate ” (as it were)?! the disappoint-

! For all particular morality, behaviour in detail, is the recognition of
the minor premise: épapuoyh Tév wpohfewy Tals émwl uépovs odolows,—
testing power of the will applying the touchstone of preconceived rules
which could assuredly never be derived from individual experience.
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ments or the shocks of life by this firm assurance, we
shall not be shaken from our moorings into the raging
sea of passion and suspense and fear; nor does the
constant appeal to the divine will or to God’s special
care for His children blind one to the fact that He
gives us already all He can, an “ unconquerable soul.”
We expect no more from Him, in special grace, no
recognition, no recompense (which to the Christian 1s
a prerequisite of rational morality, not as a wvulgar
reward in kind, but the eternal sense of God’s approval,
—the frue heaven).

How frank is the following confession, a rule of
faith and of life! Beneficence is only incidental to
self-culture. 65. Freedom before tyrants (a favourite
subject) TobTo ovx €oTi pilavrov: ryéyove yap olTws TO
{wov' alitol évexa wdvra mowel. Kai ryap o “H\ios aiT.
év. m. mouel, K. TO Notov adTos 0 Zevs. AAN Srav Oély
ewar ‘Térios . 'Emdpmios . Iatyp &vdpdv 7e Oedv
¢, opas that he cannot attain such functions or such
titles, &v w9 eis 7o xowov dpéhipos 7.  Such, then, He
made the nature of rational beings: fva undévos TdV
diwy ayabdv Slvnrar Tvyydvew éav uiTe els TO Kooy
oPéripor wpoodépnrar. OUtws olkém dxowdmTor yiveTar
10 wdv® adtol Evexa wowlv, 'Emel Ti éxdéyn,; lva Tis
amooTy avTod K. ToD idlws cuupépovros; kal mwds Ere
pila k. 9 abrn apyn wdoiw é 7 mwpos {Zvvig} olKelwats ;
Here the only way to serve the public is to develop,
realise one’s own specific nature. Unselfishness Epictetus
neither demands nor expects. He is far more in agree-
ment with modern thought when he recognises that the
ultimate impulse is self-preservation, instinet of survival
at all costs, than when he is preaching abstention and
acquiescence. That this rudimentary impulse of life takes
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a somewhat different trend in man, and seems to over-
leap the span of mortal existence with a sense of wider
expediency, does not in the least alter its original and
historie character—Individualism. In 17 he condemns
scientific research (émi v év Tols BiBhiots &€y TéTacOar)
because it in no way assists this inner life; he bids him
straightway go home . u7) auelely Tédv éxel: TodTo yap
éd’ 8 dmoSedrjunxer ovdev é dAN érelvo pelerdv éfeeiv Tob
Biov wévbn k. olpwyds k. T of pot k. 7o Tdhas éywd.—49.
The Xpijois pavracidv alone in your control; i odv
émiomds ceavrg Tadld v avvmelbuvos el; TodT éoTiw
éautd wapéyew mpdypota—T1: éyw ydp méduka mwpds TS
épdv oupdépov.—161: dia Ti SvoTuyels; dia Ti Béhovtos
cod Tt ob yivetar, k. uyy BéNovTos fyilveral; amédefis yap
atTn peyiorn Suopolas k. kakodaipovias.—145. The €&opyov
700 ihocododyvros is this; 8rv el ™ alTol BovAnaw

ocuvapuocal Tols YLOuévols @S UNTE TL . . . AKOVTWY
nudv qwéolar, krA. E§ ob wepleoTi . . . py dmo-
TUYYAVEW . . . p1) mepumimTey, dhinws &dBus dTapdyws

diebdyev.—158 : “f2s dmqN\\aypévos Sovkelas ToAunTOVY dva-
BAéras mpos Tov Oeov, eimetv 8me Xpd por Aowmov els
0 av Oéans duoyvouovd coi, gos etut—335: Avn 7
080s ém’ &\euvbeplav dyer, alrny wovy dmadlayy Soukelas, T0
durmbivat ot elmeiy é€ 6ANS Yruyfis TO

ayov 8¢ w & Zed, KTA.
291. The feouayos who fights against Heaven’s decrees,
like the tragic sufferers,is always anxious and miserable,
mpos wacav amayyeliav Tpéuwy, éE émriaToNdY dNotplwy
(Seneca’s emphatic “ aliena opinio ™) gpryuévmy éywv THv
épavrot émdleav. . . . To the fool who will not be free
he says in contempt : Kafnoo roivvy mpds wdvra Taire
émtonpévos wevbdv druxdv BuoTuxdy é§ dAhov 7NpTNUEVOS.—
305, 306: Ov yap vmep mdlns k. mwaykpatiov 0 dywv
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TPOKEITAL . . . AN Umép avTis edruxlas k. edSarporias.—
320. This personal assurance, inward calm, peace, sub-
jective happiness is what all men seek: 7iyap € 0 &nrel
was avBpwros,; elotabijom, eidarporijonr, mavl oc Géler
mrotety, un korvecBarl—362: OU Oélers ddels Tods ENhous
adrds cavrd yévealar k. paldntys k. Sddoxaros;—352 :
"Abes oty TaiTa wavra. “Kalai ai’Abfvar” AN\a 1o
edBatpovely KdAALov OV TO &mwabdij elvatr TO drdpayov TO émri
pndéve keiclar Ta ca mwpdypara.—368: T xolder {Hy
kobpus k., einvios mdvTa Ta cvpBaivelw Suvdueva mwpdwms
éxdeyouevor ; 3T78. The foolish man says, Oére T k.
o fyiverat éyw dtuxhs eiut. The proficient who is vain
and proud of his advance says, amwadijs eluc k. ardpayos’
pn deyvoeite @ avl., 8t Dudv rvkouévov k. BopvBou-
pévoy mepl Ta undévos dfia, povos éyd dmi\\aypor Tdons
rapaxfis. Though Epictetus repudiates this as vulgar
display, xevov x. ¢opTirov, yet it is obvious that he is
secretly in full sympathy with the maxim of Lucretius,
Suave mart magno . . . alterius spectare laborem, ii. 1.
So happiness, a purely personal matter, is (as to Marcus)
completely under one’s control. 383: Oerijoar 8¢l «.
yéyovey, StwpBwtar . . . "Ecwlev ydp éori K. dmdlewa K.
Borfera.

It follows mnaturally from this emphasis on the inner
temper (91 : Tobrov Tov vouov o Ocos Téleke k. Pnoly
“e Ti ayalov Oéhets, mapa ceavrol AdBe”) that other
men interest the introspective philosopher but little.—
158: Oik et "Hparriis k. ob Svvy ralaipervy TéM\érpia

1 Seneca, Trang. Animi: ¢ Quid desideras autem magnum et summum
est Deoque vicinum, non concuti. Hanc stabilem animi sedem Graci
¢ edfuplay ’ vocant, de qua Democriti egregium volumen est; ego Tran-
quillitatem voco.” Compare Diog. Laert. ix. 45: Edfvplar . . . kaf’

Ay ya\qv@s k. evaradds 5 Yuyd) Oudyer Umrd undévos Taparrouévy ¢pbdBov 4
detotdouorvias 9 &X\hov Twos wdfovs,
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kard dAN ovd¢ Otjoevs lwa Ta tis AtTieds kabapys
5 covrol kdBapov. He confrols the eager and meddle-
some philanthropist whose zeal outruns knowledge and
discretion ; 245: Edféws ds copoi diayeww é0éhouev k.
Gpehelv arvfpdmovs. Ilolav dpéleiav; Ti moiels ; cavtov
yap dpégoas; "ANNG mporpéfrar avrovs BGéhes. 3D
vap mpoTérperar; . . . Ocifoy avTois éml oeowtol olous
moel phogodla, k. uy) PAvdper ! éobiwv, mwivey, elkwv
TATIY, GEYOUEVOS,—OoUTwS alTovs WPENeL K. 7 katefépo,
UTAY TO cavtod PAéyua !

(B) CLOSE RESTRICTION OF THE SPHERE OF MISSIONARY
INFLUENCE ; RejecTiON OF CIvic OR DOMESTIC
DUTIES BY THE TRUE ANCHORITES

ANALYSIS

§ 3. The Cynic an exemplar rather than active consoler of men.
§ 4. Gnostec and Manrchean scorn of human tues.

§ 3. True, he sometimes refers to his religious mission,
but it is as a passive example, almost a lay figure, rather
than as active teacher and consoler; 266 : Eidévar de?
o » b \ ~ \ » \ -] ~
0Tt dyye\os amO TOU Aios éréoralrar . . . TENE wya@wv

~ € / L ~ (V4 /7 3 ~
K. Kak®v, Urobelfwy avTols 8T wemAdvnyTal K. aGAAax0D
Enrodar Ty odoiav of these two.—Or he is a spy or
scout sent forward into the land of promise to recon-
noitre, with clearer vision than the rest, to tell where
true happiness may be found: T'@ yap dvre kardoxonds
é. 6 Kuwiros Tob riva é. tois avBp. pild k. Tiva moréuia.
This mission is quite incompatible with ordinary ties of
home-life. 273 : 'Awepiomacrov €ivas, 8¢t Tov Kvvirov
6hov mpos T Bwkovie Tod Oeod, émipoirdv avbpdrois
duvduevov, oY mpocdedeuévor kabijrovow BiwTikols
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ov® éumemieyuévoy oyéoecw—as mapaBaivwy uev
oUKéTL odoeL TO ToD KahoD xdyabed mpocwmov, THEOV
8¢ amohel Tov dyyelov k. KaTATKOTOY K. Kijpuka TRV Bedv;
Then follows a curious passage in depreciation of home
cares and duties—274-—and in contempt for any other
final standard of life but that of detached serenity. His
universal mission is spoilt by being restricted to par-
ticular ties. Great pains have been bestowed (and
sometimes wasted) upon demonstrating the docirinal
debt of the Christian Church to Greek philosophy; but
it is not difficult to see whence came the praciical
ascetic ideal of anchorite and monk, hermit and ascetic ;
for Epictetus is nearer Simon Stylites than to a preach-
ing friar in a more robust and social age.—273. A young
man asks him if he would accept a friend’s invitation to
come to his house and be tended in sickness (doTe vooo-
kounbivac), he replies: Mot 8¢ dAdv wor dwoers Kuvkod ;
—347 : Aowmov mpocéyw Tols Gvbp. Tiva ¢aci i
kwodvral, k. TodTa ov rarorfws 008 I Eyw réyew 7
katayeN® &N\’ én épauvrdr émoTpée, € TadTa KAy
apapTdve . . . TOTE Kal éyd nudpTavov viv & olkére
xapts 7@ Oep. It would be very unfair to assimilate
the Cynic to the Pharisee in the temple; but such self-
centred complacence is more akin to that type or to the
peyaréyruyos of Aristotle than to any modern ideal of
ethical behaviour. He clearly, with his sympathy for
Diogenes, goes too far in attributing this passive toler-
ance to Socrates, who owed his influence to a real, not
to an assumed or pretentious, interest in others. 354.
“ How imperturbable he was under provocation!” Alav
vap aocpards éuéuvnTo 6T 00OELs AANOTPLOV TyepOVLIOD
Kupiever ovdéy odv dANo 7fehev 7 To lSiov (desired that
only which was in his power), not to change them
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TODTO yap GAAOTpiov, but that while they acted accord-
ing to their nature, he might also keep to his (émws
éxelvwv Ta Bia Totolvrwy o adTols Soxel, adTos undév
frrov kata ¢vow Efel—For 361 : 'Exeiva povov oot
déborar, oauvtdv meloar. He is glad, however, to be able
in the more social days of the Roman Empire to have
the figure of Socrates to set up for men’s imitation.
He is quite aware of the general impression which is
left by Cymical preaching. Kai iva un 86£ns,—339 :
6T wapdderypa Seikvuut, GuSpos ATEPLETATOV phiTe yuvalk’
éxovtos phTe Tékva piite wdTpida 7) pulods 7) cuyyevels; VP Y
kapmrecfar k. mepiowiobar H8lvaro, Nafé Swrpdry k.
Ocacar vy. k. waibia Eyovra, GAN ©s ar\oTpia—He is
much annoyed when on his discountenancing matrimony,
the interlocutor inquires: IIds odv éri Siacwoer THY
xowwviav; Tov fedv coi! peifova & elepyerodow G-
Bpamovs o 4 Yo 7 Tpia rardppvyya maibia avd aiTév
elodyovTes, 7) of émickomolvTes WAvTAs KaTd Olvauiy
avlp. 70 mowdow, whs Sidyovary, . . . Tivos duelodo
wapa 10 mwpooikov ; all this is very true in a way, bub
such scornful language of pride and isolation seems to
partake of that vulgar complacence (xevdv k. popTikdv)
which he rightly repudiated above.

§ 4. It is quite easy to induce in some minds a kind of
ascetic morality by dwelling on the squalid side of natural
processes, by pitying Hooker very much when he is found
rocking the cradle, by exciting and stimulating a disgust
(ready enough to hand in most minds) at the mysterious
union of the noblest and the most ignoble in human love.
Marcus will be found even more emphatic; he analyses
physical passion until nothing remains but the sordid

1 So to the tyrant, there is no animosity, no reproof ; ‘¢ You must cut
off my head? Very well, you do your part; I will do mine.”
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and contemptible. While many may perhaps secretly
sympathize with this, no one can help feeling dis-
appointment when Epictetus dismisses the holiest
relationship of parent and child with a realistic epithet.
In a word, the moral system of Epictetus and Aurelius
is a revived Cynism which, however, it may compromise
and modify and make concessions to common sense and
ordinary decorum, is at root profoundly anti-social
and subjectivist. It substitutes for Socrates as the
typical man a figure of Diogenes seen through a halo
of saintship which he was far from deserving; and it is
not without interest to notice that the Emperor Julian
has the same extravagant admiration for the least
estimable of Hellenic moralists.

(C) THE SAGE SPECTATOR RATHER THAN AGENT IN
THE UNIVERSE

ANALYSIS

§ 5. Man, like the geniry af a fair or race-meeting, comes ino this
world merely to look on.

§ 5. The philosopher, foiled or impotent in his attempts
at reform, holding a cynical isolation to be the highest
life, has interwoven with these coarser threads the more
refined curiosity and respect for Nature. Citizen of the
larger commonwealth, he surveys the Universe as spec-
tator, in that attitude of semi-mystic contemplation and
worship which effectually prevents a utilitarian attitude
to things, or a sincere interest in the human community.
Epictetus rightly insists on the “ difference of function,”
though his teleology is childish, and harmonises ill with
the Stoical impersonality of the creative energy (22, 23).
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The distinction of men and animals is just this reflection,
which puts an end once for all to our paradisaic inno-
cence and enjoyment: the mapaxolovOnrikn Svvauss.
22. God has need of animals and of men; éxetvov
. . . Ypwpévey Tals Pavracials, Hudy S Tapaxolov-
Bolvrey Ty ypicer ékelvois pév dprel TO éobBiewy KTA.
Hpiv 8¢ . . . olkére TalT dmapkel, AN dv w7 KaTa
TpoTrov k. TeTayuévws k drxolhovBws TH érxdaTov ¢loer
K. KQTaGKEV] TPATTOUEY oUKéTL Tob Télovs TevEoueba
7o éaur@y. One to be eaten, another to help in
tillage, another to give cheese,—such their duties. Tov
8 &vbpwmov Beary eloryayer AvTod Te K. TAV Eprywv
. . K. oU povov Beathv ANNG k. éqynTiv alTdv. A
T00T aloypov é. T¢ dvdp. dpyeclar k. kaTaMiyew Smov
k. T@ d\oya, aka palhov &lfev uév dpyeclar kara-
Niyew & €¢ 0 katénEev éP’ Hudv 7 ¢vos. Karénev
& i Bewpiav k. Tapaxohovfnaty k. cludwvoy diefayoryny
™ Pvoe..  ‘Opdte odv, uz &béator TovTwY dmoldyyTe.
The animals have instinet and impulse, and do their
allotted task without reflecting on their mission. Man
does so reflect. His “differentia” (é€aiperov, 210) is
not bare xpijoes ¢pavracidy, bubt hoywh ypfiocrs. And
when Reason thus awakes to guide and hallow Instinct,
what results ? Nothing except the gradual abatement
of Instinct, as in Buddha’s system, the will-to-live is
becalmed and neutralized. Man no more acts; he only
contemplates. And this is his highest pleasure; and
therefore his highest duty. For in the Stoic scheme
(hedonist in all but name) there is no real distinction
between wise pleasure and the aim of our being.
148, 9: Towad7r é. Ta fjuérepa ds év mumydper flocks
to be sold, and men, some to sell, some to buy; oAiyor
0¢ Tives €. oi xara Oedv épyduevor Ths mavyylpews,
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wds TodTo yivetar k. dia T( k. Tives of Tibévres TV
wavyyvpw k. éml tive. So in this great world-fair:
some like beasts think of nought but food; for sub-
stance, slaves, fields, office, all are but food in different
forms; OAiyor & é. ol WavnfyvpfgoweS‘ avl. $thobedpoves
Tis mor ovv é. o Kdouos, Tis alrov Siowkel . . . moids
TIS K. TRS . . . nNuels 06 Tives dvres UM adTol ryeyo-
vauev k. wpos Ti Epyov; dpa vy éxouév Twa émimlokny
wpos AUTov k. oxéow % oddeptav. . . . Tobre pove
axohalovar TH TRy waviyvpw loTopnodyras amelfety

. KATAYEADVTAL UTTO TOV TONARDY.

This is, of course, a new form of the familiar story
of Pythagoras and the tyrant of the Phliasians, told
in the pseudo-Pythagorean texts, and by Cicero. The
only proper business of the elect is to reflect on the
origin and use of being, come (no doubt) to a negative
conclusion, and resign as soon as may be the burden
of life.

It must be remembered that wisdom in those days
professed to guide men in life; not merely, like our
Mystics to-day, to display the sterile unity of existence,
which allows no room for qualification. These never
pretend to control things, exhort men, or elevate
ideals ; only to understand the given, and sum up in
set formulse, Other influences govern men to-day ; but
in the Imperial age, philosophy seriously claimed to
regulate life. No one can regret that this esoteric
religion did not penetrate far into the heart of the
people. Men still believed that there was something
worth living and fighting for ; and the Gospel reinforced
the old instinctive belief of mankind, that simple acts
are better than indolence, zeal (even though mistaken)
than indifference.



CHAPTER III

THE ULTIMATE PROBLEMS
(4) DEATHE AND IMMORTALITY

ANALYSIS

§ 1. Life, as profoundly morel and significant; death, as imere
physical dissolution; o release not to friendly gods dut to
frigod elements ; mam, not a fellow-worker with God in any
real sense, but a captwe forced tnio the arena to make sport.

§ 2. Ambiguous phrases, “ reburn to God”; Buddhism; resignation,
a virtue of necessity.

§ 3. Man really excluded from both worlds, animal and divine;
expediency (in face of the wnknown) 1s the end, the sole
motwe; Virtue recognised mnesther an this world nor the
next ; Death welcome as the haven of all woes.

§ 1. SucH unscientific Science is closely akin to neu-
rotic mysticism ; and it is for this reason that both
Epictetus and Aurelius regard with so little perturbation
the “ THANATISTIC” hypothesis.

The ulfimate problem of death, as end of material
and spiritual life, dissolution of body and extinction of
character, is treated, as in Aurelius, in a physical and
un-moral light. Life, so profoundly moral and de-
votional ! death, so purely a matter of physical science,
of the scalpel, the dissecting-room! It is curious to
turn from the absorbed pietism and self-abandonment of
his prayers to Zeus, “ Thy will, not mine, be done,” to

110
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his chilling pedantry in the explanations of death.
—104: Bavaros 7i éoTi; popuorikeiov: oTpédras adTod
kaTduabe: (800 wads ov Oaxver! (a little reminiscence
of Theocritus). To cwuariov det ywpiobivar Tob wreu-
paTiov ds TPoTEPOY ékexwpiaTo, i viv ) Jarepov. T ody
dyavaxTels € viv; . . . tva 7 weplodos avinrar ToU
Kéouov ypeiav yap éxer Tdv wév évictapévey 1oV
8¢ ueMAovTov TV O %uuouévwv. So this child of
God, this spectator and appraiser of the divine works,
is, after all, in no way superior to an animal. Let us
hear what Epicurus says affer this discovery that the
gods take no thought of men, and that at death the
soul is extinguished. 179: T¢ odv; odx apéskes oot
TatTa ; AdBe viv, wds 1) Sikaioovyvn oVdév éoTi wds 7
aldws pwpla é wds maTyp 0Udev é. TdS 0 vids ovdeév é.—
He will not practise this destructive theory; but logic-
ally it is complete and irrefutable. Epictetus’ thin veil
of pietism cannot abolish the fundamental inconsistency
of the religious and the scientific view of the world.
244. The contrast, though painful, is almost comical:
“Otav 8¢ ui) wapéyn Tavaykaia, 70 GvarKAnTiKov onpalves,
v Oupav foikev k. Néyer aor "Epyov. So far so good ;
the personal and loving relation so conspicuous in the
Cynic’s life is not, then, to be cut short at death ?
IIod ; els obdév Sewov aAN 8fev éyévov, eis T dird «.
ouyyevii—of course, to the gods? eis Ta oToryela!
We are amazed ; is this all he hasto tell us? “Ocor v
év coL TUpos els whp dwetaty, Boov Ty ypdlov els yndiov,
kA Qddeis "Adns o0d "Axépwv o0de Kwrutos ovdé
Iupipreyébov arNa mdvra Bedv peota k. Sawpovey. . . .
“ What if someone should come and slay me ?” Mdpe,
o¢ ob aAha 7o couaTiov. Here the dualism is acknow-
ledged, and the invulnerability of the irue Ego almost
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dogmatised. Like Acis, “To kindred gods his soul
returns.” The thought, however, is not further pur-
sued in this passage, but seems taken up somewhat
later. 266 : To cwudriov & ovdév mpos éué Ta TodTov
wépn odéy mpos éué.  Oavaros; épyécblw Eray Oény
€l@’ Bhov elTe pépous Tivos. Puyn; k. mol Sdvarar Tis
éeBarelv w Tob Koouov ; 8mov & av amérlw éxel HAios
éxel oe\ijyn éxel dotpa évimma oiwvol 7 mwpos Oeods
opehia, It will be noted that he here passes rapidly
over death without an explanation; it is therefore just
possible (but to me by no means probable) that he
intends the assurance and comfort of the last sentence
to extend also to the disembodied spirit.—He is on
occasion very outspoken and straightforward on the
unfeeling or unconscious cruelty or design of Law in
dealing death ; unsuccessfully with this mechanical
automatism he attempts to combine the idea of a
Creator and of Providence. 300, 301 : Olov yap é.
XELuOY wPos olKov, TowolTov é. maca B amwo Tdv "Oley
meplaTacis TPOS TG KAT aVTHY GYatpovuera . . . Gmd-
Netay yap onpaiver Tov oTayvwv, AN ob Tod Kéopuov.
. .. Idavra yap Tadta Tdv mporépwy elow eis €repa
uetaBolal, obx dmdlewn, dNN& TeTaymérm TIS oixovopla k.
Swolknois. . . . Oavaros, uetaBol\n ueillwy éx Tol wiv
duTos, <obK> €is TO um Ov AAN els TO viv un 8.
 OdkérL oly &ropar;” oik €cel. axN d\\o T oD viy o
Kéopos xpelav &xe.. Kal yap ob éyévov oy 8re od
A0éxnoas dMN 8re 6 Kdopos ypelav €oyer. All the
picturesque metaphors of Sons of God, athletes tried at
Olympia, soldiers to whom a wise general sounds the
recall,! break down utterly, confronted with such a pass-

1 He is particularly fond of this simile ; of. 94 . 'Bar 8¢ anudvy 7¢ 70
dvar\yTikdy s 7@ Twkpdrer mel@ecbar det T onpalvorTi ws TTpATYYE.
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age! The sole analogy is the wretched captive in the
Roman amphitheatre, who, forced into the arena, has
to slay his comrades for the spectators’ pleasure, and
then himself be slain. Even the gladiator takes 2olun-
tary risk; he enters his “school ” &7¢ #0éAnae, and not
compelled. This craven resignation to a Power which
in the end is not personal, shows the complete bank-
ruptey of logic or clear thought in this age, the
prevalence of an emotionalism which can never unlock
life’s secrets.—369. T¢ Oéners amofavelv; (on the
imaginary tyrant and his power over men,—a favourite
theme with the poor slave, whose idea of Casar was
formed fromn Nero and Domitian). Mz Tpaywdes 7o
wplrypa GAN elmé @s Eyer ““7idn raipos THy UAqy €€ by
cuviNOev eis éxelva wdMy amoxatacTicai. Kal Ti
Sewov ; T wéAher amorAveOar 1oy év 76 Koouo ;

§ 2. We must not be misled by the apparent sincerity
of such passages as i. 9 (34): ovyyevels Tives Tov Oeov
éopéy xdaketbev éanidlauey ; ddes nuds dmwelbelv Jfev
ENq\iBapev, dpes Aubijvar moTe TAv Beapdv Tolitwy TV éEnp-
Tuévor k. Bapotvtey (the true later Stoic dualism and
ready acceptance of Plato’s antithesis of soul and body,
in which the pure spirit is clogged and imprisoned).
"AvBpwos, écdéfacbe Tov Oecov! “Otav éxeclvos onuivy
k. amoldoy TavTys Tis Umnpecias, Tor AIIEAET.-
SESOE IIPOS ’ATYTON- éwi 6é Tod mdpovros
avdoyecle évoikobvres Tabrny TRy xwpav s Hy ékeivos
vuds &rafev. Aurelius has, as we shall see, the same
unfortunate ambiguity in his language; I am myself
inclined, perhaps without sufficient data, and from an
intuition hard to explain, to believe that Aurelius had
a stronger personal hope than his master; but I am
convinced that no modern Western mind is suited for

8
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the task of such interpretation. It is congenial solely
to a Buddhist, in whose faith Nir-vina is by no means
universally defined as annihilation. Nay, is not Buddh-
ism the most sympatheticand kindred system to the
Porch ? For it is free from the hypothesis of God, who
is not merely superfluous, but whose exemption from all
canons of ordinary morality or logic threatens the whole
fabric of human duty and convention! We cannot get
any further; we are compelled to leave the question
in unsatisfactory suspense. The convinced dualist of
the Hegemonic (the true “ Inner Self ”) and the miser-
able envelope, when he comes to the supreme moment
of the severance of Soul and Body, forgets the “deity
within,” the divine dméomacua, and professes to be
content with a purely physical explanation of the return
of atoms or particles to their like. 'We have therefore
Epictetus, like a vessel unballasted, rolling in a tremen-
dous arc between two irreconcilable dogmas, each of
which he believes so long as he is uttering it. “ How
dare you, insignificant part of the vast universe, com-
plain ? What matter to the sum of things which knows
not decay, if your leg be broken?” Ixé\os odv pos
vevéabar mernpwpévoy ; *Avdpamodov (a favourite method
of address) eita O & creAidpiov 7@ Koouw éykalels ;
odk émiddoeis alro Tols “ONots ; ol yaipwy mapaywprices
T dedwxoTL; ayavaxkTioes 8& . . . Tols Dwd Tob Auds
Scaretaryuévors (& éxetvos pera Tdv Motpdy mapovadv
k. émuchobovady cov Ty yéveaw, dpioe k. Siéraev ;
oUx olaBOa fiNkov pépos el mpos Ta “Ora ; TovTo 8¢ (he
adds or corrects), kata To cdua, Os KaTd rye TOV Adyov
obd¢ yeipwy TAY Oedv 0U8& pikpOTEPOS.  Abyou rydp
péyelos ov urrer 008 iNrev kpivetar dAAa ddymacw.
Here there is a faint inclination to the old Stoical
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rivalry of the Sage with the gods; but it leads to
nothing, and is not used to explain the presence of this
curious power in the “frail earthen vessel” Yet how
often does he make use of the appeal to “ pietas,” to
the duty of cheerful submission as to an earthly father ?
emphasises not the pefliness, but the dignity of human
nature ? (47).

§ 3. Man is truly for him that indefinable and
incomprehensible complex {Bov Aoyixoy Ovyrov (128).
He makes no serious attempt to correlate or co-
ordinate these antitheses; and the individual who
may not rank himself with the beasts finds in this
negative and empty prerogative no admittance to
the divine company. He is armed with a passport
which excludes him from both worlds. So in the last
resort, when the practical reason will have its say, the
motive for resignation is neither fatal obedience to an
absolute tyrant or cosmic law, nor willing concession to
a loving Father,—but purely a matter of expediency,
d\drws &$péBus drapdyws, 145, 146).—Epictetus, confident
of the answer, puts to his audience the query, “Huir
odv Néyos émi atvyia k. xaxodatpovig dédorat, ' &biot,
wa mwevBotyres Starendpev ; 288 : yet what is the value
of reason except, as in Marcus, to impress on us the
conviction of decay, and to assure us of the wvanity of
striving ; 371 : &waf pabov 8ri 1o yevouevov x. pbapivar
det. In vain he assures us, “ Man is not flesh, nor hair,
but Will” (o0 «péas o0 Tpixes @AAa mpoaipests, 213),
that the very nature of the supreme good is Will (91 :
oboila 1ol ayalod mpoaipedis woia): its sole duty is
to remove us from earthly companions and simple
pleasures, and to bestow in recompense the sad p11v1-
lege of contemplating the mechanism of a uni-
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verse which we can neither justify nor understand.
It is in vain that the Cosmic Process 18 sometimes
invested with the stern and inexorable attributes of

a just Judge; o wopos Oelos k. . . . avamdodpactos
odTos & 0 Tas peyloTas elowpacooucvos Koldoes Tapd
TOV T& péyiora cuapravevtey. . . . Butin the end

these Sinaitic fulminations vanish in the pure sub-
jectivity of reward or penalty. There i3 no correspond-
ence between the deserts of man and the measure of
his recompense; and Virtue is in effect recognised
neither in this world nor in the next, neither by gods
nor men. What is the punishment of the renegade, the
apostate, the runaway? [Epictetus paints no Ajax
defiant even in death, but a timorous Bdipus! ‘O dmer-
Obv T Oeta Oiowknoer E€oTw Tamwewos €oTw SoDhos
Mrmelcfow  Plovelrw  éheeito, To0 keddhatoy TdvTev,
Svotuyelrw Opnveito~—The tone of profound pessimism
cannot be mistaken ; Book iii. (p. 313) ends with the
unmistakable words: Emi TodTov (death) odv mot cyuu-
vafov, évratfa vevétwoav of Mool mdvTes TQ AckiuaTa
T4 avayveopata k. €oy obte poves ékevlepoivTa,
where the study of death is the vestibule, and death
itself the gate of true liberty; cf. 318: wpiav elvas
pyxaviy mpos ékevbeplov TO edxdhus dmobrfokew (a saying
of Diogenes). 387. Death is the quiet haven of all
our woes; e oUT®w TdAas eipl, ANy TO amofavelv.
Ovros & é o Ny mavtoy, o Odvaros, alitn 1) kataduydh.

. . "Otav 0érgs, éEANOes, k. o0 kamvily. (Is your
hearth smoking ? you can leave the house !)—No wonder
if to this last compliance of the Sage with a fateful
ordinance he applies the word felos,; 127 : vocoivra
Beiws, dmobvijorovra Beiws.
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(B) SoME MINOR PoINTs; THE “ PAx ROMANA ™ ; THE
WORLD OF CONFLICT ; THE MORALISTIC STAND-
POINT ; THE “ Nokric” Lire or Gop; Furinity

. OF MERE TECHNICAL EMANCIPATION, ETC.

§ 4. Before I close with an anticipation of his
influence on Marcus Aurelius, I may notice one or
two detached points of interest. Epictetus has quite
got rid of Seneca’s perpetual declamation against For-
tune, but he is a slave himself to the classical “ tyrant.”
So constant is his reference, that we are thankful when
(316) he invites us to leave Ceesar alone for a moment !
’Edv oo Sokfj, Tov pev Kaicapa mwpos 10 mwdpov apduev,
He would be inclined to deal sharply with any Social-
istic Christianity, “* Who made me a ruler and a judge 2”
“ Speak to my brother,” asked an applicant (52) “ that
he be no more angry with me”; Odk émayyé\herar
dilocopia TAY éxTos Ti mepimouiceww TE avlpore.
He will not blame or reprove the person accused before
others: “Bring him here and I will speak to him,”
ool 8¢ mepl Tis éxeivov bpryfis oUdév Eyw Aéyew. Again,
advancing slightly beyond a monistic universe he be-
lieves in the Pythagorean dualism or systeechy of
antitheses whose mutual play and reaction bring to
birth the visible world—46: Adiérafe 6¢ Oépos elvar
K. Yewudva, k. Gopav k. ddopiav, k. ApeTHY K. Kakiav k.
wdoas Tds ToialTas évavmibmyras, Umép cupdwvias TV
“Olwp.! Similarly (94), with the same implication,
xpetav yap &yer xéopov Towobrov (0 Oeds), Ty émi i
avacTpepouévwy Totovtwy. The same commonplace can
be found in Seneca, Ep. cvii, where the like moral

! See my article ‘‘Subordinate Dualism ” in the Studie Biblica,
vol. iv.
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of acquiescence is derived from the spectacle of Nature's
violent contests and uncertainty :

“ Natura autem hoc quod vides regnum mutationibus
temperat ; nubilo serena succedunt, . . . flant invicem venti,
noctem dies sequitur ;... conirariis rerum Aternitas constat.
Ad banc legem Animus noster aptandus est; . . . quecumque
fiunt debuisse fieri putet. . . . Hane rerum conditionen mutare
non possumus ; id possumus, magnum sumere animum . . ,
quo fortiter fortuita patiamur et Nature consentiamus . . .
optimum est pati quod emendare non possis, et Deum quo
auctore cuncta proveniunt sine murmuratione comitari! ”

§ 5. He is on occasion less of an Intellectualist
than most Greek thinkers, and prefers, in his stress on
practical life and happiness, a useful error to the glare
of truth. 18: E:&p éomarnbévra éder pabetv (= “ the lie
in the soul”) &1 Tdv ékros dmpoaipéroy oUdév é. mwpos
nuds, éyw uév fibeov T dmdmy Tavmy €€ s FueAlov
edpows k. drapdyws Puwoeslar vuels & dreol adTol Ti
férere: and (B) finds the ¢ differentia” of man to the
animal world not in the epithet woepos or Aoryixds, but
in moral qualities; 89 : Tive ovv diapéper; . . . Bpa un
Td mapakohovBely ols moiel, pa un TH KOWWVIKD, i)
T MOTH, TG aidjuovt, TG doPakel, 7o cvverd ; and it
is this “differentia ” that prescribes, as if by the finger
of God, his function, and, therefore, his blessedness and
end. Idod odv 70 péya év avBpdmows kardv k. ayabov ;
dmovu 7 AlA$OPA.—He has much in common with Chris-
tian ideas as well as much that is wholly inadmissible:
"Apyn dihocopias (184) mapd e Tols ds O€t . . . dwrTo-
pévoss avTils, cuvatolnaws Tis avrod aclevelas k. advva-
pias mwepl Tavaykais. This sense of inner want, of
unrest and sin, sends them to the Lecture Hall; and
this discipline will at first increase their pain rather
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than remove its cause. 285 : latpelov é. avdpes, 1o Tod
Pihocopov oyoleiov: ob Sel fabévras éEeNOety dAN dhyn-
cavras.

§ 6. In one passage he distinctly seems to recognise
in the middle of the purely physical éemvpwoes or
“ Ragnardok,” a noeric life of God independent of his
faithful counterpart, the visible universe (a passage
recalling Dio Chrysostom’s oration on the decay and
renovation of the world),— Zeus does not bewail
himself or his loneliness: T'dhas éyw odre Tyv ‘Hpav

éyw obre Ty AbOnpav o . . . viov . . . 7} ovyyerii!”
For men judge him only by his beneficent functions,
b j \ ~ ' ~ < L AN\ 2 ~
amo Tod ¢Puoer kowwvikod elvar. 000y Frrov Ot

TIVA K. TPOS ToDTO mwapackevny é&yew, TO Sivvacbar
abToy éaurd épkelv, éavTd cuvelvar @s o Zevs alTos
éavr® ovveoTw, k. fovydie éP éavrod k. évvoel TRV
Swolkmoww THv éavrod ola é k. év émwolas yiveras
wpemovoals éavr®d—Here is a dim trace of Aristotelian
influence, with which school, as the most sober and
Hellenic in classical times, the Porch, Oriental, and
pessimistic, had least in common, and was always at
feud.

§ 7. He recognises yet circumscribes the exfernal
benefits of Ceesarism in a striking passage. 243: ‘Opdre
yap 67t elpivny ueydiny 6 Kaloap futy doxet wapéyew
87t ok eloly olkére moNepoL 00O payal oU8é AnpoTipia
peydha ovdé mewpatind: dNN EfeaTiv wdan dpa odedety,
TAEW am avaTordy émi Suouds. Bub can he save you
from fever, shipwreck, earthquake, lightning? From
love, grief, envy ? No, in this alone can philosophy
give exemption, and provide a safe prophylactic;
ensuring an inward peace, vmo Tob Ocod rernpuypévny
St Tob Aoyou. And as he would have rejected any
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modern scheme of elevating the masses by change of
environment, as he surrendered over the whole world
of things and chattels to the strong hand without
criticism or expostulation, their proper lords and
masters (éxelvov rxvptos), so he would discountenance
the Reform movement which at one time saw salvation
in the multiplied vote. 319:°0 &odros evfis edyerar
doebivar énedbepos . . . “ Av apeld " ¢now, © evbis
wioa eUpoia, oU8Evos émicTpédouar, o @s ioos &,
Spoios Aard, mopevopar dmov Gélw, Epyopat dTav Béle.”
Then comes the disillusionment, as the “ white slaves ”
of England, or the emancipated serf in Russia. Eira
arnievbépwrar k. edfvs uév ovx Eywv ol Payn {mrel
Tlva kohakelay k. wdaoyer Ta Oewotata éuménTukev eis
Souherdy woNd Tiis mporépas yalemwTépay : the whole long
passage 1s interesting and significant.

(C) HARMONY BETWEEN EPICTETUS AND MARCUS
A URELIUS

§ 8. If we have fully mastered the secret maxims or
the open counsels of Epictetus, we have already in
anticipation understood Marcus Awurelius. They dis-
tinctly stand in the relation of master and pupil; and
the slave has taught the “purple-born” the solitary
pathway to Indifference. All the special dogmas agree,
as well as the main points: the distinction of * mine
and not mine,” the unity of the Greater Commonwealth,
and the duty of submission. From Epictetus, Marcus
will borrow his constant query, “ Who is there to pre-
vent you?” (tils p dvaykdoe ; 78); his belief in
natural tendency of all men to the good, 217 ; the plea
for specific knowledge and analysis of particulars, 200 ;
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the blaming neither God nor man, 173 ; the uselessness
of books and logie, 163, 164 ; the scanty influence of
the Sage on others, except as a silent model, 110 ; the
contempt of the body and its parts; the physical inter-
pretation of death’s meaning; philosophy as a mere
sbudy of this last moment ; and, in spite of all, the firm
hold on Providence. All these minor resemblances and
points of contact and the common atmosphere of wist-
ful and pietistic resignation, convinee us of the essential
harmony between the philosophy of emperor and slave.!

1 The references throughout in Epictetus are to the pages of the
latest Teubner edition.



PART III. THE CREED OF MARCUS
AURELIUS ANTONINUS

——

CHAPTER I

THE TEACHING OF THE EMPEROR; THE NATURE
OF MAN THE AGENT

(4) CuiEr CHARACTERISTICS OF HIS MEDITATIONS
DUE TO HIS OFFICE AND HIS TIME

ANALYSIS

§ 1. Troubled period of history ; melancholy tone.

§ 2. Such temper the natural result of complex and well-equipped
crvrlezation,

§ 3. Deadening effect of order and security under Flavian and
Antonimes (70-180); strastened outlook; relief an Mysticism.

§ 4. Dulness of Socialest rouline; sadness of Aurelvus; his Ascetec
dualism.

§ 5. No genuine interest in the world; his writings, a private
stvmulamt to his own flagging fasth.

§ 6. Earnest yet Sceptical tone; his supreme duty, not to Qod, the
world, or society, but to himself.

§ 1. NoTHING can well be more interesting to the
ordinary mind than the meditations of a king. We
may expect from them the result of a ripe, a complex,

122
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a unique experience, as of one who has mounted to
the summit of the hill, and, embracing all the sides of
the landscape below in which we severally play our
less conspicuous part, can look beyond in a wider survey
on the nature of things and the future destiny of man
and the race. Yet the meditations of kings are by no
means frequent, and their verdiet on life and experience
is universally sad. Exceptional opportunities of com-
prehensive view seem never to result in buoyancy or
cheerfulness. The sense of “having achieved,” of mono-
tonous enjoyment of stationary dignity, the circumserip-
tion of the regal power of doing good, the hollowness
of court life, combine to produce a peculiar temper of
mind —apathetic, tolerant, and cynical and iromic. So
true is it that all pleasure lies in process, in gradually
drawing nearer a never-realised goal or ideal; for in
the moment of attainment satisfaction dies. The Book
of Kcclesiastes may surely represent, if not the exact
words, at least the traditional attitude of King Solomon.
We may, indeed, detect in it the effect of that Oriental
sadness conspicuous in most Greek philosophers, which
forms so striking a confrast to the sober yet abiding
optimism of the Jewish character. But there is nothing
improbable in the tone, dispirited and disillusioned,
which marks off this from all other Canonic Scripture.
It is entirely suitable to a peaceful and opulent monarch
who has never been braced by war or other emergency.
Ennui and lassitude follow of necessity the certain
fruition of good things; and Leopardi is profoundly
true when he depicts Zeus sending disease and mis-
fortune to men, not to make life more painful, but that
they might be reconciled to it through hope, anxiety,
suspense, and change. In such times of peace the
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reign of Marcus Aurelius, our “ philosopher-king,” cer-
tainly did not fall. The realm of Nature, with earth-
quakes, famines, pestilences, allied with the Danubian
barbarians to disquiet the land. The Parthian war,
in which his colleague Verus took an unworthy part,
was an almost annual pageant or tournament of the
Romans, like much of our traditional feud with France ;
neither combatant was serious. But the Quadi might
well seem to Aurelius to be in deadly earnest. Tacitus
had believed that Rome had no hope unless she
could keep these tribes quarrelling internally in a pur-
poseless animosity, which should avert their covetous
eyes from the treasure-house of civilization! The
Emperor could not have been ignorant either of the
fears of the historian or of the real menace of these
untamed tribes. Yet, though his time is amply filled
with all that complex public service of the State now
centred on the shoulders of one man, with benefactions,
orphanages, foundling hospitals, and campaigns, there is
the same profound melancholy in the busy sovereign
that we detect in the satiety of Solomon. Gibbon
believes in the extreme felicity of the Antoninian age ;
but, while we have instruments for testing and register-
ing human sensitiveness to pain, we have none 8o
delicate as to chronicle the excess or defect of happiness.

