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SOME PRINCIPLES

or

LITERARY CRITICISM

CHAPTER HRST
DEFINITIONS AND LIMITATIONS

CRITICISM may be broadly and provisionaly
defined as the intelligent appreciation of any work
of art, and by conseguence the just estimate of its
value and rank. Literary criticism is, of course,
concerned only with literature; but the genera
nature of the functions of criticism is much the
same whether the object criticised be literature,
or painting, or sculpture, or music.

Taste is a word frequently occurring in criti-
ca discussion. Taste, in such discussion, means
simply the power to appreciate any work of art.
It is not a single faculty, but must imply the
joint action of intellect and emotions. The word
appreciation, as used in the above definition,
may include the exercise of al powers which
combine to receive the full effect of a work of
art. This definition may aso indicate that the

B 1



2 PRINCIPLES OF LITERARY CRITICISM

first duty of criticism is to appreciate, not to esti-
mate; that any attempt to estimate or rank a work
of art is only a secondary and less important func-
tion of criticism. The effort to grade authors in
an ascending scale of merit, or to apply any com-
parative standard of excellence, is never very suc-
cessful and never very wise. There are always
such essential differences between great writers
that it is idle to attempt to determine their com-
parative value. If anybody asks, which was the
greater poet, Spenser or Milton, Shelley or Words-
worth, the proper answer is, Both. That is, each
excels the other in some qualities, while there is
not enough fundamental similarity in their work
to afford proper basis of comparison. Every man
can tell which he likes the better —which is quite
another matter. But criticism can point out what
qualities essential to greatness in literature each
possessed, and can thus enable us to appreciate
both the better.

The study of literary criticism, as thus broadly
defined, might embrace not only al genera prin-
ciples by which we should judge a work of litera-
ture and al practica rules for applying these
principles, but al collateral matters necessary to
the intelligent comprehension of the work, and
even any processes that would quicken and enlarge
our powers of appreciation. But for our discussion
the subject must be much more narrowly defined.

The limitations imposed upon it in the following
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pages may perhaps best be indicated by noticing
that there are three methods of approach to the
study of any work of literature,, and that literary
criticism, as discussed in this book, in concerned only
with the third.

1. The Historical —Every nationa literature is
an expression of the changing life of the nation
that lias produced it For literature is one side
of history, often, indeed, the most instructive side.
It is acommonplace to say that a thorough knowl-
edge of the history of any period involves afamili-
arity with the literature of that period. How can
you understand the Elizabethan age, the spirit that
underlay all its external life, inspired all its splen-
did achievements and made that history, unless
you are familiar with Elizabethan literature ? Or,
to take perhaps a dtill better example, how can
you appreciate the temper of the Queen Anne time,
its ideals in politics, manners, morals, — how is it
possible to be at home in that age a dl, unless
you are on terms of intimacy with Addison and
Steele and Swift ? And the converse of course is
equally true. Any adequate criticism of a litera--
ture, or, as arule, of any single work of literature,
always necessitates a knowledge of the history of
the agein whichthat literaturewas produced. This
is obviously true of all that body of literature which
grows directly out of contemporary history, such
as political discussion, oratory, satire. And some
of the noblest writing is of this kind. It would be
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amost serious loss to cut out of English literature
Dryden, and Butler, and Pope, and Swift, and
Burke, and Carlyle. Yet most of the work of dl
these men, and of scores of others only little less
eminent, was caled out by current politica events,
and is hardly to be read intelligently without a
knowledge of those events. And even more impor-
tant is it to study from the historical point of
view those books which mirror the spirit of an age
without being so closely dependent upon its par-
ticular events. Take Spenser's Faery Queen for
example. Itisonly along, bright phantasmagoria,
devoid of any higher moral charm, until we re-
member in what years it was a-writing and what
deeds were a-doing then all-over Europe. It is
only when we can see that great struggle between,
an old faith and a new, that tremendous wrestle
for the mastery of a new world, adl mirrored in
the poem, that we appreciate its highest literary
charm. Similarly, we are constantly liable to mis-
judge individual authors in the most unfortunate
way unless we consider their relation to their age,
the opinions moral and political that were current
then, the standards of judgment that prevailed, the
sentiments of the age with which they were in
accord, or againgt which, perhaps, they were in
passionate revolt. Shelley, for ingtance, is quit

unintelligible without an intimate knowledge ﬂ
his political and historical surroundings. It is not
merely that we cannot understand the import of
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particular passages or poems; we cannot understand
the habitual temper of the poet, or know how to
make dlowances. Much of his work, as well as
many events of his life, if regarded apat from
his age in the light of genera principles, might
seem amost monstrous.

Consider aso that the general spirit of an age
determines very largely not only the opinions and
temper of a literature, but even its form. And
here it is not meant merely that one age specialy
patronizes one great variety of literature above al
others, as for example, the Elizabethan age deve-
oped the drama and our age encourages the novel.
That, indeed, is a very important fact, and much
depends upon it. Suppose William Shakspere had
been born a hundred and twenty-five years later,
would he have been the greatest master in Eng-
lish literature? It seems extremely doubtful. His
genius was preeminently dramatic; but he could
hardly have won great renown as a dramatist in
the condition of the drama during the age of Queen
Anne. And it is atogether improbable that his
genius, if diverted into any other form of expres
sion, would have proved so wonderful. Or take an
opposite case.  Suppose Alexander Pope had been
born in Shakspere's age ? How could a man with so
little imagination, largeness of mind or aggressive
force of character, have gained lasting distinction
in letters then? His acuteness and point, his
delicate sense of phrase, his keenness of sdtiric



6 PRINCIPLES OF LITERARY CRITICISM

vison, dl his most characteristic gifts would then
have found no field for exercise, or would have
been wasted in petty euphuism. It is evident that
some historic conditions are favorable to one type
of genius and not to another, and that the type
survives in permanent literary form which is best
fitted to its environment. But by the influence
of an age upon literary form, is here meant more
especidly that subtler influence which demands
neatness, method, point, in one age, and luxuri-
ance, profusion, imagination, in another. It is
undeniable that the standard of literary formin the
age of Anne, for instance, was very different from
what it has been in the past fifty years. Compare
Pope with Tennyson. Both were exquisite artists ;
the work of both is characterized by perfect finish ;
both were dissatisfied until they had given what-
ever they wrote the last perfecting touch. Yet
how different their notions of artistic form. Such
differences of standard are unquestionably due in
large degree to differences in socid and political
condition, — due, that is, to influences which it is
the work of-the historian to consider. Historica
criticism sees that in any given age certain virtues
are greatly admired, certain faults hardly per-
ceived; that as a result standards for the man
of letters change more or less, and the edtimate
even of the great classcs varies from age to age.
And these variations historica criticism tries to
account for, by showing their relation to con
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comitant changes in national character and con-
ditions.

Furthermore it is matter of familiar observation
that the character of literature is decided by the
race that produces it, and that the same great his-
toric movement may havevery differenteffectsupon
different races. French literature is very unlike
English literature in its ethical standards, its dom-
inant emotions, its ideals of literary form. And
these differences are largely owing to causes that
the historical student can investigate. For in-
stance, that sum of influences which we cal the
Renaissance resulted very differently in the litera-
tures of France and of England. It seemed to pro-
duce a classic literature in one country and a ro-
mantic in the other. But why ? Only the historical
critic can tell us. It is not easy, doubtless, for
him to tell us always; but any attempt to answer
such a question without a thorough knowledge of
historic conditions would be folly. He who can
tell us why England had a Shakspere and France
a Racine has read deeply into the influence of
historic conditions upon national life.

Now from all these considerations it is evident
that the historica method of approach to the study
of literature is fruitful of the richest results, and,
indeed, that the appreciation of literature which
we have caled criticism is not in the fullest sense
possible without this historic method. Moreover,
of late years certain scientific tendencies have
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given a new impetus to this form of criticism*

Convinced that the principle of evolution is opera-

tive in literature as well as in al other socid

phenomena, that literary product whether of the
individual or of the nation is the resultant of those
forces of inheritance and environment which give
continuity to the life of society, the critic has been

inclined to give too much rather than too little
weight to the historical connections and antece-

dents of the work he studies. He has often under-

valued that element of individuality in literature
which cannot be analyzed or accounted for. Fur-

thermore, it is to be noted that this method of
study leads rather to an explanation than to an

appreciation of any work of art. It sets the object

of study in its due relations with other phenomena
and brings it under the sweep of law, but it does
not always help us to a direct perception of essen-

tid artistic qualities. Itsresults, in fact, are his-

torical and scientific rather than critical. Literary

criticism, then, in the narrow sense in which the
term is used throughout the following chapters, is
concerned with other than historica facts and re-

lations; though in the endeavor to find and apply

its principles it certainly needs a wide comparative
study of examples.

2. The second mode of approach to any literary
subject is the Biographical or Personal. A work of
literature may be regarded not as illustrating the
history or spirit of the time in which it was writ
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ten. but, more specifically, as a revelation of the
personality of its author. ~Thus regarded, litera
fure becomes the handmaid not, as just now, of
history, but of biography. It is urged, therefore,
that if we are endeavoring to appreciate thor-
oughly a book, a poem, we must first acquaint
ourselves as far as we can with the life of its
author. His book, it is said, comes out of his
experience, and the more of that experience we
ran learn from any other source, the better we can
understand his point of view, so much the better
shall we appreciate his book. And to a certain
extent this is obvioudly true. The value of bhio-
graphical knowledge as a requisite to literary
appreciation may, however, easlly be exaggerated.
It is natural to desire to know something of the
life of any man whose book has interested us; but
we are not to give undue weight to any personal
considerations in our estimate of the book, nor
alow our judgment to be biassed by our approval
or disapproval of some other things the author has
or has not done. It is notorious that contemporary
criticism has often been determined largely by
personal prejudice against the author. Much of the
criticism, for example, upon Wordsworth, Coleridge,
and Kests, in the early part of this century, was
obviously inspired not by any discriminating opin-
ion of their poetry, but by an obstinate prejudice,
political or socia, against the men themselves.
And our judgment of the work of authors who have
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been, dead a hundred years is sometimes unduly
influenced by our estimate of their politica or
socid or religious opinions. In one of his last
essays, Matthew Arnold deplored the appearance
of Dowden's Life of Shelley, on the ground that
it gave needless prominence to certain events and
associations in the life of Shelley which tend to
lessen our just appreciation and enjoyment of his
work.! Mr. Saintsbury may be cited as another
critic who often—and | think sometimes too im-
patiently— protests against the introduction of
much biographical matter into critical estimates.
Speaking of Shakspere's sonnets, he says. —

" For my part | am unable to find the dightest
interest or the most rudimentary importance in the
questions whether the Mr. W. H. of the dedication
was the Earl of Pembroke, and if s0, whether he
was also the object of the majority of the Sonnets;
whether the ' dark lady/ the ' woman coloured ill/
was Miss Mary Fitton; whether the rival poet was
Chapman. Very likely al these things are true:
very likely not one of themis true. They areim-
possible of settlement, and if they were settled they
would not in the dightest degree affect the poetical
beauty and the human interest of the Sonnets."?

We may not go so far with Mr. Saintsbury, in
this case, as to agree that certain knowledge on dl

1" Critical Essays," Second Series, Shelley, pp. 206-207,237-
238.
» " Higtory of Elizabethan Literature," p. 162.
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the biography connected with the sonnets would not
affect in the slightest degree their "human inteiN
est"; but it is unquestionable that too much or too
intrusive knowledge, with reference to the mere
externals of a man's life, may withdraw our atten-
tion from the essential qualities of his work. The
author has the right, at al events, to be judged by
his book ; that is what he has given us. He says:
" This | have done for the public; judge this. |
did not pretend to offer my life for your criticism,
but only such parts of it as | have put into my
book." And it will always be found more just, as
well as more generous, to judge a man's life by his
book than to judge his book by his life.

Yet we may still admit that a certain amount of
biographical study and interest is often essentia
to the most thorough appreciation of any work of
literature. For the charm of dl literature resides
largely in the personality of the author—that in-
definable quality, or rather combination and balance
of qudlities, by virtue of which he was himself, dif-
ferent from every other human being. Any good
book will make you feel that, somehow. And it is
certainly reasonable that we should seek to deepen
our sense of this individuality of the author by
acquainting ourselves with the deciding facts of his
life. Frequently, dso, the critica disapproval of
certain qualities of an author's book may justify
itself most conclusively by reference to the facts
of his life. For ingtance, our feeling of the fase
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note in dl Sterne's sentiment, its nngenuineness
and sentimentality, is confirmed when we discovei
what a tissue of pious and whimpering frauds his
life itself was. Or, as we read much of Byron's
poetry, we should decide, | think, if we knew noth-
ing of his life, that much of the verse has a hollow
ring, that genuine passion and sorrow do not speak
so; and our critical judgment is verified when we
know the man, and see him posturing constantly,
in every relation, for twenty years. More gener-
aly, it would seem idle to deny that biographical
knowledge often helps us to reach the same point
of view the author had when he wrote, and so to
be in sympathy with him, A great writer, what-
ever be the source of his greatness, certainly takes
some larger, more impressive views of life; he is
deeply affected by some phases of human experi-
ence. That is a al events, a part of his great-
ness. And we shal understand his work better
if we can put ourselves, to some degree, in his
place. Walter Scott was a man who was never
his own hero, never worked up his own history
into literary shape, never had anything to say of
his own feeling or circumstances,—no writer is
more thoroughly objective, — yet can any one deny
that we enter more thoroughly into the spirit, both
of his poetry and his fiction, after we have become
familiar with his life? And if this is so with such
an author as Scott, how much more true is it of
such an author, let us say, as Samue Johnson or
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Charles Lamb. The work of a man like Lamb is
in fact al autobiography, and nothing dse.  He is
telling yon himself—his humor, his pathos, his
foibles; hisown personality is the whole subject of
hiswork. Thus our appreciation of him is doubled
when we come to be familiarly acquainted with
the facts of his life. Such writers, and they are
often the most charming if not the greatest, we
can never fully enjoy until we have put ourselves
on terms of personal intimacy with them.

One legitimate mode of approach to literary study,
then, is from the side of the author's personality.
Yet this method, like the historical, is excluded by
the restrictions placed upon the meaning of the
term Literary Criticism in this volume.

3. There is athird method of study applied to
any work of literature, which we may call more spe-
cifically the Critical or Literary. We may ask, What
is the value and interst of this work in itself, as
a piece of literature, quite apart from its connec-
tions with its age or its author ? Wherein consists
its power or charm ? Why doesit refuse to die?

Now questions of this kind, it will be seen, are
for the most part unconnected with al biographica
or historica relations and interests. We may ask
them intelligently and in many cases answer them
intelligently without knowing much about the age,
and without knowing anything about the author.
Indeed, some of the greatest specimens of literature
are books with reference to which we cannot ask
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any other questions than these, because we know
little of the period in which they were written and
nothing of the men who wrote them. Homer, for
instance. Homer's work, to be sure, may be studied
with a view to get history out of it; but we have
not much historic information to throw upon the
poems themselves. Nor do we need it. They
derive their interest mainly from universal con-
siderations which are true and powerful in al ages.
And much as we may wish to know the life of
Shakspere, it may be questioned whether we really
need to know much about it. Nor are we greatly
helped to a comprehension of hiswork by a study
of his age. It is true, as remarked in a former
page, that Shakspere was dependent upon the
habits and socia customs of his time for those con-
ditions most favorable to the exercise of his dra-
matic genius, and it is further true, doubtless, that
he does in many respects exhibit the urgent, imagi-
native spirit of his age; but what is here insisted
on is that the qualities by virtue of which he holds
his preeminence are qualities not dependent on
any age or circumstance. As Ben Jonson well
,said, "He was not of an age, but for all time."
Something like this, In fact, Is true of al great
cdasscs They are not provincia in place or time.
They are not dependent upon knowledge of the age
or the author for appreciation. They may have
been —in the deepest sense they were— inspired
by their age; yet they are ds0 in a sense inde




DEFINITIONS AND LIMITATIONS 15

pendent of it, and ded with those larger human
ideas and relations that no time can antiquate.
Homer, Dante, Shakspere, and to much less degree
Milton, seem of no age, but of al ages.

Now it is when we approach a work of literature
from this side, with aview todetermineits essential
qualities and value apart from all its particular ex-
ternal relations, that we find the field of Literary
Criticism in the narrower, more precise sense in
which it is here to be studied. We may say, then,
that it is the function of Literary Criticism to de-
termine the essential or intrinsic virtues of litera-
ture, and to discuss these virtues as they appear in
various kinds of literature. As thus defined it in-
cludes al attempts to discover what are the quali-
ties that constitute literature, whether qualities of
matter, — as imagination, emotion, or qualities of
manner, — as melody and al virtues of form. It
covers al discussion of the relation of these quali-
ties to each other, their relative importance, the
ways in which they combine to produce literary
effect. Criticism, thus conceived, is a science
(though doubtless avery imperfect one), rather than
an art; that is it seeksto discover and state generd
principles rather than to give rules for their appli-
cation in specid cases. It is probable, indeed, that
the latter meaning is the one most commonly sug-
gested by the use of the word. The critic is thought
of as one who judges in particular cases. But it
would seem necessary that there must first be some
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accepted principles upon which such judgment can
be based. "The function of criticism," says
Matthew Arnold, using the term criticism rather
widely, is " tolearn and propagate the best that is
known and thought in the world." Yes, that is the
ultimate function of criticism; but how are we to
know what is best? Criticism may do well to
point out first, if possible, some qualities to serveas
tests or standards by which we may know the best.

Criticism, as here defined, might be regarded as
ahigher kind of Rhetoric. It differsfrom Rhetoric,
however, chiefly in two respects. 1. Rhetoric is
more exclusively an art. It aims to teach us how
to do something, i.e. to write. Criticism, Suppos-
ing the thing done, teaches us the principles
by which we may appreciate and estimate it.
2. Rhetoric hasto do, asis implied in the preceding
statement, chiefly with form. Presupposing that a
man has something to say, ‘out not attempting to
judge whether it is worth saying or not, Rhetoric
teaches him how to say it. Criticism deds pri-
marily with the matter, with what a man has to say,
and the effect it is fitted to produce on the reader;
and though it adso discusses form or Syle, it con-
siders that in a somewhat larger way than rhetoric
does. It dedls not so much with the structure of the
sentence and paragraph or with any of the mechanics
of style as with those more intangible though valu-
able qualities of style that arise from a subtle adap-
tation of expresson to thought and emotion, and
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those beauties that hardly submit themselves to the
coarser analysis of rhetorica rule.  The range ot
criticism is therefore wider than that of Rhetoric;
but its principles are likely to be more vague than
the rules of Rhetoric.

Literary Criticism has been defined in the pre-
ceding paragraphs as a science (though an imper-
fect one), because it seeks to discover certan
qudities, common to dl good literature, which may
serve as tests and standards— in aword, a body of
principles. But it is often objected that just this
is impossible, and consequently that there is, and
can be, no such thing as a science of criticism.
This denial is based on several grounds, which we
must briefly examine.

1. It is sometimes urged — though the objection
is perhaps hardly of sufficient weight to deserve
mention—that there is no rationa apped from
individual taste, and hence no standard of judg-
ment. If there be many different opinions on any
work of art, there is no reason, in the nature of the
case, for giving any one of them authority over the
res. In matters of fact there is an outward
dandard. If statements correspond to facts, they
are " true "; if not, they are " fase" But in matters
of taste there cannot be any such outward standard.
If a thing pleases me, it does — and there an end:
it is not therefore true or fase, correct or incorrect,
great or samdl. A work of literature is designed
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to please the reader : if it does please him, he will
pronounce it excellent; if it pleases many, why,
many will pronounce it excellent, and it will be
popular. But there is no question of higher or
lower involved, and al such verdicts in literature
are arbitrary and irrational.

As to this objection, we need only say that
it contradicts the general experience of mankind.
There is a general tacit recognition of such a dis-
tinction as higher and lower in literature, and that
where no moral interests are involved; and this
distinction must imply some objective standard,
however vague that standard may be and however
difficult to define. The proverb de gustibus non
disputandum only means that it is useless to argue
Iwith an individual on the decisions of his personal
taste. If a man say that he likes The Sweet By
and By better than he likes Beethoven's Ninth Sym-
phony, it is of no use to argue with him about it.
But it does not follow that there is no intelligible
sense in which Beethoven's Symphony is better
than The Sueet By and By. And if this man
should be able to cite a hundred other men who
honestly prefer the song to one who prefers the
symphony, as he probably could, it would still
be intelligible to say that the hundred preferred
the lower thing, and the one the higher. Why
that would be an intelligible and correct thing to
sy, we need not now decide— that question must
be considered later; dl it is necessary to note here
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is, that by the general consent of men thereisin
matters of taste a higher and a lower, and that the
difference between them is not determined by a
majority vote. On such matters numbers do not
count.

