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NOTE TO
SECOND AND THIRD EDITIONS

IN the later editions of this book, beyond cor-
recting a few misprints and slips of the pen, I
have not altered the text. I have added a few
footnotes and appendices intended, with one
exception (Appendix A), to elucidate my meaning
or to meet criticisms for which 1 am greatly
indebted both to friends and strangers.
E. T.C

OXFORD, I94y
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THE TIIEORY OF BEAUTY

THE SUBJECT-MATTER OF ASTHETICS

§ 1. The impulse to theorise.  §2. In what sense 1t can
be satisfied. § 3. Pecubanties of the task. §4. Common
meaning of the term beauty. §5. It 15 distinct from use,
goodness and ftruth. §6. It 15 not neccessanly joined or
opposed to any of these.  § 7. I[t1s distinct from pleasantness.
§ 8. Lor our rccognition of 1t claims to be vahid for others.
§9. Comparison of beauty to a dream. §10. The Play
theory. §11. The sense of beauty umversal,  § 12. Beauty
not an ambiguous term, though beauties are different.
§ 13. Is beauty a natural quality 7 § 14. To deny this does
not make 1t delusive, worthless or arbitrary. § 15. Have all
beauties equal value ?  § 16, Ther value depends not on the
nature of the objects. §17. But on the purnity of the
activity. , o .

\A,st \"'"\/”" X_\y IR TR 2P r)k

§ 1. Civilised man does not long remain content
with the mere facts either of the natural world
or of his own conscious life.  On the one hand the
natural sciences, and on the other the theories
of conduct, religion and art, spring from a
necessity to understand or theorise events and
activities as well as to enjoy or pursue them-
For though material advantage is sometimes the
object of physical science, and has sometimes

1%



2 THE THEORY OF BEAUTY

been a result of mathematics, both these are
often disinterested, and metaphysics have never
been suspected of any other character.

§ 2. Man then has seldom been long contented
to create or perceive beauty without attemptmg
also To understand what he was doing ; some-
times with a vague intention of thus furthering
these activities themselves, but sometimes, also,
from a purcly theoretic impulse.  The object of
his investigation in this field plainly must be
to understand what beauty is; to discover what
the common quality or rclation to ourselves may
be in all those things which we call beautiful.
Nor nced this be a search for that philosopher’s
stone by which minds of a certain cast are
always seeking to transform duty into pleasure,
beauty into moral instruction, cverything into
that which it is not. There is an cxplanation
which is not explaining away ;! or even if it be
held that the sthetic philosopher can only
attain the ncgative result of destroying such
false reductions of beauty, it must yet be ad-
mitted by all who undertake or countenance his
task, that at the end of the process we shall
know Dbetter what beauty is than at the be-
ginning.

It would then be an absurdity to begin with

“«

v Cf, Wallace, Pyolegomena to Hegel’s Logic, p. 341. Dut
if they cannot be explained by bemng 1educed to multiples
of some one basis, they can be comprehended in the respective
implication and explication they exhibit with their co-realities,

. they can beidentified



SUBJECT-MATTER OF .ESTHETICS 3

a definition of beauty. To attain that is the
object of our inquiry ; and even in its proper
place the definition would owe any wvalue it
possessed to the process by which it had been
produced. Pater remarks?! that the value of
asthetic philosophy ““ has most often been in the
suggestive and penctrating things said by the
way. Such discussions help us very little to
enjoy what has been well done in art or poetry.”
But this may be taken less as a stricture upon
the study than as a true suggestion of its nature.
Philosophical reflection upon our activitics pro-
poses neither an improvement of them nor a
final formula which will save us from exercising
them. It proposes simply to think about those
activities, and the process of thinking is the
valuableresult.  Alsthetics are for wsthetics’ sake.2

All that can be done at the outset is to indicate
those kinds of experience which are to be con-
sidered in the attempt to understand beauty.
We must avoid here the definitions of philosophers,
still more of unphilosophical theorisers, if our
inquiry is to be candid; while, if it is to be
valuable, we must beware of any arbitrary and
prejudiced circumscription of the field to be
surveyed.  Starting from an agreement on those
kinds of things which most plain men would call

1 The Renaissance, Preface.

2 Ci. Chap. [I. Burke hoped that * One might come to
discuss matters of taste with as much certainty as those
which scem more immediately within the sphere of reason ™
On the Sublime and Beautiful, Int.).



4 THE THEORY OF BEAUTY

beautiful, we endeavour to understand what this
beauty is.

§ 3. Our preliminary difficulty would scem to
be greater than that of logic and less than that
of the philosophy of religion. TFor on the one
hand all men argue, and they ditfer com-
paratively little, upon consideration, in their
estimate of an argument. On the other hand
though no one can deny the existence of religion,
it is possible to deny its right to exist, and to
relegate its philosophy to some subsection of
the philosophy of ecrror. No one, probably,
maintains that beauty is a mischievous illusion ;
but the extreme variety of men’s wsthetic
judgments is an obstacle to induction, and has
caused some scepticism as to the possibility of
asthetics.

This is a difficulty shared by ethics; but in
another respect the philosophies of beauty and
religion seem at a peculiar disadvantage. Though
cthics have suffered from the moral obtuseness
of moralists and logic from the obtuseness of
logicians, yet to write on morals or on logic is a
kind of activity and a kind of thinking, so that
some cxpericnce of the activity described must
be present ; but men may write on beauty or
religion with little special experience of either.
No one who can express himself is altogether
without @sthetic faculties, yet these are not at
all likely to be developed in proportion to the
reflective abilities ; so that artists and philo-
sophers have alike produced mediocre theories
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of beauty, through failure either in their data
or their analysis. Much remains to be attempted
by the less dogmatic mecthod of comparing,
analysing and bringing into harmony the theorics
of those who have been most sensitive to beauty
or have exercised the finest intellects in reflection
upon its nature.!

§ 4. In calling things beautiful the plain man—
the man, that is to say, who has no thcory to
support—certainly means something other than if
he had called them useful, comfortable or good.
There may indeed be cases on the border line,
for instance, of the comfortable and the beautiful,
like a restful colour ; or of the beautiful and the
good, like a heroic act. These correspond to
an ambiguity in words like ‘agrecable’ and
‘ pleasant,” which may be used both of scenery and
of an easy-chair, and in words like ‘noble’ or
‘heroic.”  Apart from that and from slang or
metaphor the essential meaning of the word is
clear. What is distinctively beautiful need
not by any mcans be distinctively useful, com-
fortable or morally good. It will Lcrtmnly be
in 1ts own way pleasant, as will, in its way,
whatever is useful, comfortable or good; but
what is pleasant certainly need not be bmutlful

§5. It is not nccessary to labour the dis-
tinction between beauty and uscfulness ; one 13
valued for its own sake, the other—in itself
perhaps disagrecable—is valued for its results.
And it is equally obvious that the term ‘ truth’ in

' Croce, Breviario div Lsictica, pp. 15, 16.
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TP RS B A .
its ordmary and scientific sense is applicable to
the beauty ncither of nature nor of fiction. Nor
is the unsophisticated mind much more inclined
to confuse beauty with goodness, in the narrow
sense of moral goodness, than with what is uscful
or pleasant. Such superficial formulas as that
beauty is the good apparent to scnse, or per-
fection obscurely apprehended, have no doubt
penetrated to the Jowest stratum of intelligence
and coloured the supposed candour of its con-
fessions ; just as in the last age did the com-
plementary untruths then in vogue, as that
beauty is the useful which is also pleasant.  But
neither  of these identifications is  supported
cither by the experience of the plain man—of
cach of us, that is, when he is unreflectively
enjoying beauty—or by the test of criticism,
Into natural beanty it is hard to say how the
moral clement could enter at all. Works of
art cannot be approved by the good intentions
of the artist, by the moral improvement they
effect in us, or by the moral worth of the character
delincated.  Beauty makes its appeal to us for
its own sake at least as immediately as knowledge
or moral goodness, and whatever in the Jast
analysis may be the connection of these three,
they are so far independent that no amount of
one would cver quite replace the loss of any
other.  Strictly speaking, perhaps, such a con-
flict cannot arise, for, as we shall see, the ex-
perience of beauty either is a kind of truth,
namely, true expression of feeling, or, if truth be

o
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Podmeny 7 BY- . .
taken i the historical and philosophic sense,
then beauty is incapable of cither truth or
falschood but reigns in its own sublunary sphere
inviolable. I the experience of beauty be a
thing of wortl, it is one of the things which it is
moral to cultivate, one of the good things without
which morality would lack employment ; and,
once more, if it be a form of truth, it is not only
involved by but presupposed in moralify, not
only onc of those things in whose seeking morality
subsists, but actually the clear and adequate
intuition of feehings which 1s a4 necessary condi-
tion of right conduct. But without here further
discussing these alternatives it mav be admitted
that in a finite life, which must always be a life
of compromise, there may arise a confhict between
the pursuit of beauty and, say, the pursuit of
truth, or any other object of moral cffort.  But
this should be no more disconcerting to us than
the admitted fact that no man can be learned in
all the good kinds of learning.

§ 6. It is often assumed that artists must be
delightful and desirable people ; often, with the
natural antithesis, that they must be entirely
selfish and impossible. The tiuth secems to be
that from musical, pictorial or poctic imagina-
tion to good or bad conduct, manners and
mathematics there is no inference  possible.
Great artistic impressibility shows great impres-
sibility, that is to say great potentialitics cven
in the practical sphere, but also a distract-
ing intercst. Popular and espcecially theatrical
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success encourages vanity, but it is as often
enjoycd by bad as by good artists, and more
often by rhetoricians than by poets.

§ 7. It is more difficuit, without advancing
beyond the stage of ordinary uncritical thought,
to distinguish beauty from those other qualities
which arc also pleasant and are somctimes
called “ merely pleasant ' or ‘ sensuously agree-
able,” of which ‘comfortable’ has been taken
as a type. The attempt has often been made
to rest the distinction on the sense organs em-
ployed ; on the ground that wsthetic impressions
come through the cye, car and perhaps nose,
only. DBut this differentiation is not only ex-
ternal and arbitrary, which at this stage of our
thinking might be forgiven it, but sophisticated
and disingenuous. It would admit as beautiful
the pleasant sound of a humming bee, perhaps
cven of the churceh or dinner bell, if undisturbed
by the desire to attend church or dinner, be-
cause these come to us through the ear like a
symphony or a tragedy, but would exclude the
fresh feeling of the morning air, and a blind man’s
enjoyment of a statue or the spring.t

There is more truth in the common_negative
description that bmuty is what pleases apart
from desire. But this nceds considerable quali-
fication and explanation. Lh_ose to whom beauty
means most do in fact desire it, though only for

' Ct o Melen Keller, T he Story of my Life, pp. 292, 352, 35,
127. And Milton, Paradise Lost, 1. 156-66; Samson

Agonistes, 7-11. This distinction was already refuted by
Plato, 11ippas Major
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purposcs of contemplation, just as they desire
food though only for cating ; and both appetites
may, by starvation, become cravings. What is
meant would probably be better oxprc%%vd by
saying that beauty is what pleases in the mere
contemplation.!  Tlis would probably cover
some things not usually or properly thought
beautiful, and it certainly throws little light
upon the nature of beauty; but as a rough
description it might serve.

§8. A more essential differentiation is found
in the statement, not I think contradicted by the
unsophisticated mind, that judgments of taste
claim to be valid for all men, winle judgments on
what is agrecable are purely subjective.

No doubt there is more genuine de facto agree-
ment in the preference of strawberries to sloes
than in that of Rembrandt to Sassoferrato ;
but on tastes merely physical there is no dis-
puting, while about beauty we dispute enough.
A man is rather to be congratulated upon his
preference for common food, and 1s in no degree
blamed either for eccentricity or for indifference ;
while his really vulgar taste in poctry and
humour, or his complete insensibility to natural
beauty, has a depressing and almost embittering
cffect upon us scarcely equalled by that of moral
weakness, certainly greater than that of intellectual
inferiority.  That we naturally assume a right
and wrong in taste, as in conduct and opinion,

LThis 1s the defimtion of lhomas Aquinas: “1d cujus

ipsa apprehensio placet” (Swnuna, ti 2@, quast 27,
art. 1)
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is shown by the pains we take to cducate it in
ourselves or others; and the development so
effected is not mere habituation or change of
which no account can be given. A man at one
time of his life prefers sweets and at another
savourics with no more to be said about it, but
in advancing from Moore to Shelley he, in a
sense, understands the change ; he knows in
what wav he is better than he was, and vet can
replace himself at the old point of view and find
1t certain elements of “ truth.’

§ 9. Itisthe quality of universal validity, which
in particular prevents the common consciousness
from confounding beauty with a species of pleas-
ant e‘(p( rience not necessarily connected with de-
sire-—artificial paradises ” whether spontancously
imagined or produced by intoxication, opium
and other more or less abnormal agencies.  The
most delightful dream mayv be nonsensical, or it
may be in one way or another true.  Nonsense
cannot be beautiful, however hypnotic, however
engrossing ; and this not merely because beauty
comes to us candidly as appearance without
claims to historical reference, but rather because
it does elaim that its recognition is universally
valid for humanity, that is to say is in a sense
“Arue,” while in sleep © cach man goes apart into
a world of his own.” A drecam may be beautiful,
we nay recognise both asleep and awake the
beauty of a drcam landscape; but when we
fancy that our nonsense-verses are heautiful,
as manv people do in dreams, in intoxication or
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under anastheties, that does  not mahke them
so.  We have not expressed ourselves but only
dreamed that we did so, and the dream was
merely pleasant. Asleep, as sometimes awake, we
flatter ourselves ; but in appreciation and above:
all m creation we aspire to the achievement of
a spiritual reality, so that a thing of beauty is a
jov, not while the fit lasts, but for ever.

But since this language has been used by some
who certainly do not think meanlv of beauty,t
we must suppose that by “dream ” they intend
something other than what we take to be its
vulgar meaning It they mean to indicate the
unaccountablencss  of  bheauty's  apparition,  its
defiance of materialising analvsis, its transporting
insistence, inall this, beauty is at least more
like a dream than it is like @ picee of machinery
or a prize poem  Dut they have not asked why
“dreamer” s a taunt of the philistines which
obviously leaves the great artists unscathed. Tt
is because their dream is the dream of humanity,
too true perhaps to be readily received, but
justifying its elaim to universal  aceeptance.
Always by the event, and most often, when
history does not fail us, by their lives, we know
that the greatest artists were the sanest men .of
their generation. The spirit of creation may
inspire as it lists, but we know by what kind of
prayer and fasting, by what very human labour
and sclf-denial, it came into Milton, Keats,

VCE Stowart, Maths of Plato, Int. and pp 382 et s g
and ldeas of Pheto, pavin
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Goethe and Wordsworth, Becthoven and Michel-
angelo.  Dreaming in its ordinary sense is among
the silliest things a man does, asleep or waking,
and the most subjective ; full of brute terrors
and inexpressive desires.? Those who have ex-
pericnced great beauty know that it is among
the sanest and the mr)%t unselfish ; that there is

a sense in which it is ruv n e

The fact  which ‘ku(i" (tﬁfcrlptlons would
emphasise appears to be this @ that the experi-
ence of beauty is not a logical judgment nor a
perception of fact. But no more can moral
choice be identified with either of these; yet
we do not describe 1t as a dream ; while, on the
other hand, we do dream that we carry on the
most prosaic, intellectual and practical functions,
such as counting and cating. Indeed we might
say that beauty is more Iike a dream than any
dream is, for dreams always lay claim to ration-
ality and to historic truth and incur thereby
the censures of drrationality  and  falschood.
Dreaming resembles bad science and bad conduct
as often as it resembles art, and bad art as often
as good. What Plato in the Jon?* and the
Phedrus ® rightly opposes is the notion that
poetry is merely technical skill added to prosaic
intelligence ; that both what the poect has to

! Certainly not e (‘11]()(1011 recollected mn tranquillity .. 7/

3 Especrally 533314

3244-49, esp. 2450 ' When any man without inspired
madness knochs at the doors of poetry, thinking that by
mere skill he 1s likely to become a poet, he 1s put to shame)
together with the poetry of all such sobar persons, by the
povtry of those who are possessed ™' A
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say, and the way in which he says it, can be
explained.!  And there are times and places
when this part of the truth nceds emphasising.
When Dryden wants to emiend Edduods 9 pavicod
to Edguods ov pavixet,? when Tickell praises
Addison for his accomplishment of “ taming the
natural wildness of wit and civilising the fancy,” 3
when Johnson tells us that “ All power of fancy
over reason is a degree of insanity,” * we need,
to be reminded how Marlowe

‘“Had in him those brave translunary things
That the fust pocts had, his raptures were
All avie and fire, which made bis verses cleere
Yor that fine madness still he did retame
Which rightly should possesse i poct’s brame *' 8

But another age with other faihngs will need
the complementary, not incompatible lesson of

! Tolstoy, describing the successful 'ntercourse of intunate
lovers, says: “ Asina drcam everything is uncertain, meaning-
less and contradictory except the feeling that directs the
dream, so m this communion of wdcas, apart from every law
of rcason, what 1s clear and consecutive 1s not what 1s sad,
but the feclhing that prompts the words ™ (War and Peace,
trans. Garnett, p 1483)  This 1s true of beauty, but many
dreams fail in unity of feeling and many 1 clear expiession
they remamn turbid and ugly. [ have cleaily drcamed of
sceing a beautiful picture which 1 was able to recall with
equglplcasurc when awake. But this picture was rc]atvd
to the rest of the dream not as a lylm to the drama, or an
dluminated missal to the 'tharplecc m which 1s set, but
rather as the sudden absorption in a play or painting to th?
tiresome process by wlich gallery or theatreaseached

t Preface to Trolus and Cressida; Grounds of Criticsswh
wn Tragedy ; Anstotle, Poetics, 1455a. 33.

3 Laife of Addison.

¢ Rasselus.

M Drayton, Epistle to Reynolds.
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the sanity of tfrue gemns, of that Inetity and
concreteness of form which is called  classical
and which opposes 1o the meohorent listlessness
or commotion of dreaming fancy the precise
outhnes of the waking magmation. For [éeiedd
particulicy ducsenve yoionlique, c'estle fauy, andat
is one calling, and among the highest, of the pocts,

o enciose thor skt
Not 1 Utopra—— bt aiancuon ficld .
Or corac ~carctod o bond, toaven Lnows whore,

Tt e thy vaiv o wadd b owher s the world
Of all of us, the place whare s tec ond,
We pnd our hanpies, or not o o7

The vistons of Apollo are doarer than the dreams
of Zeus.2 Nothing 15 much more beoutitul than
some rare dreams, whether in natural sleep or
under anactheties s but most arc as ugly or as
(dull as the least expressive of our waking moments.
‘ § 10. A < nilar nususe of Janguage s our clugt
quarrel with the * Play Theory " in ats popular
form.  With this too we mav asrce that art -
more like play than work, if by work we mean
the disgusting and absent-minded drudgery for
a livelthood or the ravenous pursuit of a meal,
But, again, to plav at art is even a more serious
mistake than to ‘profess’ o gome® That he
often did 1t is the deserved condemmnation of

PNWordsworth 2 ciede, 1130

SCL I ptovdors,ax g s whole question v dl have @0
be reconsidered loter

S Atblcties not practised for gamn seay be a form of aat
perhaps the most tlounshimg torm i contamporary fnaiand

alin both to sculpture and to diima Unluclaly a foothall
watchas less pormanent than these
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Byron's vulgar futtening of his great genis.
If all that s meant be this : that only when the
Iife-sustaining  functions are fultilled have we
leisure  to elaborate our cricket, our art and
our pyschology, it may  be granted  Dut
the interest of the game called psychology will
begin when it discovers why 1t 15 to the game
called art that we attach such peenhar and
carnest interest, agreeing to prefer it, uniitke other
games, to most activities of sohid work.

Schiller, in calling wsthetic expetience play,
understands play e a verv spectal sense,t defin-
ing 1t indeed as an mmpulse whose only object
is beauty, and as the highest human activity.,
Little more iIs gained by suel a use of the word
‘play ’ than the distinction of beauty from truth
and morality ; a distinction desirable, hut attain-
able with less violence to language. The further
implications of Schiller’s doctiine can be con-
venicntly discussed in treatimg of Kant, from
whom, as he claims, it is derived

§ 11. Beauty, then, is a quality approved by
men inoa way more or less analogons to thei
:qpprm'ul of pleasantness, truth and goodness ;
comparable to dreaming and to play, but more
or less difterent from all these experiences. Its
experience is not demonstrable but m)i\'vrs:i]ly
communicable. The question has been already

Ve Certamnly here we must not think of plav as 1t gocs
on in actual life “ Man must only play with beauty, and
he mu-t play with beauty only ” " Mar only plays when
he 15, 1 the fullest sense of the word, Man; and he only 15
completely Man wher he plays” (Uch oy die d tlitiedle
Fr sehwng des Menscher, Brvfe ry1-)

’



16 THE THEORY O BEAUTY

suggested, how far this quality does appeal
universally to mankind. At first sight it
might be thought the object of a much more
rare and adventitious appetite than any of
the others, for animals are aware of pleasure,
and all sanc men recognise truth and goodness.
These scem necessary for our life.  Complete
ignorance of beauty may be thought possible
for humanity, since a man is often accused and
sometimes boasts of it. Yet such a view arises
from an artificial limitation of the term. To be
quite deaf to poetry is to be insensible, if not to
language altogether, at least to all communica-
tion of fechng. To be quite blind to visible
beauty is to care nothing for neatness, cleanness,
grace, dignity or vouth, except when these are
convenicent, hygienic or appetising.  LExactly
what mav scem to us the wiltul ughness of man’s
manufacture is the evidence of his universal and
untrained scarch for beauty  He touches nothing
from a bone dagger to a ratlway engine which he
does not, in his own sense, adorn. Though
many houscholds lack food and fuel, few are
quite without pictures, wallpapers, coloured
carthenware, flowers, a singing bird or smart
clothes.

Human life with no stimulus or consolation
from some supposed beauty is almost incon-
ceivable.  Stripped of associations with a rather
narrow pre ClO\ltV thv cree d of Leopardi! is true

re Puglo non ln non ha agon la vita
Se non per tui, per lut c¢h’ all’ uomo & tutto;
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also for the rude peasant and the material
philistine.  Beauty is no negligible or supertluous
appendage to any man's life, but an aspect in
which he must value his whole world. It is no
luxury, but often an exacting and severe ideal.
It is the salt without which life would be
savourless.

§12. If ‘beautiful* then be an epithet dis-
tinguished by ordinary thought from *good,’
“truc ’ and ‘pleasant,” yet indicating a high
value, it may still be asked whether it denotes
a quality cssentially the same, like morality,
which 1is intelhgibly identical in a brave and in
a temperate act; or a mere circle of difterent
qualities loosely called by a common name, as
the term ‘ romantic " may be grven to things like a
jasmined cottage or Byron's poctry, which have
no intelligible unity. This also is a question
which must recur at a further stage, and can
only be discussed here on a popular level. From
that point ot view the answer can scarcely be
doubtful. ) Beauty, indeed, manifests itself not .
only in various natural forms, and in the so-
called “arts,” but within cach of these in an
infinity of individual examples. ] Tt is true that
the perfection of no one art could console us for

Sola discolpa al tato
Che not mortah n terra
Pose a tanto patir senz’ altio frutto;
Solo per cut talvolta,
Non alla gente stolta, al cor non wvile
La wvita della norte & pi gentile ™

Il Pensiero Dominaite, 80-87.
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the absence of the others; nor is there any
canonical statue whosc attainment would sum
up sculpture and confine it to reproduction ;
nor one ideal lyric even of unrequited love or in
jambic dimeters catalectic. When we say that
the beauty of all beautiful things is one, it is
not meant that if the unwsthetic elements of
cach were abstracted what was left in all would
be undistinguishable ; nor that they are all
approximations to some ideal thing which alone
is purcly beautiful ; it 1s not meant to deny
that every beautiful thing is individual. What
is meant is that the beauty ascribed to all beautiful
things is no merely ambiguous name, but an iden-
tity which can in all its instances be recognised
as distinct, for example, from such other identities
as morality ; just as red and blue both agree and
differ in nothing except colour, so that exactly
what distinguishes onc from another is recognised
as uniting them incontrast withinstances of sound.

It is the other side of this truth which artists
are fond of emphasising ; that the beauty of
painting is not the beauty of poetry, that the
beauty of Rembrandt is not the beauty of Titian,
nor the beauty of ‘The Entombment’ that of
‘The Presentation’; yet those who have
practised more arts than one, in a greater degree
even than those who have appreciated many, are
aware that in every picture, in every art, and
wherever it is found in nature, in a dance, in
the sca, in tragedy, in a sunset and in music,
beauty is unequivocally beauty.
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§ 13. Theré remains a question wlnch though
hardly natural to the unreflective mind, is yet,
at least in its usual form, rather popular than
philosophical, and may therefore be considered
appropriately here. Is beauty, to use the cant
antithesis, objective or subjective ? is it «
property of things independently of us, like the
weight of a sovereign, or rather, like the coin’s
value, a property lent them by the human mind ?

Kant ! assigns the latter nature to sublimity ;
the former, in a qualified sense of his own, to
beauty. The plain man does not ask this
question, and, if compelled to answer it, would,
I think, say that beauty is really a quality of
things ; but he would probably ascribe such
reality also to colour, value, usefulness, pleasant-
ness or strangeness, as well as to weight, though
not really at all coniusing the different ways in
which these qualities are real.? [ndeed, this
problem is the first stage of sophistication upon
the subject, induced by the divergencies of taste
and a consequent sceptical interpretation of
““ There is nothing either good or bad but think-
ing makes it so.” And here we must not fear to

v Kritik der Urtheslshyaft, § 23.

2 Cf. Coleridge’s Letters, p 558, to J. Poole, Jan. 28, 1810
(edited by E H Coleridge) :

‘“ No two things, that are yet different, can be in closer
harmony than the deductions of a profound philosophy and
the dictates of plain common sense  Whatever tenets are
obscure 1 the one, and requiring the greatest powers of
abstraction to reconcile, are the same which are held 1n mani
fest contradiction by the common sense, and yet held and
firmly believed without sacrificing A to -A or - A to A"’
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seem on the side ol scepticism against the plain
man, for we shall be able te understand the
motive of his error. He thinks that if beauty
is subjective its worth is diminished ; it becomes
arbitrary, and incapable of any kind of truth or
falsehood. One way of answering, or at least ot
silencing this contention is by the well-worn
arguments of a facile and shallow idealism.
But such a weapon is not effective against all
parties ; and, in any case, the question recurs
even within ‘ the world of ideas’ so substituted
for ‘ reality.” There is admittedly a sense in which

! For the contrary point ot view, ¢f Moore, Principiu
Ethica, § 50, and Lotze, Outlines of Asthetic (trans. Ladd),
§ 5. Swdgwick (Methods of Ethics, 1 1x 4) is the object of
Mr. Moore's eritictsm  He holds that beauty 1s only valuable
as percerved because only as conducing to happiness or
perfection K(;g,;‘

Reid (Essay on the Intellectual Powers of Man, vii.) bases
his argument for the independent existence of beauty, which
15 as good a one as I know, on the language of the plain man
But he finds himself constrained to admit—

(@) That novelty 1s ssmularly ascribed to things, though
it can only be a relation of them to us.

(b)) That 1t beauty belong to things in themselves it 1s
the same as moral or utihitanan perfection.

(¢) That yet some bcautiful things are not excellent of
therr kind, so that in their case our satisfaction
must be the result of some occult quahty ; s.e. we
do not know what 1t 1s that we call beautiful, we
only know its effects upon us.

(d) That often the excellence 1s a quality ot some things
and the beauty, which 1s a name for 1t 1s attnibuted
to others which express 1t.

Surely such conclusions are less to be ascribed to * Common
Sense * than to the supposed exigencies of a system
Cf. F. H. Bradley, Appearance and Reality, p. 465
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weight is more ‘ objectively real * than colour or
pleasantness : with which is beauty rather to
be compared ?

The absence of any science of beauty, the
variety of our opinions about it, and its partial
dependence on obviously secondary qualities
are prima facie arguments tor putting it on the
subjective side. We must examine in turn the
two main reasons for the plain man’s opposition :
that beauty would thus be degraded, and that
all taste would be arbitrary.

§14. It would surely be absurd to suggest
that il sound and colour do not exist except when
perceived they are therefore of less worth or
importance than bulk and weight, that the
inscription is greater than the spoken word, or
that the blind man’s world is best. The so-
called primary and sccondary qualities differ,
since the latter are merely the effect of the
former on our sensibility ; but an effect upon our
sensibility is as real as an effect upon anything
else, and no less valuable. Colour would not be
if there were no eyes, nor weight if there were
but one particle of matter. On this point it is
at once seen that we are arguing no longer against
the plain man but that man of straw whom
philosophers so gladly substitute for him. The
real sting of our theory, as the plain man feels
it, is no merely metaphysical one; rather he
thinks that if beauty be classed with colours,
smells and tastes, it becomes really subjective,
determined for each individual by his physica
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conditions, and robbed of that universal validity
which, as against a mere de facto agreement,
we joined him in demanding. Here we have a
genuine difficulty, not fully met by pointing
out that even taste and smell may be educated
to degrees of nicety which seem to be their own
vindication. We are more helped by the ana-
logy of language, and, to some extent, of morality.
Language is language only if understood ; the
works of a dead writer in an unknown tongue
have neither beauty nor meaning. Yet it can-
not be supposed that language appeals only to
the senses, nor maintained that it is a mere
convention ;! it justifies itself to the com-
prehension. And art-—if not, as I think, nature
also—is a language, in the sense that it is an
expression.  Morality again exists only for
rational beings, yet what makes good and bad
is not anything arbitrary, but a kind of thinking.
So it is by practice and perfection of our wsthetic
faculty, not refusing the example of those more
gifted or more practised than ourselves, that

! To argue this point shortly, 1t may be said that the
description of language as a conventional symbol imphes
that words and sentences are first known and then by an
act of choice assigned a meaning also already known but
previously unconnected with them. The part of such a
process in the growth of living speech is small. Cf. Philo-
sophical Remains of R. L. Nettleship, i. p. 137: * [t language
is ‘conventional’ . . . this applies as much to the understanding
between the sclf in one condition and the self in another as
totheunderstanding between myself and another ' ; and p. 140,
“ We say what we mean ; every individual has in ¢ sense to
make his own language.”
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we improve upon our first crude apprehensions
of beauty.

§ 15. There would then be nothing absurd in
maintaining that beauty does not exist except
when experienced, but that our experience of it
may yet be true or false in as exact a sense as our
perception of what is right  But a difficulty for
this position remains to be discussed. That a
man should be in ccstasies before Canova! or
Coventry Patmore 2 and cold to Pheidias or Milton
is, no doubt, wrong ; but if his ecstasies were
real, was it not a better wsthetic experience
than the listless preference of an impeccable
taste for the grand style? Of Duke Carl of
Rosenmold, Pater says: ““ He put into his
reception  of the wsthetic achievements of
[.ewis the Fourteenth what voung I‘rance had
telt when Francis the First brought home the
great Da Vinci and his works. It was but him-
self truly, after all, that he had found so fresh
and rcal among thosc artificial roses. . . /! In
art, as in all other things of the mind, again,
much depends on the receiver.” 3 And every
man must have asked himself if the sober appre-
ciation of his maturity is, after all, worth the
unconsidered enthusiasm of his youth for less
worthy embodiments of beauty.

' Quarterly Review, Jan. 1816 ; Report for Select Commutice
on Earl of Elgin’s Scupltured Marbles.

2 Holman Hunt, Prevaphaelitism and the P.R.B., 1. p. 159.
List of great men by young Pre-Rapha<hties.

3 Imaginary Portiaiis, p 150 ; cf Gaston de Latowy, ch. ii.
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§ 16. We seem to run the risk of neglecting one
element or the other necessary to the apprecia-
tion of beauty. By emphasising the analogy of
knowledge we might come to think of beauty as
something simply to be recognised, however
dispassionately, in the right place ; by attending
solely, on the other hand, to the amount of
feeling involved we might be driven for our
wsthetic ideal to the rather drunken man listen-
ing to a sentimental song in a music-hall. That
this mere quantity of emotional excitement does
not constitute beautly is clear. [t takes two, a
subject and an object, to make beauty, but the
object and our reception of it cannot be thus
considered apart and in abstraction.!  For
asthetically the object is the thing as it is im-
agined by the subjcct,? as it expresses to him
his emotions.  We can allow that the enthusiasm
of the young Coleridge for Bowles,? though
inferior to that which he had for Shakespeare,
may have been esthetically higher than my own
reading of Shakespeare, which may still be
superior to my reading of Bowles. For the facts
before us are not Bowles and Shakespeare,

t Schopenhauer (Die Welt als Waille wund Vorstellung, .,
§ 41, and Suppl. n1. ch. xxx) shows that beauty depends
not upon the physical thing but upon the way m which we
regard 1if.

By ‘object’ here I, of course, do not mean necessanly
a phyaical or ‘ real ’ thing

? Cf. Bosanquet, “On the Naturc of Asthetic Emotion.”’
Mind, vol. in (N.S), No. 10.

¥ Brographia Litevaria, ch. i. (edited by Shawcross).
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but Coleridge - Shakespeare, Coleridge - Bowles,
myself-Shakespeare and myself-Bowles.  And
if we have faith in the unity as well as the
diversity of human minds we shall still believe
that, approaching a work of art from different
sides, and individually aware of different aspects,
we may progressively get rid of our prejudices
and impediments to agreement.  FFor there must
be, not indeed one beautiful object or type of
beauty adequate to all requirements, but in any
given situation a pure wsthetic activity, whether
spontaneous or stimulated by communication, to
which the most artistic man most approximates.!
§ 17. Some light, once more, may be thrown
on this difhculty by the partial analogies of
conduct and of science. The moral experience
of the martyr for a bad cause may be higher
than that of the conformer to a good one. It
might be argued that the state of the Ptolemaist
patiently evolving claborations to cover every
heavenly motion was scientifically better than
that of the layman who acquiesces in the Coper-
nican astronomy. But the best illustration is
probably to be found in affection. Dearness
or belovedness, like beauty, is a ‘ quality * con-
ferred upon the object by a subject, and like
beauty it would by complete genius be uni-
versally bestowed. But there is misplaced
affection, as well as mere coldness, just as there
is bad taste; and these consist not in the mis-

! For a further discussion of tlus dithculty, sece Chap. V
on Kant.
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taken selection of objects really incapable of de-
serving any love or admiration '—for who shall
say that such exist ?---but in confounding with
the pure sthetic or affectionate activity «
scarch, in the one case, for reciprocity or merit ,
in the other, for edification or enjoyment.  That
is to say, there is a better and a worse way of
loving, though dearness is not a quality of
objects, and though to love unworthily is more
like loving than to argue well of love. So in
the fleeting fashions of beauty there are Bottoms
and Asses’ Heads. DBut the fault lies less in
Bottom, who is a good enongh fellow, than in
the Idleness of the Love; which yet in Titania
may be worth the conjugal correctness of a
mortal, or 4 complacency for Oberon himself.

1(Cf the affection ot Madame Pasquier for her son Ferdmand,
by Duhamel in Le Notaire di Havre, Chap. XV. p. 170

NOTI. ADDED IN SECOND EDITION

It may be asked © What then 1s the tunction of the critic ?
He has many He may be a lyrne artist communicating his
dehight or disappointment i a work of art  (Cf Appendix A.)
te may be a philologist or antiquarian helping us to under-
stand a poet’s language or allusions and to replace ourselves
at his pomnt of view But his most essential task 1s purely
historical, though 1t presupposes the wsthetic. It is to
determine by anterpretation ot documents and tradition
what reading of the artist 1s most correct ; whether, that 1s
to say, my w@sthetic experience on reading Virgil or yours
is most hke Virgil’-
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. MISCONCEPTIONS Ot THE THEORY OF BEAUTY

§ 1. It has been sometimes held that beauty
i1s peculiarly recalcitrant to theory; that ““ we
do it wrong,” indeed, “ being so majestical, to
offer it the show of violence, for it is as the air.”
The popular grounds for such a belief are obvi-
ously misunderstandings. Most simple of all is
the supposition that the theory of beauty is, or
claims to Dbe, itself beautiful ; that wmsthetics
would replace art and nature. With equal in-
justice have ethics been looked upon by foolish

friends and cnemies as a substitute for goodness,
27
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and philosophy of science for exact knowledge
The poet would be quite right if he should
maintain that ‘““ one impulse from the vernal
wood,” or one line of minor poetry,! will show
us more of beauty than all the sages can. But
even very ordinary thinking may be of more
value for the understanding of that impulse,
provided it has first been experienced, than the
greatest pure poetry.

§ 2. More deserving of attention is another
complaint of artists. Ceasing to fear or despise
philosophy as a rival, they come to her as a dis-
penser of love-phiitres, who, plain herself, will
enable them to achieve beauty. But such hopes
were by their nature certain of disappointment,
for those who have a ‘ receipt to please ’ will be
apt to use it :

*“ And all a rhetorician’s rules
Teach nothing but to name his tools.”

Yet to be credited with such powers is con-
soling, and it is not the theorisers who have
been least to blame for the superstition. They
have often attempted to systematise genius
“ with wretched rule and compass vile,” and to
prescribe even natural beauty ; just as the moral
philosopher, turned preacher or casuist, has
endeavoured to make men good instead of

' For
*“ All their worst miscarriages delight
And please more, than the best that pedants write.”
Butler, Upon Critics. ad fin.
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making goodness intelligible. But this is te
poison the wells of truth. We could only undes -
stand beauty by examining what men actually
make or find beautiful, and to overrule their
findings in defcrence to our theory is to tamper
with the evidence : theorising on such terms is
easy. In truth philosophy creates nothing except
philosophy ; nor need she be ashamed at Bacon’s
stricture that Tamquam virgo deo consccrata nihil
parit? There may be little question whether
beauty or its theory is the more indispensable
to man; but, once agam, the theoretic and
@sthetic interests both exist in the world, co-
exist sometimes in the same individual, and the
possession of the greater does not quite console
us for the absence of the less.  We cannot love by
the book, but we cannot live even by beauty alone.

§ 3. The thecory ot beauty then offers us no
guidance in production or appreciation ; whether
it be of practical use to the critic deserves
question. Croce ? maintains that this is so, and
if, as it seems, he intends by critica the deduction
of our appreciation from a true theory, the
theory is no doubt necessary. But good criticism
has not always been this; and that it ever
should be would appear, on Croce’s showing, a
pious aspiration. Plainly, good theory is service-
able as a prophylactic aga,in%t bad, which is too

' De Augm., . 5: 'f"i‘JlletxnvLs{Igaxi on <;f tinal causes, hike a
virgin dedicated to God, is barren.”

2 Problem ds Estelica, p. 53, but contrast Schuller, Letter
to Goethe, edited by Cotta, No 834.
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likely to cloud the critic’s candour ; but, apart
from this, it is doubtful if @wsthetic system has
ever contributed directly to great criticism | it
has certainly produced some that is very bad.
If Coleridge be brought forward as questionable
evidence on one side, against him we can con-
fidently call Lamb, accompanicd, as a negative
instance, by Rapin.

“There are,” says Dr. Johnson,! *“ three dis-
tinct kinds of judges upon all new authors or
productions : the first are those who know no
rules, but pronounce entirely from their natural
taste and feelings; the second are those who
know and judge by rules; and the third are
those who know but are above the rules. These
last are those you should wish to satisfy. Next
to them rate the natural judges; but cver
despise those opinions that are formed by rules.”

§ 4. But exception may be taken to a thcory
of beauty on other grounds than these. It has
been held that artistic creation and the percep-
tion of beauty, not being purely intellectual
processes, cannot be by any intellectual process
comprchended.  This is the contention both of
those who think beauty too high, and of those
who think it too low a thing to be treated by
philosophy ; and it is the view suggested by
Plato in the Ion? characteristically leaving us
uncertain how much irony must be read in his
famous eulogy of the artists: ‘“ What they do

' Diary of Madame &’ Arbluy (edited by A. Dobson), 1. p. 183.
?533-34. Cl. Phadrus, 244—45, 249.
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they do without principles of art, but by a sort
of divine inspiration.”

To those who hold beauty a trifle, perhaps
enough answer has been given.  And no tempta-
tion has been disastrous to more philosophers
than that of treating as negligible what they
had banned as illusion; Plato himself has not
always escaped it.  But it is the illusions which
require explaining.

Those on the other hand who think beauty too
high and holy a thing to be rationally discussed
no doubt intend by this its exaltation. Bat,
apart from the dubious company into which
their extravagant compliments bring it, we must
remark that these mystics are still influenced by
the confusion of thought just attributed to the
jealous artist. They think that beauty must
be subordinated to the understanding by being
understood. But intellect and goodness are not
subordinated to beauty when the artist creates
1 Paracelsus or a Galabad ; there is no question
of degradation or of grades at all. We have
intellectual faculties and faculties wsthetic, none
greater or less than another; we can set limits
neither to philosophy nor to art, except the
limit imposed by their natures—that neither
shall do what the other only can.

A like plea against the competence of the
intellect has been entered in the case of religion
both by its enemies and defenders ; and it might
be extended to conduct and to the physical
cosmos ; neither of which is a process of the under-
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standing or of the pure human reason. But to
suppose that we can understand nothing but the
understanding is unsupported by evidence, since
the @sthetic writings of Aristotle, Kant, Hegel
and Croce exist; and is a priori as unplausible
as to suggest that the eye sees nothing but itself.

This last illustration certainly must not be
pressed, for the mind just differs from an organ
like the eye in what Hegel * terms its ‘ infinite”’
capacity for self-criticism and self-comprehension.
The analogy is only intended to poiut out that
it is not prima facie impossible to understand
mental operations other than that of knowing
or understanding. Knowledge cannot indeed,
any more than beauty or goodness, be ‘ex-
plained ’ in the sense of being reduced to some-
thing, or a species of something, other than it-
self ; for the instrument which thus explains is
after all the very thing which is being explained
away ; but it may, as the last rcsult of philo-
sophical analysis, stand bare before intuition with
a self-evidence incapable of further explanation.

The supposition that pure knowledge is the
only proper object of philosophical knowing
probably rests on the Aysteron-proteron that in
knowing anything the direct object of our know-
ledge is not the thing but the act by which we
know it. The truth is that in knowing things
we arc aware of knowing, but what we know is
the things. Reflection on the nature of an act
of knowledge is as much a new act, as much re-

Y Encykl , § 28
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flection, and as distinct from the original act,
as is reflection upon a moral or wsthetic
judgment.

There is nothing in the nature of this last
process, any more than of the first, which in-
volves failure or even peculiar obscurity. If
anything is inscrutable to our reason it would
seem rather to be the behaviour of physical
things ; for this, however familiarised by the
classification and nomenclature of science, re-
mains for the most part something given, which,
so far as we can sce, might just as intelligibly
have been otherwise, and therefore is not really
understood at all.

§ 5. But somewhat of this nature, it will be
argued, belongs to the experience of beauty, so
that even if we admit the possibility of logic,
and more temerariously of ethics, we must leave
asthetics to the inductive generalisation of the
physiologists. The result of a sunset, say, or a
symphony, would be only a complexity, with
subtle mutual reinforcements, of agrecable nerve-
stimulations by rare and varied waves of ether
or of air,! whose effect on the organism is perhaps
recondite but as definitely ascertainable and in
the last resort as unintelligibly given as the
effect of moisture upon iron. This view cannot,
of course, be refuted by demonstration, but it is

! Acquamntance with these extremely interesting, thoug
tor us wrrelevant, physiological conditions of beauty can be
conveniently made by the layman m Grant Allen’s Physio-
logical AEsthetics and Herbert Speucer’s Psychology, viin. ix.

1
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purely a priori and in no degree probable. There
is no ground for supposing the eye of an eagle or
the ear of a walch-dog less sensitive to delicate
gradations of tone than our own, and equally
none for thinking them as susceptible as our-
selves to Monet or the Miltonic prosody.

For in any case language too makes use of
physical organs and must stand or fall with other
forms of art before a physiological explanation
But the most plausible explanation of a parrot’s
inability to converse is that he has really nothing
to say, and a nightingale might at least be
expected to enjoy Beethoven if it had the mind.
The effect of sunlight is physically stimulating,
but what we are concerned with is the emo-
tional effect of this stimulus on the poet or
the painter as it differs from that upon the
dog. The blue sky means for them something ;
though nothing perhaps that can be expressed
except by the blue sky; or rather perhaps it
means an infinity of things expressible in an
infinity of artistic ways, by Virgil, by Turner,
by Keats and by Perugino.! ‘ The outward
element of form, which renders the content
accessible to intuition and imagination, exists
simply for the purposes of our mind and spirit.” *

! The emotional qualities of blues and greens must be partly
due to their being the colours of sky and vegetation. The
exciting naturc of red may be partly due to its rarity in
nature, partly to 1ts suggestion of fire or blood

2 Das Aeusserliche der Gestalt, wodurch der Inhalt
anschaubar und vorstellbar wird, hat den Zweck nur fur
unser Gemuth und Geist da zu semn” (Hegel, Aesthetrk
i p.91). See below, Chaps X and X1 Physiology has of
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ii. THE MISLEADING EXCLUSION OF NATURE

§ 1. We must no longer postpone a question
which may already for some time have scemed
to be calling for discussion. It would be strange
if we could not call a scene beautiful till we had
ascertained if it were virgin of the landscape-
gardener’s art.? I do not know if the gait of
children is to be called art or nature, but [ trace
no difference of kind in my enjoyment as between
the most artistic dancing and the paces of a
fawn or even the curving of a wave: assimila-
tions of a kind for which good authority is
not wanting.2 Yet the weight of authority in

course moved since Grant Allen’s day  But I know no
recent English book on the physiological conditions of beauty
which distinguishes, even so well as he does, scientific fact
from psychological theory and inctaphy.acal assumptions
often unconscious, though highly disputable, and sometime s
monstrous. Both he and Spencer assumed in common
with their contemporaries that when we see a curve the
movements of the eye themselves form a curve, and that
this continuous movement 1s more natural to 1t and pleasant
than a secries of rectilinear jerks. It now seems to have
been shown, by photographing the motions of the eye, that
they are always a senies of rcectilinear jerks, even when w-
are looking at a curve. See Mitchell (Structure and Grow:h
of the Mwnd, p. 502), who quotes Stratton, Philosophisc
Studien, xx. pp. 350, 352; Lxperumental Psychology ana
Culture, ch xu Cf Bosanquet, Nature of Aisthetic EEmotion
i “ Mind,” April 1894.
! Kant even bholds that some things would cease to pleas
if they were found to be artificaal (K ¢ U, 3 42)
t Dante, Paradiso, x 79 .
“ come stelle vicie ar fermu pol,

Donne m parver, non da ballo sciolte,

ma che s'arrestin tacite ascoltando,

fin (he le nuove note hanno ricolte
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axsthetics is perhaps in favour of confining con-
sideration to artistic beauty. That this should
have been so in antiquity was to be expected,
and the Middle Ages and Renaissance hardly
ventured beyond the outlines traced by Aristotle,
neglecting even for the most part the fine inci-
dental appreciations of nature inthe ITepi dyrovs.!
Addison, Burke and Kant, who like * Longinus”’
were much occupied with sublimity, brought
nature within the scope of their reflection, to be
expressly or tacitly rejected again by Hegel and
Croce.2 The alternative does not scem to have
its parallel in any other branch of philosophical
inquiry : we cannot examine morality or reason-
ing except in the conscious proceedings of man-
kind ; for neither exists elsewhere.  Hegel argues
that even if nature can properly be described
as beautiful at all, yet art can be in a much

And Shakespeare, Wanter's Tale, tv m
“ when you do aance, 1 wish you
A wave o’ the sea, that you might cver do
~vothang but that.”
And cf. Gocthe, Faust, Pt. 1.1 3:
“ Denn das Naturell der Frauen
Ist so nah mut Kunst verwandt.”

'Ch xxxv.

2 Hegel, Aesthetik, Emleitung (in Prof. B Dosanquet’s trans-
lation, ch 1) ; Croce, Problemi du Estetica, . To compare the
Mchan Venus with a lake (why not with a woman ?), he says,
15 blasphemy, for natural objects are stupid things. But he
gocs on, ‘‘ they are so stuptd that we lend them our senti-
ments " And surely so we must to works of art. And this
he recognises in ch. 1v. p. 499, and in Estztica, xu., xm1. Contra,
Kant, K. d. U., § 42; Addison, Spectator, 411 et seq : Burke,
Subliine and Beautiful, Pait 11
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higher degree, for there beauty is born again of
the spirit and is free. He accordingly passes
over the bcauty of natural landscape with a
single superficial page,'but has, not undeservedly,
fallen under the irony of Croce? by his incon-
sistent investigation of the cause of ugliness in
the turbot. Croce is right in maintaining that
the arrangement of animal, vegetable and
mineral species, abstracted from any context,
in a hierarchy of beauty is absurd. Mountains
are not, as the seventeenth century supposed,
intrinsically horrid, a habitation for the wild
goat; nor are they, as some moderns3 have
thought, exclusively stamped with the divine
hallmark of beauty. They afford a beauty to
which the seventeenth century* was mostly
blind because they are the expression of some-
thing to which it was little sensitive. All these
quarrels as to the rival beauties of wild and
pastoral, town and country, are little better
than the classical contention between the patri-
otic gentlemen of Derbyshire and Cumberland.®
But it ought to be observed that this is necarly
! Aesthetsk, vol. i. p. 167 ; but cf. Chap. VII tufra.
3 Jb. p. 161, and Croce, Estetica, p. 122.

8 Ruskin, Moders Pawnters, Part. v. ch. xx., but contra, v
X, § 20.

¢ Excepting always, among othcrs, Thomas Burnet; sce
Sacra Tellurss Theorsa (circa 1680), I. 1X.

8 London Magazine, Oct. 17781 “‘ respecting Dovedale
and Keswick, each claiming the supcrionity of natural
beauties. . . . I should compare Dovedale to the soft and
delicate maiden and Keswick to the bold and sturdy
Briton "



38 THE THEORY OF BEAUTY

all true of art also. Dante! and Gothic archi-
tecture 2 found for the most part deaf cars and
blind eyes in the age of the classicists.

§ 2. The beauty of art goes on to a third
nativity if it is appreciated. Just because
natural beauty also in the moment of recognition
is born of the spirit there is no absolute ugliness
in turbots, though it may well be that for the
average human mind and in ordinary contexts
the sea-gull is a more expressive object. Or,
more properly speaking, the human form is
perhaps the most beautiful and the most dis
gusting physical object because it has the great-
est potentialitics of expression to be mastered |
those of the turbot so far revealed to us are
few, though some have been discovered by
the Japanese. Artistic and natural beauty are
thoroughly homogeneous. Tvery man is an
artist not only in that he conveys his impressions
to others by language, but because he perceives
the beauty of the world and of art, each of which
he must create or re-create for himself. since
neither speaks to the animal.® The work of art
is the communication.

' Rapin, Reflectscu | ii.

* Evelyn's Diary, May 21, 1645; and Sir H. Wotton,
Flements of Architectuve.

¥ Cf. Thoreau, Awutumnal Tinis. ‘“ And so it is with hnu
that shoots at beauty; though he wait till the sky falls he
will not bag any, if he does not alrcady know 1ts seasons and
haunts, and the colour of 1ts wing,—1if he has not dreamed
of 1t so that he can anticipate 1t ; then indeed he flushes 1t
at every step, shoots double and on the wing, with both

barrels, even in cornfields. . . . The truc sportsman can
-hoot you almost any of his game from his window - whal
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§ 3. It will probably be agreed cven by those
who, with the authorities just discussed, were
prepared to oppose our method, that the man
we call an artist and the ordinary admirer ol
nature differ only in degree. Both perceive or
create for themselves beauty; the ¢ artist,’
owing mainly to a more vivid and absorbing per-
ception, has the desire and the power to com-
municate what he has perceived, a power which
reacts by way of stimulus upon his perception.
“ The artist may be defined as a man intent to
observe and to interpret his observation.” ! It
might still be argued that it were better to
confine our attention to the more specialised and
accomplished faculty ; that there we should
seize our subject in its quintessence. It may be
readily granted that our most valuable argu-
ment will be the artist’s view of nature, com-
municated to us only in his art, for this just is

clsc has he eyes and windows for ? It comes and perches
at last on the barrel of his gun

! Croce, Logica, p 170 ; <f Wordsworth, Preface to Lyrical
Ballads. ‘The poct 1s “ a man pleased with his own passions
and volitions, and who rejoirces more than other men n the
sputt of Iife that is in lum; dehghting to contemplate
sumlar volitions and passions as mamifested in the goings-on
of the Universe, and habitually impelled to create them where
he does not find them;—whence, and from practice he has
acquired a greater readiness and power m expressing what he
thinks and feels” ; and ** Among the qualities . . . principally
conducing to form a poet 1s implied nothing differing in kind
from other men, but only in degree”’; and Essay Sup plementary
fo Preface (1815). Carlyle says somewhere that every man’
who reads a poem well is a poet FEvery man who sees «
mountain well s an artist  ““ [{e that receiveth a prophet in'
the name of a piophet shall receive a prophet’s reward.”
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the beauty of nature as seen by the finest eyes
and mind. DBut even if the artist were not
commonly too busy for conwistent reflection, he
is generally an artist in one branch of art only,
that is to say, a student of only one aspect of
nature ; and, to check the partial conclusions
drawn from his limited data there, he must
resort to his appreciations of other aspects of
nature on which he has not specialised, and
these are just the normal appreciations to which
most theorisers about art are confined. And of
such correction he will have special need, for
the artist’s reflections in a cold hour on his own
art are apt to give disproportionate value to
craftsmanship, the deliberate processes of pro-
ducing certain effects.! He will admire in
others what he has vainly attempted, in himself
what has cost him trouble, forgetting, to avail
ourselves for once of the favourite eighteenth-
century metaphor, that the proof of the pudding
is in the eating.

But why, it will be asked, need he resort to
his own normal appreciation of nature? Let
him consider natural beauty, but only through
the glass of art, as received and transmitted by
the best faculties of others.

And our final answer will simply be that this

1 have certainly found some parmnters become more or
less blinded to those aspects of scenery which are not readily
adaptable to their own technique of commumcation.  Actors
arc not the best judges of plays nor singers of music. The
criticism of even great artists on unfamiliar forms of their
own art 15 often singularly mept.
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would not content us. The extension of beauty’
at least is far wider than that of “art.” The sun,
the freshness of the morning, the surge and|
thunder of a storm, the laughter and move
ments of children, are things of which ‘ art”’ cax!
only remind us. If we are put to the intoler-
able choice between ‘natural’ and ¢ artistic’
beauty, weighing to the full the vast riches ot
music and poetry, I think our election must be
for nature.! Evidently our theory must cover
both. And if it be said that the nature of which
we speak is nature transfigured by artistic per-
ception,? we are brought back to the conviction
from which we sct out, that art and nature are
in their beauty continuous, are really in essentials
one and the same thing, since both need the
appreciative activity. It may well be that a
greater degree of this effort is generally necessary
for the ‘once-born’ beauty of pure nature, so
that, except in moments of energy and passion,
quiet, middle-aged, reflective people are apt,
like Coleridge,?® to shrink from it, finding in them-
selves no answering passion, and turn with relief
to the explicitness of art, or like Ruskin some-
times,* to the humanised nature which is akin
to art. It may be that Coleridge could always

1 Cf. Ruskin, The Eagle's Nest, § 41. ** The beginming of
all my own right art work 1n life depended not on my love
of art, but of mountains and sea.”” Cf. Two Paths, 1.

2 Wenn Kunstler von Natur sprechen subintellhigiren sie
immer die Idce ohne sich ‘s dcutlich bewusst zu sein.”—

GOETNE.
3Ct. p. 120, ¢ Cf. p. ss.
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bring enough to Shakespeare to find something
there, though only youthful passion could wed
sunset to him with the dower of a new hcaven
and ecarth ; as Ruskin could always draw happi-
ness from a Turner or a pastoral upland, though
only in his days of vigorous enthusiasm from
that mountain wildness which was the main in-
spiration of Byron. When our own passions are
struggling for expression it is to the infinities of
nature rather than the definiteness of art that
we turn.

So far our argument has been that natural
beauty is as legitimate a part of the subject of
®sthetics as is artistic; it is always dangerous
for the theorist to neglect such a characteristic
section of his subject, and some special incon-
veniences of its omission may be suggested in our
present business.

§ 4. It will be necessary later to deal at some
length with Plato’s account of art. Here it is
enough to say that the greatest, though the
earliest, thinker who has discussed the subject
made the almost incredible mistake of treating
art as a mere reduplication of casual objects,
and as therefore guilty, more often than not, of
gratuitous badness.! There are many refuta-
tions of this doctrine. The easiest prevention of
it would have been to recollect that the essential
quality of art is beauty, in the wider sense of
that term, and that beauty belongs also to nature,
which is not the imitation of any particular

! Republic, x.
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object. Of natural beauty Plato tells a very
different story 1 : it is the clearest image of ideal
truth.

§ 5. For a thousand years before the * Romantic
Revival " of the later eighteenth century, wsthetic
theory, when it cxisted, was almost invariably
distorted by the assumption that the essential
thing in art was its moralising purpose.2 The
splendid, though loosely worded, protest of
Dryden 3 stands nearly isolated among the
moralistic doctrines of others and of himself.4
This also is an crror which may be traversed
from many directions. But had men remem-
bered that the beauty of poetry is essentially
the same as the beauty of nature, it would have
been harder for them, if not quite impossible,
to explain it as the pleasant taste which hides
the Aloes and Rhubarb of wholesome things.®

§6. Lastly, on a more modern view the
essential pleasure in art is the admiration for the
artist’s skill.  This may form some small part
even of genuine artistic enjoyment, though it
readily degenerates into a vulgar stupor at the
fingerless painter and the poet ‘stans pede in

V' Phedrus, 250d ; Timaeus, 47.

1 Eg. Sudney, Apology for Poetry; Bossu, Le Poéme
££pgue, m1. ; Dr. Johnson, Rambler, 4 ; Preface to Shakespeare
Corneille compromises, Discours du Polime Dramatique

3 “ Dehight 1s the chief, if not the only end of poesy. In-
stiuction can be admitted but in the second place’ (Defence
of an Essay on Dyamatic Poetry).

¢ Dedication to Translation of AEness; and cf. Bosanquet,

tHdstory of Asthetsic ; and Saintsbury, History of Criticism.
8 Siduoey, op cit.



44 THE THEORY OF BEAUTY

uno’ ; but it would need a bold consistency to
maintain that our appreciation of nature is a
conscious approval for the brush-work of the
creator. Yet, on our showing, this would be
inevitable if beauty really meant dexterity
“ Voyons, monsteur, le temps ne fait ricn d
Laflaire.”

