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~ TThe tragic hero becomes knowledgeable by re-
experiencing what has been done in the way of suffering, and in
this pathos, in resuffering the past, the network of individual acts
is transformed into an event, a significant whole. The dramatic
climax of tragedy occurs when the actor turns into a sufferer;
therein lies its peripeteia, the disclosure of the dénouement. But
even non-tragic plots become genuine events only when they are

experienced a second time in the form of suffering by memory
operating retrospectively and perceptively. Such memory can
speak only when indignation and just anger, which impel us to
action, have been silenced—and that needs time. We can no
more master the past than we can undo it. But we can reconcile
ourselves to it. The form for this is the lament, which arises out
of all recollection, It is, as Goethe has said (in the Dedication to
Faust):

Der Schmerz wird neu, es wiederholt die Klage
Des Lebens labyrinthisch irren Lauf.

(Pain arises anew, lament repeats
Life’s labyrinthine, erring course.)

The tragic impact of this repetition in lamentation affects one
of the key elements of all action; it establishes its meaning and
that permanent significance which then enters into history. In
contradistinction to other elements peculiar to action—above all
to the preconceived goals, the impelling motives, and the guiding
principles, all of which become visible in the course of action—
the meaning of a committed act is revealed only when the action
itself has come to an end and become a story susceptible to nar-
ration. Insofar as any “mastering” of the past is possible, it con-
sists in relating what has happened; but such narration, too,
which shapes history, solves no problems and assuages no suffer-
ing; it does not master anything once and for all. Rather, as long
as the meaning of the events remains alive—and this meaning can
persist for very long periods of time—"mastering of the past”
can take the form of ever-recurrent narration. The poet in a very
general sense and the historian in a very special sense have the
task of setting this process of narration in motion and of involv-
ing us in it. And we who for the most part are neither poets nor
historians are familiar with the nature of this process from our
own experience with life, for we too have the need to recall the
significant events in our own lives by relating them to ourselves
and others. Thus we are constantly preparing the way for “poetry,”
in the broadest sense, as a_human potentiality; we are, so to
speak, constantly expecting it to erupt in some human being.

When this happens, the telling-over of what took place comes to
a halt for the time being and a formed narrative, one more item,
is added to the world’s stock. In reification by the poet or the
historian, the narration of history has achieved permanence and
persistence. Thus the narrative has been given its place in the
world, where it will survive us. There it can live on—one story
among many. There is no meaning to these stories that is entirely
separable from them—and this, too, we know from our own,
_non-poetic experience. No philosophy, no analysis, no aphorism,
be it ever so profound, can compare in intensity and richness of
' meaning with a properly narrated story.



- We are wont to see friendship solely as a phenomenon of inti-
macy, in which the friends open their hearts to each other un-
molested by the world and its demands. Rousseau, not Lessing,
is the best advocate of this view, which conforms so well to the
basic attitude of the modem individual, who in his alienation
from the world can truly reveal himself only in privacy and in
the intimacy of face-to-face encounters. Thus it is hard for us to
understand the political relevance of friendship. When, for ex-
ample, we read in Aristotle that philia, friendship among citizens,
is one of the fundamental requirements for the well-being of the
City, we tend to think that he was speaking of no more than the
absence of factions and civil war within it. But for the Greeks the
essence of friendship consisted in discourse. They held that only

. the constant interchange of talk anited citizens in a polis. In

discourse the political importance of friendship, and the human-

ness peculiar to it, were made manifest. This converse (in con-
trast to the intimate talk in which individuals speak about them-
selves), permeated though it may be by pleasure in the friend’s
presence, is concerned with the common world, which remains

“nhuman” in a very literal sense unless it is constantly talked

about by human beings. For the world is not humane just be-

| cause it is made by human beings, and it does not become

- humane just because the human voice sounds in it, but only when

' it has become the object of discourse. However much we are
' affected by the things of the world, however deeply they may stir

and stimulate us, they become human for us only when we can _
discuss them with our fellows. Whatever cannot become the |
object of discourse—the truly sublime, the truly horrible or the |
uncanny--may find a human voice through which to sound into
the world, but it is not exactly human. We humanize what is
going on in the world and in ourselves only by speaking of it, and
in the course of speaking of it we learn to be human.

The Greeks called this humanness which is achieved in the
discourse of friendship philanthropia, “love of man,” since it
manifests itself in a readiness to share the world with other men.
Its opposite, misanthropy, means simply that the misanthrope
finds no one with whom he cares to share the world, that he re-
gards nobody as worthy of rejoicing with him in the world and
nature and the cosmos. Greek philanthropy underwent many a
change in becoming Roman humanitas. The most important of
these changes corresponded to the political fact that in Rome -
people of widely different ethnic origins and descent could
acquire Roman citizenship and thus enter into the discourse
among cultivated Romans, could discuss the world and life with
them. And this political background distinguishes Roman huma-
nitas from what moderns call humanity, by which they commonly
mean a mere effect of education.

That humaneness should be sober and cool rather than senti-
mental; that humanity is exemplified not in fraternity but in '
friendship; that friendship is not intimately personal but makes
political demands and preserves reference to the world—all this
seems to us so exclusively characteristic of classical antiquity that
it rather perplexes us when we find quite kindred features in
Nathan the Wise—which, modern as it is, might with some justice
be called the classical drama of friendship.