§ 2. What is to be our criterion ? Certainly not
outward prosperity, or even advance of culture, sanita-
tion, comfort, letters. Who nowadays supposes that
the Italian peasant is happier (whatever we may mean
by that figurative and elusive term) under the new
regimen than in the careless squalor, the light-hearted
ease, of the days before unification ? It is the slave
who has a native minstrelsy, not the citizen. Blithesome
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galety, which is one mark of happiness, belongs to a low
and imperfect stage of civilised life, we are told ; but if
it 1s gone or superseded, it is difficult to say what a
nation gets in compensation. Order, security, per-
manence,—7yet it is idle to deny that what average
human nature demands is uncertainty, room for private
venture and endeavour, and not the stereotyped mono-
tonous comfort of equitable distribution. It is not the
decay of belief which makes much of modern literature
pessimistic ; it is the vanishing of hope, the shrinking
of the globe, the elimination of that mystery, half fear,
half eager and delighted expectancy, which surrounds
the unknown world, and urges us to penetrate the realms
of romance or actual enterprise. It is under despotic
monarchies, that is, in nations in an incomplete state of
development, that the dazzling vision of Grand Wuzir
or Chief Sultana haunts the waking dreams of the slave
boy or slave girl. The tendency of all well-ordered
communities is to crystallize into caste. The spirit of
the knight-errant or boy-hero of adventure evaporates
with the certainty of life and estate. The ideal of most
inhabitants of countries essentially democratic, such as
France, Russia, China, the United States, is a “ place
under Government”; and the son of these permanent
officials has no ambition except to follow in his father’s
cautious but uninteresting footsteps. The sudden rise
of the medizval administrator and churchman, the
career veritably “open to the talents,” strikes us again
and again, in reading the origins of European society,
with a strange sense of contrast to the present day;
possible, indeed (for is not everything open to the
worthiest in our society ?), yet extremely improbable ;
and as the axiom of equality is now everywhere assumed
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and conceded, we lack all those signal instances of
successful merit which roused our admiration in the
earlier days of Christendom. There is no actual bar to
such ascent to power and responsibility; but the approach
must be less rapid, more measured and continuous, and
at the end of a prosperous family career the third in
descent may look forward to the dignified retirement of
the House of Commons. A standard of mediocre
attainment has superseded the exceptional brilliance of
some favoured and infrequent individual. The nation
gains, and is all the more secure for this curtailment of
possibilities ; bubt the interest of life dwindles, and the
classes, in spite of some show of social intermixture,
remain at core impenetrable and unsympathetic. The
“ Greneral Post ” and topsy-turvydom anticipated by the
political reformers of the nineteenth century has by no
means been verified.

§ 3. Now, the Roman Empire, in spite of the pluto-
cratic basis of society and taxation, was far more
democratic in its temper and its possibility than we
shall see Europe in our lifetime. The highest post in
the State was open to anyone; but the entire policy
of the successors of Galba, Otho, Vitellius, first the
Flavian dynasty, next the Antonines, had to eliminate
this awful risk of the “ man of talent,” the “ man of the
hour,” by a steady and uniform succession of adopted
heirs.! Did this regularity rob life of its zest, while it

1 Diocletian found himself obliged to repeat this practice after the
turmoil of half a century, withont in theory abandoning the principle
that the supreme office, the biton of the Empire, was in every soldier’s
haversack ; hence the anomaly of a hereditary dynasty which yet
excifed no passionate loyalty. For the ideal was still republican,
impersonal, abstract ; whereas to-day our interest frankly centres round
our First Family, by right of immemorial lineage.
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cleared it of the danger of excited competitors? The
literature of the second century is just everything except
civic or political. It is much like our own, though so
incomparably scantier—the same keen curiosity for the
occult, the personal, the romantic, the religious, the
satirical ; and behind this frivolous foreground the
silent, patient, inexorable work of the Roman legists,
who were folding the coils of custom, prescription,
routine, round the limbs of a tired world,—a world
which would one day wake up and remonstrate. In
this most freely organized community, or group of equal
States, the deadening effects of order and security were
found at work. Decay and dwindling of the population,
lack of interest in civie concerns, and, with a straitened
outlook, hereditary caste of noble or official or soldier—
all agreeable to the present safety, but adverse to the
future welfare of an imperial people. The horizon, once
boundless and full of mystery, became fixed and erystal-
line; just as in cosmic life the “infinite universes” of
Ionia, born and destroyed in * infinite ftime,” were
replaced by the well-ascertained frontiers and modest
extent of Aristotelian (and therefore all medizval)
cosmogony. The impulse towards Christianity was by
no means universally a longing for moral regeneration,
but in great part the desire of a fresh domain, “new
worlds to conquer.” We see this clearly in the specu-
lative eagerness of the Gnostics, multiplication of the
Bagilidian heavens, the increased zest of esotferic mys-
teries,—all coupled with indifference to conduct.

§ 4. So far as a worldly power can, the Empire
satisfied its children, giving them order, sustenance, and
amusement ; but it could not protect them from the
dulness and satiety of Socialism, or from the mis-
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chievous effects of its own gifts, its own over-conscientious
vigilance.! To the Sovereign this sense of weariness
and fatigue came more acutely than to others. He
stood alone (as he tells us himself) in the midst of
men with whom he had nothing in common. Let us
at least hope they had some satisfaction even on a
lower scale, for it is clear that their master possessed
the unfortunate faculty of taking his chief delight in
melancholy. We know not which is the predominant
note of his “meditations,” a constant appeal to bear the
inevitable with patience, nay, even with devout resigna-
tion; or a contemptuous vilification of the material,
the details, the occupations, the pleasures of human
life. 'While he protests that the universe is a single
whole, animated in all its parts by the same spirit of
life and order and permanence through change, no
Gnostic or Christian ascetic can exceed the harshness
of the language for the poor inoffensive framework
which encircled and (as he felt it) imprisoned his
“Vital Spark of Heavenly Flame.” In order to keep
himself free from any suspicion of attachment to the
flesh, he seeks to excite his own disgust with the
foulness of human reproduction, the vanity and nothing-
ness of human life. The Stoic School, while professing
materialism and sensualism (in its theoretic sense), is
gradually veering round to a complete Platonic Dualism,
of the visible substrate and the unseen spiritual energy.
While avowing adhesion to the formula, “man a

1 The invaders rebelled against this childish tutelage, while respecting
the outward forms; and this will explain the curious anomaly of the
Middle Ages, which show the profoundest reverence for ideals, of
Church, of Empire, of Christendom, never restraining for a moment

the passionate and lawless egoism of everyday life,—the most absolute
divorce of practice and theory.
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political and social being,” 1t succeeds in detaching the
interest of the individual from social life; in which
after all manhood lies, with its tolerance, self-restraint,
and endeavour for a common good.

§ 5. Marcus in his self-centred aloofness from any
real concern in the world, is the true and unmistakable
disciple of the Porch. But, like all the Roman
proselytes, he takes this dogma much more seriously
than the Greeks. The unruffled calm, the deliberate
consistent life in which the Ideal of the Hellenic world
was to be realised, was common to all the later schools :
the especial creed was a matter of temperament, of
convenience, of logic, but scarcely of conviction.
Marcus, educated as a devout Roman to belief in gods
of the earth and nation, finds himself confronted by a
Monistic interpretation of the world, which excludes
prayer, or the hope of immortality.!

1T read with extreme surprise in the Exposifory Times, May 1902,
the following words: ‘“‘Nobly one were they (Biedermann and Lipsius)
in championing the cause of scientific theology. Where they mainly
differed was that Biedermann disallowed alike the personality of God and
the continuance or persistence of the individual spirit, both of which
Lipsius strenuously upheld.” It must be evident to the merest tyro in
philosophy or religion that we have here the ultimate and absolute poles
of thought, and that there can be no truce or compromise between the
two disputants. To apply the term ‘‘theology ” to Biedermann’s system
is a sacrilege and an absurdity. Except for the thin veneer of senti-
ment, which even in a Schleiermacher failed to hide the true outline of
his desponding creed,—it is indistinguishable from the grossest material-
ism, fails to supply any single adequate motive for moral action (which
though natural and instinctive requires some encouragement and justi-
fication for its abandonment of the obvious law, ‘‘ Might is Right”),
and is unworthy of the term ‘‘Religion™” at all. For Religion implies
a personal relation between the worshipper and the object of his worship,
and is incompatible with any theory of Emanation and Reabsorption ;
for personalities (which constitute the sole ultimately real experience)
may harmonize, but cannot merge or interpenetrate.

9
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He writes his “meditations or commentaries” to
himself to comfort his soul in the stress of doubt, to
remind it that Ethics are independent of metaphysic;
that whatever the constitution of the Universe,—one,
manifold or chance, the likelihood of survival or dis-
sipation, the careful guidance or neglect of the gods,
the ingratitude of our fellow-men,—one course alone
remained open to him, to follow right at all costs and
all hazards, from a duty owed partly indeed to the
Inscrutable Cause of all, but mainly to himself and
that conscience of Duty and of work which he loves fo
call the “ Deity within.”

§ 6. Two very interesting points emerge, then, from
this earnest yet sceptical tendency; first, that in spite
of its threatened dissolution it is his own personality
that really concerns him, a self-absorbed introspective
brooding on the “ Way of Salvation,” to which those
“gocial ” acts (kowwwvikal wpafeis) appeal, not from love
of one’s neighbour, but from a stern duty to one’s
higher self; and next, that from the blank and dumb
fatalism of objective Nature (where Stoics sought God
in a physical power), the soul of man was repelled, and
forced into seeking for himself a nearer and a more
propitious deity. In Stoicism proper we have a cold
and “scientific theology,” which in essence differs not
from materialism; in Awurelius we have Logic and
Emotion, Pure Reason and Faith, contesting for the
mastery in a bosom agonizing with conflict of doubts
and hopes. In Platonism we mark reaction to a
doctrine, which though highly scientific in outline, is
intensely emotional in essence. Briefly, Stoic Positivism ;
then Marcus’ inecongruous (yet so sincere!) admixture
of science and faith ; next, the pure subjective certainty
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of DPlatonism, where the “Desire of Mankind” is
found in no outer communicable system, fortified by
logic and preserved by iterated maxims,—but within
the soul itself, secure and permanent, in everlasting
companionship.

We have in the foregoing brief introduetion to a
detailed Inquiry into Aurelius’ tenets, maintained that
the peculiar tone of melancholy pervading the volume
is to be expected from a “philosopher king,” above
all, from a reflecting Roman Ceesar in that epoch of
lethargy. We have seen how nearly the circumstances
of his time correspond to our own; and how little the
removal of political disabilities or the assurance of a
competence can reconcile men to a life which, delivered
indeed from anxiety, 1s also robbed of all hope. We
have ascertained that in the peculiar system to which
he attached himself in common with all earnest Romans,
there was no satisfaction for a pious and an affectionate
nature; and there is left for us (after hinting at the
considerable step which the Emperor took in the
direction of Platonism) to examine closely his often
inconsistent views on man’s nature, or the human soul,
the human personality. For this is the real starting-
point of all the subjective schools.!

1 We may here insert as an illustration of modern Stoicism the
following remaiks of Mr. Norman Pearson (Ninefeenth Century, May
1895), which already to us sound strangely confused and archaic:

‘¢ Science accepts . . . that man belongs to a system of existence
which is inspired to struggle upwards by a power which makes for
righteousness.” *‘‘His relations to such a power would be outraged by
petitions for the disturbance of this order.” ¢To man, as the last and
highest product of this scheme, its due progress seems to be specially
commitied ; consequently, conduct which impedes his own struggle
upward, is not only an offence against his own highest interests, but is
s Sin against the order of the Universe. . . . Feeling will in due course
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(B) IXFLUENCE OF THE CONCEPTION OF Aoryos
ON (GREEK THOUGHT

ANALYSIS

§ 1. Personal need the startung-pownt of practical phalosophy ;

Adyos =principle of order and consistency, gradually per-
sonafied.
§ 2. Incurable “teleology” of the Clussical period ; ¢piaws and Ndyos
become anterehangeable terms (at least, wnseparable correlates).
§ 3. I progress of Stoicism, Néyos tends to become detached and
tramscendent ; frank adoption of strict Platonic dualism ;
Manichean atmosphere.

§ 4. For this dualism, Gnostics had some fanciful explanation ;
Stoies none ; Aurelius only kept by his busy lufe and Roman
trazning from complete surrender of the actual.

§ 1. All philosophy, all science, springs from the
desire to accommodate and explain the world to the
self. A purely disinterested search for Truth has
probably “never entered into the heart of man.” The
joy of knowledge and discovery, the control of natural
forces, or the necessity of satisfying the deeper needs
of the heart~—such are the motives which impelled
Hellenic gpeculation. It is in the main purely personal
or subjective; and of no school is this more true than
of Aristotle’s successors. All Greek thought is an
attempt to find the Aoyos in things, in words, in the
State, in man’s soul and life. With an almost endless

follow in the footsteps of Thought; and the prayer of the future will
be attuned to those higher conceptions which religious thought has
already reached. Not less reverent, though more robust than the
prayer of to-day, it will embody the religious aspiration of man,—
trained, indeed, to a truer apprehension of Nature and Nature’s God,
but freed from the trammels of theological dogma and priestly

mediation ; and though it may draw man away from the altar, it will
lead him nearer to the throne !”
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and perplexing variety of meanings, it always conveys
the sense of order, method, consistency; and was free
from all personal connotation. It was the universal
notion that underlay and bound together the complex
of individual phenomena, the definition which must be
ascertained before the discussion of terms can proceed;
the deliberate policy, the “ rationale,” or “raison d’étre”
of a community ; the order and harmony that Heraclitus
detected amidst the chaos of the empirical world; the
gelf-congruous fitness and consistency which appeared
clearly in all behaviour and action, when one has
learnt to refer all to a single aim, and to subordinate
every minor detail of life to a guiding principle. Little
by little this purely logical and abstract term acquires a
kind of objective existence and a mystical significance;
and we cannot wonder that in the Hellenistic writers,
whether Pagan, Jewish, or Christian, it is identified
with a person, and becomes, in language either literal
or symbolical, not the discovered synthesis of things,
but the actual Creator and Sustainer of the Universe.
Now, in the dogmatic creed of the Stoics, the term
Aoyos is employed just before it passes into this final
and mystic stage. It is the world-order, the principle
of life, and permanence through change; appreciable
by man, because he alone partakes in consclousness of
the same spiritual force which regulates the world ; as
in the well-known saying, “ Like is known by like.”

§ 2. The Philosopher, conscious in himself and in his
community of certain fixed principles, looked afield in
the wider world for a similar “reign of Law.” The
“ fortuitous infinities ” of Ionia (with 1its astoundingly
modern guesses at Evolution) pass away before that
curious and abiding phase of thought, which I may
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perhaps term the incurable or inwincible teleology of the
Greeks. So we get to the lemifed universe of Aristotle
and to the unshaken conviction that everything created
had a purpose and a meaning; and that the secret of
its happiness or satisfaction lay in discovering the cause
and the object of its being, and in “doing its duty.”
We may pause a moment to wonder at the admirable
simplicity of mind which tolerated this fundamental
assumption. Every colloquy with a Sceptic or a
Sophist was ended in favour of the Rationalist,—so
soon as he had secured the admission that Nature had
an end, each thing an é&pyoy, or—in the most popular
form of the thought—rthat % ¢ious ovdér pdrnv mouel.
This Nature or this 4dyes were interchangeable terms ;
and while the former retained all that notion of spon-
taneous energy and beneficent creativeness which
Aristotle gave it, the latter, as we have seen, was from
a cloudy or logical abstraction gradually assuming the
lineaments of a Personal Intelligence.!

§ 3. The Stoics, starting from complete materialism,
recognised but a single Principle; but the ineradicable
dualism of intelligence sets itself, and that which it feels
akin and cognate to itself, in violent contrast to the un-
conscious and formless substrate. The Aoryos of the world
tends more and more to detach itself from its works, and
from being wmmanent and implicit in things to become
transcendent. It is doubtful if any system that has
enjoyed a vogue, has ever been strictly and severely

1 We need feel no surpiise, then, it we find this Adyos takes the
familiar garb of Olympian Zeus in the Syncretism prevalent throughout
the Imperial Age ; is, on the other hand, identified with that rational

Principle, after whose original exemplar the World-Soul fashions her
material in complete docility.
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Monistic. The common consciousness assures us, with
the early Pythagorean systoechy, or groups of opposites,
that things are in pairs; and we may say with con-
siderable truth, that “most modern thought, and all
modern endeavour, rest on a Dualistic hypothesis.”
Stoicism, imported into Roman territory, adopted
frankly the opposition of matter and spirit, in a word,
Platonism ; and the nature of man suffered a like
schism, for which the unnatural or theatrical austerities
of the earlier heroes have already prepared us. When
we read Seneca or Epictetus or Aurelius, we feel we
are In a Manich®an atmosphere. The aim of the
individual Aoyos is to unite itself (uot, indeed, too
hastily or with undue impatience) to the universal
Aoyos : exterior nature, with its blunt carelessness of
our wishes or deserts, seems to be too dangerous ground
for us to repose on; we must abandon it, though still
murmuring the commonplaces of its divine order and
arrangement. For our own physical frame no language
of contempt was too exaggerated; and, like some love-
sick mediseval saint, the Stoic recluse sighed for deliver-
ance, while he pronounced this world perfect and unique,
with no ulterior object save ceaseless repetition. The
query of the French dramatist, “ Que diable allait-il
faire dans cette galere?” arises to our lips, without
deliberate irreverence, as applicable, not merely to this
incompetent imprisoned ray of Universal Reason, which
had somehow fallen into the snares of matter, but also
to the Parent of all such imperfect emanations. It
retreats further and further from things, and abandons
the course of the secular series to itself.

§ 4. Now the Gnostics, be it remarked in passing, had
at least a logical and consistent, though fantastic answer
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to this problem of the intermixture of mind and matter.
But the Stoies could admit no such explanations to
solve the difficulty. Their instinet (like all humanity,
dualistic) was at variance with their reasoned philosophy,
which pronounced things good, and descending from a
single “ Source of Life.” Hand in hand the Sage and
his Divine Counterpart or Original retreated from an
alien world, without in theory abandoning any of the
tenets or axioms of the profoundest optimism and
content. Man was made for a purpose; but precisely
what, it was impossible to discover, and while the
stout Roman character of Aurelius and the exigencies
of his busy and responsible position keep him still
faithful to the social instinct, and prevent the final
plunge, yet there are not wanting symptoms of that
somewhat morbid mysticism, which elevates as the
supreme goal of the rational being the overcoming of
its “ otherness” in unconscious ecstasy, reunion with
Universal Reason.

(0) THE CONSTITUTION AND PSYCHOLOGY OF THE
INDIVIDUAL

ANALYSIS

§ 5. In Stoic world, everything mecessary and perfect, each in its
several place; you may neither complatn mor hate nor
reform.

§ 6 Only in Mun may service be voluntary as well as compulsory ;
man's “freedom”; he owes this (doubtful) blessing to his
share 1m Adyos ; yet wn no true sense 1s he critic or agent.

§ 7. Aurelins has no sympathy unth Matter, no account of the
relatrion of Soul and Body; sole wnterest in Spiritual
part.

§ 8. Problem of Psychology , how many divesions in soul? (1ncreas-
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wng tendency 1n Momsm to mulliply differences rather than
reconcele contrasts).

§ 9. (dre vovs and fyeuovidy interchangeable ? vods used in several
senses.)

§ 10. Instantaneous Conversion; Spirit always free if it will —

Solapsisim ; no quality, substance, or relation in outer things ;
Spurit’s thoughts on things alone real.

§ 11. “ As many worlds as spirits” ; how s this tmprisoned ray

of Deity our very self? (transition from intellectual ¢o
moral differentia).

§ 12. But Panthewsm, intellectually incontestable, s morally 7ncon-
cervable ; Aurelius had no resource vn Metempsychosis; his
Spirit =the moral personality.

§ 13. (Some uses of Yyruyn 2n hagher sense,—The Tnner Self.

§ 14. Has psychology has no pretence to consistency (hints even of a
Jourth element) ; Awrelius errs in good company.

§ 5. In this realm of law (without a lawgiver) every-
thing has its appointed place. There is no evil, for
everything is necessary, and contributes to the welfare
of the whole, else it would neither exist nor happen.
The special function of each is to be found in its
“ differentia,” that quality or faculty which marks it off
from the rest of creatures. On nothing can you pass
judgment, because nothing in such a world is super-
fluous or disorderly. KEven unlovely or terrible things,
as the menacing grin of leonine jaws, have their own
appropriate use and intrinsic beauty; and are not fo
be set aside as bad merely because they do not fit in
with our selfish ideas of human convenience. Like
all Pantheists, Antoninus is a stranger to that anthropo-
centric conception of the world on which European
civilization and Christian faith is founded. As to the
ultimate equality of things, “good and bad”™ (as the
words are currently employed), their “indifference,”—
this doctrine recalls the modern school, which explains
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the seeming conflict of ulfimate principles as a mere
passing phase, which gathers up and embraces the
turmoil and contrast of a lower sphere in the peace
and silence of the Absolute. If to complain of such
a world is impiety, so, too, i8 it to attempt to alter or
reform it. As there is no questioning of the ways and
methods of Providence, so the very notion of change,
improvement, progress is altogether eliminated. Xach
thing is in its place; its character and circumstances
are all divinely appointed by that Power which may
either, once and for all, have settled on the course of
events, and written out in anticipation the whole book
of destiny,—or with careful and particular solicitude
may be even now guiding every trivial detail of the
world’s course ;—Marcus will not venture to decide
which of these views 1s correct.

§ 6. But clearly in man’s special conformation there is
something exceptional and peculiar. The rest of the crea-
tures form an orderly but unconscious retinue in the train
of the King. Their service is perfect indeed, but involun-
tary and automatic. With man enters a new factor: that
almost invisible point of Freedom, which at once tells of
his close affinity to the Universal Intelligence, and also
permits him to criticize it. The impulse to philosophic
thought is curiously interwoven of the passionate desire tio
be free and the correlative yearning to discover and obey
the Highest Law ; and all searchers after truth are like
Saint Christopher. Man has this double power; first,
of valuing and admiring the works of Creation, all the
Stoics placing the precarious paradise of immortal heroes
in closer contemplation of the mysteries of stars and
their orbits; second, of determining himgelf freely and
without reserve, in the very limited realm of Liberty
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still lef6 to him in the universal dominion of physical
law.  This very doubtful privilege he owes to his
participation in the Adyos: indeed, the conscious
spectator of the world, the deliberate moral agent, may
represent but the waking vision of a Somnambulist
Creator. Is Reason, is the will-to-live, startled and
amazed when, reaching consciousness in man, it beholds
the universe which its blind and undirected efforts have
called into being? This is clearly a modern and
romantic belief, which we should not try and discover
in the system of Aurelius; but we may mention 1t here,
to show how assailable, how open to logical attack, is
his doctrine on human nature. Critic, he is forbidden
to speak; agent, he is restricted by ascetic “taboo”™
from finding enjoyment even in the innocent diversions
of life, and confined in a narrow prison-house of “ non-
possumus.” His nature is conceived as abrupt dualism ;
his ethics is limited to passivity and resignation.

§ 7. An English bishop and Christian apologist has
pronounced our body to be a “mass of matter with
which we aie for a ftime associated”; and most
Idealists would relegate it, with all its pleasures and
pains, to the dim phantom-region of the external world,
neither more nor less cognate to us, nor more mnor less
approachinz true being ; emphatically like it, a Thing.
The sawme sense of “foreignness” may be found in
Marcus, who 15 far mwore an idealist than any prede-
cessor in the Stoic School, who, as we have seen, has
not yet reached that genial Platonism which reconciles
the two opposing factors; has no knowledge of the
Christian faith which somehow can consecrate the
lower element while keeping it in proper subordination.
He exhausts on this innocent envelope of the stiiving



140 MARCUS AURELIUS

spirit all the vocabulary of sarcasm, innuendo, contempt ;
he might well be Saint Thomas a4 Kempis. We may
here repeat what was said under a similar heading in
Epictetus, that no Gmostie, no early Christian ascetic,
could write more severely: and we shall substantiate
this by a fuller examination. For he never accurately
defines matter, or enters into the difficult problem of
the interaction of soul and body; we must therefore
pass to the unseen or spiritual part of man, if we wish
to find his function and his “ differentia.”

§ 8. Now here we are met by a considerable difficulty,
for Marcus makes not the slightest effort to be con-
sistent. Sometimes the invisible and truer portion of
man is twofold, as with us, “ body and soul”; at others,
it is, like our “body, soul, and spirit,” threefold. Now
we find soul (Yruyn) violently opposed to the higher
principle, as the vital element of mere animal life ; now
it includes if, or is even identical. Now it is true that
we are perfectly familiar with this looseness; for it is
only on occasion that we find in Scripture the triple
definition ; and generally and in common parlance we
are quite satisfied with the popular dualism. But in
a system avowedly monistie, we are puzzled when we
meet with this increasing tendency to multiply difference
and accenftuate, rather than reconcile, contrasts. But
it is not without significance; our honest and sincere
student of human nature cannot really find satisfac-
tion himself in the Unitarian tenets he professes. Our
modern society and hopes of progress rest upon a sense
of “otherness” and conflict, and not upon any fatigued
or impatient assumption of oneness. In i 16 we
find odua, Yuyy, vols ocopares alobices, Yvyis
opuai, vol Soyuwara, sensations, impulses, principles.



PSYCHOLOGY OF THE EMPEROR 141

To be impressed with phantasies, we have in common
with the beasts; to be at the mercy of the “pulls of
impulse ” (vevpoomaareiafar), with beasts and bad men;
while even the bad use rovs as guide to obvious duties.
In ii. 2 there is the same division, the Yruyn now being
termed wvevpariov, and closely allied with the lower
nature: “ Whatever I am, capria éari k. mvevuatiov,
xai 70 “Hryepovikov. ¢ Despise the first ;—see what the
second 1s'! a breath, a vapour, nor always the same,
but each moment exhaling and again inhaled’” Third
is the Ruling Principle; thou art old; suffer this no
longer to be a slave.” So in xii. 3: 7pla éoTiv é§ v
cuvéoTnras' couatioy mrevpatiov vovs: of these the
first two are ours only so far; it is our duty to tend
them (ueypi Tod émiueheiobar detv) ; but the third alone
is truly our own (70 8¢ TpiTov wovov kvpiws ooév). For
the two other elements he also has 70 wepixeipévor
COUATIOY, TO CUUGUTOY TVEUuATIOV.

§ 9. Now we may ask, are vods and rjyeuovikoy inter-
changeable terms ? (for again in 1. 3 we find the higher
called wods and Saipwy, the lower, including Jruym,
with customary fervour, y# « AvBpos). Not always;
for in x. 24, instead of the “Hryeu. being our supreme
Guide, a god within, it appears more like an inner
sanctuary which we have to keep clean; T éori pot 1o
“Hryepovikov ; what am I making of it at this moment ?
to what use am I putting it? is it empty of Mind?
(uire kevov Nob éore), is it (amolvrov k. ameoyiopévoy
kowvwvias) divorced from the bond of fellowship ?
Surely not (wpoaTeTnrds x. dvarexpapévoy TG capkidip)
engrossed and ingrown into the flesh? It is clear
from this that Marcus employs votis in two different
senses—(a) identical with #yew. (in the soul); (B8)
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referring to the higher Universal Reason, in the
« Averroistic” usage, into which man has indeed an
inlet; but can lose such access by sensuality. Clearly,
ton, he believes that the Spirit (for so I may perhaps
translute 7ryew.) can be so immersed and engrossed in
fleshly cares, as tn lose its liberty , unlike the Gmostics,
to whom even in physical crime and degradation the
untarnished No?is remains always pure —“17 yAdog
Suopay’ 1 8¢ ¢ppyv dvepores.” Yet in viil 41, when
showing the various “ hindrances we meet,” of alcOnous
in body, of opun in animal appetite, he continues: Ta
pévtor Tod voi 1St o0bels dANos elwlev éumodilew for
this nothing in the world can touch, not fire, not steel,
not tyrant, not ill-fame.

§ 10. But just in this there is no real divergence, for
it is the woluntary servitude of the Spirit which can dis-
grace it, when it becomes the mere handmaid of body in
long-sighted Hedonism ; it is proof against any assault
from without, and becomes the victim only of itself. One
of Marcus’ most striking and often iterated convictions
is that at any moment, whatever its past, Spirit can
recover “in the furning of an oyster-shell,” “in the
twinkling of an eye,” this lost sovereignty. The will is
always free, and requires only to see the good to follow
it. Thus we have the Socratic and Platonic optim-
ism and immediacy of repentance; without Aristotle’s
caution, truer to nature and experience, about habit and
the tyranny of custom, the gradual absorption of will-
power in repeated action. When freed by its own
unaided efforts, Spirit has an immeasurable power ; it
completely transforms the whole world, and colours it
with its own hues. What it thinks, 4s; “not things, but
thoughts on things” really matter (teaching alike of
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Epicurus and Epictetus)! For all the objective is
neutral, an array of indifferent atoms or complex
phenomena which wait for our notice, approval, inter-
pretation, dissent, hefore they have any character in
themselves at all. Tobro w) UmohauBavéitw k. wdvra
ed &yer (see on ‘Pmolpyris). Now it is Spirit that
vmohauBavet, passes judgment, gives verdict on this
unreal phantom, this almost imaginary objective, a
mirage in the desert. “If the poor body” (always the
diminutive, iv. 39) “be cut or burned, fester or rot
away, yet let that in thee which passes judgment take
its ease (jovyalérw), knowing this, that what happens
alike to good and bad men equally can bhe in itself
neither bad nor good.” Similarly vi. 8 : T “Heyeuovicov
é. 10 éauTo éyelpov k. TPEmov, k. TOLODY Wév EauTo olov
dv elvar Oénp, mowody & éavrd daivecBar mwav To
ocvufalvoy, olov aidro Béher. It can make of itself
what it wishes; 1t can construe exactly according to its
desire this neutral, or even chaotic and indecipherable,
complex of material things. This is the pure sub-
jectivity to which Philosophy always aspires; not to
change things without ; not even, perhaps, to claim full
knowledge (the “ding-an-sich” live apart inaccessible,
and baffle our search); but to make things ours, to
arrange the chance alphabet into a language of our own
invention. This is true freedom, and it is the substance
and sum of Stoic teaching, from its personal side.

§ 11. Now it will be seen at once that, besides

1 Compare, e.g., Epictetus, i. 11: Ti & éori Tolro; &pd ye dA\Xo 9 &7u
¥Sotev Huiv , whereit is the 6dyra we form in fullest freedom, that s, as
absolutely representing, even creating, the external fact, which in itself
is blind and voiceless ; so ii. 16 (p. 155, Teubner): T{ odv ue Tapdooer ;
70 wéhayos , oD dANG TO ddyua.
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the variation of nomenclature, there are certain grave
difficulties : («) there must he as many various, yet
eqqually mwomentous and valid, interpretations of the
world as there are Spirits (“quot homines tot sen-
tentiee ”), and we huve almost got back in the most
dogmatic of ancient schools to the sophistic standpoint
that d@vfpwmos (each individual man) pérpov drdvrewy;
and this recognition that subjective feeling, though
real and true, is incommunicable, may account for the
singularly scanty influence of Stoicism in public; (3)
again (as we have already hinted), is this Spirit, as
Epictetus and Aurelius so often assure, a “ very portion
of God, a refraction of the Universal Mind,” in which
case, how can it be our “very own”? (cov, § 8, fin.).
Will it not, like the Gmostic ZKon Christ, like the
Averroistic INouvs, in the moment of death desert
the poor contemptible clay and soul, and be re-
absorbed in the great central Reservoir? If it is
the universal (mathematical and logical) principles of
all sound judgment and right reasoning, must it not
be exactly alike and identical in all men? In fact,
we have here one of the most striking features of this
transition period, viz. the passage from an intellectual
to a moral conception of the Spirit. The Spirit
(whether vos or, as Aurelius prefers, #yeuovicér) is
not the cold speculative reason, with its uniform and
universally valid axioms and regulations, but the moral
sense recognising, indeed, pure truth and the 8éyuara,
and needing logical training, but in the end, the
conscience, the will, the moral personality, the special
idiosyncratic in man, rather than that “typical” reason
which is the same in all. Thus Marcus, along with the
Christian teachers, becomes more moral, more personal,



PSYCHOLOGY OF THE EMPEROR 145

and therefore involved in perpetual trouble when he
tries to identify this separate, struggling, isolated point
with the Supreme Being.

§ 12. Intellectually, Pantheism is not only logical, it
is (as Lewes acutely remarks on “ Spinoza ”) inevitable ;
morally, it is unthinkable. Now the whole difference
of philosophic system depends on the one question,
Whether the starting-point is from the moral or the
intellectual side? And Marcus, in common with the
rest of his age, is ready to abandon all rational sym-
metry and dogmatism for ethical certainty, or for this
inward pertinacious conviction, which in most good men
is a substitute (or no unequal compensation) for demon-
strable proof. It is obvious that he is as puzzled as
Spinoza about the cause of Error; as Plotinus, in the
process of the Many fromn the One, in accounting for
the diversities of the Spiritual principle in men, when
all were equally divine! He had not the ready
solution, of all the Fast, of Plato and Pythagoras, in
Metempsychosis, in the long training of the soul
through different lives and fortunes. He shows no
trace of this belief. For him, as for Emerson, there
is but one world; he would not hear of a missionary
telling of the “other world” without a shudder at
his impiety. He had not the Gnostic and Averroistic
belief that the divine particle in each remains uncon-
taminated by corporal contact, and vanishes away, pure
and indifferent, like the Afton Christ, from the human
sufferer. To him the ‘Hyeuovikoy is rather what we
call personality than intelligence. Hence his avowed
difficulties, which do honour to his candour, and remind
us that perfect symmetry is unattainable unless we
prefer to sacrifice truth.

{0
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§ 13. In vi 32 we find that the higher nature is
all included in the term Yvy). 'Ex copartiov elpl k.
Yuyfs; but to the one all are indifferent (adiapopa),
to the other all that are not its own proper functions (77
8¢ Siavola 8. Goa pn é adrijs évepyruata); and these
are entirely in its power (wavra ém avry). Here
Sidvota = vy ; whilein vi 14 vy, with the addition
Novyix7, represents spirit, and o Yruynr Moyicny, kabolikny
k. wolTiknY Tiu@y cares nothing for any other interest.
Again, ix. 3, we have the popular dualism ; expect the
hour, év §§ To0 uyapiov cov ToD éNUTpov ékmecelTal,
Similarly and in a similar context, on a peaceful de-
parture from life, edkoAws 76 Yruyapiov amo Tod copaTos
éEeinetTar. Again, Yruyn is 1dentified with the higher
nature (Rendall’s Inner Self), vii. 16, 7o ‘Hyeuovixov
avTo éaurd olk évoyhel . . . TO 08 ruyapioy .
o0dév um mabp, where they are homonyms; whereas
in ix. 36, 70 wvevpariov (? -xév) (like all other things
unreal and transitory), &Alo ToiotTov, ék TolTwY €ls
Tadra peraBaiiov, where it may very well = the vital
current, vivifying now one now another complex of
matter.

§ 14. We have added these passages, but with little
hope of making the Psychology of Marcus clearer.
Syncretist as he is, he adopts first one and then
another system of bipartite or tripartite division. When
he is speaking of the whole human complex, he terms
it, after immemorial faghion, “body and soul”; when
he is occupied with man’s invisible life, he has to define
more guardedly. Indeed, there is not wanting trace
of an “Ego” above the vital centre of animal life, apart
from the deity within, which like some attendant on a
sacred shrine (vewropos) has to keep the silver image
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unsullied, forming thus a fourth element in the indi-
vidual. DBut it would be easy to parallel the slight
confusion in any religious writer. Is the moral ideal,
separable from the will and the personality, conceived
as a sort of Divine “deposit” (waparxaralrnrn) to be
carefully guarded? or the very man himself, éyor
7ws ? or the voice of an inward dwmon or spiritual
monitor ? He who can discriminate the intricate subtle-
ties of such a question will be able to settle the
Medizval problem whether God created or obeyed the
Moral Law; and the still older but similar question
in Plato, whether the Ideas pre-exist, and form the
exemplar to the artizan Deity, or are to be identified
with his thoughts. The difficulty is perhaps after all
purely formal and logical.

(D) Max’s FuncrioN AND PrAcE IN THE WORLD:
SPECIAL EQUIPMENT OF EACH BEmG A KEY TO
ITS PURPOSE AND HAPPINESS

ANALYSIS

§ 15. His a priori teleology; what s man made for? * Soctul
wntercourse.”

§ 16. “ Reasonable beings made for each other” (list of auioms or
“ dogmas” kept ready for crisis or temptation).

§ 17.  Mutual service of men” (enshrined in rigid formula ; indi-
vidualism excluded); what is good for whole 2s good for
part.

§ 15. We have now to inquire what is the funciion
of this curious creature, compounded of an actual
particle of the divine essence, and of the vital force
and dust of earth, common to all animals. And here
we come t0 the mosbt ingenuous assumption of the whole



148 MARCUS AURELIUS

treatise. No wonder Marcus had to have perpetual
recourse to the Joymata, those fundamental and yet
startling axioms of the Stoic faith which alone could
encourage him in the disappointments and vicissitudes
of life. “Man is made for society.,” Again and again
with almost tedious repetition he, in his solitude and
isolation, both of station and of temperament, impresses
this axiom on himself. To bring together here the
passages bearing on this teleology ' may not be out of
place, as they Luild up the syllogistic fabric; “ Every-
thing has an end; that for which he is born is the

11t is the same kind of teleology which antficipates all experience
with the barren formula and syllogism : ‘‘Nature can do mnothing
in vain, nothing wrong,” ‘“the gods could not do any injury to their
creatures.” There is an absolute and exasperating want of empirical
verification : there is no real inductive inquiry at all. Every avenue
to accurate knowledge, as to any comfortable use and adaptation of
phenomena, is closed by some preconceived idea as to the goodness of
God and Nature. It is clear that the attitude of *‘ duvout resignation ”
in Marcus and in Epictetus is entirely borrowed fiom popular religiosity
(like the compassionateness of Seculansts to-day, which is so admirable
and so unreasoning). To the man racked unjustly, with every refine-
ment of torture, and dying as he knows the death of a dog, extinguished
for cver, the universe is yet ‘“the best of all possible worlds,” and
Providence supreme. In such contexts and usages words cease to have
any meaning. For a fine instance of this superb adhesion to teleologic
axioms, commend me to ii, 11, where the subject is suicide aud death :
8 6¢ xelpw ph moler &vfpwmwov wds 8&v TobTo Blov drvlpimrov yelpw
woujoeer ; Ore 8¢ kot dyvowar ofr eldvia udv uh Suvauévn 8¢ wpogy-
Adfaobac ) diopfdoasfar Tabra, B Tdv "“Olwy Plois wapelder &v- ofiT” &
T\tkolror fuaprey frow wap dduwraplay 9 wap’ drexvlav lva 74 T dyaldd
K. kaka émions Tois v dry. dvfp. k. Tols Kkaxols wepupuévws cupBaivy.
‘““ Nature could not” (such is his magmficent and amazing faith),
either through lack of power or lack of skill, have made such a blunder
as to let good and ew1l indifferently befall the good and bad indiserimin-
ately.” An almighty power which can do no wrong, and which abides
in our soul, and goveins the universe! Why then this sense of pain
and * otherness’’? Why this constant solace and reminder ?
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end for each; where is the end, there is the useful
and the good relatively to him; man is born for
reciprocity and social life ; nothing that is good for the
community can be bad for the citizen.”

viii. 19. ékacTov mpos Ti réryovey immos Aumelos.
Ti Qavpdles; x. o."HMos épel mpis T Epyov yéyova,
k. ot Aovrror Oeoi—and man is born for association
ii. 1: Teyovauer yap wpos ocuvvepylav @5 wades @s
YELpES . . . TO ODY AVTITPATTELY GANIAOLS TTapd oL ;
competition, self-seeking at the expense of others is
“ unnatural.”—iv. 3: Ta Noywka &da arAn oy Evexa
yéyove~—v. 16: Odmep évexev €xacTov rateskelacTal,
wpos ToOe Péperay mwpos O Péperar OF, év TOUTE TO
TENOS alToU" Omov 8¢ To TENOS, kel K. TO cuudepor k.
"Ayabov éxacte TO dpa ayabov Tod Aoyikod Ewov,
kotvwvia. "OTi qyap mwpds Koweviav ceyovauey, malas
Oedeiktar. Is it not obvious (he asks) that ta yelpw
TOV KPELTTOVWY EveEKey, Ta 8¢ KPEITTW AAAIAWY ; KPeiTT®
0c TGV pév d\riywy Ta Euruya, TEY 06 éunr. Ta Noyikd.
Similarly xi. 10: ITaoat &é ye Téyvar T®V KpeLTTOVGY
évexev Ta yelpw motolow’ odkody k. 7 kowwvy Puois.—v.
30: ‘O Tob 6hov Nois rowwvikés. Ilemroinke yoiv Ta
velpw TRV kpearTovwy &veka K. Ta KPETT® AAATAOLS
cvvipuocey. Opds Tis vmérafe, ovvétae k. TO Kat
aElav dmeéveluev éxdoTols K. TA KpaTIoTEVOVTA  ElS
oudvoray AANAwy cuvpyayi—vil. 55: Ilpaxtéov &é
éxdoTe To éEfis TH Katackely® raTeckelacTal O¢ T
ey NouTrd T@Y Aoyik@v €vexev, TA 8é Noyika GAANAwY
éxexer: TO plv ody mponyouuevoy év Th Tob vl
kaTackely TO Kowwvikoy é—xi. 18 (L): Ei pn drouot,
¢pvois 1§ Ta 8\a Soikodoar el TobTO, TA YeEipova TV
kpesTTOVOY Evexey, TadTa 0 AANfAwy.—vi. 44: %) éun
dYois Noyikn K. TOMTLK.



150 MARCUS AURELIUS

§ 16. viii. 56, while denying Monopsychism and in-
sisting on freedom and peculiar independence of each
centre of consciousness, he allows, e. xal 0Tt pudiioTa
aMMI oY Evexa ryeyovapey ; where Rendall transl.: “Be
we ever so much made for one another, our Inner Selves
have each their own sovereign rights.” So viil 59: o¢
dvfpwmor yeyovaow AoV Evekev ; 1) Suddoke oy 1)
¢épe—ix. 1. As a fundamental and irrefragable premise,
TS yap TOV Ghwv PUcews kaTeTkevarvias Ta Noyikd {Ba
éveker aAAnAwy.—x1. 18 in a list of short maxims which
he is ever to keep on his tongue’s tip to meet any sudden
crisis, 6Tt AAMJAwY évexev yeyovauev. Thus we shall
find with the label xowwwvikéy or moietTixov, the whole
argument for man’s social virtue is assumed, and the
philosopher saved further trouble of proof.—iii. 4:
¢ Kowwvikod . . . Gryyevés mav TO Aoyikoy . . . k1jdecBat
wavroy avbp. kata Ty Tod dvbpwmov dplow é—v. 29.
Man is defined, without fear of doubt or denial, as
Aoyikov k. kowewvikoy Bov.—ix. 16: ANoyixov xal
woleTikoy {dov.—iil 5: {wov dppevos k. mwpeoBiTov k.
moheTikol k. ‘Popaiov k. &pyovros—iil. 7: wvoépov
woheTikol {wov. — Vi, 14: Yruyn Noyikn) xaboliks) «.
wohtikn (as above)—vi. 44. My nature is Aoyiks) «.
woTie).—vil. 68. The present occasion is for me Ay
apetiis ANoyweR)s k. TOMTIKGS k. TO oUvohoy Téywns
avlpomov 7 Geob—vil. 72. “ Whatever 7§ Aoyikd) «.
mohriky Ovvaprs (=the Spirit, the Inner Self) find
to be neither woepor mnor kowwwwikov, it will despise.
—viil. 2: 7 w\éov émilyrd, e TO Tapdv Epyov Edov
voepol k. kowwvikod k. Loovouov Oed.

§ 17. In this perhaps tedious recital we shall at
least see (what might escape us in a translation) how
profound a conviction was this of the affinity and
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mutual service of men, and how rigid the formula or
language which expressed it.