These are a few of the more historically im-
portant cases where the neglect of natural
beauty has meant the loss of a valuable check
upon theories hastily applied to art.

The summary of our preliminary considera-
tions is this:] that everything is beautiful in
whose imaginative contemplation—or creation—-
man expresses or makes sensible to himself the
implicit content of that active spirit which is
his or in which he shares. In the words of Sir
Thomas Browne: ‘“ There was never anything
ugly or misshapen but the Chaos ; wherein, not-
withstanding, to speak strictly, there was no
deformity, because no form. . . . In brief, all
things are artificial ; for Nature is the Art of
God.” To support this by a collation of westhetic
theories will be the aim of the remaining chapters
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THE HEDONISTIC-MORAT, THEORY :
PLATO, TOLSTOY AND RUSKIN

§ 1. Permanent value of Plato’s asthetics § 2. He has
two theories, which are inconsistent ; (a) oune treats beauty
as an education. § 3. But this is apphed only to ‘ formal’
beauty, artistic and natural. § 4. Modern developments
of this view. §35. (1) Influence of beauty on character
3 6. (2) Influence of national greatness on art. § 7. (3) De-
pendence of art on social justice.  § 8. Connection of beauty
and morahty. §9. (b) Plato’s other doctrine is a con-
demnation of art as an imitation, pleasant but dangerous.
§ 10. Does art aim at pleasuré ?—All beauty pleaqcs §11
But not all pleasant things are beautiful. §r2. Nor 15
beauty proportionate to edification. § 13. Modern develop-
ments of this second Platonic theory: (1) Tolstoy; (2)
Ruskin. §14. Art for art’s sake. §15. The purgation
theory §16. Its universal adoption or adaptation. § 17
Its modern rationalisations. § 18. An ‘ expressionist ' inter-
pretation of the doctrine. § rg. Relation of art to morahty
§ 20. And, 1n general, of beauty to character.

§ 1. In endeavouring to extract from a dis-
cussion of some great wsthetic theories the largest
common body of doctrine which we can accept,
it will obviously be more useful to attempt a
systematic than a chronological arrangement.

But it is a lucky, though natural, accident, that
45
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the theory presupposed as a first stage i all
thought upon the subject was also the earliest
in time.

With the historical causes which rendered

possible or necessary for a philosopher like Plato
his strange philosophy of art, we are not at all
concerned ; and hardly more with its apparent
affiliation to his metaphysic. For, as Plotinus
showed, there was really nothing in that Idealism
to involve the degradation of art below science
or common perception. “ The arts do not
simply imitate the visible thing but go back to
the principles of its nature.”! At least one of
the reasons—and the one which holds our atten-
tion — for the elementary nature of Plato’s
theory is that he was the first to theorise on
the subject. When we find the same view
reproduced with far less profundity in later
writers, it will be evidence either of narveté
i speculation, or of an amiable servility to the
master.
. §2. The text for consideration will be almost
entirely the tenth book of the Republic; for in
the earlicr books we are constantly reminded
that he is legislating for the nursery or the
schoolroom, is applying art to the politic forma-
tion of tender characters.

U Ennead, v. viti. 1. Bt 8¢ 7is ras méyras dripdfes v pupbvperar
ry plow wowbor wpldror uév garéov kal Tas Picers mpeiofar EXAa
érera Oer eldévar ds ol AmA@s T Opduevor piuodvrar, dAN dva-
rpéxovaw émi Tobs Néyous € dv ) puaes, elra kal §re ToNNG rap airdr

mowobot Kal mpooTiféage 8¢, dTw TL éNNeuwer, ds Eyovsar T kdANos.
Cf. Plato himself, Rep., s00e, and 402¢, and 47 ja.
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Indeed what we chiefly have to remark in this
earlier treatment is a strain of thought found
more explicitly in the Phedrus, and systematised
in Plotinus, which is the germ of most mystical
thinking about beauty, especially from later
mediweval, or early renaissance, down to quite
modern times. (This is the doctrine, quite for-
gotten in the tenth book, that beauty, apart
from any conscious allegory or definite moral,
is by some sccret aftinity the nursing mother of
truth and goodness ) so that man ascends from
rung to rung of visible perfection till he reaches
the climax of beatific vision, and rests at peace
with himself and with his neighbours because in
a clear-eyed harmony with the universe. We
may not like this comparison of beauty with a
ladder, to be kicked down, it would seem, when
the summits of philosophy have been scaled ;
we may sce its dangerous tendency to the later
utilitarianism ; but it is a pleasant reprieve from
the harsh sentence on the poets, to hear of a
value, even sccondary, in mere beauty “like a
breeze blowing from goodly places and from
earliest childhood leading us quietly into likeness
and fellowship and harmony with the beauty
ot reasonableness ; . . . surely one so nurtured
would, beyond others, welcome rcason when it
came to him and know it for his own. Evloyla
dpa kal ebapposTia xal evaynuoavvn kai ebpubuia
eonlcla axorovler.”

L Rep, 400; cf. Pater, Plato and Platomsm, x. All the
words used for what Plato considers the edifying elements
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§ 3. It seems likely that Plato was able to allow
this virtue here to unmoralised beauty because
he had not so definitely concentrated his atten-
tion as he later does on the beauty of art and
indeed of the representative arts alone{ Weaving,
ceramics, architecture and perhaps~ dancing,
seem to be contemplated ; music—wrested, it
is true, to an imitative interpretation—is em-
phasised as educational ; the natural beauty
of human and animal bodies is expressly men-
tioned ; and there is nothing actually to ex-
clude the beauties of inanimate nature, for which
Wordsworth and Ruskin have made out so much
stronger a case.! But in the condemnation of
art in the tenth book nearly all the examples are
from the really representative arts of painting
and poetry ; dancing and music, which, in spite
of the mimetic conception of it in Greece, might
have suggested some doubts, fall out of sight,
*beauty (vdAlos) is narrowed into poetry and
'painting (moumriny kai ypagec), and these by an

indicate what we should call formal beauty. This he finds
both 1n the celestial movements (Timeus, 47) and in human
conduct. Cf. Wordsworth, “Ode to Duty.” It 13 the
making or finding of the form for mere disorganised matter,
—no bad description of @sthetic experience. But Plato’s
curtous blindness to the fact that this 1s the esscnce of all
art 1s shown by his account of all poctry as narrative. 392d.
Cf. Philebus, 51 ; see Chap. VI. So strikingis the contrast of
these two Platonic views that Volkmann (Lekrbuch dey
Psychologie, 1i. § 133) actually uses it to argue a generic
difference between art and beauty. Not only is this a strange
paradox, but 1t 1s not the distinction Plato mokes.
Y Rep , 401, 412.
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casy transition become the imitative arts (al
ML TLRAL 'réxuab).

Before passing on to consider the more famous
and systematic winnowing of art in the later
book, we are compelled to consider this educa-
tional approval of beauty in the earlier and in
the Phedrus, by the powertul attraction which
it has always had for a certain austere yet
sensitive type of mind.

Jhe thesis 1s that beauty, and in particular
the visible beauty of form and grace and the
audible beauty of rhythm and melody, especi-
ally if any of these be found in nature, dispose
men towards right conduct,' and, though this
is more tentatively suggested, towards true
thinking. °

§ 4. A variant of the doctrine, not exclusive
but complementary of the first form, is that the
creation and appreciation of bumty are symptoms
of highly developed morahty .} This is the turn
given to it by Kant 2 in holding that sensitive-
ness to the sublime and to natural beauty implies
a strong susceptibility to moral ideas ; and it is

1 Cf. Shakespeale, Sonnct 151:

“TLove 1s too young to know what conscience is;

Yet who knows not, conscience is born ot love ? *’
Aisthetic apprehension of the individual 1s an activity pre-
supposed, not superseded, by morality and philosophy. It
does not presuppose ctther of them, though what 1s ®sthetic-
ally apprehended may easily contain both 1t 1s this rela-
tion which puzzles Schiller (Ueber Aesthetische Evaehung),
who never makes up his mind whether the a@sthetic activity

is a preparation for or a transcending of true moralty.
3 Kritik der Urthedlskraft, §§ 29 and s59.

4
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the more prominent side also of Ruskin’s ethical
treatment of art.!

Dante with all his instinctive poetic fol-
lowers, Spenser,? Shelley,? Wordsworth,* and in
a less self-conscious sense St. Francis, form with
the two great philosophers a dazzling cloud of
witnesses. So we must not forget the solid, if
somewhat stolid, body of common opinion upon
the other side: that beauty is a snare, that
purity is puritanical, that artists—and here
Plato 8 is a lost leader-—have often much to be
forgiven them.

§ 5. Taken in its most literal sense there is
no empirical support for the dogma. The in-
habitants of beautiful countries or cities are
no better than other people, either morally or
westhetically.®  Possibly Virgil's farmers would
have been too good, as well as too happy, if they,
had realised their advantages.

§6. A similar and very common thought is

' Modern Painters, 1. Sect 2, n § 4; 1L Sect. 1, XV. §§ g—
12; 1v xvn 8 30-32; Two Paths, 1.

2 Hymne of Heavenly Beautie

3 Defence of Poctry

4 Prelude, n. 396—418 ; in. 127~39 ; xii. 151-73 ; Excursion,
V. 1207-29.

* Rep, 304-95.

¢ Cf. Ruskin’s other view (Lectures om Art and Modern
Painters, 1v. xu1. 20) which might disarm even Mr. Whastler's
I'en o’clock. Cf. Colendge, Biog. Lst., xav. (1. p. 32): * The
ancient mountans, with all their terrors and all therr glortes,
are pictures to the blind and music to the deaf.” Cf. Antma
Loct@ ; * When the country does not benefit it depraves. . . .
Hence the violent vindictive passions of many country folk "'
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that certain conditions of society are specially
favourable, if not necessary, for artistic activity.
Thus, to take the theory first in its most general
form,(it is often said that the spirit of a nation
must be profoundly stirred by political, military
or scientific achievements, if great works of art
are to appear.\ But the evidence for this con-
nection, if cdrefully considered, appears in-
conclusive, or at least shows little more than
this : that when works of art arise in the world
something else of interest is occurring or, at no
long interval, has occurred or is about to occur
But since great art is rarer than interesting
events, the converse proposition would be less
convincing. It is true that Pheidias was a
contemporary of Pericles, but if the Athenian
supremacy was more exciting than the Spartan,
it was its art that made it so. The times of
Dante, of Michelangelo and of Velasquez would
not strike us as superlatively interesting but for
their art. The Reformation did not produce
any mass of great art, say, in Scotland, nor the
Revolution in France, nor the War of Independ-
ence and the subsequent remarkable activity
in America. And though we have recently be-
come aware of a dclicate early Christian art, it
is hardly more important than that of the pagan
decadence, and would certainly not have sug-
gested to us that a new heaven had appeared on
earth.

No doubt if moving ideas are in the air, the
artist, if he exist, will be apt to be moved by
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them, and to embody their expression in his
works.  Yet love, birth and death, suffering
and nature, are with us always ; they are enough
to move man at anyv time and may be what move
him most even when trade is flourishing or
liberty expands.! And it is just as likely that
art may influence practical cfficiency as the
converse.2  Of course if a man’s preoccupations
lead him to identify art with the expression of a
certain set of feclings, he will conclude that the
prevalence of those feelings is a necessary con-
dition of art. So great painting and architecture
have been confined by the exclusively religious
to some fancied * Age of Faith,” by the enthusiasts
of Liberty to republics, and by lovers of estab-
lished order to an Augustan Age. Yet even in
their own sense this is a hazardous conclusion ;
for though most churches will perhaps be built
when there are most worshippers, they may be
built with wugly haste; pastorals have been
chiefly written by citizens ; and drought as well
as plenty may stimulate the imagination of
living waters.

§7. A form of the doctrine, more plausible

! Schopenhauer (Die Welt als Wille und Vorstellunyg,
Supplement 111, ch. xxx1.) remarks that the man of merc
talent comes always at the night time, for he 1s spurred by
the will and stimulated by demand, so that he goes hand
1n hand with the advancing culture of an age, hitting a mark
which his contemporaries cannot. But the man of genius
hits one they cannot see.

2 Cf. Plato, Rep, 424¢: obdauol yap kwolvrar moveikijs Tpémoc
Avev woNTkQy vhuwy TOV peyloTow
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because unable to be tested, is that with happier
and juster social conditions art will be born:
again ; that when masons are well paid they
will be sculptors; and that Leeds will have its
Parthenon when the Aire is as pure as the Ilissus.

“And what wealth shall then be left us
When none shall gather gold
To buy lus friend in the market
And pinch and pine the sold ?

Nay, what save the lovely auy,
And the little house on the hill,

And the wastes and the woodland beauty,
And the happy fields we till;

And the homes of ancient stories,
And tombs of the mighty dead;
And the wise men sceking out marvels,
And the poet’s teeming head ;

And the painter’s hand ot wonder,
And the marvellous fiddle bow,

And the banded choirs of music:
All those that do and know.

For these shall be ours and all men's,
Nor shall any lack a share
Of the toil and the gain of hving
In the days when the world grows fair 1!

The beautiful artistic expression of these
hopes by Ruskin and William Morris sometimes
blinds us to the fact that at least these works of
theirs, these touching and stirring aspirations
towards some sweet city of Demos, have come
to birth in our own day and because of our own

”

' W. Morns, Foems by the Way--'* The Day 1s Comung,
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surroundings. I have a better faith of the human
spirit, and not without witness, than to suppose
that either material discomforts or unjust con-
ditions could ever preclude it from the artistic
activity. I could as soon think with Hegel that
the age of art is past; or that good actions
would vanish from the earth becausc they are
so seldom successful ;  which yet, " by some
heavenly chance,” ! as Plato wonderingly re-
minds us, spring still from the least congenial
soil.  Such beliefs came partly from an idealisa-
tion of the Middle Ages and partly from the
Utopian fancy that the reform of one crying evil
will inaugurate the kingdom of heaven. But
as the mediweval guilds with their pecnhar
frecedoms and oppressions permitted our great
cathedrals, so did the slave labour of Athens,
with its own callousness and glory, produce the
Acropolis, and that of Egypt the Pyramids.  As
the Venetian plutocracy had its painters so may
the golden age have its poets, who may be less
or greater than those who fiected their time less
carelessly.

This much can be said : that the art most
congenial to Morris may perhaps demand for its
flourishing that just and happy society for which
he worked. For in spite of his tender sentiment
and his Gothic romance, the beauty that he
loved was classical or decorative, not dramatic
or sublime ;—the beauty of physically perfect

VRep, 3vbc; Meno, gge. In the Ion, 53bc, the same
expression 1s used of the artist’s inspiration
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human beings, donne leggiadre and good men
of their hands, happy among the gardens thev
have planted and the children they have be-
gotten ; not the tragic beauty of that poverty
and strife and sin from which the world so pain-
fully frees itself. And for a temperament of
this kind the stimulating setting is perhaps not
the smoke loved by Whistler and Monet, nor
the poignant contrasts of industrialism, though
even there “ cheerfulness will be always breaking
in.” For it, “ The desire of the heart is also
the light of the eyes. No scene is continually
and untiringly loved, but one rich by joyful
human labour ; smooth in ficld ; fair in garden ;
full in orchard ; trim, sweet and frequent in
homestead ; ringing with voices of vivid exist-
ence.” ! Perhaps no reforms will universally
realise this picture; in any case we shall never
have to lament the loss of tragic matter; yet
perhaps there is always matter also for the artist
of favour and prettiness, *“ the idle singer ”-—as
none had the right to call Morris save himself- -
“of an empty day.” If the play of the palwstra
gave us the athlete statues, the hard toil of the
stonecutters’ yard % gave us the Aiginetan pedi-
ments and that of the French peasant the beauty
of Meunier and of Millet. The world will not
‘grow fair.” And only the artist can make jt
0. But he always can,?
! Ruskan, Unto This Last.

" Hegel, Aesthetsk, vol 1. p. 459.
3 Cf. My. Whastler's Ten o'clock
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§ 8. And in some such hypothesis as this con-
cerning the relation of beauty to gooduness, we
must rest : the mind is one, and keen wsthetic
sensibilitics, cultivated by practice, imply, other
things being equal, the power of unselfish sym-
pathy and a nice discrimination of concrete facts.
An artist in the best sense f17or Tdr kakdv is not
likely to be merely violent or covetous or cruel,
nor to satisfy himself with conventional prin-
ciples and the letter of the law ; we should expect
of him tact, tolerance and mercy, and a sensi-
bility to the actual situation.? No doubt these

‘qualities will bring their own defects, but the

root of all evil is philistinism as Plato describes
it : ‘“ to belicve in nothing but those material
things which can be seen and handled, eaten,
drunken and lusted after.””2 And of such a
character he describes the genesis, how ‘‘it
grows slack and blind and dull since it is not
aroused or strengthened, nor its sensibility
clarified by any tincture of art or letters or
philosophy.”” 3

' Kant, Knitik der Ustheilskvaft, § 29, Allgemerne Anmer-
Aung : ** The beautiful prepares us to love something, and
indeed Nature, disinterestedly ; the sublime to value 1t
highly even against our natural imterests ”

2 M53év dXNo Sonetv elrar aAnfés aA\N 9 10 gwpaTtocedés ob Tis &v
dyacro aai {dov kal mwiow Kal ¢pd~yoe kal wpds Ta agppodicia xprioairo.
Phado, ST B.

' Of7e Noyouv uerioxor, ofre THs &NN\ys povakils, dolevés Te xal
kwedy hal TepNdy ylyverar, dre olk  éyerpbuevor o0dE Tpedduevor
ovde Suanalbaipouévwy TGV alobioewv.  Republic, 411 (Ihe
duaxdbapoes  alobnoewv here <poken of is clearly not a
removing )
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Coleridge has in his own way summarised the
matter well: “ Nature has her proper interest,
and he will know what it is who believes and
teels that everything has a life of its own and
that we are all One Lite.” ' And, less metaphysi-
cally, Shelley : 2 ““ A man to be greatly good must
imagine intensely and comprehensively ;  he
must put himself in the place of another and
of many others; the pains and pleasures of his
species must become his own. * The great instru-
ment of moral good 1s the imagination; and
poetry administers to the effect by acting upon
the cause. . . . Poetry strengthens the faculty
which is the organ of the moral nature of man,
in the same way as exercise strengthens a limb.
A poet therefore would do 11l to embody his own
conceptions of right and wrong, which are usu-
ally those of his place and time, in his poetical
creations, which participate in neither. By
this assumption of the inferior office of inter-
preting the etfect, in which perhaps after all he
might acquit himself but imperfectly, he would
resign a glory in a participation in the cause.”

§ 9. The discussion of Plato’s theory of art as
developed in the tenth book of the Republic is
a question logically previous to that of any other
because he is constructing less an wsthetic than
an anti-esthetic. { He and those who, consciously
or not, derive from him, do not so much tell us
what art is as that it is nothing, or next to nothing.

1 To Sotheby, Sept. 1802 Letters, 1. 403.
2 The Defence of Poetry.
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For since it is the copy of particular objects,
which are themselves only copies of the intel-
ligible unmiversals or ideas, it is an illusion threc
times removed from reality ) a level which the
Republic seems to indicate as the very backward
and abysm of being.!  Art is of course admitted
to be pleasant, that is indeed what makes its
dangerous importance ; but like other pleasant
things, wine or dice-playing, it must never be
allowed to interfere with our social duties, can
hardly be justified indeed as a relaxation, unless
for the sake of the health. '(fhe reason of our
pleasure appears to be that art imitates things ;
things which themselves would please us to
possess, to do or to witness, though the reality
might often be nmmoral or attended with incon-
venience and, in one way or another, cost too
much. Art then will have just the qualities of
the things it imitates, and must be regulated b
the legislator just as those things themselves ;
for though it might scem that the copy would be
at least weaker than the original, it is as a matter
of fact, owing either to the venal exaggeration of
the artist, or to some psychological connection of
make-believe with emotion,? more exciting. CIhe
natural consequence would be that imitation of
' in the quite ditterent classaification of the Philebus (66)
the beautiful, not here regarded as mmtative (cf. s1d8), 18
given the second place 1n the classification of goods along
with thesymmetncal and perfect, below measure and harmony,
but above mund, wisdom, science, art, true opinion and

painless pleasure.
8 Rep ., vos 60b. Schopenhauer (Die Welt als Waille und
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what is good should be allowed, and of what is bad
forbidden } but no one except the philosopher is
able to recognise the truly good and bad, and he
will teach rather by cxample, by the reality of
virtue, unless to the very young, than by colours
or feigning words which touch but its appcar-
ance.! Even the imitation of indifferent things,
if such there be, must be forbidden, for imitating
many things, like dilatory and inconstant con-
duct, weakens character.

Now two main strands are interwoven in this
theory, the hedonistic-moral and the mimetic,
which are not inseparable.? For even if we
thought the method of art something quite
different from mere copying, we might still hold
that, as art, it aimed merely at pleasure, and
therefore could not be called good or bad, but
only pleasant, except as it promoted good
or bad conduct. And conversely we might
hold art to be some sort of imitation, but belicve,
with Aristotle,3 that this was either a means to
knowledge or a valuable activity in itself. But I
think Plato takes neither of these last views ;(hc
does not even secem to hold that imitation is
pleasing in itself, but only when it imitates
pleasant things.4j It will be convenient therefore
Vorstellung, ui. § 51) gives a truer reason for this “aganactetic ’
element 1n art.

' Cf. Epicurus’ opinion that the wise man would ‘ live
poems ' rather than write them. Diog Laert, x. r2r1.

? But cf. Bosanquet, History of .Esthetic, chs u1,, 1v,

¢ Poetics, 1448b.

4 Rep , 5994.
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to postpone our discussion of artistic rcalism to
the criticism of what we have called anti-asthetic,
of the doctrine, namely, that art only has its
value in the pleasure or the goodness it pro-
motes.  For that art simply plea<es, and that
i «imply instructs, are two complementary
untruths, inconsistent, but not scldom held
together

§ 10 The saying of Dryden has been quoted
with approval 'pthat the end of poetry 1s to
please , and compared with the didactics of a
Bossu this seemed a truth.  For at least poetry
and art always do please, in the loose sense
of that term which has given plausibility to
hedonism ; to the man whom they do not pleasc
they are not beautiful.  An exhortation to hear
poetry or music whether it pleases us or no is even
more obviously a false abstraction than Aris-
totle’s saying that we should choose virtue if it
gave us no pleasure 2 We can form no concep-
tion of a virtuous act without its proper satis-
faction, and what a man hears without pleasure
is to him noise.  We may listen to the musician’s
noise, as we do to that of a foreign language, in
the hope of one day catching its delightful
meaning, but till it plcase us we are not listening
to music.

Yet it does not follow that art, any more than
morality, is just a way of indiscriminately seeking
pleasure. If it were so, since many pleasures
are admittedly bad, either in themselves, like the

P43 ¥ [th. Nic., 1174a, 12,
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pleasures ot malice, or in their results, like the
pleasures of intoxication, Plato’s attack would be
justifiable. He would be both a bad and a foolish
man who should refuse to submit his culinary
pleasures to a medical censorship. If all we can
say about art in itself is, as Plato supposed, that
it tickles the senses, then we are driven like him
to find some incidental utility in 1t to account for
the high value we place upon it as compared with
even keener titillations.

§ 11. The conclusive arguments against setting
up abstract pleasure as the end of conduct are
well known.!  With the necessary modifications
they are applicable to hedonistic theories of
beauty [ Tt will be enough for us to say here with
Aristotle that art aims not at pleasure, but at its
proper pleasure ;¢ or more accurately that the
creation and perception of beauty are activities
recognised as good and desirable in themselves
for mankind, as much as virtue or knowledge ;
and therefore as much as these bringing with them
their appropriate satisfaction, and as little in need
of extrancous justification.® If art were in itself
nothing but a means to pleasure we should be
content to exchange it for a greater quantity of
other means to the same end ; and it would be
purely selfish to further what pleases a few rather

t They are accesstble in numberless treatises from Plato’s
own Philebus (espeaally 55) to Mr. I H. Bradley's Ethical
Studies, m, Mr. Moore’s Prinapra Ithica, ch. wm, or Dr
Rashdall’s The Theory of Gord wird I, v .

2 Poetics, 1453b, 11.

3 Croce, Esteticu, p. 87.
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than what pleases many ; so that a certain quan-
tity of tobacco or conjuring would be equal to
Shakespeare.  To deny this on the ground that
we want the peculiar kind of pleasure called art
is to concede the point.  For if we prefer wsthetic
pleasure to a greater or equal quantity of gusta-
tory enjoyment it is not pleasure generically that
attracts us but the differentia.l

§ 12. Similarly if art were only valued because
it promoted morality we should only employ it
when assured that it was cheaper and more
efficient than sermons; while to preler Don
Quixote to Uncle Tom’s Cabin would be mere
voluptuousness. Both these suppositions are
palpably trivial.  Beauty is not to be thus
bought or sold for a price.

Though, as has been said, the moralistic theory,
occasionally in overt company of its hedonistic
accomplice or patron, was orthodox until the
revival of philosophy in the eighteenth century,
it was, like many undisputed orthodoxies, unde-
fended by arguments. To find these we must
turn to the quite modern and unsystematic
writings of Ruskin and Tolstoy.

§ 13. Tolstoy’s incoherence makes his theory -
diflicult to criticise, but its popularity gives it

UIf 1t be demed, with truth as I think, that difterent
pleasures can ever be summed or measured quantitatively,
my contention would be true a forfiorr, but 1t seemed un-
necessary to raise this question  For the opposing arguments,
cf Rashdall, Fhe Theory of Good and Jvil, 11 1, and Mackenze,

Manual of 'thics, pp 229-30
2 Enelish translation, What s Art 2
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a certain importance, and its derivation, through
many degrees, from Plato renders it instructive.

Quite neglecting the asthetic qualites of nature
he explicitly condemns the conception of beauty
as something noxiously hedonistic ; * art is the;
deliberate communication of fw]mg%- a thing
in itself indifferent, but permissible and indeed
praiseworthy when those feelings are compatible
with the good and end of life as conceived at:
the time.? The rescmblance to Plato here in
results, as well as in moral cnthusiasm, though
not in antecedent thought or in the immensity
of philosophic background which makes Plato’s
casual mistakes so invaluable, is sufficiently
striking ; and it is further increased by the
demand for simplicity, a demand which Tolstoy,

entangled in the State of Nature fallacy, ration-
alises on the ground that all art should be intel-
ligible to the simplest peasant.* He does not
bring these two tests into relation by telling us
if his simple peasants are really contented with

an art that communicates religious feclings, whil

it excludes dogma, the love of the sexes or of
one'’s own family or property, pride and patriot-
ism.® Again, though he has turned a blind cye
to natural beauty he cannot quite blink the
fact of formal or decorative art, and finds it very
troublesome for his theory. A good arabesque
is said to communicate “‘ the fecling of admira-
tion for a beautiful shape,” ¢ but he should

! Pp. 52, 59. 1 P. 50. s Pp. 54, 156.
¢ P. 145. ‘ Ch. xx. ¢ Pp. 49, 171.
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properly add ““or of disgust for an ugly one,”
since in beauty he finds nothing akin to art but
only sensual pleasure  On the antithesis of form
and matter he is perhaps not more confused
than better thinkers. It would, however, be
trivial to dwell on these and similar confusions.
We are only concerned to draw from partial
theories what stuff we can for sounder doctrine.
And though he has confused communication
with expression, Tolstov is right in his main
teaching — that all the elaborate ‘art-forms’
of tradition or caprice, unless they have behind
them some vital passion forcing itself into just
this and no other mould, are nothing but the
pedantic luxury which is a weariness of the flesh.
Ruskin * holds that fine art has only three func-
tions : fexpressing the religious sentiments of
men, -perfecting their cthical state and doing
them {material service; and though he wisely
modities, and even contradicts this,? it is on
the whole his main view.

Of all these anti-iesthetics, which reduce the
value of that pleasant thing called beauty to the
moral lesson imparted by an artist, we must
barely say that they do not describe our westhetic
experience.  That the paintings of Velasquez
do more for honesty or temperance than those

P Ovford Lectiures.

t Oxford Lectures and Two Paths, § 66  Ruskin defends his
iconsisteiicy on this and other pownts admirably and with
an almost Hegelian turn, consistently inconsistent with his

views of German philosophy.  Camliidge Inavgural, § 13,
Modcin Parnlers, vin, 1, § 14,
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of Carlo Dolci or Benjamin West s simply a
pious dogma for which, after sympathetic effort,
I can sce no argument.

§ 14. It 1s not impossible, but it is rare, to
find a quite satisfactory work of art to which
we can assign its edification.  Milton does not
really justifly God’s ways to men, but we perhaps
care more for him than thosc who thought he
did. Dr. Johnson saw that Shakespearc ““ scems
to write without any moral purpose’ and “‘1is
not always careful to show in the virtuous a
disapprobation of the wicked.” ' As Scott said *.
“ The professed moral of a piece is like the mendi-
cant who cripples after some splendid and gay
procession, and in vain solicits the attention
of those who have been gazing on it.”  Plato
has only the logic of his premises when he
banishes painters and poets. If it be said that
this is very unimaginative and pedantic criticism ;
that though Velasquez bas no moral we are the
better for ILas Menifias, as [.amb perpended
whether he might be for the Restoration drama ; 2
and that Comus improves us though not by its
preaching ; we must reply that, in a sense,
this may be so, but most certainly not in the
sense which Tolstoy, Ruskin, and, with a differ-
ence, Plato, in the true, usual and literal meaning
of their words, intend. TFor after all the word
which Lamb preferred to describe his ameliora-

L Preface to Sharcspeave.
2 Essays of Lha, ‘*On the Artificial Comedy of the Last
Century.”

5



66 THE THEORY OF BEAUTY

tion by Congreve was ‘gayer’; and his dis-
crimination was as nice here as ever, for it is a
most insidious anti-esthetic formula that comedy
by lashing vice excuses laughter. Many men
have lashed vice without drawing a smile, and
out of very good virtues has come good comedy.!

If the improvement which justifies art is
wsthetic improvement, if the lesson of Velasquez
is to sce unsuspected beauties, we are In a circle ;
for secing beauty in general wants as much
moral justification as seeing it in Velasquez. If
we arc better men for being susceptible to the
beauty of light and the charm of mere seeing, we
were better alrcady in contemplating the picture.
Every wsthetic act is its own reward, instantane-
ously perfect ; for though it may be said only
to find its complcte end in the formed habit,
this on the other hand, apart from its particular
exercises, is a mere potentiality.

§ 15. But the moral effect of art has been
maintained in a more disputable form which
founds itself with wvarying directness on the
famous sayings of Aristotle? that tragedy, by
exciting pity and fear, effects its purgation of
such emotions, and that certain kinds of music do
the same for ‘ enthusiasm’ Fortunately we are
not involved in the philological discussion of this

'CEf Lessing, Hamburgische Dramaturgie, 29 ; *‘ The tiue
use of Comedy is n laughter itself, in the practice of our
power to discern the rudiculous.” Sinmlarly, 1t is not the
worst poctry nor that we like least which we can best parody.

Cf. Keats’ and Swinburne’s parodics of their own
? Poetics, 1449b, 27 ; Politics, 1341b, 32.
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much-debated passage. We may accept Pro-
fessor Bywater’s conclusion that Aristotle thought
that tragedy benefits us by giving a harmless
vent to feelings with which we shall then be less
heavily weighted in our active life.! We need
only remark that in that case Aristotle seems to
have been careless. Whatever may be thought
of “ enthusiasm ’ and fear, pity is not, except in a
very special sense, a faculty of which the statesman
should wish to purge us.  Nor are pity and fear
deposits of which the more we spend the less we
have, but rather, as Plato 2 knew, taculties which
are strengthened by exercise; we should not
fortify a man against o night-watch with &
dismal treatise, nor steel him against pity with a
tale of tears. Nor does Aristotle seem prepared
to advise us, as he consistently might, to sow in
the harmless field of the theatre a yet wilder kind
of oats.

§ 16. What really concerns us is that almost
every writer on tragedy from the revival of
Aristotelian learning to our own day has adopted
something which he took to be the doctrine of
the Poetics. In the most general terms they may
be said to have agreed that after the excitement
of the emotions by a tragedy these are left in a
better condition than they were before.* And

Y Aristotle on the Art of Poetry, p. 1601 By taking the
genitive objectively he presents the purgation as a complete
removal or at least a merely quantitative reduction, not the
sifting out of any undesirable element.

2 Rep., 411, 606.
? Bywater (op. et, Appendix) and Butcher (Aristotle’s
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it has naturally been suggested that, if this is so,
something analogous may be expected from other
arts for the feclings which they exercise. Thus
have the determined moralists, who are three-
fourths of the world, found a way to justify art
without demanding a moral How far this
consensus is of genuine experience and how far
of reverence for the authority may be impossible
to determine. There are strong arguments on
the other side; Mr. Bradley ' says: “ If poetic
value lies in the mitigation of the passions, the
Odes of Sappho will win but little praise.” But
I am not sure that I agree, and if some more
general word were put for ‘ mitigation ' so as to
cover the vague notions of appeasement, correc-
tion, and refining attributed, however loosely,
to Aristotle, I think that I should not. Passion
thus realised, thus expressed and irradiated by
the spirit is a more human thing than when it
was brutally indulged or brutally stifled, though
possibly a still humaner poem might be, or has
been, written to irradiate a different motive.
§17. No doubt a cathartic effect is more
obvious in tragedy than clsewhere; in Greek
tragedy, as Shelley says:* ““ Lrror is divested of its
wilfulness ; men can no longer cherish it as the

‘

Theory of Poetry and Iine Art, ch. vi.) give many of these
mterpretations and resemblances.  To which may be added
Burke, On the Sublime and Beauliful, wv. §§ 6, 7; Shelley,
Defence of Poetry; Nietzsche, Die Geburt der Tragddie, §§ 7.
10, 21, pp 55, 116, 150.
Y Oxford Lectures, Poetry for Poetry’s Sake A, C. Bradley,
2 Defence of Poetry.
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creation of their choice. In a drama of the
highest order there is little food for censure or
hatred ; it teaches rather self-knowledge and
self-respect.””  R. L. Nettleship's criticism upon
Antony and Cleopatra,t that * as soon as there
is any beauty, or traredy, or humour in the
thing it ceases to be mere ‘vice,”” might be
transferred to Sappho, tor the contemplative
objectification expnicit in tragedy is implied also
in lyric. “ Archilochus,” says Nietzsche,? “ as
the man burnt up with passions of love and hate,
is only a vision of the genius who is now no
longer Archilochus but the genius of the world,
who symbolically expresses his eternal pain in
that similitude of the human Archilochus.”
Schopenhauer has extended most widely over
the ficld of art this theory of enfranchisement
from the passions* ““The head of the God of
the Muses with ecyes fixed on the far distance
stands so freely on lis shoulders that it seems
wholly delivered trom the body and no more
subject to its cares.”” But it is Hegel ¢ who has
most profoundly illuminated it. After pointing
out certain difficulties in the view that art aims
at simply arousing the greatest amount of
emotion of any kind, he considers the theory
that in some way it mitigates the passions,—
emollit mores,——and asks how it could do this.

1 Phiosophical Remains, v, © Miscclianeous Papers,” No 29
3 Die Geburt der Liagodie, § 5, p 42

3 Die Welt als Walle und Vorstellung, wv ad intt and passim
¢ Aestetrk, Lanleitung, 1 n o Bosanquet’s translation
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The brutality of passion consists in its selfishness
and engrossingness, in the identification of the
self with a narrowly limited interest. But art
shows to man’s mind that which he would other-
wise unconsciously be ; so that even if, as some
think, it flatters passion, it yet makes him aware
of himself, and by putting him into a spiritual
instead of a brutal relation with his feelings it
delivers him from their tyranny. Lusts become
emotions. Tears even in a certain sense express
and so mitigate grief; and in higher degrees
professional mourners, solemn music and elegies
free us from our ““ blind sunkenness ' in despair.
No theory, Hegel goes on, more definitely moral
than this can be accepted. If art becomes one
among other means of recommending good
conduct, it is degraded, and true morality is not
thereby furthered. But if it is knowledge of
humanity, because knowledge of self and the
possibilities of self, then, however alarming or
humiliating, it can never be alicn from our
deepest need. With Ajax we must pray for
light if it be but to die in ; as indeed the Greeks,
perhaps, could not see themselves and live :

Zeb, mdrep, ANNL ob ploat Ux pépos vlas "Axudw,

Tloinaov & alfpyy, 8ds &' dpBalpoiow Béobar

Ev 8¢ ¢der kal 8Neaaov, éwel vV Tou efadev olTws.!

§ 18. In this sense it may be said art liber-
ates man from his passions in giving him some-
thing else to do with them than to gratify them,—
to make them the object of his contemplation.

L1l., xvii. 646. See note at end of chapter.
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But this distraction is not the differentia? of
aesthetic experience nor its essence.  All spiritual
activity is true liberation ; and that from which
it liberates us is passivity or passion, from
which we need to be free just because it is an
inchoate and impeded activity. Philosophy,
Religion, Action, Science, each in its own way
removes the barriers against which some activity
seemed to break itsclf, and all in their own way
may be said to free us from the passions. But
the essential thing about each is not that it dis-
tracts us from the others, but that it liberates
us by its proper activity from its proper pas-
sivity or passion. \The student of philosophy is
perhaps not likely o be extremely violent or
covetous. But this is not why we value philo-
sophy, and the popular implication of the
epithet ‘ philosophic’ is refuted by conspicuous
exceptions. The peculiar passion from which
it frees us is curiosity, and that is just * pehogopiu ’
impeded by the passivity of ignorance. The
artistic experience frecs us from the desire for
expression, which just is the artistic activity or
“ ¢uhoxaria ' beating against the bars of ugliness
and incoherence. Not only trom pity and fear
but from triumph and envy and the burden of
every other emotion does art in a sense free us ;

! [ am much mdebted on this point to Professor J. A. Smuth's
lectures on Some Errors wn Avistotle’s Theory of Poetry. The
view here adopted seems to be an unproved and explicated
form of that by which Hegel just succeeds in strugghng free
of the moralising tradition ; loc. cst. and cf. Aesthetsk, vol. iii.

p. 135,
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yet from the burden of none of them simply but
only as craving for expression, yet unexpressed
and thercfore ugly.

To be tormented with a passion for beauty,
a sensitiveness to ugliness, is the condition of
the wmsthetic experience ; to be blessed with the
gratification of that passion is the realisation of
the experience itself. And it is the preoccupation
with this desire rather than its attainment,—
except so far as appetite never fed is apt to be
stifled,—which may distract the mind alike from
good or evil conduct ; as it is scientific curiosity
and not science which kecps the astronomer
from his bed. That cither should have these
good or bad effects is extrinsic to them, and of
no interest to a theory of art or to philosophy,
though properly to be considered by the moralist
in approving an artistic or scientific act.

§ 19. Here we seem to have found an account
of the relation of art to morality which we may
accept. If it is far enough from the literal
meaning of Aristotle, and in almost direct con-
tradiction to that of Plato, it may yet be the
truth which they are endcavouring to divine.
Its connection with Croce ! is apparent, it is the
rationalisation of the intuitive fceling of poets
from Milton 2 to Shelley, and if the moralists

! Estetica, pp. 24, 183.

2 Samson Agonstes, ad fin. Cf. Schiller, Ucber dsthetische
Evuiehung, Brief 221 * An art concerned with passion there
is; but passionate art is a contradiction, for the inevitable

’

1esult of artistic beauty 1s freedom from passions.”
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will accept it our reconciliation is not far off.
But it must be pointed out how far it is from
their original statement. It admits if it does
not necessitate Shelley’s warning to the artist
against directly embodying his own moral ideas
in his work. It holds that art aims essentially
at neither pleasure nor edification, but that we
are better, more human, less brutal beings, for
that wsthetic exercise in which we learn what
the world of man’s spirit, apart from our particu-
lar desires and convenience, really is.

This is a conclusion analogous to the one
already reached as to the effect of natural beauty
on character; the higher argument that they
are really one conclusion, that all beauly, natural’
or artistic, is really expressive and spiritual must
be attempted later.

§ 20. At present we may content ourselves
with the saying of Pater:2 ‘ To witness this
spectacle (of life and nature) with appropriate
emotions is the aim of all culture.” Tt is certainly
what we mean by the asthetic activity ; and so’
far as a man’s feclings are thus unselfishly ad-
justed he can hardly be unhappy or the cause of

! Those contemporary successors of the moralising school
who adopt the formula ‘“art for hfe” cither make their
pownt—plus royalistes que le roo—by defining life in terms of
art, to the neglect of thought and conduct, or explain that
art is a ‘‘ constituent means *’ to hfe, by which contradiction
in terms they only intend what no sane man ever doubted,
that 1t 1s but oune of the things which are ends.

2 Apprecrations : Wordswovth 1 suppose *appropriate’
means ' disinterested.’
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unhappiness, since in the language of St. John of
the Cross : ' “‘ the Spiritual man has greater joy
and comfort in creaturcs if he detaches himseclf
from them ; and he can have no joy in them if
he considers them as his own ; . . . he rejoices in
their truth . . . in their substantial worth.” To
those who dislike such authority or its application
to our subject we may quote another, hardly
to be suspected of narrow moralisation. * Under
the charm of Dionysiac (or tragic) art the bond
between man and man is knitted up; even alien
nature, hostile or enslaved, celebrates once more
the reconciliation with man, her long-lost child.” 2

What hindered Plato from any but the most
intermittent glimpses of this truth, what more
than any one thing cuts him off here from Hegel’s
explicitness and even from Aristotle’s implication
is his assumption that art imitates particular
things. It is this Realistic Theory of art which
we must now examine.

!i. 298, quoted by von Iugel. Aiystecal Elemont in Religeon
i 68.

1 Nietzsche, op ct. p. 24, § 1.

NOTE ADDED TO SECOND EDITION

IT is perhaps a mere chance that a Chinese poet of the third
century A.D. translated by Mr. Waley in the Bulletin of
Oviental Studies, 1917, p. 49, paraphrased the doctrine of
purgation :
‘“ Tongues loosened and minds at one,
Hearts refreshed by discharge of emotion.”

More relevant to Hegel is Euripides, Tro. 120 :

Moboa 3¢ x alry 7ots dvorihvois

dras kenadéw dxopévrovs
Cf. Med. 190, et seq.
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THE REALISTIC - TYPICAL THEORY :
PLATO, ARISTOTLE AND THE EIGH-
TEENTH CENTURY

‘

§ 1. The mmtation theory of beauty applies strictly to
act alone. There it 1s plausible, but not accurate nor applic-
able toallart. §2. ‘ Inutation of the universal.” Populanty
of this maxim. §3. Taken seriously it 1s the negation of
art. § 4. But a morc attractive interpretation of Anstotle
15 possible. § 5. Professor Santayana on truth of character.
§ 6. Truth in diction.  § 7. Restduum of value in the imita-
tion theory. §8. Errors escaped by this interpretation:
(r) Moralisation, wliuch follows fromn realism. § 9. (2) Separa-
tion of natural from artistic beauty.

§ 1. It has been alrcady said that theories
defining beauty as imitation have ncglected
nature and confined themselves to the representa-
tive sphere even of art. It istrue that the Greeks
held music to be imitative, not in the vulgar
sense of reproducing the squeaking of pulleys
or the crowing of cocks, but in the representa-
tion, which they ascribed to it, of character.
And in this sense no doubt dancing, architecture?

' ¢ Roh nennt man edel, unbehulilich gross,
Schmal-Pfeiler heb’ ich, strebend, granze-los;
Spitzbogiger Zenith erhebt den Gest,

Solch’ etn Gebau erbaut uns allermeist.”
(Goethe, Faust, 11.1 ad fin)
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and the key-pattern may imitate character,
and why should not nature for those to
whom, as to Byron, ‘ high mountains are a
feeling,” or who have Wordsworth’s passion
for the cataract or Swinburne’s for the sea? It
is a loss that Plato did not explicitly tell us
whether he would regard the ‘imitation’ bv
music of a human soul, as the imitation of a
particular thing itself twice removed from
reality.! But in any case it is clear that the
theory of imitation thus looscly interpreted has
so lost form and body as to be unrecognisable
to its parents. The object of our criticism must
be more definite. We must ask what is meant
by saying that the essence of art is imitation of
persons, natural objects or movements. Perhaps
it is from confessions of pictorial artists that the
theory has derived most support in recent years,
though the fashion now seems to be changing ;
but the novelist, the dramatist, even, in a less
degree, the poet, have had not a little to urge.
The subject of a painting must at least be recog-
nisable, or however pleasing a pattern it will
not be a picture; though in the ‘ hypothetical
judgment ’ of a story we may tolerate almost
any initial improbability, it is still toleration,
and it is always for the sake of the truthful
concatenation, the description of what a man

' In Phado, 79, we are told that the soul 1s rather of the
nature of the unchangeable, as are the 1deas. But the con-
text 1s too different for us to draw any conclusion for our
question,
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would do or feel if he won a lottery or found a
magic sword, that we tolerate it.

We may prefer strange situations just as we
may the photograph of an earthquake, but on
the whole there is no higher praise for the writer
than that his events are natural, his characters
true, and their language like that really used by
men. The recorded eiforts of Greek sculptors!?
after truthful rendering of hair, veins, muscles,
pose and proportion go far to justity Plato. The
laborious studies by Turner, Constable, Monet,
of mountain and mist, cloud and sunlight, sub-
stantiate the teaching of Ruskin.2 But Ruskin
at lecast knew that the notion of imitation is not
so simple but that we must come to closer quarters
with it.? To imitate a chair is the task of the
least artistic kind of carpenter; and monkeys,
with negligible poetic gifts, are probably better
mimics of action than most men. Almost in one
breath Plato complains that painters merely
imitate and that by imitating in two dimensions
they give the appearance without the matter.
Illusion even, as in the realistically coloured
statue, is seldom the artist’s aim ; there must at
least be a recognisable difference to allow for the
pleasure of recognition which Aristotle, rather
slightingly perhaps, suggests as the charm of
portraiture.*

L Pliny, N H., xxxiv. 57, 60.

2 Modern Painters, 11, i. ch. i. § 8; 1v. w1 §§ 13-16; Two
Paths, 1. 19 and passim, modified of course elsewhere passim.

3 Modern Pawmters, 1 i. ch. iv. 8 Poctics, 1448b, 16
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Again, if the beauty of these arts is their
mimicry, then either there are two beauties or
nature and the decorative arts are not beautiful.
And even if music be allowed, for the sake of
argument and without prejudice, to be an imita-
tion, architecture, ceramics, weaving and dancing
make good their claim, together with the greater
glories of land, sea, sky and the body of man,
to be beauty underived.

Imitation, in any natural sense of the word,
has in fact never seemed to be the sole, even if a
necessary, factor in art. The same race which
by its study of nature had developed the Par-
thenon pediments from those of the Triton and
of Typhon! gave as the highest praise to the
masterpiece of Pheidias that it added something
to the very conception of Zeus.?

Plato, himself, forgetful of his theory, tells us
that a statue is none the worse for being more
beautiful than any man,? since it is in the nature
of things that fiction should be truer thap
fact.* And plainly, if the artist confined him-

! Ilustrated in Collignon, Histoire de la Sculpture Grecque,
vol. i. pp. 2zo07~10.

2 Quintihan, Inst. Orat., xii. 10. 9; cf. the distinction
ascribed to Apollonius of Tyana between uéunots of what has
been secn and g¢avracla of what has not. Philostratus, 11
xxii. ; vi.xix. In the first passage he contends that plunoes
1s present no less in the imaginative act by which we find
figures in the clouds than in portiaiture. In the second
he prefers Greek representation of the gods to Indian
symbolism.

3 Rep., 472.

4 473. mwpatw Néfews Hrrov dAnlelus épdwresfac.  Cf. 40z¢
and 500e
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self, with his inadequate material, to imitation,
his lifeless mimicry could only inspire tedium
and disgust. From his stockish marble or most
liberal chinese white we should “ turn To yonder
girl that fords the burn,” or to the sun in heaven,
for life and movement, splendour and luminosity.?

The school of Futurists in a recent manifesto,
if T remember rightly, described all past art as
purely imitation ; and to mark the completeness
of their revolt adumbrated the desire to carve a
man with motor-wheels on his legs. This would
seem not less imitative than a centaur, an angel
or a Siva, though it rather suggests the chilly
symbolism of the balance and the cornucopia.
Surely their reaction is too narrowly directed
against the vacant dexterity of much recent
Italian sculpturc in gauze and open-work ; just
as their rejection of ‘beauty’ is simply an
acceptance of the philistine folly that everything
is ugly which is not appetising. Purely unimita-
tive beauty has always existed in nature, in.
architecture and in arabesque.

§ 2. Aristotle in his account of tragedy did not
reject the traditional term ‘ imitation,” but gives
it a new turn by suggesting 2 that the historical
untruth of art criticised by Plato arises just
because poetry ‘‘ tends to tell us the universal,
history the particular; and the universal tells
what kind of things a given kind of person comes
to do according to probability or necessity. This

1 Ruskin, Modeyn Painters, v. u1. § 1.,
* Poetics, 1451b, 6.
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is what poetry aims at though it gives names to
the characters. The particular is for example
what Alcibiades did or suffered.” ! It was not
Aristotle’s concern to emend Plato by any
reference to the Ideas.? But he must have been
conscious that here he definitely joins issue
with the doctrine that art imitates particular
things. In what scnse are we to understand
that it imitates the universal ? Various inter-
pretations have been made,® but the one which
has been most often accepted is perhaps the
least acceptable of any, though it has been
extended from tragedy to the whole of art. It
has been held that the sculptor, the painter ®
and the poet ® are to avoid mimicry of the in-
dividual with his characteristic peculiarities and
defects and to present as it were a composite
photograph of the species.

1 Cf, Poetics, 1461b, 11. 2 Cf. Plotinus, Innead, v viu 1.

3 Mr. Courthope, in Life in Poetry, Law in Taste, explains
the universal as ‘“ an 1dea of universal intercst,” * whatever
is furmshed naturally to the poct’s conception by forces out-
side himself ; the sources of inspiration springing from the
religion, tradition, civilisation, education of the country
to which he belongs,” as against ** the individual element,”
“including all that 1s contributed by the genius of the poet
(pp- 76, 89). ** What 1s meant by the Universal in dramatic
poetry is a situation of general interest ”” (p. 258). Whatever
the value of this distinction, 1t 1s clearly not the one in
Anstotle’s mind.

¢ Winckelmann, Geschichte der Kunst des Alteythusmns, 1v. ii.

¢ Reynolds advises the painter (Discourses, ni.) to ‘‘ consider
Nature in the abstract and represent in every one of his figures
the character of its species.”

¢ Dr. Johnson, Preface to Shakespeare.
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Here again our direct interest is not in the
philological interpretation of Aristotle, but in
discovering what the truth is which almost all
writers about art have agreed in feeling to be
either expressed or suggested by his statement.

§ 3. Rymer is angry with Shakespcare because
his Iago, though a soldier, is hypocritical ;!
Dennis because his senators are not sufficiently
senatorial.2 Dr. Johnson ? retorts that Shake-
speare, wanting a buffoon, went into the senate-
house for that which the senate-house would
certainly have afforded him; yet he himself
holds that nothing can please many and please
long but just representations of general nature.,
This is the interpretation of artistic universality
as generality ; of which will hold good the rule
of the formal logicians, that connotation varies
inversely as denotation, that the more people a
picture is like the less it is like any of them.
Far from being, as is suggested, the sole proper
method for the poet, it is simply the method
of allegory or personification, entering perhaps
more aptly or more often into sculpture and
drama than into pictures or novels, but not the

Y Short View of Tragedy. ‘' He would pass upon us a
close, dissembling, false, insinuating rascal, instecad of an
open-hearted, frank, plain-dealing Souldier, a character
constantly worn by them for some thousands of years in the
World."”

2 On the Genius and Writings of Shakespeare.

Y Preface to Shakespeave. Apparently Johnson means by
‘ general nature’ simply true human nature, but on this
point he had not cleared his mind ~ Cf pp 82-3.

6
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only method or the highest even there. It would
lead us consistently away from Shakespeare, as
in ascending stages, through French tragedy and
Latin comedy, to the Moralitics; from persons
whom, however peculiar, we seem to know, through
personifications of passion, and typical slaves
or fathers, to that ‘“ unearthly ballet of bloodless ™
abstractions performed by Bobadil, Uriah Hcep
and Mr. Worldly Wiseman, and presided over
by Everyman himself.! Once started on the
incline of generalisation we find nothing to stop
us. If it is not an individual we are to repre-
sent but a senator, why a senator rather than
a Roman, or a Roman rather than a man in
general, or a man rather than a living creature ?
Generalise your characters sufficiently and you
have but one. In truth we desire nothing of the
kind, nor could the artist give it to us, for a
generalisation can be thought but not imagined ;
we may imagine clearly or vaguyely, but the
image is always an individual whose indeter-
minateness would be only the result of defective
timagination. It is perhaps possible to imaginc
a person all covetousness or all purity, or all
parental affection, or extraordinarily ordinary,
as it is possible to imagine a satyr; but these
fabulous individuals will be less, not more, like
the generality of men. The upholders of ‘ general’

PIt nced haidly be said that some of these characters
are very good fun—for exaguceration 1s easily funny-—and that
one of them is something more.  Cf. Eckerinann’s Gesprdche
mit Goethe, Oct. 29, 1823.



THE REALISTIC-TYPICAL THEORY 83

or ‘specific’ nature in the arts must make up
their minds if they want ordinary characters or
characters possessed by a single passion.! In
neither case will they get a generality, and in
neither case, though they may get good art, will
they get the only kind of good art.

§ 4. Hamlet is both a very unusnal and a very
complex character; he is vividly imagined,
which is to say that he is a thoroughly concrete
individual,;yet for that reason I believe that he
satisfies all which we legitimately mean by our
demand for the artistic ‘ universal ’; he acts
and speaks as a man of such a character and
in his situation necessarily or probably would.
The truthful historian of Denmark could hardly
have achieved this ‘ universality * or consistently
imaginable character, for but few events can
be observed in life with that internal probability
or possibility which makes the presentation of
them artistic.® The historian must deal with a
collection of acts apparently accidental, arbitrary
and unconvincing. The poct creates an indi-

1 Cf. Schelling, Ueber das Verhdltniss der bildenden Kunste
:4 der Natur: “ If once everything positive and character-
1stic (wesentlich) were abstracted from form, the latter must
appear as hmiting, and hostile to, the charactenistic content
(das Wesen). The same theory which has cvolved the false
and flimsy ‘ Ideal * must nccessanly result in artistic formless-
ness. In any case the form must limit the content (das
Wesen) 1f 1t were independent thereof : but if the form has
its being in and through the content (dus Wesen) how could
the latter feel itself Limited by that which 1t has itself
created ? "’

® Poetics, 1451b, 32.
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vidual every atom of which should be organi-
cally connected with every other, thoroughly
consistent even in its extremest and most life-
like inconsistency.!

Croce has put this well when he says that if
Don Quixote is a type he is a type of all the Don
Quixotes. And [ do not think there is any
difficulty in supposing it to be essentially the
idea which was in Aristotle’s 2 mind. But the

! Poetics, 1161b, 15. Posaibly the owrpal ueraBolal
and wpémovoa dpuovla desired by Plato imply a feeling
after thus truth (Rep, 397b). Cf. Croce, Estefica, 1v. p. 413
‘“ People have somctimes talked of poctic or artistic univer-
sals to indicate that the artistic product 15 essentially and
absolutely spiritual and 1deal ' Munsterberg (The Eternal
Values) makes emotional unity in a complexity of impressions
the sole characteristic of beauty.

2 Compare the doctrine of modern logicians that * Um-
versality * 1s a matter not of quantity but of necessity
(F. H. Bradley, Principles of Logic, 1. i1. 44). Though Arnistotle
sometimes defines the Universal as “ that which can be pre-
dicated of more than one ”’ (De Interp., 174, 39), he also tells
us that “ the valuc of the umversal is that 1t reveals causal
connection ”’ (Analyt. Post., 88a, 4), and the general doctrine
of the Poetics 1s just that tragedy gets its effect by its con-
vincing concatenation of character and events with actions
(1454a, 33), cvery part of the whole being so structurally
orgamised that the displacement or removal of any one will
disturb and dislocate the whole (14514, 30). The last passage
15 specially pertinent as 1t immediately precedes that which
introduces the conception of Universality. Indeed the whole
context, being a contrast of tragedy, and in a less degree
epic (1462b, 3), with history, almost necessitates an inter-
pretation of 78 xafélov as the ncgation of cuuBefnxds or
accident (cf. Met., 1020, 3, 106540, 8) rather than as the
covering of a multitude. It 1s the Umty of Plot which gives
a poem individuality and distinguishes 1t from history, that
13, gives 1t ‘umwversality * by excluding all that cannot b-
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difference between this universality of absolutely
realised unity,—as opposed to a collection of
facts merely given,—and the generality so often
desiderated by its misinterpreters is so well set
out by Professor Santayana that I venture to
quote him at some length :?

§ 5. “ We may keep a note-book in our memory,
or even in our pocket, with studious observa-
tions of the language, manners, dress, gesture
and history of the pcople we meet, classifying
our statistics under such heads as innkeepers,
soldiers, housemaids, priests and professors. .
But it is not by this method that the most famous

imaginatively synthesised (1459@, 17). Butcher (op. cuit
p- 254), aptly quotes Probl., 917b, 9, seq. Bosanquet (7T he
Principle of Individuality and Value, ch. 1) instances a work
of art—though without citing the Anstotchan doctrine—--to
support his view that the umwversal and individual are
identical, or rather that the truth of both these conceptions 1s
only to be found 1n something called the Concrete Umiversal.
Without discussing his argument we can sec from 1t how the
individuahty of art may have been confused with generality.

Y The Sense of Beauty, pp. 177, 179, 184; cf. Schelling,
Ueber das Verhdliniss dey bildenden Kiunste -w dey Nalur :
‘ The artist must turn his back upon the product and the
creature, but only that he may eclevate himself in spirttual
comprehension to the creative force.” Schelling 1s here
speaking of plastic form. But on Ius theory of nature the
conclusion would be the same for all beauty  For not only
‘“ the soul 1s form and doth the body make,” which 1s 1n a
sense true on any thcory, but ““ everybody knows that great-
ness, purity and goodness of soul have also their sensible
expression. How would this be undeistood unless the active
principle 1n matter itsclf were also a being like to soul and akin
thereto ? '’ Schopenhauer also (Die Welt als Wille wnd
Vorstellung, m. § 44) apphes this interpretation of universalhity
to all the arts.
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or most living characters have been conceived.
This method gives the average, or at most the
salient, points of the type, but the great char-
acters of poetry—a Hamlet, a Don Quixote, an
Achilles—are no averages, they are not even a
collection of salient traits common to certain
classes of men. They seem to be persons—
that is, their actions and words seem to spring
from the inward naturc of an individual soul
Goethe is reported to have said that he conceived
the character of his Gretchen entirely without
observation of originals. And, indced, he would
probably Lave not found any. His creation
rather is the original to which we may occasion-
ally think we see some likeness in real maidens.
It is the fiction here that is the standard of
naturalness. And in this as on so many occa-
sions we may repeat the saying that poetry is
truer than history. Perhaps no actual maid
ever spoke and acted so naturally as this im-
aginary one. . . .

