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PREFACE

BIBLIOGRAPHY of aesthetic writers up to the time of
Aits publication (1892) can be found in Bosanquet’s
History of Aesthetic. A fuller and more recent one is the
historical part of Croce’s Estetica.! One still more com-
plete for the period 1668-1762 is in Professor J. G.
Robertson’s Genesis of Romantic Theory, and one for the
succeeding period in English 1s given by Mr. Hussey in
The Picturesque.

I should naturally have wished to quote many more
passages had I not been prevented by lack of space and,
1 one or two instances, by difficulties of copyright.

I should hardly have undertaken a selection had I not
early been encouraged by Signor Croce’s courteous per-
mussion to translate and quote him. I have also to thank
him for his kindness in revising my translation. I am
grateful for the friendly help of my colleague Lieutenant-
Colonel Farquharson, who guided me in choosing passages
from Marcus Aurelius, and most generously corrected my
proofs. I um also indebted to three old friends and pupals:
the Master of Balliol, who read my translation of Kant;
Mr. Collingwood of Pembroke College, Oxford, who,
besides giving me leave to quote him, revised my transla-
tions of Hegel and Gentile; and Professor Dodds of
Birmingham Umniversity, who did the same for my trans-
lation of Plotinus and called my attention to an interes-
ting passage. Father D’Arcy of Campion Hall, Oxford, has
advised me on St. Thomas. Professor Prall of Harvard, to
whom Iventured to introduce myself on the strength of an
interest in his book, has allowed me to quote him and has
kindly introduced me to an American public which I shall
be very glad to meet. The idea of making such a compila-
tion was suggested to me by my host Professor Blanshard
of Swarthmore College. Mr. Etty, my brother-in-law,
read my translations and suggested several simplifications.

I Translation by Douglas Ainshie (2nd edition).
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I have generally preferred to attempt my own transla-
tions, except from the Russian, and to err on the side of
freedom rather than obscurity. But, for different reasons,
I did not care to rival Jeremy Collier’s racy paraphrase of
Marcus Aurelius, Haldane and Kemp’s accurate transla-
tion of Schopenhauer, or that of Hanslick by Mr. Gustav
Cohen. The excellent translation of Professor Bergson’s
Le Rare is exclusively authorized, so that here I had no
choice.

It has naturally been difficult to hold the balance be-
tween ancients, moderns, and contemporaries, or again
between English and foreign languages. If I have given
undue space to English among the modern the reason is
obvious. An excuse would be that readers of English may
be more interested in writers who have directly influenced
our own taste. Rather unwillingly, I have prefixed intro-
ductory notes to those more important quotations which
might present difficulty to a reader unacquainted with
their authors’ general philosophy. These notes are as short
as possible. I wish the whole book were shorter; but
past thought is at least a prophylactic against present
chatter.

My gratitude for free permission to quote is also due
to the authors of the following books (or their representa-
tives), or to the publishers.

ALEXANDER  Space, Time, and Derty. Macmillan.
BELL Arf. Chatto and Windus.
BERGSON. Laughter, transl. Brereton and Rothwell. Macmullan
BOSANQUET. A Hustory of Aesthetic. George Allen and Unwin,
’ Three Lectures on Aesthetic  Macmullan,

BRADLEY, A. C. Oxford Lectures on Poetry. Macmillan,
DUCASSE. The Philosophy of Art George Allen and Unwin
FRY. Vision and Design. Chatto and Windus

s»» Transformations, Chatto and Windus.
HANSLICK. The Beautiful in Music, transl. Cohen. Novello & Co.
HULME. Speculations. Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner.
LAIRD. The Idea of Value. Cambridge Umversity Press.
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LEON. Aesthetic Knowledge. The Aristotelian Society.
s The Metaphysic of Quality. 'The Editor of Mind.

Lipps, Empathy. Engelmann

MITCHELL, Structure and Growth of the Mind. Macmillan.

MOORE. Principra Ethica. Cambridge Umversity Press.

NETTLESHIP, R L Philosophical Remains. Macmillan.

PATER. Appreciations. Macmillan,

PERRY. General Theory of Value Longmans.

RICHARDS Principles of Luterary Criticasm. Kegan Paul, Trench,
Trubner

RICHARDS, OGDEN, AND wooD. The Foundations of Aesthetics.
George Allen and Unwin.

RosS.  The Right and the Good. Oxford University Press.

SCHOPENHAUER  The World as Whll and Idea, transl. Kemp and
Haldane. Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner

SPENGER  Principles of Psychology, summanized by Collins.
Spencer Trustees.

STACE. The Meaming of Beauty. Grant Richards and Humphrey
Toulmin.

STEVENSON, R A. M. Velasquez Bell

TOLSTOY. What 1s Art? transl. Maude. Oxford University Press.

I have also obtamned leave from Messrs. Scribner’s Sons
for quotation from Professor saANTAYANA’s The Sense of Beauty,
from Messrs George Allen and Unwin for Professor DEWEY’s
Experience and Nature, from Captan V. B. Holland and Messrs.
Groves and Michaux of Paris for wiLpE’s The Picture of Dorian
Gray, and from Mr E. W. Titus of Panis for La Filosofia dell’ Arte
of Professor Gentile,
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INTRODUCTION

N choosing these extracts I gave some weigh‘fw
Ilitcrary merit, more to their historical interest, and
most to their philosophical importance. How literary
merit should be defined I must leave those to judge who
have digested the book; but I mean that when the same
view has been expressed by two writers I preferred the
clearer, shorter, and more lively expression unless the
other were more interesting for historical reasons.
Historical interest is complex. It allows some credit to
an author for originality, some for his reputation in other
fields—as that he was a good poet or painter as well as
a thinker—and much for the influence of his work upon
posterity. Our judgement of philosophical importance
must depend upon what we think the aim of philosophy
to be. One of my reasons for giving so large a proportion
of my space to Plato was that he helps us more than later
writers to make up our minds on this question. In the
time of Socrates people were evidently used to discussing
whether particular works of art and nature were beautiful,
but the question which he 1s represented as asking about
the nature of beauty seems to have been new. And what
he meant by it 1s farrly clear. He was convinced that it is
by no linguistic accident that we call various things
beautiful. We really recognize in them one common
character, and this character, he thought, must be
capable of definition. That is, we must be able to say
what other common and peculiar quality or relation,
or combination of qualities or relations, beautiful things
have, in virtue of which they are all beautiful. Plato
appears to have carried on the inquiry accepting the
same presuppositions. On another topic he seems to
represent Socrates as suggesting that, if a number of
things have one common quality or relation, we cannot
assume that they have any other.! But about beauty he
perhaps assumed this without scruple.

1 Philebus, 12-13.
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If I had to choose the two authors who might give
most insight into what is meant by aesthetic, I should
choose one from each end of the series, Plato and Croce.
If I had to choose one it would be Plato. For while there
is hardly any notable progenitor who has not left his
mark among the features of the modern theory, the
ancient contained the seed of all within its loins. And
here it seems easier to understand the earlier than the
developed stage. For through the skill of Socrates the
Platonic philosophy was born fully formed.

Plato makes it pretty clear that beauty is not just truth
nor edification. So long as people go to artists for their
politics, their science, or their religion because the
artists’ work is beautiful or witty, so long censorship has
a good case. For the Homeric poems are very beautiful
and very poor guides. And yet beauty does, as Plato
says, ‘imitate’ or correspond to states of mind as well as
to physical objects; for 1t is no physical thing like gold,
but rather some relation of things to our minds, perhaps
to our purposes. Yet to identify beauty with usefulness,
he thought, would degrade it; it must at least be what is
useful for the highest purpose—truly profitable—and
have its own intrinsic charm or pleasantness as well.
There is nothing more obviously delightful than the
beauties of nature and of art, and Plato thinks that what
distinguishes them from other delightful things, is that
they are also profitable, or at least harmless. Art is only
to be condemned outright when it forsakes beauty and
aims at an imitation of what is bad. So 1t might seem that
Plato has fallen back into the moralistic heresy against
which he had protested, and that, after all, we cannot
accompany him far. But if this be an error in him, it is
an error which more grievously beset his successors, and
from which the escape was slow and difficult, only fully
achieved by Croce, and still maintained by Croce’s
critics to be no error but the truth.”

Aristotle would seem to make little advance. He is not

T But see Postscript to this Introduction.
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satisfied with the Platonic view, but his efforts to amend
it are seldom improvements, though they have been
more widely accepted. Seeing that the bad effect of
drama upon us had been exaggerated, he suggested that
its bad effect is slight and momentary and in the end
beneficial like that of a purge. Seeing that the degree to
which artists copy nature had been exaggerated, he
suggested that they copy not particular things but
universals. About the universal character of beauty
itself he has only to repeat that it depends upon a certain
size and an order of parts. Drama arises from a combina-
tion of our instinctive love of such order, here manifested
as rhythm, with our love of imitation.

Aristotle dominated such aesthetic theory as existed
in the Middle Ages and the Renaissance. The ‘romantic
revival’ was a conflict fought out through the eighteenth
century, in which the two parties ranged themselves one
with Aristotle and the other with ‘Longinus’, whose
treatise on sublimity, having been popularized by Boileau,
at first ran in double harness with the Poetics, till the
yokefellows proved unequal.

The author of the essay De Sublimitate brought into
relief elements of Plato’s thought which Aristotle’s implied
criticism had shown to need elucidation. And he has an
advantage over them both in being able to survey two
languages and a period, however brief, of artistic
development and of change in taste. This leads him to
think that there may be two types of beauty in both art
and nature, one of which has unaccountably usurped the
generic name, while the other is called lofty, elevated,
great. The latter appeals to a corresponding character or
capacity of our own, which we recognize as embodied
in it, while the character of beauty in the narrow sense
1s mere inoffensiveness. The historical influence of this
distinction has been very great; it shows itself whenever,
owing to new fashions in art, or new discoveries in
archaeology, men become acutely conscious of dis-

crepancy among their own tastes or between the tastes
78 c
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of themselves and their fathers. Addison, Burke, Kant,
the upholders of Shakespeare against Jonson in this
country and against Racine on the Continent, were in this
tradition. But in England the very number of the
aesthetic species which were suggested discredited the
tendency. After Burke we get two sublimities, one of
size and one of fear, and we also get several species of
beauty proper, suggested chiefly by the national arts of
landscape painting and gardening. Uvedale Price dis-
tinguishes the Picturesque, and others the Romantic, and
the Strange.

Hegel, though retaining and narrowing the sublime,
transferred its wider meaning to Symbolical or primitive
and to Romantic art in contrast with the Classical. He
thus substituted for two species of beauty three, and
identified these with periods of development, though he
also suggested that the typically classical or beautiful art
is sculpture, while the typically symbolical is architecture
and the typically romantic are painting, poetry, and
music. Schopenhauer similarly, though he retained the
term sublime with a narrow meaning, discovered its more
profound imphcations only in music. All other beautiful
things embodied the Will 1n Forms which disguised it;
music revealed in stark nakedness the infinite force
which has begotten and will destroy us. Nietzsche, com-
bining Hegel with Schopenhauer, as one might o1l with
vinegar, developed the contrast between musical and
other beauties into one between two types of art, that in
which crude passion and that in which formal beauty pre-
dominated. Typical of the first was the savage dance,
and of the second Homer’s epic, which were to find their
synthesis in Greek tragedy. But beauty’s lute once riven
could not be patched up. Some modern writers distin~
guish two kinds of art, which either alternate in recurring
cycles or satisfy different types of mind. One is the
optimistic naturalism of Greece, of the Renaissance, of the
romantics, which sympathizes with the joy of hfe; the
other is the sombre genius of Egypt, Byzantium, and per-
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haps of our own day, which turns away from life to ?he
rigidity of formal patterns. Only Croce, 'unfolc-hng
Hegel’s implication, points out that these distinctions
are not between ‘kinds’ but between elements of beauty.
Every beautiful thing must have a ‘matter,’ which
he holds to be feeling or will, and a sensible ‘form’
which expresses it. Neither could be beautiful alone.

The great merit of Croce’s theory is that, more clearly
than any writer since Plato, he emphasizes the unity of
beauty. And his strongest argument is his appeal to the
history of aesthetics, his contention that all theories
opposed to his own have only gained plausibility by
admitting two or more realms of beauty, to but one of
which their explanations properly apply. Still, it may
be possible to accept his Platonic assertion that beauty
is a real universal and yet to doubt whether he has
answered the Platonic question—What is that which
by its presence in all beautiful things renders them
beautiful ?

Followers of Croce have mainly contented themselves
with emphasizing one side of his theory at the expense of
the other: either that beauty is expression or that it is
apprehension of the individual. His critics may be very
roughly labelled as going either ‘back to Kant’ and to
beauty’s purely formal character, or ‘back to Hegel’ and
its sensuous revelation of truth. More original, if con-
fused, work has perhaps been done from the starting
pomnt of psychology. Psychological writers on aesthetics
fall into two main schools Herbart and his followers
maintain the Kantian tradition that beauty consists in a
certain form or relation of parts in what is apprehended.
The followers of Lipps accept his development of the neo-
Platonic view, as later modified by the associationists,
and beheve that we ascribe beauty to all things into
which we can read a spirit analogous to our own.
These two theories nearly correspond to the two im-
pulses which Aristotle found satisfied by drama, the
Instinct for rhythm and the instinct for imitation;
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especially if we remember the Platonic suggestion that
what music imitates is a state of mind.!

This controversy between the aesthetics of form and of
expression, which has run through the whole history of
philosophy, and Ls still a crux of the subject, is closely
connected, though not identical, with another question,
even more burning in modern times, the question whether
beauty is on the one hand a quality of things or on the
other only a relation to ourselves (like novelty) which
arouses in us a certain emotion—an attitude of ours to
things. The questions are connected, because if beauty is
expressiveness it would seem to be a relation to us; if it is
a relation between the parts of things it is a character of
the things. They are not identical, because, if beauty is a
relation to us, it need not be the relation of expressiveness;
if it is a character of the things, that character need not
be the interrelation of their parts.

The problem whether beauty is a quality of things or a
relation to us is complicated by the use of the terms
objective and subjective. It is perhaps this usage which
since Berkeley has entangled the question with the general
philosophical issue between 1dealists and realists. Idealists
have hesitated to allow that beauty could be ‘objective’
and like Croce, have tended to make it expressive.
Realists, ike Reid and Professor Moore, have thought to
grind their axe by making 1t a real quality of things.
Neither prejudice was justified. For, since all idealists
admit degrees of ‘objectivity’ in our experience, beauty
might conceivably have the maximum degree. Hegel,
not only an idealist but an expressionist, gave beauty
‘objectivity’ as the self-expression of objective or universal
reason. And since all realists allow some ‘subjectivity’ to
novelty and pleasantness, they have perhaps only dis-
credited their cause by denying this of beauty.

Among contemporaries Mr. Richards and Professor

T It would be out of place here to argue for my acceptance of the usual
interpretation of the passage in the Poetics quoted below, as against the
great authority of Professor Bywater, See R P Hardie in Mind, 1895,
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Dewey hold that beauty is a relation, but a relation
among our own feelings or ‘attitudes’. The relation,
being a kind of harmony, seems more akin to Croce’s
emotionally coherent imagination than its upholders
might be prepared to grant. The chief difference between
the supporters of this view and the expressionists seems
to be that the former are more or less frankly hedonistic or
pragmatist or moral in their account of art. The wheel
has come full circle; we seem back with Plato, or per-
haps only with Tolstoy.

If beauty be a relation to us, it remains to determine
what that relation is, and further, if the relation be one of
expression, whether what is expressed is reason or will and
desire. If beauty be a quality of things it remains to
determine what that quality is, and further, if the quality
be an interrelation of parts, what interrelation. To this
last question no very clear answer appears The sug-
gestion that it is an interrelation analogous to the inter-
relation of the parts of the universe gives more warmth
than light. The essential task for either formalism or
expressionism is to show that it covers the whole field of
beauty. Expressionists have generally faced this task with
more courage. Formalists have sometimes tried to shirk
1t by denying beauty where it seems most unquestionably
present, as 1 lyric poetry and organic Iife. Plato, in the
Hippras Major, had already refuted such devices.

PS.—Professor Gentile’s book appeared while my own
was 1n the press, but, with his permussion, I have been able
to include some extracts from1t. His criticisms of Croce
speak for themselves. On his own view, as I understand
1t, everything must kave beauty since everything is the
creation of spirit, and must therefore contain the sub-
Jective form of feeling as well as the objective matter of
what is thought. By a subsequent act of thinking (and
only 1n act is the spirit real) we may analyse the dead
thought and detect within it the subjective element which
we call beauty.






XENOPHON
About 430-350 B.C.

The teachings of Socrates (about 469-399 B.c.) are presented
much more simply by Xenophon than by Plato. There was
probably much m them that he did not understand and he
surely added nothing profound of his own as Plato did. We can
only conjecture which gives the truer account Socrates tried to
define unversals such as beauty and justice, and he tested the
defininons by acknowledged instances.

Memorabilia*

Bk. m1, Ch. vui, §§ 4-7. When Arnistippus asked Socrates
if he recognized anything as beautiful, he replied, “Yes,
many things.’

A. Are they all alike?

S. No, some of them as different as possible.

A. But how can a thing unlike what is beautiful be
beautiful ?

S. Why, because 2 man who is a beautiful runner is
unhike another who is a beautiful wrestler, and a shield
which is a beauty for defence is as different as possible
from a javelin which is a beauty for speed and power.

4. You answer me just as you did when I asked whether
you recognized anything as good.

§ Then do you think that good and beautiful are two
different things? Don’t you know that whatever is
beautiful is also good from the same point of view? For
instance, virtue 1s not good from one point of view and
beautiful from another; and again of men we say hand-
some is that handsome does.2 So too with our bodies; and
in short everything which we use is considered both good
and beautiful from the same point of view, namely its use.

A. Why then, is a dung-basket a beautiful thing?

$" Of course it is, and a golden shield 1s ugly, if the one
be beautifully fitted to its purpose and the other ill.

! There 1s a translation by Marchant (Loeb Classics).
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2 XENOPHON

A. Do you mean then that the same things are both
beautiful and ugly?

S. Of course I do, and good and bad too.! For what is
good for hunger is often bad for a fever and what is
beautiful in running is ugly in wrestling, and conversely.
For everything is good and beautiful for whatever purs
pose it serves well, but bad and ugly for what it does not.

PLATO

428-348 B.C.

The central doctrine of Plato’s philosophy is that a particular
thing 1s essentially incapable of being known with scientific
certainty. Science always deals with universals, the ‘forms’ or
essential characters of things, and the relations of these to one
another. A umwversal, such as equality or beauty, 15 always
what 1t is and may be understood A particular thing 1s con-
stantly changing and has many different aspects, 1t is equal to
one thing but unequal to another, and every moment 1t 1s
growing or decreasing in size In its particularity it can never
be understood, 1t 1s only perceived with the senses, and the
senses are notoriously misleading; their evidence 1s corrupted by
time, by distance, by contrast, and, above all, by the passions
It 1s true that as practical men we have to deal with particular
things. But here we are 1n the sphere of guess-work and rules-of-
thumb, very different from the serene certainties of science. Yet
Plato thinks that the man of science who knows the umversal
characters and relations of things 1s best fitted to form true
opinions about particular instances. This doctrine affects
Plato’s aesthetic doctrine in several ways First, 1t will obviously
be incumbent upon him to discover the intelligible universal
character of beautiful things, instead of resting content in the
sensuous apprehension of them as instances of beauty. Next,
since truth 1s only to be got about universals, and artists are only
concerned with particular things, 1t will be vitally necessary for
him to warn us against the error of mustaking art for truth, of
accepting its guidance, instead of that of reason, in morals or
politics or religion. The merely practical man, intent upon the
perishable things which he can see or taste or handle, 1s hving,

I Cf Moore, p. 250, Ross, p 319.
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according to Plato, in a world of illusion; but the man intent
upon pictures, poetry, and music is mocked by the shadow of an
illusion. He takes the 1mage of an image for the reality. As a
legislator especially, Plato mistrusts art, which stirs up the
passions and hurries men nto sentimental, vainglorious, or
revengeful action when they should wait upon the calm voice
of reason.

Hippras Major*

[Socrates consults Hippias how to answer an imaginary inquiry
what beauty is ]

287 c. Socrates. Is it not by having wisdom that wise
men are wise and by having goodness that all good things
are good?

Hippras. Of course.

S. Then wisdom and goodness must be real, for un-
realities would not have served the purpose.

H. Certainly they are real.

S. And are not all beautiful things then beautiful by
having beauty?

H. That is the way of it.

$. Then beauty too is something real?

H. Real. Why ask?

S. ‘Tell me then,” my questioner will say, ‘what this
beauty is.’

H. Does not this inquirer really want to learn what is
beautiful, Socrates?

§. I think not, Hippias, but rather what beauty is.

H. What is the difference?

3. Don’t you see any?

H. No, for there is none.

S. Of course you know best. All the same, my friend,
consider: he does not ask you what 1s beautiful but what
1s beauty.

H. T understand, my friend. And I will give him an
answer that cannot be refuted. For, Socrates, to tell the
truth, a beautiful girl is surely a beauty.

1
There 15 2 scarce and mediocre eighteenth-century translation by Floyer

Sydenham The ascription to Plato has been questioned
3778
B



4 PLATO

S. A good answer, Hippias, and plausible indeed. If I
give that answer shall I really have answered [288)] the
question rightly and be safe from refutation?

H. Why, how could you be refuted, Socrates, where all
men agree with you, and every one that hears will bear
witness to the truth?

S. Well, so be it. But let me take up your reply for my-
self, Hippias. My questioner will ask me something of
this sort: ‘Come, Socrates, tell me: what must the nature
of beauty be to make all the things beautiful which you
call so?’ Shall I then say that the beauty that can make
them all beautiful is a beautiful girl?

H. Why, do you think he will try to maintain that what
you mention is not a beauty? Or if he does try will he
not make himself ridiculous?

S. I am sure enough that he will try, my good sir; but
whether he will make himself ridiculous we shall see. But
I should like to tell you what he will say.

H. Tell me then.

[Beauty 15 a single Umversal existing only in differences ]

S. “‘You are delicious, Socrates,” he will say. ‘Is not a
beautiful mare beautiful, such as the holy oracle praised ?’
Can we help admitting that a2 mare 1s a beauty, if it be a
beautiful one? For how could we venture to deny that
beauty 1s beautiful?

H. True enough, Socrates. For the inspired saying was
right. We have lovely mares in my country.

S. ‘Well,” he will go on, ‘what about a beautiful lyre?
Is there not beauty there?” Shall we agree, Hippias?

H. Yes.

S. And after that he will say, as I can pretty well guess
from his character, ‘But, my good man, what about a
beautiful porridge-pot? Has that no beauty then?’

H. Oh, Socrates, who is he? A philistine, I feel sure, to
name things so inappropriate to the dignity of our subject.

S. Just what he is, Hippias, grossly unimaginative,
thinking of nothing but the facts. Sull he must be
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answered, and I willsketch the answer. If the porridge-pot
is turned out by a good potter, smooth and round and
well baked, hke some of those beautiful two-handled
porridge-pots, the lovely six-pint size—if that is the lfind
of porridge-pot in question, we mustallow it to be beautiful.
For how could we say there is not beauty when there is?

H. We must not do that, Socrates.

S. “Then,’” he will say, ‘a beautiful porridge-pot is a
thing of beauty? Answer me.’

H. Why, Socrates, I believe it is. Even a thing like that
is beautiful if it is beautifully made. But no goods like that
deserve to be put in the same class of beauty as a beauti-
ful horse or girl or other real beauty.

289. S. Very good. Then 1 understand, Hippias, that
this is what I must reply to our questioner: ‘My dear
man, do you not see that Heracleitus was right, when he
said that of course the most beautiful ape is ugly com-
pared with the human specics? And so, our sage Hippias
says, the most beautiful porridge-pot 1s ugly compared
with the fair sex.” Is that right, Hippias?

H. That is just the right answer, Socrates.

S. Listen then, for I know well enough what he will say
next:—But what follows, Socrates? If we compare the
class of girls with the class of gods, will 1t not suffer the
fate of the porridge-pots compared with the girls? Will
not the most beautiful girl seem ugly? Does not Hera-
cleitus, whose evidence you cite, actually say that the
wisest man would seem an ape beside the gods for wisdom
and beauty and everything else?” Must we agree, Hip-
pia(.is,pthat the most beautiful girl is ugly if classed among
gods:

H. Nobody could deny that, Socrates.

$. But if we grant it, he will laugh and say: ‘Do you
remember, then, what I asked you, Socrates?” ‘Yes,’ 1
shall answer, ‘what beauty is in itself.” ‘And then,’ he
will reply, ‘though you were asked about beauty, do you
name in your answer something which, as you confess
yourself, may just as well be called ugly as beautiful?’
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‘It looks like it,” I shall have to say; or what do you advise
me to say?
H. Just that. For in fact he will be right in saying that
the human species is not beautiful, when compared with
ods.
gS. ‘But,” he will say, if I had begun by asking you what
is both beautnful and ugly, would not the answer you
have just given me have been a very good one? And do
you still think that the true beauty, to which all things
owe their charm, so that they look beautiful when they
have this essential character,’ can be a girl or a horse or
alyre?’

[Things are not beautiful absolutely, but only in certain contexts ]

H. Why, Socrates, if all he wants 1s to be told what the
beauty is to which all things owe their charm so that they
look beautiful when 1t is added to them, nothing could
be easicr. He must be a very simple and 1nartistic person.
For if you answer him that the beauty he is asking about
is nothing but gold, he will be silenced and will not try
to refute you. For I suppose we all know that when a
thing 1s gilded, even 1if 1t were ugly before, 1t will look
beautiful through the addition of gold.

$S You do not know what a brute the man 1s, Hippias,
and how hard to please.

H What of that, Socrates? Forifhe is not pleased when
he is told the truth, he will make himself ridiculous. [290]

S And yet he will be so far from accepting this answer
that he will be quite sarcastic with me and will say* ‘Is
your head so swollen then, that you think Pheidias a bad
artist”” to which I suppose I must say, No.

H. That would be night, Socrates.

§ Of course. Yet as soon as I have admitted that
Pheidias was a good artist, he will say : ‘Do you suppose
that Pheidias was unaware of this beauty you speak of?’
‘Why?’ I shall ask. And he will reply: ‘Because he did

¥ ¢%Bos
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not make his Athene’s eyes of gold, nor the rest of her face,
nor the hands and feet, but of ivory, though gold would
have made her look more beautiful. And this mistake
must have been due to his ignorance of the fact that, as
you say, 1t is gold which gives beauty to everything.’
What are we to say to that, Hippias®

H. Nothing very difficult. We shall say that Pheidias
was quite right For I suppose ivory 1s beautiful too.

S. ‘But why,” he will ask, ‘did he work the eyeballs
not in 1vory but in stone, exquisitely matching the stone
to the ivory. Or 1s beautiful stone beauty too?

H. In1ts nght place, we must agree that 1t 1s.

S And 1if he asks whether 1t is ugly when out of place,
shall T agree or not?

H You must agree.

S ‘Then,” he will say, ‘docs your wisdom come to
this, that wvory and gold make things look beautiful when
they are appropriate, but, otherwise, ugly®” Must we
retract, or confess that he has the right of 1t?!

203 b H. Explain, Socrates.

§ ‘My dear Socrates’, my friend wll say, ‘stop giving
this sort of answer, for 1t 1s too simple and easy to refute;
and see whether you think beauty is something of the
kind we touched on just now in our discussion, when we
said that gold 15 beautiful where it 1s becoming but not
otherwise, and the same with other matenals to which
this can be applied. See if it does not turn out that
beauty can be identified with what is becoming and with
the character of comeliness itself” For my part, I have
got into a way of agreeing whenever he says things like
this, for I see no escape; but do you think that what is
becoming 1s beautiful?

H. Absolutely so, Socrates.

S Let us consider it, for fear we might be mistaken.

H, Go on, then.

1 Cf. Hegel, p. 162.
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[If the beauty of things depends on their context, does it
arise from therr own nature or from our way of regarding
them?]

S. Then look at it in this way. Do we mean by [294]
becomingness what makes everything that has it really
beautiful or only apparently so, or neither of the two?

H. T think it is what makes things seem beautiful. For
instance, if even a clumsy man put on clothes and shoes
that fit him he looks handsomer.

$ Then 1f becomingness makes things appear more
beautiful than they are, it would be a kind of illusion of
beauty, and not what we are looking for, Hippias. For
I imagine we are asking what it 1s in virtue of which all
beautiful things are beautiful; just as we might ask in
virtue of what great things are great and reply that it is
in virtue of outmeasuring others, for that makes anything
great, and, whatever size things look, if they outmeasure
others, great they must be And so we speak of beauty :
what can 1t be i virtue of which all beautiful things are
so, whether they seem so or not? It cannot be becoming-
ness, for that makes things look more beautiful than they
are, as you say, and conceals the facts. Our business,
however, is to try to tell what makes things beautiful, as
I'said just now, whether they seem so or not. Thatis what
we are looking for 1f we are looking for beauty.

H But becomingness, Socrates, makes everything which
has it both really and apparently beautiful.

§. Then 1t 15 impossible for things really beautiful not
to appear so, since they must have what makes them
appear so’

H TIts.

S. Are we to agree then, Hippias, that all things which
are really beautiful, including customs and ways of life,
are also thought beautiful and always seem so to all men?
Or is 1t just the opposite—that men fail to recognize them
and there 1s more dispute and contention about them
than about anything, both privately between individuals
and publicly between states?
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H. It would be truer that men fail to recognize what is
beautiful, Socrates.

S. But it would not have been so, I suppose, if things
had the appearance as well as the reality. And they
would have had, if becomingness were beauty and made
things apparently as well as really beautiful. So becom-
ingness, if that 1s what makes things beautiful, would be
beauty, which 1s what we are looking for, but would not
be what makes things look beautiful. But if 1t is what
makes them look beautiful, 1t would not be beauty, nor
what we want. For beauty makes things really beautiful,
but the same cause could never give things both the reality
and the appearance of beauty or of any other quality.
So let us make up our minds whether we think becoming-
ness makes things really or only apparently beautiful.?

H. Apparently, in my view, Socrates.

S. Upon my word, Hippias, beauty has given us the
slip, and every chance of knowing what in the world it is
has vanished. For, anyhow, what is becoming has turned
out quite other than beautiful.

H. So it has, Socrates, and I swear it was the last thing
I expected.

295. S Still, let us stick to it a little together. I still have
hopes that the mysterious nature of beauty will berevealed.

[Arc beautiful things those which are useful?)

295 B Now then, reflect on what you think beauty really
is. I offer as a definition—and examine it carefully for
fear I should be saying something silly—that we should
say whatever 1s useful 1s beautiful. This was what gave
me the idea; we do not call eyes beautiful if they look
blind, do we? but only if they look uscful and able to sec.

H. If they look useful.

S. And we speak of the beauty of the whole body in the
same way, whether for running or wrestling, and so too
among beasts, we speak of a beautiful horse, or cock, or

. ! Cf Hegel, p 160
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quail; and chattels of all kinds and land-carriages and sea-
going vessels such as triremes, and instruments of music
and of other crafts? Add, if you like, institutions and
ways of life. We call all these beautiful in much the same
sense. We consider the origin and fashion and place of
each thing, and if 1t be useful, so far as it is useful and
when and where it is useful we call it beautiful, but what is
quite useless, ugly. Do you agree, Hippias?

H. Yes.

S. Then now we are nght in saying that what is useful
is unquestionably beautiful?

H. Quite nght.

S. And what can effect anything is useful for what it
can effect, but the ineffective 1s useless?

H. Certainly.

S. Efficiency, then, is beauty and inefficiency ugliness?

H. Absolutely. All the evidence shows we are right, and
[296] especially that of politics. For in political life,
and 1n the service of a man’s country, power 1s what is
most admired,’ but nobody has a taste for inefficiency.

S. True enough, Hippias, and, in heaven’s name, does
not that make wisdom the most beautiful of all things and
ignorance the ughest?

H. Why, what do you suppose, Socrates?

§. Still, take care where we are going together, for once
more I am frightened at what we may be saying.

H. But what are you afraid of now, Socrates? For this
time at any rate your argument has come on beautifully.

[But beautiful things cannot be those which are useful for bad
ends; are they then those which are profitable or edifying?]

S. I hope it may be so, but help me to consider this.
Could a man do anything for which he had neither the
knowledge nor any kind of ability?

H. Impossible. How could he do what he was not able
to do?

S. And is it not true that people who go wrong and

1 kdAorov  aloyiorov.



PLATO 1

behave badly or produce bad work 1n spite of all their
efforts, would never have gone wrong had they been
unable?

H. Clearly .

S. But people are able to do things by ability—or,
anyhow, surely not by mabulity.

H. No, not that.

S. But anybody who does anything must be able?

H. Yes

S$. But all men from their childhood do much more evil
than good, and go wrong for all their efforts.

H True.

S Well then, are we to call beautiful this ability to go
wrong and these things which are useful but only for
wrong ends? Or are they just the opposite?

H Just the opposite, I think, Socrates.

S Then what s eflicient and useful does not seem to be
our beautiful, Hippias.

H Only 1f it effects good and 1s useful for that.

J. lhat 1dea is done for, then, that to be beautiful it
15 enough for a thing to be efficient and useful But what
we meant 1n our hearts to say was really this, that what is
useful and efficient for some good purpose is beautiful?

H 1 think so.

S. And that 1s what is profitable, is it not?

H. Certainly

S And so beautiful bodies and beautiful ways and
wisdom and all the things we mentioned just now are
beautiful because they are profitable

H Clearly.

§ So we agree that profitableness and beauty are
identical?

H. Certainly.

S. Butwhatis profitableis what produces something good.
H. Yes.

297 B. §. Then if beauty is the cause of goodness,

goodness would be produced by beauty; and that, it
3778 Cc
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seems, is why we value right-mindedness’ and all other
beautiful qualities, because their result and offspring,
which 1s the good, is valuable. And our conclusions seem
to show that what 1s beautiful 1s a kind of father to what
is good.

H Exccllent You speak truly, Socrates.

S, Then 15 this true, too, that neither is the father the
son nor the son the father?

H. Excellently true

. Nor 1s the cause 1ts product nor yet the product its
cause.

H. Quite right.

[Or are beautiful things rather those which are mtrinsically good
—as some pleasurcs seem to be?]

S 1 non upon my word, my dear man, what is beautiful
cannot be gosd mor what 1s good beautiful Or do you
think 1t possible after whaf we havnsaid?

H. Upon my word, I think not. .

S. Then 1s 1t our good will and pleasure to vote thac
what is beautiful 1s not good nor what is good beautiful ?

H Upon my word, 1t is not my pleasure at all.

S Hear, hear And 1t pleases me less than anything we
have said yet.

H. So1see

S I am afraid, then, our theory that the profitable, or
the useful, or the eflicient cause of good is beautiful is not,
as we supposed just now, the best of all; but, if possible,
1t 15 more absurd than our first theories when we said that
a girl was beauty, or any of the other things we men-
tioned at first.

H Soitseems

$. And for my part, Hippias, I do not know what to
do about 1t I am puzzled. Have you anything to say?

H Not oft-hand But, as I said before, I am sure I shall
find something with thought

S. But I feel so eager to know the answer that I cannot

! dpdimow
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wait while you think. Why, indeed, I do believe I have
just found a sort of clue. Look here. Suppose we said that
whatever gives us pleasure, not any sort of pleasure, but
pleasure of the eye or ear, is beautiful; could we [298]
find any arguments against that? For surely, Hippias,
beautiful men and colour-patterns and pictures and
statues please us when we see them; and beautiful voices
and all music and poetry and prose and legendary stories
have the same effect. Do you think if we answered our
persistent friend, ‘We submit that what pleases through
ear and eye is beautiful,” his persistence would be ended?

H Now at last, Socrates, I am satisfied that beauty is
well defined.  /

[But there1sone same beauty in pleasant sights and sounds This
1s not pleasantness, for some pleasant things are ugly What else
1s common 1o pleasant sights and sounds, and to them only,
which makes them beautiful ?]

298 p §. But suppose the man I am talking of, or any-
body else, should ask us ‘Pray, Hippias and Socrates,
why have you distinguished from other pleasures that
species which you identify wath beauty, while you deny
the name of beautiful to the pleasures of other senses,
which come from food and drink and sex and so on? Do
you deny that there 1s any pleasure or pleasantness at all
in such things or m anything except secing and heanng®
What should we answer, Hippias?

H. Surely we must by all means allow, Socrates, that
there are very great pleasures 1n these other things too.

S ‘Why then,” he will say, ‘if these are just as much
pleasures as the others, do you deprive them of this [2gg]
title and deny that they are beautiful?” And we shall
answer that 1t 15 because there 1s nobody who would
not laugh at us1f we called food and sweet smells beauti-
ful instead of pleasant. And I suppose everybody would
maintain that, though the sexual pleasure 1s very great,
it should only be indulged privately and is most un-
comely in public If that is our reply, Hippias, I fear he
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may say: ‘I quite see that all this time you have not dared
to call all these pleasures beautiful for fear of differing from
the majority. But I was not asking what is conventionally
thought beautiful, but what really is.” And our answer
can only be what we suggested just now: ‘We call that
class of pleasure which comes to us through sight and
hearing beautiful.” Can you maintain the argument,
Hippias, or shall we amend our answer?

H. That is the only answer we can make, Socrates.

S. ‘Good,” he will say; ‘then, since what is pleasant to
sight and hearing 1s beautiful, whatever is not in this class
of pleasant things clearly cannot be beautiful.” Shall we
agree?

H. Yes.

S. ‘Then,” he will say, ‘is a pleasure that comes to us
through sight one of the class that come to us through
sight and hearing, or 1s one that comes to us through
hearing a member of that class?” And we shall reply
that what is pleasant through one of these senses certainly
could not be pleasant through both, 1f that is his meaning,
but we mean that each of these pleasures taken by 1tself
is beautiful and so both are beautiful. Is that nght?

H Of course.

S. ‘Well then,” he will say, ‘does any class of pleasure
differ from any other in the fact of its pleasantness?
I am not asking if one 1s stronger or weaker or more or less
pleasant than another, but if they can ever differ in
being one of them a pleasure and the other not?”” We do
not think it possible, do we? v’

H. No.

S “Then,” he will say, ‘it was not because they are
pleasures that you picked these two out of all the others
Was it not because of something you had noticed in them
to distinguish them from all the rest, that you called
them beautiful? It goes without saying that the pleasure
of sight 1s not beautiful merely because 1t comes through
sight; for if that were what made a pleasure beautiful,
the other pleasure, which comes through hearing, would
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not have been beautiful, since it certainly does not come
through sight.” I suppose we shall have to agree?

goo. H. We shall. .

S. ‘Nor agamn is the pleasure of hearing beautiful
because 1t happens to come through hearing; for, once
more, 1f that were so, the pleasure of sight would not
have been beautiful, since 1t certainly does not come
through hearing > Shall we grant he is right here,
Hippias?

H. Quite nght.

S. ‘Yet you say they are both beautiful” And I think
we do?

H. Yes

S. “Then they share some common character which
makes them beautiful, which belongs to them both and
to each separately. Otherwise they would not both have
been beautiful and each separately.” Answer to me as if
I were the man

H My answer 1s that I think you are right.

[The character common to pleasures of sight and hearing,
which differentiates them from others, 1s their profitableness
So beautiful things are those which are both intrinsically
pleasant and also profitable Neither pleasantness nor profit-
ableness alone would make them beautiful ]

3o3 D S. ‘Start afresh then,” he will say, ‘since you have
made a bad shot How do you define the beauty which
1s 1 both these pleasures, which made you distinguish
them from all others with the utle of beautful?” I think
we must say, Hippias, that they are the most harmless
and the best of pleasures, and this is true not only of both
taken together but of each.! Do you know of anything
else which distinguishes them?

H. Nothing. They really are the best.

$" ‘Is this, then, the definition you now give of beauty,’
he will say, ‘profitable pleasure® 1 shall say that I think
itis. Do you agree?

' Cf St Thomas Aqunas, p 51, Schopenbauer, p. 144
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H. 1 agree.

S. ‘And did we not prove,” he will say, ‘that the pro-
fitable is what causes good, and that cause and effect are
different? So that your argument brings you back to the
old position. For beauty cannot be good nor good
beautiful [304], since each of them is different from the
other ° And we shall heartily agree, Hippias, 1f we are
impartial. For it is an unpardonable sin not to yield to
sound argument.

Phaedrus?

[The essence of beauty is better mamfested in things than 1s
any other essence ]

250 ¢. And the essence of beauty, as I have explained,
was revealed to us along with the other essences, but in
this world 1t is beauty that we apprehend the most clearly,
shining through the clcarest of our senses. For sight 1s the
sharpest of all our bodily senses. Wisdom cannot be seen;
for 1if wisdom could have afforded any such hively and
visible 1mage of herself, we should have been mad with
love of her, or any other of the essences that are lovely.
But, as 1t 15, beauty alone has this privilege, so that 1t 1s
the most manifest and lovable of all things

Symposium?
[Beautiful things point to absolute beauty ]

210 E. When a man has gone deep enough in the lore
of love, and turned his attention to things of beauty in
their due order, and has at last become a master 1n that
school, there shall dawn upon his eyes a vision of sur-
passing beauty, for whose sake he endured all his former
toils, a beauty which, in the first place, 1s eternal, without
beginning and without end, unbegotten and without
decay; and, secondly, is not beautiful in one way and
ugly 1n another, nor beautiful at one time or place or

! There s a translation by Jowett
2 There are translations by Shelley and Jowett
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from one point of view and then again ugly, as if its
beauty depended upon the beholders. Nor again will
that beauty to his eyes take on the likeness of a face or
hands or any other fleshly part, nor of speech or learning,
nor will it have its being in any living thing, or in earth
or 1n the heavens or 1n any other creature, but will have
its simple and essential being ever one within itself. And
of 1t other beautiful things in such wise partake that,
while they all are born and then again decay, 1t neither
wanes nor waxes nor suffers any change. So when any
one climbs the ladder of true love in this world till he
catch a glimpse of that other beauty, he has almost
attained his goal. And this is the true discipline of loving
or being loved. that a man begin with the beauties of
this world and use them as stepping-stones for an unceas-
ing journey to that other beauty, going from one to two
and from two to all, and from beautiful creatures to
beautiful lives, and from beautiful lives to beautiful
truths, and from beautiful truths attaming finally to
nothing less than the truc knowledge of Beauty 1tself, and
so know at last what Beauty is This, my dear Socrates,
said the wise woman from Mantineia, 1s man’s true home,
with 1ts vision of absolute beauty, if he have 1n this life
any home at all

Republict
[Formal beauty expresses virtuous character ]

400D. Socrates. Then good style and harmony and grace
and rhythm spring naturally from goodness of nature,—
not the good-nature we politely speak of when we really
mean weakness—but from a truly good and beautiful
character of mind

Glaucon. Certainly.

§. Then must they not always be the aim of young men
who are to fulfil their calling?

G. Yes, they must.

¥ There are translations by Jowett, Davies and Vaughan, Lindsay
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go1. S. And, I suppose, the art of design is full of such
qualities; and so are all similar crafts, weaving, em-
broidery, and architecture, and the fashioning of other
useful things, and, not least, human bodies and other
creatures For all these are graceful or clumsy. And
clumsiness and harshness and discord are akin to a vulgar
style and a vulgar temper, while their opposites are akin
to the opposite, to a steady and noble temper—indeed
they are its very image.

G Absolutely true

S. Then is it only our poets whom we must order and
compel to print the images of noble character in their
poems, 1if we allow them to write at all, or must we not
instruct the other craftsmen too, and prevent them from
expressing the debauchery and meanness and vulgarity of
an evil nature either in figures or in buildings or in any
other work of art? And 1f any cannot comply, he must be
forbidden to work among us. For otherwise our young
rulers, nourished on 1mages of vice, as on some poisonous
pasture, nibbling and browsing their fill, Iittle by little,
every day from so many sources, before they know it
will suffer a malignant growth to gather in their own
souls. Rather we must seek out another kind of artists,
who by their own virtuous nature can divine the true
nature of beauty and grace, so that our young men,
dwelling 1n a wholesome region, may profit every way, if
every way there strike upon their eyes and ears from
works of beauty a breeze, as it were, bringing health from
kindly places, and from earliest childhood leading them
quictly into hkeness and fellowship and harmony with
the beauty of reasonableness . . . [402] Surely one so
nurtured would, beyond others, welcome reason, when
it came to him, and know 1t for his own? . ..

[Particular things imply an essence of their kind ]

596. S. Shall we begin our discussion on our usual lines?
—I1 think we always allow that all the particular things
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which we call by a single name have one single essence,! if
you understand what I mean.

G. 1 understand. '

S. Take for our present instance any such class you like.
For example, if you accept it, I suppose there are many
beds and tables.

G. Of couse there are.

S. But there are only two essences of these products, the
essential character of a bed and the essential character of
a table.

G Yes

S. And should we not generally say that the maker of
thesc useful products, makes his beds or his tables, as it
may be, and suchlike things, keeping the essence before
his mind’s cye? For I suppose no workman creates the
essence 1tself—how could he?

G That 1s impossible.

[The Artst inutates particular things ]

S Think now, how will you name #zs kind of workman?

G What kind?

S One who makes everything that any artisan ever
makes.

G. Youseem to be describing a highly skilled personage.

S You will have better reason to say so presently; for
with lus own hands this artisan can make not only every
kind of product but everythung that grows on the carth,
and all beasts, including himself, and heaven and earth
into the bargain, and he fashions the gods and everything
i heaven above and in hell beneath too.

G. Quite an encyclopaedia of the arts and sciences !

S Do you doubt 1t? Tell me, do you think it quite
impossible for there to be such a workman, or that, in
one sense, a man might easily become such a universal

! The terms eldos and éa 1n Plato are not usually distinguished The
tianslation Idea 1s very musleading, as suggesting something mental The
translation Form has lttle but philology to recommend 1t The word

Universal would represent, perhaps, the chief element 1n what Plato means,

but it may be less question-begging to use the vaguer word Essence
3778
D



20 PLATO

producer but, in another sense, never? Don’t you see
that, in onc way, you could easily do it all yourself?