2. A more serious objection is found in the vari-
ations of taste among competent judges. The best
critical verdicts of one race differ widely from those
of another. Standards of taste within the same
nation change greatly from ageto age. More than
this, within the same nation and at the same time,
different critics equally well qualified, differ in their
judgment radically. Mr. Arnold hardly will ad-
mit that Pope's work sispoetry at al; Mr. Court-
hope declares it is poetry of the strictest, most
classic variety. One man admires the clear, ani-
mated, positive style of Macaulay; another man
says it is hard, metallic, virtually untruthful, —
the worst kind of style. Dr. Johnson not only
sad of the songs in Comus that they are intol-
erably harsh, —that might have been accounted
for by his ailmost incredible deafness to melody in.
verse, —but he said of al Milton's minor poems,
which he cdls "trifles," that "if they differ from
others they differ for the worse"; that in Lycidas
" there is no nature, for there is no truth; there is
no art, for there is nothing new "; that " one god
asks another god what has become of Lycidas, and
neither god can tell”; that it is dl " easy, vulgar,
and therefore disgusting’ And Johnson, though
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he took care, perhaps, that the " Whig dogs"” like
Milton shouldn't " get the best of it,"” was on the
whole a very creditably honest critic, telling what
he genuinely thought, at first hand, for himself.
And he was never a fool. Addison, who admired
Milton well, if not very wisely, could say of the
work of Milton's great predecessor, Spenser: —

" But now the mystic tae that pleasd of yore
Can charm our understanding age no more."

And although this was a youthful verdict, there
is no indication that Addison ever reversed it.
The varying judgment on Shakspere since his death
is matter of common knowledge. Such examples
of radicaly different verdicts upon the same piece
of literature by qualified critics, it is urged, could
be multiplied indefinitely.

Consider, furthermore, the difference of opin-
ion as to the validity of any particular law of
structure, or the propriety of any given combina
tion of emotional effects. Take the question of
the unities in the drama— whether good taste is
sviolated and dramatic effect lost by supposing the
action of a dramato occupy more than one day, to
go on in more than one place, or to include more
than one main event. Whole generations of critics
will be found insisting on al three, while others
will praise Shakspere's freedom in caring nothing
at al about the first two, and often straining the
third very hard. Or that other question as to
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the wisdom of combining diverse emotional effects®
"'mixing comic stuff with tragic sadness" as Milton
contemptuously calls it,— putting a clown to jest
over the grave of Ophelia, and another clown to
jest as he bears the death-dealing asp to Cleopatra,
or two clowns to jest at the heels of Macbeth's
bloody deed — there has been much division of
critic wits over this. Some critics have asserted
that it is a gross violation of al the dictates of
refined art; others, that it is a most pathetic effect,
sanctioned by those laws of human nature which are
the bases of art.

With such a diversity of taste among competent
persons, it is argued that it is hopeless to attempt
to lay down any principles, or prescribe any quali-
ties presupposing agreement.

Now in answer to this objection, we may admit
at once that this diversity of taste does limit the
sphere of criticism somewhat. But it will be seen,
on a moment's reflection, that the alleged diversity
is not so wide as it seems. In fact, the diversity
of taste among different races, ages, individuals,
is much less than the agreement; at dl events, the
points of agreement, if not more numerous than the
points of difference, are far more important. If
that were not S0, indeed, there could be no perma-
nent literature. But consider that literature, or art
in genera, is the most abiding thing in the world.
Everything else is antiquated, and superseded by
the progress of civilization. A bright schoolboy
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could st right the men of Hoiner's day on amost
every department of objective knowledge; but
Homer is as good as ever; he is not antiquated.
And notice—for it is the specia point now under
consideration—that not only is the poem admired
as truly now as then, but it is admired for the same
qualities. Not, indeed, that our estimate of the
poem is in all respects identical with that of the
men of three thousand years ago, but the great es-
sential grounds of literary appreciation were the
same then as now. What was poetry to the men
of Homer's day continues to be poetry to the men
of our day. Here, then, is an essential uniformity
of taste, which indicates that there must be some
critical principles of universal and permanent
application.

Furthermore, a little consideration will show that
many divergences of taste are entirely consistent
with deeper, underlying agreement. For instance,
rules of literary structure are often handed down
from age to age and accepted by a conservative
temper long after the conditions which produced
them have altered. The dramatic unities, above
referred to, illustrate this. They were good for
the Greek drama. Presupposing a certain effect
to be aimed a in dramatic representation, they
may have been helpful in producing that effect:
but it does not follow either that they are vdid
when a different effect is amed a, or that the
effect of the Greek drama is the highest the dra-
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matic art can produce. No artistic rules can be ac-
cepted as universal unlessthe conditions out of which
they grew can be proved necessary and permanent.
Of the unities, only one, the unity of subject, can be
shown to be rooted 111 unchanging laws of taste, and
only this one, therefore, is of universal obligation.
The difference in the verdicts which competent
critics pronounce on a given work of art islargely
accounted for by the different relative weight
which they give to particular excellences. A cer-
tain quality will be admitted by dl to be avirtue
(and so there is agreement and a possibility of
some principles of criticism), but that quality will
seem amore important virtue to one critic than to
the next. Literary criticism must certainly make
alowance for such variety of preference, which
isentirely consistent with more fundamental agree-
ment. | may admire Browning's work more than
Tennyson's, because | admire vigor and robustness
both of thought and emotion more than | admire
refinement, grace, and delicacy ; but that is no rea-
son why | should not appreciate both men intelli-
gently. Mr. Arnold was not blind to Pope's clear
insight, wit, terseness, point: he admits dl these
qualities to be virtues—" admirable and splen-
did" virtues he cals them: but he ingsts that
they are not relatively important virtues in poetry.
Very well; perhaps they are not. That depends
on how you define poetry, and definition is mostly
amatter of ussge. Whether Popes verse is what
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Mr. Arnold calls poetry or not, isnot so very im-
portant a question: it is important that we al
should be able to appreciate Pope's verse, to under-
stand and feel those qualities of universal interest
that make it literature.

Two other arguments against the possibility of
anything like a science of criticism are based, not
on the diversity of opinion in the critic, but on the
nature of literatureitself.

3. Itis said that the range of admitted literary
effects is practically infinite, so that you cannot re-
duce them to law, or point out any qualities com-
mon to all writing that deserves to be called litera-
ture. Consider, it is urged, how numerous and
how essentially different, often essentially oppo-
Ste, are the qualities which any catholic teste
recognizesin literature. For the question now is
not the difficulty of agreement between different
observers, but the difficulty of imposing any com-
mon description upon the amost infinite variety
of attractionsthat literature has for one man. The
man with breadth of literary appreciation will ad-
mire Ruskin's imaginative profusion, but he will
adso admire Arnold's chaste precison or the
homely robustness of Swift. He will admire the
romantic emotion of Shelley, but he will admire
ds0 the classic satire of Pope or the masculine
common sense of Dryden. And he will insst that
al these qudlities are literary qualities ; that the
ten-line lyric, nay the very phrase, —
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" | could not love thee, dear, so much
Loved | not honor more !"
is as truly literature as the epic, just as the en-
graved gem is as surely art as the colossal statue.
The means by which writing gains literary recog-
nition being thus so varied — sometimes by appeal
to the intellect, sometimes to the emotions, some-
times by some indefinable grace or happy accident
of form, some turn of phrase which makes a line
as lasting as the pyramids, but which there is no
recipe for and no possibility of explaining— thesei
"Causes being so numerous and combining to pro-
duce such aninfinite variety of effects, it is argued
that there is no possibility of reducing them to a
few classes or bringing them al under afew laws.
If your laws and classes are few, they will be
mere commonplaces; if they are numerous, you
will soon find yourself in the endless task of try-
ing to enumerate al the powers of intellect or sus-
ceptibilities of emotion to which literature makes
appeal, without really doing anything to explain
the nature of literature or to increase your appreci-
ation of it. Literature is, in fact, the record of the
whole life of man, and its sources of interest, there-
fore, are as many and as varied as those of the wide*
human life it represents. The function of criti-
cism, then, should be to point out whatever is of
interest in each individual specimen of literature,
but not to talk about greater or less, or to attempt
to sat up any standards of measurement or even of
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appreciation.  Criticism—to use a figure often
employed — is a sign-post to point out whatever in
any particular work seems to the critic most inter-
esting to himself, and so likely to be of interest to
most other people; and the excellence of the criti-
cismwill depend entirely upon the intelligence and
sympathy of theindividual critic.

Now it may be admitted that this objection, like
the previous one, imposes some limitationsupon the
attempt to lay down any principlesof criticism ; but
surely it does not forbid that attempt altogether.
The variety of literary effects is indeed amost
infinite; but it does not follow that it is impossible
to do anything toward such systematic discussion
of them as shall help usto appreciate and estimate
them. In fact, the moment we attempt to discrim-
inate between literary qualities or estimate their
valueinany wise, we imply some standard by which
they may be measured and classified. It would
certainly be an endlesstask to make an exhaustive
enumeration of al effects that literature produces
and to arrange and classify them minutely. But it
can hardly be hopeless to attempt to suggest some
points a which al writings to be properly called
literature are in agreement, and some qualities
which whenever present are virtues. For instance,
imagination may show itself in a thousand different
shapes, but il it is in some shape or other always
arequisite of poetry. And if so, any discusson of
imagination, of its nature and modes of working,
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ought to ad our appreciation of it wherever it
appears.

4. But there is a fourth objection urged against
the possibility of a scientific method in criticism
which is more weighty than either of those men-
tioned. Literature, it is said, is the expression of
individuality. Inthelast analysis, we are told, the
power and charm of any work of literature depend
upon that inexplicable thing we cdl persondlity or
genius.  And there is no prescription for genius]
Lay down any rules or principles you please and
you will find that of two books which alike seem
to conform to them, one is good literature and the
other isnt. And your criticism cannot tell why.
You can only say, Here is genius and there is not:
aliving man is in this book and not in the other.
For the very first requisite of marked personality,
of course, is that it is unique, and so in strictness
not to be defined or classified. Every work of lit-
erature realy expressive of personality must, there-
fore, be anew creation.  You cannot apply rules to
it, because its very virtue resides largely in the fact
that it is the expresson of a unique personality.
This objection has 'Been well put by Mr. Sants-
bury, —

"It is dl but demonstrable that 'scientific'
literary criticism is impossble unless the word
" scientific' is to have its meaning very illegitimately
dtered. For the essential qualities of literature, as
of dl art, are communicated by the individud, they
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depend upon idiosyncrasy; and this makes science
in any proper sense powerless. She can ded only
with classes, only with genera laws; and so long
as these classes are constantly reduced to ' species
of one' and these laws are set at nought by incal-
culable and singular influences, she must be con-
stantly baffled and find dl her elaborate plant of
formulasand generdlizationsuseless. . . . Youwill
find that on the showing of this science falsely so
called, thereis no reason why Chapelain should not
be a poet, and none why Shakespeare is. Y ou will
ask science in vain to tell you why some dozen or
sixteen of the simplest words in language arranged
by one man or in one fashion, why a certain num-
ber of dabs of colour arranged by another man or m
another fashion, make a permanent addition to the
delight of the world, while other words and other
dabs Iof colour, differently arranged by others, do
not."

All criticism of a scientific sort, it is said, must
miss the essential quality we wish to get a. For
al criticism according to method must proceed by
similarities and conformities, and so must result at
last only in showing uswherein one author resembles
another author — that is, wherein they both, arid all
other great authors, have conformed to what you
cal principles of art. But thisis not what we want
to know. Wedo not care that the critic should tell

i" Essays in English Literature, 1780-1860" Introduction,
p.xii.
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us wherein Milton resembles Homer, and Vergil,
and Dante; or point out that al take as their sub-
ject a single action, or a great action; that al pre-
serve unity of plan with variety of incident, and
what not. All this, it is urged, does not explain
Milton to us. We wish rather to be made to feel
what is essential and peculiar to Milton in the poem,
that wherein he differs from others ; we want to be
made to taste the true Miltonic flavor of his work.
This it is to appreciate Milton, and this the formal
critic never can do for us.

Wall, it may be granted at once that no kind of
criticism can do that for us fully. If we wish to
taste the full flavor of an author's personality,
we must read his work ourselves; nobody can
tasteit for us. But the objection proves too much.
If good at al, it is good against dl criticism
except the expression of individual likes or dis
likes, the aiicgm of personal impression. Much
modern criticism, indeed, is of precisely that sort,
purely empirical. The critic declares that he is
pleased or is not pleased, and there an end. And
if the critic have the gift of expression, pointed, or
witty, or picturesgue, such criticism may be very
pleasant reading—that of Mr. Andrew Langk for
instance. Or, if he be a thoughtful man with
insight and judgment, then his likes and dis-
likes will be very instructive whether he give any
reasons for them or not. A good ded of Matthew
Arnold's criticism was of this magisterial sort;
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but it was always in the best sense masterly. Yet
we feel that there ought to be some other basis for
criticism than this. It is not enough for a man to
sy, " | approve this; | find undeniable but in-
explicable genius here" We ask ingtinctively,
"Yes but why do you like it? What is the evi-
dence of genius?' Even Mr. Saintsbury, in a
paragraph following that just now quoted, objects
to this kind of criticism,—

"The full and proper office of the critic can
never be discharged except by those who remember
that 'critic’ means ‘judge.’ Expressions of per-
sonal liking, though they can hardly be kept out of
criticism, are not by themselves judgment. The
famous 'Jaime mieux Alfred de Musset,' though
it came from aman of extraordinary mental power
and no small specialy critical ahility, is not criti-
cism. Mere obiter dicta of any kind, though they
may be most agreeable and even most legitimate
set-offs to critical conversation, are not criticism.
., . There must be at least some attempt to take
and render the whole virtue of the subjects con-
sidered, some effort to compare them with their
likes in other as well as the same languages, some
endeavor to class and value them."

But if it be true that the mere rendering of per-
sond impressions is not criticism, if there must be
some effort to " judge" then certainly there must

"" Essays in English Literature} 1780-1800" Introduction,
p. Xv.
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be some standard of judgment; if there mu
some attempt to " class and value" there

some principles of classification and some

of value. Indeed, you cannot attempt to

the personal element in literature on which
claimed its power depends, without having

a every step to principles or qualities suppose

be understood. And athough there will doubtless
be in any work of genius outstanding qudities that
defy analysis or classification, the attempt to criti-
cise such a work in any way whatever must pre-
suppose some general principles understood.

But while these objections do not preclude the
possibility of a methodica criticism, it is well to
recognize a the outset that, as aready said, they
do impose serious limitations upon it. There is an
amost infiniterange of literary effects; and there is
an inexplicable quality in genius which manifests
itself in unexpected ways, and will not be confined
by any rules. The genera principles of criticism
must therefore be few and very smple. We can-
not hope to lay down alarge or a detailed body of
rules which will prove to be of general application;
and we should beware of any attempt to do so.
Such rules are likely to be traditional, or the for-
mulation of a merely temporary mood, or perhaps
gtill more probably, only the deliverance of the in-
dividua taste of the critic. Even the best critics
have not dways escaped this danger of mistaking
their own private judgment — sometimes their own
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e—for unvarying law. But criticism is
ing morethan individual preference, whether
tic be great or small; it ought to base itsdlf
principles which, though few and elementary,
disputed.
is well to remember, furthermore, that the
iciples of criticism are not to be regarded as
rulesfor creation. They are intended not so much
for the artist himself as for those who would ap-
preciate his work. You cannot say to the poet or
novelist, " Go, do so and so, follow these rules and
make a book." The best things in art are never
wrought out merely by obedience to rule and for-
mula. All rules and principles are derived from
literature, not the literature from rules and prin-
ciples.

Nor must it be thought that any critical prin-
ciples can give us ashort and easy method even of
judging awork of art. For any work of art, most
of al agreat work of literature, is avery complex
thing. It has a great variety of qualities, com-
bined as they are not anywhere ese. We cannot
hope to appreciate or measure dl these qualities by
applying to it afew elementary principles. More-
over, it goes without saying that rules and prin-
ciples, however valuable, are not the first essentia
in the equipment of the critic. They presuppose
a certain sensitiveness and sympathy which may
furnish the material for critical judgment. The
critic must himself feel and see, before he can
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judge. But rules and principles, though they can
never generate that sensitivenessto literary effects
which is the first requisite of any appreciation,
may be of service to usin guiding our sympathies,
correcting the aberrations of taste, and bringing
our spontaneous individual judgments into accord
with that final good judgment which is permanent.

Perhaps it may not be amiss to remark by way
of caution, before leaving this introductory chapter,
that the discussion of such a subject as Literary
Criticism can hardly claim to be always interesting.
The critical temper is not so attractive as the im-
aginative or emotional; and the study of criticism
must perforce forgo the charm that belongs to the
study of literature itself. Much criticism is litera-
ture, to be sure; but then it is something more than
criticisrB.



CHAPTER SECOND
WHAT is LITERATURE ?

IT was stated at the close of the previous chapter
that the principles of criticism must be derived
from a study of the literature itself; that a book is
not literature because it conforms to certain rules,
but rather that these rules are valid because they
are drawn from admitted works of literature. Ob-
viously, then, at the outset of our discussion, this
question presents itself: What is the body of writ-
ings from which these rules and principles are
drawvn? What is literature ? Moreover, if we can
answer this question satisfactorily, we may find
ourselves advanced some way in our discussion of
these principles themselves. Since, if there be any
discoverable essentials of literature as such, we
shal be most likely to find al valuable critical
principles, or laws, by considering carefully these
essentiads, their relative value, the conditions on
which they depend, and the ways in which they
are combined.

But here we meet a difficulty which constantly
recurs in critical discussion, —the difficulty of giv-
ing accurate definition to words in common use
with a wide and vague significance. Such words

K7
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as literature, as also, for other examples, beauty,
poetry, imagination, idealism, are used by us dl
without any attempt to define for ourselves pre-
cisely what we mean by them. We find they
designate accurately enough the most of the things
associated with them in our thought, and we do
not trouble ourselves if there be, so to speak, a
ragged fringe on either side of the line of their
meaning. It is only when we try to define such
terms that we realize how vague and careless is our
use of them. We find it difficult to make out with
precision the limits of meaning we ourselves would
assign to them; and when we have done that, we
find our neighbor has assigned quite different ones,
so that we arc often driven to one of two or three
makeshifts. We may give to such a word a signifi-
cation so wide as to cover al its uses, but of little
value because too vague to fix the essentiad qual-
ity that the word ought to signify; or we may give
the word several meanings, showing, if we can,
what they have in common; or we may arbitrarily
fix on a meaning, and confine our own use to it,
recognizing that others use the word in other senses.
But the difficulty, in one form or another, besets dl
such discussions as we have before us.

If we go to the books for ready-made definitions
of literature, we shall not easily find what we seek.
Definitions enough, indeed, there are; but they
prove to be only suggestive or descriptive. It
would be easy to fill pages with them. | will cite
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but one passage, in which a prominent writer, who
has the advantage of a judgment trained in prac-
tical affairs, asks this question : —

" What is literature ? It has often been defined.
Emerson says it is a record of the best thoughts.
* By literature/ says another author,— 1 think Mr.
Stopford Brooke, — ' we mean the written thoughts
and feelings of intelligent men and women arranged
in away that shall give pleasure to the reader.” A
third account is that the am of a student is to
know the best that has been thought in theworld.”
Definitions aways appear to me, in these things,
to be in the nature of vanity. | feel that the a-
tempt to be compact in the definition of literature
ends in something that is rather meagre, partid,
starved, and unsatisfactory. | turn to the answer
given by a great French writer to a question not
quite the same, viz.: ' What isaclassic ? Litera
ture conssts of a whole body of classcs, in the
true sense of the word, and a classc, as Sante-
Beuve defines him, is ' an author who has enriched
the human mind, who has redly added to its treas-
ure, who has got it to take a step farther; who has
discovered some unequivocal moral truth, or pene-
trated to some eternal passon, in tha heart of
man where it seemed as though al were known

* Mr. Morley is apparently quoting, but very inaccurately,
from Matthew Arnold's essay, "The Function of Criticism."
Mr. Arnefld saysiit is the " business" — not of the student, but

of criticism—" to know the best that is thought and known in
theworld.”
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and explored; who has produced his thoaght of
his observation or his invention under some form,
no matter what, so it be large, acute, and reasona
ble, sane, and beautiful in itself; who has spoken
to dl in astyle of his own, yet a style which finds
itself the style of everybody, —in a style that is
at once new and antique, and is the contemporary
of dl the ages.! At a single hearing you may not
take dl that in; but if you should have any oppor-
tunity of recurring to it you will find this a satis-
factory, full, and instructive account of what those
who have thought most on literature hope to get
from it, and most would desire to confer upon
others by it. Literature consists of al the books—
and they are not so many — where mord truth and
human passion are touched with a certain |largeness,
%\nlty and attraction of form."

Any author who should meet dl the requirements
specified by Sainte-Beuve in this passage would
certainly pass muster as a classic —indeed, it is
probable that many acknowledged classics could
hardly show so many credentials; but surely we
must not restrict the term literature to the compar-
atively few books that are " classcs” of this very
high order. And even 0, Mr. Morley's passage
is a description of literature, not a definition. We
certainly cannot " takeit dl inat a single hearing,”

! The essay from which Mr. Morley quotes may be found in
the " Causeries du Lundi,” [lI. (1850).
' Jehn Morley, " On the Study of Literature,"
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and when we do take it in, we find that it is
hardly compact or clear enough for a working
definition.