Nothing, therefore, that happens well for the com-
munity, for the swarm, for the universe, is bad for
citizen, the bee, the man. v. 22: "0 7 moher odx
é. BraBepov, 0vde Tov wolityy BAdwTer~—v. 5t: To T
gunver un ouupepov, 0vdé T4 peigon cupdeper—x. 20 :

4 e / a / e /7 ¢ ~ e/ /
Juuéper éxdaTey 0 Pépet ExdaTy 7 TOY oAwy DPiois—
X. 38: dAws B¢ peuvrioo 61t TOV PUges woAiTnY 0vOEY
BrarmrTer & wohv od BAdmrrer —X. 6 : 0dbév yap ShaBepoy
T uépet & 7o Ghy cuupéper—vi. 44 1 % 6¢ éun plows
Aoyikh) K. TOMTLEY, TOMS K. wdATPS &S pév Avrtavive

e ¢ / e Vs ’ € ’ \ "~ 14
por 7 Popm as 8¢ avbpomre o koopes. Ta rals moreow
o / > / / » ) 7 . o
oty TavTals dOdéhiua, uova é upoi ayald.—vi. 45 : 8oa
¢ / I'4 ~ n [4
écdaoTe ovpBaives, Taita ¢ ~ OAw oUppEpeL.



CHAPTER 1II
MAN AND THE WORLD

(4) THE Two COMMONWEALTHS AND THE CITIZEN, AS
AGENT OR QUIETIST

ANALYSIS

§ 1. Man is member of two societtes, world and State (nearly always
carefully coupled), each with +ts duty, Resignation and
Benevolence ; in the end, both vartues pass into mystic prety.

§ 2. (Insistence on duties to gods and men.)

§ 3. (=DPassive and active sude of moralriy.)

§ 4. (=perfect contentment weth both, will he ever attarn thas

perfection ?)
§ 5. Acquiescence and Resignation at last gwen the chief place

among Virtues, Holuness and Justuce include all othe: s.

§ 1. THERE are, then, two chief relations (which will
best be described by the following series of quotations),
one to the world and God, the greater city ; the other,
to the lesser community, human society. Marcus is
nearly always careful to couple them ; rarely do we find
one apart from the other in independence. Resignation
and acquiescence in the world-order, the passive side, is
complementary to the active side, or vigorous beneficence
and social virtue. Disappeared has all that fulmination
and deflance against “ Fortuna ” which characterized the
more theatrical pages of Seneca. This he has learnt

152
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from Epictetus. Everything that comes to us is a
direct providence, or our criticism is disarmed because
the “canon” or rule to apply is ready. “ Nothing that
is according to nature is evil; nothing that happens
to us can make us worse: therefore every event is
indifferent, no one can hurt a man but himself”
Perhaps no subject is more frequent than this #wofold
conception of duty, and, Marcus being chiefly a moralist,
we shall have advanced far towards a complete under-
standing if we notice the emphasis put upon the
correlate virtues—of Resignation and Benevolence. The
reason 1s in both cases the same: we are akin to the
Creative Principle, and have a spark of His essence
within ; we are akin to our fellows here, and recognise
in them the same affinity, the same sublime source of
their being, though it may be debased and shrouded.
Thus we are integral parts of the greater city and the
lesser; the “whole company of rational people,” and
the cosmopolis of the human brotherhood. To this
wide diffusion of interest we may attribute the some-
what rarefied patriotism of Marcus; wherein all active
endeavour for the Empire of Rome and its especial
responsibilities seems (save in a few passages) to have
evaporated in a sad and neutral tolerance for every
human creature. We shall see in the end how the
extreme comprehensiveness and universality of this
resigned and affectionate disposition leads insensibly to
a self-centred attitude, the adrapreia (self-sufficingness)
of earlier sages; and in our last section we shall show
how this, agreeably to the unselfish and feminine nature
of the Emperor, passes again into a mystic and almost
ecstatic consciousness that the true home of God is the
human soul ; the true end of man, not mere acquies-
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cence in fate nor work among the brethren, but the
serene contemplation of the soul's essential oneness
with the Author of all—Thus the twofold duty, or
recognition of the objective State and Law, greater and
less, aives way before the new or newly-read teaching
of the Deity within; for the call to philosophy is not
the misery of the world of men, or the beauty or
inexorable sequence of Nature, but the personal need
of peace and salvation.

§ 2. 1. 15: (Best service of God within is) xafapov
wdBovs Suatypely . . . k. SvocapecTicews Tis Tpos Ta ék
Bedv k. dvbpomoy ywoueva, and the first are aidéoiua
8¢ dperyv, the latter e Sia ovyyéverav.—iii. 5: Tois
feols Imorerayotos €avrtov (like some Socrates) x. TdV
avBp. mporndopévov.—iii. 7. To this dual attitude the
constant collocation woepov (Noyikov) and wolerikov
noted above has reference.—iii. 9 : v wpos avbpwmovs
oiketwaw k., Ty Tols Geols axohovBlav.—iii. 11. At each
event say Tovro uév mapa Oeov 7ikel . .. ToTO 8¢ Tapa
To ovpdilov k. ouvyyerols. 18. Always remembering
in each action 7#s duporépwy mpds AL cvvdéoews
Oire yap avBpdmivoy i dvev Tijs éml Ta Oela cvvava-
Popds eV wpafets, obr Eumaliy (here we have the close
association of the two complementary halves of man’s
duty)—iv. 3. (On discontent, what is it aimed at?)
T TéY avlp. kaxia ; Tols éx TAY Shwy dmovemouévors ;
(where we notice substitution of natural causes, in fate,
for the divine (and almost personal) providence hitherto
discussed). Nowhere has he stated his position so
clearly and tersely as in v. 25: 'Eyw viv &yw 8 ue
Behev viv &yew 17 kowwn Plois, k. wpdoocw § ue viv
wpacoew Oérer B éun ¢Piows. Here the wuniversal
Nature, which at this stage in his Meditations sup-
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plants the gods, is the law of destiny, apportioning,
severally, joy and sorrow to each: my peculicr nature
is the social instinet of man, xowwddelsys, rowwvikos.
(Though it 1s difficult in such interdependence and
implication to insulate any one side, vet it will he
necessary to speak more fully upon this half-contrast,
half-conciliation of the two “ Natures,” the world’s and
ours, because in this consisted the great crux of the
whole Stoic philosophy.)

§ 3. v. 27. Man’s duty divided into passive and active
side of morality: dpecropévny uev Tols amovemouévous,
motodocay 0¢ 6ca PovleTar o daiuwy . . . éxdaoTou vois
k. Moyos. Here it may not be altogether fanciful to
note in anticipation of Marcus’ final mysticism, that
the personal within seems to compensate for the neufer
and fatalistic without.)—vi. 16. Reverence for your
Sidvota makes you dpecrov to yourself, x. Tois dvfp.
ebdppooTor k. Tois Oeols cludwvor—vi. 30: aidod
Beots, ocde dvfpwmovs—vi. 41. We can avoid blaming
heaven and hating men (uepracfar Oeois . avlpwmovs
weafjoar), by knowing that only 7a é¢’ 7uly are good
and evil: then will there be no reason either to few
éyxaréoat Or oTivar oTdoiy moheuiov wpos avbp. (where,
after an interval, we may note the recurrence of
orthodox phrases). — vil. 52: edraxrorepos émi Tois

cvpBaivovaww . . . eduevéoTepos mPOS TA TV WANCLOY
wapopapara. — 54 : 7 mwapoven ocvuPdcer Oeocefas

ebapecTely k. Tols mapodoww avBpwmous xaTa Sukatocvyny
mwpoopépeclar—55 : dia &y avpBatwovrwy oo, opposed
to Swa TV wpaxTéwy Vmo cob.—vil. 66. He asks
Socrates if he can be thus contented, dpxelofar T
Sikaios elvas Ta mwpos avlpdmovs, k. Sotos Ta wpos Beots.
—vill. 23: IIpdoow 7i; Ilpdoow ém avbpoTwy
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ebrouiay Gvadépwy. . . . SvpBaiver Ti por; Séxopar émi
Tovs Beovs avadépwy k. THY wAVTOY TRYNY 4P NS TAVTA
Ta ywopeva cupunpvetar (where, it may be noted, we
iwl a wixture of the personal and placable providence
of the vods, Wdeatitied. o at least sot side by sule, with
the schewe of predestinarian Fatalisn).

§ 4. Inviii. 27 he adds another relation to the body
(for I feel comypelled to adopt Coraecs’ reading, cwuatioy
for altiov): Tpeis oyéoels” % pév mwpos T0 cwuatiov To
wepikeLuevor” 1 8¢ mpos Ty belay aitiav ad’ s cvuBaive
waotr wavra: 1) 8¢ wpos Tovs cuuBlotvras—viil. 34, As
hand or any other limh cut off from body, so is o u»
Oérwr O cuuBaivoy . . . 7} 0 drowwINTOY TIL TPdoTwY.
—viii. 43. The jovful satisfaction of my nature reached,
if my Inner Seli turn from none of our fellows and find
fault with nothing which happens to men. (w5t amo-
oTpedoucvoy unt dvBpdTwy Tiva, pite T TV GvlpdTors
cupBawovtov). This is true health, Jyiés &yew 7o
‘Heyepovieov.—ix. 6. What suffices (apret) for moral
judgment and so for perfect happiness and content :
n mwapoica wPAEs kKowwvikn K. 7) mwapovca Oidbecis
edapeaTiKy TPOS WAV TO Wapa THs érros AlTias ouu-
Baivov—ix. 31. *ATapafia pév mwepl TéY 4mwo ThHS éKToS
Airias ocvpBaivovrwy Sikaiorns 8¢ év Tols mapa Ty éx
oot aiTiav évepyoupévors. (Here note in passing the
clear emphasis on the freedom of the will; man’s
agency is the single exception in the chain of fatal
and predetermined series. Stoicism, in some points
the very counterpart, is in others the very opposite, of
Calvinism.)—x. 1. Marcus somewhat despondingly asks
if his soul will ever be such as to live with gods and
men in fullest sympathy, feols 7e k. avlpdmois ovu-
worTeveafar s prite peudéabar Ti adrods, uite kara-
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ywworkeabar vr abtdv.~—Xx. 6. The happiness of the
citizen’s life (edpoia), wpotovTos Sia mwpafewv Tols TONL-
Tals AUGITENQY K. Omep Av 7 wokis amovéuy TOOT
acmafouévov (which, of course, applies both to the
greater and the lesser Commonwealth of Nature and
of human society.—x. 11. A man recognising near
approach of death, devotes himself to two things, avirer
O\ov €auTov OukatocUvy uev €is Ta VP’ éavtod évepyolueva
év 8¢ Tois ANhows cuuBaivovot Th TAY 6Awv Pucer . .
and again, 8ve ToUTOLS dpkoUuevos . . Oukatomparyely TO
viv Tpaccouevoy K. pihely To viy dmovEsOuEVOY EQUTH —
xi. 13. To such a man, what evil can befall ? e 7oteis
10 TH QPuUces cov oikelov k. Oéyn TO ViV TH TAV Shwy
Puoes edraipov.

§ 5. xi. 20. A very noticeable passage; for here, for
the first time, he assigns the first place to the passive
virtue of acquiescence and resignation. We are here
far on our road from the visible commonwealth in
the pilgrimage to the soul’s true home; Marcus is,
after all, a Quietist, though, like Mme. de Guyon, he
shows wonderful aptitude for business, a wonderful
readiness for cheeiful endeavour. IIpds oatoTnTa yap
k. BeocéBetav rareckelasTar oy frTov ) mpds Sikato-
covny. Kai yap Taira év €ider éoTi Ths edrowwvnaias
pé@rhov 8¢ wpeoBiTepa TdY Sukaomparynuarwy. (Rendall
excellently: “(Our Inner Self) is made for holiness
and God-fearing no less than for justice. These two
are included in the thought of world-communion, nay,
are prior even to the dues of justice.”)—=xii. 1. Thus
oaworns and Oikatocvvn include all other virtues, the
whole Duty of Man: “You can at once have all,
compass the whole end of life, éav amev@ivys (To mapov:
povov) mwpds ocwoTyTa K. Sikatocirny ; the former, Wa
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~ N ¢/ 4
GINGs TO Gmoveuouevoy, the latter, iva . . . Aéyps Te
~ ! y
ranlij x. wpdooys Ta xara vouov K. katT dfiav.—

- .\ A @ " y \ \ ~ ",
xil. 24: émi wév dv wowels. . . . émi b TOY Efwlev

cupBawovteyr.—27. Nothing more worthy of Philo-
sophy than to make oneself Sikatov, codpova, Oeols
émouevoy (where cwodpova adds the purely personal
relation to self, we noted once before; which usually
is, without doubt, included in the soctel, but which,
even to Marcus, was beginning to have a paramount
intervest).—xii. 32: Mndév peya ¢pavrdfov 7 10 ds pev
5 on Plaws dyer moiely, mdoyew 06 as 1) kown Plois

Pépet.

(B) TEE PRrOBLEM OF “ CONFORMITY TO NATURE”;
VARYING DEFINITIONS OF Piois

ANALYSIS

§ 6. Difficult task of disguising dufference of world and man; s
man to be identified or contrasted with Nature? which
nature 15 to guade us 2

§ 7. Post-Aristotelians preoccupied with thewr own peculiar nature ;
the world outside, unknowable and surrendered to Fortune.

§ 8. Result ; pure subjectiwwity ; man out of a place wn a realm of
Jized law ; no assured confidence wn efficacy of  Virtue.”

§ 9. Had  any place in ¢ Divine yet transient world? belief in
personal deitres revives (Boissier).

§ 10. The “differentia™ of man something isolated and unique;
conflict to-day between scientific and Democratic (Christian)
ideals.

§ 11. In a changeless and unprogressive universe, man has no other
duty than to be still ; promised or assumed unity and affinty
i the two cormmonwealths disappears.

§ 6. Now this last quotation will form an excellent
link to unite the series just completed with a new set,
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very similar to the foregoing, occasionally (as in this
case) cubting across them. And these point to an
essential dufference or disparateness in the nature of
man and the Nature of the Universe,—my peculiar
nature, and that universal power with which we are
sometimes identified and absorbed, sometimes set in
more or less conscious contrast. This recalls one of the
most interesting phases in the early history of the
Stoic School.

The Phenician (?) founder of the School, adapting a
certain Oriental gravity to the maxims of the Cynics,
had ingenuously proposed the rule “ Follow Nature” as
the end of life and the only certamn guide to happiness.
For to the Hellene there was no question as to the
interested end of all speculation or practice. An un-
selfish objective standard based on the needs of the
State or of individuals, was to them inconceivable.
Does not Marcus himself, most unselfish of men, lay
down wmavtl yap ovyyvoun To idtov dyabov Eprotvre ;
xi. 16 ? Now the acute Greek mind was not long in
discovering the worthlessness of such ambiguous advice.
The Cynies, spoilt children, flattered and indulged and
deemed almost divine because they sank below the
ordinary average, had attempted to conceal or expel
the distinciwely human in man. They reverted to
primitive barbarism, while boasting the citizenship of
the world ; and it is by a supreme irony that later ages
looked on Socrates as a Cynic, who so stoutly professes
his indifference to natural phenomena, and his in-
debtedness to human society alone for all he knew and
cared about. But, in the ample leisure for reflexion
after Alexander’s conquest, and the complete separation
of active and theoretic life, the new disciple of the
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Phenician saw the need for clearer definition. Which
Nature was to be our guide ? the external or the in-
ward ? the general or the peculiar and special 2 Clearly
the founder meant to inveigh broadly against the
luxury and complexity of civilized life: for there is
nothing to show that they seriously contemplated what
we should call a higher ethical standard! It was a
recall to simplicity, and (like most Hellenic systems) a
protest against the conventions and tyranny of City-life.

§ 7. But the keynote of all these post-Aristotelian
Schools is the sense of solitariness, of enforced inaction,
of subjective and incommunicable perfection. The Stoic
or Epicurean or Sceptic, whether Greek or Roman, is
always “ Athanasius contra Mundum ”; shut up in the
very narrow limits of his own impressions, invalid for
anyone but himself. Stoical dogmatism only threw a
veil over this mournful doubt; and even if it was
sincerely believed, could only amount to this: that
Nature, Source and Guide of all, was certain in her
workings, and inexorable, and out of range of human
understanding or sympathy. The frequency of these
agsurances, addressed to oneself, that the “ Universe is
good, and no harm befalls the wise,”—the rigidity of
these formule learnt off in the School, and held in
readiness in the mental arsenal for any emergency,—
seems to show how superficial was their professed con-
tentment with the world as it is.

! For example, there is nothing to prove that the School intex fered with
Hellenic &pws. It may be to-day condemned as ‘‘ unnatural,” but it was
never included m any condemnation of 74 mapd ¢pvow, and was certainly
practised or allowed by Stoic leaders. For Aurelius did not owe to
Stoicism, but to Antoninus, his resolution ‘‘to give up boy-favourites,”
Epictetus (in common with most Cynic and Stoic dogmatists) believed
that naturally kowal al yuvvaikes.
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Gradually the Divine element or Nature retreated
into the region of the unknowable; though, like the
gods of Epicurus, it was still pursued by the voice of
eulogy and thanksgiving. But man was really left
alone in a foreign element and in the middle of a
society which, though of kindred origin, was out of
harmony. And a new potentate was (illogically) ad-
mitted to share the monarchy of the world: Fortune,
borrowed somehow from Aristotle’s half-serious impeach-
ment of the “sublunary sphere” and its uncertainties.
At any rate, the actual “ Nature ” around the wise man
was the realm of a Chance, which appeared now as a
mere result of natural forces, now (in their theatrical
declamation) as a fanciful and malevolent sprite. It
was clear that this domain of fickleness could provide
no safe criterion for human behaviour. He was thrown
back upon his own resources; and there alone could be
find help.

§ 8. Thus the dogmatism of the School becomes
in practice pure sophistic subjectivity, and prepares
the way for the wonderful discovery of the Imperial
age that God could be born in the believer’s heart;
or was, unseen and unsuspected, already there. But
the earliest correctors of the ambiguous maxim are
still sober and commonplace. Man’s special nature
was to be “logical ” and “social.” The workings of the
other nature he could never understand, and so must
accept with the best grace possible. Their encomium
of the unity of the world, the solidarity of human
brotherhood, never disguised their conviction of aliena-
tion. They “ protested too much”; and we may ad-
mire either their unswerving allegiance to erroneous
logie, or their pious resignation; for others with greater

Ix
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plausibility had from the same data proved the world
to be the devil’s work. Let us examine of what kind
was this divine environment, in which the Sage felf
himself so little at home. It was a complex system of
unalterable law, which had existed from all eternity, or
at least from a far-off catastrophe of fire, a “ Ragnarok,”
in which even the gods were reabsorbed. = The notion
of progress, of advance, was therefore both impious and
inconceivable. The moral life of man, on which they
laid so much stress, existed in this complex of automatic
perfection a thing apart, strange and uncomfortable.
There was no efficacy in virtue, no result at all, except
the serene composure in the good man’s soul ; which on
occasion could be exchanged for the defiant hatred of
the disillusioned Brutus: & TAfuov 'Apers, Aéyos dp’
Nl éyw 8¢ oe ds Epryov Tiokouw.

§ 9. For it is impossible to see what function virtue
or moral effort can perform in such a world, divine and
therefore stationary, fire-born and therefore transitory.
We may readily expect the truly earnest minds to turn
from the frank materialism of the early School to a
more spiritual conception, and to ally themselves with
religious faith. Epicurus is very pregnant and com-
mendable in his well-known query: “ What is the use
of ridding ourselves of the fear of heaven if we are to
bow to natural law ? Better were our former masters ;
for, tyrants though they were, they were at least pro-
pitiable, whereas physical fate is inexorable, blind,
uniform.” Marcus, as we have seen, continually wavers
between the impersonal Nature (9 7édv Srwv ¢vois) and
the more comforting persomal sense of gods in the
universe, apportioning to each man his lot. It was
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assuredly the urgent need in morals of some reinforce-
ment, from tradition and popular sentiment, that led to
this new alliance (called Syncretism) between the exiled
deities and the new mechanical theory of the universe.
It was the personal finite reason protesting against the
cold or immoral dictates of the “ Pure or Speculative
Intelligence.” The former can never be satisfied with
general laws, or with an assurance of its own nothing-
ness. He will seek relief in the most unexpected and
unpromising quarters. Boissier in his Roman Religion
has well described the revival of Faith in the first
two centuries after Christ. The utter lack of corre-
spondence in Scientific Fatalism, between the effort
and recompense, the labour and the suceess, in
the case of moral action, will surely drive average
men to careless indifference or pleasure; and no
ceaseless Buddhistic repetitions of formule will save
the sensitive soul from despair. The outer Nature, then,
had nothing in common with man’s moral and social
instinet, and provided no certainty for its exercise or
usefulness.

§ 10. The « differentia ” of man, his oixelov &Epyov,
the theoretic contemplation of the laws of being,
his sense of sympathy with his kindred, was some-
thing utterly distinet and abhorrent from the rest
of natural things; it was not in the same plane.
This was never, indeed, divulged in so many words
by the Stoics; indeed, the fallacy of the Law of
Nature, as prescribing morality, lasts well into our own
days; but they were dimly and uneasily conscious of
the gulf. It was Professor Huxley who clearly pro-
pounded in his Bvolution and Ethics what had been long
suspected, that there was no affinity whatever between
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the two realms.! The “ onus probandi ” rests with those
who, like Dr. Drummond, believe there is only one set
of laws in the universe. There may be pleasant and
frequent analogies, or unlooked-for harmonies ; but these
should never obscure the intense initial contrast, on
which depends our European fabric and our personal
hope. Only such fantastic anarchists in theory as
Nietzsche, “ Maxim Gorki,” Méréjowsky, can afford, or
perhaps are bold enough, in innocent speculation fo
follow logically on the lessons of Nature; and show that
the subservience of a once aristocratic world to demo-
cratic Christianity is one long mistake, and must be
rectified by a return to the primitive instinet of rapine,
plunder, and the pride of stremgth and cruelty. All
this, though happily only a wild theory of a few kindly
and gifted individuals, is quite in accordance with
Nature’s advice to the nascent soul. The axioms of
scientific Naturalism have become wearisomely familiar
to us in the past thirty years; “the struggle for exist-
ence,” “the weakest to the wall,” “ the survival of the
fittest,” and (may we add ?) “the Devil take the hind-
most.” No wonder that a compassionate democratic
Socialism, built on the substrueture of Christian ethics,
feminine, self-forgetting, calls for an end of this cease-
less warfare and carnage, at least in the human family ;
and others desire to include even the animals in the
general fruce. The nineteenth century ends in a

1 He must cordially have approved of one passage in our author, where
the discontinuity and essential diversity of natural and moral are recog-
nised with unusual force ; vi. 17: "Avw xdrw ik ¢opal TGy oroyelwy |
"H 8¢ tis dperss kivnois év oddeug TovTwy dANG Oewbrepby T k. 80 Suoeme-
vorre wpoiodoa edodel. (R.: ¢ Upwards, downwards, round and round
course the elements. But the motion of virtue is none of these ; of some
diviner mould, it pursues the even tenor of courses unimagined.”)
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Dualism. In spite of some laughter at the “ water-
tight compartments ” of scientific knowledge and religious
faith, this is the normal attitude of the educated mind ;
not, indeed, in the Gnostic or Lactantian sense that the
physical world was created originally, or is now for a
time entirely administered, by the evil principle; but
rather in this conviction (. . . at first negative, and
then expanding into a very exuberance of postulates and
corollaries . . .), that our nature and “ differentia ” is
essentially distinet from anything else in the world ;?
that our duty is to attack, control, and subordinate
material forces ; to contradict the blind or remorseless
advance of the Cosmic Process, and snatch from its jaws
the weaker and even unpromising members of the human
family. To justify this afttifude, to encourage this
seemingly fruitless endeavour, they appeal, not to reason,
but to a common consciousness, and to a moral instinct
which they cannot expel, to a personal hope which they
find it hard to explain. Secular Science and Christian
Democracy are at issue on this point. The former are
more concerned for the freedom of truth and discovery,
the creation of a more perfect race by selection and
adaptation, than for the preservation or enlightenment
of the tiresome weaklings who crowd our overgrown
cities. The twentieth century will see the fresh varieties

1Read the whole of the Pessimistic conclusion of Book II., especially
the words é 6& Slos, moheuos xal Eévov émidnuin, for the true home and
fatherland of man is the Cosmopolis, and the Sage will ever be a stranger
in the haunts of men ; cf. xii. 1: "Eoy dvfpwmros dfios 70T yervnodsros
Kéopov, k. wavoy Eévos v ris marpldos. Thisis no sober advice ‘‘Spartam
nactus es, hanc exorna,” in which the river of patriotism, confined in
narrow banks, runs deep and strong: but a call to a worship of Nature,
the Actual ; to Aurelius, a pure and holy cult ; but, from the same pre-
misses, to others a eulogy of brute strength and natural appetite.
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of the age-long contest of logic and abstract speculation,
with the forces and prejudices of “ unregenerate ” human
nature ; refusing, in a strong sense of personal value,
to be made a tool for the furthering of the kingdom of
Science, the advance of the Millennium, or the triumph
of the “ Over-man.”

§ 11. What seems most to have impressed the
Greeks in their criticism of the Universe was that you
could not Anow its purpose in the same way you could
understand the motive of a friend or fellow-citizen, and
that you could not foresee or avoid the certainty of its
operations. This humiliating ignorance or lmpotence
is thinly concealed beneath hymmns to the majesty of
God, as Nature or as Fate ; for it is surely superfluous
to remind the reader that the three terms are inter-
changeable. Acquiescence is therefore the sole virtue,
face to face with the workings of unknowable law
and sequence; and the constant rebuke of discontent
(Sveapéornais) may be due, partly to a religious sense
of impiety, partly to a more practical dislike of the folly
of temper and grumbling at what cannot be helped. It
was a “counsel of utility” as well as a “ counsel of
perfection.” As for any anticipation of the Baconian
“regnum hominis,” or modern scientific improvements,
we look in vain. Clearly, Lucilius and Seneca, to name
two instances, believed it was sacrilege either to ex-
plore practically the secrets of Nature or to adapt such
knowledge to human uses. Both struck across that
curious religious feeling which identified God and the
world, and that sense of self-sufficingness in simplicity
which was the starting-point of the Cynic and Stoic
system. Seneca might, indeed, enjoy and use as a
wealthy nobleman, but he could not justify as a
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philosopher, the multiplication of conveniences and
comforts. Therefore, in this changeless world, eternal
(at least in relation to us), we hope for no advance, no
effort is of avail, and Quietism remains the sole rule of
conduct. We may add that we shall find the same
depressing consciousness of vanity, of the fufility of
striving and endeavour, when we come to social rela-
tions. As the Universe is in the last resort impenetrable
by knowledge and prayer, so each of our kindred is in
his soul a “ windowless monad,” inaccessible to our
influence. An independent disaggregated Atomism is
the result of this boasted unity and affinity; and it is
only the wholesome instinct of the Roman and the
aristocrat that keeps Marcus not only to the passive
tolerance of men he cannot understand, but to active en-
deavour in a soclety which is incurable and unchanging.

(C) INHERENT DIVERSITY OF THE NATURE OF MAX
AND THE WORLD

ANALYSIS

§ 12. (Texts of drversity between man’s nature and the world’s.)

§ 13. Each man a law to himself ; he weers round to a complete
subjectrvity ; negative attrfude to Nature and men ; positive
guidance only from within.

§ 14. “ Follow own constitution”; careful *physiology” mecessary
for virtue.

§ 15. Stowc creed no real support for his nature (or instinctive) good-
ness; only a mere appendage; he feels, but he cannot
communicate or convince.

§ 168. Marcus errs in believing hamself tndebted to Stowcrsm ; Science
and System teach him nothing he did not know before.

§ 12. We may now examine the passages in which
man’s special nature is contrasted with the Universe.



168 MARCUS AURELIUS

ii. 9: Tolrwy dei 8¢t peuvnolar Tis 5 TV oy DPiois
k. Tis 9 éu) k. wds abry wpos éxelvmy Eyovoa k. omOlow
T4 pépos omoiov Tod Shov odoa—iil. 1. He speaks of his
words carrying conviction only to 7@ mpos v Plow «.
Ta Tavrys épya yrnoiws orewwpéve (well translated by
Rendall : “ Him only who is in harmony with Nature
and her sincere familiar ”).—iii. 4. This class is termed
in the old and almost obsolete phraseology of the earlier
School : Tédv omoloyoupévws g Pvcer Biodvrwv.~—iil. 9.
Harbour in the Inner Self no thought (SmwoAnyris) which
is avaxonovBos 1 Ploer k. T4 ToD Aoyikod Ewov kata-
okevy (this is the first technical occurrence of this word,
which is used for man’s physical and mental conforma-
tion about fifteen fimes, and always in similar contexts).
—iv. 25. The life of the good man apecrouévov uév Tois
éx 1dv “Olwy dmovepopbvors, dprovpuévov O¢ T4 g
wpake. Sixaig k. Owabéoer edpevel. Here note that
Marcus gets no active or practical encouragement or
advice from the world's course, he is negative in this
regard, merely motionless before that which befalls :

“ Beneath the bludgeonings of Chance
My head is bloody but unbowed.”

This defiance he restates as pietistic resignation. His
practical life, its positive content, he gets from an inner
voice calling to works of mercy and fellow-feeling, to
which there i1s no clue outside.

So 32: It is the “special endowment or equip-
ment,” the “diversity of gift,” that is to be the guide,
ToLElY TO KaTtd THY idlay katackeiny k. ToUTOV AmPLE
éxealar. This law of one’s being, more cogent severally
than the outer Law, is called o Aoyos Tijs mapacxedys,
iv. 5, where Rendall translates “reason of its con-
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stitution,” namely, that of an intelligent being.—v. 3.
Think not, trouble not for others: evfetav mrepaive,
axohovBéy Th ¢icer T idig k. ) Kowp ula 8¢ dudo-
Tépwy TovTwy 7 08os. The way of both is one; here
Marcus may conscientiously believe, but he cannot
convince the reader.——v. 25. “ Let him look to his own
fault ; I can’t be troubled; it is his nature. I Zave
what the universe’s nature wishes (% xown $vo:s), and
I do that which my own special nature wishes me to
d0” (5 éuh dious).

§ 13. vi. 43. Again, “the diversities of gifts, and
differences of operation,” correcting the old impossible
ideal of a purely “typical ” excellence, in a favoured
aristocracy ; and seeing the value of the co-operation of
things and faculties essentially diverse, and even an-
tagonistic. Still, we are veering round to a complete
subjectivity, which cuts the ground from any universal
moral judgment, and leaves each man free and un-
criticized to go his way. “Does Sun demand fo
perform the part of the Rain? Again, each single
star—are not all different, yet all co-operating to the
same end ?” (ol Siddopa pev ouvepya &¢ wpos TaiTow,).
—vi 44: Svudépe & éxdoTe TO KaTa THY éavrod KaTa-
orxevny k. puow (and my constitution, as I have learned
in the Schools, is both rational and social).—vii. 58:
Kara Tov Noyor Ths afjs puoews Biody oe ovdels kwhiaer
Tapd Tov Aoyov Tis kowss Ploews ovdév cor cvpBicerat.
—vii. 20. The positive guide always Ais own nature
9 katackevy Tob avBpwmwov.—vii. 55. “Look not on
others with their Inner Self, but look straight in front” :
éml Tl oe 9 Pias odnyel, 5} Te Tol Shov bia TV TUw-
Bawbvrwv oo k. 1 o9) did Tdv mpakTéwy o ocov. Notice
the immediate subdivision of the ambiguous term into
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its parts, which are more or less incompatible, not “in
pari materd”; and note also that the outer Nature
gives no positive guidance—viil. 12. “ When you rise
slugyishly in the morning” (a special failing of the
Emperor, as it would seem), remember that 6Tt kata
THV KaTackeUny oov éoTi K. kaTa THY avbpwmikny ¢low
T0 mpdfels rKowwvikas dmodidovar, whereas the faculty
of sleep is no “differentia,” but is common to man with
the unreasoning animals : & 8¢ xara ¢piow éxdaTe TodTo
olkeloTepoY K. wpoopuéaTepoy Kal On Kal mwpocnvéoTepoy.
For Marcus is struck by the laborious failure of the life
of pleasure and self-indulgence, and, in his perfectly
frank search for personal satisfaction, finds in social
action alone his peculiar duty, and therefore (so ran the
syllogism of Teleology) his abiding contentment.

§ 14: For (vil. 26) eddpooivn avbpwmov mrosely
T8 0wa avBpamrov. *Idwov 8¢ avBpomov, elvota mpos To
opodvroy . . . émibedpnois Ths TAY BAwy Picews k.
TOV kaT avTHy ywouévwy. Here is man’s function, in
double rfle of critic and appraiser of Nature, and agent
in the smaller world; this corresponds with the de-
finition Noyixov, moliTixcov.—viil. 45. Whatever befalls
&w Tov éudv daipova iNewv . . . € &yor k. évepyoln
kata 70 Effs 77} idig ratackevi—viil. 52. Knowledge
of self and of world (two quite different studies) indis-
pensable for correct moral action: ‘O uév uy eldods & T
éori Koopos, otk oldev 8mov éoriy. ‘O 8¢ um eibds mpos
8 T mépurev odk oldev 8oTis é. ovdé TL é. Koopos. ‘O 8¢
& Ti TOUTOV amoMmwv oUdé wpos & Ti wédukey elmou.
It may be questioned whether Marcus found that the
wider knowledge (the ¢uaioroyia of the later books)
really threw much light on man’s social duty. Science
has always exerfed a benumbing influence on the eager-
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ness of common life; and it must be remembered that
the so-called Stoic “ theology ” is but a department of
natural investigation.—iv. 29 : srowfoov & viv 7 Pias
amacret, 8 formula which recalls the old inexactness of
the canon, “ Follow Nature,” and gets over the difficulty
of reconciling the two dutfies by confusing them,—a
trick common to all Pantheistic systems.—ix. 42. Man
fulfils the purpose of his nature, lives agreeably to his
constitution in moral agency among his fellows, and
therefore, by a certain (optimistic) law, gains fullest
satisfaction : (limbs of body) xata v (diav karaockedny
évepryobvta améeyer 70 idwov (where Rendall : “ Find their
reward in realising the law of their being”). Olrw
k. 0 dvBpwmos edepyerikds medukws, when he does a
kindly action, memoinke wpos 6 kareckebacTar k. Eyel TO
éavTob.

§ 15. It is, of course, far from our purpose to doubt
the sincerity of the Emperor’s experience. Had he
been convinced of the fortuitous atomism of the world-
process, he would still have found his highest pleasure
(for he never shrinks from hedonistic terms) in “ showing
mercy and pity ”; and we should admire him no less.
What we want to point oubt is that his abstract and
logical Monism gives no better support, explanation,
encouragement, for the life which (by a somewhat
foolish anomaly) is called “self-denying” (for éyet To
éautoG). This civic virtue flourishes independent of his
philosophic creed, because he is “ Antoninus and a
Roman,” and still more because he is “ permeated with
religious faith in a Providence which Stoicism proper
did its best to expel”—x. 33. That it was ultimately
no School “ maxims,” but his empiric convietion, which
led him to the social life, is clear again (as to fovmraboiaiw
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% Tpud}) ; so it should come natural to you 7o émi THs

. OromimTovons UMyS Touely Ta oikela T3 Tov avfpdmou
kaTackevy amohavow qyap Oel UmolauBdvety mav o
Efeati rata Ty iSlay Ppiow évepyetv.  Such action is to
him “love, joy, peace” ; his subjective delight (incom-
municable to others) sets the stamp of Nature’s approval
on his choice. It is only by accident or carelessness
that he acts otherwise. So the ultimate test is this
subjective feeling, and everyone else must be left to
follow his own particular bent. For Marcus, though
convinced himself of the superiority of the social life,
of tolerance and self-denial and concession, cannot con-
vince others, and does not attempt to. It may here
perhaps be remarked that in a sense all systems, even
of the austerest deontology, are in the last resort
“ hedonistic ”; for the only reason of acceptance is
approbation, and approbation of the good is the highest
form of pleasure. On this final “ hedonistic ” standard
there is a very beautiful and acute passage in Seneca,
Ep. Ixxvi.: “Pro patria morigris . . . salutem omnium
civium fud redimas . . . non tantum patienfer sed
libenter. Si hoc facturus es, nullum aliud bonum est:
omnia relinquis ut hoc habeas (‘ went and sold all that
he had’; for here is ‘ the pearl of great price’). Vide,
quanta vis honesti sit? Pro Republicd morieris . . .
interdum ex re pulcerrima magnum gaudium etiam
tempore brevi ac exiguo capitur; et quamwis fructus
operis peracti nullus ad defunctum exemptumque rebus
humanis pertineat, ipsa tamen contemplatio futuri operis
juvat: et vir fortis et justus quum mortis suse pretia
ante se posuit, lberfatem patrice, salutem omnium pro
quibus dependit animam, in summi woluptate est et
periculo suo fruitur.”—x. 36. Man’s function is now, by
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oft repetition, beyond all controversy; ro idiov &fos
Siacwlew.)—xi. 5. The whole position is put very clearly:
Tis oo 7 1éxvn; &yabdv eivar. TobTo 8¢ mhs ralds
yiverar 7 éx Bewpnuatwv, Ty péy mwepi THS TOU OGAov
Pvoews TV B¢ mept Tis iBlas Tod avlpdTov KaTackevis ;
It never seems to occur to him that the lessons of the
two seem sometimes to come into conflict ; that the life
of devotion to an ideal, realized not in omeself but in
others, is an absolute defiance flung in the face of
Natural Law and the Cosmic Process, and not a maxim
derived from scientific study.—=xii. 23. In proving
“ Death no Bane,” Tov kaipov k. Tov 8pov Sidwatw % Piois
oTe ey kal 7 idla drav év yipa, wavres 8¢ 5 Tdy “Olwy.
(R.: “Nature sets ‘the right time and limit’; some-
times the individual nature with its bidding of old age,
but in any case Nature at large, who by constant
changes of the parts keeps the whole Universe ever fresh
and vigorous.”) While, to conclude, we have in the
citation already given above, xii. 32, a good and final
distinction between the passwify (quietism) of the first
rule, the activity of the second. () on ¢lois . . .
Towely, mdoxew O¢ . . . 7 xowr DPlois pépet.)

§ 16. The sum of the whole matter seems to be
this : Marcus finds in himself an eager and uncon-
trollable impulse, born of his temperament, early
training, and high station, towards charitable and social
endeavour (of a somewhat restricted kind, and neither
enthusiastic nor self-forgetting). He suffers much if he,
in this daily self-examination, discover opportunities for
this exercise overlooked. This sense of failure in the
only sphere of his free agency is the sole thing capable
of causing him pain. All outward circumstance, even
the success of his kindly efforts, is quite immaterial.
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“No one can change his character,” says Cardinal
Newman ; and Marcus would have been unselfish, in the
same curious desponding way, among savages, and in face
of the certain dissolution of souls in an aceidental world,
But his character is a beautiful and divine gift, and
shines and burns like the good deed in a naughty world,
irrespective of any fuel derived from Stoic tenets. Nay,
rather these latter are incapable of obscuring the innate
kindliness, the religious unction, of the noblest of Roman
Emperors. His devotion gets no confirmation from an
unprejudiced survey of the world, nor can he make
others think like him, that the “ Beauty of Holiness” is
the aim of the rational creature.



CHAPTER III

ABSOLUTE SUBJECTIVITY

(4) COMPLETE ISOLATION OF THE INDIVIDUAL FROM
THINGS AND FROM HIS FELLOW-MEXN

ANALYSIS

§ 1. (1) Personality, a “windowless monad,’ impenetrable (later
to be conirasted with his psychic solidarity); (2) Things
absolutely st2ll and lufeless.

§ 2. Duty to others=mnegative tolerance; mind and motive of other
mnen beyond reach and understanding.

§ 3. Others cannot help their acts, and 1t is vain to be indignant or
eager to reform.

§ 4. There must be such people wn a world of all sorts; why then
blume or despisef (no Standard or Value left except
(Hegelian) fact of exustence).

§ 1. A¥TER the emphasis on the peculiar “ propriety ”
({8:0v) of man’s character, duty, and nature, which has
emerged in our last series of passages, we must advance
gtill further towards the isolation of the personality, not
merely from the rest of creatures, but also from its
especial kindred. ¢ Forget also thine own people and
thy father’s house.” And this doctrine of the impene-
trable solitude of each Soul is all the more astounding
because it is combined with a genuine belief in the

solidarity of all rational beings, and with many phrases
175
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of the most uncompromising Monopsychism. We may
be thankful that Marcus makes no attempt to be con-
gistent or symmetrical ; we are confent to find in this
very confusion of his thought, assurance of his perfect
sincerity. We must put side by side (1) those sections
where he pronounces the Soul (the real or “ Inner Self ”)
of other men to be inaccessible to his influence, or,
strictly, even to his sympathy. (We shall in the next
chapter note those passages in which he theorizes on
the ultimate unity and identity of all Soul. In the
one case, the distinction, the separateness, is final; in
the second, it has no existence. In the one, personality
is the single irrefragable faect of experience; in the
other, it is a pure illusion. Which of these dogmas is
the real belief of Marcus, I know not; I incline to
think he felt his solitariness too keenly to give more
than “ lip service” to the hypothesis of a Single Soul or
intelligence common to all men) We shall add (2)
those very striking passages in which he shows the
absolute stillness of things, the absurdity of the belief
that they have life and movement in themselves, or
even sway or control our consciousness

§ 2. On a closer survey, the social duty is attenuated
into & negative tolerance of other men ; a duty which is
rather to oneself than to others, of never feeling annoy-
ance, anger, indignation at their faults. What they say
about one is indifferent, and the wise man should pay
no attention to report or fame. Sometimes the reason
is the general Stoic belief that happiness cannot depend
on anything exfernal to consciousness (év Tals dANass
Yroyais Tiféobar Ty edpoiplav, ii. 6); sometimes, when
even Marcus is unable to conceal his contempt, because
we realize how worthless is the judgment or the gossip
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of such men. Other men’s wrongdoing, pleasure, in-
gratitude, and the like are due to ignorance of the
cardinal axioms.—iii. 11: ocuvyyevovs . . . ayvoovvros
pévror 6 T aiTd kata ¢uow éoriw: for of nothing is
Marcus more certain than of the Platonic dictum, “ All
vice is ignorance ” (il. 2, iv. 3, vil. 62, 63, xi. 18). But
his fault has nothing to do with the Sage. auapraver
Tis; éavT® apaprave.—iv. 26 : ‘O apaprdvev éavre
dpapraver o adikdy éavtov adikel—iv. 38. We are
invited to look at the Inmer Self of other men, Ta
fryepoviea avTdy OtaSheme, while in the next section we
are warned not to suppose our evil or our good dwells
there; év &Notple 7iyepovied raxoy cov oty vdiorarat.
—v. 3. éxelvor pév yap TWiov Huepovikoy Eyovor K. idig
opud) xpdvTar & ov uiy mepyBhémrov. Here the mind, the
motive of others, is beyond our reach and understanding ;
the verb here 1s quite consistent with iv. 38, for it im-
plies anxious interest; there, a piercing but momentary
serutiny.—v. 25 : d\hos apaprdver 11 eis éué; SreTar
idlav &yet Oualbeawv idiav évépryetar (so that even et 7 wores
BAdmrerar ovk opytoTéory T BAdmrovre, v. 22). He
uses a somewhat offensive analogy to show how fruitless it
is to quarrel with or seek to alter another person’s nature
or function.—v. 28 : 7@ ypdocwevt wite pyily; pgTL TG
6CoaToue ; Ti goi womjaeL ; TowdToy oTOUA EveL—Vi 22.
Concentration of self and the “even tenor” (edpoia) of
a consistent life makes 1t difficult to reprove and correct
others: "Eye 70 éuavrod xabijrov mwoid TaAAa ue ot
wepoTE HToL yap dyrvya 7 &dloya i wemhavnuéva
(ili. 11) #. v odov dyvooivTa.