G. What way do you mean?

S. Quite an easy way. In fact the job is a quick one
and there are several ways of doing it. But the quickest,
I think, is if you would take a mirror and swing it about.
You would soon produce a sun and stars and the earth
too, and yourself and the other animals and products and
vegetables, and everything I mentioned.

G. Yes, the appearance of them, but surely not their true
realities.

§ Good; that 1s exactly my point. For I suppose that
the painter is a producer of that sort, don’t you think so?

G Certainly

S. And I suppose you will admit that what he produces
is not reality, though in a certain sense he produces a
bed by painting a picture of 1t?

G. Yes, at least he, too, produces an appearance of one.

[Even a particular material bed is not ultimate reality ]

597. S. But what about the manufacturer? Didn’t you
say just now that he does not make the essence, what we
call the nature of beds, but only a given bed?

G. Idid

S. Then if he does not make the nature of beds, he does
not make the reality of bed; something like the reality, no
doubt, but not the reality. And if anybody were to say
that the manufactured product of any craftsman were the
absolute reality, he must be mistaken?

G. That 1s what the authorities on such matters would
hold.

S. Then we must not be surprised to find that even the
product 1s only a sort of shadow of the truth.

G. No.

S. Shall we use these instances for discussing the nature
of an imitator?

G. If you please.

S. Then we have got three beds: one, the bed as it is in



PLATO 21

Reality, which is made, I suppose, by God; or do you
think by any one else?

G. Not by any one else, I think.

S. And one made by the carpenter?

G. Yes.

S. And one by the painter. Is that right?

G. Very well,

S. Then the painter, the carpenter, and God are the
three masters of the three kinds of bed?

G. Three it 1s.

597D. . Shall we then call God the creator of the bed,
or by some such name?

G That s right, for he has created this and every other
nature.

S What about the carpenter” Would you not call him
the manufacturer of the bed?

G. Yes.

S. And is the artist, then, a manufacturer and maker
of it?

G. Certainly not

S What, then, would you say he does to the bed?

G 1 think the farest thing to say about him is that he
imitates what the other makes.

§ Very well, then do you call the author of what is
twice! removed from the nature of things an imitator?

G. Certainly.

S. Then that is what the writer of tragedies will be,
since he is an 1mitator—two grades below the supreme
character and below truth, like all other imitators.

G. It looks like it.

[The artist does not even copy particular things accurately.)

S. Then we are agreed about the imitator. But tell me
this about [598] the artist. Do you think he tries to
Imitate the real nature of each thing or only manu-
factured things??

! In Greek ‘thrice’ 2 Cf Anstotle p 32, Plotinus p 48
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G. Manufactured things.

S. But we must make a further distinction; does he
imitate them as they are or as they look?

G. What do you mean?

S. This. Whether you look at a bed straight in front of
you or from one side, or anywhere else, is it altered at all
itself, or does it remain just the same and only look
different, and similarly with other things?

G. Whyj, it looks different but is not.

S. Now this is the point for you to consider: To what is
the painter’s art directed in any particular thing; to its
reality as it is, to imitate that, or to its appearance, as it
looks? Isitan imitation of appearance or fact?

G. Of appearance.

[Art does not instruct or edify ]

§. Then imitative art must be a long way from truth.
And 1t looks as if the reason why 1t can present every-
thing 1s that 1t neglects the whole of everything but 1ts
shadow Forinstance, we say that a painter can paint us
a carpenter or a saddler or other tradesman, though he
know none of their trades; and yet, if he were a clever
painter, and showed his picture of a carpenter a long way
off, he could deceive children or simple people through
their thinking that it really was a carpenter.

G. Of course

§ But when anybody tells us that he has met with some
man who undeistood all the arts and everything else that
anybody can know, and understood them all better than
anybody else could, we must tell him that he is too
credulous, and seems to have met with some conjuror or
mimic who deceived him and passed himself off as a
umversal genius, because our friend was unable to dis-
tinguish knowledge from ignorance and imitation. For
that 1s the nght attitude to the whole business.

G. Quite true.

§. Next,then,we must consider tragedy and its prophet,
Homer. For we hear people talking as 1f the poets were
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masters in every faculty, and in all morals, and in
theology too—assuming that a good poet, if he is to write
well of his subject, must write with knowledge or not at
all. Now we must ask whether these people have come
across mere charlatans and been deceived by [599] seeing
their work and not noticing that it is two grades below
reality, and quite easy to produce without any knowledge
of the truth—for it 1s mere semblance and not reality;
or whether there is something in what they say, and
good poets really do understand what they talk about
with so much applause.

G. 1should like to discuss that.

S Do you think, then, that if anybody were equally
able to produce either the reality or a shadow of it, he
would be ambitious to devote himself to producing the
shadow, and would give up his whole Ife to this, and
think he had made a good bargain?

G. I doubt 1t

§ But 1if he had real knowledge of what he represents,
too, I suppose he would pride himself much more on
doing something than on representing the deeds of others,
and would try to leave behind him many noble achieve-
ments of his own as his monument, and would rather be
celebrated than celebrate others.

G Surely; the two things are not comparable either for
honour or utility.

$ 'Then on other points we may forgo a cross-examina-
tion of Homer or any other poet. We need not ask how 1t
was that, if they were qualified to practisc as well as to
talk about medicine, neither he nor any other poet,ancient
or modern, ever cured a patient, as Asclepius did; nor
why they left no school of medicine, as Asclepius did
among his children. And all other special arts we can
likewise pass over without question. But surely it 15 fair
to question him on the really great and exalted subjects
with which he claims to deal: wars and strategy and con-
sututions and education. ‘Tell us,” one might fairly beg,
‘dear Homer,~—since you claim to be put not in the third
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class for truth about virtue, as a copyist, or imitator as
we called it, but rather in the second, as knowing how to
train men for good or evil in public or private life,—
tell us what city you ever reformed as Lycurgus reformed
Lacedaemon, and others other states great and small.
What city claims you as its wise law-giver and benefactor,
as we do Solon or Italy and Sicily Charondas® Do you
think he could tell us one?

G. T think not. No such claim 1s made even by his
school.

6ooE. S. Then shall we set down all the artists, beginning
with Homer, as mumics of a copy of virtue, or of whatever
else they represent, who never get 1n touch with the truth?
So that, as we said just now, the painter, though he know
nothing of saddlery, will produce what looks like [6o1] a
saddler to those who know no more about it than he does
and who judge by colours and forms?

G. Certainly

S. So, too, I suppose we may say that an artist, without
any further knowledge of them, can give a colourable
mmutation of all the sciences, using words and phrases for
pigment, so that a person like himself, who is content
with mere talk, will admire his sayings about saddlery or
strategy or anything else if only they be in musical and
rhythmic numbers? Such 1s the natural magic of just
those qualities. For I suppose you know what a poem
sounds like when you are told 1ts mere meaning stripped
of this musical colouring? You must often have seen 1t
done.

G 1have indeed.

S. Isn’t 1t ke a face, which has never been really
beautiful, when 1t loses the bloom of youth?

G. Exactly.

$ Come then, consider this. We say the maker of the
artistic 1mage, the imutator, understands nothing about
the reality but only about 1ts appearance?®



PLATO 25
[Beauty consists in the performance of function ]

G. Yes

S. Don’t let us be content with half-truths then, but let
us get to the bottom of the matter.

G. Go on.

S. A painter, we say, may paint reins and bit?

G. Yes.

S But it is the saddler and smith who will make them?

G. Certanly.

S. Then does the painter understand what reins and
bit ought to be? Or does even the maker, the saddler
or smith, not understand this, but only the rider, the
man who knows how to use them?

G Quite true.

S And is not that always so?

G How?

S. That there are always three arts. the art of using a
thing, the art of making 1t, and the art of imitating it?

G Yes

S Now does not the virtue and beauty and excellence
of every product or hving thing or action depend upon

the purpose for which 1t was made or developed?
G. Yes.

6o2 B. § And yet the artist will still be imitating every-
thing, though perfectly ignorant in what ways it is good
or bad. Probably he will imitate 1t as 1t seems beautiful
to the ignorant vulgar.

G Surely.

S. Then it seems a fair conclusion we agreed upon, that
the imitator knows next to nothing of what he imitates,
but that his imitation is a sort of game and not earnest,
and that those who attempt tragic poetry, whether in
lambic or 1n heroic verse, are typical imitators. . . .

[Artists prefer to imitate men performing their functions badly.]

605 c. . But we have not yet brought our chief count
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against poetry. Surely its power to degrade even the good,
with very few exceptions, is a grievous thing?

G. Yes. But does it do that?

S. Tell me what you think of this. I suppose the best of
us arc pleased when we hear Homer, or any of the tragic
poets, imitating some hero who is in grief and who spins
out a long specch of lamentation;—they even imitate
people wailing and beating their breasts. We give our-
selves up to uncritical sympathy, and quite seriously
praise as a good poct the man who affects us most 1n this
way

G 1know. I could not deny 1t.

S. Yet when we have some sorrow of our own to bear,
you know that we pride ourselves on the very opposite—
if we can keep calm and endure 1t Iike men instead of
in the way we then applauded, like women.

G Tagree

S And 15 that an honourable kind f praise—when we
see a character which we could not accept for vur rwn
without shame, and instead of being sickened, are
pleased, and praise it?

G. That hardly seems reasonable.

606 § Notifyou look at 1t 1n this way

G Which?

S If you consider that this appetite to be sated with
untestrained tears and lamentings which we forcibly
repressed m our own misfortunes, though by its very
nature it lusted after such satisfaction, 1s exactly what 1s
satisfied and pleased by the poets. But our better nature,
being msufficiently trained by reason and habut, loosens
1its hold over this sentimental tendency when we regard
the misfortunes of other people For we think 1t can be
no disgrace for us to pity and praise another who professes
to be a good man and yet pities himself beyond measure.
We think the merc pleasure of 1t is so much gain, which
we would not lose by condemning the whole poem. For
I'suppose few of us are able to reflect that evil communica-
tions corrupt good manners, since if we nourish our pity
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for such people it will not be easy to restrain it when we
suffer ourselves.!

G. Very true.

S. And is it not the same with the things we laugh at?
Whenever you are delighted at a joke which you hear
in comic imitations, or in conversation, and are not dis-
gusted at its vulgarnty, though you would be ashamed to
make it yourself, is not this just like your tragic pity? For
here again you are indulging something which, when you
yourself were tempted to facetiousness, reflection had re-
strained for fear you might be thought a buffoon. And
the consequence of indulging it at such times 1s that 1t
grows wanton before you are aware, and you may often
be carried away and become a comedian in your own
person.

G Very true.

S And poetical imitation has the same effect on lust and
anger and all those experiences of desire and pleasure or
pain which, as we believe, accompany all our actions.
For it waters them and makes them grow when they
ought to starve with drought; and it gives them power
over us when we ought to subject them, and so to make
ourselves better and happier instead of falling into
misery and wickedness

G. I cannot deny 1t . ..

[To be truly beautiful, poetry must be profitable as well as
pleasant ]

6o7 p S But I suppose we mught allow the lovers and
advocates of poetry, even if they are not poets themselves,
to make what defence of her they can in plain prose, and
to show, 1if they can, that she is not only pleasant but pro-
fitable to nations and to mankind And we shall hear
them gladly For 1t will certainly be no little gain to us
if poetry can be shown to be profitable as well as pleasant.

G Ttwould be a gain indeed.

§ Butif they fail, my dear Glaucon, then we shall behave

' Cf Arnstotle, p 33, Lipps p 254
3778 E
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like people who have fallen in love with some one, but do
not think their love can come to any good; we shall give
her up, however hard we find it. And because of the
passion for this poetry which has been bred in us by our
national culture, we shall be willing [608] that she should
be vindicated as perfectly true and good. But untl she
can establish her innocence, while we listen to her we shall
repeat to ourselves this argument, like a charm, for fear
of falling back into our boyish and vulgar passion. We
shall whisper to ourselves that we must not take the
attractions of such poetry too seriously, asif they had any-
thing to do with truth or goodness, and that her hearer
must always mistrust her as an encmy of his soul’s peace,!
and believe the character we have given her.

G I quite agrec

S And the stake we are playing for, my dear Glaucon,
1s heavy, heavier than men always see —whether we are to
be good men or bad  So what can it profit a man to be
incited by riches or power or honour, o1 poetry herself,
that he should trifle with justice or anything that 1s right?

Timaeus?

[The beauty of sights and sounds 1s expressive of spiritual states ]

478 God devised the gift of sight for us so that we might
observe the movements which have been described by
reason 1n the heavens, and apply them to the motions of
our own mind, which are akin to them, so far as what is
troubled can claim kinship with what is serenc. For so we
mght Icarn a lesson, and by entering into the ideal nature
of that design and imitating the perfect pattern set by God
might adjust thereto our own random motions And the
same holds good of voice and hearing, the gods bestowed
them on us for the same end and purpose. For that is
the end of speech, which 1t serves more than any other
faculty. And so far as vocal music goes, 1t 15 given us to be
heard for the sake of melody And melody, since its

' Cf Richaids, p 282 z There are translations by Jowett and Taylor
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movements are related to the changes of our own souls,
is to be valued, if a man use his mind in art, not for irra-
tional pleasure, as 1s the fashion now; rather it is given
us to help us 1in ordering and asstmilating to it the dis-
cordant motions of our souls. And rhythm again wasgiven
us from the same source and for the same purpose, to
help us in dealing with what 1s unmeasured and chaotic
in the minds of most of us.

Philebust

[Some pleasures and pamns are mixed Comedy gives a mixture
of pleasure and pain at the folly of others.]

48 Socrates Do you recall how at tragic spectacles
people enjoy a good cry?

Protarchus Naturally.

S Then do you see what our frame of mind 1s at a
comedy, that, there too, therc 1s a mixture of pleasure
and pamn?

P Idon’t quite see that ...

$ Would you call spite a mental pain”

P Yes

S Yet a spiteful man evidently will find pleasure in the
misfor tunes of his neighbours.

P Very much.

§ Now to be ignorant 1s a misfortune, and so 1t 1s to be
the sort of man we call fatuous

£ Certainly.

S From this you may see the nature of the rnidiculous.

P. Explan.

S It1s,in sum, a kind of defect which has been given a
specific name And of defects i gencral 1t 15 that species
which 15 the contrary of the character described 1n the
Delphic 1nscription.

P. Tsuppose, Socrates, you mean Know Thyself? . . .
49 ¢ S Yes....And vam sclf-conceit in the strong is
feared and loathed. For it s dangerous to those who have

! There 15 a translation by Jowett
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to do with it either in fact or fiction. But when it is weak
it comes into the sphere and character of the ridiculous.
. . . Shall we then conclude that our friends who have a
vain conceit of wisdom or beauty, 1f this is harmless to
others, are ridiculous?? . . .

[Formal beauty is not relative to our purposes |

51 B. S. True pleasures are those which arise from the
colours we call beautiful and from shapes; and most of the
pleasures of smell and sound True pleasures arise from
all those things the want of which 1s not felt as painful but
the satisfaction from which 1s consciously pleasant and
unconditioned by pain

P. But again, Socrates, what do we mean by these?

S Certamnly what I mean 1s not quite clear, but I must
try to make 1t so. I do not now intend by beauty of
shapes what most people would expect, such as that of
living creatures or pictures, but, for the purpose of my
argument, I mean straight hnes and curves and the
surfaces or solid forms produced out of these by lathes and
rulers and squares, 1f you understand me. For I me2x
that these are not beautiful relatively, like other tnings,
but always and naturally and absolutely, and they have
their proper pleasurcs, no way depending on the itch
of desire And I mean colours of the same kind, with
the same kind of beauty and pleasures Is that clear
or not??

P 1 am domng my best, Socrates, but do your best to
make 1t clearer.

$ Well, I mean that such sounds as are pure and smooth
and yield a single pure tone are not beautiful relatively
to anything else but 1in their own proper nature, and
produce their proper pleasures 3

I Cf Anstotle, p 32
2 Cf Kant, p 121 Bell, p 264
3 Cf Habait, p 155
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ARISTOTLE
about 384-322 B.C.

Poetics?

[The ‘formal’ and ‘charactenstic’ elements in beauty correspond
to two primary impulses ]

wv. The birth of poetry in general seems due to two
tendencies innate in man From earliest childhood the
mstinct for imitation 1s natural to us, as 1s the universal
pleasure in imitations. Man 1s superior to the other
animals 1n being more imitative, and his first lessons are
learned by imutation. The proof that imitation pleases is
m the effect which 1ts products have upon us We take
pleasure in looking at the most realistic representations
of things which we should view with horror in their reality,
such as the bodies of vermun, and corpses The reason for
this again 1s that learning 1s a very great pleasure, to
others quite as much as to philosophers, however httle
gift they have for it. So the reason why they are pleased
by seeing representations is that, in looking at them,
they learn and come to conclusions what each thing is, as
when they 1dentify a portrait  For 1f they happen not to
have seen the original, they will get no pleasure from the
work as an mmtation but only from the technique or
colour or some such cause

Now not only is imitation mstinctive, but also harmony
and rhythm,? and metre 1s obviously a kind of rhythm.
So people starting with such original predispositions
developed these elements 1n their improvisations, for the
most part gradually, until they produced poetry.3

[Tragedy and Comedy ]

But poetry became divided into two kinds, according to
the idiosyncrasies of poets. The serious-minded 1mitated
noble actions and the actions of noble men, while the

! There are translations by Butcher and Bywater
2 Cf Problems,xx 38,p 35 See p xx
3 Cf Schuller, p 125, Fry, p 267
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trivial-minded imitated the actions of the vulgar and at
first wrote satire, as the others wrote hymns and eulogies.

v. Comedy, as we have said, is an imitation of inferior
people, not, however, of people inferior in every way;
rather the ludicrous 1s only one species of the ugly. For
the ludicrous is a fault or deformity which is not painful
or a cause of pain in others.?

[Formal character of beauty ]

vii. For an animal or anything else made up of parts to
be beautiful, 1t must not only have these parts ordered,
but must have a certain magnitude. For beauty consists
i proper order and size So neither could very small
creatures be beautiful, since our perception of them
becomes confused as 1t approaches instantaneousness, nor
again could a very large one, say a thousand miles long.
For here we do not see it all at once, but its unity and
wholeness escape our eyes Just as a beautiful physical
body or living thing, then, must have a certain size,
namely one that can be easily comprehended by a glance,
so a plot must have a certain length, namely one that can
easily be remembered. . . .

[Poetry creates an 1magined unity or consistency ]

ix. It is not the function of the poet to tell what has
happened, but the kind of thing that might happen,—
what is possible, by which I mean either probable or
necessary. The historian and the poet do not differ by
the one writing in verse and the other in prose. The
works of Herodotus might be put into verse and would
still be a sort of history in spite of the versification. The
difference 1s that the one tells what has happened, the
other what might happen.) That is why poetry is a more
philosophical and important thing than history; for
poetry tells us rather the universals,? history the particu-

' Cf Plato, pp 29, 30

2 Cf Butcher, Arustotle’s Theory of Poetry and Fine Art, and Bywater, Aristotle
on the Art of Poetry 1 have discussed the question in my Theory of Beauty,
v, §8 205 Cf Plato, p 21, Plotinus, p 48, Bergson, p 205
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lars. The universal is the kind of thing which a person of
certain character would necessarily or probably say or
do. And this 1s what poetry aims at, though it gives
proper names to the persons. The particular is what
Alcibiades did or suffered. {. .

[Two kinds of poetry ]
xvil. A poet must be a man either of sensibility or of

inspiration. The first has ready sympathues, the second is
possessed.

[Tragedy does not make us emotional, 1t purges our emotions ]

vi Tragedy 1s an immitation of an mmportant action
which is rounded off and has a certain size, the language
being beautified in the different styles in the different
parts. Itimitates actual deeds, not by means of narrative;
and by pity and fear effects the purgation! of such
emotions.

Politics?

[Sounds and sights can not only gne pleasure and recreation
but can express and influence mental characters ]

v (viii) 5. That our characters are affected by music is
evident from many instances and especially from the
music written by Olympus For that admuttedly fills our
souls with devotional feeling,? and devotion 1s a passion
which affects the disposition of the soul. Further, when
we hear imitations, apart from the actual rhythms and
mclodies, we all experience sympathetic fechings. And
as music 1s incidentally pleasant, and virtue is con-
ccrned with feeling pleasure and with liking and disliking
rightly, 1t 1s plainly necessary to study and practise
nothing so much as right judgement and delight in good

! «afapais Bywater 1n the Appendix to his Aristotle on the Art of Poetry gives
about sixty veisions and paraphrases of this famous saymng Cf his note on
the passage in the same book Butcher quotes other explanations in his essay
on ‘The Function of Tragedy’ in Arstotle’s Theory of Poetry and Fine Art I have
added a few 1n my Theory of Beauty,n, § 16 Cf Plato, p. 26, Hegel, p 163,
Bradley, p 211
* There are translations by Welldon and Jowett
3 wouet ras Yuyas évfovoraorinds
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dispositions and noble deeds. And in rhythms and
melodies we have the most realistic representations of
actual anger and benevolence, and, moreover, of courage
and temperance, and the opposites of all these, and the
other dispositions. Experience proves this. For we
experience the effect upon our soul of hearing them.
But to acquire the habit of being pleased or pained at
representations goes a long way towards acquiring the
same disposttions towards the originals.” For instance, if
we take pleasure 1n looking at a portrait-statue merely
for its fizure, we must enjoy looking at the original
himself But other senses, such as touch and taste, in
fact percerve no representation of dispositions, and sight
only to a low degree. Shapes, indeed, have this quality,
however shghtly, which all can perceive. Yet they are
not so much representations of dispositions,—rather the
shapes, and colours too, are symptoms of the dispositions
from which they result, as our bodies show symptoms of
our passions. Nevertheless, so far as looking at pictures
goes, the young should not study Pauson so much as
Polygnotus and other painters and sculptors who portray
character. But melodies have the power of representing
character in themselves 2 This is indisputable, for the
different nature of the diffcrent ‘harmonies’ is obvious,
so that the hearers are differently moved and disposed
towards them. Some, like the so-called Mixed Lydian,
dispose us to melancholy and grawity, others, such as
the Relaxed ‘harmonies’, to a more melting mood one
other, the Donan alone, scems to affect us 1 a more
normal way, between the two, and the Phrygian arouses
devotional feelings . And the same 1s true of rhythms;
some have a more stately character, others are exciting,
and the excitement may be more vulgar or more
generous. . . . And there seems to be a sort of kinship
of harmonies and rhythms to our souls. . . .
6. The flute is an instrument which does not express
character so much as passion; so it is to be used in
I Contrast pp 33. 35 2 Cf Longmnus, p 39
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those performances which achieve purgation rather than
education. . . .

7. Clearly all the ‘harmonies’ should be used, but not
all in the same way, for we should use those which are
most expressive of character for educational purposes,
but also those which are exciting and devotional when
listening to professionals. What affects some minds
violently is present 1n all to a greater or less degree, as,
for instance, pity and fear, or devotional excitement.
For some are much subject to this excitement And when
they listen to religious music which indulges their ecstasy,
we see that they are cured, like people who have been
purged by some drug. And the same must happen to
thosc who are cxcessively compassionate or timid, and
i general to all emotional persons, and to everybody in
proportion as he is affected by emotions, all must be as
1t werc purged and feel a pleasant rehef. In the same
way melodies which have this effect afford men a harm-
less pleasure. . . .

Problems*

[Music is more obviously than other arts both expressive and
formal ]

x1x 29. Why do rhythms and melodies, which are mere
sounds, resemble dispositions, while tastes do not, nor
yet colours ? or smells? Is 1t because they are movements,
as actions also are” And activity immediately indicates
disposition and determines 1t further, but tastes and
colours do not so.

38. Why do all men delight in rhythm and melody and
concords generally? Is 1t because we naturally delight
n natural movements? This 1s suggested by the fact that
children dehight n these sounds as soon as born. We
delight in the various kinds of melody because they
express dispositions, but in rhythm because it contains

! There 1s a translation by Forster (Oxford Aristotle Translations).

* Cf Kant, p. 121, Schopenhauer, p 146, Herbart, p 155, Hegel, p 174
3778 L)
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a recognizable and regular number and moves us in
a regular way. For regular motion is naturally more
akin to us than irregular, and so more natural.

Metaphysics®
[Formal character of beauty.]

xii. 3. Goodness and beauty are different, for the former
is found only in conduct, but the latter also in things that
are not moved. . . . The essential characters composing
beauty are order, symmetry, and definiteness.

MARCUS TULLIUS CICERO
106-43 B C.

Tusculan Discussions
[The orthodox Stoic view of beauty ]

. xi. g1. There is a certain apt disposition of bodily
parts which, when combined with a certain agreeable
colour, is called beauty.?

T e Orator
[Imagination ]3

(To Marcus Brutus). i1 9. When Pheidias was carving
a Zeus or an Athene he did not study a model which
he should imitate. Rather, there was an exalted type
of beauty residing 1n his own mind; and, fixing his whole
attention upon this, he used all his skill and dexterity to
reproduce it.

I There 1s a translation by Ross (Oxford Arstotle Translations)

2 This defimtion 1s repeated almost verbally by Augustine (A D 354~430)
On the Kingdom of God, xx11, x1x

3 A more 1magmative account of art than the Stoic defimition of beauty
would afford 1s perhaps preserved in the fragments of the Epicurean
Philodemus On Poems (about 50 8 ¢) The fragmentary text of Book V has
been restored and edited with a German translation by Jensen (Berlin,
Weidmann, 1923) Questions are raised whether the poet need mstruct or
imitate, whether he need have knowledge, what 1s the relation of subject-
matter tostyle The argument s too fragmentary for quotation here
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‘LONGINUS’!
On the Sublime

vii. The soul seems to be naturally uplifted by true
sublimity and, rising on loftier pinions, to be filled with
joy and pride, as having itself brought forth what it has
heard. . ..

vii. This I know, that nothing is so eloquent in due
season as real passion, for it seems to be the prophetic
utterance of some possessing spirit, and to inspire every
word. . ..

ix. Sublimity is the echo of a great soul. So sometimes
a bare thought, not in so many words expressed, is
marvellous just for its greatness; as the silence of Ajax
m The Wraiths? 1s inexpressibly great. . . . Homer can
magnify even what is divine: ‘As far as man’s eye may
pierce the haze, who sitteth on a chiff-top gazing over
the wine-dark sea, such the resounding leap of the horses
of the gods.” He measures their leap by the standard
of the universe.3 . . .

The Jewish lawgiver, no mean writer since he worthily
conceived and expressed omnipotence, in the very outset
of his laws begins: ‘God said—" and how think you he
continues? ‘Let there be light, and there was light; let
the earth be, and it was so.” . ..

Homer often seems himself to live the great lives of
his heroes. When he has made a sudden darkness and
a great night come down upon the Greek battle, Ajax
is at his wits” end and cries: ‘O Father Zeus, delver yet
the sons of the Achaians from this darkness; give us day

! This was the traditional third-century author of the treatise ITepi"Yyovs (De
Sublimitate) now usually ascribed to an unknown author of the first century
AD The first edition was by Robortell (Basle, 1554), the first English

edition by Langbaine (Oxford, 1636), the first Englsh translation by Pul-
teney, 1680, Boileau paraphrased 1t in 1674 There 15 a translation by
Rhys Roberts,

% Odyssey xa 543-64, ‘But to all my questioming he answered never a word,
and went after the other wraiths °

3 Ihadv 770 Cf Addison, Speciator, 420, p 69, Kant, §25, p. 119
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and vouchsafe sight to our eyes. If so be that we must
die, let us die in the light.’t . . .

xxx. In literature the thought and the diction generally
modify each other’s development. . . . For in fact the
beauty of language is the proper light of the mind.

[S1ze and strangeness contribute to aesthetic effect ]

xxxv. What then could have been in the minds of those
inspired writers who aimed at perfection of style, and yet
thought little of minute correctness? Surely this, among
other things, that nature has set our human family
apart from the humble herd of brutes, and has bidden
us to the pageant of hfe and of the whole universe,
that we might both be spectators of the mighty drama
and acquit ourselves as worthy actors there. And she
has breathed into our souls an unquenchable love of
whatever is great and more divine than we Wherefore
not even the whole universe can suffice the reaches of
man’s thought and contemplation, but oftentimes his
imagination oversteps the bounds of space, so that 1f we
survey our life on every side, how greatness and beauty
and eminence have everywhere the prerogative, we shall
straightway percewve the end for which we were created.
Hence it is that we are led by nature to admaire, not our
little rivers, for all their purity and homely uses, so much
as Nile and Rhine and Danube, and, beyond all, the
sea Nor do we reverence that little fire of our own
kindling, because it is kept ever brightly burning, as we
do the heavenly fires that are often veiled 1n darkness;
nor 1s it so marvellous in our eyes as the gulfs of Etna,
whose outbursts bring up from their depth rocks and whole
mountan-sides and again pour forth riversofsubterranean,
elemental fire. Always we should say that what is useful or
needful seems homely, but what is strange 1s a marvel.

[Formal beauty is expressive ]

xxxix. Rhythmical style is a device not only naturally
apt to please and to persuade but admirably fitted for
Y Ihad xvn 6457
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the lofty utterance of passion. All men grant that the flute
can communicate passion to its hearers and make them
almost frenzied with emotion, and by setting a rhythmical
movement can compel the hearer to move in a corre-
sponding rhythm, and to :dentify himself with the melody,
however unmusical he be The sound of the harp too,
though literally 1t has no meaning, yet by the variety of the
notes and their contrast and blending with one another 1n
the harmony, often lays a surprising spell upon us. Yetall
these are but symbols and bastard artifices for influencing
others, not, as I said, the right issue of the human spirit.
And shall we, then, deny that style, being a harmony
not of mere sounds but of words, which are natural to man
and touch his soul more nearly than his sense, can rain
influence upon us, and, moreover, by completely subduing
our minds, can always dispose us to honourable, lofty, and
sablime feehngs and to any others that itself contains?
For, to do this, style can bring into play the most varying
forms of words, of thoughts, of deeds, of beauty, of
melody, all which things are our natural birthright; and
at the same time, by the contrast and blending of its mere
sounds, can insinuate the speaker’s passion to his hearers’
souls and put them 1n communion with himself, building
out of words an edifice of sublime proportions.

MARCUS AURELIUS ANTONINUS, EMPEROR

(A p. 121-180)

Meditations
Translated by Jeremy Collier, 17011

[Though some things in nature show no design, all show some
beauty when viewed as part of nature. A development of Stoic
doctrine ]

1. ii. *Tis worth one’s while to observe that the least
design’d and almost unbespoken Effects of Nature are not
without their Beauty. Thus, to use a Similitude, there

! Previously translated by Meric Casaubon, 1634 I have altered Collier’s
tianslation where I thought it necessary Itis very free, almost a paraphrase
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are Cracks, and little Breaks on the Surface of a Loaf,
which tho’ never intended by the Baker, have a sort of
Agreeableness in them; which invite the Appetite. Thus
Figs when they are most ripe, open and gape: And Olives
when they fall of themselves and are near decaying, are
particularly pretty to look at: To go on; The bending of
an Ear of Corn, the Brow of a Lion, the Foam of a Boar,
and many other Things, if you take them singly, are
far enough from being handsome, but when they are
look’d on with Reference, and Connexion to somewhat
natural; are both Ornamental and Affecting. Thus, if
a Man has but Feeling and Thought enough to examine
the Products of the Universe; he’ll find, even among those
Things which are but mere Accessories and Appendages,
nothing unaccountable nor without Matter of Delight.
One thus prepared will perceive the Beauty of Life, as
well as that of Imitation; and be no less pleased to see a
Tyger grin 1n the Tower, than in a Panter’s Shop. Such
a one will be able to see the proper Ripeness and Maturity
of old Age, whether in Man, or Woman, as well as the
Allurement of Youth, with chaste and continent Eyes.

[Beauty 1s an absolute quality in things ]

wv. 20. Whatever is Beautiful, has that Quality from
1t self; *ts finished by 1ts own Nature, and Commendation
1s no part of it. Why then a thing is neither better, nor
worse, for being prais’d. This holds concerning Things
which are called Beautiful in the common way of speaking,
as the products of Nature and Art; what do you think
then of that which deserves this Character in the strictest
Propriety? Do you 1magine 1t wants any Thing Foreign
to compleat the Idea? What is your Opinion of Truth,
good Nature and Sobriety? Do any of these Beauties
stand 1n need of a good Word; or are they the worse for
a bad one? I hope a diamond will shine ne’er the less for
a Mans being silent about the worth on’t; Neither is
there any Necessity of Flourishing upon a piece of Gold
to preserve the Intrinsick of the Mettal.
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PHILOSTRATUS
About A.D. 170-245

Life of Apollonius of Tyana®

[So-called imitation implies 1magination, which 1s necessary
1in appreciating both art and nature ]

. xxii. ‘Well, then, Damus, is painting imitation?’
‘What else could it be?’ said he, ‘for if it were not that it
would be an absurd and childish daub.” ‘But what
about the shapes we see in the sky,” said Apollonius,
‘when the clouds are dishevelled ,~—centaurs and unicorns,
not to speak of wolves and horses? Will you not have
to call them imitations?’ ‘I suppose so,’ said he. “Then,
Damis, is God an amimal-painter, that he should leave
the chariot on whose wings he is borne through heaven
and earth, ordering all that theremn is, and should sit
down to amuse himself by scribbling these things, like
a child on the sands?” Damis blushed when he saw to
what absurdity the argument was leading. But Apollo-
mus, who was never overbearing in argument, went on
in a friendly tone, ‘Surely what you mean, Damis, is
rather that all these cloud-pictures are without purpose
or significance, so far as God is concerned, but that it is
we who, from our instinct for imitation, endow them with
regular form?’ ‘Let us choose that view, Apollonius; it is
more probable and more attractive.” “Then there are two
kinds of imitation, Damis, and we may conclude that the
one called painting can render things with the mind and
the hand, but the other creates images with the mind only.’
‘Not really two,” said Damis,” for we must consider the
one which deserves the name of painting to be the more
complete imitation, since it can render images with the
mund and the hand; and the other to be only a part of it,
since, even if a man be no draughtsman, he can appre-

! There 15 a translation by Conybeare (Loeb Classics).
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hend and image with the mind, but cannot employ the
hand for delineating.” ‘Do you mean, Damis,” he said,
‘that the man’s hand is crippled by accident or disease?”
‘Of course not;’ he answered, ‘what cripples it is never
having handled colours or pencil or any other instrument
and never having learned to draw.” ‘Then we are both
agreed, Damus, that “imitation’ comes naturally to men,
but draughtsmanship is an art. And the same would be
true about sculpture. But I suppose you would not con-
fine portraiture to coloured representation, for mono-
chrome was cnough for the older painters, and only as
the art developed were four colours used, and later even
more. We must call outlines portraiture, and also works
composed of light and shade, for here too we find both
likeness and essential character' as well as mind and
honour and courage. Yet this 1s entirely divorced from
colour and does not suggest the colour of blood or the
tint of a man’s hair or beard. But, however abstract, such
composttions are real likenesses, whether of coloured men
or white, so that if we were to draw one of these Indians in
white chalk, he will look black enough, since his flat nose
and stff curls and heavy jaw and the nervous look of his
cyes indicate an Indian and make you see black, if you
know how to use your eyes From which I argue that
even for looking at pictures you need the “imitative’
faculty.’

[Art 15 the work of imagination, not imitation ]

vi x1x. ‘Arc you going to tell me, then,’ said Thespesion,
‘that your Pheidias and Praxiteles went up mto heaven
and took casts of the gods’ features? and then fashioned
them artistically, or had they any other guidance 1n their
modelling? ‘Yes,” said Apollonius, ‘a guidance pregnant
with wisdom.” ‘What was it?’ said he, ‘surely you cannot
mean anything but imitation?’ ‘Imagination,’ replied the
other, ‘fashioned these works, a more cunning craftsman
than imitation For imitation will fashion what 1t has

! eldos, or perhaps here “form’ 2 eldos
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seen, but imagination goes on to what it has not seen,
which it will assume as the standard of the reality. And
imitation 1s often baffled by awe, but imagination by
nothing, for it rises unawed to the height of 1ts own ideal.?
If you have envisaged the character? of Zeus, you must
see him with the firmament and the seasons and the
stars, as Pheidias strove to do n this statue, and if you are
to fashion Athene, you must have in your mind strategy
and counsel and the arts and how she sprang from Zeus
himself.

PLOTINUS
About A.p. 205-270

Plotinus has been considered both as carrymng the Platonic
philosophy to 1ts logical conclusion and as degrading 1t by the
mtroduction of an urational mystucism He accepted the dis-
tinction between the real unchanging essences (eidy), which
are the objects of pure intelligence, and the particular things
which arc always changing and are the objccts of sense  Intell-
gence, which 1s the same whether human or divine, must be akin
to that which 1t apprehends, but, since they are not identical,
both must have as the ground or source of thewr umon the
absolute One which transcends all existence both 1n reahity and
i goodness, and which may be called God But of this we can
know nothing except negatively that it 15 not any detcrminate
thing  From the perfection of this One there emanates, as the
cxpression of 1ts perfection, the divine intelhgence, in which
we also participate, together with the essences which 1t knows
And from this again there issues a third divinity—the world-
soul, which manifests itself also 1n our souls, and which creates
the sensible world  Matter 15 the antithesis of the One, 1t 1s
the extreme of plurality and division and of evil Al these
successive cmanations have the tendency to return in some way
to that from which they come, except matter only

Physical beauty, then, will be the unification of the formless
multiplicity of matter by the unity of some essential character.
In nature this will be produced by the world-soul, 1n art by the
world-soul as manifested m a human soul But more beautiful

! Cf Longinus vii, p g7, Kant on Sublimity, p 118 2 ¢ldos
3778 n
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than any physical beauty is the essential character as appre-
hended or possessed by intelligence. For the ground of the
possibility of all unity, and therefore of all beauty, 1s the One.

Enneads?

[Beauty is not merely formal symmetry ]

1. vi. 1. Since the same bodies sometimes appear beautiful
and sometimes not, that which makes a thing a body 1s
not what makes 1t beautiful. Our first question then must
be what this 1s which enters into bodies What is it which
opens the eyes of those who behold it, and attracts them,
nay, compels them towards itself, and makes them
rejoice in the vision of 1t? If we could discover that, we
could take our stand upon it to survey the wider field.
The almost universal reply 1s that a certain symmetry of
the parts, mutually, and with the whole, with the addi-
tion of appropriate colour, 1s what produces wvisible
beauty. Accordingly, for visible things and all others 1n
general, to be beautiful 1s to be symmetrical and propor-
tioned And on this theory no simple element could be
beautiful, but of necessity only the compound, and it
would be the whole which 1s beautiful 2 Each individual
part would not by 1tself have beauty, but only so far as it
contributed to the beauty of the whole Yet, if a whole
be beautiful, so must the parts be, beauty cannot be made
out of ugly things, 1t must have possessed them all. And
on this theory beautiful colours like sunlight, since they
are simple and could not get beauty by being symmetrical,
would be denmed beauty How could gold be beautiful?
Or in what way could midmght lightning be beautiful ?
Likewise of sounds, the simple must be excluded, though
often each single note, of those which go to make up a
beautiful whole, 1s beautful And since the same face,
without change of symmetry, sometimes appears beauti-
ful and sometimes not, how can we avoid saying that the

! There 15 a translation by McKenna and also of most of these passages by
Dodds

* Cf Coleridge, p 133, Herbart, p 153
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beauty is something supervening on the symmetry and
that the symmetrical is beautiful for some other reason?

[ . - - . .
{Beauty is the expression, in matter, of reason, which 1s divine ]

2. What, then, is the primary beauty of bodies? There is
such a beauty and it is perceived at first sight, and the
soul, as being ware of 1t, calls it by name and, recognizing
it, welcomes it and 1s wedded to it. But if the soul meet
with the ugly, it shrinks from it and refuses and rejects it,
not consenting with 1t, but alien. Our belief is that the
soul, being what it 1s, and belonging to the world of true
reality, when it sees what is akin to it or a trace of kinship,
acknowledges it with transport and is reminded of itself
and of 1ts own things But what likeness can there be
between the beauties of this world and divine beauties?
For if there is likeness we should have to say they were
alike. Yet how can they be alike beautiful® Our behef
1s that the things of this world are beautiful by partaking
in an essential character ! For everything that is formless,
though 1ts nature admuts of form and essential character,
so long as 1t is devoid of rationality and essential character
1s ugly and excluded from the divine and rational That
is the absolutely ugly. But a thing can also be ugly if it
be not completely mastered by form and rationality,
because its matter does not admit of being completely
formed in accordance with an essential character. But
when essential character has been added to a thing, so as
to make 1t one by organizing its parts, it confers system
and unity of plan and makes the thing coherent. For
since the essential character was one, that which was
formed by it had to become one, so far as the multiplicity
of its parts allowed Beauty 1s then enthroned upon the
unity thus created, conferring itself both upon the parts
and upon the whole. But when beauty takes possession
of something simple and homogeneous, 1t confers itself
upon the whole. For instance, sometimes a whole house
receives beauty together with all its parts; sometimes a

T elSos
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single stone receives it from the power of nature as the
house does from art. It isin this way that bodies become
beautiful by sharing i the rationality that comes from
the divine.

[Beauty can be contemplated without the aid of the senses ]

3. Beauty is recognized by a faculty designed for it,
a faculty which 1s more acute in judging its appropriate
objects than 1s any other even when the rest of the soul
concurs Perhaps the soul pronounces by setting the
essential character which 1t comprehends beside the
objects and using that as a criterron of nghtness. But
how can what 1s material be matched with what 1s prior
to matter? How can the architect compare the house
before him with the essential character of a house com-
prehended by his soul, and pronounce 1t beautiful? Is 1t
because the spatial house, 1f you could take away the
stones, would be the essence already comprehended by
his soul, but now extended as matter 1s in space”’ The
essence 1s not spatial but 1t appears 1n what 1s extended.

[Physical beauty 15 expressive of spiritual dispositions ]

5 What 1s 1t which arouses this passionate emotion 1n
lovers? Not shape, nor colour, nor stature, but soul,
which 1itself has no colour, but which has discretion and
the splendour, 1tself colourless, of other excellencies. It 1s
when you see this 1n yourself, or behold in others ‘great-
ness’ of soul, and ‘fairness’ of mind, and ‘transparent’ dis-
cretion, and courage showing a stout ‘face’, and reserve
and modesty ‘blooming’ 1n a heart that 1s frank and free
and tranquil, with the divine gift of reason ‘shinmg’
over all These are what you love and dehightin ...

6 The soul 1s beautiful 1n virtue of intelligence, and
other things are beautiful so far as the soul gives them
form—all things that are beautiful 1n actions and ways
of Iife. And 1t 1s soul which gives even bodies the right to
be called beautiful . ..

' Cf Hegel, p 162
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fBut physical beauty really does express the spiritual.]

1. ix. 16. What man with music in his soul, beholding
the harmony in the intelligible world, but must be moved
by the harmony in sounds that are heard with the ear?
Or who that is conversant with geometry and numbers
but will take pleasure in the symmetry, the proportion,
and the order which he can see with his eyes? Since even
those who look with their eyes at pictures drawn by
artists do not all see alike the same things, but if they
recognize in what 1s given to their senses a representation
of something m the world of thought, they are stirred to
the recollection of the original. And when this happens
love 1s born  But 1f one who sees beauty well presented in
a face is emparadised, can any one be so dull and sluggish
as to behold all the beauties of the visible world, all 1ts
symmetry and ordered vastness, and the distant stars
revealing therr essential nature,'—could any man behold
all this and not be overcome by awe as he bethinks him
whence such things must come? He could nerther have
had understanding of earthly things nor any vision of the
heavenly.

[The nature and origin of artistic beauty ]

v 1. 18 Deliberate reasoning occurs m our mortal
life when the soul 15 uncertain and troubled and not at
its best  For the need of reasoning 1s a defect or inade-
quacy of apprchension So 1n the arts; when artists falter,
rcasoming takes the reins, but when there 1s no hitch
their imagmation? governs them and achieves the work.

vV vin 1. Suppose two things, two stones for instance,
lying side by side 1n space, one shapeless and untouched
by art, the other subdued already by art into the image
of god or man, some Grace or Muse, perhaps, if it be
divine, or, if human, not any mdividual, but composed of
all beauties. That stone which the art has formed to

the beauty of an essential character? is not beautiful
T €lSos
*In this and the next passage +éyvn seems to be almost exactly Coleridge’s
‘shaping spirit of imagination * Cf Bergson, p 206 3 eldos
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virtue of being a stone, for then the other would have been
so equally, but in virtue of the character! which the art
has given it. Now this essence or character was not in the
material, but was in the conceiving mind, even before
it entered into the stone. But 1t was in the artist not by
virtue of his having eyes and hands, but by virtue of his
imagination.? And this beauty, already comprehended
in his imagination, was far greater. For this went not out
of him into the stone, but abode with him and gave birth
to a lesser beauty. And even so, this lesser beauty could
not there preserve the purity of the design, but only so far
as the stone was subdued to the art.>? Butif the external
product of the art 1s after art’s own nature and image, and
1f what art produces 1s beautiful so far as the nature of the
product allows, then the shaping spirit? must be more
highly and truly beauuful, since it has the truly artistic
beauty, which 1s greater and morc beautiful than exists in
anything external .

But if any one censure the arts on the ground that their
products only copy the originals of nature,3 we may reply
that natural objects, too, are copies of an Origmal. And
further we must recognize that the arts do not merely copy
the visible world but ascend to the principles on which
nature 1s built up, and further, that many of their
creations are original For they certainly make good the
defects of things, as having the source of beauty i them-
selves. Thus Pheidias did not use any visible model for his
Zeus, but apprehended him as he would appear if he
deigned to show himself to our eyes.