But let us see if we cannot work toward such a
conception of literature as will be accepted by
every one, and at the same time shall designate the
essential and distinguishing qualities of literature
in aform compact and definite enough to be of red
service. How dowe most frequently use theword ?
We do not cal al printed matter literature; that
is certain. What do Ave not call so? We do not
cal an almanac literature; we do not call the news
columns of a newspaper literature. Why not ?
Manifestly because we are to throw these away to-
morrow. Literature must have some permanence.
This idea of permanence we shall find always im-
plicated in our conception of literature. Indeed, it
might be a useful provisional definition of litera-
ture to say that it consists of those books which
have permanent value. But this definition would
be of little ultimate service, since it leaves unan-
swered the essential question, What gives a book
permanent value ? It must, clearly, contain some-
thing that will aways be of value or interest to
men ; but that is not-enough. A table of logarithms,
a report of the State Board of Charities, the vol-
umes that fill the shelves of the lawyer — we do
not cal these books literature. Yet they contain
matter of permanent value. The table of loge
rithms will be of value
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" Till the sun grows cold
And the stars wax old;"

and the lawyer, the statesman, the historian, will
always find the material for his labors in such vol-
umes as the others enumerated. Yet we never
think of them as literature. We may go further
in the same method of excluson. We hesitate to
pronounce a treatise on algebra or conic sections
literature, or atreatise on geology, or a treatise on
analytic psychology, or atreatise on dogmatic the-
ology. These books certainly al contain matter of
permanent value to men; yet we should probably
rule out the conic sections instantly, hesitate a little
on the geology, and perhaps be in doubt as to the
psychology and theology. But some book made up
of pretty trifles of verse about garlands, and girls,
and locks of hair we admit instantly to the category
of literature. The one set of books contain endur-
ing truths that men can never hereafter forget or
live without; the other book contains some grace-
ful nothings that a Waller has said or sung to
his Sacharissa, a Herrick to his Julia  Yet the
weighty book we shake our heads over and rule
out; the book of trifles is unquestioned literature
and down in al the histories. Now, why is this?

Perhaps our provisiona definition will help us a
step further here. We have sad that literature
might be said to consist— not of those books that
contain truths of permanent interest, but of books
ihat are themselves of permanent interest. That
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teat these graver books can hardly meet.  The facts
and truths they contain are, indeed, of permanent
value; but the books are not. Because the facts
and truths can be restated in other forms, applied in
manifold ways, and so become part of the common
gock of men's knowledge, while the books them-
slves in which the truths were first stated shall
perish utterly. The truths live; the books die.
Nobody now needs to go to the original treatise of
Newton to learn the essential truths of the theory
of gravitation; they are incorporated into al
physica knowledge and taken for granted in dll
physical discusson. Now, no book is literature,
in the proper sense of the word, if it is liable to be
superseded next year or next century by another
book saying the same things and saying them
better. The book itself must have permanence and
not be the temporary receptacle for the transmis-
son of truth. And thus the question still recurs,
What gives a book this individual life ?

Tis sometimes said that a book has this individ-
ud life when it is the expression of the personality
of its author, when it in some way represents the
individuality of aman. It is undoubtedly true, as
was stated in the last chapter, that a genuine work
of literature does in some way express the person-
aity of its author; but is the converse true? Is
every book that expresses persondlity literature?
Hardly. Not to mention the obvious fact that the
persondity expressed must be permanently inter-
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esting,—worth expression,—there are two objeo
tions to this test of literature. In the first place®
itisvague. "What is meant by expressing person-
aity ? Does not the treatise on dogmatic theology,
or even a great mathematical treatise, express per-
sonality? Does it not display industry, persist-
ence, great power of consecutive argument, a
disposition and ability to consider truths in their
most abstract and general relations? And sec-
ondly, if we admit that every work of literature
does revea personality in some sense in which
a work of science cannot (and that doubtless is
true), the question still remains, How does it re-
ved personality ? Why isit that T3Te~poem is an

expression of the individuality of the poet, while
the scientific treatise does not express the individ-
uality of._the scientist? If we can get a the
quality by virtue of which the one can, while the
other in want of that quality cannot, reveal person-
aity, we may find it to be what we are seeking,
the distinguishing, defining mark of literature.
Now if we compare those books containing truths
of undoubted value, but not ranked as literature, —
the treatise on calculus, or geology, or philosophy, —
with the poem which seems to contain no truth of
permanent value, but proves itsdlf literature by
strangely refusing to die, — what quality shal we
find in the poem that is not in the treatise ? Just
this: the poem appeals to the emotions, while the
treatise appeals to the intellect. And here, |
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think, we shall find the mark we seek. It is tht
power to appeal to the emotions that gives a book per
manent interest, and consequently literary quality.

Let us see whether this power will explain the
qualities of permanence and individuality that lit-
erature, we admit, must possess. As to perma-
nence, by akind of paradox it may be said that it
is the very transiency of emotion which makes a
book oi lasting interest. One of the essential
differences between knowledge and emotion is
that knowledge is lasting and emotion is fleeting.
Whenever we have thoroughly learned a fact or
truth, we have it; it is so much addition to our
permanent stock of knowledge. Our powers of re-
tention are limited, to be sure: we may forget a
fact or truth; but it is not necessary from the con-
stitution of our minds that we should. When,
therefore, we have once read and mastered some
treatise that appeals to the intellect, we do not care
to read it again. The truths it contains are part
of our permanent intellectual acquisitions, and the
book itself is thrown by. Emotion, on the other
hand, is essentially different. It is by its nature
transient. We speak of emotions, but we cannot
speak of knowledges ; because knowledge is a per-
manent acquisition, while emotions are a series of
constantly changing experiences. The emotion
which | feel from ‘r“eading the poem now will be
gone two hours from now. It cannot persist. Ifc
will be renewed again, however, though perhaps
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with less intensity, whenever | read the poem again
or remember it; but 1 must have the book itself,
either in fact or memory, as a stimulus to the emo-
tion. And thus | return to it again and again. |If
it deserves to be caled literature at al, | may
wish to read it more than once; if it be grea" liter-
ature, any number of readings will not" exhaust it.
It is for me an abiding book.

Notice aso that it is this power of appeal to the|
emotions that explains the permanence of a book
from century to century, through the ages. It was
remarked in the previous chapter that art is the
only thing that lasts; that while the science, the
knowledge of Homer's day is antiquated, Homer
is not antiquated. Why not ? Simply because
Homer makes appeal to the emotions, and men's
emotions remain essentially the same. AThat is,
while any single emotion is transient, the general
character of human emotion does not greatly alter.
Each successive wave of feeling rises for its little
instant, breaks and passes; but the ocean of waves
rolls steadily on through the ages. It is true, in-
deed, that there must be a development in the
affections, the sensihilities, the whole range of feel-
ing; yet the great fundamental emotions of the
race suffer comparatively little change either in
their nature or their objects. It is the " thoughts
of men,” rather than their feelings, that are
"widened with the process of the suns" The
story of Achilles” wrath, the love of Hector and



44  PRINCIPLES OF LITERARY CRITICISM

Andromache, the passon of Paris and Helen,—
these remain ever warm and moving. Without
this sability in human emotions dl great art
would be impossble!

! The writer who has stated most clearly this power to ap-
pedl to the emotions as a test of literature is De Quincey. His
view may be seen in the following paragraphs. —

" In a philosophical use of the word, Literature is the direct
and adequate antithesis of Books of Knowledge. . . . Now
what is that antithesis to knowledge which is here implicitly
latent m the word literature? The vulgar antithesis is pleasure
(‘aut prodesse volunt, aut delectare poetse’). Books, we are
told, propose to instruct or amuse. Indeed ! However, not to
spend any words upon it, | suppose you will admit that this
wretched antithesis will be of no service to us ... The true
antithesis to knowledge, in this case, is not pleasure, but
power All that isliterature seeks to communicate power; dl
that is not literature, to communicate knowledge. Now if it be
asked what is meant by communicating power, I, in my turn,
would ask by what name a man would designate the case in
which | should be made to feel vividly, and with avital con-
sciousness, emotions which ordinary life rarely or never sup-
plies occasions for exciting ?* — "Letters to a Young Man,"
lii., Works, X., 48.

" In that great social organ which, collectively, we cal litera-
ture, there may be distinguished two separate offices that may
blend, and often do o, but capable severally of a severe insula-
tion, and naturally fitted for areciprocal repulsion. There is,
firgt, the literature of knowledge; and, secondly, the literature
of power. Thefunction of the first is—to teach ; the function
of the second is—to move : the first isarudder; the second an
oar or asal. The first speaks to the mere discursive under-
standing ; the second speaks ultimately, it may happen, to the
higher understanding or reason, but always through affections
of pleasure and sympathy."-—"The Poetry of Pope" Works,
XI., 54.

The term power used by De Quincey in these passages evi-
dently means power over our feelings, emotional appea. It
will be noticed, furthermore, that—especialy in the second
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We shall see, dso, that this power of appea to
the emotions is the quality by virtue of which a
book becomes an expression of the personality ot
if[sauthor._ For itis _evident on a.moment‘s reflec-
tion that it is only in the realm of emotion that
there is any opportunity for differences of indi-
vidual character to find expression. Facts and
truths, in so far as they are correctly apprehended,
are the same to al minds. "A straight line is
the shortest distance between two points," — that,
we say, is a truth; i.e. a generalized statement of
objective fact. The exact sciences are made up of
truths that can be thus completely and precisely
stated. And it is the object of al other sciences
to reduce the truths with which they are concerned
to statement as near to this complete and precise
form as possible, so that they shall have the same
meaning aways, to dl men. " A violet is a herba
ceous plant, with aternate or single leaves, fur-
nished with stipules and axillary flowers, solitary,

passage— De Quincey uses the quality as amark to divide lit-
erature into two kinds, the " literature of knowledge " and the
" literature of power." The position taken in this volume is,
that it serves rather as a mark to distinguish al that is lit-
erature from dl that isnot. If there are any writings desti-
tute of this power, they are not literature, and would not be
cdled so even in popular usage. On the other hand, many
writings whose " function is to teach" possess this power, and
are therefore literature— history, for example. A part of what
De Quincey terms the " literature of knowledge" | should not
deem literature at all; another part differs from his" literature
of power " only in possessing the power of emotiona apped in
lower degree.



46  PRINCIPLES OF LITERACY CRITICISM

with stem evident and flowers springing from the
axils of the leaves” These statements do not in-
clude dl the things that we mean when we say
"violet," nor al the qudlities that are found in
every violet; but if they are a good definition they
do express a group of qualities which are always
found in a violet and which can be apprehended
together in the mind. If you understand the
definition and | understand it, we shal have the
same conception, and that conception will be cor-
rect, though not complet€ The only possibility
of difference arise’from the imperfection of our
knowledge. Inaword, differences in the intellec-
tual apprehension of a fact or truth always arise
from ignorance or imperfection. If two men could
be conceived as having perfect intellectual appre-
hension of everything coming under their notice,
and taking notice of the same facts and truths, the
mental operationsof thetwo menwould be absolutely
identical. That is the ideal toward which al sci-
ence must strive.  Now it is evident that the state-
ment in language of such facts and truths as these,
if it be accurate, leaves no room for the expression
of pisonahty. The most nearly perfect language
of the intellect is the language of algebra; it is,
indeed, as nearly perfect as language can be,—
and there is no possibility of the expression of
personality by it. And al scientific language,
Le. dl language expressive of purely intellectual
conceptions, approaches perfection just in the



WHAT IS LITERATURE? 47

degree that it resembles the language of mathe-
matics

But the moment the element of emotion eaters
language, the personality of the speaker begins to
express itself. We a ought to think the same
thing alike; but no two men can feel just aike
about it. So soon as an object begins to touch the
feelings, there is diversity in its effects, and in this
diversity opportunity for the expression of the in-
dividual. The star that 1 look out of my window
upon ought to give me sensations precisely similar
to those it gives my neighbor; al science is based
upon the supposition that it does. The statements
of the astronomer as to its distance, size, move-
ments, etc., mean the same to me as to him; but
the emotions that the star gives to my neighbor
will probably be quite different from those it gives
to me. Now literature never attempts to state the
fact merely as fact; literature renders the fact plus
its emotional effect in some of its emotional rel-
tions”; and as the personality of any man is revealed
by the way in which facts affect his emotional na-
fcure, literature thus becomes at once an expression
of personality.

We may notice, moreover, that the power to stir
the emotions is the secret of other, wider qualities
which we often ascribe to literature.  Poetry, Mat-
thew Arnold used to say, is the "criticism of life" ;
it was a true, though perhaps a vague, definition..
Poetry is, at dl erents, the poet's criticism of life ;
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diat is the impression which life, as he sees and
imagines it, makes upon his emotions, and which
he, in turn, tries to impress upon ours. But the
phrase is not so strictly a description of poetry as
of dl literature. Literature in genera is a " criti-
cism of life" or perhaps better, an expression and
interpretation of life. And the point to be noticed
here is that it is this power over emotion that
makes literature an interpreter of life. For life,
in the large moral sense in which we use the word,
is determined, not principally by outward facts and
circumstances, nor yet by thought and speculation,
but by its emotions. Emotions are motives, as their
name implies; they induce the will; they decide
the whole current of life. Character is indicated
by them, and must always be educated through
them. "Out of the heart are the issues of life."
Literature, therefore, which at .once spesks the
feelings of the writer and dtirs those of the
reader, is necessarily the truest and deepest rec-
ord of human life.

But perhaps it will be said that this test restricts
too narrowly the meaning of the word literature.
Even if it be admitted that whatever has perma-
nent power to appea to the emotions is literature,
is the converse true, "Whatever is literature has
power to appeal to the emotions™ ? For instance,
it may be urged, history is undoubtedly literature,
and a very prominent variety of it; yet history
does not apped to the emotions.  On the contrary,
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it is often clamed as a virtue for some historical
writing that it does not appea to the emotions, that
it is acool, impartial narration of facts. The test,
it is asserted, is a test not of literature at large, but
of poetry, or a most of belles-lettres, of literature
regarded narrowly as one of the fine arts.

To this objection it may be answered that it is
not necessary that the quality which makes a book
literature should be the first object and purpose of
the book. Nevertheless, only in so far as the book
possesses that quality can it be literature. Not all
history is literature, by any definition which would
not include all printed matter; but whenever his-
torical writing is literature, and just so far as it is,
will it be found to possess this quality of exciting
emotion. This is its saving literary grace. What
is the difference between a history which every-
body admits to be literature— say Macaulay's or
Parkman's — and a chronicle which nobody thinks
literature ? The chronicle may be supposed to be
full enough to contain al the facts included in the
history, yet manifestly it is only the raw material
for history. Is not the difference, evidently, that
in the history facts are so combined and narrated
as to appeal to our emotions? The history does
not merely give us facts; it shows us men and
events; it makes upon us, we say, the impression of
life. And " life" always appeals to the emotions.
The book, then, is literature just in proportion as
it does this. This, to be sure, is not its find pur-

B
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pose. As history, the purpose of the book is to
bring us into acquaintance with some past age;
and it ought, as history, to have a whole class of
virtues that are irrelevant to its claims as litera-
ture, — accuracy, fulness, impartiality. When it
loses dl these virtues it will cease to be history
and become historical fiction; but if it still retain
its power of appeal to the emotions it will still be
literature. The excellence of the book as histori-
ca literature will depend on the skill of the author
to combine historical and literary virtues. He must
give us the facts fully, accurately, impartially; and
he must give them to us not as dry memoranda but
as living, moving action. For the two classes of
qualities are not incompatible outside of strict sci-
ence. Indeed, the true historian knows that a
great series of human actions can never be ade-
quately comprehended by the intellectual faculties
aone; he must set in motion the sympathies. For
human action always involves moral quality, and
that can never be understood or rightly estimated
save through the sympathies. It is only when we
see the age living again as it did when it was here,
and feel about it as we might have done had we
been in the midst of it, that we are really prepared
to understand it. The chronicle is not only not the
interesting book, it is not, in the fullest sense of the
word, the true book.

A similar line of remark, of course, may be made
with reference to various other forms of literatura
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besides history. Their prime purpose is not to
appeal to the emotions, but it is only as they do
this that they become literature; and usualy their
purpose is al the better reached by means of this
literary power. What, for example, distinguishes
criticism like Ruskm’s or Matthew Arnold's from
the precepts of the rhetoric book or the bald discus-
sion upon this page, if it be not the power of these
great writers to warm and illuminate truth by a
constant play of emotion ?

Infine, then, the power to appeal to the emotions
is always combined in literature with other quali-
ties; and sometimes the prime purpose of the book
depends upon these other qualities; but it will
none the less be found true that the power to go"
peal to the emotions is the distinguishing literary
mark. When this appeal isthe chief purpose of the
work, then we have poetry or belles-lettres; when,
from the nature of the subject, no such appedl is
possible, then we may have science, but not litera-
ture; when the appeal is ameans and not an end,
or is incidenta only, then we have writing varying
in literary quality with the force of this appea.t

! Do Quincey admits that in practice it is difficult to distin-
guish between his two kinds of literature. "The reason why
the broad distinctions between the two literatures of power and
knowledge so little fix the attention lies in the fact that a vast
proportion of books, —history, biography, travels, miscellane-
ous essays, etc., —lyingin amiddle zone, confound these distinc-
tions by blending them." —" The Poetry of Pope," Works, XI.,

53. It seems hardly worth the while to maintain a classification
which cannot be applied to a" vast proportion of books."
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But in any case it is only this power over the emo-
tions that can keep dive the individual book.

Now if our analysis thus far be correct, there is
aradicd distinction between science and literature;
so that al writings of any value might be rationally
divided into two classes, scientific and literary, as,
smilarly, dl man's handiwork can be divided into
at and fineart. In particular specimens the two
doubtless shade into each other; but the principle
of distinction holds good. For the division is based
upon a fundamental difference in mental attitude
and temper. The scientific temper observes all
things with aview to discover their mode of exist-
ence, their relations to each other and to the envi-
ronment ; the literary temper observes al things in
their relations to man's emotional and moral nar
ture. The botanist, for example, scans a plant to
discover all physical facts about it; he wishes to
know of what parts it is made up; what similari-
ties there are between these parts and correspond-
ing ones in other plants, what is the function
of each part; what changes they undergo in the
growth of the plant; how al develop from the time
of the first germination of the plant until, having
produced the fertile seeds of other plants, it dies.
His processes are purely intellectual. It is truths
that he is after, that is facts and laws— which are
only sequences between facts. But for the man of
literary temper al these matters have only second-
ary interest. He rather asks, What is the plant
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for ? Its different parts are doubtless so adapted to
each other and to their surroundings as to secure
its growth and to enable it to reproduce itsdlf
again and again in succeeding generations; but what
isitdl for ? And he finds answer to his question
by saying that the plant was made for its highest
power over human emotions, i.e. for beauty. The
plant was made for flowers. As Ruskin says, " In
the thought of nature herself there is in a plant
nothing else but flowers" In like manner Mat-
thew Arnold, in his charming essay on Maurice de
Guerin,? says that poetry —but to a degree it is
true of dl literature—"has the power of so deal-
ing with things as to awaken a wonderfully new,
full, andintimate sense of them and of our relations
with them. It is not Linnaeus, or Cavendish, or
Cuvier, who gives us the true sense of earth, or
water, or animals, or plants, who seizes their secret
for us, who makes us participate in their life; it
is Shakspere, with his
"'Daffodils

That come before the swallow dares, and take
The winds of March with beauty;'

it is Wordsworth, with his

" 'voice . . . heard
In spring-time from the cuckoo-bird,
Breaking the silence of the sees
Among the farthest Hebrides;'

i " Fors Clavigera," Letter V.
7' Essays in Criticism,”
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it is Keats, with his

" "' moving waters at their priest-like task
Of cold ablution round Earth's human shores ;'

it is Chateaubriand, with his'cime inddterininee
des forets."

This illustrates well enough the difference be-
tween the attitude of the man of science and that
of the man of letters, toward all things. The one
studies to get a clear intellectual conception of the
relation of things to each other, of similarities and
sequences; the other regards the significance of
things for our moral and emotional nature. And
the expression in writing of the one form of activ-
ity is science ; of the other, literature.’

It is, however, to be understood —as has been
aready said— that many books primarily scientific
in purpose have incidentally emotional interest and
so literary quality; and, on the other hand, all
emotional literature must have a basis in fact and
truth. For it is not to be supposed that the two
tempers which we have termed literary and scien-
tific are altogether incompatible, or must aways
work separately. On the contrary, any symmet-
rical mental development requires the cultivation
of both. Butin any given individual one is likely
to be habitually predominant. Moreover, while the
two may be combined and work together, they do
not mutually support and increase each other. The
physicist's sense of the beauty of a sunset is not?
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diminished by his knowledge oi tne opuca laws
it illustrates; but neither is it increased. In-
deed, it is probable that any high degree of a-
tention concentrated upon the physica laws of the
phenomenon would necessitate some corresponding
withdrawal of perception from its beauty. In gen-
erd, it is certain that cultivation of the one temper
does not imply growth, part passu, in the other.
So far is this from true that in forms of activity
which demand constant exercise of the one, while
alowing amost entire neglect of the other, we
often find the unused temper in a state of atrophy
or decay. The case of Mr. Darwin is a familiar
instance in point. Instances of an opposite and
gtill more unfortunate sort may be frequently seen
in persons who have so accustomed themselves to
apurely emotional view of life that they have lost
the power of vigorous intellectua activity upon
facts. The sentimentalist, the aesthete, the fanatic,
are proverbially defonned types of character.*

11 have not thought it necessary to enter into any investiga-
tion of the nature or genesis of emotion. | am not unaware
that the explanation of the essential quality of literature given
in this chapter may be objected to on the ground that there is
no essential contrast between emotional and intellectual pro-
ceses.  Emotion, it is now said, is a function of consciousness
accompanying, in greater or less degree, all mental acts. Says
Mr. H. R. Marshall ("Esthetic Principles," p. 39), "Pleasures
and pains are qualities either of which, under the proper con-
ditions, may belong to any element of consciousness, and one
of which must in any case belong to each element." The amount
and quality of emotion attending any mental act will be deter-
mined in great measure, subjectively, by the temperament of the
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The essential element in literature, then, is the
power to appea to the emotions. But this is not
the only element in literature. In only one of the
fine arts does this power seem to exist by itself,
and, so to speak, constitute the art. Music is the
most typical of the arts in that the distinguishing
element of al art is here found in isolation; for
music appeals directly to the emotions without the
intervention of any definite intellectual concep-
tions whatever. We do not ask what it means to
the intellect; that would, in most cases, be absurd.
We cannot describe it in terms of fact or truth; if
we attempt to do so0, wefind that we have missed
the music altogether and described something else.
As Browning makes the musician say in% very
suggestive poem: —

" Each tone in our scde in itsef is naught;
It is everywhere in the world—Iloud, soft, and al is said.

person quite as much as by the nature of the action. To some
persons a purely intellectual process, e.g. an involved algebraic
demonstration, may give most decided emotions of pleasure; a
book composed of such demonstrationsto him would then, it may
be urged, be literature.