§ 8. vi 27: Ilds auov é un émvrpémew Tots avl.
oppdv émi Ta ¢aivopeva adTols oiketa k. cuupépovra ;
and this you don’t do, éTav dyavaxtis 8. apap-

12
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rdvovol ~ Dépovrar yap wavtws s émi  oikela k.
ocvpdépovta adrols. “Bubt it isn’t s0.” — “ Very
well, teach them that, and show them the way
without vexation ” (odkody Sidacke k. Seixvve un daya-
vaxTédv). Similarly v. 28: 8etfov, imopvnoov ! Ei yap
éraler, Oepamedoes k. ol ypeta dpyfs—vil 55: My
wepySAémou dNNStpLa yepovikd . . . TpakTéoy €KAoTY TO
éEfs i karacrevii—vil. 7T1. Complete “inwardness” or
subjectivity of this moral aim: “You can escape your
own evil ; other men’s you cannot” (yeloiov é. Ty uév
Blav xaxlay py dedyeww b kal Suvatov & Ty 8é TV
A\ oy pedyew 8mep advaTor).—viil. 4. You will never
reform them ! ovdév TTOoY T4 adTe Mowoovst, K&V G
Suapparyns.—viil. 14. If he has such principles (Soyuara),
there is nothing surprising if he behaves so: . ueuvy-
ogopat 81t avaykdaleratl ovrew moretv. R.: “T shall not be
surprised or shocked at his doing such and such things ;
I shall remember that he cannot do otherwise” (We
may perhaps wonder, even if Marcus will not, at this
use of “ compulsion ”; for his entire system is founded on
the absolute freedom at any given moment of the soul
to choose the right.)—The relativity of the standard is
very clearly put in viii. 43: Eddpaiver arhov &A\o éuée
8¢ édav iryiés &yw TO tyepowkov. It is matural, then,
that he should avow that only certain natures or
characters can see the cogency of his arguments; iii. 3:
woA\& TotabTta ol mwavti milbavd pdve 8¢ TG mWPds THY
Svow . . . yyoivs erewpuéve.—The only legitimate
and (not very effective) instrument of moral reform is
persuasion ; but one asks, What if the sinner refuses to
recognize the postulates ? E. uév dwvdoar peradidacke
el O¢ pz), pépwmao 8Te wPos TolTo % edubveta oor SéSoTat,
ix. 11 ; similarly, ix. 42 : “Ohws &8¢ &cori oor pera-
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Sidcoxeww Tov memhavnuévor—ix. 20 : To &\hov dudp-
Tnua ékel del kaTtarmeiy.—In viil. 61 : Elciévar eils 7o
fryepovidy ExdaTou mapéyety 8¢ k. éTépy mavTl eloiéval
eis TO éauToD 7). ,

§ 4. We have only an apparent inconsistency
between the earlier contrast ScdBiemre and mepiBrémov
“ Let others see your principles, your motives; and
do you take their measure, and see if their judg-
ment should carry weight.” The whole of the
last paragraph in the Ninth Book 1is interesting:
“When you stumble on the shamelessness of another,
straightway ask yourself: diwavrar odv év 7¢ Koouew
dvaloyvvTor py elvar; ov dvvavras (“ offences must needs
be ™). M2y odv amairer To abvaTov, €ls yap K. oDTOS é.
TV avatoyvvtwv, obs avdykn é 1@ Kéoup elvac
Apply the same canon in case of the villain, the traitor,
and every kind of sinner (7o yévos TGy TotovTwr, d8YvarTay
é. un tmapyew. . . . T dal karxov 7 Eévov éyover € 6
amaidevtos Ta TOoU amaildedrov Tpdoaet ;) ;—we mush
gently protest against the assumption in the last sen-
tence. If all these different characters are needed for
the furtherance of the World’s Purpose (whatever that
may be),—so that, as Burke says, “ we have that action
and counter-action which in the natural and in the
political world, from the reciprocal struggle of discordant
powers, draws out the harmony of the Universe,”—why,
we ask, does Marcus apply a bad and contemptuous
name to any one of these diverse, yet (in their proper
place) meritorious, units? It is not as if a final
standard had been agreed upon. After all, there could
be no standard of merit except the fact of existence.
Yet while Marcus here outstrips the proper limits of
indulgent and indifferent critic, we may clearly see his
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profound conviction of the uselessness of reform, of any
anticipation of a better state of mankind. A God
cannot develop; the universe was divine or indeed
God; therefore it were impious to connect change for
the better either with the greater Commonwealth of
Natural Law, or the lesser state of reasonable beings,
which, in some unaccountable way, boasted a still closer
affinity with the Source of Life. Therefore in a City
it is no use to extirpate abuses; therefore, the whole
mirage of life is meaningless, and time, instead of mak-
ing for some “far-off divine event,” 18 mere monotonous
succession of the same tedious commonplace.—In x. 4
we have the better side of this tolerant Indifferentism,
which is surely a dangerous virtue in a supreme ruler;
—what would our Liberals say to the dethronement of
their noble Discontent ?—Ei pév ocddAieras Siddorey
edpevds Kal T0 wapopwuevoy Setkvivar. Eil 8¢ ddvvarels
ceavroy aitiiobar 9 pndé ceavrov. What if by some
curious chance he 1s here speaking of the young
Commodus and some boyish escapade, in which, never-
theless (as in the repulsive episode in W. Pater’s
“Marius” about the broiled kitten), plainly emerged
the ill-conditioned brutality or the madness of precocious
Cesarism ? It is noticeable that the Emperor never
speaks of the remedial power of punishment. It is
strange to meditate upon the possible consequences to
the world of a little well-placed severity in the early
treatment of his son.!

! How deeply pathetic is his double repetition of the old tragic line,
where he comforts himself for Heaven’s desertion : e 8 Jue\fyv éx feiw
K. xaid’ éud &ee Myov xad Tobro (vil. 41, xi. 6) !
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(B) MoraL EFrorT EXPIRES IN TOLERANCE OF EviL

ANALTSIS

§ 5. Excuse for sinners carried to verge of denying moral obligaiion
(no spiritual criterion) ; Absolutism in every age.

§ 6. Denies reality to Svn as to Evil; only tgnorance (amiability
a fault in a ruler).

§ 7. Cause of failure; Awrelius has all the feminine virtues; a
“slave-morality ” ; bluff and sturdy soldiers reconstruct

fabric of Empire.

§ 5. x. 30. Excuse for the sinner: Budlerar Ti ryap
momoer; which Rendall well translates: “He cannot
help himself; what else can he do?” el ddvacar dpee
adrot 7o Pealouevov (we have already seen the slight
air of mystery attaching to this “compulsion™). TIs it
force of habit, or ignorance, or result of bad principles ?
(OoryuaTa). If we follow another series of passages in
which man’s inalienable freedom is brought out, we
shall decide that it is imaginary, and can be removed
at pleasure by the Will. But here it appears to be
a real hindrance. In some later Platonist sand some
coeval Christians, it would certainly imply deemonic
possession, the enslavement of the Will (as in Rom. vil.
and the évoikovca aupapria). The real and pathetic
remoteness of Marcus, from his own time, the in-
terval or bridgeless gulf between the Emperor and his
courtiers and family, may be discovered in the sad
maxim, xi. 8: ‘OuoBauvely uév, uy omodoyuareiv O¢,
admirably paraphrased or modernized by Rendall’s
“ So, then,—one at core if not in creed.” So, ix. 3,
he finds consolation for death in the thought, 7 odx
ar’ avbpdTwy opodoypaTolvrey o 1) drallayn érTad.
Toiito yap udvov . . . avleilkev &v K. KaTetXev év TO
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thv, €l ovtiy épelto Tols Ta alra doypaTa mepimemoin-
pévors. Niv & opas 8oos o romos év T Swadwviag Tis
cupBiboews dor elmeir “ Odarrov €Abows, ® Odvare
pY mov k. adros émihabouar epavrod.”—xi. 13: Kara-
dpovicer pov Tis; Oyrerar.  (That is his business
entirely ; I, too, will look to myself, that I be not
found doing or saying aught deserving of contempt.)
Miorioer; dfrerar. “AMN éyod eduevns k. thews mavti
(and ready to point out his fault or omission 7o
mrapopoduevoy).—Fifth of the maxims laid down in
xi. 18 comes o000¢ €l auaprdvovot kaTeiAnpas’ ToOAAL
yap xal kat’ oixovopiav ryiverar. Kal 0Aws moAla el
mpdrepov palety (va Tis wepl aAhotpias wpafews rara-
ApmTLRds Tt dmopmynTat. Rendall: “You cannot even be
sure if they are doing wrong; for many actions depend
upon some secondary end.! “In short, one has much
to learn before one can make sure and certain about
another’s action.”—This tendency is leading slowly but
surely to an absolute denial of the moral standard ;2
to the peculiar temper of the philosophers of the
“ Absolute ” : who, determined to reach Unity somewhere,
abandon the ethical standpoint as dualistic and im-
perfect, and perhaps feel enamoured of a speedier route

11 am inclined myself to connect this difficult word with the familiar
Patristic usage: °“ adaptation of means to ends, condescension to human
capacity, scheme of salvation accompanied by many seemingly incon-
gruous details in the pursuit of the grand aim,—all the somewhat misty
complex of ideas bound up in the idea of the Divine Stewardship, which
(I need scarcely remark), in the Latinized ‘‘ Dispensation,” disappears
entirely.

2 ¢.9. what would some people make of this, ii. 8: Tods rofs Idlas
Yuxds kwipaoct pfy wapakolovlolvras dvdykn kaxodawuovelyr? Neither
substantive suggests any spiritual criterion; and while the maxim
might suit the purity of Quakers’ ¢‘ Inner Light,” it might also condone
the axcesses of the Kingdom of Munster.
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to knowledge than by a process retaining the “other-
ness ” of subject and object.

§ 6. St. Paul’s constant advice, “ Judge not another
man’s servant,” and his insistence on the subjectivity
of Ideals, yet never disturbs the grand and broad
outlines of the moral fabric. Buf Aurelius—warping
his better Roman judgment in a school where all
“ offences are equal,” and “all men either wise or
fools, saved or lost,” where everything is bluntly black
and white, and nothing shades off in an indistinct
borderland—goes far towards denying reality to sin
and evil altogether. At most, it is but subjective folly,
result of poor principles; try and persuade the sinner,
gently remonstrating, and he may mend his ways.
In the Ninth, xi. 18: wpgaws wapavfs x. petadiddorys,
in words which strongly recall the aged and indulgent
Eli.  (“ Seize the moment when he is bent on mischief;
try quietly to convert him to a better frame of mind ” :—
“ Not so, my son, we are made for other ends; you cannot
hurt me, you hurt yourself, my son.” R.). M, Téxvor:
wpos GAAo mepukauer. Eyw pév o uy PAaBd, ov d¢
BAdamry, Téxvor: It is an unanswerable argument
against Plato’s “ Philosopher-King,” that the essential
qualities of a Sage are precisely those which are likely
to be mischievous in a Ruler. Let us, as leaders of
men, have no eynies, but rather eager and enthusiastic
strivers for what they believe to be right. Lewis XVI.,

! In spite of this loving formula, we find Marcus, v. 20, arranging
(in a certain aspect) even fellow-men among 4d:dgopa. “‘In one sense
Hulv é. olkewdrarov dvfpwmos, inasmuch as we must do good to them and
bear patiently with them ; xaf’ 8oov &’ évicravrar Teves els T8 oixela Epya,
& 7L TGy d8wapdpwy por ylverar 6 &vBpwros ol Faoor % Tjhios ) dvepos 9
@nplov (= ¢ in so far as individuals obstruct my proper action, man falls
into the category of things wmdifferent.” R.).
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if not an ineapable, was a “ philosopher-king”; yet the
success of that unaccountable movement, the French
Revolution, was due to his (unconscious) following
Marcus’ rules. A point of view so lofty, an outlook so
sublime, of that man and his petty passions and struggles
are but the turmoil of an ant-heap,—a judgment so
tolerant that it finds excuse for every misdoer,—these
are nobt proper qualifications in a statesman or a
sovereign. There is surely nothing gained by belittling
bhuman life, by depreciating human concerns. Nor does
the ascetic advance morality by arousing contempt for
the body. The politician or the king who fails is not
the one who takes a side and boldly embraces even his
proved mistakes; but the one who loses faith in himself,
has no convictions, and sees everything in one dim and
dreary atmosphere of grey.

§ 7. At the end of the section he reaches a climax,
and decks his pathetic maxim with a quite Platonic
poetical trope: “ Tenth, and lastly—a gift, so please you,
from Apollo, leader of the choir” (ei 8¢ Bodher, kal
déxatov mapa Tob Mouvonyérov 8dpov Ndfe, 8Tt TO w9
aobv auapravew pavicov' advvdrov yap édietar). It is
madness to ask that evil should cease, or that the bad
should stop sinning.—xii. 12: 70 éffs 14 Pdoe (for
natural consequences), unTe feois peumréor: oddév wyap
éxdvres 1) Grovres dpaprdvovar pijre dvBpdmoist obdéy
vap oiryi dxovres. “RoT obdewi ueumréov. A more
absolute émoy” or suspension of judgment for want
either of materials to form a criterion or from lack of
any standard whatsoever~—you will not find in Sextus
Empiricus —xii. 16: 0 un 0éAwy Tov patrov auapTdvew,
opotos TG wn Bénovrti Ty cukiy dmov . . . Pépew «k.
Ta Bpépn whavluvpileolai, r. Tov Irmov ypsueritew
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k. 6oca &A\ha avaykaia. Ti qyap waby, v Ew Eywy
TowatTnv; € ol ryopyos €l TavTny Oepamevoov. (“What
else can result, his heart being what it i8? If if
aggrieves you, amend it!”) The “sins or short-
comings” of the particular are necessary (avayrxaia)
and indispensable; “ partial evil is universal good.”—
viii. 50. An angry critic, stung by a bee, or annoyed
that a fig is unripe, or a thorn in the frack, asks crossly :
T: 8¢ xai éyivero tadra év 7d Kooue; you will be
laughed at by any student of Nature, ¢uoioroyos,
(answers Aurelius) @s dv k. Um0 TérTovos k. ckUTEwS
. . . if you were to be aggrieved that in his workshop,
év 16 pyacTypip Ecopata k. mepiTuuata TOV Kata-
orevalouévwy opds. Nature, divine though she be,
must have her failures, her misfits, her refuse—~—and
she has no place outside herself to put the rubbish.
All is “Kismet”; and with God there are no dis-
tinctions, for all is perfect.

We have not the slightest wish in the foregoing fo
underrate the personal character of Marcus. No light
words or settled treatise could destroy the beauty of
the man, devoted to the wundeviating pursuit of the
right, or undermine his fair fame. But he is to us
so worthy of respect and homage, not because, but in
gpite, of his tenets. The Stoic school nearly spoilt the
noblest of the Romans, and certainly helped to sadden
his life with a sense of failure and inefficacy. He has
all the Christian virtues (except joy), which Nietzsche
stigmatizes as © feminine.” His is distinctively a “slave
morality.” He is weak as a ruler because he sees foo
far as a philosopher. In his eyes nothing is worth our
attention, and the faults of others concern themselves.
A little more righteous indignation, a harder line



186 MARCUS AURELIUS

between essentials and “indifferents ” in behaviour, and
the world might perhaps have been spared the sanguinary
turbulence of the next hundred years. Truly, when
Diocletian rebuilt the shattered palace of civilization,
the crumbled edifice of the Roman State, he forgot
every maxim of Marcus. He was not for that any the
less the Camillus, the second founder of the Empire.

(C) SotL, wWrrHOUT REAL CONTACT WITH THINGS-IN-
THEMSELVES, CAN ASSIMILATE AND TRANSMUTE
INTO MATERIAL FOR ITS OWN NURTURE

ANALYSIS

§ 8. Absolute independence towards outwaord thangs; still they may
be transmuted from dross inio gold by Soul as in a crucible ;
all can become material for Vartue.

§ 9. World of phenomenon has no substantive existence , a glittering
mirage (Porch-Materialism ends in pure Idealism) , atiitude
as of Magician to Spirits.

§ 10. None of them really come to us; it w8 we who “call them wn” ;
source of impressions unknowable.

§ 11. Man in Solutude; spite of a theoretical Citizenship in two
worlds ; prevalent ““inwardness” or mysticism of the age
leaves clear trace on Marcus.

§ 8. The Sage, in spite of the highest political
prerogative, cannot issue forth from the magic circle of
his own principles,—I had almost said “impressions”;
but he has the complete mastery and control of these;
he can transform the sense-message at will; for wdvra
vmodpyres and his dwohgyres is free and final Now
what is his relation to the events, to the “things” of
the world? A similar and absolute independence.
Each man is accountable to no earthly power save
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his own “Inner Self”; and has found the secret of
transmuting the base metal of outward occasion into
the alchemist’s gold of noble choice. Everything is
material, DAy, for virtuous action. The finest and
clearest passage on this subject is at the opening of the
Fourth Book: To évdov rupiebov 8tav kata Pvow &y,
odTws €oTnre wpos Ta cvuPalvovra doTe del TpPos TO
StvaTov k. 818opevoy peratifecbar padlos. (R.: “ When
the Sovereign Power within is true to nature, its
attitude towards outward circumstance is that of ready
adjustment to whatever is possible and offered for
acceptance.”) “TAqv yap dmorerayuévny oddeulav Pilet
( =sets its affections on no determinate material) aAN’
oppd wpos Ta nyodueva ued UmeEapéoews (= “keeps
each impulse and preference conditional and subject to
reservation”). To 8¢ dvreicayouevov TAnv éavrd moret,
domep TO whp Grav émikpati TRY émepmimwTévTov
(D¢’ dv av pixpos Tis ANoyvos éofBécbn). (“ Obstacles
encountered it converts into material for itself, just as
fire lays hold of accumulations” [?gets the mastery
over all the fuel flung upon if], “ which would have
choked a feebler light”? To 8¢ Aaumpov wip TdyioTa
éoxeloocer éauTd Ta émidopolueva k. ratndiwoev K.
é€ airdv émi petbov 7jpbn. (“For a blaze of fire at once
assimilates all that is heaped on it, consumes it, and
derives new vigour from the process.” Rendall, iv. 1.)
—So v. 20. Ilepirpémer yap k. pebictnor mav 7o Tis
vepyeias kolvpa 1) didvoia eis T6 mponyoiuevor. (“ For
the Understanding modifies and converts every hindrance
to action into furtherance of its prime aim. So that
checks to action actually advance i, and obsfacles in
the way promote progress.”) For Marcus, to whom
nothing is in unqualified fashion *“ good but the Good
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Will,” lays no claim to extensive sovereignty. It may
be remembered that Fichte, in one of his eloquent
popular writings, rests upon this noble feebleness of
the will in the exterior world, a supreme argument for
human immortality.—So vil. 68 : del ydp por 76 mwapov
Ay dperiis xTA. Iav «qap 76 ovuBalvor Bed 7
avBpdme Eowewodror (adapts and assimilates to itself).—
x. 31: 7L yap &1e wdyvTa Tadra AN TANY yuuvdouaTa
Aoyou éwpaxdTos akpiBds k. ¢uatohoyes Tav TP Piw ;
Méve odv péypis owkedops cavrd k. TavTa, ©S 0
éppouévos aropayos mavra éfowewct, &S TO Aapmpoy wip
(=1iv. 1) 67¢ &v Bains PAoya €€ adTdv k. adyyy moiel.
(Rendall: “ What are they all but exercises for Reason,
scientifically and philosophically facing the facts of
life? Persevere, then, till you make them part of your
own being, just as the healthy stomach assimilates its
food, or a quick fire burns everything you throw on it
into flame and light.”)

§ 9. Now it must be noted that this process entirely
depends upon the Soul. In themselves, things are
blind and dumb, colourless and immovable. It is we
who draw them to ourselves, call them as it were
within range of our Reason, and submit them to the
alchemical process, In themselves they have no
substantive existence: the world of phenomena is a
glittering mirage; it is mdyd (or illusion). To such
idealism, tending even towards solipsism, has the early
materialism of the Porch been forced!—iv. 3. Keep
among the “ weapons most ready to hand,” év Tols mpo-
xetporaToes, these two convictions, & pév 81 Ta
Mpdypara ovy damwTeTar Tis Yuyiis, aAN o omker
drpepolvta’ ai 8¢ oyMjgers éc pdvys Ths &dov Umoh-
Mpews., (“Things cannot touch the Soul, but stand
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without it stationary; tumult can arise only from views
within ourselves.” R.) He repeats this with emphasis;
v. 19: Ta nNpdypera adrae o008 omwoTiody ruyds
&mretas, odd Exer eloodor wpos Yruyijy, 0ddé Tpérar odde
kwioar Yvyny SUvaras, Tpémel 8¢ K. Kivel avTy éavTiy
povy, k. olwy &v xpiudrov xarafidoy éavryv TowdTa
éavryj motel Ta wpoocupesrdTa. (“Things material
cannot touch the Soul in any way whatever, nor find
entrance there, nor have power to sway or move it.
Soul is self-swayed, self-moved ; modifying the objects
upon which it plays into accord with the judgments
which it approves.” R.) Thus an outer world, that
unsubstantial fabric of impressions to the creation of
which we contribute so much, reading ourselves into
it rather than yielding to its impress,—this Heraclitean
geparate domain of each consciousness where no other
guest or companion can be admitted,—is a phantom
called up or exorcized at our will—vi. 8 : 7o “Hryeuovicoy
é. 70 éauro éyelpoy K. Tpémov K. mwoloby pév éauto ooy
av k. 0é\n motoly O¢ éavrg PaivecOar wav 10 avuBalvov
olov adro Gérer (=“self -excited and self - swayed,
which makes itself just what it wills to be, and all that
befalls seem to itself what it wills”) Pawwoueva mere
deceptive semblances,—exercising no power or influence
at all on our judgments—vi. 52 : *Efeott mepi TovTOY
pndév vmohapBavew k. un oxheiclar T4 Yvxn. AiTa
yap Ta Mpdypata olx Exev $low momrudy TAY NpeTépwy
kpicewy.—S0 ix. 15: ra Ilpdypara &w Oupdv Eormxev
(stand without the doors obedient servitors, waiting
for our call, meaningless congeries of letters expectant
of an arrangement into an alphabef, a rational
sentence), adta é¢’ éavrdv undév pire eilbota mrepl
avt@dy puigT amwopawdueva. They have no message ; or
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rather like ghosts, cannot speak unless first interrogated
by a mortal. It is only the craven soul who yields to
the notion that they can tyrannize. “Lupi Meerim
videre priores.” The bold magician confronts the
apparition in his own good time, undeterred by the
disconcerting yet harmless gibbering of the Spectres.
Rather it is he who summons them at pleasure; of
themselves, they cannot and dare not burst into his
solitude. Ti olv dmopaiverar mepl alTdv; To
‘Hyeuovinov.—So once more xi. 11: Ei uév olv odx
foxerar éml ol Ta [Mpdypata &v ai Owwels k. uyal
BopvBoiict oe, dAAa Tpomwov Tiva alTos ém éxelva Epym.
To «olv kpipa 70 mepl avT®dy 7NovyaléTw, Kaxeiva
pevel arpepoivre (not budging, not stirring a foot inside
your magic circle, like docile and well-disposed Ariels).
R.: “The things it so perturbs you fo seek or shun, do
not come to you; rather you go to them ; only let your
judgment of them holds its peace, and their side will
remain stationary.”

§ 10. xi. 16. The fairest life (kaAMioTa Sialfjy) comes
from “indifference ” to all things not under our power:
pepvnuévos 67e 0vdéy adTdV UmodMpry mepl alTob Huty
éumoiel odd’ Zpyetar ép Hpds. AANNG T uév Erpepel
npels 8¢ éopuev of Tas Tepl AUTAV KPLoELS YevYRVUTES K.
(olov) ypddovres év éavrols, ééov pev pn ypddew éEov
0¢ xdv wov Nafly edfis éfaleiyrar R.: “ Nothing can
imbue us with a particular view about itself or enforce
an enfrance; things are stationary; it is we who
originate judgments regarding them, and, as it were,
inscribe them upon our minds,—when we need inscribe
nothing, or can instantaneously efface any inscription
written there unawares.” The Sophists had claimed for
the individual the most perfect freedom in assent and
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acceptance of convention; the Sceptics (as Sextus
Empiricus shows us throughout his work), while pre-
serving this fundamental subjectivity or relativity in
theory, had insisted in practice on the wisdom of
following the “custom of the country”; and Lucian
the popularizer of this half-agnostic, balf-dogmatic
reaction in favour of soclety, rejects with ridicule and
indignation the pretensions of mystical egoism. He lays
down the rule that happiness is found only in the
“ Common Life, and in wise submission t0 common-
place” (Biov xowov Gmragt Brotv &Eidv k. cupmoliTeday
Tols TOANOLS, 0UOEY GANOKOTOV K. TeTuPwuévoy éATifwv.
Hermotimus).

The Stoic while seeming to canonize the social aim,
gspeaks and writes about it in such a way as to leave
a loophole for evading ifs respomsibilities; partly by
preaching the claims of the wider mo\is of Nature with
which they supposed themselves in fuller sympathy,
partly also by advancing the policy of abstention, “as
God in the world, so the Sage in society.”—Again, the
early Sophists, the “ Aufklarung” of ancient Greece,
taught a complete subjective impressionalism; and as
man in his social life had no real guide or criterion
but utility, so in his more personal side he was alone
in the middle of incommunicable sensations which were
valid only for himself. 1t is perhaps reserved for Marcus
Aurelius to declare that the unknowable source of these
varying feelings and emotions is itself, like the supposed
fabric of the moral and Social Law, pure hallucination.
It is true that he does not commit himself to denying
the existence of phenomena; but they exist purely
subjectively, in the terms and at the will and pleasure
of the mind, which neglects, estimates, or employs.
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Seduced by this motionless, yet inviting mirage in life’s
wilderness, the unwary soul submits itself to a voluntary
slavery; “me rebus subjungere conor,” the modern
“ adaptation to environment” (a phrase which the
Emperor must have condemned as abandoning life’s
central truth). “Te facimus Fortuna deam Cceloque
locamus.” But the Sage, like Adam amid the lower
creatures, gives names and values to things which in
themselves have neither meaning nor coherence.

§ 11. Thus, in spite of theoretical citizenship in
natural and soctal commonwealth, the Sage is driven
back into himself. We are now approaching the most
significant part of Marcus’ Philosophy, — just that
notable point of transition in which the influence of
Plato supersedes that of Zeno and Chrysippus. Of
extant authors in that age, Dio Chrysostomus is the
lagt who preserves the somewhat narrow common-sense,
the mental balance, the acquiescence in superficial
verities, which we usually associate with Stoicism.
Excluding Lucian, who like Voltaire had no originality,
and belonged to no recognized school but that of opulent
“bourgeois ¥ respectability,—all the rest are tinged
with mysticism: the sense of worlds undreamt-of
by the wvulgar, to which access was found through
meditation or orgiastic cult. Aristides unites the
beliefs of “ Christian Science” with the study of nightly
visions, that borderland of the soul in which two
consclousnesses may be distinguished (see Von Drel’s
Philosophy of Mysticism), and the “astral body” be
united to its cognate spirit, the Earth-Soul. Appuleius,
like some allegorist of “Cinderella” and “Jack the
Giant-killer,” cleverly interweaves with a well-known
romance certain significant episodes, as “ Cupid and
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Psyche,” with a view to a Platonic moral, and finds
in the deliverance from carnal snares the work of Isis
on behalf of her votary. Numenius, one of the obscure
links in the transmission of the Platonic tradition,
represents to wus rather the general tendency to
Trinitarian doctrine; but we need not doubt that
his ethical system founded on this was a direct and
personal illumination. “Inwardness,” or the intrinsic
treasures of Soul, was the predominant idea; and
we look confidently in Marcus for further illustration.
Nor are we disappointed.



CHAPTER IV

HAPPINESS AND DESTINY OF MAN’S SPIRIT
(A4) SELF-SUFFICINGNESS OF THE SOUL

ANALYSIS

§ 1. The impregnable fasiness of the Soul.

§ 2. Contentment with Self the supreme End; o self-centred peace;
“our true and wnirinsic good cannot depend on another.”

§ 3. Little success vn convincing others of Noyos indwelling ; average
man prefers to be left to zest and uncertainty of old lufe.

§4. “ Serenity” the wunvarying aim of the Schools (various
synonyms.

§ 1. WE will first examine those passages in which
he dwells on the “ Self-sufficingness” of the conscious
spirit ; we shall then notice the unquestionably mystical
language of certain sections, where we seem to be
reading Plotinus a century before his time; and con-
clude the survey of the Doctrine of Man with a
collection of those phrases which speak of the “ Deity
Within,” and from the crude materialism of early Stoic
identification of voepor 7dp in Man and in God, elevate
a system, more or less complete, of mystical Theology.
“Ceelum non animum mutant qui trans mare
currunt ” ; similarly Marcus reproves himself for desir-
ing artificial seclusion, dvypoicias . aiyiarods k. &py

., when 1t is at any moment within our power to
194
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retreat to the undisturbed fastness of our own soul,
and there find a peace which passes understanding:
égoy s Av dpas éfeMjons els éautdv dvaywpelv oldauod
yap odf fovyiwTepoy obT ampaypovécrepoy dvBpwos
dvaywpel 7 eis Ty éavrod Yuxny, ualod Soric Eyer
&Bov TotalTa eis @ éykdyos év maoy eduapeia ebfis
yiverat. R.: “ Nowhere can man find retirement more
peaceful and untroubled than in his own soul; specially
he who hath stores within, a glance at which straight-
way sets him at perfect ease.” For the soul is free if
it will but recognise and claim its empire (one of
independence rather than actual mastery), ovx émri-
piyviTas Aelws 7 Tpdyews kivovpévey mreduart, (pneumatic
current of life and the vital emotions) # Adidvora,
émreiday Gmaf davthy dmoNdBy k. qudpioy THY idlav
ékovaiov.—vil. 28 : Eis oavtdv ouvehod. Ploww yap Eyer
70 Noyixov ‘Heyepovikdy éavrd dpreiodar Sixasomparyodyre
k. wap’ avro TobTo yahyjuny &yovri. The verb dpréw
in its impersonal neuter sense apxet, “it is enough, it
suffices,” is used in a technical sense about a dozen times
of the “ sufficiency ” of things before us as an occasion
(&popun) for moral action; but its chief technical use
is in the passive, in which it refers to the contentment
of soul with itself—iii. 6. He gives himself full per-
mission to follow the new Ideal, if he can discover
anything better (xpeiTTor) than justice, truth, temper-
ance, courage,—which he sums up as rxaldmaf Tob
dprelobor éavrfy Ty Adidvoiav—iv. 25. Coupled with
contentment with the apportioned lot is fthe truer and
inward satisfaction of the man, dpxoupévou 79 idla mpdfer.
—iv. 32. He pities the foolish strivers of yesterday,
dead and forgotten now, who “went after other gods,”
&gbév'ra,s‘ woLely TO KaTa TRV Blov xatacxeviy K. ToUTOU
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Gmwpif Eyeclar k. ToUTe dpreloba.—v. 14: “ Reason
and the reasoning process are in themselves and
their action self-sufficing faculties” (Suwduers eioww
éavtals dprodpeval),

§ 2. He forgets, perhaps, that the exercise of the
intellectual faculty is “its own reward,” if it in any way
attain truth; whereas the soul cannot but mourn the
ineffectiveness of moral effort. Doubt of the former
does but lead to a scepticism which is far from
unpleasing ; but a sense of futility, however comforted
by eulogy of the initial act of willing, cannot but lead
in the other sphere to pessimism.—vii. 66. We must
ask if Socrates was then content (el édvvaro &pkeiocBar
¢ Oikatos elvar xrA.—The word, pregnant with a
technical meaning, occurs six times in the Eighth Book,
of which the more interesting are § 7, ’Apkelrar wadoca
Piois éawth edododon.—§ 45 (already quoted), the
deity within épxodpevos, “if it can feel and act after
the ordering of its own consfitution.” R.—§ 48:
’Axaraudynrov vyiverar 10 Heyepovikov drav eis éautd
auorpadey dpxéody éaurd; The Self-sufficing Soul invine-
ible.—ix. 26 : 'AverAns wipia Sia TO 1) dpkelobar T
o ‘Hryepovind, motobvre Tavta €is & KaTeokevaoTas—
ix. 42: Odr dpxel TodTe 8T KATA Plow THY oy T
émwpafas aAha TovTov picfov Enrels ; ws e o dpbaruds
apoByy amyrer 81t BAémer. There is nothing beyond
the performance of the individual act in accordance
with eternal “dogmata”; there is no recompense here
or elsewhere; but, what is far more dispiriting, there
is no real assurance that the Right will ultimately
prevail ;—for by the very terms of his creed Marcus
cannot put off to some future time in a gradual process
(to which even his poor actions could contribute) a



HAPPINESS OF MAN’S SPIRIT 197

Perfection which was ever present, here and now. So,
for justification of its behaviour, Soul looks within to
the peace which arises from a view of life essentially
negative, self-centred, and abstentionist. See also
xi. 11.—Nothing exists for the Reason except its
own (voluntary) judgments, its UmdéAgyrs; and this
is always under its control——ii. 15: IIGy GwéAnyns
. . .—iv. 3 (ad fin): ‘O kdoupos dXhoiwois o
Bios imd\qins (where Rendall’s admirable translation
perhaps misses a little the sadness of the diction:
“The world is a process of variations; life, a process
of views”).—iv. 7: "Apor Tyv Umorprw, fprar TO
“ BéBraupar” “Get rid of the assumption; there-
with you get rid of the semse, ‘I am an injured

r»

man.’ "—vii. 33: ‘H Adidvoia v Eavtis yoMimv xaTa
Vmé-

R.: “The understanding in abstraction” (or “ according

to its view ”) maintains its calm, and the “ Inner Self

is unimpaired.” !

§ 3. viil. 40. Marcus has but scanty hope that the
average man will idensify himself, as he advises, with
this abstracted but impotent Reason. Here is a little
colloquy: “Take away your own view of what you
regard as painful, and you stand unassailable. ‘But of

{&wd-})\mpw Starnpel k. ob yeipov To “Heyepoviov ryéyove.

1 Very noticeable is his subjective usage and definition of the objective
effuotpos, V. last §. 70 3¢ edporpos, dyaldiw poipar ceavrg dmoveluas,
and the ‘f good fortunes or lucks’ which most men deem external fo
themselves, or to be obtained by propitiating capricious deities, in any
case, not beneath their direct control,~—are dyafai rpoxral Yuxis dvy.
opual &y, wpdters. For it is incredible that our true good could be in
any one else’s hands. Thus Teleology influences ethics, but is not
permitted to recomstruct metaphysics; for purpose without a personal
aim 1is inconceivable. Mere mechanical interaction of parts cannot,
without violence to language and prejudice, be termed an end-in-itself.
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what you is this true?’ ¢Of Reason.” ‘But Reason and
I are not the same.’ Very good ; then spare Reason (?)
the pain of giving itself pain; and if some other part
of you is amiss, let it keep that view to itself” (éaw
apérgs Ty any fwékqw . . . alTos év aopalecTdTe
€ornreas—Tis adTos ;}—0 Abyos—'ANN olk eipt Aéyos.—
"Eotw xkt». Here is a difficulty and a new feature
in Stoicism. Aurelius, like all mystics, identifies his
real self with an attenuated spiritual and divine
principle which has nothing in common with human
interests. Now the average man refuses to consider
himself in the light of an “organ of impersonal
Reason,” or as a character in someone else’s dream.l
The whole relation of this Notis Ouvpabév eiciwr to
the complex human framework, where 1t is for a
time and to no purpose imprisoned, is beset with
doubts and problems. We shall have to examine,
when we approach the Universe from the objective
gide, the passages in which Marcus in Zh¢ory recog-
nises the monopsychism, which in bhis praciice he so
clearly rejects. Now, what is this 4doyos in the other
man, of whose very presence he is unconscious ? “ Per-
chance he sleepeth, and must be awaked.” A divine
indwelling, but solely in potentiality (Svvduet), and in
the vast majority of men never reaching efficiency,—
a puzzling and, perhaps, useless belief. The nature of
man tends fo break up from the popular dualism of
soul and body into a number of distinet parts—the
six or seven selves of Indian mysticism,—the ‘Hrye-
povikov, the Diancea, the Aoryos, the Soul, which every
now and again have a sharp contrast of outline, though
we know very well they are in the end identical :—and
1 See the last scene in Alwce through the Looking-Glmss.
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most difficult of all—the constant representation of the
Soul “as the pious verger of an Idol in an unspotted
Temple,”—an “JIon” without his unreflecting joyous-
ness. The question still remains, “ What is a particle
of God doing in that unpromising dungeon ?” Ig it
true even with the Pantheist that the source of life
attains “self-consciousness” in man? Is it not frue
that it only reaches this doubtful blessing in the rare
and infrequent Sage,—who then, mouthpiece of the
Almighty or his very self, unhesitatingly condemns the
Cosmic Process as cruel and meaningless? Yet for
the average man, happy in his delusion, it retains its
charm and zest. The feud between Philosophy and
the people of which Plato spoke, in its new phase of
“ Science versus Democracy,” bids fair to be perennial.

§ 4. We return to simpler topies. vii. 28: ‘O
wOVoS TOL TG COUAT. KAKOY' odxoby amodaivécBo. 7
) Yuyn' aAN éfeotiv adry v Blav aibplay k. yaMjmy
Saduhdoaew k. un vmohauBdveww 8ti raxoyv. Ildca
vap kplots k. opun k. Bpekis k. Exkhigis Hdov k. odOey
karoy ©8 avaPalve.—ix. 13: é€éBakov macav wepi-
oracw (he corrects the words éEfAOov, because éfw
ok v aAN é&vdov év Tals SmoMect). So 32: wodla
TEPLTTA TEPLENELY TAY évoxyhovvTwv oov SUvacal, SAa
émt TH GmwoMjer cov ketpéva—The same is true of
other men’s unkind actions; they have no real objective
existence, and exist in and harm only their souls, being
no concern of ours; xi 18 (7): oy ai mpafes adrdv
évoyhoDoty Huly éxelvat yap €. év Tols éxeivwy fryepovikols,
ar\N al HueTépas dmolpes—xii. 8. Among maxims and
definitions, he reminds himself 61: wdvra Swélqius; 80
22,26 : “O1i wdyvra Snéhqins’ k. abry émi oot Apov ol
3re Géners Ty Swéhpw, k. doTep Kap\rdvTL TRV dKpav,
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yoMivn oralepd mavTa k. kéhwos dxdpwy (a beautiful passage
though the 8re féress is untrue to the experience of most
men ; which Rendall thus translates : “ The view taken is
everything, and that rests with yourself. Disown the
view at will; and behold the headland rounded, there
is calm, still water, and a waveless bay”). So 25:
Bd\e &w v Swé\qw, k. céowoar! There’s nothing
outside corresponding to your fears, hopes, anxieties.
The words used to convey this imperturbable serenity,
single point of equilibrium and permanence, in an
unstable and dissolving world,—are mostly common to
other Stoic writers, though Marcus inserts some of his
own. Above all, he delights to employ the terms of
Hedonism, as religious writers sometimes seem to profane
heavenly raptures by the similes of earthly love. As
Seneca borrows his texts for the Lucilian sermons from
Epicurus, so Marcus takes from the Cyrenaic school of
sensationalism the language of voluptuous enjoyment.
One term in very general use, arapafia, he uses once
only (just as adrdprera and eldaipovia occur but once) :
atbpia, yaNijyn, a\vria, 10 draibpidoar (“ gain unclouded
calm,” ii. 4), edlwely, edfvuia (a Democritean word),
evpudpeia, eluowpia, evodia, and edodelv several times,
epovs and edpoely, edpuvywpia (recalling the Psalm :
“ Thou hast set my feet in a large room ), edoraleiv,
evoyolely, ebppooivy, and edppaivew often—x. 1. A
unique instance, jofriay is used in a good sense, and
coupled with aprecOiopy, and in same section where
n0ovn is used in its invariably bad sense; for in
twenty-three places it is that which the good man
shuns and the vulgar identify with the Good) Guundia
(in good sense), cwtypia, iryleia, daidpivew: while
amoladeww is used now of lower pleasures; iu. 6 :
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T0D dploTov edpiorouévov amohave . . . agmohaloers
ndovdv ; now of delight in the higher life, ITore vyap
amhoTyTos dmohadoes, X. 9; and T Nowmwov 4 d&mwohadew
tob Gy (xil. 29), cvvdmwrovta dA\\o ém dAhe dyabov ;
x. 33: ’Amohavow vyap Ol vmohauBavew wav § Tu
éfeamiv kata Ty Wiev ¢low évepryelv (whereas three
times in wviii. 1 and x. 1 the word has a bad con-
notation).!

In the same direction points the frequency of the
word &dov to express the true life of man, whether
as epithet of Deemon (i 13, 17, iii. 16), or in
another metaphor of the will (to &dov xvptedov, iv. 1):
"Evdov BN\émre—vil. 59 : "Evdov yap 7 wijyn Tod *Aryabod
k. ael avaf\ilew Suvauévy éav kai ocramTps~—~x. 38:
Méuvnao 6Tt T vevpoosmacToly éaTiv éxelvo TO Evdov
éyrxexpuppévor . . . éxelvo Yan érelvo (el Oel elmeiv)

1 That for the Stoics, as for the followers of Epicurus, a felt and
experienced satisfaction, and not an outward code, 1s the final criterion,
no one can doubt who reads Marcus carefully (or, for that matter,
Epictetus either). As with Socrates in the Memorabilie, virtue
results from the discovery that there are pleasures more intense and
lasting than those of ‘‘sense” (¥t #Hdlw rodrwr).—v. 9. To the objector
that sensual gratification is wpooyvéorepor, he eagerly denies the position ;
it is due to inexperience fedoa:r el mwpoonvéarepov ueyaloyuxla é\ev-
Bepla. amrhbrys edyvwuoslyvy boibrys. Alrfs yép Pporioews (which, as
embodying something of speculative knowledge, he puts after the pure
moral virtues) 7t wpoayréorepov ; 8rav 7o dwrawroy k. elpovw év wioL THs
wapakoovdnTikfs K. émiornuovikfs dvvducws évBuunbys (‘‘Smooth un-
halting flow of its intelligence and apprehension.” R.).

Again, we shall have to notice later, vii. 13 : offrw ge . . . eddpaiver
Td edepyerety, and again ofmw ds cavrdv ef modv, where the test of
attainment is the pleasure derived from a wriuous action ; it is the
stage where to the wise %6éa are 7a ¢Uvoer H0éa, in a perfect accord
between objective truth and inner desire; or Clemens Alexandrinus’
ascent from wloris to yrdows. So viil. 1: Iewelpacar yip mwepl moa
mAavnBels oldauol elpes 0 €0 v . « . ; ViL. 87 : év SAlywoTois ketrar Td
evdaipdvos Bidoac.
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avbpomos. (The Will, the Power within which pulls
the wires in Lfe’s puppet show.)

(B) MysTicAlL TENDENCIES AND THE DOCTRINE OF
“ DEITY WITHIN”

ANALYSIS

§ 5. Soul as a “ self-rounded sphere” ; as an Emanation from God ;
as @ Demon within.