{Physical beauties are produced by the art of the Creator ]

2. But let us leave the arts and consider what they are
said to imitate, the acknowledged beauties of nature.
rational animals and unreasoning things and especially
such as achieve their end because the creative, shaping
power* has subdued the material and attained the

I eldos 2 See footnote 2, p 47 Cf Croce, p 243
3 Cf Plato, Republic,p 21, Schopenhauer, p. 138 4 Cf Schelling,p 136
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essence! of its design. Wherein lies the beauty of such
things? Certainly not in the blood and menses, whose
colour is different from ours, and their shape either none
or ugly, since they are a sort of crude material. What,
kindled Helen’s beauty, for which nations fought, or all;
the beauties of women hke the Queen of Love? What
the beauty of that Queen herself or of any being that
might be perfect in beauty, man or god, incarnate or
unrevealed, yet possessed of beauty were it but visible ?

Is it not the essential character! conferred on all these
creatures by the creator which makes them beautiful,
just as we said that it was conferred by the arts upon their
products® What 1s the conclusion® Can products and the
design carried out i matter be beautiful, and can that
which 1s not materialized but is only in the creator not be
beauty, though 1tis prior and immaterial and unextended?
I mere cxtended material had been beautiful, the crea-
tive design, not being extended, could not have been
beautiful. But if the same essence,’” whether 1t be mani-
fested on a large or a small scale, similarly affects and
moves the beholder’s soul by 1ts native power, we cannot
ascribe the beauty to the extended bulk

But Nature, which has created such beautiful things, 1s
beautiful 1n a prior sense; yet we, who are wont to have
no sense or knowledge of spiritual things, follow after
material things, not recognizing that it 1s the spiritual
which moves us As 1f one seeing his own reflection, and
knowing not whence 1t came, should pursue that.?

vi vun 22. Even love of mortal bodies 1s not for therr
material substance but for the beauty embodied in them.

. We meet, as 1t were, a beautiful face which yet cannot
ravish our eyes, because there is no bloom of charm
upon its beauty.

So we must admit that even here beauty is rather some-
thing which shines through symmetry than symmetry
uself, and it 1s this beauty which 1s lovely. Else why is
there a greater light of beauty in a living face, and only

T €lBos z Cf Croce, p 244, Gentile, p 327
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a vestige of it after death, even before the fleshly linea-
ments be wasted? And of portraits the more lively are
more beautiful, even though they be less regular. And
why does a living man, though less comely, surpass the
portrait of a beauty? Surcly because his beauty 1s more!
desirable, and that 1s because 1t has the soul of life. (

ST. THOMAS AQUINAS
About 1225-74

Ulumate reality cannot be completely known by man, and such
knowledge as he can attain of 1t 1s not intuitive, but the result of
a laborious process of discursive thought Yet nothing else than
a perfect knowledge of 1t would satisfy him, since what 1s ulti-
mately real 1s ulumately good

But 1 the immediate perception of some mdividual sensible
objects man attans, without discursive thought, a satisfaction
which 1s analogous, on a small scale, to the complete satisfaction
This 15 so because the ultimate reality appears through or in the
individual sensible object

The reason why 1t thus appears 1in or through some individual
senstble objects, 1s that there 1s a real difference 1n these objects,
not a difference m man’s attitude to them They are objects
where the matter and form or essential character are mutually
adequate, so that there 1s completeness and due proportion of
parts, and distinctness like the clarity of colour Objects which
the form thus shines through or illuminates are peculiarly suited
to our faculties of perception and are beautiful So beauty
appeals primarily to our intelligence and only incidentally to
our practical naturc or desires

This 1s a rather bold interpretation of the cursory and eclectic
but very suggestive remarks of St Thomas about beauty It
may read mnto him a closer resemblance to neo-Platonic trads-
tion and more anticipation of post-Kantian idealism than he
would have hiked But the Christanity which mnfluenced lis
formulation of that tradition also influenced Schelling’s

Summa Theologica™ (1267-73)
. 1. xxx1x. 8. For beauty there are three requirements.

‘First, a certain wholeness or perfection, for whatever is
I Theres a translation by the English Dominican Fathers
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incomplete is, so far, ugly; second, a due proportion or
harmony; and third, clarity, so that brightly coloured
things are called beautiful.

. (2). cxlv. 2 The beauty of the body consists in a
man having his bodily members well proportioned,
together with a certain appropriate clarity of colour.

I. V. 4. Beauty and goodness are inseparable,! for they
are based on the same thing, namely the form; and hence
what is good is praised as being beautiful. But they are
distinguishable;? since the good concerns desire and is
what all desire, and 1s therefore conceived as the cnd,
for desire 1s a kind of impulse towards something. But
beauty concerns our cognitive faculty, for those things
are called beautiful whose sight pleases. So beauty con-
sists 1n due proportion, since sense delights in things duly
proportioned as in things like to itself 3 For sense 1s a kind
of correspondence,* and so 1s every power of cognition
And since cognition is by assimilation [of the knower and
the known] and assimilation is of the form, beauty belongs
strictly to the category of the formal cause

1. (1) xxvii 1. The beautiful coincides with the good
but 1s distinguishable For since the good 1s ‘that which
all things desire,” 1t follows from our definition of the
good that in 1t desire should be satisfied. But 1t 1s implied
in the defimtion of beauty that by its very sight or recog-
nition desire should be satisfied. Wherefore those senses
are most concerned with beauty which are most con-
cerned in apprehension, namely the sight and hearing,
which minister toreason 5 For we speak of beautiful sights
and sounds, but do not give the name of beauty to the
objects of the other senses, such as tastes or smells. Thus
it1s clear that beauty affords to our faculty of knowledge
something ordered, over and above the good; so that
what simply satisfies desire is called good, but that whose
very apprehension pleases 1s called beautiful.

U an subrecto 1dem 2 ratwne differunt 3 1n sibr sumshibus
*ratw Cf Aristotle, De Anima, 42427, 426%3, Kant, p 114.
5 Cf Plato, p 15
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Commentary on the Sentences (1254-6)

1. xxxi. 2. Beauty is not essentially’ desirable, except
so far as 1t partakes of the essence of the good. And to
that extent truth also is desirable. But according to its
own essence it has clarity.

SIR PHILIP SIDNEY
1554-86
An Apologre for Poetrie

Written about 1581,2 first edition, 1595

The Metaphisick, though it be in the seconde and
abstract notions, and therefore be counted supernaturall:
yet doth hee mdeede builde upon the depth of Nature-
onely the Poet, disdayning to be tied to any such sub-
jection, lifted up with the vigor of his owne invention,
dooth growe 1n effect, another nature, in making things
either better then Nature bringeth forth, or quite a newe
formes such as never were i Nature, as the Heroes,
Demigods, Cyclops, Chimeras, Furies, and such like. so as
hee gocth hand 1n hand with Nature, not inclosed within
the narrow warrant of her guifts, but freely ranging onely
within the Zodiack of his owne wit

Nature never set forth the earth in so rich tapistry, as
divers Poets have done, neither with plesant rivers,
fruitful trees, sweet smelling flowers nor whatsoever els
may make the too much loved earth more lovely Her
world 1s brasen, the Poets only deliver a golden but
let those things alone and goe to man, for whom as the
other things are, so 1t seemeth in him her uttermost cun-
nmng 1s imployed, and knowe whether shee have brought

T Non habet rationem appetibilrs

2 Sidney was probably answering the puritanical censures of poetry mn
Gosson’s School of Abuse (1579, reprinted by Arber) The apologetic 1s tradi-
tional, being on the samc lines as Boccaccio, De Genealogia Deorum (1472), and
Damello, Poetwca (1536) See Saintsbury, History of Critiesm  The alternative

title—The Defence of Poes.e—has equal authority For similar English works
of the time see Gregory Smuth, Elizabethan Critical Essays
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foorth so true a lover as Theagines, so constant a friende
as Pilades, so valiant a man as Orlando, so right a Prince as
Xenophons Cyrus: so excellent a man every way, as Virgils
Aeneas: neither let this be jestingly conceived, because
the works of the one be essentiall. the other, in imitation
or fiction, for any understanding knoweth the skil of the
Artificer: standeth in that Idea or fore-conceite of the
work, and not in the work 1t selfe. And that the Poet
hath that /dea, 15 manifest, by delivering them forth 1n
such excellencie as hee hath mmagined them Which
delivering forth also, 1s not wholie 1imaginative, as we are
wont to say by them that build Castles in the ayre: but
so farre substantially it worketh, not onely to make a
Cyrus, which had been but a particuler excellencie, as
Nature might have done, but to bestow a Gyrus upon the
worlde, to make many Cyrus’s, 1f they wil learne aright
why, and how that Maker made him

Neyther let 1t be deemed too sawcie a comparison to
ballance the highest poynt of mans wit with the efficacie
of Nature- but rather give right honor to the heavenly
Maker of that maker who having made man to his owne
likenes, set him beyond and over all the workes of that
sccond nature, which 1n nothing hee sheweth so much as
in Poetrie. when with the force of a divine breath, he
bringeth things forth far surpassing her dooings

Poesie therefore 1s an arte of imitation, for so Arstotle
termeth 1t 1 his word Mumesis, that 15 to say, a repre-
senting, counterfetting, or figuring foorth. to speake
metaphorically, a speaking picture. with this end, to
teach and delight .

Nowe therein of all Sciences, (I speak still of humane,
and according to the humane conceits) is our Poet the
Monarch. For he dooth not only show the way, but
giveth so sweete a prospect into the way, as will intice
any man to enter into 1t. Nay, he dooth as if your journey
should lye through a fayre Vineyard, at the first give
you a cluster of Grapes: that full of that taste, you may
long to passe further. He beginneth not with obscure
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definitions, which must blur the margent with inter-
pretations, and load the memory with doubtfulnesse: but
hee commeth to you with words sent in delightfull pro-
portion, either accompanied with, or prepared for the
well inchaunting skill of Musicke; and with a tale for-
sooth he commeth unto you: with a tale which holdeth
children from play, and old men from the chimney
corner. And pretending no more, doth intende the win-
ning of the mind from wickednesse to vertuc: even as the
childe is often brought to take most wholsom things, by
hiding them in such other as have a pleasant tast. which
if one should beginne to tell them, the nature of Aloes, or
Rubarb they shoulde receive, woulde sooner take their
Phisicke at their eares, then at thear mouth.?

For even those harde harted evill men, who thinke ver-
tue a schoolc name, and knowe no other good, but indul-
gere gemo, and therefore despise the austere admonitions
of the Plilosopher, and feele not the inward reason they
stand upon; yet will be content to be delighted whach 1s
al, the good felow Poet seemeth 1o promise’ and so steale
to see the forme of goodnes (which seene they cannot
but love) ere themselves be aware, as if they tooke a
medicine of Cherrics .

Certamnly I must confesse my own barbarousnes, I
never heard the olde song of Percy and Duglas, that 1
found not my hcart mooved more then with a Trumpet

FRANCIS BACON, LORD VERULAM
1501-1626

The Proficience and Advancement of Learning (1605)

1. xi. The vse of this FAINED HIsSTORIE hath beene to
giue some shadowe of satisfaction to the minde of Man
in those points wherein the Nature of things doth denie
it, the world being in proportion inferiour to the soule,
by reason whereof there is agreeable to the spirit of Man

1 Cf Croce, p 237
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a more ample Greatnesse, a more exact Goodnesse, and
a more absolute varietie then can bee found in the
Nature of things. Therefore, because the Acts or Euents
of true Historie haue not that Magnitude which satisfieth
the minde of Man, Poesie faineth Acts and Euents Greater
and more Heroicall; because true Historie propoundeth
the successes and 1ssues of actions not so agreable to
the merits of Vertue and Vice, therefore Poesie faines them
more 1ust in Retribution and more according to Reuealed
Prouidence; because frue Historie representeth Actions
and Fuents more ordinarie and lesse interchanged,
therefore Poesie enducth them with more Rarencsse and
more vnexpcected and alternatiue Variations. So as it
appeareth that Poesie serueth and conferreth to Magnani-
mitic, Moralitic, and to delectation And therefore 1t was
cuer thought to haue some participation of diuineness,
because 1t doth raise and erect the Minde, by submutting
the shewes of things to the desires of the Mind, whereas
reason doth buckle and bowe the Mind vnto the Nature
of things And we see that by these msinuations and con-
gruitics with mans Nature and plcasure, royned also with
the agreement and consort it hath with Musicke,! 1t hath
had accesse and estimation i rude times and barbarous
Regions, where other learning stoode excluded . ..

And the cause was for that 1t was then of necessitie to
expresse any point of reason which was more sharpe or
subtile then the vulgar in that maner, because men in
those times wanted both varietie of examples and sub-
tiltie of conceit. And as Hierogliphikes were before Letters,
so parables were before arguments .. Neuerthelesse 1n
many the like incounters, I doe rather think that the
fable was first and the exposition deuised then that the
Morale was first & thereupon the fable framed

But to ascribe vnto 1t that which is duc for the expressing
of affections, passions, corruptions and customes, we are
beholding to Poets more then to the Philosophers workes,
and for wit and eloquence not much lesse then to

' Cf Dante, D¢ Vulgar: Eloguo, ‘Fictio rhetorica 1in musica posita’
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Orators harangues. But it 1s not good to stay too long in
the Theater: let vs now passe on to the iudicial Place or
Pallace of the Mind, which we are to approach and view
with more reuerence and attention.’

Essayes or Counsels, XLIII.  Of Beauty (1607-1625)?

That is the best part of beauty, which a picture cannot ex-
press; no nor the first sight of the ife. There 1s no excellent
beauty that hath not some strangeness in the proportion.
A man cannot tell whether Apelles or Albert Durer were
the more trifler, whereof the one would make a personage
by geometrical proportions, the other, by taking the best
parts out of divers faces, to make one excellent. Such
personages, I think, would please nobody but the painter
that made them Not but I think a painter may make a
better face than ever was, but he must do 1t by a kind of
felicity, (as a musician that maketh an excellent air in
music,) and not by rule. A man shall see faces, that if
you examine them part by part, you shall find never a
good, and yet altogether do well

THOMAS HOBBES
1588-16793
Leviathan (1651)

vi  Whatsocver 15 the object of any mans Appetite or
Desire, that 1s 1t, which he for his part calleth Good: And
the object of his Hate, and Aversion, Eull; And of his
Contempt, Vile, and Inconsiderable. For these words of
Good, Evill, and Contemptible, are ever used with rela-
tion to the person that uscth them: There being nothing
simply and absolutely so; nor any common Rule of Good
and Evill, to be taken from the nature of the objects them-
selves . Of Good there be three kinds; Good 1n the
Promuse, that 1s Pulchrum, Good in Effect, as the end

I Cf Hegel,p 175 2 Three versions, with much variety of spelling

3 For the critical works of Hobbes and other writers of the period see
Spingarn, Critwal Essays of the XVIIth Century



HOBBES 57

desired, which is called fucundum, Delightfull; and Good
as the Means, which is called Vtile, Profitable.

Sudden Glory, is the passion which maketh those grumaces
called LAUGHTER; and 1s caused either by some sudden
act of their own, that pleaseth them; or by the apprehen-
sion of some deformed thing 1n another by comparison
whereof they suddenly applaud themselves.

GOTTFRIED WILHELM LEIBNIZ
1646—-1716
Meditations on Knowledge, Truth, and Ideas (1684)

An obscure or vague 1dca is one that docs not suffice for
the recognition of its object . If I can recognize the
thing I have clear or vivid knowledge of 1t, but this again
may be either confused [sensuous] or distinct [intellectual].
It 1s confused!® if I cannot enumerate one by one the
marks which suffice for distinguishing the thing from
others .. Thus we sce painters and other artists well
cnough aware what 15 nght and what 1s faulty, but
often unable to give any reason for their taste- 1if asked,
they reply that the work they dislike lacks a je ne saws quor.?

Theoducy (1710)

u 148 The chiefend . of poetry should be to teach
prudence and virtue by examples.
[1e 1n vivid, ‘confused’ 1deas)

GIAN VINCENZO GRAVINA
1664-1718
A Duscourse on the Ancient Factions (1696)3

I 1 All the passions beget in us a kind of delirium 1n
greater or less degree according to the greater or less

' Cf Baumgarten, Philosophical Thoughts, p 82 2 Bouhours, Entretiens
3 Practically reproduced in tus Della Ragwn Poetica, 1708
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violence of the spirits which assail the fancy. This is so
above all with ambition and love, for these impress
their objects—the desired honour or face—with greater
strength, and occupy almost the whole sphere of our
imagination. The reason for this 1s that the idea of dis-
tance 1 space or time 1s excluded from our imagination,
and so 1n fact are all 1deas which suggest the absence of
the honour or the face to which these passions refer.
Consequently the mind embraces the 1magined rank or
beauty as 1f 1t were truly present. And so 1t comes about
that for the most part men dream with open eyes.
1i. Now poetry besieges our imagination on all sides with
lively pictures and appearances which have an effective
likeness to the truth, and 1t keeps far from us the 1mages
of contrary things, which disprove the reality of what the
poct expresses Hence the poet, by images referring to
nature and by lively pictures resembling the true existence
and nature of the imagined things, moves and excites the
imagination, exactly as the rcalities do
- vi1 Poetry 1s a kindly magician, 1t 1s a delirrum which
purges us of madness. Vulgar minds, which are
almost entirely wrapped 1n the mists of imagimation, arc
closed to the stimulus of truth and of knowledge through
universals If these are to find entrance there, they must
be embodied 1n figures apt to the fancy.
x1. By means of sensible 1mages, the laws of nature and
of God are introduced into the popular mind, and the
seeds of religion and morality are sown

JOHN DENNIS

1657~1734
The Advancement and Reformation of Modern Poetry

( 1701 )

Epistle Dedicatory. The end of Poetry 1s to Instruct and |
Reform ... Passion 1s the principle thing in Poetry !
I am no further pleas’d nor instructed by any Tragedy,
than as 1t excites Passion in me .. A Poet is capacitated
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by that which is commonly call’d Regularity, to excite
the ordinary Passions more powerfully by the constitu-
tion of the Fable.

Pt 1, ch. v. Poetry then is an imitation of Nature by a
pathetick and numerous Speech. . Passion 1s still more
necessary to it than Harmony For Harmony only dis-
tinguishes 1ts instrument from that of Prose, but Passfon
distinguishes its very nature and character. For therefore
Poetry 1s Poetry, because 1t 1s more passionate and
sensual! than Prose For Passion can please without
Harmony, but Harmony tires without Passion And in
Tragedy and 1n Epick Poetry a man may instruct without
Harmony but never without Passion There must be
Passion every where in Poetry and Painting

vi Most of our thoughts are naturally attended with
some sort and somc degrce of Passion And ’tis the
cxpression of this Passion which gives us so much
plcasure, both in Conversation and in Human Authors

But these passions that attend upon our thoughts arc
seldom so strong, as they are in those kind of thoughts
which we call Images

xv Nature 1s the same thing with Genus, and Genius
and Passion are all onc.

1 1 As the misery of man proceeds from the discord
and those civil jars that are maintained within him, it
follows that nothing can make him happy, but what can
remove that discord, and restore the Harmony of the
Human Faculties 2 So that must be the best and the
nobler Art, which makes the best Provision at the samc
timc for the sausfaction of all the Faculties, the Reason,
the Passions, the Sences In a sublime and accom-

Y Cf Multon, Treatise of Education (1650), ‘Poetry simple, scnsuous and
passionate’

2 Cf Richards, p 282 Denmnis 1s surely influenced by Dryden, Defence of an
Essay of Dramatic Poesy (1668) ‘Delight 1s the chief, if not the only end of
poetry, instruction can be admitted but in the second place, for poesy only
mstructs as 1t delights > And 1n gcneral see Ker, Essays of John Dryden
Cf Castelvetro, Aristotle’s Poetics (1570) ‘Poetry was invented mercly to
delight and cntertain the munds of the vulgar®

3778 T
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plish’d Poem, the Reason and Passions and Sences are
pleas’d at the same time superlatively . . . The Reason
further finds its account, 1n the exact perpetual Obser-
vance of Decorums, and in beholding itself exalted by the
exaltation of the Passions. . . Those very Passions which
plague and torment us in Iife, please us, nay, transport us
in Poetry. ~He who is entertain’d with an accom-
plish’d Poem, 1s for a time at least restor’d to Paradise.
. . . But nothing thatis meerly Human can be on all sides
perfect. ' The Delight which Poetry gives is neither per-
petual, nor are all men capable of 1t. Religion alone can
provide man a pleasurc that 1s lasting, as it may be
universal.!

LUDOVICO ANTONIO MURATORI
1672-1750
The Perfection of Italian Poetry (1706)

. v Moral philosophy has found another daughter or
minister, even more delightful and useful than history:
poetry, an art that partakes both of history and of
rhetoric. . Poetry, as an imutative art and composer of
pocms, has for its end delight, as an art subordinate to
moral philosophy or politics 1ts end 1s to be of service to
others. . . By beautiful we generally understand whatever,
when seen, heard, or understood, delights, pleases, and
ravishes us by causing within us agreable sensations and
love. God 1s the most beautiful of all things .

vi. Truth and goodness are the two ulumate ends to
which the desires of our intellect and our will always and
naturally tend. The former faculty longs to know all that
is within or without us, the latter to obtain that which by
its goodness may make us happy. And these two mighty
appetites never rest until they come to enjoy the beatific
viston, which 1s the vision of God, 1n whom are conjoined
the supreme truth and supreme goodness.? But since in
our fallen and banished state many obstacles, by occasion

! Cf Schopenhauer, p 148, Hegel, p. 165. 2 Cf St Thomas, p. 51.
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of the body and of evil passions, every day can hinder the
soul in these two flights, natural though they be, God has
willed, by stamping beauty upon truth and goodness,
greatly to strengthen the natural inclination of our
souls ..

In poetry, which delhights our understanding, is found an
element of beauty which belongs to the sense of hearing,
namely the harmony and music of the verse. But such
beauty 1s a superficial ornament, necessary indeed to
beautiful poetry, but not able to make it truly and intrin-
sically beautiful. . . The beauty which by 1ts sweetness
delights and moves the human understanding 1s nothing
else than an illumination or resplendent aspect of the
truth. This hght, this aspect, whenever 1t succeeds in
luminating our soul, and by its sweetness driving out
ignorance (one of the most grievous penalties bequeathed
us by our first father) causes in us a delicious pleasure,
a most grateful emotion. This 1llumination consists in
brevity or clarity? or evidence or force or novelty, nobility,
usefulness, magmficence, proportion, arrangement, pro-
bability, and other virtues which can accompany truth.

Poetry on the one hand depicts and represents the
truth as 1t is, or rather as it should and could be, and on
the other depicts 1t simply for the sake of depicting or
imitating, and by this imitation furmishing delight. .

vii. Now poetry may delight in two ways, either by the
things and truths which i1t imitates, or by its manner of
mmitating them The truths and things represented by the
poet may delight us cither because they are new and
marvellous in themselves or because they become so 1n
the poet’s hands. . . . This office [of finding o1 making
what is wonderful and new] belongs to the intellect and
to the imagination

x1v. The power or faculty of the mind which apprehends
and recognizes sensible objects or, to speak more accur-
ately, their images, is the imagination or fancy; which,
being placed, as we hold, 1n the inferior part of the soul,

I Cf. St Thomas, p. 51
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we may conveniently call Inferior Apprehension.” Our soul
has another apprehension of things, which we call
Superior,! because it 1s placed in the superior, reasonable,
and divine part, and which 1s commonly named Under-
standing. The office of the 1magination 1s not to inquire
or know 1f things are true or false but merely to appre-
hend them; 1t 1s the office of the understanding to know
and to mquire whether these are true or false. When we
reflect or think, these two powers co-operate, the inferior
supplying the superior with images or shadows of objects
out of 1ts store-house without fresh recourse to the senses.
Or the inferior by itself may make use of these shadows
to imagme things already apprchended, or to fashion
from them new shadows, since 1t has the power of con-
ceving new 1mages. So the imagmation governs this
private arsenal or secret treasury of our soul, where are
assembled, as 1t were mm miniature, so many and so
various sensible objects, destined to give, so to speak,
material body to the thoughts and internal operations
of man As these images, which are also called idols, are
apprehended by the inferior faculty and arranged like
so much merchandise 1n a great market-place or fair,
with more or less order, either the imagination itself or
the understanding 1tself proceeds instantancously to
select those from which our thoughts are formed, joining
some hitherto separate, rejecting others, and not deigning
even a glance at some Ifin time we wish to bring forth
what we have conceived and impart 1t to others, with
marvellous swiftness this same 1magination furnishes
us with 1images of words apt to clothe our thought and
communicate 1t to the ears o1 eyes of men . .. Now
images are formed in three ways. Either the under-
standing forms them 1tself with 1ts divine and penetrating
power, the imagination supplying nothing but the
seed Or the understanding and 1magination unite to
form them together. Or else the imagination conceives
them alone, taking no counsel with the understanding.
t Cf Baumgarten, p 84
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For example [of the first activity], our understanding sees
many images of men apprehended by the imagination
and 1mpressed on it. It unites them, and, from so many
particular images which the inferior apprehension had
collected, it extracts and forms an image, which was not
yet present, conceiving e.g that ‘Every man has the
power of laughter.’ .

The third activity occurs when imagination holds abso-
lute sway 1n the soul and gives little or no heed to the
counsels of the understanding. This 1s experienced by
us in dreams, i violent excitements of passion, in
delirrum . . Our concern 1s confined to the considera-
tion of those images which are conceived 1n the second
way, that 1s, when the understanding and the imagina-
tion unite harmoniously! to concewve things and to set
them forth. Now imagination allied with understanding
(and therefore pledged to seek some kind of truth) can
and does produce 1images which are either (1) directly true to
the 1magination and dwrectly also appear so to the under-
standing, as when we vividly and appropriately describe
a rambow, a single combat, a spirited horse . .. Such
mmages represent a truth furnished by sense to the
imagination and also recognized as such by the under-
standing Or (2) the images are dwectly only probable to
both imagmation and intellect, as, for instance, the
imagination of the tragic scene from the fall of Troy . ..
the madness of Orlando, and such-like imaginary things,
which both to the imagination and the understanding
appear perfectly possible and probable. Or (3) the
images are directly true or probable to the vmagination but
only wduectly appear so to the understanding, as when,
for example, the imagination, seeing the mfinite mean-
ders of a stream through a lovely landscape, imagines,
what seems to 1t true or probable, that the stream is
enamoured of the flowery lawn and cannot or will not
leave it "This image makes the understanding conceive
the truth, namely the lovelness of the spot and the

1 Cf Kant,p 113
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voluptuous windings of the stream, not directly (for the
literal sense is false) but indirectly.”. ..

xv. There are some images which are directly true or
probable to the imagination by reason of passion. And
truly of these the poet’s treasury must be full . . These
are formed by the mmagination when, excited by some
passion, 1t unites two simple and natural images and
gives them a shape and nature different from the repre-
sentation of the senses. In doing this, the imagination
pictures for the most part lifeless things as alive. . In
a lover the imagmation 1s compact of these images,
inspired 1 him by the beloved object His violent
passion makes him, for example, concerve the company
and the caresses of his beloved to be bliss so rare and
enviable that he truly and naturally imagines all other
beings, even grass and flowers, to burn and sigh for that
felicity. .. Thisis the delusion of a love-sick 1magination,
but the poet represents this delusion to others, as 1t was
born in his imagination, to make them apprehend vividly
the violence of his own passion

1. x. Having spoken of the intellect and the imagina-
tion, 1t remains that I should say something about the
judgement, which among other names 1s also called
discretion, immeduate reason, and sometimes good laste, and
is a part, virtue, or faculty of the understanding itself.

Judgement 1s a virtue founded on the consideration
of individuals and particular things; and as these may be
called inumerable, so are also the laws and rules of
judgement . It is that Virtue of the undersianding which
teaches us to avord and pass over all that 1s wnept or prejudicial
to the theme we have undertaken and to select all that becomes 1t.
It 1s the Light that discovers to us, according fo the circumstances,
those extremes between which beauty lies.

' Cf Ruskin, p 179.
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Characteristicks

ir. Of Wit and Humour (1709). We may imagine what we
please of a substantial solid Part of Beauty: but were the
Subject to be well criticiz’d, we shou’d find, perhaps, that
what we most admir’d, even in the Turn of outward
Features, was but a mysterious Expression, and a kind of
shadow of something wnward 1n the Temper

v. The Moralists (1709). The Beautiful, the Fair, the
Comely, were never in the Matier, but 1 the Art and
Design, never in Body 1t-self, but m the Form or Forming
Power

Never can the Form be of real force where 1t is uncon-
templated, unjudg’d of, unexamin’d, and stands only
as the accidental Note or Token of what appeases pro-
vok’d Sense, and satsfies the brutish Part. . Beauty and
Good are still the same

JOSEPH ADDISON
1672-1719
The Spectator® (1712)

411 By the Pleasures of the Imagination or Fancy
(which I shall use promiscuously) I here mean such as
arise from visible Objects, either when we have them
actually in our View, or when we call up therr Ideas in
our Minds by Paintings, Statues, Descriptions, or any the
like Occasion. We cannot indeed have a single Image in
the Fancy that did not make 1ts first Entrance through
the Sight, but we have the Power of retaining, altering
and compounding those Images, which we have once
received, with all the vaneties of Picture and Vision that
are most agreeable . . . The Pleasures of the Imagination,

I Translated into German, 1745
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taken in the full Extent, are not so gross as those of Sense,
nor so refined as those of the Understanding.? . . . We
immediately assent to the Beauty of an Object, without
enquiring nto the particular Causes and Occasions of 1t.

412. Ishallfirst consider those Pleasures of the Imagina-
tion, which arise from the actual View and Survey of out-
ward Objects: And these, I think, all proceed from the
Sight of what 1s Great, Uncommon, or Beautiful . . .

By Greatness, 1 do not mean the Bulk of any single
Object, but the Largeness of a whole View, considered as
one entire Piece Such are the Prospects of an open
Champian Country, a vast uncultivated Desart, of huge
Heaps of Mountains, high Rocks and Precipices, or a
wide Expanse of Waters, where we are not struck with
the Novelty or Beauty of the Sight, but with that rude
kind of Magnificence which appears in many of these
stupendous Works of Nature. Our Imagination loves to
be filled with an Object, or to grasp at anything that 1s
too big for 1ts Capacity We are flung into a pleasing
Astonishment at such unbounded Views, and feel a
delightful Stillness and Amazement in the Soul at the
Apprehensions of them. The Mind of Man naturally
hates everything that looks like a Restramnt upon 1t 2
But 1f there be a Beauty or Uncommonness jomned with
this Grandeur, as mm a troubled Ocean, a Heaven
adorned with Stars and Meteors, or a spacious Landskip
cut out with Rivers, Woods, Rocks, and Meadows, the
Pleasure still grows upon us, as 1t rises from more than
a single Principle.

Every Thing that 1s new or uncommon raises a Pleasure
in the Imagination, because it fills the Soul with an
agreeable Surprize, gratifies 1ts Curiosity, and gives it
an Idea of which 1t was not before possest. It 1s this
that bestowes Charms on a Monster, and makes even the
Imperfections of Nature please us. It 1s this that recom-
mends Variety . .. But there 1s nothing that makes 1ts
Way more directly to the soul than Beauty, which im-

! Cf Kant,pp 113,117 2 Cf Longinus,xxxv,p 38, Kant,§25,p 119
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mediately diffuses a secret Satisfaction and Compla-
cency through the Imagination. . . . There is not perhaps
any real Beauty or Deformity more in one Piece of
Matter than another, because we might have been so
made, that whatsoever now appears loathsome to us,
might have shcwn itself agreeable; but we find by
Experience, that there are several Modifications of Matter
which the Mind, without any previous Consideration,
pronounces at first Sight Beautiful or Deformed. Thus
we see that every different Species of sensible Creatures
has 1ts different Notions of Beauty, and that each of them
1s most affected with the Beauties of 1ts own kind. .

There 1s a second Kind of Beauty that we find in the
several Products of Art and Nature, which does not work
in the Imagination with that Warmth and Violence as the
Beauty that appears in our proper Specics, but is apt,
however, to raise in us a secret Delight, and a kind of
Fondness for the Places or Objects in which we discover
it This consists either 1n the Gaiety or Variety of Colours,
in the Symmetry and Proportion of Parts, in the Arrange-
ment and Disposition of Bodies, or m a just Mixture and
Concurrence of all together

413. One of the Final Causes of our Delight, in anything
that 1s great, may be this The Supreme Author of our
Being has so formed the Soul of Man, that nothing but
himself can be 1ts last, adequate, and proper Happi-
ness ' .

414. If we consider the Works of Nature and Art, as they
are qualified to entertain the Imagination, we shall find
the last very defective, in Comparison of the former; for
though they may somctimes appear as Beautiful or
Strange, they can have nothing in them of that Vastness
and Immensity, which afford so great an Entertainment
to the Mind of the Beholder 2 The one may be as Polite
and Delicate as the other, but can never shew herself
so August and Magnificent in the Design. There 1s

1 Cf St Thomas, p 51, Muratou, p 60

2 Cf Kant’s restriction of sublimty to nature, p 118
3778 K
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something more bold and masterly in the rough careless
Strokes of Nature, than in the mice Touches and Em-
bellishments of Art. . Yet we find the Works of Nature
still more pleasant, the more they resemble those of Art:
For 1 this case our Pleasure arnises from a double Prin-
ciple; from the Agrecableness of the Objects to the Eye,
and from theirr Stmilitude to other Objects . . Hence it
1s that we take Delight . . in anything that hath such a
Variety or Regularity as may seem the Effect of Design,
1n what we call the Works of Chance * . .

418 Anything that 1s disagreeable when looked upon,
pleases us in an apt Description There 1s yet another
Circumstance which 1ecommends a Description more
than all the rest, and that 1s 1if 1t represents to us such
Objects as are apt to raise a secret Ferment i the Mind
of the Reader, and to work, with Violence, upon his
Passions For, in this Case, we are at once warmed and
enhghtened, so that the Pleasurc becomes more Univer-
sal, and 1s several ways qualified to entertain us Thus in
Pamtmq, 1t 1s pleasant to look on the Picture of any Face,
where the Resemblance 1s hit, but the Pleasure increases,
if 1t be the Picture of a Face that 1s Beautiful, and 1s stall
greater, 1f the Beauty be softened with an Air of Melan-
choly or Sorrow. The two leading Passions which the
more serious Parts of Poetry endeavour to stir up 1n us,
are Terror and Pity . But how comes 1t to pass, that we
should take delight in being terrified or dejected by a
Description, when we find so much Uneasiness in the
Fear or Grief which we recerve from any other Occasion?
If we consider, thercfore, the Nature of this Pleasure, we
shall find that it does not arse so properly from the Des-
cription of what 1s terrible, as from the Reflection we
make on ourselves at the time of reading 1t When we
look on such hideous Objects, we are not a little pleased
to think we are 1n no danger of them .

420 Nothing 1s more pleasant to the Fancy, than to
enlarge 1tself by Degrees, m 1ts Contemplation of the

I Cf Kant’s Adaptation withoutdesign, p 114
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various Proportions which its several Objects bear to
each other, when it compares the Body of Man to the
Bulk of the whole Earth, the Earth to the Circle it des-
cribes round the Sun, that circle to the Sphere of the
fixt Stars, the Sphere of the fixt Stars to the Circuit of the
whole Crcation, the whole Creation itself to the infinite
Space! that 1s everywhere diffused about it. . . The
Understanding, indeed, opens an infinite Space on every
side of us, but the Imagination, after a few faint Efforts,
is immediately at a stand.!

421. The Pleasures of the Imagination are not wholly
confined to such particular Authors as are conversant in
material Objects, but are often to be met with among the
Polite Masters of Morality, Criticism, and other Specula-
tions abstracted from Matter, who, tho’ they do not
directly treat of the visible Parts of Nature, often draw
from them their Similitudes, Metaphors and Allegories
By these Allusions a Truth 1n the Understanding 1s as 1t
were reflected by the Imagination, we are able to see
something like Colour and Shape 1 a Notion, and to dis-
cover a Scheme of Thoughts traced out upon Matter.
And here the Mind receives a great deal of Sausfaction,
and has two of 1ts Faculties gratified at the same time,
while the Fancy is busie i copymg after the Under-
standing, and transcribing Ideas out of the Intellectual
World into thc Material 2 . The most entertaining
(Allusions) lie in the Works of Nature, which are obvious
to all Capacities, and more dehghtful than what 1s to be
found 1n Arts and Sciences It 1s this Talent of affecting
the Imagination .. that hassomething in it like Creation

! Cf Longmus 1x, p 37, Kant, § 25, p 120
2 Cf Kant, pp 113, 1234
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FRANCIS HUTCHESON
1694-1740
An Enguiry into the Oniginal of our Ideas of Beauty
and Virtue

1725, third edition 17291
1

vii The only Pleasure of Sense, which many Philoso-
phers seem to consider, 1s that which accompanys the
simple 1deas of Sensation. But there are far greater
Pleasures 1n those complex Ideas of Objects, which
obtain the Names of Beautiful, Regular, Harmonious
So 1n Musick, the Pleasure of fine Composition 1s ncompar-
ably greater than that of any one Note, how sweet, full,
or swelling soever

x. Ishould rather choose to call our Power of percciving
these Ideas, an internal Sense Many Men have n the
common Meaning, the Senses of Seeing and Hearing
perfect enough, they percerwve all the simple Ideas separ-
ately, and have their Pleasurcs; . .  And yet perhaps
they shall find no Pleasure in Musical Compositions, m
Painting, Architecture, natural Landskip, or but a very
weak one in comparison of what others enjoy .

xit  This superior Power of Perception 1s justly called
a Sense, because of its Affinity to the other Senses 1n this,
that the Pleasure does not arise from any Anowledge of
Principles, Proportions, Causes, or of the Usefulness of the
Object; but strikes us at first with the Idea of Beauty

xvil. Beauty 1s either Original or Comparative, or 1f any
like the Terms better, Absolute, or Relative * Only et it be
observ’d, that by Absolute or Original Beauty, is not under-
stood any Quality suppos’d to be i the Object, which
should of itself be beautiful, without any Relation to any
Mind which percewes it: For Beauty, like other Names
of sensible Ideas, properly denotes the Perception of some

! Translated into German, 1462 2 Cf Home, u, p 94, Kant,§16,p 116
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Mind. . . . We therefore by Absolute Beauty understand
only that Beauty, which we perceive in Objects without
comparison to any thing external, of which the Object is
suppos’d an mmitation, or Picture; such as that Beauty
perceiv’d from the Works of Nature, artificcal Forms,
Figures, Theorems. Comparatwe or Relative Beauty is that
which we perceive in Objects, commonly considered as
Imitations or Resemblances of something else . . .

IT Of Original or Absolute Beauty

m What we call Beautiful imn Objects, to speak in the
Mathematical Style, seems to be 1n a compound Ratw of
Uniformaty and Varety: so that where the Uniformuty of
Bodys 1s equal, the Beauty 1s as the Varzety, and where the
Variety 1s equal, the Beauty is as the Uniformaty.

ix. As to that most powerful Beauty in Countenances,
Aus, Gestures, Molion, we shall shew in the second
Treatise,! that it arises from some 1magin’d Indication of
morally good Dispositions of Mind In motion there is
also a natural Beauty, when at fixed periods like Gesturces
and Steps are regularly repeated ..

x. The Beauty arising from Mechanism, apparently
adapted to the Necessitys and Advantages of any
Ammal; which pleases us, even tho there be no Advan-
tage to our selves ensuing from 1t; will be consider’d
under the Head of Relative Beauty, or Design. .

xin. Under Oniginal Beauty we may include Harmony,
or Beauty of Sound, if that Expression can be allow’d,
because Harmony is not usually conceiv’d as an Imitation
of anything elsc. Harmony often raiscs Pleasure in those
who know not what is the Occasion of 1t and yet the
Foundation of this Pleasure 1s known to be a sort of
Uniformaty .

IV. Of Relative or Comparative Beauty

1. This Beauty is founded on a Conformuty or a kind of
Unity between the Original and the Copy. To obtain
T An Enguiry Concerming Moral Good and Ewl, vi m
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comparative Beauty alone, it is not necessary that there be
any Beauty 1 the Origmal.

iv. Everything in WNature, by our strange inclination to
Resemblance, shall be brought to represent other things,
even the most remote, especially the Passions and Cir-
cumstances of human Nature in which we are more
nearly concern’d.

V. Concermang our Reasomng about Design and Wisdom
wn the Cause, from the Beauty or Regularity of Effects

1. As there are an Infinity of Forms possible into which
any System may be reduc’d, an Infimity of Places in which
Animals may be situated, and an Infinity of Relishes or
Senses 1n these Amimals 1s suppos’d possible, that in the
immense Spaces any one Animal should by chance be
plac’d 1n a System agreeable to 1ts Taste, must be 1m-
probable as nfinite to one at least ! There 1s another
kind of Beauty from which we conclude Wisdom 1n the
Cause, as well as Design, when we see many useful or beautiful
Effects flowing from one general Cause . . How mncomparably
more beautiful 1s this Structure, than if we suppos’d so
many distinct Volitwons m the DEITY, producing every
particular Effect, and preventing some of the incidental
Ewvils which casually flow from the General Law.?

VI Of the Universality of the Sense of Beauty among Men

1. Since we know not how great a Vareéy of Senscs there
may be among Amimals, there 1s no Form 1n Nafure con-
cerning which we can pronounce, “That it has no Beauty;’
for 1t may stll please some perceiving Power 3 But our
Inguiry 15 confin’d to Men .. There 1s no Form which
seems necessarily disagreeable of itself, when we dread no
other Ewil from it, and compare 1t with nothing better of
the Kind .. No Composition of Objects which give not
unpleasant simple Ideas seems positively unpleasant

1'Cf Kant,§ 14, p 114

* Cf Kant, Criteque of Fudgement, Introduction v and Part II (neither 1s
included 1 this book)

3 Cf Ross, p 319
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. . Our Sense of Beauty seems design’d to give us positive
Pleasure, but not positive Pain or Disgust, any further
than what arises from disappointment .

VII. Of the Power of Custom, Education and Example,

as to our Internal Senscs

1. There is a natural Power of Perception, or Sense of
Beauty in Objects, antecedent to all Custom, Education, or
Example

ni  Education and Custom may influence our wnternal Senses,
where they are antecedently, by enlarging the Capacity
of our Minds to retain and compare the Parts of complex
Compositions. And then 1f the finest Objects are pre-
sented to us, we grow conscious of a Plcasure far superior
to what common Performances excite But all this pre-
supposes our Sense of Beauty to be natural.

VIII. Of the Importance of the Internal Senses
Life, and the final Causes of them

11 Those Objects of Contemplation in which there is
Uniformity amudst Variety, are more distinctly and easily
comprehended and retain’d than :megular Objects . .
Hence we sce how surtable 1t is to the sagacious Bounty
which we suppose 1n the DEITY, to constitute our nfernal
Senses 1 the manner in which they are; by which
Pleasure 1s join’d to the Contemplation of those Objects
which a finite Mind can best imprint and retain the
Ideas of with the least Distraction.?

GIAMBATTISTA VICO
1668-1744

The New Science

First edition 1725, second 1730, third 1744
The Elements, 36. Strength of imagination 1s in propor-
tion to weakness of reasoning.
The Elements, 53. Men at first feel without perception,
I Cf Kant, § 14, p 115
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then they perceive with a confused and disturbed mind,
finally they reflect with the purc intellect.

This axiom is the principle of poetical statements, which
are formed with feclings of passion and emotion, whereas
philosophical statements are formed by reflection with
reasoning. Hence the latter approach truth as they rise
to the umiversals, the former are more certain the nearer
they approach the particulars.

11. Introduction. As much as had been first felt by poets in
the way of crude! knowledge was later undcrstood 1n the
way of abstract? knowledge by the philosophers, so that
we mught call the former the senses and the latter the
mund of the human race Of which 1n general might be
said what Aristotle said of cach man 1n particular: “There
is nothing in the intellect unless it has first been in the
senses.’

Herow Statements Abstract statements belong to philo-
sophers since they arc about universals, and rcflections
thereon arc the feelings of false and frigid poets.

Poetical figures of speech. In all languages most of the
names for lifcless things are transferred from the human
body and 1ts parts or from human feelings and passions

GEORGELE BERKELEY, BISHOP OF CLOYNE

1685-1753
The New Alcyphron (1732)

m. 8. Euphranor Pray tell me, Alciphron, arc all man-
kind agreed in the notion of a beauteous face?

Alciphron  Beauty in human-kind scems to be of a mixed
and various nature, forasmuch as the passions, sentiments,
and qualitics of the soul, being seen through and blending
with the features, work differently on different minds,
as the sympathy 1s more or less But with regard to other
things 1s there no steady principle of beauty? Is there
upon carth a human mind without the idea of order,
harmony, and proportion”

! volgare 2 riposta
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Euph. O Alciphron, it is my weakness that I am apt to
be lost and bewildered in abstractions and generalities,
but a particular thing is better suited to my faculties. I
find it easy to consider and keep in view the objects
of sense: let us therefore try to discover what their beauty
is, or wherein it consists; and so, by the help of these
sensible things, as a scale or ladder, ascend to moral
and intelligible beauty. Be pleased then to inform me,
what is it we call beauty in the objects of sense?

Ale. Every one knows beauty is that which pleases.

Euph There is then beauty in the smell of a rose, or
the taste of an applc?

Alc. By no means. Beauty is, to speak properly, per-
ceived only by the eye.

Euph. It cannot therefore be defined in general—that
which pleaseth?r

Ale. 1 grant it cannot

Euph How then shall we limit or define 1t?

Alciphron, after a short pause, said that beauty consisted
In a certain symmetry or proportion pleasing to the
eye

Euph. Ts this proportion one and the same in all things,
or is 1t different in different kinds of things?

Alc. Different, doubtless. The proportions of an ox
would not be beautiful in a horse. And we may observe
also in things inanimate, that the beauty of a table, a
chair, a door, consists in different proportions.

Euph. Doth not this proportion imply the relation of
one thing to another?

Ale. Tt doth.

Euph. And are not these relations founded in size and
shape?

Ale. They are.

Euph. And, to make the proportions just, must not those
mntual relations of size and shape in the parts be such
as shall make the whole complete and perfect in its kind ?

Alc. 1 grant they must.

I Cf. Plato, p. 13.
3778 -
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Euph. Ts not a thing said to be perfect in its kind when
it answers the end for which it was made??