In answer to which objections it seems sufficient for my pur-
poeto say: —

1. That every one recognizes an inherent difference between
thought and emotion.

2. That emotion isin no sense a necessary accompani ment of
intellectual processes; the mathematician surely may go through
his demonstration as correctly without either pleasure or pain.

3. If pure intellection were normally accompanied by any
marked degree of pleasurable emotion, it would be proper ma-
terid for literature; butitisnot. Most men do not necessarily
asociate emotion with purely intellectual processes.
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Giveittome! | mix it with two in my thought,
And there! Yehave heard and seen |
Consider, and bow the head !"

Doubtless a part of the effect of music may be
explained by its power of vague suggestion. It
seems to hint indefinite, half-formed intellectua
conceptions which are bound up with al our feel-
ings, and to recall in a dreamy way former expe-
riences which are associated with pleasurable
emotion. And the effect of music may perhaps
be heightened by making these suggestions more
definite, as when the musician gives us what are
called tone-pictures, or when music is married to
poetry in song. Yet the primary appea of the
music seems to be to the feelings, not to any asso-
ciated experience or sentiment. It is probable,
too, that for most persons the effects of music are
keenest as well as purest when there is no attempt
to associae it with anything dse, as in the case
of pure instrumental tone in the orchestra, or of
the human voice without words or with words
in an unknown tongue. However this may be,
the power of music over the emotions would seem
to be smple and ultimate, not analyzable, and
having no necessary connection with intellectual
processes of any kind. All we can say is that
music is the language by which the emotions most
naturally express themselves, and so awakens by
sympathy the emotions of the listener. The truth
is that all the spontaneous expressons of emo
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tion, unless the emotion be so excessive as to pass
beyond al control, are of the nature of musc.
Laughter and weeping, caling, shouting, the tones
of excited conversation—they all show those ele-
ments of rhythm and melody which are the es
sence of music. And, as might be expected, the
elAojJjjpna effects of music are keener than those
of any other art—far keener; but they are by
consequence more transient, and, having no con-
nection with intellectual conceptions, they have
not that influence upon our rational and moral life
which the other arts exert. Music is sometimes
called the " divine art”; in fact it is the most un-
moral of al the arts, i.e. the most entirely discon-
nected from al distinctively ethical influences.

But to return to our first statement,—in this
power to arouse the feelings directly music seems
to stand alone. Even the arts of form and color,
sculpture and painting, cannot do this. They must
present to our vision concrete objects of beauty,
recognized by our intelligence and associated with
pleasing emotions in our own experience. The
statue, the painting, mean something, we say, in a
sense that music does not. And literature, pre-
eminently, must work through definite intellectual
conceptions.  Its appeal to the emotions must be
indirect. That appeal is usualy made, much as
in the allied arts of sculpture and painting, by
presenting to contemplation concrete objects or
persons, or particular ections. The faculty by
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which this is done we cal imaginaion. As a
condition of emotion, it is an important element
in dl literature; most important, of course, in the
more highly emotional forms of literature.
Furthermore, in any attempt to appreciate or
estimate a work of literature we have aways to
consider a distinctly intellectual element, the truth
or fact which must serve as a basis of al writing.
In some forms of literature, as we have seen, this
element constitutes the purpose of the book and
hence mainly determines its worth. We do not
value a history primarily for its vivacity, pictu-
resqueness, pathos, essential though these may be
to literary quality; we value the history primarily
for its accuracy, justice of view, wisdom, that is,
for ;tstruth. Even in our estimate of any of the
more typical forms of literature, such as poetry, we
shall always need to consider the facts or truths
underlying the emotion. For we shall find that
without adequate intellectual basis strong emotion
passes into anger, rant, or gush; quick emotion, into
sentimentality or irritability; that falsehood or mis-
taken truth leads ultimately to unhealthy emotion;
and that there can be no really profound emotion
without something great in the , nderlying idess.
Ladtly, in our critical estimate of any work of
literature we must dways pay dtention to its
Form. Emotion, imagination, and thought must
al find expression through the medium of lan-
guage. The term Form is used to include all
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consderation of this expression as distinguished
from the substance expressed, the manner as dis-
tinguished from the matter of writing. As thus
defined, Form is evidently not an end in itself,
but a means; yet it is so important as to demand
separate consideration. For the power of making
permanent appea to the emotions, which we have
concluded to be the essential quality of literature,
seems to depend, to some extent, always, and in
many cases almost entirely, upon the way in which
the thought or fact is put. Every one knows that
truths worn into commonplaces get a new and
abiding power over our feelings simply from the
form of words into which some one has had the
ill or the fortune to cast them.
" O wad some Power the giftie gie us
To see oursels as others see us!"

We may say there is no meaning added to such a
thought by the way it is put; but there is certainly
new power added to it. Now this mastery of his
medium of expression, in literature as in every
other art, is one of the surest marks of power in
the artist. It always implies native endowment
and usually implies nice training; and it is a le-
gitimate object of admiration. The true critic
knows how to appreciate such technical skill in
handling; he knows that beauties do not come
by accident, and that not even genius is exempt
from the toil of workmanship; and thus with his
sympathetic appreciation of the work he criti-
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cisss there is blended an artistic admiration of its
Form.

In summary, then, we find that in al critica ex-
amination of literature we must notice the follow-
ing elements: —

1. Emotion, which, if our analysis be correct, is
the characteristic and distinguishing element of
literature. It is only in the more typical forms
of literature, however, that it is the end for which
the work is written; in other cases it is incidental
or ameans to some further end.

2. Imagination, without which it is impossible
in most instances to awaken emotion.

3. Thought, which must be the basis of all
forms of art, except music. In al didactic and
persuasive varieties of literature this is the most
important element, as it furnishes the purpose for
which the book is written.

4. Form, which is not an end in itself, but the
means by which dl thought and feeling find ex-
pression, and is so important as to deserve separate
attention.

In the following chapters we shdl discuss these
elements in the order named. We should remem-
ber, however, that while we may consider them
separately, the total impression of a work of lit-
erature is adways a composite of al four, and
that neither element can be adequately appreci-
ated without recognizing the concurrent influence
of the other three.



CHAPTER THIRD
THE EMOTIONAL ELEMENT IN LITERATURE

To prevent any possible confusion, it may be
well to ask, before entering upon the discussion
of the emotional element in literature, Whose emo-
tions are referred to? For in all discussion of lit-
erary effects there are three different parties of
whom emotion may be predicated, and we some-
times get into perplexities by confusing the three.
We may mean the emotion of the reader or the
emotion of the writer, or the emotion exhibited
by the imaginary persons created by the writer.
When we speak of emotional values in Hamlet,
do we mean the emotion we feel in reading the
play, or that which Shakspere felt in creating
it, or that exhibited by Hamlet, Ophelia, or the
King ? In common conversation it is probable that
we frequently mean dl ihree.  For instance, when
we say that emotion must be " genuine," we usually
are thinking that the writer must redly feel him-
«f what he pretends to feel, when we sy that
aplay or novel has many powerful situations, we
oftenest have in mind the exhibition of powerful
emotions by the characters, and when we speak of
a poem or passage as thrilling, or pathetic, or in-

62



THE EMOTIONAL ELEMENT IN LITERATURE 63

spiring, we refer to its effect on our own emotions.
And to some extent each of the three meanings
does imply the other two; since it is doubtful
whether an author can exhibit powerful emotion
in the characters of his creation without some
feeling of that emotion himself; and, similarly, the
only sure way for the author to excite emotion
in the reader is to exhibit it in himself or in the
imaginary personages of his creating. But though
the word is often used in this loose way, it will
be confined in this discussion, so far as posshle,
to one meaning, —the emotion of the reader; by
the phrase, emotional element in literature, then,
we will understand the power of literature to
awaken emotion in us who read.

We may ask, first, What are the emotions to
which literature makes appeal? Now here we
need not fall into the folly of attempting to enu-
merate or even to classify the literary emotions,
they are too various and intricate for that. We
may say, however, that there are two classes of
emotions—and probably only two—that are ex-
cluded from the range of legitimate literary effects.

1. Literature cannot apped to the self-rggardina
emotions. By this term is meant al such emotions
as prompt us to attain an object for our personal
use, as economy or covetousness, or that prompt
us to escape a danger that menaces our persona
safety, as terror; or that prompt us to return
elther an injury or a benefit rendered to us per-
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sondly, as revenge on the one hand, or gratitude
on the other. The contemplation of these emo-
tions in others may awaken in us feeling that
has literary quality, but they themselves, athough
often pleasurable and commendable, are not lit-
erary emotions.  Gratitude to a man for having
secured me a position or having pad me money
is not a literary emotion; but admiration for the
honesty that scrupulously pays its debts or for the
benevolence that does a kind deed, may well be.
The emotion in the one case is self-regarding, per-
sond ; in the other it is universal. Literary emo-
tions must adways be of the latter sort.

2. Painful emotions are never a proper object of
literary appeal. This condition may perhaps seem
too obvious to need statement, but it excludes a
whole class of powerful emotions,—disgust, con-
tempt, envy, anger (not indignation, which is a
very different passion), jealousy, and the like.
These are excluded from literary effects because
they are painful; and in a healthy mental condi-
tion we never crave painful feeling. There are,
however, some morbid mental conditions for which
emotions that to a normal temperament would be
distasteful, seem to have a kind of fascination.
This craving for emotion that a hedlthy taste
would find painful or disgusting— a craving that
finds a paralel in certain disordered physical appe-
tites— may proceed, sometimes from senshbilities
jaded and overstimulated by excess, sometimes
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from a cheerless philosophy and a dreary, pess-
migtic view of the facts of life. But whatever its
cause and wherever it is found, whether in the in-
dividual or in society, it is aways a symptom of
disease; and the disposition to pander to it is a
sure proof of literary decline. The last decades
of the nineteenth century have given us consider-
able writing of this sort, especidly in fiction. But
no redlistic vividness of imagination, no marvellous
felicity of form, can ever make good literature out
of pictures of essential vulgarity of soul, of nerve-
less self-abandonment to appetite or circumstance,
of squalid suffering, aimless, ignoble, unredeemed.
Such pictures can awaken in a healthy mind only
feelings of contempt, or loathing, or pain.

Yet the depiction of painful emotions and ex-
periences may be, of course, a fruitful source of
the highest literary effect. Here we touch the
problem of al pathos and tragedy. For it is a
familiar fact of human nature that the contempla-
tion of pain in others does not of necessity pro-
duce painful feeling in us. Is there any agony
more awful than that of Othello or of Lear, any
pathos more pitiful than that of Ophelia or Cor-
delia? Yet we read their story with emotions
that we call pleasurable. There is in fact, alarge
group of noble and pleasurable emotions that can
be evoked in any high degree only by the spectacle
of pain in some form. Thus undeserved pain or
sorrow always produces in the mind that contem’

v
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plates it pity. And pity is pleasurable on two
conditions: first, if we may feel that the pity or
the effort prompted by it actualy relieves the
pain we pity; when the pity is obviously unavail-
ing, it passes into pain. Thus it is a pain to pity
the sufferings of a friend dying of an incurable
disease, or enduring the torture of a surgical opera-
tion; but it is not a pain to pity the grief of a
friend at undeserved abuse or calumny when our
pity lightens the burden the friend has to bear.
And, second, pity is pleasurable when the sorrows
pitied are known to be imaginary, as they are in
poetry and fiction, or are overpast as they are in
biography and history. Here we have the pleas-
ure of the benevolent emotion without any cost
in active effort, and without the element of pain
which always attends the knowledge of rea sor-
row. Similarly admiration, in any energetic form,
aways implies the endurance of suffering; indig-
nation, the infliction of suffering. For the heroic
virtues, courage, endurance, devotion, magnanimity,
superiority of soul to circumstance, can only be
proved by the test of pain; and it is redly the
exhibition of these virtues, and not the mere pain,
which calls out the literary emotions. It is joy
and strength to know that human resolve can
laugh at terrors and that human love is stronger
than death. Or, again, sometimes it is the sub-
lime spectacle of the vindication of outraged moral
law, assent to which by us gives a certain solemn



THE EMOTIONAL ELEMENT IN LITERATURE 67

pleasure. A great tragedy of Shakspere, for ex-
ample, appeals to dl these emotions together,—
pity, admiration, indignation, grave moral assent.
More generaly still, there seems to be an ultimate
pleasure in al exercise of sympathy, and that even
when the ground of sympathy is a painful expe-
rience. Hence the charm of much of the literature
of pathos and of doubt. The poetry of one of
the most finished of modern English poets is, for
the most part, only the expression of a cam,
doical, but absolute, resignation of most of the
common grounds of religious faith and hope; yet
thousands of readers have unguestionably found
in it a deep, if half-mournful, satisfaction. For
merely to know that another thinks and feels as
| do, that he is truly uttering my experience with
a beauty and force that | would fain command but
cannot,—this of itself is sufficient to warm the
heart into a sense of human brotherhood and spirit-
ual companionship. For like causes, dl phases of
experience, however painful or mournful, that are
universal and form a part of the common human
lot, evoke in thought a not uiipleasing sympathy.
Examples of this may be seen in the universal
contrast between the aspirations of youth and the
attainments of age—"si jeunesse savait, s vieil-
lesse pouvaitl" — the inevitable dackening of the
pulse of life, the decay of imagination or passion
with the passing years, and the supreme event
which levels dl distinctions and brings the high'



68 PRINCIPLES OF LITERARY CRITICISM

et and the humblest to the solemn kinship of
the grave. But while in such ways as these
human suffering may furnish the highest literary
motives, we may lay it down as a genera rule
that good literature never exhibits pain in a
merely wanton and aimless way; but only in
order to cal out some emotion that is healthy
and—in the wide sense in which we have ex-
plained the word— pleasurable.

If, however, we exclude these two classes of
emotion, the self-regarding and the painful, the
entire range of human feeling is open to literary
apped. If abook have permanent power to appeal
to any other emotion, that book is, ipso facto,
literature. Any classification of the various liter-
ary emotions would be very difficult, and if possible
practically useless. There is probably no attempt
at such classification more nearly successful than
Kuskin's. In the third volume of Modern Painters
he gives a definition of poetry that might serve,
with dight modification, as a definition of al litera-
ture. "Poetry,” he says, "is the suggestion by the
imagination of noble grounds for noble emotions;”
and he then proceeds to enumerate the " noble emo-
tions" Theseare, according to Euskin, " on the one
dde, Love, Veneration, Admiration, and Joy; and
on the other, their opposites, Hate, Indignation,
Horror, and Grief." These, he says, in their com-
bination congtitute "poetic feeling." Ruskin is
defining poetry, and would not maintain, perhaps,
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that al literature is restricted to these emotions ;
but it seems very doubtful whether even al cases
of " poetic feeling™ can be shown to be analyzable
into these few elements, unless, indeed, some of
them (as joy, for example) be given a meaning
wide and vague enough to cover amost al pleas
urable feeling. There certainly is poetic feeling
in the following passage; yet with which of those
named by R-uskin can it be classed, or with what
combination of them ?

"It is ten oclock at night. A strange and
mystic moonlight, with a fresh breeze and a sky
crossed by a few wandering clouds, makes our
terrace delightful. These pae and gentle rays
shed from the zenith a subdued and penetrat-
ing peace: it is like the calm joy or the pensive
smile of experience, combined with a certain stoic
strength. The stars shine, the leaves tremble in
the silver light. Not asound in dl the landscape;
great gulfs of shadow under the green aleys and
at the corners of the steps. Everything is secret,
solemn, mysterious. O night hours, hours of 3-
lence and solitude! — with you are grace and mel-
ancholy ; you sadden and you console."

Here are, doubtless, love, admiration, veneration,
joy, and something of grief; yet the dominant emo-
tion seems a little different from either of these, or
any combination of them. It is rather peace—

1 Amiel's " Journal," September 7,1851; trans, by Mrs. Hum-
phry Ward.
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and that is quite different from joy. Yet, however
you name it, it is a type of emotion which forms
one of the most common and effective motives in
poetry. The reader may recall a passage from one
of the most exquisite poems of this century —
Matthew Arnold's Resignation — which explicitly
affirms that the poet feels the secret of the world

to bo " not joy, but peace.

Certainly if we sweep our thought over the wide
field of human nature we must conclude that it is
impossible to include dl literary effects, even of
poetry, within the four pairs of contrasted emo-
tions named by Kuskin. Aspiration and content,
the sense of effort and the sense of rest, humor,
the sense of beauty pure and simple,—these are
emotions that do not seem, by any strict definition,
to come within his list. Then there are the emo-
tions on which the charm of literary form chiefly
depends, —the musical sense, and the pleasure of
repeated surprise given us by versification and
especidly by rhyme; ill different is the sense
of pleasure which we feel at successful imitation
—which certainly has much to do with art—a
quality to which in literature we give such names
as "fidelity,” "verisimilitude," "truth to nature."
This last is the main source of our liking for what
we cdl redism in al at—of which more here-
after.

Nor shdl we find it essy to subsume dl these
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feelings under some more general emotion or sen-
shility into which they may dl be resolved. One
attempt to do this, however, is worthy of notice.
It is often sad that literature—and till oftener
sad that poetry — appeals to the sense of beauty;,
and this term beauty, or the sense of beauty, is
often used as if it comprehended al the feelings
which literature can touch. The word is certainly
applied to avery wide variety of things that agree
in giving pleasure. We speak, not inaccurately,
of a beautiful landscape, a beautiful woman, a
beautiful sonata, a beautiful poem, a beautiful
thought, a beautiful action. In one of the most
recent and thoughtful treatises upon Esthetics,
beauty is defined broadly as " pleasure objecti-
fied" "Or, in less technical language, Beauty is
pleasure regarded as the quality of a thing." "It
depends upon the degree of objectivity my feel-
ing has attained at the moment whether | say ' It
plesses me' or, 'It is beautiful." If | am self-
conscious and critical | shal probably use the
one phrase; if | am impulsive and susceptible,
the other."' Thus broadly defined, beauty will
certainly include al literary emotion; but it will
include much more. By this definition, it should
certainly seem that to a man of healthy appetite
his dinner must aways be a thing of beauty.
Ordinary usage ingtinctively gives a somewhat
narrower meaning than this to the word.

i Santayana, " The Sense of Beauty," pp. 49,51.



72 PRINCIPLES OF LITERARY CRITICISM

"1 am warned by the ill example of many phi-
losophers”" says Emerson, "not to attempt any
definition of beauty." Fortunately no such at-
tempt at philosophic definition is necessary here:
it is needful only to remark that the word, as de-
fined by general but careful usage, designates the
power to stir a class of emotions which, though
very wide, is far from including the whole range
of feeling to which literature appeas. A mo-
ment's reflection would seem to suggest that the
smplest, and in the case of the individual, the
original form of this emotion is that which arises
from objects of sight or hearing, especialy the
former. As | write these lines | am sitting by a
window which commands a wide prospect. In the
middle distance is a tree, the first object that my
eye falls upon as | look up from my paper. Its
summer verdure has been changed to gorgeous
hues of copper and gold. The color is pleasing
— | take joy to look at it. It is made more pleas-
ing by dl varieties of tone, produced partly by the
different colors of the leaves, partly by the varia-
tion in density of the foliage. Moreover, the
tree has a form that pleases. | say it is sym-
metrical but not rigid or angular. And it adds to
the charms of color and form the charm of motion,
or changing form.  The wind is stirring among its
leaves, and there is a once a general unity of
movement as the gentle westerly breeze sways
the whole tree dowly to one dde, and infinite
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diversity of movement among its myriad leaves
—and every movement, | say, is graceful. The
tree | pronounce a beautiful thing. Its color and
form perceived together produce in me a peculiar
emotion which seems to me simple and ultimate.
Whatever be the processes of evolution by which
this perception has become possible, whatever ex-
planation of it may be found in physiological
adaptations, 1 am not conscious of any need of
explanation or analysis. Here | seem to have the
emotion of beauty in its simplest and most
isolated form, having no connection with moral
quality, conduct, or human action in any way.
But now | lilt my eyes from the tree and let
my vision take in the whole broad-lying landscape
visible from my window. Here is multiplicity
of details which, nevertheless, | can perceive as a
whole—the long, high horizon line, rising just in
front of me into the broadly rounded solidity of
a mountain; the russet clad slopes of the eastern
hills that border ariver; the broad expanse of the
river, lying like a quiet lake, bluer by far than
the sky overhead; doping fields, dotted here and
there with farmhouses; and below and in front
the roofs of the city among the fast thinning foli-
age of the trees. And as | look, again | exclaim,
Beautiful! But the emotion | now have, if com-
pared with that | felt when looking at the tree,
| notice is not only deeper but much more com-
plex. The deight of color and form and motion
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is in it; but there is much more. The imagina
tion has plainly entered; and the office of the
imagination (as we shall see later) is to multiply
pleasurable suggestions.  Other experiences are
vaguely caled up. The mountain yonder reminds
me of the one | saw in front of Wordsworth's
house, or of Soracte that Horace sings; it calls
halfway back to memory a thousand things |
have read or heard of mountains, evoking athrong
of vague but pleasing reminiscences. Moreover,
and more important, | am conscious that it has
some power akin to moral suggestion, a hint of
repose, cam strength, restful power. The river
seems to mean peace. The scattered houses dot-
ting the distant hillside, with here and there a
wreath of curling smoke, suggest home-life and
love and quiet. Thus a myriad suggestions and
half-formed memories are blended in my emotion
now, yet the total effect | call beautiful.