§ 5. This preoccupation with the interior disposition
issues in vague mystical language, like later Platonic
rhapsodies ; xi. 12 is, perhaps, the most notable passage :
“The soul becomes a °self-rounded sphere’ when it
neither strains outward nor contracts inward by self-
constriction and compression, but shines with the light
by which it sees all fruth without and truth within.”
3 dalpa ruyis admoeidns Srav ufT éxreivyTac émwi Tu
pajt’ €ow cuvTpéyy wiTe omelpnTar unre cuniavy aiha
doti AdumnTas, @ THY alibewav opd Ty Ildvrev .
v év avr. So viil. 41: “Otav yévnrair odalpos
kvkhotepns péver (where R.: “ The freehold of the Mind
none other may contravene . . . so long as it abides
‘poised as a sphere self-orbed’”).—=xii. 2: “God sees
men’s Inner Selves stripped of their material shells
and husks and impurities. Mind to mind, His mental
being touches only the like elements in us derivative
from Him.” ‘O 6feos mavra Ta yepovikd yuuve Tdv
UMKAY dyyeloy k. Pholwv k. kabappdTev opd. Move
vap ¢ "Eavrod voepd pdvov dmretar tédv é€ ‘Eavrod
eis TabTa éppunkétey K. dmoyerevpévov. We have
now reached the final stage, when the soul of man is
definitely pronounced not merely Divine, but a part of
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God’s very essence; the remaining passages need no
commment, they speak for themselves; and we may
remember that in Marcus’ lips these words are no
trivial or idle metaphor as in early Stoicism, but the
profoundest truth.—ii. 1: felas amopolpas wuéroyos.—
4 : 8¢l aicbéabat Tivos SioikodvTos Tov Koouov &mwépfoia
vméons—13 : aprel mpos ubve T Edov éavrod Adlpon
elvar—ii. 12. Reason’s part it is to consider wads
gmretar Oeod &vlpwmos k. kata T éavrod pépos k. STav
wds Siaxénrar T0 Tod dvfpwmov TodTo wopiov. These
reservations are entirely out of place in any monistic
system ; still more in a scheme of materialistic monism.
“Every part of man touched God, for God was all.”
The indifferent Gunostic was far more logical in his
doctrine of the uncontaminated indwelling of the
divine spirit quite irrespective of any act of the
animal complex. The companionship was never riven
apart. We can see how the Emperor, for all his theory
of unity and acquiescence, trembles on the brink of a
dualism so unabashed that mysticism becomes the only
remedy.—17: (dihocodia) év TG Tnpeiv Tov Evdov Aalpova

. Gowh—iil. 3: To uév yap vods k. Aalpwr, T0 8 )
k. MBpos.—iil. 4: ‘Tepevs 7Tis . . . k. Umolpyos Bedw,
Xpouevos k. TP &vdov dpuuévp adTod (= priest and
minister of the Gods, using also as some sacred oracular
shrine that deity planted in his breast, Saint Cadog’s
definition of conscience, “ eye of God in the soul of
man.”—iil. 5: o év ool feds éorw wpooTdTHS.—ii. 6 :
ToD éviBpupévov év ool Aalpoves. . . . 0 ryap TOV éavTod
voby k. Aalpova (=iii. 3) . . . 7rpoelouevos . . od
orevdlet.—iil. 12: Tov éavrod Aalpova kabapov éoTdTa
Trpelv.—iil. 16 : Tov 8¢ &vdov év 79 oTnber idpvuévoy
Aaipova un) dvpew . . . aM\a INewv SiaTnpeiv.—v. 10:
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0d8els 6 dvayrdowy TovTov TapaBivar (= Tov éuov Beov
k. Aaipora).—v. 21: T@v év ool To kpdTicTov Tiua EoTL
8¢ Toito 70 'Erelvey opoyevés.—v. 27 : Yuxnv . . .
wototcay §oa Bovherar o Aalpwv Ov éxdoTe TpPOCTATNY
(=iil. 5) x. gryéuova 6 Zevs E3wkey, dméomuopa €QUTOV.—
viil. 7 : ‘H To0 avfpdmov ¢pioss uépos éoTw dveuodiocTov
diloews k. voepds k. Sikatas.—viil. 45: €fw Tov éuov
Aalpora {hewy ( = satisfied, aprovuevov).—=xi 19: TodTo

rropévov . . . Tol év cou OetoTépou pepovs TH ATiumo-
Tépa k. Ouyrh poipg—xii. 1: éav 70 év gor Oclov

‘, ve ¢ ~ 3 ¢ ~ 33 ¢ /4
Tiunons.—xil. 2 : Souls 7oy €& ‘Eavrov . . . éppunko-

ToV K. Amoyetevuévov——xil 3: Ilews T cavTod
Aaipore SiafBidvar—23: Ofre wqap k. OGeoddpytos &
depduevos rkata tavra Oep. R.: “ vessel of God” (cf.
eaw ‘) b ] I4 ” e ¢ [4 / ~ [y
viil. 2: toovopos fe@)—xil. 26: o exdoTov vols Oeds
k. éxetfev éppimrev.

() Tre ProBLEM OF MONOPSYCHISM

ANALYSIS

§ 6. “Solidarity of Soul-nature”; all from voepov to which man
has ““ vnlet ? at will (Emerson),

§ 7. Averroism and ats problems; “how can the true self be identi-
Jied with this alien portion of God??

§ 6. We have now to consider (1) the strange
problem of Monopsychism already hinted at; and (2)
the ultimate destiny of the (so-called) individual soul
after death. We nofte the “indifference” of other
men’s souls clearly set forth in viii. 56: T¢@ éud
TPOALPETIKG TO TobD TARoloy mpoatpeTikoy émions
adiudpopoy éoriv, just as his tiny vital force and poor
flesh. Kai yap € 810 pdhioTa dAMAoy Evexev yeyi-
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vapey Suws Ta NyeuoviKa NudY ékacToy Ty idlay Kupidy
éyer. Here, as we saw above, the independence of each
soul is maintained ; fva w3 én’ @AAp 7§ TO éué dTuyely.
Still, 54: Mnkers wovor ovumvely TE wepLéyovT
dépt, aAN Hdn k. cuugpovely TG mepiéyovTi TdvTa
Noepd. O yap frrov 7 voepa Svauis mwavry xéyvras
k. SwamepoiTnre TG omdoal Suvauéve Hmwep 1) depddns
7 avamvevoar—iv. 29. He is an offshoot separated
from the State, o v i8lav Yruynw Tihs TdY Aoyikdv
amooyifwv pds obons.—iv. 4 : Ei 70 voepov fuiy xowdy,
k. 6 Aoryos xkal dv Noyikot éouev xowés. EI . . . Tobro,
K. 0 VOUOS Kowos' € ToiTo, ToNITal éouer . . . € ToDTO
6 Koouos @dodver mores é (the intermediate steps of
the progressive Syllogism are unimportant). . . .
Exeifev 8¢ éx Tis kowfis TalTtns molhews, k. alTd TO

Noepov k. Aoyikov k. vouikov Huiv . . . domep yap To
yeddés wor amo Twos yfis amoueuéoioTal, KTA. . . . K.
16 Oepuov k. mupddes &k Twos idias mwyyds . . . oUT®

&7 k. 70 Noepdv Axes molev.

This doctrine is expressed in general terms, iv.
40: s & ldov Tov Koopov, piav oloiav k. Jruyxnw
plav éméyov, cuveyds émwoety, k. s €is aloOnow play
™V ToUTOV TavTa avadiborai, k. TAS Opui mé TAVTA
TPACTEL . . . K. Ola TIS N) cLvo s K. cuppigpuoes (“ the
contexture and concatenation of the web”). Man
has thus an “inlet” at pleasure into the rational
element, as Emerson might say, into the Over-Soul;
but this section implies that the privilege is but rarely
claimed, and but seldom exercised. How then can we
reconcile this with the statement of absolute identity ;
such as is affirmed in some of the previous citations,
and appears with certitude in the later Books? IFor
example, ix. 8 : What could well be more “ Averroistic”



206 MARCUS AURELIUS

than this? (to use an inaccurate but convenient ex-
pression) : Els pév T2 dhoya {da pio Yuyn Supnrar
els 8¢ Ta Noyikad pla voepa ruym pepépioTal,—domep
k. pla i éoTw dmdyTov TV yewlddy K. Vi GOTL 0pBuEy
k. &vo dépa dvamvéouev. (R.: “The Soul distributed
among the irrational animals is one, and so too the Soul
instinet with mind, that is portioned out among the
rational ; just as earth is ome in all things earthly, and
the light one by which we see, the air one which
we breathe”) Again, ix. 39: ["Hroi] amo s miyns
voepds mdvta &s évi copate émovpBaiver. (“|Either]
All things spring from a single source possessed of
mind, and combine and fit together as for a single
body.”) Although cast in the form of an alternative,
Marcus clearly here sets forth his personal faith. In
another statement of alternatives, 7jTor oxebacuos . . .
A Tpomrn (X. 7), he uses absorptionist language, but it
is not clear whether he here wishes to express the
resumption of the Jlogical as well as the physical part
of his nature; though, as he cannot exclude, he may
well be supposed to include dore x. Tadra dvarnep-
Ofvar els Tov Tol Ghov Abyov elre ward epiodov
éxmupovuévov  elr’  awdloss duotBals dvaveouvuévov.—
Similarly 14, he speaks of 7§ wavra O&ibodop «.
amorapBavoioy Pioer.

§ 7. xii. 2. The souls are, as we saw, spoken of
as flowing forth from God, like the several channels
all owing origin to some fount or lake (é€ éavrod
éppunkora and amwyerevuéva),—ijust as § 26, éxelfev
éppinke.  So in xil. 32 apportionment of tiny piece
of time, substance, soul, to each, méoTov 8¢ ThHs EAns
ovoias (amoucuépioTar éxdaTe); mooTov 8¢ Ths Ay

Yuyiis; where he seems to include the wivific and the
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tnielligent principle ; though it might be maintained that
he meant the former alone, and that for the wovs, he
reverted to the old legend of a guardian angel, sef
apart to each by Zeus, a distinct being, xvpiws oov;
but other passages display impartially the other and
contradictory view. So it becomes difficult to see how
(xii. 3) the third element in man, this very wots, which
is itself a God (Beos), can be povov rupiws gov; especially
if we find these words at the close of the book; § 30:
“Bv s 7NAlov, xdv dielpynTar Tolyots Bpeciv @ANoss
pupiots. Mia ovola kown kdv OSiweipynrar dlus morols
copact pvpiots. Mia Yuyn xdv ¢ioece d. pvpiaws .
i8lats meprypadals. Mia voepd vyn xdy Siaxexpiola
Sokjj. “Now the rest of things though one in origin
are avaiocpra and avoiketwr dAMjhois; they are held
together by the Central Principle (To wooiv) and by—
gravitation (! 7o émi Tadra Bpifov), didvoia 3¢ (diws
éml To oubpuNoy TelveTas k. cuvicTaTal K. ob SieipryeTal
70 kowwvikoy mafos (instinet of association or com-
munity cannot be held apart).” But this is clearly
a Counsel of Perfection, in a better world; it is not
Marcus’ concrete experience, which tells him that he
has nothing in common with other men except a

sympathy and compassion, all on his side and unre-
quited after all.

(D) IMMORTALITY

ANALYSIS

§ 8. Close connexion with preceding problem of individ. and

univers. soul; whether souls survive or not, wndifferent to
moral duty.

§ 9. Soul “ capax seterni” but not therefore eternal ; world’s interest
to dessolve and rearrange; extwnction or transference?
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§ 10. (Texts illustrating his doubt of personal survwval.)

§ 11. Pessimistic scorn of Immortality.

§ 12. “If the gods could have bestowed 4t, they would have” (=a
complete justification and Theodicy).

§ 13. Marcus, however sceptical, feels himself safe wnth the Haigher
Powers.

§ 8. The same problems as to the relation of wndi-
vidual and wuntversal Soul walt around the question of
Immortelity. It is interesting to nofice that of these
ultimate and metaphysical points, “God, freedom,
immortality,”—the Stoic pronounced ez cathedrd upon
the second alone. Certainty, except in the one fact of
moral liberty, was no part of the later Stoical develop-
ment. Every question is posited as an alternative;
whether the world is ruled by Providence, or whether
there is a mere “ Welter” (xvxewr), cannot possibly
concern my nature, which as rational and self-deter-
mining can only find the end of its being in moral
action.! So, whether Souls survive or not, affects in no
degree my principles (Soymara) of life’s duties. Like
Kant, Seneca Epictetus and Marcus seem to agree
in subordinating speculative certainty; the practical
problem was no problem to them. And the stimulus
to this was probably the same In all; a quite personal
or instinctive prejudice in favour of a course of conduct
for which the arguments are by no means conclusive.
Kant preferred to talk loftily of “Duty” (whatever
meaning he attached to the idea); while the Roman philo-
sophers, with Hellenic sobriety and self-centred common

1ix, 28: To 8¢ “Olov elre Ofos, el ¥xew mwdvra (*‘ All’'s well with the
world ") elre 73 elk#, uh kal ob elxf.—xii. 14 (quoted in full elsewhere),
el pupuds dvyyeudvevros, douevife 8ri év TowobTy KNISwyL alrds Exels év
cavry Two volv iryepovikéy,—which may be a sublime defence, but is
very illogical.
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sense, preferred to speak of the pleasantness and the
peace of this loyalty. But the rejection of Eudsemonism
implies a fallacy ; and there is no doubt that, roughly
speaking, all systematizers of schemes of Duty are
convinced that “ Honesty is the best policy.” So the
cogency of the appeal, in favour of conduct devoted
to the common good, remalns independent, irrespective
of the settlement of speculative questions. And that
is well; for  upon this weightiest point of human
immortality, Marcus makes no definite pronouncement :
—indeed, his testimony is more than impartial, it is
almost but not quite negative.

§ 9. In one of the very earliest passages on the
Soul—v. 32, we find its capacity for comprehending
eternal things and the “ beginning and the end”; is
odv Yruyn Evrexvos K. émioTiuwv; (“who then is that
faithful and wise servant?”) % eidvia dpynv x. Té\os
k. Tov 8 SAms Tis ovolas duirovra Aébyov (the Reason
that pervades all things) k. 62 wavrds Tod aidvos
xatd meptodovs Tetayuévas oikovopodvra T Ildv. Now
it is the peculiar teaching of all “ Averroists,” ancient
and modern, that the human Soul is dignified with the
knowledge of everlasting truth ; but that this constitutes
no argument for believing in the bestowal of an abiding
consciousness on the spirit so honoured. Sometimes all
the language of personal immortality is employed with
unconscious ambiguity, merely to convey the fact that
Soul here has insight into abstract mathematical truth,
and into (so-called) moral ideas. Constantly pre-
occupied with the thought of approaching death and
the vanity of human life, Marcus is continually
reassuring himself that there is nothing terrible in
dissolution, as the debt of Nature, in harmony with

T A
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the world’s interest; as it freshens itself by altering
and rearranging atoms, and thus brings birth of new
creatures from the death of others. From this law
why should man alone claim exemption 2—v. 33 : T odw
&t 70 évraiBa rkatéyov ; sensibles and sense are unreal
and fallacious: adrd 8¢ 70 uydpiov avabvuiacis ad’
alpatos. Has he forgotten in this materialism the
high affinity claimed for spirit? or is this not to
include the sublimer element set free by death? The
moral is mepiuévery iNew Ty elte oféow eiTe perdotaoiy
(“serenely to await the end, be it exfinclion or irans-
mutation”). Death 1is the great leveller—vi. 24:
(Alexander and his stable-boy on a par) #roc yap
é\idOnoar eis Tovs avTovs Tod Koouov omepuaTikovs
Aoyous' 7 Sieoxeddobnoav duolws eis Tas arouovs: the
Stoic and the Epicurean account; it is difficult to see
wherein consists the superlority of first over second.—
So vil. 32: Ilepi Oavdrov' #) oredaocuos el drouos, i &
&vwaois, fiTol oféas 9) perdotacis.—vii. 50 After quoting
with approval Euripides’ “ Chrysippus,” Growth of earth
returns to earth; || Seeds that spring of heavenly birth ||
To heavenly realms anon revert—rotTo OtdAvois TdV
v Tals ATOWOLS GVTEUTTAOKDY,-K. TOLODTOS TIS TKOPTLOMUOS
@y amaldv ororyelwy (“dissolution of the atomie
combinations and consequent scattering of the impassive
elements ”). Here Marcus is a complete Lucretian
for the nonce.—vi. 28. Death ends not merely sensation
and appetite, but is also dvdmavia . . . OavonTikfs
diefodov, where Rendall's “searchings of thought ”
suggests, perhaps, to a casual reader, rather the ceasing
of anxiety than the extinction of conscious thought
altogether, which I take to be Marcus’ meaning.—
vii, 10. First let us note Marcus’ consistent dualism
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of substrate and cause (Evvdov . . . aiTi@des, or as here,
alriov): Ilav 10 &ulov évadavilerar Tdyiora T) THV
“Onwv odoia, k. mway alriov eis Tov Tdv "“Olwv Adyov
rayioTa amohauBdverar,—and we cannot doubt that
Yuyn is included in almia. (R.: “every cause is quickly
reassumed into the Universal Reason.”)—viil. 25:
Serjoer fTor axkedachivan TO cuykpLudTidy oov 1) oBeabijval
T0 wrevpaTiov 7 peracTivai k. GANayod karaTaybivas,
(“ Either your mortal compound must be dispersed
into its Atoms, or else the breath of life must be
extinguished, or be transmuted and enter a new
order.”) !

§ 10. We may note that it is just possible to give
a slightly more personal and hopeful meaning here,
though, on the whole, I believe Dr. Rendall’s translation
gives the true sense; “transferred to another command,
and be set on duty in another sphere.”—iii. 3. Com-
paring life to a voyage, and marvelling at the reluctance
of passenger to disembark, although he has reached his
destination; Ti Talra; évéBns Emievoas ratiyOns
éxfBnl.. Ei pev é’ Erepov Blov, ovdcv OGedv révov ovdé
érel et O0¢ év avatocOnoig mavey . . . aveyouevos k.
AaTpevwyv.—To this possible interpretation § 58 lends
some countenance: ‘O Tov favaror poBoiluevos, #ros
avaioOnciav doBeitar 7 aloOnow érepoiav. ’ANN elre
obkére, oUdé rakoD Twos aiclhonp (“no pain in death,
for it implies extinction of percipience,” the teaching
of all the Dissolutionists); elre aANotoTépav aloOnow

1 Cf. Herbert Spencer in his latest work, Facis and Commenis:
““What becomes of consciousness when it ends? We can only infer
that it is a specialized and individualized form of that Infinite and
Eternal Energy which transcends both our knowledge and our imagina-
tion ; and that at death its elements lapse into the Infinite and Eternal
Energy whence they were derived.”
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kTian, dAhoiov {@ov &oy k. Tob Gy ov madoy. This
may mean mere transmigration of the vital energy into
other animals’ bodies; or it may imply continuance of
the consciousness. (“If sensation is changed in kind,
you will be a changed creature, and will not cease to
live.”) But though it is (with 1. 3) the most decided
passage we have yet encountered, a survival of some-
thing in another phase of existence,—we may certainly
wonder that, with his peculiar theories, he chooses the
low word alofnoes to express that in man which rises
superior to death!—I will merely quote ix. 36: 7o
mvevuaticov (2 with Casaubon wrvevuariov) dAAo Torob-
Tov éxk TouTwy eis TalTa meTaBdAlov: the vital or
pneumatic current flits from body to body, quickening
now one, now another of these congeries.—That the
whole series of passages merely implies the indestructi-
bility, as of matter, so of vital force, receives weighty
confirmation from our next.—x. 7: *Hrot yap oxedaopds
oToryeiwy é§ dv cuvexpibmy (so viil. 25) A Tpow) Tod
pév oTepepviov €is To ye@des ToD 0é mvevuarikot (here
Casaubon is silent) eis 70 depddes doTe k. TavTa
dva\ndbijvar els Tov ToD SAov Aébyov (whether it suffer
“Ragnarok” at stated intervals or remew its youth
with perpetual change). He continues significantly
and in quite a modern spirit. R.: “ Do not regard the
solid or the pneumatic elements as a natal part of
being ; they are but accretions of yesterday or the day
before, derived from food and respiration.” Now clearly
in such a passage he says nothing about the wois or
the daiuwr (whether as identical or distinet). Perhaps
vobs without this material envelope and vital current
to which it is strongly attached, loses all its definiteness,
and sinks back, mere logical abstract truth, into the
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reservoir of Universal Mind.—xi. 8: “0O for the soul
ready, when the war of dissolution comes (éav %oy
dmo\ubfvan 8én Tob cwuaros), for extinction, or dispersal,
or survival! (%roc oBeobivar 9 oxedaobivar 7 cvpueivas).
—=xii. 1: “If, then, now that you near the end, leaving
all else alone, you reverence only your Inner Self and
the God within, if you will fear, not life sometime
coming to an end, but never beginning life at all in
accord with Nature’s Law,” and (x. uy 70 madocecOar
woté Tob {hy PoBnbrns, aAAa To e undémore &pEaclar
kata ¢vow v) a clear instance of the Kantian
indifference of Moral Duty to speculative certitude,—
but without the comfort of the postulates.

§ 11. xii. 31. R.: “Why hanker for continuous
existence ? (7 émilnrels 76 SiayivecBOas ;) Is it for sen-
sation, desire, growth ? or, again, for speech, utterance,
thought ¢ Which of these seems worth the craving ?
(1¢ ToVTwy molov aov &Eiov Bokel ;) If each and all of
these are of small regard (edxaTadpovnra), address your-
gelf to the final quest, the following of reason and of
God.” &A\\a pdyerar TO Tipdv Tadra, 7o dybecbar e
Sia o0 TebBvnrévar orepioerar Tis advrdv. To honour
these things of earth, and to repine because death deprives
us of them, is inconsistent with this true end of lifel
In conclusion, I come to two rather lengthier sections,
in which the problem of souls is considered : iv. 21.
He approaches a rather quaint and “ Scholastic ”
difficulty : “If souls survive death, how is the air
spacious enough to hold them from all eternity ?” (e
Siapévovow ai Yrvyal ktA.). “How,” we reply, “ does
earth hold the bodies of generation after generation

1 Tofra must refer to the list of human faculties and not to the Adyos
and Oeds just before, even if the construction were grammatical.
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committed to the grave? Just as on earth, after a
certain term of survival (mpds FvTwa émibiapoviy),
change and dissolution of substance makes room for
other dead bodies (ueraBoly k. dialvais) ; so, too, the
souls, transmuted into air after a period of survival,
change by processes of diffusion and ignition, and are
resumed into the seminal principle of the universe, and
in this way make room for others to take up their
habitation in their stead ” (els Tov aépa uebiorapevac

. éml mocov cuppeivacar peraBalhovor k. yéovTal K.
éEdmrovrar els Tov THV “Olwv omepuarikoy Aoyov
avahapBavouéval . . . yopay Tals wPOTTUVOLKLLOUéVALS
wapéeyovar). “ Such is the natural answer, assuming the
survival of Souls, &p’ dmobéoer Tob Tas YPuvyas Sapévery.”
He is strictly impartial here, and settles with a logical
answer a purely logical conundrum ; but 15 may be noted
that even in the more favourable “ hypothesis,” as he
terms it, the souls of the righteous only last a short time,
and soon melt and dissolve into the Universal Reason ;
here at least Marcus is plainly “ Averroistic.”

§ 12. The final and by far the most important (and
disappointing) passage is xil. 5: “How is it that the
gods, who ordered all things well and lovingly, over-
looked this one thing: that some men elect in virtue
(having kept close covenant with the divine, and
enjoyed intimate communion therewith by holy act
and sacred ministries) should not, when once dead,
renew their being, but be utterly extinguished ?” (IIds
woTé wdvTa KaA®ds k. Phavlpomws Siatafdvres of OGeol
TODTO povoy Tapeldov,—to éviovs . . . kal Tavy ypnoTovs
k. m\eloTa mwpos 10 Oelov domep cuuBoraia Beuévous k.
éri mheloToy 8 Epyov oailwy k. iepovpyidy cuvifes TP
Oclp ryevouévous, émrebay dmaf amofdvect, unréri adlis
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yiveaOai, GANN' eis T mavTeles dmeofnrévar;) © If, indeed,
it be so, be sure, had it been better otherwise (érépaws
éxew €&e), the gods would have had it so. Were it
right, 1t would be likewise possible. Were it according
to nature, nature would have brought it to pass” (el yap
Slkaov v, Nv av k. Suvardv, k. € xata dlaw, Hveyker dv
avro 7 Pvows. 'Ex 8¢ Tod uy odrws Eyerw, elmep oby
ofrws é€xer), “From its not being so, if as a jfact @t s
not so, be assured it ought not so to be (miorovobw
70 w1 Oefjoat kTA.). “Do you not see that in hazard-
ing such questions you arraign the justice of God
(Sukatoroyy)? Nay, we could not thus reason with the
gods but for their perfectness and justice” (olx av &
oUtw Sueheydueba Tois feols, el uy dpicTos k. Sikaibratol
etow).l  Ei 8¢ TolTo, oUk av T wepieldov adikds k. dAOyws
Huernuévov TAv év T Siakoounoes: “ And from this it
follows that they never would have allowed any unjust
or unreasonable neglect of parts of the great order.”
This is perhaps the most striking passage in the whole
book, and demands now some consideration.

§ 13. We must not press down Marcus to a dogmatic
statement ; he is only concerned to vindicate the Divine
goodness at all cost and under any condition or circum-
stance. “ Whatever my experience or discovery in life
may be, it shall not interfere with this belief of mime,
whether it be instinctive or a scholastic maxim, learnt
by heart at the beginning of my career.” How nobly
irrational is this prejudice in favour of a School thesis!
There is no foundation for his belief except the formal

1 Implying, I suppose, that we are indebted to them (1) for the faculty
of criticizing reason, by which we can ungratefully impeach the Cosmic

Process ; (2) for their patience and long-suffering, by which they listen
without anger to our murmurs,
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syllogism of the Porch, by which you could prove any-
thing and be none the wiser ; and (here is the really re-
deeming feature) an unassailable personal conviction
which has come to him in spite of the gloomy issue of his
philosophic reflexion, that “ God is gracious.” Here is
religious faith, very vague and very much entangled in
a whole mass of pantheistic “credenda,” but sincere,
authentic, vital. And, with the right instinet of the
Christian, he will at once sacrifice God’s almightiness
to His goodness; “ perhaps the gods could not recall a
man from the gates of death.” This is implicit in the
central part of the section. So J. S. Mill willingly
abandons the more or less meaningless dogma of infinite
power, because thereby he arouses the strongest emotion,
the most redoubtable propaganda in the world of men,
the spirit of chivalrous loyalty to a cause not yet won.
Or, again, we may suppose that the gods are but the
subordinate ministers and satellites of the Z4vmeeus, and
that Nature antecedes their loving providence by a
stern fiat separating the possible from the impossible.
Whichever it may be, Marcus clearly feels himself “ safe ”
in the hands of the higher powers. His reasoning is
absurd to the last degree; not a single important word in
the paragraph could retain its customary sense if he is
allowed to argue in that stiff and formal manner; every
definition evaporates into thin air. But who are we, to
judge another man’s faith, or penetrate into the sacred
recesses of the inner temple? Suffice it that in this
lagt great trial Marcus was tested in the furnace of
God’s abandonment, and was not found wanting; so
unshaken was his belief, so triumphant his heart and
character over the coldness, the inadequacy, of his
philosophic creed.
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(£) BELIEF IN IMMORTALITY ESSENTIAL TO THE LOGICAL
THEORY, IF NOT TO THE PURSUIT, oF MORALITY

ANALYSIS

§ 14. He preaches the very reverse of a current belief to-day, *im-

mortalsty without Religion” ; wncalculable effect of a scientific
proof of Thanatism.

§ 15. To-day, for half the human race, there is no God, but un-
questionable belief in survwal (om this moraluty can be
based, not on a barren Thewsm).

§ 14. But there is another and still more interesting
question that this section raises. Marcus contemplates
with calmness, “ RELIGION WITHOUT IMMORTALITY.” To-
day there is some prospect of the exact reverse,
“ IMMORTALITY WITHOUT RELIGION.”! So completely
has the standpoint changed! A belief in the survival
of the conscious spirit is, I believe, absolutely essential,
if not to the practice, at least to the reasonable pursuit
of morality. Morality in the main 1s instinctive, and
depends very little on ethical teaching; indeed, the
ethical teacher feels himself always stepping on the thin
ice of the sceptical inquiry, “ Why must I do right ?” or
the volcanic fires of passionate anarchy. But I readily

1 Dr. Rendall has a very interesting sentence, cvii., on Marcus’
Thanatism, though, as I have explained, I cannot recognise the parallel ;
ovil. : “ Just as the devout Christian will in his self-communings face the
moral corollaries consequent on a denial of the Resurrection or of a
future life ; so, too, Marcus will entertain and test the consequences of
postulates to which he himself gives no assent.” It seems clear that in
the second case (though not necessarily in the former) the word ‘¢ moral
would cease to bear its Kantian sense. It would either imply an
arbitrary law of a tyrant who had called us from animalism to tease and
tantalize us with illusions and pains; or the convention of society, which
might or might not remain binding in practice, though in theory it

would be indefensible, in the complete absence of any standard which
could measure human life and its hopes and self-devotion.
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allow that morality is independent of a belief in a
personal Creator and Judge. Moral behaviour, which
resists the solvent of atheism,! could not possibly con-

1 How completely independent the moral sanction is in Marcus’ eye
of any theological presupposition, 13 seen in vi. 44 : Bl uév odv éBoulev-
cavto wepl éuod k. T@v éuol cvuBivar dped\bvTwy (particular Providence)
kalds éBovAeboarro. It is not easy, even for a moment, to imagine a
god to be dBovhos, and for what cause should they wantto harmme?. .
But 1f their providence was not special, but general, all follows in the
unbending course of things, and I must be content (dord{esbas k. orépyew
épefhw). But there is yet a third possibility, the Epicurean hypothesis,
el & &pa mwepl undévos Bovhevbyrar (mioTevew uév ovx 8oww). R. : ¢“If
indeed, they take no thought for anything at all,—an impious creed,—
then let us have done with sacrifice and prayer and oaths and all other
observances by which we own the presence and the nearness of the gods *
(s mwpds wapbyvras k. cuuBiolvras Tols feods, going in and out amongst
us). But if, after all, they take no thought for any concern of ours,
then is man thrown back upon himself ;—éuol uév Efeore wepl éuavrod
Bovhedecbar éuol 8’ Eore aréyns wepl Tob ovupépovros (which, of course, is
interpreted in wider sense—the weal of smaller or greater commonwealth,
promoted by social activity and religious queetism).—x. 6. Eire drouoc
elre Bvois, wplrov kelobw dri pépos elpe Tob "Olov ¥md poews droikovuévou:
¢reira i Exw Tws olkelws wpds T& opoyevdi uépn.  (R.: ‘“Be the word
atoms, or be it nature’s growth, stand assured, first, that I am a part of
the whole at nature’s disposition (?) , secondly, that I am related to all
my kindred parts.”) Certainly ¢idoews is odd ; an alternative is pro-
pounded, and 1ts solution pronounced immaterial, or at least subsequent
and secondary to certain 1mmovable axioms ; and yet, on closer survey,
we find these reposing upon acceptance of ome hypothesis (as in the
Thewtetus, where the very word under discussion creeps stealthily
into its own definition !). Nor does the suggestion dioikovuevos help us
much, though clearly a man might recognise a sort of purpose or end in
his own nature, while refusing to see in the world without anything but
the play of accidental and unconseious forces. Marcus is not one of
such dualists ; in the reason withun he sees wrrefragable testimony to
the ordering mind without, though he carefully fortifies himself against
the other contingency. For ethics must be absolutely emancipated from
presupposition, must depend solely on a man’s consciousness, sense of
the fitting, artistic proportion (as in so much of Hellenic morality),
exhaustion of all other remedies for the restlessness and pangs of life
(remwelpacac wood Thavnfels /),
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front the certainty of dissolution. The whole attitude
to life would be so transformed that a new series of
eudsemonistic maxims or suicidal appeals would arise to
meet this moral certainty,—that man was an animal
who had gone astray from Eden, cursed with the last
terrible imprecation of a secret but malignant power,—
in a word, rational ; that faculty in us which halves our
pleasures and doubles our pains. The civic code of
respectable convention and reciprocity would struggle
in vain against this conviction; and fanaticism or super-
gtition alone could reconstruct the shattered fabric of
society, or mount guard over the security of the weak
and the rights of private property. Nay, the popular
voice, always on the side of conservatism and approved
friends, might rise in angry and indignant clamour
against those shorteners of life as they dealt their hope
a deathblow. A tumult followed the elimination of eleven
days ; what might we not expect to be the fate of the
scientist who could disprove beyond a doubt the survival
of the Soul ?

§ 15. But here is the point of interest: this is quite
unlikely,—regarding the matter in historic probability.
The signs of the fimes, the arguments of the wise, the
eager curiosity of society, are all telling the other way.
The massive weight of cumulative democratic testimony
is heavy in the balance; for nearly half the human race
there is no God, but the soul is indestructible, creating
its own recompense, passing verdict on itself, shaping
its unending destiny. It is quite conceivable that man’s
Soul may be immortal, but that there is no power in
the universe (beyond the unknown and unconscious
ground) to which the name of God and the attributes
of religious worship can apply. A Society founded on
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the one hypothesis we see in the Buddhistic community
of sympathy and compassion, by no means nihilistic or
unethical ; there is nothing in such tenets to counten-
ance rebellion or the overthrow of the moral law. But
a Society founded on the sense of the unreality of what
we term Soul, the illusion of personality, is not only
inconceivable, it is contrary to the experience of all
human history. Marcus did not think so: but he wrote
to comfort himself; he could not have expected that
his arguments could appeal as rational or sober to any
of his contemporaries, or to the average man. His
subjective resignation comes of strongest faith, which
his intellectual scepticism cannot overthrow.

APPENDIX

ANALYSIS

A. No definite pronouncement or even unmaistakable tendency ; only
concerned to show morals 15 indafferent to such speculations.

B. No metaphysic, only a doglake fidelity to Duty (he wavers between
physical fatalism and relgron).

C. No doubt hus wltimate personal hope; “the soul released would
rejoin the gods.”

A. I cannot, I fear, entirely assent to Dr. Rendall’s inter-
pretation of the Emperor’s views on Immortality, which is the
ultimate problem. To me he is not the dogmatist in science
or theology which his translator believes. The sometimes
interminable series of ‘“seu” or “sive” in Roman poets, the
heaping-up of possible explanations of phenomena (such as
the Nile’s rising), without giving any view or opinion priority,
seems to point to a wholesome suspension of judgment thus
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prevalent, and to find its counterpart in the #ror dropor 3
kdopos, which recurs so often in these commentaries with its
pendant eire oBéows eire perdoracis. 1 quite agree that
‘““death, wherever he has occasion to give clear and simple
utterance to his own thoughts, s always a dissolution of being,
that is the end of action, impulse, will, or thought, that
terminates every human activity and bounds our brief span
of life with an Eternity that containg neither hint nor hope
nor dread of further conscious being,” ii. 11, 12, ix. 21,
x. 29, xii. 35, with the single reserve that “7s always” is
read, ‘“is represented in many passages.” I will also grant
that (1) the Stoic system with its odd and disconnected
individualism is strangely silent on this topic ; (2) that Marcus
himself, with all his contempt of life and the exceeding
futility and barren domain conferred on the Soul, is, like
many mystics and most Asiatics, indifferent to continued
being. But I do not think a definite and dogmatic pro-
nouncement can be elicited from a comparison of passages.
I could never endorse statements so sweeping as: * His own
belief is that death ends senmsation,” cvii. ‘In his own con-
viction Marcus nowhere seems to waver,” cvi. ‘“The denial
of the hope of immortality is settled and complete,” cix.
‘“ His attitude to Atomism. or to the ‘future state’ of the Soul
is sound and coherent,” cv. For let us apply the same canon
to the constant hypothesis of alternative xvkewv %) xdouos as to
the oBéows ) perdoraots. Rendall believes that the belief in
an Ordered Universe is absolute ; though Marcus often plays
with the opposite theory, and points it to show that it is
indifferent in its effect on morals. If so, the oféois may
equally (as the most emphatic declaration of Thanatism) re-
present a possibility which he nevertheless regards with no
favour ; and merdoraots, as 1 have pointed out, may quite
conceivably imply a new sphere of activity, a new rearrange-
ment, a new part. But my own view is that both these are
in the same category; they are really alternatives in both
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cases. His whole concern is to show the wndependence and
autonomy of the moral judgment. His scientific or dogmatie
knowledge is always cast in this sceptical form. He quite
sufficiently guards himself from any definite decision.

B. To use the word ‘““conviction” in any context but the
moral sense, is misleading. By all means, his predilection is
for an ordered world, the existence of gods, even their provi-
dential care, if not of particular, at least of general laws ; and
for a Soul, a reassumption into that reservoir of Soul-life
(a belief which we connect with the term ¢ Averroism ”).
But he certainly will not dogmatize , he has passed through
and abandoned the phase of eager science; he graspsin his
intellectual survey not the uses but the vanity of things;—
their incredible meanness when analysed into their elements ;
his ¢uvoioloyia is moral and reacts on self, not scientific and
objective. He has in effect no metaphysic; only a dog-like
allegiance to this inward sense of duty, which has spoilt his
life, setting him on a peak of loneliness aloof from earthly
pleasures and amiable illusions, away from his fellow-men.
And those one day, gathering round his dying bed, will say,
“ Now we have got rid at last of our pedagogue!” He does
not see that his indifference to such questions (if it was not
assumed), his emphasis on the “good will alone being un-
reservedly good,” — places him for the ordinary man in a
position utterly illogical. @ Why this unswerving loyalty to
a principle? The “final triumph of the right,” or any ¢ far-
off divine event,” are meaningless phrases to this apostle of
the “Eternal Now.” I quite admit the instinctive courage
and self-devotion of a martyr fo a cause,—say, the regenera-
tion of mankind through Nihilism, “in sure and certain hope,”
as Tourguenieff so pathetically describes, of personal ruin
here and extinction hereafter. But idealism (as emotion and
a wager of hardihood or defiance) will do wonders in rein-
forcing the moral instinet (as the craving for martyrdom);
and Marcus had no trace of this. The * good soul ” may very
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likely vanish and be as if it never had been. (oddaumod %
§moddn, the invariable loophole of evasion.) And there is no
cause at all in the world for men to fight for; everything is
at once divine, monotonous, and predestined before all the
ages: to struggle is ¢mpious in the theologic, useless in the
scientific sphere. ¢ There remain passages,” says Dr. Rendall,
“in which other views are broached, and which some have
interpreted as a wavering back on hope, inconsistent with his
philosophic creed.” To my eyes this is precisely the significant
feature of the book; the contest between this religious and
this materialistic or fatalistic conception of the Universe.

C. His profound belief in Divine interposition in the lives
of individuals (see i. 17, “help vouchsafed by dreams”) is
not only clearly stated in the commentaries, once or twice,
but is corroborated in all his correspondence with Fronto,
He uses it sparingly here, because his mind wants reinforcing
against the doubts and suspicion of the world and its goodness,
creeping in through the ¢ joints of his Stoical harness,”—
which assuredly he seems somefimes not “to have proved.”
His real weapons, his few pebbles for slaying giant Despair,
certainly come from no intellectual armoury, but from the
early training, the immovable conviction and insight of a
loving and sympathetic nature, great in spite of his creed. I
conceive that ultimately Marcus believed that the soul of the
wise joined the gods, whatever meaning he attached to this
expression. Christians to-day recognize the extreme hazard
of defining a future life; some desire efternal rest; some
continued work, to be “‘ruler over ten cities,” or to “sit
on thrones judging the twelve fribes of Israel”; others
(perhaps a majority of the human race) look upon the ex-
tinction of consciousness as a final blessing, too great to be
hastily grasped, but to be patiently won through repeated
pangs of rebirth. It is inconceivable that Marcus could have
believed the Ruling Principle, the Inner Self, the God Within,
to disperse into thin air. On what could he found the
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guperiority of man to the beast? If this colourless absorption
into Mind again seems but a poor travesty of an immortal
hope, let us at least not find fault with Marcus. He believed
“the soul returned to God who gave it”; and not one of us
to-day can say more. “He whom the gods lent us, has

rejoined the gods.”



CHAPTER V

THE UNIVERSE, ETERNAL AND DIVINE, AND
TRANSIENT AND CONTEMPTIBLE

(4) Tue PERPETUAL FLUX AND MONOTONY OF THE
‘WORLD-PROCESS

ANALYSIS

§ 1. Hard to reconcile hes devotion to God, and his hate or scorn
of the unwver se which embodies Hum (how can whole be good
when parts contemptible ?).

§ 2. The One Imperishable Nature, both transient and ever the
same , dignity and vanity of the world.

§ 3. Hus mamafold titles (does it betray vacillation from personal
providence to scientific fatalism 2),

§ 4. Texts on the flesting yet monotonous character of the Cosmic
Process.

§ 1. DIrrFICULT as it is to sever the objective science
of Marcus from the subjective survey of his own nature
(for the former is but the reflex of the latter), we must
nevertheless attempt now to examine with dispassionate
detachment his views on the Universe and the Source
of Being. We see that Marcus, in common with the
greater number of speculators in the second century, is
at heart a Gunostic. He is only saved by his otiose and
theoretical Monism from the conclusion of St. John
(1 John v. 19 : Oldauev 0¢ 67v éx Tod Ocod éouev «.

I5
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6 Koopos Ohos év T mwovnpe rettar) and his reverence
for the divine spark, and his depreciation of human life
and nature are distinctly Basilidian or Valentinian-—
fundamentally dualistic. As with man’s soul, alien
sojourner in a contemptible framework of corruption,—
so with the Supreme Power. It is hard to reconcile
the praise of God with the scorn of the visible Universe
which embodies Him. In what part of the world, in
what corner of Nature can He reside, where all is
pitiable or disgusting ? Has he a foothold any more
secure in the realm of History or Time ? Marcus’ con-
tempt of T%me is perhaps even more striking than his
dislike of Matter : and yet, by the very terms of his
hypothesis, God reigns supreme in both departments,
and is so far from merely guiding or superintending a
somewhat stubborn and indocile complex,—is sub-
stantially idenfical with it. Marcus Aurelius is not
the first philosopher who has thrown the black cloak of
Monism over a militant and meaningless array of par-
ticulars. The Canonists of medieval times when egoism
was rampant unrestrained, and central authority or
national cohesion unknown, elevate the pretensions of
the universal sovereign of the Christian Republic,—
Pope or Emperor ; and the grandeur of their attributes
varies In exact proportion to the inefficiency of their
control. A pessimistic disillusion with each fragment
of life and its ideals, love, ambition, knowledge—seems
to lead surely to an unwarrantable deification of the
whole ; the illusion of “ Sorites ” in which at a certain
point the sum of despised particulars becomes somehow
Divine. Nothing is more remarkable than the course
of that School, which, beginning with rejection of the
“ Will-to-live,” culminates in the mystical resignation
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of Von Hartmann. DPietism, like the sympathetic
instinct at the root of practical morality, is deeply
engrained in the heart; while the obvious folly of
rebellion lends the sanction of utility and personal
interest to the ecreed of acquiescence. “ Ducunt
volentem fata nolentem trahunt.” Only in wundis-
ciplined Russia,! borderland of the entranced East and
the stirring West, are there signs in exceptional natures of
a final and reasoned rebellion against the Universal order

§ 2. Now Marcus is eloquent alike on the majesty
of God and the triviality of the Creature, in the double
domain of Time and Space, History and Nature.