Ale. Tt is.

Euph. The parts, therefore, in true proportions must be
so related, and adjusted to one another, as that they may
best conspire to the use and operation of the whole?

Ale. Tt seems so.

Euph. But the comparing parts one with another, the
considering them as belonging to one whole, and referring
this whole to its use or end, should seem the work of
reason: should it not?

Alc. It should.

Euph. Proportions, therefore, are not, strictly speaking,
perceived by the sense of sight, but only by reason through
the means of sight.

Ale. This I grant

Euph. Consequently beauty, in your sense of it, is an
object, not of the eye, but of the mind.

Ale. Ttis

Euph. The eye, therefore, alone cannot sec that a chair
is handsome, or a door well proportioned

Alc. Tt seems to follow; but Iam not clear as to this point.

Euph. Let us sce if there be any difficulty i 1t. Could
the chair you sit on, think you, be reckoned well pro-
portioned or handsome, 1if it had not such a height,
breadth, wideness, and was not so far reclined as to afford
a convenient seat?

Ale. Tt could not.

Euph. The beauty, therefore, or symmetry of a chair
cannot be apprehended but by knowing 1ts use, and com-
paring its figure with that use; which cannot be done
by the eye alone, but 1s the effect of judgment. It is,
therefore, one thing to see an object, and another to
discern uts beauty.?

Ale. T admit this to be true.

9. Euph. The architects judge a door to be of a beautiful
I Cf Xenophon, p 1 2 Cf Moore, p 246.
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proportion, when its height is double of the breadth. But
if you should invert a well-proportioned door, making its
breadth become the height, and its height the breadth,
the figure would still be the same, but without that
beauty in one situation which it had in another. What
can be the cause of this, but that, in the fore-mentioned
supposition, the door would not yield convenient en-
trances to creatures of a human figure? But,1f in any other
part of the universe there should be supposed rational
animals of an inverted stature, they must be supposed to
invert the rule for proportion of doors; and to them that
would appear beautiful which to us was disagreeable.

Ale. Against this T have no objection.

Euph. Tell me, Alciphron, is there not something truly
decent and beautiful in dress?

Ale. Doubtless, there is.

Euph. Are any likelier to give us an idea of this beauty
in dress than painters and sculptors, whose proper busi-
ness and study it is to aim at graceful representations?

Alc 1 believe not

Euph. Let us then examine the draperies of the great
masters 1n these arts. how, for instance, they use to clothe
a matron, or a man of rank Cast an eye on those figures
(said he, pointing to some prints after Raphael and
Gudo, that hung upon the wall)—what appearance do
you think an English courtier or magistrate, with his
Gothic, succinct, plaited garment, and his full-bottomed
wig; or one of our ladies in her unnatural dress, pinched
and stiffened and enlarged, with hoops and whale-bone
and buckram, must make, among those figures so
decently clad in draperies that fall into such a variety of
natural, easy, and ample folds, that appear with so much
dignmity and simplicity, that cover the body without
encumbering it, and adorn without altering the shape?

Ale. Truly I think they must make a very ridiculous
appearance.

Euph. And what do you think this proceeds from?
Whence is it that the Eastern nations, the Greeks, and
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the Romans, naturally ran into the most becoming
dresses; while our Gothic gentry, after so many centuries
racking their inventions, mending, and altering, and
improving, and whirling about 1n a perpetual rotation
of fashions, have never yet had the luck to stumble on any
that was not absurd and ridiculous? Is it not from hence
—that, mstead of consulting use, reason, and convenience,
they abandon themselves to irregular fancy, the un-
natural parent of monsters? Whereas the ancients, con-
sidering the use and end of dress, made 1t subservient to
the freedom, ease, and convenience of the body; and,
having no notion of mending or changing the natural
shape, they aimed only at shewing it with decency and
advantage And, if this be so, are we not to conclude that
the beauty of dress depends on its subserviency to certain
ends and uses?

Alc This appears to be true.

Euph 'This subordinate relative nature of beauty, per-
haps, will be yet plainer, if we examine the respective
beauties of a horse and a pillar Virgil’s description of
the former 1s—

Il ardua cervix,
Argutumque caput, brevis alvus, obesaque terga,
Luxurniatque toris animosum pectus !
Now, I would fain know whether the perfections and uses
of a horse may not be reduced to these three points,
courage, strength, and speed; and whether each of the
beauties enumerated doth not occasion or betoken one of
these perfections? After the same manner, if we inquire
mto the parts and proportions of a beautiful pillar, we
shall perhaps find them answer to the same 1dea. Those
who have considered the theory of architecture tell us
the proportions of the three Grecian orders were taken
from the human body, as the most beautiful and perfect
production of nature. Hence were derived those graceful
ideas of columns, which had a character of strength
without clumsiness, or of delicacy without weakness.
1 Georgics, 1 79



BERKELEY 79

Those beautiful proportions were, I say, taken originally
from nature, which, in her creatures, as hath been already
observed, referreth them to some end, use, or design.
The gonfiezza also, or swelling, and the diminution of a
pillar, is it not in such proportion as to make it appear
strong and hight at the same time? In the same manner,
must not the whole entablature, with its projections, be
so proportioned, as to seem great but not heavy, light but
not hittle, inasmuch as a deviation into either extreme
would thwart that reason and use of things wherein their
beauty 1s founded, and to which 1t 1s subordinate? The
entablature, and all 1ts parts and ornaments, architrave,
frieze, cornice, tuglyphs, metopes, modiglions, and the
rest, have cach a use or appearance of use, in giving
firmness and union to the building, in protecting it from
the weather and casting off the rain, in representing the
ends of beams with their intervals, the production of
rafters, and so forth. And if we consider the graceful
angles in frontispieces, the spaces between the columns,
or the ornaments of their capitals—shall we not find, that
their beauty riseth from the appearance of use, or the
imitation of natural things, whose beauty 1s originally
founded on the same principle® which is, indeed, the
grand distinction between Grecian and Gothic architec-
ture, the latter being fantastical, and for the most part
founded necither in nature nor in reason, 1n necessity nor
use, the appearance of which accounts for all the beauty,
grace, and ornament of the other.

Crito What Euphranor has said confirms the opinion
I always entertained—that the rules of architecture were
founded, as all other arts which flourished among the
Grecks, in truth, and nature, and good sense. But the
ancients, who, from a thorough consideration of the
grounds and principles of art, formed their 1dea of beauty,
did not always confine themselves strictly to the same
rules and proportions; but, whenever the particular dis-
tance, position, elevation, or dimension of the fabric or
its parts seemed to require it, made no scruple to depart
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from them, without deserting the original principles of
beauty, which governed whatever deviations they made.
This latitude or licence might not, perhaps, be safely
trusted with most modern architects, who in their bold
sallies seem to act without aim or design; and to be
governed by no idea, no reason, or principle of art, but
pure caprice, joined with a thorough contempt of that
noble simplicity of the ancients, without which there can
be no unity, gracefulness, or grandeur in their works;
which of consequence must serve only to disfigure and
dishonour the nation, being so many monuments to future
ages of the opulence and 1ll taste of the present; which, 1t
is to be feared, would succeed as wretchedly, and make as
mad work in other affairs, were men to follow, instead of
rules, precepts, and morals, their own taste and first
thoughts of beauty

Ale. 1 should now, methinks, be glad to see a little more
distinctly the use and tendency of this digression upon
architecture

Euph Was not beauty the very thing we inquired after?

Ale. 1t was

Euph What think you, Alciphron, can the appearance
of a thing please at this time, and mn this place, which
pleased two thousand years ago, and two thousand miles
off, without some real principle of beauty?

Alc. It cannot.

Euph. And is not this the case with respect to a just
piece of architecture?

Ale. Nobody denies it.

Euph. Architecture, the noble offspring of judgment
and fancy, was gradually formed in the most polite and
knowmng countries of Asia, Egypt, Greece, and Italy. It
was cherished and esteemed by the most flourishing states
and most renowned princes, who with vast expense im-
proved and brought it to perfection. It seems, above all
other arts, pecubarly conversant about order, proportion,
and symmetry. May it not therefore be supposed, on all
accounts, most likely to help us to some rational notion of
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the je ne sais quot in beauty? And, in effect, have we not

learned from this digression that, as there is no beauty

without proportion, so proportions are to be esteemed just

and true, only as they are relative to some certain use or

end, their aptitude and subordination to which end is,

at bottom, that which makes them please and charm?
Ale. T admit all this to be true

BARON CHRISTIAN VON WOLFF!
1679-1764
Empirical Psychology (1732)

543. What pleases is called beautiful, what displeases
ugly.

544 Beauty consists in the perfection of a thing so far
as the thing 1s apt thereby to produce pleasure in us. . . .
[e g We call apicture beautiful because of 1ts resemblance to
its subject ]

545. Beauty may be defined as a fitness for pleasing us
or as obvious perfection.

546 True beauty arises from perfection. Apparent

beauty from apparent perfection.
|Our pleasure i the apparently beautiful thing 1s not caused

by 1t but by our false opinion of 1ts perfection |

ALEXANDER GOTTLIEB BAUMGARTEN
1714-62

Baumgarten’s positive contribution to aesthetics was shight It
consisted chiefly in having, so far as 1s known, first used that
word to designate the philosophy of beauty Besides this he
has some historical importance as having applied the Leibnizian
tradition, handed down through Wolf], to aesthetics 1n detail,
and as having provided Kant with a text-book.

Phalosophical thoughts on matters connected with Poetry
(r735)
3. Ideas received through our inferior faculty of know-
ledge are called sensuous (Repraeseniationes sensitivae).
! Wolff has some historical importance as influencing Baumgarten and Kant
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8. A sensuous discourse is perfect in proportion as its
component parts arouse many sensuous ideas.

9 A perfect sensuous discourse is a poem.

12. Sensuous 1deas are cither obscure or clear.

13 Clear or vivid ideas are more poetical than obscure
or faint ones.

14. Ideas which can be distinctly conceived, and which
are adequate and perfect, are not sensuous and, con-
sequently, not poetical

15. Since clear or vivid ideas are poetical, but distinct
1deas are not, 1t is only confused [1 € sensuous] but vivid!
ideas which are poetical.

16. If one 1dea comprehends more than others, though
all obscurely, it has a greater amount of clearness or
vividness (extenswe clarior) than they

18 The more definitely things are thought of, the more
is comprehended 1n the idea of them The more elements
are combined in a sensuous 1dea, so much the greater is
its amount of clearness or vividness and so much the more
poetical 1s it.

19. Individuals are perfectly definite, so 1deas of in-
dividuals are emmently poetical.

20. Thedea of a species is more poetical than that of
the genus

24. Our ideas of some present change 1n ourselves are
feelings (repraesentationes sensuales); consequently they are
sensuous and poetical.

25. Passions are notable degrees of pleasure or pain;
consequently such feelings are presented, to the man who
is apprehending something, as confused or sensuous ideas
of good and evil Consequently they afford poetical 1deas
—and 1t 15 poetical to arouse passions.

26 When we have an idea of anything as good or bad
the idea is, thereby, more comprehensive So 1deas which
present themselves in a confused or sensuous way as good
or evil have a greater amount of clearness, and are more

! Cf Leibmz, p 57.
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poetical for that reason. But such ideas arouse passions.
So to arouse passions is poetical.

27. Stronger feelings are the more clear or vivid.

28. Mental images are sensuous ideas.

29, Images are less clear or vivid than feelings and,
therefore, less poetical. Since feelings are occasioned by
the excitement of passions, a poem which arouses passion
is more perfect than one full of cold imagery. It is more
poetical to rouse the passions than to create mere
imagery.

65. The connexion of poetical ideas should be apt to
arouse sensuous knowledge, that is to say it should be
poetical.t

74. Since words are among the elements of a poem they
should be poetical.

78. In words we distinguish the articulate sounds from
the meaning The more poetical both are, the more
perfect the poem.

79. Since metaphorical expressions are mostly the ap-
propriate indications of sensuous ideas, picturesque
phrases (tropt) are poetical; for the ideas introduced by
such figures are sensuous and therefore poetical, because
poetical figures furnish composite confused 1deas.

109. It we are to call a poem an imitation of nature or
of actions, what is thereby required is that its effect
should resemble that of nature.

110. Ideas produced by nature, i.e. by the inner prin-
ciple of change 1n the universe, and by actions arising out
of nature, are never immediately distinct and intellectual,
but sensuous; on the other hand they have a very great
amount of clearness or vividness. So they are poetical.
Consequently the products of nature . . . and of the poet
resemble one another.?2 A poem, therefore, is an imitation
of nature and of natural actions.

111. When a poem is defined as a metrical discourse in
which actions or nature are imitated, we have two essen-

! Cf Alison, p 105, Croce, p 241, Richards, p 248.

2 Cf Schelling, p 135
3778 M
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tial characteristics not mutually connected.! Our theory
provides the connexion.

[Because metre pleases 2 the ear and thereby produces attention
for many 1deas , this produces a clear or vivid and sensuous
or confused 1dea; and nature also produces such an idea; so
metre 5 an imitation of nature2—or nature of metre ]

116 The Greek philosophers and the Fathers of the
Church already sufficiently distinguished aistheta from
noeta (objects of thought). But obviously for them
austheta were not to be identified with things perceptible
by the senses, for objects not actually present, namely
imaginations, were so called. MNoeta, as what can be
known by the higher faculty of knowledge, are the object
of logic; aistheta belong to the aesthetical science or to
Aesthetic

Metaphysics (1739)

521 An indistinct idea is called a sensuous 1dea. My
vital powers, then, give me sensuous perceptions by means
of an inferior faculty.?

662. The appearance of perfection, or perfection ob-
vious to taste in the wide sense, 1s beauty, the corresponding
imperfection 1s ugliness. Hence beauty, as such, delights
the observer; ugliness, as such, is disgusting.

Aesthetics (1750)

1. Aesthetics (the theory of the fine arts, the theory of
the lower kind of knowledge, the art of thinking beauti-
fully, the art of analogical reasoning) is the science of
sensuous knowledge.

14. The end of aesthetics is perfection of sensuous know-
ledge as such. This is beauty (Metaphysics, §§ 511, 662).
The defect of sensuous knowledge, to be avoided, is
ugliness.

18. Ugly things, assuch, may be thought of in a beautiful
way, and more beautiful things in an ugly way.

L Cf Anstotle, p 31

* Cf Reynolds, v, p 97 ‘Whatever pleases has 1n 1t what 15 analogous
to the mind and 1s, therefore, mn the highest sense, natural > Cf. Dryden,
Essay of Dramata Poetry. 3 Cf Muratori, p. 62.
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and affected in many respects as he is affected; so that
this passion may either partake of those which regard
self-preservation, and turning upon pain, may be a source
of the sublime; or it may turn upon ideas of pleasure;
and then whatever has been said of the social affections,
whether they regard society in general, or only some
particular modes of it, may be applicable here. . . .

xiv. I am convinced we have a degree of delight, and
that no small one, in the real misfortunes and pains of
others . . . for terror is a passion which always produces
delight when it does not press too close, and pity is a
passion accompanied with pleasure, because it arises
from love and social affection. . . .

xv. Itisthusin real calamities. Inimitated distresses the
only difference is the pleasure resulting from the effects
of imitation. . . . When you have collected your audience,
just at the moment when their minds are erect with
expectation, let it be reported that a state crimmal of
high rank is on the point of being executed in the
adjacent square; mn a moment the emptiness of the
theatre would demonstrate the comparative weakness of
the imitative arts. . . . We delight in seeing things, which
so far from doing, our heartiest desires would be to see
redressed . ..

1 i. The passion caused by the great and sublime in
nature, when those causes operate most powerfully, is
astonishment or that state of the soul, mn which all its
motions are suspended with some degree of horror. In
this case the mind is so entirely filled with 1ts object, that
it cannot entertain any,other.

1. Whatever therefore is terrible, with regard to sight, is
sublime too, whether this cause of terror, be endued with
greatness of dimension or not.! . ..

ii. To make anything very terrible, obscurity seems in
general to be necessary.

iv. The ideas of eternity, and infinity, are among the
most affecting we have; and perhaps there is nothing

I Cf Kant, §§ 23-8, pp 11720
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of which we really understand so little, as of infinity, and
eternity. . . . Hardly anything can strike the mind with
its greatness, which does not make some sort of approach
towards infinity;! which nothing can do whilst we are
able to percewve its bounds; but to see an object distinctly,
and to perceive its bounds, is one and the same thing. A
clear idea is therefore another name for a lhttle idea.?
There is a passage 1n the book of Job amazingly sublime,
and this sublimity is principally due to the terrible un-
certainty of the thing described. In thoughts from the
viswons of the mght, when deep sleep falleth upon men, fear came
upon me and trembling, which made all my bones to shake. Then
a spinit passed before my face. The har of my flesh stood up.
It stood still, but 1 could not discern the form thereof;
an mage was before mine eyes; there was silence; and I heard
a voice,—Shall mortal man be more just than God” .

v. Besides these things which directly suggest the idea of
danger, and those which produce a similar effect from
a mechanical cause, I know of nothing sublime which is
not some modification of power.

v1 Al general privations are great, because they are all
terrible; Vacuity, Darkness, Solitude, and Stlence.

vii Greatness of dimension 1s a powerful cause of the
subime . . . Extension is either in length, height, or
depth. Of these the length strikes least; an hundred
yards of even ground will never work such an effect as a
tower an hundred yards high, or a rock or mountam of
that altitude. I am apt to imagine likewise, that height
is less grand than depths; . . . as the great extreme of
dimension is sublime, so the last extreme of littleness is in
some measure sublime likewse. . . . For division must be
infinite as well as addition. . . .

vii. Infinity has a tendency to fill the mind with that
sort of delightful horror, which is the most genuine effect,
and truest test of the sublime. There are scarce any things
which can become the objects of our senses, that are
really and in their own nature infinite. But the eye not

' Cf Kant,§25,p 119 2 Cf Reynolds, vu, p 97
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91. [Among predisposing causes of beautiful thinking
are] all passions of the mind which are not so violent that
their appearance suppresses all symbolical knowledge.

483. That of which we have not complete certainty,
though we do not apprehend any falsehood in it, is pro-
bable. So aesthetic truth, which should rather be called
probabulity, is that grade of truth, which, though not
carried to complete certainty, yet contains no obvious
falsehood.

484. What the spectators or audience secretly anticipate
as they watch or listen, what generally happens or what
is the custom, what is popularly believed to happen, or
what is at all like these things—whether it be false (in the
widest logical sense) or true (in the strictest logical sense),
—all that is not easily rejected by our senses, all this is
the eixds or probable which, on the authority of Aristotle
and Cicero, the artistic mind should pursue.

DAVID HUME
1711-76
A Treatise of Human Nature (1738)

n i 8. Beauty 1s such an order and construction of
parts, as, either by the primary constitution of our nature,
by custom, or by caprice, 1s fitted to give a pleasure and
satisfaction to the soul This is the distinguishing char-
acter of beauty, and forms all the difference betwixt 1t and
deformity, whose natural tendency is to produce uneasi-
ness Pleasure and pain, therefore, are not only necessary
attendants of beauty and deformity, but constitute their
very essence. And, indeed, if we consider that a great
part of the beauty which we admure either in animals
or in other objects is derived from the idea of convenience
and utiity, we shall make no scruple to assent to this
opinion. That shape which produces strength 1s beauti-
ful in one animal; and that which is a sign of agility,
in another. The order and convenience of a palace are no
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less essential to its beauty than its mere figure and appear-
ance. In like manner the rules of architecture require,
that the top of a pillar should be more slender than its
base, and that because such a figure conveys to us the
idea of security, which is pleasant; whereas the contrary
form gives us the apprehension of danger, which 1s uneasy.

. ir. 5. It is evident that nothing renders a field more
agreeable than its fertility, and that scarce any advantages
of ornament or situation will be able to equal this beauty.
. . . I know not but a plain overgrown with furze and
broom, may be, in itself, as beautiful as a hill covered
with vines or olive-trees, though it will never appear
so to one who is acquainted with the value of each. But
this 1s a beauty merely of imagination, and has no founda-
tion in what appears to the senses.” Fertility and value
have a plain reference to use; and that to riches, joy, and
plenty, in which, though we have no hope of partaking,
yet we enter into them by the vivacity of the fancy, and
share them 1n some measure with the proprietor.

Essay XXIII.  Of the Standard of Taste (1757)

The great variety of Taste, as well as of opinion, which
prevails in the world, is too obvious not to have fallen
under every one’s observation. . . As this variety of taste
is obvious to the most careless enquirer; so will 1t be
found, on examination, to be still greater in reality than
in appearance. . . . Every voice is united in applauding
elegance, propriety, simplicity, spirit 1n writing; and in
blaming fustian, affectation, coldness and a false bril-
liancy: But when critics come to particulars, this seeming
unanimity varushes; and it is found, that they had affixed
a very different meaning to their expressions. In all
matters of opinion and science, the case is opposite: The
difference between men is there oftener found to he in
generals than 1n particulars, and to be less in reality than
in appearance. An explanation of the terms commonly
ends the controversy, and the disputants are surprized

' Cf Ruskin, p 178
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to find, that they had been quarrelling, while at bottom
they agreed in their judgment. . . .

But though all the general rules of art are founded only
on experience and on the observation of the common
sentiments of human nature, we must not imagine, that,
on every occasion, the feelings of men will be conform-
able to these rules. . . . A perfect serenity of mind, a recol-
lection of thought, a due attention to the object; if any of
these circumstances be wanting, our experiment will be
fallacious, and we shall be unable to judge of the catholic
and universal beauty ... It appears then, that, amidst
all the variety and caprice of taste, there are certain
general principles of approbation or blame, whose
influence a careful eye may trace in all operations of the
mind. Some particular forms or qualities, from the origi-
nal structure of the internal fabric, are calculated to
please, and others to displease, and if they fail of their
effect in any particular instance, it is from some apparent
defect or imperfection in the organ. . . . If; in the sound
state of the organ, there be an entire or a considerable
uniformity of sentiment among men, we may thence
derive an idea of the perfect beauty . .. But notwith-
standing all our endeavours to fix a standard of taste, and
reconcile the discordant apprehensions of men, there still
remain two sources of variation, which are not sufficient
indeed to confuse all the boundaries of beauty and
deformity, but will often serve to produce a difference in
the degree of our approbation or blame. The one 1s the
different humours of particular men; the other, the parti-
cular manners and opinions of our age and country. . ..
Where there 1s such a diversity in the internal frame or
external situation as 1s entirely blameless on both sides,
and leaves no room to give one the preference above the
other; 1n that case a certain degree of diversity in judg-
ment is unavoidable, and we seek 1n vain for a standard,
by which we can reconcile the contrary sentiments.
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WILLIAM HOGARTH
1697-1764
The Analysis of Beauty (1753)

[The first element n beauty is Fitness, the second Variety, and
the third Regularity, but of Regularity only so much as Fitness

requures |

Though all sorts of waving lines are ornamental when
properly apphied, yet, strictly speaking, there is but one
precise line, properly to be called the line of beauty. . . . So
there is only one precise serpentine line that I call the
line of grace

EDMUND BURKE
1729-97

A Philosophical Enquiry into the Origin of our Ideas
on the Sublime and Beautiful (1756)"

Fifth edition, with an Introductory Discourse concerning
Taste, 1767

1 vil. Whatever is fitted 1n any sort to excite the 1deas
of pain, and danger, that 1s to say, whatever is in any sort
terrible, or 1s conversant about terrible objects, or
operates in a manner analogous to terror, is a source of
the sublime, that 1s 1t is productive of the strongest emotion
which the mind 1s capable of feeling. 1 say the strongest
emotion, because I am satisfied the 1deas of pain are much
more powerful than those which enter on the part of
pleasure. . . .

When danger or pain press too nearly, they are in-
capable of giving any dehght, and are simply terrible;
but at certain distances and with certain modifications,
they may be, and they are delightful, as we every day
experience.

xiti Sympathy must be considered as a sort of substi-
tution, by which we are put into the place of another man,

! Translated into German, 1773



BURKE 91

being able to perceive the bounds of many things, they
seem to be infinite, and they produce the same effects as if
they were really so. We are deceived 1n the like manner,
if the parts of some large object are so continued to any
indefinite number, that the imagination meets no check
which may hinder 1ts extending them at pleasure. .

xm1. Magnificence is ikewise a source of the sublime. A
great profusion of things which are splendid or valuable
in themselves, 1s magnificent The starry heaven, though
1t occurs so very frequently to our view, never fails to
excite an 1dea of grandeur. . . .

xx1i. My first observation will be found very nearly true;
that the sublime is an 1dea belonging to self-prescrvation,
that 1t 1s therefore onc of the most affecting we have; that
1ts strongest emotion is an emotion of distress; and that no
pleasure from a positive cause belongs to it.

1. 1. By beauty I mean, that quality or those qualities
in bodies, by which they cause love, or somc passion
similar to 1t . . . The passion caused by beauty, which
I call love, is different from desire, though desire may
sometimes opcrate along with 1t. . . .

1i Beauty hath usually been said to consist in certain
proportions of parts On considering the matter I have
great reason to doubt, whether beauty be at all an
1dea belonging to proportion. Proportion relates almost
wholly to convenience, as every idea of order seems to do;
and 1t must therefore be considered as a creature of the
understanding, rather than a primary cause acting on
the senses and imagmation .. Proportion 1s the measure
of relative quantity. Since all quantity is divisible, 1t 1s
evident that every distinct part into which any quantity
is divided, must bear some relation to the other parts or
to the whole. . ..

1v You may assign any proportions you please to every
part of the human body; and I undertake that a painter
shall religiously observe them all, and notwithstanding
produce, if he pleases, a very ugly figure. The same

painter shall considcrably deviate from these proportions,
3778 N
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and produce a very beautiful one ... Are these propor-
tions exactly the same in all handsome men? or are they
at all the proportions found in beautiful women? nobody
will say they are; yet both sexes are undoubtedly capable
of beauty, and the female of the greatest. . . .

v. The general idea of beauty can be no more owing to
customary than to natural proportion. Deformity arises
from the want of the common proportions; but the neces-
sary result of their existence in any object is not beauty. . .

vi. Itis said that the 1dea of utility, or of a part’s being
well adapted to answer 1ts end, is the cause of beauty, or
indeed beauty itself . .. The stomach, the lungs, the hiver,
as well as other parts, are incomparably well adapted to
their purposes; yet they are far from having any beauty.
Again, many things arc very beautiful, in which 1t 1s 1m-
possible to discern any idea of usc. . . . What idea of use
is 1t that flowers excite?. . . .

1x. So far 1s perfection, considered as such, from being
the cause of beauty, that this quality, where 1t 1s highest
m the female sex, almost always carries with 1t an idea of
weakness and imperfection. Women are very sensible of
this. . . I know 1t 1s 1n everybody’s mouth that we ought
to love perfection. This is to me a sufficient proof, that
it 1s not the proper object of love. Who ever said, we
ought 1o love a fine woman? . ..

xvin On the whole, the qualities of beauty, as they are
merely sensible qualities, are the following First, to be
comparatively small. Secondly, to be smooth. Thirdly,
to have a variety in the direction of the parts, but,
fourthly, to have those parts not angular, but melted as it
were 1nto each other. Fifthly, to be of a delicate frame,
without any remarkable appearance of strength  Sixthly,
to have 1ts colours clear and bright, but not very strong
and glaring Seventhly, or if 1t should have any glaring
colour, to have it diversified with others. . . .

xxv ... that sinking, that melting, that languor, which
1s the charactenstical effect of the beautiful, as 1t regards
every sense. The passion excited by beauty is in fact
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nearer to a species of melancholy, than to jollity and
mirth. . ..

1v. iii. The only difference between pain and terror is,
that things which cause pamn operate on the mind, by
the intervention of the body; whereas things that cause
terror, generally affect the bodily organs by the operation
of the mind suggesting the danger; but both agreeing,
either primarily, or secondarily, in producing a tension,
contraction, or violent emotion of the nerves, they agree
likewise in everything else. For 1t appears very clearly to
me, from this, as well as from many other examples, that
when the body is disposed, by any means whatsoever,
to such emotions as 1t would acquire by the means of a
certain passion; it will of itself excite something very like
that passion 1n the mind. . . .

vii. As common labour, which 1s a mode of pain, is the
exercise of the grosser, a mode of terror is the exercise of
the finer parts of the system; and if a certain mode of
pan be of such a nature as to act upon the eye or the
ear, as they are the most delicate organs, the affection
approaches more nearly to that which has a mental
cause. In all these cases, if the pain and terror are so
modified as not to be actually noxious; if the pain is not
carried to violence, and the terror 1s not conversant about
the present destruction of the person, as these emotions
clear the parts, whether fine o1 gross, of a dangerous and
troublesome incumbrance, they are capable of producing
delight,! not pleasure, but a sort of delightful horror, a
sort of tranquullity tinged wath terror; which, as 1t belongs
to self-preservation, 1s one of the strongest of all the
passions Its object 1s the sublime. . . .

xix. When we have before us such objects as excite love
and complacency, the body is affected, so far as I could
observe, much in the following manner. The head re-
chines something on one side, the eye-lids are more closed
than usual, and the eyes roll gently with an inclination
to the object; the mouth is a little opened, and the breath

I Cf Spencer, p. 182,
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drawn slowly, with now and then a low sigh: the whole
body is composed, and the hands fall idly to the sides. All
this 1s accompanied with an inward sense of melting and
languor. . . . From this description it 1s almost impossible
not to conclude, that beauty acts by relaxing the sohds
of the whole system There are all the appearances of
such a relaxation; and a relaxation somewhat below the
natural tone seems to me to be the cause of all positive
pleasure.

HENRY HOME, LORD KAMES
1696-1782

Elements of Criticzsm (1762)*

i1. vi. Many emotions have some resemblance to their
causes. . . . When force is exerted with any effort, the
spectator feels a stmilar effort, as of force exerted within
his mind. A large object swells the heart. An elevated
object makes the spectator stand erect 2 Sounds also
produce emotions or feelings that resemble them. A
sound in a low key brings down the mind

m1. Considering attentively the beauty of visible objects,
we discover two kinds. The first may be termed wntrinsic3
beauty, because it is discovered 1n a single object viewed
apart without relation to any other. . . . The other may be
termed relative? beauty, being founded on the relation
of objects. . . . Intrinsic beauty is a perception of sense
merely, for to percewve the beauty of a spreading oak
or of a flowing river, no more 1s required but singly an
act of vision Relative beauty 1s accompanied with an
act of understanding and reflection; for of a fine instru-
ment or engine, we perceive not the relative beauty, until
we be made acquainted with 1ts use and destination. . . .
Both are equally perceived as belonging to the object . . .
an old Gothick tower, that has no beauty in 1tself, appears

! Translated mte German, 1763, and reviewed, perhaps by Kant himself,
in the Komgsbergsche gelehrte und politische Zeitungen of 5 March 1764  See
Schlapp, Anfange von Kant’s Kritik des Geschmacks

2 Cf Lapps,p 257 3 Cf Hutcheson,1 xvu, p 70, and Kant, § 16,p 116
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beautiful, considered as proper to defend against an
enemy. Regularity, uniformity, order and simplicity
contribute each of them to readiness of apprehension;
and enable us to form more distinct images of objects. . . .

Beauty in its very nature refers to a percipient.

v. St Peter’s Church at Rome, the great pyramid of
Egypt, the Alps towering above the clouds, a great arm
of the sea, and above all a clear and serene sky are grand,
because besides their size, they are beautiful in an
eminent degree.!

v. No quality nor circumstance contributes more to
grandeur than force

1x. Nothing can be more happily accommodated to the
inward constitution of man, than that mixture of uni-
formity with variety, which the eye discovers in natural
objects.?

xxv. Doth 1t not seem whimsical, and perhaps absurd,
to assert, that a man ought not to be pleased when he 1s, or
that he ought to be pleased when he is not? .. Do we not
talk of a good and a bad taste? . . The conviction of a
common nature or standard and of 1ts perfection, accounts
clearly for that remarkable conception we have of a right
and a wrong sense or taste.3

SIR JOSHUA REYNOLDS

1723-92
Duscourses delwered at the Royal Academy

i1 (1769). Style in painting 1s the same as in writing, a
power over materials, whether words or colours, by which
conceptions or sentiments are conveyed.

a1 (1770). The power of discovering what is deformed
in Nature, or, 1n other words, what 1s particular and un-
common, can be acquired only by experience, and the
whole beauty and grandeur of the Art consists, in my
opmnion, in being able to get above all singular forms,

1 Cf Kant, §26, p 119 2Cf Kant,§11,p 114
3 Cf Kant, §§8, 17,20, pp 112,117
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local customs, particularities, and details of every kind.
All the objects which are exhibited to our view by Nature,
upon close examination will be found to have their
blemishes and defects. The most beautiful forms have
something about them like weakness, minuteness, or im-
perfection. But it is not every eye that perceives these
blemishes. It must be an eye long used to the contem-
plation and comparison of the forms; and which, by a
long habit of observing what any set of objects of the
same kind have in common, has acquired the power of
discerning what each wants in particular. This long
laborious comparison should be the first study of the
Painter who aims at the greatest style. By this means, he
acquures a just idea of beautiful forms; he corrects Nature
by herself, her imperfect state by her more perfect. . . .

Though the most perfect of each of the general divisions
of the human figure are ideal, and superior to any indi-
vidual form of that class; yet the highest perfection of the
human figure is not to be found in any one of them. . ..
For perfect beauty in any species must combine all the
characters that are beautiful in that species. . . . There 1s,
likewise, a kind of symmetry, or proportion, which may
properly be said to belong to deformity. A figure lean or
corpulent, tall or short, though dewiating from beauty,
may still have a certain union of the various parts, which
may contribute to make them on the whole not un-
pleasing. . . . As the idea of beauty is of necessity but one,
so there can be but one great mode of panting.

1v. (1771). The great end of the Art is to strike the
imagination.

v. (1772). If you mean to preserve the most perfect
beauty i uts most perfect state, you cannot express the
passions, all of which produce distortion and deformuty,
more or less, in the most beautiful faces *

vi (1774). What we now call Genius, begins, not where
rules, abstractly taken, end; but where known vulgar and
trite rules have no longer any place. It must of necessity

' Cf Schelling, p 135
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be, that even works of Genius, like every other effect, as
they must have their cause, must likewise have their rules.
vit (1776). Obscurity . . . is one sort of the sublime.! . ..

The natural appetite or taste of the human mind s for
Truth, whether that truth results from the real agrcement
or equality of original 1deas among themselves; from the
agreement of the representation of any object with the
thing represented; or from the correspondence of the
several parts of any arrangement with each other. It is
the very same taste which relishes a demonstration in
geometry, that is pleased with the resemblance of a
picture to an original, and touched with the harmony of
music. All these have unalterable and fixed foundations
in nature. . . . Colouring 1s true, when 1t is naturally
adapted to the eye, from brightness, from sofiness, from
harmony, from resemblance; becausc these agree with
their object, Nature, and thercfore are true, as true as a
mathematical demonstration; but known to be true only
to those who study these things.

But besides real, there is also apparent truth, or opinion,
or prejudice  With regard to real truth, when it 1s known,
the taste which conforms to 1t is, and must be, uniform.
With regard to the second sort of truth, which may be
called truth upon sufferance, or truth by courtesy, it is
not fixed but variable. However, whilst these opmions
and prejudices, on which 1t is founded, continue, they
operate as truth; and the art whose office is to please
the mind, as well as instruct it, must direct itself according
to opinion, or 1t will not attamn its end. . . . Whatever
pleases has in it what 1s analogous to the mind, and is,
therefore, in the highest and best sense of the word,
natural. . . . Well-turned periods 1 eloquence, or
harmony of numbers in poetry, which are in those arts
what colouring is in painting, however highly we may
esteem these, can never be considered as of equal im-
portance with the art of unfolding truths that are useful
to mankind, and which make us better or wiser. Nor can

T Blake thought that all sublumuty 1s founded on munute discrimmation
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those works which remind us of the poverty and mean-
ness of our nature, be considered as of equal rank with
what excites ideas of grandeur, or raises and dignifies
humamty.

1x (1780). The Art which we profess has beauty for its
object; this it 1s our business to discover and to express;
the beauty of which we are in quest is general and in-
tellectual, it is an idea that subsists only in the mind;
the sight has never beheld 1t, nor has the hand cxpressed
it. 1t 1s an 1dea residing 1n the breast of the artist, which
he is always labouring to impart, and which he dies at
last without imparting

X (1780). Imitation 1s the means, and not the end of
Art, 1t 15 employed by the sculptor as the language by
which his 1deas are presented to the mind of the spectator.
Poetry and clocution of every sort make use of signs, but
those signs arc arbitrary and conventional The sculptor
employs the representation of the thing itself, but still as
a means to a higher end—as a gradual ascent always
advancing towards faultless form and perfect beauty. It
may be thought at the first view, that even this form,
however perfectly represented, 1s to be valued and take
its rank only for the sake of a still higher object, that of
conveying sentiment and character, as they are exhibited
by attitude, and expression of the passions But we are
sure from experience, that the beauty of form alone,
without the assistance of any other quality, makes of
itself a great work.

x1 (1782). There 1s nothing, however unpromising in
appearance, but may be raised into digmty, convey
sentiment and produce emotion, in the hands of a painter
of genus,

xur (1786). I observe, as a fundamental ground, com-
mon to all the arts with which we have any concern in this
discourse, that they address themselves only to two facul-
ties of the mind, 1ts imagination and 1ts sensibility.

All theories which attempt to direct or to control the
art, upon any principles falsely called rational, which
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we form to ourselves upon a supposition of what ought
in reason to be the end or means of art, independent of
the known first effect produced by objects on the imagina-
tion, must be false and delusive. For though it may
appear bold to say it, the imagination is here the residence
of truth. . ..

The great end of all those arts is, to make an impression
on the imagmation and the feeling. The imitation of
nature frequently does this. Sometimes it fails, and
something else succeeds I think, therefore, the true test of
all the arts is not solely whether the production is a true
copy of nature, but whether it answers the end of art,
which is to produce a pleasing effect upon the mind. ...

To pass over the effect produced by that general
symmetry and proportion by which the eye is dehghted,
as the ear is with music, architecture certainly possesses
many principles 1n common with poetry and painting.
Among thosc which may be reckoned as the first is, that
of affecting the imagination by means of association of
ideas. Thus, for instance, as we have naturally a venera-
tion for antiquity, whatever building brings to our
remembrance ancient customs and manners, such as the
castles of the Barons of ancient chivalry, 1s sure to give
this delight . . . For this purpose, Vanbrugh appears to
have had recourse to some of the principles of the Gothic
architecture; which, though not so ancient as the Grecian,
1s more so to our imagiation, with which the artist is
more concerned than with absolute truth. . . . It often
happens that additions have been made to houses at
various times, for use or pleasure. As such buildings depart
from regularity, they now and then acquire something of
scenery by this accident, which I should think might not
unsuccessfully be adopted by an architect in an original
plan, if 1t does not too much mterfere with convenience.
Variety and intricacy are beauties and excellencies in
every other of the arts which address the imagination.

3778 o
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THOMAS REID
171096
Essays on the Intellectual Powers (1785)
Essay VIII: on Taste
1. Of Taste

When a beautiful object is before us, we may distinguish
the agreeable emotion it produces 1n us, from the quality
of the object which causes that emotion When I hear
an air in music that pleases me, 1 say, 1t 1s fine, 1t is
excellent This excellence 1s not 1n me, 1t is in the music.
. . . Though some of the qualities that please a good taste
resemblc the secondary qualities of body, and therefore
may be called occult qualities, as we only feel their effect,
and have no more knowledge of the cause, but that it 1s
something which 1s adapted by nature to produce that
effect—this 15 not always the case. Our judgment of
beauty 1s in many cases morc enlightened. A work of art
may appear beautiful to the most ignorant, even to a
child It pleases, but he knows not why. To one who
understands 1t perfectly, and perceives how every part
1s fitted with exact judgment to 1ts end, the beauty is not
mysterious, 1t 1s perfectly comprehended; and he knows
wherein 1t consists, as well as how 1t affects hum. . . . In-
ternal taste ought to be accounted most just and perfect,
when we are pleased with things that are most excellent
in their kind. ... In some cases, that superior excellence
1s distinctly perceived, and can be pointed out; in other
cases, we have only a general notion of some excellence
which we cannot describe.

II. Of Novelty

Novelty is not properly a quahty of the thing to which
we attribute 1t, far less is it a sensation 1 the mind to
which it 1s new; 1t 1s a relation which the thing has to
the knowledge of the person.
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III. Of Grandeur

Grandeur . . . seems to be nothing else but such a degree
of excellence, in one kind or another, as merits admira-
tion. . . . At first men are prone by nature and by habit
to give all their attention to things external. . . . An
external existence is ascribed to things which are only
conceptions or feelings of the mind. . . . From the time of
Des Cartes philosophy took a contrary turn. . . . It was
then a very natural progress to conceive, that beauty,
harmony, and grandeur, the objects of taste, as well as
right and wrong, the objects of the moral faculty, are
nothing but feelings of the mind. . . . If we hearken to the
dictates of common sense, we must be convinced that
there is real excellence in some things, whatever our
feelings or constitution be . .. There 1s therefore a real
mntrinsic excellence 1in some qualities of mind. . . . But it
may be asked, Is there no real grandeur in material
objects? It will, perhaps, appear extravagant to deny
that there is; yet it deserves to be considered, whether all
the grandeur we ascribe to objects of sense be not derived
from something intellectual, of which they are the effects
or signs, or to which they bear some relation or analogy.
Besides the relations of effect and cause, of sign and thing
signified, there are innumerable sitmilitudes and analogies
between things of very different nature, which lead us to
connect them in our imagination, and to ascribe to the
one what properly belongs to the other. Every metaphor
in language is an instance of this; and it must be remem-
bered that a very great part of language, which we now
account proper, was ongially metaphorical; for the
metaphorical meaning becomes the proper, as soon as it
becomes the most usual. . . . Grandeur is found, originally
and properly,n qualities of mind; 1t1s discerned, in objects
of sense, only by reflection, as the light we perceive in the
moon and planets is truly the light of the sun; and those
who look for grandeur in mere matter, seek the living
among the dead. . . .



102 REID

IV. Of Beauty

All the objects we call beautiful agree in two things,
which seem to concur in our sense of beauty. Furst, when
they are perceived, or even imagined, they produce a
certamn agreeable emotion or feeling 1mn the mind; and,
secondly, This agreeable emotion is accompanied with an
opinion or belief of their having some perfection or
excellence belonging to them. . . . Our determinations
with regard to the beauty of objects, may, I think, be
distinguished into two kinds; the first we may call
instinctive, the other rational. Some objects strike us at
once, and appear beautiful at first sight, without any
reflection, without our being able to say why we call them
beautiful, or being able to specify any perfection which
justifies our judgment. . . . The beauty of the object may
in such cases be called an occult quality We know well
how it affects our senses; but what it is in itself we know
not. But this, as well as other occult qualities, is a proper
subject of philosophical disquisition; and by a careful
examation of the objects to which Nature hath given
this amiable quality, we may perhaps discover some
real excellence 1n the object, or, at least, some valuable
purpose that 1s served by the effect which 1t produces
upon us. This instinctive sense of beauty, in different
species of animals, may differ as much as the external
sense of taste, and m each species be adapted to its
manner of Iife. . . . As far as our determinations of the
comparative beauty of objects are instinctive, they are no
subject of reasoning or of criticism; they are purely the
gift of nature, and we have no standard by which they
may be measured. But there are judgments of beauty
that may be called rational, being founded on some
agreeable quality of the object which is distinctly con-
ceived, and may be specified. . . . An expert mechanic
views a well constructed machine. . . . He pronounces 1t to
be a beautiful machine. He views 1t with the same agree-
able emotion as the child viewed the pebble, but he can
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give a reason for his judgment, and point out the parti-
cular perfections of the object on which it is grounded. . ..

There is nothing more common in the sentiments of all
mankind, and in the language of all nations, than what
may be called a commumnication of attributes; that is,
transferring an attribute, from the subject to which it
properly belongs, to some related or resembling subject.
. . . It 1s therefore natural, and agreeable to the strain of
human sentiments and of human language, that in many
cases the beauty which originally and properly 1s in
the thing signified, should be transferred to the sign;
that which is in the cause to the effect; that which is in
the end to the means; and that which 1sin the agent to the
instrument. . . . I apprehend, therefore, that 1t is i the
moral and intellectual perfections of mind, and n its
active powers, that beauty originally dwells; and that
from this as the fountain, all the beauty which we per-
cewve 1n the visible world 1s derived.

Even in the mammate world, there are many things
analogous to the qualities of mind, so that there is hardly
anything belonging to mind which may not be repre-
sented by images taken from the objects of sense, and,
on the other hand, every object of sense is beauufied, by
borrowing attire from the attributes of mind Thus, the
beauties of mind, though invisible in themselves, are
perceived 1n the objects of sense, on which their image 1s
mmpressed I we consider, on the other hand, the qualities
in sensible objects to which we ascribe beauty, I appre-
hend we shall find in all of them some relation to mind,
and the greatest in those that are most beautiful. . . .

In a composition of sounds, or a piece of music, the
beauty is either in the harmony, the melody, or the
expression. The beauty of expression must be derived,
either from the beauty of the thing expressed, or from the
art and skill employed in expressing it properly. In
harmony the very names of concord and discord are
metaphorical, and suppose some analogy between the
relations of sound, to which they are figuratively applied,
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and the relations of minds and affections, which they
originally and properly signify. . . . With regard to
melody, I leave it to the adepts in the the science of music,
to determine whether music, composed according to the
established rules of harmony and melody, can be
altogether void of expression; and whether music that
has no expression can have any beauty.

In every species, the more perfectly any individual is
fitted for 1ts end and manner of life, the greater is its
beauty. . . . As, amongst us, one man prefers a fair
beauty, another a brunette, without being able to give
any reason for this preference; this diversity of taste has
no standard in the common principles of human nature,
but must arise from something that is different in
different nations, and in different individuals of the same
nation. . . . Thus, I think, all the ingredients of human
beauty . . . terminate 1n expression; they either express
some perfection of the body, as a part of the man, and an
instrument of the mind, or some amuiable quality or
attribute of the mind itself It cannot, indeed, be denied
that the expression of a fine countenance may be un-
naturally disjoined from the amiable qualities which it
naturally expresses; but we presume the contrary tll
we have clear evidence; and even then we pay homage
to the expression, as we do to the throne when 1t happens
to be unworthily filled.