‘“‘ Inthemselves, if we could count all their undis-
covered springs of action, all men have character
and consistency alike : all are equally fitted to be
types. But their characters arc not equally in-
telligible to us, their behaviour is not equally
deducible, and their motives not equally appre-
ciable. . . . The poct then need not keep a note-
book. There is a quicker road to the heart—if he
has the gift to find it. Probably his readers will
not themselves have kept note-books, and his
elaborate observations will only be effective when
he describes something which they also happen



THE REALISTIC-TYPICAL THEORY 8y

to have noticed. The typical characters de-
scribable by the empirical method are therefore
few : the miser, the lover, the old nurse, the
ingénue,and the other types of traditional comedy.
Any greater specification would appeal only to
a small audience for a short time, because the
characteristics depicted would not longer exist
to be recognised. But whatever experiences a
poet’s hearers may have had, they are men. . . .
The poct has only to study himself and the art of
expressing his own ideals, to f{ind that he has
expressed those of other people.”” ?

§ 6. This scems to be the truth. What the
artist must always imitate, or, as we prefler to say,
express, is, as Plato saw in describing music, his
own passions and volitions. It is solely for the
sake of this expressiveness, as Plotinus indicates,
that we value works of art; and when it is
attained it will be a harmoniously organised,
individual whole and universally communicable.
Such an expression is sometimes found in natural
objects, and in language really used by men.
When this is so the artist’s supreme achiecvement
is selection.  But if Tolstoy or Wordsworth is led
in defending a theory to imply that expression
always is or must be thus attained, and that there
is no value in the suggested reminiscences of
poetic diction or the studied intricacies of rhythim ;
if they try to persuade us that the Bacchus
and Ariadne, ‘the cloud-capped towers, the
gorgeous palaces,” ‘ the proud 1ull sail of some great

! See note A at end of chapter, and ¢f Wordsworth, Pyey
to Lyrical Ballads: * Truth which 1s its own testimony ’’
(alluding to Anmstotle).
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verse,” ‘ the self-begotten bird in Arabian woods
imbossed * and ‘ Lancelot and Pelleas and Pelle-
nore ’ are either the common sights and language
of the country or not beautiful, they fall into the
rationalising fallacy of the Augustans and com-
mend only the naturalness of IFanny Burney’s
young friend who ““ Nothing would she talk of
but Decar Nature, and nothing abuse but Odious
Affectation.” ?

§ 7. The plausibly simple formula of imitation
has displayed a protean susceptibilty to manipu-
lation, but does in the end seem to yield up a
truth it had from the first concealed. Starting
with the view that artists imitate particular
natural existences,swe are driven by its obvious
difficulties to suppose that their method is rather
selection ; and asking for the principle by which
the ‘idealisation’ is guided, if we avoid the
moralistic irrelevancy of ‘goodness’ and the
tautologous circle of ‘ beauty,” we fall back upon
a quantitative notion of generality. But this
upon analysis turns to a consistent intuitability,
or imaginable individuality which may be con-
sidered a truth of coherence or consistency rather
than of correspondence to tacts.

“ If some people really sce angels where others
see only empty space, let them paint the angels ;
only let not anybody else think /e can paint an
angel too, on any calculated principles of the
angelic.” 2 ‘“ A play,” says Dryden with insight

! Diary (edited by A. Dobson), 1. p 414.
$ Ruskin, Modern Painteys, it § 2.
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worthy of a cause better than the dramatic
couplet, ““to be like nature must be set aboveit’’ ;!
and Reynolds, though less precisely, is on the same
track. ‘“ Whatever pleases has in it what is
analogous to the mind, and is therefore in the
highest and best sense natural.”” * ‘ The great
end . . . is to make an impression on the
imagination and the feeling. The imitation of
nature frequently does this. Sometimes it
fails, and something else succeeds.” Romance
itself is only the passion which is in the face of
all. realism.

In demanding universality, then, we demand
that the work of art shall exhibit neither the
apparently accidental and unmecaning colloca-
tions of the annalist nor the arbitrary and
mechanical joinery of the poet’s frigid fancy, but
shall convince us of its truth, or its right to a
place in the real, the really imaginable world.
Art is not a charming idiosyncrasy nor a dex-
terous feat, but a universally communicable
truth, though a truth perceived immediately
and by no comparison with any external pattern
—a true expression. This valuable kernel
of the imitation doctrine was laid barc and
preserved by Plotinus,® for an end of his own.
‘“ Whenever we admire a representation our

1 Essay of Dramatic Poesy. Also “ Tragedy, we know, 13
wont to image to us the minds and fortunes of noble persons,
and to portray these exactly ; herowc rhyme 1s nearest Nature,
as being the noblest kind of modern verse’’  Sce note B. at
end of chapter.

3 Discourses, vii., xii. 3 Entiead, v. viil. 8,
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delight is really directed to what is represented.
That we should be unconscious of this is
not surprising, for so are lovers, and all who
delight in the beauty that they see without
knowing that it is for the sake of that which
ts not seen.”

§ 8 Undoubtedly this conception of artistic
truth needs further elucidation. At present, be-
sides the fact that it does no violence to the
asthetic consciousness and may plausibly claim
to be the natural development of the realistic
and generalising theories, it is seen to have, as
against these last, two ments.

In the first place, 1t has quite transported us
from the sphere of that moralistic condemnation
which so naterally followed {from the notion
that art is copying. It art makes us know ° the
individual ’ it can hardly be an enemy of true
morality, which is poorly flattered by those who
think its practice depends on our deception by
poetic justice, idealisation and other meretricious
baits. If indeed with Aristotle! we want to
sce what can be said for art by the statesman
as well as on its proper merits 2 we may plead
that the drama, like norality, deals with indi-
viduals which are persons in definite situations ;
and though these are not the identical persons
or situations with which our conduct has to

Y Politics, loc. cat.

t Poetics, 1400b, 13, Tor the connection of Poctic Justice
with dealisation, cf Spectator 40, Tatler 82, and Dr. Johnson
on King Leay.
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deal, and there is no exact inference from in-
dividual to individual, yet the intuitive faculty
for apprehending the worth, the needs and the
deserts of a friend or an opponent is sharpened
and quickened by excercise whether on the indi-
viduals of art or of life. Lamb ' in criticising
the sentimental drama of his day says: “ We
turn away from the real essences of things to
hunt after their relative shadows, moral duties :
whereas, if the truth of things were fairly repre-
sented, the relative duties might be safely trusted
to themselves.”

§ 9. Secondly, we have in some degree over-
come the separation which the emphasis on imita-
tion seemed to have effected between the beauty
of representation and that of the formal arts
and nature. Aristotle, as we have seen, allows
for the possibility that here and there an actual
occurrence may be apprchended in all the co-
herence and lucidity with which the artist should
always express himself.  The same relation will
hold between visible nature and painting or
sculpture. An attempt must be made to show
how even beauties of what would be called the
most formal kind have a quality analogous to
this ‘ universality * or imaginative individuality
which Aristotle demands for poctic fiction ; how
we can understand what Plato meant when he
said that only in what is beautiful, and in every-
thing that is beautiful is our apprehension actually

! Specsmens of Dramatsc §Poets (Moxon), 1. 163, note on
Rowley, 4 New Wonder
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in harmony with the real * : how we can even have
some inkling of Schopenhauer’s thought in his
dark saying that music gives us the Universalia
ante rem.® ‘ :

! Phadrus, 250d ¢t s.qg arc the chief passages which 1
have ventured thus widely to interpret ; cf Plotinus, loc. cit.
2 Die Welt als Wille und Vorstellung, n1. § 52.

NOTES ADDED TO SECOND EDITION

A Jhce umversality rightly ascribed to a successful
artistic cogimunication is not that it has drawn a portrait
like many people, but that it has really expressed and com-
municgted a real human feeling  If we find 1t expressive that
must be because 1t expresses a potentiality of our own ; and
we thereby recognise the kinship of our nunds to the artist’s,
both 1n feching and expression, a kinship which ideally extends
to all humamty. Cf pp 111-12 tnfra.

1B Metre in drama 1s natural, not because men normally
use verse, but because dramatists do  Dramatists naturally
write verse because most men 1 moments of strong feeling,
having the poetic impulse to express it, tend to fall into some
rudely rhythmic mode of utterance or movement. Cf Chap.
N snufra.
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INTELLECTUALIST THEORIES: KANT
AND COLERIDGE

§ 1. Motives and ments of Kant’s general @sthetic pro
cedure. Distinction of formal from expressive beauty
§2. Design of the Critique of Judgment. §3. Asthetic
approval, bang vahd for all, but refernng to no quality or
wdeal of the object, must refer to a free harmo of our
faculties. So the object seems designed for )r;ceptnon.
§ 4. Distinction of @sthetic from logical and moral judgments ;
and from sensation. § 5. Does the judgment of beauty
precede or follow pleasure ? §o. Kant’s answer umplies
four pleasures, one preceding and two following the purety
®sthetic one. § 7. Ments and defects of Kant’s theory.
§ 8. Obscure points: (1) Unmiversal vahdity of taste. §9
(2) From validity follows communicability and from harmony
the 1dea of design  §10. Errors: (1) The separation ot
fiee fiom dependent beauty. § rr. This error leads him back
to the moralistic fallacy. § 1z (2) The separation ot art
from nature. (3) The separation of genwus from taste.
§ 13. Colendge’s version of Kant

§ 1. Itisnot the least meritot Kant’sphilosophy
of beauty ! that, whatever the dithiculty of its

U Die Kyitsk der Urtheslskraft, Part 1, pubhished 1790. The
pre-critical Beobachtungen diber dus Ge/uhl des Schonen und
Erhabenen (1764) may perhaps be neglected by the student of
@®sthetics, though not by the pistorian of taste nor the collector
of dry or unconscious humo#s. There 15 a translation of the
Critique of Judgment by Bernard  Some illustrations of the
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94 THE THEORY OF BEAUTY

method and its conclusions, it deals directly
with the crux of the situation. In earlier, and
indeed in later, writers we are constantly brought
up, amid some general considerations as to imita-
tion and expression or truth and goodness by
the desire of asking what relation all this may
have to the beauty of a tree or a Persian carpet,
a fugue or a tracery. The components of our
pleasure in Michelangelo or Milton are so many
and various that the first step to eclucidation is
Kant’s refreshing self-denial in confining himself
to simpler instances. It is, I think, clear that,
with a nature not especially susceptible or accus-
tomed to beauty, he especially felt the tempta-
tion of admitting extraneous considerations of
morality or philosophy in a discussion of poetry
or painting. In avoiding this he actually falls
into an opposite error of excluding from the
realm of pure beauty (pulchritudo vaga)' all
representative art and animate nature on the
ground that they are adulterated with moral
or empirical conceptions (pulchritudo adherens).?

development of Kant’s theory may be found i his Re-
flexionen zur Anthropologie, 1. ii. B; Vom Gefahl fir das
Schone : Vom Geme, i Kant's Schriften, xv. (Berlin, 1913).
But these arc only disconnected jottings.

1Cf. Kames (Home), Llements of Criticism, 1762 (trans
into German, 1762-63). He makes this distinction and gives
the same examples of each kind as Kant  Sce Wohlgemuth,
Henvy Home’s Aesthetik und shy Ewnfluss auf Deutsche
Aesthetrk (Berlin, 1893).  Hutcheson, Enguiry into the Original
of our Ideas of Beauty, 1725, had made a somewhat stmilar
distinction, but his ‘ relative beguty ’ is good imitation.

2§ 16. The beauty of an arabesque is pure; that of a
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But whatever the motives or the dangers of his
specialisation, it was an indispensable step to
his inquiry. His main object was to show that
the satisfaction derived from beauty is not, as
Hume! bhad maintained, sensuous, arbitrary,
empirical and subjective. He is prepared for
an :esthetic battle analogous to the onc which
he has fought for knowledge ; and as that turned
on the “ synthetic judgments a priori” of pure
mathematical intuition, so here he belicves that
the key of the situation is our judgment of a
pleasure universally communicable, yet inde-
pendent of concepts. In other words, why do
we say : ““ This is a pretty pattern,” and believe
ourselves to be speaking objective truth, though
we have no interest in the thing, no notion of any
purpose which it serves, and no moral or scientific
concept of what type of thing it ought to be? 2
If by our answer we can secure this humble posi-
tion from the enemy, the higher ficlds of beauty,
so tempting for the magnificent manceuvring
of the rhetoricians, can be left to take care of
themselves.

§ 2. Only half of the Critique of Judgment is /
concerned with Taste; the second part deals,
with teleological judgment. By teleology Kant ™

man, horsc or portrait 1s conditioned by our conception of its
ideal, function or suigmal.

1 4 Treatrse of Human Nature, 11 1 8; 1L ii 5; 11 11 1,
and Essays, xviii , ** The Sceptic ™’ ; xxm, * The Standard ot
Taste.”

2 Cf Home, Elements, xxv , and Addison on ** Imagination ™’
(Spectator, 411 et seq), i, '‘not so gross as sense nor so
refined as understanding ’’ ; also for absence of interest, sec i1
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intends not the supposed external adjustment
of things to the service of man or of one another,
but the fact that the biologist is unable to con-
ceive or investigate living things on the purely
mechanical methods which are sufficient for
the physicist, since their parts are not merely
juxtaposed in space but organised as recipro-
cally means and ends. The fundamental principle
connecting these two treatises is obscured in
the existing introduction, on the difficulties of
which some light is thrown by the treatise
Ucber Philosophie diberhaupt, itself originally
designed as a preface but rejected as incom-
prehensible.

The connection appears to be this. The most
general and axiomatic laws of nature, such as the
laws of the Uniformity of Nature, or Universal
Causation, we regard as self-evidently necessary,
or, on the Kantian system, ‘ our understanding
prescribes them to nature.” That they should be
fulfilled by al' ecvents, therefore, is no source of
wonder or gratification. We simply cannot con-
ceive of any other possibility. But as a matter of
fact we further find, even among laws empirically
discovered, a harmony, a systematic and in-
telligible connection which could not have been
foretold from the a prior: axioms, and yet seem
cognate to our understanding. The presupposi-
tion that this will be so is implied in every act
of research into nature, yet its fulfilment always
comes as a surprise and a delight. It seems as if
the world had been designed simply so as to be



INTELLECTUALIST THEORIES 97

intelligible , it might have been no worse other-
wise, but it would have been inexplicable
to us; and so, though we may not say that
it 4s so designed, ‘‘since the reflective?
judgment gives principles not to nature but
to itself,” we are justified in thinking of it as
of 1t were.

. Under this general statement will come the
apparently designed intclligible system of natural
laws, of which Kant here says no more; the
apparently designed internal adaptations of living
individuals (or species) 2 which is the subject of
Part II., into which we cannot follow him ; and
the somewhat diffcrent case of things judged to
be beautiful. The last please us, but the pleasure
is unconnected either with desire or with any
concept of what the object ought to be. It is
in this last point that they differ from living
organisms, for though we do not know what ex-
ternal purposes each of these may serve, we have
the vague concept of its own life, well-being and
reproduction as something which the co-ordina-
tion of its parts ought to secure.

! OQur ordmnary judgments are ‘determinant,” that is,
they subsume particulars under universals given by the
understanding. Of this kind arc the judgments of norganic
science and practical hfe. The ‘ reflective” judgment sub-
sumes particulars under a principle which it does not borrow
from experience. Of this kind are our asthetic judgments,
and also those tcleological ones which the science of lhiving
organism employs ;—those judgments, 1in short, which use <uch
predicates as beautiful, alive, individual. Cf. Frost, Begrff der

Urthelskraft bes Kant.
3 Cf. Bergson, L’ Evolution Créatrice, 1. p. 95.

7



98 THE THEORY OF BEAUTY

§ 3. Now the pleasure accompanying a percep-
tion is a subjective clement which tells us nothing
about the nature of the object. And if we have
pleasurc merely in apprehending the form of an
object, without referring it to any concept,—
without any idea what sort of a thing it is meant
to be,—that can imply nothing but the harmony
of the object with our knowing faculties ! as they
come into play in reflectively judging of it. That
is to say, what plecascs us is the adaptation of the
form of the object to our faculties.? We are
bound to think of it as designed not for any par-
ticular end but just for human perception.®  And

' The harmony of the object with our faculties consists
in the fact that they (understanding and imaginmation) har-
monise wi'/+ one another n 1ts apprehension, though then
interaction 1s not regulated by a conception of the under-
standing as 1 scientific cogmtion. I endeavour to avoid
discussion of Kant's theory of knowledge  Sce p. 103.

3 This appears to be modified i an important way in § 9.
Sce below, p 101

3 When the aspect of the relation emphasised 1s the adapta-
tion of the object to our faculties, 1t 1s called beautiful ;
when rather a certain adaptation of our faculties to 1ts force
or greatness, 1t 1s called sublime. See below, Chap. 1X. Cf
Addison, “ Imagination” (Spectator, 411 et seq.): ' Ths
faculty 1s pleased with Greatness, Novelty and Beauty.”
In the last case 1t 1s a “ sccret satisfaction,” perhaps sub-
jective m the case of colour, in ““ anytlung that hath such a
varicty or regularity as may seem the cffect of Design in
what we call Works of Chance” (iv). It is worth while
observing Kant’s obligations to Addison, which seem to be
very great especially in his ticatment of the Sublime, and to
other Enghish writers, as they dimiish the sense of bewilder-
ing remoteness which his systematic technology is apt to cause.
Ct. Candrea, Der Begriff des Erhabenen bes Burke und Kant
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since in this perception it is the form—that is to
say, the objective element intellectually appre-
hended (e.g. shape)—not the matter,—that is to
say, the subjective sensuous clement (e.g. sweet-
ness),—which pleases us, we can explain our judg-
ment that the pleasure is necessarily involved in
the perception of the object, not for ourselves
only, but for every rational being. This is ex-
pressly applied both to artistic and natural
beauties, and Kant believes that no other theory
can explain the paradox that pleasure, which is
a subjective fecling, should yet be judged as
necessarily connected with the perception of an
object. From the conception of a thing you can
never argue to its pleasantness, but only to its
own propertics. To say a thing ‘is pleasant’ is
an empirical judgment, which can no more be de-
duced from a concept than any other empirical
judgment such as that “ it is on the table.” Such
a judgment as this latter of course claims tc be
valid for all men, but the former does not, unless
the pleasure predicated is of the particular kind
called @sthetic. Then only arises the problem
for which Kant claims to have discovered the
solution : how can a judgment, empirical and
depending on no conception, and predicat-
ing no quality of the object, but only our
(Strassburg, 1894), and Neumann, Die Bedeutung Home's | ur
die Aesthetik (Halle, 1894).

Addison’s papers were translated into German, 1739—45, by
Frau Gottsched. Some of lus resemblance to Kant, but notall,

may be explained by their common indebtedness to the De
Sublimitate. The debt may be through Bodmer and Breitinger,
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subjective feeling, claim to be wvalid {for all
men ? !

§ 4. The early part of the treatise (§§ 1-8) is
mainly occupied with justifying the assumptions
of this introduction. Kant substantiates the
statements that the wsthetic judgment gives no
information about the nature of the object ; that
it is not connected with desire or interest as are
our judgments on the pleasant and the good ;
that it claims universal validity though this claim
does not proceed, as in all other cases where it is
made, from concepts. He distinguishes carefully
the wsthetic judgment on the form of an object
or on the arrangement of colour, movements or
sounds from what he believes, though uncertainly,
to be the merely sensuous pleasure of a single
pure tone or shade. Lastly, he explains how
judgments of taste can be true, though not de-
monstrable, and how this claim to universal
validity comes to be unsatisfied.

§ 5. It is in the ninth section that he advances
beyond ‘the positions already indicated. He
here propounds the question whether in a judg-
ment of taste (Geschmacksurthedl) the feeling_of
pleasure precedes or follows the judging (Beur-
theilung) of the object, and assures us that his
answer will be worthy of all attention as it is the
key to the Critique of Taste. His answer is that
if pleasure came first it would be merely sensuously
agreeable and could not therefore be other than

Y Cf. Home, Lilemenis xXv.. ' lhere s a rule tor taste, but
4 subjective one.”
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subjective. It is, then, the universal communi-
cability of our state of mind which precedes and
occasions our pleasure ; and this state of mind
is the free harmony with one another of those
faculties of perception whose activity is necessary
for any knowledge.! But of this harmonious
relation between our powers we become aware by
feeling, and Kant does not consistently make it
clear that this feeling is not itself pleasant.?

' So kann er (d.h. der Bestimmungsgrund des Urthels)
kein anderer als dey Gemiiths -ustand sein, der im Verhaltnisse
der Vorstellungskrafte zu emander angetroffen wird, sofern
sie eine gegebene Vorstellung auf Erkenntniss iberhaupt
beziehen.”

8 The mmportance which Kant himself imputes to this
point justifies a collecction of passages. (a) Linlettung, vii.
‘“ Wessen Gegenstandes Form (nicht das Materielle seiner
Vorstellung als Empfindung) mn der blossen Reflexion dber
dieselbe (ohne Absicht auf einen von thm zu erwerbenden
Begnff) als der Grund emer Lust an der Vorstellung eiwnes
solchen Objects beurtheilt wird, mit dessen Vorstellung wird
diese Lust auch als nothwendig verbunden geurtheilt.”
(b) (Also in vii.) ““ Aber sie (d h die Lust) 1st doch der Bestim-
mungsgrund dieses Urtheils nur dadurch, dass man sich
bewusst 1st, sic beruhe bloss auf der Reflexion,” u.s.w , cf. § 34.
(c) Ueber Philosophie tiberhaupt (Ilartenstein, vol. vi.), p. 389 :
‘“Wenn namlich die Reflexion uber eine gegebene Vorstel-
lung vor dem Gefuhle der Lust (als Besttmmungsgrund des
Urtheils) vorhergeht, so wird die subjective Zweckmassigkeit
gedacht, ehe sie in ihrer Wirkung empfunden wird.” (d) Ib.
p- 393: ‘ Das asthetische Reflexionsvermégen urtheilt also
nur uber subjective Zweckmassigkeit (nicht uber Volkom-
menkeit) des Gegenstandes, und es fragt sich da, ob nur
vermittelst der dabei empfundenen Lust oder Unlust, oder
sogar uber diesselbe, so dass das Urtheil zugleich bestimme,
dass mit der Vorstellung des Gegenstandes Lust oder Unlust
verbunden sein miisse.”” The answer is said to depend on the
question if such judgments imply universality and necessity.



102 THE THEORY OF BEAUTY

By this paradox, that the universal communi-
cability of our state of mind is the cause of our
esthetic pleasure and indeed of our judgment
that a thing is beautiful, we arc reminded of
Kant’s moral paradox that it is the universal

“In dicsem Falle wurde das Urtheil zwar vermittelst der
Empfindung der Lust oder Unlust, aber doch auch zugleich
uber die Allgemeinheit der Regel, sie mit emner gegebenen
Vorstellung zu verbinden, durch das Erkenntnissvermogen
(namenthich die Urtheuskraft) a priors etwas bestimmen
Sollte dagegen das Urthell michts, als das Verhaltniss der
Vorstellung zum Gefuhle (ohne Vermuttelung emer Erkennt-
nissprincips) enthalten, wie es beim dsthetischen Sinnenu:-
theil das Fall 1st (welches weder ein Erkenntniss-, noch emn
Reflexionsurtheil ist), so wurden alle asthetischen Urtheile
ms bloss empirnische Fach gehoren.” (e) After this, § 12 of the
K d. U.1s again somewhat puzzling: ““ Das Bewusstsein der
bloss formalen Zweckmassigkeit 1m Spicle der Erkennt.
nisskriifte des Subjects ber emmer Vorstellung, wodurch ein
Gegenstand gegeben  wird, wst die Lust selbst.” () §37:
““ Also 1st es nicht die Lust, sondern dic Allgemeingiltigkeit
dieser Lust, dic mit der blossen Beurtheilung emnes Gegen-
standes 1m Gemuthe als verbunden wahrgenommen wird,
welche a prions als allgememne Regel fur die Urtheilskraft,
fur jedermann giltig, in cinem Geschmacksurtheile vorgestellt
wird.” In this last statement, ““ that the universal validity
of the pleasure is represcnted as a law valid for all,” Kant's
scrupulosity of statement seems to pass into tautology. His
own difficulty 1in maintaining all these distinctions may be
lustrated by Inz. vii.: ““ Ebenso macht derjenige, welcher in
der blossen Reflexion uber die Form eines Gegenstandes ohne
Rucksicht auf einen Begniff Lust empfindet, ob zwar dieses
Urthesl empirisch und emn Emzelnes Urtheil 1st, mit Recht
Anspruch auf jedermanns Beisttmmung,” where from the
context with the preceding and following sentences it 1s, I
think, clear that the term ‘judgment’ is applied to the
* feeling of pleasure ' and not to the reflection. (The italics
throughout this note and the last, except in the case of the
words ‘ a priors,” are mine.)
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applicability of a maxim which is the reason as
well as the sign of its rightness. He does not
deal with the difficulty that the judgment upon
ugliness would be cqually universal but painful.

§ 6. Kant’s analysis, then, of the mental process
contained in what he calls the Judgment of Taste
would appear to be as follows. Certain forms
sometimes stimulate our faculties ot Imagination
and Understanding to a harmonious interaction,
but without any concept, empirical or a priori,
being suggested for the cognition, as would be the
case if we were making a scientific or practical
judgment. The interaction of these faculties,
then, though perhaps not more harmonious than
in ordinary perception, is more free (§9). Of
this free interaction we become aware by a
feeling * which is pleasant.2  We then judge that
this pleasure, or the relation causing it, results
from mere reflection on the adaptation of the
object’s form to our judgment and is therefore
universally valid for every rationally perceptive
being. And it is this judgment which gives us
the specifically @sthetic pleasure.

It will be noticed that in this summary of
various passages it is suggested that two distinct
pleasures occur, which Kant, as far as I have
discovered, nowhere explicitly says to be the

1§ 9: *““ Ber einem Verhaltmsse, welches keinen Begritt zuin
Grunde legt (wie das der Vorstellungskrafte zu ewncm
Irkenntnissvermogen uberhaupt) 1st auch kein anderes
Bewusstsein desselben als durch Emptindung ., moglich

2 See the passage quoted above from § r2.
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case. But I can find no other way to harmonise
the extracts given; especially the statements
that we can only become aware of the relation of
our faculties by feeling (§ g), and that our con-
sciousness of the purposiveness of our faculties
in pereception actually is the pleasure (§ 12) with
the other that it 1s the universal communicability
of our state of mind which precedes and causes
the pleasure (§ g).

Nor am I sure that Kant was not himself aware
of this duplication. For in § 36 he asks “ How,
merely from our private feeling of pleasure in a
thing, without reference to any concept thereof,
is an a priors judgment possible that this pleasure
attaches to the representation of the same object
in every other subject ? "’ ; where he can scarcely
have forgotten the pronouncement—‘ worthy of
every attention as being the key to the Critique
of Taste "—that the judgment of universal com-
municability precedes the pleasure.! It is diffi-
cult to resist the conclusion that here we have an
example, which may be matched elsewhere in
Kant, of-—

‘ that false secondary power
By which we multiply distinctions.”

Or if we fancy we can detect in our asthetic ex-

perience elements corresponding in some degree

to all of Kant’s stages, we are discouraged by the

discovery that there are still two more pleasures

connected with the judgment of beauty for which

we must find a place. These are interests in the
l§9.
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existence of the beautiful object and therefore
only indirect consequents of the pure judgment
of taste. The first is an empirical satisfaction
which man as a social creature finds in the possi-
bility of communicating certain of his feelings,
so that a pleasure, in itself trifling, becomes
valuable if it can be shared (§ 41). The second
is an intellectual and a priors satisfaction in the
beautiful forms of nature, though not of art,
since Reason takes an interest akin to moral
interest in the fact that nature has provided for
our disinterested satisfaction (§ 42).

In the complexities by which Kant has here
become entangled over the question of subjective
universality, subjective purposiveness and ob-
jective pleasure, we shall I belicve find, as he
prophesied, the key to understanding the Critique
of Judgment and the test for distinguishing in it
what must be rejected and what retained.

Leaving, however, for the present, detailed
criticism, it will be useful to ask what, in the main
results of the treatise, satisties us and what leaves
us discontented.

§ 7. Everyone probably will agree with the im-
plied assignment of the wsthetic activity to the
cognitive side of our spirit and with the explicit
distinction of it from knowledge of things on the
one hand, no less than from practical activity on
the other. The recognition of beauty is not, on:
the one hand, conceptual knowledge either em-:
pirical or a priori ; it gives us no knowledge of the
nature of things outside us, no ‘ objective * know-
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ledge, at all. For beauty is no quality of the
object and cannot be proved. Or, if we may put
into our own language the conclusion to which
Kant continually seems to be striving, but from
which he always recoils, the w@sthetic activity is
the intuition of an individual as it is in itself,
transcending or escaping the concepts both of
science and of historical existence, and further
this individual is in the last resort a state of our
own mind. On the other hand, beauty is not to
be identified either with the desirable or with the
moral. Nor can it be confounded with sensation
or with pleasant sensation. It is distinguished by
an activity of the Imagination of which we become
aware by a pleasant feeling. 1In all these mainly
negative contentions we should, I think, agree
with Kant, and find our agreement sanctioned by
the opinion of most great thinkers upon the sub-
ject. Further, there are many points where,
though we hesitate to give a final adherence,
Kant’s views impress us as valuable attempts to
express elements really present, and command
at all events our sympathetic consideration.
Among these points are the universality which he
attributes to the axsthetic judgment, at least
regulatively,! as preceding its pleasure ; and the
way in which he contrasts, while closely con-
necting, this pleasure with those resulting
from communication and from the suspicion
of a designing or at least spiritual cause of
nature.
1§22,
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On the other hand we are, I think, quite dis-
satisfied with the great gulf which Kant has
fixed between pure or formal beauty on the one
side and expressive or adherent! beauty and
sublimity on the other; with his analogous
though less thorough separation of art and
nature ; and with his rejection of the beautics
of music and colour as in the main unwsthetic
because sensuous or emotional. And finally we
find ourselves led with him into a fundamental
difficulty by the very use of the word Judgment
at all.

§ 8. We may discuss in order first the dubious
points, beginning with universality. Kant holds
truly that in an wsthetic experience we do be-
lieve oursclves to be in some sense right ; that
to it, unlike our gustatory experiences, we give
objective value, and for that reason endeavour
to communicate it to others either by a work
of art or by the less direct methods of criticism
and artistic scholarship,—activities which, apart
from their somewhat confused claims to be con-
sidered as history, philosophy or science, must
always, as propedeutics to appreciation, aspire
to be at least in part artistic.

It is this which we have already tried to ex-
press by saying that beauty is no mere subjective
dream or fancy, however pleasant or thrilling,
whose value depends on its being my fancy—as
that I should think of myself as rich, or beloved,
or inspired. Any of these ‘fancies,” so far as

1 See p. 94 supra, and 113 et scq. infra.
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they have been described, might indeed be
westhetic, as it might be to fancy myself sick or
a crossing-sweeper ; it would be the way in
which these things were imagined, not indeed
merely fancied or pictured or thought of as
logically possible, that would give the experience
wsthetic value—that is, value for every human
being who could share the imagination.! We
wish others to have not mercly pleasure, nor the
pleasure merely of some wsthetic experience,
but this valuable one itselt ; not instead of, but
as well as their own ; and this is not impossible—
since all men are human and the wsthetic faculty
is fundamental to humanity,—unless one or
other of us has been warped. And though we
cannot follow all the involutions already noticed
in the doctrine that a judgment as to the uni-
versal communicability of our mental state
precedes the pleasure of beauty, yet we can
grant that the character of the wsthetic experi-
ence implies the claim that it is a right experi-
ence; that if any one else could be in exactly
our situation,? in the same frame of mind, let
us say, and confronted with the same physical

1 Cf. Schopenhauer, Die Welt als Wille und Vorstellung, m.
§ 36, on ‘‘ Castle-building.”’

2 Cf. Wordsworth to Wilson (Letters, 1i1. 439) : ** Some tak:
no interest in the description of a particular passion or quality
as religion, and so forth, because they have little or nothing
of 1t in themselves.” Conversely those much preoccupied
with a particular passion such as religion will specially appre-
ciate 1ts expression, and, like Ruskin, be apt to make 1t in their
theorics the only legitimate content of art.
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stimulus, he ought to be able to make this
@sthetic experience out of it, or else we have
not made all that we might. If this were not
so we should not attempt to cmnmum(‘”tte our
experience. lhe dlscovery or creation of beauty
differs from the passwc pains and pleasures of
sense because it is an activity that may pcrhaps
be called intellectual, which is at least rational
in the sense of not being arbitrary or accidental
to our rcason as physical tastes are.!  Kant has
confused the issue by talking of *“fhe judgment
on the beauty of an object.”  His artificial ab-
straction of formal beauty makes him think of
a thing as ecither beautiful or ugly, stimulating
our facultics either to one particular interaction,
which is harmonious, or to disharmony. He
is aware that the judgment of taste gives no
knowledge of the object and is always singular
(§ 33), dealing, for example, with an individual
given tulip. But he supposes the judgment to
be ‘“ The real shape of this object ” (and if so,
then, any object of this shape) “is adapted to
the perceptive faculties of all men.” Whereas
the beauty which we discover in an individual
vision of a tulip—colour, shape and all—is in
truth an individual beauty, an expression of
something only to be vaguely indicated as a feel-
ing, perhaps, in a given instance, of full, proud
and luxuriant life. If it is really an expression
of something really felt it is * true * and universally
valid—that is to say, is really an expression ;
U Ct. Croce, Estetica, pp. 87, 88.
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but it might very well happen that nobody else
had this vision or these sensations, even in face
of the tulip. Kant has abstracted form as the
only wsthetic quality because he claims that form
at least must be perceived alike by all men, and
that therefore any judgments about it must
be universally valid. But if the beauty were
actually ¢n the form it would be recognised uni-
versally, de facto as well as de jure, like the form
itself ;  which he denies. The mere colour,
which Kant rejects, is indeed inditferent, but so
in itself is mere form ; both, to be expressive,—
and that is to be beautiful,—must be modified,
informed and unified by a ‘predominant pas-
sion ’ 2 which is the emotion that in its abstract
form he also disallows.  Just as there are infinite
beauties of different things, or let us say patterns,
so the same external object, or in Kant's phrase
representation, might in different contexts or
difterent frames of mind be beautiful or ugly in
many diverse ways. There must be allowed an
infinite number of ways in which our faculties
can harmoniously and freely mnteract, and the
same external object might stimulate different
interactions.® The universality, then, which is

! Cf. the end of this chapter.

* Coleridge, Brog. Lit. (cdited by Shawcross), 1 p. 16.

3 A different combmnation ot the mmagination with the
understanding should result, tor Kant, in the perception of a
ditterent form  But he must adnut that men agree on the
measurable facts of an arabesque while diftering on its beauty,
From his own point of view I do not clearly see what the
understanding 1s doing here, considering his frequent insist-
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claimed by our wsthetic experience does not deny
the rightness of a different wsthetic experience
m face of the same external object, it only asserts
the possibility and goodness of our own experi-
ence for every rational imagination.

In the above exposition T have endeavoured to
accommodate my language as far as possible to
Kant’s in order to bring out the points of agree-
ment between him and later theorists.  But per-
haps most of what 15 valuable in his demand for
universality is better expressed in his general
treatment of the wsthetic activity as a form of
knowledge. The w-thetic activity is a becoming
aware, not indeed of the nature of things, but of
our own inner nature and processes, which are
conditioned by things and which were before
obscure to us. It is this lightening of our
darkness which is in itself a harmony of our
facultics, and which gives us a pleasure different,
from the pleasures of sense, because it is the first
and always indispensable condition of spiritual
activity.

§ 9. There do seem morcover to be pleasures
distinguishable but not separable from the
wsthetic pleasure proper, which arse, in the
case of art, from the fulfilment of our expectation
that our expressions are communicable to others,?

‘

ence that ““1in taste no concept 1s available for cognition.”
We might have expected the free play to be that of the
imagination alone or with sense  But as we do not adopt the
psychology this can be left to Kantian students.

1 Cf. Cicero, De Am, 88: “* Though a man should climb
up 1into heaven, and behold umiversal nature and the beauty
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and in the case of nature from the adequacy,
unpredictable though assured, of the forms of
nature to express our emotions.! And just
this possibility, often recalised in the communica-
tion of beauty, that any spirit which is not
my individual spirit should have an expcrience
identical with mine, and that we should so far be
one, and that this communion should be through
the medium of ‘ material’ things, is exactly
the miracle that mystics and mystical theories
of beauty are always endeavouring to articulate.

§ 10. Whenever we for long think ourselves in
agreement with the Critique of Judgment, we
are sure to be brought up by the recollection that
all this is only applied to the free beauty of
Arabesque ; that there are excluded from it in
one direction all the beauty with which organic
things are invested by nature or art,?in another

of the stars, yet if he had none to whom he could relate it,
that would be to him but a tedious speciacle.” Cf p 92 supra

! Ruskin, Modern  Painteys, vol n. p. 17: “ Now the
mere animal consciousness of the pleasantness I call Asthests ;
but the exulting, grateful and reverent perception of 1t I call
Theoria.””  Cf. Wordsworth, Lefters, vol. 1 14 (to D. Words-
worth, 1790): ““ My whole soul was turned to him who
produced the terrble majesty before me” And on both
points, cf. Nietzsche, Die Geburt dey Tragodie, § 1: * Under
the Dionysiac spell, not only 1s there knit up agam the bond
between man and man ; but nature, estranged, hostile or
subjected, celebrates once more with her long-lost son,
humanity, her feast of reconciliation.”

* Kant quotes flowers as free natural beauties (§§ 15, 16)
on the ground that for them, as opposed to animals, we have
no accuiate concept of what the shape ought to be if 1t is to
serve the purposes of the orgamism. But thus to a great extent
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all beauty of colour or tone, and in a third all
that kind of beauty in great, powerful or terrible
Ob]CCtS which is sometimes called sublime. le
beauty of mankind, of animals and of bmldm{.,s
we are told in § 16 presupposes a concept of
purpose or perfection and is conscquently not
pure; and this ideal of perfection is empirical
except in the case of man, where there is also
onc a priort and moral (§17). And in § 48 we
read that in calling a woman beautiful we
simply mean that nature represents in her form
the purposes of a woman’s form. Now this
distinction between pure and adherent beauty
simply does not exist. We do not know the
purposes of nature in human forms, for, as Lotze !
says, there is no more an ideal man than an
ideal ellipse, the perfection of his organism
residing not in the performance of a sum of
functions but in an infinite capacity for develop-
ment. And even if, as Kant appears to think,
female beauty 2 were to be classed rather with
that of animals and churches, yet we cannot say
that in any of these becauty is proportionate to
the fulfilment of purposes, unless among those
purposes we include beauty. A painter once
suggested, on my asking how our pleasure in
15 the case also with ammals.  And of much inanimate nature
even, e.g. the channel of a stream, or a hurnicane, we can say
whether it is a successful specimen of 1ts kind.  And that is
all we can say of a pig.
Y Geschichte dey Aesthelik, 111. iv.

*Cf  Beobachtungen dber das Gefuhl des Schénem wund
Lyhabenen, ni , closely resembling Burke,

8
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Botticell’'s  “ Venus’  could consist with her
obvious want of equilibrium,—presumably a
defect in a female organism,—that an im-
portant eclement in it was the suggestion of a
satl just filling with the wind and hfting, not a
boat, but a human body which was the sail
itself, into delightful motion over the waters—

“JTake as the wind doth beautify a sail,
And as a sail becomes the unseen wind 7 1

Kant’s notions of expression in art are lament-
ably prosaic. He secems always to be asking
what the picture 1s ‘of,’ what the poem is
“about,” and, getting in reply words which
express concepts, he argues that the beauty of
the work consists in satisfying these, whereas
every work of art and, to the eye of the artist,
every natural object, creates the concept or
standard by which, if by any, it must be judged.?
An Audrey, a sheep and a meeting-house may
be as obviously perfect in the performance of
their functions as a Helen, an antelope and a
St. Mark’s, and may equally induce in all men
every devotion, affection or reverence except
that which it is the property of beauty only to
inspire.  To invest them with this requires
genius,

Many things which, though organic, do not
satisfy a concept of perfection are beautiful ;
many which do are not; and we hope to main-

Y Edward 11T CE Mudsummer Night's Dream, 11,1 132

! \Wordsworth, Essay Supplevientary to Preface (1815), and
quoting Coleridge, Lettey to Lady Beuwmont (1807).
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tain ! that even the most formal beauty is ex-
pressive in the same way as a human body. And
even if this severance—the total severance of
formal from organic beauty—were justified, it
seems to me an unjustifiable violence against
language and common sense to arrogate the
generic term beauty, or pure beauty, to the
first, and treat the second as, from the wsthetic
point of view, an adulteration or decline. It
would be better to speak of the organic as beauty,
or, with Hegel, as concrete beauty, and of the
formal as abstract beauty. For if it be remem-
bered that music, though not satisfying a con-
cept, is excluded (§ 53, etc.) from pure beauty as
being contaminated with sensuous charm and
emotion, and that landscape, which Kant does
not discuss, should consistently fall under the
same ban, it will be obvious that no candid man
would ever give as a typical instance of beauty
any example from the class which has here
usurped the name. {Flowers, birds, sea-shells and
arabesques, all in abstraction from their colour,
are Kant’s instances, and of these the first three
are illegitimate (§ 16). [ Te himself seems tend-
ing towards a more ‘ expressionist  theory in the
admission that colours (§ 42), and tones (§ 53)—
that is to say, mere scnsations-—can naturally
symbolise states of mind. And he is so far in-
consistent (§ 16) as to admit that taste gains by
the combination of free with adherent beauty,
though he quickly substitutes the statement
! Chap. X
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that the combination of the beautiful with the
good is a gain to ““ our perceptive faculties on the
whole.”

§ 11. It is indeed obvious that by maintaining
all beauty of living creatures to depend upon
their adequacy to our conception of their pur-
- pose, Kant has committed himself to the doctrine
that beauty in mankind is always the expreéssion
of morality (§17). He has defeated the ad-
herents of the ““ confused concept of perfection,”
only at the cost of abandoning to them all the
most fertile territory of beauty. But from his
impregnable citadel of arabesque his successors
have been able to revindicate their rightful
dominion, though on an amended title. It is
for the same reason that a wide and well-defined
distinction had to be drawn between beauty and
sublimity. The first, thus abstracted and im-
poverished, was patently unable to sustain the
passion and exaltation which we connect with
many ° presentations’ unassignable to a con-
cept ; and so a different explanation had to be
found. But the notion of sublimity is so im-
portant historically, both for its genesis and for
its later development, that it will best be treated
separatcly.l\/,

§ 12. Again, it is from the distinction between
pure beauty and the beauty of things which
satisfy our concept of their purpose that there
follows Kant's separation of nature from art.
For if a work of art is to be judged beautiful

! Chap IX.
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this must, he thinks, be always in accordance
with a concept, as in the *“ adherent beauty ! of
nature,”’ though the genius which produces this
work of art proceeds without any concept, rule
or purpose.? So the artistic production of an
arabesque, flower-painting or fugue differs from
the artistic judgment on these products, and
resembles the artistic judgments on actual
flowers, sand-ripples or bird-song, by being
founded on no concept. This is, [ think, in-
tolerable. The asthetic experiences stimulated
by natural and artificial sand-markings are cer-
tainly indistinguishable, and are I believe similar
to that ot the arabesque designer.® To discover
the beauty of a new and strange poem is as little
dependent on any concept, and as truly an
original creation, as to write it. For the poet
was stimulated by some interest or external
experience to discover the beauty which is his
poem, just as we are by reading his words, no
less dull or repulsive to most men than the nature
which stimulated him. Here, then, Kant has
definitely separated the creative imagination

'§ 48. Kant here arbitranly defines artistic beauty as ““ a
beautiful representation of a thing” wiich music, archi-
tecture, dancing and embroidery certainly need not be
(contrast § 16). From this and from what follows 1n the
same paragraph it scems clear that the concept he demands 1s
that of the actual class of things imitated, not of 1ts per-

fection as in natural adherent beauty (cf. § 51) ; but this s
both inconsistent and equally false. Cf.p 114

' 8§ 40, 57.

3 Cf. the cnticism of Hegel’s similar distinction (with an
opposite preference) between art and natui infra, p 169
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from imaginative appreciation, which he identi-
fies with the judgment of taste! And in so
doing, and in giving this last title to esthetic
experience he has sown for himself the seed of
confusion which was to bear a harvest of
unconceptual jadgment, subjective universality,
pleasure preceding and following the judgment,
and purposiveness without purpose. In truth,
when we judge (urtheilen) about beauty the
wsthetic  experience (Betrachtung, Spiel,  Re-
flexion, Bewrtheilung) is over and we are critics.
As Hegel 2 formulates it, in beauty the distinc-
tions between particular and universal, concept
and presentation, purpose and means, need no
obliteration or reconcilement, for they have not
yet made their appearance; there is no gulf
to be bridged. There is no judgment, in the
ordinary use of that word,—which always implies
existence,—but an imaginative creation, a *“ free
play of our representative faculties ”’ 3 ; a coming

1 Cf. Wordsworth, Essay Supplementary to Preface (1815),
where it is pointed out that ‘ Taste’ 1s a degrading concept
for poetry, * because without the exertion of a co-operating
powey in the mind of the reader, therc can be no adequate
sympathy.”

2 Aesthet:k, Einleitung.

3 Tumarkin (Kant-Studien, xi. 348), Zur Transcendentalen
Methode dey Kantischen Aesthetik, emphasises, like Schiller, the
‘freies Spiel,” * blosse Betrachtung ® as Kant’s genuine intuition
of the @sthctic experience ; regarding his “ judgment of the
universal communicability of our pleasure * as an irrelevancy
introduced in the intercsts of his system. The pleasure
(““an exnem ergenartigen Evkenntnisvorgang ') is anecessary, and
the cnitical judgment a possible result, but neither is of the
essence of the activity. The further identification of this
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to the awareness, in an expressive unity, of
something before obscure, manifold and troub-
ling.t Such an activity may perhaps be de-
scribed as pleasant, purposive and true. But
its pleasure is unique; it is its own end and it
refers to nothing but itself.

§ 13. We shall, I belicve, find our confidence
in these criticisms upon Kant strengthened by
the modifications, often unconscious or implicit,
effected in the doctrine by Coleridge, a opirit
with perhaps hardly less original gifts of specula-
tion, but, for gain as well as for loss, less sys-
tematic, and possessed with creative as well as
reflective genius. Beauty is ‘“ the subjection of
matter to spirit so as to be transformed into a
symbol, in and through which the spirit reveals
itself.” 2 There is not one beauty of every
flower, which the artist must see and copy or lose
all ; there are beauties awaiting him in all as
infinite as the passions of his own heart, only.

he must
“see them feel,
Or link them to some fcehing.” 3

* blosse Beurtheilung * with * dsthetische Introjekiron,” and * Ein-
{@hlung ’ seems, however tempting, to be not justifiably attn-
butable to Kant.

1Cf. p. 111.

2 On the Principles of Genial Criticism,” Shawcross
edition, Biographia Litevana, ii. p. 239. The germs of this
larger interpretation may be found in Kant, § 22, Allgemein.
Anmerk, and § 49, where he insists on the freedom of the
creative imagination from the laws of association.

3 Wordsworth, ““ Prelude,” i1i. 130.

>
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For if “ in nature there is nothing melancholy " !
neither is there anything glad ; in us lives

‘‘ the spirit and the power
Which, wedding nature to us, gives in dower
A new Earth and new Heaven.”

What the poet experienced and here describes ?
is not the beauty of an arabesque, yet it is in
the strictest sense beautiful ; it is without con-
cepts but not without emotion; I do not know
if it is art or nature ; all the ‘ sensuous charms’
of sunset colour, all the conceptual thinking of
Kant’s own philosophy, all the moral struggle of
Coleridge’s own life, are meclted down to make
the affection which becomes expressed to the poet
by a ‘ peculiar tint of yellow green.”” For

‘“ We recetve but what we give

And 1n our hfe alone docs nature live:
Ours 1s her wedding-garment, ours her shroud !

And would we aught behold of higher worth,
Than that nanitmate cold world allowed
To the poor loveless ever-arxious crowd,

Ah | from the soul itself must 1ssuc forth,
A hght, a glory, a fair luminous cloud

Envcloping the Earth—
And from the soul itsclf must there be sent

A sweet and potent voice, of its own birth,
Of all sweet sounds the life and element.”

If this be the pathetic fallacy it is an idol of the
tribe.?

! Coleridge, ** The Nightingale.”

1 Coleridge, ‘* Dejection.”

* Bacon, Nov. Org., xli: *‘ Idola tribus sunt fundata in ipsa
natura humana, . . . omnes perceptiones, tam sensus quam
mentis, sunt ex analogia hominis, non ex analogia universi.”

Ruskin, Modern Painters, Part 1v., chap. xii.



VI

EMOTIONALIST THEORIES :
SCHOPENHAUER AND NIETZSCHE

§ 1. For Schopenhauer beauty belongs to everything purely
contemplated. §2. The World asWill.  §3 The escape from
the will by beauty. §4. The asthetic consciousness often
accepts this theory while rejecting the pessimustic basis,
which is indeed inconsistent with its truth. § 5. Schopen-
hauer’s ‘Ideas.” §6. Distinction of musical from other
beauty on the ground of 1ts unrepresentative character.
§ 7. But other kinds of beauty share this character. § 8.
Nictzsche makes the distinction one between two methods
of art: onc formal, sublime, passionate; the other repre-
sentative, pretty, intellectual. § 9. Neither can really exist
alone without ceasing to attain beauty. § ro. Grounds for
connecting formal beauty with sublime passion.

§ 1. The Kritik der Urtheilskraft is not likely to
be read by many who are not students of philo-
sophy, and even among them it is the least known
of Kant’s great works. Hardly any considerable
philosopher is so popularly accessible as Schopen-
hauer, who is indeed in the hands, if not in the
head, of every superior novelist’s heroine. And
nothing in Schopenhauer is so attractive or so
valuable as his discussion of beauty.! But both

Y Die Welt als Wille und Vorstellung, ni. and Supplement

tii. (trans. Kemp and Haldane). The valuable essence of
131



122 THE THEORY OF BEAUTY

doctrines are complicated and distorted by their
attachment to systems! already elaborated on
other grounds ; for system, which is rightly the
philosopher’s aim, is apt to become also one of his
premisses.

Starting from Kant, Schopenhauer, with an
artistic nature probably both more impressionable
and more cultivated, is forced to recognise that
therc are not certain beautiful things beautiful
each in its own certain way, but that everything
in the world is capable of being found beautiful,
perhaps in many different ways, if only we have
the necessary genius.®

Beauty then, like love, is bestowed by us, and by
perfect genius would be withheld from nothing.
Further, also perhaps as a result of his more
artistic and less scientific temperament, Schopen-
hauer feels the wsthetic experience to be not
so much a free gift and uncovenanted glory as
a relcase and a forgetting, a brief enfranchise-
ment from the Danaid task of knowledge and
the Sisyphean struggle with desire. We are
eased of the heavy and the weary weight of a
world not only unintelligible but impracticable ;
and the bliss which cradles us in its divinely

Schopenhauer’s @sthetic is developed in an essay on * The
Philosophy of Art,” bv Professor W. P. Ker, in Essays in
Phalosophical Critaicism (Seth and Haldane).

! Kant, Brief an Reinhold, 18.12, 1787.

* This is undoubtedly his general view. An apparently
inconsistent remark in § 45 only means, I believe, that those
objects which *“ most adequately objectify the will at any
«lage " are easiest to see as beautiful.  Cf. § 41.
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tranquil arms is the bliss not of passion but of a
lifted yoke and riven fetters.

§ 2. Nothing less than the lurid mythology
of Schopenhauer was necessary to give their
proper value to the sober lights of this paradise.
The cause and essence of the world is a blind force’
or tendency not of matter nor of consciousness but
prior to both, which Schopenhauer romantically
personifies as The Will or The Will to Live. This
succeeds in becoming or bringing into being the
material, vegetableand animal worlds as successive
grades of self-objectification. Last of all it made
man also and, in him first becoming fully conscious,
knows as ideas what, as will, it has all along been.
The argument is that for whatever exists there
must have pre-existed a tendency, and so before
everything whatever there must have pre-existed
a tendency by itsell ; and though Schopenhauer
would not explicitly allow the process to be
temporal, since time is only a form of man’s
thinking, little but a decent obscurity is gained
by calling the priority logical. Now all &xistence
appears to consist in strife ; organic life, at least,
is one insatiable and ravenous desire whose pain
is obliterated and whose cruelty is stayed only by
the intolerable panic of fear. The creature that
is not fleeing is pursuing ; feeding its own pain
on another’s, or with a not less fatal lust, pro-
viding, through the pains of labour, new victims
for the cosmic curse. And man savours this cup
most bitterly, for he is the eye by which the
universe beholds itself and knows itself infernal.
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distant, even our own past, for by these the
will is less stimulated.”

It depends upon the object contemplated
Wthh of two correlative elements in the process
should be predominant : fthe emancipation of
the idea from particularity®or that of the knower
from his individuality.!

“So long as we are attracted by the fitness of
the object for contemplation, that is to say, when
its manifold yet distinct form clearly represents
its idea, the object which affects us is beautiful ;
but if, in spite of this attractiveness, it has_a
hostile relation to our will, from which we must
forcibly detach ourselves in order to give our-
selves up to pure knowledge, then the object
is called sublime, since by it we are raised above
ourselves into a joyful contemplation of what
by its immensity, solitude or terror is in utmost
opposition to our desire.” Yet this violent
revolt is clearly an effort of will; 2 and if, as
Schopenhauer says, sublimity is proportionate
to the difficulty of regarding any given object

1 Schopenhauer is at pains to distinguish his Idea from
the concept. The latter is abstract, discursive, communicable
by words and exhausted by definition. The Idea is the reverse
of all this and is perceptible; § 45 and Suppl., xxxiv. It seems
‘hmnecessary here to discuss the fantastic identification of the
®sthetic ideas with the Ideas of Plato and Kant’s Thing-in-
itself. My inverted commas here mcrely indicate a freely
translated anthology from the text, which may be thus
easily distinguished from comment.

? Orif, as Schopenhauer evidently intends (Suppl., xxx.), it
is not, then there is some other principle at work 1n the world
besides the Will.
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things we concentrate ourselves on the what ;
not allowing abstract thought with its concepts
to possess our consciousness, but sinking our-
selves wholly in perception of the object ; then
we escape our individuality and will, and con-
tinue to exist only as the pure mirror of the
object, with which we become identified ; so
that what is known is no longer the particular
thing, but the idea, and the knower is no longer
an individual but the pure knowing subject.”
“ But this disposition is facilitated by the
attractiveness of natural objects for our con-
templation.” * While science follows the stream
of reason and consequence, and with each attain-
ment sees further, and never attains a satisfying
goal, art is always at its goal.” ““ Imagination is
useful in enlarging and improving the sphere
of perception, but may be used for the selfish
pleasure of castle-building.” * The common
man does not linger in mere perception; he
secks a concept as a lazy man docs a chair, and
assigns to it the perception, which interests him
no more. To him knowledge is a lamp to
lighten his path, to the man of genius it is a sun
to lighten the world.”

““ The possessor of will is constantly tortured
by the insatiability of Tantalus. When we lift
ourselves out of the stream of willing, the peace
vainly sought on the path of desire comes to us
of its own accord and we are well. The divine
arapakia is ours. It is this blessedness which
casts an enchanting glamour over the past or
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Even his science is a painful service of the Will ;
it is the infinite weaving of relations which start
always with a relation to our own desire. But just
as for optimistic systems ! if God did not contain

the devil within himself he would not be very
God but only an abstract and emptv dream,

would not be evil if man were not good enoaéfl
to see its badness in idea. He is even able to
conquer it. In the denial of the will to live,—
the asceticism of Christianity and Buddhism,—
the will at its highest development turns vic-
toriously upon itself, and attains, according to
Schopenhauer, annihilation; though we might
with at least equal plausibility conjecture that
this is but its last and subtlest device, by feigning
suicide, to objectify itself no longer as man but
as God. For since visible evil was our only
reason for calling the Will bad, the seeds of this
supremely atoning renunciation justify us no less
in believing it good. But we are not concerned
with the elaboration and criticism of this system,
the only one perhaps ever developed at once so
unthinkable, unpicturable and undesirable.

§ 3. What interests us rather is an incon-
sistency which, for the theory as a whole, has
much less importance. We, though we are
nothing but the will, can free ourselves from
its slavery in asthetic contemplation. * If ceas-
ing to consider the when, why and whither of

' Cf. Croce. Logica, p. 69.
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without relating it to our will, that might be
most sublime to genius which is richest in
sensual allurement.!

Of both sublimity and beauty there are
degrees depending on the grade of objectifica-
tion of the will to which the object belongs.
Thus a man may be more sublime,——as in a
tragedy,—or more beautiful, than an animal or
rock can be. The higher grades, where they
are not sublime, tend to emphasise the freedom
of the idea from particularity : the lower, that
of the observer from his individual will. In the
lower grades of beauty and in all sublimity the
satisfaction is less positive, more one of mere
relief.