He enlarges impartially on the transience and the
sameness of the imperishable nature. He adopts with-
out hesitation the axiom of the early Ionians, that the
whole process leads to nothing, and is but the ceaseless
arrangement, combination, and rearrangement of an
original and unchanging substrate. With modern
science he clearly recognizes that matter is inde-
structible, and that ingredients, whether atoms or some
other primordial unit, after performing their duty in
one body pass on to other posts. We have nothing buf
Heraclitus again with his doctrine of the flux of things
and the Logos, all pervading, alone the real; only tinged
with a deeper sadness, an intenser though still re-

1 We may perhaps here note the extraordinary resemblance of Tolstoi
to Marcus Aurelius. Whether 1t be insistence on moral duty, tolerance
of evil, ascetic contempt of human love in all its forms, an utter
inability to understand logic or follow an argument, strange and fasci-
nated disgust of the petty details of life,—Marcus is but a Tolstoi
enthroned, Tolstoi a restatement of the inspired pessimist. To the
latter, all forms of legitimate affection are mapd ¢vow ; yet the sexual
instinct is the tyrant and torturer of the young. Not for that reason
does he impugn the order of things, nor examine more closely into the
redoubtable difficulty of defining ¢ Nature.”
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strained sympathy with the human,—hands groping,
spite of the dogmatism of the Schools, after a closer
and personal relation with the source of all (et @pa qe
Ymradrjoetay adtov k. elpoev). The vanity of things
is the perpetual theme of Marcus; but we shall attempt
in the following co-ordinaticn of his fragmentary and
detached aphorisms to display how complex is his
doctrine, how irreconcilable its parts.

§ 3. The many titles given to this ultimate Being
show how confused the Emperor becomes when asked
to define; he varies between the extreme limits of
devotion to a personal God (Zeus) and the most
abstract scientific Impersonalism. It is 70 yervaw
wavra {dov, o yevwmjcas Kboupos, mwoOMS K. ToMTela 7
mpecBurdry, wids Aids, Beds, Oeol, Kéopmos (simply),
Moyos generally or with addition Aoyos omepuaTicds,
§hos kbouos, 8Aq obolm, TO Ghov, Ta 8\a, eupapuévo,
or -y, T0 ocuvykhwlouévoy, dvdykn, TO cuuuemolpauévoy
(expressing itself in oixetotns Bavpactia, émicivdesis,
coumvota, cupprpvats, alvwmots, ouvdesis lepa), and
¢iows either absolutely or with xoivm, 9 Tév SAwy or
Tob Shov Biois, 1§ TAY Oedv mpbvoia, iy wois k.
émemhoky) TAV wpovoia Sioikovuévwy, Noyos 0 T4 Oha
dtoukdv, ) wdvrwy TRy, 7 Ta 6M\a Sioikodoca diais, ¥
éxros Airia, 76 Téhetov {dov, 10 dyalbov k. Sirkaiov «.
KANOV, TO (YEVYRY TAVTA K. CUVEXOV K. TEPIEYOV K. TE€PL-
AMdpBavoy Salviueva eis évesw érépov oupolwv!
mdvra Sibodoa x. amohauBavovea Piais, T ToD Kbomov
fryepovikoy, 73 Tod GAov Sidvota, To aiTiddes. It is not

1 Where we wonder vaguely how °‘ goodness and justice ” have crept
in as qualifications or attributes of this reservoir of physical life !
Has he forgotten the wise antithesis of vi. 17 : ¢opal 7&v orocyelwy and
dperijs klynois ?
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permissible to see gradations or stages of divinity; for
the whole hypothesis is that God and the world are
one, and that there is but a single cause. At the same
time, Marcus (as in his psychology) is betrayed fre-
quently into popular language. He sees visible gods in
the firmament; he recognizes his individual Mentor
within as the gift of Zeus; and he sometimes appears
to contemplate, with the possibility of Atomism, a
Platonic recession of the Highest from a world which
is not mnow in direct relation to Him, but follows
blindly an immutable sequence. This universe (like
Spinoza’s God with his two attributes, Thought and
extension !), though one and integral as the Parmenidean
sphere, tends in reflexion to divide into aitiddes and
vhicov; and we need scarcely add that, like man’s
gpirit in his body, the higher principle tends to set itself
in opposition to the lower, and in the last resort to
claim complete freedom in Transcendentalism. Indi-
viduals in particular are  passing soon and little
worth ” ; the reality underlying is the Addryos omepua-
Tik0s which requires consummate powers of analysis to
be distinguished from the Platonic Idea.

The sum of the world is unchanging, and is always
new and fresh because of the perpetual shifting of the
parts.! It is thus a single living being in which each

! Wordsworth’s ‘¢ Excursion ”’—
¢ The monitor express’d

Mysterious union with 1its native sea.
Even such a shell the universe itself
Is to the ear of faith ; and there are times,
I doubt not, when to you it doth impart
Authentic tidings of invisible things ;
Of ebb and flow, and ever-during power ;
And central peace, subsisting at the heart
Of endless agitation.”
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part as leaf on tree depends upon the whole and takes
its meaning and its sustenance from this close con-
nexion. To stand aloof and claim independent being
is a gross sin, though unhappily (and incomprehensibly)
it is possible to man, alone of living creatures. Buf it
is needless and tedious to multiply these obvious corol-
laries from the Pantheistic hypothesis ; they are deduced
by a sovereign logie, common to all minds and all ages.t

1 For example, Emerson is a more genial Marcus Antoninus, and a
Iittle but interesting book (the Zew Gewst, by L. Dougall) seems to
represent on Canadian soil the same peculiar features of American
‘‘ Transcendentalism ” and Roman Stoicism. In all, there is a signifi.
cant family likeness quite free from any conscious imitation. Compare
Bartholomew Toyner’s new vision of the Divine Nature: ‘‘ He laughed
within himself as he thought what a strange childish notion he had
had . . . that God was only a part of things; that he, Bart. Toyner,
could turn away from good ; that God’s power was only with him when
he supposed himself to be obedient to Him !, . . With the children and
maidens there were pleasure and hope ; with the older men and women
there were effort and failure, sin and despair. The life that was in all
of them, was 1t partly of God and partly of themselves? He laughed
again at the question The life that was in them all, was all of God,
every impulse, every act. . . . His father's eruelty, the irritable self-
love, the incapacity to recognize any form of Iife but his own, it was of
God,—mnot a high manifestation : the bat 1s lower than the bird, and
yet it 1s of God. . . . He saw that the whole of the Universe goes to
develop character ” (Marcus was not so anthropocentric '), ‘‘ and the one
chief heavenly food set within reach of the growing character for its
nourishment is the opportunity to embrace malice with love, to gather
it in the arms of patience, convert its shame into glory by willing
endurance. . . . Man, rising from the mere dominion of physical law
(which works out its own obedience) into the Moral Region where a
perpetual choice is ordained of God, and the comsequences of each
choice ordained. . . . Nothing is ever outside of Him ; what happens
after we have done a thing 18 just what must happen . . . so that we
can never hope to escape the good and evil of what we have done ; for
the way things must happen is just God’s character that never changes,
You see the reason we can choose between right and wrong, when a tree
can’t or a beast, 1s yust because God’s power of choice 18 1 us and not in
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It only remains to give illustrations of these tenets in
the Emperor’'s own language, and to inquire if any
system coherent and compatible with the postulate of
responsible moral action can be therefrom derived.

§ 4. The world as fleeting and yet monotonous.—ii.
12: wds wdyvta Tdyews évadavietar T¢ rocuw alTd
TA copara ... TS eiteMy k. ebxatappbyyra k. pyrapd
k. ebpbapra k. vexpd (this discovery is the part of voepa
dvvauss, thereby set in dualism over against a visible
which it despises and cannot control).—ii. 14: Kav
Toroyihia & PuwoecOar péhys, ete. . . . wdvra é
audiov bpoedq k. dvaxukholueva, k. oddeév - Siadéper
motepov €v éxaTov Erecw 7B év dwaxoclos 7 v TR
arelpp xpove T4 wdtd Tis oyetas. (This indifference to
Time or progress is an Infallible sign of Mysticism.)
—The famous (iv. 3) o kdowos dAhoiwais' o [los
Umrongyres, which somehow loses its tone of despondency
in translation—iv. 36 : OJ0& ofTw Pikel 7§ TGV “Olev
Pvais @s T0 T SvTa peraBdAhew k. mwoiely véa Ouoa.
—43: ITorapos Tis éx TV yiwouévov k. pebpa Blaor o
Aildyv—v. 10 : "Ev Towodre odv Léde k. pimd k. TooaiTy
ploee Ths T olcolas k. ToD ypbvov k. THS Kivioews «.
T®v wwovpévwy (“I can imagine nothing that de-

them. . . . Something of the secret of all peace—the Eternal Now—
remained with him as long- as the weakness of the injury remained. . ..
His mind was still animated with the conception of God as suffering in
the human struggle, but as the absolute Lord of the struggle ; and the
consequent belief that nothing but obedience to the lower motive can
be called evil.”—When returning health forced him to descend from
this lofty air : came °‘the soul-bewildering difficulty of believing that
the God of physical law can also be the God of promise ; that He that
is within us and beneath us can also be above us with power to Lift us
up. . . . No one had told him about the Pantheism which obliterates
moral distinctions, or told him of the subjective ideal which sweeps
aside material delights.”
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serves high prizing or intent pursuit”)—v. 23:
moAAdkts évBuuod TO Tdyos Tis mapadopds k. vrefaywyhs
TV dvrov k. ywopbvoy (“ sweep past and disappear )
“H te yap oloia olov morauos év dinvexel ploer . .
cvvéyeos peraBolals . . . oxédov oldev éordds, and the
customary moral of absolute indifference and contempt.
—vi. 4 : Idvra 1a Umoxeipéyva TayioTa peraBalel, k.
¥ 3 / 3/ €~ e - A 4 A
Hror avabuuiabnoerar (elwep frdTar 7 oloia) 7 credaoc-
ffoetar (in no case any abiding connexion or sym-
pathy)—15: Ta uév omelder ylveabar Ta 8¢ omedde:
yeyovévay (impatient to come to the birth, as others too
have done) « Tod quvouévov 8¢ %0y TiL dwéaPy’ pices
k. dA\owdaels dvaveobor Tov Koouoy Simrerds, domrep
Tov &mewpov ai@dva 1) Tod ypovov abidheimros popa véow
del mwapéyerai év Oy TovTe wordue T{ &v Tis ToUTWY
ey mapaledvtoy éxtiuroeey; (Is it not as foolish as
“getting one’s love on some sparrow that flits past and
in an instant is out of sight ? ”)—vi. 46 : domep wpocio-
TaTar ooi (a8 it occurs to you) ra év 7@ audibedTpe and
. e 3\ \ > A\ ¢ 7 \ ¢
such like places, &¢ del Ta adTa opbdueva k. TO OpOoeLdes
mpookopy Ty Oedv motel (monotony of tedious repetition
“makes the spectacle pall ¥) Todro k. émi Shov Tod Biov
Tdoyew' TAVTA YAp GV KATO T8 bt K. €K TOV adTdV.
Méy pi Tivos odv ; (almost a prayer, “O Lord, how long?”).
—vi. 59: &5 Tdyews o Aiwv wdvra kahiret.—vil. 1 :
e/ 174 / [y 3 N 3 0V \ 4
O\ws dvw kdTa T4 adré . . . OUOEV Kkaiwov, TdVTA K,
cupify k. Slyoxpovia,—10: wavros wviun TayioTa
éykaTtaywvyvrar 9 aidve—18: Ti yap dUvatar ywpis
~ / / hY / N ? /4 ~
peraBolis «yevécOai; i O ¢PikTepor 7 o0ikeLOTEPOV T
~ e / .o y o ) € o~ (74 14
@Y oAwy Pioes ;—vil. 25 : mavl 85 opds 8oov olmw
petaBalel 7 Ta O6Aa Siowkodoa DPioiws, k. dA\Aa éx Ths
3 s 3 A~ 7 v/ 3 A\ - € /
ovoias avrdy mwoujoer, etc, [va del veapds 77 o Kéouos

(like a thrifty housewife who has no further stock
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to draw upon, turns and adapts the old material).
Similarly, viil. 50: % Tév SAwv ¢iois &w oddéy Eyes
a\\a 10 QavpacTov Ths Téywvns . . . 8TL mWepiopicaca
éavty way 1o &dov (SiadbeipeabBar k. ympdokew k.
dypnoTov elwar Ooxodv) eis éavrny [peraBdNe, k. 87¢

TNy &A@ veapd ék TOUTWY Trotel. . . . dpkeltar ODY
’7 (A 4 ~ IO/
K. XOPE . . . K. UAp . .. Kk Téxwy ThH ¢otg. (Here

Nature personified as conscious artist, and as examplar
to Sage of self-sufficingness)—vii. 49 : ‘Ouoeds yap
wavtws éortar (namely, future will be exactly like the
past; compare Leopardi’s dialogue about the “ New
Almanac”) k. ody olov Te éxBivar Tod pubuod TdY viv
ywouévwv (whence it is the same to chronicle for forty
or ten thousand years). T yap m\éoy dyres ;—viii. 6 :
‘H rédv 6Aov Plois TobTo Epryov éyer, Ta dOe Svra éxel
petaTifévar  peraBdN\ew alpev &fev k. éxel Pépewv.,
mavra Tpomal . . . wavra ouvviOn—ix. 19: Ildvta
év petaBolii® k. avTos oU év dimrexel ANNoidoer K. xkaTd
i $pBopd k. 0 Kdouos 8é hos. (Strictly this is untrue,
“ corruption ” has no meaning in relation to the Cosmos,
whose sum remains always the same.)—ix. 28 : Tadrd
é. ra Tob Kdouov éyrikha dve rxdre éE aldvos els
aldva.—29 : Xewpdpfous 7 TOV S\wv aiTia’ wdvTa épel.
—28 (iter): "Héy wdvras nuds 5 o) kaldrer émeira
k. adTy) petaBolel’ xakeiva eis dmetpov peraBalel k.
wdhv éxelva els dmewpov. Tas yap émikvpatdoes THY
petaBo\dy «. aAMowboews évlupoluevds Tis k. TO Tdxos
wavtos Ovnrod xkarappovice. (“The billows of change
and variation roll apace; and he who ponders them
will feel contempt for all things mortal. The Universal
Cause is like a winter torrent; it sweeps all before it.”
R.)—ix. 835 : (ueraBol}) Toivre 8¢ xalper 7 TdY GAwv
Plais kal fy mavra kalds vyiveral k. é€ aidvos dpoedis
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éyiveto, r. eis d&mepov Towadl é&repa éoTar.  (He
betrays an unhellenic passion for ¢ everlasting,” *in-
finite,”—and from the permanence of Aristotle’s limited
globular system reverts to the perpetual series of
corruptible universes scattered in infinite—in which
Ionia anticipated modern science not solely in evolution
but in astronomy.)—x. 11: IIds eis dAAnpia wdvra
peraBd\er . . . Omrexds wpooexe . . . peyalodpooirns
wopTikoy (but we may be allowed to wonder why
contemplation of the ignoble destiny of “ Ceesar’s dust ”
should elevate the mind! This dwelling on the sordid
side of Materialism 1s not the way to encourage
Spiritualism.)—x. 27: Svveyds émwoely wds mdvTa
TowadTa omola viv yivetar k. wpbolev éyivero—xi. 1.
In an eloquent passage on the powers of the Rational
Soul. “ET¢ 8¢ mepiépyetar Tov Shov Koocuov k. 76 mepl
avTOV KEVOV K. TO oYfua adTod . . . K. TV TEPLOCLKNY
wohwyyeveslay T@Y SAwvr éumepihauBdver (“encompasses
and comprehends the cyclic regeneration of the Uni-
verse ”) ; k. wepevoei k. Gewpel e 0vdév vedtepor ErovTal
ol pel Huds o0d¢ mepirToTEPOY €280V Of PO NUAY' AANG
TPOTOV TIVa 0 TECTAPAKOVTOUTYS . . TAVTA TA yeybvoTa
k. Ta@ éoépeva édpare katad To opoedés (“ our fathers had
no fuller vision, nor will our children behold any new
thing ”).—=xii. 21: Me7T o0 molv oddels ovdaumod &y
000é ToUTwy T & vy BMémeis o008é ToUTwy TAV ViV
Biobvrwy. "Amavra yap peraBéNewv k. Tpémecbai k.
¢pOelpecOar mépuker, wa E&repa édeffs ryivnrar (though
as he warns us, xi. 34: mavTa perafolal odx els TO w9
ov a\N eis To viv pn 8v)—=xii. 23. Nature strikes
the hour for death; 5 Tdv SAwv . . . fis 7OV uepdv
petaBal\dvrov, veapds ael k. akupalos o ovumras Kiouos
Srapéver.—24 : 8oaris dv éapbijs, Tadra dyrer To Spoerdes
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10 S\vyoxpériov. — 26 : CEmerdfov) Tob 8Tv mwav To
yiduevoy olUTws det éyiveto K. yevioeTai K. viy mavra-
xo0 ryiverat, The central idea is easy to understand ;
rejuvenescence through never - ceasing change; the
Universe stationary in its total, flickering and kaleido-
scopic in its parts. (Upon these conceptions, purely
physical as they are, we must feel surprise when an
idea of purpose, justice, or love is superinduced.)

(B) CREATION AND PROVIDENCE,—HOW FAR
INTELLIGIBLE ?

ANALYSIS

§ 5. Problem : s all predestined, or 1s there room for God’s special
interest and ntervention ? (unll not commat hamself).

§ 6. Everywhere traces of conflict between scientific and religious
tnterpretation ; enclines to belwef wn Provadential govern-
ment, but leaves morals unaffected by these questions.

§ 5. As to the question of “ Creation in Time,” and
the cessation of a Providential government, there are
two interesting passages, which prove how much
inclined Marcus was to cast his hypothesis into the
form of a “Sceptical alternative.”—vii. 75: ‘H rod
éhov Plois éml THw xoocuomoilay Eppmoe (the “once
upon a time” of fairy stories: once “the impulse
of Nature” advanced nimbly to the task of world-
building). Nov 8¢ #ror mav To yuwbpevoy kat émaxo-
Aovbnow ryiverar (“all that now happens follows in
the train of consequence” = fatally), 9 dAoyiora k. Ta
kvptdtaTa é ép’ & mowelrar iSiav Spphy To Tod Koopov
‘Hryepovicov ; else you must deny reason to the sovereign
ends which guide the impulse of the World-Soul. Such
is Dr. Rendall’s translation; but it puts a dilemma
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instead of the sceptical alternative which seems to me
lurking in this difficult passage. Now ix. 28 gives
much the same language, and it is worth while to
compare the sense: "Hroi ép &aocTov épud 7 Tod Shov
dudvora 8mep e é  amodéyou T0 érelvms SpumTo.
"H dmaf &punoe, Ta 8¢ Mowwa kaT émarolovbnciv.
“ Either the World-Mind imparts each individual
impulse—in which case, accept the impulse it imparts ;
or else it gave the impulse once of all, with all its long
entail of consequence” (reading kaTtevreiver, a brilliant
and plausible emendation for the text 7/ év Twi, and
Coraes’ kai Ti évreivy, which is quite in Marcus’ manner,
x. 31). Now the distinction in both these obscure and
perhaps corrupt sections is between a special and a
fatal or wnmiversal Providence. Marcus is concerned to
show in either event, resignation is the fitting attitude
of the Sage. Can we allow a “ knowledge of pariicu-
lars” to God ?—eg. vi. 44, he puts the hypothesis of
the restriction of Divine interest (or power) to the
greater laws; to the larger issues of life:—Ei 8é u
éBovAevoavto kar’ idlav mepi éuod mepl e Tdv Kowwdy
mavres éBovielaavTo, ols kat émaxorovbnow k. TalTa
cvpBalvovra . . . otéoyew ddelhw. Is He not eternally
engrossed either in Himself or in contemplation of the
Type? Here, it seems to me, Marcus tries to exempt
from the operation of this rigid and indefeasible sequence
certaln important events in the world-order, towards
which Providence still makes an exceptional and
peculiar movement of interest and concern. In the
latter passage he goes so far as to say, ép Exacrov,
each trivial event, circumstance, casualty is Divine
(as according to Christian teaching). In the former,
if I may extrude the (to me) incomprehensible word
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aroyiora, we see detailed vigilance of Providence is
restricted to “great heroes and great haps” (as in
Lucan, “ Humanum paucis vivit genus”; and Cemsar’s
taunt to the mutineers who think the gods care for
their petty lives). These he calls 74 xvpidrara, and
towards these, not predetermined by course of Fate
and unravelled string of destiny, the World-Soul makes
a special and impulsive onslaught. (Could a\éyiora
mean “as yet not predestined, still leaving scope for
special settlement”; or could we read droyiocTes 7,
“ requiring no particular exercise of reason,” etc.?) Im
any case I am clear there 1s a distinct antithesis
between the more religious and the purely scientific
conception of the world-order; and that whatever
private opinion Marcus may hold, he is not going to
commit himself either here or elsewhere.

§ 6. ix. 1. (Impiety not to regard pleasure and pain
as 1) koivy Piows does: She treats them “indifferently,”
émions, by which I mean,) 70 cvuBaivew émions Ta
70 RS Tols ywouévois k. émuyivopévols opu Tl apyale
this Ilpovoias (“ that they befall indifferently all whose
existence is consequent upon the original impulse of
Providence ”)—~xa8’ fjy amé Tivos apyiis Sppmoev émri THvde
v Otaxkocunoiw (“which gave the original and first
momentum to the cosmic ordering of things”), cvAAa-
Bobaa Twas Adéyovs TAv éoouévwy k. Suvduels yoviuovs
dpoploaca, vmrootdoewy Te k. peTaBoldy k. Oiadoydy
roroUToy (“Dby selecting (?) certain germs of fubture
existences and assigning to them productive capacities
of realisation, change, and phenomenal succession.” R.).
The conflict in his mind between the religious and the
scientific explanation of the world appears in every
reference to Providence—ii. 3: Ta Tdv Oedy Npovolas
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peora. Ta 7is Toyns ovx dvev Pioews 7 cuyrdoews
k. émumhorfis TOY Mpovoly Stowkovuévey. (“In the
gods’ work there is providence everywhere. For the
action of chance is the course of Nature, or the web
and woof of the dispositions of Providence,” which gives
the senss admirably, though odx dvev does not imply
identity.) ITdvra éxeifev pel, mpoceore 8¢ 70 'Avay-
kaiov, k. T0 TG Orp Kooup cvudépor ob pépos el
“From providence (the personal and religious view)
flows all, and side by side with it is necessity and
the advantage of the Universe” (the scientific and
impersonal), “of which you are a part.” Here there
is a compromise; both views are stated in a parallel;
they are neither reconciled nor allowed to quarrel, only
held in leash.—ii. 11, in a celebrated vindication of
Death, el pév feol elocw ovdév Sewbv (kakd ydp ce odk
dv mepsBdhotev) el 8¢ Tirov odk eioly 1) od uéher adrols
@y avbpomelwv, Ti por Ly év roouw kevg Oedy 1)
Npovolas wevd ; 'AMN\a kai eloly, k. péler adrols Tdy
avlpwmeiwv. This is the strongest passage in the book
about the gods and their part in human affairs—iv, 3:
'Avavewoauevos 0 Stelevyuévov 7 Tou Mpévora 7 &Touoc
k. €€ Bowv amedelyln 8te o0 Koopos dadver oM.
(“ Recall to mind the alternative,—either a foreseeing
Providence or blind atoms,—and all the abounding
proofs that the world is as it were a city.”) We see
here clearly to which side he is leaning, to the politico-
religious conception as opposed to the scientific.—vi.

! We may remember how closely united in Quntilian’s age were the
two themes for unending discussion: ‘‘ whether the world was ruled
by Providence,” and ‘‘whether the Wise Man should take office,”—a
singular instance of the reciprocal influence of metaphysical theory
and conduct,
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10. Again, engaged in the contemplation of death, he
almost comforts himself with the thought of atomism
as a consolation for leaving the world (ii. 11): *Hro:
KUKEQY K. GUTEWTAOKY) K. OKEOaTwos' 7 &vwais k. TdEis «.
Neévore. (“The world is either a welter of alternate
combination and dispersion,” cf. Empedocles’ famous
dictum, “or a unity of order and Providence.”) E! uév
odv Ta wpoTepa, Ti kal émibuud elkalp cuykpipars k.
duppd Torourd évdiatpiBeaw ; (“ Why crave to linger on
in such a random medley and confusion?) . . . #fe
yap ém’ &u o oredaouds 8 Tv av mord (“ Do what I will,
dispersion will overtake me”). E: 3¢ Oarepd éori,
céBw k. evoTald k. Oappd Té dwowcolvTe (“1 reverence,
I stand steadfast, I find heart in the power that dis-
poses all”).—In iv. 27 we have a similar but more
hopeful passage: "Hrtou xdopos SiateTayuévos, 17 rukewv
cupTedopnuévost CANNG uny kéopos' 7 év aoi pév Tis
koopos vpioracla. Sivaral, év 6¢ T@ Ilavri drooula ;
k. Tabra olrw wdvTwv Swakekpiuévov k. Siakeyvuévov
k. cvpmabav. (“ Either an ordered universe or else a
welter of confusion. Assuredly, then, a world-order;
or think you the order subsisting within yourself is
compatible with disorder in the All? and that, too,
when all things, however distributed and diffused, are
affected sympathetically.”) Here Marcus almost un-
answerably argues from the reason within to the reason
without, from subjective to objective regularity and
method.—In xii. 1 we have a parallel to the Horatian
“ permitte divis cetera”; T0 péAhov émiTpérps T
Mpovolg.—xii. 14 is a useful passage: "Hrtor dvdrykn

11 accept Bendall's excellent suggestion, for the ¢‘textus receptus”

is absurd ; but would not ob whv d\\& xéouos be a simpler correction ?
Coraes’ ouumegupuévos is also extremely probable.
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eipapuévn k. dmapdPBatos Tdfis, 1§ Npévown iNdapos, 7
dupuds eikatornros ampoataryros.  (“ Either fixed
necessity and an inviolable order, or a merciful Pro-
vidence, or a random and ungoverned medley.”) If the
first, 70 dvrerelvess; Ei 0O¢ Npéroa, émdeyouévn 70
INdoreaBar, &€y cavrov mojooy éx Tov Belov BonBelas
(“1f a Providence waiting to be mereciful, make yourself
worthy of the Divine aid,” ete.). Heve again the
religious conception is uppermost; and for the single
occasion in the whole of the volume, efficacy of prayer
and propitiation are brought within range of philosophic
thought. But there is no attempt to accommodate these
views with scienfific experience; and in the end
Marcus leaves us in a dualism which is (as we have
often noted) creditable to his candour and his common
senge, if not to his logic. Finally, since his whole
speculative philosophy subserves his practice, his real
end and aim, he proves (xil. 24) acquiescence right,
whatever be the ultimate explanation of the Universe:
éri Tav éEEwlev ovpBawivrev, 8¢ fTor Kar émi-
Tuyiav, 7 kata Mpévoway, odre 8¢ 17 émiTuyle weumréov
otre 75 Mpovoly éyrAyréov. (“ You cannot quarrel with
chance; you cannot arraign Providence.” The govern-
ment of the world is either accidental, and so beneath
our notice and concern; or Divine, and therefore above
our understanding and beyond our criticism.)



CHAPTER VI

THE ALLEGED CONCILIATION OF THE TwO
NATURES

(4) VANITY AND INSIGNIFICANCE OF HumaN LiFe IN
THE MEASURELESS GULF oF TIME

ANALYSIS

§ 1. Thas human lyfe out of place in the “ vain show ’ of the world ;
deliberate quenching of Wall-to-live.

§ 2. Duwells on intrinswc baseness of lyfe, scornful language for body
and life, passing moment (all that ts ours) insignificant.

§ 3. Man contemptible in relation to Space as to Time; quarrelsome
children, snapping puppres, bursting bubbles.

§ 4. Corollary of such preaching, not ressgnation ; if man a bubble,
why trouble about duty or world-order ?

§ 5. God (wrthin or without) no support to moral endeavour. (Tewts
of the vanity of lifes pursuats,—smoke, dust, leaves, husk,
etc.)

§ 1. It is clear that in such a world of successive and
unceasing change, of persistence only through variation,
human life must seem strangely out of place, with its
fixed centre of will and personality and its material
environment in perpetual flux. Instead of appearing
as to our modern Gnostics an “oasis” in the cruel
wilderness of the actual, human society is precisely that
sphere in which the Unreason at the root of things is

16
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most justly impeached. Man is born but to die; he
wins self-consciousness only to discover its torture; the
use of will only to feel its negative value. The whole
personal philosophy of Marcus is a study of death
(uenéry favdrov), a deliberate quenching of the will
to live, not merely by appealing to a religious sense
(émirpémery 5 Ilpovoia), but by dwelling with remorse-
less analysis on the sordid details of life, and trying to
borrow from such consideration disgust for the whole
weary business. I have reserved this as an episode in
our survey of his cosmology; because, while a study of
his own nature convinced him, as we saw, of the value
of moral and social endeavour, he discovers here nothing
but arguments for Quietism and the extinetion of motive
and desire. The two sides of his philosophy are here
in clearest contrast; % xowy and éusn ¢dois with their
incompatible impulse. The one calls us to passive
resignation, the other, though fitfully and with no clear
object, to activity in the smaller commonwealth; and
although he protests in one place man’s duty lies in
the energy rather than in receptivity (évépyeia than
weioer), and in another that of the two natures (uia
auporépwv 1) 0865, v. 3), “ the path is one and the same,
—elsewhere he places ogwdtys above Sikatocivy, and
canonizes as the first virtue a theology, mystic or
negative. And this on examination is nothing else but
a sclentific convietion of the world’s vanity and un-
reality of phenomena as they play in idle illusion above
an inscrutable ground. For Marcus and his fellows,
though one be wise and another foolish, are like chil-
dren sporting on the steps or in the open vestibule of
a temple, the doors of which are for ever shut.

§ 2. To us it seems a truism that from the Secularist
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or Christian view alike it is needful to dwell on the
value and significance of life even in the humblest
surroundings  Aurelius believes that a moral attitude
cannot be attained until we are certain of its essential
baseness or turpitude. He is, like Lucretius, a “ Realist,”
dwelling with especial and deliberate disgust upon
the contemptible origin of man,' and seeking to stifle
the softer emotions and to tear violently asunder the
physical from the sentimental side in that odd and ever
marvellous complex, Love. For the body he has no
language base enough. Very early he strikes the note,
or rather minor chord, which is to predominate.—
i, 2: & 40y amobvickwr TOY capriwy kaTadpivnsor
Mbpos k. éoTdpia k. kpokvpavros ék velpwy PAeBidy
aptnpLdy mAeypdtiov. “As with near presence of
death, despise poor flesh—this refuse of blood and bones,
this web and tissue of nerves and veins and arteries.”—
ii, 17: Tob avbpwmivov Biov 6 uév ypoves, oTuiyu] 7
8¢ ovolia, péovaa 7 8¢ alobnois, auvdpd: 7% 8¢ Shov Tod
oc@uaTos oiyKpials, ebanmros: 1 08 vy, pouBos % O
Toym, SvoTékpaprov: 7 8¢ Pium, dxpirov. Suvveovr. &
eimely mwavTa, TG WMV COUATOS, WOTAWOS' Ta O¢ Tis
Juyiis, Svewpos k. ThHPos® o 8¢ Bios, moleuos k. Eévov
émibnuia’ 7 8¢ voTepodmuia N1jfn.  (“In man’s life,
time is but a moment; being, a flux; sense is dim ; the
material frame, corruptible; soul, an eddy of breath;
destiny, hard to define; fame, ill at appraise. In brief,

1 vi, 18, Heisthe avowed enemy to the spiritualizing of the emotions ;
he reduces everything to its ‘‘heggarly elements,” 1ts naked truth.
This is certainly logical ; perhaps not unnatural to some fastidious
minds who in this matter can never overcome an initial astonishment at
the odd yoke-fellows, romance and passion, angel and animal; but it
is as certainly not wise ; éml 7@dv kara Ty cuvovslav, évreplov mapdrpius
k. perd Twos oracuol uutaplov Ekxpiats,
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things of the body are but a stream that flows, things
of the soul a dream and vapour); life, a warfare and s
gojourning” [? in an alien land]; “and afterfame, oblivion.”
Surely it is Leopardi who is talking, and not a professed
and sincere vindicator of the ways of God ? “Non tali
auxilio non defensoribus istis!”—DLength of time is
equally an illusion; from many passages in which he
insists that the present moment alone is ours (without
the inevitable Cyrenaic corollary!), I single ii 7:
wérepoy émi mwhéov SidoTua XPOVOU TG TWRATE TeEpLeyo-
pevy TH Yuxy 7 ém éhacaov xproerar, 008 oTioby adTG
wélet. — 10: povov &f ékacTos TO wapov ToiTo TO
axapiatov (“the passing minute,” this razor-edge on
which we stand with the two gulfs of past and future
yawning on either side.)—iv. 50 : B\éme yap omricw 7o
dxavés ToD aidvos, k. TO Wpocw &ANo &mepov (50 iv. 3
coupled with 76 Tdyos Ths wavrey Afns is T xdos Tod
éd’ éxarepa dmelpov aidvos.)—v. 23 : TO dmepoy ToD Te
TapEYNKOTOS K. EANOVTOS dxaves ¢ mavTa évadavileras,
(The present is like a narrow isthmus washed by the
two immeasurable oceans of that which has been and
has yet to be.)—ix. 32. How short a span is life!
dyavds 06 TO PO TS ryevéoews @S K. TO META THY
StdA\vaty opoiws dmetpov~xii. 7. Shortness of life, T
éxdvewar TOD OTiC® K. TPOCw aldVos.—32: mioaTOY
pépos Tob dmeipov k. dxavols aidvos amoueuépioTas
écaare ; (Rendall’s translation of iv. 32 in full will
give the English reader the best idea of Marcus’ mean-
ing: “You can get rid (of the agitations that beset
you), and in so doing, will indeed live at large, by
embracing the whole universe in your view, compre-
hending all eternity and imagining the swiftness of
change in each particular; seeing how brief is the
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passage from birth to dissolution,—birth, with its un-
fathomable before; death, with its infinite hereafter.”

§ 3. Man, contemptible in relation to Z%me, is no
less so in regard to Space; his greatest empire is but
a tiny speck in a corner of earth; and what is earth
to the boundless void 2 With this idea we are familiar
from “ Secipio’s dream,”! where Scipio blunts the keen
edge of earthly ambition by showing the pettiness of
its domain; to us a wearisome commonplace, but to
the average citizen, content with the religion and
the tradition of his State, a paradox and a wanton
sacrilege.—iil. 10: uwkpov To Tis wijs yuvidiov dmov &).
—iv. 3: 6\ Te yap 7 i oTiyuy k. TavTys wooTov
yovidiov %) karoiknois avry; (“The whole earth is but
a point, your habitation but a tiny nook thereon.’”)—
iv. 48 : Katibetv ael Tavlpomwa ds édiuepa k. edTeNsy
k. &xOes pév pvEapiov adpiov Oe tdpuxos 7 Téppa. (“ Look
at all human things, behold how fleeting and how sorry !
but yesterday a mucus-clot; to-morrow, dust or ashes!”)
—v. 29 : Kdmvos k. amépyopac. . . —33:"0cov oddére
ondBos 1) oreleTos k. 7Tor dvoma 7 o0 dvoua. . .
All the things we most value in life, xeva x. oampd
K. piapd k. xvvidia Siadakvoueva k. mailia Piloveika,
yeAdvra €T e€Vfvs Khalovra (“empty, rotten, insigni-
ficant, snapping puppies or quarrelsome children, that
laugh and anon fall to ecrying”?2)—vi. 47. List of

! So Seneca (Nat. Queest. i. preef.). The Soul amid the stars looks
down in mirth : ‘“Hoc est illud punctum quod inter tot gentes ferro et
igne dividitur? . . . Formicarum iste discursus est. . . . Quid illis et
nobis interest exigui mensura corpusculi? Puncium est istud in quo
navigatis, bellatis, regna disponitis. . . . Contemnit domieilii prioris
angustias.”

2 He might perhaps have spared us the superfluous nastiness of the
Bath-Simile. viil. 24: ‘Omoldy goi galverar 70 Novesfai, E\aiov 1dpls
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heroes who are now all dust; adrijs 7Ths émurjpov «.
épnuépov TOY avBpomwy Lops xhevdorar (“ who have
made man’s fateful fleeting life their jest ”).—36. Asia
and Europe, yoviaw Tod Kéopov, all sea, ordywv Tod
Kocuov: Athos (he is thinking of Xerxes’ achievement
a8 a type of imperial sovereignty at its climax) BwNdpioy
To0 Koouov.—vii. 68 : Sage, calm, and unruffled though
wild beasts Siacmd Ta peNddpie ToD mepi-TeBpapuévov
TovTov ¢upduaros (“material integument of flesh,”
where Dr. Rendall euphemizes the hard bitter sarcasm
of the original; “this lump of clay hung round me
which cries out for food”).—viil. 20 : 7i 8¢ ayaboy
mopddhuyL cuveaTOTy 1 kakov Svalvbelon; Ta Suoia O
k. émi AMyvov.

§ 4. We are here not far from getting annoyed
with Marcus’ persistent inconsistency. It is his whole
purpose to mark off and separate man from the rest of
things; his virtue “proceeds by its own mysterious
path, hard to be compassed and understood, to the goal
of its being,” vi. 17, and has nothing to do with mere
elemental change. Yet thus severed in life from the
innocent and unreflecting pleasure of animals, in the
moment of his greatest suspense and anxiety, he is
suddenly classed with—not even animals, but with the
inanimate and mechanical and automatic. That the
corollary of this is resignation, peace, social work, is due

pimros Udwp yhouddes, wdrra gikyxavTd' Towolirov wdv uépos Tol Blov k. wav
vrokewnévor. We prefer his uth) cucxalvew uhde dravddr of v. 9 ; and we
must remember, too, that Marcus here as elsewhere 1s too sincere to be
consistent.—For example, how the proud self-possession of iii. 5 + "0pfdw
olv elvar xp7 odxl dpBoduevor, gives place to the modesty of vii. 12 : 3p8ds
%) 8pBovuevos,—a Oevrepds wAols, 1ndeed, to the complete spontaneity of
the Spirit’s choice, a ‘‘law to itself” ;—to the sober advice of vin 7:
My aloxivov BonBovuevos.
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to a mere temperamental peculiarity of the Emperor;
it is certainly not logic. To a more sanguine and fiery
nature, the gladness of fighting and defiance would set
him in deadly conflict against a power which, though
ultimately certain to triumph, it is pure joy so far as
possible to thwart. “If such a Deity bade me go to
hell, to hell I would gladly go”; and on the same
deep sense of the fitting rests the strange religious
Atheism (or rather ir-religion) of Lucretius. If man
is a bubble on the ocean of time, by all means let him
follow his bent, and not do violence to his inner self.
But the ascetic has nothing to say logically against the
voluptuary ; and to prate about reason, duty, a standard
of right and wrong, sympathy with the world-soul,
merely irritates a good-natured adversary, who is ready
to leave you with a “higher criterion,” if you would
only grant him a similar freedom of choice and inclina-
tion.

He on his part has no wish to depreciate or criticize
the satisfaction of the Mystic; he will not even call
his inner joys, illusion or an imaginary world of pure
hallucination; he knows that everything is that,—
relative, fleeting, uncanonized by any yet discovered
standard ; for nothing can effectively bridge the gulf
between two personalities. A man can make of the
world what he likes, and no one has the right to say
him “nay.” “Exacros év 7§ idlw vol minpodopelrbo,
Rom. xiv. 5; and although St. Paul is speaking about
the unessential, where reasonable divergence and toler-
ance can be permitted, the maxim can be taken up into
a far more serious realm. This pure subjectivity can
only be corrected by the social edict which, making “for
the greatest happiness of the greatest number,”—always
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the aim, whether avowed or not,—takes the average of
human character and aspirations, and decides that, on
the whole, man 1is instinctively (though illogically)
“moral”; that a general agreement on Ta wpaxtéa
rai py can be reached, even apart from religious
sanction. But in Marcus’ system, the universal moral
instinet, sign of essential solidarity, lies useless in the
background, like Anaxagoras’ disappointing maxim; and
it is not too much to say that his theology provides no
argument whatever for the endeavour to right. For,
viewed as Fate or the Absolute, God has no concern
with such a distinction ; viewed as the “ Deity Within,”
the divine voice within condones or enjoins the ex-
tremest vagaries of subjective impulse.

§ 5. But I am travelling somewhat beyond my
immediate task; and Marcus himself might gently
remind me that engrossment in the present duty (vo
mwapov . . . acapiatov) is the truest rule—viii. 37.
In a somewhat hard-hearted passage on mourners, he
ends, Mpdoos mav TolTo K. Nibpov év Buldke, intrans-
latable indeed. “All comes fo stench and refuse at
last.”—ix. 24 : Hawiov dpyal k. walyvia, k. TVeVudTIO
vexpols Baocrdiorta (“ children’s squabbles, or stage-farce,
and poor breath carrying a corpse; is not phantom
land more palpable and solid ?”)~—ix. 29: @¢ edre)j
8¢ xal Ta woMTIKG TabTa k. s oleTar, PiAocipws
wpaxktika avBpoma! pvEdv ueord. (“How cheap, in
sooth, are these pygmies of politics, these sage doctrin-
aires in statecraft! Drivellers everyone!”)—x. 17:
Tod 6Mov aidvos k. ThHs BAns odolas cuveyds ¢avracia
Kal OTL WdvTa TA KATA MEPOS @S MEV TPOS ovoiav,
keyxpapls: @s O mpos ypovov, Tpumdrou mepioTpodd. (¢ All
individual things are but a grain of millet .. . the
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turn of a screw.”)—=x. 17: Ta avfpdmwa are rkamvds
k. 10 unoév.—x. 34. All men are leaves (¢pdAAa . . .
¢ul\dpia). Ildvra yap Tavra “&apos émuyilyverar Gpxy
elta dvepos kataBéBAnker émeld UAy érépa. . . . T
&’ 3\eyoxpdviov kowov maocw.—38: Mndérore cuumep:-
dPavrdlov TO TepLrELuévoy dryyelddes, K. TA Opydvia TavTa
Ta wepimemAacuéva. (“Never confound it (the true
power, the will) with the mere containing shell, and
the various appended organs.”')—=xi. 2: Méuwnoo émi
Ta kata pépos Tpéyeww k. TH Otawpéoer altdv els
katadpdrmow iévar —xii. 1 and 2. Various uncom-
plimentary names for the body To mepirefpauuévor oot
capxlbiov . . . Uhika dryyela k. $lowd k. kabdppoata . . .
ra mepikerpéva kpeadia (“fleshly shell . . . material
husks and impurities”). —xii. 27: Ilod »iv mdvra
éxelva ; kamvds k. omodds k. ubbos 7 ovdé ubdbos.—31 :
E:i ¢ écacra elkatappovnra mpooifr émwi Teéhevralov,
170 émealar ¢ Adye k. Td Ocp. — 32. How tiny a
portion of eternity, of substance, of world-soul has been
allotted to you! év moore 8¢ Pulaple ThHs SAms s

! This contemptuous, semi-gnostical language, and this repetition of
msulting diminutives,* is a fashion of most second century writers; ecf.
Maximus Tyrius, xiu., where the body is dvexpnerdy Toliro meplfAnua.
. o« Xhaviblo éphuepa, poxia dobev) k. Tpoxwa. . . . kakdy k. rAnoroy
k. vooepdy Opéupa. . . . onmwbuevov k. diappéov Terylov Becuwrnplov. It
was certainly not the Christian Church, but the fatigued classical spirit,
that introduced ascetic anchoritism and & Manichean contempt for
the body. Even the genial Plotinus, whose entire aim 1s anfi-
Dualistie, is led away by this fundamental tenet of the new Platonism
(a spirit by no means confined to the School of that name), Ennead, vi.
7. 81: the fair objects of sense arouse the waking soul, but do not
beguile 1t into supposing they are original ; for they are but counterfeits ;
‘“never would those blessed ideals venture to defile themselves by
embarking 1n this miry clay of bodily vesture, to befoul and destroy

themselves (uh vap &v ToAufjoac éxeiva old éoTw els BépBopov cwpdrwy
éuBfvac, k. puravas éavra k. dgavioar).