ARCHIBALD ALISON
1757~1839
Essays on the Nature and Principles of Taste (1790)
Sixth edition 1825
Introduction. The Effect which is produced upon the
Mind, when the Emotions of Beauty or Sublimity are
felt . . . is not 1n fact a Single, but a Complex Emo-
tion; 1t involves, in all cases, 154, the production of

some Simple Emotion, or the exercise of some moral
affection, and, 2dly, the consequent Excitement of a
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peculiar ! Exercise of the Imagination. . . . The Qualities
of Matter are not beautiful or sublime in themselves, but
as they are, by various means, the Signs or Expressions
of Qualities capable of producing Emotion.

I

1, 1. Whenever the emotions of Sublimity or Beauty
are felt, that exercise of Imagination is produced, which
consists in the indulgence of a train of Thought; .. it1s
obvious that this is not every tramn of thought of which
we are capable. . . . This difference consists in two things.
15, In the Nature of the 1dcas or conceptions which com-
pose such trains: and 2dly, in the Nature or Law of their

succession.2 . (1) Every individual idea of such a suc-
cession is in itself productive of some simple Emotion
or other ... (2) There is always some general principle

of connexion which pervades the whole, and gives them
some certain and definite character They are either gay,
or pathetic. . . .

2. It 1s not only impossible for us to imagine an
Object of Taste, that 1s not an Object of Emotion;
but 1t 1s impossible to describe any such object, without
resting the description upon that quality, or those
qualities in it, that are productive of Simple Emotion. . . .
The productions that all men peculiarly admuire, are
those which suit that peculiar strain of Emotion, to
which, from their original constitution, they are most
strongly disposed ... To a man under some present
impression of joy, we should not venture to appeal with
regard to the Beauty of any melancholy or pathetic
composition. To a man under the dominion of sorrow,
we should much less presume to present even the most
beautiful composition, which contained onlyimages of joy.
In both cases, we should feel, that the compositions 1n
question demanded different emotions from those that the
persons in question had 1n their power to bestow.3 . . .

! Gf Richards,p 278
2 Cf Baumgarten, p 83, Croce, p 241, Richards, p 279
3 Cf Croce, p 244



106 ALISON

3. Those trains of thought which attend the Emotions of
Taste, are uniformly distinguished by some general princi-
ple of connexion; . . . no Composition of Objects or quali-
ties in fact produces such emotions, in which this Unity
of character or of emotion is not preserved. . . . Every
object that is not suited to the character of the scenes, or
that has not an effect in strengthening the expression
by which it is distinguished, we condemn as an intrusion.

IT

1 Although the qualities of matter are in themselves
mcapable of producing emotion, or the exercise of any
affection, yet it 15 obvious that they may produce this
effect, from therr association with other qualities, and as
being erther the signs or expressions of such qualities as
are fitted by the constitution of our nature to produce
Emotion. Thus, in the human body, particular forms or
colours arc the signs of particular passions or affections.
. . . In such cases, the constant connexion between the
sign and the thing signified, between the material quality
and the quality productive of Emotion, renders at last the
one expressive to us of the other. . . . There are analogies
betwecn Silence and Tranquillity,—between the bustle of
Morning, and the gaiety of Hope. . . .

u 1. The tones of the Human Voice . . . are beautiful
or sublime only as they express Passions or Affections
which excite our sympathy. .. To a man in Gnef] the
tone of Cheerfulness 1s simply pamful.

2. The Key or fundamental Tone of every composition,
from 1ts 1elation to the Tones of the human Voice, is
naturally expressive to us of those qualities or affections
of mind which are sigmified by such Sounds. . . The
Time of musical Composition is also expressive to us of
various affecting or interesting qualities. . .

. 1 Wherever Colours are felt as producing the Emo-
tion of Beauty,—it 1s by means of their Expression, and
not from any original fitness in the Colours themselves to
produce thss effect. . . .

1 Cf Kant, p 121
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iv. With regard to inanimate Forms, the principal ex-
pressions which they have to us, seem to me to be, 1,
The expressions of such qualities as arise from the nature
of the bodies distinguished by such Forms; and 2dly, The
expression of such qualities as arise from their being the
subject or production of Art. The first of these constitutes
what may be called their Natural Beauty; the second,
what may be called their Relative Beauty ' There 1s also
another source of expression in such qualities from acci-
dental Association, and which perhaps may be termed
their Accidental Beauty. . . .

1. If the Composition of Uniformity and Variety mn
Forms, were 1n 1tself beautiful, it would necessarily follow,
that in every case where this Composition was found, the
Form would be beautiful. The greater part of Forms, both
m Art and Nature, are possessed of this union Thegreater
part of these Forms, however, are not beautiful . ..

2. The considerations of Design, of Fitness, and of
Utility may be considered as the three great sources of
the Relative Beauty of Forms In many cases this Beauty
arises from all these Expressions together . . . It 1s ob-
vious, however, that we often perceive the Expression of
Design in Forms, both m Art and Nature, in which we
discover neirther Fitness nor Utility.?2 By what means
then, do we nfer the existence of Design 1n such cases;
and are there any qualities of Form, which are in them-
sclves expressive to us of Design and Intention? .. The
material quality which is most naturally and most power-
fully expressive to us of Dcsign, 1s Uniformity or Regu-
laraty. . . .

In the view which I have now presented to the Reader,
the qualities of Uniformity and Variety are considered as
beautiful from theiwr Expression of Design. In the pre-
ceding section, on the other hand, these qualities are
considered as beautiful from the effect of their Composi-
tion, 1n maintaiming and promoting the Emotion which

I Cf Hutcheson, p %1, Kant, § 16,p 116

2 Cf Kant’s Adaptation without design, § 10, p 114
3778 P
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the subject itself is capable of exciting. . . . The con-
founding of these distinct Expressions, has also, I believe,
been the cause of the greater part of mistakes which have
been made in the investigation of the Beauty of these
qualities. . . . The superiority® of the Beauty of Expression
or Character, seems to consist in three things: 154, in the
greater and more affecting Emotion, which is produced
by it, than what is produced by the mere Expression of
Design; 2dly, In this Beauty being more universally felt,
as being dependent only upon Sensibility, while the
Beauty of Design is felt only fully by those who are pro-
ficients in the Art, and who are able accordingly to judge
of the Skill or Taste which is displayed: and 3dly, In the
permanence of this Beauty, as arising from certain in-
variable principles of our Nature, while the Beauty of
Design is dependent upon the period of the Art in which
it is displayed, and ceases to be beautiful, when the Art
has made a further progress either in improvement or
decline. . . . In the Arts of Taste, whose object 1s Beauty,
and in which the Taste or Gemus of the Artist 15 1n like
manner most surely displayed by the production of
beautiful Form, it is . . . absurd to sacrifice the supertor
Beauty of Character or Expression, to that meaner and
less permanent Beauty, which may arise from the display
of his own ability or art. However obvious or important
the principle which I have now stated may be, the fine
Arts have been unfortunately governed by a very dif-
ferent principle: and the undue preference which Artists
are naturally disposed to give to the Display of Design,
has been one of the most powerful causes of that decline
and degeneracy which has uniformly marked the history
of the fine Arts, after they have arrived at a certain period
of perfection. . . . It is by the Expression of Character
therefore, that the Generality of Men determine the
Beauty of Forms. It is by the Expression of Design that
the Artist determines it. . . . There is no quality, however,
which has a more powerful effect upon our imagination
1 Cf. Herbart, p 156, Bell, p 264



ALISON 109

than Novelty. The Taste of the generality of mankind,
therefore, very naturally falls in with the invention of the
Artist. . . . They willingly therefore submit their opinions
to the guidance of those who, by their practice in these
arts, appear the most competent to judge. . . . Certain
Proportions affect us with the Emotion of Beauty, not
from any original capacity in such qualities to excite this
Emotion, but from their being expressive to us of the
Fitness of the parts to the End designed.

IMMANUEL KANT
17241804

Kant held that we can have no theoretic certainty about the
ultimate nature of reality. The only objects of such knowledge
are things as they must appear to beings with faculties like our
own These are the phenomena of science All that comes to
the mind 1s a chaos of sensations; all form or order 1s entirely due
to the mind’s nature The chaotic sensations are unified mnto
phenomena by the 1magmation guided by the conceptions of the
understanding In every perception these two faculties must
act togecther In such judgements as Fire melts wax, the imagi-
nation umnites the sensations both under the forms of time and
space and also under a conception (causality) of the under-
standing and so gives us knowledge of the phenomenon But
n such a judgement as That 1s beautiful, we use no conception
of the thing’s nature. We are aware, by the very fact that we
perceive anything, of a harmonious action of our faculties of
perception, but here the harmony is one of free play, not of
subordination to a conception or law presupposed as necessary
Things must be apprehended as causal,substantial, quantitative,
qualified, and so on, 1f they are to be apprehended atall They
need not be beautiful So the judgement that a thing 1s beauti-
ful 15 ‘reflective’, not ‘determinant’, 1t 1s not one that seems
forced upon us if we are to apprehend the thing at all, but
rather one about the thing’s relation to our powers of appre-
hension To call a thing beautiful 1s really to assert that what 1s
‘given’ seems designed, but designed for no other purpose than
to facilitate our umification of 1t by imagination and under-
standing Our faculties of apprehension are stimulated to
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harmonious nteraction without being necessitated. And our
pleasure anses from our conviction that all men’s faculties,when
applied to the same sensuous matter, can harmonize in the
same way, as surely as they do in apprehension of scientific fact,
but frecly We are thus confirmed by beauty 1n our assurance of
the possibility both of knowledge and of communication For
we have found an instance when what 1s given to us seems
graturtously to facilitate its apprehension, since we could have
apprehended 1t without that particular kind of facility, and yet
this depends on the fitness of what 1s given, not to anything
personal, but to those very faculties which make possible our
common experience of a world Such at least 1s my understand-
g of Kant

The Critique of Fudgement* (1790)

1. The judgement of taste 1s aesthetic. The judgement of
taste 1s not a judgement of knowledge, and 1s consequently
not scientific but aesthetic, by which I mean that 1t is a
judgement for which the ground can only be subjective.
All our 1deas,? even those of sensation, can, however, refer
to objects (and then they signify a rcality corresponding
to an empirical idea), except only those which refer to the
feelings of pleasure and pain Here nothing 1s indicated
in the object, but we have a feeling of ourselves as we are
affected by the idea . ..

2 The satisfaction which occasions the judgement of taste s
disinterested The satisfaction connected with our idea of
the existence of an object 1s called interest. This satisfac-
tion 1s therefore always also related to the faculty of
desire, erther as affecing 1t or as necessarily connected
with what affects 1t. But when the queston is whether
a thing be beautiful, we do not want to know whether
anything depends or can depend, for us or for anybody
else, on the existence of the object, but only how we
estimate 1t in mere contemplation . . .

3 The satwsfaction in the pleasant 15 interested. . . . It involves
desire. . . .

! There are translations by Bernard and Meredith Cf my * Sources and
Effects in England of Kant’s Philosophy of Beauty’ in Bicentenary Papers
read at North Western Unwersity (Chucago, 1925) 2 Vorstellungen
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4. The satisfaction wn the good 1s interested. Everything which
pleases us through our reason when we simply conceive
of it is good. What thus pleases us only as a means to
something else we call useful or good for something; other
things which please us for their own sake we call good wn
themselves. Both always imply the conception of a pur-
pose, and consequently the relation of our reason to an
act, or possible act, of will, and therefore a satisfaction in
the existence of an object or an act, that 1s to say, some
sort of interest.

To deem anything good I must always know what sort
of thing 1t ought to be, I must have a conception of it.
To find beauty in a thing, this 1s not necessary. Flowers,
arabesques, decorative mntertwining of lines in what is
called fohation, mean nothing and depend on no definite
conception, and yet please us . ..

5. Of all these three kinds of satisfaction, we may say
that the satisfaction of taste in the beautiful is the only
one that is disinterested and free. . . .

Taste 1s the faculty of estimating an object or a type of
idea in respect of satisfaction or dissatisfaction without
any mterest. The object of such satisfaction is called
beautiful

6 The beautsful s that whick s thought of as the object of
a unmversal satisfaction apart from any conception. . . . A thing
of which every one recognises that his own satisfaction
1n its beauty 1s without any interest, must be estimated by
him to afford a ground of sausfaction for all men. For
since his satisfaction does not depend upon any inclina-
tion of his own (nor upon any other conscious interest),
and since he feels himself absolutely free in the satisfaction
which he accords to the object, he can find no private
peculiarity, affecting him alone, as the cause of Ius satis-
faction, and consequently he must regard the satisfaction
as caused by something which he can presuppose in
every other man. So he must think he has reason for
attributing a like satisfaction to every man. Hence he will
speak of beauty as if it were a quality of the object, and
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as if his judgement were scientific—that is, constituted
a knowledge of the object by conceptions of it,—though
it is only aesthetical. . . . So a claim to subjective univer-
sality must be implied in the judgement of taste.” . . .

7. A man says The tfung is beautiful; he does not merely
expect the assent of others to his judgement of satisfaction
because they have agreed with him before; he demands
it of them. He blames them when they judge differently,
and denies their taste . . .

8. The umversality of our satisfaction s represented n the
judgement of taste as only subjective. 1f we estimate objects
merely by conceptions, all idea of beauty is lost. So
there can be no rule by which anybody can be compelled
to recognize anything as beautiful. No one allows his
Jjudgement on the beauty of a coat, a house, a flower, to
be coerced by reasons or principles. He wants to have the
thing before him, just as if his satisfaction were sensuous;
yet,ifhethencallsitbeautiful, heclaimstohave theuniversal
voice on his side, whereas sensation 1s private and decides
nothing beyond the satisfaction of the man who has it ..

9. If the pleasure in a given object came first and only
the universal communicability of the pleasure were to be
attributed to the 1dea of the object by the judgement of
taste, we should have a contradiction Forsuch a pleasure
would be nothing but mere pleasantness of sensation, and
so could naturally only have private valdity, as depend-
ing immediately on our perception of the object.

Consequently it 1s the universal communicability of our
state of mind, 1n having the idea, which must occasion in
our minds the judgement of taste and be a condition of it;
and the pleasure in the thing must be the result of this.
But nothing can be universally communicated except
knowledge, and 1deas so far as they belong to knowledge.
For only so far are ideas objectuve, and only so have they
a common point of reference in which the ideas of all
men are bound to agree Now when we have to think
that what makes us judge our idea to be universally

T Cf Stace,u, p 302
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communicable is merely subjective,—is in fact no con-
ception of the object,—it can be nothing but the state of
mind consisting in the mutual relation of our faculties for
forming ideas, so far as these faculties employ a perception
for purposes of knowledge in general.

The faculties of knowledge brought into play by the
idea are in such a case in free play,! because no definite
conception of the object’s nature confines them to any
particular principle of knowledge. So the state of mind
in having such an idea must be a feeling of the free play
of our faculties for ideas in using a perception for pur-
poses of knowledge in general. Now for any idea of an
object, and so for knowledge in general, there are required
Imagination? to combine the manifold apprehended 3 and
Understanding? to afford a conception which can umfy
the ideas ¢+ This state of the free play of our faculties of
knowledge in the idea of an object must be one that
can be shared universally; for knowledge (being the
distinction of an object, with which all perceptions, to
whomever they belong, must agree) is the only kind of
1dea that 1s valid for every man. ...

This merely subjective (aesthetic) estimation of the
object, or of our idea of it, precedes our pleasure in it,
and occasions this pleasure in the harmony of our
faculties of knowledge. And the universal, though sub-
Jective, validity of that satisfaction which we connect with
the idea of the object which we call beautiful, is effected
solely by the universality in men of these subjective con-
ditions for estimating objects. . . .In a judgement of taste
we impute, as necessary, to everybody the pleasure we
feel ourselves; as if the beauty we ascribe to a thing were
to be considered a property following from the concep-
tion of it; though beauty, apart from relation to our
feeling, is itself nothing.5. ..

I Cf Schiller, xv, p 126 2 Cf Muraton, p 63, and Addison, p 66
3 die Jusammensetzung des Manmgfaltigen der Anschauung

+ die Eanhert des Begruffs der die Vorstellungen vereimigt

5 Cf Hutcheson, 1. xvi, p 70.
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10. So far as the faculty of desire can be stimulated to
activity by conceptions, that is by a purpose, it is called
the will. But a thing or a state of mind or an action 1s
said to be adapted to purpose,’ though its possibility
does not necessanly presuppose a purpose.2 This is so
whenever we can only explain or understand the thing’s
possibility by supposing it to be brought about by a
final cause, or in other words to have been devised by
a will according to the idea of some principle. The
adaptation,? then, can be without a purpose,* so far as
we do not attribute the thing’s arrangement to a will,
though we could only give any intelligible account of 1ts
possibility by so attributing 1t.

11. Any purpose, regarded as the cause of our pleasure,
implies an interest to occasion our judgement about the
pleasing object. So 1t can be no purpose of ours which
occasions the judgement of taste [which is without
interest]. Nor can the judgement of taste be occasioned
by any 1dea of an objective purpose (that 1s, of the object’s
possibility depending on design) or by any conception of
the good. For 1t1s an acsthetic, not a scientific judgement,
and so involves no conception of the thing’s character
nor of 1ts possibility through causes within or without
itself, but only the relation set up between our faculties
for forming 1deas. . . . So the occasion for a judgement
of tastc can be nothing but a sceming 3 adaptation in our
idea of an object, without any purpose erther objective
or belonging to ourselves. And a seeming adaptation is
the merely general form of adaptation 1n our perception
of objects, so far as we are aware of it This effects the
satisfaction, which we estimate as universally communi-
cable though we are using no conception; and that is
the occasion of a judgement of taste ¢

T zweckmassig 2 die Vorstellung emnes Qwecks

3 Zweckmassigket + ohne Qweck Cf Alison,p 107 5 subjectwe

6 This perhaps means that though the thing we have an 1dea of does not
seem to be designed for any good purpose nor to give us any pleasure,
yet the play of our faculties in apprehending 1t does seem designed and
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14. A mere colour, for instance the green of a lawn, and
a mere tone (as distinguished from sound and noise), for
instance that of a violin, are by most people called
beautiful in themselves, though both seem to depend upon
the mere matter [as opposed to form] of our ideas,
namely simple sensations, and so only to deserve the
name of pleasant or charming. We may, however, note
here that the sensations of colour and tone have the
claim to be counted beautiful, so far, but so far only, as
they are pure. For purity 1s a character of their form and
also the only character of these ideas which can certainly
be universally apprcciated. .

In painting, sculpture, and indeed all the arts of form
such as architecture and gardening, so far as these are
fine arts, the essential thing is the design. And herein it
is not what pleases the senses, but what satisfies us by
its form, that fundamentally concerns taste. . . .

The form of all sensible objects, both of those that are
external, and also indirectly of those that are internal,
is either shape or play. The latter 1s either play of shapes
m space (pantominc and dance) or mere play of sensa-
tions in time. The charm of colour or the pleasant tone
of the instrument may be added, but in shape the
design, and 1n play the composition, arc the proper
objects of pure judgements of taste. . . .

Emotion, a feeling i which pleasure is aroused only
through a momentary check and ensuing stronger out-
flow of our vital force, has nothing to do with beauty.
But sublimity, which involves the feeling of emotion,
demands a criterion other than that on which taste relies.
The pure judgement of taste is occasioned ncither by
charm nor emotion.

15. The judgement of taste 1s quite independent of the con-
ception of perfection. . . . The formal element in the 1dea of
a thing, that is the harmonizing of its multifarious con-
stituents into a unity, without any thought what this
pleasesus He here contradicts the view that the commumicability precedes

the pleasure Cf my Theory of Beauty,v,§5 Cf. Hutcheson, pp 72-3.
3778 a
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unity ought to be, indicates by itself absolutely no objec-
tive adaptation; for, since we do not consider this unity
as the end which the thing ought to fulfil, there remains
nothing but the adaptation of 1deas in our mind. This
announces indeed a certain adaptation of our mental
condition and a fitness therein to picture a presented
shape, but not the perfection of any object. For the
object 1s not thought of as serving any purpose.

16. The judgement of Taste which declares an object beautiful
with reference to a defimte conception 1s not pure. There are
two different kindsof beauty free beauty ( pulchritudo vaga),
and merely dependent beauty! (pulchritudo adhaerens).
The former does not presuppose any conception of what
the thing ought to be; the latter does, and presupposes
also the thing’s conformity to 1t. . . . Greek decorative
designs, foliation for margmns or on wallpapers, and
so on, mean nothing 1n themselves; they represent
nothing of which we have any definite conception and
are free beauties. We can also count as belonging to the
same class what in music are called Fantasies, or com-
positions without theme, and 1n fact all music without
words. . . . But the beauty of mankind, whether man,
woman, or child, of a horse and of a building, whether
church, palace, arsenal, or summer-house, presupposes a
purpose which settles what the thing ought to be (that
15, a conception of its 1deal) and 1s consequently only
dependent beauty Just as we saw that to combine
what is sensuously pleasant with beauty, which should
properly consist in form only, prevents a pure judgement
of taste, so also, we now see, does the combination of
the good with beauty. . . . Properly, perfection gains
nothing through beauty, nor beauty through perfection;
but when we compare our perception of an object with
our conception of what it ought to be, since we cannot
help combining the 1dea at the same time with our own
feeling about 1t, the whole faculty of forming ideas of
things profits by the harmony of the two mental states.

i Cf Hutcheson, p 71, Alison, p 107
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. . . By this distinction we can adjust many differences
between critics of beauty, by pointing out that one is
emphasizing free and the other dependent beauty.

17. There can be no objective rule of taste to determine
by conceptions what is to be beautiful.!. . .

23. The beautiful agrees with the sublime in this, that
both please us 1n themselves, and that neither presup-
poses a judgement of sense nor yet a scientific judgement
(about the nature of an object)? but a reflective judge-
ment. Consequently the satisfaction i neither depends
on a sensation, as that in the pleasant does, nor yet on
a definite conception, as does that in the good. . . . But
there are important and obvious differences between
them. The beautiful in nature belongs to the form of a
thing, which consists in having boundaries; the sublime,
on the other hand, can be found even in a formless
thing, so far as in 1t or by occasion of 1t we find an 1dea
of boundlessness3 and yet attach to it the thought of a
whole. So the beautiful seems to be taken as representing
some quite mndefinite conception of the understanding,
the sublime as representing a similar conception of the
reason 4 So our satisfaction in beauty is connected with
the idea of quality, that of sublimity with one of quantity.
And they are clearly different in kind. Beauty brings with
1t directly a feeling of vital stimulus, and so can be united
with charm and play of imagination But our feeling for
the sublime is only an indirect pleasure, since it is pro-
duced by the experience of a momentary check to our vital
powers,® which are thereby stimulated immediately to a
correspondingly stronger outflow. Consequently, as an
emotion, 1t seems to be no play of our imagination but 1ts
serious employment. So it cannot be united with charm.¢
And as the mind is not merely attracted by the object,

' Cf Home, xxv, p 95 2 Cf Addison, p 66

3 Cf Longinus, xxxv, p 38, and Addison, pp 66, 69

4 Cf Kant, Prolegomena, § 59 Reason forbids understanding to dogmatize
beyond possible experience but also reveals the 1deal which alone would

satisfy the understanding, namely the absolute, unconditioned whole
5 Cf Burke, pp 89, 93 6 Cf Santayana, § 57, p 202
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but also, alternately, repelled, our satisfaction in sub-
limity implies less a positive pleasure than admiration
or respect, and might well be called a negative pleasure.*

The fundamental and most important difference be-
tween the sublime and the beautiful 1s, however, as follows.
(In the first instance we naturally consider only the sub-
limity of natural things, for in art sublimity is condi-
tioned by agreement with nature?). The independent
beauty of nature has a fitness of form, whereby the thing
seems, as 1t were, intended for our judgement, and so
becomes 1n itself an object of satisfaction On the con-
trary, whatever arouses 1 us, by 1ts mere perception and
without reasoning, the feeling of sublimity, may have a
form that seems very ill-fitted to our judgement, unsuited
to our powers of perception, and, as it were, domng
violence to our 1magination; and yet it will be judged all
the more sublime.

We at once see from this that we generally express our-
selves incorrectly when we call any natural thing sublime,
though we can quite properly call many such things beau-
tiful For how can we designate with a term of approval
that which we apprehend as in its nature chaotic?3
We can only say that the thing serves to present to us
a sublimity which is to be found in the mind For the
sublime proper can be embodied 1n no sensible form.4. . .

24. The analysis of sublimity involves a division, which
was not needed by that of beauty, into the Mathematical
and the Dynamic sublime. The feeling of sublimity 1s
characterized by an emotion connected with our estima-
tion of the object; whereas taste for beauty must find
and mamtam the mind 1 calm contemplation 5 But
since the sublime pleases us, this emotion must be esti-
mated as if 1t were adapted.® Consequently the emotion
is related, through the imagination, either to the faculty
of knowledge or to that of desire. In either relation we

! Cf Burke, p 93 ¢ Cf Addison, p 67 3 zweckundrig
4 Cf Longinus, 1x, xxxv, pp 37-8 5 Cf Addison, p 67
61 asif our faculties were adapted to the object or vice versa
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only estimate the perception as adapted to the faculty,
not to any end or interest. So what is really the suitability
of an emotion to our faculty of knowledge is ascribed to
the object as something mathematically affecting our
imagination, but 1ts suitability to our faculty of desire
as doing so dynamically. So the object can be found
sublime in cither of these two ways. . . .

[The Mathematical Sublime]

25, The [mathematical} sublime 1s that 1n comparison
with which everything else is small. . . . Thus considered,
nothing which can be an object of the senses is to be called
sublime.! Our imagation strives for a progress to in-
finity, but our reason demands a complete totality as an
idea 1o be realized. So the very fact that our power of
measuiing sensible objects is inadequate to this idea,
awakes the feeling of a power in us superior to sense. Itis
the use which we naturally make of certain objects to
arouse this feeling, when we judge about them, that is
absolutely great, though the object of sense is not, and any
other use 1s comparatively trivial. So not the object
should be called sublime, but rather the state of mind
caused by an 1dea which excites our reflective faculty of
judgement. So we can add to our previous formulas for
explaining sublimity this: a thing 1s sublime, 1f the mere
power of thinking 1t 15 evidence of a mental power sur-
passing all standaids of sense

26 Examples of mathematical sublimity 1n nature? for
mere intuition are afforded by all instances where we are
given not so much a larger numerical conception as a
large unit to be a standard of measurement for the
imagination. A tree, which is itsell measured by the
height of a man, gives us a standard for measuring a
mountain; and 1if this werc a mile high 1t could serve as
the unit for the number expressing the earth’s diameter,

! gf' Longinus, xxxv, p 38, Addison, Spectator, 420, p 69, and Burke 11, 1v,
Pz Kgantdemes that artcan be properlysublime, yetinstances the pyrarmdsand
St Peter’s, both instanced by Home (Lord Kames), Elements of Criticism,1v,p 95
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so as to make the latter intuitable, The earth’s diameter
serves as a standard for the known planetary system, that
again for the milky way; and the immeasurable host of
milky way systems, which are called nebulae, and which
presumably in their turn compose a system of the same
kind, forbids us to expect any limit here.” . . .

[The Dynamic Sublime]

28. When we estimate nature as being dynamically
sublime, our 1dea of 1t must be fearful. . . . We can, how-
ever, consider an object as fearful without fearing 1t, if we
so estimate 1t that we imagine circumstances in which we
mught choose to resist it, and that then all resistance would
be perfectly vain. . . . A man in a state of fear is as in-
capable of judging nature to be sublime as one possessed
by longing or appetite is of judging about beauty. . . .
Bold, overhanging rocks which seem to threaten us,
storm-clouds piled up in heaven and moving on their
way with lightnings and thunders, volcanoes with all
their destructive might, hurricanes leaving a wake of
devastation, the boundless ocean in 1ts anger, a high
waterfall 1n a mughty niver —such things reduce our
power of resistance to impotence as compared with their
mught But the sight of them 15 attractive in proportion to
their fearfulness so long as we find ourselves in security,
and we readily call such things sublime because they
clevate the powers of our souls above their wonted level
and discover in us a faculty for resistance of quite a duff-
etent kind, which encourages us to mcasure ourselves
against the apparent omnipotence of nature ... Nature is
not aesthetically esimated to be sublime so far as it
cxcites fear, but because 1t calls up 1 us the power,
which is beyond nature, to regard all that we care for—
wealth, health, Iife itself—as small. Thus we come to
regard the might of nature, on which for all these things
we are utterly dependent, as nevertheless, in relation to us
and our personality, a power beneath which we need rot

! Cf Longinus, 1¢, p 37,and Addison, Spectator, 420, p 69, also Wordswortis,
p 130
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bend if the maintenance of our highest principles were
at stake. So nature 1s here called elevated or sublime!
just because she elevates? the imagination to picture
situations in which the mind can realize the proper sub-
limity of its own destiny as surpassing nature itself. . . .

42. The charms of beautiful nature which are to be
met with 1n such plenty, fused in her beautiful forms,
belong either to the modifications of light (in colouring)
or of sound (in tones). For these are the only sensations
which afford not only mere sense-feeling but reflection
upon the form of these affections of our senses; and con-
sequently contain, as 1t were, a language which nature
speaks to us and which seems to have an inward meaning.
So the whiteness of lilies seems to affect the mind with
1deas of innocence, and, following the order of the seven
colours from red to violet, we get the 1deas of (1) Sub-
Iimuty, (2) Courage, (3) Candour, (4) Friendlmess, (5)
Modesty, (6) Constancy, (7) Tenderness.3. .

56. The following contradiction arises about the prin-
ciple of taste:

(1) Thesrs. The judgements of taste cannot depend on
conceptions, for otherwise we could argue about them,
that 1s to say, give conclusive proofs

(2) Antithesss. The judgements of taste must depend on
conceptions, for otherwise, however much they differed,
we could not even quarrel about them, that is to say, de-
mand that other people should necessarily agree with us.
[We do not make this demand about mere sensations ]. ..

57. All contradiction disappears i1f we say that the
judgement of taste does depend on a conception, but
only on a general conception of some reason for the
seeming adaptation of nature to our powers of judgement.
From such a conception nothing could be learned or
proved about the nature of an object, since no particular
object can be known to exemplfy such a conception.+

¥ erhaben 2 erhebt 3 Cf Alison, p 106
* weil er an sich unbestymmbar und zur Erkenntmss unfaughch 1st Cf Stace, m,

P 303
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[As a billiard-cannon exemplifies Causality or Caesar
exemplifies Man.] Yet by this very conception the judge-
ment acquires validity for every man (though a singular
judgement, which immediately accompanies his percep-
tion),! because what occasions the judgement 1s perhaps
a conception of the supersensible reality which underlies
human nature [and the world of sense]. . . .

58. [On an cmpirical or sensationalist theory of taste]
the object of aesthetic satisfaction would be merely
pleasant, but on a rationalist theory (if the judgement
depended on definite conceptions) it would be merghy
good. So beauty would be shuffled out of the world, 2:nd
all that would be left would be a particular name given
perhaps to a certain mixture of these two kinds of s,atis-
faction 2 But we have shown that there are grouncls of
satisfaction other than empirical, and thercfore consisdent
with the rationalist principle, although they cannot Ueg
grasped as definite conceptions.

Such rationalist principles of taste must further be
distinguished according as they take the apparent adapta-
tion [of art and nature to our faculties] to be really
designed or only accidental.s . . .

Onc fact positively proves that, as the ground of our
acsthetic judgements, we assume only an apparent
adaptation* of beautiful nature, to the exclusion of any
explanation which asserts its real adaptations to our per-
ceptive faculties. I mean the fact that, whenever we
estimate beauty, we do not seek any criterion from
experience, but judge for ourselves aesthetically whether
the thing is beautiful ¢ This could not be 1f we assumed
a designed adaptation of nature, for then we should have
to learn from nature what we had to find beautiful, and
the judgement of taste would have to bow to experience.
But such an estimation does not depend on what nature 1s

Y ber jedem zwar als emnzelnes, die Anschauung unmuttelbar beglettendes Urtheil

2 Cf Sidney, p 54, Muraton, p 60

3 This 1s a free paraphrase Ibelicve 1t gives the meaming  Cf Santayana,
p 200 4 dealutat der Jweckmassigkert

5 Realismus emnes Jwecks 6 die asthetische Urthedlskraft selbst gesetzgebend ust
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or even on how 1t is in fact adapted to us, but on how we
look at it. If nature had produced its forms for our
satisfaction, that would in the end be an objective design
in nature, not a merely apparent suitability to us! resting
on the free play of our imagination; 1t would be a grace
done to us by nature, whereas in fact we confer one upon
her 2 In beautiful art it is even easier to recognize that
the adaptation can only be known as apparently designed.
... The fact that the beauties of art by their naturc must
be considered as products not of scientific understanding,
but of genius, plainly shows that, even on a rationalistic
theory, 1t 1s only apparent and not necessarily real design
which accounts for our satisfaction. . . .

59. Now I say that the beautiful 1s the symbol3 of
the morally good, and only from this point of view
(which cvery man naturally takes and thinks 1t the duty of
others to take) do we claim that all men should agree
about the pleasure it gives . .. In the faculty of taste the
judgement does not find 1tself; as in judging by experience,
constrained by empirical laws, 1t legislates for itself on the
objects of so pure a satisfaction, just as reason legislates
autonomously on the faculty of desire in morality And
owing to this capacity i ourselves and to the capacity
in external nature to harmonize therewith, the judge-
ment finds in 1tself a reference to something in us
and also outside us, which is neither physical necessity
nor moral freedom but 1s allied to the supersensible
[though intelligible] conditions of freedom 1In this super-
sensuous reality, the theoretical faculty [of judgement]
and the practical faculty [of moral rcason] are mutually
and mysteriously mterwoven 4 .

Even common understanding pays respect to this
analogy, and we often call beautiful objects of nature or

1 subjectiwe Zweckmassigheit 2 Cf Herbart, Practical Philosophy,1 §15,p 152

3 Kant has just given as an instance of what he means by symbolism that
a hand-mull 1s a symbol of despotism, because, though they are not alike,
the ways 1n which we have to think about their mnternal relations are alike
Simularly a living orgamsm 15 a symbol of constitutional monarchy

+ Cf Hegel, pp 161—4
3778 R
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art by names which imply a moral estimate. We call
trees and buildings majestic or dignified and meadows
smiling or gay; even colours are called pure, chaste,
tender, because they arouse feelings analogous to those
aroused by moral judgements. Taste facilitates a gradual
transition from sensuous charm to an habitual interest in
morality,’ since it exhibits the imagination as at once
free and adapted to conform to the understanding, and
so accustoms us to find a satisfaction that is free from
sensuous allurement even in the objects of sense.

SIR UVEDALE PRICE

1747-1829
Essays on the Picturesque (1794)

iii. The qualities which make objects picturesque, are
not only as distinct as those which make them beautiful
or sublime, but are equally extended to all our sensations
by whatever organs they are received; and music (though
it appears like a solecism) may be as truly picturesque,
according to the general principles of picturesqueness, as
it may be beautiful or sublime. . . . The two opposite
quahties? of roughness, and of sudden vanation, joined
to that of irregularity, are the most efficient causes of the
picturesque. . .. iv. I do not mean to infer from the
instances I have given, that an object to be picturesaue
must be old and decayed; but that the most beautiful ob-
jects will become so from the effects of age and decay. . ..

T Cf Schuller, Letters, xav, p 125

2 Oppostte to the smoothness and gradual variation attributed by Burke to
beauty Price 1s answering Payne Kmght, who denied the distinction (cf
his Principles of Taste, 1805, 1 v, § 19 and 1t 11, §§ 15-27 and 7g), but who
suggests, as equally plausible, one between the beautiful and the grottesque
A good 1dea of the fondness for such discussions 1n England and Scotland at
this time 1s given by Hussey, The Pucturesque Cf also Peacock, Headlong Hall
(1816),1v ‘Allow me,’ smd Mr Gall, ‘I distinguish the picturesque and the
beautiful, and 1 add to them, in the laying out of grounds, a third and
distinct character, which I call unexpectedness > ‘Pray, sir,” saxd Mr Milestone,

‘by what name do you distingwsh this character, when a person walks
round the grounds for the second time? Cf Ruskin, p 176.
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v. It seldom happens that these two qualities [beauty
and picturesqueness] are perfectly unmixed; and I
believe it is for want of observing how nature has blended
them, and from attempting to make objects beautiful by
dint of smoothness and flowing lines, that so much
insipidity has arisen. . . . We must acknowledge [‘irrita-
tion’] to be the source of our most active and lively
pleasures.

JOHANN CHRISTOPH FRIEDRICH
VON SCHILLER

1759—1805
Letters on the Aesthetic Education of Mankind (1795)

xiv. When we passionately embrace a person who is
worthy of our contempt, we feel bitterly the compulsion
of nature. When we are hostile to one who extorts our
respect, we feel bitterly the compulsion of reason. But
so soon as one both attracts our inclmations and earns
our respect, the coercions of sense and of reason alike
vanish and we begin to love; that 1s we begin to play
both with our inclination and our respect !

xv. The object of the sensuous impulse may be defined,
according to its universal conception, as life in the
widest sense. This conception covers all physical existence
and all that is immediately presentan sense. The object
of the rational impulse? may be defined according to
its universal conception as form both 1n the wider and the
narrower sense. This conception covers all the formal
characters of things and their relations to our rational
faculties. The object of the play impulse may con-
sequently be defined, if we picture it under a general
figure, as living form.3 This conception seems to describe
all the aesthetic qualities of phenomena and in fact all
that we call beautiful in the widest sense. This explana-
tion, 1f I may so call it, neither extends beauty to the

T Cf Kant,§ 59, p 123
2 Formtrieb,1 e 1mpulse towards form or order. Cf Arnstotle, Poetics, p 31.
3 Cf. Bell, p. 264
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whole realm of life nor yet confines it to that realm. A
block of marble, though it must ever be lifeless, can
none the less become living form in the hands of the
architect or sculptor; a man, though he lives and has
form, may be far from being a living form. For that, it is
requusite that his form should be hfe and his life form.
So long as we merely tlunk about his form it is a lifeless
abstraction; so long as we merely feel his Iife, 1t 1s a form-
less sensc-impression. Only so far as his form lives in our
feeling and his hfe has form for our understanding is he
hiving form, and this will always be so when we call him
beautiful. . . . Man, we know, 1s neither exclusively matter
nor exclusively spint. Consequently beauty, which is the
consummation of his nature, cannot on the one hand be
purely physical,’ as the degrading taste of our day would
have it, and as has been held by shrewd observers (like
Burke) who relied too much on empirical evidence, nor,
on the other hand, can 1t be pure form, ashas been thought
by speculative philosophers, who left experience too far
behind, and by philosophizing artists who in their defini-
tion let themselves be too much influenced by the require-
ments of art. Beauty is the common object of both im-
pulses, that 1s to say 1t 1s the object of the play impulse.?
Ordmary language fully justifies this name, for 1t com-
monly gives the name of play to whatever is not forced
upon us whether by nature or our own mind and yet 1s not
accidental with respect to either . .. Man only plavs
when he is man in the full meaning of the term, and
he is only fully man when he plays.

xvi. We have scen that beauty results from the inter-
play of two opposed impulses and the union of two
opposed principles.3 Its highest 1deal, therefore, must be
looked for in the completest possible unity and balance of
reality or life and form. But this balance remains a mere
idea never actually attained. Actually one element will
always outweigh the other; and the best we can exper-

t blosses Leben 2 Cf Kant,§9,p 113, and Spencer, p 182.
3 Cf Anstotle, Poetics, v, p 31, Nietzsche, p 185, Stevenson, p 198
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ience will be a fluctuation between the two, in which
now reality or life, now form preponderates.

xx11. The unique secret of art which all great masters
know is to sublimate the matter by the form. The more
impressive, importunate, or seductive the subject-matter is
of 1tself, and the more violently it imposes its effects upon
us, or the more we are tempted to yield to its influence,
just so much the greater 1s the triumph of the art which
masters it and sways us. . . . Art, and beautiful art, dealing
with passion there is, but a beautiful passionate art is a
contradiction in terms, for the inevitable effect of beauty
is freedom from the passions. No less contradictory is the
idea of beautiful art which is didactic or edifying, for
nothing 1s so inconsistent with the idea of beauty as to
give the mind a definite direction.

xxu1. The transition from the passive state of feeling to
the active state of thought and will can only come about
through a middle state of aesthetic freedom.?

xx1v. In his physical stage man merely suffers the
forces of nature, in his aesthetic stage he frees himself
fiom these forces, in his moral stage he overcomes them.

xxvi. In the hearts of the terrifying realm of natural
forces and of the awe-mnspiring realm of moral law, the
impulse for form secretly consohidates its third and joyous
realm of play and of appearance, which when a man
enters, the fetters that ink him to things are struck off
and he is freed from his slavery both to natural and to
moral law.2. ..

Material goods can only make one man happy, for they
depend on appropriation which is always exclusive; and
even of that one they can only make one part happy, for
his whole personality is not involved. Absolute goods can
only make us happy under conditions that cannot be
universally presupposed; for truth is only the reward of
self-denial and only a pure heart believes in the pure will.
Beauty alone makes all the world happy, and under its
charm every creature forgets his bonds.

1 Cf Croce 2 Cf Schopenhauer, p 142
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WILLIAM WORDSWORTH
1770-1850
Preface to Lyrical Ballads (1800)

All good poetry is the spontaneous overflow of powerful
feelings. . . . What is a Poet? To whom does he address
himself? And what language is to be expected from him?
He is a man speaking to men: a man, it is true, endowed
with more lively sensibility, more enthusiasm and tender-
ness, who has a greater knowledge of human nature, and
a more comprehensive soul, than are supposed to be
common among mankind; a man pleased with his own
passions and volitions, and who rejoices more than other
men in the spirit of life that is in him; delighting to con-
template similar volitions and passions as manifested in
the goings-on of the Universe,! and habitually impelled
to create them where he does not find them. To these
qualities he has added a disposttion to be affected more
than other men by absent things as if they were present;
an ability of conjuring up in himself passions, which are
indeed far from being the same as those produced by real
events, yet (especially in those parts of the general
sympathy which are pleasing and dehghtful) do more
nearly resemble the passions produced by real events,
than anything which, from the motions of their own
minds merely, other men are accustomed to feel in them-
selves.—whence, and from practice, he has acquired a
greater readiness and power in expressing what he thinks
and feels, and especially those thoughts and feehngs
which, by his own choice, or from the structure of his own
mind, arise in him without immediate external excite-
ment. . . . The Poet writes under one restriction only,
namely the necessity of giving immediate pleasure to a
human Being possessed of that information which may be
expected of him, not as a lawyer, a physician, a mariner,
an astronomer, or a natural philosopher, but as a Man.
. . . He considers man and nature as essentially adapted

! Cf Schopenhauer, p. 146
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to each other, and the mind of man as naturally the
mirror of the fairest and most interesting properties of
nature.! . . . Poetry is the breath and finer spirit of all
knowledge; it 1s the impassioned expression which is in
the countenance of all Science . . . carrying sensation
into the midst of the objects of the science itself. . . . The
Poet is chiefly distinguished from other men by a greater
promptness to think and feel without immediate external
excitement, and a greater power of expressmg such
thoughts and feelings as are produced in him 1n that
manner. But these passions and thoughts and feelings are
the general passions and thoughts and feelings of men.?
The end of Poetry is to produce excitement in co-
existence with an overbalance of pleasure. . ... The co-
presence of something regular [e.g. metre], something to
which the mind has been accustomed 1n 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 fechng and of fecling not strictly
and necessarily connected with the passion. . . . [Metre]
will be found greatly to contribute to impart passion to
the words 3 I have said that poetry is the spontaneous
overflow of powerful feelings: it takes its origin from
emotion recollected in tranquillity:4 the emotion 1s con-
templated till, by a species of reaction, the tranqullity
gradually disappears, and an emotion, kindled to that
which was before the subject of contemplation,is gradually
produced, and does 1itself actually exist before the mind.

Essay Supplementary to the Preface (1815)

The appropriate business of poetry (which nevertheless,
if genuine, is as permanent as pure science), her appro-
priate employment, her privilege and her du#y, is to treat
of things not as they are, but as they appear; not as they
exist in themselves, but as they seem to exist to the senses,
and to the passwns. . . .

U Cf Wordsworth, The Recluse.
2 Cf Ruchards, pp 277-8, and Gentile, p 326
3 Cf. Santayana, § 57, p. 200. 4 Cf Schopenhauer, p 141.
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Men who read from religious or moral inclinations, even
when the subject is of that kind which they approve,
are beset with misconceptions and mistakes peculiar
to themselves. Attaching so much importance to the
truths which interest them, they are prone to over-rate
the Authors by whom those truths are expressed and
enforced. They come prepared to impart so much
passion to the Poet’s language, that they remamn uncon-
scious how little, 1n fact, they receive from1t.? . ..

Preface to Poems (1815)

(Imagination) recoils from everything but the plastic,
the pliant, and the indefinite She leaves it to Fancy to
describe Queen Mab as coming,

In shape no bigger than an agate-stone
On the fore-finger of an alderman 2

Having to speak of stature, she does not tell you that her
gigantic Angel was as tall as Pompey’s Pallar, much less
that he was twelve cubats, or twelve hundred cubits high;
or that his dimensions equalled those of Teneriffe or Atlas;
because these, and, if they were a million times as high,
it would be the same, are bounded: The expression is,
‘His stature reached the sky !’ the illimitable firmament !3

Letter to a Friend of Burns
(To James Gray, 1816)

Who, but some impenetrable dunce or narrow-minded
puritan in works of art, ever read without delight the
picture which he has drawn of the convivial exaltation
of the rustic adventurer, Tam o’ Shanter? The poet fears
not to tell the recader in the outset that his hero was a
desperate and sottish drunkard, whose excesses were
frequent as his opportunities. This reprobate sits down
to his cups, while the storm 1s roaring, and heaven and
earth are in confusion;—the night is driven on by song

I Cf Rachards, p 283 2 Shakespeare, Romeo and Fuliet, 1 W 55
3 Milton, Paradise Lost, v 988 Cf Kant, p 120
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and tumultuous noise—laughter and jest thicken as the
beverage improves upon the palate—conjugal fidelity
archly bends to the service of universal benevolence—
selfishness is not absent, but wearing the mask of social
cordiality—and, while these various elements of humanity
are blended into one proud and happy composition of
elated spirits, the anger of the tempest without doors
only heightens and sets off the enjoyment within.—I
pity him who cannot percewve that, in all this, though
there was no moral purpose, there is a moral effect.