Such a simple example may serve to show that
the phrase, "the emotion of the beautiful,” is
most naturally applied to a type of feeling which
in its simplest and original form is excited imme-
diately by agreeable objects of sight and hearing;
but that in its higher forms this simple feeling
is combined with manifold other pleasurable feel-
ings suggested by the agreesble object or aso-
ciated with it. This suggestive power of external
objects depends upon the fact that there are a
host of unmistakable andogies between material
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and spiritual things. Quiet, for instance, is both.
a menta and a physical state; and whatever
physca thing is manifestly steadfast and im-
movable may suggest, and hence inspire, cam-
ness and repose of spirit. The mountain does, as
Wordsworth says,—

" send its own deep quiet
To restore our souls."

The emotion derived from observing a deep,
dow-flowing river and the emotion derived from
contemplating a cam, well-directed life are not
identica, but they are analogous; and the one
suggests the other.  We learn first to cal the
river beautiful, and then we come to call the life
beautiful. And thus, while the primary and sm-
plest form of the feeling of beauty is doubtless that
excited directly by physica objects, we instinc-
tively extend the use of the word beautiful to a
large and not very clearly defined class of things
which awaken emotions clearly analogous to those
of physical beauty. On the other hand, our sense
of the beauty of dl materia things is very much
increased by their power to suggest moral smi-
larities.  The mountain seems far more beautiful
to us the moment it reminds us of quiet and
strength, the river more lovely when we think of
it as meaning peace. One notable aesthetic theory,
Raskin's, goes so far as to explain the effect of
beauty in this way entirely, as a kind of typicalal



76 PRINCIPLES OF LITERARY CRITICISM

language whereby spiritual qualities are expressed
iin sensble forms.  This theory is open to the
‘fatal objection that it explains the simple and
ultimate feeling by the complex and derivative;
yet undeniably al the higher and more developed
forms of the sense of beauty are made up largely
of moral elements.

But without attempting further the difficult
task of stating with precision the characteristics
of those objects we call beautiful or of the emo-
tions they awaken, we may confidently affirm that
it isimpossible to resolve the multitude of feelings
that literature may use, into forms of the sense of
beauty, without arbitrarily giving to the phrase
a meaning far wider than the most careful usage
will warrant.

Perhaps a deeper and broader, if somewhat
more indefinite, characterization of the literary
emotions may be found in the statement that
they are all forms of our sympathy with life.
Whatever life is, to our knowledge it is the sum
of our powers as we know them in action. When
they act without weakness or hindrance, we call
that pleasure; the more of them act, and the
more easly they act, the more life we actualy
seem to have, — and the more life, the more pleas-
ure. Whatever enhances our sense of life gives
us pleasure; whatever seems to diminish or
threaten it, gives us pain. Now posshly the
various sources and occasions of literary or artistic
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feeling may find an ultimate ground of agree-
ment in that they dl have the power by some
sort of sympathy to stimulate and enhance this
sense of life.  For example, our admiration for
power is a kind of feeling that we too have a
sympathetic, at least an imaginative, share in the
power we admire. Power of any sort is there
fore, always an object of admiration unless it
limits or diminishes our safety, when our admira-
tion changes to fear. So the sense of beauty, dis
cussed on a previous page, seems aways to imply
in some way anew and thrilling sense of conscious
life—a "vital feeling of delight" Love and joy
in al their forms are ill more evidently emotions
that quicken our activities and enlarge our sense
of life. Oar deepest mora emotions, dso, as of
justice, veneration, and religious aspiration, bear
witness to our unconquerable feeling of a life
superior to physica relations, that imposes law
upon al actions but will not itself be limited or
confined. And those vague, indefinable emotions,
which are often, however, most intense, as on
hearing music, on seeing a landscape a some
peculiar moment, on seeing men and women in a
throng or in any such circumstances as to thrust
the conception of humanity forcibly upon us—
seeing a mother suckle her infant in a grave-
yard, for instance, to take a picture from a French
writer— any of those states of feeling which seem
to be made up largey of dim, indeterminate
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desre after something higher, purer, sweeter;
dates of feeling which have aways some tinge
of sadness in them yet are not painful, —these
would seem to be deep stirrings within us of that
restless, unsatisfied spiritual life. It is in such
moments that we become most thrillingly aware
how real and intense is our life, how keen its
ardors and its longings.

But leaving this discussion of the nature oi
artistic feeling, which more properly belongs to
the science of aesthetics, let us turn to the more
practical question of criticism, How shall we
measure and estimate this most important ele
ment in literature? And here, before answering
this question in detaill, we should notice that
a transient power to awaken emotion of a cer-
tain quality in a great many people is no proof
of literary value. In other words, popularity —
i.e. widespread emotional interest—is no sure in-
dication of permanence. Indeed, just the opposite
is usualy, though not universally, true. For such
popularity usualy arises from one or another of
three causes, neither of which is consstent with
the highest literary quality.

1. The firg of these is novelty, either in matter
or manner. Anything striking or outre; any new
motive; any freakish or morbid psychology; any
hitherto unexplored region, geographical or spirit-
ud 5 any curiogities of dialect or structure— may
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give a book great currency for a time. But the
work that has no higher claim upon immortality
than this power to stir curiosity, though it may
be the fad of a year or possibly the fashion of a
generation, will inevitably drop into oblivion.

2. A book is often widely popular because it
represents some contemporary movement, eco-
nomic, political, or religious. It is a kind of
campaign document. This is often the case with
works of fiction. No kind of argument is so
effective as a taking novel, and nothing else
affords such excellent facilities for begging the
question. The novelist can bend recalcitrant facts
to his theory, create both characters and circum-
stances; and if he be ingenious, he will be able
to give to the most hopeless doctrine a plausible
dress of fact. Those who are in sympathy with
the movement represented will rejoice to see it
s0 vividly illustrated —that is what they call
"showing truth in the guise of fiction"; those
who are opposed to the movement will be inter-
ested, though irritated, to see what plausible cir-
cumstance may be invented to support falsity —
that is what they cal " arraying fiction in the garb
of truth"; while a grest many people who know
and care little about the movement will be at-
tracted by the catchy story, and wonder indo-
lently whether there " isn't something in it, after
dl"  And everybody will read it.

Occasionally a book represents some movement
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not merely locd or even nationa, but amost
world-wide.  Such a book may attain not only vast
temporary popularity but a permanent historical
interest quite out of proportion to its literary
merit. The most popular book ever written in
Americais Mrs. Stowe's Uncle Tom's Cabin, which
was translated into twenty different languages
and went through the civilized world like wild-
fire. For Uncle Tom's Cabin appeared in 1852
when an aggressve humanitarian sentiment was
showing itself not only in the anti-davery agi-
tation in America but in the revolutionary tem-
per that accompanied and followed the risings
of '48 dl over Europe, when men could amost
hear
" Far dong the world-wide whisper of the south-wind rush-
ingwarm,
With the standards of the peoples plunging thro' the
thunder-storm.”

But awork of literature in the service of any spe-
cid reform is likely to be of only temporary in-
terest. If the reform succeeds and the measures
advocated become a part of the admitted constitu-
tion of society, then the books written to further
these measures come to have little more than an
historica or antiquarian interest; if the reform
fails, the books will be proved false by the logic
of events and will be forgotten.

3. But the surest recipe for popularity is an at-
tractive mediocrity. For the mass of people bow
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respectfully to the great books— and never read
them. The book that is immediately and widely
popular is amost sure to be "light reading.” A
great book may indeed be easy reading, simply be-
cause it so rouses our emotions and stimulates our
intellect that our powers work upon it earnestly
and gladly — it inspires the energy with which we
read it; but no great book can be " light reading.”
It cannot be read while half our wits are asleep
or wool-gathering on some other subject, or while
half our emotions are engaged to another theme.
It demands al our powers. It will, therefore, be
voted too hard by the million. One may ques-
tion, in passing, whether the enormous diffusion
of mediocre writing in recent years, especiadly in
the form of fiction and periodica publications,
while it has enlarged the reading public, has not
a the same time relaxed the menta fibre of the
readers and increased their disinclination to any
more serious literature. But it goes without say-
ing that writing such as this, which only stirs a
lukewarm sentiment and never gives the reader
the trouble of thinking, cannot live; it is simply
pushed into oblivion by the ever succeeding vol-
ume of the same kind of stuff.

Disregarding, then, that transient and superficia
power over emotion which is termed popularity, let
us inquire by what tests the permanent value of
the emotional effect of literature may be measured
Of such tests we may name five, as follows. —

o]
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. The justice or propriety of the emotion.

. The vividness or power of the emotion.

The continuity or steadiness of the emotion.
The range or variety of the emotion.

The rank or quality of the emotion.

These we will proceed to consider.

1. By calling an emotion just or appropriate we
mean that there is good cause for it. Emotion of
a worthy type may have dlight literary value sm-
ply because it has no adequate ground. Thus,
says Ruskin, "energetic admiration may be ex-
cited by a display of fireworks, or a street of
handsome shops; but the feeling is not poetical,
because the grounds of it are false, and therefore
ignoble.  There is in reality nothing to deserve
admiration either in the firing of packets of gun-
powder or in the display of the stocks of ware-
houses. But admiration excited by the budding
of a flower is a poetic feeling, because it is im-
possible that this manifestation of spiritual power
and vital beauty can ever be enough admired."
In estimating a book the question is always legiti-
mate, Is the emotion which this book excites
healthy? Is it derived from adequate causes,
intrinsic in the book itself? For it is quite pos
shle, as stated on a previous page, that a book
may excite for a time strong emotion by causes
that are not genuine and permanent, especidly if
it can avail itself of some abnormal current of pop-

"" Modern Painters," Part IV, ch. |, § 13

SIFNFAENE
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ular feeling. Thus, for example, Byron's series
of romantic poems written between 1813 and
1818, TJie Corsair, Lara, Tlie Giaour, The Bride of
Abydos, The Sege of Corinth, not only were im-
mensely popular, but they realy scored a deep
mark in the feeling of al classes. And yet on
reflection men have seen, for the last fifty years,
that there was no adequate cause in the poems for
this emotional effect. Their incidents are simply
those of the penny dreadful, the adventures of im-
possible romantic pirates and desperadoes, beauty
and butchery, blood and moonlight. The whole
thing is false; there never were any such people
and there never could be. While as to the red
Conrads and Laras, how they love, and engender,
and adulterize, and poison, and stab is no earthly
matter to us. The actions and motives the poet
attributes to his persons are false, the sentiments
he puts in their mouths for the most part impossi-
ble and atogether unhealthy. The estimate of
these poems, accordingly, has inevitably declined,
and they are now little read. A somewhat similar
charge, though to a much less degree and in a very
different way, may be brought against some of the
poetry of Shelley. Here the emotional effect of
the verse is keen and exquisite, but we have to ad-
mit that it has no clear rationa warrant. There
seem to be no ideas under it. Such a poem as the
Epipsychidion is the utterance of intense emotion
that thrills uswith a kind of poignant sympathy,
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and we hardly know why. There are those, indeed,
who hold this power to be a high reach of art; but
it would seem rather, not an excellence, but a defect
in Shelley's work that its intense emotion has no
more tangible basis in healthy human experience.

All forms of sentimentalism in literature result
from the endeavor to excite the emotions of pathos
or affection without adequate cause. These emo-
tions are always pleasurable, and when, as in litera-
ture, they cost nothing in effort, there is a natura
temptation to indulge them on dlight warrant or
to a disproportionate degree. Hence the popular
power of the sentimentalist. But our sounder
judgment recognizes that emotions thus easly
aroused, or conscioudly indulged for their own
sake, have something hollow about them. We
cannot use our deeper and truer feelings merely
to coddle and titillate ourselves with. The senti-
mentalist may exhibit his emotion in its more pro-
knhounced form, and angle for our sympathy by
dwelling upon al the accidents of external mani-
festation; but the truer artist does not hold his
own feelings so cheap, and the emotion he excites
in us is grounded upon deep truths of human life.
Dickens paints the death-bed of Paul Dombey or
Little Nell, touch after touch, with conscious and
skillful accumulation of moving circumstances.
Wordsworth says simply of the old huntsman
who pauses a his cottage door a moment before
he joins the hunt,—
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" Perhaps to himsdf a that moment he said,
'The key | must take, for my Ellen isdead';
But of thisinmy ears not aword did he spesk,
And he went to the chase with a tear on his cheek."

Both writers touch our emotion, and the same
emotion; but the pathos of the one is a little
suggestive of the undertaker, dwelling on "the
trappings and the suits of woe"; while the pathos
of the other has the reserve and reticence that
bespeak deep grief. It would be universaly ad-
mitted that Wordsworth's art here is better than
that of Dickens. Few poets, indeed, have ever
had in so high degree as Wordsworth the power
to exhibit deep emotion in simple incident or
homely character.

It is to be remarked that the occasion of emotion
may often be trivial, but not the cause. In the
lines just quoted the occasion of the emotion is the
trivial fact that the old man stops to lock the door
of his empty house and takes the key; but this
action is enough to give us a glimpse into his
lonely heart— and there is the cause of our emo-
tion. Generdlly, it is a proof of high imaginative
power so completely to realize a character or a pas-
gon as to see intuitively how it would express it-
sdf in dight and otherwise unmeaning acts. The
apped to our sympathy is thus rendered more
effective because it seems unintentional.

We may, then, affirm as auniversal rule, that” in
order to be of high or permanent literary vaue,
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emotion must spring from deep and worthy cause,
and that when this rule is violated the feeling ex-
cited by any work of art or letters is sure to be
morbid, or declamatory, or sentimental, or in some
other way false.

2. That the literary value of emotion is mess
ured by its Vividness or Poiver is so obvious as
perhaps hardly to need statement. But however
obvious it may be— a truism if you like—this is
at once the most natural and the most undeniable
test of literature. Does it move you? Does it
stimulate, arouse, thrill, enlarge? Does it seem
for the moment to give you new vision to see and
new heart to feel ? If it does this, your book is
literature; and, other things being equal, the more
intensely it does this, the greater literature is it.
" Books" says Emerson, " are for nothing but to
inspire.”

The terms vividness and power might seem
to apply rather to the active emotions than to
the passve, to the passons rather than to deep
and quiet states of feeling. Yet these latter may
be as truly powerful as the former. In such poetry
as the following, for example, the emotion is
certainly as deep, the hush and silence brought
upon our spirits as compelling as any more aggres-
sive or passionate type of feeling could be.

" Earth has not anything to show more fair:

Dull would he be of soul who could pass by
A dght so touching in its majesty:
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This City now doth like a garment wear

The beauty of the morning; slent, bare,

Ships, towers, domes, theatres, and temples lie

Open unto the fields, and to the sky ;

All bright and glittering in the smokeless air.

Never did sun more beautifully steep

In his first splendour valley, rock, or hill;

Ne'er saw |, never felt, acalm so deep !

The river ghdeth at his own sweet will:

Dear God ! the very houses seem asleep;

And all that mighty heart is lying ill."
It must be admitted that it is impossible to find
any exact common measure for different kinds of
emotion. How shall one compare pathosthat is ten-
der and pitiful with pathos that is stern and silent
— Opheliawith Othello— and say that one is more
powerful than the other ? Still less can we find
any common measure for the emotions of pathos and
of sublimity or of exquisite beauty. Then there
areforms of emotion arising from reflection, from
the perception of deep or wide truth, that would
seem at first to have little power because they are
quiet and are rooted, so to say, in thought: but if
less thrilling they are often the most profound of
al. Such a poem as Wordsworth's great Ode on
the Intimations of Immortality may be cited as an
example; it is not impassioned but august, yet
perhaps no other modern poem moves a greater
volume of feeling. Moreover, much depends upon
individual temperament. One man is constitution-
aly more sensitive to one type of emotion, and
another to another. So that it may be readily
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admitted that no estimate of the power of emo-
bional effects can serve as a nice test of compara-
tive excellence. Yet it remains true that, whatever
the type of emotion and whatever its cause—
whether some aspect of nature, some act of man, or
some truth—in any case it is aways intelligible
bo speak of the intensity or power of the emotion;
md it is certain that the value of the writing is
measured very largely by this.

Thisintensity of effect in most instances depends
primarily upon the nature of the writer. He must
feel deeply himself or he cannot expect to make us
feel deeply. Hence a certain force of tempera
ment, a richness and volume of emotion, is a requi-
gte of any redly great writer. Sometimes a man
in many respects richly endowed fails of any high
place in letters because he lacks this inner force.
That was the case, for instance, with Cowper. He
had nice sensibilities, a quick eye for beauty, a
graceful humor, a delicate gift of phrase; but he
lacked power. He seemed not fully dive. Addi-
son is another example of aman long accounted a
master and model, who nevertheless failed of any
permanent leadership because of this lack of vigor.
It was excellently said of him by Johnson, "He
thinks justly, but he thinks feebly" On the other
hand, we frequently see a poet whose«influence
seems to come amost entirely from the passonate
intensity of his nature. Byron is a good example.
There is very little truth in Byron's work: his
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characters are nothing— mere photographs of his
own postures; his action is largely melodrama;
his workmanship is often hurried and dovenly to
the last degree; and yet Byron impressed him-
sdf upon his generation as no one ese could.
The sheer force of his personality, perverse, un-
healthy, but intense, burned his work into men's
minds. The emotion was for the most part not
sane or well-grounded, and his work, therefore, has
largely logt its interest; but for a time it had
immense power.

We are not, however, to think that emotion the
strongest which is most demonstrative and tur-
bulent; indeed turbulence and confusion usually
imply some lack of self-command, or some derange-
ment of faculty. The emotion redly the deepest
is often the dillest, —

" Such atide as, moving, seems adeep,
Too full for sound and foam."

The ideal poet's nature, with respect to the point
now under consideration, is full, intense, passion-
ate, but steady; a nature of strong passion under
the control of a strong will — such a soul as

“Loves to have his sals filled with a lusty wind
Even till his masts drink water and his keel ploughs air,"

and yet is obedient to the helm of an iron will.
That, one thinks, is the kind of man Shakspere
was.

Doubtless dso this power to gtir our emotions
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depends, to some degree, upon an author's gifts oi
expression. The whole matter of Form must be
discussed in a later chapter; but it may be sad
here that, while a man can usually express with
clearnesswhat liesclear in hisown mind, it does not
by any means follow that he can express it with
force. That is, he may be able to utter histhought,
but quite unable to utter the emotion which the
thought excites in his own mind. There are
doubtless many natures of strong feeling without
a corresponding gift of expression. There are
poets, and really great poets, whose gift of utter-
ance seems manifestly in no wise adequate to the
volume of poetic emotion they have to utter.
There could be no better example of this than
Robert Browning. At his best, Browning has
power over our love and pity, our aspirations and
longings, such as no other poet of the last two
generations could command; but, on the other
hand, a good part of his poetry never seems to get
a our emotions, for lack of power to utter it
aright. And every student of Browning must be
persuaded that Browning himself feels most pro-
foundly some portions of hiswork which he scarcely
makes his readers feel a dl. Had his gift of
expression been proportionate to his other endow-
ments, the verdicts of his most extravagant ad-
mirers might have been justified— he might have
been the greatest English poet since Shakspere.
What has been sad thus far of this quality of
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the emotion which literature excites may have
seemed to refer to poetry exclusively, as al our
illustrations have been drawn from that. But in
fact vividness or power of emotion is no less cer-
tainly one criterion of excellence in prose litera
ture. In most forms of prose, indeed, the element
of emotion is not the primary purpose of the writ-
ing, and is therefore relatively less important than
the element of thought. Yet everywhere in prose
writing what we call force, energy, vigor, vivacity,
brilliancy, are only names for this incidental power
to stir various emotions. Nowhere, except in
purely scientific writing—which is not literature,
and admits no literary virtues except clearness—
is this effect upon the emotions needless or out of
place. It is this which explains the mastery of
any great prose writer, of ,a Burke or a Swift.
Their means of influence may be very different.
In Burke's case it would seem to be the largeness of
the thought that moves us, the imposing and often
imaginative way in which its real proportions are
thrown up before our view; in Swift's work the
thought is simple, sometimes of secondary value,
but the intense, strenuous, almost rude vigor of the
man is pushed directly upon us; it is an immense,
overmastering will that confronts us, and commands
our admiration for its power and mass. Similarly
we cal historical writing brilliant or powerful
when the men and events portrayed touch our
sympathy as they would if we saw them here and



92 PRINCIPLES OF LITERARY CRITICISM

now. A brilliant history can give us the same
kind of emotion that a drama does; and the more
nearly this emotional effect approximatesin amount
or degree to that we derive, for example, from one
of Shakspere's historica plays, the more brilliant
and, other things being equal, the greater will
the history be. Few historical dramas ever writ-
ten can arouse or thrill like Carlyle's French Revo-
lution. Other things being equal, | say, the more
brilliant the history the greater; but of course it
is to be understood that brilliancy or power is not
the primary virtue in historical writing. We esti-
mate a history first by its truth to facts and its
justice of opinion. And vividness of emotional
effect would become a hindrance to this prime pur-
pose of the history, if the emotions excited were
ill-grounded, or partial, or tended to obscure the
truth. Not that a vivid emotional realization of
the facts of history is any necessary hindrance to
a correct judgment upon them; on the contrary,
Carlyle is nearer right in his opinion that the
reader at least cannot frame an impartial judgment
upon the men and actions of the past until he has
felt himsdlf in intimate sympathy with them. But
it is true $hat the sensitive, emotional temperament
is not infrequently lacking in cool judicial power.
Mr. Froude may serve as an example; he was a
very brilliant historian, but not dways a very safe
one.