§ 4. Before discussing the interesting details
and developments of this system, we may con-
sider it in gencral. We can accept gratefully
the healing of the rift between art and nature,
the doctrine that beauty is a gift of the spirit
for which all things are possible objects, and
the recognition of an activity distinct from
will, as from science, yet having for its object
will.  Herc plainly much is in profound agree-
ment with the artistic consciousness; there is
an advance in insight beyond previous writers,
welcome to all who have reflected on the as-
thetic consciousness. Stevenson in his essay on
Walking Tours seems to sum up the theory even
better than its author had done: “ We fall in
love, we drink hard, we run to and fro upon

1 Cf. Plato, Phedrus, 251, 254
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the earth like frightened sheep. And now you
are to ask yourself if, when all is done, you
would not have been better to sit by the fire
at home, and be happy thinking. To sit still
and contemplate,—to remember the faces of
women without desire, to be plcased by the
great deeds of men without envy, to be every-
thing and everywhere in sympathy and yet
content to remain where and what you are,—
is not this to know both wisdom and virtue,
and to dwell with happiness ? ’ 1 Stevenson may
have been consciously influenced by Schopen-
hauer, but that, of course, cannot be said of
the hardly less striking rescmblances of Words-
worth’s Tintern Abbey, where the poet attributes
» ‘ beauteous forms '—

‘“ that blessed mood,
In which the burthen of the mystcry,
In which the heavy and the wecary weight
Of all this unintelligible world,
Is hghtened :(—that sercne and blessed mood,
In which the affections gently lcad us on,—
Until, the breath of thus corporeal frame
And even the motion of our human blood
Almost suspended, we are laid asleep
In body, and become a hving soul :
While with an c¢ye made quict by the power
Of harmony, and the deep power of joy,
We see into the lLife of things.” ?

'V Virginibus Puerisque, p. 260.

Z It is not necessary to multiply examples of the feeling,
almost universal among artists, that beauty, by a_genuine
Rathaysis, hberates a _man from _his__passions, _from_ his

troubles and from his perplexities. Schopenhauer quotes
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The almost pathological states of ahsorption
in beautiful objects which Wordsworth some-
times experienced, and to which he here seems
to allude, would have delighted Schopenhauer,
not least for their affinity with the trances of
the Oriental mystic. But there is a tone in
this passage, essentially Wordsworthian, struck
most distinctly in the words * affections’ and
‘joy,” which the pessimist would not have under-
stood, and which may suggest our first criticism
upon his theory. In spite of the evil and

aptly from Gocthe. A striking instance from « simpler period
1s offered by Aucassin et Nicolette:
“Nus homme n’est st esbahis,
Tant dolans m entrepris,
De grand mal amaladis
Sl Vot ne soit gans
Et de joie resbaudis
Tant par est douce
A crude attempt to explamn this feehng 1s early found in the
« shave mar: magno ’ theory of tragedy, to which indeed Kant's
Dynamical Sublime and Schopenhauer’s contemplation of the
Will, 1n spite of their new sctting, betray a relation,
vtipwmés dore {Qov émlimovoy Puoel
xal woA\& Aumnp’ & Blos év éavry Pépec.
mapapuyxas olv ¢ppovridwy dvelpero
Tadras 0 yap vobs TOV [Siwy Ny NaBww
xpds dANoTply Te Yuxaywynbels wdbe,
pe@’ ndovijs dwi\le mwaidevleis dua.

”

dmavra ydp Ta pellov’ 9 némovté Tis

arvyhuar &\Nois yeyovdr évvoovuevos

Tas alrds alrol guugdopas frrov aTével
Timocles. Mcincke, Com. Fragg, p. 8oo  Cf. Burke, Ox the
Sublime. Tlus s finally developed into the conception of ars
comsolatyix or the justification of the world as an asthetic
object. Cf. the quotation from Decthoven, p 135.

9
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suffering which weigh upon him the poet has a
faith—
““that Nature ncver did betray
The heart that loved her; ’tis her privilege,
Through all the ycars of this our hife, to lead
From joy to joy: for she can so inform
The mund that 1s within us, so impiess
With quictness and bcauty, and so feed
With lofty thoughts, that neither evil tongues,
Rash judgments, nor the snecers of selfish men,
Nor greetings where no kindness 1s, nor all
The dreary intercourse of daily life,
Shall ¢’er prevail against us, or disturb
Our cheerful faith, that all which we behold
Is full of blessings.”

[t may be said that this trust is exceptional ;
but I believe that in cases of exceptional sensi-
bility to nature it is rather the rule; while the
combination, as in Leopardi, of sensitiveness to
the world’s beauty and repulsion from the facts
of life, scems a somewhat morbid inconsistency.
In any case there is nothing plausible in Schopen-
1auer’s contention that we exult to be free from
the intolerable cruclty of the Will, only that we
may luxuriate in the spectacle of its sinister
F()mgs on. For him the world, which in art we
ove, is only another mamfcstatlon of that miser-
able and evil principle which is also ob]ectlﬁed in
our own desires and mdeed in our cqntemplatlon
as other minds have been tempted to occupy
their empty Nirvanas with contemplation of those
very torments which their blessedness consists
in escaping. Schopenhauer is right, and is sup-
ported by other thinkers from Kant to Croce, in
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holding vhat for westhetic appreciation it is neces-
sary to be free both from desire for the object or
its results, and also from abstract thinking. We
must indeed be purely contemplative, interested
in something for its own sake—-for its proper
character or quality. And it is a profound and
new suggestion that the object of this contempla-
tive activity is the will, —** emotion recollected in
tranquillity,”—for by a brilliant afterthought !
Schopenhauer reminds us that the shows of things
could never reveal to us their inward nature, were
it not that within us too that same will is active,
and that we have first become aware in our own
feeling of that which we afterwards asthetically
divine in them.? But the implications of this
triumph in the objectification of our own will are
the opposite of what Schopenhauer supposes.
If to contemplate it, or the world which objecti-
fics it, apart from subjective desire, be to love it,
that must be because, apart from our individual
gratification, it is lovable. The world, though it
does not satisfy all our cravings, is good, not
demonstrably for the understanding, but to the
impartial intuition.?

1§45 and Swuppl, ch. xxix.; cf. Lipps’ conception of
“ Emfuhlung.” See below, Chap. XI.

2 Cf. Groce and Plotinus, Enn, v. vili. 2 dawep dv €l 75 10
€idwlov abrol BNérwr, dyvolr §0ev jjket (nelvo SwKoL.

3 Cf. Wordsworth as quoted on p 39 Schopenhauer’s own
account of tragedy (Suppl., xxxvu ) and of Christian painting
(§ 48) approximates to what 1s herc suegested, for in them he
finds represented an activity, namely, the renunciation and

conquest of the will to live, which 1s in itself valuable and
worthy of our love. Nietzsche, Die Gebust dey Tragidie,
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§5. A not less obvious objection, and one
touching rather Schopenhauer’s Aisthetic itself
than its athliation to his cosmology, is concerned
with his doctrine that the object of artistic con-
templation is not the individual but the Ideas—
that is, the characteristics of the species. This is
directly at variance with the usual and true belief
that it is just the individual with which art peculi-
arly deals. The criticism is valid. But the error
is, I think, rather an example of Schopenhauer’s
fantastic misuse of terms than a fault vitiating
his system. It seems clear that by speaking of
the artistic observer as an ‘ unindividualised
knower "’ no more is meant than that he contem-
plates impersonally or impartially-—that is, that
he just contemplates without the distraction of
practical ends.? The will, which so often causes
us to err, is not now active ; for it has been over-
come by the pure intuition which has made it the
object of contemplation. And the intention of
his complementary paradox that the beautiful
object is no individual but an Idea is, 1 think,
hardly less certain. He means that not only does
our intuition of it involve, as Kant saw, no con-
cept, but also 2 is no judgment and so involves no

Versuch einer Selbsthritik, § 4, points out that the joy of life
often accompanies art.

' Cf. Kant, K.d. U., § 2. This causes Kant also to speak of
the *“ @sthetic judgment ”’ as ** universal,”

. §§ 34, 361 “ We may therefore accurately define art
as the way of regarding things apart from the principle of
sufficient reason, in opposition to . . . the way of experience
and of science.”
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predication of existence; “ the thing perceived
and the percipient are undistinguished.” This
Kant failed to see, or but half saw, when he in-
sisted that the judgment of taste produces a
pleasure free from all énterest in the cxistence of the
object,! and that it gives us no logical knowledge of
things.2 Hegel expresses it by saying that art
deals only with appearance,® and Croce* by
pointing out that in wsthetic expericnce we need.
not distinguish between pecrception and imagina~
tion. But to deny that the object of wsthetic
intuition is individual, because it is not necessarily
an external or ‘ real ’ thing, is a misuse of terms
which leads Schopenhauer to a curious oversight.
Had he clearly seen that he meant no more than
this in refusing to call the beautiful thing indivi-
dual, he might have allowed that title to what is
perceived—the subject of any historical judg-
ment. But his obsession with the Will leads him
to say that all ordinary perception, like scientific
knowledge, is merely of relations—that is to say,
it is nothing but a general concept; so that,
@sthetic contemiplation having been ruled out,
there remains no method at all for knowing the
individual. It can at most be the object of blind
and immediate desire, — hypothetical, because
never known.®* There is every mark of tonscious

1K.d.U., §§2,6. 3Ib.§1. 3 Aesthetik, Einleitung.

4 Cf. Croce, Estetica, 1. (in the asthetic experience) ‘' we
do not oppose ourselves as empirical bemngs to external
reality, but simply objectify our impressions "’

Sni. §33 In Suppl, xxxvi, on the other hand, he allows
that history deals with the individual or particular.
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confusion in his admission! that in human
beauty and its artistic treatment we must distin-
guish the character ¢f the individual from this
character of the species, “so that to a certain
extent each man expresses an Idea peculiar to
himself.”” This leads him backinto all the old com-
promises between ‘ beauty " and ‘ expressiveness.’?
§6. It is necessary lastly to consider the
important distinction drawn by Schopenhauer
between music and all other forms of beauty,
which has been developed by Nietzsche into the
basis of his own theory, just as Kant’s distinction
between beauty and sublimity had been adopted
by Schopenhauer himself. We shall find here
one of those attempts, recurring in almost all
asthetic theories, to make some essential division
which may fall within the unity of beauty, but
may be more capable of rigorous maintenance
than the empirical distinction of the different
arts. Kant separates Beauty from Sublimity,
and also Formal from Expressive Beauty ;
Schopenhauer, Music, as the direct expression of
the Will, from Art, as expressing the Ideas ;
Nietzsche, Dionysiac or Tragic Art from Apone
or Plastic; Hegel distinguishes Symbolic, Clas-
sical and Rggnantlc Schiller endeavours to
satisfy the same“Tfn‘pulse in several directions.
The problem from which Schopenhauer starts
is that while Music must, on the analogy of the
other arts, be related to the world as the repre-

1§ 45.
* Cf.Chap X, esp. p. 262, note 2, and also p. 85, note 1
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sentation to the thing represented, it is hard to
«e¢ how music can represent. His solution is
that, whereas the other arts represent-the Idegs,
or species of reality mn which the Will has
objectified itself, music passes over this inter-
mediate stage and manifests or expresses the
nature of the W.lLl as dircctly as do the Idua:.
them';elvcs Thus music shows us not this or
that mode of being, this or that joy or sorrow,
but the nature of all joy and sorrow, of all being.
Yet it is not abstract. “ Whoever gives himself
up entircly to the impression of a symphony,
seems to see all the possible events of life and the
world take place in himself ; yet if he reflects, he
can find no likeness between the music and the
things that passed before his mind.” ' This
seems to be an account of a common experience.?
Music, simple or complex according to our
capacities and culture. gives most of us a sense
of profound insight into ourselves and into
the world, and has an assured impressiveness to
some extent sacrificed by the greater definiteness
of poetry and the plastic arts. We often think
of Browning as essentially a dramatic or mimetic
poet, but it was of music he said : 3
‘“had I pamnted the whole,

Why, there it had stood, to see, nor the process so wonder-
worth ;

1§52

2 Cf. Beethoven: ‘“ Wem sich memne Musik verstandhch
macht, der 1st uber allen Jammer der Welt erhaben.”

3 Abt Vogler.
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Had I wntten the same, made verse—stll, effect proceeds
from cause,

Ye know why the forms are fair, ye hear how the tale is
told ;

It 1s all trrumphant art, but art in obedience to laws,

Painter and poet are proud i the artist-list enrolled :—

But here is the finger of God, a flash of the will that can,

Exictent behind all laws, that made them and, lo, they are !

And I know not if, save 1n this, such gift be allowed to man,

That out of three sounds he frame, not a fourth sound but a
star.”

Browning again may have been influenced by
Schopenhauer. If so, it is one more instance of
the ecase with which the fruitful seed of his
@sthetic doctrine is winnowed by the artist’s
insight from its pessimistic husk. Independent
evidence may once more be found in Wordsworth,
who, intimate and favoured lover as he was of
the visible world, was never more deeply moved
than by the beauty of a melody whose theme he
could not tell, but which made clear to his heart
something equally persisting in-—

“Old, unhappy, far-oft things
And battles long ago”

and in —
" Natural sorrow, loss, or pain
That has been, and may be agamn.”

Schopenhauer quotes Aristotle as already
aware of this distinction in the Poetics® and in
the question why only music, not colour or smell,

' The Solitary Reaper

? Poetics,1v  alrlac 8vo Tweés 7o pepelofac 6 pubuds.
Probl , 920a, 2 8ia vl ol pufuol kal & ué\y, pwry olica, #0eaw Eokev,
See p 282nfra  Cf Probl, 920b, 29 as justifying this inter-
pretation, which is Buther’s, against Bywater's.
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resembles character ; and compares Plato’s ! view
that music is the most direct expression of human
temperament.?

§ 7. Schopenhauer’s point seemed to be that,:
though he was pledged to the theory that beauty
is the quality of the world wherever we contem-
fi]ate it, he could not see how in music we can
be said to contemplate the world. No form of
esthetic experience is more moving than the
musician’s, but Schopenhauer had too true a
taste to allow even his theories to persuade
him that in it we imitate the Ideas—that is to
say, specific objectifications of the Will, or, in
plain language, kinds of things and actions. The
preliminary objection to his distinction is that
nature and other forms of art besides music are
not imitative; and one of these, architecture,
he has explained by his usual formula: itc
exhibits the objectification of the Will at the
low grade of material attraction and resistance.
And it could only have been because music seemed
immeasurably more exciting and touching that
an analogous explanation of this, as presenting
the rudimentary components of all life and
movement in vibration and pulsation, was over-
looked. For of such a possibility Schopenhauer

Y Laws, vii, 700, 701, 7984, 889.

? To which we may append further instances : Plato, Laws,
655 ; Rep., 401d, 402¢; Aristotle, Pol., 1340a, 7; cf. Hegel’s
account of the more ‘ inward ’ and directly emotional nature
of music (Aesthetk, iii. pp. 144, 146, and especially pp. 150,

151) as dependent upon the temporal, non-spatial character
in which it resembles mental life.
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says nothing, though he explicitly rejects the
quaint metamorphosis of music into an “ audible
arithmetic.” Yet the familiar trope of ‘frozen
music,”’ in spite of an implied coldness, might
have suggested the question whether the dim
splendour of Byzantine domes or the vast and
ordered intricacy of a Gothic minster be not, by
its profound yet unspcakable emotion, allied on
the one side to the quality of a symphony and
on the other to that of forest gloom or mountain
immensity. Or if this comparison be rejected,
the consideration of dancing, so intimately con-
nected with music at its earlier stages in the
excitement and alleviation, through expression,
of the most intense emotion, might have served
to bridge the gulf. The error of supposing that
beauty arises in the contemplation of Ideas,—
which for all his efforts really remain abstract
concepts,—led Schopenhauer to suppose that
what is in truth the nature of all beauty was
peculiar to music. Architectnre too expresses
directly the movements of the Will, that is to
say, human feelings, and not the feigned tensions
of physics.?2 Something like what he says of

! Schopenhauer might have been influenced to accept 1t
by the fact that Hegel from one point of view sets archi-
tectural and musical beauty at opposites, on the ground
that the first is limited to indicating an emotional content
from outside (‘ auf das Scelenvolle nur als auf ein anderes
hinzuweisen,” Aesthetik, Eintheilung, 1. p. 107), while in the
second content and form are, as teching and tone, mutually
adcquate and interpenctrated. I cannot support this con-

. trast from my own experience.
2 Cf. Reynolds, Discourses, xni.§ * As we have naturally



EMOTIONALIST THEORIES 139

music is also true of a sunset: in it we may
seem to sec all the passions of life, though it is
the likeness of none of them. But it is with the
arts that he always contrasts music, forgetting
that for him, as for us, their beauty is of the
same kind as nature’s. If he cannot find the
Ideas in music, neither should he in the song of
birds nor in the sound of wind and waters, to
which music surely bears somewhat the same
relation as does architecture to the forest or the
Alpine spire. Imitation is essential to no beauty,
but emotion to all.

§ 8. All this has been partly seen by Nietzsche,
who in subsuming Schopenhauer’s distinction
under his more general one between Dionysiac
and Apolline art really blurs its clearness in pro-
portion as he accommodates it to fact. Music
may be of either kind; but so may verbal,
facial or bodily expressions, and therefore so also,
though this he does not add, may the arts of
poetry, painting and sculpture.?

a veneration for antiquity, whatever building brings to our
remembrance ancient customs and manners, . . . 1s surc to
give this delight . . . Gothic architecture, . . . though not so
ancient as the Grecian, is more so to our imagination, with
which the artist is more concerned than with absolute truth.
. .. As buildings depart from regularity they now and then
acquire something of scenery by this accident, which . . .
might not unsuccessfully be adopted by an architect in an
onginal plan.”

14 Jetzt soll sich das Wesen der Natur symbolisch aus-
driicken ; eine neue Welt der Symbole 1st ndthig, einmal die
ganze leibliche Symbolik, nicht nur die Symbolik des Mundes,
des Gesichts, des Wortes, sondern die volle, alle Glieder
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This development, though not foreseen by
Schopenhauer, is, I think, logical. Nietzsche
also has confused two distinctions : ! one between
formal and representative art,—the art of music,
for instance, and that of sculpture or epic poetry,
—and another between the deeper experience of
sublime or religious ecstasy and the enjoyment
of that picturesque, embroidering beauty which
turns everything, even the harshness ? of life
and death, into favour and prettiness.

Apolline ® art is for him the art of the dreamer

rhythmisch bewegende Tanzgcbarde. Sodann wachsen die
anderen symbolischen Krifte, die der Musik, in Rhythmik,
Dynamik, and Harmonie, plétzlich ungestum ’ (Die Geburt
der Tyagodie, § 2).

1 Cf. the Amnstotelian distinction of the pavikés and edguys
as éxararicds and edmhagros. Poetics, xvil. 1455a, 33.

2§ 1.

* The distinction is least obscurely summarised in § 16:
‘“ In opposition to all those who have industriously derived
the arts from a single principle . . . I behold Apollo as the
glorifying gemus of the prninciple of individuality, through
whom alone deliverance in illusion can really be attained ;
while at the mystical and ecstatic cry of Dionysus, the ban of
individuality is burst, and the way lies open to the wombs of
the world, to the innermost core of things. . . . Music must
be judged by principles quite different from those of all the
arts of form, and in a word not by the category of Beauty.”
Cf. Nietzsche’s notes on the book, given by his sister in the
Introduction to Dr. Levy’s translation : ** A book consisting
of mere experiences relating to pleasurable and unpleasurable
@®sthetic states. . . . The word ‘ Apollonian ’ stands for that
state of rapt repose in the presence of a visionary world, in
the presence of the world of beautiful appearance designed as a
dehverance from becoming : the word ‘ Dionysus,’ on the other
hand, stands for strenuous ‘ becoming,’ grown self-conscious,
in the form of the rampant voluptuousness of the creator, who
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never convinced of the reality, though bewitched
by the charm, of his dream. The beauty such
a dreamer sces is that of phenomena, the illusory
appearance of individuals distinct from each
other and himself ; and by this he is reconciled *
to what is in truth the appalling irrationality of
human life and action. In the Dionysiac state
of mind, on the other hand, the vei! of appearance?
is rent, and man sees into the eternal oneness
which underlies birth and death, desire and de-
struction. The resources of rhetorical genius
are exhausted in the forced contradictions which
are intended to describe this condition. It is
at once shuddering and triumphant, ghastly
and ecstatic, rapturous and loathsome. It is the
barbaric licence against which the ‘ centripetal ’
Dorians alone could make a stand. It is occa-
sioned by narcotic drugs and by the approach of
spring. It vents itself, for of expression it is
incapable, in shrieks and in Buddhistic apathy,
in leaping, in cymbals and in suicide. Its
nihilistic yet seductive fury necessitates the
Apolline antidote,® as the only salvation for
mankind, and the union of the two in tragedy,
conceived in Dionysiac debauch, and consum-
mated in a Sophoclean calm begot from the very

1salso perfectly conscious of the violent anger of the destroyer'®
(p. xxv).

1] do not know why.

? Yet in § 19 we hear of the “ Eternal truth of Apolline
art.”

3 Cf. Pater, Plato and Platonism, x.; Professor G. Murray,
The Rise of the Greek Epic, esp. pp. 10 and 252,
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whirlwind of passion, is the flower of art, the
ultimate reconciliation of religion, the justifica-
tion of the world.1

Such a contrast Comus draws between two
kinds of music,—the song of the Lady and that
of the Sirens—

“ Culling their potent herbs and baleful drugs,
Who as they sung, would take the prison’d soul,
And lap 1t in Elysium: . . .

Yet they in plcasing slumber Iull’d the scnse,
And 1n sweet madness robb’d 1t of tsclf.
But such a sacred, and home-felt delight,
Such sober certainty ot waking bliss

I never felt till now ™

§ 9. Here, then, we have the conscious attempt
to identify a distinction between representative
and formal art with another, between ‘ mere
beauty ' and the ‘sublimity ' which compels a
negative stage of repulsion, as well as a positive
one of rapture, before the overwhelming size or

'§§ 106, 21. “ The Hero, the highest phenomenon of the
will, 1s rejected, to our pleasure, because he is still only
phenomenon, and the eternal life of the will remamns un-
affected, by his annihiliation  * We believe in eternal life,’
says tragedy, while music 15 the immediate idea of that life
Quite other is the end of the plastic artist. There Apollo
overcomes the suffering of the individual by the luminou-
celebration of the eternity of the phenomenon, there beauty
triumphs over the inherent suffering of hife, and pain 1s in a
sense dissimulated from nature’s lineaments.”” “ In a sense
our sympathy redeems us from the eternal pathos of the world.”
‘“ Dionysus speaks with the tongue of Apollo, but Apollo
finally with that of Dionysus, whereby the highest aim o
tragedy and all art is achicved "
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strength of a suggested absolute whole.! But,
so far as there is any distinction it really lies
between two elements present in every instance
of beauty but only separable by abstraction.
Nietzsche's analysis announces the presence of
two components: the one, pure expression, pure
form, pure spiritual mastery; the other, pure
matter, blind passion, inexpressive, indeterminate
and equally, therefore, horrid or divine. But
both of these are, for beauty at least, limiting
conceptions. The moment that either ideal
were attained in separation beauty would cease
to be. Tragedy? and Lyric?® are confessedly
compounds of the two. As approximating to
pure form* Nietzsche instances somewhat

LCf Lotze, Quthines of Asthetics, § 21 : “ sublime . the
imnexhaustible procession of the individual from the umiversal.”
The influence of Kant’s * Sublime ’ on Nictzsche was probably
through Schiller, whose Ueber das Ikrhabens has noticeable
athmties to lnm ; cf Chap IX

*§8.

'§5 A good example in bricf of Nietzsche's difficulties

¢ The confusion of the whole distinction 15 increased by
the fact that for the unrepiesentative Dionysiac beauty of
music, thythm, etc. (Kant's pulchritudo vaga), we must use
the term ‘formal’ beauty, which yet, on account of 1ts
approximation by Nietzsche to inarticulate passion, becomes
the ‘material’ clement in all beauty. Apolline or repre-
sentative beauty (pulchritudo adherens) is the clement of
expression or form, which, superadded to the other, produces
beauty. ‘‘ The Dionysiac and musical bewitchment of the
dreamer sparkles forth on every side with pictures,—lyrical
poems, which 1n their highest development are called tragedies
and dramatic dithyrambs "’ (§ 5). The way in which these two
distinguishable clements are inseparably combined in every
work of art to a unique individuality 1s well illustrated by
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garbled ideals, derived from Winckelmann, of
sculpture and epic poetry regarded as mere
visions which the artist beholds but with which
he never identifies himself.! This world of Fancy
as opposed to Imagination,? which in its purity
would be not beauty at all, but only the frigid
inventions of rhetoric, the prettification of
prosaic life, he identifies with ‘ beauty * or Apol-
line art, and thus easily vindicates the claim of
music and all genuine beauty to the higher
title of Dionysiac. The truth is that for any
expression there must be presupposed a blind
affection, which we can only figure to ourselves
as an appalling nightmare, or intoxicating de-
lirium, of incoherence ; but its expression, which

Professor de Séhincourt (Poetical Works of Edmund Spenser-—
Intyoduction) 1n the case of-—

‘ Sweet Spenser, moving through his clouded heaven
With the moon’s beauty, and the moon’s soft pace.
“To him the significance of the situations that he descrnibes
and his attitude with regard to them were more than the
situations themsclves ; the music in which lis imagination
phrased them was a part of their significance. . . . Spenser is
never outstde his subject, delighting 1n a spectacle of move-
ment or of passion, allowing to his creation the irresponsible
freedom of actual hife, and curbed only by life’s capricious laws.
All that he creates 1s alike moulded and controlled by his per-
sonal emotions, and 1s deeply charged with his own reflection.

The world of reality was profoundly dissatisfying to him.”

1§12,

3 Cf. Coleridge, Biographsa laterayia, xv.: ‘‘ The sense of
musical delight, with the power of producing 1t, 1s a gift of the
Imagination ' . . . ‘‘1mages however beautiful . . . become
proofs of original genius only as far as they are modified by a
predominant passion, or when they have the effect of reducing
multitude to unity.”



EMOTIONALIST THEORIES 145

without it would be the unpossible expression
of nothing, is the essential joy of spiritual life,
vision and creation.t What had to be ex-
pressed we know only in its expression, and
therein we know nothing else It may turn
out to be an emotion towards an absolute crea-
tive force, or our individual love and terror;
both, if really expressed, are alike art and beauty,
and, in the wsthetic sense, true.  For Nietzsche
himself allows that individuality and the ““ veil
of Maya” are the necessary way i which the
absolute one exists, so that a vision of it as it
is “in itself 7 apart trom this mode can hardly
escape the condemnation of illusion 2 Music is

VCE Sehiller, Brieje wher Aesthetische v wehung, 15 So
long as we merely think of the form, it 15 merely abstract and
Iiteless 5 <o long as we merely teel the life there, 1t 1s mere
formless sensation. Only so far as the form hives m our
feehngs, and the hife takes form m our mtelhgence, 1s there
a hving form  And this s always the case when we judge
the object beautiful . . . Beauty consequently, as the con-
summation of humantty, can be exclustvely neither mere hite,
as has been mamntained by acute observers who confined thems-
selves too closely to the evidence of expertence, . nor
mete form, as it has been pronounced by speculative sages and
philosophising artists . . . . 1t 15 the common object of both
mmpulses ”

2 Cf, Scluller, b, 25+ “Jirst when man in his esthetic
stage distinguishes from himself the world of scnse, does his
personality emerge thereftom ; and then first appears to him
a world, because he has ceascd to make one with it . L
In the enjoyment of beauty, or wsthetic unity, there takes
place an actual untiication and nterchange of matter and
form, passion and activity ”’ Scluller, n fact, with a very
different metaphysical prepossession, temarks on the two
elements 1 a mannetr stukingly hke that of Nictzsche.

10
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one way of expression. But its bcauty cannot
be definitely divided from that of poetry, which
is not poetry if it is not music ; nor from dancing,
nor from architecture, nor from painting.! It
may, like them, express the love of God or the
joy of life. None can be limited or foretold. In
the fantasies of Blake and the tortured Titans
of Michelangelo, in a chorus-ending from LEuri-
pides and in the strange gravity of Piero dei
Franceschi Nietzsche might have divined Diony-
sus, as he might Apollo in a melody of Mozart
It almost seems as if Nictzsche, like Kant,®
must have asked what pictures and poems were
“about’ and believed the answers. Yet he
refused to believe the similar answers he surely
might have got about music. Nietzsche s,
indeed, a belated romantic. Rcbelling against
the calculated effects of 1ationalistic and cul-
tured art, with its beaw idéal and its idyllic shep-
herds, and not less against the coldly classical
description of such art which had been supposed
to exhaust the nature of beauty, he evades the
problem of reconciliation by dividing the wsthetic
recalm into two independent kingdoms, in whose
merely chance alliance its rcally indivisible spirit
is once more to be found.

Thus we get Apolline art, the ideal of the Della
Cruscans, and Dionysiac art, the idecal of the

But he clearly sces that only n the union ot the two can

beauty consist.
1 Cf Pater, The Renaissance, ** Grorglone *
1Cf.Chap V.p. 114
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Corroboree ; and their conjunction in Greek
tragedy or Music, regarded as the ideal of all
art.! Nietzsche had sufficient scholarship to
suspect that Hellenic art was not quite the
polished personification of Allgemeinhert and
Heiterkeit which to Winckelmann it had almost
necessarily appeared.

§ 10. And since the pure or ‘ formal’ beauty
of rhythm, metre, pattern, colour and tone is at
once even less attainable by the conscious pro-
cesses of rule and purpose, and even more
directly expressive of profound and universal
emotion than is the ‘ representative ” beauty of
words and shapes, more easily connected with
concepts, he identifies this ‘ musical’ element
m expression both with Dionysus, in himself the
negation of expression, and with a sublimity of
the absolute, which he can oppose to beauty
because by beauty he has only understood the
‘ polite.”  The Birth of Tragedy reminds us often
of the @sthetic doctrines of Plato, of Ruskin
and of Tolstoy ; of all those Christian or ascetic
preachers who implore us to turn away from

1Cf Coleridge, On Poesy and Art: ‘“ Passion itsclf imu-
tates order and the order resulting produces a pleasurable
passion,” and passim. His language bears a remaikable
resemblance to much of Nictzsche, especrally— Whilst 1t
recalls the sights and sounds that had accompanied the
occastons of the orniginal passions, poctry impregnates them
with an interest not their own by means of the passions, and
yet tempers the passion by the calming power winch all
distinct 1mages exert on the human soul.” This 13 almost

the voice of Zarathustra ; see the passage cited in note (4) on
p 143 from § 5, and cf. §§ 6, 9, 16.
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the beautilication of this life of sense to the so-

ilemnities of apocalyptic vision. But art is no
respecter of persons. She gives one glory to the
dust and to the stars. From the point of view
of life we may wisely remember that no man
keeps his {emper sanc and sweet who has refused
to sacrifice to Apollo. Beauty at least is im-
‘manent ; transcending individual life, she beats
Jineffcctual wings in the inane.  Shelley could
really cclebrate the dancing stars because, for
all his idealisms, he could also change his piping,
and sing of the dwedal carth and the deluding
maidens of the vale of Menalus.

NOTE ADDED 1O sECOND ED([ION

Tuere s a group of contemporary critics and panters whose
common, though not very coherent, tendencies lead them to
value exclusively at once Byzantine as aganst Greck and
Renarssance art, formal as aganst representative, and Ll
Greco, say, or Matisse as aganst Velasquez and the Italians
So far as any connected theory underlies such propaganda it
seems bascd upon Nietzsche. that art should not aim at
‘ beauty '—that is at making us rest i contemplation of the
expressive 1mage—but should 1ssue immediately 1 an emo-
tion directed to practical ends  the work of art should not
be attended to tor its own s.ahe but should secretly stimulate
our behaviour. Hypnotic suggestion and the excitement of
mob-passions would then be fine arts  Plato would be night .
art could only be criticised morally, according as the activity
mduced were right or wrong ; and 1t would be a fair judgment
on Ll Greco that what he induces 1s religrosity.
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INTELLECTUALIST THEORIES : HEGEL

§ 1. Ilegel neglects nature, and treats art as one possible
toim for the expression ot a certain kind of ~ubject-matter.
y 2. Hence anses a classtfication of art.  § 3 The subject-
matter of art.  As 1t becomes more concrete 1t 15 of necessity
successtvely  embodied e (1) Symbohe Art; (2) Classical
Art; (3) Romantic Art.  § ¢ LKach of these grades has
an appropriate medium: (1) Architecture; (2) Sculpture;
(3) Painting, music and poctry  § 5 ‘The obvious paradox
of Hegel’s theory 15 that with the attainment of the romangic
arade art should vanish into philosophy.  § 6. The source of
this error 15 a musapplication of dialectic, which mvolves
(1) The gradation and suppression of art. §7. (2) The
demonstrative prediction of artistic activity.  § 8. These
doctrines lead to: (10 Distortion of the dialectic; (2) Viola-
tion of facts. §9 legdl’s exclusion of natural beauty.  This
15 caused by a prejudice against inanimate beauty even when
represented i art, and reallv implies a confasion between
expiession and symptom.  § 1o. lHegel’'s fundamental @s-
thetic errors consist 1in the treatment of beauty as being—
(1) a real quality of things proportionate to their ‘ spintu-
ality.”  §11. (2) Alwuys the expression of the same thing;
(3) the expression of womething beautiful pror to the ex-
pression,  § 12, Ience every beauty 15 not onc but three
beauties.  § 13. Inscpaiableness of ‘ content’ and ‘ expres-
sion.”  Their distinction from, and casual connection with
communication. § 1¢ Uniqueness of every beautiful thing.
§ 15. Value of Hegel’s -esthetics.

§ 1. Hegel refuses to consider nature as

strictly beautiful, and defines Aisthetic as the
149
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philosophy of I'inc Art  The arguments! by
which he intends to support this paradox really
show that all beauty whether natural or artistic is
the product of the human mind ; and his method
ol treating the subject, rich in historical sym-
pathy and knowledge, and guided by a profound
conception of development, loses even more than
another might have done by its comparative
neglect of all those phases of wsthetic activity to
which the human mind has bcen stimulated by
the spectacle of the natural world.  For him art is
the presentation of truth (Wahrheit) or spiritual
reality in sensuous form. It is a lower revelation
of the same ‘ truth ' which is more adequately
grasped by religion and philosophy 5 or at least of
some part of it, for some truths are artistically
mexpressible 2 and only attainable by reflection
§ 2. Since then art gives the truth, which can
be given also in other and mdeed better ways,
we can distinguish this common subject-matter
from the artistic form in which 1t 15 presented.
The content of art is the Idea, 1its form is the
plastic use of images accessible to sense. From
the possibilities of union between those two we
can deduce both the muts and the forms of art.
For art. to succeed, its content must be one

v destetik (Kanleitung), vol 1 p 4 My references are to
the Berhin 1842 (2nd) edition, vol x 1, 1, m of the Works
The Introduction (Emleitung and Emtheilung) has been
translated by Professor B Bosanquet

‘1 p 14  From this pwot to p 1560 I have endeavoured
to reproduce briefly Hegel's theory i language as much hke
his own as posstble 1 am not surte that I have always
understood 1t.
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capable of sensuous presentation, it must not be
abstract or prosaic.  For mstance, the Jewish t
and Moslem ideas of God cannot be artistically
presented, but only the Christian conception of
him as a person ; for to sav of him merely that
he is One is a lifeless abstraction of the irrational
understanding.  On the other hand, the highest
Christian conception of God is not of a mere
person, still less, of course, of a mere One, but
rather of the absolute spirit which can only be
grasped by thought, and to which, therefore, any
sensuous  presentation 1s fundamentally inade-
quate.  The Christian conception, and indeed all
modern culture, exhibits a stage at which art can
no longer be our highest mode of consciousness ol
the absolute. We cannot worship works of art.
And since the cssence of art lies in this ade-
quacy of sensuous form to the content or con-
crete ldea expressed, art can be  essentially
divided into species or grades according to the
dcgjn ¢ of adequacy attained, and this will
depend upon the conere teness or determipptenesas
with which the 1dca ls formuldt(d and upon the
niture of the me ‘dium in which it is ¢ xpressed.?
§3. This “Idea’ according to Hegel® s
mind or spirit, conceived neither in abstract
generality nor in particular limited manifesta-
tions but as the unity of universal and particular,
of freedom and necessity, of spiritual and natural ;

11.p go Yet Hebrew poetry, under the name of Subhime,
15 given a high place in the lowest of the three stagg;, e,
crades of art, the Symbolc.

* 1. pp. 377-78
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the infinitc and yet determinate or individual
mind.? It is not the Idea apprehended by
Metaphysical Logic as the absolute, but the
Idea developed in concrete, real shape.?

Lhe differing_degrees in which harmony of the
Idea with its sensuous form is attained depend
then, in the first place, on_the degree of con-
creteness and determinatencss with which the
Idea is grasped. In the carlier stages of man'’s
culture the Idea is abstract, and so cannot he
really embodied or expressed in any form, but
only typified or symbolised by some shape
admittedly inadequate and arbitrarily selected
Thus stocks and stones have no real relatign to
the God, and even such an idol as a lion is related
only to his abstract quality of strength. Sb
sipce the Idea is too vague in itself to determine
the details of form which <hall embody it, these
details are apt to expatiate in every kind of
extravagance and distortion, intended to indi-
cate the monstrositv of what is too indefinite
to be expressed. The relation between the
two sides is here one o mutual an’lfl(m,‘Qnd the
Idca persists apart in 'Subllmlty This first stage
is Symbolic Art,® found in pre-Hellenic antiquity
and eminently in Egypt and the East.

But whon men attained to a more _concrete
concoptmn of the Idea as mdl\ idual sell- cg,m( 10us

L pp. 74, 80, 94 (Emtheilung), IIS (Thel 1.), 135, 181

1P 94
to *} PP 3‘(1 toend of vol 1 Cf Browning, Fra Lippo I 1ppr
his own’ ($poway to pamt <oul, by pamting bndv

understood 1t. ¢ there, must go turther
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spirit, they were able to discover a natural
form™ Br()l)crly e\pubswe of it in the human
body.  «Classical Art? attains in the ideal human
form a perfectly harmonious expression of the
universal human mind. This is the perfection of
pure art and depends upon a relative immaturity
of the human infellect, which having outgrown
the vagueness of Oriental thought now conceives
itsclf as adequately expressible in sensuous shape.
But mind absolute and ecternal cannot finally
express itself otherwisc than as purely intellectual
being ; which opposes itself in 1ts sub]cctlwty
to_that outward lifc in which it must find ifself ,
and the strlvmg to effect this impossible expres-
sion results in Romantic Art,* which, thnugh the
sign of an advance in spirituality, is from the
point of view of pure art a decline.  For the two
elements of form and content which classical
art had fused in perfect harmony here fall apart,
and we recur, though on a higher plane, to that
antagonism, that inadequacy of the expression,
which was the weakness of symbolism.  That
the classical stage should have been the perfec-
tion of art reveals the inherent imperfection of
art itself—its inability to present, in the sensuous
reality which Ts Tts nccessary medium, a content
which is truly infinite. So once more romantic
art, aware of this inadequacy, is apt to neglect

the form altogether, or to allow it to become
Tii pp. 1~-119 Cf Browmng, Rabli Ben Fzra:
“ Nor soul helps flesh more, now, than flesh helps soul
® . pp. 120-240 Cf. Browning, Old Pudtures wn Ilovence,
X1X.
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fanciful and grotoqquc in its attempt to hint at
what it despairs of expressing. But whercas at
the earlier stage this was because the [lea was
defective, it is now just because it is perfect.t

§4 Tach of these grades of the Idea has a

natural and proper method of e\(tunahsmg or
unhndymg itself, a sensuous medium in which
it can be best C\prcssul

S_ymbulxc art, in which the form only points
to the idea as something other than itsclf, is
most successful in architecture, which bodies
forth, as it wete, not the living God but only a
temple for his pleasure and for the honour of lus
worship.  The building itself, obviously subject
to mechanical laws and aiming only at symmetry,
does not strictly present spirit but suggests it.

Classical art, as we have seen, is most at home
in sculpture, for the individual spirit actually
dwells in and informs the human clay, so that
there is no particle of the ideal body but is organi-
cally alive, sensitive and responsive, and no feel-
ing, thought or volition but can reveal itself in
badily shape, pose and movement.

But when the god in spiritual individuality
is housed 1n’l_}~1i templc and the congregation
assembles in devotion, a’ third stage of human
consciousness is attained. The unity of religious
aspiration and human brotherhood, in faith,
hope and charity, is a purely ideal one, which
cannot be content with any external sign, nor
embodicd in any natural form. The subjective

‘1 p. 103,
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spirit of every individual worshipper now be-
comes of infinitely greater import by his personal
relation %o the divinity, and yet at the same time
only retains this worth by an ideal union, through
that relation, with his fellow-worshippers. God
is now conceived as a spirit permeating his church.
The medium to express this idea is to be found,
Hegel supposes, in the romantic triad of paint-
in;, music and poetry. All of these, as compared
with the actual solidity of sculpture and archi-
tecture, are ‘ideal,’—meaning more than they
actually are, sacrificing sensuous reality in order
to shadow forth a higher truth of the spirit. [n
all "these arts far greater freedom is allowed to
individual characterisation, degenerating often
into caprice, subjectivity and grotesqueness,
than in the objcctive universality of classical
art. But of the three he considers poetry to be
the most spiritual, as depending least of all on
any actual sensuous impression or extensjon
in space and time, and working completely
within the ‘imaginative intcllect.”  Poetry is to
music and painting as romantic art itsclf is to
classical and symbolic.

But each of the arts appears at each grade of
the idea. We find symbolic sculpture, painting,
music and poctry’;” classical architecture, paint-
ing, music and poetry ; and romantic architecture
and sculpture. Only each grade reaches” its
highest achievement in the art most congenial to
its nature, and each art works most freely in its
proper grade. Symbolic art, then, is the struggle
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of art to come into being; classical art is the
ideal or perfect art ; romantic art is the straining
of art to go beyond itsclf, though still in -the
artistic realm and form.! The nature of beauty,
the ideal of all art, consists in the knowledge
of rcality and of its concept, not separate and
in abstraction as they remain for the inart-
istic consciousness, but immediately fused. The
beautiful object then is self-contained ; it does
not stand over against something else as means
to an end, object to a subject, necessity to
accidents, whole to parts; all these abstract
oppositions are overcome, or rather have npot
arisen,

§ 5. It is impossible that such a bare outline of
Hegel's  Aesthetsk should do it anything but
injustice. It has often been remarked that no
philosophical writer loses more by summary ;
and in such passages as the detailed account of
the transition from classical to romantic art ?
he more than usually resists condensation.

But we must allow neither the grandeur of
Hegel’'s philosophic conceptions, nor the range
of his sympathy and acquaintance with art,
nor the subtlety,—comparable to that famous
“cunning of the Idea” itself,—with which he
follows the ramifications of his analysis into the
details of universal history, to blind us to the
staggering paradoxes which his system pre-
supposes.

Can any theory of wsthetic be accepted of

‘1 p. 102, ? 1. pp. 100—42.
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which it is an essential doctrine that the day of
beauty is passed; not only in the sense that
future artists will never equal the ancients,—an
indemonstrable thesis which has been and again
might be the subject for much agreeable specu-
lation,—but with the decper meaning that in
philosophy and the Christian religion we have
found actual substitutes, which better fulfil the
very same functions {o which art, in the world’s
childhood, had set its prentice hand ? !

This seems to me to be a dithiculty at which the
most casual recader stumbles, yet one which is
necessarily interwoven with fundamental errors
as to the character of beauty ; the most alarming
symptom ot an otherwise obscure though radical
disease. Nor do I think that it can be explained
away. Whether this surpassing of the artistic
stage be understood to have place in the mmd
of the individual, or, as Hegel actually says, 1
the history of the world, it is equally ﬁctiticius.
No man and no nation can afford to pity or
despise @sthetic expericnce, or to put it away
as a childish thing, by whose services he has
learnt to dispense with _it. Nor can Hegel be
1ntcrpreted as alluding mcrely to the insufficiency
of beauty for satm’ymg the needs of our spirit,
which requires morahty, religion and philosophy

i p. 130; i, p. 232. Such a view 1s hitle advance on
the Leibnitzian conception of art as cognitio confusa. We
are almost reminded of the Edinburgh Reviewer (1805, on
Southey’s Madoc) : ** It may be asscried that new sources

of poctical beauty may be discovered ; we have no faith in
such discoveries.”



158 THE THEORY OF BEAUTY

as well as art. TFor if no more than this were
meant, it would have to be admitted that the
converse is no less true : neither philosophy, nor
morality, nor religion can satisfy our whole being ;
from ecach and all we turn or rcturn to beauty
with unsated appetite, no less than from beauty
to them. All are necessary, just because they are
different and arc not less or more perfect ways of
doing, or rather knowing, the same thing.

§ 6. The derivation of this error from Hegel’s
general metaphysical prepossessions and from his
psychological situation has been clearly traced by
Croce.! Hegel’s great achicvement in philosophy
was to discover, or at least first to elaborate and
make explicit, the theory of the synthesis of
opposites : that in any pair of opposites, such as
Being and Not-being, each of the two termis is by
itself abstract, incomplete and ultimately im-
possible without the other; that consequently
any attempt to think one really necessitates the
thought of the other, and that the truth of either
is only attained by the synthesis of both in a third
term such as Becoming, which alone, relatively

Y C10 che @ vivo e c10 che @ moito delta Iilosofia dv Hegel
It 1s much to be regretted that this adnurable work remains
untranslated i England. It contains incidentally the only
very helpful criticism of the Aesthetik with which I am
acquainted. My obligations to 1t will be obvious.

Gentile (Le I‘orme Assolute dello Spirito) follows Hegel
more closely.  Since art 15 only one of the activities of our
muds he describes it as contr. wdictory and demanding to
% svathesised with religion in philosophy  But he maintains
that the moment of art 1s never superseded but must cternall:

be revaived I Modeswswmo, pp 235, 230 Cf T. E. Hulme,
Speculations, R Lry, Vision and Design
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to the thesis and antithesis, is conerete and real.

But, by an error incrdent to minds prepossessed
with some pregnant thought, he proceeded to
apply this triadic method of synthesis to terms not
opposite but intrinsically or specitically different,
with this result among others, that he came to
think of art as on the one hand in itself incom-}
plete and by a necessity of its own nature secking
its completion in a higher synthesis, and on th
other hand as being already itself the result of thi
synthesis of terms still more unsubstantial.  Art
then is to be taken up into and superseded by
philosopliy just as Romantic art had synthesised
Symbolic and Classical,® and as each of these
again could be bisected indefinitely.

In this way art, which is really one of the dis-
tinct activitics of the spirit, is degraded to a form
of error as compared with philosophy. It is
never really explained why, having once out-
grown it, we ever rcturn to it with satisfaction,
nor yet why from its highest form, poetry, which
““ alone can express all that the mind concetves,” 2
we resort with undiminished appetite to the
partial and outgrown attempts of music and
painting, still less to ‘classical * sculpture or
‘symbolic * architecture.  “ Classical art is the
adequate presentation of the Tdeal, perfection in
the realm of beauty. Nothing can be more

! Tt might have been expected that the Classical, as the per-
fection of art, would have been the svnthesis of the other two
But this s planly not Hegel’'s intention Arbitrary arrange-
ments are mnevitable for an attempt to apply the * dialectical
method ”’ to historical evolution. Sec Note at end of chapter.

®n. p. 260; m. p. 231.
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beautiful. Yet there is a ligher.” ¥ This con-
tradiction exhibits the error in both its forms.
‘Within art we are asked to regard every form as a
‘more or less successful attempt to attain a single
end, as having its definite place, therefore, in the
scale of merit, and therefore definitely capable
of being surpassed and abandoned.  And among
human activities art is, similarly, one attempt,
and not the best, to solve a single problem.?
Hegel ridicules the notion that there is one
ideally beautiful statue, yet he has himself fallen
into the same mistake on a grander scale. The
truth is that there are several functions of the
mind, of which some may be secn to be prior to
others as art to philosophy, but none of which,
Icast of all the prior, can be dispensed with, any
more than we can abandon breathing when we
learn to walk. And within the special function
of art there are as many ways of creating beauty
as beautiful objects to be created, and each
creation, so far as it is beautiful, is in its way
'perfect. That a man is capable of philosophy
need not put him out of love with art; nor yet
does Shakespeare render Sophocles antiquated:
One who is sensitive to the charm of Botticelli is
on the whole Iess likely than one who is not to
condemn Chinese painting as childish. But all
such cases should logically be for Hegel relapses,

comparable to the backsliding of one who, -after
n p r12r
* Cf Croce, Logica, pp 65~74, esp. p. 72 Cf Riegl,
Stilfragen, Spatronische Kunst-Industrie; Worringer, Abstrak-
tson 1 Einfubling , Wollthn, Kunstgeschichtliche Grundbegriffe
Renaissance w Baiock
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comparable to the backsliding. of one. who, after
grasping the true concept of Becoming, should
attempt again to content himself with the one-
sided abstraction of Being or Not-being.

§ 7. The unwarranted extension of the dialectic
method, besides the degradation of art to a
philosophical failure and of ‘classical” and
‘ symbnlical " art to romantic failures, has another
conscquence which has alrecady become apparent,
since it is closely connected with the first two.
This is the attempt to deduce or construct philo-
sophically the individual historical fact.t “If
the Greek gods had not been true individuals,”
says Hegel, *“ they would have been deducible.”
But when we find him prescribing a priori the
proper degree of historical accuracy in fiction,?
the correct course for modern artists to pursue,®
and the right amount of clothes for a public or
a family statue of Napoleon,* we suspect that he
has forgotten his own caution. Or again, when we
are told that sculpture must not be coloured,
since spatial form and varicd colour are distinct
concepts only to be treated in abstraction ;8
and that it must not claborate the eye since this
is the visible sign of subjectivity ; or that smell

1 Kither by proving that a given work of art 15 beautitul
(ui. p. 236: “ The deccision whether anything 15 really a
poetical work must fust be derived fiom the concept of
poetry itself '), or by proving that the schools and works of art
which have arisen were logically bound to do so (passim), and
showing the impossibility of other development.  (See below.)

2i. p. 349. 311 p. 235. 1. p. 410.

$ 1. pp 357-60,and cf. 1. pp. 303-180n the mutual exclusive-
ness of rhyme and rhythm. T.uca della Robbia, the most
classical renaissance sculptor, breaks the most of Hegel’s rules.

Ix
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cannot be beautiful becanse. unlike sound, it
destroys the object, we feel that our confidence
in these ex post facto denunciations is little
strengthened by the reasons adduced.

§ 8. Hegel does not always escape a conscious-
ness of these ditheulties. Though he summarily

~dismisses many torms of art, such as dancing,!
4 K

which is made an appendage of the drama, and
sculpture in relief, which with other romantic
styles is dismissed as ‘not sculpture,’? he is
Teft with five arts to correspond to the three
stages of the spirit, and hands over three to the
romantic stage, while the symbolical and classical
had been content with one apiece.® Defending
his specification of the arts, he says that? all
works which do not fall under these five species
are imperfect, like those mongrel, amphibious or
transitional kinds of creatures which reveal the
icapacity of nature to maintain her proper
distinctions.  So hybrid works of art may be
delightful and meritorious but not perfect.
Yet he cannot but recognise the importance of
many beautiful products which escape the dia-
lectical mesh, and is driven to deny them the
name of art, in his strictly defined sense of that

1. p 201, 21, p. 362.

3Cf. s devices for making the actual conformation of
the globe symmetrical with his system, Naturphilosophie,
§ 339 (vol. vii 1, p. 442), concluding: “ Europa hildet das
Bewusstsein, den vernunftigen Theil der Ervde, dessen Mitte
Deutschland 1st. Die Welttheile sind also nicht zufalhg
getheilt ; sondern das sind wesentliche Unterschiede.”

* Paraphrased from 1. p 201
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word, just as he denied the name of sculpture
to the monuments of the Medici, of Tlaria del
Carretto and of Guidarello Guidarelli. “ The
sphere of the objects of developed romantic art
is infinite, as comprising not only what is neces-
sary, but the indiscriminate portrayal of every-
day reality, with even a preference for the prosaic
and ugly. Is this Art? From the point of
view of the Ideal, that is to say, of a permanent
and necessary content with its absolutely ap-
propriate form, we must answer, No. DBut art
contains another moment, the side of individual
talent, which can be true to the substantial
life of nature, as to the shapes of the spirit, even
in its strangest and most arbitrary manifesta-
tions. And by this truth and by the cleverness
of presentation, a meaning is given to every
trifle.  From this point of view we must answer,
Yes.” 1 And again, * The romantic content does
not remain essentially artistic, but leaves the
determination both of the content and of the
form to arbitrary invention ; excluding nothing,
but representing everything which man is cap-
able of making his own, whether this is proper
to any definite stage of art or no.”” 2 Here is the
old paradox, that the highest function of art is
bést performed by something which has ceased
to be art; art was perfectly art only at a rela-
tively low stage.® We should expect classical
! Paraphrased fiom 1i. pp. 219-20.

2 Paraphrased from 1. p. 235.
3CI. Philosophie des Gesstes, § 562 (vol. vii. 2, p. 444),
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art, as the most artistic, to be the synthesis of
the other two forms. "

Clearly on these lines Hegel would be logically
bound to refuse to recognise an object as beauti-
ful not only if it resisted classification as Sym-
bolic, Classical or Romantic, but even if it were
excluded by the much finer reticulations of
his dialectic; a simile, for instance, which
could be catalogued under none of the three
subdivisions («e) or (88) or (yy) of the sub-
section IL. i 1 B. 3, c. ¢! This is the
old scholastic criticism, dear to Polonius, of
the “ Kinds.’

Here we sce Hegel applying to individual
historical events like the decoration of the Sistine
Chapel, or to merely empirical classes of such
events, like Religious Painting, that method of
dialectical demonstration which belongs properly
to opposites, but which we have already scen
him misusing for distinct spiritual functions.

Hegel then was wrong in maintaining that art
is an inferior form or superseded moment of
philosophy ; in clevating empirical distinctions
within the asthetic sphere—Symbolic, Classical,
Romantic, with their subdivisions—to the rank
of philosophical conceptions and applying to
them in their turn the triadic method of super-

where Beauty 1s denied to the products of the romantic arts,
apparently on the ground that they most truly express the
sputt.  Butif the works of Itian, Shakespeare and Beethoven
are not beautiful, what 1s ?

11 pp. 523-25.
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session or synthesis; and lastly in his attempt
to deduce dialectically the historical occurrence
and the success of individual artistic acts. All
these faults are intimately connected with his.
general philosophical error of extending the;
dialectic method beyond its proper sphere.

There remains to be noticed one other source
of weakness, which, though not unrelated to his
main philosophic attitude, is more specially
wsthetic:  his  exclusive emphasis, namely,
upon artistic as distinct from natural
beauty.

§ 9. The dangers of such an exclusion and
the want of justification for it have already
been touched upon in the sccond chapter, but
Hegel's case is somewhat peculiar. [Tt is not
really between art and nature that his distincd
tion is drawn, or rather he has confused this
with another distinction : between human life—
as represented in poetry, music, painting, sculp-
ture and, indirectly, in architecture—and ani-y
mate or inanimate naturc whether actual or’
represented by art.

@It is his great merit to have divined that art is
the expression of spirit or the concrete Idea, not
of those abstract ‘ideas ’ or natural laws of which
it is still for Schopenhauer the contemplation.!

1 Yet he 1s not prepared to see 1n art the individual.  Itis
something called the concrete universal, or the universalised
individual. Hence children are specially beautiful as not
beimng yet determined to particularity of character (i. p. 191),
and the individual thoroughly determined by fact 1s prose
(1. p. 188).
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But by expression he seems to understand
symptom.! " For him the human body is the

LCf. especially Philosophie des Geistes, § 558 (vol. v 2,
p- 442). Here he says that art must use natural forms in
accordance with ¢herr significance, which 1t must divine
and possess itself of.  And he refers to § 411 (p. 239) where
the human body 1s spoken of as a sign (Zeichen) of soul,
which 1t represents (vorstell), and as the soul’s work of
art, which has *‘ pathognomical and physiognomical expres-
ston”’ (Ausdruck). Among such expressions he enumerates
the upright human posture, the shape of the hand, etc,
but only specch 1s the complete expression of mind.  This
accords with the view in the Aesthetik that classical art, of
which sculpture 1s the type, 1s more perfectly artistic than
romantic art, of which poctry 1s the type; since the human
body 1s the actual symptom or sign of an indwelling soul,
while language 1s only 1ts expression.  He docs not ask how
far all language, as expressing spint, s art  In § 562 (p 414)
he actually says that romantic art gives up the attempt to
express spirt by beauty.

In Aesthef:k, nt pp. 144-45 he speaks of Interjections as
mevely natuvalexpressions (Ausdvucke) notarticulated arbstrary
signs of ideas (willlusliche Zeiwchen von Vorstellungen) ke
speech  And for that reason they are not expressive of a
content tn 1fs universality but mercly announce a fecling by
tone, and this 1s not art.  But music deprives this natural
expression (Naturausdruck) of its wild crudity, though it is
compelled to claborate 1ts sensible matenal with much greater
art than painting or poctry, by the fact that this matenal
1s a merely natural symptom. Which I take to imply that
light or colour and language are essentially expressive. Here
we have an acceptable distinction between mere physical
svmptom and spiritual exptession. DBut 1t is combined with
the old assumption that expression must be arbitrary and
conventional ; so that poctry should (consistently with the
passages quoted from . p. 138 (below, p. 167) and from
Phalosophie des Geistes (above)) be considered less artistic
than interjection, though a ligher activity as symbolising
a4 more ‘umversal ’ content. But it 1s difficult to think
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only adequate artistic presentation of mind
because in it mind actually resides.! Even
speech is only an audible symbol, more or less
arbitrary,? of what body actually presents; and
for this reason his account of poetry is apt to
seem intellectualistic, depreciating all the really
expressive clements of rhythm, metre and tone,
wherein spirit surcly embodies itsell no less than
in legs and noses, in favour of the abstract theme
or content regarded as separately existent.?
For this reason also sculpture is to him the
ideal of art as such, followed by figure-painting,
by music as expressing feeling in natural tones,
by poetry—spiritually the highest—as describ-
ing man’s feelings, acts and thoughts by arti-
ficial signs. Here is the real gap; a gult in
the scale of beauty, not a distinction between
art and nature. We continue downwards with

that the distinction between Zewchen and Awusdruck 1s the
same 1n all passages; and the refining method ascribed to
Music seems vague and irrelevant.

tu. pp. 12, 13. Llegel was certainly prepossessed by
Hellenic humanism, and probably repelled by the sentimental
nature-worship of his contemporarics.

2 op. 8.

‘ut. p. 138, “In poctry . . . the aitrculate souud ot
man's vocal organ 1s degraded to a mere verbal sign (Reede-
seichen), and so rctains only the value of signifying ideas
without having any mmport m itselt.” Cf pp 225-26, 233,
274-77, 296, * blosses Mittheillungsnuttel.”  On p. 227 we
are actually told that a poem can be translated without
essential detrniment. DPoctical form and diction are conse-
quently regarded as extiernal ornament, . pp. 235 278,
289, 291 ; as a techmcal beauty (dichterisch) superadded to
the expressive (poetisch), p. 283.