Kings may be blest, but Tam was glonious,

Q’er a’ the uls of life victorious.

SAMUEL TAYLOR COLERIDGE
1772-1834
Dejection, an Ode* (1802)

11
My genial spirits fail;
And what can these avail
To Iift the smothering weight from off my breast?
It were a vain endeavour,
Though I should gaze for ever
On that green light that lingers in the west:
I may not hope from outward forms to win
The passion and the life, whose fountains are within.

v
O Willham! we receive but what we give,
And in our life alone does Nature hive.
Ours is her wedding garment, ours her shroud!
And would we aught behold, of higher worth,
Than that inanimate cold world allowed
To the poor loveless ever-anxious crowd,
Ah! from the soul itself must issue forth
! T have selected the various readings which seemed aptest to my purpose
See the critical apparatus n the Poetical Works, ed E. H Colenidge, Clar-

endon Press, 1912
3778 3
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A light, a glory, a fair luminous cloud
Enveloping the Earth—
And from the soul itself must there be sent
A sweet and potent voice, of its own barth,
Of all sweet sounds the life and element.!

v

O pure of heart! thou need’st not ask of me
What this strong music in the soul may be!
What, and wherein it doth subsist,
This light, this glory, this fair luminous mist,
This beautiful and beauty-making power.
Joy, O beloved, joy that ne’er was given,
Save to the pure, and in their purest hour,
Life, and Life’s effluence, cloud at once and shower,
Joy, William, is the spirit and the power,
Which wedding Nature to us gives in dower
A new Earth and new Heaven,
Undreamt of by the sensual and the proud—
Joy is the sweet voice, Joy the luminous cloud—
We 1n ourselves rejoice!
And thence flows all that charms or ear or sight,
All melodies an echo of that voice,
All colours a suffusion from that light.
Calm steadfast Spirit, guided from above,
O Wordsworth! friend of my devoutest choice,
Great son of genius! full of light and love
Thus, thus dost thou rejoice.
To thee do all things live from pole to pole,
Their life the eddymng of thy living soul
Brother and friend of my devoutest choice
‘Thus mayst thou ever, evermore rejoice!
VI
There was a time when, though my path was rough,
This joy within me dallied with distress,
And all misfortunes were but as the stuff
Whence Fancy made me dreams of happiness;
I Cf Plotinus, p 46
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For hope grew round me like the twining vine,
And fruits, and foliage, not my own, seemed mine,
But now afflictions bow me down to earth:
Nor care I that they rob me of my mirth;

But oh! each visitation
Suspends what nature gave me at my birth,

My shapig spirit of Imagination.

On the Principles of Sound Criticism (1814)

1. All the fine arts are different species of poetry. The
same spirit speaks to the mind through different senses
by mamifestations of itself, appropriate to each. ... The
common essence of all consists in the excitement of emo-
tion for the immediate purpose of pleasure through the
medium of beauty; herein contra-distinguishing poetry
from science, the immediate object and primary purpose
of which is truth and possible utility. . ..

1. The venison is agreeable because it gives pleasure;
while the Apollo Belvedere 1s not beautiful because it
pleases, but 1t pleases us because it is beautiful. . . . There
exists 1n the constitution of the human soul a sense, and a
regulative principle, which mayindeed bestifled andlatent
in some, and be prevented and denaturalized in others,
yet is nevertheless universal in a given state of intellectual
and moral culture; which is independent of local and tem-
porary circumstances, and dependent only on the degree
in which the faculties of the mind are developed. ...

m The BEAUTIFUL, contemplated in its essentials, that is,
i kind and not in degree, 1s that 1n which the many, still
seen as many, becomes one. . . . So far is the Beautiful
from depending wholly on association, that it is frequently
produced by the mere removal of associations. . . .

It seems evident then, first, that beauty is harmony, and
subsists only in composition,' and secondly, that the first
species of the Agreeable can alone be a component part of
the beautiful, that namely which is naturally consonant
with our senses by the pre-established harmony between

1Cf Plotinus, p 44
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nature and the human mind; and thirdly, that even of
this species, those objects only can be admitted (according
to rule the first) which belong to the eye and ear, because
they alone are susceptible of distinction of parts. . . . The
result, then, of the whole is that the shapely (i.e. formosus)
joined with the naturally agreeable, constitutes what,
speaking accurately, we mean by the word beautiful
(i.e. Pulcher). . . . The sense of beauty subsists in simultaneous
wntwitwe® of the relation of parts, each to each, and of all to a
whole: exciting an immediate and absolute complacency, without
intervenence,' therefore, of any nterest sensual or intellectual.
The Beaut:ful is thus at once distinguished both from the
agreeable, which is beneath it, and from the coop which
1s above it: for both these have an interest necessarily
attached to them: both act on the Will, and excite a desire
for the actual existence of the image or idea contemplated:
while the sense of beauty rests gratified in the mere con-
templation. . . . But may not the sense of beauty originate
in our perception of the fitness of the means to the end 1n
and for the animal 1tself? Or may it not depend on a law
of proportion”® No!
On Poesy or Art (1818)

Art, used collectively for painting, sculpture, architec-
ture and music, is the mediatress between, and recon-
ciler of, nature and man. It is, therefore, the power
of humamzing nature, of infusing the thoughts and pas-
sions of man 1mto every thing which is the object of his
contemplation; colour, form, motion, and sound, are
the elements which it combines, and it stamps them mto
unity in the mould of a moral idea.2. ..

By excitement of the associative power passion 1tself
imitates order, and the order resulting produces a
pleasurable passion, and thus (poetry) elevates the mind
by making 1ts feelings the object of its reflexion. So like-
wise, whilst 1t recalls the sights and sounds that had
accompanied the occasions of the original passions,

! So printed by Cottle, Early Recollections (1837), vol n,p 230, from Felix
Farley’s Bristol journal, 1814 2 Cf Croce, p 241.
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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. . ..

The Fine Arts . . . all, like poetry, are to express intel-
lectual purposes, thoughts, conceptions, and sentiments
which have their ongin in the human mind, not, however,
as poetry does, by means of articulate speech, but as
nature or the divine art does, by form, colour, magnitude,
proportion, or by sound, that 1s, silently or musically.”

FRIEDRICH WILHELM JOSEPH
VON SCHELLING

1775-1854
The Relation of the arts of form to Nature? (1807)

If we look at the mere empty shape of things and not at
their essential nature, they do not speak to our hearts.
We must read in them our own soul and spirit if they
are to answer us. What s the perfection of an individual
thing? Nothing but the creative life within 1t, its power
of self-maintenance. While our careless glance sees
nature as a dead thing, we shall never experience the
chemical change which precipitates the pure gold of
beauty and truth. . . . By what power is the soul created in
and with the body, as by a single breath” If art cannot do
this, as nature does, it can create nothing. . . . Works
which start from mere form, however far developed
from that side, betray their origin by an incurable empti-
ness just where we look for the last and essential perfec-
tion ... How can we melt the apparently hard forms of
nature so that the pure energy of things may fuse into one
mould together with the energy of our own minds? We
must go behind the form in order to come back to it as
intelligible, alive and really felt. What remains in the

! For Colenidge’s relation to Schelling see Biographia Literaria, edited by
Shawcross.

% Thus lecture was provoked by Winckelmann’s distinction between beauty,
as mere form, and the character or meamung which might be added to 1t
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most beautiful form if you abstract from this active
principle? Only superficial qualities of extension and
spatial relation. . . .

The artist must strive to emulate that real Spirit of
Nature which speaks from within things, and uses their
shape and form as 1ts mere sensuous symbols. . . . If the
form could subsist in independence of an essential con-
tent, and in its own right, it could only be an alien
Imitation of that content. But how could the essential
meaning feel itself hmited by that which itself creates,
which exists only with and through it? ! . . . Definition of
form in nature 1s never merely negative or formal, it
always has positive character.?

ARTHUR SCHOPENHAUER
1788-18b0

In Schopenhauer we may see the influence of the Kantian
pomt of view upon a very different tcmperament. Kant had
been by nature or traimng pious and rationalistically dogmatic.
His philosophical study and acumen had forced him to take
nto account difficulties such as those raised by Hume Schopen-
hauer was by temperament pessimistic and sceptical, with the
imagmative 1mpulse to persomfy abstractions He readily
accepted Kant’s criticism of the intellect as unable to afford
knowledge of ultimate reality, and also his doctrine that mm
practical activity we somehow experience this unknowable
But the irreconcilable conflict of desire and duty had seemed to
Kant to imply God, ‘freedom’, and immortahity as the realities
which underhe the apparent contradictions of hfe  To Schopen-
hauer they suggested an ultimate reality not only careless of our
happiness but condemned by our moral reason Post-Kantian
1dealism seemed to hum complacently to present ‘the best of all
possible worlds, 1n which everything 1s a necessary evil’ Our
own and every other existence, according to Schopenhauer, is
the outcome of a primordial ‘Will’, or tendency to live, which
realizes 1itself in the various grades of phenomenal being, and
I Cf Stevenson, p 198

% Cf Blake °‘All sublimuty 1s founded on munute discrimination’, and
Reynolds, p 97, and Bosanquet, p 190
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finally becomes conscious and, in man, self-conscious But the
‘Will’ is insatiable—‘man never is but always to be blest’—and
it1s cruel. In our lust and fear we destroy one another. There 1s
no abiding happiness and no peace but annihilation. Our duty
is to conquer the Will by asceticism. Suicide or manslaughter,
while destroying the phenomenal individual, merely realize the
fundamental ‘W1ll’, they are manifestations of passion and fear.
Ouly if all men could, by attaining the ideal of Christian or
eastern ascetics, wholly free themselves from the body and 1ts
self-seeking, would Nirvana be attained

But 1n the meantime, we have, unexpectedly enough, our
intervals of respite In the self-consciousness of man the “Will®
has overreached itself For even if the moral reason which
self-consciousness brings with 1t be too weak to conquer the will,
and can only add remorse to our ever-recurring lust and satiety;
man also has knowledge. And so far as knowledge 1s not will,
nor 1 the service of the will, it 15 peace. But, according to
Schopenhaucr, all that usually goes by the name of knowledge,
all science, which deals with abstract Universals, 1s in the
service of the will We only understand 1n order to use for our
purposes The only disinterested knowledge 1s aesthetic con-
templation There, with no ulterior aim, we survey the
spectacle of the Umiverse (that 1s, the “Will’) either in the
detail of 1ts phenomenal mamfestations in space and time, or,
through music, 1 1ts essential reality. Art 1s the only positively
good thing in ife  Asceticism 1s but 2 means to annihilation.

The World as Will and Idea (1818)

(Translated by R B Haldanc and J Kemp, 1883)

1. 30. In the First Book the world was explained as
mere udea,’ object for a subject. In the Second Book we
considered it from its other side, and found that in this
aspect it i1s will, which proved to be sumply that which
this world 1s besides being idea. In accordance with this
knowledge we called the world as idea, both as a whole
and in its parts, the objectzﬁcatzon of will, which therefore
means the will become object, i e. 1dea. .

33. Knowledge, now, as a rule, remains always subordi-

1 Vorstellung.
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nate to the service of the will, as indeed it originated for
this service, and grew, so to speak, to the will, as the
head to the body. In the case of brutes this subjection of
knowledge to the will can never be abolished. . . . This
human excellence 1s exhibited in the highest degree by
the Apollo of the Belvedere; the head of the God of the
Muses, with eyes fixed on the far distance, stands so freely
on his shoulders that it seems wholly delivered from the
body, and no more subject to its cares.

34. If, raised by the power of the mind, a man relin-
quishes the common way of looking at things, gives
up tracing, under the guidance of the forms of the prin-
ciple of sufficient reason, their relations to each other, the
final goal of which is always a relation to his own wall;
if he thus ccases to consider the where, the when, the why,
and the whither of things, and looks simply and solely at
the what; if, further, he does not allow abstract thought,
the concepts of the reason, to take possession of his con-
sciousness, but, instead of all this, gives the whole power of
his mind to perception, sinks himself entirely 1n this, and
lets his whole consciousness be filled with the quiet con-~
templation of the natural object actually present, whether
a landscape, a tree, a mountain, a building, or whatever
it may be; inasmuch as he loses himself 1n this object (to
use a pregnant German idiom), 1e. forgets even his
individuality, his will, and only continues to exist as the
pure subject, the clear mirror of the object, so that it is
as if the object alone were there, without any one to per-
ceive 1t, and he can no longer separate the perceiver from
the perception, but both have become onc, because the
whole consciousness is filled and occupied with one
single sensuous picture; if thus the object has to such an
extent passed out of all relation to something outside 1t,
and the subject out of all relation to the will, then that
which is so known is no longer the particular thing as
such; but it is the {dea,” the eternal form, the immediate

Y Idee (i8¢a, ldos), the essential character of some kind of thing, 1s translated
by Idea, Vorstellung by idea  Cf Plounus, p 48



SCHOPENHAUER 139

objectivity of the will at this grade; and, therefore, he
who is sunk in this perception is no longer individual, for
in such perception the individual has lost himself; but he
is pure, will-less, painless, timecless subject of knowledge. . . .

Whoever now has, after the manner referred to, become
so absorbed and lost in the perception of nature that he
only continues to exist as the pure knowing subject, be-
comes 1n this way directly conscious that, as such, he is
the condition, that 1s, the supporter, of the world and all
objective existence, for this now shows itself as dependent
upon his cxistence. Thus he draws nature into himself, so
that he sees it to be merely an accident of his own being.
In this sense Byron says—

Are not the mountains, waves, and skies, a part
Of me and of my soul, as I of them?!

36 The common mortal, that manufacture of Nature
which she produces by the thousand every day, 1s, as we
have said, not capable, at least not continuously so, of
observation that 1n every sense 1s wholly disinterested, as
sensuous contemplation,? strictly so called, 1s He can
turn his attention to things only so far as they have some
relation to his will, however indirect 1t may be. Since for
this purpose, which never demands anything but the
knowledge of relations, the abstract conception of the
thing 1s suffictent, and for the most part cven better
adapted for usc, the ordinary man does not linger long
over the mere perception, does not fix his attention long
on one object, but 1n all that 1s presented to him hastily
seeks merely the concept under which 1t 1s to be brought,
as the lazy man seeks a chair; and then 1t interests him
no further. This is why he is so soon done with every-
thing, with works of art, objects of natural beauty, and
indeed cverywhere with the truly significant contempla-
tion of all the scenes of hfe. He does not linger, only
seeks to know his own way 1n hfe, together with all that

¥ Childe Harold, m1 Ixxv
2 ‘sensuous contemplation
3778 T
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might at any time become his way. Thus he makes topo-
graphical notes in the widest sense; over the considera-
tion of life itself as such he wastes no time. The man of
genius, on the other hand, whose excessive power of
knowledge frees 1t at times from the service of will, dwells
on the consideration of life itself] strives to comprehend
the Idea of each thing, not its relations to other things;
and 1n domng this he often forgets to consider his own
path in hfe, and therefore for the most part pursues it
awkwardly enough While to the ordinary man his
faculty of knowledge 1s a lamp to highten his path, to the
man of genius 1t 1s the sun which reveals the world . ..

37 Aesthetic pleasure 1s one and the same whether it is
called forth by a work of art or directly by the contem-
plation of nature and life The work of art is only a
means of facilitating the knowledge 1in which this pleasure
consists That the Idea comes to us more easily from the
work of art than directly from nature and the real world,
arises from the fact that the artist, who knew only the
Idea, no longer the actual, has reproduced in his work
the pure Idea, has abstracted it from the actual, omitting
all disturbing accidents The artist lets us see the world
through his eyes 'That he has these eyes, that he knows
the inner nature of things apart from all their relations,
15 the gift of gen1us, 1s inborn; but that he 1s able to lend
us this gift, to let us see with his eyes, is acquired, and is
the technical side of art

38 In the aesthetical mode of contemplation we have
found two inseparable constituent parts—the knowledge of
the object, not as individual thing but as Platonic Idea,
that 15, as the enduring form of this whole species of
things; and the self-consciousness of the knowing person,
not as indwidual, but as pure will-less subject of knowledge
The condition, under which both these constituent parts
appear always united, was found to be the abandonment
of the method of knowing which is bound to the principle
of sufficient reason, and which, on the other hand, is the
only kind of knowledge that 1s of value for the service of
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the will and also for science. Moreover, we shall see that
the pleasure which is produced by the contemplation of
the beautiful arises from these two constituent parts,
sometimes more from the one, sometimes more from the
other, according to what the object of the aesthetical
contemplation may be.

All willing anises from want, therefore from deficiency,
and therefore from suffering. The satisfaction of a wish
ends it, yet for one wish that is satisfied there remain at
least ten which are denied Further, the desire lasts long,
the demands are infimte; the satisfaction is short and
scantily measured out But even the final sausfaction 1s
itself only apparent; every satisfied wish at once makes
room for a new one; both are 1llusions; the one is known
to be so, the other not yet. No attained object of desire
can give lasting satisfaction, but merely a fleeting grati-
fication; 1t 1s like the alms thrown to the beggar, that
keeps him alive to-day that his misery may be prolonged
till the morrow. Therefore, so long as our consciousness
1s filled by our will, so long as we are given up to the
throng of desires with their constant hopes and fears, so
long as we are the subject of willing, we can never have
lasting happiness nor peace It is essentially all the same
whether we pursue or flee, fear mjury or seek ecnjoyment;
the care for the constant demands of the will, 1n whatever
form 1t may be, continually occupies and sways the con-
sciousness, but without peace no true well-being 1s pos-
sible The subject of willing 1s thus constantly stretched
on the revolving wheel of Ix1on, pours water mto the sieve
of the Danaids, 1s the ever-longing Tantalus.

But when some external cause or inward disposition
hifts us suddenly out of the endless stream of willing, and
delivers knowledge from the slavery of the will, the atten-
tion 1s no longer directed to the motives of willing, but
comprehends things free from their relation to the will,
and thus observes them without personal interest, without
subjectivity, purely objectively, and givesitself entirely up
to them so far as they are ideas, but not in so far as they are
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motives.! Then all at once the peace which we were
always seeking, but which always fled from us on the
former path of the desires, comes to us of its own accord,
and it 1s well with us. It 1s the painless state which
Epicurus prized as the highest good and as the state
of the gods, we are for the moment set free from the
muserable striving of the will, we keep the Sabbath of the
penal servitude of willing; the wheel of Ixion stands still.2

But this 1s just the state which I described above as
necessary for the knowledge of the Idea, as pure con-
templation, as sinking oneself in perception, losing one-
selfin the object, forgetting all individuality, surrendering
that kind of knowledge which follows the principle of
sufficient reason, and comprehends only relations; the
state by means of which at once and inseparably both the
perceived particular thing is raised to the Idea of 1ts whole
species, and the knowing individual to the pure subject of
will-less knowledge, and as such they are both taken out
of the sticam of time and all other relations It 1s then
all one whether we see the sun set from the prison or from
the palace.

Inward disposition, the predominance of knowing over
willing, can produce this state under any circumstances.
This 1s shown by those admirable Dutch artists who
directed this purely objective perception to the most
msignificant objects, and established a lasting monument
of their objectivity and spiritual peace 1n their pictures of
stll life, which the aesthetic beholder docs not look on
without emotion; for they present to him the peaceful,
still frame of mind of the artist, free from will, which
was needed to contemplate such msigmficant things so
objectively, to observe them so attentively, and to repeat
this perception so mtelligently, and as the picture
enables the onlooker to participate in this state, his
emotion 1s often increased by the contrast between 1t and
the unquiet frame of mind, disturbed by vehement
wiling, 1n which he finds himself In the same spint,

U Cf Beigson, p 206 2 Cf Schuller, p 127
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landscape-painters, and particularly Ruisdael, have
often painted very insignificant country scenes, which
produce the same effect even more agreeably.

38. Lastly, 1t is this blessedness of will-less perception
which casts an enchanting glamour over the past and
distant, and presents them to us in so fair a ight by means
of self-deception. For as we think of days long gone by,
days in which we lived in a distant place, it 15 only the
objects which our fancy recalls, not the subject of will,
which bore about with 1t then its incurable sorrows just
as it bears them now, but they are forgotten, because
since then they have often given place to others. Now,
objective perception acts with regard to what is remém-
bered just as it would in what 1s present, if we let 1t have
influence over us, if we surrendered ourselves to it free
from will Hence 1t arises that, especially when we are
more than ordinanly disturbed by some want, the
remembrance of past and distant scenes suddenly flits
across our munds like a lost paradise. The fancy recalls
only what was objective, not what was individually sub-
jective, and we 1magine that the objective stood before
us then just as pure and undisturbed by any relation to
the will as its 1mage stands in our fancy now; while 1n
reality the relation of the objects to our will gave us pan
then just asit docsnow We can deliver ourselves from all
suffering just as well through present objects as through
distant ones whenever we raise ourselves to a purely
objective contemplation of them and so are able to bring
about the 1llusion that only the objects are present and
not we ourselves Then, as the pure subject of knowledge,
freed from the miserable self, we become entirely one with
these objects, and, for the moment, our wants are as
foreign to us as they are to them. The world as idea
alone remains, and the world as will has disappeared. . . .

Sight, unhke the affections of the other senses, cannot,
in itself, directly and through 1ts sensuous effect, make the
sensation of the special organ agreeable or disagreeable;
that is, it has no immediate connexion with the wall. . .
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In the case of hearing this is to some extent otherwise;
sounds can give pamn directly, and they may also be
sensuously agreeable, directly and without regard to har-
mony or melody Touch, as one with the feeling of the
whole body, 1s still more subordmated to this direct
influence upon the will, and yet there is such a thing as
a sensation of touch which is neither painful nor pleasant.
But smells are always cither agreeable or disagreeable,
and tastes still more so. Thus the last two senses are most
closely related to the will, and therefore they are always
the most 1gnoble, and have been called by Kant the sub-
jective senses. The pleasure which we experience from
light 15 m fact only the pleasure which arises from the
objective possibility of the purest and fullest perceptive
knowledge, and as such 1t may be traced to the fact
that pure knowledge, freed and delivered from all will,
is 1n the highest degree pleasant, and of 1itself constitutes
a large part of aesthetic enjoyment ' .

39. All these reflections are intended to bring out the
subjecuve part of aesthetic pleasure, that is to say, that
pleasure so far as 1t consists ssmply of delight in percep-
tive knowledge as such, in opposition to will. And as
directly connected with this, there naturally follows the
explanation of that disposition or frame of mind which
has been called the sense of the sublune

We have already remarked above that the transition to
the statc of pure perception takes place most easily when
the objects bend themselves to 1t, that 1s, when by therr
manifold and yet definite and distinct form? they easily
become representatives of their Ideas, in which beauty,
in the objective sense, consists. This quality belongs pre-
crinently to natural beauty, which thus affords even to
the most insensible at least a fleeting aesthetic satisfaction.

41. When we say that a thing 1s beautiful, we thereby
assert that 1t 1s an object of our aesthetic contemplation,

! Cf Plato, Hippuas, p 15
2 A few lines later Schopenhauer uses the phrase ‘significant form’ (Bedeut-
samkeit Formen), cf Bell, p 264
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and this has a double meaning; on the one hand it
means that the sight of the thing makes us objective, that
is to say, that in contemplating it we are no longer con-
scious of ourselves as individuals, but as pure will-less
subjects of knowledge; and on the other hand it means
that we recognize 1n the object, not the particular thing,
but an Idea; and this can only happen, so far as our con-
templation of 1t is not subordinated to the principle of
sufficient reason, does not follow the relation of the
object to anything outside 1t (which is always ultimately -
connected with relations to our own will), but rests in
the objectitself . . Since, on the one hand, every given
thing may be observed 1n a purely objective manner and
apart from all relations; and since, on the other hand,
the will manifests itself in everything at some grade of
its objectivity, so that everything 1s the expression of an
Idea, 1t follows that everything 1s also beautrful

Somctimes the possession of special beauty 1 an object
lies 1n the fact that the Idea itself which appeals to us in
it 1s a high grade of the objectivity of will, and therefore
very significant and expressive. Therefore 1t 1s that man
is more beautiful than all other objects, and the revela-
tion of his nature 1s the highest aim of art ' Human
form and cxpression are the most important objects of
plastic art, and human action the most important object
of poetry. Yet each thing has its own peculiar beauty,
not only every organism which expresses itself in the
unity of an individual being, but also everything un-
organized and formless, and even every manufactured
article For all thesc reveal the Ideas through which the
will objectifies itself at 1ts lowest grades, they give, as it
were, the deepest resounding bass-notes of nature.
Gravity, rigidity, fluidity, light, and so forth, are the
Ideas which express themselves in rocks, in buildings, in
waters 2 . . .

42. In aesthetic contemplation (in the real, or through
the medium of art) of the beauty of nature in the

! Cf Hegel on classical art, p 169 2 Cf Hegel on symbolic art,p 168,
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inorganic and vegetable worlds, or in works of architec-
ture, the pleasure of pure will-less knowing will pre-
dominate, because the Ideas which are here apprehended
are only low grades of the objectivity of will, and are
therefore not manifestations of deep significance and
rich content. On the other hand, if animals and man are
the objects of aesthetic contemplation or representation,
the pleasure will consist rather in the comprehension of
these Ideas, which are the most distinct revelation of will;
for they exhibit the greatest multiplicity of forms, the
greatest richness and deep significance of phenomena,
and reveal to us most completely the nature of will,
whether 1n 1ts violence, 1ts terribleness, its satisfaction or
its aberration (the latter in tragic situations), or finally
in 1ts change and self-surrender, which 1s the peculiar
theme of Christian pamnting, as the Idea of the wall
enlightened by full knowledge 1s the object of historical
pamting in general, and of the drama.

45. We all recognize human beauty when we see it,
but 1n the true artist this takes place with such clearness
that he shows 1t as he has never seen 1t, and surpasses
nature in his representation; this 1s only possible because
we ourselves are the will whose adequate objectification at
its highest grade is here to be judged and discovered.
Thus alone have we 1n fact an anticipation of that which
nature {which is just the will that constitutes our own
being) strives to express. . .

52. Music is as direct an objectification and copy of the
whole wull as the world 1tself, nay, even as the Ideas,
whose multiplied manifestation constitutes the world of
individual things. Music 1s thus by no means like the
other arts, the copy of the Ideas, but the copy of the will
uself, whose objectivity the Ideas are. This 1s why the
effect of music is so much more powerful and penetrating
than that of the other arts,for they speak only of shadows,
but it speaks of the thing itself Since, however, it is the
same will which objectifies itself both in the Ideas and in

I Cf Anstotle, Problems, p 35
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music, though in quite different ways, there must be, not
indeed a direct hkeness, but yet a parallel, an analogy,
between music and the Ideas whose manifestation in
multiplicity and incompleteness 1s the visible world. . . .

It does not, therefore, express this or that particular and
defimite joy, this or that sorrow, or pain, or horror, or
delight, or merriment, or peace of mind, but joy, sorrow,
pain, horror, delight, merniment, peace of mind themselves
to a certamn extent 1in the abstract, their essential nature,
without accessories, and thercfore without their motives.
Yet we completely understand them in this extracted
quintessence Hence 1t arises that our imagination is
so easily cxcited by music, and now seeks to give form
to that invisible yet actively moved spirit-world which
specaks to us directly, and clothe it with flesh and blood,
1¢ to embody 1t in an analogous example ! . .

The plecasure we receive from all beauty, the consola-
tion which art affords, the enthusiasm of the artist,
which enables him to forget the cares of life,—the latter
an advantage of the man of genius over other men,
which alone repays him for the suffering that increases in
proportion to the clearness of consciousness, and for the
desolate loneliness among men of a different race,—all
this rests on the fact that the m-tself of life, the will,
existence 1tself], 15, as we shall see farther on, a constant
sorrow, partly miserable, partly terrible, while, on the
contrary, as idea alone, purely contemplated, or copied
by art, free from pan, 1t presents to us a drama full of
sign.fcance This purely knowable side of the world, and
the cop.,  1tin any art, 1s the element of the artist. He
1s chaimned to the contemplation of the play, the objecti-
fication of will, he remains beside 1t, does not get tired of
contemplating 1t and representing it in copies; and
meanwhile he bears himself the cost of the production
of that play, 1 e. he himself 1s the will which objectifies
itself, and remains 1 constant suffering. That pure,
truc, and deep knowledge of the mner nature of the

I Cf Hanshck, p. 181
3778 m
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world becomes now for him an end in itself: he stops
there. Therefore 1t does not become to him a quieter of
the will, as, we shall see in the next book, it does in the
case of the saint who has attained to resignation: 1t does
not deliver him for ever from life, but only at moments,
and is therefore not for him a path out of life, but only
an occasional consolation in it, till his power, increased
by this contemplation and at last tired of the play, lays
hold of the real * ..

Supplement, Chapter 29 The Ideas reveal not the thing
in itself, but only the objective character of things, thus
still only the phenomenon; and we would not even
understand this character if the inner nature of things
were not otherwise known to us at least obscurely and mn
feeling. This nature 1tself cannot bc understood from
the Ideas, nor in general through any merely objective
knowledge; therefore 1t would remain an eternal secret
if we were not able to approach 1t from an cntirely
different side  Only because every knowing being 1s also
an individual, and thereby a part of nature, does the
approach to the mner being of nature stand open to
him 1n his own sclf-consciousness, where, as we have
found, 1t makes itself known in the most immediate
manner as will

PERCY BYSSHE SHELLEY
1792-1822

A Defence of Poetry

Written 1821,2 published 1840

Man 15 an mstrument over which a series of external
and internal 1mpressions are driven, like the alternations
of an ever-changing wind over an Aeolian lyre, which

I Cp Dennis, p 60

2 This was a reply to hus friend Peacock’s Four Ages of Poeiry ‘The first or
1ron age was barbarous, the golden was marked by the passion of Homer and
Shakespeare, the silver by the polish of Pope, the romantic revival 1s brazen
and must mevitably yield to the age of reason The resemblances here to
Hegel are obvious
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move it by their motion to ever-changing melody. But
there is a principle within the human bemg, and perhaps
within all sentient beings, which acts otherwise than in
a lyre, and produces not melody alone, but harmony,
by an internal adjustment of the sounds or motions thus
excited to the impressions which excite them. It is as if
the lyre could accommodate its chords to the motions
of that which strikes them, in a determined proportion
of sound; even as the musician can accommodate his
voice to the sound of the lyre. A child at play by itself
will express 1ts delight by 1ts voice and motions. and
every inflexion of tone and every gesture will bear exact
relation to a correspondmg antitype i the pleasurable
impressions which awakened 1t; 1t will be the reflected
image of that impression, and as the lyre trembles and
sounds after the wind has died away, so the child seeks,
by prolonging in 1ts voice and motions the duration of the
effect, to prolong also a consciousness of the cause

In the mnfancy of socicty every author is nccessarily a
poet, because language 1itself 1s poetry; and to be a poet
15 to apprehend the true and the beautiful, in a word,
the good which exists 1in the relation, subsisting, first
between existence and perception, and secondly between
perception and cxpression

And this springs from the nature itself of language,
which 1s a more direct representation of the actions and
passions of our internal being, and is susceptible of more
various and delicate combinations, than colour, form,
or motion, and is more plastic and obedicent to the control
of that faculty of which 1t 1s the crcation For language
18 arbitranly produced by the imagination and has
relation to thoughts alone, but all other matenals,
instruments and conditions of art have relations among
each other, which limit and interpose between conception
and expression. . .. Sounds as well as thoughts have
relation both between each other and towards that which
they represent, and a perception of the order of those
relations has always been found connected with a per-
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ception of the order of the relations of thought. Hence
the language of poets has ever affected a certain uniform
and harmonious recurrence of sound, without which it
were not poetry, and which 1s scarcely less indispensable
to the communication of its influence, than the words
themselves, without reference to that pecular order.
Hence the vanity of translation; it were as wise to cast
a violet 1nto a crucible that you might discover the formal
principle of 1ts colour and odour, as seek to transfuse from
one language 1nto another the creations of a poet.! .

Ethical science arranges the elements which poetry has
created, and propounds schemes and proposes examples
of cvil and domestic hife nor 15 it for want of admirable
doctrines that men hate, and despise, and censure, and
deceive, and subjugate one another But poetry acts in
another and diviner manner. It awakens and enlarges
the mind 1tself by rendering 1t the receptacle of a thousand
unapprehended combinations of thought Poetry hfts
the veil from the hidden beauty of the world

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 mstrument
of moral good 1s the 1magination; and poctry admuinisters
to the effect by acting upon the cause Poctry
strengthens the faculty which 1s the organ of the moral
nature of man, in the same manner as excrcise strengthens
alimb A poet therefore would do 1l to embody his own
conceptions of right and wrong, which are usually those
of his place and time, 1n his poetical creations, which
participate in neither. By this assumption of the inferior
office of interpreting the effect, in which perhaps after
all he might acquit himself but imperfectly, he would
resign a glory n the participation of the cause. There was
little danger that Homer, or any of the eternal poets,
should have so far misunderstood themselves as to have
abdicated this throne of their widest dominion Those

1 Cf Bradley, p 224
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in whom the poetical faculty, though great, is less
intense, as Euripides, Lucan, Tasso, Spenser, have fre-
quently affected a moral aim, and the effect of their
poetry is diminished in exact proportion to the degree
in which they compel us to advert to this purpose. . . .
In the drama of the highest order there 1s Iittle food for
censure or hatred; 1t teaches rather self-knowledge and
self-respect.

JOHANN FRIEDRICH HERBART
1776-1841
Practical Philosophy' (1808)
Works, ed Hartenstein, vol viu

12. That taste 1s fickle we may presume is a conclusion
only from experience; and mainly from the experience
of the varying judgements on very complex objects such
as products of art or nature taken as wholes . We may
hope, on the other hand, to discover the causes of this
fickleness so soon as those primary judgements are distinctly
exhibited which are, indeed, implied by the total aesthetic
effect of complex works but not separately revealed

The danger 1s that we lose ourselves too much mn the
impression which beauty makes on us, allow ourselves
to be occupied too fully with the emotions commonly
connected with 1t. Love and enthusiasm, as opposed to
the cool judgement of the connoisseur, have this effect,
and so still more has the shifing of fancy from one
sphere of taste to another Many people fall into poetry
on the appearance of a beautiful landscape, and mnto
sentimentality when they hear music, or they take music
for a kind of painting, painting for poetry, poetry for
the highest sculpture, and sculpture for a kind of aesthetic
philosophy.? Such people should be prescribed a cold
douche 1n the ndicule of the masters of the particular
arts untill they wake to the pecubar beauty of each kind,

! Herbart holds that moral approval 1s a kind of tiste  The correlative of
taste 1s objective value 2 Cf Bradley, p 227
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and see the landscape in the landscape, enjoy the concert
at the concert, the values and shades in painting, and
the entanglements of situations, feelings, and characters
mn poetry.! . When, then, does the pure judgement of
taste arise® Is there or can there be such a thing? . .
Can there or should there be a pure work of art, which
does not also move, charm, cntertain us?? . .

Desire seeks the future, taste determines about what lies before
ut, for which reason 1t 1s only desire that can properly
be satisfied, what answers to taste 1s rather comphance
or conformity with 1ts requirements

15 Just as 1t 1s easy to understand what must be gwen
to desire 1n order to satisfy 1t, . . . so 1t would be strange
if taste, though 1t requires nothing to be given 1it, should
be supposed 1tself to gwe something, and by its mere
Judgement, as 1t were of 1ts own power, to confer some-
thing upon an object whose 1dea 1s already complete 3.
Was such an addition already stored 1n the mind? Was
the distaste for an ugly thing kept 1n stock merely to be
fetched out, when the thing presented 1tself, 1 order to
be taken into account with 1t? If we inchined to such
a strangc notion, presumably the distaste for the thing
would at least comcide with the apprehension of it and not
subsequently anse without our knowing why or whence
And then the judgement would not be separated or dis-
tinguished from 1ts object, any moic than, m pleasure
and pamn, what we feel can be apprchended as distinct
from the feeling of 1t

17. We thus reach two antitheses on which to ground the
conditions governing all objects of taste  On the one
hand, 1n a judgement of taste the object must be appre-
hended as alrecady realized and mvolving no sense of
strain,* whereas desire involves strain and contrast. On
the other hand, the object of a judgement of taste must
be susceptible of a purely theoretical apprehension apart
from the judgement, that 1s to say, without approval or

! Cf Bradley,p 218, Santayana, p 203, 2 Cf Gentile
3 Cf Kant, § 58, p 123, and Perry, p 298 4 Hemmung



HERBART 153

distaste, merely as an object of knowledge, about whick
the judgement is made.! This distinguishes it from the
pleasant and unpleasant, which can only be apprehended
in the actual feeling. So arises the question: how can an
object to which approval or distaste atiaches present itself
without such addition as something indifferent? Clearly
the indifferent object lacks something in order to become
the object of approval or distaste . The object of taste
must be composed of the indifferent and some addition.
But then the addition, as part of the compound object,
would be 1tself an object, and we should have to apply
to 1t what we established before, that the object of taste
must be susceptible of purely theorctical apprehension
as something indifferent. The conclusion 1s that each
clement of the approved or distasteful whole 1s, in 1sola-
tion, indifferent, in a word, the maferial is indifferent,
but the form comces under the acsthetic judgement The
simplest instances arc herc the best [18] What, for in-
stance, 1 mustc 1s a third or fifth or any interval of
defimitc musical value? Obviously neither of the single
tones, whose relation composes the interval, has by itsclf,
in the least degrec, that character which attaches to it
when they sound fogether 2 Consequently taste i1s not a
faculty strictly of conferning approval or disapproval;
rather, those judgements which are commonly conceived
under the name of taste, to distinguish them as a class
from other mental manifestations, are the results of the
perfect apprehension [19] of relations formed by a com-
plexity of clements .  These elements must not be
idly juxtaposed m a mere collection, but must nter-
penetrate each other as a colour and a tone, or a tone and
a mood, scarcely can; whereas tonc and tone, colour and
colour, mood and mood, apprehended 1n a single act of
thought, actually so modify one another that approval
or distaste (of a peculiar kind for each peculiar relation)
arises 1n the apprehension.? . .

! Cf Santayana, § 11, p 198, and Ross, p 316
2 Cf. Plotinus, p 44, Moore, p 246
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Aesthetic philosophy, as the establishment of aesthetic
prnciples, would properly be bound not to define or to
demonstrate or to deduce, nor even to distinguish
species of art or argue about existing works, but rather
to put us wn possesswon of all the single rclations, however
many they be, which in a complete apprehension of
anything produce approval or distaste ... [20] Might
we venture to say that the musical discipline which bears
the strange name of figured bass is the only real example
so far existing of genuine aesthetic?

Introduction to Philosophy (lectures 1813-37)
IWorks, ed Hartenstemn, vol i

m 1 §85. Every work of nature or art which 1s beauti-
ful hifts us above our ordmary level, and breaks the
accustomed course of psychic mechanism If it 1s asked
how this 1s done, the easiest answer is through the stirring
up of emotions Thesc arc either depressing or exciting,
with numberless varieties 1n both classes, but always
flecting,—a character that distinguishes them from the
aesthetic judgement, which 1s permanently attached to
1ts object ' It 1s true that 1n most aesthctic objects we
can trace evidence that therr effect began with arousing
some kind of emotion ! This 1s the surest way for them
to impress us, and the best way of quieting the emotion
and purging our souls of 1t 1s to rcturn to the underlying
acsthetic judgement Between excitement and
depression lies an impassive seriousness 2 And there are
acsthetic objects which hardly condescend to the trick of
working on our emotions. Stern? virtue, a solemn?
vaulting, a solemn chorale, a Doric column, even chaste,
straightforward narration, and a calm landscape, begin
their effect upon sensitive people simply with the
aesthetic judgement, which then very hkely occasions
emotions, but allows them to subside and actually quiets
them, without being modified by them We cannot de-

' Cf Ross, p 316. 2 Ernst
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mand that this should always happen; art can too
seldom affect men, as we find them, in this way.

1. § 8g. All the single elements which general aesthetic
has to indicate are relations, the perfectly simple is
indifferent, neither pleasing nor distasteful.? . ..

m. § roo. What 1s harmonious in mingled toncs or
colours depends upon the blending of ideas before
resistance,? or upon the tendency towards it. Spatial and
temporal beauty, on the other hand, presuppose space or
tume and consequently the blending of distinct elements.?

Encyclopaedia of Philosophy (1831)
Works, ed Hartenstemn, vol 1i

I. 1x. 70. To appreciate music we must have some
practice in the apprehension of intervals and harmonies
To poetry every man brings his knowledge of language,
but also of the various reclations of life, of men’s characters,
and of the things we perceive Ewven statues and pictures
would remain unmeaning unless gestures and all the
bodily expression of mind were famihar to the daily
experiences of us all. Every work of art without exception
must have much read into it; its effect comes far more
from the beholder than to him. . . Much in works of
art depends upon unconscious association,* which 1s quite
different from mere perception and from aesthetic 1m-
pressions which rest on perception alone . . .

71. To appraise the essential value of a work of art rightly,
we must set aside the effect of association so far as 1t does
not actually condition the apprehension of the work Itis
only a particular application of this maxim that initation
can ncver be set up as a principle of aesthetic . . .

72. People visit picture galleries with catalogues, and
operas with librettos; 1f they can get none, they complain
of not understanding the pictures or the music. And for

L Cf Plotinus, 1 v1 1, p 44

2 Verschmelzung vor der Hemmung Cf Psychologie als Waissenschaft, §§ 702, 100,
105,114 The doctrine 1s,briefly, that ideas (Vorstellungen) tend to blend, but
resist this tendency in proportion tovarious kinds of difference between them

3 abgestufte Verschmelzung, of Hegel, pp 1734 4 Apperception
3778 X
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like reasons poetry is often accompanied by a commen-
tary.! Works of art arc expected to have a meaning
and the artists arc glad to oblige .. But music is music
and to be beautiful need mean nothing.? . Even good
mustcians still repeat the maxim that music should
express feelings, as though the feelings aroused by it to
cxpress which 1t may accordingly be used, were the basis
of those rules of double and single counterpoint in which
1ts true essence lies 3 What did the old masters mean to
express who developed the possible forms of the fugue, or
those still older whosec industry differentiated the possible
orders of column?* Nothing Theiwr thoughts did not
travel beyond their arts but penetrated deeply into their
essence We need not grudge such emotion as a work
can arouse by 1ts own proper aesthetic relations . . but
when an art tries to represent something outside itself, 1t
should content 1tsclf with the portrait-painter’s celebrity
We may even add that the excitement of strong emotion
dulls senstbihity, and 1n the end makes us forget what pre-
cisely 1t 1s that arouses the emotion + We get enough of
tears and laughter without the expense of art

73. Like the musician, the architect, in designing a
building, interlaces pattern with pattern, of which each
by 1tself constitutes a whole, yet finds 1ts natural place in
the other Such a form nature has already mtroduced 1n
the contours of the human face; . and she does the
samc 1n mumature for beautifully shaped flowers Corre-
sponding to this spatial counterpoint, we find the require-
ments of contrapuntal form satisfied by poetry, when
every significant character goes 1ts way and develops
1tself appropriately under the condition that these indivi-
dual histories umte themselves mn a whole In painting,
each figure, however artistically grouped, must have 1ts
own correct drawing, the eye must be able to distinguish
or composc them with freedom and, indeed, pleasure,
arded by the contrast of colours. . . .

! Cf Bradley, p 215 * Cf Stevenson, p 197
3 Cf. Hegel, p 174, Hanslick, p 181 4 Cf Bellp 265, Prall,p 311,
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75. To ask unmeaning questions about the functions of
sense, imagination, understanding, and feeling in the
apprehension of beauty is to obscure the truth with
fables. We must disentangle the pattern of perceptions
which the work of art has interwoven, study them apart
and in combination, until we discover the elements and
conditions of beauty It must be confessed that in no art
is this so easy as in music, where we have only to read the

parts.
Sculpture, simple as 1t seems, extends in space a work
of art which geometry can never fully analyse . Yet

the psychological grounds for spatial beauty should be
ascertainable from the mechanics of mind, with the aid of
geometry and psychology, sufficiently to determine so
far as necessary the aesthetic value of those contours with
which we are acquamted.

76. Poctry 1s an casier subject for analysis But, to
begin with, we must exclude the whole lyrical element, in
which the poct becomes rather a singer, who sings not by
the rules of our composition, but like a bird who imparts
his overflowing passion However powerfully such a
flow of life may move the genial hearer, it 1s not so much
art as nature; the subjective sumulants of sympathy lie
outside the realm of objective beauty, which 1s valid for
all men at all times. With the lync we can dismiss
cverything in poetry that is merely speech, in spite of the
truly aesthetic elements of rhythm and euphony which
itmay contain . We have then excluded all that can be
ascribed to either intellectual or emotional sympathy.
What then remains in poetry? Only the purely objective,
what the poet can communicate without communicating
himself ? .. Only pure drama and pure epic remain,
character, action, situation.

8o. The poet does not despise the emotion or feeling
which may result from the partiality of his audience and
the sympathy it gives to some characters and witholds
from others Such feelings are, indeed, not aesthetic

T Contrast Gentile.
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judgements, and the moving is not the beautiful ~But
the audience need not be mere critics. They are concrete
men whom criticism should not despise nor grudge them
their natural feelings. If 1t did, the lyrical element in
poetry and music would lose 1ts very heart, which consists
in the communication of feeling, though neither poetry
nor music 1s merely lyrical.