3. The third test of the literary vaue of emo-
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tion, Continuity or Steadiness, is akin to that just
discussed, though somewhat different. We like
to have the emotional effect of any writing, 01
indeed of any work of art which is prolonged,
like music, sustained. If our feeling at any point
is alowed to drop quite down to the normal level
of commonplace, we not only lose just so much
emotional effect, but we experience an unpleasant
sense of discord, which is in itsdlf a positive fault.
Sometimes this lack of power to sustain emotion
is seen in sudden, brief lapses within the compass
of aline or two. If he be a poet, the writer drops
down into prose for alittle. If the dip is sudden
and violent, the author falling lowest just at the
instant when he ought to mount highest, the effect
is often humorous— a sudden summersault over
that dangerous brink of incongruity which sepa
rates the sublime, not only from the pathetic, but
from the ridiculous. Addison's once famous play
of Gato furnishes amusing examples of this.
" Alasl" says Marcia to her friend Lucia, who
is over-cold toward a lover,—

" Alas! poor youth, how canst thou throw him from theel

Unhappy youth | how will thy coldnessraise

Tempests and storms in his afflicted bosom !
| dread the consequence!"

Lucia, overtaken by calamities cdls out,—

" Alas| too late | find myself involved
In endless griefs and labyrinths of woe—
Born to afflic my Marcia's family "
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" | swear, to heaven | swear,
Never to mix my plighted hands with thine
While such a cloud of mischiefs hangs about us,
But to forget our loves, and drive thee out
From dl my thoughts, — asfar as | am able! "

Wordsworth now and then has passages of uncon'
scious humor of this sort, though his lapses are not
usually quite so steep or sudden. His inspiration
seems to give out. He shuts off his light and heat,
and leaves us chilly and stumbling among common-
place perhaps for pages, when suddenly we meet
again the light that never was on land or sea.

Now every work of art should have a certain
unity of feeling. There is, of course, a the same
time need of variety. To continue the same emo-
tion, at the same pitch, for any great length of
time, would be impossible if the emotion were
intense, and intolerably monotonous if it were
not. That is simply not natural: our feelings
will not act in that way. There must be in any
work of art flux and reflux of emotion, light and
shade; yet, to continue the musical metaphor,
while the composition cannot be in every part at
the same pitch, it must adl be in the same key.
It must nowhere drop out of the emotional mood
atogether. There must be no passages through
which the writer seems to be patiently plodding,
intent only upon his facts or truths, and forgetful
that it is his duty to recommend those facts and
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truths in some way to our literary sensibility. For
itis quite possible so to vary and combine emotions
as to sustain the whole composition, even though
along and varied one, in the same emotional key
throughout There could hardly be a better ex-
ample of this than any one of Shakspere's great
plays. What infinite variety of effects! And yet
al these effects are brought into harmony with
the dominant tone of the play; and at no point
is the interest lowered by mere needless narrative
or dry moralizing. Shakspere has al manner
of violation of the formal laws of unity, but he
never fails to observe this one essential unity,—
the unity of feeling. Consider any one of his plays
— Romeo and Juliet, for example—and see how
the emotion of the reader is sustained throughout,
and sustained in the same dominant key. Every-
thing is youth and ardor, summer and bloom and
fragrance— intense, poignant, rapturous, infinite
in longings and ecstasies.

It is this necessity for sustaining the emotion
in literary work that is at the basis of dl rhetorical
rules for unity. We are told that nothing should
be introduced into awork of art which isirrelevant
to its main purpose; but then, the question arises,
What is irrelevant? And that question is best
answered by affirming that only to be irrelevant
which interrupts or lowers the emotional effect of
the work, or turns it into another mood atogether.
A great ded of digresson, episode, or othe
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matter not permitted by strict laws of structura
unity, will be pardoned if only the interest is not
dlowed to flag, and if the emotions these passages
excite are in harmony with the rest of the work.
On the other hand, anything, however valuable in
itself, however true or beautiful, that alows the
emotional interest to drop, or, what redly comes
to the same thing, tends to arouse emotions in-
consstent with the main current of feeling in
the work, must be removed.

Such failure to produce sustained and continu-
ous emotion in the reader arises usually from the
fact that the writer's own emotions are not steady,
and often are not intense enough. He does not
realize his subject as awhole, and at every point,
but only at its most striking or impressive points.
Consequently he drops into commonplace here
and there; or, what is perhaps worse, recognizing
the necessity of sustained effect, he tries to make
up for the lack of genuine feeling by labored and
inapt efforts to excite feeling that he does not
himsef share; the result is "fine writing," care-
fully elaborated imagery out of harmony with the
sentiment, or some other form of literary in-
sincerity.

Of course it is in the more extended forms of
literature that this demand for sustained emotion
is a once most necessary and most difficult. In
shorter forms, like the lyric, the emotion will
probably be sustained, but may be feeble. The
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iyric is the literary form in which intense, con-
centrated emotion most naturaly utters itself,
since such emotion is of necessity short-lived. It
has been said sometimes that, for this reason,
al true poetry is of the nature of lyric; that any
considerable degree of emotion, requisite to poetry
of ahigh order, cannot be long continued. A long
poem, sad Edgar Allan Poe, is a contradiction
in terms.  But in opposition to al such verdicts,
it has always been held not only that there are
long poems, but that those are the greatest poets
who have written the long poems; that the highest
reach of ability is shown in this power to carry a
temper of elevated or profound feeling throughout
a long work. The epic may not be so popular a
form as the lyric, but it is a higher. Dante,
Spenser, Milton, are greater masters than the
lyrist, however beautiful or thrilling his work.
So the great dramatist or the really great novelist
commands our admiration in part because he can
maintain his powers throughout a long and varied
work.

4. Evidently the value of any work of literature
must depend to a considerable degree upon the
Range or Variety of its emotional effects. Great
range of power is a very rare endowment. A
man may attain high eminence in letters with-
out it—Milton, for example. It is rare, indeed,
to find even great breadth of appreciation. Few
are the literary critics who, like James Eussdll

N
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Lowell, can show a range of critical perception
wide enough to enjoy to the full and thus esti-
mate with equa justice two such antithetically
different poets as Dante and Dryden. Most of
us cannot clam to have a catholic taste; we do
not enjoy a wide range of literary excellence,
often cannot appreciate it when it is pointed out
to us. How seldom, for instance, can a man be
found who has any hearty enjoyment of both
Pope and Shelley.! And if the power to appre-
ciate widely different emotiona effects be thus
limited, still more limited, of course, is the power
to produce them. For the power to produce
those emotional effects upon which literature de-

1 It isworth while to remark, parenthetically, that if we do
not enjoy anything we should never profess that we do, either
from motives of vanity or a commendable desire to widen our
perceptions and bring ourselves into sympathy with those who
see what we cannot.  Such a profession is as dangerous to taste
as to morals. For if we begin by misrepresenting and sophisti-
cating our taste we shall end by having no taste of our own at
al, but only a flaccid dependence upon the dicta of other people.
A familiar and homely example of the way in which taste may
be so subordinated to fashion as to be practically annulled may
be seen m the case of woman's dress. Whatever is the mode
looks well to us, simply because our liking has come to be de-
pendent not at al on any laws of beauty but on arbitrary
caprice. An old fashion plate looks ugly, though it very likely
conforms as nearly to any laws of beauty in form and color as
the costume of the next lady you meet. In one whole depart-
ment of what might be art, taste has abdicated in favor of
fashion. So that a statue of a woman in ordinary dress of
to-day would be absurd, and no painter even dares to paint
a portrait of a lady in any accentuated form of the mode of
the period.
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pends, presupposes, as we have seen, a certain
vigor and intensity of nature; and that, as a rule,
is not to be expected in a wide range of subjects.
To say nothing of the lack of that breadth of
personal experience which is requisite to a great
range of emotional effect, most men's powers work
at their best only within rather narrow limits.
Intensity of interest in one direction usualy im-
plies a corresponding withdrawal of interest from
other directions. In fact, intensity anywhere usu-
aly implies something of narrowness. Too often
a symmetrical, broadly perceptive, tolerant char-
acter is deficient in the persona force necessary
to produce decided literary effect; while, on the
other hand, those men whose personality seems
most pronounced and strenuous, who have scored
the deepest mark in the literature of their time,
are often men whose limitations are most strongly
marked. Carlyle, for example. The range of emo-
tional effects he could produce is very limited; but
within those limits his power is resistless. Most
lyrical poets— whose work should be concentrated
and intense— have a mastery of only one or two
moods. The very high rank of Burns depends, in
great part, on the fact that he could command a
wider range of emotion than most lyrists, humor
in dmogt dl its varieties save the cynical, pathos
in severa forms, love when young and passionate,
persona independence and the competence of the
individual, patriotism— Burns has sung them aL
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The lyrical work of Shelley, on the other hand,
though it has an exquisiteness of manner and a
keen, though vague, emotiona rapture such as
Burns can never reach, is dl in one or another
of two or three keys.

It is the dramatist and the novelist who mos
need this command of a wide range of emotional
effects; since their work, unlike that of the lyrical
poet, is not subjective, but aims rather to give a
broad, impartia picture of the life of men. Yet
the field of most novelists seems not very wide.
Any popular master of fiction usualy will be found
to have only one or two things he can do well, only
one or two types of character he knows well. The
same types are constantly recurring; so that you
could take a personage out of anovel, substitute the
corresponding personage from another novel, change
no essential circumstances of the plot, and produce
the same effect. One favorite novelist is said to
have only two young women; indeed, many emi-
nent novelists have hardly more. Dickens may be
sad without much exaggeration to have drawn but
one nice young lady, though he has a somewhat
larger variety of young ladies not so nice, and a
dill larger company of odd, middle-aged folk.
George Eliot repeatedly introduced the same type
of character, under different names, with only dight
variations: thus Hetty, and Tessa, and Rosamond
Vincy are not essentially different in nature.  And
if the novelist write with a purpose, if he is aming
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to enforce any truth or advance any cause, this di-
dactic intention is likely to narrow still further the
range of his literary effects. That, indeed, is one
objection not only to the purpose-novel, but to the
intrusion of a marked didactic tendency in any lit-
erature. Those writers have usually the widest
range who are most purely objective and imper-
sonal, who seem to view life impartially with a
view only to recording or interpreting it. Walter
Scott's claim to high place rests largely upon this
objective breadth of work. He is, doubtless, some-
what lacking in force, in emotional intensity and
moral earnestness; he does not seem to feel very
deeply on any subject and does not, therefore, make
us feel deeply. But in his novels—not in his
poetry — he has created a large number of realy
different characters, invented a remarkable variety
of incident and situation, and has, therefore, touched
acorrespondingly wide range of emotion. Of course
the supreme example of breadth is Shakspere. The
more we read, the more that wonder grows. Hiswas
not, to be sure, a universal mind.  Wide as was his
comprehension, there were types of character he
could not conceive, motives for action he could
not gppreciate, sources of feeling he could not com-
mand. It may be doubted, for example, whether
such a character as that of Shelley could ever have
entered the study of his imagination. Nor, though
he lived in an age of religious ferment, does there
seem to be any person in his world who is actuated
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throughout by distinctly religious motives. Yet
the marvel remains that he has imagined a wider
variety of characters, has created more indepen-
dent, self-centred, clearly individualized men and
women, has sympathized intimately with a wider
range of passion, and so touched more springs of
feeling than any other writer that ever lived. He
can, doubtless, be surpassed by some one at every
other point but this; here he is unrivaled and
aone.

5. The estimate of literature, as determined by
its power over the emotions, depends, lastly, upon
the Rank or Quality of the emotions. Here we
touch questions upon which there has been much
critical debate. For to say that literary values
depend upon the quality or rank of the emotions
to which appeal is made is, of course, to imply
that there is a higher and lower among these emo-
tions. But if this is admitted, what is the stand-
ad? What kind of emotions shal we cal the
higher, and what the lower? It is on this ques
tion that critics are by no means agreed. It would
seem obvious that we do instinctively rank some
emotions higher in kind than others. All the
feelings to which literature may make apped are,
indeed, in some sense, "noble" —as Mr. Ruskin
cdls them; but some are better entitled to this
designation than others. We say it is but " a step
from the sublime to the ridiculous,” implying that
it is a step down. The sublime and the ridiculous
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are both legitimate emotions in literature; but
everybody recognizes that they are of different
value. So the emotion which arises from the
purely formal element in literature, from its music
and rhythm, is a legitimate emotion, — the effect
of poetry very largely depends upon it. Yet it
is undeniably of lower rank than the emotion
arising from the meaning or content of the verse.
Is not Coleridge's Kubla Khan, written in an
opium-dream and without any clear or coherent
meaning but with aravishing music, alower order
of poetry than Wordsworth's Ode on the Intima-
tions of Immortality f And is it not lower princi-
pally because the emotions it excites are not only
different in kind but inferior in rank? This
would seem undeniable. Yet now and then a
critic is so far committed to a narrowly aesthetic
theory of poetry as to uphold a proposition almost
the opposite of this. For instance, Mr. Walter
Pater, in a very interesting essay,' holds that
music is the most typical of al arts, because
music— as we have dready noticed— appeds
to the emotions directly without meaning any-
thing; and al the other arts, he contends, poetry
included, aspire toward this condition of musc,
and approach perfection just in the degree that
they approximate this ided, losng definite sg-
nificance for the intelligence and touching the

' "The School of Giorgione" origindly printed in The Fork
nightly Review, October, 1837.
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emotions immediately. Thus he says. "Lyrica,
poetry ... is at least artistically, the highest
and most complete form of poetiy. And the very
perfection of such poetry often seems to depend fa
part on a certain suppression or vagueness of mere
subject, so that the definite meaning almost expires
or reaches us through ways not distinctly trace-
able by the understanding.” But it would seem
that this is carrying the rules and standards that
belong to one art over into another, where they do
not apply. In opposition to al such views, the
sane good sense of the world demands as a first
requisite of poetry or any other form of literature
that it mean something; and insists that all musi-
cal or other formal qualities, however needful, are
subordinate and accessory, and that the emotion
excited by such qudlities is of lower rank than
that flowing directly from the thought or passion
of the work. If, then, any poetry derives its only
or its chief power over our emotions from such
rhythmical or formal qualities,—as, let us say,
some of Swinburne's does, — that poetry cannot be
of the highest rank..

There are forms of literature that produce their
effects chiefly by reproducing in memory or imagi-
nation pleasurable sensation. Literature may rep-
resent in this way the pleasures of any of the
senses, even of touch and taste. But as there is
an order in the dignity of the senses, touch and
taste having less suggestive power and being as a
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rule sensations that cannot be shared with others®
the poetry that derives its charm from the repre
sentation of these sensations would not be felt to
be of high rank. Passages in considerable num-
bers might be quoted from Keats, like this familiar
one, exquisite in their way, but too exclusively
concerned with the pleasures of the lower senses
to rank as very great poetry,

" And still she dept an azure-lidded deep
In blanched linen, smooth, arid lavender'd,
While he from forth the closet brought a heap
Of candied apple, quince, and plum, and gourd;
With jellies soother than the creamy curd,
And lucent syrups, tmct with cinnamon ;
Mannaand dates, in argosy transferred
From Fez ; and spiced dainties, every one,
From silken Samarcand to cedared Lebanon."

And even here it will be noticed how Keats, lest
his dainties should smack too much of the confec-
tioner's, appeals to our higher senses and imagina
tion in that last lovely line, which opens dl the
bright, wide East. So, too, when literature repro-
duces the pleasures of sight and hearing, if it stop
with the sensuous charm, if it have no further
spiritual s*ggestiveness, by genera admission the
emotions it excites are not of the highest rank.
The beauty of the natural world, for instance,
may be disclosed with very great vividness before
the imagination, but with little or no

" Remoter charm by thought supplied-"
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Keats again would furnish us numerous examples
of this. No English poet ever surpassed him in
the power to bring before the imagination beauti-
ful pictures of the world of sense for their own
sake, simply because they are beautiful. Thus to
render for us at once the sensuous beauty of the
world and the poet's own keen sense of delight
in it, is, we may admit, a rare gift. Yet if we
compare the emotion derived from poetry of this
kind, however exquisite, with that derived, let us
say, from reading a great tragedy of Shakspere, is
it not evident that there is a difference between
them which we cannot better describe than by say-
ing itisadifferencein rank? Nor need we go to
such widely contrasted examples to feel this differ-
ence. The emotional value of such purely sensu-
ous nature-poetry as that of Keats is certainly of a
lower rank than that of Wordsworth's best verse,
in which the external charm of nature is informed
with some spiritual power and significance.

The ground of the distinction is manifest. Emo-
tions excited by mora qualities, or by the mora
suggestions of material things, are higher in rank
than those excited by purely material or sensible
things. More briefly, moral emotion is of higher
“literary value than purely sensuous or aesthetic
emotion. Admiration for a heroic action, a great
passion, a sublime endurance, is nobler in kind, and
so worth more in literature, than admiration for
sensuous loveliness, however exquisitely felt or ex-
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pressed. The term moral emotion is used here, not
in its narrowest sense as the emotion flowing from
the approval of an act as right or its disapproval
aswrong, but in its wider meaning, as the emotion
excited by the qualities, action, or character of
moral beings, the emotion which is some form
of our sympathy with life. Matthew Arnold, in
one of his most familiar essays, uses theword in
exactly the sense here given to it. Having sad
that English poetry deals preeminently with moral
ideas, he continues: " A large senseis of course to
be given to the term moral. Whatever bears upon
the question ' how to live' comes under it.

"' Nor love thy life, nor hate ; but, what thou liv'st
Live well; how long or short, permit to heaven.'

In those fine lines Milton utters, as every one a
once perceives, a moral idea. Yes, but S0, too,
when Keats consoles the forward-bending lover on
the Grecian Urn, the lover arrested and presented
in immortal relief by the sculptor's hand before
he can kiss, with the line—

" ' Forever wilt thou love and she be fair' —

he utters a moral idea. When Shakspere saya

that .
' We are such stuff

As dreams are made on, and our little life
Is rounded with a deep,’

he utters a moral idea."'
i " Wordsworth," Essays in Criticism, Seoond Series
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We may lay it down as a rule, then, that thost
emotions which are intimately related to the con-
duct of life are of higher rank than those which
are not; and that, consequently, the emotions high-
est of dl are those related to the deciding forces of
life, the affections and the conscience. There is no
surer test of the permanent worth of a book than
this— Does it move our sympathy with the deep-
es things of human life? If it does not, whatever
other virtues it may have, it is not great literature.

If this be true, the highest literature must always
have adistinctly ethical character. Andit has; not
adidactic, but an ethical character. Other things
being equal, that literature must be the best which
excites such emotions as tend to invigorate and
enlarge our nature—in a word, healthy emotions.
We must dissent entirely from those critics who
would measure literature, as well as art, by its
power to give an order of pleasures with which,
as they claim, morality has nothing to do. The
maxim " Art for Art's sake" is meaningless, and
is empl(_)yedjusually as an apology for a weak or

licenfious art. ~ Art exists not for its own sake, but-
to minister to the" pleasures of man; and that art
certainly is Higtest which ministers to the highest
pleasires.” It is folly, therefore, o set up a purely
unmoral standard for art, or to expect any wide
range of artistic excellence without regard to ethi-
+ ca conditions. Whoever triesto do that is pretty

aure to descend to the use of lower or coarser artis
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tic motives, or to lavish his effort upon mere arti
sanship; whatever school of literature tries to da
it is doomed to feebleness and narrowness, to ex-
cluson from the great passons and the higher
interests of mankind.

This tendency to measure literature by a purely
unmoral standard is, however, so persistent that it
may be well to notice, in passing, the three facts
that explain it and give it plaushbility. In the
first place, it arises from a disposition to transfer
to literature the principles and the rules of judg-
ment that apply to other arts.  Music, for instance,
— as dready remarked, — can hardly be said to have
any distinct moral quality. Its emotions are more
or less keen in degree, and very various in kind,'
but they have no such definite relation to conduct
as gives them strictly moral quality. Painting and
sculpture, likewise, have it for a large part of their
function to gratify the love of form and color; it
would be too much to say that they have no moral
quality, but the satisfaction of purely aesthetic de-
sire is properly made more prominent in them than
in literature.

Secondly, it may be conceded that the advocates
of " Art for Art's sake" are right in their clam
that the higher forms of literature do not spring
primarily from mora intention. The poet does
not write from a didactic motive; if he should, he
would pass into the preacher, and his song turn
out asermon. They are right, too, in asserting that
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definite moral quality is not essential to literature.
There may be poetry, for example, and exquisite
poetry, of which you can hardly predicate any
mord quality. They are wrong only when they
clam that it is by such non-moral values exclu-
sively that literature must be measured.