168 THE THEORY OF BEAUTY

architecture,! animals, plants, scenery, light,
arabesques ; for all these, whether they occur in
reality or in representative art are not symp-
toms of the actual presence, real or imagined,
of spirit ; they can only be used, as he says, to
point to or indicate spirit ‘“as their other.”
Animals arc in a doubtful position, but on the
whole not very beautiful cither in nature or art,
because spirit is not inwardly realised in them.?
Yet beasts are more beautiful than scenery;
all beasts, apparently, than any scenery ever
can be, for they are nearer to spirit.* Nature
only gets an imputed beauty ““ by arousing our
emotions and harmonising” therewith,” ¢ though
in“any sense in which this is true it is surcly
true of every conceivable beautiful object. ““ To
mercly mnatural things only an appearance of
spirit can be externally lent by art.” 8

Had Hegel been content to abide by his
distinction of Art and Nature, natural scenery
represented in art would cf course have fallen
on the superior side of the division. But the
description of scenery in poetry is either neglected
or belittled in almost the same words in which
the scenery itself had been condemned,® and at

L1 pp 206-68 : * Architecture can only indicate, in a sort
of external setting, the meaning graftedintoit” Cf 11 p 125

21 pp. 158, 184

3i p 167 To which one teels only able to reply : ““ Grau,
theurer Ireund, 1st alle Theorie, Und grun des Lebens goldene
Baum ”

‘1 p 167. 1 leave musicians to criticise the argument that
birds’ song mavy express emotion but cannot be beautiful be-
causcit has noobjective content  Phil d. Geschichte, 11. 1m1. 1.

1 p. 194; ii. p. 256. ¢i. p. 530; cf. p. 167.
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first no justification is offered for the painting
of lifeless objects ““ which in nature we should
have overlooked 7 except the skill of imitation
which gives them a human interest.!  He seems
to think that objects actually are beautiful or
the reverse i definite ways, apart from anv
creative act by which the spectator’s mind

Yiop o206, m o p 29 ‘the more sympathetic account
of landscape painting 1 m pp 53 -60 ought also to justify
the beauty of nature * In diese Lebendigkeit (der Natur)
kann de- Mensch sich emnleben und <o anch m der Natur
mmg setn’”’  But surely the necessity for this mnagmative
act 1s nol peculiar to landscape  Ou p oo 1t 15 adnntted
that any object whatever may be made beautiful by the
pamter it his loving treatment of 1t has rescued 1t from
i1ts practical relations and set 1t apart for pure contemplation
as expressive of spirit ‘This fine passage may be accepted
But why were we ashed to accept a quite dufferent ex-
planation of sculpture and rchgious panting 2 And why
should 1t not apply to the wsthetic enjoyment of nature
itself ?

Cfm op or2y ““Das was zu jedem Kunstwerk gehort
«chott auch zur Malerer; die Anschauung, was uberhaupt am
Menschen, am menschhchon Gest und Charakter, was der
Mensch und was dieser Mensch ast.” A truth difficult to
reconcile with i. pp. 14, 84-95.

This is an excellent instance of the way n which
Hegel’s msight into the nature of particular forms of art
breaks through the hines of s system when this would
distort 1t.  Cf. especally the fine passages in ui. pp. 54,
55, 00.

The considerations whether, and 1if so why, men have
achicved seclf-expression (sich einleben und 1nnig sein) 1n the
human form mor: often or more easily than in scenery,
words, tones, and unrepresentative hnes or colours, and
whether again 1in any of these artificially produced rather
thanin nature, belongs to psychology, historical or speculative,
but cannot cencern our theory of brauty in general as always
mvolving an imaginative activity in the mind of him who
experiences it.
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expresses itself in them.! This degree of beauty
that hewould fasten upon the things depends upon
the degree to which they are symptomatic of the
presenceof spirit. Now among natural objectsonly
the human body—and especially the face—is a
sign of the presence of a spirit ; but every artificial
thing is a signof the existence of the maker’s spirit,
though, like a face or a flower, it can only be-
come expressive by the activity of a beholder—
the maker or another---who expresses himself in
it.  From the contusion of sign and expression
arises, I think, Hegel's preference of art t¢ nature
and of art dealing with humanity to any other.”

§ ro. Here, then, we may pomnt out two funda-
mental w@sthetic mistakes.  The first is that
Hegel has failed to sec that for a work of art ta
appear beautiful it must stimulate us to an
expressive activity just the same in kind 3 as
that which he allows we must perform in the
presence of natural objects. We are apt to be
carly thus disposed towards the human face or
body, not that it is spatially nearer to a mind

! Contrast Mutchell, Structure and Growth of the Mund, p
173: “ Whether we sce the same sunlit sea to be smiling
frankly or in treachery 1s a matter of our mood.”

21 p. 211 and cf. Phanomenologie des Geistes (vol. 1. p. 551) :
“So wesentlich es der Bildsaule 1st, von Menschenhianden
gemacht zu sein, cben so wesentlich 1st der Schauspieler seiner
Maske,—nicht als ausserliche Bedingung, von der die Kunst-
betrachtung abstrahiren musse,—oder insofern davon 1n
ihr allerdings zu abstrahiren 1st, so 1st eben diess danut
gesagt, dass die Kunst das wahre eigentliche Selbst noch
nicht 1n 1hr enthalt.”

3 Cf. pp. 35-44, supra.
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than other things are, not even only because
mind morc immediately alters its actual qualities
of shape and colour than it does those of a tree
or mountain, but because it 1s a thing whose
subtlest variation of movement and shape we
have had good cause for taking to heart, and
which we may have alrcady loved on other
grounds. But we are not a whit less naturally
at home with every modulation of tone in that
human voice which checked and soothed us
before the visible world had dawned upon our
eyes; and I see no metaphysical reason for
thinking a sob or laughter less organic to the
spirit than a blush, a smile or the angle of an
cyelid.! And though the so-called inanimate
world thus seems to start with a disadvantage
ot strangeness, yet this has rapidly been made up
as spirit has extended its boundaries and made its
tabernacle not of clay but ot the sca and clouds.?

! [t 1s hard to combince a bitter tone ot voice with a pleasant
expression of face, and the converse 1s still more ditficult
In both cases the actual words make httle difference, for a
harsh word spoken with a kind snnle and gentle tone mevit-
ably takes on a playful meaning, and a kind word with a
fiown and a harsh tone an 1ronical one, not only to the hearer
but in the speaker’s own nmund.

2 Cf. Wordsworth’s sonnct, ‘‘ Brook whose society the
poet sceks 3

“T would not do
Like Grecian artists, give thee human cheeks,
Channels for tears; no natad shouldst thou be,
Have neither limbs, feet, feathers, jomnts nor hairs
It seems the cternal soul 1s clothed 1n thee
With purer robes than those of flcsh and blood,
And hath bestowed on thee a better good ;
Unweaned joy, and lfe without its cares.”
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Very early it was seen that the morning
stars sang together; man lifting up his eyes
unto the hills found help and saw how the
heavens declared the glory of God. Or every
shape of nature awoke to breath and beauty
in sympathy with human longings; the wrath
of Poseidon, the deep passion of Pan, the laughing
loves of nymphs and dryads, the proud chastity
of the maiden huntress, were all watched, in
tossing waves, the fierce yet drecamy growth of
summer in wild places, the ripples and the
whispering reeds, or the serenity of a reigning
moon, by quick and kindly eyes of men who read
there passions to which themselves were subject,
as directly as in the body of the athlete or the
rhapsode’s song. To-day most men may meet
a thousand ot their tellows or see a gallery
ol sculpturc indifferently, may hear and read
millions ot words with listlesspess; and then,
just because it has no business with them, no
call upon their good oflices or their understanding,
may awake in a moment to the perfect expressive-
ness of a bird’s cry or a lifting cloud. In art as
in nature, in poetry as in architecture, we receive
but what we give, or in proportion to what we
give. The ugliness of the turbot for Hegel!
like that of the Iilgin marbles for Payne Knight,?
is just the negative element of passivity in the self
or resistance in the object, which must stand over
against the activity of self-expression in the object
before any experience of beauty can be realised.

1. p. 1061 2 Quarierly Review, x. Jan. 1816.
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§ 11. The second fundamental wsthetic mistake
leads us back to one of Hegel's general philosophi-
cal errors. [t lies in the supposition that cvery
work of art is an attempt to express the same
thing, just as cach grade of art, and art itself,
had been held to aim at expressing one absolute
truth ultimately attainable by philosophy. © Hegel
was right in bringing back beauty to the expres-
sion of spirit and nothing but spirit.” But he
was wrong in supposing that it is spirit in self-
identical universality which can be thus ex-
pressed, instcad of those countless individual
and unique acts of attraction and repulsion in
which a spirit becomes actual.  Every beautiful
thing, or, in other words, every work of art,! is
an individual expression, an expression of some-
thing that cannot be expressed in any other
way and therefore cannot be known apart from
its unique expression.  Hegel’s divergence from
this view leads him into some strange ditficulties
He holds there is a proper poctical subject-matter
apart from form, and a poctical form apart from
subject-matter.?  And by form here he does not
even mcan ‘‘ the mere verbal sign or means of
communication,” but ‘ideas,” mental images or
intuitions ; 3 for “ these are the forms in which
poetry grasps and presents every content,” they

L Cf. pp. 39 note 1, 116-17, 180

Tin, pp. 244—45. Cf. the statement (sce p. 151, supra) that
a subject fit for art must be already “ not prosaic.”  Cf.
p. 163, supra.

21 p.227: “dicVorstellung, die Anschauung, Empfindung.”
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are the sensible material of the poet just as marble,
colour and musical tones ! arc for the other arts.

§ 12 In a poem, then, Hegel distinguishes the
content (Inhalt, Sache), the poctical form (Vorstel-
lung) which this takes in the mind, and the verbal
expression of this; and each of these three must
by itselt have poctical quality. He tells us?
that the line ““ Als nun dic dammernde Eos mit
Rosenfingern emporsticg ™’ 1s a more poctical idea
ot the same content as the words “ sun ” or “ morn-
ing ’; and again ? that this idea can be expressed
in other languages without poctic loss. To the
first statement we must reply that in that casc
the content (Iwhalt, Sache) is wsthetically as
irrelevant as the poet’s health ; and to the last.
that it is untrue.?

§ 13. Of such distinctions there is, I think,
nothing to be made. In every art the external
act of chipping marble, laying on paint, striking

' This is Hegel's collocation  Suiely 1t should be cither
“form, colour, tone” or ‘‘marble, pigment, wibrating
substances.”  Cf. 11 p. 270.

2ut p 277. The ttalics are mine,

S op.277.

¢ Shelley, 4 Dcfence of Poctry s “* 1L were as wise to cast
a violet into a crucible that you might discover the formal
principle of 1ts colour and cdour, as scek to transfuse from
one language into another the creations of a poet.”  And
on translation Shelley had the right to speak  One 1s almost
tempted to think Hegel had never tried 1t Let any sceptic
attempt to reproduce the feehng, even of prose, from such a
sumilar language as German (e g. the quotation on pp. 139-40)
Amusing instances of the etfort to translate single terms
may be found in Rolland, jean Christophe, vol. iv. p. 32
Sehnsucht (Désvr), Fulle dev Liebe (Plénitude de l'amour), etc.



INTELLECTUALIST THEORIES 175

notes must, like that of reciting or writing verse,
be preceded or accompanied by an “idea.”  But
this idea or “expressive intuition " may be com-
plete in itself.  If it is a visual image it can be
communicated to, or stimulated m, others by
scuipture or painting , il auditory, by music or
poctry.  In no case need the externalisation affect
the expression any more than in poetry itsell.!
And in poctry no more than clsewhere can the
content be known except in its expression. What
we cannot put into words may perhaps be a good
picture, but as a poem it does not exast. What we
can clearly sce or visualise as beautitul is a good
picture whether we can paint or no.  For instance,
I may be able to visualise clearly a erescent moon
shining through a pine tree, and I may find this
beautiful.  This is an expression of such a kind
that it could probably best be communicated
to other people by painting, but [Hegel appears
to consider it the ' poctic material” or * lorm”’
of some mysterious other * poetic content.”  The
expression which I might try to communicate by
wriling, printing or speaking a line of poctry, for
mstance,  With how sad steps, O Moon, thou
climb’st the sky,” is that which [ accomplished
by composing, remembering, hearing, or in any
way «wsthetically expericncing the line ** With how

! This must be taken with the mportant reservation on
P 176, wtnfra  The stimulants which most people find helpful
to artistic creation, such as fresh air, leisure and exercise,
crystal-gazing and scribbling with pen or pamt-brush, are

not essential to the true work of art (1t the caretul con-
fession ot Morzart quoted p. 181 note, ticha
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sad steps, O Moon, thou climb'st the sky.”!
That line is an expression of something which
cannot be expressed or known in any other way,?
though I may know what experiences preceded
or stimulated it, as for instance, perhaps some
other wsthetic act such as the secing or imagining
of a crescent moon shining beautifully through a
pine tree, or of a picture of this, or some unzsthetic
act, such as taking a stimulant.

Many artistic creations can only be completed
in the visible presence of natural objects, some
only while sctting the paint-brush to the canvas,
and others only in the actual hearing of arti-
ficially arranged sounds. But the °content’
or subject of a work of art is not knowable out-
side that work, and nothing is added to that work
by its communication to others.

L strictly speaking, the work of art might be ditierent on
every occasion. Clearly context or the voice of a reciter
might alter 1ts expressiveness greatly

:Ct A. C, Bradley, Oxfoird Lectures, Poetry for Poetry’s
Sake: “ In poctiy the meaning and the sounds arc one; there
is, 1t 1 may put 1t so, a resonant meaning or a meaning reson-
ance ”’ ; and “* If the substance means 1deas, images and the
like taken alone, and the form means the measured language
taken by itsclf, this 15 a possible distinction, but 1t 1s a dis-
tinction of things not i the pocm, and the value lies 1n
neither of them ”  Cf. note on pp 26 4-65, tnfra.

Also Mitchell, Structure and Growth of the Mind, p. 63 :
“ Though two different sentences say the same thing, the
thing as it 1s thought in one 1s only partly the samc as 1t is
thought in the other. There would be a difference even 1f
the words were the same, and the difference were 1 therr
order merely, or thewr emphass. Iinally, in rcading the
same words we do not all form quite the same thoughts.”
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§ 14. So neither nature and poetry, nor L’ Allegro
and I/ Penseroso can be arranged in a hierarchy
of beauty by any gradation of their content
All are different expressions, different in some
degree to each of us and at every experience ;
so {hat the turbot nced not be always uglier
than the monkey nor an athletic and enlightened
philanthropist more beautiful than a disveputable
and hunchbacked beggar.

§15. In truth the great value of Tlegel's
Acsthetik lies surprisingly little ' in its truth as a
systematic philosophy of art. The very great-
ness of his philosophical genius scems, by a
perverse fate, to have stood in the way of his
success here. It need not be said that by its
discussion of other theories, and i by ils ()wn flashes
of insight, it is of first-rate Impmtanu, for the
philosophy of the subject. DBut it is also a great
work of criticism, of that historical psychology
which is thenecessary propaedeutic to the apprecia-
tion of art produced by ancient or alien peoples.
Hegel's asthetic prepossessions were as markedly
humanist and dramatic as Ruskin’s were natural-
istic ; and by its protound analysis of the Oriental,
Classical and Medi®eval minds as these expressed
themselves in architecture, sculpture and poetry,
the Aesthetik must stand, for the appreciation of

1 mean httle 1 proportion to lus ;,u?.fl‘ ess as a philo-
sopher and the importance ot the work. 'I'he ** flash of n-
sight ”” which showed him beauty, or at least art, as expres-
sion, and expression of spuit (see above, p. 165), tllumnates
the whole book.V

I2
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this side ot beauty, in the place which is filled for
the love of nature by Ruskin’s studies in cloud
and mountain form or in the morphology of
plant and glacier.?

1 The profundity of Hegel’s msight into the psychological
conditions of rebigious development, and the danger of
identifying this with the evolution ot art up to his own time,
arc shown by the fact that modern anthropological and
archaological rescarches tend to treat Greek rehgion atseli
as conveniently divided into three main stages: the “ Ur-
dummheit”’ or reign of vague awe, the Olympian or anthro-
pomorphic period, and the philosophic return to an impersonal
deity on a higher level.  The Janguage i which these are
described is sometimes reminiscent of Hegel’s account of
Oriental, Greck and modern rchgron. Cf. Miss Harrison’s
Pyolegomena to the Study of Greek Religion, and Piofessor
Murray’s Greelr [£pic and Lour Stages of Greeh Religion, and
Hegel's Philosophie dey Relrgion, n

Hegel's account of * Kunst-Relimon ™ 1 the Dhanomeno-
logre des Geistes, vol 11 pp 527-00, scems 10 die to show
that what he is really domg, both here and 1 the greater
part ol the Aestheitk, 15 to give @ hostorical psychology which
shall explain what sorts of expeiience at various tunes men
have been trying to express in thewr art, and how they came
to be prepossessed at any particular tume with this particular

subject-matter  But thisis not a theory of beauty.

It is instructive that Professor Murray has now (1928)
tound it useful to distinguish Frve Stages of Greel: Religion.

In moditication of the criticisin i §§ 12, 13 of this chapter
see my article  Art without Lorm ™ wm Phdosophy, January
1941

)

NOTE TO PAGE 1359
Ct T E Hulme, Speculations , R Fry, Vision and Design |
Riegl, Stilfragen and Spatroimische Kunst-Industrie ; Wor-
ringer, Abstraktion und Einfublung ; Wolfin, Kunstgeschicht-
liche Grundlegriffe and Renairssance und Barock



VIII

THE EXPRESSIONIST THEORY : CROCE

I Exprission. §r\./'l‘hc asthetic activity 1s completed -
ternally.  § 2¥It may be described as self-expresston. Meaning
of “expression.”  § 3 Thisactivity 1s often called a“ sentiment ”
to distinguish 1t from knowledge in general as well as from
conduct. For 1t 15 knowledee nather of the umversal, nor
of the listouc fact, but ot the mdwvidual  § 4 -What 1s
expressed 1s passion—that 1s, desire or vohtion  § 5. Intuition
distinguished from perception § 6. Inturtion of the individual
identified by Croce with expression of passion.  He regards
this 1dentification as necessary for 1deahsm. § 7. Croce
distinguishes such expression from mere fancy. §8. And
maintamns the possibility of its commuuication.  § 9. Diffi-
culties of identifying all mmtwmtion with expression of emo-
tion. §10. (1) Some intuttions scem unemotional (but
these may be not pure intuitions but perceptions). §rr. (2) Is
it really consistent with the possibility of communication ?
Crocc’s answer scems to imply the perception of a really
existing medium (and therefore also an mtuttion which 1s
not expresston) as well as the existence of other spirits.
§ 12. If we know nothing but acts ot will some of these are
not our own. §13. And some arc not any human bemng’s.
These arguments, which are fatal to subjective idealism, seem
also conclusive against identifying intuition with expression.

II Tue Kinps § 1. Within beauty are no rcal kinds ; and
therefore there are no rules of art.  § 2. Beautiful mdividuals
arc most conveniently grouped by the prominence of one or
other moment of beauty. § 3. Comedy most plausibly claims
separate definition, but Intherto without success.

IIL. Tue SuBjecT. § 1~ Beauties difter in the emotions they

170
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only necessary gquality of the emotion 1s genuineness. The
object of purcly a@sthctic satisfaction or criticism 1s pure
expression.  § 3. Degrees of beauty. §4. (1) In extension
§ 5. (2) In perfection. §6. (3) In profundity.

I. EXPRESSION

§ 1. Croce assumes the identity of art and
beauty ! and distinguishes this from what is com-
monly called the work of art.? Beauty is no
quality of things? whether trees or pigments,
but, like every other value, only comes into being
as the nature of a spiritual activity. Its esse is
percipi.  This spiritual activity is the wsthetic
experience of the man who finds beauty in a
cathedral or a tragedy, a sunset or a tune. A man
rich in such experiences has the artistic nature
richly actualised, even if a rare temperament has
cnabled him to maintain its exercise without
the common stimulus of communication, and he
remain for ever mute and inglorious. My work
and my satisfaction as an artist arc completed
when I have made a me lody or a poem, and when
I have scen or imagined, in the cexpression of
every detail,® a landscape ; and nothing artistic
will be added then by my putting pen to paper or
paper o the press. Yet pen and paper or actual
sounds or colours are the mechanical aids without

U Estetica, pp. 114, 139, 187; cf. supra, Chap IU 1

2 Ib. ch. xv. 3 1b. chs. xm., x1v.

¢Ib p 13: Il pittore & pitiore perché vede c1d che
altri sente solo, o intravede ma non vede.” Cf. Problen di
Estetica, pp. 247-55, €sp. 251, and Filosofia della Pratica, p 54.
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which many of us indeed can completely imagine:
an epigram or a quatrefoil, some few, like Mozart,
an opera, but no one perhaps an epic or an altar
picce.!

The case in this respect is not very different
from that of knowledge, where the writing or
speaking of what is alrcady clearly known in no
way makes it truer, though few minds are able
to conceive aund bring to birth a coherent truth
of any complexity without the stimulus of record-
ing or exposition. The social activity ot publica-
tion is no peculiarity of art. We wish also to
communicate our philosophies, our politics and
our bad temper.

§ 2. But while the true work of art is not de-
pendent upon communication it has its very
being in expression.?  Nothing which we cannot

My 1deas come as they will, 1 don’t l.iow how, all 1n
a stream. If [ like them 1 keep them i my head, and
people say that I often hum them over to myself.  Well,
if 1 can hold on to them, they begin to join on to one another,
as if they were bits that a pastiy-cook should jomn together
in his pantry.  And now my soul gets heated, and if nothing
disturbs me the piece grows larger and brighter until, however
long 1t 1s, 1t 15 all inished together m my nund, so that I
can sce it at a glance, asif it were a pretty picture or a pleasing
person. Then I don’t hear the notes one after another, as
they are hercafter to be played, but 1t 1s as if in my fancy
they were all at once.  And that ¢s a revel (das st nun ewn
Schmaus). While I'm inventing, 1t all scems to me like a
fine vivid dream ; but that hearing 1t all at once (when the
mvention 1s done), that’s the best. What I have once so
heard T forget not again, and perhaps this 1s the best gift
that God has granted me.”” Mozart, quoted by Royce, 1 4e
Spirst of Modern Philosophy, p. 457.

2 Estetica, pp. 11-14, 30, 31.
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clearly express to ourselves by actual or imagined
sound, colour, word, shape or in some other way,
i1s beautitul, and no colour, sound or shape is
beautiful which is not thus expressive. That
which has to be expressed and that which car
express it first become beautiful when indistin-
gu hably fused n the expression.  We do not
really know a feeling until it is somchow-——visibly,
linguistically, musically —expressed ; then only
does it become ““a determinate feeling.” 1t A
mountain, a poem, a song is beautiful to the man
whose feelings are expressed in it ; and it makes
no difference whether we say that it expresses
them to him or he expresses them in it.  Strictly
speaking, it is not language which expresses but
the man who uses or understands it, and so too in
the case of the artist and his picture. But we
have maintained throughout that the man who
appreciates a picture or a mountain westhetically
15 in his degree an artist.  None of these things is
beautiful to him unless he expresses in it his
feelmgs or, which once more is the same thing, it
expresses, that is, reveals them to him. The
writer of a poem expresses his passion in it. It
expresses the passion to me, but only on condition
that [ have some such passion to express. The
truth is that in reading a poem I express myself in
it, I find words for what I have already been, and
so first come fully to know it. It is true that, fo1
good or evil, we are not all Romeos or Macbeths
or Shakespeares ; but unless, for good or evil, we
! See the quotation from Nettleship on p. 264 note 1.
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have all something of Romeo and Macbeth and
Shakespeare in us, unless we have had moments
when our experience has been what theirs per-
haps constantly was,——though theirs was also so
much more,—all their talking must be for us
words.t  We should not know what they mean,
for to us they would mean nothing. {Language
only has a meaning for me when in hearing it [
express myselfl in it.  And then it may always
have some wsthetic value ; tor, though in an
ordinary conversation this is negligible in com-
parison with its scientific or historical value as
giving useful information, the very same conver-
sation may have obvious wsthetic interest when
by its setting in a play or novel it is deprived of
any other.

Similarly a scent or colour may have beanty
just so tar as it expresses to us feeling, but we are
apt to be preoccupied by its <ignificance for our
purposes.  Often it is only when the colour is
framed or when we are asked to adnure the land-
scape that we see the beauty of what we have
long studied or used. For only and always that
in which we can recognise the expression of our
feelings is beautiful to us.

§ 3. Art then, or the experience of beauty, is
for Croce, as for Hegel, for Schopenhauer, and
in a sense for Kant, a form of knowledge, or
rather it belongs to the theoretic as opposed to

' Tago and characters whom we descnbe as ' unpressive

but scarcely real” geneiallyv express our own (and the
poet’s) indignation and the hike. Sec pp. 250-32
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the practical side of our nature. To him these
alone arc the real alternatives; for though he
recognises the advance which at certain stages
has been made by assigning it to a supposed
third province, that of feeling or sentiment, he
holds that this is no distinct faculty of the mind
but only a provisional or negative conception
uscful in the growth and polemic of knowledge !
to indicate something, men knew not what, but
certainly not what was contended tor by their
adversarics.  Thus the description of morality
as a sense or sentiment would be an advance
beyond its confusion with knowledge, and a
step to the attaimment of the true moral concept ;
and those who assigned art to ‘the feclings’
were, so far, justified against those who simply
identified it with knowledge, of which it is but
one particular kind, or with a kind of knowledge
which it is not.2  Art indeed is the knowledge
of the individual. Tt is no more to be confused
with thinking or philosophy 3 whose object is
the universal, than with moral or hedonistic
conduct. Aristotle was mistaken in thinking
that while poetry deals with the universal, history
is confined to the particular, as, for instance, what
Alcibiades did or suffered.  The acts of Alcibiades
may, and indeed in one sense must have been,
individual, but it i1s not the historian who does

1 Pratica, ch 1. * Estetica, p. 21.

*Ib p 4o. By ‘individual’ in the preceding sentence
Cioce of course docs not mean individual person, but individual
act of desire or will.
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them . he judges both that thcy occurred and’
what was their nature, and there is no judgment
without conceptual thinking.t It is to the
influence of Aristotle that we must in great part;
trace the constant tendency to describe art’s
object as some kind of universal; while the
diverse modifications of universality which have
been from time to time devised may be ascribed
to an uneasy apprehension of the truth. The
good fortune of priority secured for Plato on
this point an immunity which neither the con-
crete universals of the Hegelians nor the Platonic
ideas of Schopenhauer could effect ; Kant only
for a moment found an escppe. i Y oAb

What truly differentiates history is that, since
it is matter of fact, its faculty is perception or
memory ; while that of art is imagination,—or,
if this word implics feigning, intuition,—-for which
there is neither truth nor falschood, reality nor
fiction but only the intuited or imagined indivi-
dual.?2  And this intuition for Croce is the same’
thing as expression.

We have now before us the two crucial diffi-
culties of the Estetica :(;How can we identity
intuition with expression ? and ;3 What, accord-
ing to Croce, is expressed (or intuited),—what
is that matter (to use his own language) whose
form the asthetic activity must supply ? 3

! Logica, chs. 1v., v. and p. 1 ;  perception presupposes the
logical activity.”

* Istetica, p. 33 ; Problemi, pp. 14, 15, 26 ; Pratica, p. 186.

3 Estelica, p. 8.
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It will probably be better to deal with the
latter question tirst.  \What was that which we ex-
press (or intuit) before we had expressed (or
intuited) it ?  The simplest answer is that we
cannot tell, it is only by expression (or intuition)
that it becomes knowable. Form and matter
in our wsthetic expericnce must not be thought
of as two things such as a bottle and the water
it contains,! but as an indivisible unity. Other-
wise we shall fall into all those difficulties which
arise from considering art as the sum of two
qualitics or values, that of the subject and that
of the treatment. But Croce has another
answer @ though by knowmg the matter we
should give it form, yet by the critical method
we can say what sort of thing that must be
which precedes the creative act in which we
come to have the wsthetic experience.?  Indeed
at first sight it may be thought that we are
offered two answers not obviously compatible.
What is intuited in a work of art is character,
individual physiognomy ; * and again, intuitions
are : this river, this lake, this cup of water.
Such sayings are apt to give, and to some casual
readers and critics certainly have given, the
impression that an individual external object
of perception, a river or a man, is the matter to
which the wsthetic activity gives form. But
it is perfectly clear that this is not Croce’s mean-

v Probless, p. 21. ¥ Estetica, p. 8.

3Ib p 7: ' 1o che s'intuisce.”
$1b p 27.
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ing, for he says: ‘* Kant considered hardness,
impenetrability, colour and the like to be the
material of sensations.!  But m so far as the spirit
becomes aware of colour or hardness it has
alrcady given form to its sensations ; sensations,
considered as brute material, are outside the
knowing spirit, they are a limit: colour, hard-
ness, impenetrability and the like, so far as we
are aware of them, are already intuitions, spirit-
ually elaborated, rudimentary manifestations of
the @sthetic activity.”

It is clear then that when we were told that
what is intuited is individual character, and that
this lake is an intuition, this meant that the
result of the intuiting process is that this lake
or something with individual physiognomy should
be seen, fancied or remembered. This will be
of importance when we come to examine the
identity of expression and intuition. At present
we can consider with undivided minds Croce’s
answer to the question, What is that which
receives form from the asthetic activity ?

§ 4. It is something, he replics, that takes
place in ourselves, yet of which \w often become
aware only by laborious effort ;2 we catch a
glimpse of something, but we do not have it in
objective form before our mind. It is this un-
known something, assailing and transporting us

L Estetica, p 319 matenia delle sen~azionmt”” The German
word I should have expected to be [irscheinung.

7. p. 8. What follows seems to be withdrawn in
Problems, pp. 481-83 ; but cf. below, p 200 note 1
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as if from without, which is the matter or content
that differentiates one intuition from another ;
it is something mechanical, passive, which we
undergo but do not produce, which yet is the
condition of all activity and knowledge. The
form on the other hand, which is constant, is the
<piritual activity of intuition or expression..

But this matter is further defined. It is
sensations and impressions,! more or less com-
plex states of mind. It is crude emotionality.?
It is not an abstract concept, nor a philosophic
universal, nor a perceived historical fact. It
remains therefore that it must be appetite,
propensity and will-—that is to say, one of the
infinite gradations of practical activity with its
moments of pain and pleasure.® It is a state of
onr own passions.* It is a world desired or
loathed, or mingled of desire and loathing.® It
may be a desire, an aspiration or a ycarning.®
In slightly different words again we read that
intuition only tells us what as individuals we
experience, suffer or desire;? that the artist
represents  his  affections ;# and  that what
Schelling and Schopenhauer allowed of music,
that it reproduces and objectifies no ideas but

' Estetica, p. 16. Unless by sensation we were to intend
something already cognitive, in which case 1t would be 1n-
tuwition ; Logica, p. I.

? Estetica, p. 19. * Problem:, p. 23.
4 Logica, p. 15¢; cf. p 204.
> Pratica, p. 187. 8 [b. p. 2006.

! Logica, p. 204 ; and ct. p. 154. The 1talics are mne.
¢ Pratica, p. 43.
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the ideal rhythm ot the universe, that is to say,
the will itself, is true of every art because it is
the very essence of pure intuition.!

§ 5. How then is this expression of our desires
and aversions identified with intuition? An
initial misunderstanding must here be guarded
against. Intuition for Croce is not the same
thing as perception.? In the language of Kant,
it tells us nothing of the nature of objects and
takes no interest in their existence; in that
of Hegel, it deals solely with appearance, not
illusion, but appearance where the distinction
of logical truth and falschood is not applied ,
in the words of Croce it reigns solely in the
imagination, it does not classify its objects, it
does not pronounce them real or imaginary, it
does not qualify or define them, it feels and
represents them.®  The perception of a physical
thing as such is not the artistic act, because it is
not pure intuition but a pereeptive judgment.?
When art adopts a historical fact (or physical
thing) it thercby deprives it of its historical
character.5 Art does not apply the criterion of
reality, and the criterion of reality is identical
with the distinction between desire and action,
for desires are possibility, action is reality.®

§ 6. This last statement brings us back to our
main question, which nowstandsbefore us stripped
of possible misinterpretations. 7The fundamental

! Praticu, p. 185. 2 Cf. p 185, supra.
3 Problemn, pp 14, I5. 47bh p. 20.
§ Pratica, p. 180. $1b p 185,
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paradox of Croce’s @sthetic and one of the
cardinal points of his philosophy is the identifica-
tion of intuition with expression. How can the
expression of my desires and volitions be identified
with intuition in general 7 That it should be the
same thing as the intuition of my desires and
volitions may be accepted. But Croce’s con-
tention is clear that to be distinctly aware of any
“coherently individual shape, sound, colour or
other sensible object, whether this turn out to be
real, remembered or imaginary, is the same thing
as to have become distinctly aware of my own?
states of repulsion and attraction, whether these
turn out to have been mere desires or actual
volitions.  If we fail to understand this identifi-
cation it is not for lack of exposition. Art, we
arce told, is knowledge, not abstract but concrete,
knowledge which accepts the real 2 without
alteration or falsification, and therefore intui-
tion. If we imagine a hypothetical man awaking
for the first moment to the theoretic life, with
a mind still unburdened by any abstraction or
reflection, he would be, for that purely intuitive
moment, necessarily a poet; he would lose
himself in an ingenuous and wondering con-
templation of the world. Unless we split up
the unity of the spirit into a soul and body it is
impossible to believe in a pure act of soul—that
is to say, in an intuition which exists without

 Cf. the passage quoted above (p 188) from Logica, pp. 154,
204
% That 15, of course, for Croce, states of mind.
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its proper body which is expression.! If any-
thing were ever originally intuited except as the
expression of our sentiments it could never
become that expression, it could only by an
intellectual act of connection become symbolical
of them, and we should have to fall into the
psychological doctrines of Einfiihlungor empathy.?
A landscape is a state of mind.® The imagination
—as opposed to a mere arbitrary fancy which
for some purpose of our own mechanically
connects ideas—is the translation of practical
values into theoretic, of states of mind into
imagery. A mental image which is not the
expression of a state of mind is not an image.*
But it may be objected, Croce continues, that
if I open my cyes and catch sight of a table or a
mountain, surcly I have not thereby completed
the wsthetic act. To this he replies with the
distinction already quoted between intuition and
perception.® Only on one hvpothesis  could
there be a pure ® intnition of a physical object,

' Problema, pp. 15, 1. Croce means, [ think, that we are
aware of nothing without also bemng emotionally affected
The object of our knowledge might then express to us own
emotions.

? Paraphrased from Problems, p 21.

31b.p 24.

$1h. p. 25. T have translated the Italian  fantasia
‘imagmation’ and wmmaginaione ‘ fanev,” 1 accordance
with the Enghsh use established by Colendge.  For Croce
every state of mind except desire and will either 13 or pre-
SUPpPOSCS eXpression.

§Supra, p. 189 ; Problems, p. 26.

¢ ;1 ¢. not containing yudgment.
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namely, if physical or external nature were a
metaphysical, an ultimate reality and not alrcady
a construction or abstraction of the intellect.  On
this hypothesis man in his first moment of
cognition would intuit equally himself and the
external world.  But this, he goes on, is the
hypothesis of dualism, which allows neither a
coherent philosophy nor a coherent wsthetic.
[f it be granted we must abandon indeed the
theory of art as purc intuition, but with it all
philosophy.  No theoretic tunction is possible
without the mental reconstruction of reality. A
supposed pure scnsation is really an intuition—
is really an idcal creation of rcality. If know-
ledge is not the making or remaking of that
which the spirit itself has already produced, we
are brought back to dualism with all its resulting
absurditics.?

The assumption of this whole philosophy is
clear ; it is that the object does not exist unless
it is known, that it is not separable {from the
knowing spirit # and indeed the individual spirit.
In criticism of this doctrine I do not propose
to raise the whole question of idealism.® Tor-
tunately, the particular question before us need
not await the final solution of that problem. It
will be enough for the purposes of criticism if we

1 Pyoblemt, p 486. Reality 1s acts of will.  This is remade
by knowledge as the world

? Logica, p. 120.

3Cf Joaclhim, The Nature of Truth, and Prichard, Kant's

Theory of Knowledge, esp chs. 1v. and vi; and Laird, 4
Study in Realism,
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can show that Croce’s idealistic system fails to
establish the coherent wsthetic which he claims
as possible for it alone.  Such a result would on
his own showing remove one presumption against
the rcalists, and they may be left to avail them-
selves of it should it seem worthy their attention.

But before attempting to indicate what scems
to me to be the inconsistency of his view, it is
necessary to notice some other of its aspects.
It is evident that for him the objects to which
we attribute beauty cannot be regarded as ex-
isting independently of the mind ' which per-
ceives, or rather creates them any more than
can beauty itself. In what scnse then can
there be any possible communication of our
wsthetic experience, or any distinction of its
genuine occurrence from the most arbitrary and
capricious play of fancy ?

§ 7. As regards the last point, Croce, as we
have just scen,? distinguishes the true art-
istic intuition from the constructions of the
rhetorical fancy,—the voluntary intrusion of
the artist’'s own purposes which must be
considered rather as a practical than a thco-
retic activity. Nothing is more alien or re-
pugnant to poetry than the artificial fancy, just
because nothing is more alien and repugnant

1 Yet when he is arguing against the existence of beauty
as a physical quality (£5stetica, xiv ) 1t 15 hard, 1n spite of Ins
disclaimer (xin), to avord feeling that he mmphes at least a
comparative reality for physical objects.

3 Supra, p. 191 ; Problems, pp 235, 19.

13
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to reality. Its combinations not only are not
poetry but are empty of any real spiritual con-
tent.!  What the poet imagines cannot be
absurd or contradictory, but must be founded
in the reality of life, and in the nature of things.?
Poetry is true; it is only philosophically false,
only, that is to say, when it is falsified by being
offered or taken as philosophy 3

§ 8. Morcover, this artistic truth can be com-
municated. By study of his life and society
I can so put myself at the artist’s point of view
that the physical colours, shapes and sounds—
or written signs of those sounds—by which
he has communicated his vision may stimulate
me to the same intuition which he experienced.
The life that has been lived, the feeling that has
been felt, the act that has been willed, certainly
cannot be reproduced, for no fact can take place
more than once, and my situation of this moment
is no other person’s, and indeced is not my own

1 Logica, p. 186. 2 Pratiia, p 232.

316, p. 243; Edstetica, p o o170 Jean Chnistophe (vol.
iv p 29, Romam Rolland) mdedd thoueht *“ que le pire
fausseté de lart Allemand nw’était pas quand ses artistes
voulaient exprimer des sentunents qu’ils ne sentaient point,
mais bien plutdét quand ils voulaient exprimer des sentiments
qu’tls sentatent—et qus éarent favx”’  But this was partly
a sclf-deception of the masters whose feeling was not really
teal or not really mastered i expression (incapacté @ se
vow soi-méme, & oser se vewr en f.ce), partly a natural want
ot sympathy 1 himself (foset nier que Uom n'a pus reconny
vrar p.r sor-mémed), partly that he took, perhaps because
ihey ottered, these teelines as an edibvaing deal (en edoratior
devont <u propre image)

A
5
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of & moment later or a moment before. But
art vecreates ideally and expresses my mo-
mentary situation ; and the mmage 1t produces,
tree irom time and space, can be again created
and contemplated in its ideal reality from any
point of space or time.? The great artists reveal
us to ourselves because their imagination is
identical with our own, and the difference between
us is mercly one of degree.? The expressive
activity, just because it is spiritual activity,
is not capricious but necessary. If a work
admired by its maker is condemned by the
critics, or if these pronounce perfect one which
the artist had discarded as a failure, that can
only mean that onc of the two parties is in error,
and has failed to pronounce upon the purely
@sthetic fact.  But undoubtedly we often
succeed in recovering, on the stimulus of some
communication, the state of mind in which it
was produced ; and on no other terms would
be possible the social life, which is communion
with our fellows, or the individual life, which
is communion with our past selves.t We can
identify our spirits with that of the artist, re-
peating in ourselves his work, and adding no
single touch of our own.® Since we have ex-
perienced, to some extent, the various actions
and feelings described by the poet, we can re-

Y 'voble, p. 27 2 Estetica, p. 18

3Ib p 138 Perhaps e g he has praised 1t or condemned
1t for its moral.

$Ib. p. 145 Cf. Plato, Gurgias, 481. ® Logica, p. 210,



196 THE THEORY OF BEAUTY

construct them all in ourselves as we contemplate
his work of art.? If we deny truth and com-
municability to intuition we cannot maintain
it in knowledge or morality, which are ecrected
on no other basis.?

§9 It scems convenient here, before pro-
ceeding to consider some less startling aspects of
the Estclica, to consider this identification of
intuition and expression.  The theory is that
an intuition may be such a thing as this table,
or this river, seen, imagined or remembered
This is the expression of a crude matter of which
we otherwise have no distinct knowledge but
which can be generally characterised as desire,
aversion, emotion, though we most often give
those names to the matter which has alrcady
become clear to us by expression. To this
matter form is given, rendering it object of
knowledge, by the wsthetic, intuiting or ex-
pressing activity. The result is always beauti-
ful, since ugliness resides simply in a more or
less complete tailure to express,® and the activity
is in all cases identical ; so that the difference
between one completed intuition and another
depends on a difference in the crude matter to

! Pratica, p. 149.

2 Isstetica, p. 142. This paragraph 1s quoted almost
directly from the passages referred to.

8 Problem:, p. 232; Logwica, pp. 67-72; Pratica, pp. 43,
140-42  Such failure anses frtom a nusplaced itrusion of
the logical or practical activity into the wmsthetic. The
mechanical juxtaposttion of incolierent expressions 1s only
a case of the latter error.
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which form 1s given. The difference, thern, between
this table and this river, as [ experience them
prior to any act of judgment or of abstraction,
depends entircly on a difference in those emotional
states of myself which immediately preceded
either experience.

§ 10. If we asked how then do we know our
emotions otherwise than as such things as this
table or this river ? we might be answered that in
some cases the crude matter of emotion is ex-
pressed as this internal cry of despair, in others as
“ the vision of this table,” t and if we ask why
originals sufhiciently similar to be called emotions
should receive such different expressions as are
afterwards classified as a cry of despair and a
vision of a tablc—where the different use of the
preposition ‘of " suggests a different relation of
the cry and the vision to our emotions—we shall
be referred to the Synthesis a priori.2 Tor pre-
vious to this synthesis and the scientific classi-
fication into ‘ pseudoconcepts’ which depends
upon it, our knowledge is said to be simply of
our own ‘‘ mental images.”” We know neither
natural things, which metaphysically do not
exist, nor our crude volitions, which, as I under-
stand, do ; all our images are cxpressions of the
latter. When the sound of a fog-horn bursts
upon my ears, that sound, prior to mental con-
struction and abstraction, is an expression, and
nothing else than an expression, of my emotional

1 QOr “ this vision of a table ”’ or * this viston: of tlus table,””
1 See above, pp. 189-92.
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state, in just the same sense as is my own silently
formulated oath or chuckle. TIf its ‘individual
physiognomy ’ is clearly intuited, it will, always
previous to abstraction, be, in its little way,
beautiful.

§ 11. But without dwelling on the difficulties
involved in such an account of knowledge, I prefer
to ask simply whether Croce has succeeded in
making it consistent with that admission of
‘truth’ and communicability in our intuitions
without which his Estetica must have been at once
rejected as a description of our wsthetic experi-
ence.? Croce’s account of the communication of
an @sthetic experience is shortly as follows:3
A person A seceks the expression E for an im-
pression L,* of which he is dimly aware, but which
he has not yet expressed. He tries various words
and phrases, to take a linguistic example, but
rejects them as improper, inadequate and ugly.
He sees nothing or nothing clearly.  After other
vain attempts, now approaching now receding
from his goal, he suddenly attains the desired
expression E and lux facta est. The ugly with the

! Croce certainly seems to mention mtuitions which are not
expressive (Estefica, pp. 20, 21). Probably he here means
perceptions.  But an mtuttion must precede perception.

* Such an argument, at least alongside a more philosophical
deduction, 15 admitted to be neccessary by Croce (Pratica,
p- 219).

? Estetica, p. 137.

4 Not only does Croce, like Hume, intend to use the word
impression * without implying anything as to the existence

of an external impressing cause, but he seems to mean by
it simply the same as volition or desire, This is confusing.



THE EXPRESSIONIST THEORY 199

displeasure attached to it was the asthetic
activity which failed to overcome its obstacle ;
the beautiful is the expressive activity which is
triumphant.! A may now choose to fashion iu
the external physical world some material sign S,
by way of shapes, colours, sounds and the like,
designed to stimulate in himselt or others a repe-
tition of this expressive activity. If now another
person @ has to criticise the expression E and
decide upon its beauty or ugliness, he can only
put himself at the point of view of A and by the
help of the impression ¢ made on him by the
physical sign S reconstruct the process £ as e.
The original process of A'is I E S, In a’s mind
it should become 7 (=8) ¢, where S (=1) stands to
a and e exactly as I (orits cause) did to A and E *
But how can a possibly become awarc ot Seven if S
canexist ?  Itis “ only on a dualistic hypothesis ”
that S exists except as someone’s mental image
or construction. In order that it should become
a’s mental image or-—since such language has no
meaning—that a should have any intuition what-
ever, he must express his own emotional states,
for there is no intuition without expression and no
expression without a matter to be expressed.?
And it is this matter which alone differentiates
one intuition from another. If we try to state

! This account should apply to all intuttion of ‘ individual
physiognomy ’ <o far as uncontaminated by abstraction ;
that of hearing an exploston, watching a sunrise, or remember-
ing or imagmnng cither.

¢ Cf. Estetica, p. 112. 8 Logica, p. 120,
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the whole process, a has a volitional state 1
stimulated by S.  This he intuits or expresses as
¢; but the quality of ¢ cannot be inferred from
the quality of Zor S, for *“ from the quality of the
content to that of the form there is no inference.” !
The necessary condition ot a’s expression being
identical withh A’s is not only, as Croce supposes,
that @ and A should have an identical faculty of
expression, but also that they should have an
identical impressibility towards external reality.
It is no good for the purposes of communication
that a should express his emotion ¢ by the same
activity with which A had expressed his I unless
7 is the same as I'; that is to say, unless the sign
S stimulates in g the same crude emotion which
A had expressed as E. But te admit this would
be to sacrifice the thoroughgoing identity of
expression and intuition which Croce, wrongly as
I believe, holds to be absolutely essential to his
doctrine.  For this impressibility to  external

LISstetica, poo 19 Thas as a difhiculty for communication
by itselt.  In Problesn (p 481) 1t 15 indeed denied that any
such matter really exists as had been stated i Estetica (p. 8)
to be the condition of all activity. Dut 1t 1s still repeated
that this non-existent matter 1s what diufferentiates one
mtuition {from another. And I do not see how Croce can
mamtain that our volitions (winch are this matter) do not
exist 3 though, till expressed, they may not be known. For
according to him they are reality (Pratica, p. 205). I cannot
understand how there can be no mference (passaggio) from
quahity of content to quality of form 1f what distinguishes
one work of art from another 1s 1ts matter or content. If we
accept the “ expheit declaration ’ that the matter expressed

(in tlus case 1) does not exist, then what was the good of
S and what 15 communicated to a ?
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stimulus prior to expression iIs just what he ex-
cludes from spiritual activity under the name
of blind passivity and mechanism. It i1s as im-
possible on Croce’s theory tor a picture as for any
other physical fact to have a proper character
which can suggest to us our wsthetic activity.
The spectator (a) simply creates the picture in
expressing his own emotionality.

If we place alongside the deseription just quoted
of a’s trecatment of the external sign S the
passage 2 where Croce denies the possibility of any
intuition of external or physical nature except
on the ““ dualistic theory which is the suicide of
philosophy,” we scem forced to conclude that
he must abandon either his identification of
intuition and expression or his belief in the
communicability of wsthetic experience.  Indeed,
to belicve in the existence of other minds with
whom we might communicate is really for this
theory a leap in the dark as indefensible as to
believe in external objects, and for the same
reason :  that “ man knows only what he
makes ” and “if knowledge is not the con-
struction or reconstruction of what the spirit
has itself produced, we return to dualism,
to the thing over against the thinker,” % in

! [Zstetica, p. 138

2 Pyoblenns, p 20, cited supra, pp. 191-92  The passage
continues: ““ Those who suppose two forms of intuition, one

objective or physical, the other subjective or @sthetic . . . one
impressed from without, the other an-ing from the depths
of the soul . . . offer but a vulgar asthetic.”

3Ib. p. 480. If Croce means that I can only appre-
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a word, to the theory of knowledge as a
mirror.

§12 low, on Croce’s system, can the exist-
ence of the sign S—-a picture, for instance—be
explained as anything but a’s (the spectator’s)
““mental image”? The criterion of reality,
which of course is only applied subsequently to
the wsthetic intuition, is the distinction between
mere desire and actual volition. Now if those
desires and volitions are held to be those of a,
we shall have no medium of communication
between him and A, for the reality of the picture
depends on a having willed and its nature on
what he willed.  But if the reality of the picture
depends on A having willed and expressed his
will (whereas if he had merely desired it would
have rvemained  his  imaginary picture), then
there are realitics depending on some individual
(A) having willed, which are independent of
another individual (¢) willing.  Again if a cannot
intuit such a reahty, though it exists, without
himself willing or desiring, there is no communica-
tion for what he intuits will depend on what he
himself has willed, not on what A willed and
expressed.?

The onlv escape seems to be to suppose that
the existence of the picture S depends on A

hend that which is the work of a spint akin to my own, T
might agree  But 1t need not be my work, and this leaves
" the thig over agamnst the thunker,” as mdeed would my
own past work

Y Logica, pp 154, 204.
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having willed. So all acts of w//l are not only
intuited or expressed, but in some way external-
ised, and either they are intuitable by another
without expression of his own states, or, since
the nature of physical things is to be expressions
of acts of will, we never really intuit them unless
we happen to be able therein to express our own
acts of will

§ 13. But trees or stones have just as good a
claim to independent existence as pictures  So
Croce would have to admit that these too, in so
far as we intuit them, are expressions of some
will, which is not our own,—for if it were our own
they would not be external to us as a picture is,---
and that they are really intuitable in then own
individual nature because they are expressions of
acts of will which are like our own. That is to
say, we only really intuit a picture, a tree, or a
stone, when in its intuition we can express our
own volitional state because it was made—-and
really made—to express volitional states of a
like nature.

But this doctrine, something like that which
Coleridge believed,! and that which Kant held
we must “ think but not believe,” is for Croce

L Letters, u 450 (Jan 1804): [magmation 15 “a dim
analogue of creation” Cf Wordsworth, Preface to Lyrical
Ballads: The poct 1s ““ a man pleased with his own passions
and volitions, and who rejoices more than other men 1n the
spirit of hife that s 1n Inm; dehghting to contemplate
stmilar volitions and passtons as manifested 1in the goimgs-on
of the Universe, and habitually impelled to create them where
he does not find them.” Cf. p. g7, supra.
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exactly the backsliding from an expressional to
a mystical or romantic esthetic, or to the false
psychology of Iiinfuhlung.

IT Tue Kinos
“EE surtowt ne parloms pos Lttératire ™

§ 1. Many important contributions to the
theory of beauty are furnished by Croce which
do not depend on his identification of expression
and intuition. The most striking of these is
his complete effacement from the pages of philo-
sophy of all those classifications and divisions
which have played so large a part in asthetic,
and often reduced it to the level of literary
chatter.  The true definition of pastoral and ot
the heroic poem ; the delimitation of painting
and pocetry ; the proper distinction of beauty
and sublimity, of symbolism, classicism and
romance, of realism and idealism ; the difference
between art and nature, or between tragedy
and comedy, on these and on even subtler kinds,
such as the humorous, the serio-comic and the
grand style, has been spent almost as much
acumen as upon the fine shades of dmoerages and
ovoia and with as little conclusion, though with
not less interesting by-products upon the way.

Nothing has so stultified criticism and appre-
ciation as the supposed necessity of first deter-
mining the genus and species of a beauty. To
ask in face of a work of art whether it is a religious



THE EXPRESSIONIST THEORY 205

painting or a portrait, a problem play or a melo-
drama, post-cubist or pre-futurist, is as ingenuous
a confession of wsthetic bankruptey as to demand
its title or its subject. The true motive of
such a quest has always been the discovery of
rules and canons which shall save us the trouble
of a candid impression ; for without rules there
are no kinds and without kinds no rules.  The
result has always been stenldity and  dullness.!
“Tousles genres sont hons, hors le genre ennuyeunx.”

But once it be granted that beauty is expre--
sion, and that every feeling ot the human spirit
may be expreseed, it is clear that a philosophi-
cal classification of beauties 1s a forlorn hope

Vit s the argumentative  chatter about ‘ kinds’ and
therr rules- awvhat makes a tragie hero, or what hicenee may
be allowed m a sonata —awhich really justifics the irony of
Plato (Prot, 367): “ Discusstons about poetry rtemnd me
of the dinner-pacties ot dull and tuvial people, who because
they are too ignorant to entertain one another over thewr
wine with their own voices and their ewn ideas, increase
the demand for stugers and dancas”

Cf. Colenduc s What rule 1s there which does not leave
the reader still at the poet’s mercy and the poct at hisown 2
“Could a rule be given from without, poctry would cease
to be poetry and sink into a mechantcal att” (B 1., p 207)

Aund Anatole [France (Levve No 1édve, p 140): ““ Ceux-la
furcnt des curstres qui prétendirent donner des 1égles pour
écrire, comme s’y avait d’autres régles pour cela que
Uusage, le gott ot les passions, nos vertus et nos vices.
Notie langue ¢’est notre mére et notre nourrice, 1t faut bowre
a méme. Les grammaires sont des bibcrons. kKt Vergile
a dit que les enfants nourrts au biberon ne sont dignes nu de
la table des dicux ni du Iit des déesses ™

A mustcian's contempt for such classiications as applied to
muste s expressed by 15, Guruey, The Power of Sound, p. 100
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Psychology itself would decline the task ol
distinguishing love from desire, reverence and
affection, or solemnity from gloom and grandeur.
as common sense retires before the definition
of a gentleman or a prig. And though the
physiological differences of our organs may be
more exact, they are in the same proportion
more misleading ; for therc can be a more im-
portant resemblance between A4dwucassin and the
Primavera than between the  Primavera and
das Mcuinas® ““ Every individual and every
moment in the spiritual life of an individual
has its own artistic world, and these worlds are
artistically incomparable.” 2 ““ More has been
contributed to the philosophy of art by the semi-
poetical phrases of the romanticists, that archi-
tecture is frozen music, pocetry speaking painting,
or music the architecture of sounds, than by the
pedantic distinctions of the compilers.”

§ 2. Tll_cie arc all empirical and practical
devices for cTiannicncc, aids to memory, which
may facilitate, some more and others less, the
indication and recovery of the individual which
is our aim.* One of the most reverend of them,

! Lessing does not make his distinction very convincing
in the Laocoon. Tt would be even less so with a less academic
restriction to ‘ classical ” art, or a wider knowledge of that
than he could posscx~ He clearly thinks the most important
clement in a picture to be 1ts ‘ subject.’

 Estetica, x11. and pp. 156, 306~401; Problems, pp. 275-94.
227, Pratica, p. 298 ; cf. V. Hugo, Preface to Les Orientales.

3Cf. Addison on “* Milton ”* (Spectator, No. 267): ‘* Those
who dispute 1f Paradise Lost be a Heroick poem say no morc
than that Adam is not Aneas.”
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the Sublime, will be examined with some detail in
another place,' and the conclusion there reached
may be generalised.  What essence of truth some
of these distinctions secm obstmately to retain
under our criticism is really this : that we have
clevated into distinct torms of beauty elements
truly present in every beautitul individual ;
abstract moments of the conerete work of art,
In every experience of beauty there must be
present, with mfinitely various degrees ot em-
phasis, the romantic or lyric or Dionysiac
moment of passion and the classical or epic or
Apolline moment of torm and expression ; 2
the cffort, at first unsuccessful, which, when it is
conspicuous, gives rise to what is called sublime,
and the triumph which, when it is casy, makes us
forget the struggle in what is called beauty
Every work of art is lyrical because it expresses
the emotion of the artist ; epic or plastic, because
it expresses this in sensible form; dramatic
because it expresses the individual moment of
fecling in a unity that can be analysed into
multiplicity, in an interplay of parts.?

§ 3. Where this hypostatisation of moments is
not our excuse no distinctions of beauty will
resist criticism better than that between hand-
some and pretty, that of the dealer’s catalogue

'Chap IX. +Chap VI

$ Problewnr, p 20 Cf Lamb, Genius of Hogarth, quoted

with approval by Wordsworth: *“ Tmagination, which draws

all things to one ; which makes things animate or inanimate,

beings with their attributes, subjects with their accessories,
take one colour, and serve one eftect ”



208 THE THEORY OF BEAUTY

between important and curious works of art, or
that of the guide-books between ‘romantically
agreeable " and “ wild but varied.”  Yet it is to be
wished that Croce had given us more help in
applying this solution to the most recalcitrant
problem of comedy. It is not easy to convince
others, it is not always possible to be convinced
that the individual cases of amuscment do not
demand a special principle, really universal, to
distinguish them from other wsthetic experiences.
It is the obvious failure of the ingenuity even of
Lipps ! or Bergson 2 to attain such an intelligible
unity which leaves us compelled to rest provision-
ally in the belief of its impossibility ; a scepticism
not without encouragement from the psycholo-
giststhemsclves. “ The greatdifficultyof theprob-
lem of the comic is that different theorists have
all tried to discover a single cause of laughter.
Now it appears to us infinitely likely that there 1s
no single causc.”” #

Y Komih und Humor

tle Itive; he defines comedy as mechamsm plastered
upon Iife  Mr. A, C, Bradley i lus essuy on Falstaff (Oxford
Lectures) has probably done all that can be done to enlhighten
us on the nature of humour, abstaiming from any attempt
to define or distinguish 1t It should be noticed that not
for Croce’s theory alone weuld the nidiculous be a stumbling-
block. No wsthetic system has disposed of 1t

3 Basch, L'Esthétique de Kant, p. voo. I think 1t 1s clear
that some psychological works on the subject confuse the
problem of defining comedy with the question why when
amuscd—and at other times-—we often laugh.  Curiously [
have not noticed that the philosophy of tragedy has been

confused with the vestigation why pain, grief and other
cmotions distil tears.
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It may at least be said with conviction that
what amuses us most is least purely lTudicrous
that the ridiculous 1s not one step from the sub-
lime ; that integral comedy is not a relief but a
heightening of the tragedy whereby it is itsclf no
less heightened ; that the charm of children is
not distinguishable from their funniness ; that
dignity is always a little laughable, and absurdity
pathetic ; and that not only does the same artist
produce both tragedy and comedy ' but he may
boast :

“Deus sum ; commutavero

Fandem hanc, st voltis; factam ego ex tragoedia
Comocdia ut st omnthus 1sdem versibus.”?