250 MARCUS AURELIUS

€pmeis; mdvta TadTa évfupoiuevos, undev peya avralov
(contrast Aristotle’s é¢’ Soov évdéyerar abavarilew).
—The sum of the whole book may be found in the
next section. IIds éavre ypfrar 710 “Hryepovikov ;
év yap ToUTe TO mAv. T4 O¢ Nowma 19 mpoaipeTd é. 7
ampoaipera, vékpa k. xamvds. (“How goes it with your
Inner Self? that is everything. All else, in your
control or out of if, is smoke and dust of the dead.” ?)

(B) Tre Uses ,AND METHODS OF PHILOSOPHY; THE
SURRENDER OF INTELLECTUALISM

ANALYSIS

§ 6. Settled early in lufe his few (paradoxic) dogmate; burnt his

books ; his style and wunction all his own ; formal doctrines,
others.

§ 7. Abandons speculatiwe philosophy (not tending to edification) ;
avms at mere practecal goodness and piety ; his “ open mind
on all ultemate problems.

§ 6. One or two points remain: (1) what is the
kind of science or method of philosophy which has taught
Marcus this theory of the world and man’s place in it ?
(2) whether it is possible to stand out in self-will and
obstruct the eternal order? because it is clear that
people not born to patience and devoutness, in whose
breast rages the sacred fire of discontent, will be glad

11 am not quite comfortable about dismissing wpoalpera into this
contemptible category; it seems too sweeping even for Marcus the
pessimist. I would suggest that by this word he conveys a domain
proper and subordinate to the exercise of the Inner Self, by willing ;
and therefore really included in 1t, and not to be distinguished as having
an essential value in itself. For to emphasize the mere inner tranquillity,
released from any willing or striving, 18 surely too Buddhistic for
Marcus? But I only suggest.
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to hear what measure of completeness, distinetness,
individuality, one can attain, even if it be painful, and
in the end a failuree. Who is the character in one of
Stevenson’s apologues, who, when he hears of the
Ragnarok, says, “I am going off to fight for Odin” ?
It is the dull and meaningless omnipotence which
rouses us to challenge, even to despise, the tyrant
sovereign of a world so worthless. But if he demands
our help and our sympathy, waits for, and will not
force our loyalty, the whole horizon is changed; the
meaning of everyday life becomes clearer; little things
fit in to a system, which, sublime, is not “infinite.”
The very weakness of the power that makes « for
righteousness ” is the best enlisting sergeant: “ Moria-
mur pro rege nostro Maria Theresa.” But first to the
peculiar method of Marcus’ inquiry. Now it is clear
that early in life he was much inclined to become a
student, to read and meditate muech over bygone
authors, and to spend over the refined subtleties of
Hellenic systems a life which was owed to public
duties and the common welfare. His temper, too,
essentially speculative and sceptic, had its especial
dangers, of which he was aware. So, after settling
upon a few maxims on which to guide his life, the
Soypara wpoyepa, so frequently summoned and paraded,
after deciding on the supreme merits of Stoic Monism,
he abandoned further search, quenched his curiosity,
and burnt, if not his boats, at least his books. What
self-devotion there was in this sacrifice of inclination !
He may have borrowed his technical phrases from
others, his doctrine of self-sufficingness from Seneca,
of the “indwelling Deity ” from Epictetus, his charity
and forbearance from the abundant practical examples
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in his childhood, from his mother, from Antoninus,' the
old man “Cephalus” of the drama,—but in the very
antinomies of his system, the bluntness and vagaries of
his unpractised style, the fervour of his intense sincerity,
the richness of his concrete illustration and metaphor,?

! Besides the long section in Book L., see vi. 30 : Ildvra, ds’ Avrwyivov
pa.fnris.

2 Some of his more memorable sayings :

““Do each act, live each day, as if it were to be your last.”

“‘The good man is high priest and minister of the gods.”

¢ Qur human states are houses in the supreme commonwealth.”

““ Do even the smallest thing, mindful of the close connexion of things
human and Divine.”

““The bright flame assimilates all to itself, and only burns the
brighter ; so should a wise man take life’s pains.”

“¢ A poet of old said, O dear city of Cecrops; and shall I not say,
O beloved city of God !”

““Full already is the story of your life; completed your public
gervice ” (Tehela 5 Aewroupyla).

¢ The finest kind of retaliation is not to become like.”

“In this flux of things, he who singles out another for his love, is
as if a passing swallow caught his fancy ; and, lo! it is already out of
sight.”

¢Things cannot influence our judgments,”

““ The lover of glory places his good in another’s action ; the voluptuary,
in his own passivity ; the wise, in his own unfettered activity.”

““Why be ashamed, if lame, to mount the glittering ramparts of the
City of Truth by another’s helping hand ¢”

““ Near at hand is thy forgetfulness of all ; near, too, forgetfulness of
all for thee,”

““The fount of the good within will ever give pure water, if you dig
about it.”

‘“ How easy for a man to be divine, and yet be recognized by none!”

‘A mind free from every passion is an Acropolis.”

““ A fountain, if you stand blaspheming it and casting in mud, ceases
not to send forth clear water.”

‘“Come quickly, O Death! lest perchance I forget myself.”

‘““Rven if the leaving life so be the one right action in life” (cf.
¢ Nothing in life became him as well as the leaving it ).

““On the same tree, yes ; not of the same creed.”
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the quickness of his eye for realistic detail, we must
lament in the interests both of literature and philo-
sophy that he could not enjoy a more ample leisure
(edpuywpla). In spite of his constant repetitions, in
spite of the patent fallacy in that philosophic scheme
which he fondly supposed was the foundation of his
ethical practice, he always compels attention by the
dignity, the distinetion, the earnest directness of his
style. He commands and uses as his servant the
crabbed definitions and phrases of Stoic pedantry; and
in a certain atmosphere, and an indescribable unction,
he foreshadows Plofinus; whose genial mysticism, sef
free now from “physiology,” stands in such marked
contrast to the pessimism of the Emperor. He might,
we can easily conceive, have hewn out a more enduring
temple of truth, softened the asperities, and reconciled
the inconsistencies of his creed; which as it lies before
us in detached aphorisms, is but a tumbled heap of
bricks in disorder, and with no clue to their combina-
tion. But from the solitary meditation, “alone with
the Alone,” in which lay his deepest joy! public
gervice called him ; and from this, whether in battle
or senate-house, he never flinched. Yet he abandoned
the delights of speculative philosophy with a sigh. He
needs continually to remind himself that he has not
time, perhaps not capacity (as he modestly avers), for
becoming a “dialectic” or a “physician”; that others,
if he challenge comparison with the great minds of
pure thought, may despise and laugh at his pretensions ;

Complamnt of an actor cut short in his part: ‘“But I have not yet
spoken my full allotted part!” Never mind ; in Iife your three-fifths
is the entire plot.”

1iv, 8: Tijs Umoxwphioews Tiis els Totro T6 dypldioy éavrol.
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but that they cannot do this if, in abandoning all claim
to wisdom, he strives to be simply good.

§ 7. i 2: "Ages o BiBria—-3: Tiv ¢ TV
BiBriwy Sirav piJrov! His use of philosophy is of
a pure moral science, in the sense of Epictetus.—
i. 17: Ti odv 10 mwapaméurar Svvauevoy ; &v K. wovoy
drocopia. Toiro & év 7@ Tnpely Tov &vdov Aaiuova
aviBpiarov, ktA. (“ What then can direct our goings ?
one thing, and one alone, philosophy; which is to keep
the deity within inviolate and free from scathe.”)—
vi. 30: ‘Ayovicar va TotodTos ouvuueivns olov ae
nBeangoe moiiocar dihocodia.  “ Struggle to remain
such as Philosophy would have you,”=as above,
“Simple, good, sincere, grave, unaffected, a friend
to justice, Gtod-fearing, considerate, affectionate, and
strenuous in duty.”—=So viil. 1: 7oANois T d&ANoss
K. avTos ceavt@ Ofhos féyovas moppw Pilocodias, in
a purely ethical sense—So ix. 29: ‘Amhotv éoTe
kal aidfuov TO Pihocopias Epyov.—Such practical
wisdom and guidance to serenity, the sovereign good,
will be embodied in short gnomic maxims, pregnant
with meaning, held ready for any emergency. He
learnt from Rusticus to “renounce sophistic ambitions
and essays on philosophy, discourses provocative to
virtue, or fancy portraitures of the sage or the phil-
anthropist.”—i. 7: un écrpamivac eis {Hlov codaTikdy
pndé To ouvyypddeww mepi TOY Oewpnudrwy 7 mpo-
TpemTikad Noydpia Staléyecbai, 7 ¢avraciomhikTws TOV
acknTicOY 1) TOV evepyerikoy Avdpa émibeixvvabar (cf.
X. 16: “No more mere talk of what the Good Man
should be. Be it!”)—i. 17. He thanks the gods
for saving him from vpedantry: 6émws émefiunca
pilooopias, pn éumeceiv els Tiwva aobothy wund dro-
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kabicar émi Tovs ouyypapels ) cuAloyiouods avaldewy
7 Tepi Ta peTewpoloyika kataryivesfar. (“ Thanks, too,
that, in spite of my ardour for philosophy, I did not
fall into the hands of any sophist, or sit poring over
essays or syllogisms, or become engrossed in scientifie
speculation.”) dpwdrgTa cov ovk éyovor Bavudoad.
(“ You have no special keenness of wit,” v. 5.) "Eore,
AN Erepa worha €’ v odk Exes elmely “ob qap
mépurka.”’ Similarly, vii. 67: Kal up 61 dmhwicas
SuahekTikds K. duowkds éoealar Sva TodTo dmoyrds, rTA.,
to become free, modest, social, and resigned.—v. 10:
“Things are so wrapped in veils that to gifted
philosophers not a few, all certitude is unattainable.
Nay, to the Stoics themselves such attainment seems
precarious ; and every act of intellectual assent is
fallible ; for where is the infallible man?” (ra uév
wpdypata €év Towauth . . . éykaNinrer €. doTe .
édofe mavrdmwaciy axkard\ymra elvai . . . dvokatd-
MTTa . . . k. mdoa 7 nuerépa ouykatdBeois uetar-
TWTOS' oD rya\r,p 6 aperamroTos; So much for his
semi-sceptical rejection of formal logie, of scientific
study, of dogmatic certitude,—in the interests of the
one thing of value, moral uprightness. For this
depends on no special or curious lore, but on the
realising of these few truisms which all men accept
and no one practises.

(C) “SCIENTIFIC STUDY AS A MEDITATION ON DEaTH”

ANALYSIS

§ 8. Though tn effect this piety demolishes reason, stell insists on
“ scoentefic ?’ kmowledge and definstion of each thing.

§ 9. One chief rule; distinguish material and cause; know world-
order before ascertaining own duly.
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§ 10. Universal Decay, the supreme lesson ; scienlific knowledge a
comfort (even to Eprcurus agarnst pawn) by showing neces-
sary place of everything in the whole.

§ 11. Shortmess of life alleviated by s tested emptiness , scrence leads
to 2ndefference and reconciles to Death.

§ 8. But at the same fime the Stoic spirit in him
gave not up tamely its favourite dogma, “Redemption
through Science.” Throughout the whole, and with
striking frequency in the later books, side by side
with this pietistic demolition of reason, he insists on
the need of particular and scientific knowledge, as we
should call it. He is clearly of opinion that without
such rational or intellectual vision no man can see
things in their naked truth (or unreality), pierce to the
core of things, detect their proportion and co-ordination,
discover the links which somehow bind them into a
harmonious whole. Just as the Platonic dialectician
mounts from particular to universal, and returns “from
the mount of God ” with fresh faculties and clearer eyes
armed with the tables of the Law, so Marcus believes
that the prudent man refers each special instance to
its general law, and regards every sensible or material
circumstance in the light of its definition. Let him
speak for himself.—iii. 11: “ Always define and out-
line carefully the object of perception so as to realize
its naked substance (70 8pov 7 Tepiypadny del
wotetofar ToD VmomimTovros ¢avracTod @oT alTo
omotov é. katr oboiav quuvor), to discriminate its
own totality by aid of its surroundings, to mark
its specific attributes and those of the component
elements mto which it can be analysed.” (éiov &/
6Awy Suppnuévws Bhémeww k. To 1diov dvoua adTod k. TA
ovouata éxeivov éE By ocuvekpiln k. els & avarvbicerar
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Myew map éavrd.) “Nothing so emancipates the
mind as the power of systematically and truthfully
testing everything that affects, and looking into them
in such a way as to infer the kind of order to which
each belongs (? world-order), the special use which
it subserves, its relation and value to the universe,
and, in particular, to man as a citizen of that supreme
world-city.” Ov8&v yap oftw peyalodppoodvns mounTi-
kov 9 @5 TO é\éyyew 0@ K. anbijia EkacTov TRV TH
Biw vromimTovtwy Slvaclai, k. T0 Gel odTws eis avTa
opav dore cvvertBdAhew, omoip Tive T Koouw, 8moiay
Twa ToUTe Ypelay mwapeyouevov, Tiva péy Eyer aflav g
apos To “Olov Tiva 8¢ ds mwpos Toy dvfpwmov, woNiTHY
dvra moNews TS AVETATYS.

§ 9. This process is, very roughly, to be described
as the distinction of cause and material; eg. iv. 21:
Ts émi TovTov 7 ioTopia Ths dAnleias ; Siaipecis eis To
UMkov k. els 1o aitiiddes. (“How can the truth be
searched out in this case ?” namely, the odd problem
of how there is room in the air for all the Spirits of
the dead!) “ By distinguishing between matter and
cause.”—v. 13. He applies this canon to his own
nature: éf aitiwdous k. UAikoD ocwvvéoTnka, and to
everything that happens.—vii 29: Iwvepioor 7o
cuuBaivov. . . . Alehe k. pépioov TO Umokeiuvor eis
0 aiTidddes k. UMkév. This is the kind of question
one must ask oneself—viii. 11: Totito, 7({ é avTo0
kal avro v idlg katackely; T{ pév To ovouddes
avTol K. ONikov ; T( 8¢ 1O aliteddes; Ti O¢ Toiel év T
Kéoue ; mégov 8¢ ypbvoy vdioraTtar;—So xi. 8:
yuprd TV Prowdv Bedoaclar Ta aiTiwdy, Tas avadpopds
Tdv mpafewv. (“Strip off the husks and look at the
underlying causes, look at the tendencies of actions.”)

I7
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—viil, 18: dwmpexds k. émi wdons (e oiov Te) pav-
Tacias uaiohoyelv Taboloyely OialexTikeveaOas, where
Rendall very suggestively : “To every impression apply,
if possible, the tests of objective character, of subjective
effect, and of logical relation.” The passage is not easy;
duaiohoyeiy (a word of significant frequency in later
books) clearly conveys “ peculiar and special nature or
equipment,”—idia kaTackeim, by no means a detailed
inquiry into composition and parts by scientific and
impartial induction, but rather a deductive pronounce-
ment on its place in the world, viewed in the light
of the prescribed teleology; maBoloyelv would imply
the actual experience of such a creature or thing
(for ¢v. is ideal and abstract), the particular concrete
action of the rest of circumstances upon it and its
change under such influence; &iahexTikedecfar the
broadest term for reflecting survey, ascending from
gsuch experience or inward sensations and emotions to
the more abstract definition or ideal contained in the
term ¢vois; in a word, a combination of the two
first—vili 52 (a passage already quoted): “ He who
knows not the world-order, knows not his own place
therein. And he who knows not for what end he
exists, knows not himself nor the world.” ‘O de¢ &
T TOUTWY GmoMmwv, ovdé mpds 8 T adros mépukev
efror. He uses this canon to reprove his own desire
of applause from those about him ignorant of their
place and destiny.—ix. 25: “I6¢ émi Ty mowoTyTa
to0 Aitiov k. amo Tob UMkoD adTo wepiypdyras
Béacar elra k. Tov ypévov mepiépiooy, ooy TheloTOV
vploracbar méuke Tolro TO iBlws motoy. “ Get to the
cause and its quality; isolate it from the material
embodiment and survey it; then delimit the full
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gpan for which the individuality in question can
subsist.” (Cf. vili 21: é&xorpeyrov k. Oéacar olov é.
ynppdoav 8¢ olov qiverar.)

§ 10. Full of the practical tendency of objective
study, Marcus always sees things in the light of a
personal relation to himself. As to him death is the
constant theme of his solitary pareenetic, so in all
else he aims at reducing a thing to its constituent
elements, and fixing the utmost limits for its per-
sistence,—that the supreme lesson of universal decay
may be derived. To idlws ooy exactly corresponds
with our “individuality”; questionable and puzzling
gift in a pantheistic system, and reaching in man a
point most difficult of solution. He quotes with
approval Eplcurus, in his resolute contempt of suffer-
ing.—ix. 41: “When I was sick I did not converse
about my bodily ailments, nor discuss such matters
with my visitors; but continued to dwell upon the
principles of Natural Philosophy” (ra wponyodueva
duoiohoydy SieTélovr), “and, more particularly, how
the understanding, while participating in such dis-
turbances of the flesh, yet remains in unperturbed
possession of its proper good” (7 dedvoia, cupueTarau-
Bdvovaa Tév év capridipy TowoUTRY Kiv)TEWY, ATAPAKTEL
70 L8tov ayaboy tmpodoa). Like Seneca, he is tolerant
of the foe, “fas est et ab hoste doceri,” and seeks the
common ground of all earnest and reflecting thought
(rdans aipéoens kowov); common i8 it to every school
“to be loyal to philosopby under whatsoever circum-
stances, and not join the babel of the silly and
ignorant” (unbe 7@ idiwTy K. &duowoNdyw ocuudAvapeiv).
—=x. 9. He unites this “scientific knowledge” or
“ winnowing and discerning faculty” with simplicity,
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dignity : IIéte «yap dmhoTnTos dmohavees; TOTE
ceuvdTyTos ; WoTe d¢ Ths € éxdoTov frwpigews, Ti
re é. xaT ovolav, k. Tiva ywpav éyer év ¢ Kioup,
k. émwl mogoy médurey VioTaclar, k. ék Twvwv cuyré-
kpiTat K. Tioe OvvaTar Umdpyew, K. Tives Slvavtas
avro Owbévar Te k. adatpeicbai.  (“That true under-
standing which apprehends each thing’s true being,
its position in the world, its term of existence, and
its composition,—which can say to whom it of right
belongs, and who can either give it or take it
away.”)

§ 11. x. 18: Eis é&kacrov Ty Umokelpévor édi-
oTdvra, émwoety adTo 70n Sialvéuevoy k. év peraolf
. . . 7 kabore &acTov mépukey domep Oviorew (“by
its own appointed mode of death ”). This “ physiology,”
then, comprises a study of ingredients and of fated dis-
solution ; not only for the Sage’s own life, but for each
material object Philosophy is a “ Meditation on Death.”
—=xi. 1. Even the scientific astronomy of the Rational
Soul, on which Seneca expatiates with such luxuriance,
is but a means to view the monotony and sameness of
the universe, whether in parts or process: *Er: 8¢
weptépyerar Tov Ohov Koopov k. T0 mepi adTov xevov
k. 10 oxfua avTod, k. €5 THv dmweplay Tod aidvos
éxTelveTas, K. TNV WEPLOSIKNY Taliyyevesiay TOV SAwy
.+ . Bewpei: the moral being, not the splendid preroga-
tive of the Soul who out of this mortal abyss can rise
to stellar spheres, but the fragility, the caducity, of
each thing (itself included); that poor comfort which
consoles the brevity of life by dwelling on its empti-
ness.—xi. 16: Indifference, the true philosophic aim,
thus to be attained : ’A8iapoproer O¢ éav €kacTov adrdy

Ocwpti Simpnpéves «. (uy ?) ohkds (“by contemplating
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everything in its elements, and also as a whole”).l—xi.17:
wofev éNijAvler EkaaTov k. éx Tivov EkaaTov Tmoretuévoy
K. €05 Ti petaBdA\er k. olov €oTal petaBalov k. o5 0ddey
xaxov meioerat, The supposed “sciemtific” interest is
thus strictly ancillary to the moral and personal end.
The study of things tends to show that they must soon
perish and die, and in this law of nature suffer no hurt.
And so for man: his duty, to appropriate to himself
the general lesson, and learn patience and lowliness.
“ Consider from whence each thing has come, of what
material 1t 18 composed, into what it is changing, what it
will be like when changed, and that no harm can come
to it.”—xii. 24. Of three “dogmas” to be always held
ready to hand, the second is to see owmoiov &kacTov
amo oméppatos uéypt Yvywoens K. Amo Yuywoewns
péxpt Tod THY Yuyny amododvar k. é€ olwv 1) oiryrpiois
k. eis ola 73 Avoes. Thus, in a sense, philosophy per-
forms by anticipation the work of death, showing the
constituents, unweaving, like Penelope, the texture of
daylight in the gloom of an ascetic wisdom.?2 We

1 Coraes here conjectured the negative ; both would make good sense ;
oAk@s maght be used of vague superficial dismissal of a thing under its
class without due disregard to 1ts ‘¢ differentia.” But the word occurs in
a good. sense Just below xi. 18 (9) of pointing out to someone in exror a
general law ; and I feel sure Rendall is right in a verdict of exile; for
6\ekids corresponds exactly with ¢uoioloyla, and 4. to the close inspec-
tion of rafoloyia, and analysis into elements,

2 Before dismissing this section I may remark on the three remaining
uses of guoiohoyely : (a) Clearly scornfully of the supposed esoterrc know-
ledge of Heraclitus, which could not save him from an indecorous fate
(iii. 8 : mepl Tijs Tod Kdouov éxmvpdoews Tosuira duarohoyioas); (8) in
a doubtiul passage, x. 9: ‘A fight, a scramble, a stupor, or a bondage
—such is life! and each day will help to efface the sacred principles
which you divest of philosophic regard or allegiance” (rd lepd éxeiva
SéyumaTa Omood ol duolohoynTds parrd{p k. rapawéumess). Gataker
reads dgusiohoyyrds, which is the same thing. The Teubner text,
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may conclude this section with his own definition
(already quoted above), v. 82: wis olw ruyn &rexros
k. émomipey ; 7 €idula doyny k. TéNos, k. TOY O GNs
Ths ovolas Owikoyra Tov Aoyov, k. Swa mwavTos Tob
aidvos xatd mepiddous TeTayuévas oLkovouolvTa TO
IIgv. (“What soul is trained and wise? That only
which knows the beginning and the end, and the
Reason diffused through all being, which through all
eternity administers the universe in periodic cycles.”)
Here, as must always be the case in pantheistic systems,
the particular knowledge of details gives place in the
end to.a mere consideration of the “inbreathing and
outbreathing of Bréhm,” the illusion of all several
existences, and the mystic sense of union with the
alpha and omega of life. Science, properly so called,
cannot flourish in a mind preoccupied with its own
sorrowful personality, and centring its thought on the
duty (and the uselessness) of moral endeavour.

(D) ON REBELLION AND APOSTASIS FROM THE WORLD-
ORDER—HOW FAR POSSIBLE ?

ANALYSIS

§ 12. Has man only just so much freedorm as to understand his
slavery ¢ Rebellion s possible, but only hurts the rebel.

6 ¢uoohoynTos, must be in ironical apposition, ‘‘which you, the self-
deemed accurate student of things, call up before your minds in array
and then dismiss,” z.e. without practising. (There is a temptation
(which I shall resist) of reading something Iike ‘‘puffed up with mere
words” (v. 23 : uwpds 6 év TobTows gurduevos), which a scribe, increas-
ingly familiar with ¢usiohoyla, may have altered.) Hapaméumew 18
itgelf & puzzle; it is used, 1. 8, of absolute ‘disregard”; 1. 17, of
the supreme guidance and ‘‘escort™ of true wisdom ; wii. 57, of the
“ transmission ” of Light. I feel certain it is used here like pavrd{y, in
& depreciatory sense, ‘‘ carelessly bow out.”
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§ 13. (Tewts on theme, ““ part or member or limb severed from whole
ceases to be”.)

§ 14. Indivedual alogfness and want of sympathy can do harm ; yet,

unlike lopped branch, repentant separatrst cam reuntite (but
he 1s never the same).

§ 15. Appeal based on specral affinty and Thought for its kindred
and counterpart ; the truly moral one who takes joy in doing

right.

§ 12. Having now seen the universal law of decay,
as the foundation and perpetual theme of philosophy,
being aware that to Marcus “ Science ” meant a preju-
diced and inaccurate meditation on constant elemental
change, we come now to a seemingly different subject,
one, nevertheless, closely connected. Is man, doomed
with all else to death, able in any degree to vindicate
his freedom in self-will ¢ Is he a mere machine with
the painful consciousness that it possesses just so much
spontaneity as to understand its slavery ?'—x. 5:
“ Whatever befalls was fore-prepared for you from all
time ; the woof of causation was from all eternity
weaving the realization of your being and that which
should befall it.” 7O T &v oot cvpfBalvy TobTO TOL
é€ aidvos mwporaTeckevalero Kal 1) émimhoky TAY alTiwY
cvvékhwBe Ty Te o ImocTacww éE aibiov k. THY ToUTOV
cvuBacw. No wonder Quietism follows as the sole
practical maxim of prudence: obedience to fixed law,
tinctured, if you like, with a sentimental pietism, or
making a virtue, resignation, of necessity. Clearly all
rebellion of particulars must be fictitious: “for who
hath resisted His will 2” There is but one force in

’
141, 16 : Téhos 82 Noyik@y fhwv, 70 Erecbur 7@ Ths Iléhews k. Moerelas
s wpeasBurdTys Nbyp k. Oeouy : an insurmountable Dualism of subject

and object, unless religious faith come to remforce the duty, by showing
the happincss, of obedience.
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the world, whatever its name and character, whether if
be mere physical impulse, or (in some way unintelligible
to the ordinary man) moral and “ making for right-
eousness.” To oppose this were madness if it were not
frankly impossible. Yet Marcus is constantly urging
us not to attempt it: he is very anxious, perhaps over
anxious, to show that it can only harm the rebel him-
self, and cannot hinder God’s work, to whom even sin
and Satan are contributory and essential. ¢ Man’s soul
does violence to itself first and foremost when it makes
1tself so far as it can a kind of tumour and excrescence
on the universe” (ii. 16 : “TBpiler éavryy % Tod a.
Juyn, pdhiora pév 8rav dméornpo k. olov $ipa ToU
Koocuov (8oov €’ airg) wévprar). “Any chafing
against the order of things is a rebellion against
Nature (&méoracis Ths Pdoews). For man is a mere
part (iv. 14: Ewvméorns ds pépos).—iv. 29 : “If he
who does not recognize what is in the world is a
stranger to the universe, none the less is he who does
not recognise what is passing there” (£évos rdopov . . .
T dvTa . . . Ta ywioueva). “ He is an exile, expatriated
from the Commonwealth of Reason; a blind man with
cataract of the mental eye” (Puvyas o Pedywr Tov
TOMLTLKOY AOYOV, TUPNOS O KaTauvwy T@ voepd Suuatt)
. “an excrescence who, as it were, excretes and
separates himself from the order of nature by discon-
tent with his surroundings ” (Anéompe kéouov o dgio-
'ra‘,/cevos‘ k. xwpilwv éavrov Tod ThHs Kowds dpUoews Néyov)
“a social outcast who dissevers his individual soul

from the one common soul of reasonmg things ” (CAwéo-
X\Opo TONEWS 0 THY LOlav «,b*vxmz T@Y Aoryikdy amooyibwy,
pids otons).—Yet these railers perform a useful function,
each has a conftributory function to the service of the
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whole; none are superfluous. Heraclitus believed
sleepers to be épyarai . . . cuvepyol Taw év 76 Kooue
ywouévov. “ANhos 8¢ kaT &Aoo auvepyel €k meps-
ovolas 8¢ K. 0 peupouevos, k. o0 dvmBalvew TeLpduevos
k. Gvoupelv Ta ywopueva. Kal qap Tod TotovTov Eypnlev
0 Kéouos (“who finds fault, and who tries to resist
and undo what is done; even of such the world has
need ”).

§ 13. viii. 34: “ Have you ever seen a dismembered
hand or foot, or decapitated head lying severed from
the body to which it belonged ? (&wokekoppémv . . .
amoreTunuévyy). Such does a man make himself (so
far as he can) when he refuses to accept what befalls,
and isolates himself, or when he pursues self-seeking
action ” (o un 0éNwy 10 cupBaivoy k. dwooxilwy éavTiv).
“You are cast out from the unity of Nature of which
you are an organic part; you dismember your own
self ¥ CAwéppuyail mol mote awod Tis karta Pplow évdoews
émepirels yap pépos, viy 8¢ geavtov dmékoyras). « But
here is this beautiful provision, that it is in your power
to re-enter the unity; no other part of the whole doth
God privilege, when once severed and dismembered, to
reunite ” CANN' dde kourov éxelvo 87t éfeari oot warw
évdaatr geauTév. TODTO AN pépel 0vdevi Beos émérpere,
XopLobérm k. Suakomérm mdhw ouvenberv). “ Bub consider
the goodness of God with which He has honoured man !
He has put it in his power never to be sundered at all
from the whole” (dAAa oxédras Tyv ypnoToTnTa %
Teriunre TOv dvlpomov: kai yap Wa THv apyny p7)
dmwoppayn amo Tod Shov, ém’ avTg émoinoe). “ And if
sundered, then to rejoin once more and coalesce and
resume his contributory place” (k. émoppayérm maiiy
émave\Betv k. cvupivar k. Ty ToD pépovs TaEw amola-
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Betv)l—ix. 9. A long and interesting section in which
he complains that rational beings alone can interrupt
this natural law of sympathy and association between
the cognate parts of kindred whole: "Oca xowod Tivos
/ \ A\ ¢ \ /

peTéyel, TPOs TO opoyevés omevdes, earth to earth, fire
to fire, ete., xal Tolvvy wav TO Kowihs voepds Ploews
péroyoy mpos TO cuyyevds ouolws amevder 7 kal parAov.
(So, too, everything that participates in the common
mind-nature feels the like impulse towards kind, nay
more 80 ¥ (8o vyap é kpeiTTov wapa Ta A\a, TocoVTE
k. wpos Ta ovykipvdolar TE oikelw k. cuyyelolar
érowporepoy. “ The higher the nature, the readier the
impulse to combination and fusion with its counfer-
part ). . . . Ed00s qyoiv émi uév TV GAbywv ebpébn
curvy k. dyéhas . . . k. olov &wTes Yuyai yap 7oy
fioay évravba k. TO ouvvdywyov év TH KpelrToVL émi-
Telwouevoy ebpiocrero (“on this higher plane of being
a mutual attraction asserts itself, which is not present
in plants (!), or stones, or sticks”). ’Emi 8¢ Tdv
Noyiedy ooy mohiTelar k. Gilia k. olkot k. cUNNoyor k.
év mohéuois ocvvbBikar k. avoyai. “Among rational

1 On no point is Marcus clearer than on the absolute freedom of
choice, at any given moment, whatever previous life and habits may
have been, whatever the seeming tyranny of circumstance: it is
‘““instantaneous conversion,” but the prime mover is not God, but
man : oldels 6 kwhbwy, 11, 9 ; 7is & kwAbwv éxBakelv ; xi1. 8 and 25, wiii.
47 ; 7is 6 kwhbwy Siopfdoar; x 32 and 33, 1x. 11. In wiil. 41, 74 7o
volU i oddels dANos elwlev éumodllew. oddels yap 0 dvaykdowy . . .
wapaBivar, v. 10 ; i 12, oldels & Tolro (eUfwelr) kwAloar dvrduevos,~—
Even Bartholomew Toyner could scarcely express himself more em-
phatically on this inalienable prerogative (though he may be more
picturesque): “‘I tell you it’s a love that’s awful to think of, that will
go on giving men strength to do wrong, until through the ages of Hell
they get sick of 1t, rather than make them into machines that would

just go when they’re wound up, and that no one could love” (The Zeit
Geist, by L. Dougaill).
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beings there are societies and friendship, homes and
communities, and In wars, compacts and armistices.”
'Eml 8¢ Tdv ére wxpertrTovwy, xal SiecTndTwy TpéTOV
Twa &wots UméoTy ola émi Tdv doTpwv. “ In the still
higher orders of being, even among distant bodies, there
exists unity of a kind, as among the Stars.” Odres 7
émi 7o kpelTrov éravifacis cvumrabeiar ral év Sieorday
épydoacbar dUvatar “So that ascent in the scale of
being induces sympathetic action, in spite of distance.
See what we come to then. None but things possessed
of mind ignore the mutual impulse of attraction ; here
only does the natural gravitation disappear” (uova Ta
voepa viv émiNénoTar TS mwpos EAApAa omoudis k.
cuvveloens, K. TO ovUppour &8e povov od PAémetar).
“Yes, but even 1n the act of evasion, men are caught
and overtaken; nature prevails. Watch and you will
see; sooner will you find some particle of earth de-
tached from other earth, than man isolated from man”
(katror etryovres, mepukararauBdvovtar kpatel yap
7 ¢vos . . . Odoooy ebpor Tis Qv yeddés Ti umbévos
yewdous mpocamrouevoy fmwep dvlpamov dvbpdmov dmeo-
Xtopévoy),

§ 14. An almost similar reproof of the exceptional
obstinacy and frowardness of the intellectual nature
—=xi. 20. All other elements in obedience know how to
keep thewr place (melfopeva ) Tdv SAhwv Srardfer . . .
oUTws dpa kal Ta oToryelw Umakover Tols ONois . . .
péypis av éxeifer wdhw To évdootuor ThHs Sralioews
onunvy)—- persistently retain their appointed place,
until the signal for dissolution sounds their release. Fie
on it that your mind-element alone should disobey and
desert the post assigned” (od Sewdv ovv pévov To voepov
ocov uépos amebes elvar k. ayavakTely T éavrol YwpQ).
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“Yet no violence is laid upon it, nothing but what is
in accordance with its nature; yet it breaks away
impatiently. For motions of injustice, intemperance,
anger, vexation, fear are simply a rebellion against
nature” (o08év dANo €. 7 ddioTapérov Tijs PpUoews).

So ix. 23 : “You are part of a social whole, a factor
necessary to complete the sum (mol\itikod ovoTruaTos
cupmAnpwTikos). Any action of yours that does not
tend directly or remotely to this social end dislocates
life and infringes its unity ” (w9 &xnp THv avadopav elte
wpoceyds elre moppwley émi TO rowwvikoy TéNoS, adiTy
Suaond Tov Biov k. odk é3 &va elvar). “It is an act of
sedition, and, like some separatist, doing what he can to
break away from civic accord” (otaciédns é domep év
Sug o 70 kal avTov pépos Siictdpevos amo Tis ToladTYS
ovudwvias). Here we note the convincing appeal to
co-operate in a system which is imperilled or impaired
by individual aloofness. The fabric, social or mnatural,
can suffer hurt from such secession, as of the Roman
commonalty to the Aventine; but Marcus, true to his
belief that “ evil harms the perpetrator alone,” insists
far more frequently upon the suicidal folly of such
action, and the superb indifference of the cosmic pro-
cess to the rebellion of a part (like some aggrandised
Chinese Empire!). We are well aware to-day how
feeble is the appeal to the reason compared with the
rousing of the sympathetic emotion. Social interest
depends not on fear of a revolution nor on dread of
ignorance, but simply and solely upon a sense of Chris-
tian duty or a vaguer sense of compassion. Thirty
years ago the generally accepted maxim was, “ It is
idle to oppose the march of democracy”; to-day, it is
rather, “ we are wrong in not using our efforts to raise
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our brother to a better life.” Rendall, excellently as
always, expresses Marcus’ criticism of * disaffection ”
(Ixxxiv.) ; it was powerless to interrupt or baulk “ the
purposes of providence, and in opposing it does bus
become fuel to the flame, feeding and strengthening
what it essays to check and counteract.” But the
moral appeal depends on showing man how much, not
how little, influence he exerts for right or wrong.
Another picturesque passage (xi. 8) recalls the Pauline
allegory of the wild olive-tree: x\ddos Tod mrpoceyods
k\d8ov émokomels oD OSlvarar un k. ToD Shov PuTod
dmokekdpbar. “Ovrew 8 xai dvfpwmoes évds dv@pdrov
dmooyolels OAnS THjS Kowwvias amomémrwre (¢ a branch
lopped from its neighbour branch is inevitably lopped
also from the main trunk'! So, too, a man isolated
from one of his fellow-beings is severed from the
general fellowship ”). The only difference is that in
man’s case A1s 1s the voluntary wrong and hurt, act of
malice prepense. KndSov pév odv &Ahos amoxdmrer 4.
8¢ ailTos éavrov Tod mApciov ywpllew uigrjoas k. édwoo-
rpadels, aryvoel O¢ O0TL K. ToD Shov moMTeduaTos Gua
drorétpunker éavrov.—He follows this by a similar re-
mark on the gracious gift of God which allows this
wrong to be repaired and annulled in a moment at the
sinner’s will: ITAyv éxelvo e 8dpov Tod cvoTnoauévov
v kowwviay diws. Efeori yap wdlwv ulv ocuvudivar
TG mpocexel kali WMy TOD Ohov CUMTANPWTLKOLS
yéveaOar. “ But thanks be to Zeus who knits the
bond of fellowship; it is In our power to coalesce once
more and recomplete the whole.” Yet Marcus adds
here a significant epilogue: “It becomes more and
more difficult for the morose and sullen separatist to
attach himself again to the parent stem.” Here alone,
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perhaps, does our author seem aware of the limits to
human freedom of choice in our constitution, our pre-
disposition of accumulated past habit. IIheovdsis
pévror yevduevov TO kata THY ToaUTnY Sialpeciy,
Svoévwrov k. SuoamoxaTrdoTaTov TO &mWOXwpodv TOLEL.
(“ Yet constant repetition of the severance makes
reunion and restoration difficult for the separatist.’)
“Olws Te oly Bpotos 6 xKhdbos o am’ dpyfis aupBia-
oTNOAS, K. CUWTVOUS CUMUELVAs, TG WLeTA TRV &mwokomhy
avlis éyrevrpioberre.  (“ The Branch which is part of
the original growth, and has shared the continuous life
of the tree, is not the same as one that has been lopped
off and reingrafted.”)

§ 15. After his eulogy of the ordered submission
and loyalty of the elements in the above passages, we
are startled (or might be if by this time we did not
know Marcus’ easy shifting of emphasis and turn of
metaphor) to find that only the rational nature has
true inward communion, denied to the world of inani-
mate objects. “ The other constituents of the various
wholes ” (light, substance, soul) “ possess neither sense
nor mutual relationship (@vatobnra k. dvowkelwTa GA\Y-
Aows). . . . But thought tends . . . to its counterpart
and combines with it, and the instinet of community
declines disunion ” (didroia 8¢ idiws éml 76 oudduioy
TelveTal K. ouvicTaTar K. ol OielpyeTar TO KOLWOVIKOY
wafos).—xii. 30. This series may fittingly be closed
by a quotation (vii. 13) which shows not only the
fellowship of the rational natures, but the stages on the
path of its appreciation; “ We are one body, and he
who uses of himself the term part (uépos) instead of
limb (uéhos), the more organic connexion, has not yet
attained the true inward satisfaction of brotherly love ”;
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he obeys Law as Law, but has no conception of the
harmony of the gospel, in which duty to others and
pleasure to self are inextricably interwoven. Olov
éoTiv v fropévois Ta wé\n Tob copatos, ToiTov Eyes
Tov Aoyov év OiecT@or TA Noyikd wpds plav Twa
ovvepyiay kateckevacpuéva (R.: “As in physical
organisms the unity is made up of separate limbs, so
among reasoning things the reason is distributed among
individuals, constituted for wunity of co - operation.
MaX\ov 3é got ) ToUTOU VOIS TPOTTETELTAL €4V TPOS
geauToy worldrts Néyps 8vc MEAOS eipl Tob éx Tov
Aoyuedy cvariuatos. (“ This thought will strike more
home if you constantly repeat to yourself, ‘I am a
member of the sum of reasoning things.””) ’Eav dé
MEPOZ elvai ceavrov Méyps obmw amo rkapdias Pehets
Tovs avfpomovs. (“If you substitute meros for melos—
part for member—you do not yet love men from your
heart.”’) Oime oce xaTalqrTikds edPpaivet To evep-
yeretr: &ty @5 wpémov avTo YrNov Totels odmw @
cavrov e mwordv. (“You have yet no certitude of joy
in doing kindnesses ; they are still bare duty, not yet a
good deed to yourself.”) We add this passage here not
only because it shows man’s power of gradually realizing
this sense of community (a necessary corollary to our
present study, “ How can he set himself against it ?2”),
but also because it points out in a profounder spirit
than any other phrase or sentence of Marcus, perhaps
of any ancient philosopher, the common root of altruism
and egoism, so-called. The perfect man, who is truly
blest, is not he who does right from a sense of duty,
but who takes so much pleasure in his benevolence
that he cannot do otherwise, and will not count the
cost.
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GENERAL SUMMARY

Purpose ; to disclose lurking antinomies in any monmstic hypothesis ;
Awrelius substetutes religion for science, but in every section the
undysng confluct of the two s brought to laght ; Plotenus has far
more logic, conviction, coherence; Stoicism (as a creed) an entire
anachronism, vmpossible to revive; Submaissiveness and Pretism
uncongental to modern thought; nothing more out of date than
a divinizng of the Actual; society and the unwverse rum on
distanct lumes; defiance, discovery, personalsty,—note of Western
thought.

Awrelius attracts us by his earnest wnconsistency ; marks the end of
moral confidence and moral effort; alleged affinity between man
and the world has dwsappeared (Rendall's excellent apprecriation) ;
certarn questions rawsed by the doctrine and experience of the
Stowe school.

A FRESH volume on the philosophy of Marcus Aurelius
may well seem superfluous. Few characters in the
Imperial age are so well known ; few phases of Greek
or Roman thought and religion are more familiar,
That complex of curious belief, odd presumption, and
scientific dogmatism called the Stoiec School lends itself
excellently to eloquent summaries; for at first sight its
outlines seem remarkably clear and well defined, its
doctrines coherent and symmetrical. Every history,
either of Rome, of ethics, or of pure philosophy, finds

272
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the task of appreciative and sympathetic treatment an
easy one. It 1s difficult not to admire, and Marcus’
secret memoirs will never be without interested readers.
In Dr. Rendall’s recent volume has appeared not merely
by far the finest version of the original in English, but
an introductory essay on the tenets of the Porch full of
power, grasp, delicacy of expression, and accuracy of
detail. With his kind permission I have made use of
this translation to explain the excerpts through the
book. It would be presumptuous and impertinent to
attempt to improve it, and almost impossible for one
fascinated by its style and rhythm to become in-
dependent enough to forget it, or original enough to
supersede it. What is true of all translations is
especially true in the case of a version of Marcus
Aurelius, however beautiful; imperceptibly the em-
phasis is lost,—the lesson of the repetition of certain
words,—the atmosphere evaporates, and one is aston-
ished to find how different is the impression of twenty
consecutive lines of the Emperor’s actual words and
the same amount in his English translators. This is
unavoidable, and there can be no question that Dr.
Rendall has best appropriated and reproduced the spirit
and the temper of the original. But a sense of this has
led me to adopt the somewhat cumbrous method of
verbal quotation, which may deter an impatient reader.
Yet it is peculiarly suitable in the case of an author
who, though he writes with preconceived nofions and
prejudices, never develops his argument in a long series,
never advances to a climax, and expresses his thoughts
in disconnected aphorisms, all illustrative of an immov-
able main thesis. It is the purpose of the volume, not

g0 much to seize these salient axioms and obvious
™R
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syllogisms which are taken for granted in every criticism
of the Emperor’s faith or character, as to show the
lurking antinomies, doubts, anxieties which lay beneath
this stern postulate of Monism; to disclose the mner
conflict between those two ultimate and irreconcilable
rivals—Science and Faith.