Thirdly, it may be admitted to be very seldom,
in literature at least, that any emotion is entirely
without moral quality. We speak of the emotion
arising from the sight, or the imaginative represen-
tation, of material beauty, as purely aesthetic; but
even this emotion amost always has some moral
suggestiveness.  Whatever is beautiful to the
senses, as we have seen in a previous chapter,
hints some corresponding moral quality. Sens-
ble beauty is therefore constantly used in art as a
means to awaken more distinctively moral feeling,
and to deepen that feeling whenever it is excited.
And thus it results that the poetry which is most
rich in mora quality, most powerful in its appeal
to our moral sensitiveness, is never bare and bald,
but abounds in varied and beautiful imagery. So
in our memory beautiful sights and sounds subtly
asociate themsalves with our deepest and most
tender experience, and in the recollections of our
reading we recal aong with the love, the grief, the
passion, that has thrilled us the sensuous charms
in which it seemed embodied.

" How near to good is what is fair!"

says one of the wisest of our eder poets
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But while we admit that moral quality is not an
essential of literature, and that, on the other hand,
amost al healthy emotion has some mora affini-
ties, we must still insist that those emotions are
highest in rank which are most distinctively mora,
and that, consequently, the highest kind of litera-
ture can never be measured by purely non-mora
standards.

Literary principles must, of course, be discussed
in this book from the standpoint of the critic, not
of the moralist. The critic cannot indeed ignore
moral quality, but he regards it only with reference
to its literary value. He asks simply, How shall
the writer produce the highest effects? But it
may not be improper, in closing this chapter, even
at the risk of departing somewhat from the field of
criticism, to consider briefly the relations of litera-
ture to practical morality.

The demand of mordlity is very smple. It
demands that neither the writer nor any one dse
should write or do anything which shal tend to
debase the affections, sophisticate or deaden, the
conscience, enfeeble the will.  And this demand
of morality, if it is a demand a dl, is imperative;
morality is supreme in human nature, or it is not
morality. It cannot make any compromises; any-
thing that conflicts with it must yield. Is there,
then, any conflict between the legitimate ams or
means of literature and this clamof morality ? If
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the poet or novelist obeys it, will he find the
power of his emotiona effects cramped, or their
scope limited ?  That assertion is sometimes made.
Literature, it is said, in its widest range is nothing
less than the depiction of human life; it must
show the whole of human nature, the evil as well
as the good, the wilder and darker passions as well
as the gentler and brighter affections. Art de-
mands full play over dl the field of life. Itisnot
trying to teach a lesson; it has no other end but
to exhibit what it can see or imagine. It cannot,
therefore, be restricted by any limitations of mo-
raity ; morality is an entirely irrelevant matter.
The dramatist, the novelist, cannot stop to ask
whether what he is writing will tend to edification
or not; if he should, the range of artistic poss-
bilities would be sadly narrowed at once. We
admire, it is said, many things which are not
good. We admire power, whether malign, or be-
nign; we admire Napoleon, lago, Satan. Similarly
we admire strong, overmastering passion, though
we cannot approve it. We admire Cleopatra—
he must be either more or less than man who
would not; we admire Lady Macbeth. To this
admiration, it is urged, literature must be allowed
to apped, even though by so doing it may often
transgress the bounds of morality. It does not
know, it does not care, what shal be the moral
influence of its depiction; it must give us human
character and action—any of it, the whole, of it
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That character and action it must depict truly;
but it can admit no other obligation.

To dl this we answer, first, and most obvioudy,
that literature depicts human life and character
with some end in view; not merely for the ske
of depicting them. And the end, in the case of
the forms of literature especialy concerned in
this discussion — poetry and fiction — is to awaken
emotion. But if the depiction of any phases of
human life arouse only unpleasant, repulsive, or
degrading emotions, then such depiction is for-
bidden by the purpose of literature as well as by
the laws of morality. Such a rule would put
under ban a considerable body of modern fiction.

But it may be readily admitted that many books
present the qualifications of literature in a high
degree, exhibiting beauty and power and truth,
showing, moreover, it may be, remarkable technical
skill in handling, while yet their moral influence is
not altogether good. They present vice, perhaps,
in such way as to be seductive—that is, to blind
or sophisticate the conscience or to weaken the
will; or they diminish respect for some of those
laws of right living upon which the mora health
of society depends. The question is, Is this neces-
say ? Must it be granted to be impossible in any
case, to attain the highest literary effect without
disregard of mora laws? This question may be
confidently answered in the negative. Such im-
mora influence is never redly a part of literary

I
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value, nor the price of it. The books are great not
because of their moral deficiencies, but in spite of
them. In some of the work of Byron, the Don
Juan, for instance, or in the poetry of De Musset,
there is great briDianey of imagination, unusual
sensitiveness to some forms of beauty—wonderful
strength in Byron, wonderful subtlety and grace
in De Musset; but these excellences are not
heightened by ttyp license with which both poets
are chargeable.  There is no reason why our judg-
ment upon such work should not be discriminating,
recognizing at once its poetic merits and its mora
defects; but we need not admit that the moral de-
fects are essential to the poetic excellences or serve
in any wise to heighten them.

And if it is sad that the poet or dramatist or
novelist must be at liberty to depict the whole
range of human character and action, we reply,
Certainly he must, subject only to the limitation
that he does it, as we have said, with a view to
produce legitimate literary emotion. But this
liberty involves no violation of practical morality.
The poet's work may exhibit every kind of un-
righteousness and ill be moral. And more than
this is true. The depiction will not have high
literary value unless it is moral. For, notice,
critics of every school insst (as we shal see in
a following chapter) that one requisite of excel-
lence in any depiction of human life is truth,
fidelity to the lavg of human nature.  But the
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facts of man's moral nature are certainly as rea
and as important as any other facts—nay, in
literature they are of supreme importance. At
the very foundation of character lie the moral
intuitions, a the foundation of any scheme of
human action, the moral laws. The sentiment of
Duty is universal, absolute. Disobedience to it
brings inevitably dulness of perception and weak-
ness of purpose, dwarfs al noble aspiration, and
ends a last in ruin. These are facts, let the
man of letters be true to them. If his study does
not reveal them, it is superficial; if it misrepre-
sent or deny them, it is false. Whenever litera-
ture becomes blind to the nature and results of
an, it is false to ultimate facts, and so offends
not only against morality, but against art. Art
demands truth; morality demands nothing more.
It follows that a book is not immoral because it
is full of pictures of sin, nor moral because it is
crammed with saints.  Shakspere's Richard IlI.
is a moral poem, though Bichard be dmost a
devil; while some very immoral novels may be
found 4ill in Sunday-school libraries. Let the
poet show us, if he will, the whole man, howsoever
bad, if he will only show him truly. Then atis
tic admiration of the character and mora con-
demnation of it will go together as they ought
—indeed, each will heighten the other. No man
of culture but enjoys most keenly the depiction
of lago; no man of honor but feels an inclination
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to run the villain through. Admire the picture pf
villany —that is not immoral; would you choose
to be like the villain yoursdf —that is the test
of immorality.

If what has been said is true, it is evident that
the obligation to a healthy morality is no hin-
drance to the highest literary attainment. On the
contrary, moral sanity and what Matthew Arnold,
used to cal a high seriousness are always charac-
teristic of really great literature. It must be .
The tragedy that is to purify the soul by pity or
by terror; the epic that is to show the highest
reaches of human action on the wide stage of
history or adventure; the comedy that is to dis-
close the springs of healthy and abiding joy, or
expose to wholesome ridicule whatever is false in
life; the novel that would give us a moving pic-
ture of life as men and women are now living it,
in the circumstances we know —how can any of
them be true if they ignore the deepest facts of
human nature? How can they be true if written
by men who have not the mora power to edi-
mate rightly these facts?



CHAPTER FOURTH
THE IMAGINATION

IN the preceding chapter we have discussed the
qualities of emotion as a measure of literary value.
But this discussion suggests a further question.
Granted that al writing to be properly called lit-
erature must awaken some emotion, and that in
certain kinds of literature — such as poetry — this
is the end of the writing, we ask, What are the
means to that end? How shal the poet, the
dramatist, the novelist, awaken our emotions ?

Not, it is evident, merely by talking of them.
No amount of discussion of joy or sorrow, or anger
or love, can ever make us feel those emotions.
It is true, indeed, that, now and then, readers or
hearers predisposed to certain emotions seem to
get a sort of stimulation from mere words. Glory,
honor, patriotism—the orator may sometimes arouse
a certain enthusiasm simply by the utterance of
such terms; but it is only a shalow enthusiasm,
and aready haf excited. The train, so to sy, is
aready laid in ideas, and needs only a glowing
word to fireit.

Then, too, there are certain kinds of literature,
even of poetry, that do not aim to excite emation,

117



18 PRINCIPLES OF LITERARY CRITICISM

but rather to express it. They presuppose the
feeling, and only give it becoming utterance. That,
for example, is the purpose of hymns—or ought
to be. A good hymn never appeals to the emotions
of the reader or singer; it only puts into sincere
and becoming phrase those feelings of love or rev-
erence or aspiration aready in his heart. Hence
any of the means by which the poet is accustomed
to excite our feeling are here amost sure to seem
out of place; the first note of rhetoric will spoil
any hymn. This is one reason why the range of
literary effect in devotional verse is so narrow.
But, to return to our question, when the writer
does wish to arouse emotion, how can he do it?
Not by talking about the emotion, not even by
feeling it himself; he must shoiv us the objects that
excite the emotion. It is concrete individual things
that have power upon our feelings. We do not
feel, because we do not see.  We read in the news-
paper at our morning coffee that five thousand
people perished in an earthquake in Japan yester-
day. " How frightful! " we said; but we never
turned the corners of our mouth in any red feel-
ing. We did not see the calamity. As we say
often, we did not red-ize it. We have felt more
pity for some fictitious person in a novel than for
dl these five thousand wretches swallowed alive.
It is evidently this power to see and show things
in the concrete, as if they were red, that holds the
key to our emotions. This power we cal Imagi-
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nation. It is the most essential faculty in the
equipment of the poet, dramatist, novelist; it is
necessary to every man of letters.

It is difficult to give a clear definition of im-
agination, partly because the word often seems
to be used in a vague and mysterious way, as if
there were something inexplicable in the power
it names, but principally because the same word,
Lnayination, is used to cover several mental pro-
cesses, alike but by no means the same. Ruskin,
indeed, whose discussion of the Imagination
(Modern Painters, Part IlI, § 2, Of the Imagi-
native Faculty) is most helpful and suggestive
even when it is not perfectly clear, says a the
outset of that discussion, "The essence of the Im-
aginative Faculty is utterly mysterious and inex-
plicable, and to be recognized in its effects only."
But this would seem to be true only in the sense
that the "essence" of any of our faculties is
"utterly mysterious and inexplicable." The rela
tion of any physical process, like a nerve change,
for instance, to a menta conception is absolutely
inconceivable— utterly mysterious and inexplica-
ble. But it cannot be impossible to state what
we mean by imagination, to describe the faculty
—as we must al others—in terms of its results.
When we attempt to do s0, however, we shal
find that there is more than one process to which
we gpply the common term Imagination.

| may frame in my mind a picture of an anima
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with the head of a bird and the body of a dog;
that act would probably be caled imagination,
though if | simply caled to mind the image of
a bird and of a dog, that | had seen, that would
be only visual memory. Or, if | formed in mind
the picture of a creature with the head of a man
and the body of a horse, that would be only mem-
ory, for | should be only recalling the picture of
a centaur | had seen. If a sculptor frame a men-
ta image of a figure he is to carve from a block
of marble, that is imagination. If | form a pic-
ture of a landscape, introducing hills that shut in
a valey, a river flowing through the valley, pas
tures sprinkled with cattle and bordered by trees;
if 1 have never actually seen this landscape and
if I do now seem to see it before my mind's eye,
not merely catdogue its items intellectualy, then
this process is imagination.

In such instances the elements combined by the
act of imagination are comparatively few, and are
al elements of sense perception— given by the
sense of dght. But al the more noteworthy
forms of the imagination go much further than
this. The dramatist or novelist, we say, creates
a character, a man or woman. Doubtless there
are in the character so created no elements which
have not singly, or in other combinations, come
within the observation of the author who " creates ™
the character; but this combination of them is
new. There was never such a man before; the
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dramatist has created him. And, moreover, the
creating of the character is not an intellectual
process of abstraction, synthesis, and inference.
The dramatist does not select certain qudlities,
put them together, and then infer what would
happen; that is the method of the philosopher
or jurist. The dramatist sees his man, the con-
crete individual man that he has himself created,
very much in the same way that he sees and
knows his absent neighbor. He realizes the man.
Now this process, of course, is imagination, and a
much higher form of it than that exemplified in
either of the other cases. The elements combined
are more numerous and the whole formed vastly
more complex. But in al of the cases the nature
of the process is the same, implying the abstrac-
tion of certain parts or qualities, and a sdection
and combination of them into new wholes. It is
to be noticed, however,—and here, | suspect,
what Ruskin calls the mystery of the imagination
enters, —that this process of abstraction, selection,
combination, is mostly not a conscious one. The
wholes, though they must doubtless be formed of
elements gathered in our experience, seem to
spring into existence spontaneously. The poet
does not laboriously piece together out of his
treasured experience the creatures of his imagine
tion: they come to him. The elements of which
they are made seem to unite according to some
laws of spontaneous combination not entirely
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under the control of the will. "Imagine" says
Ruskin, speaking of poets and artists, " imagine all
that any of these men had seen or heard in the
whole course of their lives, laid up accurately in
their memory as in vast storehouses, extending
with the poets even to the dlightest intonations
of syllables heard in the beginnings of their lives,
and with painters down to minute folds of drapery
and shapes of leaves or stones; and over dl this
unindexed and immeasurable mass of treasure,
the imagination brooding and wandering, but
dream-gifted so as to summon at any moment such
groups of ideas as shdl exactly fit each other."
This description is itself, as Ruskin indicates, a
piece of imagination; but it illustrates the way
in which, out of the miscellaneous and unorgan-
ized stores of experience, the shapes of poetic
imagination may spontaneously arise.

When it is seen that dl the elements of expe-
rience, of whatever kind, may thus be recombined
into new wholes, it is evident that the possibili-
ties of imaginative creation are infinite. The
actud life of every individua may expand and
multiply itself without limit in this ided ream.
In fact, the imagination does enter, to a greater or
less degree, into dmost dl our mental activity.
It is the faculty that coordinates the isolated facts
of lifQ. We are forever putting things together
in our thought, in ideal shapes; continualy won-
dering how something might have been, or how
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it may yet be. In most men's minds the resulting
conceptions are not vivid enough to make any
permanent impression on their feelings or play an
important part in their recognized inner life; but
the poet or novelist knows how to make his im-
agined world more thrilling and vivid, even to us,
than the real one.

Itisin dreams that our experience seems to be
recast in most vivid and original shapes. But
when we try, after we have waked, to recal these
creations of our dreams, we usually find that they
were in the last degree improbable or irrational.
Yet they did not seem so while we were dreaming.
For though we are often terrified and delighted
in dreams, we are never redly surprised. We
seem to have lost, for the time, al power to com-
pare things, or measure them by any rationa
standard.  Our imagination is active, but our
reason is adeep. Now the waking imagination
sometimes gives us such dreamlike results, capri-
cious, irrational, not conformed to known laws of
nature; but then we cdl it Fancy. Fancy is sane
imagination voluntarily working without check or
guidance from reason.

In dl these cases, the act of imagination seems
to be a combination; but as the process is largely
spontaneous, and as the wholes formed are new,
this mode of imagination may be cdled Creative.
We may then briefly define it thus: The Creative
Imagination spontaneously selects among the elements
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given by experience and combines them into new
wholes. Ifthis combination bearbitrary or irrational®
ikefaculty is called Fancy.

But there are other and somewhat different
processes to which we apply the same term,
Imagination. As | write these lines | see again
that tree mentioned in a previous chapter as an
example of beauty. It was bright with al the
hues of autumn then; it is bare, leafless, and gaunt
now, and its naked limbs sway restlessy against
a gray sky. 1 notice the contrast, and | can
express it literally —as | have. But a great poet
saw the same thing once, and he put it differently
— as it would never have occurred to me to put it.

" That time of year thou mayst in me behold,
When yellow leaves, or none, or few, do hang
Upon those boughs which shake against the cold, —
Bare rum'd choirs where late the sweet hirds sang."

Now what is the mental process here? Not
quite the same as that we have termed creative.
It is rather what—borrowing a term from Ruskin

! But with a different meaning. Ruskin uses the adjective
to characterize a form of imagination more nearly like what
is here called Creative. It will be seen that, though he de-
scribes three modes of imagination (" Modern Painters,” Val 1.,
Part111), hisanalysisisquite different from that given here.
That, | fear, argues presumption in me. | can only say that
while Ruskin's treatment of the imagination is more suggm-
tive than any other | know, | have never felt sure that | under-
stood the distinction he makes between the termsImagination
Penetrative and magination Contemplative.
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—we may cal Associative. The sight of the tree
and the thought of its change cdl into the mind
of the poet instantly other images that we recog.
nize as in harmony with the object seen because
producing the same emotional effects. The sight
of the tree so changed from what it was suggests
vaguely loneliness, desertion, the transiency of all
beauty; and every image that the poet's imagina-
tion associates with it heightens that effect.

" Yellow leaves, or none, or few, do han
Upon those boughs that shake against the cold.”

The very word hang is imaginative. The leaves
are not growing on the tree, as a living part of
it now, they hang— which implies their lifeless-
ness. " Those boughs that shake against the cold "
— here the chill of the sky, and the tremor of the
branches as if conscious of that chill, are used
to heighten the central emotional effect. And
finaly, the lonely silence of to-day is intensified
by throwing into contrast with it that sound
which more than anything else in nature suggests
life, joy, and freedom — the united song of birds
among the leafage of trees, —

" Bare ruiri'd choirs where late the sweet birds sang.”

Thus wonderfully can the poet heighten the emo-
tional impression of an object by caling into as
sociation with it other images that tend to produce
the same or allied emotions. This, then, is another
and very important function of the imagination.
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Notice that in this case it is an emotional im'
pulse which cals the imagination into activity.
The poet first feels the emotion suggested by the
tree, and that calls into his thought other images
which deepen the initial emotion. The fitness and
harmony of the images are insured by the fact that
they all spring from the same feeling in the poet.
Indeed, in this particular case, it was not the tree
that suggested the original emotion to the poet, but
the emotion that suggested the tree, —

"Tliat time of year thou mayst in me behold.”

It is the regret at the conscious approach of age,
the loss of youthful vigor and passion, — that most
pathetic because most inevitable of misfortunes, —
which the poet feels, and this instantly calls up
such objects as seem to embody the same feeling.
But whether the initial emotion be excited by
some outward object, or, as is oftener the case, by
some inner experience, emotion is always at the
bottom of this exercise of imagination, and insures
the harmony of the images associated.

When the poet associates images that do not
spring from a common ground of emotion, but are
related only by accidental or external similarities,
that, again, is an exercise of fancy rather than of
imagination. Sometimes, in a person of not very
quick sense of beauty and of intellectud rather
than emotional temperament, this exercise of fancy
gives us a profusion of those emotionaly inapt
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similes and metaphors which the rhetorician cdls
" conceits” The so-cdled " Metaphysical Poets™”
a the beginning of the seventeenth century will
furnish us with an abundance of examples. Thus
Dr. Donne, thinking of death as the separation of
the soul from the body, compares it to the firing off
of agun, the unbinding of a pack, the mending of
a clock, the hatching of an egg. On the other
hand, in a person of quick sense of beauty and just
feeling, this exercise of fancy, though aways in-
ferior in effect on the emotions to the imagina
tion, may be very pleasing and graceful; as when
Wordsworth, in twenty lines, calls the daisy a nun,
a maiden, a queen, a beggar, a star — and might
have called it a score of other things as vagrant
similes occurred to him in amood of reverie.

We may, then, describe this mode of the imagi-
nation by saying that, — The Associative Imagina-
tion associateswith an object, idea, or emotionimages
emotionally akin. If such association be not based
on emotional kinship, the process must be called
Fancy.

The last stanza of Wordsworth's poem on the
daisy, just referred to, will afford an example of a
third form of the imagination.

" Sweet flower! For by that name at la,
When al my reveries are past,
| cdl thee, and to that hold fast.
Swest, silent creature,
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That breath'st with me in sun and air

Do thou, as thou art wont, repair

My heart with gladness, and ashare
Of thy meek nature."