The attempt to distinguish Wit from Beauty
has produced all those tedious questionings, in
the last age whether Donne, in our own whether
Pope, should be held to have written poetry.

If it be objected that nothing is amusing but
humanity or its analogies, that is only less obvi-
ously true of what is beautiful. Before a moun-
tain, as before a pretty person, the unsophisticated
expression is a smile.  Hatred naturally expresses
itself in the grin of satire, and embarrassment,
which is a kind of fear, in a giggle.  No definition
of tragedy which is not circular has succeeded
in excluding comedy.

If all this cannot be held, as I do not think it
can, to prove conclusively that there is no dis-
tinction possible between the beautiful and the

Y Plato, Syniposium, 223
2 Plautus, Amphit , Prologue.

14
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comic, though none rigorously tenable has been
found, it at least convinces us that there is no
object or objective act or situation comic in itself.
Nothing is a fit or an unfit subject for humour any
more than for tragedy. llcaven and hell, love
and death and birth are all tragic and all humor-
ous, and perhaps scem most to be either when
seen to be both.!

In general then, as Croce savs, the philosophy
of art must be formal,® clucidating not the many
hypothetical or material maxims # which depend
upon the conditions of more or less similar situa-
tions, but the universal categorical imperative of
beauty. It seemed likely that the most useful
method of supporting this conclusion would be
a detailed exammation of the two most famous
distinctions, that between beauty and sublimity
and that between formal and expressive beauty *

ITI. Tue SuBjECcT
wakad Tis Sapopd pithodopia Te Kal TOYTIKY

§ 1. The most popular objection to Croce’s
Isstetica is that il beanty be simply expression
1t seems a small thing.  The expression of the
commonest impulse seems to be put upon a
level with Hamict or the Divine Comedy. Surely,
it will be said, what differentiates these things
is the profound philosophic truth, the lofty

' See Appendix A : Pratica, p 208
Y Breviario dv Estetica, p73. ¢ Chaps IX. and X
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moral vision, the importance ol the subject. It
is truc that one way in which the individual
play called Hamlet differs from another called
The Way of the World is that in it, or rather
from it, we may abstract philosophical thought
and moral reflection.  In other words, it would
not have been written, and could not be wholly
appreciated, by anyone who had not thought
and purposed well.  This is also true of some
very poor plays. What makes it a work of art
is that it is the perfect expression of emotions ;
and that these emotions should be such as
could not exist except in a thoughtful or an
educated man makes it a diffecrent but not
necessarily o better work.  Strictly speaking,
there is no philosoply ¢n the Divine Comedy or
Paradisc Lost; the moment that we ask if any
single statement there propounded is logically
true we have ceased—-for the moment—to treat
them as works of art. And conversely the
moment that we cease to ask if a Platonic myth
or a phrase of Nietzsche is true, the moment
that we delight in them for their dramatic or
lyrical expressiveness of possible human emotion,
we have ceased—for the moment—to treat them
as philosophy.

§ 2. When Christina Rossetti erased from her
copy of Atalanta in Calydon that great lyrical
ending, “ The ultimate evil, God,” she was in
error, for the sentiment is decent—that is to say,
appropriate to its context; it is the expression
of a human sentiment possible, and indeed
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necessary, in the mouth of the speakers in the
particular situation which the poct’s imagination
has created. It is as little blasphemous as the
Psalmist’s statement that *“ The fool hath said
in his heart : There is no God.” ' If a friendship
for the writer were ground for supposing that it
laid claim to philosophic truth, this only shows
how casily the artist is mistaken for a prophet
in his own country ; for on this count at least
Swinburne doces not deserve to be censured as a
preacher. That he often does may be admitted,
for perhaps no work of art is pure art, as certainly
no work on philosophy exists which does not
express some fecling and which has not therefore
its literary aspect.? “ Only practically and
approximatcely can we say that this book is poctry
and that other is philosophy.” But just as
Croce holds that, though perhaps no human act
can be quite un-moral, and certainly no act
however moral can be quite free from interest,
yet we clearly distinguish the moral from the
‘economic ' element in conduct, so he shows
that we quite naturally criticise art from a
purely artistic point of view and philosophy
from one philosophic. Error, for him, just con-
sists in the confusion of criteria,® in approving
Milton’s verse as ecdifying, or Shelley’s politics

t This would be equally truc if the chorus were an ‘ un-
diamatic ’ lyric.  The distinction between lyric and drama
is of course not ultimately tenable; all lyrics are dramatic
and all dramas lyrical.,

2 stetica, pp. 12, 29-31, and cspecially Logica, pp. 56, 57.
3 Logica, p. 275.
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as beautiful, Plato’s philosophy as charming, or
Schopenhauer’s romauce as true. ‘“ By the law
of the unity of the spirit all its forms are implicit
in cach, but cach is explicitly itself and not the
others ; it absorbs and transforms the results
of the others. The power of each lics exactly
in this purity which aflirms itself in the greatest
complexity.” ?

“ The artist who substitutes for a representa-
tion of his affcctions an argument about his
affections . . . commits the artistic error-—that
is to say, ugliness.” 2 Ugliness in art is the
intrusion of a practical activity ; a moral or un-
moral intention, standing where it ought not.3
It was after all a true instinct in Moslem, Jewish
and Christian iconoclasts which often surprises
us by mistrusting art not because it is profane
or trivial but just so far as, leaving the sphere
of obvious fiction, it becomes the handmaid ot
religious truth. Plato and all who are in the
best sense puritans, know that to discover the
beauty of holiness no more implies holiness than,
conversely, to bow down and worship a sacred
image implics any appreciation of its beauty.

A poem then may in one scnse be [ull of
morality or of wickedness, a picture of philosophy
or scepticism, a cathedral of religious truth or
falsehood, but in a sense they carc for none of
these things ; ¢ they affirm none but only express
our feelings about them, and in so doing they

! Logica, pp. 177, 178. 2 Pratica, p. 43.
3 Logica, pp. 67-69 ; Pratica, p. 142. ¢ Estelica, p. 5.
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are beautiful jnst as is the expression of simplest
passion.?

§ 3. In what sense it remains possible to speal
of degrees of beauty is still a hard question.  Croce
holds that there is no expression except perfect
expression, that it is therefore In every case
equally expressive or beautiful. - And since every
work of art, whether cpic or lyrical, is individual,
it might <cem that one cannot be held to contain
more beauties or expressions than another, since
cach is one only. jut this clearly requires
modification. There is no reason why what is
in one aspect an individual mayv not from another
be divided into different mdividuals, as an
organism into cells  Prnce Hamlet is an in-
dividual, but not more so than the play or the
play within the play, and not less so than any
one of his acts or visions. If five books or the
Odyvssey or two movements from the Ninth
Symphony alone survived they would be beauti-
ful, and we cannot be certain becanse the Melian
Aphrodite and the Abbey at Tintern are quite
beautiful as tragments that the lost parts may
not have combined with them in beautitul, and

A, C. Bradley, “ Poctry tor Poctry’s Sake,” m Oxrfond Lec-
tures, p 7: ' Shakespeare’s knowledge or s moral nsight,
Milton’s greatness of soul, Shalley’s < hate of hate” and ‘ love
of love,” and that dewire to help men or make them better
which may have intluenced a poet o hours of meditation—
all these have as such no poctical worth; they have that
worth only when, passing thioush the unity of the poct’s
bemy, they reappear as qualities ot mmagimation, and then
ate mdeed mighty powdrs i the world ot poetry.””
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even more beautiful, wholes.  The beauty of a
whole is not the sum of the beauties of parts
into which 1t may be divided, yet it is often, 1
think, a greater beauty, not merely different.

§ 4. Croce admits ' a ** difference of extension ”
between such expressive acts as a single word
and a novel, apparently because the latter ex-
presses a more complex state of mind ; and this
is not in contradiction to his insistence in the
same passage on the identical nature of both
as expressive.  For in just the same way the
simplest judgment of memory and the most
comprehensive metaphysic are, if true, true,
yet the one is a greater truth than the other.
And though this concession secems hard to har-
monise with his approval of Schleiermacher’s 2
contention that the greatest and most compli-
cated picture and the smallest arabesque are, if
each is perfect i its own way, absolutely equal,
yet it is a concession which the artistic experience
rightly demands to account for such a possible
deliverance as that Measure for Measure is greater,
as a work of art, than Mariana’s song by itself.

§ 5. But besides admutting that expressions,
cach perfect, may differ in some kind of exten-
sion or comprchension  which Is not  merely
quantitative, or at least not measurable, it is
possible to suggest that therc may be degrees
of expression. That is to say, that Keats’ re-
vised draft of Hyperion may be actually a better
expression, of the very same fecling, than his

! [stetica, pp. 10, 17. 1L pp. 309, 371.
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first,! which was yet beautiful though less so. This
1s no doubt a difficult metaphysical conception
when stated in these terms, though the analogies
of truth and morality seem in its favour; at
any rate it is rejected by Croce, who assumes
that cxpression is cither perfect or not expres-
sion, and that if we spcak of an imperfect work
of art that only means that while parts of it are
perfect expressions these are not fused into that
expressive whole in which they should be lost.
But it is not ecasy to sce why this atomic view is
the ouly possible one, since the artistic activity
is not the ammmg at a clearly seen goal which
must be hit or missed,? nor the realising of a
plan first conceived in the abstract,® but a
spiritual creation whose material only becomes
revealed in the result * This Croce seems to
come necar recognising in a passage already
quoted ® where he says that the man who secks
an expression trics now one set of words and
then another, approaching and again losing
sight of success till suddenly he achieves the
desired expression.  But if one of these sets
of words was necarer the mark than another,
there must be degrees of expression, that is, of
beauty, or at least, what is the same ® for our

Y acsunale of Hvperon (edited by - de Séhncourt). T do
not, of course, 1efer to the two poems which were published

2 Lictica, p.o3o. 3 Pratica, p 54.

¢ Bosanquet, ““The Natuie of Tisthetic Emotion,” Mind,
vol i (N S), No ro.

8 Estetrca, p 137.

%1 cannot sce the realty of the distinction which Croce



THE EXPRESSIONIST THEORY 219

present purpose, there must be degrees of that
mexpressiveness which is ugliness.  But Croce
rejects this alternative as being a form of the
crror which distinguishes different works of art
with the same subject—a subject which then
must be known otherwise than in the work of
art ;—the error which admits of translations, and
criticises every poem by the standard of some
other, if not by that of prose. But we are again
faced by the dilemma @ either Croce must admit
degrees of expression or sacrifice his identity of
intuition and expression.  Otherwise we could
never become aware of anything ugly, for ugli-
ness has been defined as the inexpressive and
intuition as expression.  If he were to reply
that what we call ugly or indifferent is only so
relatively, and would be called beautiful if it
were not overshadowed by its context, that
would admit degrees of beauty.

§ 6. There is a third way in which beauties
may be compared wsthetically besides the two
already suggested of degree of expressiveness
and extent. This may be called depth, and will
be described more fully in the chapter dealing
with sublimity. Here it must be enough to say
that those beautics have greatest depth where
there are fused in an individually expressive
whole the most elements which, had they
existed independently, would have seemed
most recalcitrant to expression.  Before the

alleges (Estetica, p. 91) between degrees ol ugliness as possible
and dcegrees of beauty as absurd.
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completion of the process which ends in grasp-
ing the indiscerptible beauty, these elements
were recognised separately as ugly, and the
triumph of their conquest is correspondingly
great.  (See Appendix B.)



X
THE SUBLIME!

§ 1 The phiosophy ot sublinuty s respectable i bulk
but ambiguous t subject  § 2 ‘The significance of the term
to the Romantics was detived from Kant. § 3. The Kantian
theory and its sources.  § 4. The division of <ublimity into
Mathematical and Dynamic, §5 Some reasons for errors
of detatl in this doctiine  § 6 Its whole principle 15 vitiated
by intecllectual and  ethical  bias.  §7. Hegel's  theory.
§8 Mr. Bradley’s theory  The beauty of poweirful things
Tauses first repulsion and then exultation. § 9. But do such
objects always cause such feehings 2 § 10 And are such
feelings caused only by such objects 2 § 1. In Mr. Bradley's
own anstance neither the object nor my feelings satisfy his
rcquirenients  § 12 Repulsion, other than  the asthetic
repulsion trom what 15 uuly, 1s only causcd by objects comehow
hostile  § 13 Sympathy, other than .westhetie, 15 only caused
by objects somehow congemal. § 14 Of both these kinds
of objects the variety 1s mfimite ; as mndeed 15 that of the
suggested definttions of sublimity.  § 15. Can we still think
that ‘ sublimity * has more value than other artistic kinds ?
§ 16. It indicates a beauty of things regarded (1) as uncon-
gental, (2) extcrnally ot extumsically  § r7. Different com-
bmnations of hostility and ‘ extunsieness’ produce infinite
shades of sublimity.  § 18, The most convenient use of the
term, § 10 It indicates the prominence of an element

! Some parts of this chapter, with considerable alterations,
are reproduced from my article under the same title 1n Mind
(vol xix (N S), No 7#5), by permi-sion of the Editor,

219
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present n all beauty—the triswmph not of morality or recason
but of beauty.

’r§1."So much has been written about sub-
limity, so much genius has been devoted to its
investigation, and so many illuminating things
have been said by the way that courage is
wanted, though no longer example, barely to
deny its existence. For philosophy can, like
fiction, win credence for an original hypothesis
by the concatenation of its deductions, so that
all but the most heroie scepticism is bound to
justify itself, and conciliate believers, by what
it must consider the irrelevant method of ques-
tioning the consequent.»

“One is surprised that it should have been
supposed for a moment that Longinus writes
upon the sublime even in our vague and popular
sense of the word. What is there in Sappho’s
ode that has any aflinity with the sublimity of
Ezckiel or Isaiah or even of Homer or Aischylus ?
Longinus treats of animated, impassioned, ener-
getic or, if you will, elevated writing ; . . . Jyrous
when translated sublimity deceives the English
rcader by substituting an etymology for a
translation.” So wrote Wordsworth in 1825,1
and De Quincey in 1839 was of the same opinion.
“The Grecians had apparently no word for it
unless it was that which they meant by 16 oepvor :
for {yros was a comprehensive expression for all
qualities which give a character of life or anima-

2

tion to the composition.” ? Ezekiel, Isaiah,

Y Letters of the Wordsworth Famuly (edited by Knight), ii.
P 250
* Multon, De Quincey's Works (Black, 1862), vi p. 317.



THE SUBLIME 221

Lucan and Milton are the authors he quotes as
exhibiting the true quahty.

On the other hand Payne Knight, who probably
represents the view more usual among critics of
the time, writes: “The word Sublime both
according to its use and etymology must signify
high or eaalted, and, if an individual choose that,
in his writings, it should signity ferrible, he only
involves his meaning in a confusion of terms.” !
On this ground he applies the term to ‘ the
erotic compositions of Sappho, Theocritus and
Otway '; and of Achilles he says: “To the
Trojans he was only terrible @ to us he is only
sublime ; as we only sympathise with those
prodigious cnergies of mind and body, which
made him terrible to them”

§ 2. Wordsworth, we know, considered sublime
the love of the starving dog who watched three
months by his dead master; almost certamly,
he would have accepted as typically sublime
the scenery he describes in The Redluse:

“Stern was the face of nature, we rejowced .
In that stern countenance, for our souls thence drew
A feeling of thair strength ™’

For Dorothy Wordsworth, who on such a point
is not likely to have diftered widely from her
brother, describes the FFall of Reichenbach in the
following manner: ‘A tremendous one, but
lacking all the minor graces which surround our

! Principles of Taste, 3rd edition, 1806 Johnson holds that
the expression of any strong passion 1s sublime.  Review of a
Philosophical Enquary nto the Orvigin of our Ideas of the
Sublime and Beautiful.
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waterfalls—overgrowings of lichen, moss, fern
and flowers—it gives little of what may be
called pleasure. It was astonishment and awe
—an overwhelming sense of the powers of nature
for the destruction of all things, and of the
helplessness of man —of the weakness of his
will it prompted to make a momentary cffort
against such a force.” ! This well describes
sublimity as it was understood by the circle of
Coleridge and Wordsworth, though the former
would perhaps characteristically have laid more
emphasis on infinity of extension ; 2 but how far
genuine feeling is here expressed in a spontancous
form becomes doubtful when it is observed that
the passage is almost quoted from Kant's Kritik
der Urthetlskraft + This may be seen by compar-
ing an actual translation : * It (the Sublime) is
incompatible with charms; and as the mind
is not merely attracted by the object, but
continually in turn repelled, the satisfaction in
the sublime docs not so much contain positive
pleasure as admiration or respect”; and ““ The
irresistibility of (nature’s) might, while making
us, as natural beings, aware of our own physical
impotence, reveals a faculty of judging ourselves
to be independent of nature and a superiority
over nature.”’

Y Journals of Doyothy Woerdsworth (edited by Kmght), 1. p.
20

2) Lettersof 5. I'. Colertdge (ehited by B 11 Coleridge), p. 228,
and Brographia Literaria (edited by Shawaioss), u 509,

* His doctrine of Sublimity 15 summarised on pp. 224-26,
infra. The passages here translated are from §§ 23, 28.
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The Wordsworthian sublimity, then, may be
identified with the Kantian. The sight of
overwhelming natural force awakes in us a
consciousness of moral strength comparable to
the devotion of the dog in Iddelity or that
with which the Hebrew prophets faced the
exile, shame and destruction of their nation.
Not being an academic formula but a living sensi-
bility—only somewhat discoloured by theories
—of great and poetical minds to the world, it
does not confine itself to a pedantic consistency
but shades off into other kinds of beauty ; yet
so far as the word has a clear meaning it is that
of Kant, and claims to be opposed to earlier
applications. Kant was certainly the first of the
moderns to attempt so precise a definition ; in
no asthetic philosophy probably has the idea
taken so prominent a place. It would be useful
to keep in mind four questions, of a historical
kind, about Kant’s Sublime.

First : How much of his account is carried on
from predecessors, or how far is it the original
conception which Wordsworth and Coleridge
thought it ?

Second : Why does he give sublimity so much
prominence by treating it as a unity directly
antithetical to beauty, these two constituting
the whole domain of “ wsthetic judgment ’?

Third : Why is the well-defined sublimity
which he recognises a sublimity in which there
is no reconciliation ? or, in other words : how is
Kant able to consider the instances of sublimity



224 THIE THEORY OF BEAUTY

he quotes as being irreconcilable to human
will ?

Fourth : Why has he two kinds of sublimity ?

§ 3. Kant, as has been shown, had confined
purc beauty to inorganic patterns, or patterns
not recognised as organic, which stimulate our
perceptive faculties to an activity harmonious
yet {ree. The so-called beauties of life, in nature
or in art, were for him adulterated by concepts
of use, type and perfection  Yet he was met
by certain objects whose contemplation caused
profound satisfaction of an apparently wsthetic
kind, not, as it scemed, merely by their shape,
but rather by their size or their power. For
these he accepted ' without criticism the term
sublime which had been adopted for popular
philosophy by Boileau, Addison and Burke to
represent the fyros of ‘ Longinus *;  though it
was used by them in very divergent senses, and
by himself in his carlier work with quite vague

VK d U, §23ctseq Oneof the carliest modern recogni-
tions of sublimity 15 homas Burnet’s account of the Alps
(Sacra Tellurts Theoria, 1 3x, about 1080) : ““ Oculos meos
atque antmum nibl magrs delectare solet, quam Oceanum
intuent et magnos montes terre Nesao quid grande habent
et augustum uterque horum, quo mens excitatur ad ingentes
atffectus et cognitationes . mentemque nostram, que cum

voluptate res magnas contemplatur, non esse rem parvam
cum gaudio recognoscimus  Et quacumque  umbram

mfimtt habent . . . gratum  quemdam  stuporem  ammo
affundunt. . . . Nihul hic clegans aut venustum sed ingens et

; and ¢f. Book 1v, the beginning of the last
chapter  Cf. Winckelmann, Gesdlachie dey t:llenden Kunst,
Einloitung, xxm, on the crushing yet elevating ettect of
ocean prospect.

magnificum”’;
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and popular meaning.! The examples he gives
are the traditional ones of these writers and a few
derived from books of travel published in his
middle age. Though he mentions St. Peter's
and the Pyramids, his doctrine is that nature
alone is sublime. o

§ 4. Kant distinguishes  Mathematical and
Dynamic sublimity, corresponding roughly to
the two senses in which the generie term had been
used respectively by Addison and Burke.? The
first is found in those objects which by their great
size suggest infinity as the only proper standard
of measurement.  For infinity, by that very re-
pugnance to our faculties of perception which
depresses and confounds the sparit, yet puts us
i mind of higher aptitudes adequate in ther
destiny, if not in their attainment, to the con-
templation of infinity itsclf.

The dynamic sublime belongs to objects dis-
playing irresistible force @ tempests, the raging
sea, boiling cataracts, overhanging and thrcaten-
ing precipices.  Kant omits to refer here to any
conception of infinite power, since this would
not scrve the useful purpose of confirming by

v Beobachtungen uber das Gejuhl des Schonen und Isvhabenen
Iere subhimity s divided mto *“ Shreckhaft, Edel, Prachtig,’
and 15 assigned to men as opposed to women, Iinghsh as
opposed to Irench, and so on.

2 Addison (“On Dmaaimation,” Spectator, 411 et seq),
ascribing subhmity to gicatness, says that 1t 15 only scen
m nature, for its final cause 15 that we may find complete
satisfaction in God alone (m1, iv). Our imagination loves to
grasp at anything that 1s too big for 1ts capacity (1), but <oon
comes to a stand (x )  Burke ascribes it to the teinble

15

’
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cross-reference other parts of his system. Conse-
quently we are baulked in our natural expectation
of a faculty adequate to the comprehension of
such an infinite force. It is our invincible
freedom as moral beings of which we are reminded
by the physical irresistibility of these tremendous
forces.  Whatever our own cowardice, however
far the greatest hero has fallen short of an action
guided purely by reverence for the moral law,
these visible portents of mortality, when not
actually dangerous, fill us with exultation at
humanity’s high calling to despise, in obedience
to duty, even ruin, dcath and all for which we
naturally concern ourselves.

Not then when it beholds the great and powerful
things of this world, not even strictly when “ it
creates transcending these, Far other worlds and
other seas,” but when by these experiences it
becomes advised of its own destiny, is the mind
of man confronted by the Sublime.

§ 5. No one probably would to-day support
“this theory as it stands. In its exclusion of
art and everything except physical strength
and bigness it is plainly a less defensible classi-
fication than that ot Addison, whose Sublime
at least covered the tragedy of King Lear and
the Miltonic Satan. These sharp limitations
and the choice of instances arc too obviously
caused, in part by the necessity for filling
in the vast gulf left by the rejection of all but
formal beauty, and in part by the peculiar
dithculty, for one of Kant’s vears, in feeling at
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home with that new expressiveness which was
being discovered in the wilder aspects of nature
by the genius of the Romantic transition. It is
significant for a historian of our concept that it
first came into its present prominence in the
philosophy of a time perhaps unrivalled for the
rapid reversal of artistic orthodoxy. A whole new
world was being conquered for wsthetic satis-
faction ; but much of it was so Gothic, so rude, so
shocking to the polite, the regular and the pastoral,
that men hesitated to call it beautiful, could
hardly believe, indeed, that they felt it to be so.t

§ 6. But apart from these mistakes, due to his
system and the conditions of the time, there is a
deeper crror. It is not the moral nor yet the
intellectual gifts of humanity which haunt us
like a passion in the mountain and the cataract.
These might equally be indicated by the minute
sand-grain, suggesting all the puzzles of infinite
divisibility and enumeration ; the long-drawn
monotone, hinting at a past and future eternity; or
the irresistibly alluring Helen, making usimmortal
with a stimulation of the categorical imperative.

§ 7. Hegel 2 as usual elicits the most valuable
essence of Kant’s thought wlile discarding _its
accidental encumbrances. He finds sublimity

LCf. Hutcheson  dn Inquiry snto the Oviginal of our Ideas
of Beauty, 3rd ed, 1729. llegel, desthetrk, Emnleitung,
P 44 And this so-called good taste 15 always alarmed by
any deeper mmpression ”’; cf. pp. 97, 98, 132 and 381 (all in
vol. 1).

2 Aesthettk, vol. 1. pp 405-72; cf Philo.ophie der Religion,
it 1 (vol xu pp 39-79
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in a unique object, the God of one strain of
Hebrew poetry.’- He does not believe in the
sublimity of size,! nor in that of nature, nor in
that of the individual mind. For the Psalmist
singles out all the great and glorious things of
the carth to humble them before that almighty
and invisible One to whom alone is the glory.?
Kant’s sublimity means to be reminded by
great things of our own superior worth ; Hegel’s,
by their ammihilation, of Omnipotence.  Cole-
ridge, Wordsworth and their disciples follow
[Kant or Hegel according as they are dealing with
poctry or nature. Iegel further subdivides the
concept into a positive, immanent Sublime, found
in the pantheistic® presentation of a universal
good simply athrming and rejoicing in individual
lives, and a negative or transcendent one, which
alone properly deserves the name. The first
would apparently cause no initial feeling of repul-
sion or depression, the second would allow no
ultimate reconciliation of the overwhelming
Absolute with finite natural objects but only
with ourselves.  His theory then uses sublimity
merely as a name for a narrow and fairly recog-
nisable class of wsthetic effects, attainable it is
truc only when we are dealing with high matters,—
Y Ewvkiopadie, § o4 We must abwmdon the unending

contemplation (of infinite space); not, however, because it
15 too sublime, but because 1t 1s too tedious ™ ; cf. § 104

2 Cf Addison, Sprctator, 411, and Colenidge to Thelwall, 1797,
Letters, p. 228; lLotac, Grund:uge d. desthet., §§ 20-21.
Hegel quotes especially Psalms xc. and cv.

Y Aesthetik, 1. pp 454-05.
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a certain tragic, philosophical or religious intuition
of life,—but in itself no more an essential differ-
entiation of beauty-—for which office Hegel has
other candidates—than would betheclass of Ghost
Stories or Intimations of Immortality. We must
evidently go further for a theory of the popular
conception in its later developments, and the
fairest method will be to examine by the test of ex-
perience the admirableessayin which Mr. Bradley,!
founding himself, as he says, to come extent on
Hartmann, has endeavoured to harmonise the
countless fluctuating shades of meaning.  For it
will probably be admitted that he is likely to have
made out as good a case for the defence as any
recent writer ; and to consider every theory in
detail would be impossible 2

§ 8. Bradley defines the Sublime as a species
of the Beautiful : “ A laige part of its effect is
due to the general nature of Beauty.” Its differ-
entia is Greatness : ““ exceeding or overwhelming
greatness.”  So that a beautiful thing, if great
also, should be sublime. This is qualified by the
explanation that size is only sublime when con-
strued as the sign of power, or at least this is said
to be certainly the case with living beings.

Corresponding to this difference in objects a
difference is described in the feelings they excite.

1 Qxford Lectures on Poetry, 19009.

2 Some 1dea of the number and varnety of theories upon
the subject between Kant and Hartmann may be gathered
trom Sewdl, Zur Geschichte des Evhabenhestshegriffes seit Kant,
Leipzig, 1888.
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The pleasure we take in sublimity, instead of
being immediate, purely affirmative, as is that of
beauty, is conditioned by a previous negative stage
of repulsion in which we feel ““ checked, baffled,
menaced.”  This, however, is followed by a
feeling of ““ expansion or uplifting,” and the last
stage is always positive, for even when the sub-
lime thing is terrible or forbidding we end in a con-
sciousness of union with it.

Besides the usual instances of mountains, sea
and sky, Mr. Bradley suggests, as test cases,
babies, rainbows, sunrise in the high Alps, and a
sparrow dying in defence of its young from a dog.

Such a view as that before us avoids many
difficulties of older accounts ; especially by mak-
ing sublimity a species, instead of the antithesis,
of beauty; by claiming that we do, therefore,
ultimately sympathise with the sublime object ;
and by dropping the distinction between the
Mathematical and Dynamic, that is between the
sublime of mere size and that of power. But just
these changes which make the theory less un-
plausible make the class so vague, and the
varieties of it so heterogencous, that we may ask
if it is a real class at all, or only an unessential con-
cept under which nearly any divergences from
the normal types of beauty, that can from differ-
ent points of view be detected, are arbitrarily
put together. Thedefinition indeed almost by its
terms arouses this suspicion. We do not know
whether “ very powerful ’ is to be regarded as an
essential specification of the general concept
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“beauty ’; it is hardly certain that we are offered
in ‘ sublimity " more than the mere sum of the two
qualities beauty and power.

To examine the vaiue of this theory we may
ask two questions : first, do objects of the kind
described always occasion the feelings described ?
And second : are the feclings described only
occasioned by objects of the kind described ?

§9. (1) It is obvious and irrelevant that what
in ordinary language would be called the same
object may at the same time appear sublime and
not sublime to cqually good judges. As Mr.
Bradley says, we more often see the beauty than
the sublimity of mountains among which we live.
“ Qur business,”” ! writes Wordsworth, ‘“ is not so
much with objects as with the law under which
they are contemplated—the same object may be
both beautiful and sublime, but it cannot be felt
to be such at the same moment.” The question
then that we have to ask is this : So far as a great
beautiful object is construed as the sign of an
unmeasured power, is our pleasure in it always
conditioned by a preliminary negative stage
in which we feel repelled, checked, bafiled or
menaced ?

I cannot find that it is so in my own case.
Never till I had read Kant did it occur to me that
sunrise over Monte Rosa gave rise to any such
feelings. Yet I do find, on analysis of one’s
un-self-conscious delight in it, an element of

1 Letters of the Wordsworth Lranuly (edited by Kmight), vol. 1
P. 245.
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feeling for size, but a wholly sympathetic one;
an imaginative exhilaration, as it were, in being
so great oneself, or in anything so great having
one’s own consciousness.  Certainly it is often
the vastness of a vast view that pleases us;
does it first repel us ?

On the other hand, T did not see the Talls of
Schaffhausen till I had read Kant and some
other writers on the sublime. I went to them
partly, indecd, to sec if I should verify Cole-
ridge’s famous distinction ; but though I tried
to analyse my feclings carefully, and though the
most prominent of them was one for the enor-
mous display of power, I could discover nothing
of the negative, checked, menaced preliminary
state. My pleasure seemed to be immediate.
‘ Pretty 7 no doubt would have been an in-
appropriate word, but ‘ beautiful ” would have
satisfiecd me, and I should have accepted ‘ grace-
ful” with some enthusiasm. IFor the main
teeling, it scemed to me, was one of ready sym-
pathy for all this untiring and ecasy motion.
It gave one the same fecling of inexhaustible life
and lightness and activity that one gets from the
running of a fawn or the waves of a rough sea,
or the dancing of a child. Each of these is of
course a different beauty, but I do not see why
any one should be assigned to a ditferent species.!

And just as this last analogy has often sug-
gested itself to the poets,® so, at the risk of

! There certainly are people to whom sea and starry skies
suggest guast-mathematical fechings of oppression, which 1
myself have only expertenced 1 mghtiare,

1CE p. 35, supra, note 2.
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amusing the critic, I must admit finding the
statuesque ’ beauty of a mature human being
in repose comparable to that of great mountains:

‘ Shadowing more beauty in their airy brows
Than have the white breasts of the Queen of Love 't

To catch a full view of the Alps unexpectedly
1s an experience corresponding closely to what
the poets tell of ““ Love at first sight.” I have
certainly experienced what may be called “ nega-
tive’ feelings among mountains; but as they
occurred only when I was attempting or imagin-
ing an ascent, and gave place to ‘positive’
feelings only when this had been achieved, they
were no more asthetic in themselves than is
physical giddiness on a pinnacle, sea-sickness
in a storm, or rclief on sighting safety.  None of
these sensations would arise from a picture, and
perhaps this is why Kant confined sublimity to
nature. On the other hand, cach might be ex-
pressed in a work of art, or even in a natural
landscape ; but this expression, whether of dis-
comfort or despair, need not produce any feeling
of elevation or rapture cxcept such as arises
from all that is beautiful, heightened in this
case by the difliculty of escaping the practical
distaste.

The same question, whether the beauty of
powerful things is always accompanied by repul-
sion, may be raised about works ot art; and of
them I should instance the following, which,
though we construe them as expressing power,

1 Marlowe, Dr Fawustus, 1., i.
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and that often by the great size of what they
represent,! yet arouse no momentary feelings of
menace or repulsion :—

In sculpture : the Venus of Melos.

In painting :  Constable’s clouds, some of
which suggest by their volume immense power
and sweep, but of a wholly attractive kind, so
that we look at them with the same immediate
pleasure with which we watch a sea-gull; or
some of Turner’s sunsets, where the vastness of
heaven is made both obvious and enchanting ;
or Blake’s drawing of Dawn ; o1 the nudes of the
Setine ceiling.

In poetry : Addison’s instance from Milton ®

B

“Imparadised m one another’s arms’

Johnson’s ftom Homer *—
Y(ynle 6¢ Te Pplva Toruir,
Gocethe's —
“ Ucber allen Gapfeln
Ist Ruh,

Warte nur, balde
Ruhest du aueh ”
Wordsworth’s clond *-—-
“That hearcth not the loud winds when they call
And moveth all together 1if 1t move at all >’
Or Shakespeare’s 8-

“ Full many a glorious morning have [ seen
Tlatter the mountam tops with soveraign eye ”

Finally, I do not see whyv mere power, when

! Perhaps sometimes assisted by the colossal scale of the
actual work

?Spedetor, No. 285, P L, v 500 4 Revolution

S0p at. (p. 221 supra). 1l vni 559. 8 Sounet xxxiit
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a hostile relation of it to the human will is not
part of the wsthetic presentation, should neces-
sarily give rise to any such fcelings.  To suppose
that it does so implies the assumption that in
presence of a very great or strong, though beauti-
ful, object the wsthetic imagination at once
conjures up nightmares of impending annihila-
tion. Surely, on a truer analysis, just so far as
our imagination is wsthetic, we are unapt to take
this practical point of view. Unless the external
and hostile relation of the human will to the
object be definitely suggested, we rather luxuriate
in glad sympathy with the splendid existence
of such magnitude for its own sake. Any one
may notice that in watching the most terrific
breakers on the Atlantic coast it is never with
the protecting rock, but with the threatening
waves that he naturally sympathises, always
wishing for yet a bigger one.

So far as with this cheerful admiration for
great powers and wide reaches there is bound up
a sense of short-coming-—not only that we our-
selves are small but that our imagination is
weak and soon wearied ;—of all such feelings
I would rather accept an account, like that of
Ruge,! which puts the negative or painful {eeling
second and the sympathetic expansion first.
But this fecling of our own inferiority both to
what we admire and to those imaginative moments
when we most admire it, is at least as character-
istic of our appreciation for simple beauty as of

! Neue Vorschule dey desthetike (Halle, 1837), p. 72, Quoted
by Seidl. T have not seen Ruge's book
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that for the most enormous and terrible, and i-
not so much a part as a deteet of the wsthetie act

§ 1o (2) Leaving this ¢uestion, we mav now
ask whether the effects which Mr. Bradley
describes are not sometimes produced upon us
by the iesthetic contemplation of objects other
than those to whichh he attributes them.  The
cffects in question are these @ “a sense of being
checked or baftled or even stupefied or possibly
even repelled or menaced, as though something
were altecting us which we could not receive or
grasp or stand up to ”’

This does, T think, deseribe certain wsthetical
cffects, but I .do not feel sure that they are always
the etfects of objects construed as signs of power.
I once asked a friend whose taste and judgment
I respect, but who is not much read in the
philosophy of this subject, how he would apply
the ordinary distinetion of beanty and sublimity
to ditferent arts  He instanced that i poetry
'Keats” Ode to a Greek Urn nught be beautiful,
and Wordsworth's Michael sublime; in pamnt-
ing, Giorgione’s ['éte Champitre beautiful, and
Millet's  Gleaners or the portrait of an old
woman by Rembrandt, sublime?! He thought
the distinction unmeaning in natural scenery,
but able to be applied to human beings ; and on
being pressed for the principle of his application,
sureested that by ‘ beautitul ” he meant what
might be called the visibly or sensuously attrac-

LOf Rushan (Modern Panters, v 2) 0 Sorrow and old age
are both sublime ™ Byron scems to have thought that moun-
tams were naturally sublune, but humamty only i art.
Letter to John Murray on Bowles' Strictures on Pope, 1821.
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tive, while the ‘sublime’ would be possessed
of “other important qualitics, yet regarded
somehow wsthetically.”  Another friend  said
that he should never spontancously use the
word ‘sublime’ of artistic beauty, but might
apply it to manifestations of the destructive
power of nature on a great scale* A third, a
painter, considered that ‘sublime’ was not an
adjective naturally applicable either to art or
to nature, but only to certain human qualities,
as, for instance, in the phrase © sublime egotism,”
but that if a subject had to be found for it else-
where, it would alwavs be something describable
as ‘removed ' or mysterious,? especially objects
seen under a strange light. In the second ol
these answers only was there any word of size
or strength, and there with an anomalous quali-
fication. Nor do @ find any notion of size or
force in many of the poetical expressions that
seem to be most ‘ sublime,”—that is, to produce
positive feelings of uplifting or self-expansion
only by the mediation of a negative feeling of
hostility or menace. Such expressions are that
ol the dying Ihppolytus @ xekaprépprar Tipa and
the complaint of elen : 3

«

olow eme fiers Onne nakdy pbpov, s kai Smicow
avlpumowrt we\dpe auidyor dooopdvoisw

VCf. Ruskin (Vodern Painters, 1 q0)  “ Greatness of
suffering or extent ot destruction”

*Cf Ruskin (Modern Paimnters, 1 40) ' Wherever the
mind contemplates anything above ttself 5 cf 1 Warton,
Spenser’s Farry Queen, and Goethe, Dichting und Wahvhest

', vi 358
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where it is not at all to the power of Zeus that
my notion of sublimity attaches.

“ Beauty that is no stronger than a flower,”
“old, unhappy, far-off things,” the first stanza
of Tears, Idle Tears, have all, I suppose, some
“sublimity ’; and so, I suppose, to the poet
has the meanest flower, so long as it gives him
thoughts too deep for tears. But my difficulty
comes out most clearly with respect to Mr.
Bradley’s chief instance, the incident which he
quotes from Tourgeniceff

I was on my way home from hunting, and was
walking up the garden avenue. My dog was
running on in front of me.

Suddenly he slackened his pace, and began to
steal forward as though he scented game ahead.
I looked along the avenue; and I saw on the
ground a voung sparrow, its beak edged with
yellow, and its head covered with soft down.
It had fallen from the nest (a strong wind was
blowing, and shaking the birches of the avenue) ;
and there it sat and never stirred, except to
stretch out its little half-grown wings in a helpless
flutter.

My dog was slowly approaching it, when sud-
denly, darting from the tree overhead, an old
black-throated sparrow dropped like a stone right
before his nose, and all rumpled and flustered,
with a plaintive desperate cry flung itself once,
twice, at his open jaws with their great teeth.

It would save 1ts young one; it screened it
with its own body; the tiny frame quivered with
terror; the little cries grew wild and hoarse ; it
sank and died Tt had sacrificed iteelf
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What a huge monster the dog must have seemed
to it! And yet it could not stay up there on its
safe bough. A power stronger than its own will
tore it away.

My dog stood still, and then slunk back discon
certed. Plainly he too had to recognise that
power. I called him to me; and a feeling ol
revercnce came over me as I passed on.

Yes, do not laugh. It was really reverence |
felt before that little heroic bird and the pas
stonate outburst of its love. \

Love, T thought, is verily stronger than death
and the terror of death. DBy love, only by love,
is life sustained and moved. -

§ 11. Here the words greatness and force scem
only applicable with some strain.  The sparrow
is small ; its utmost efforts, regarded as force
or power, are contemptible; it is crushed with-
out effort. If anything here exhibits greatness
which can Dbe construed as a sign of power it is
the dog :—‘“ What a huge monster it must have
scemed "—indeed he has much in common with
the blind forces of nature and other usual in-
stances of sublimity quoted by Mr. Bradley :
““The sublimity of Bchemoth and Leviathan . . .
lies in the contrast of their enormous might
with the puny power of man.” The sparrow
has none of these qualities, but it has what
Mr. Bradley calls ““ moral force.” But if we are
to take words so metaphorically as this, is therc
anything that may not be argucd to be sublime ?
We speak of ‘ very great’ beauty and cowardice
and ‘ a very powerful ’ attraction, though plainly
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none of these alone could be, at least for Mr.
Jradley, sublime ;! while the sparrow plainly
has some quality that can be so described, but
that is, surecly, not power, but extraordinary
value combined with weakness and failure. And
surely, in thus naming what we admire in it we
should be characterising it much more essentially,
should be more truly describing the causes of
our admiration than by using words like size
and force which relate it to such strange fellows
as Behemoth and Leviathan.

Nor, to return for a moment to the former
question and apply it to this instance, can I
detect that on first hearing of the sparrow I am
checked, baffled, stupefied, repelled or menaced.
These feelings are rather excited by the dog
and those intolerable processes of blind or living
nature which he represents. Yet with the dog,
or the ravening principle, I do not notice myself
at any subsequent stage to be brought into feelings
of union. What first repels us in the story
continues to repel us to the last, and what
ultimately we love and reverence had barely to

' Ruskin, mdeed, savs (Modern Painters, 1 40) that there 1s
perhaps no desuable quality of a work of art which, m 1ts
vetfection, is not in some way or degree sublime ; though thus
of course 15 scarcely consistent with what he says clsewhere.
I'hackeray must have held the same view when he said of
Pope (IEEnglish Humourists), “ The shatts of s satire rise
subhmely,” and called the concluding hines of the Dunciad
“the very greatest haght to which Ins sublime art has
attamed.”  Ruskin describes as sublime the donkey 1n
Tmtore{to’s “ Fheht mto Eoyvpt " at the Scuola di San Rocco,
Stones of Venice, Venetian Index, s.v. San Rocco, and cf.
Seven Lamps, vi. 12,



THE SUBLIME 241

be described to excite those feelings. It may be
urped that such analysis misrepresents what s
really one complex state of mind, and that it is
the whole story which, like any other tragedy,
is sublime, or, in other words, both repels and
attracts us. But I do not think that the re-
pulsion is necessarily prior. I do not think that
the story is essentially to be described as power
signified by size, and, if we are told to distinguish
in our complex state of mind scparate stages of
repulsion and attraction, we are not only allowed
but bound to point out that it is separate clements
in the story which are repulsive and attractive.

If any purpose is to be served by a concept
which classes together for wsthetic purposes the
sparrow, Behemoth and a rainbow, it scems
very necessary to make these further distinctions.

For mysell, so far, I should conclude that
some things beautiful have great size, some have
elements which regarded scparately—as they
must be in the process which precedes the in-
tuition of the beautiful whole—affect us as
checking or disturbing ; and some have both.

§ 12. But the sense of being checked, baflled,
stupefied, repelled or menaced, which seems the
most generally accepted mark of sublimity—
Herder, perhaps, being the principal dissentient—
attaches, so far as I can understand, to beawuts-
Jful objects only if, in spite of their beauty,
they are regarded as having a hostile relation
to the human will.? In all such cases an effort

b Schopenbauer, Die Welt als Watle v ! b orstelliung, ui. 39.

16
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is required to throw off our instincts of self-
preservation and enjoy what is beautiful in the
object for its own sake.?

In the case of a storm we are repelled by its
destructiveness, attracted by its splendid strength.
In the case of a tragic hero we may be repelled
by his sufferings or their caures, attracted by the
fortitude with which he bears them, or the
constancy with which, like the sparrow, he
cncounters them in obedience to love or duty.
Looking at the storm the wsthetic imagination
overcomes human fears; looking at Prometheus
it sees that he has overcome pain and it shares
in his victory.

§ 13. In both cases we sympathise with the
sublime object, but while the storm perhaps
at first repelled us, neither Prometheus nor the
sparrow cver did, but something else, the vultures
or the dog. 1t is only before we have imagin-
atively ideatified ourselves with the storm that
we think of its inconvenience ; Prometheus on
the other hand is a good neighbour, and only
when we have identified ourselves with him does
the inconvenience begin. We sympathise with
the storm though it inflicts pain, with Prometheus
though he feels pain,—though he faces the storm.
All these sympathies are practical ; if only

o

' Mr. Bradley m showmg that lus sublime nced ** show no
hostility to semse © e g a sublume hon,” surely docs not covel
the whole ground.  Though 1t does not hurt us to recognise
a lion we can only recognise 1t as hurtful  (The itahces are
nrne )
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asthetic sympathy is meant cadit quaestio, for
all beauty has that.

§ 14. Here we already seem to have two
species of so-called sublimity which are strikingly
different.  If one be that of Prometheus and the
other that of the Caucasus, a question at once
arises whether there be not a third kind which
might be called that of Brutal Violence. Mr.
Bradley mentions among sublime things “ Fate
or Death . . . imagined as inevitable, irresistible,
incluctabile fatum.” But such impersonations,
with the Alschylean Kpiros xai Bia and the
Miltonic Sin and Death, belie his descriptions of
the sublime and differ from the two species we
have already distinguished in one important
respect.  Though they are @esthetic presentations
of power in a repulsive form, the negative stage
of our fecling is not followed by a positive one
consisting in a practical fecling of union with
them. Such objects are generally personifica-
tions which combine the havoc of blind natural
forces with the conscious choice of a man, for
then we both fear their works and loathe their
feclings ; though some natural powers, such as
poverty and pestilence, which arc destructive
but not easily picturable as delighting in their
office, may be represented in this light without
direct personification. But if an object be
regarded as wholly repulsive, can it be accom-
panied by those feclings of moral elevatior
which all allow to be connected with sublimity ¢
Kant tells us that it most certainly can. And
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the importance of this species of sublimity, to
which Mr. Bradley would apparently deny the
name, is indicated by the fact that, for Kant,
who first scientifically discussed the matter, it
was the only one.

Kant is dcaling with natural sublimity. In
art his Sublime would be helped to its effect on us
by the exhibition of its effect on those characters
to which it is the foil. Regarding the hateful and
irresistible forces which have chained Prome-
theus, we more readily recall our own superiority,
our right and duty to despise them, by the
example of the hero who does despise them.

If then we take the main points in Mr. Brad-
ley’s account to be :—

1. lixceeding size or power, which causes in us

2. first, a negative state of being checked or
repelled but

3. later, a rush of self-expansion or uplifting ;
which last feelings are

4. positive feclings of union with the object,

we may admit that on some occasions all these
requirements are fulfilled ; and these would, per-
haps, be usually, though not always, considered
typical instances of sublimity. But there are
several reputable candidates for the title :—

(a) Objects satisfying 1, 3, 4, but not neces-
sarily 2, ¢.g. rainbow, mountain.!

(b) Objects satisfying 2, 3, 4, but not neces-
sarily 1, e.g. old beggar of Rembrandt.

L See MNote at end of chapter.
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(c) Objects satistying 2, 3, but not necessarily
I or 4, e.g. viper, poverty personitied.

(d) Objects satisfying 1, 2, 3, but not ncces-
sarily 4, e.g. Fate, Iago, carthquake.

(¢) Objects satisfying 1, 2, 3, 4, ¢ g. Jehovah,
heroic tragedy, or, according to Mr.
Bradley, a hurricane.

Only 3 seems to be constantly present ; and 3,
being a general characteristic of asthetic appre-
ciation, is always in some degree an cffect also of
beauty,! in which case morcover it is accom-
panicd by 4 in the form of wsthetic sympathy.

While then 3 is constant, it will be noticed that
where 2 is absent we naturally and necessarily
have 4 present, but where 2 is present we may or
may not find 4. This depends upon the ambig-
uity alrcady indicated in 2. The negative
feeling (2) is somctimes one of horror tor the
objects’ action on humanity, as in the viper and
Iago ; in which case we lack positive feelings of
reunion with them as in (¢) and (d). But some-
times the negative feeling (2) is a shrinking from
the objects’ sufferings, as with the beggar, Pro-
metheus or the sparrow ; and then we certainly
can have the positive feeling as in (0). But when
we shrink from an object’s suffering we can
hardly be imagining it to possess ‘ unmeasured ’
or incomparable force. So if we have 1 we can
only have 2 in the sense of hating the objects’
behaviour, and if we have 2 in this sense we

L Schelling, Werke, i. p. 627.
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cannot easily have 4. That is to say wecan
seldom have 1, 2, 3, 4 together. T have however
included such a collection under (¢) and offered
as an inslance a hurricane. A hurricane is
powerful, its visible effects may be awful, we may
be uplifted by sceing it,' and this exaltation may
consist in a fecling of union with it.  But the last
possibility is I think not often realised along with
the second ; that is, if our wsthetic object is
the hurricane as repulsively destructive : or, in
other words, once more, 2, in the sense of hating
an object’s conduct is incompatible with 4. This
at least is certainly so when the object is human,
for then harmfulness is crucelty and can scarcely
be overlooked in our sympathy with power.

Hegel seems to demand the same combination,
but he makes this possible by limiting sublimity
to God as presented in Hebrew poetry.  The
unique character of this object is that while its
power 1s infinite (1), and while the ctfect of this
power in crushing our sensuous individualties is
naturally repulsive to us (2), yet, since its good-
ness or worth is no less superior to ours than is its
power, we are uplifted by the spectacle of its
victory (3), and triumph spiritually in its anni-
hilation of what we recognise to be, in the end,
no more adequate to our true selves than to it.
And his formula, once more, scems to a great
extent to be satisfied by much tragedy.

(a) appears to be the class alone or mainly

' Not only wsthetically but because we should hke ta
be at.
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recognised by “ Longinus,” ' Addison,? Home,3,
Paynce Knight,* Herder,® Johnson,® Hegel in his
‘ Immanent Sublime’; () by Schopenhauer ;?
(c) by Burke ;* (d) by Kant,” Coleridge,!® Words-
worth,'t De Quincey ** (but see below) ; (¢) by
Hegel in his “ True Sublime.” 13

There are further curious differences of opinion
as to the kind of object in which the desired con-
ditions can be realised. Some of these I have
already instanced ; Kant scems to think only in
nature ; Schelling, best in art; Schiller ' and
Lamb,"™ *“in the heart of man ; in the actions and
sufferings of the greatest minds ™ ; Hegel, in God
alone.

§15. It is on a review of contradictions and
cross-distinctions such as these that we are com
pelled to agree with Croce ' that the concept ha-

T Josp. chl xxxv 2 Npectator, Nos 285, 412, el
$ Elements of Critictsim, ch v,

Y On Taste, pt m chot § 1. 8 [ dligone
SOp.al p o221 supra Tloc .

» 1 he Sublvme and Beautiful, pt 1 cesp §2 ® Loc at.

0 Bing. Lat. (edited by Shaweross), vol u pp 225 -26, 309
Letters (cdited by E H Colendge), p. 228, “Notes on Coli ridge’s
Marginaha to Kalhigone,” by Shawcross, in Nofes and Queyie s
28th October tgos  Letters froin the Lake Pocts, p 322

W The Recluse  The passage beginnmg ““ Stern was e
tace of Nature”  Lelters, op cit., vol 1. p 250. D. Word
worth’s Journals (edited by Knight), vol 1 p. 195; 11 p. 209

2 Loc. it B Aesthetuh, vol. 1. pp 40572

W An die Astvonomen

18 Specrmens of Dramatic Poets, vol i.p 284.

16 Estetica, ch xn pp. 103, 107, cf “ One of those dis-
tinctions that scem very real when you thimk lazily, but
diminish and dimunsh until they almost vanish when you
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no philosophic value ; it is only one of those in-
adequate classifications, which can be stretched
and multiplicd indefinitely for the infinitely com-
plicated gradations of good and bad which are
life. “ Everything,” he concludes, ““is sublime
which ever has been or shall be so called.”

But, it may be argued, this is either the suicide
of philosophy and of criticism or the scornful
gift of the wise to stupidity and idleness. For
though only the philistine believes that what is
individual can be exhausted in a formula, it is
also he alone who thinks that the application of
thought to life is unprofitable. It is better to
make inadequate distinctions than none; and
when Croce, applying his doctrine, tells us that
“ Dante’s Farmata is wsthetically beautiful and
nothing but beautiful ; if his will appear sublime,
if Dante’s presentation of him, by its genius,
appear sublime . . . these are not wsthetic con-
siderations,” we are apt to feel that the best is
indecd the enemy of the gocd. Because Dante’s
IFarinata can be fully described by Dante alone,
shall we say that all he has in common with
Milton’s Satan, which is not shared with Sancho
Panza, cannot be indicated to any purpose of
asthetic criticism ?

There is much plausibility in such a defence
of the distinction and I was once convinced by
it. For though it is impossible to admit the
pretensions of sublimity to the rank of a philo-

think more vigorously”” (C. E. Montague on ““ The Literary
Play” 10 Essays and Studies of the English Association, vol. nv.).
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sophical concept like beauty, yet doubtless
along with such companions as realism and
pathos, symbolism and genre, it has its place as a
more or less useful classification of similar indi-
viduals within the @sthetic sphere.

Now the use of such empirical generalitics
depends less upon the importance of the “ subject”’
which they may define than upon the extent of
the resemblance which they indicate and the
approximation to accuracy of which they admit.
So that if the Sublime is to be admitted as a more
scientific kind than the Bacchanalian — since
neither is philosophic—that must be not becausc
Milton is a better man than Suckling, or the
Vanity of Human Wishes a more respectable
theme than Venus and Addonss, but because by
it we can indicate resemblances less superficial
than we can by the other.

§ 16. Pursuing then a policy of conciliation,
we may attempt a definition of the expression
as it is commonly used. It seems to me that the
current contrast of sublime and beautiful is
really a combination of two more fundamental
and precisec generalisations. IFirst there is the
distinction betwecen the bcauty of things in
themselves obviously congenial to us and that of
those which prima facie have a hostile relation
to the human will. This is something like the
difference between sad and glad modes of beauty
which Mr. Bradley warns us not to confuse with
that between beauty and sublimity.

Crossing and confusing this is a distinction
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t.ctween objects whose * beauty * is the expression
of activities with which we imaginatively endow
them, and objects whose ‘becauty’ merely
expresses the activities they stimulate in us.
The Melian Aphrodite, for instance, seems to
embody all the divine activitics of the lover,
while even that of Giorgione hardly aims beyond
presenting the most divinely lovable of women.
Since this distinction, though very nccessary to
be minded by the critic, is not often explicitly
recognised, and has not, so far as I know, acquired
a terminology,! it is perhaps useful to elucidate
it by examples.

The two methods in question may be called
for brevity the sntrinsic and the extrinsic treat-
ment ; the first finding expression in things
through what they are, or are imagined to be,
for themselves, the second through their effect
upon some other, probably the artist. The
distinction is perhaps clearest where the subject
matter is human. Children have of necessity
been treated far more often ‘ extrinsically * for
their ‘ sublime,” pathetic or amusing effect upon
the grown-up world, than ‘intrinsically’ for
their own f{eelings. There is always, too, a

! It has clearly some atfinity with the famous but obscure
distinction between lImagimation and Fancy (cf. supra, pp
191, 103), for the former 1s spoken of by Wordsworth (Preface
ty Lyrical Ballads) as ‘ carrying sensation into the mudst of
the objects of science ” and by Colendge (Lectures, Bohn, p
282) as ‘self-position.”  And this distinction, as I have sug-
gested in ticating of Nietzsche, 1s comparable to that which
he draws between Dionysiac and Apolline art, supra, p. 144
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natural tendency, among all but the most im-
aginative artists at their most imaginative
moments, to treat the other sex from the extrinsic
point of view. The conception of woman in the
poets has ranged from the pretty to the ‘sublime’;
she has been regarded as man's desirable play-
fellow—rtas mwapbOévos ola yeavti—as the doniestic
help meet for him, as the resistless fate to
win him soon to hell,” as an inspiring divinity,
as ‘nobly planned To warn, to comfort and
command " ; but far less often as “ a spirit still,’
with its own views and wants, quite other perhaps
than to be enjoyed or worshipped, damning or
commanding incidentally in pursuit of its proper
purposes. Women's portraits of men have
naturally been no more successful; Charlotte
Bronté’s men may be sometimes sublime and
are sometimes ridiculous, but they are never
intrinsically alive like her heroines. Nausicaa
and Andromache, Alcestis and Hecuba, many
of Shakespeare’s women, and some of Velasquez,’
are examples of this intrinsic treatment ; within
the limits of which we can again traverse the
whole scale of feeling from the birdlike joy in
life of “ Suis-je, suis-je, suis-je belle ?”’ to the
immortal longings ot Cleopatra.t

But this difference of treatment is no less vital,
if subtler, when the artist is dealing with animate

! Thus, curiously, one ot the tew places where Dante
ventures upon an intrinsic treatment of Beatrice 1s also one
of the few where he stoops from a ‘ sublime® to an almost
playful tone ( Paradiso, x. 61).
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or inanimate nature. Swinburne in his Sea-
mew ' treats both intrinsically :

“When I had wings, my brother,
Such wings were mine as thine.

When, loud with Iife that quakes,
The wave’s wing spreads and flutters,
The wave’s heart swells and breaks.”

And the storm which would have reminded
Kant of his duty stirs in Shelley only longings—
‘“ to pant beneath thy power and share

The impulse of thy strength, only less free
Than thou, O uncontrollable " 2

On the other hand nature may be treated
extrinsically ; as often to great effects of beauty
in the classics :

** At sccura quies et nescia fallere vita,

Dives opum vanarum ; at latis otia fundis,

Speluncae, vivique lacus ; at frigida Tempe
Mugitusque boum, mollesque sub arbore somni,” #

and sometimes, as in Pomfret’s Choice, rather
ludicrously in the classicists. The more usual
method of regarding nature is a compound of
these two, as in Wordsworth’s daffodils or Mar-
vell’s “ green thought in a green shade.”