JOHN STUART MILL
1806-73

Poetry and its Varieties (1833)

Poetry, which 1s the delineation of the deeper and more
secret workings of human emotion, 1s interesting only to
those to whom 1t recalls what they have felt, or whose
imagination 1t stirs up to conceive what they could feel,
or what they might have been able to fcel had their out-
ward circumstances been different . . . The truth of
poetry is to pamnt the human soul truly ... Poetry and
eloquence are both alike the expression or utterance of
feeling. But, if we may be excused the antithesis, we
should say that eloquence 1s keard, poetry 1s overheard.
Eloquence supposes an audience; the peculiarity of
poetry appears to us to lie in the poet’s utter unconscious-
ness of a listener. Poetry 1s feeling, confessing 1itself to
itself 1n moments of solitude, and embodymg itself in
symbols, which are the nearest possible representations of
the feeling 1n the exact shape in which it exists in the
poet’s mind.

GEORG WILHELM FRIEDRICH HEGEL
1770-1831

Kant as a student of science had been stimulated by Hume’s

scepticism to show that our claims to attamn truth in pure

science are Justified In order to do this, he had restricted those

claims to the phenomenal world Ultimate, unconditioned
reality was beyond their sphere. But within the sphere of



HEGEL 159

experience Kant believed that he had refuted scepticism. The
method by which he attempted to do this was by arguing that
if we have any experience at all, as we have, the possibility of our
having 1t depends on our already cmploymg the principles
of pure science To question the possibility of scientific know-
ledge, then, was to question something by acceptance of which
alone could we even ask a question or be aware of anything
about which questions could be asked Experience all hangs
together, and, whatever 1its relation to absolute truth about
unconditioned reality, it stands or falls together You cannot, as
the empiricists supposed, accept one element of 1t which they
called particular facts and reject all the rest as delusions arsing
out of the facts To be aware of the alleged facts you must
already be employing the alleged delusions But beyond the
world of expericnce lies the ultimate reality only accessible to
‘farith > Hegel, with other ‘absolute idealists’, demed the dis-
tinction between experience and ultimate reality, or rather
asserted that this distinction, hke every other, arises within
reality and within experience His ambition was to do for the
whole of reality what Kant claimed to have done for experience:
to show that 1t all hangs together Reality 1s rational, therefore,
1ts necessity can be apprchended There 1s no chance or brute
fact Everything that 1s can be seen to be rationally involved
m everything else  And the pattern of the connexion, according
to Hegel, was the synthesis of opposites  Of two opposites neither
could be or be understood without the other, since they can only
be together, they can only be fully understood when they are
understood together as united in a Whole Hegel’s readiness
to apply this ‘tnadic synthesis’ alike to abstract universals
(Being, Not-being, Becoming) and to historical events (Greek
cwvilization, the Roman Empire, the modern world) influences
his Aesthetic Beauty 1s a synthesis of the abstract concept
and the matenal which 1s ‘grven’ in sense  Romantic art 1s the
synthesis of Symbolic and Classical Philosophy 1s the synthesss
of art and religion. Since the experience of beauty certainly
exists, 1f must, on Hegel’s philosophy, be ntelhgible. And that
means for him that it must be possible to apprehend how the
existence of beauty and of every species of beauty 1s necessanly
mvolved in the being of anything at all

Because the reason, which 1s exphicitly developed in our thought,
is also latent m the sensible world, every stage of human con-
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sciousness is able to find a natural means of expression in some
organization of sensible things. In other words sense 1s implicit
reason, when we experience beauty we see through the 1llusion
of thetr diversity.

Aesthetics®
Published 1835

Introduction, 1 The beauty of art 1s a beauty that has
not only been born of the mind or spirit but born again
of1t.2 ..

Everything that is beautiful 1s only really beautiful as

partaking in something higher [namely mind] and being
produced thercby In this sense natural beauty manifests
itself as only a reflection of the beauty which properly
belongs to the mind,—as an imperfect and incomplete
manifestation whose essential reality3 1s contained 1n the
mind. . .
( Very serious purposes have been ascribed to art, and
it has been recommendcd as 2 matchmaker between sense
and reason or duty and inclination, and as able to recon-
cile thosc elements which clash 1n so harsh a conflict. To
which one may reply that,—however respectable the
purposes thus ascribed to art,—reason and duty are not
the gamners by the efforts of such a go-between; since, by
the essential purnty of their nature, they are incapable of
being so compromused, they cannot suffer anything less
pure than themselves Further, art itself 1s not thus made
any more worthy of scientific treatment, for it 15 made
to serve two masters, serious aims, no doubt, on the one
hand, but, on the other, laziness and frivolity. In short,
if this were art’s service, mstead of being an end, art could
only appear a means. And, to consider the nature of such
service, 1t would still be a contemptible character in art
that, if 1t 15 really to serve serious ends and produce 1m-
portant results, its only means for doing so is 1llusion.
For beauty lives in seeming 4 .

T Hegel’s Aesthet:k has been translated by Osmaston (1920) and the
Introduction by Bosanquet (1886, and Hustory of Aesthetic, 1892, Appendix)
2 Cf Bosanquet, p 190 3 threr Substanz nach 4 Cf Plato, Hippuas,p g
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Only when it has attained its appropriate freedom is fine
art really art; it cannot fulfil its highest function till it
has established itself in the same sphere with religion and
philosophy and has become simply one of the ways of
expressing, or presenting to consciousness, the divine, the
deepest interests of man, the most comprehensive spiritual
truths.” . This character art shares with philosophy and
religion, but there 1s this difference- that art expresses even
what is highest by sensuous form, and so brings it nearer
to natural appearances, to our senses and feeling . .

. The unmversal and absolute need from which art in
1ts general character, springs, originates in the fact that
man 1S a tunking consciousness; that is, that he mdkes
explicit to himself, by means of his own nature,? what he
is and what the world is. Natural things are simply
there, and that is the end of 1t,3 man, being a mind, gives
himself a double existence, since he not only, like natural
things, 1s, but also realizes his own existence,* perceives
himself, has ideas of himself, thinks himself; and only by
this active realization of himself 1s he a mind. Man
attains this self-consciousness in a twofold way. First
theoretically, so far as he has to bring his inmost self before
consciousness—every movement of the human heart,
every storm that sways it In general he has to contem-
plate himself, to picture himself, to fix before himself
what thought discovers as his essential character; he has
to recognize only himself both in all that 1s called up 1n
him and 1n all that he assimilates from without. Secondly
man realizes himself through practical activity, since he
has the impulse to expresss himself, and so agamn to
recognize himself, 1n things that are at first stmply pre-
sented to him as externally existent He attains this end
by altering external things and impressing on them the
stamp of his own 1nner nature, so that he rediscovers his

" Cf Kant,§ 50, p 123, Bradley, p 288 2 aus swch selbst fur sich macht

3 sind nur unmuttelbar und etmmal

* fur sich 15t 1 think the ambiguity of ‘realize’ 1s in Hegel Cf Nettleship,
p 188 5 hervorzubringen
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own character in them. Man does this in order that he
may profit by his frcedom to break down the stubborn
indifference of the external world to himself, and may
enjoy in the countenance of nature only an outward
embodiment of himself
The material or sensible element 1n a work of art only
has any claim to 1ts place so far as 1t exists for the mind
of man; not in virtue of its own matenality ? 4The
interest 1n art 1s disinguished from the practical interest
of desire by the fact that it leaves its objects alonc in
their independence, while desire adapts them, or cven
destroys them, for its own purposes. {Conversely, artistic
contemplation differs from the theoretical contemplation
of the saentfic intelligence 1n cherishing an mtercst for
the objects 1 thewr individuality, 1t does not busy 1tself
in reducing them to universal thoughts and conceptions)
Hence 1t follows that, though the sensuous material must
indeed be present in a work of art, 1t need only appear as
a superficial semblance of matter . The demand for
realism as such 1s not fundamental or primary 1n art. So,
although the representation of external nature is an
esscntial element in art, actual naturc does not prescribe
the rule; nor 1s imitation of outward appearances for
their own sake the end of art. So we have still to ask:
What, then, 1s the subject-matter of the arts and with what
end must 1t be presented? Here there at once rises to the
mind the common view that 1t 1s the function and purpose
of art to stir our senses, our fccling, our emotions with
everything which can find a place in the human soul
Art must realize for us the famous saying Nkl humam a
me alienum puto >  { Art does indeed possess this formal
character of being able to beautify every possible subjcct-
matter by engaging our contemplation and our feelings)
But the very heterogenety of this subject prevents us
from resting content with this merely formal character-
isuc of art The rationality which permeates this motley
chaos challenges us to recognize the emergence and actual
1 Cf Plato, Hippras, p 7 2 sic Terence, Heaut Tum 11
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attainment of some all-embracing purpose in these con-
tradictory elements. . . A very little reflection, then, sug-
gests to us the consideration that the end of art lies in its
capacity and function of mitigating the passions.’ . ¢ And
even 1f art confined itsell to the task of presenting images
of the passions to our contemplation, though 1t should
thereby flatter them, yet cven in that therc 1s alrcady a
kind of mitigation For by that means man at lcast
becomes aware of what beforc he merely was Now for
the first time man contemplates his 1mpulses and 1n-
stincts; and whercas formerly they hurried him along
without reflcction, he now sees them cxternahized, and
begins, so soon as they are presented to him as ohjects, to
achicve fieedom from them Thus it may often happen
to an artst, overtaken by grief, that he can mitigate the
intensity of his private feeling by the expression? of it
Some comfort 1s to be found even mn tears The man who
at first was utterly concentrated and sunk in grief, at
least thus externalizes, in however physical a way, what
before was pent within him Far greater 1s the relief by
expressiond of inner feeling in words, forms, toncs, and
shapes

But this defimition of art, that it should guide and
cducate our crude passions, remained purely formal and
general, so that a further question had to be asked about
the specific nature and esscntial aim of this education

If the end of art 1s confined to didactic utility, then 1ts
other side, that of delight, entertainment, satisfaction, is
implied to be unessential and to have 1ts justification4
only 1n the profit of the lesson which 1t accompanies
( If we still continue to speak of an end, we must, to
begin with, guard against the perversc interpretation of
our question about the end as being really one about the
use . Against this we must maintain that art has the
function of revealing truth 1n the form of sensuous artistic
shapes and of presenting to us the reconcihation of the

' Cf Anstotle, Poetucs, p 33 2 Darstellung 3 aussprechen
4 Substanz
3778 v
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contradiction [between sense and reason, between what
is and what ought to be, between desire and duty].!
Consequently 1t contains its end in itself, in this very
revelation and presentation } . .

Dunision of the Subject. Siice we have spoken of art
as 1ssuing from the absolute spiritual reality,? and have
assigned as 1ts end the sensuous presentation of that
absolute itself, we must now proceed with our summary
to show, at least 1n outline, how the particular divisions
of art? originate from this notion of artistic beauty in
general as being the representation of absolute reality.
For this purpose we must try to give some general idea
of this notion. (lAs already said, the subject-matter of art
is the spintual reality* and its form 1s the sensuous,
plastic image , Art has to reconcile these two sides in an
independcnt whole of mutually necessary parts. (1§ The
first condition for this is that the subject-matter to be
represented in art should be intrinsically capable of such
representation. Otherwise we only get an artificial com-
bination, where some subject-matter which is naturally
incapable of sensuous plastic expression’ 1s forced into
that form, and an essentially prosaic material struggles
for an apt expression to which it 1s fundamentally
unsuited. (2) The second condition, which follows from
the first, 1s that the subject-matter of art shall not be
essentially abstract (3) Thirdly, if a genuine® and
thercfore concrete subject-matter is to recerve an adequate
sensuous form, the latter must be a no less fully concrete
and indiwvidual thing This concreteness of the two
elements in art, the subject and the presentation, is just
the point in which they can harmonize and inter-
penetrate) The natural human body, for instance, is a
concrete object of sense which 1s capable of expressing

' Cf Muratori, p 61, and Kant, § 59, p 123

2 Idee 1t 1s perhaps impossible to translate this word as used by Hegel
It means the whole of reality, but reality as intelligible, and only intelligible
as being a phase of that of which intelligence 1s another phase

3 Thee 4 Idec 5 Bildlichke:t und aussere Erscheinung
6 wahrhaft
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adequately the concrete mind or spirit. We must reject
the idea that it is only a coincidence when some natural
object is used as a significant form.'; Art adopts such
form not just because 1t 1s to hand nor because nothing
else is to hand; the definiteness of subject-matter implies
the possibility of external actualization, in fact of sensuous
expression. On the other hand, in order that this should
be possible, this concrete object of sense in which an
essentially spiritual subject-matter figures itself, is in 1ts
turn essentially spiritualized. The outward form by
which the subject-matter becomes object of perception
or imagination has no purpose except 1its appeal to our
heart and mind 2 . . . Although the sensuous shape
bestowed by art 1s not, from this point of view, accidental,
on the other hand it i1s not the highest method of appre-
hending the concrete spiritual reality Thought 1s higher
than any sensuously concrete representation. Relatively,
thought 1s abstract; but in order to be true and rational
it must not be onec-sided but concrete thought. . The
Greek gods, as contrasted with the Christian God, exem-
plhfy the difference between a subject-matter whose
adequate form 1s sensuous artistic representation and one
whose very nature essentially demands a form which is
higher and more spiritual. The Greek god 1s no abstrac-
tion but an individual, to whom a bodily form is not
alien; the Christian God likewise is concrete personality,
but personality purely spiritual, that must be known as
spirit and in spirit He s present to us therefore essentially
by inward knowledge? and not by external natural form,
which can only represent him imperfectly and not mn the
full depth of our conception of him.{ But 1t is the function
of art to present ultimate reality to our immediate per-
ception in sensuous shape and not 1n the form of thought
or pure spirit merely. And the value of this representa-
tion depends on the correspondence and unity between

T wahre Gestalt Cf Bell, p 264
2 Cf Kant, Sweckmassigkert ohne Sweck, p 118, and Schelling, p 136
3 sen Element des Dasens 1st das innere Wissen Cf Dennus, p 60
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these two elements. Consequently the greatness and
excellence of art in achieving its ideal will depend upon
the degree of intimacy with which this form and subject-
matter are fused and umted.

Our scientific survey, then, must found 1its classification
of art upon the degree of truth attained; that 1s, upon
the degree to which mind has achieved a plastic form
adequate to its ideal For before mind attamns a true
conception of 1ts absolute essence 1t must pass through a
series of stages, a series which can be deduced from that
conception. And to these stages m the development of
a subject-matter which mind thus supplies to itself there
answers an exactly corresponding series of types of art,
in which the mund, by 1ts artistic activity, becomes
aware of itself. This evolution of the artistic spirit has
itself from 1ts own nature two sides. First, there 15 a
universal spiritual development, wheremn the series of
different conceptions of the universe, different ways of
regarding God, man, and natute as a whole, express
themselves artistically * Secondly, these inner develop-
ments of art have to find for themselves actual external
realizations 1n sensuous media; and these make up the
necessary distinctions of art, that is to say, the particular
arts > The distinction of different types! of art being a
distinction in the umversal nature of mind, 1t 1s impossible
for any one type to be confined to a single medium,3 and
each sensuous medwum also can be variously applied.?
But since the sensuous medium, as well as the mind, 1s
potentially rational,4 each sensuous medium has an
especially close and subtle correspondence with one of
the different spiritual types of art.s

Any subject-matter whatever can, so far as its own
nature goes, be adequately represented, but 1t cannot
merely thereby lay claim to ideal arustic beauty. The

' e g 1n primitive, classical, and Chnstian art

Z e g architecture, sculpture, painting, &c

¥ e g colour, tones, marble

* an sich, wie der Geust, den Begniff zu sewner inneren Seele hat
5 e g marble as used in sculpture to the classical sparit
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very representation of such a chance subject will, indeed,
appear defective when compared with the ideal. Here
may opportunely be suggested, what can only be proved
later, that imperfection 1 a work of art need not always
be attributed merely to lack of skill in the artist,’ but that
umperfection of form may arise from 1mperfection of sub-
ject For instance, the 1dols and artistic representations
of divimty among the Chinese, Indians, and Egyptians
remained formless, or achieved only a false and vicious
definiteness of form, never true beauty, because their
mythological 1deas, which were the mental subject-matter
of this art, were still vague or falsely definite, and not
the true subject matter of art.2 . . y

So now that we have discussed artistic beauty in its
essential nature, we must observe how the realm of
beauty differentiates itself into diverse species This
affords us, as the second part of our treatise, the doctrine
of the types of art

A These forms owe their birth to the various ways of
concewving the ultimate reality [which is to be theiwr
subject-matter], from these varieties arise the differences
of form in which they are expressed Types of art, then,
are nothing but the various relations of subject-matter to
form, relations which arise out of the very nature of spiri-
tual reality We have to consider three such relations.

(a) Atfirst the ulumate reality which s conceived as the
subject-matter of artistic presentation 1s something itself
vague and indistinct, or endowed wath false and mappro-
priate distinctness. It 1s indistinct as not being yet
endowed with that individuality which 1s a condition
of artistic beauty,? this abstractness and one-sidedness
leave the outward manifestation arbitrary and mmcom-
plete. Ths first form of art1s rather a mere straining after
embodiment than a capacity for actual representation.+
No true form has yet been found for the spiritual reality
itself, these are only wrestlings and strivings towards one,

I'Cf Hulme, p 274 2 der in sich selbst absolute Inhalt
3 das Ideal 4+ Cf Kant, § 59, p 123
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This type of art may be generally described as the Sym-
bolic. Here the abstract conception of spiritual reality
finds an alien embodiment in natural sensible matter,
with which artistic representation starts and to which it
remains, at this stage, confined Natural objects of per-
ception are at first left as they are, but invested with a
significance as embodiments of absolute spiritual reality,
in virtue of which embodiment they are given the function
of expressing 1it, and have to be interpreted as if they
actually presented 1t to our senses This implies, no doubt,
that natural objects really have an element in virtue of
which they are capable of representing a universal mean-
ing. But as complete adequacy is not yet possible, the
relation between the two can only be imited and artificial,
as when, for 1nstance, strength 1s indicated by a lon.
Another consequence of this artificial relation between
the spiritual reality and the natural object 15 to make us
aware of the gulf between them When the spiritual
reality, which has no other physical thing to express 1t,
expatiates 1n all these shapes, and seeks to express itself in
them with thatimpatience of imitation or definition which
still belongs to it, 1t finds none of them adequate to itself
So it proceeds to exaggerate the shapes and appearances
of nature to an unlimited monstrosity like 1ts own
Owing to this inadequacy of the two sides to each other,
the relation of the spiritual reality to 1ts objectification
becomes one of contrast; for the former, as something
inward, despises any such externahzation. As being the
inward universal import of this host of inadequate
forms, 1t elevates 1tself above them all as Sublume. In this
sublimity, natural objects and the human form and its
experiences are no doubt accepted and tolerated as they
are; but they are recognized as inadequate to a meaning
which 1s exalted above all things in heaven or earth.!

U Cf Browning, Fra Lippo Lippn
A fine way to paint soul, by painting body
So 1ll, the eye can’t stop there, must go further
And can’t fare worse
and cf Nettleshup, p 188, and Tolstoy, p 194
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These features determine the general character of the
primitive artistic pantheism of the East, which either
embodies the deepest meaning in the most trivial objects
or violently distorts natural appearances to express its
theory of life. Hence this form of art either becomes
bizarre, grotesque, and tasteless, or contemptuously con-
trasts the 1infinite, though abstract, freedom of what is
spiritually real' with the ephemeral nothingness of all
actual appearances. In this way the import can never be
fully embodied in the expression; and 1n spite of every
cffort and struggle, the inadequacy of the form to the
spiritual reality?remains insuperable 'This may be taken
as the first type of art, the Symbolic with 1ts yearning, and
1ts turbid, emgmatic sublimity.

(B) In the second type, which we will call the Classwcal,
the defect which beset the symbolic on both its sides is
overcome. Symbolic imagery3 is imperfect because on
the one side ultimate reality 1s only thought of with
artificial ¢ defimtions or quite indefimtely; and on the
other, for that very reason, the union of import and
imagery must remain imperfect and, itself, merely
abstract The classical type of art, as the correction of
this double failure, 1s the natural s and adequate embodi-
ment of the spiritual reahty® in the form peculiarly and
essentially? approprate to it, so that the two unite in a
perfect and natural harmony 8 So in the classical type
for the first ime we get the production and apprehension
of the perfect 1deal, now realized in fact

The peculiarity of the subject-matter of classical art is
that it 1s itself concrete reality, that is to say concrete
mind; for only mind is truly individual or self-contained.
We have then to look among natural things for one which
naturally corresponds to the essential character of mind.

Now 1f ultimate reality as mind and, indeed, mind

1 Substanz 2 Idee 3 Gestalt 4 abstrakt, 5 fre:

6 Idee 7 threm Begriff nach

8 Cf Browning, Rabb: Ben Ezra ‘Nor soul helps flesh more, now, than
flesh helps soul.’
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definitely individualized, is to manifest 1tself in temporal
appearances, it has as its natural form the human shape.
Personification and anthropomorphism have been freely
blamed as a degradation of the spiritual; but art, if 1t is to
make mind apprehensible to sense, must rise to such
anthropomorphism, for it 1s only 1n 1ts body that mind
is adequately manifest to the senses

The forms of the human body in classical art are treated
no longer as mcre objects presented to the senses, but
only as the presentation and natural image of mind; for
which reason they must be freed from all the deficiencies
of what 1s merely maternial and from the accidental limita-
tions of natural appearance But just as the imagery must
be thus purified 1f 1t 15 to express within 1ts four corners a
subject-matter suitable to 1t, so, too, its spiritual subject-
matter must be of 2 kind which can be fully expressed 1n
the natural human form, and which does not surpass the
possibilities of sensuous bodily expression Only so can
the harmony of 1magery and import be complete. Con-
sequently mind 1s at this stage immediately hmited to the
particular human mind, as opposed to what 1s, without
qualfication, absolute and eternal, which can only ex-
press 1tself or announce 1ts presence as pure spirituality.
This Iimitation 1s fatal to classical art in its turn and
necessitates the transition to a third and higher type, the
Romantic

(v) The Romantic type of art rises above the complete
identification of ultimate reality with 1ts external mani-
festation, and returns, though at a higher level, to that
distinction and opposition of the two sides which symbolic
art had failed to overcome Classical art 1n fact reached
the perfection of sensuous presentation, and if 1t has any
defect 1t 15 a defect inherent in art, a limitation in its
very nature This defect arises becausc art in general
presents mind, whose essence 1s infinite concrete univer-
sality, as an object 1n sensuous concrete form, and classical
art presents the complete fusion of spiritual and sensuous
as a harmony. But mind cannot be represented 1n 1ts true
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essence by any such fusion.” . . . Christianity represents
God not as an individual separate spirit but as absolute
in spirit and in truth. Consequently it sacrifices sensuous,
spatial presentation and finds a more inward and spiritual
way of embodying its meaning. . . . Similarly romantic
art is the passing of art beyond 1ts proper nature, though
still retaining the form of art and working within its
Iimuts. . . . Such art, in conformity with its new subject-
matter, addresses itself no longer to mere sensuous per-
ception but to something more subjective and inward,
which can 1dentify itself more intimately with such a sub-
ject-matter:—to the mner soul and feeling. . . . The inner
life is the subject of romantic art and has to be repre-
sented as such. . . . It celebrates its triumph over the
body and manifests that triumph 1n bodily things them-
selves, so that the sensuous appearance is degraded and
despised 2

Yet this form of art, hike all others, needs some sensuous
form of expression. Because mind has retired into itself
and withdrawn from direct unity with the external world,
the material sensuous form is treated, as it was in symbolic
art, as something unessential and superficial . . .

We find once more, then, the characteristics of symbolic
art, mutual indiffcrence, inadequacy, and separation
between the spiritual meaning and the images, but with
an essential difference In symbolic art the defective
conception of ultimate reality involved a defectiveness of
imaging 1t In romantic art this reality has to be pre-
sented as mind and soul made perfect, and consequently
disdains any intimate union with external things. . . .

B. The third dwvision of our subject, assuming the
notion of the ideal and of the universal types of art
established 1n the first two, has to trace out their realiza-
tion m definite sensuous matenals. . . .

Each type of art attains its specific character in a specaific
sensible material and realizes itself completely in the
technique appropriate to that material. Yet these types

T Cf Browning, Old Pictures in Florence, x1x 2 Cf Ruskin, p 176
3778 7
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being differentiations of all art, cannot be confined to
realizing themselves each in a particular art, but are
found actualizing themselves, though not so character-
istically, in other arts also. Conversely, each particular
art belongs properly to one of the general types of art and
produces works appropriate thereto, yet each also, in its
own way, illustrates all the types of art. . . .

(a) The material of archutecture is just physical matter
as a heavy mechanical mass, and its forms are merely the
forms of inorganic nature arranged symmetrically by the
abstract relations of understanding. In such material
and forms the ideal cannot, as concrete mind,* be realized,
and so the work produced stands over against the spiritual
meaning? as something external toit, not permeated by it,
but only in an artificial? relation toit. Consequently the
symbolic type of art is the fundamental principle of
architecture . . . The import of architecture can be
more or less clearly embodied in its material and forms,
according as this import, which is the aim of the work,
is more or less developed and distinct, and free from
obscurity and superficiality. Architecture can even go
so far in this direction as to create an adequate artistic
embodiment of this import in its forms and maternal, but
then it has passed its natural limits and is tending to the
stage of sculpture, which is the grade above it. . . .

(b) In sculpture, the inner life of mind, which architecture
could only dimly indicate, actually embodies itself in the
sensuous form and its physical material, and the two sides
so inform each other that neither overweights 1ts fellow.
Consequently the fundamental principle of this art is the
classical type. Here the sensuous form expresses nothing

, except spirit as such, and conversely no spiritual import
15 completely expressible by sculpture which cannot be
completely presented to our intuition in bodily form. In
sculpture the mind should stand before us in undifferen-
tiated unity, as untroubled and not divided against itself;
what breathes life into the form is spiritual individuality.

I Gestigkeit 2 Idee. 3 abstracter.
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(¢) A yet higher import than that expressed by sculp-
ture is mind not only in its ultimate! reality, but as it
actually manifests itself differentiated in individual spirits
or souls. Here we have no longer the serene repose of a
god, . . . but every kind of subjective emotion and activity
in the passions, actions, and experiences of living men.
In short the wide realm of human feeling, will, and failure
is made the subject of artistic representation. To st
such a subject the sensuous element in art has to appear
as similarly differentiated 2 and also as itself akin to the
experience of our own minds.? Colours, sounds, and
sounds used merely as signs of perceptions and idgas,
afford such materials, and so we get pamnfing, music, and
poetry as the ways of embodying such an import. . . .
These arts get their principle from the romantic type of
art. It is a group of arts, not one, that is adequate to
manifest most appropriately the romantic type, because
that type 1s the least abstract

(1) The next art after sculpture is panting. . . . Every
feeling, idea, and aim that can arise in man’s heart and
everything that he can realize in action compose the
varied subject-matter of painting. The whole realm of
individual fact from the highest reach of soul to the most
insignificant fact of nature has its place here; not even
unconscious3 nature is excluded 1n 1ts various scenes and
aspects so long as some hint of mind relates it to our
thought and feeling.

(11) The second art which goes to realize the romantic
type, along with and in contrast to painting, is muszc. The

1 absolutes

2 Hegel’s argument 1s here suspiciously obscure I suppose he means to
suggest that uncoloured sculpture 1s mnadequate to express the vaneties of
experience because (1) marble 1s homogeneous, whereas there are many
colours, notes, words, (2) the appreciation of a statue 1s less intellectual
A picture has to be mterpreted in three dimensions, a succession of notes
or words remembered and integrated, the meaning and suggestion of words
understood and 1magined The implication would seem to be that sculpture
18 less like a train of feeling than 1s a picture, a melody, or a poem, because 1ts
parts differ 1 spatial position and not in quahty Cf Plotinus, p 44, Her-
bart, Introduction, p 155 3 endliche Ewvidently landscape and still hife
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material it works with, though still sensuous, is yet more
differentiated and mental.! Painting acknowledges and
expressly counterfeits the spatial coexistence of unorgani-
cally connected parts But music spiritualizes the sen-
suous by transcending this extension of parts in an
undivided unity.2 . . . In musical tones the whole scale
of our feelings and passions, not yet defined in their
object, can echo and reverberate 3 So, just as sculpture
stood between the extremes of architecture and the
romantic arts, so music forms the central point of these
romantic arts,midwaybetween the one-sided materialism#
of painting and the one-sided intellectuality of poetry.
Like architecture, music sets over against subjective
teelings 1ts own intelligible measurable relations 5 .
(m)('The characteristic of poetry 1s its power of subduing
the sensuous element, against which music and pamnting
had already rebelled, to mind and 1deas. Sound, the only
sensuous material 1t retains, 1s now no longer feeling
sound, but a symbol without value of its own, and a
symbol no longer of indefinite feehngs with their gradu-
ated shades, but of completely concrete 1deas.3 So sound
becomes words . .. The sensuous element which 1n music
was mseparably fused with the spiritual® 1s here con-
sciously distinguished from what 1t imports, so that

T Cf the last footnote but one

2 I cannot be sure whether Hegel means (1) that, in a picture the colours,
though harmomizing, remain cleaily distinct alongside one another, but 1n
a chord (for example) the notes are almost indistinguwishably blended,
being nexther successive nor adjacent (cf Herbart, Introduction, p 155), or
(2) that a succession of musical sounds 1s somehow more mental than the
contigwity of colours, or at least requires a more obvious exercise of memory
for 1ts apprehension, since of the harmomzng elements one 1s present and
others—which yet modify our apprehension of what 1s present—are past
It might have been easier to deaide between these mterpretations had
Hegel said more about danang  But I am not clear what the argument, on
either interpretation, proves Perhaps he 15 meaning what Plato meant by
suggesting that, whereas painting imitates ‘things’, music amitates’ states of
mund, and perhaps what Schopenhauer meant by saying that the other arts
represent the ‘Ideas’ (or essennial characters of nature) but music the
Will itself Ct pp 35, 146

3 Cf Hanslick, p 181 4 raumliche Sinnhichkeit

§ Cf Herbart, p 156, and Pater, p 187 6 Innerlichkeut
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the sound may be replaced by mere letters, the visible
and the audible alike being degraded to mere indications
of spirit. So, properly speaking, the material with which
poetry works is poetical ideas or images' And since
imagination is common to all the arts, poetry enters into
them all and has a place of its own in each. Poetry is the
universal art of the mind, no longer of mind confined for
its self-realization to external sensuous materials, but free
to expatiate in the imaginary space and time of its own
ideas and feelings. But it 1s at this very stage that art
transcends itself. It sacrifices the reconciliation and union
of sensuous things with mind and passes from the poetry
of imagination to the prose of thought.}

JOHN RUSKIN
1819-1900
Modern Painters (1843-1860)
[Vital Beauty ]

mi, 1, x1i § 4. The pleasure afforded hy every organic
form 1s 1 proportion to its appearance of healthy vital
energy ... (§5) When we are told that the leaves of
a plant are occupied 1in decomposing carbonic acid, and
preparing oxygen for us, we begin to look upon it with
some such indifference as upon a gasometer. It has
become a machine, some of our sense of 1ts happiness is
gone; 1ts emanation of inherent hfe 1s no longer pure.
The bending trunk, waving to and fro 1n the wind above
the waterfall, 1s beautiful because it is happy, though 1t is
perfectly useless to us. The same trunk, hewn down, and
thrown across the stream, has lost its beauty It serves as
a bridge,—t has become useful; and its beauty is gone,
or what 1t retains 1s purely typical, dependent on its lines
and colours, not on its functions. Saw it into planks, and
though now adapted to become permanently useful, its

! Cf Bradley,p 217 2 Cf Bacon, p 56
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beauty is lost for ever, or to be regained only when decay
and ruin shall have withdrawn it again from use, and
left 1t to receive from the hand of nature the velvet moss
and varied lichen, which may again suggest ideas of
inherent happiness, and tint its mouldering sides with
hues of life.? . .. (§ 7) Whenever we dissect the animal
frame, or conceive it as dissected, and substitute in our
thoughts the neatness of mechanical contrivance for the
pleasure of the animal; the moment we reduce enjoyment
to ingenuity, and volition to leverage, that instant all
sense of beauty ceases . . .

[Vital Beauty in Man ]

xiv. § 4. The visible operation of the mind upon the
body may be classed under three heads.

First, the operation of the intellectual powers upon the
features, mn the fine cutting and chiselling of them, and
removal from them of signs of sensuality and sloth, by
which they are blunted and deadened; and substitution
of energy and intensity for vacancy and insipidity (by
which wants alone the faces of many fair women are
utterly spoiled and rendered valueless); and by the
keenness given to the eye and fine moulding and develop-
ment to the brow. ... (§5) Secondly, the operation of
the moral feelings conjointly with the intellectual powers
on both the features and form. ... (§7) The third point
to be considered with respect to the corporeal expression
of mental character 1s, that there is a certain period of
the soul-culture when it begins to interfere with some of
the characters of typical beauty belonging to the bodily
frame, the stirring of the intellect wearing down the
flesh, and the moral enthusiasm burning its way out to
heaven, through the emaciation of the earthen vessel;
and that there is, 1n this indication of subduing of the
mortal by the immortal part, an ideal glory of perhaps
a purer and higher range than that of the more perfect
material form. We conceive, I think, more nobly of the

TCf Price, p 125
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weak presence of Paul, than of the fair and ruddy coun-
tenance of David.!

1, 2,1, Of Imagination Associative, § 6. If, therefore, the
combination made 1s to be harmonious, the artist must
induce in each of its component parts (suppose two only,
for simplicity’s sake), such imperfection as that the other
shall put it right. If one of them be perfect by itself, the
other will be an excrescence. Both must be faulty when
separate,and each corrected by the presence of the other.?
If he can accomplish this, the result will be beautiful;
it will be a whole, an organized body with dependent
members,—he is an inventor. If not, let his separate
features be as beautiful, as apposite, or as resemblant as
they may, they form no whole. They are two members
glued together. Heis only a carpenter and joiner.

§ 7. Now the conceivable imperfections of any single
feature are infinite. It1simpossible, therefore, to fix upon
a form of imperfection in the one, and try with this all the
forms of imperfection of the other until one fits; but the
two imperfections must be co-relatively and simultane-
ously conceived. This is imagination, properly so called.

v, %, § 8. Not long ago, as I was leaving one of the towns
of Switzerland, early in the morning, I saw in the clouds
behind the houses an Alp which I did not know, a grander
Alp than any I knew, nobler than the Schreckhorn or the
Monch; terminated, as it seemed, on one side by a pre-
capice of almost unimaginable height, on the other,
sloping away for leagues in one field of lustrous ice, clear
and fair and blue, flashing here and there into silver
under the morning sun. For a moment I received a
sensation of as much sublimity as any natural object could
possibly excite; the next moment, I saw that my unknown
Alp was the glass roof of one of the workshops of the town
rising above 1ts nearer houses and rendered aerial and
indistinct by some pure blue wood smoke which rose from
intervening chimneys.

! Cf Hegel, p 171, on Classical and Romantic Art.
2 Cf Plotinus, p 44, Richards, p 282
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It is evident, that so far as the mere delight of the eye was
concerned, the glass roof was here equal, or at least equal
for a moment, to the Alp. Whether the power of the
object over the heart was to be small or great, depended
altogether upon what 1t was understood for,” upon its
being taken possession of and apprehended in its full
nature, either as a granite mountain or a group of panes
of glass, and thus, always, the real majesty of the appear-
ance of the thing to us, depends upon the degree in which
we ourselves possess the power of understanding it,—that
penetrating, possession-taking power of the imagination,
which has been long ago defined as the very Iife of the
man, considered as a seetng creature . . . Examine the
nature of your own emotion (1if you fecl 1t) at the sight of
an Alp, and you find all the brightness of that emotion
hanging, like dew on gossamer, on a curious web of subtle
fancy and imperfect knowledge. First, you have a vague
idea of its size, coupled with wonder at the work of the
great Builder of its walls and foundations, then an appre-
hension of its eternity, a pathetic sense of its perpetual-
ness, and your own transientness, as of the grass upon
its sides; then, and in this very sadness, a sense of strange
companionship with past generations in seeing what they
saw.? They did not see the clouds that are floating over
your head: nor the cottage wall on the other side of the
field; nor the road by which you are travelling But they
saw that. The wall of granite 1n the heavens was the same
to them as to you. They have ceased to look upon 1t, you
will soon cease to look also, and the granite wall wall be
for others Then, mingled with these more solemn 1m-
agmations, come the understandings of the gifts and
glories of the Alps, the fancying forth of all the fountains
that well from 1ts rocky walls, and strong rivers that are
born out of 1its 1ce, and of all the pleasant valleys that
wind between 1its cliffs, and all the chalets that gleam
among its clouds, and happy farmsteads couched upon
its pastures; while together with the thoughts of these,

I Cf Bell, p 265 2 Cf Tolstoy, xv1, p 194
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rise strange sympathies with all the unknown of human
life, and happiness, and death, signified by that narrow
white flame of the everlasting snow, seen so far in the
morning sky. . ..

[The Pathetic Fallacy ]

1v, xi1, § 4. Examine the point in question,—namely,
the difference betwecen the ordinary, proper, and true
appearances of things to us; and the extraordinary, or false
appearances, when we are under the influence of emotion,
or contemplative fancy; false appearances, I say, as being
entirely unconnected with any real power or character
in the object, and only imputed to it by us. . . . So long as
we see that the feelingis true, we pardon, or are even pleased
by, the confessed fallacy of sight which it induces: we are
pleased, for instance, with those lines of Kingsley’s,

They rowed her 1n across the rolling foam—
The cruel, crawling foam

not because they fallaciously describe foam but because
they faithfully describe sorrow. But the moment the
mind of the speaker becomes cold, that moment cvery
such expression becomes untrue, as being for ever untrue
in the external facts. And there 1s no greater baseness in
Iiterature than the habit of using these metaphorical
expressions 1 cool blood.!

v, xvii. A curiously balanced condition of the powers
of mind 1s necessary to induce full admiration of any
natural scene Let those powers be themselves nert, and
the mind vacant of knowledge, and destitute of sensibility;
and the external object becomes little more to us than 1t
is to birds and insects, we fall into the temper of the
clown. On the other hand, let the reasoning powers be
shrewd in excess, the knowledge vast, or sensibility intense,
and it will go hard but that the visible object will suggest
so much that it shall be soon itself forgotten, or become,
at the utmost, merely a kind of keynote to the course of
purposeful thought.

' Cf Murators, p 64, Mitchell, p 259

3778 Aa
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The Seven Lamps of Architecture (1849)

v, i. The creations of Architecture . . . depend, for their
dignity and pleasurableness in the utmost degree, upon
the vivid expression of the intellectual life which has been
concerned 1 their production.

EDUARD HANSLICK

The Beautiful in Music (1825-1904)

First edition 1854, fifth 1876, translation, Cohen, 1891

i On the one hand, it is said that the aim and object of
music 1s to excite emotions, 1 e. pleasurable emotions; on
the other hand, the emotions are said to be the subject-
matter which musical works are intended to illustrate.

Both propositions are alike in this, that one is as false
as the other ...

(1) There is no causal nexus between a musical composi-
tion and the feelings it may excite, as the latter vary
with our experience and mmpressibility. . . . The muswcal
merit of the many compositions which at one time made
so deep an impression, and the aesthetic enjoyment which
their originality and beauty st1ll yield, are not altered in the
least by this disstmilar effect on the feelings at different
periods.

n. (2) According to this theory, sound and 1ts ingenious
combinations are but the material and medium of expres-
sion, by which the composer represents love, courage,
piety and delight . . . The beautiful melody and the
skilful harmony as such do not charm us, but only what
they imply. . . . But definite feelings and emotions are
unsusceptible of being embodied in music . . . The
feeling of hope 1s inseparable from the conception of a
happier state which is to come, and which we compare
with the actual state. The feeling of sadness involves the
notion of a past state of happiness These are perfectly
definite ideas or conceptions; . . . to reduce these to a
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material form is altogether beyond the power of music.
A certain class of deas, however, is quite susceptible of
being adequately expressed by means which unques-
tionably belong to the sphere of music proper. Thus class
comprises all ideas which, consistently with the organ to
which they appeal, are associated with audible changes
of strength, motion and ratio: the ideas of intensity
waxing and diminishing; of motion hastening and linger-
ing; of mgeniously complex and simple progression, &c.
The aesthetic expression of music may be described by
terms such as graceful, gentle, violent, vigorous, elegant,
fresh; all these 1deas being expressible by corresponding
modifications of sound We may, therefore, use these
adjectives as directly describing musiwcal phenomena. . . .
The ideas which a composer expresses are mainly and
primarily of a purely musical nature. . . .

What part of the feelings, then, can music represent, if
not the subject involved 1n them?

Only their dynamic properties. It may rcproduce the
motion accompanying psychical action according to
its momentum: speed, slowness, strength, weakness, in-
creasing and decreasing intensity. But motion is only
one of the concomitants of feeling, not the feeling itself.*
. . . Whatever else there is in music that apparently
pictures states of feeling, 1s symbolical. Sounds, like
colours, are orniginally associated in our minds with cer-
tain symbolical meanings, which produce their effects
independently of and antecedently to any design of art.

mi. In music there is both meaning and logical sequence,
but in a musical sense, 1t 1s a language we speak and
understand, but which we are unable to translate

vii. In music, no distinction can be made between sub-
stance and form, as 1t has no form independently of the
substance. . . . What then is to be called 1ts subject? The
group of sounds? Undoubtedly; but they have a form
already. And what is the form? The group of sounds
again; but here they are a form already filled in.?

I Cf Schopenhauer, p 147, and Hegel, p 174 2 Cf Bradley, p 221
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HERBERT SPENCER
1820-1903
Principles of Psychology (1870-2)
Summarized by F H Collins with a preface by H Spencer, 1889

viL. ix. The Aesthetic Sentiments. 533. The activities we
call play' are uruted with the aesthetic activities, by the
trait that neither subserve,1n any direct way, the processes
conducive to ife. Whence arises the play impulse? And
how comes that supplementary activity of the higher
faculties which the Fine Arts imply?

534. As we ascend to animals of high types we find that
time and strength are not wholly absorbed in providing
for immediate needs. Now, every one of the mental
powers being subject to the law that its organ, when
dormant for an interval longer than ordinary, becomes
unusually ready to act, it happens that a simulation of its
activities is easily fallen into, when circumstances offer
it, in place of the real activities.2 Hence play of all kinds
—hence the tendency to superfluous and useless exercise
of faculties that have been quiescent. Hence, too, the
fact that these uncalled-for exertions are most displayed
by those faculties which take the most prominent part
m the creature’s hife.

535 The general nature and position of the aesthetic
sentiments will be made more clearly comprehensible by
ohserving how the aesthetic character of a feeling is habit-
ually associated with separateness from life-serving func-
tions In scarcely any degree do we ascribe the aesthetic
character to sensations of taste. These gratifications are
but rarely separated from hfe-serving functions. While,
conversely, there arises a wide scope for pleasure, deriv-
able from superfluous actions of the auditory faculty,

1 Spencer says that the conception of art as play was suggested to hum by

readmg som e German author, doubtless Schuller  Cf pp 125-6
2 Cf Burke, v vii, p 93
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which are much dissociated from hfe-serving functions.
That the aesthetic consciousness is essentially one in
which the actions themselves, apart from ends, form the
object-matter, is shown by the conspicuous fact that many
aesthetic feelings arise from contemplation of the attri-
butes and deeds of other persons, real or ideal

536 The primitive source of aesthetic pleasure in simple
sensations, is that character in the combination which
makes it such as to exercise the faculties affected in the
most complete ways, with the fewest drawbacks from
excess of exercise. Jomned to this, gomes a secondary
source of pleasure—the diffusion of a normal stimulus in
large amount, awakening a glow of agreeable feeling,
faint and undefinable. And a third source of pleasure is
the partial revival, by this discharge, of the various special
gratifications connected in experience with combinations
of the kind presented.
537. The same general and special truths hold in the
combinations of sensations that awaken 1deas and feelings
of beauty Movements of the body pleasurable to self,
and associated with the consciousness of gracefulness (as
i skating), are movements of a kind that bring many
muscles into moderate harmonious action and stram
none. There are reasons for suspecting that beautiful
arrangements of forms, arc those which effectually exer-
cise the largest numbers of the structural elements con-
cerned 1 perception, while overtaxing the fewest of
them Similarly with the complex visual wholes pre-
sented by actual objects, or by the pictorial representation
of objects, with all their lights and shades and colours

538. We pass into that higher region where the states of
consciousness are exclusively re-representative, in taking
count of the remoter mental states aroused by landscapes
and by music The feelings of beauty yielded by the
literature of the imagination are remotely re-representa-
tive.

539. Subject always to the cardinal requirement that
the aesthetic feeling is not one immediately aiding any
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life-serving function, the highest aesthetic feeling is one
having the greatest volume, produced by due exercise of
the greatest number of powers without undue exercise of
any; or 1s one resulting from the full but not excessive
exercise of the most complex emotional faculty. The
height of the feeling 1s proportionate to the remoteness
from simple sensation; to 1ts complexity, as containing an
immense variety of those elements of which emotions are
composed, and as being a faint reproduction of the
enormous aggregate of such elements massed together in
the course of evolution.

540. Finally, the aesthetic activities 1n general may be
expected to play an increasing part in human life as
evolution advances Greater economization of energy,
resulting from superionty of organization, will have in the
future effects like those 1t has had 1n the past. A growing
surplus of energy will bring a growing proportion of the
aesthetic activities and gratifications, and while the
forms of art will be such as yield pleasurable exercise
to the stmpler faculties, they will 1n a greater degree than
now appeal to the higher emotions.