Here the fancy has changed to imagination, but a
somewhat different mode of imagination from that
seen in either of the previous cases. There is now
no creation of new wholes, no calling in of other
images of like emotional effect; the lines render
directly the real significance of the thing to our
emotions. The daisy is not compared to anything
ese it is not like this, that, or the other thing, that
the fancy may put beside it; it is a "sweet silent
creature”; it can share with us its "own meek
nature” Now when the poet thus sees the red
character of athing, and, so to spesk, describes it
by its spiritual effects, that aso we cal imagina
tion. So considered, the imagination is not so
much, as in the previous cases, a process of crea
tion or of association, but rather a process of inter-
pretation. It now seems to be primarily aform of
insight or intuition, and can be most accurately
described as the perception of spiritual values.
And a moment's reflection will show us that this
perception of spiritual values is dl that gives Sg-
nificance to most of our sensational experiences, and
that without it life would hardly be worth the liv-
ing. You gaze upon a beautiful landscape spread
before you; you look around and above you in
the silence of a midsuminer night5 you stand by
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die seashore and watch its eterna monotonous
restlessness— what do you see? Nothing but cer-
tain colors. The dog that stands beside you — ex-
cept for the different visua angle of his eyes and
the fact that they are two feet above the ground
instead of Sx— sees, it is probable, precisely the
same things that you do; he has, at al events, the
same visua mechanism. But it is not, in gtrict’
ness, what you see that moves you, elevates you,
and if you can tell it, moves and elevates others.
Nor will you come any nearer to finding out what
it is that moves you by analyzing what you call
the object of sight into its elements.  That will give
you only certain amounts of rock, water, vegetation,
or, if you carry your analysis further, objectively,
certain amounts of chemical elements combined
%0 and so; or, if subjectively, certain sensations in
such and such an order. That kind of process will
never explain the power of what you see. Quartz
cannot generate quietude of soul, nor H,0 bring
calm upon the mind. The object as awhole, as a
concrete thing, moves you by a power not revealed
by any anaysis, by a power which cannot be con-
ceved as other than a spiritual power. Now it
would not be accurate to say that the mere emotion
which such an object, a landscape, for example, can
give is imagination, “though susceptibility to such
emotion in any high degree usualy implies imagi-
nation dso. Imagination enters as soon as there
is any perception of the spiritud significance and
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yalue which is the real cause of the emotion. But
when the mind tries to express this perception, to
show as well as see, then it finds a once that
imagination in a more complete form is necessary.
For it must now see, not in vague, half-conscious
way, but clearly and definitely, those qualities of
the object in which its real meaning and power
reside, and must render the object by those quali-
ties. Thus Wordsworth calls the daisy a " sweet
silent creature.” Why silent? Of course the daisy
is silent; but sois a rose, 0, for that matter, is a
cabbage— vegetables generally are. But that epi-
thet applied to the rose would be manifestly inapt.
It is appropriate here because it is subtly expres-
sive of that demure modesty which the imagina-
tion at once fixes upon as the spiritual essence of
the flower. This form of imagination, then, we
may cal Interpretative. It differs from the pre-
vious form that we have called associative, simply
in that instead of rendering the emational effect of
an object by images of other things emotionally
akin, it renders the object by qualities or parts
of it that suggest the whole in its spiritua rela
tions. To use Wordsworth's phrasg, it " sees into
the life of things"; it reveals their rea nature,
their deepest value. It may be formally described
thus: The Inter pretative imagination perceives spirit-
ual value or significance, and renders objects bypre
senting those parts or qualities in which this spiritual
valueresides.
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It is this third form of imagination that is of
gpecial service in any attempt to express the charm
of externa nature. Detailed description is aways
a weariness in poetry —or anywhere else; prin-
cipaly because it does not make us see anything.
We are given a great number of details one after
another, but we cannot put them together and
make the picture. It is hopeless to try to do that.
Not even painting can give us any exact transcript
of what we see when we look upon a landscape, and
itisidle for literature to attempt it. In fact, we
do not ourselves remember all the details of aland-
scape often before our eyes, in the same full, syn-
chronous way that we see them. Different persons
doubtless differ very much in the fulness as well
as the vividness of their visual memory. Recent
psychological study shows curious results of that
kind; but any one who will form in memory a
picture of any scene, however familiar, will find
that his picture consists of a few vivid features and
of a background dim and hazy, refusing to take
definite form. But if it be thus impossible men-
tally to reproduce in much detail a landscape that
we know very well, obvioudy it is quite impossible
to frame one we have never seen, smply by put-
ting together detailed items of description. And
even if it were possible, the poet would not care to
have us do it; because, as has been said, the emo-
tiona effect of the landscape does not, in strictness,
proceed from the details we see, but from the spir-
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itua or imaginative influence of the whole. The
poet, therefore, will seek to interpret rather than
to describe.  Perceiving in what particulars the
spiritual power of the scene resides, he will care
only for these. He knows that the part is better
than the whole. The difference between an unim-
aginative treatment of nature and an imaginative
treatment often seems to lie principally in the fact
that the one writer tries to describe al he sees,
while the other renders in afew epithets or images
what he feels. Wordsworth—who, though rather
given to writing philosophy when he should have
been writing poetry, has said some things in which
philosophy and poetry are beautifully wedded —
used to affirm that the mere seeing, the acute,
eager vison, was sometimes a hindrance to the
imagination.
" | gpesk in recollection of atime
When the bodily eye, in every stage of life
The most despotic of our senses, gained

Such strength in me as often held my mind
In absolute dominion.”

"1 roamed from hill to hill, from rock to rock,
Still craving combinations of new forms,
New pleasures, wider empire for the sight,
Proud of her own enjoyments, and rejoiced
To lay the inner faculties asleep."”

Such a verdict is doubtless specialy characteristic
of a brooding poet, like Wordsworth, interested in
anything which could start a train of reflection in
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his mind; but most men have realized what he
means by the tyranny of the eye. It is matter
of familiar experience that beautiful things often
seem even more beautiful in memory than they did
in vision, and seem at least to derive a certain
added charm from the very fact that we do not
see them before the mind's eye as we did with the
bodily eyo. It is not that we see them less viv-
idly, for the greater the vividness of imagination or
memory the greater our pleasure; but what may
be called the incompleteness of imaginative vision
does unquestionably add to its charm. We have
dropped out of our picture al irrelevant or un-
pleasing details, our attention is concentrated
upon those few features that gave us the power-
ful and characteristic impression, and dl the rest
are lost in adim and hazy background. The whole
picture is thus toned into harmony with its pre-
vailing sentiment. It is idealized. That is what
imagination does for us dl in our memory of what
we have seen. We can see the process beginning
even during the act of vison. We know that
while we are looking at anything that charms us,
the imagination is idedlizing it, vaguely fegling its
meanings, suggesting analogies, caling up other
images akin. And we do not see the object in
al its details the more clearly the longer we look at
it; indeed, we probably see it less fully while the
vision is thus passing into feeling. The imagination
is sdecting those details in which the emotional
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value of the picture resides, and which are to be the
permanent possession of our memory.

It will be noticed that to idealize a thing is not
to falsify it; it is rather to give avivid impression
of what is most true and essential in the thing.
We are to remember that the ideal is never properly
contrasted with the true, or even with the real, but
with the actual.

Abundant examples of this mode of treating
nature may be found in the work of any genuine
poet; yet it may be worth while to cite severa
here. The first is from Matthew Arnold's poem,
Dover Beach.

" The seais cam to-night,
Thetideisfull, the moon liesfair
Upon the straits; — on the French coast the light
Gleamsand isgone: the cliffsof England stand,
Glimmering and vagt, out in the tranquil bay.
Come to the window, sweet isthe night-air |
Only, from the long line of spray
When the sea meets the moon-blanch'd land,
Listen 1 you hear the grating roar
Of pebbleswhich the waves draw back, and fling,
At their return, up the high strand,
Begin, and cease, and then again begin,
With tremulous cadence dow, and bring
The eterna note of sadness in™

This, we say, is vivid description; yet no two of
us, should we try to reproduce the picture the
poet has made in our mind, would paint it aike.
His lines bring to our imagination with thrilling
redlity only those details in which the emotiond
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power of the scene resides— the hush of the moon-
light, and the long, dreary throb of the sea. Usu-
aly the more intense the emotional impression of
a scene, the more sure it is to be concentrated in
very few images and not dissipated in a multitude
of descriptive details. Notice the startling effect of
the image in this familiar passage from Coleridge's
Christabel:—

" They passed the hall, that echoes till,
Pass aslightly as you will!
Thebrands wereflat, the brands were dying.
In their own white ashes lying ;
But when the lady passed there came
A tongue of light, afit of flame;
And Christabel saw the lady's eye,
And nothing else saw she thereby
Save the boss of the shield of Sir Leoline tall,
Which hung in a murky old nichein the wall.
* O softly tread,' said Christabel,
» My father seldom deepeth well."

But it is not merely, perhaps it is not most strik-
ingly, in extended passages like these that this
imaginative treatment of nature is illustrated. In
a single line, sometimes in a single epithet, the
poet can flash upon our imagination a picture that
shal seem filled with passionate emotion. Com-
pare with the picture of the melancholy sea in the
passage from Arnold quoted above, a ill more
wonderful line from another of his poems: —

“Theunplumbed, sdit, estranging sea! "
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One of Burns's songs ends with this image of d-
most painful beauty, —

' The wan moon is setting behind the white wave,
And time is betting with me, oh ! "

In Browning's Ring and the Book, Pompilia, tell
ing of one of the momentary pauses of safety in
her terrified flight with Caponsacchi, says, —

" We stepped into ahovel to get food —
All outside was lone field, moon, and such peace!"

Such instances may show how the poet rather in-
terprets nature than describes it. It is not what
he sees but what he feels, that he wishes to
render; but he must render that by showing us
some part or aspect of what he sees.

These considerations, by the way, may indicate
why no great imaginative writer's works ever can
be illustrated.  To attempt to illustrate them is an
offence; to buy illustrated editions of poetry is a
stupidity. For the pictures inevitably force into
prominence irrelevant details that dim or put out
the poet's conception.

What the poet feels in the presence of nature
will depend, of course, in great part upon his own
temperament and mood. It is, indeed, true that
most objects have what may be caled a natural ex-
pression, a certain impression that they are intrin-
gcaly fitted to leave on al healthy minds. And
perhaps that is the most satisfactory poetry of na-
ture which, seems to render this impression faith-
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fully, to show us things just as they are without
any coloring from the poet's mind. It is the high
praise of Wordsworth that he ailmost always does
this. Yet it is undeniable that the world is col-
ored by our moods. The same thing has one mean-
ing for me to-day and quite another when my
temper shal have changed to-morrow. Romeo
finds balm and beauty in the air of Juliet's garden
under the blessed moon that silvers all the fruit-
tree tops;, but Mercutio only fears that he may
take cold. A high reach of imagination often ap-
pears in the expression of this " pathetic fallacy,”
as Eluskin terms it—in letting us see nature
through the eyes of the poet, or through the eyes
of the men and women he has created. Take an
example from the most dramatic of modern poets,
Browning. The Arab physician, Karshish, has
met the risen Lazarus, and the meeting has filled
him with vague, undefined wonder, which he
vainly tries to explain away; and everything he
says while under this spell is colored by this sense
of mystery.
"Imethimthus—

| crossed aridge of short, sharp, broken hills

Like an old lion's cheek teeth. Out there came

A moon made like aface, with certain spots

Multiform, manifold, and menacing:

Then awind rose behind me.  So we met

In this old, deepy town at unaware,
This man and 1."

Here is another picture, beautiful in itself, but
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many times more beautiful because it subtly ex-
presses the fading hope, the nerveless dejection of
the speaker. It is from that most pathetic of
poems, Browning's Andrea del Sarto.

" | often am much wearier than you think,
This evening more than usual, and it seems
As if — forgive now — should you let me st
Here by the window with your hand in mine
And look a half-hour forth on Fiesole,

Both of one mind, as married people use,
Quietly, quietly, the evening through,

| might get up to-morrow to my work
Cheerful and fresh as ever. Let ustry.

A common greyness silvers everything, —

All in atwilight, you and | dike

—You, a the point of your first pride in me
(That's gone, you know), — but |, at every point;
My youth, my hope, my art, being al toned down
To yonder sober, pleasant Fiesole.

There's the bell clinking from the chapel-top;
That length of convent-wall across the way
Holds the trees safer, huddlied more inside ;

The last monk |eaves the garden ; days decrease,
And autumn grows, autumn in everything.

Eh ? the whole seems to fall into a shape

Asif | saw dike my work and sdf

And dl that | was born to be and do,

A twilight piece"

Of course the great master of this effect, as of
al others that belong especialy to the dramatic
at, is Shakspere. All his references to nature
are of this sort. Examples are too numerous for
Specification, but for two we may mention the
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last words of Antony to Eros,* whichwe can hardly
read without a choking sense of sorrowful doom,
and, as a contrasted picture, sweet Perditas
flower garden® as she and Florizel see it, youth
and love and archness blooming in every flower.

It is thus that imagination interprets the little
that we may see into the vast infinite we may fedl,
and so transfigures the world. Our examples
have been of the imaginative treatment of external
nature, because it is easy to find such examples
within brief compass. But human character, red
or imagined, is interpreted in the same way.
When the novelist forgets that, and begins to
analyze laborioudly his characters instead of show-
ing them to us in their essential words and deeds,
then he forgets his art, and we forget to read him.

Although for the sake of clearness it iswell to
distinguish these three forms of imagination, it
must not be supposed that in the actual exercise
of the faculty the three forms can aways be
clearly discriminated. On the contrary, they shade
into one another insensibly, and any extended or
impressive exercise of imagination is likely to
show dl three.

Of dl our faculties, the imagination is perhaps
the most universally useful in literature. All
writing that is properly to be cdled literature
needs it, and the higher the order of literature

"Antony and Cleopatra," Act IV., . 14
"Winter'sTde" ActlV,, . 4.
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the greater the demand upon the imagination.
In the case of the more typicd and aesthetic
forms, poetry and fiction, this is so obvious as to
need no discusson. But a moment's reflection
will show us that the imagination is no less neces-
sary in the more sober and pedestrian varieties of
literature. In history, for example. The histo-
rian needs imagination, first, to secure the truth
of his work. He must see his men and women
if he would judge them rightly. It is his task
not merely to arrange and chronicle facts, but
rather, from scattered memoranda, from fragmen-
tary and often conflicting records, to recreate the
men and women of the past as they were, redl,
living persons whose motives shdl be clear to
us. He must do more than that. He must set
these persons in their proper environment of
circumstance, and he must, further, recreate for
us that complex, indefinable something we call
the spirit of an age—its characteristic feelings,
preferences, modes of judgment. A man unable
to realize himself or convey to others the vast
difference in temper between the Elizabethan age
and the age of Anne would be manifestly incapa-
ble of writing a history of ether, or a life of
any representative man in either. It is only the
imagination that can thus recreate the persons or
the spirit of the past, and so put usin their pres-
ence that we may judge them fairly. To garner
and arrange facts, to take voluminous testimony
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and draw careful inferences from it, this is not to
write history. It is only when we are made to see
the past as if it were the present that we can under-
stand it. Doubtless the imagination may mislead
the historian.  If he has a preconceived ideal of his
subject, the imagination may subtly warp or color
his facts to fit that ideal. Some brilliant histo-
rians, the late Mr. Froude, for example, have been
chargeable with this fault. Or, a vivid imagina
tion may exaggerate the picturesque phases of
history, its striking or dramatic moments, to the
neglect of its more dull-colored but more impor-
tant socid and politica truths; so that what
should be a history turns out something more like
an epic. That is unquestionably a just criticism
upon Carlyle's French Revolution. The true his-
torian needs to combine with imagination industry
to gather his facts, and trained practica judg-
ment to check his imagination, correct his pre-
possessions, and bring his facts to the test of a
grictly scientific method.  But the facts with
which the historian has to ded are mostly moral
facts, facts of life and character; it is therefore,
only when they are verified and redized by the
imagination that they can be truly estimated.

And if the historian needs imagination to in-
sure the truth of his work, he needs it till more to
give that work interest and lasting literary value.
Much historical writing is removed only a little
way from chronicle, records, or other raw mate-
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rid of history. It is this raw materia only haf
worked up. As such, it undoubtedly has great
'value for the historical student; but it has dight
clam to be called literature. On the other hand,
the great historians whose work has recognized
and permanent literary value have aways known
how to present their story vividly before our imagi-
nation and thus give to it the movement and charm
of redl life.

This need of the imagination may be easily seen
in al other forms of prose composition not strictly
scientific in character. The critic, for example,
if he aspire to be a man of letters, must have
something more than abody of sound critical prin-
ciples and good judgment in their application.
His work, too, must meet the ever present require-
ment of literature—it must touch the emotions;
and to do this, the writer must have imagination.
His imagination will usualy show itself, first, by
realizing the personality and surroundings of the
author criticised, and, secondly, by a constant play
of illustration, analogy, example. The first use of
his imagination will insure that his criticism be
sympathetic; the second, that it be illuminating.
In genera, on any and all subjects, what is caled
in this chapter the Associative Imagination is the
surest guarantee of abrilliant and suggestive syle.
The man who adways sees his principles incor-
porate themselves instantly in concrete facts can
hardly be a dull writer. It is true, indeed, that
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imagination does not always imply a correspond-
ing power of expression: | may have an object
vividly present to my own imagination without
being able to show it to my neighbor. Yet it is
aways easer to convey a concrete image than an
abstract or general conception; and the probability
of effective speech is therefore increased when the
mind naturally embodies its thought in imagina-
tive forms and clothes truth in circumstance.

In this discussion we are concerned principaly
with the imagination as it is used in literature to
excite emotion; but we may notice, in closing
this chapter, that the imagination is a neces
sary faculty in the acquisition of al our knowl-
edge. Our earliest knowledge, of course, is of
concrete objects of sense; when we learn later,
by reading or any other means, of similar objects
that we have not seen, we at once frame images
more or less distinct of these objects. To under-
stand the words composing the greater part of our
substantive vocabulary is to form images of the
things they name, images which, though often
vague or incomplete, are not incorrect. Learning
thus becomes, to a consderable degree, an exercise
of the imagination. The mental growth of children
depends far more than is often supposed upon their
power and habit of imaging words and so redliz-
ing their knowledge as they get ii;; and in later
years most of our reading is of little value unless
it is interpreted by a congtant exercise of the
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imagination. What is cdled the scientific im-
agindtion is a amilar exercise of the faculty. To
amind habitually intent upon the relation of cause
and effect, any given thing or state of things natu-
rally suggests some second thing or state of things
of which the first is cause or effect. This is not
reasoning; the reasoning comes afterward, to prove
the validity of the suggestion. The suggestion is
usually an act of spontaneous imagination, a rapid
vision of posshilities. The essentid difference
between this scientific or practical imagination and
the literary imagination is that in the case of the
former, the act of imagination is the result of an
intellectual impulse; in the latter, it is the result
of emotion. Iri both cases, if the faculty exercised
be imagination rather than fancy, the mind is striv-
ing to get clearer vision of the thing asiit is, of the
truth of it; but in the one case the property or
phase of the thing sought is that which is of inter-
est to the intellect, and the other that which is of
interest to the emotions. For let it aways be
remembered that one of these phases is as much
true and real as the other; the beauty and the
modesty of the daisy are as certainly the truth as
its botanical structure or the way in whicb \t feeds
on nitrogen.

Since the imagination when used in literature is
adways associated with emotions, it follows that
any high degree of imagination generally implies
a corresponding development of the emotional
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nature. Powerful or wide-reaching imagination is
never found in connection with acold, thin, acrid,
emotional temperament. Indeed, the imagination
and the emotions seem usually to be developed in
closest correspondence, any weakness or irregu-
larity in the one finding its parallel in the other.
Thus, if the emotional nature be somehow flawed,
tending to extravagance and sentimentality, the
imagination tends to run into fancy and to lose its
basis in truth. The work of Shelley and of Keats
would illustrate this in various ways'. On the
other hand, the men of supreme imaginative
power, a Shakspere or a Dante, are dways men
whose emotions are deep and strong, but sane and
well controlled.
L



CHAPTER FIFTH
THE INTELLECTUAL ELEMENT IN LITERATURE

IN this chapter we have to consider the intel-
lectual element in literature; that is, the fact,
thought, or truth which must serve as the basis of
al intelligent writing. In some forms of writing,
which yet are to be caled literature, this element,
as we have seen, forms the purpose of the book,
the end for which it is written. This is the casg,
for example, with books of history and cr|t|_C|sm
which am prlmarlly at giving, -ﬁdtmbleasjre but
fact and truth. And athough even here, as has
been shown in a previous chapter, it is sill the
power to stir the emotions which gives to the book
literary quality, yet we should not estimate the
book primarily by that power. We measure the
worth of such a book — at al events if we are not
narrowly aesthetic in our judgment— primarily by
the information it gives us. But just on this
account, literary criticism has less to say with
reference to the intellectual element in this class
of books than in any other; and what it has to say
is largely so obvious as hardly to need statement.
The requirement upon the intellectual element in
such a book is smple, —it must be copious, accu-

140
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rate, clear. We wish that the book should tell us
as much fact or truth as possible; that it should
tell it correctly ; and that it should tell it with such
perspicuity and method as to be easily understood.
But it is evident that as to the first two of these
requisites, amount and accuracy, there is little
room for critical discussion. Other related sub-
sidiary sciences may indeed be helpful here both
to the author and the critic. Thus, for example, it
may be quite possible to lay down some laws of
historical evidence, some rules for the gathering
and sifting of testimony which shall be of great
value to the historian in securing the accuracy of
his work, and to the critic in estimating that ac-
curacy. But though such special rules might be
of service to the literary critic, as any thorough
knowledge of the field covered by the book he
criticises would certainly be, yet it can hardly be
the duty of literary criticism to formulate them.
And the discussion of ways and means by which
the third requisite, clearness, may be secured be-
longs in the field of Rhetoric. To lay down laws
of narration and exposition, rules for the effective
disposition of arguments, to suggest ways by which
acomplicated mass of facts may be marshalled in
orderly manner, or various streams of events com-
bined in a methodical yet flowing story—in a
word, dl detailed discussion of the mechanics of
dyle seems rather the task of the rhetorician than
of the literary critic who estimates the completed
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product by its effects; and in so far as it belongs
to Literary Criticism at al, it may more properly
be considered under the head of Form, in the next
chapter.

In general, we may say of books of this kind, in
which the intellectual element is of first impor-
tance, that their literary rank will depend upon the
ability of the writer to combine amount, accuracy,
and clearness of information with emotional inter-
est. Men vary greatly, of course, in this ability.
Yet th