The early School, like all Greeks, fascinated into an
unwarrantable teleology, had been m a way lazily and
deductively scientific,—or, let us say, avowedly un-
selfish, objective, impartial, and unbiassed “ seekers after
truth,” organs of “ impersonal reason ”; while no fact is
clearer than the intense preoccupation of reflecting minds
with their own salvation and peace, than the subjectivity
which was then prevalent. In Rome the latter side
increased in prominence with the decay of civic sanc-
tion, and the ambitious Egoism which emerged from the
nominal subordination of part to whole. The Western
Stoies clung with devotion to a theoretical doctrine
which in practice they surrendered. Religious faith
came to the rescue of the unhappy personality which
demanded a guarantee and correspondence in the ob-
jective world to the moral endeavour, which is the
sbanding puzzle not only once upon a time in bygone
antiquity, but of all earnest minds in any age. The
whole question of science and faith centres round
the question of a personal or <¢mpersonal hypothesis of
the Universe. Stoicism, while accentuating the agonies
and acute self-consciousness of the Spirit, maintained
the latter with the strongest resolution. It retained the
names of deities disguised as physical forces, with which
men could no longer come into close personal relation.
Meantime introspection and self-analysis became the
fashion ; and men really desired to attain, not truth, but
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a way of life, and guidance in the slender practical
sphere which, like Balzac’s “Pean de chagrin,” was
almost daily dwindling.

The result might have been foreseen. With ever-
Increasing emphasis the religious aspect of the world is
substituted for the scientific, a personal for an impersonal
mterpretation of the facts of life. The Emperor, in
particular, combines sincerest belief in the gods with
theoretic acceptance of a crude materialism. In the
apparent harmony of his system, symmetrical if depress-
ing, there is a perpetual conflict of elements which
cannot be reconciled. It is, for example, impossible to
say whether his Pantheism is objective and physical, or
highly idealist and subjective ; whether he deifies or
denies the external world; whether man’s affinity to
God was in virtue of his fatal place in the inexfricable
series, or his dim, faint power o protest (standing out-
side not, indeed, as a new cause, but as a critic, hurried
on by the rush which he may estimate but cannot
avoid). The utter illogicality of moral effort in such a
world has in the foregoing pages been exposed in perhaps
wearisome iteration. Marcus had many teachers besides
Stoicism for the practical duties of social and imperial
life ; and we may blame the “ dogmata ” of the School
if he seems to us to be too ready to acquiesce, too
patient of evil and tolerant of faults which it perhaps
was in his power to correct. Stoicism is the refuge
of a sensitive and discouraged nature, and the final
Source of life takes the features of a personal deity in
the unsatisfied craving for sympathy. The transition to
the purer and more genial mysticism of Plotinus is easy
and assured: save that in this later system there
is more coherence, symmetry, and system. Dualism,
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inherent in the Porch, almost disappears in the warmer
light of Plato’s sun, luminary of the two worlds of
intelligence and of nature.

It is useless to repeat with tedious repetition the
apparent commonplace (in truth, a paradox) that this
peculiar attitude is a permanent posture of the inquiring
Soul, or is likely to reappear to-day as the final creed of
Scientific Monism. Nothing is more improbable, The
conditions are absolutely reversed. The so-called re-
ligion of Stoicism 1s a vague, misty, and poetic attempt
at self-deception; the worship of law (as Epicurus
acutely reminds) is never likely to take the place of
a personal relation. It reposed on two astounding
postulates, which for a modern mind (nurtured on
positive science, yet prejudiced in favour of moral
behaviour) it would be impossible to revive with
cogency : (1) belief in the beneficent teleology of
Nature; (2) duty of submission. Pantheism is bad
science and meaningless religion. It obscures the im-
passive survey of natural phenomena with the phantoms
of superstition, and combines a misplaced and unreason-
ing reverence for the total of things, with an almost
vindictive hatred of its parts. While it haunts natural
inquiry with antiquated religious “ taboo,” it extinguishes
religious feeling and the higher emotions, or conjures up
a semblance of love for a supposed god, who is either
sleeping or drunken,—in any case, unconscious, and in
any true sense unapproachable. There is not the
slightest doubt that Epictetus and Marcus did alike, by
this violent clashing of anomalies, find supreme satis-
faction ; and that for their practical life an intellectual
Pantheism (God as Thought), or a dutiful acceptance
(outside the study) of the Roman *“ Olympus,” provided
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consolation, and even, in a lethargic way, encourage-
ment. But the inconsistencies are too patent; and, in
the end, theory cannot long be divorced from practice.
The moral instinet of man repudiated an alliance with
the Porch, and found reinforcement in the sobriety of
the Christian Church, or in the flattering visions of
Platonism.

To-day we approach the study of an objective world
free from all religious presupposition. Above all, we
have abandoned the precarious assumption of teleology.
The deus ex machind, present at every turn in Stoicism,
in spite of its prefension to pure science, is rightly
discarded. Neither do we study Nature in order to
obey her, as if it was the Divine will; but, as true
followers of Bacon, by “obeying fo overcome and to
employ.”

Nothing is further from our designs than any pre-
mature deification. The modern spirit is that of St.
Christopher ; and if it be conscious that in the moral
realm of effort there is a power distinet from, and in
some sense antithetic to, Nature, it will not engross
itself in sentimental devotion to mere blind force. No
lower substitute will satisfy. The notion of God—all
religion—is an asylum against the injustice or in-
equalities of the natural order. To entangle, again, this
ideal in the meshes of the visible, or evaporate it in the
fog of the “absolute,” is an insult to human discernment.
The submissive yet defiant Stoic temper is one which,
save in rare and unhappily dowered individuals, can
never recur in Europe so long as we can preserve an
acute sense of personal value and freedom, imperilled as
it is by Indian asceticism and absorption, and the
insidious advance of listless or scholarly indifference.
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The ways of the Social order and of the Universe lie on
different planes. Man, as Huxley saw, is far more the
child of the former ; he owes comparatively little to the
second ; and it is certain he will rather use, transform,
and investigate it for his own purpose and interest than
profess readiness to accept all that betides as God’s
will,

It is affection rather than admiration which is evoked
by the character and the self-revelation of Marcus
We love him because of the transparent anomalies of
his beliefs, his unsuccessful attempts to co-ordinate two
entirely opposed theories of the Universe! Had he
been less sincere, more academic and symmetrical, less
bold in the “wager of faith,” he could not have exacted
a homage so unwavering from all subsequent times.
First and foremost, a Roman emperor, a soul “ naturally

! Vide Renan, Averroes and Averroism, p 167 sq. (2nd edit. 1861) ;
the two treatises of Ibn Roschd, On the Harmony of Religron with
Philosophy, and, On the Demonstration of Religious Dogmas, Philosophy
is the most elevated aim of human nature; but few can attain it
Philosophical disputes are rightly prohibited, because they unsettle the
simple For their happiness, 1t suffices to understand what they can
understand. ‘‘The special religion of philosophy 1s to study that
which is : for the most sublime worship one can render to God is the
knowledge of His works which leads us to know Himself in all His
reality. The vilest action in the sight of God 1s to tax with error and
vain presumption him who adores Him by the best of all religions.
All positive tenets of religion (angels, prophets, prayers, sacrifice) are
mele expedients to excite to Virtue, which the philosopher alone
follows without ulterior inducement. He must not despise the simple
beliefs in which he was reared ; but interpret them in the best sense.
He is a heletic, and justly liable to the penalties prescribed, who
inspires the people with doubts on religion, and displays the contra-
dictions lurking in the Prophets . . . The wise man does not permit
himself a word against the Established Religion . . . and the Epicurean,

seeking at a blow to destroy religion and virtue, merits the sentence
of death,”
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Christian,” he is, partly by accident, partly by con-
viction, a Stoic philosopher, that is, amalgam of
profoundest idealism, mere positive.science, and some
popular belief. He is the last interpreter of this
peculiar phase of thought. Not that men had become
tired of the moral effort (for we cannot if we would rid
ourselves of 1t), but because they demanded (and
obtained ?) a closer correspondence in the life of God
to the aspiration and the hopes of the finite creature.
In the close and sympathetic survey of Dr. Rendall,
there is much I should like to notice with special
attention. = How admirable is this passage! xxvi.:
“ Belief in Cosmos, not in Chaos, is an intellectual, and
still more, a moral necessity, out of which reason can
only argue itself on pain of self-confusion; without it,
motive and justification, or rather excuse, for continued
existence fails.” Yet we may add how vague and in-
complete was the supposed Cosmic order of the Stoics,
and how far remote was it from any moral scheme.
In xxxviil. the “ main dogmas of the Cynic School, . . .
firmly embedded in the Stoic creed,” are clearly defined :
“The identification of virtue with knowledge, the auto-
cracy and indivisibility of virtue, and the moral in-
dependence of the individual” Again, xl.: “ The Cynics
gave unconditional authority to the criteria of individual
experience and will. These were direct, imperious, and
valid. . . . Life in agreement with Nature was the
summary of their aim, and was a formula well
calculated at once to attract and to mislead disciples.”
xlvi.: “ Return to Nature, so far from implying reversion
to animalism, and the reduction of man’s needs to the
level of the beasts, was found to involve fundamental
differentiation of reasoning man from the unreason of
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the brute or the inertia of matter, to place man on a
unique spiritual plane, and eventually to summon him
from individual isolation to conscious brotherhood with
kind and harmony of will with God. These are the
elements of Stoicism which have proved most permanent
and universal.” It might possibly be fair to add that in
this respect the School was but a single manifestation
of a cosmopolitan spirit (in the double sense), which
prevailed after the conquests of Alexander :—preparing,
half-unconsciously, its theoretical arsenal amid the dis-
appointing turmoil of the Diadochi; and issuing, alike
is Christianity and Roman “ Imperialism,” with its two-
fold current of “justice to the weaker and the slave,”
and the personal rights of man in the great body of
Law. DPerhaps, too, Stoicism only threw out half-
formed suggestions, which were to be realized in the
schools of Plato and the Church; for, as we shall see,
the true follower of the Porch never surmounted this
barrier of isolation, and never issued forth in free and
eager enterprise into the larger or the lesser common-
wealth.

How excellently he expresses the line of thought
which conducted to this lonely watch-tower (repiwmn)!
xlvill. : “ Thus the idea of personality—of the ultimate
unity of the individual will and conscience, of an Zgo
distinct from physical organism and environment—
eventually dawns upon Greek thought and unexpectedly
reveals a deeper dualism new to philosophy—that
antithesis, namely, of spirit and flesh, of man and his
material embodiment, of moral aim and realized ex-
perience, which conducts to the baffling problems of
Determinism and Free-Will.” There is nothing here
which contradiets or denies the tendencies of the
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Platonic School; for the contrast there is more
apparent than real, and the co-ordination of spirit and
matter is to be triumphantly achieved in the new
School of Alexandria, — while beneath the nominal
monism of the Porch, the tone of alienation and
pessimism is normal and indispensable. Again, Ix.:
“The monistic core is in constant danger of falling
apart, and needs ingenious buftressing. The unity of
the world was only explicable as the expression of a
single power, and Zeno ventured fo assume that power
to be identical with that which declares itself as con-
sciousness in man.” Here, in a word, is the cause of
the unconvincing and incoherent character of Stoic
dogma ; the attribution of moral aim to the world-
process ; the oscillation between a purely physical and
a rarefied moral (or intellectual?) Pantheism. If we
wish to see the significant and essential contrast of
modern thought, we may look at Maeterlinck’s essay
(“ Kingdom of Matter,” Contemp. Review, Oct. 1900),
where, like the Stoic, man holds to his unique and
moral importance ; and, unlike him, does so because he
is profoundly convinced there is mno correspondence.
“We have learnt at last that the moral world is a world
wherein man is alone; a world contained in ourselves
that bears no relation to matter, and exercises no
influence on it unless it be of the most hazardous and
exceptional kind. But none the less real, therefore, is
this world, or less infinite.” Which is the most bene-
ficial influence on the special realm of man’s nature,
history has proved ; whether the arbitrary resemblance
of natural and mental law, or an emphasis on their
intringic unlikeness. It is for this reason that I so
often assert that Stoicism can never return as a phase
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of thought; it depends entirely upon an alleged sense
of affinity between man and the world, a deification of
the concrete which is wholly inconsistent with experience
and discovery, and which is probably expelled, more or
less consciously, from the thoughts of all reflecting men.

How well Dr. Rendall expresses the cogency of the
moral fact, which precedes moral theory, and 1s inde-
pendent of it; which condemns to mere idle trifling
the anti-moral diatribes of Thrasymachus and his
modern imitators! 1xi: “The old sanction of civie
obligation had withered in practice and been expunged
in theory, but the survival of morality itself confirmed
the existence of a basis, at once individual and uni-
versal. This lay in a common source of energy, not in
a mere parity of individual impulse.” The empirical
base, the influence of Socrates and his dialectic, the
puzzling sense of an integral solidarity which yet could
not be realized, the curious fact that the final argument
for morality to the Stoiecs was the personal character
of Epicurus,—these points in Stoic dogma cannot be
more lucidly expressed. Nor could we find more
striking definition of the “main synthesis” than this, Ixil.:
“The world, a complete and living whole, informed and
controlled by one all-pervasive energy which ‘knew
itself’ in the consciousness of man the microcosm, and
declared all nature one, coherent, rational.” Whether
the Stoies cordially agreed in this somnambulistic hypo-
thesis of creation, whether the world-spirit first attains
consclousness in human intelligence, has been much
disputed ; it clearly forms an essential part of modern
theoretical pessimism, with which, of all Schools,
Stoicism has most affinity. No better summary than
the following could be found of the ethical result—
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Ixxiv.: “By suppression of desires the moral ideal
could easily be reduced to that hard and narrow self-
consistency towards which the Stoic type habitually
leans; or drill itself or decline into the moral apathy’
which results from restricting virtue to the sphere of
intellectual and unimpassioned self-regard. This is the
secret of that ‘accent of fufility’ which marks the
thoughts even of a writer so keenly alive to altruistic
and social obligation as Marcus Aurelius.” Here is a
final passage on the Stoic claim to spiritual autonomy,
Determinism, and free-will, on which to attempt to
improve would be an impertinence; Ixxxii: “The in-
dependence of the Will as a true first principle or apy7
is incompatible with its identification with the World-
Soul. If . . . the highest consciousness of man repre-
sents the most complete and perfect embodiment of the
World-Spirit, the saving thought of self-determination
towards some transcendent, yet unapprehended, harmony
is excluded. Not only is man part of the universal
predestination, but the limits of that predestination are
known and absolute.”

Again, how true and convincing is this summary of
Stoic interpretation of the @vows in a “larger concep-
tion,” coloured and permeated with Eastern Monotheism,
therefore wavering between mnaive Phenician worship
of the matural process, and the moral and transcen-
dental Unitarianism of the Jews. Ixiv. “(The School,)
in ascribing phenomena to the action of mind, attached
a moral instead of a merely mechanical interpretation
to each motion of the Universe: an attempt to
combine the immanent and implicit (which tends to be
purely physical) with the transcendent and Aristotelian,
which is then in ifs abstraction conceived of rather
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as Thought than Moral Will.” Dr. Rendall uses the
happiest terms in describing philosophic idiosyncrasy ;
of Diogenes, xlii.: “Towards all externals, his strict
attitude is nonchalance, the charter of his self-
sufficiency ”; of Cynics generally, xlv.: “ Deaf to the
voices of tradition and culture, determined to isolate
the individual from the society, and to flaunt the
superiority of will to outer circumstance, the Cynics
fell rapidly into the quagmires of ascetic bravado.”—
Ixxxiv.: “The stalwart braggadocio of Diogenes . .
acceptant optimism of Epictetus . . . hard defiance of
Cato . . . devout resignation of Marcus,”—and for our
author himself, how deftly and how truly two analogies
of medieval and modern date are interwoven in civ.:
“They are a De Imitatione, such as might have been
penned amid the isolation of Khartoum.”

With only two points in this admirable appreciation
do I find myself somewhat diffidently in disagreement.
—=xlix.: “It was a cardinal assumption of Stoicism,
that nature in man is identical with the nature of the
Universe at large, and on that assumption it is mean-
ingless to ask whether Cleanthes meant to prescribe
‘accordance with his own individual nature,’ or ¢ accord-
ance with nature at large” He would have repudiated
the distinction ; and whatever ethical implication might
result, at least they would not depend on initial
ambiguity of term.” But I cannot help tracing the
very obvious impotence and unhappiness of the Stoic
effort and outlook to a real though unavowed sense of
this contrast. I cannot read Diogenes Laertius’ account
of the Stoics without finding early traces, underneath s
rigid dogmatism, of a profound conviction of detach-
ment or superiority. Abundant testimony is provided
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in perhaps the largest series of citations from Marcus in
the foregoing pages. To confess this antithesis would
be to abandon the whole monistic scheme of things; but
to the end the Stoic philosophy hovered disconsolately
between a sense that he, the individual, was the All
and a conviction that he was nothing but himself In
the moral realm at least, he derived no encouragement
from the oft-repeated assurances of sympathy with
Universal order, of conscious unity with the Divine.
Nor can I heartily echo his eulogy of the Stoic in-
fluence. Ixvii.: “No system of material monism will.
permanently satisfy man’s intellectual constitution, . . .
but the Stoic attempt, noble, far-reaching, and on its
own lines exhaustive, not merely held for centuries a
more active and commanding sway over the minds
and hearts of men than the metaphysics of Plato and
Aristotle, not merely interwove itself with Christian
discipline and doctrine, and found philosophic recon-
struction in Spinoza ; but at this day, alike In the poetic
and scientific imagination, enjoys a wider currency and
exercises a more invigorative appeal in the field of
natural religion than any other extra-Christian inter-
pretation of the Universe.”

This is too large and important a topic to be treated
exhaustively here; it involves not only a historic survey
over classic and mediseval times, but a deep insight
into modern sympathy and tendencies, and a candid
acknowledgment of the insurmountable difference of
the Christian faith to any proposed philosophic sub-
stitute. I will content myself here merely with
inquiring, by no means anticipating of right a certain
answer : (1) whether there are any sufficient arguments
that the Stoie School had any serious effect or became
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a guide of earnest endeavour, before its doctrines, empty,
eristic, and formal, were translated into activity in
Rome ? (2) whether the extreme familiarity of the
pantheistic hypothesis, the readiness of all men at
certain epochs to accept this, to the Eastern mind, one
and final interpretation, is not responsible alike for the
tendencies of the post-classical and Christian develop-
ment,~—whether this School is not rather a very
subordinate episode, one of many manifestations of the
sense of human brotherhood and the Divine parentage
appearing everywhere with the downfall of national or
civic barriers? (3) whether in all the attempts to
reinforce moral effort, or explain the world’s unity and
sympathy, the special tenets of the School were not by
far the most illogical and unsatisfactory ? (4) whether
Epictetus and Marcus did not derive all their moral
vigour or contented submission from a religious instinct
and piety, from an alliance with popular superstitions,
if you will, with which the Porch-materialism was
strictly incompatible? (5) whether, except in mere
technical phraseology, such as frequently strikes one in
Clement of Alexandria, there could be anything in
common between a system in effect denying personality,
human and Divine, and a Church which encouraged
the humblest to believe their efforts in daily life were
acceptable and approved before a loving Father’s eyes ?
(6) whether the two interpretations of the world are
not fundamentally and diametrically opposed ; as Renan
reminds us in a passage before referred to? (7) whether
the language used of modern Pantheism is suitable only
to the epoch anterior to the acceptance of Evolution,
and is unintelligible to the scientific explorer of s
realm in which he can- discern no conscious aim ? (8)
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whether we have not at last got rid of the cloudy
temper of mind which, confusing veneration and science,?
worship and knowledge, surreptitiously introduces a
moral purpose into the workings of mechanical law; an
emotional thrill info the cold analysis of the laboratory;

a vague mysticism into the survey of the starry heavens?
or the expanse of ocean ? Such questions cannot be finally

answered here; it may suffice now that I have raised
them tentatively.

1 A good instance of this may be seen in Seneca (Naf. Qu. vii. 81) on
comets: ‘“Multa . . . cognata Numini summo, et vicinam sortita
potentiam, obscura sunt . . . oculos nostros et implent et effugiunt;
sive illis tanta subtilitas est quantam consequi acies humana non possit ;
sive in sanciiore secessu majestas tante delituit, et regnum suum (id est,
se) regt nec ulli adwum dot nist animo” : he is clearly wavering between
the objective and physical, and a mystical and mward Pantheism,—the
one inevitable result of the profound opposition of the ‘‘Two Natures,”
which permeates and confuses the whole Stoic development. ¢‘Rerum
Natura Sacre sua non simul tradit. Initiatos nos credimus; in vesti-
bulo ejus heeremus ! ” In his famous definition of God, quod vides totum,
quod non vides totum, we see how keenly he feels the antathesis ; how,
in spite of his interest in pure science, meteorology, seismology, he is
advancing, like Marcus Aurelius, to a more moral and humanitarian
conception of Godhead.

2To which Kant, with all his cold sobriety, was not wholly a
stranger.
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TRANSLATION OF PASSAGES CITED FROM
EPICTETUS

———

CHAPTER I

THE NEW CYNISM

B. Tae Girr or FrEg WILL

(5) “As then was fibting, the gods only placed in our
power the chiefest and sovereign of all (xpdmorov . . .
xvptebov), the right use of impressions; but the rest not in
our power (odk ép 7uiv). Was it that they did not wish to?
For my part, I think, had they been able, they would have
placed these, too, under our control ; but this was altogether
beyond their power. For, being on earth and bound to such
a body and such partners as we see, how was it possible in
these respects not to be thwarted and hindered by things
without? (ra exrds).

P. 218. From this substance (odcia) of the reverent trust-
worthy fraternal, who can eject us? Not Zeus Himself.
Nor indeed did He wish to, but placed this within my power,
and gave it to me as He possessed it Himself, unthwarted,

incapable of constraint or hindrance.
288
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(310) that in which alone one can feel of good courage, the
trustworthy, the unthwarted, of which no man can rob you;
that is, your free will.

(330) What has God given me to be really my own, and
self-determined? What has He left to Himself? He has
placed in my hands all matters of free-choice, unhindered,
uncontrolled. But this body of clay, how could He make
that free? Therefore He ordered beneath the course of the
world (6Awv mepiédy) all that belongs to me, my estate, my
home and its garnishing, my children, my wife.

(361) This Zeus Himself could not do . . . persuade all
men what are in truth good and evil things. Has this great
power of influence been given to thee? Be satisfied ; that
alone is bestowed on thee, to persuade thyself.

(396) But I know full well whom I must please, to
whom be resigned . .. to God . .. He has commended
(ovwéomoer) me to my own charge, and has set under my
control alone my free-choice, giving me rules for its employment.

(32) If you ask me what in man is good (&yafov, not
réyadov), 1 cannot tell you ought else, but a certain state
of Will (ot mpoaipeois).

(65) How can you?! Zeus my father has set me free from
all slavery. Think you He designed to let His own son go
forth into servitude? You may be Sovereign of this dead
body of mine ; take it and use it at your will.

(13) If any can fully enter into this article of faith and
realise it as it deserves, that we are all in pre-eminent degree
the children of God, and He is father of gods and men.

(pride) But if you recognise that you are child of Zeus,
will you not be lifted up with pride?

Since these two things in our birth are strangely mingled
and compounded together, body in common with the beasts,
reason and judgement with the gods, some turn aside to this
lower kinship, ill-starred and corpse-like ; and but a few to
that other, divine and blessed.

19



290 MARCUS AURELIUS

(33) (seeds) to all things conceived and brought to birth
upon the earth, but in chief measure to the reasonable
(t0. Aoyikd), because these alone can draw nigh to God as
companion in familiar converse, knit to Him by reason (ovv-
avagTpodis . . . emmemAeyuéva).

But shall not this assurance Ift us out of our griefs
and fears, that we have God as our master and father and
guardian ?

(49) “How can one put up with such vexations?” O Slave,
will you not bear with your fellow-man, who has Zeus for his
father, who like a son comes from the same bearing seeds and
divine birth as yourself? (dvwfev karaBolijs). Will you
not recollect what you are and whom you rule? Kinsmen
and brothers by nature’s law, offspring of God Himself !

(Ordinance) It is to earth you gaze, to this pit of Tophet
(Bdpafpov), to these miserable ordinances of dead men ; but to
the laws of God, not a thought'!

(289) Not mourning, not yearning over them as if he left
them orphans. Well he knew that no man is bereaved
of parents, but of all ever and unceasingly is the heavenly
Father guardian and protector.

After (mexpt Adyov) ““Who believed that God was his
Father, and so called Him, and performed all his tasks looking
up to Him,

(reach) but if a man meet with ill-fortune, remember it is
his own fault ; for God has created all men for happiness, for
serenity (ebdatpovelv . . . edoradev).

(311) Shall God be thus indifferent to His handiwork, to
His ministers, to His witnesses? Whom, indeed, alone He
uses as pafterns and models to the unlearned, to prove that
He is, and well administers the whole world, and is not
careless of human affairs ; and that to the good man, whether
living or dying, there can befall nothing evil.

(338) “If you seized hold of something belonging to him,
he would readily renounce it rather than follow on its account.
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(fatherland) He knew well whence he has it and from
whom and on what conditions, But his real ancestors, the
gods and his true country, never would he have deserted
these, ete.

(51) Souls, then, are so bound up and closely attached to
God as being parts and fragments of Him (&dedeudyar «.
cuwvadels 7@ ®ed dre alrod popwe oo k. dwoomdopara),
and God feels with their every movement and impulse, as
kindred and familiar to Himself ;—by the side of each of us
has He set an overseer (éwirpomos), the guardian angel of
every man, and set him on watch,~—and this a senfinel, ever
wakeful, that cannot be turned from his duty (Safuova . . .
drotunTOV K. AapaléyLoTov).

(52) (within) remember never to say, “ We are alone”;
you are not alone, but God is inside with you; and your
guardian angel is there too.

(122) Have I not my seer within (udvris), who has told me
the substance (otoia) of good and ill?

(Thought) ‘“What then? are not these, too, the works of
Gods?” Assuredly, but not in paramount degree (rpoyyodpera),
nor as portions of the gods. But you are in special sense,
you are a fragment of the divine (éwdomacpua) In yourself
there is a particle of Him. You know not that you nurture
and train God, you carry Him about with you, wretched man,
and do not knowit” . . . when He Himself is present within,
surveying all you do and listening.

(373) Give to that which rules within you its due even for
a brief space. Consider what it is you have in this power
(fyeuovixov), and whence it has come to you.

(117) (your own life) But if you deem yourself a part of
some great Whole, for the sake of this it behoves now to
be sick, to sail, to be in peril, and be brought to uttermost
want, even to die untimely. Why then are you indignant?
(éyavakreis). For what is man? A component part of a
State, first of the City of gods and men, next of that which
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is nearest to the other, which is a tiny copy of the World-
Commonwealth.

(131) You are a Citizen of the world and a part of it; not
one of those who serve, but those who lead. What promise
then must a citizen make? To have no petty interest for
himself alone, to take thought for nothing, as if he were
detached (dmdlvrov). -

(knowing that) this is allotted from the ordination of the
World (&iard§ews), and the whole has to be considered before
its part, and the city before the citizen.

(steward) but if he does, the lord will turn and behold
him acting with haughty arrogance, and will drag him apart
and cut him off. Thus, too, it happens in this greater City
of the world ; for here, too, is there one who is master of the
house, setting to each severally his appointed duties.

(288) This World is a single State, and the substance of
which it has been fashioned is one; and there is need of a
certain revolution in things, and one must in his season give
place to another.

(381) “has set his own will and judgment subordinate to
him who guides and disposes the Whole (6 diotkdv & “OAa),
as good citizens to the law of their State.

(74) It is circumstance that shows what men are made of,
When in the future some special crisis befall, remember that
God, as some stern master in wrestling, has set you to fight
with a stout and vigorous rival (&s dAeirrys).

that you may become an Olympian victor ; and this comes
not to pass without sweat.

(272) Is he not fully persuaded that, whatever of these
he suffers, God is trying and proving his mettle? When
Hercules was exercised by Eurystheus, did he perform all
his tasks with ungrudging cheerfulness? and when our sage
is tested by Zeus Himself, shall he be ready to cry out in
pain and show indignation ?

(prison) not in hatred; far be it from that; for what
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master hates the noblest of his vassals? Nor in indifference ;
for not the smallest trifle escapes His watchful care, but
exercising them in the arena and using them as a witness and
martyr to the rest of mankind. If I am posted in such an
honourable ministry, shall not my whole life be loyally
devoted to God ? (6Mhos . . . Térapar).

(312) He desires me not to lead a life of idle luxury, nor
did He grant this to Hercules His own Son . . . but he was
put under strict command, and toiled and was tried as in a
wrestling school . . . ruler and governor of all land and sea,
cleanser of lawless injustice . . . and this task he performed,
naked and alone.

(290) What good man and true is ever unhappy? In
faith, the govermameevt This World “iiust Te evil indeed if
Zeus takes not care of His own Citizens, that like Him, too,
they may be blessed.

(confused) There is but one path to smoothness of life's
current . . . a steadfast standing-aloof from all that will
cannot control, to think nothing one’s own, to resign all
earthly things to Heaven’s will (mapadotvar 7§ Aaiuovip) or to
Fortune, and without envy leave as their Stewards those
whom Zeus has appointed ( =the undeserving rich and power-
ful), but oneself to live in unceasing attachment to one thing
only—the unfettered Will which is alone our own (v idip
TG AKOAUTY).

(345) I am free and the friend of Grod, that willingly I may
obey Him.

(this?) I bave always ordered my impulse conformably to
God. Does He will me to have fever? I too am willing
. . . I wish to die . . . to suffer agony on the rack.

(fashion) “I have not, O Lord, been careless of those
opportunities I had from Thee to recognise Thy government
of the world and to follow it. I have not disgraced Thee
. . . or even murmured or repined. That Thou hast begotten
me, I give Thee thanks for Thy gifts. It suffices me to have
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thus far used Thy benefits. All were Thine, and Thou gavest
them to me.” What life is nobler than this? What end
more blessed ?

(370) I always will thal rather which happens. For I
deem God’s will to be preferred to mine. At His feet
do I lay myself, His servant and minister; with Him I
desire, I yearn, I will.

CHAPTER II

(65) (subject) This is not selfish; this is the very law of
the Creature’s being; for his own sake he does everything
(yéyove yip ovrws . . . airol éveka). For this aim guides the
Sun in heaven, and Zeus Himself. But whenever He desires
to be, God of Rain or Harvest and Father of gods and men,
you will see He cannot attain such functions or such titles
unless He be useful for the common interest. Such, then,
He made the nature of reasonable beings that they cannot
obtain any of their own good things, unless somewhat be
brought forward and applied to the general weal. So to do
all for self becomes no longer selfish and ungenerous (dxowd-
mrov . .« . 70 vl aldrol éveka wowetv). For what would you
expect ! that a man should hold aloof from self and from his
own advantage? (dwoory . . . To¥ Blws cvudéporvros). How,
then, is there but one and the same beginning and rule of
life for all creatures, to be friends with self? (3 rpos aira
0IKELWTLS)., g

(17) (go home) *and not disregard things there; for that
for the sake of which he has wandered far afield, is nought
but this; to study in patience, to remove from his life griefs,
and laments, and cries of alas! and ¢ woe 1s me?’!”

(control ;) Why, then, drag upon yourself things for which

you are not accountable? (dvvredbuvos) ; this is but to give
oneself trouble without cause.
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(71) For my nature is to tend to my own good (wéduka
wpds TO éuov cuugepov).

(161) Why are you miserable? Why does one thing
happen against your will, and another when you desire it
not to come to pass? Surely this is the strongest proof of
unrest and wretchedness.

(this) that he must so fit and conform his desire agreeably
to things that happen, that nothing can take place against our
will. . . . From this will arise the great boon, we shall
never be aimless, never distressed, but live our span out
without grief or fear or tumult.

(188) As set free from slavery’s yoke, dare to look up to
God and say : “ Use me, Lord, for what Thou wilt in the time
to come. My will is in unison with Thee ; for I am Thine.
(335) This is the road that leads to freedom, this the one
riddance of serfdom, to be able from the soul’s depths to say

““ Lead me, O Zeus, and thou, O Fate,
Whither my portioned lot shall call.”

(miserable), trembling at every report, having my ease and

happiness hanging balanced on other men’s letters (Hpryuéryv
. dmwdbeav).

(contempt) Sit there, then, startled and shivering at all
this, grieving, unhappy, luckless, hanging on another.

(306) For the contest set before ns is not for some boxing
or wrestling match . . . but for very happiness and blessed-
ness itself.

(seek) For what is it that every man seeks? To be in
steadfast calm, to be happy, to do all as he wishes, not to be
controlled or thwarted.

(362) Will you not, giving up all other guides, become your
own master and pupil ?

(353) Leave all this. ‘“ Ah, how fair is Athens!” But to
be blessed is fairer still, to beswithout the disease of passionm,
to be at rest, to feel that your life and its issues lies in no
other man’s control.
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(368) What hinders to live lightly and with slackened rein,
awaiting with easy cheerfulness all that can befall a man $
(kovpws . . . edprivs . . . wpdws).

(Says) I will something, and it comes not to pass; I am
indeed luckless.

(Says) I am free from the realm of passion and turmoil !
Be not unaware, O men, that while you are wallowing in a
slough of harass and perplexity about things of little worth, I
alone have won my discharge from all such tumult.

(383) You must wil? it, and the wished-for result is yours ;
all is set right (Sudpfuwrar). For within is all peril of loss, and
hope of succour (dowfer . . . drdAen k. Bobeia).

(1) This law has God enacted, and says, ©“ If thou desirest
anything good, get it from thyself.

(x58) Thou art not Hercules, to cleanse all other men’s ills,
nor even Theseus to rid Aftica ; cleanse thine own things.

(245) At once with breathless impatience we want to live
like sages and do good to mankind., What sort of good ?
what are you about? for have you finished doing good to
yourself ¢ But you want to exhort and advise them ? have
you succeeded with. yourself? . . . show them in your own
case what sort of character the study of true wisdom makes,
and don’t talk nonsense ! (pAvapeiv). (Help them by silent
example) eating, drinking, yielding modestly to all, bearing
patiently with all. Help them thus, and do not bespatter
them with thy rheum (xarefepdv PpAéyua).

(266) Recollect I have a mission ; I have been sent as God’s
herald . . . about things good and bad, to show men how
far they have wandered astray, and seek the substance of these
two where it cannot be found.

(found) For in good sooth the Cynic is a pioneer (who
comes to te]l men what things are friends, what foes, to
mankind).

(273) The Cynic must not be distracted by divers interests,
but must be wholly given up to the ministry which God has



APPENDIX 297

entrusted to him, able to pass easily about among men, not
tied hard and fast to duties of his own, not caught in the
net of relation (mpoodedepévor kabrkovow iBiwrikols or odd
éumrenheyuévov oxéoeowv); which if he transgress he can no
longer keep up the appearance of the good man and true ; and
even if he preserve, he shall spoil his character of God’s
ploneer and herald and ambassador.

(347) Now from henceforth I note carefully what men
say, how they are stirred, and this not from spiteful motive
nor to have material for blame or ridicule; but I turn back
to my own self (én’ épautdv émorpépw) to see if I too err like
them . . . once I too was like them: but now no longer,
thanks be to God !

(354) - . . (provocation) for with exceeding steadfastness
he remembered that no man is master of another’s soul (dA-
Aorpiov syepovikod kuptever); he is then careful not to will
except that which is really his (6 {dov).

While they for their part go on their own way and do the
things belonging to their character, he none the less may
preserve his own nature.

(361) That alone is granted thee, to convince thyself
(cavrov meloar).

(preaching) And that you may not think that I draw
a picture of a pattern Cymnic, as detached and isclated and
aloof, having neither wife nor children nor fatherland, or
friends and kindred, by whom he might be bent and dis-
tracted from his single purpose,—take Socrates and see him
with wife and children,—yet not as truly his own (dAA &s
dAAGTpua).

(inquires) “ How then shall he (so far as he may) preserve
and continue the commonwealth of mankind ” Heaven be
merciful to your folly! Do those who bring into the world
two or three brats with ugly noses to take their place,—
do these help mankind more than the missionaries who over-
see all men according to their power, what they do, how they
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bespend their lives, what, contrary to their duty, they
neglect ?”

(animals) who use without reflection the impress of sense
while we follow cautiously behind . . . wherefore for them
it suffices to eat and the other details (of spontaneous life),
but we cannot be content with this; but we shall never
attain the end for which we were created, unless we act in set
and orderly fashion and agreeably and suitably to the nature
and constitution of each (dxodovfuws 77 ékdoTou dioer k. kara-
oxevy). For those creatures whose constitutions are diverse,
of these, too, the functions and the ends cannot be the same
(v yap af xaraokelar Ouddopor Tovrwy kol T& épya k. T&
Té\R).

(operations) But man God brought into the world as
spectator (Gearvy), of Himself and of His works, and not
merely to be a silent witness, but also to extol and declare
His might (é&nynriv).

(satisfaction) but rather begin where they leave off, and
stop only at the highest point where Nature has ceased in
our case. And this is contemplation and attentive following
and living agreeably to Nature (karé\npfev émi Bewploy «.
rapakoloifnow k. oippavor diefayoyyy ) Pioe). Take care
then lest ye die without having obtained a glimpse of these
marvels.

(148) (spectators) Such then are human affairs as in some
great concourse. Most men, some to buy, some to sell ; some
few there are who come for the sake of the sight offered them
in the assemblage, how it takes place and wherefore, and who
they are who arrange it, and for what purpose.

(world) Some as brute beasts think of nought but their
food.

(ambition) few there are who come a fairing in the true
spirit (of mavnyvpilovres) men fond of the spectacles (¢piho-
Qeduoves) what this world is ¢ who guides its courses? of what
nature is He and what His manner of governing ¢ and what
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kind of creatures we are who have issued from Him as His
offering, and to what purpose framed (moids ris k. 7és Siotkdv ;
. rives dvres k. wpos T &oyov ;).

(épyov) whether we have some attachment and kindred
relationship with Him or none at all? (émadoxyy . . . oxéow).
For the rest, their leisure is in this alone absorbed, how to
closely survey the fair and inquire and then quietly depart ;
and for their pains they are derided by the rabble.

CHAPTER III

(104) Death, what is it? an ugly mask to frighten chil-
dren; turn it round and see what it really is; see, it can-
not bite! This poor body must be severed from the little
breath, as it was before, now or some time later on. Why be
indignant if it be to-day? . . . that the world’s great period
may be consummated (wepiodos dvunjrar); for it has need of
some to be now, others to wait for birth, and others already
spent and done (Jrvopéwy).

(179) What then? does this teaching not please you? See
now, how righteousness is nothing, reverence is but folly;
father, son but empty, meaningless names.

(comical) But when God bestows not on you the barest
needful for life, as a general He sounds the recall to His
soldiers ; He sets the door open and says to you, Come
bence !

(death ?) Whither? not to aught that is terrible, but to the
place whence you came, to things friendly and kindred (eis i
P& k. TUyyery)).

(us?). Asmuch of fire as was in you will depart to join
the central flame, of common clay to earth again, etc. There
is no Hell nor Acheron nor Cocytus nor Pyriphlegethon, but
all things are fulfilled (as Thales said) * of gods and demons.”

(me %) O fool, you he cannot slay, only your poor corpse !
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(266) This poor body of mine is nothing to me; its parts
are nothing to me. Death? let it come when it will, either
of whole or of a limb. Exile? and who can banish me from
God’s universe? Wheresoever I go there will His sun shine,
there moon and stars; there too holy dreams and auguries
and sweet converse with the heavenly ones.

(301) As is winter to fig, such is every circumstance from
the universal order to the things consumed and destroyed in
it. . . . It signifies the death of the ears of corn, not of the
world. For all such is but passing of things that were into
other forms of things to be; not death at all, but a settled
and orderly management as of thrifty house-steward.

(oK émwdhea dANS TeTayuévy Tis oikovopia k. doiknots) . . .
Death, a change a shifting — more intense than any of
these, from what now is to—I will not say—that which is
not, but into that which is not yet (eis 76 viv un dév), “shall
I then cease to be?” asks the anxious inquirer. Yes (odk
éoer), but in your place will arise something of which
God’s order has need. For you, too, came into being not at
a moment when you desired, but when the world wanted
you.

(Domitian) Put on no tragic airs about a matter so simple :
say what is really the case, “ now is it the due season for me
to restore the material to the constituents again who provided
it.  What is there terrible in that? what part of the world is
going to perish ?” (so Epictetus is consoled in death by re-
flecting on the indestructibility of matter, and the thought
that it will all go on just as well without him).

(34) We are in some sense kindred of the gods above,
and from thence have we come here. Set us free to
reburn thither again; let us sometime at least be set clear
of these manacles that weigh us down, so closely are they
attached ! (ddes Avbijvac wore 1dv Beapdv Tovrov). Men ! wait
for God in patient expectancy! When He gives the word of
command and releases you from this service, then shall ye go,
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return again to Him ! (émehedoeabe wpos adrdv), But for the
present time bear with your lot, dwelling in this spot to which
as a sentinel He has assigned you.

(47) (leg) Will you not cheerfully resign it again to Him who
gave it? Will you be sullen and indifferent to the orders of
Zeus, which He with the Fates present and weaving your line
of life into the universal texture, solemnly notified and fore-
ordained ? Know you not yet how tiny a fraction of the
whole ! (fAikov uépos €l wpoés 76 "ONa). But this (he adds or
corrects) only on the side of body, for in reason are you no
whit inferior or less noble than the gods themselves. For the
grandeur of Reason is not measured by breadth or height, buf
by firm convictions (Adyov ueyefos . . . Soyuaow).

(46) He ordained summer and winter, plenty and scarcity,
virtue and evil, and all such like pairs of opposite (évavrid-
mytas) to ensure the tuneful harmony of the Whole.

(18) If, then, it was my lot to be deceived, and to learn
falsely that of things without, which our will controls not,
nothing concerns us at all,—I would leave rather this deceit,
from which I should live with calm and even flow of life and
turmoil ; but do you see for yourselves what you would
prefer.

(89) In what then lies the distinctive endowment of man}
See if it be not in this power of following attentively what
he does, by the generous instinet, by trustiness, by reverence,
by sureness, by prudence ?

(end) Where then is great good or great evil for man to
be found? Just in his special and distinguishing quality
(8mov 7 Bradopd).

(134) The beginning of the study of Wisdom with those
who approach their mistress as they ought, is a bitter self-
consciousness of frailty and helplessness about things most
needful.

(285) For the lecture-room of a sage is the consulting-room
of a physician; you should not leave the presence with
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pleasurable, but with painful feelings (yofévras . . . dAynp-
o dvTas).

(loneliness) Ah! wretched that I am! Hera have I lost
and Athéne! no son or kinsman have I any longer !

(elvar) None the less is it right to make preparation
beforehand against this peril, to be able to be content with
oneself alone (airov éavrd dpketv), to live in converse with
oneself ; just as Zeus communes with his soul in solitary
majesty, and is at rest and peace with himself, and bethinks
him of his rule and governance what sort it is, and is in deep
thoughts fitting his nature.

(251) For ye see that our emperor gives us, as it would
appear, peace lasting and secure, because there are no more
wals or battles, no great robber-bands or pirates to infest the
sea; but a man may in any season travel on his way un-
harmed, and sail from east to west. '

(319) One who is a slave straightway prays to heaven that
he may be released a freeman. “If I be enfranchised,” he
says, ““ at once there shall be a great calm. I care for nobody,
to all I speak on equal terms. I go wheresoever my fancy
leads, I come back at will.”

(Russia) Then he has been set free: and forthwith, not
having wherewithal to sustain life, he seeks one whom he
may flatter and fawn upon, and suffers miseries worse than
death itself : he has fallen into the trap, a fresh slavery far
more grievous than the earlier (éumérrwker eis dovAeiar oAb
Tijs wpotépas Xalerwrépay).

Printed by MorrisoN & Giss Lisatep, Edindbu: gh