§ 17. This distinction then of intrinsic and
extrinsic cuts across that other of hostile and

1 Poems and Ballads, m. 2 Ode to the West Wand.

* Vurgil, Georg., 1. 467. How meticulous must become any
attempt to enmesh the individual by formulas 1s well shown 1n
this context by the expression ‘ viys lacus '—luxurious things
to have about one. for they have a happy life of their own.
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congenial. When a thing naturally hostile to
the human will is expressive solely from the
natural point of view of that hostility, we may
get something like the sublime as Kant under-
stood it. Its very monstrosity might suggest
heroic resistance. If such « thing, on the other
hand, expressed simply valuable activities imagin-
atively ascribed to it, that is if we were simply
unaware of its hostility, it would be purely
beautiful though also practically sympathetic.
But if the second attitude were mediated by
the first, if it cost us an cffort to express ourselves
in the activities of something whose nature was
against our interests, we might have the sublime
as understood by Mr. Bradley, in which the
final positive stage is less a consciousness of
our own high destiny than one of union with
the object; an expression not of the infinite
i us but of our reverence for the infinite
in it.

Similarly an object friendly to human purposes,
if expressive through its own imagined activities,
gives the ordinary type of beauty, which occupies
a middle position, between that of things ex-
pressing hostility and that of things treated as
themselves dead but because of their pleasant
uses expressing activity in us.

There remains the case of a person congenial
but voluntarily suffering terrible things. Ex-
trinsically he merely expresses harrowing pity,
or, if he is also bengficial, the two qualities seem
rather compoundcd; in what is a kind of pathos,
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than combined to any new effcct ; when he is
intrinsically treated we ethically sympathise
with his heroism, and here Mr. Bradley’s demands
for sublimity are satisfied, if hie is right in classing
suffering innocence as a form of power or force,
and if we note that what we sympathise with is
not exactly what repelled us. Hegel's formula
secems to me to fit the case better; what is
sublime is the expression of desire or power
to triumph in one’s own destruction.

§ 18. Since the word Sublime will no doubt
continue to be used as a class-name outside the
Hegelian sense, [ should wish to confine it to the
wsthetic aspect of  those objects which are
naturally hostile to humanity, and to classify
such objects further according' as there is
ultimately a sympathetic union with their
activities or only a reaction in the recollection
of our nobler faculties. Many such things—
death, pain, despised love —are hardly likely
by any f{reak of fashion to become agreeable
to the mass of mankind. But many objects that
strike one age mainly by their mystery and
strangeness, their contempt and cruelty for our
comfortable uses, become to the next such
familiar objects of sthetic pleasure, perhaps
also so actually tamed and confined by the
applications of science, that most men are un-
conscious of any effort in regarding them as
simply beautiful. Plainly where there is con-
siderable hostility there will most often be

VCU Hamdel, iy 417,
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considerable power, but where there is no hos-
tility there need be no repulsion.

If, however, the element ot power and greatness
turns out to be that which most pcople feel
essential for ‘sublimity,” the word must of
course be so applied ; and I should then desire
to urge that though a very powerful thing may
casily be menacing and repulsive, this is purely
incidental to its power, which may just as casily
be a pleasure both to wicld and to contemplate.

Surely we cannot resist concluding from all
this that ‘ Sublimity ’ is only a little worthier
of scientific respect than any vague interjection
expressing wsthetic approval ; and that Fanny
Burney did it no great injustice when she described
the scencery about Lyme Regis as ‘ luxuriant,
and with just so much of the approach to sublime
as is the province of unterrific beantv.” 1

Many of the most expressive of these inter-
jections are mere slang, but thercfore perhaps
more respectable than ‘ Sublime ’ which in this
sense is almost entircly a dictionary word in-
vented by critics and translators, adopted by
popular philosophy as loose enough to fit the
most opposite theories.? They all attempt to
classify expression by its ‘ subject-matter.’

' Diary of Muadame D’ Arblay, 1791 (edited by A Dobson),
vol v.p 14.

? Akenside, for instance, seems to have modified his already
sophisticated Pleasuresof Imaginationoutof deference to theim-
aginative psychology of Burke.  In 174 the I'ust Book speaks

of ‘“ threeillustrious orders . . . the sublime, the wonderful, the
fair.” Ini7sytheyareonlytwo Burkepublsnedintheinteryal
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§ 19. If the Sublime is anything more than
this—and we shall be justly challenged to
explain the importance it has, wrongfully, as we
contend, assumed—it i1s for a rcason somewhat
different from those advanced by its supporters.
Iither they have opposed it to beauty as a
cognate species of some genus whose namelessness
might have given them pause, or they have
made it a species of beauty co-ordinate with
another species which has usurped the generic
name. But what they have often meant by it
has been a high degree of beauty.!

For though beauty is a universal which
contains individuals but no species, yet one
thing is, I think, more beautiful than another,
and these degrees of beauty in individuals are
estimated not only by mere quantity or the
extent of ground covered,? but by something that
may be called depth, which depends really upon
the apparent recalcitrancy of the elements taken
up. So that the beautiful whole which has
absorbed into its beauty the most of what outside
it would be most ugly is the most sublime or
most deeply beautiful, but celebrates a triumph

1 Cf. Ruskin, loc. cit. This has also been to some extent
indicated by Schopenhauer (A phovismen, Nachlasse, cdited by
Frauenstadt, pp. 128-37) and Kirchmann (Aesthetik  auf
realistischer Grundlage, n p. 11).

2] think a very wide extent of beauty 1s sometimes called
subhme. But this Mr. Bradley and all who emphasise the
‘ negative stage " would deny ; though if all @sthetic creation
overcomes a negative or passive stage of 1nexpressivencss
they mught have accepted it and so destroyed the distinction.
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differing only in degree from that of every
wsthetic act.! Every creative exercise of the
imagination makes beautiful that which before
was not so; but more or less cffort, more or
less genius, may have gone to the transformation.
When our success consists in the expression
of wvolitions long blind, the contemplation of
things hitherto only desired or avoided, we are
apt to indicate this degree of depth by inventing
a class of ‘romantic’ beautics. But when the
spirit through its expressive activity conquers
for free contemplation those obscure and mastering
impulses which actually repel westhetic treatment
and cling to their ugliness, then the resulting
beauty has a poignancy, a depth or richness,
resonant of the discords that have been resolved
in it, and we experience pre-eminently that
“exaltation and even rapture,”” that joy of
battle which has given rise to the name sublime.2
The only rcconciliation of the contradictory
theories and antinomian instances of sublimity
is the recognition that what beauty has therein
overcome 1is simply ugliness or inexpressiveness
in the elements which it transforms. This
inexpressiveness may arise from bewildering
size, from stupefying danger, from strangeness

t Schleiermacher, Vorlesungen uber die Aesthetsk: ‘‘ Sub-

limity and tenderness are only the vanishing-pownts of the line
of beauty.”

2 Weisse, System der Aesthetrle als Wassenschaft von der Idee
deyv Schomheit. pp. 150-55: ‘“ Sublinuty 15 not something
opposed to beauty but the working out of the opposition
between beauty and 1ts infimite negation.”

17
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or from the mere monotonous familiarity of
our daily uses. If beauty can conquer these
it does not miss its reward. So there is some-
thing sublime in the beggars of Rembrandt, the
dwarfs ol Velasquez, the grotesques of Diirer,
the slums or suburbs of Whistler. It is not, as
the Kantians supposed, because his reason sur-
passes every standard of sense, nor because he
might be just though the heavens should pass
away, that man glorics in the contemplation of
what to every practical instinct is engrossingly
repulsive. It is because he has succeeded in
contemplating it ;—a spiritual enfranchisement
prior to those of morality and philosophy but not
less in itself wvaluable. IFiat pulchritudo ruat
celum is the truc motto of sublimity, in which
is revealed to us in its acutest paradox the
“ miracle «ar efoxnv of our nature,” ! that to
will and to know arc the two manifestations of
one spirit.

Not unhappily did the father of all reflection
on the Sublime select to illustrate it the great
type of esthetic intuition. “ God said: Let
there be light. And there was light.” 2

! Schopenhauer, Die Welt als Wille und Vorstellung, ni.
§51.
2 Iepl Byous, iX. 4.

NOTLE ADDED TO SECOND EDITION
THe Russian word for sublimity secms to be prostdr, which
denotes vastness untouched by terror: ‘‘ space, far vistas,
broad nivers, steppes, golden cornfields waving from horizon
to horizon” Mountains are mere obstacles to prostor.—
Janintzov, The Russians and therr Language, pp 25, 09.



A

FORMAL AND EXPRESSIVE BEAUTY

§ + The traditional distinction between pattern and
expression.  § 2. Formal beauty 1s sometimes regarded as
more austere, sometimes as more trivial or esoteric, some-
times as more cmotional. Sometimes both form and ex-
pression arc opposcd to realism.  § 3. All decoration is ex-
pression and all expression decorative.  § 4. Poetie, plastic
or musical form s the cxpression of what is otherwise
inexpressible  § 5. Form and expression cannot be separated
without sacrificing beauty.

§ 1. Already in Plato and Aristotle we found
suggested a problem, which became insistent in
our consideration of Kant and Nietzsche, as to
that distinction between formal and represen-
tative beauty which proved so troublesome to
Wordsworth, Coleridge and lesser critics at all
times. “ The end of poetry is to produce ex-
citement in cocxistence with an overbalance of
pleasure; . . . Now the co-presence of some-
thing regular, something to which the mind
has been accustomed in various moods, and in
a less excited state, cannot but have a great
efficacy in tempering and restraining the passion
by an intermixture of ordinary fecling and of feel-

ing not strictly and necessarily connected with the
259
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passion.”” 1 This view of metre as a sobering
element is not as it stands convincing ; it re-
minds us of Dryden’s comparison of rhyme to
“clogs upon a high-ranging spaniel,”’ 2 and we
are told a page later that metre * will be found
greatly to contribute to impart passion to the
words.” Finally we get a glimpse of the true
identity of form and content, passion and ex-
pression : ‘“ The emotion is contemplated till, by
a species of reaction, the tranquillity gradually
disappears, and an emotion kindred to that
which was before the subject of contemplation
is gradually produced and does itself actually
exist in the mind.” Plato also is aware of
the double effect by which the soul is soothed
and encouraged,® and in a passage in the Phile-
bus,? already referred to, he explains what is to
be understood by formal beauty in language
strikingly like that of Kant.

It is a beauty found in shapes that he is now
trying to describe to us, but not as most people
would expect, in those of any living creatures
or their likeness; rather—the argument goes
on, not uninfluenced by his odd geometrical
bias—in right lines and circumferences; for
these are beautiful not with reference to anything
else, but in their own original and eternal essence.
So, too, with colours and with such sounds as

! Wordsworth, Preface to Lyrical Ballads.

? Preface to The Riwal Ladies  Cf. pp. 89, 92 supra.

S Rep, 442, povoukh . . . dvicica wapauvfovuévy, Huepotoa
apuovle Te kal puBug. 4¢51. Cf pp 47-8, note, supra.
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are smooth and clear, uttering a single pure tone ;
these are beautiful not relatively, but in their
proper selves.

And what he means by the contrasted relative
beauty is made clear, again almost in Kant's
words, by the description of animal beauty as
having reference to use ;! though in this too a
formal or absolute grace and rhythm, alongside
its adequacy to purpose, might be discovered.?
Indeed certain sculptors are traditionally credited
with a concentration upon some such clement ; 3
and its distinction, not only to diffcrentiate the
decorative and imitative arts,* but within the
sphere of the latter, and of nature, is a common-
place of asthetic criticism. For we hear not
only of the purely formal beauties of a Persian
carpet, to which Plato himself, by a likely enough
legend,® may have been susceptible, but of the
pure line in a statue or a picture, of colour har-
monics, of regular though inexpressive features,
and of poems in assonance; and the formal
or expressive naturc of music and of dancing
has been a pitched battlefield both between the
adherents of distinct methods such as Bach'’s or
Wagner’s, the bacchante’s or the ballerina’s, and
between the rival analysts of a common master.

t Rep., boid

“Ib 401a  "Eoredé vé mov n\fpns {edapuootias nal cboxnuooivy,
xai evpvBulas) N Tdv cwudrwy Plots kal 7 TEv ENwY puTav.

* Ivfaydpav, wpoTor doxolvra pudued kel ovuuerpias éoToxdobac.
Diog Taert,, vur, 47. * (Myron) numerosior in arte quam Poly-
cletus ¢i in symmetria diligentior.” Phny, Hist. Nat., xxxiv.

¢ Ruskin, Two Paths. ®Diog Lacrt wvi un,
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The distinction is first and most crudely
drawn as one between rhythm and imitation,!
but as soon as we see that it occurs as much in
nature as in art, we have to substitute for the
second term some wider one such as ‘ expression ’ ;
and once this is done we are face to face with
the problem whether a beauty that is expressive
can be distinguished from one which is not, or
which is so in a different sense.?

§ 2. Plato is credited with a moralistic bias
in rejecting the imitation of actions and passions
for an austerer beauty of pure form and order.
He has been believed when he implied that here

U Anistotle, Poetics, 1448b, 4, and 1450b, 39. ‘‘Beauty
yonsists 1 a certain size and arrangement of parts,” where
the first condition suggests Kant’s sublimity and the second
his formal beauty, wlule ‘imitation’ corresponds to his
adherent beauty. Cf. Thomas Aquinas, Summa, i. quast. s,
art. 4: ‘' Pulchrum i debita proportione consistit.”  Yet
he opens a loophole for expressionism by continuing “ qua
sensus delectatur in rebus debite proportionatis sicut 1 siba
similibus ' (cf. the passage from the Timaeus quoted on
p- 272) and by the statement in another context that *“ (mem-
brorum) dispositio natur@ conveniens est pulchritudo,”
1a, 2@, quast. 54, art. 1.

3 Cf. Bosanquet (History of ZEsthetics, ch. i. and p. 372,
501), who distingmshes  charactenistic or individual ’ ex-
pi-ssiveness from a gencral or abstract expressiveness which
is 1nerely 1ts condition.

Tve author of ““ Beauty and Expression' (Edinburgh
Reviey Oct. 1908) maintains the distinction of form and
expression rigidly, with some criticisms of Emnfahlung,
which hcwever, except in points of detail, seem based on
misunderstanding. He quotes a prophctic remark of Herdei
that ** the beauty of a line 1s movement, and the beauty ot
movement expression '’ ; cites Alison as the father ol
expressionism (Essays on the Naiure and Principles of Taste)
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—in contemplating figures which symbolise, if
they are not identical with, the objects of geo-
metrical concern—the cold intellect will be
untroubled with those movements of the blood
which art so dangerously stirs by the presenta-
tion of human joys and griefs, and which,
thus fostered, will make our guardian a feeble
warrior both in peace and war. Mohammedan
and Hebrew legislators seem on this point to
have been of his mind, but Western puritanism,
with some iconoclastic exceptions, has been,
perhaps not less plausibly, of an opposite per-
suasion. Among ourselves it is the dignity and
seriousness of its subject which redeems art
from any accusation of trifling or {rivolity ; if
it were not for a profound religious, philosophical
or social import, the preoccupation with beauty
would be denounced by all our teachers, from
Sidney to Ruskin and from Hegel to Mr. Shaw,
as a frittering away of ourselves upon a merely
sensuous luxury. Nor less by its defenders
has the so-called formal side of beauty been
thus contrasted with one subordinate to the
ends of morality and instruction. ‘“Art for
art’s sake ” was tortured into the warcry of a
sect which prided itself upon its dexterity, and
upon disconcerting the philistine by its neglect
and ascribes to Payne Knight’s Analytical Engt t/y the ongin
of Lipps’ distinction between Ewnfuhlung aad Association,
which Alison had ignored.

Alison’s associationism is of course crude. But his

criticism of the still cruder formalistic theories, such as
Hogarth’s Serpentine Line, was at the time valuable.
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of edilying content for a curious felicity in
metre, in filigrce and in texture.

Nietzsche, in an opposite direction, and with
a less superficial analysis, has yet identified
music and dancing, conceived as purely unrepre-
sentative arts, with all that emotional intensity
which Plato so profoundly mistrusted ; and has
opposed it to the calming and bracing consola-
tions of a narrative and plastic beauty.

The problem as it concerns art would appear
to have been confused by the fact that two ex-
treme partics, the expressionists, who are all for
soul, and the formalists, who are all for patterns,
have not infrequently joined hands against the
centre, as one of philistine indifference, which is
all for rcalism.  But in truth the alliance was a
natural one. A common enemy brought out
their essential community of interest, *“ for soul
is form and doth the body make.” 1
“ Or say there’s beauty with no soul at all,—

(I never saw 11~ put the case the samc)

If you get simple beauty and nought clse,

You get about the best thing God invents :

That’s somiewhat : and you'll find the soul you have missed
Within yourself when you rctuin lum thanks.”

VIt would be truer to say that the expression s the
completed feehing ; for the fechng 15 not tully lelt till 1t 1s
expressed, and i bemg expressed it 1s still telt but in a
difterent way  What the act of expression does 1s to fix and
distinguish 1t finally ; it then, and then only, becomes a
determinate fechng. In the same way the consciousness
which we express when we have found the ‘ right word ’ 1s
not the same as our consciousness before we found 1t; so
that 1t 1s not strictly correct to call the word the expression
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So often as the plain critic complains that a
predella of Duccio or the nofan of Sesshu is un-
lifelike, or that a phrase of Mallarmé has no
meaning, he is apt to find arrayed against him,
not too critical now of cach other’s language,
both those who defend it as exquisitely decorative
and those who dwell upon its haunting suggestion.

§3. Tt is often said that the torsos of ancient
sculpture have gained in pure beauty what they
have lost in expressiveness ; indeed an ingenious
awsthete was accustomed to hang his photographs
of sculpture upside down, lest his appreciation
of their design should be disturbed by a human
significance. But apart from the objection that
even in arabesque not vertically symmetrical
there is an up and down, it may be answered to
these paradoxes of anti-expressionism that it
would be too strange a coincidence if, of all the
infinite combinations of curve and plane con-
ceivable, that which, for some mysterious other
reason, has been found most often decoratively
beautiful should chance to be the express and
admirable form of man. It is very likely that a
given artist, tempted by the patron, the tlesh
or the devil, may have marred a beautiful body
with a sentimental head or a theatric gesture ;
it is probable that our own preoccupation with
of what we meant before we found 1it. . . What is absolutely
unexpressed and inexpressible 1s nothing. We can only
describe 1t potentially and by anticipation. It cannot enter
into any human lite until 1t has become articulate in some

way, though not necessarily in words ** (Philo<ophical Remains
of R. L. Nettleship, i. p. 132).
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practical uses may draw a film across our con-
templative eye ; but when men deny that beauty
is expressive they mcan no more than that this
beauty, which expresses this feeling, is not that
other which expresses that, nor the ugliness
which really expresses nothing but instead
arcues or desires.

§ 4. Professor Saintsbury maintains ' that in
the lines,

“Our noisy years seem mwoments in the being
Of the cternal silence”

the beauty of the sound is quite ‘independent
of the meaning,” while Mr. Bradley ? holds that
it 1s almost wholly in the meaning.  Such a cause
is not for us to settle. Both disputants arc
clearly in the right and Mr. Bradley has the
advantage of knowing it. DBut even if he had
omitted, as T believe he should, the qualifying
“almost,” he could not have proved my position
more clearly than does Professor Saintsbury
when he says that the meaning of the passage
can be exactly expressed thus:

Il()lSy
“Our {Ioud»mundhm} twelvemonths appear minutes (seconds)
clamorous
in the existonce of the unonding ~oundlessness ™
This is only the meaning of the poetry when
it is read as if it were a ready reckoner ; and such
meaning only affects the poetic meaning so far
as when, tired or stupid, we may not be able

Y History of English Prosody, ut, pp. 74-77.
% Poeivy for Poelry's Sake (Oxford Lectures).
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wholly to forget it. What is sung cannot be
said ; for it is cxactly the mcaning of words
which is altered by a change of tone, and the
expression ol a face by a change of line or tinge
of colour.! No doubt the passage, well recited,
would have an appreciable amount of meaning
to a listener who knew no English, if he were
familiar with European intonation. But if it
were recited by one so ignorant of the words as
to be uncertain if it were a curse or an advertise-
ment, even the best pronunciation could give
little pleasure; and in any case the residuum
of beauty would be a residuum of meaning.
Protessor Saintsbury himself in another place
has ingeniously shown how a purely *formal’
change can alter the whole emotional tone of a
verse ; 2 and it is always the whole emotional
tone of a poem which is the meaning. If any

VCE. supra, p. 171 and note.
2 History of Lughsh Prosody, it. p. 277. He transposes
the last words in the second and third lines of Waller’s
“Say, lovely dream! where couldst thou find
Shades to counterfeit that face ;
Colours of this glorious kind
Come not from any mortal place.”
Ct Professor Gilbert Murray's remarks (Studies of the English
Associatron, m.) on the emotional effect produced by the form
of stanza 1n—
* Wrap thy form in a mautle grey,
Star mwrought,
Blind with thine hair the eyes of Day,
Kiss her until she be wearied out
Then wander o’cr ity and sca and Land
Touching all with thine opiate wand ;
Come, long sought.”
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disciple of his should object that in this case
we had better abandon the term expression, and,
so long as we claim that only the poem can
express its meaning, admit that it expresses and
means nothing, for if we do not know what is to
be expressed until we get the expression, we
shall not then know if it is the expression of it :
to such a one we must reply in words like those
of Socrates: ‘“ Meno, this is a sophistic argu-
ment you are bringing up,— that a man cannot
seek (the expression of) either what he knows
or what he does not know. For he would not seck
(to express) what he already knows,—for he
knows it and has no nced of further search (for
its expression),—nor yet, as you say, of what
he does not know, for he does not know what to
seek (to express).” 1

Professor de Sélincourt has described the
identity of form and expression in the delicatce
damascene-work of The Facric Queene, showing
how a slight variation from the normal type of linc
expresses the subtlest grades of feeling, as in—

“ Come lither, come hither, O come hastily

or in—
“When forth from viigin bowre she comes in th’ early morne.”
Here, he remarks, we have examples of the figures
noted by Puttenham (The Arte of English Poetrie,
xix.) as ‘ both auricular and sensible, by which
all the words and clauses are made as well tunable

to the ear as stirring to the mind.”” But the
1 Plato, Meno, 8o.
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moment that they cease to be sensible’ or
expressive, and remain merely ¢ auricular’ or
formal, Spenser “ parodies his poetic self ; the
inspiration is gone; and those devices which
arc the natural and inevitable expression of
his mode of thought seem little better than
the threadbare artifice of a cunning metrical
trickster.” *  This applies no less to the other
harmony of prose. There too, as in Ruskin and
Kingsley, a marked rhythm may excellently
express feeling; whereas a blank verse not
really so justified is .ot assimilated by the general
texture of the style and at once suggests senti-
mentality or rhetoric—that is to say, atfectation.
The airs of Guido Reni, the graces of Luini,
classical design and gorgeous colour may all
become ‘“figures spectacular but not sensible”;
there is no quality of art which, without feeling,
s not a frigid mannerism.?

The wsthetic consciousness demands that we
should hold together the two complementary
beliefs : that all beauty is expressive, for just so
far as ‘ nonsense verses ' are beautiful they ex-
press feeling ; and that beauty is not the aggre-
gate of two incoherent elements,® form and mean-
ing, or, as is sometimes suggessed, of two methods
of expression, one literal or prosaic, the other sug-

Y Poetrcal Works of Spenser, Introduction, pp. Ixiti-Ixvi

2Cf Ilepl Upouvs, iii. on wapévBupsos and 78 peipakiddes.

3¢ Puleritudo  est  partium congruentia  cuwm  quadam
colons suavitate” (St. Augustine, De Cwv. De:, xxu. 19). This
denives from Plotinus
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gestive and emotional, but organically one. Mr-
F. W. H. Myers! made this false distinction,
though he almost succeeded in obliterating it.
“In poetry of the first order almost every word

. continues to be an articulate sound and a
logical step in the argument, but it becomes also
a musical sound and a centre of emotional force.”
‘ What is meant by the vague praise bestowed on
Virgil’s unequalled style is practically this, that
he has been, perhaps, more successful than any
other poet in fusing together the expressed and
the suggested emotion ; . . . his thoughts scem
to come to us on wings of melodies prepared for
them from the foundation of the world.” This
is only prevented from getting right by having
started wrong. The Afneid was never an im-
perialist manifesto and so has no need of being
recommended by an accompaniment, however
melodious.  Suggestion and expression are artis-
tically identical, for ¢n poetry words have only
a poetical meaning ; it is needless to fuse clements
if from the foundation of the world, or even
from their own conception, they were and are
inseparate.

§ 5. Criticism which takes such a distinction
seriously always becomes incoherent. Where
the abstraction of the two aspects can be pressed
furthest, as in saying that Tennyson sometimes
excels in form, Browning in expression, we intend
in both cases an artistic censure. In the greatest
works of art and the greatest beauties of nature,

v Essays, Classical, pp. 113~15
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in Shakespeare, in Velasquez, in Beethoven, the
opposition simply evaporates. A sunset certainly
expresses emotion, and expresses it by means of
a luminous coloured pattern; but which should
be called the formal and which the expressive
clements I am unable to determine.  Nor is it
mercly that we are dazzled out of analysis by
these great ones. There is the same mviolacy
in the more minute perfections of a Chardin, a
Vermecr or a rough opal.  For to be unanalysable
and, therefore, save by the poet, indescribable,
is the aim oi art and the fact of beauty. ““ Every
appearance of nature corresponds to some state
of mind, and that state of mind can only be de-
scribed by presenting that natural appearance as
its picture.” *  ““ Man is impelled to divide and
arrange time according to some kind of rhythm,
space by some kind of symmetrical outline .
The world becomes akin to us through this power
to see in form the joy and sorrow of existence
that they hide ; there is no shape so coy that our
fancy cannot sympathetically enter into it.  Un-
questionably the vividness of these perceptions
is increased by our abiding remembrance of the
activities of our own bodies.”” 2

In the TZmeus Plato scems to solve the prob-
lem, as he had raised it m the passage already
quoted from the Philchus :

“ God devised sicht as a gift for us, that watch-

! Emerson, *“ Intimte Beauty,” MMascellanies, p. 24.
2 Lotze, Mikrokosmos, v. i 5 ¢f Lapps * We feel our own

activity 2n the column ' See next chapter and p. 92 supra.



272 THE THEORY OF BEAUTY

ing the orbits which have been described by
reason in the heavens, we might apply them to
the revolutions of our own consciousness ; for
they are akin to these, so far as what is imper-
turbable can be to what is perturbed.” !

“ Passion itself imitates order, and the order
resulting produces a pleasurable passion, and thus
it elevates the mind by making its feclings the
object of its reflexion. So likewise whilst it
recalls the sights and sounds that had accom-
panied the occasions of the original passions,
poetry impregnates them with an interest not
their own by means of the passions, and yet
tempers the passion by the calming power which
all distinct images exert on the human soul.”” 2

In all that is beautiful there is form which is
always the expression of feeling.® Passion inex-
pressive and formless is the new wine of animal
barbarism: polished but passionless verse is a
sediment left by art in the old bottles of culture.

YSupra, p 260 ; Plilebus, 515 Timeus, 47.

2 Colendge, On Poesy and Art.

3 Cf. Pater, Style, and Grorgione (the passage on music as
the type of the arts).

NOTE ADDED TO SECOND EDITION.
IF the usual interpretation of Poctics 1v. be night, Arnistotle
went to the root of the matter in giving as the two funda-
mental causes of poetry (or, as we should say, methods of
expression) the wstinct for imitation and that for harmony
and rhythm  Bywater’s interpretation, that the two instincts
are love of imitating and love of imitations, is not attractive:
they would not cause poctry, and the distinction seems trifling.



XI
THE TIHEORIES OF EINFUHLUNG

§ 1. Beauty is described as * our life in the object.”  §2 The
value of this 1s ascribed to the escape fiom sclf. §3. A
comparison of this view with the expressionist theory.

§ 1. As we have already scen, Croce is at pains
to differentiate s own wsthetic theory from
one to which it superficially bears some resem-
blance, and which in various forms may be said
to be the most commonly accepted of our time.
This we have referred to as the theory of Ein-
Sfiihluig, a term for whose translation IEnglish
writers have nothing better to offer us than
Introjection or Empathy. Its chiefl exponent
is Lipps.? The doctrine may be summarily
stated as follows. ‘“ Aisthctic pleasure is an
enjoyment of our own activity i1 an object.”
This statement, apparently a contradiction in

YArchw  fur die gesammte Psychologie, 1. pp. 185-204.
Ewnfihlung, wnnere Nachahmung wund Orgun-empfindung,
iv. pp. 465-510. Weueres tuy Eanfuhlung. Cf. the same
author’s Rawmdsthetrk and  Psychologie des Schanen. My
analysis is mainly of the articles wn the Archw. For a
summary of works of this school see Ldinburgh Review,

October 1908.
18
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terms, is explained to mean that we enjoy our-
scelves as objec tified, or enjoy an object so far as
we live in it.  “ Activity 7 is distinguished from
such a thing as colour, which is “a quality of
objects,” or hunger, which is a ‘state of my
body,” as being a quality of nothing but the sclf.

In conscious imitation it is said that we have
an idea of the feeling of activity in another, and
expericice our own, but in the wsthetic experi-
ence there is no such distinction. ‘1 feel my-
selt actually executing the other’s movement,’
and this difiers from spontaneous, unimitative
movement, because the latter i1s an activity of
the whole real sclf, the former only of the © ideal,’
contemplative, non-practical self. ‘I feel this
contemplative self active,” and this must not be
confused with thinking of activity. It is a
real activity but not practical. Whether this
cesthetic imitation issues in bodily movement,
or, for various practical reasons, remains ‘ inner’
makes no diffcrence.

Now this activity of the self does not consist
in muscular feelings, either those 1 actually
undergo in looking, for instance, at a statue,
or those I should undergo if I took its attitude,
but in such feelings as ‘ Force, Pride, Will.’
Indeed, if in obscrving a posture we are com-
pelled to think how comfortable or uncomfort-
able it must be, the wsthetic sympathy, for
example with the trouble expressed by a face, is
diminished.

We are warned against confounding this
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doctrine of Einfiihlung with Association,! it is a
more intimate, more thorough fusion ? of the
two terms of the relation; for though I can
associate with a scnsible thing the fact that
someone loves or hates it, it would not thereby
express ® these feelings. “In perceiving  a
certain gesture I experience the tendency to a
certain inner condition called grief, and this
tendency is intimately connected with the per-
ception by a law of my nature not further analys-
able.” This tendency, it is emphasised, does
not arise immediately out of my own sad ex-
perience, but out of the perception of an object.
The physical object symbolises or expresses a
psychical activity which must be ‘lived " (erlebt)
not mercly ‘ thought.’

§ 2 The next step is to explain our great
satisfaction in this sympathetic activity, especi-
ally our enjoyment of what expresses pain,
sorrow and wickedness. We are told that the
joy of Einfiihlung consists in being lifted, even by
sympathy with another’s grief, out of ourselves,
the ‘“ideal ’ or contemplative self being actually
identified with its object, not merely having
ideas of it. It is not IFaust’s despair but my
sympathy with it that pleases me.” It is, then,
not with a floating activity or passion without

1So Lipps rejects Witasek's formula ‘ Mitvorstellung
eines p.vchologischen i emem sinnhchen Gegenstand.”

2 Imnegket, Verschmel ung 7
3 The 1talics are mine. ‘ Express’ is defined as ‘ mean,

try to communicate, exist for the sake of.’
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context that we really sympathise,—these are
said to be neither expressible nor communicable,
—but with a personality to which they belong.
And it seems to follow that we shall only enjoy
sympathising with a personality which we
ethically admire or at least in some way approve
(billigen).t

It is sufficient that the personality with which
we thus sympathise should possess ° zsthetic
reality,” that is to say it may be purely imaginary.
Or rather no judgment is passed, no question
raised as to its existence in any other way, for
the judgment that the object is only imaginary,
that is to say has been arbitrarily constructed by
myself, cancels its wsthetic reality.

How can I thus be active z# an external ob-
ject? We are told in reply that even our
own activities are not objects of our conscious-
ness till they are past; but since the past sclf
is identical with the present, these past activi-
ties are not only known but actually experi-
enced. The past self is both thought and ex-
perienced, it is both ‘ego’ and ‘ object.” And if
this can be so with the sclf, it is argued that it
can also occur with other selves; the psychical

UArchw, 1v. pp. 473, 484.  Die Unlust etwa dic einem
blossen Irrthum entstammt, die sinnlose, in keiner Weisc
gerechtfertigte Unlust, der blinder Aerger, oder dergleichen,
weckt in mir, vorausgesetzt dass mir dieser Grund der Unlust
bekannt ist, kein Mitlewd '

‘“ Die Gebarde des dummen Hochmutes ist dsthetisch nicht
erfreulich.”  This restriction and the difficulty of applying
this part of the theory to lifeless objects are important.
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states ‘ connected with ’ a perceived object can
actually be experienced.?

Finally we are told that worth, as distinct
from pleasure, is a property only of psychical
activity, and a fecling of worth is a feeling of
free activity, which is pleasant.  /Esthetic feeling
is the fecling of ‘self-activity in an object of
sense.”  ““ All consciousness that there is a
psychical existence outside me originates in
Iinfithiung, in the objectification of a feeling
of my own aroused in me by another’s expres-
sion of life.” It is to feel n objects, not about
them ; to strive in the pillar, not against it ; to
laugh in the blue sky, not at it. It is ultimate
that the apprehension of an object is the tendency
to a certain inner activity : they are one act.

§ 3. The last words bring us back to Croce.
Had he been content to say that cvery intuition
{ends to become expression ; that only when we
rest in an intuition, because it expresses our own
mental states, without passing on to action or
to thought, is intuition periected, we might have
been able to follow him. But it is just this point,
no doubt, in which he would claim to differ
fundamentally from Lipps, though he quotes,?
apparently with approval, very similar language.

1T do not defend or indeed understand erther the language
here or the argument, but I belicve that 1t fairly represents,
in brief, the doctrine I am describing.

3 Estetica, p. 480, from Conrad Fiedler, Dey Ursprung dey
Rinstlerischen Thatigheit, ** To pass immediately from per-

ception to intuitive expression’ 1s said to be the artist’s
distinguishing guft.
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In all other respects Croce’s account of the
matter scems to me certainly more intelligible
and so far as I can judge more true. The
Iinfidhiung theory attempts to solve the para-
doxes of the wsthetic problem by offering us
bare contradictions, which it endcavours to
render palatable by metaphor. Indced even in
the one pomnt I have mentioned the doctrine is
only more acceptable than Croce’s by erring—
as I think--less courageously.  Like Croce Lipps
does sometimes ! scem to hold that we cannot
even become aware, say, of a moving object,
still less of a flying bird, until we  project into
it our contemplative sclf,” though elsewhere 2
he distinguishes the experience of qualities in an
object from that of our own activity projected
into the object.

Similarly we seem to be told both that the
vicarions activity of any Einfuklung is in itself
valuable and pleasant, and also that this can
only be so when the activity with which we
identify ourselves is one that we should enjoy
or approve in ourselves.  And again there seems
a contradiction, closely connected with the last,
in saying both that the self actually goes through
(erlebt) the experiences presented to it,—does
not merely think them,—and that it is only the
contemplative, ideal, non-practical self which
does this. Granted that there is a very real
difficultv which these paradoxes are intended
to describe, they are surely little better than

v Arcluv, iv. p. 518, etc., 3]b. 1.
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confusing metaphors. I cannot attach any
precise meaning to such phrases as ‘ being active
in a pillar’ nor find any truth in the statement
that when 1 enjoy a seagull’s fhghit or the plunge
of a cataract ‘I feel mysclt actually exceuting
these movements.” 1 do not see how either my
“practical ” or my ‘contemplative sell © could
do so, and still less do I see how such a formula
could be plausibly applied to a sunset, a fugue
or the smell of a clover field. We have here
nothing but an attempt to explain in figurative
language an unconscious process by which some
beautiful objects may have come to be so.  For
a theory—which must be a universal theory—
of w@sthetic, nothing 1s lost in profundity and
something gained in comprehensibility and com-
prehensiveness by contenting ourselves with a
word which Lipps uses but almost immediately
drops; by saying that beauty is expression.
Colours, shapes, sounds, smells, feclings, acquire
for us a special value and become the sources of
an intense pleasure when they interpret for us,
by giving them form and pressure, impulses and
aversions in our practical naturc which can
only thus become the objects of contempla-
tion.

The best English variant of this theory with
which T am acquainted is that of Professor
Mitchell.r  He describes the experience of beauty

! Structure and Growth of the Mind, pt 1., esp. pp. 149, 108,

On p. 146 (note) he notices the ambiguity of ‘imitation’ n
Inneve Nachahmung
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as ‘absorption in an object for its own sake,’
explaining that we can only be so absorbed in an
individual, and that to find a thing individual
is to read our own feelings into it immediately
and unconsciously.  In the same work ! Pro-
fessor Mitchell disposes of those  varieties  of
the “ Empathy ’ theory which, in opposition to
Lipps, describe the esthetic expericnce as  the
attribution to things of our motor and organic
scnsations in percewving them.  He quite suffi-
ciently appreciates the germ of {ruth —as I think
it-—which has given vogue to these varying and
inconsistent dogmas ;  the truth namely that
we can find expressed in music or in painting
only what we have ourselves somechow experi-
enced. But it might have been thought that
his trenchant and caustic eriticisms of certain
‘physiological * mterpretations ot this  would
have prevented even such a hydra of mythology
from raising another head.
1 Pp. 502-4.
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CONCLUSION

I Summary §r1. The method ot this book. §2. The
cvolution ot wstheties.  § 3 Historical retrospect.

II SuccrsTioNs §1. We are led to ‘expression.”  Ts all
expression beautiful 2§ 2 All expression s beautiful, though
not all intmtion need be.  Suggested unplications ot
this conclusion. § 3. 1t 15 likely to be cnticised both as
mechanical and as mystical. 1t may plead the support
of expertence and authonty. §4. Our interest in art and
nature

III ResurLr. All @stheties point to expression.  This does
not mean cither symptom or symbol ‘There 1s no conscious
distinction between what expresses and what 15 expressed
The value of such a conclusion.

[. SUMMARY

§ 1. I believe that a _grcater amount of truth
is contained in Croce’s [stetica than in any
other philosophy of beauty that I have recad.
But its mecthod, both in theory and history,
is too brilliantly cursory to be conciliating ; and
it does not succeed in curing the dazed scepticism
that in a@sthetic, even more than in other depart-
ments of philosophy, often arises from the survey
of so many systems, each in itself so plausible,
which arrive at apparently contradictory results
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because they have concealed incompatible pre-
suppositions.

I have thercfore endeavoured to confine myself
to one of the two possible methods, both of which
are ultimately necessary. I have tried to criticise
various theories in respect of their harmony
with those facts of wsthetic consciousness
which it was their business to explain, and not
at all from their compatibility with the general
philosophic positions of their authors or from
the truth ot those positions.  In this way T have
hoped to show that divergent systems are all
intelligible attempts to state the same experience.
The philosophic presuppositions T have indeed
been obliged in some degree to consider, in order
to account for the divergency of these statements,
but I have not treated them for their own sake.
To do so would have been to construct both a
philosophy and a history of philosophies. As a
result T am well aware that many metaphysical
ghosts  slumber wuneasily in the surrounding
shadows, but it scemed wiser to let them lie
than to conjure without any confidence of laying
them.

§ 2. There seems no necessity to maintain
that speculation on our subject has exhibited
an unfluctuating line of advance towards greater
truth.!  Such a view would only have plausibility

' Cf Bosanquet. History of Aisthetic; Croce, Problemt, 1.3
“All the @sthetic systems . . . belong not only to every
age but, to a certain extent, to every thinker and every man "’ ;
and Breviario di Estetica, p. t2.
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if applied within a continuous tradition like that
of European civilisation, and so far as each writer
was aware of the work of his predecessors.
Even then its demonstration is sometimes achieved
only by neglecting those thinkers who have
not surpassed previous work on the direct line
leading to still further successes. We do not
indeed expect even in the life of an individual
philosopher, and while his mind is still unim-
paired, a consecutive progress; he turns into
many blind alleys which help him towards his
destination only by the assurance that they
do not lead there, and he often attempts short
cuts which emerge upon a part of the road he
has already traversed. 1t is not because it is
later in time that a man can claim his theory to be
truer than others, but only in so far as he has
understood,  perhaps  almost  accepted, those
others, found them wanting and taken them up
into his own. When he has done this he may
know that from its own angle of vision, as an
answer to the particular questions it has ncces-
sarily asked itself, it contains more truth than
they. An ultimate philosophy, like moral per-
fection, is a chimera. Problems, like tempta-
tions, will be always with us, for thongh in both
spheres therc may be progress, this very progress
poses new problems or temptations of its own.
Yet progress happens and we share in it so far
as by understanding the problems ot the past
and their solutions we prepare for the solution
of our own,
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§ 3. Beauty, and not art only, is as Plato
.supposed, an imitation; if by this be meant
merely that, though it resides in appearances,
that is, in objects of sense or imagination, it
resides in them only by virtue of their reference to
something other than themselves (ulunoss walov).
And he was right in accusing it of flattering
passion, if the charge meant that only by their
reference to emotion and their expression of it
can sensible objects acquire beauty. Art, as he
was the first to discover, is not philosophy and
not morality ; in a finite life it is their rival,
but he was justified in calling it both their
servant and their enemy, for it expresses good
and bad desires, wise and foolish enthusiasms,
impartially.

But art in creating beauty does not simply
seck pleasure, though, as Aristotle saw, it attains
its proper pleasure.  And this proper pleasure
is our satisfaction in that theoretic triumph by
which our imagination creates a convincing
picture, not historically true but coherent,
individual, necessary, imitative of action and yet
rhythmical ; by the order or form which it thus
imposes on passions purging them away so that
as artists we have no longer blind impulses
of lust or shrinking, but a purified, an ex-presscd
emotion. But all this is liable to misunder-
standing, is indeed misunderstood by its authors.
Against the growing rationalism of philosophy
the romantic author of the ITepl dyrovs must
protest that beauty consists not only in order
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but in greatness, not in smoothness only but in
passion. And the neo-Platonists, defining beauty’
as a matter to which mind has given form, must
identify the beauty of art and nature, and dis-
criminate that both copy not sensible reality
but something that is ‘above’ reality,—with truth
if this can mean that both are indifferent to the
irrelevant distinction of physical existence.  And
concurrently, against the sensualistic degrada-
tions natural to such a rationalism, it had to be
insisted, even to the verge of empty mysticism,
that beauty is a creation of the spirit which is in
all men one, that it is the language, the expres-
sion, the word, by which first individuals, if
naturally distinct, are supernaturally or miracu-
lously capable of ideal unity.

But all such thinking had to be done over
again with greater accuracy, for the truths of
the heathen were only splendid falschoods.
For good and for evil the legacy of scholasticism
to the Renaissance was an intellectual Roman
empire, which understood by dividing and
when it had made an abstraction called it truth.
Bmuty is knowledge, but confused knowledge ;
or morality, but pleasant momhty, or desire,
but refined desire; or it is sentiment. It is
truth,—or again perfection,—manifest to sense,
the idea of the species, the individually character-
istic; it is association, or unity in variety,
or the je mne sais quoi ; it is an inkling of God’s
beneficent creation, or a relaxation of our finer
tissues. Many of these scattered threads are
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picked up by Kant to be woven into a system
whose value depended so much less than he
supposed upon its systematisation. Here it
need only be repeated that for him beauty was
not in things, but consisted in a knowledge
universally communicable yet not logically true;
a knowledge of those appearances which, without
any idea of a purposc in their arrangement, put
our apprehensive faculties into such harmonious
play as must seem the result of a designed accord.
And it is true that our satisfaction in beauty
may be described as the triumph of the knowing
spirit which finds means for expressing, and
therefore possibility for communicating, its own
nature, in sensible forms which it recognises
as after all akin to it—that is to say, expressive.

Irom Kant's station the advance is pushed
along two roads at first divergent but destined
to reunite when cither flank has been thoroughly
reconnoitred.

On the one side, Hegel, by definitely destroying
the distinction between pulchritudo vaga and
pulchritido  adharcns and  thus  consohidating
the spiritual realm of beauty, is able to make
good its frontier against the insilious appropria-
tions of morality and uscfulness in one direction
and those of the abstract understanding in the
other. Beauty is the sensible expression of the
concrete idea, the form which all spirit and
nothing but spirit takes.

Schopenhauer, on the other side, was conciliating
those who with good cause had been disaffected
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by the cold and intellectual aspect of Kantian
analysis or Hegelian absolutism.  The most obvi-
ous note of beauty is passion.  The subject of art
is emotion aid emotion is its effect ; yet it arises
only from mastery and ends in calm.  The pessi-
mistic paradox of joy in the release from will
by the contemplation of will is at lecast an effort
to hold together these two truths.

I, SUGGESTIONS

§ 1. Beauty is always expression.  But,is ex-
pression always beauty 2 Must we not limit this
at least to the expression of feeling?  Croce
would answer that beauty always expresses feeling,
but that this is no limitation.' Thought indee(j
is properly criticised as true or false, but befor
this decision can be made, before even a thesis
can be asserted, Croce would argne, there must
be a vision expressive of emotion, and indecd
many visions from which this one is selected to be

' Brevtavio, p 53. L was mysclf formerly inclined to the
view that beauty was always the cxpression of a joy
life, the tmmediate, indemonstrable conviction that ““ there
15 a soul of goodness in things evil,” even if that soul be but
the savage mdignation of the poet lashing vice or defying
God. An intuition of some valuc—hedonistic or moral—
was, I thought, the necessary condition of any artistic
impulse (“ Truth in Art and Rechgion,” Hibbert Journal,
viii.,, 2 Jan. 1910). My rcading of Croce has convinced me
that the expression of any fecling 1s beantiful  The joy wluch I
took to be the presupposition of art 1s really its result.  Because
hfe and activity are always good the @sthetic activity of
expression can never fail of its proper satistaction.
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asserted as true. In any case the selection, the
judgment, cannot but be accompanied or followed
by fecling ; feelings of satisfaction in achieve-
ment, of attraction or repulsion by the result.
All things, then, of which we are conscious can be
regarded in an wsthetic aspect, that is, as express-
ing emotion, though some can also be regarded in
another ; but we found ourselves unable to under-
stand or accept Croce’s contention that nothing
ever becomes the object of an individual con-
sciousness except as beautiful—that is to say, as
expressing volitional states which that individual
has already had.

§ 2. By sacrificing as unproven this attractive
identification of intuition with expression we have
renounced immediate possession of a philosophy
of spirit so completely symmetrical as his; but
our mistrust of his arguments is confirmed by the
greater harmony which we thus seem able to
attain between our theory and the facts of ex-
perience.  For by allowing that we can become
aware of real or imaginary objects in which we do
not yet express our own desires or aversions, it
seems more possible to explain, not only the com-
munication of expressions and the apprehension of
ugliness, but also the difference of a dream or list-
lessand incoherent awareness from the wsthetic act.

That of which we are aware, then, is not thereby
beautiful ; it only becomes so when it is contem-
plated without practical interest, without scien-
tific abstraction, and without existential judg-
ment, as the pure expression of emotion. That
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all sensible objects and not only works of art seem
capable of this imaginative contemplation may
suggest to us, as to Kant, Coleridge and their
followers, metaphysical hypotheses of the greatest
interest ; but whether these attract us by their
audacity or repel us by their mysticism, we have
been led to the position which suggests them
simply by the attempt to describe the apparent
facts of conscrousness.  Croce’s writings leave us
in no doubt as to the criticism he would pass upon
such a cardinal defection from his philosophy.
In replying to a review by Signor Aliotta?® he
characterises the separation of _expression and
intuition as {atal to wsthetics and indeed to
philosophy.  And in criticising the Einfiihlung
theory 2 he says : ““ In such doctrines we have the
conception, on the one side, of things intuited as
dead and inanimate, on the other, of the artist’s
sentiment and personality ; and it is then sup-
posed that the artist by some act of magic pro-
jects himself into the things, gives them breath
and life, and ends by loving and adoring them.
But if we start from this distinction it is impossible
ever to regain the unity : distinction implics an
intellectual operation; and what intellect has
divided can only be re-joined or synthesised by
the intellect or reason, not by imagination or art.
Hence such @sthetic systems of infusion or trans-
fusion—if they escape falling into the antiquated
hedonistic theories of conscious illusion, play, or
in general something which gives us a pleasant
1 Problem, pp. 480-88. 21b p.2r1.

19
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excitement ; or into those moralistic theories
which consider art as a symbol or allegory of
truth and goodness ;—-cannot, for all their psy-
chology and airs of modernity, escape the fate of
the doctrine which makes art a semi-fantastic
conception of the world like religion.”

§ 3. Evidently the view we are maintaining—
of the difference between intuition and expression
—risks being regarded as a doctrine like that of
Alison, that beautiful forms are those which are
associated with agreeable feelings, or as a formula
of abstract allegory. But the fact scems to re-
main that we do come to find beauty in things or
visions of which we had long been aware. We
come to admire the fashion ; and a man we have
long thought ugly may, when we learn to read his
expression better, come to appear beautiful. It
will be replied that this is no more surprising than
that an admired person or landscape should by
familiarity lose its charm, that this gain or loss
of charm depends upon our baving hitherto taken
or now begimmning to take a practical or scientific
attitude which precludes the wsthetic interest.
But this does not scem true. We may go, and
surely have all gone, to sce a picture as a picture,
moved by some cloquent critic to the expectation
of great beauty ; we may study it with no other
prepossession, and that so carefully as to be able
to copy it; and may come away untouched.
And yet with the lapse of time and the growth of
our own emotional experience or skill in inter-
pretation we may come to find in that very
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picture a great work of art. Nor is this less true
of natural objects.

Croce’s objection scems to be that if such a fact
were admitted we should be faced by the mystery
that natural forms already existing, and of which
we are already aware, should come to acquire
wsthetic value or expressiveness.  If they have
such value he holds that they must have had it
from the beginning, must have been created by
our minds simply to express.  An argitnicntitm ad
hominemn would be the attempt alrcady made to
show that he has not succeeded in explaining how
in that case an cxpression can be communicated.
And in any case it is a dangerous argument that
what seems to be a fact cannot be so merely
because its explanation is difficult.

The explanation which uggests itself to me
personally is one which Croce rejects as mystical,
though it commended itself to Kant and Coleridge.
It is that just as works of art can come to express
to us their maker’s meaning only on two con-
ditions : gone, that they have been really made,
that is to say, really exist, before they express to
us, and the other,wthat thcy were made to be
expressive ; so natural objects can come to be
naturally and not artificially or allegorically
expressive if, though they may have been really
created, yet they have been so created as to be
expressive.

This is a hypothesis whose establishment or
desertion does not affect the alleged fact which
we intend it to explain. But I see no reason
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to dismiss it as mystical or mythical any more
than Croce’s own doctrine of nature. “ Certainly
neither do the stars smile nor is the moon pale
with sadness : these are images of the poets.
Certainly animals and trees do not reason like
men ; that, when it is not poetry, is crude anthro-
pomorphism.  But nature in its heart aspires
to the good and abhors the evil; is wet with
tears and palpitating with joy: the universal
life is, in every atom, instinct with struggle and
with victory.”* And in another passage he
applies the name ‘reality,” in the same sense
as to our fellow-men, to ““those beings which
we called natural—our dogs, our horses, plants,
the earth.”* ““The true philosophic doctrine
would be that of an immanent spirit, of which
stars and sky, earth and sea, plants and animals,
make up the contingent manifestations.”” 2

I do not think that such sayvings are necessarily
inconsistent with their author’s doctrine of the
fictitious character of nature as it is conceived
in the provisional abstractions of science. But
I believe that should he develop them in greater
detail,—-and in particular his vital contention
that the world owes its being not to knowledge
but to will,* and clearly not always the will of

' Pratica, p. 174.

b, p 326. The itahcs are mine.

3 Logica, p. 307.

¢ Pratica, p 205. “The practical actwity is reality itself
a0 its immediateness ; no other reality or nature 1s concervable

bestdes will-action. . . . In fact, knowledge is knowledge of
something 5 1t 1s the reconstruction of a fact, the 1deal
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him who knows it,-—the difference between his
view and that which we are endeavouring to
support might appear less a quarrel between
consistent idealism and crude realism, or between
a rational philosophy and a religious myth, than a
divergence as to the precise meaning and im-
plications of Immanence.

§ 4. It will be admitted that in appreciating
the art of others, and indeed to some extent in
their appreciation of ours, we find a pleasure,
strictly perhaps extra-msthetic, which we do
not find in our own unuttered expression, so that
some have been tempted to identify beauty
with communication. Th;is was described by
Kant as the Empirical or Social Interest in the
Beautiful.! Nor can there be much question
that we take a somewhat different though
similar pleasure in discovering beauty in nature,
whether on our own initiative or on the stimulus
of an artist or poet who recalls her. This is
what Kant mcant by his“Intellectual Interest in
the Beautiful.? He describes it as an interest

recreation of a real creation.” I do not fully grasp thc
connection of this with the saymg that ““ Reality is thought "’
(Logica, p. 354), for though each of these activities umplics
the other 1t1s with their distinction that we are here concerned

K. d U.,§ 41, and see Chap. V., esp. pp. 105, I1I, 112,
supra. Cf. Schiller, Aesthetische Evziehung, Brief 27 ; Croce,
Estetica, p. 140. Tlus ‘Interest’ 1s not to be contused
with the admiration of cleverncss 1 technique which 1
described 1in Chap. TI. as almost entirely unasthetic.

*K.d. U, 42. Cf. Coleridge, Letters, p. 243 ; Wordsworth,
Letters, vol. 1. p. 14: ““ My whole sonl was turned to him
who produced the terrible majesty before me.”  Prelude,
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that nature should at least show some trace, or
give some hint of containing a ground for the
assumption that therc is a designed harmony
of its products with a satisfaction of ours which
is free from all interest. This last satisfaction
is, of course, just that wsthetic one which we
explain as our delight in expression, and Kant,
somewhat inconsistently with his own failure
to reach this position, goes on to speak of natural
colours and sounds as “ a kind of language which
nature addresses to us,”” so that ““ we interpret
the song of birds as expressing happiness and
content,” and read in the colour of flowers the
image of our own affcctions. Certainly those
who reflect on the experience of beauty are apt,
like Wordsworth or Ruskin, to find an added
joy in the thought that in the violet and the
mountain sunrise, bird-song and the music of
the spheres, what speaks to our heart and rouses
there such feeling echoes is itsclf a heart, though
not the heart of any fellow-artist. And this
joy, like that which arises from the conviction of
being put through poetry into communion with a
great personality, seems to fuse so immediately
in the primary :esthetic satisfaction as to be with

n. 4or; wm 130; Excursion, 1w, 1207-29; and esp. L
191-218:
“his spint drank

The spectacte @ sensation, soul and {orm

All melted mmto bam g ..

1lis mind was a thanksgiving to the power

That made him ; it was blessedness and love!”
And cf the quotations from Schelling on p. 83, supra, note 1.
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difficulty discriminated. Logically, as has been
suggested,! we might find no less canse for
contentment in the fact that nature can be
presented to us as beautiful by the artist; or
even that reality provides in spatial form, in
colour and in resonant vibration the sensible
materials by which alone expression scems
possible :

 For nature 1s made befter by no mean
Jut nature makes that mean.” *

And though in both these cases it might be said
that we must attribute beauty rather to the
artist’s imaginative construction or reconstruction
than to the inherent quality of the elements he
employs, we can reply that a real sunset also is
only a possible beauty for our own creative
activity ; and we might be no less grateful
that nature should provide another artist with
the materials of expression than that she should
do so for ourselves. Yet it is true that gratitude
for the cxpressive capacities of nature is less
immediately connected with the beauty of art
than with that of scenery, and least of all with
the mainly unrepresentative arts of music,
architecture and arabesque, for in all of these
our interest is rather for our communion with the
original artist : *“ He for God only, we for God
in him.”
LPp o rrr, 112, sipra.
S Wanter's Tale, v, m 8q.
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ITI. Resurt

If any point can be thought to have emerged
from the foregoing considerations it is this:
that in the history of wsthetic we may discover
a growing conscnsus of emphasis upon the doc-
trine that all beauty is the expression of what
may be gencerally called emotion, and that all
such expression 1s beautiful.

Most erroneous sthetics can be shown
only to decline from this conclusion by commis-
sion of the fallacy a dicto secundwm quid ad
dictum stmplicitcr.  The experience of beauty
1s an activity, and hence in its own way good and
pleasant ; it has therclorc been confused with
morality and with pleasure. Its activity is con-
templation of passion; and hence it has been
identifiecd with knowledge and with feeling
simply. It contemplates passion by means of
expressing it in sensible form, and has therefore
been mistaken for the imitation of natural
objects.

It will not unnaturallv be asked what expres-
sion means. And though we might justifiably
reply that if, as we hold, it is a primary spiritual
activity, it can no more be explained than can
thinking itself, yet here too some elucidation
can at least negatively be attempted. Certainly,
as Croce has pointed out,! expression is not to be
identified with symptom, for a quickened pulse

! Estetica, p 110, '
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does not express fear. Nor is it a sign connected
with the thing signified by mere convention or
association of ideas. A tonsure need not be,
even to one who sees it, the expression of religious
feeling, nor well-worn boots of our enjoyment in
the Alps. These signs can, as we say, symbolise
or remind us of certain things, but they do not
usually express them. That for an exceptional
mind, in a particular context of intense fecling,
they never could do so or help to do so I do not
say. A hcightened colour, on the other hand,
would usually be said to express excitement, a
kneeling posture reverence, but much more
certainly would Sappho’s Amnactoria be called
expressive of an individual passion or a spring
morning of cheerfulness. But even this is only
a rough generalisation. We may read the poem
or watch the dawn coldly ; and in that case, like
other symbols, they may indeed remind us of
certain f[eelings,—call up, in the language of the
psychologists, ideas of them,—but they do not
actually embody or express them.! This is the

1 Cf. Ruskin’s diary (Cook’s Life, i. p. 246): “Put my
mind into the scene instead of sultering the body only to
make report of it. . . . Only while under the possession-taking
grasp of the imagination could one draw or invent or give
glory to any part of such a landscape. . . . The whole scene,
without it was but sticks and stones and steep, dusty road.™
Cf. Coleridge, Biog. Lut., 1. p. 202 (edited by Shawcross): the
Imagimnation “‘1s essentially wvital, even as all objects (as
objects) are essentially fixed and dead. Fancy on the other
hand has no other counters to play with but fixities and
defimtes

Cf. Shawcross, ** Association and Esthetic Perception,” 1n
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reason why it is not the written or spoken poem
nor the pereeived atmospheric conditions which
must strictly be called beautiful, but only a
particular way in which at a given moment any
individual expresses himsell in them. And the
best description of such an experience seems to
be that in it we embody or express in sensible
form our feelings; bring before our minds for
contemplation what we had already somchow
been or done. It is the gencral character of all
beautiful things that they come to us at once
as familiar and as revelations; that they are,
as we say, inevitable or convincing,! like the
answer to a problem; that they are in loose
language :

“What oft was felt but ne’er so well expressed ”

They are full of feeling and yet not mere feelings,
sensible and yet not mere objects, both sensuous
and passionate. If it be said that such a point
is of very little value; that we have only sub-
stituted for the word beauty a number of others
which almost succeed in conveying the same

Mind, xix. (N.S), 73: “ The associative process 1s but the
necessary condition, the machinery subservient to the activity
of thesec ligher powers, whose etfect 1t 1s of itself no more
competent to call into bemg than the lyre could of itself
evoke the music which 1s conjured from 1t by the hand of
gentus ' ; and Bosanquet, ““ Aisthetic Emotion,” loc. cit.; and
Croce, Problemz, p. 21.

1 Cf. Colenidge, Amma Doete, p 136 (cdited by E. H. Cole-
ndge; Hewirmnnn): ““ In looking at objects of Nature . . .
I seem to be rather secking . . . a symbolical language for
somcthing within me . . . than observing anything new.”
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idea, this has becen conceded from the beginning.
It would be foolish to seek any substitute for
the expericnce of beauty, and scarcely less so
to argue that it is really identical with any other
experience or combination of experiences.  But
we cannot permancntly stifle the desire to under-
stand goodness and beauty and their relations
with each other or with knowledge as well as to
practise or enjoy them; and since this desire
does often lead to explanations and <ubsti-
tutions false in themselves and apt to affect
practice harmfully, careful tlunking on the sub-
ject is better than the casual confusions which
no one altogether escapes; and though, if the
conclusion of the whole matter should cver be
attained, it mav seem no great thing, it will at
least be more wholesome than the inevitable
errors which preceded it.  In the meantime,
though 1 do not pretend to have reached a
solution satisfactory even to myself, T certainly
feel the better for the investigation and an un-
diminished appetite for its pursuit.






APPENDIX A

Tune Lubicrous!t
I

WHEN any theorist about humour is mentioned,
whether Bergson or  Lipps or Iegel, some
superior persons remark that he is an instance
of the lack of humour. A protest must therefore
be entered against the referce being expected to
get tries. It the rcader will not expect that I
should intend to amuse him, I will content
myself with trying not to amuse him uninten-
tionally.

§ 1. The antithesis of comedy to tragedy and,
in general, the important part played by various
forms of comedy in art, suggest that the ludicrous
is either a species of beauty, if that term be used
widely, or, if it be taken more narrowly, that
they are two species of some wider but anonymous
genus. But it is remarkable, on the threshold,
that we have a word amusement for our attitude
to what is funny, but no preciscly parallel name
for our attitude to what is sublime, pretty or
beautiful, such terms as admiration, appreciation,
love being all of wider significance. The subjec-
tive side of the relation is certainly more obvious

1 Some parts of this Appendix are reproduced from my
article in the Hibbert Journal for Apnl 1923 with the editor’s

permission
30t
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in the ludicrous ; for it is often seriously main-
tained that things are beautiful whether anybody
is aware of it or not, whereas, though we call
things funny or absurd, I have never heard it
suggested that they have these qualities in them-
sclves as they have length or roundness. Cer-
tainly we often speak of the humour, the irony,
the fun of a sitnation or event, but the words are
no less nroper used subjectively, as when we say
that a man is full of fun or humour; and, on
the other hand, though we naturally speak of
things as having beauty, 1t is rather artificial to
say that they have ludicrousness or funniness.
Tn fact, except comedyv, which is the name ot a
dramatic form, there hardly scems to be a collo-
quial noun denoting the ludicrous.  The nearest
parallel to beauty 1s perhaps absurdity.
Obviously there might be two main lines on
which we could investigate our subject : either
by analysing our fechngs or by analysing what
gives 1is¢ to them. But, on the latter path, the
considerations just suggested will warn us that
it is not things as thev phvsically are whose
nature will explain amusement, but only things
in some relation to our consciousness, to some
purpose or judgment of ours. There is nothing
which cannot be funny—heaven and hell, Tove and
death, philosophers and clowns,—and nothing—
clowns or philosophers, love or death, hell or
heaven---that need be. We might indeed still
distinguish a psychological account of our state
of mind when things amuse us from a more
critical account of the relation that must have
been set up between them and us for that state of
mind to arise; yet the two methods, though
distinguishable, would not in practice be very
distinct. For though definitions of the ludicrous
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are often open to the formal enticism that the
genus and  differentia offered are not in pari
materia, onc being subjective and  the other
objective, yet, if the so-called * quality 7 of funny
things—their futility, 1mconsistence or incon-
gruousness,—be 1ccognised as only a relation of
them to our purposcs, the confused definition
becomes more excusable 1if not more enlightening.

Things, then, are only ludicrous when judged
by some human standard.!

§ 2. Amusement must be distinguished {rom
laughter, which like tears is a phyblml affection
that can have purely physical causes. We may
laugh when we are tickled, or ery in a cold wind
and at certain kinds of pain. But tears and
laughter may also be the bodily symptoms of
mental states, called sorrow and amusement,
which can exist without any outward manifesta-
tion. I propose to look for a common quality
in those states of mind that could naturally be
signified by smiles or laughter, as sorrow could
appropriately vent itself m silent tears or pas-
sionate weeping.

There is nearly always a predominant feeling of
pleasure in langhter; but, since pleasure is a
social asset, a great deal of smiling and laughing
is either conscmusly feigned in the interest of
good-fellowship or involuntarily assumed in order
to conceal embarrassment or distress.  To smile or
laugh in solitude is a rather uncommon blessing,
but we smile, sometimes more than we rejoice,
on meeting our acquaintances, and exaggerate
malicious laughter to convince ourselves and

1 “ Das Gefuhl der Komik entsteht, indem ein---gleichgiiltig
ob an sich oder nur fur uns—bBedcutungsvolles oder Findrucks-
volles fur uns oder 1 uns semer Bedeutung oder iundrucks-
fahigkeit verlustig geht ™ (Lipps, Komuk w Humor, p o 5¢)
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others that our triumph is complete. Dawn is
said to smile, presumably without amusement
or affectation, as little children do, from simple
pleasure and good temper: the maxim to grin
and bear it must be understood as a counsel to
lessen our enemy’s triumph by affecting a detach-
ment we do not feel. At any rate, whatever
lifc’s real proportions of gloom and gaiety,
laughter is much commoner in public than tears,
which indeed, except in definite hypocrisy, are
checked even by companionship and inhibited
by sociely. This tendency to feign the symptoms,
which sometimes almost succeeds in inducing the
condition of amusement, though it adds some-
what to the obscurity of our investigation, is itself
a significant fact. In all ludicrous things, then,
we find some pleasure, and pleasure 1 a stricter
sense than that in which we can be said to take
pleasure in a tragedy.

§ 3. Plato suggests that the ludicrous is a
mixturc of the pain of malice ' with the pleasureof
superiority when we detect an unconsclous ignor-
ance in others, so long as it Is not dangerous.
This formula is sagacious and was accepted with
little improvement by Hobbes. A certain
mixture of attraction and repulsion, a certain
Sense of triumphing over something, are marks
generally ascribed to the comic. The absénce
of immediate or extreme fear is a mere condition
of any asthetic experience whatever and_ is
insisted on by Kant in his treatment of sub-
limity ;% more interesting is the suggestion that
only men are Tunny, and they only by falling short
of some ideal.

tpbovos. Not quite envy, for we do not call it envy to

rejorce in the musfortunes of others.  Philebus, p. 49 seq.
2 Knitrk der Urtheilskraft, §28.  Anmerkung.
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Aristotle enlarges the generic field and narrows
the specific ditferentiation by defining  the
ludicrous as any blemish or fault which is neither
painful nor destructive. I think he means
painful or destructive to neither the possessor
nor the spectator.!  This includes more kinds of
fun but illuminates the finer comedy less @~ that
masterpiece of humour, for instance, with which,
at the end of the Symposium, Plato illustrates
his own definition by Socrates proving to the
drunken Aristophanes that tragedy and comnedy
belong to the same poet.  But Aristotle advances
by dropping the suggestion of malice. Our
laughter at children and kittens is doubtless
neither quite without envy nor without some
sense of superiority, but has nonc of Plato’s
bitterness.

The ludicrous then, though predominantly
pleasant, contains an eclement of something
opposed to oursclves as either hostile or inferior,
and therefore in some degree disparaged; or
rather, pcrhaps, until we began to laugh at it,
it did contain the alicn element, whose memory
survives in our pleasant laughter.

§ 4. Since we may laugh both at a comedy and
at comic events in life, and weep both at a tragedy
and at rcal pains or losses, the two kinds of art
have been often treated as obviously on the same
level. Morcover they are admittedly in some
sense opposites.  So, as the real events at which
we weep are in the nature of immediate or
unasthetic pain, loss and defeat, it has becn
assumed that the real experiences at which we

v Poetics, 14494, 32 Comedy represents men as below the
average (pavhorépwr) ; not 1 cvery respect, for the ridiculous
15 but a species of the ugly (rov aloxpot). 'I'0 yap yehotby ot
apdpryud T kal aloxos avwdwor kai ob ¢pbaprikdy  Ii.g a comic
mask. Plato had used the phrasc aghagis 7oes d\os.

20
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laugh must be in the nature of immediate pleasure
and success: ‘“ A sudden glory, arising from a
sudden conception of some eminency in our-
selves, by comparison with the infirmity of others,
or with our own formerly.”! Yet nobody need
find it funny to get food when he is hungry or
even when others are very hungry. Not all
pleasure or success, even if unexpected, need
amuse us.

Others, with Locke, have supposed that hetero-
geneity or (using a word which already has a
comic connotation) incongruity is naturally
comic. Yet nobody need laugh at the combina-
tion of a hot sun with a cold wind, even if the sun
comes out suddenly. Not every heterogeneity,
even if unexpected, necd amuse us. Incompati-
bility can be tragic.?

“"Croce, whose @®sthetic in its main outlines 1
accept, also assumes this equal level of comedy
and tragedy; but, in accordance with his general
theory, it is an equality of indifference. Granting
that comedy, like tragedy or any other beautiful
thing or work of art, is the expression of emotion
or volition, he concludes that, like all other
so-called ‘kinds’ of art (melodrama, genre,
heroic) or of bcauty (sublimity, prettiness,
romance), it is indefinable, being merely a pseudo-
concept or grouping together, for practical con-
venience, of individuals more or less alike but
without any real identity. TFor him the only
strictly asthetic quality of asthetic experiences
is the formal one that they are all recognised as

1 Hobbes, Human Nature, ix. Cf. Leviathan 1., vi. Con-

trast Lipps, Komik und Humor, p 14 : ** 1f I see a man vainly

trying to lift a weight I may not laugh though 1 think 1
could easily lift it. 1f, in that belief, I try and fail, I probably
do.”

1Cf. Lipps, op. cit., p. 9
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expressive;  what differentiates them from one
another is the subject-matter, not in itself beauti-
ful or wsthetic at all, which they express.  This
subject-matter consists in volittonal or emotional
states not properly known before they are ex-
pressed, but only obscurcly felt.  Expressions of
such states are all purely individual and can only
be arbutrarily grouped togethier under terms like
comedy or sublunity, which are as variable and
indefinable as moral ferms like magnanimity,
gentlemanliness, pedantry.

Yet this assumption that comedy and tragedy
are on the same level seems to neglect a funda-
mental difference of which we are always dimly
awarc. L am prepared to accept Croce’s doctrine
of the wsthetic irrelevance of all the other “ kinds,’
but find myself mcurably convinced that the
comic differs essentially from other forms of
beauty

Wlhen Polontus tells an artist that his heroic
poem 1s really a pathetic drama, or his romance a
realistic study, the question may be treated as
a more or less interesting one about words ;
but to call his tragedy or his landscape or his
sonata funny would be bare insult.  And this is
by no means because the term is in itself dyslo-
gistic like ‘ pretty,” which has come to damn
any work of art by its faint praise; for ‘funny’
is, after all, the highest tribute we can pay to
Falstatf or the Ecclesiazuse. The lady who
called the Falls of the Clyde pretty may have had
a poor vocabulary, but even Coleridge knew
that she intended pure appreciation. \ho would
probably have been pleased to be told becomingly
that she was herself prettier ; whercas, if she had
called them funny, to be told that she was
funnier herself would have been a punishment well
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deserved. Yet to have called Coleridge’s story
funny would have pleased him.

Beauty morcover, by a quite natural and
explicable error, has commonly been connected
with moral goodness, both as a symptom of it in
the artist and as productive of it in the beholder.
But no such relation is ever suggested between
morality and the ludicrous. Wit belongs to a
spirit that denies.

That comic experience is, all the same, a kind
of wsthetic experience seems to need no argument.
It may be enough to notice that what amuses us
need not necessarily be either true or false,
right or wrong, uscful or hurtful : all these cate-
gories are 1rrelevant,

What I would suggest, then, is that amusement
differs from other @sthetic experiences, namely,
those of pure beauty, formally; so that the
difference must be definable in a way in which
the difference between our appreciation of a
tragedy, a love lyric and an epic may not. That,
of course, is not to say that comedy and tragedy
cannot be inextricably intertwined. Not only 1s
death or a given death capable of comic or
tragic treatment but 1t may definitely be treated
in both ways at once. The death of Falstaff is
not fully appreciated unless it suggest both tears
and laughter, and cach heighten the other. The
very fact that to remark on this combination
seems not without point really proves, I think,
the essential difference of the two. For in King
Lear it would be pedantry to insist that we must
appreciate distinctly both the tragedy and the
pathos of his death, or the beauty and sublimity
of Cordelia, or that one of these elements by its
contrast heightens the other. They pass into
one another insensibly as comedy does not pass
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into tragedy or into any other form of beauty
however they may be fused.

Artistic comedy and artistic tragedy may be
accepted as analogous or antithetical to cach
other. But whereas a tragedy 15 the artistic
expression  or contemplation  of something,
loosely called an emotion, which occurs in our
practical life independently of reflection, some-
thing by itself in no way @asthetic, something
that we recognise also in the distress of a hunted
animal or of a bird whose young arc killed ;
a comedy on the other hand is only the elabora-
tion of an experience already comic, alrcady,
that is to say, reflective or @sthetic, which animals
probably do not share. Some animals scem to
show boredom, as we do, by yawning; but
though their eyes water, and though they
obviously experience distress, these do not seem
connected as they are in us. The crocodile is
perhaps a martyr to congestion of the lachry-
matory duct. Elephants are reported to play
practical jokes, and the dog at least scems to have
an uncomfortable scnse of being ridiculed, but
animals certainly do not laugh and, in genceral,
almost certainly, like Queen Victoria, are not
amused.

We are on safer ground in examining our own
consciousness.  There it is cvident that to
appreciate a tragedy or to take a tragic view of
our own or other lives first presupposes an
immediate, unasthetic experience called suffering.
But what analogous immediate experience is
presupposed by our ability to see ourselves or
others in a comic light ? At a tragedy we may
weep if we imaginatively identify oursclves with
persons weeping or suffering what would make us
weep for ourselves ; in comedy we laugh indeed
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with the witty, but what we laugh at is preeiscly
those whose sense of absurdity is deficient.

I conclude that before we begin to appreciate
the comic aspect of real Itfe we must have already
exercised the wsthetic activity upon 1t, have in
some sense refleeted upon our brute experience.
Whereas natural beauty 1s beantiful by expressing
desires or repulsions, not i themsclves @sthetic,
common to all conscious bodily hfe, it is not easy
to discover the natural or, as we might say,
physical experience, 1tself not humorous, which
finds expression in the Iudicrous It may be
objected that it is also often hard to sav exactly
what feeling is expressed by scenery or by formal
beauty or even, to a less degree, by poetry.
Certainly we do not expect to be able to express
preciscly the {fechngs expressed even by a poem
except in that pocm, but we can indicate and
recognise thewr type.  And so we can indicate,
as nature-poetry  does, the type of feclings
expressed for us by a given storm-cloud or
sunrise or autumn evening or by a colour pattern.
At all events, so far as we find these things
beautiful, it is because they come to us, as we
say, charged with feeling, of which they are no
arbitrary symbol but the natural embodiment.
It is at least mtelligible how certain cfiects of
colour, movement and sound, and still more how
certain perceived objects Iike sea, cloud, plants,
beasts and men, shouid by their primary physio-
logical stmmlus their pereetved  character, or
acquired meanings and associations, be ¢xpressive
of feelings whlch we can roughly name. But I
cannot even conjecture what kind of natural
or immediate feeling might be expressed by
the comic. And this fact, I think, exactly
corresponds  to  our first impression that,
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though asthetic, it 1s specifically different from
beauty.

§ 5. The numerous attempts to explam the
ludicrous agree i regarding tt in a relation both
of antagonism and of connection with beauty,
and also as m some connection with ugliness or
defect.  This last relation 15 generally deseribed
as some sort of triumph over or reconciliation
with the defective object. Buat all the theories
ccase lo satisfy at the point beyond this where
they diverge; that is to sav, as soon as they
attempt to define more precisely what kind of
defect or meongruity and what kind of triumph
they intend  Qne school thinks 1t 15 an intellec-
tual defeet in persons ;  another some physical
discrepancy of objects; a tlhird some moral
defect. I suggest that it is simply an @sthetic)
defect.  An J.\thC(l(_‘ defeet 15 on Croce’s view a
failure in expressiveness.  The only way in
which the consciousness of @sthetic failure, the
disgust at ugliness, can be asthetically redeemed
or vanquishcd is by expressing it.  If then we are
right in taking the ludicrous to be @sthetic it
must be so by the expression of our displeasure
at the ugly.  ITumour is the @sthetic counterpart
of remorse : an activity conditioned by a previous
failure in the same sphere. We find asthetic
satisfaction i the ludicrous because it expresses
a feeling ; but that feeling is one which is itself
alrcady  @sthetic, or rather presupposes an
attempt to excrcise the asthetic activity without
success.  What we vainly attempt to make or
find expressive is ugly ; the expression of our
sense ot its mmadequacy is comic.

To the barrenncess of most accounts of humour

L Lipps sometimes gets very near this by his psychological
method  Komik und Himor, p 39, quoted supra, p. 303.
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I have found three grateful exceptions; to all
of which, though none is quite satisfactory, I owe
much. Mr A. C. Bradley’s Rejection of Falstaff
in Oxford Lectures in Poelry is a perfect illustra-
tion, by a concrete 1nstance, of the truth ; but he
refrains from theorising.  The two theories are
those of Hegel and Bergson. I can best support
my own vicew by showing briefly where it leaves
these guides.

It is noticeable that while Hegel deals with
natural beauty, though very inadequately in
comparison with his trcatment of art, he offers
no account of the naturally amusing. Indeed in
his d1.xcussirm of comedy he several times alludes
to the ‘merely laughable ” as if it were some-
thing obviously beneath his concern.

He significantly regards the rise of comedy to
prominence as in every case a sign of the break-
down of some method or type of artistic expres-
sion.  Describing the growth of satire he says
that classical art,! the fully adequate expression
of the spiritual in bodily form, had begun to fail.
The embodiment no longer satisfied, for when
spirit came to be thought of abstractly cvery-
thing worldly scemed only alicn and hostile to it
But body or the sensible world and spirit, taken
thus in abstraction, are cach of them prosaic
and so is the relation between them. (That is,
I suppose, they are ugly.) So spirit, being denied
its realisation (or expression) in any sensible form,
turns to grotesque, mocking and reviling a world
which scems to contradict it. Thus arises
satire, which is not a kind of poetry but a breaking
up of the classical ideal of beauty. This break-
down of classical beauty is expressed at different
times by Aristophanes and Lucian.

Y Aesthetrk, vol n p. 113 (1L ii., mI. 3).
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Similarly, at a later stage! the breakdown of
the idcal of romantic art is supposed to give risc
to the comedy of Ariosto, Cervantes, Shakespeare.
The characteristic of romantic poetry had been
that the aims of the hero were personal to
himself,—his own love or honour,—and not
essentially moral or social ; so that our interest
is in the subjective force of character rather
than the cause at stake. What thwarts and
ruins such a hero is apt to be accidental rather
than any opposing moral end or social institution.

But if such individualistic detachment and self-
sufficicncy are pushed far enough, Hegel thinks
that what results is impossible, sclf-contradictory
and comic. Cervantes and Ariosto thus parodied
the romantic ideal itself and Shakespeare in his
humorous characters parodies the typically
romantic individual-—the man to whom his private
ends and scruples and dignity are all-sufficing.?
Don Quixote’s madness just consists in a lack of
self-criticism ; he is a knight-errant in an ordered
world which errantry can only disturb.

Humour in general is described a few pages
later 3 as the antithesis of art; for while the
latter expresses something which is essentially
just and true, the comic artist uses his own
subjective point of view to criticise and destroy
all that claims such essential validity in the
world. Here then we are interested not in the
object but in the artist. The fun just consists
in emphasising the inadequacy of form to matter,

1ii. 213 (11 i, 1 2b)  Croce has, | think, shown that
Hegel's mterpretation of Ariosto 1s one-sided  Awiosto, Shake-
speare e Corneille

3 Hegel evidently read through the spectacles of his theory,
and that should have led him to say that Shakespeare in his

comedies parodied his own tragedies
311 226 (3b)
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m the artificiality of the symbolism : but it is
shallow fun unless there had been something
really embodied in the form that is thus destroyed.

Much later in the book ! Hegel returns to the
subject under the topic of the modern drama.
Whereas in tragedy the indwvidual is shipwrecked
through his one-sided rebellion against  some
permanent interest of humamty, in comedy we
are amused by the trivmph of his subjective aims
over all that i~ essentially valid, —truth, order
and morality.  Thus comedy shows us a world
whose own futilnv and arbitrarmess destroy it.
Yet, by a curtous distinction, Hegel remarks that
mere {rivolity, scepticism and vice are not comic
but “ merely ludicrous; for men laugh at any-
thing however serions which betrays some inade-
quate or anexpresave  (vnbedonlende)  aspect.”’
If Hegel is scrious e this absurd solemnity he
deserves all the fun that has ever been poked at
his dialectic = we should ke to put i i a buck-
basket with Fal-taft  but the true Falstaff--and
Mephistopheles. Such laughter, he says, is the
expression of pleasure at our own cleverness in
detecting the contiast.

But, 1n a better vem, he goes on to say that
the truly comic is the triumph over one’s own
contradiction and over the min of one’s own
purposes.  He classifies the inconsistencies which
make comedy as the devotion to an inadequate
end (ke that of the miser), the devotion to a
great end of madequate characters (like those of
the Ecclestazusa), the inconsistency of the end
with its means or of the character with its situa-
tion. But, in accordance with his general view,
he concludes that comedy, being a kind of art,
cannot by these oppositions finally intend the

b 533 (11 1. 368).
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humiliation either of what is permanently good
and true in the world or of the mdividual spirit
as such. Aristophanes does not laugh at true
philosophy, poctrv or statesmanship (surely we
should say “at what scems to linm true ”’) but
only at the absurdity of their false forms, and in
the rout of this talse idealism by facts the true
personal spirit remains gay and  undismayed.
Finally at the conclusion of the whole work 1 we
read that the true subject of comedy is the
personality which remains careless in spite of the
self-contradiction that destroys its  purposes.
But, for this carelessness to be possible, the
purposes must be trivial or not deeply desired.
The truly comic characters are those whose ends
are personal and who know it,2 so that they do
not cry over spilt nulk.  The freedom of the
spirit 15 shown by their not waking such private
interests seriously ; they are comic to themselves
as well as to us.

Hegel thinks that as opposed to Aristophanes
modern  comedy is ‘prosaic’ (.. inartistic)
because its characters, like Don Quixote and
Tartuffe, are not amusing to themselves, Shakes-
pearc’s being the chief exception.  The result
15 that they are hateful (!) rather than comic, and
the amusement of detailed traits of character is
substituted. Comedy then ® is the culmination
of art, starting where tragedy breaks off, but is
also the dissolution of art in general. For art
(and this to Ilegel means beauty) is an identity,
created by spint, between what is eternal, divine
or true and a form in which this is made sensible

tur 558, 580 (11 m o1, i, C 3¢8 (vy)-

2 Cf. the two senses of humorous, e.g., Fvery Man in hie
Humouy

3P. 579.
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to our perception and imagination. But comedy
presents this unity only in its dissolution.

This theory is profoundly suggestive. Its
elaboration would be justified if only because it
has surely stimulated Mr. A. C. Bradley’s inimitable
essay on Falstaff. But it is handicapped by all
the fundamental errors, as I think them, of Hegel’s
main asthetic position. For Hegel has the
philosophic virtue of system ; you always know
where you are on the map though you may have
lost your compass and conscquently your way.
These pervasive errors, or those of them that are
here revelant, arc briefly two : the hazardous
neglect or degradation of natural beauty, and
incidentally of the naturally comic, and—{far
more serious-—the belief that what beauty ex-
presses or embodies is spirit as such in its univer-
sality, the ultimate reality, truth and goodness,
which is also the content of religion and phil-
osophy.l If we substitute for the first of these
errors the view that in the appreciation of any
beautiful thing the asthetic activity, the essential
work of artistic creation, bas been accomplished,
and for the second the view that what is expressed
in every beautiful thing is itself something
individual and unique, a movement indeed of the
human spirit but not necessarily anything that
can be called good or true, we might restate
Hegel’s theory of comedy as follows: We call
those things beautiful, whether they are made by
nature, by others, or ourselves, which are expres-
sive to us of spiritual states that we recognise as
actually or potentially our own. Things which
fail to be thus expressive, in which the harmony
of form and content is incomplete, are, at least if
they claim or are expected to be expressive, ugly

1 Cf supra, chaps. 11. (n) and VIIL.
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But by some kind of emphasis on this ugliness,
which Hegel does not very clearly clucidate, the
artist can make this inexpressiveness, this
disharmony of form and content, amusing. We
may laugh at mere ugliness, the incongruity of
people’s looks or conduct, pluming ourselves, with
a sudden glory, upon our superior cleverness ;
but the truest comedy, Hegel would say, is in the
man who recognises, like Falstaff or Hippocleides.
the inexpressiveness and incoherence of his own
looks or conduct, but does not care.

Now though we must ditfer from Hegel as to
what is expressed by beauty, we might agree
that failure in this expressiveness is just what
can, under certain conditions, be rescued from
mere ughness and become comic. What those
conditions are is at present obscure, but we may
note his suggestion that they consist in some way
of rising superior to the failure or of not minding it.
The result of this would be to conclude that the
ludicrous is always something built up out of the
ruin of potential beauty. Only that which has
purported to be expressive and has failed would
amuse us. But would it always do so or, if not,
why ?

I can hardly imagine two books on similar
topics, and both good, which would differ more
than Hegels' Aesthettk and Bergson’s Le Rire.
The German is profound, discursive, obscure ;
illuminating both by his principle and by the
richness of its application, so that even if we
question the first we are challenged and stimu-
lated by the second. The Frenchman is plausible,
relevant, lucid : abounding in the aptest empirical
illustrations of a single aspect of his subject.
I profess a great admiration of M. Bergson's
work, and the greatest when, as in Le Rire, 1
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believe that I understand it adequately. The
book is certainly not free from the discase endemic
in philosophical definitions, and not generally fatal
to them (euaprrnme ov ¢lapriza.) of not being con-
vertible with the thing to be defined ; it does
not secin to cover all the amusing facts, and it
seems to cover some which are not amusing.
And it also has the weakness, supposed to be the
very antithesis of philosophical theory, but which
the author would perhaps claim as a merit, that
it is not systematic.  Though its connection with
the general Bergsonian outlook is obvious, we
get our definttion of the species without any clear
clucidation of the genus.  If we had a companion
essay, Les Larmes, we should at once feel the
necessity of a complete @sthetie, and the question
would necessarily suggest itself why sorrow and
other passions may be immediate and practical
and nced cxpression in art, while amuscement is
always @sthetic, the result of critical reflection,
and seems alrcady to be the expression of we
know not what. Again we are told that the
comic is that specific ugliness which looks like
stiffness  or habit, but not what is ugly in
general.

In spite of these defects Le Rire seems to me the
most suggestive theory of humour that I know,
always, as it were, hesttating on the brink of
some convincing revelation which it never quite
achieves.

It will not be necessary to give any detailed
analysis of a work so widely read and so eminently
readable. (In _brief the theory is that nothing is
ludicrous but man, and he 15 only ludicrous when
he looks like a thing) A thing which looked like
a man would naturally suggest the same effect.
A face, a phrase, a movement are funny when
we notice the inadequacy of the material embodi-
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ments to express the spirt which should inform
them.  ““ Le mécanisne playnd sur la vie b is the
formuta.  Whenever socicty or bodily habit or
conduct or speech betrays its mechanical element
by rigidity, momentum, repetition, reversibility
or what may be called standardisation and inter-
changeability of parts, we laugh.  The typically
funny thing then would be habit, convention,
tvpe ; all that exhibits or suggests our failure to
adapt ourselves spontancously to environment.,
And the subtlest form of comedy would be this
in its least vulgar but perhaps most dangerous
formy, the mechanism of an ideal hke Don
Ouixote’s, when a man falls mto the mud not
because he is short-sighted but because he is
gazing at the stars.  Self-confidence is the ideal
butt.

There are two corollaries to the theory, pre-
sented as closely connected, but of which I believe
one to be quite irrclevant and the other, though
inaccurately stated, of great importance.  These
are the soctal utility of laughter and its incompati-
bility with sympathy.  We may try to dispose of
the first at once.  The theory is that faults which
absolutely mcapacitate a man for social life are
eliminated by natural selection; other serious
anti-social vices are dealt with by legal punish-
nwnts; but there remains a shight degree of
madaptability whose symptom is the ngidity
above described ; and agamnst this first hint of
danger society defends itself by laughter. Now
laughter, like yawning, which is the sign of
boredom, or blushing, which is the sign of embar-
rassment, can obviously have a social use. So
in very crude societies can spitting, hooting or
other signs of anger. But the question precisely

L CE Lotse, * The comic 1s a joke played by the mechanism
of nature on the treedom of the spuit ”
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which interests us is: of what is laughter the
sign ?  The nature of ridicule,—that in which it
differs from boredom,—is not explained by
remarking that we do not like to be its object.
A more interesting differentiation, of which
Bergson never really offers any explanation, is
that we do enjoy its exercise, whercas yawning,
blushing, and very often anger, are social castiga-
tions which may hurt ‘us’ more than they do
‘you."!

yMoreover it is just herc that Hegel scems to
have the advantage. The delighted individual
spirit revels in mockery of exactly those regular-
itics and conformities which are the vital interest
of society.

On what else does Falstaff fatten than on the
absurdity, for a rational creature, of being
punctual in the payment of his debts, the keeping
of his appointments, and the performance of the
duties of a husband or a citizen? What the
devil has he to do with the time of the day or
with old father antic the law? The laws of
England are at his commandment. As a law-
giver and a law-abider man must act in the gross
and by precedent. A good civil servant of lower
grade is indeed mécanisme plaqué sur la vie, an
animated card-index. Laughter is an out-law,
an anarchist.

The other appendix, that amusement is killed
by sympathy, is morc plausible, and contains
some significant truth, but as it is stated, without
qualification and of all kinds of laughter, it will
hardly stand. “I love a fool,” says Elia, and
his essays confirm it, ““ as if T were kith and kin to

1 A tyrant nught say “ Rideant dum metuunt,” but would

have to be almost supersensible to mean it, for if the laughter
were genuine, not being kindly, it would be a triumph.
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him.” We certainly can make fun of ourselves,
and of others without offence; we laugh at
children. It might be said that it is rather
veneration which is opposed to sympathy, and
that a ludicrous trait in a great man makes him
more lovable by bringing him on to our human
level. Plato thought that we could not laugh at
what we feared, and perhaps it needs the genius
of a TFalstaff ; whereas we have a httle pity for
the ludicrous and that is akin to love.

It is true that if a man is in a very painful
situation it is only by quicting our ‘sympathy’
that we can find it comic. The most shocking
joke I ever heard was the laughter of some
soldiers during the war—not Lnglishmen—over a
German who had burnt away half his face with
his own Flammenwerfer. But sympathy is an
ambiguous term. In order to find a man’s dis-
comfiture funny it may be nccessary to realise
the kind of discomfiture he is feeling. Only
shyness itself can fully appreciate the embarrass-
ment of a modest man ; this might make us sorry
for him, if we liked him, or maliciously pleased 1if
we owed him a grudge, and in either case we might
or might not be amused.

Or we can laugh at some trait or situation of
which the man 1s quite unconscious; and, if it
be said that what amuses us is the shame or dis-
comfort he would have if he discovered it, we can
answer that often it is just because he is in-
capable of feeling such shame that he is funny.
On the other hand, we often enough laugh without
malice at some trait of which, and of whose
absurdity, the owner is as well aware as we.

No doubt the continual suggestion of an
element of hostility or malice from Plato to Bergson
is significant. But the pre-condition of amuse-

21
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ment is not, as they thought, absence of feeling
in general but absence of expresscd feelings, that
is of beauty ; not of sympathy but of * ecmpathy”’
or asthetic sympathy.

1T

§ 1. The older theories held that not only
asthetic™ failure, ~the  ugly - -but  also  logical,
moral or economic failure,--the inconscquent,
the vicious or the imprudent,-—in a word any
form of error was the proper food for laughter.
This is in a sense true. Logical, moral and
economic activities can all be regarded on that
@®sthetic side which, as Croce insists, they all
possess. A vice, a fallacy, a blunder are, from
the moral, logical, cconomic points of view, scrious
enough ; they are in fact wicked, false, dangerous ;
and the man who cannot sec this is fatuous.
Regarded as incoherencies of expression, bits of
mechanism adhering to life, faults of style, so
to specak, they are ugly or absurd.  The man who
cannot see this has no sense of humour.

What then is the typically amusing thing ?
I should say a work of art that misses its mark
and fails of its intended expression.  The most
immediately and undeniably funny thing in the
world is what secems to us a bit of high-faluting
tragedy or unintended bathos. Of the same
kind is any breakdown of dignity or intensity,
whenever a man has wished to present himself
or his position as venerable or tragic or passionate,
and is betrayed into words or action inconsistent
with the part he would play.! A plain man may
squander unnoticed a thousand little blunders.

1 Bain, Mental and Morval Scrence, 111 X,
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any one of which would have immortalised a
mayor in his robes.  The mere expectation that
we should not laugh in church is provocative.
If the widow who said that she and her poor dear
husband ““ were all in all to one another—more or
less,” had been content to say “ much,” nobody
would have laughed.

Next comes the failure of life, especially in its
bodily aspects, to express congruously cither the
human spirit, which we naturally assume human
bodics should express, orsome definite feeling which
we expect them to express in a given context.
Here are to be grouped the absurdities of feature
and bodily form and movement on which Bergson
has concentrated his attention.  They are all
cases of expression mangué. Any feature or
adornment merely new, cither absolutely or in
relation to a known person, such as the growth of
a beard, may seem comice, because, from its lack
of association with him or with humanity in
general, it scems inexpressive!  Yet Le Rive
does not afford an account of the peculiar oppor-
tunities for humour offered by the improper and
the kindred sphere of the profane.  For the first
the general formula of * emphasis on the physical
in a spiritual context ” might be employed,
though it would hardly explain the peculiar
poignancy. The second does not always come
under the definition ; for though “ Le bon Dien
me pardonnera ; c'est som wmétier ' suggests a
certain mechanism, Mephistopheles” “ Von Zeit
2w Zeit seh’ ich den Alten gern” is funny out of
proportion to its substitution of habit for spon-
taneity, which would be the same were the old
gentleman onc’s uncle.

It is for the mastering emotions of love and

Y Lipps, op it p o4
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religion, so far as they are not content to confess
themselves mere lust and superstition, that
men most necessarily  secek expression.  And
where they are most impelled to create beauty
they most dread the ugliness which is failure
and which can only be redeemed as comic.
Otherwise it is hard to sce why a passionate
attraction to one’s fcllow mortals need have been
more laughable than hate or hunger or any strong
propensity ; yet the rclation of our physical
economy to the love of the sexes and to the pro-
creation of human souls has been a choice theme
for humorists from Aristophanes to Sterne,
only gaining an added piquancy from the added
exaltations of Christian and chivalrous love.
So universal is the appeal, so inherent does it
seem in the subject, that if, on the strength of
bodily and natural beauty, we speak of nature
as the divine artist, providing us with natural
symbols for sclf-expression, it 1s hard to see why
we should not speak of it as the divine humorist
providing us, in no malicious irony, with an
inexhaustible well of timely laugliter in the
recurrent inadequacy of every sensuous expres-
sion to the furthest reaches of the soul. More
subtly if less profoundly amusing are those
extravagances of the spirit, doted on by Meredith,
those illusions and self-deceptions, false delicacies
and idealisations in which romantic passion has
clothed itself in the modern world.

So_also in religion it is the very sublimity
intended which our ridicule of all its expressions
honours.  Abortio  pulcherrimi  ridiculosissima.
This appealed early to the wit of Aristophanes and
Lucian, but their fun was not so fine as Christians
of smaller genius have extracted from a finer
theology. God cannot be ridiculous, but that
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1s why every human presentation of His sublimity
must.

§ 2. Corresponding to the amusement which,
without help, we may find in bad or dismoded
pictures and poems is that work of the comic
artist called parody. Nor is it surprising that the
best parodies are often of the best poetry. We owe
no more gratitude to the wit who shows us that
Martin Tupper is funny than to the painter who
reiterates portraits of obviously pretty models.
Every artist, since he is also a man, gives us not
pure expression, but Ais expression @ expression
whose transparent life, at least when his creation
flags, is tinged with some tricks of his time and
temper, some flecks of mechanical matter.  But
to parody Euripides required a comic genius ;
the sublimity of Afschylus presented a worthy
target to the ambitious marksman, and the unique
perfection of Sophocles would have afforded a
still smaller bull’s-eye. We shall not take less
pleasure in Shakespeare when his Aristophanes
arises. Mr. Beerbohm’s gift compelled him to
cast a modest glance toward that possibility, and
in Savonarola Brown to offer a parody of uncon-
scious parodies. Moreover mimicry as such is
funny even when the personal or artistic traits
ridiculed were not ugly. In their original context
they were actually expressive or, by association
with the whole personality or work of art, had
come to seem so. Torn from that context and
inserted into that of the mimic they become
®sthetically incongruous.!  As Mr. Walkley says :
““ The power of assuming another man’s language
is akin to the power of expressing your meaning in
language which scems, on the face of it, to express
another meaning ”’ or none at all.

L Lapps, op. cit. p. 47.
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§3. It is verbal wit, more than anv other
kind of humour, which has always batfled the
theorist in his cffort to explain our amusement.
Bergson has struggled hard to bring it under his
formula, and we can accept most of his argument
in our own slightly modified sense. Language
aims always at expression, but there is always
in it an inexpressive mechanical residue which,
when our attention is directed to it, is ugly,
unless we can make it amusing.  The suave or
monotonous or jerky tone of the speaker, the
uniform appearance of printed page after printed
page, begin to afflict us with a disgust beyond
the mere boredom of ennuz directly their meanings
cease to interest us : parodied they are intensely
amusing. The very look of a letter or the sound
of a vowel, when divorced from meaning, may be
ridiculous.  Purposeless repetitions, assonances,
jingles are either irritating or amusing.  Just
because it is the essence of language to be ex-
pressive, its failure is more ugly and more capable
of being funny than that of action, which may
have other justifications. It is funnicer to stammer
than to limp. Other things being equal, move-
ments which approximate to talking, as snoring
or audible mastication do, are the most ludicrous :
that the organ of specch and of song, of philos-
ophy and poetry, should have these gross uses !
As with other kinds of humour, the obscurity,
for the theorist, of verbal wit arises mainly from
the difficulty of distinguishing on which side
we are laughing. In a pun or a jingle do we laugh
at the real or feigned clumsiness of the perpetra-
tor or at the hustled solemnity of oursclves or
some ideal listener ?

Since verbal wit is a stumbling-block for any
theory of the ludicrous, I might be comforted
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about its réédlcitrance to the one I am main-
taining, if the precise nature of the difficulty did
not scem to pomt rather to a rival solution, in
fact to support Croce’s denial of the need or
possibility of any solution. For it is just in this
sphere that the ludicrous does seem to shade
oft imperceptibly 1nto other @sthetic  effects,
from which it can only be distinguished by an
arbitrary or, as Croce would say, pseudo-con-
ceptual  classification. Wi, now used, collo-
qually at least, only of the talent for amusing,
was once the name also of the talent for neat
and pithy aphorism : and we feel that its use
in the two senses is not, like that of the literary
term mictaphysical, a mere equivocation.

“ Ifor forms of government let fools contcst;\' -
Whate'er 15 best adnunistered 1s best ™’

“’Ti1s not in mortals to command succcess,
But we'll do more, Sempronius, we'll deserve 1t 7’

“ I'he proper study of mankind is man.”

Such epigrams have little that is obviously
ludicrous about them, yet are very closely allied
to the wit, in our modern sense, of :

‘“We cannot blame indeed, but we may sleep,”

or of ““ the pride that apes humility,” where there
is a distinct appeal to our sense of humour. There
is the same kind of relationship between the two
sorts of wit as between pure sleight-of-hand and
the tricks which the conjuror or harlequin plays
upon a clownish dupe. Both sorts of wit seem
to have a claim to be @sthetic effects but neither
to be strictly beautiful. The first set of quota-
tions arc not so much cxpressive of emotion as
apt formulations of thought; which indeed is
what Pope thought poctry was, whence, no doubt.
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the discussions that have arisen how far Pope
and Dryden are properly poets.

[ think my answer must be that even this
wit ’ all tends towards paradox, the pricking
of a bubble of expectation, and is therefore
amenable to my formula. Where this element
of paradox is quite absent mere pithiness of
expression does not seem to deserve the name
of wit at all except in the sense of wisdom, as
for instance, in *“ Ars longa vita brevis est,”

«

“ Procrastination 1s the thief of time,’
or,

* Slow rises worth by poverty depressed ™

Paradox does for feeling what argued criticism
does for the intellect. By an unexpected juxta-
position of words or ideas our emotional associa-
tions are reversed, as when Dr._Johnson said that
patriotism is the last refuge of scoundrels. Either
our involuntary recognition that the paradox
contains truth reveals to us how far our customary
gestures and phrases were from really expressing
any spontancous affection, and in that case we
laugh at them: or really @sthetic experiences are
dashed against the prose of life, and then we
laugh at it. Either result is very near the nature
we have ascribed to the ludicrous : the shock to
our @sthetic susceptibilities, which is otherwise
merely ugly, is reconciled to us by the ncatness
with which our shock is expressed : that is, it is
rendered amusing. When we are told that fools
contend for forms of government but nothing
matters save its administration, we picture the
romantic revolutionary who has to fold up his
red flag, stop singing the ‘‘ Marseillaise,” and
start auditing the account. Similarly we smile
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at the ambitious conspirator asked to wvalue
purity above success, and the learned theologian
or bivlogist who cannot understand his neighbours
or his wife. But in all these quotations the
element of comedy i1s mixed with others; and
Croce, if T understand him, would be the first
to assert that the existence of border-line cases
is by itself no reason to deny the reality of a
distinction.

The epithet amiusing again is sometimes applied
in critical slang to works of art not intended to
be funny, especially painting and music, in a not
altogether depreciatory sense.  What is then
indicated seems to be just not the @~thetic quality
of expressiveness, but merely skilful technique,
which is analogous to poctic wif in the extreme
sense of mere ingenuity.  The artist expresses
no feeling, but enjoys himsell in masterly play
with the instruments of cxpression in gencral.
The ncatness with which he says nothing, or
something mercly prosaic, reminds us of the
neatness which is a common method of making
what is ugly (¢.e. inexpressive by incongruity)
amusing (1.e. expressive of our disgust at the
ugly), and so is itsclf called amusing.

§ 4. If the failure of expression is ugly we have
now shown some grounds for thinking that
under certain conditions it may bc rendered
amusing, and have cven suggested what those
conditions are. Indeed to a disciple of Croce
who had once questioned his master’s view
that the ludicrous is indefinable, the conclusion
would be obvious. Amusement is admittedly
@sthetic ; our dissatisfaction in what is ugly can
only become an @sthetic success by being ex-

presscd. In this lies the puzzling kinship and
Fostlhty between absurdity and beauty.  Humour
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1~ a form of expression, but differs from all other
forms by postulating mexpressivencss, and o
bemng twice removed from the crode emouonal
matenal of hie; the attempt to express that
material has fatled, the falne 15 disheartening,
but out of the appreciation of our defeat we draw
a bitter-sweet  toumph. To o desiie harmony,
dignity, in a word asthetic approprateness, is the
presupposttion of the Iudicrous.  Can we describe
further the Parthian archery by which ugliness
is thus brought down m the very moment of its
insult 2 We should hardlv expect to suceeed
m this any more than m the attempt to explain
the creative processes of wilhng or thinking or of
wsthetic genius itself in its primary sphere. But
i we cannot explain 1t we must try to track it
down as closelv as possible. Say that we are
reading the verses of a wearisome umitator of
Swinburne - the fellow scems to have nothing to
say, but to have an immense way of saying it ;
we grow bored, nauseated, obscurely angry with
we know not precisely what.  We may, mdeed,
point to passages that specially annoy us, we may
enumerate  ther faults in the language  of
‘scientific” cntictsm, but we know that these
same damnatory labels might be mechanically
applied also to the poems of real insprration
which are so feebly imitated  We can name our
wsthetic aversions and mdicate thar objects,
but we have not succeeded 1 expressing them.
Then comes the humorist of talent ; 1 this case—
I quote from memory -1 think 1t was Swinburne
himself :

“The toses and raptures are anoat,
And the ¢rand OWd-Testanmient nng,
But the high gods know i a mimute
It o't the genume thing.”
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In Croce's phrase Lux fudla est. Henceforth our
versiculist 15 a joy for ever,

Or, again, if we have been accustomed to think
the Yauc of an acquaintance merely ugly, an
artist may redeem 1t for us by exlubiting 1t as
expressive i a way we had not noticed, say of
pathos, enthusiasm, tragic malevolence 5 or a
humorist by, asit were, underlining the hompish
features, cimphasising their 1esemblance to a
snake or a rabbit or a block of wood, may make
it comic.  How either 15 done we cannot say ;.
but if we have a touch of common talent we can
often do both for omselves © zei 7ws o biesvppoc
ragivorgroc corw avizmet  The most common, it
not the only, way i which artistic farlure can
be incurred 5 by falling short of individuality,
achieving onlv the gencrality of science, type,
argument, cdification. Naturally enough, then,
the characters of comedy are types. Dicieopolis,
Mr. Pickwick, Bobadil, Les Precieuses Ridicules.
A comic figure is un vrar Lype.

§5. There remans to be considered @ very
troublesome objection to this view.,  Can we not
express (as well as state) our distaste for ugliness
without bemg amusing 2 [ thunk this eriticism
dertves part of its foree from the old ambiguity of
the words ugly and beautiful, which has caused
half the troublc i wsthetics.  On the one hand
anything that 1s neither sensuously nor morally
attractive is popularly called ugly ; yet the tragic
poct, sculptor or painter finds ugliness in this
SCNSC & NECes3ary 1ngrgdwnt in his ln"hest effects
of bctmty Lago, Dante’s quhno with his
teeth in the scalp of Ruggreri, Milton’s Sin with
the barking hell-iwunds m her womb, the dwarfs
and idiots of Velazquez, even some of Rembrandt’s

U]y Sl liatote s s o
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old men, though not funny, are not in this vulgar
sense beautiful.  Yet in the wider and more
accurate sense of the word they are beautiful,
finely expressive of very human feelings. The
artist in all these creations has done what we
supposed him to do for our “ ugly ’ acquaintance,—
made what was sensuously unattractive expres-
sive, and so not @sthetically ngly at all.

But the objection is not thus wholly disposed of.
Might not a scrious work of art just express the
artist’s sense of failure to find expression and his
sensibility to the ughiness of the world ?

‘“ Chiedea T'usate 1mmagini
La stanca fantasia |
E la trnistezza mia
Era dolore ancor

Fra poco in me quell’ ultimo
Dolore anco fu spento,

I di pmi far lamento

Valor non m 1estd

Invan bullare 11 vespero
Vidi per muto calle,
Invan sond la valle
Del flebile usignol ™'t

Perhaps the classical achievement in this dis-
tinction is Coleridge’s Dejection, in which great
beauty is made out of the despair with which the
poet must gaze at the wonders of sunset and moon-
rise and “‘ see, not feel, how beautiful they are.’
Stevenson somewhere attains an excellent literary
description of that condition of windy barrenness
when we feel ourselves teeming with poetical
excitement, but can only gaze blankly at a paper
which persists in remaining blank.

I feel this to be the real difficulty for the theory
I am propounding, and there are two ways of

1 Leopardi, Il Risorgimento.
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dealing with it.  The first would be to go back to
Croce and admit that disgust for ugliness is,
just like any other feeling, an indifferent matter
for expression, capable of being expressed in an
infinite number of unique ways, and that, no more
here than elsewhere, can we infer from the nature
of the matter a distinction in the form. * Ludi-
crous ’ would be simply a pscudo-classification of
certain asthetic effects, philosophically as in-
definable as “ romantic.” I have already explained
my insuperable difficulties in adopting this course.

The other way would be to distinguish @ to try
to show that in the instances cited the artist is
not expressing his disgust at abortive expressions
but only his longing to express. Neither
Leopardi ! nor Colendge found the moon ugly, but
only themselves dull. - They did see, though they
could not fecl, its beauty.  And the mere failure
of genial spirits is as great a bar to comic as to
‘beautiful” expression.  Colenidge did not com-
plain that the cvenmng sky was inadequate to
express his fcelings, but that he had no feelings
to express except the regret for lost feclings, and
that regret he triumphantly expresses.  Steven-
son did not find his paper ugly, he did not even
expect it to be beautiful.

The ludicrous is the expression of the in-
adequacy of a suggested embodiment for feelings
which strive to be expressed.  Hence the element
of triumph over something hostile, noted in it
by Plato and Hobbes, and the element of incon-
gruity and incoherence emphasised by others.
Hence Hegel’s contention that comedyis the break-
down of art, and Bergson’s that it 1s mechanism
where we expected life.

§ 6. On this hypothesis what is a bad joke?

! Loc. cit.  Cf. Cunto Notturno.
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A man may not really feel the mexpressiveness
of things or, if he have the feeling, may not be
able to control 1t to a humorous expression,
and yet for one reason or another may of set
purpose play the fool.  He may want to maintain
lus reputation or his salary for buffoonery, he
may wish to score off s enenues or, by a more
amtable weakness, to keep up the sprrits of his
fricnds.  Then he is apt to ransack the property-
room of comedy, where he will find stored all the
machinery that has ever in 1ts day rased a laugh,
ranging from puns and buttered shdes, through
twins and mothers-m-law, by way of blaspliemy
and indeeeney, up to the empty torms of Iiterary
paradox and cpigram.  If he is satisfied with the
crude ugly matter he s vulgar; if with the
vacant form, fatuou-.

Again, on this theory, there should be one
thing, and only one, which no man can think
ridiculous @ that which he s thinking beautiful,
e can make fun of what he fears or loves or
despises  or reverences  without  lessening  his
reverence or fear or contempt or love, though
naturally he cannot do this at the moment when
one of these passions domunates his whole nature
to the exclusion of every other activity ; when,
for instance, he is mad with terror. [For what is
terrible, vevered, amiable, contemptible, may be
ugly, but what is beautiful cannot.  Doubtless,
we should wish what on other grounds we love
to be wsthetically perfect also, as we may wish
that what we asthetically admire were also in
other ways good or that our rival were ugly ;
but this is not always so. It might scem that if
an object were purely terrible or desirable and
nothing else, if 1t were just an embodiment of
terror or desire its appearance must be exps essive
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of desire or terror, and so beautiful.  Pui even
when the tyranny of these passions is pasi, then
object 15 not always expressive uf them  The
primary wsthetic activity <till fals; we may be
unable to make the thing beawtiful and ver by
expressing our a@sthetie repulse may make it
amusing. I am more troubled by the diticulty
that we do scem {o find things beautiful and
amusing at the same time, espectally certain say-
ings and doings of children and products of naive
and primittive art. I this 1~ truly so, my sugges-
tion fails.  But I have not satisfied myself that
really the same thing, in the <ame context and
from the same point of view, is found at the <ame
time beautiful and funny. It has all along been
my contention that from the sublime to the
ludicrous is Tess than a step. It s just the high
claims of the sublime which render it so sus-
ceptible to the shghtest change in the angle of
vision, the slightest inflection of the voice.
“Deus sum |, commutavero

Eandem hanc, st voltis; faciwim ego ex tragoedia
ia] o
Commadia ut sit ommbus isdem versibus,”” U

but commutation mn the intention of cither actor
or audience there surely must be. The emphasis
must be shifted.

Take the sayings of children - “ I should rather
like to have been God, but I suppose it’s too late
to change now” This 15 undoubtcdly funny,
and I think it also has a certam westhetie charm
of the primary kind.  Andf so, it will be urged
that neither 15 separable from the other without
being itself modihied, so that, if T try to distin-
guish, I may be saying no more than that a
thing’s ludicrousness is not identical with ity

' Plautus lmphit rologue
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beauty, and this would be true of any two
quahties.  Yet if the child had saad T should
hke to be God,” some of the charm would have
remained, though 1t would not have been quite
the same, because not heightened by any humour,
whereas if the orngmal remark had been made
by a wit mstead of navely, 1t would still have
been amusing though no longer charming, and
therefore not amusmg m qute the same way.
Much the same I tlink nught be said of Fra
Angclico’s Paradiso.  While we let ourselves go
with such an unquestioning expression of blissful
aspiration, its very stmplicity is beautiful ; while
we contrast 1t with a more profound experience
of the unscarchable things of God, 1t is amusing.
The childish simplicity is in itself beautiful, but
the moment 1ts isolation is broken down it
becomies meongruous with a wider context, and
one of the two clements, its naivety or our
artificiality 15 absurd.

§ 7. As will have been seen, I have no very
firm confidence in my conclusion, for I suspect
some funny things not easy to bring under it,
and some things coming under it not very funny.
I confess that 1t origimated in my mind less from
a consideration of the facts than from an attempt
to work out what seemed to me the necessary
conclusion from a theory of beauty which I had
accepted on other gmunds ; but, as often happens,
I was amused, as I proceeded, to see how much
of comedy nught be made to fit in with the
formula ; more, indeed, than seems to me to
fall under any other that has been suggested.
I have therefore thought that the theory might
be of interest as suggesting cither a confirmation
or reconsideration of Croce’s Estetica.
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THE SUBJECT

ASSUMING that art can only seck its subject matter
in human fecling, it would seem that within this
ficld there is no inartistic subject, none which
is incxpressible ; though we may very properly
forbid on moral or political grounds the publica-
tion of the most beautiful work to an indiscrimi-
nate audience at a particular time, or even to
an average audience at any time. ~ Artistic geniys
has proved it possible to express human experi-
ences containing as a necessary ingredient a dis-
ordered liver or some brutal lust.  When we blame
an_artist’s subject we usually mean that he has
not succeeded in expressing his feeling but has
only described its causes and symptoms or stimu-
lated it in us. It seems pretty clear that we
should generally understand objcctions to ““ the
fleshly ~chool of poetry ™ in this sense.  Through
some fault either in the poct or the critic the
latter does not contemplate a human emotion in
tranquillity ; he merely feels concupiscent or
shocked or both. And I suppose the same must
be said about the more difficult subject of pain.
In reading J. E. Flecker’s Hassan 1 feel the
same kind of @sthetic dissatisfaction with the
rather luscious passages and with the hideously
suggestive descriptions of physical torment,
though sensuously the one subject may be attrac-
tive and the other repulsive. Of the voluptuous
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parts 1 might have suspected my condemnation
to be really moralistic—a disapproval of their
publication to myself or others. But nobody
could suppose that the torture passages would
encourage cruelty ; they seem rather calculated,
by makimg us reahise the abomination, to have an
opposite ctfect 5 and if the pain were not infhcted
but natural the censure would remain.  Thev get
on the nerves, they make us feel sick. And to
insert a finger into the organism and twitch the
nerves, whether to cffects of luxury or nausea, is
not the artist’s function.  When he does so he is
not cxpressing fecling but merely imitating and
stimulating sensation. I have never read a work
of such obvious poetic qualitics which seemed to
me o repulsive on, I think, purely poetic grounds.
But in varymg degrees the fault, 1f 1t be one, is
fashionable.  For several reasons contemporary
poets are more apt to be horrid than voluptuous ;
or at least they outdo recent fashions less in
luxury than in horror.  They mean to make our
flesh creep  To mention only respected names,
Mr. Mascficld’s Ionslaved seems to me to verge
upon the same faling

One way of C\plammg the censure would be to
argue that any ‘merely bodily " affection is a
subject incapable of artistic trcatment, as for
instance a colic, because only emotions, which
no doubt are often conditioned by bodily affee-
tions, can be expressed.!  Or to argue that very
violent and overmastering bodily affections are
incapable of artistic treatment, of being re-
membered in tranquillity, because, owing to their
physical nature, thev must cither not be really
‘remembered ’ at all, or must be remembered

1t Bosanquet ““ The Nature ot Aesthctic Emotion,” 1n
Mind, Apnl 1hay
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without tranqullity.  That is to say they can be
mduced but not expressed.

But it 15 difficult to rest content with this
censorship of the abstract “subject.”  All scems
to depend on the treatment. Parts of the
(Ldipus Rex and of King Lear deal with the sub-
ject of extreme bodily pain. It has indeed been
argued and 1s, T think, fairly arguable that they
are too merely painful to be goodart, at least when
realistically acted  But thev seem to me, even
m this point, to be qute ditferent from Hassan.
Pain however great, hke physical cestasy, is
accompanied, so long as the sufferer retains his
sanity, by a feeling or emotion which may be
called human as distinct from merely bestial lust
or agony. This can be expressed so as to be
contemplated as well as suffered ; its realisation
does not necessarily overmaster us. It is this
expression at which the great artists have aimed,
if sometimes even their powers have not sufficed
for its achievement.

The conclusion seems to be that the * fleshly *
fault arises when the poet fails to express and
merely describes a bodily affection, or perhaps
thereby stimulates in his reader one like that he
is describing. In the first alternative the fault
would be of the same kind as any tiresome picce
of imitative rcalism. In the sccond it would be
this combined with the fault of propaganda.
My only reason for hesitating to accept this is
that, though 1 should be prepared to quote and
perhaps to parody the most boring passages  of
descriptive detail or of didactic, I could not
bring mysclf to repeat the worst passages of
Hassan. 1 could not easily bring myself to
re-read them. But that is also true of some mere
vulgarities.
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