FRIEDRICH NIETZSCHE
1844-1900

Nietzsche started from the philosophy of Schopenhauer He
accepted the distinction of music from the other arts But
whereas the nrational and immoral will to hve was for
Schopenhauer the object of a cold disgust, 1t filled Nietzsche
with a mystical ecstasy This alone was real; our individual
lives and our reason and morality were illusions whose un-
satisfying character could merely be concealed by plastic or
narrative art  Greek tragedy, which presented, indeed, a narra-
tive 1n the plastic poses of actors but also with the emotional
stimulus of dancing and music and metre, seemed to him the
perfect union of both forms of art Music for Nietzsche is pre-
eminently the art of emotion All others are essentially formal.
Nietzsche’s relation to Schopenhauer is somewhat analogous to
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the alleged development of a primitive Buddhism which only
looked for annihilation mto one which looked for a blissful
absorption.

The Burth of Tragedy (1871)

1. The existence of the world 1s only justified as aesthetic
appearance.

16 In opposition to all those who are engaged in
deducing the arts from one single principle as the indis-
pensable Iife-spring of all their works, I fix my eyes on the
two art-divinities of Greece, Apollo and Dionysus, in
whom I recognize the living and concrete representa-
tives of two worlds of art differing in their deepest essence
and 1n their highest aims Apollo stands before me as the
Genius of enhghtenment and of the principle of indivi-
duality, through whom alone atonement can really be
attained in 1illusion, while at the joyous cry of Dionysus
the bars of individuality are burst and the way is opened
to the wombs of being, to the mmnermost heart of things.

. Music is to be judged by quite other aesthetical
principles than are the plastic arts, and especially not by
the category of beauty; though a false aesthetic, adopted
by a misguided and degenerate art, has come to demand
from music an effect like that of plastic works of art,
whose proper ideal 1s beauty—namely the awaking of
our satisfaction i beautiful forms.

The metaphysical delight 1n tragedy is a translation of
the instinctive, unconscious wisdom of Dionysus into the
language of pictorial form. The hero, the highest mani-
festation of the Will, 1s brought to naught for our satis-
faction, because he is, after all, only appearance, and the
eternal life of the Will is not touched by his destruction.
‘We believe 1n eternal hife’, crics tragedy; while music is
the immediate idea of that life. Plastic art has a very
different aim Here Apollo overcomes the misery of the
individual by the brilhant glorification of the eternity of
appearance, here beauty triumphs over the inherent
misery of life, and the pain in nature’s countenance is,
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in a sense, dissimulated. In Dionysiac art and its tragic
symbolism nature herself with her own undisguised voice
speaks to us. ‘Be as I am! I, beneath the perpetual change
of appearances; I the eternally creative, ever urging into
existence, I the mother of all things, ever satisfying myself
in this apparent change!”

21. The mysterious relationship of Apollo and Dionysus
in tragedy might be symbolized as a brotherhood of the
two divinities. Dionysus speakswith the tongue of Apollo,
but Apollo in the end with the tongue of Dionysus,
whereby is achieved the highest aim of tragedy and of all
art.?

WALTER PATER
1839-94
Appreciations, Style (1888)

Just 1n proportion as the writer’s aim, consciously or
unconsciously, comes to be the transcribing, not of the
world, nor of mere fact, but of his sense of 1t, he becomes
an artist, his work fine art, and good art (as I hope ulti-
mately to show) 1n proportion to the truth of his present-
ment of that scnse, as in those humbler or plamner func-
tions of literature also, truth—truth to bare fact, there,—
is the essence of such artistic quality as they may have.
Truth! there can be no merit, no craft at all, without that.
And {further, all beauty is 1n the long run only fineness of
truth, or what we call expression, the finer accommoda-
tion of speech to that vision within. . . .

Literary art, that 1s, like all art which is in any way
imitative or reproductive of fact,—form, or colour, or
incident,—1s the representation of such fact as connected
with soul, of a specific personality, in 1ts preferences, its
volition and power.

Such is the matter of imaginative or artistic literature—
this transcript, not of mere fact, but of fact in its infinite

! Cf Anstotle, Poetics, 1v, xvii, pp 31, 33
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variety, as modified by human preference in all its
infinitely varied forms. . ..

If music be the ideal of all art whatever, precisely because
in music it is impossible to distinguish the form from
the substance or matter, the subject from the expression,
then, literature, by finding its specific excellence in the
absolute correspondence of the term to 1ts import, will
be but fulfiling the condition of all artistic quality in
things everywhere, of all good art. Good art, but not
necessarilly great art; the distinction between great art
and good art depending immediately, as regards litera-
ture at all events, not on 1ts form but on the matter .

Given the conditions I have tried to explain as con-
stituting good art;—then, if 1t be devoted further to
the mcrease of men’s happiness, to the redemption of the
oppresscd, or the enlargement of our sympathies with each
other, or to such prescntment of new or old truth about
ourselves and our relation to the world as may ennoble
and fortify us in our sojourn here, or immediately, as with
Dante, to the glory of God, 1t will be also great art,! if, over
and above those quahties I summed up as mind and soul
—that colour and mystic perfume, and that reasonable

I Cf Pater, The Renaissance, ‘Conclusion’ ‘We have an interval, and then our
place knows us nomore Some spend this interval in listlessness, some 1 high
passions, the wiscst [at least among ‘the children of this world,’] in art and
song For our onc chance lies (1s) in cxpanding that mterval, 1n getting as
many pulsations as possible into the given time  Great (High) passions [may]
gve us (onc) this quickened sense of Iife, ecstasy and sorrow of love, [the
various forms of enthusiastic activity, disinterested or otherwise, which come
naturally to many of us ] Only be sure 1t 1s passion —that 1t does yield you
thus fruit of a quickened, muluphied consciousness  Of such (this) wisdom, the
poetic passion, the desire of beauty, the love of art for us own (art’s) sake, has
most For art comes to you proposing (professing) frankly to give nothing but

the highest quality to your moments as they pass, and simply for those
moments’ sake ’

The words which I have put into square brackets did not appear 1n the first
edition (published 1873, dated 1868), nor did the words italicszed, in
whose place the words 1n round brackets oniginally stcod The whole
‘Conclusion’ disappeared from the second edition, 1877, as ‘it might possibly
muslead some of those young men into whose hands 1t might fall > It was
subsequently reprinted ‘with some slight changes which bring 1t closer to
(ats) ongmal meaning * Some of these changes explain the doctrine of Style

3778 Bb
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structure, it has something of the soul of humanity in it,
and finds its logical, its architectural place, in the great
structure of human life.

RICHARD LEWIS NETTLESHIP
1846—-92
Philosophical Remazns, Lectures on Logic (1888)

i ' J-guage (of which word- language 1S only one form)
is anything by which man expresses or ‘means’ something.
. Certain sounds or sights have come to suggest, firstly,
certain other sounds, sights, smells and the like, and,
secondly, certain further images and thoughts, with ever-
growing complexity. . . . Language 1s thus always being
made. We are unfortunately apt to speak as if 1t were a
fixed set of symbols which we have simply to use; but
the use of language 1s really a recreating of 1t . . . An
individual highly organized in a certain direction may be
habitually conscious through other symbols than speech,
e g. through music. . . . A feeling affects certain nerves,
and through them certain muscles, and so issues in a
sound. This sound would generally be called the ‘expres-
sion’ of the feeling. The phrase 1s, however, misleading,
because it separates the feeling from 1ts expression 1n
sound, and suggests that we first have the feeling and
then express it. It would be truer to say that the expres-
sion 15 the completed feeling, for the feeling is not fully
felt till it is expressed, and in being expressed it is still felt,
but in a different way. What the act of expression does is
to fix and distinguish 1t finally; 1t then, and then only,
becomes a determinate feeling ! In the same way the
consciousness which we express when we have found the
‘right word’ is not the same as our consciousness before
we found it; so that it 1s not strictly correct to call the
word the expression of what we meant before we found 1t.

! Cf Hegel, pp 161, 168, Croce, p 243, and Ducasse, p 315.
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This remains true of more developed forms of expression;
and, following it out, we may say that what is absolutely
unexpressed and inexpressible is nothing. We can only
describe it potentially and by anticipation. It cannot
enter into human life until it has become articulate in
some way, though not necessarily in words. . . . When
then we say that we cannot find words for our meaning,
unless this implies that our consciousness is too un-
developed to be expressed,’ it indicates the fact that the
words at our command are so fixed in meaning that they
would have to be recreated to express our present con-
sciousness, or (to vary the phrase) that this cons ~ 1sness
is potentially more than will go into the known ..ms of
expression. . . . Any particular act of naming is preceded
by un-named or differently named consciousness; but
the consciousness which 1s now named 1s #4zs consciousness,
which reaches 1ts specific character 1n the act of being
named ... What has happened to the consciousness, the
thing, 1 being named? In the first place we have given
it a more permanent position in our experience, and have
made it more easily recognizable. Secondly, each time itis
recogmzed, it takes a fresh meaning, gets more ‘distinct’.
It stands out more distinctly from a certain background of
consciousness, of which it is a modification. . . .

‘Communication’ implies two beings, otherwise different,
which meet or 1dentify themselves 1n a certain respect,
the ‘medium’ of communication. Applying this to
language, we must observe that the two beings need not
be two different people. There is no real difference
between language, as a means of communication with
self, and language as a means of communication with
others. . . . If language is ‘conventional’ or dependent on
a mutual understanding (xara owfijxyw), this apples as
much to the understanding between the self in one con-
dition and the self in another as to the understanding
between myself and another.

I Cf Hegel on Symbolic Art, p 168.
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BERNARD BOSANQUET
1848-1923
A Hustory of Aesthetic (1892)

1. All beauty is in perception or imagination. When we
distinguish Nature from Art as a province of the beautiful,
we do not mean to suggest that things have beauty inde-
pendently of human perception, as for example in reac-
tions upon one another such as those of gravitation or
sohd/€f We must therefore be taken to include tacitly
in our conception of natural beauty some normal or
average capacity of aesthetic appreciation. But, if so,
1t is plain that ‘nature’ in this relation differs from ‘art’
principally in degree, both being in the medium of
human perception or imagination{but the one consisting
in the transient and ordinary presentation or 1dea of the
average mind, the other in the fixed and heightened
inturtions of genius which can record and mterpret 9. . .
Nature for aesthetic theory means that province of beauty
in which every man is his own artist. . . .

Among the ancients the fundamental theory of the
beautiful was connected with the notion of rhythm,
symmetry, harmony of parts; in short with the general
formula of unity 1n variety Among the moderns we find
that more emphasis 1s laid on the 1dea of significance,
expressiveness, the utterance of all that hife contains; in
general, that 1s to say, on the conception of the charac-
teristic. If these two elements are reduced to a common
denomination, there suggests itself as a comprehensive
defimtion of the beautiful, “That which has characteristic
or individual expressiveness for sense-perception or im-
agination, subject to the conditions of abstract or general
expressiveness 1n the same medium.’2

T Cf Hegel, p 160
2 Cf Anstotle, Poetics, p 31, Schelling, p 135, and Bradley, p. 223
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Three Lectures on Aesthetic (1915)

i. The aesthetic attitude is that in which we have a
feeling which 1s so embodied in an object that it will stand
still to be looked at, and in principle, to be looked at by
everybody . . . ‘Feeling expressed for expression’s sake.’

in. If there could be an expression of unexpressiveness,
you would, in one sense, have in 1t the very highest
achievements of the sublime and the humorous.

LYOV NIKOLAYEVITCH TOLSTOY
1828-1910

What 1s Art? (18g6)

Translated by Aylmer Maude, 1905

v In the subjective aspect, we call beauty that which
supplies us with a particular kind of pleasure.

In the objective aspect, we call beauty something
absolutely perfect, and we acknowledge 1t to be so only
because we receive, from the mamfestation of this abso-
lute perfection, a certain kind of pleasure; so that this
objective defimtion 1s nothing but the subjective con-
ception differently expressed. In reality both concep-
tions of beauty amount to one and the same thing,
namely, the reception by us of a certain kind of pleasure,
1.e in all ‘beauty’ that which pleases us without evoking
in us desire. . . .

People will come to understand the meaning of art only
when they cease to consider that the aim of that activity
is beauty, 1 e pleasure. . ..

v. To evoke in oneself a feeling one has experienced,
and having evoked it in oneself, then, by means of move-
ments, lines, colours, sounds, or forms expressed in words,
so to transmit that feeling that others may experience the
same feeling—this is the activity of art.” . . . It is a means
of union among men, joining them together in the same

1 Cf Santayana, p 204, Ducasse, p 313
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feelings, and indispensable for the life and progress to-
wards well-being of individuals and of humanity.” . . .

vi. If feelings bring men nearer the ideal their religion
indicates, 1f they are in harmony with it and do not con-
tradict 1t, they are good; 1if they estrange men from it
and oppose 1t, they are bad. . . . Therefore, among all
nations, art which transmitted feelings considered to be
good by this general religious sense was recognized as
being good and was encouraged; but art which trans-
mitted feelings considered to be bad by this general
religious conception, was recognized as being bad, and
was rejected.

vii. From the time that people of the upper classes lost
faith in Church Christianity, beauty (i.e. the pleasure
recerved from art) became their standard of good and
bad art. . .. ;

viii. Such feelings as form the chief subjects of present-
day art—say, for instance, honour, patriotism and
amorousness, evoke in a working man only bewilder-
ment and contempt, or indignation. . . . But if art is an
important matter, a spiritual blessing, essential for all men
(‘like religion,’ as the devotees of art are fond of saying),
then 1t should be accessible to every one. And if, as i our
day, it 1s not accessible to all men, then one of two things:
erther art 1s not the vital matter 1t 1s represented to be,
or that art which we call art 1s not the real thing. . ..

1x. An art-product 1s only then a genuine art-product
when it brings a new feeling (however msignificant) into
the current of human life. . . . The variety of fresh
feelings flowing from religious perception is endless, and
they are all new, for religious perception is nothing else
than the first indication of that which is coming into
existence, namely the new relation of man to the world
around him

x. To say that a work of art 1s good, but incompre-
hensible to the majonty of men, is the same as saying of

! For the distinction of art as expression and beauty as pleasure f Véron,
L’Esthétique (1878)
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some kind of food that it is very good but that most
people can’t eat it. . . . Art is differentiated from activity
of the understanding, which demands preparation and a
certain sequence of knowledge (so that one cannot learn
trigonometry before knowing geometry), by the fact that
it acts on people independently of their state of develop-
ment and education . .. A good and lofty work of art
may be incomprehensible, but not to simple unperverted
peasant labourers (all that 1s highest is understood by
them), 1t may be, and often is, unintelligible to erudite
perverted people destitute of religion. . . .

xi. The chief characteristic of a work of art 1s complete-
ness, oneness, the inseparable unity of form and con-
tents expressing the feeling the artist has experienced. . . .
Many conditions must be fulfilled to enable a man to
produce a real work of art It 1s necessary that he should
stand on the level of the highest hife-conception of his time,
that he should experience feeling, and have the desire and
capacity to transmit 1t, and that he should, morecover,
have a talent for some one of the forms of art. . . .

x1. An artist’s work cannot be interpreted. Had it been
possible to explain in words what he wished to convey,
the artist would have expressed himself in words.” . . .
We are only infected with an artist’s state of mind when he
finds those infinitely minute shades in which a work of art
consists, and only to the extent to which he finds them .

xv. The recerver of a true artistic impression is so united
to the artist that he feels as if the work were his own and
not some one else’s—as if what 1t expresses were just what
he had long been wishing to express. A real work of art
destroys, in the consciousness of the receiver, the separa-
tion between himself and the artist, nor that alone, but also
between himself and all whose minds recerve the work of
art. In this freeing of our personality from 1ts separation
and 1solation, 1n this uniting of it with others, lies the chief
characteristic and the great attractive force of art 2. . .

¥ Cf Shelley and Bradley on translation, pp. 150, 224
2 Cf Gentile, p. 329



194 TOLSTOY

The stronger the infection the better is the art, as arl, speaking
now apart from its subject-matter, i.e. not considering
the quality of the feeling it transmits And the degree of
the infectiousness of art depends on three conditions:

(1) On the greater or lesser individuality of the feeling
transmitted;’ (2) on the greater or lesser clearness with
which the feeling 1s transmutted, (3) on the sincenty of the
artist, 1 e. on the greater or lesser force with which the
artist himself feels the emotion he transmits. . . . This
third condition—sincerity—is the most important of the
three. . ..

xvi. How in art are we to decide what is good and what
1s bad in subject-matter? .

The subject-matter of Christian art is such feeling as
can unite men with God and with one another . .The
Christian union of man (in contradiction to the partial,
exclusive union of only some men) 1s that which unites all
without exception. . . . Only two kinds of feeling do
unite all men. first, feelings flowing from the perception
of our sonship to God and of the brotherhood of man;
and next, the simple feelings of common hfe, accessible
to every one without exception—such as the feeling of
merriment, of pity, of cheerfulness, of tranquillity, . .
both alike produce one and the same effect—the loving
union of man with man. . . Each 1s glad that another
feels what he feels; glad of the communion established,
not only between him and all present, but also with all
now hving who will yet share the same impression; and
more than that, he feels the mysterious gladness of a
communion which, reaching beyond the grave, unites
us with all men of the past who have been moved by the
same feelings, and with all men of the future who will
yet be touched by them And this effect 1s produced both
by the rcligious art which transmits feelings of love to
God and one’s neighbour, and by umversal art trans-
mutting the very simplest feelings common to all men.2. . .

! Cf Hegel on symbolic art, pp 168
2 Cf Rushin, p 178
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I fear it will be urged against me that having denied
that the conception of beauty can supply a standard
for works of art, I contradict myself by acknowledging
ornaments to be works of good art. The reproach is un-
just, for the subject-matter of all kinds of ornamentation
consists not in the beauty, but in the feeling (of admira-
tion of, and delight in, the combination of lines and
colours) which the artist has experienced and with which
he infects the spectator. . . . So that there are only two
kinds of good Christian art: all the rest of art not com-
prised in these two divisions should be acknowledged
to be bad art, deserving not to be encouraged but to
be driven out, denied, and despised, as bemg art not
uniting but dividing people. Such, in Iiterary art, are all
novels and poems which transmit Church or patriotic
feclings, and also exclusive feclings pertaining only to the
class of the 1dle rich; such as aristocratic honour, saticty,
spleen, pessimism, and refined and wvicious feelings
flowing fiom sex-love—quite incomprehensible to the
great majority of mankind. . ..

Every reasonable and moral man would again decide
the question as Plato decided it for his Republic,! and as
all the Church Christian and Mahommedan teachers of
mankind decided it, i.e. would say, ‘Rather let there be
no art at all than continue the depraving art, or simula-
tion of art, which now exists’

The destiny of art 1n our time is to transmit from the
realm of reason to the realm of feeling the truth that
well-being for men consists 1 being united together;
and to set up, 1n place of the existing reign of force, that
kingdom of God, 1.c. of love, which we all recognize to
be the highest aim of human hfe Possibly, in the
future, science may reveal to art yet newer and higher
ideals, which art may realize; but in our time the destiny
of art is clcar and definite. The task for Christian art
is to establish brotherly union among men.

'Cf p 18
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OSCAR FINGALL O’FLAHERTIE
WILLS WILDE

1856-1900!
The Picture of Dorian Gray, Preface (1891)

The artist 1s the creator of beautiful things.

To reveal art and conceal the artist 1s art’s aim.?

The critic 1s he who can translate into another manner
or a new material his impression of beautiful things.

The highest, as the lowest, form of criticism is a mode of
autobiography.

Those who find ugly meanings i beautiful things are
corrupt without being charming. This 1s a fault
{ Those who find beautiful meanings in beautiful things
are the cultivated For these therc 1s hope

They arc the elect to whom beautiful things mean only
Beauty.

There 1s no such thing as a moral or an immoral book
Books are well wnitten or badly written. That 1s all.

The nineteenth-century dislike of Realism 1s the ragce of
Caliban seemng his own face m a glass.

The nineteenth-century dishike of Romanticism is the
rage of Caliban, not seeing his own face in a glass.

(The moral and immoral life of man forms part of the
subject-matter of the artist, but the morality of art con-
sists 1n the perfect use of an 1mperfect medium

No artist desires to prove anything. Even things that
are true can be proved. '

No artist has ethical sympathies. An ethical sympathy
1n an artist 1s an unpardonable manncrism of style.

No artist 15 ever morbid The artist can express every-
thing

Thought and language are to the artist instruments of an
art.

! Wilde lectured on Aesthetic Phlosophy 1n the United States in 1882 Cf | too,
the same author’s Decay of Lymmg (1889) and The Critic as Artist (1891), where
the same 1deas are expounded less succinctly and with due acknowledgments

* Cf Alexander, p 271



WILDE 197

Vice and virtue are to the artist materials for an art.

From the point of view of form, the type of all the arts is
the art of the musician. From the point of view of feeling,
the actor’s craft is the type.

All art is at once surface and symbol.”

Those who go beneath the surface do so at their peril.

Those who read the symbol do so at their peril

It is the spectator, and not Iife, that art really mirrors.

Diversity of opinion about a work of art shows that
the work is new, complex, and vital.

When critics disagree the artist is in accord with him-
self.

We can forgive a man for making a useful thing as
long as he does not admire it The only excuse for
making a useless thing 1s that one admures it intensely.

All art is quite useless,?.

ROBERT ALAN MOWBRAY
STEVENSON

1847-1900
Velasquez (1895-1g00)

iv Every shade of the complicated emotion3 1n a sym-
phony by Beethoven depends entirely upon technique—
that is to say, upon the relations established among notes
which are by themselves empty of all sigmificance. The
materials of other arts are more or less embarrassed in
application by some enforced dependence on ife. Words,
since they serve as fixed counters or symbols, cannot be
wholly wrenched from a determined meaning and sugges-
tion, architecture satisfies a need of common life as well
as an aesthetic craving, and painting not only weaves a
purely decorative pattern, but also pretends to imitate
the appearance of the world. None of these arts tran-
quilly pursue the beauties intrinsic to their medium 4. . ,
Our faith 1n any art reposes, however, upon the belief

ICf Prall, p 311 2 Cf Ruskin, p 175
3 Cf Herbart, p 156 4 Cf Schelling, p. 136.
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that its material, even if unavoidably adulterated with
foreign significations, is nevertheless as capable as the
sounds of music of expressing character in virtue of artistic
arrangement. Otherwise, no medium of expression but
the symphony should deserve the name of art. . . . Plainly,
then, there are two interests to be reconciled in a picture,
the facts and impressions of nature on one hand, and, on
the other, the beauties and exigencies of the framed
pictorial world. A modus viwendi must be established
between the imitative and the decorative, and the com-
pact between these two may be called the convention of
the art of painting.

GEORGE SANTAYANA
1863—

The Sense of Beauty (1896)

[Beauty is subjective and irrational, 1t 1s pleasure objectified ]

2. There 15 no value apart from some appreciation of it.
. . . Values spring from the immediate and inexplicable
reaction of vital impulse, and from the irrational part of
our nature The rational part is by 1ts essence relative: it
leads us from data to conclustons ... g Itisunmeaning
to say that what 1s beautiful to one man ought to be beaut:-
ful to another .. 10. If we say that other men should see
the beauties we see, it 1s because we think these beauties
are wn the object, ike its colour, proportion, or size .. But
this notion 1s radically absurd and contradictory. . .. 11.
Beauty 1s pleasure regarded as the quality of a thing* . . . 13
The whole sentimental side of our aesthetic sensibility—
without which it would be perceptive and mathematical
rather than aesthetic—is due to our sexual organization
remotely stirred . . . If the stimulus does not appear as a
defimte 1mage, the values evoked are dispersed over the
world, and we are said to have become lovers of nature,
and to have discovered the beauty and meaning of

! Cf Herbart, Practical Plilosophy, p 153, Croce, p 235
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things.! 15. Smell and taste, like hearing, have the great
disadvantage of not being intrinsically spatial: they are
therefore not fitted to serve for the representation of
nature. . . . The objectification of musical forms is due
to their fixity and complexity: like words they are thought
of as existing in a social medium. . . .

[1 Sensuous charm ]

17. Sight is perception par excellence,since we become most
easily aware of objects through visual agency. . . . Form,
which 1s almost a synonym for beauty, is for us usually
something visible: it is a synthesis of the seen. But prior to
the effect of form, which arises in the constructive imagi-
nation, comes the effect of colour; this is purely sensuous,
and no better intrinsically than the effects of any other
sense* but being more involved in the perception of
objects than are the rest, it becomes more readily an
element of beauty. . ..

[2 Form 1s orgamzation apt for being perceived ]

19 Where there 1s a sensuous delight, like that of colour,
and the impression of the object 1s 1n its elements agree-
able, we have to look no farther for an explanation of the
charm we feel Where there is expression, and an object
indifferent to the senses is associated with other ideas that
are nteresting, the problem, although complex and
varied, is in principle comparatively plain But there is an
mtermediate effect that is more mysterious, and more
spectfically an effect of beauty. Itis found where sensible
elements, by themselves indifferent, are so united as to
please in contemplation. . . . Beauty of form cannot be
reduced to expression. . . . For 1f the object expressed
by the form, and from which the form derives 1ts value,
had itself beauty of form, we should not advance. . . .22.
The very process of perception is made delightful by the
object’s fitness to be perceived. . . . Symmetry is a principle
of individuation and helps us to distinguish objects.?

t Cf Plato, Symposium, p 16 2 Cf Kant, p 122
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23. Form does not appeal to the unattentive; t_hey get
from objects only a vague sensation which may in them
awaken extrinsic sensations.! . . . 25. [By the sky] every
point in the retina 1s evenly excited, and the local signs
of all are simultancously felt This equable tension, this
balance and elasticity in the very absence of fixity, give the
vague but powerful feeling that we wish to describe [as
sublime]. . ..

39. The beautiful does not depend on the useful; it is
constituted by the imagination in 1gnorance and con-
tempt of practical advantage; but it is not independent of
the necessary, for the necessary must also be the habitual
and consequently the basis of the type, and of all its
imaginative variations. . . . There is in the mere percep-
tibility of a thing a certain prophecy of its beauty; if it
were not on the road to beauty, if 1t had no approach to
fitness to our faculties of perception, the object would
remain eternally unpercewved. . . .

4o0. The non-imitative arts supply organisms different
in kind from those which nature affords. If we seek the
principle by which these objects are organmized, we shall
generally find that it hkewise 1s utility.

{3 Expression Our pleasurc in the absent objectified n
the present ]

48 The fluidity of the mind would make reflection im-
possible, did we not fix in words and other symbols
certamn abstract contents.2 .. The quality thus acquired
by objects through association 1s what we call their
expression Whereas 1in form or material there is one
object with its emotional effect, in expression there are
two, and the emotional cffect belongs to the character of
the second or suggested one. Expression may thus make
beaut:ful by suggestion things 1n themselves mdifferent,
or it may come to heighten the beauty which they already
possess  Expression is not always distinguishable 1in con-

! Cf Herbart, Practical Philosophy, p 151, and Bell, p 264.
2 Cf Alison, p 106, Nettleship, p 188, Bradley, p 226, Croce, p 243
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sciousness from the value of material or form, because we
do not always have a distinguishable memory of the re-
lated idea which the expressiveness implies. . . . We [may]
say explicitly: I value this trifle for its associations. And
so long as this division continues, the worth of the thing
is not aesthetic. But a little dimming of our memory will
often make 1t so. . . The value of the second term
[ =thing suggested] must be incorporated in the first. . . .

50. The value acquired by the expressive thing is often
of an entirely different kind from that which the thing
expressed possesses. The expression of physical pleasure,
of passion, or even of pain, may constitute beauty
The expressiveness of a smile is not discovered exactly
through association of images The child smiles (without
knowing it) when he feels pleasure; and the nurse smiles
back, his own pleasure 1s associated with her conduct, and
her smile 1s therefore expressive of pleasure. . . . The
circumstances expressive of happiness are not those that
are favourable to 1t in reality, but thosc that are con-
gruous with 1t 1n idea. Thc green of spring, the bloom of
youth T.

51. But as contemplation 1s actually a luxury in our
lives, and things interest us chiefly on passionate and
practical grounds, the accumulation of values too ex-
clusively aesthetic produces in our mind an effect of
closeness and artificiality . .. We are more thankful for
the presentation of the unlovely truth in a lovely form,
than for the like presentation of an abstract beauty.? what
is lost 1n the purty of the pleasure 1s gained in the stimu-
lation of our attention, and 1n the rehef of viewing with
aesthetic detachment the same things that in practical
life hold tyrannous dominion over our souls ... 55 There
is no situation so terrible that it may not be relieved by
the momentary pause of the mind to contemplate it
aesthetically 3 . . . This mimstration makes, as 1t were, the
piety of the Muses, who succour their mother, Life. . . .

I Cf Matchell, viu §6, p 260 2 Cf Bradley, p. 212.
3 Cf Anstotle on purgation, p 33
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We are not pleased by virtue of the suggested evils, but in
spite of them.

57. Only by suffusing some sinister experience with this
moral light, as a poet may do who carries that hght
within him, can we raise misfortune into tragedy and
make it better for us to remember our lives than to forget
them.? . .. Any violent passion, any overreaching pain, if
it is not to make us think of a demonstration in pathology,
and bring back the smell of ether, must be rendered in
the most exalted style. Metre, rhythm, melody, the
wildest flights of allusion, the highest reaches of fancy,
are there in place.? . . . 58. Yet all these compensations
would probably be unavailing but for another which the
saddest things often have, the compensation of being true.
.. . Many people, 1n whom the pursuit of knowledge and
the indulgence in sentiment have left no room for the
cultivation of the aesthetic sense, look in art rather for
this expression of fact or passion than for the revelation of
beauty.

[4 Sublimity and tragedy Pleasure objectified 1n the
contemplated self ]

59. But the heroic 1s an attitude of the will, by which
the voices of the outer world are silenced, and a moral
energy, flowing from within, is made to triumph over
them. If we fail, therefore, to discover, by analysis of the
object, anything which could make 1t sublime, we must
not be surprised at our failure. . . . Among the 1deas with
which every object has relation there 1s onc vaguest, most
comprehensive, and most powerful one, namely the idea
of self. .. In the experience of momentary harmonies
we have the basis of the enjoyment of beauty, and of all
1ts mystical meanings. But there are always two ways of

T Cf Richards, p 282

2 Contrast Kant, § 23, p 117, and Wordsworth, Preface to Lyrical Ballads ‘It
1s not, then, to be supposed that any one, who holds that sublime notion of
Poetry which I have attempted to convey, will break m upon the sanctity
and truth of his pictures by transitory and accidental ornaments the
necessity of which must manifestly depend upon the assumed meanness of his
subject’ Cf p 129
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securing harmony: one is to unify all the given elements,
and another is to reject and expunge all the elements that
refuse to be unified Umty by inclusion gives us the
beautiful; unity by exclusion, opposition, and isolation
gives us the sublime * Both are pleasures but the pleasure
of the onc 1s warm, passive, and pervasive; the pleasure of
the other cold, imperious, and keen The one identifies
us with the world, the other raises us above 1t. There can
be no difficulty 1in understanding how the expression of
evil 1n the object may be the occasion of this heroic
reaction in the soul .  The more intimate to himself the
tragedy [the hero] is able to look back upon with calm-
ness, the more sublime that calmness 1s, and the more
dwvine the ecstasy in which he achieves it

6o The immense 1s sublime as well as the terrible, and
mere 1nfinity of the object, like 1ts hostile nature, can
have the effect of making the mind recoil upon 1tself.
Infinity, like hostility, removes us from things, and makes
us conscilous of our independence . Let an infintte
panorama be suddenly unfolded, the will 1s instantly
paralysed, and the heart choked. Itisimpossible to desire
everything at once . The sublime 1s not the ugly, as
some descriptions of 1t might lead us to suppose, 1t is the
supremely, the intoxicatingly beautiful It 1s the pleasure
of contemplation reaching such an intensity that 1t begins
to lose its objectivity, and to declare 1tself, what 1t always
fundamentally was, an inward passion of the soul 2

65. Tragedy and Comedy please 1n spite of this expres-
siveness [of pain] and not by virtue of 1t,3 and except for
the pleasures they give, they have no place among the
fine arts The effort to be expressive has transgressed
the conditions of pleasing art+ For the creative and
imitative 1mpulse 1s indiscriminate. It does not consider
the eventual beauty of the effect, but only the blind
instinct of self-expression.s

! Cf Richards, p 282 2 Cf Schopenhauer, p 146
3 Cf Herbart, pp 152, 156 4 Cf Hegel on Romantic Art, p 170
5 Cf Anstotle, p 31, Ducasse, p 313
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67 The eye is quick, and seems to have been more
docile to the education of life than the heart or the reason
of man, and able sooner to adapt 1tself to the reality.
Beauty therefore seems to be the clearest manifestation of
perfection,’ and the best evidence of its possibility. If
perfection 1s, as it should be, the ultimate justification of
being, we may understand the ground of the moral
dignity of becauty. Beauty is a pledge of the possible
conformity between the soul and nature, and con-
sequently a ground of faith in the supremacy of the good.?

HENRI BERGSON
1859—
Laughter (1900)
Authorized translation by Brercton and Rothwell

I. 1. The comic does not exist outside the pale of what 1s
strictly human A landscape may be beautiful, charming,
and sublime, or msignificant and ugly, 1t will never be
laughable You may laugh at an animal, but only be-
cause you have dctected 1n 1t some human attitude or
expression You may laugh at a hat, but what you are
making fun of, 1n this case, 15 not the piece of felt or straw,
but the shapc that men have given 1t,—thc human
capricc whose mould 1t has assumed . ..

Laughter has no greater foe than emotion I do not
mean that we could not laugh at a person who inspires
us with pity, for mstance, or even with affection, but n
such a case we must, for the moment, put our affection
out of court and imposc silence upon our pity In a
socicty composed of pure mtelligences there would pro-
bably be no morc tears, though perhaps there would still
be laughter.

The comic will come into being, 1t appears, whenever a
group of men concentrate their attention on one of their
number, imposing silence on their emotions and calling
mnto play nothing but their intelhgence

' Ct Plato, Phaedrus,p 16 * Cf Kant, p 123
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4. The attitudes, gestures, and movements of the human body are
laughable in exact proportion as that body reminds us of a mere
machine. . . . Something mechamcal encrusted on the hiving . . .

mi. 1. Not only are we entitled to say that comedy gives
us general types, but we mught add that 1t 1s the only one
of all the arts that aims at the general.

What is the object of art? Could reality come into
direct contact with sense and consciousness, could we
enter into immediate communion with things and with
ourselves, probably art would be useless, or rather we
should all be artists, for then our soul would continually
vibrate 1n perfect accord with nature . .

But what I see and hear of the outer world 1s purely and
simply a selection made by my scnses to serve as a hght
to my conduct; what I know of myself 1s what comes to
the surface, what participates in my actions. My senses
and my consciousncss, therefore, give me no more than a
practical simplification of reality ! In the vision they
furnish me of myself and of things, the differences that
are useless to man are obliterated, the resemblances that
are useful to him aie emphasized; ways are traced out
for me 1n advance, along which my actwvity 1s to travel.
These ways are the ways which all mankind has trod
before me. Things have becn classificd with a view to the
use I can derve from them And 1t 1s this classification
I percerve, far more clearly than the colour and the shape
of things Doubtless man 1s vastly superior to the lower
animals 1n this respect. It 1s not very likely that the eye
of a wolf makes any distinction between a kid and a lamb;
both appear to the wolf as thc same 1dentical quarry,
alike easy to pounce upon, alike good to devour We, for
our part, make a distinction between a goat and a sheep;
but can we tell one goat from another, one sheep from
another? The wdinduality of things or of beings escapes
us, unless 1t 1s materally to our advantage to perceive
it. Even when we do take note of it—as when we dis-
tinguish one man from another—it1s not the individuality

! Cf Stace, p 302
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itself that the eye grasps, ie. an entirely original har-
mony of forms and colours, but only one or two features
that will make practical recognition easer.

In short, we do not see the actual things themselves; 1n
most cases we confine ourselves to reading the labels
affixed to them. This tendency, the result of need, has
become even more pronounced under the influence of
speech, for words—with the exception of proper nouns—
all denote genera The word, which only takes note of the
most ordinary function and commonplace aspect of the
thing, intervenes between 1t and ourselves, and would
conceal 1ts form from our cyes, were that form not already
masked beneath the necessities that brought the word
into existence Not only external objects, but even our
own mental states, are screened from us in their mmost,
their personal aspect, in the original life they possess.
When we feel love or hatred, when we are gay or sad, is
it really the feeling itself that reaches our consciousness
with those mnumerable fleeting shades of meaning and
deep resounding echoes that make it something altogether
our own?

From time to time, however, 1n a fit of absent-minded-
ness, nature rases up souls that are more detached from
life ' Not with that intentional, logical, systematical de-
tachment—the result of reflection and philosophy—but
rather with a natural detachment, one nnate in the
structure of sense or consciousness, which at once reveals
itself by a virginal manner, so to speak, of seeing, hearing,
o1 thinking

One man apphes himself to colours and forms, and since
he loves colour for colour and form for form, since he
percewves them for their sake and not for his own, 1t 1s
the nner Iife of things that he sees appearing through
their forms and colours Lattle by httle he insinuates 1t
into our own perception, baffled though we may be at
the outset. For a few moments at least, he diverts us from
the prejudices of form and colour that come between

I Cf Schopenhauer, p 141
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ourselves and reality. And thus he realizes the loftiest
ambition of art, which here consists in revealing to us
nature. Others, agan, retire within themselves. Beneath
the thousand rudimentary actions which are the outward
and visible signs of an emotion, behind the common-
place, conventional expression that both reveals and
conceals an individual mental state, 1t 1s the emotion, the
oniginal mood, to which they attain i its undefiled
essence And then, to induce us to make the same effort
ourselves, they contrive to make us see something of
what they have seen by rhythmical arrangement of
words, which thus become organized and amimated with
a life of their own, they tcll us—or rather suggest—
things that speech was not calculated to express Others
delve yet deepcr still. Beneath these joys and sorrows
which can, at a pinch, be translated 1nto language, they
grasp something that has nothing mm common with
language, certain rhythms of life and breath that are
closer to man than his inmost feelings, being the iving law
—varying with each individual—of his enthusiasm and
despair, his hopes and regrets. By setting free and em-
phasizing this music, they force it upon our attention, they
compel us, willy-nilly; to fall in with 1t, ike passers-by
who join 1n a dance And thus they impel us to set 1n
motion, in the depths of our being, some secret chord
which was only waiting to thrill

Art 1s certainly only a more direct vision of reality But
this purity of perception implies a break with utilitarian
convention, an 1nnate and specially localized disinter-
estedness of sense or consciousness, in short, a certain
immateriality of life, which 1s what has always been called
idealism ¥ So that we mught say, without i any way
playing upon the meaning of the words, that realism is
m the work when idealism 1s 1n the soul, and that it is
only through ideality that we can resume contact with
reality ..

After seeing a stirring drama, what has just interested

T Cf Bradley, p 210, Richards, p 277
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us is not so much what we have been told about others as
the glimpse we have caught of ourselves—a whole host of
ghostly feelings, emotions, and events that would fain have
come 1nto real existence, but, fortunately for us, did not.
It also seems as 1f an appeal had been made within us to
certain ancestral memories belonging to a far-away past
—memories so deep-seated and so foreign to our present
life that this latter, for a moment, seems something unreal
and conventional, for which we shall have to serve a fresh
apprenticeship  So it 1s indeed a deeper reality that
drama draws up from beneath our superficial and utili-
tarian attainments, and this art has the same end 1n view
as all the others

Hence 1t follows that art always aims at what 1s idiwidual
What the artst fixes on his canvas 1s something he has
seen at a certain spot, on a certain day, at a certain hour,
with a colouring that will never be seen again

What the dramatist unfolds before us 1s the hfe-history of
a soul, a living ussue of feclings and events—something,
in short, which has once happened and can never be
repeated We may, indeed, give gencral names to these
feelings, but they cannot be the same thing in another
soul They are indiwidualized Thereby, and thereby only,
do they belong to art, for generalities, symbols, or even
types form the curtent com of our daily perception

Altogether different 1s the object of comedy Hereitisin
the work 1tself that the generality ies  Comedy depicts
chatacterswehave already come across and shall meet with
agamn It takes note of ssralanties It aims at placing types
before our eyes It even creates new types,1f necessary

This essential difference between tragedy and comedy,
the former being concerned with individuals and the latter
with classes, 1s revealed 1n yet another way It appears in
the first draft of the work From the outset 1t 1s manifested
by two radically different methods of observation.

Though the assertion may seem paradoxical, a study of
other men 1s probably not necessary to the tragic poet

What interests us 1n the work of the poet 1s the ghmpse
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we get of certain profound moods or inner struggles.
Now, this glimpse cannot be obtained from without. Our
souls are impenetrable to one another. Certain signs of
passion are all that we ever apperceive externally. These
we mterpret—though always, by the way, defectively—
only by analogy with what we have ourselves experienced.
So what we experience 1s the main point, and we cannot
become thoroughly acquainted with anything but our
own heart—supposing we ever get so far  Docs this mean
that the poet has experienced what he depicts, that he has
gone through the varioussituations he makes his characters
traverse, and lived the whole of their inner life?

But then a distinction should perhaps be here madc
between the personality we have and all those we might
have had Our character 1s the result of a choice that
1s continually bemg renewed There are points—at all
events there seem to be—all along the way, where we
may branch off, and we perccive many possible dircctions
though we are unable to take more than onc To retrace
one’s steps, and follow to the end the faintly distinguish-
able directions, appears to be the essential clement in
poetic imagimation

ANDREW CECIL BRADLEY
1851-
Poctry for Poetry’s Sake (1901)

Without aiming here at accuracy, we may say that an
actual poem 1s the succession of experiences—sounds,
images, thoughts, cmotions—through which we pass
when we are reading as poetically as we can I Of course
this 1maginative experience—if I may use the phrase for
brevity—differs with every reader and every ume of
reading: a poem exists in innumerable degrees But that
insurmountable fact lies in the nature of things and does
not concern us now,

What then does the formula ‘Poetry for poetry’s sake’

I Cf Gentile, p 323
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tell us abeut this experience? It says, as I understand it,
these things First, this experience 1s an end in itself, is
worth having on its own account, has an intrinsic value.
Next, its poetric value is this intrinsic worth alone. Poetry
may have also an ulterior value as a means to culture or
religion, because 1t conveys instruction, or softens the
passions, or furthers a good cause, because it brings the
poet fame or money or a quiet conscience. So much the
better: let it be valued for these reasons too But its
ulterior worth neither 1s nor can directly determine its
poetic worth as a satisfying imaginative experience; and
this 1s to be judged entirely fiom within And to these
two positions the formula would add, though not of
necessity, a third The consideration of ulterior ends,
whether by the poet in the act of composing or by the
reader 1n the act of experiencing, tends to lower poetic
value. It does so because 1t tends to change the nature of
poetry by taking it out ofits own atmosphere Foritsnature
1s to be not a part, nor yet a copy, of the real world (as we
commonly understand that phrase), but to be a world by
itself, independent, complete, autonomous, and to possess
1t fully you must enter that world, conform to 1ts laws, and
ignore for the time the beliefs, aims, and particular conds-
tions which belong to you 1n the other world of reality *

Of the more serious misapprehensions to which these
statements may give rise I will glance only at one or two.
The offensive consequences often drawn from the formula
‘Art for Art” will be found to attach not to the doctrine
that Art 1s an end 1n 1itself, but to the doctrine that Art 1s
the whole or supreme end of human life. And as this
latter doctrine, which seems to me absurd, 1s 1n any case
quite different from the former, 1ts consequences fall out-
side my subject The formula ‘Poetry 1s an end 1n itself’
has nothing to say on the various questions of moral
Judgement which arise from the fact that poetry has its
place in a many-sided life. For anything it says, the in-
trinsic value of poetry might be so small, and 1ts ulterior

! Cf Bergson, p 207, Richards, pp 277-8



BRADLEY 211

effects so mischievous, that it had better not éxist. The
formula only tells us that we must not place in antithesis
poetry and human good, for poetry is one kind of human
good; and that we must not determine the intrinsic value
of this kind of good by direct reference to another. If we
do, we shall find ourselves maintaining what we did not
expect If poetic value lies 1n the stimulation of religious
feehings, Lead, kindly Light* 1s no better a poem than many
a tasteless version of a Psalm® if in the excitement of
patriotism, why 1s Scots, wha hae? superior to We don’t want
to fight? if 1n the mitigation of the passions, the Odes of
Sappho will win but hittle praise* if in instruction, Arm-
strong’s Art of preserving Health should win much.

Again, our formula may bc accused of cutting poetry
away from its connexion with Iife  And this accusation
raiscs so huge a problem that I must ask leave to be dog-
matic as well as brief There 1s plenty of connexion
between life and poetry, but 1t 1s, so to say, a connexion
underground The two may be called different forms of
the same thing. one of them having (1n the usual sensc)
reality, but seldom fully satisfying imagination, while the
other offers something which satisfies imagmation but has
not full ‘reality.” They are parallel developments which
nowhere meet, or, if I may use loosely a word which will
be serviceable later, they are analogues. Hence we under-
stand one by help of the other, and even, 1n a sense, carc
for one because of the other, but hence also, poctry
neither 1s life, nor, strictly spcaking, a copy of it They
differ not only because one has more mass and the other
a more perfect shape, but because they have different
kinds of existence. The one touches us as beings occupy-
ing a given position in space and time, and having feel-
ings, desires, and purposes due to that position: 1t appeals
to imagination, but appeals to much besides. What
meets us i poetry has not a position i the same series of
time and space, or, 1f 1t has or had such a position, it is
taken apart from much that belonged to 1t there; and

! Newman 2 Burns
3778 Ee
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therefore it makes no direct appeal to those feelings,
desires, and purposes, but speaks only to contemplative
imagination—imagination the reverse of empty or emo-
tionless, imagination saturated with the results of ‘real’
experience, but still contemplative. Thus, no doubt, one
main reason why poetry has poetic value for us is that it
presents to us 1n its own way something which we meet
in another form 1n nature or life,? and yet the test of its
poetic value for us lies simply 1n the question whether it
satisfies our imagination, the rest of us, our knowledge or
conscience, for example, judging 1t only so far as they
appear transmuted 1n our imagimation So also Shake-
speare’s knowledge or his moral insight, Milton’s great-
ness of soul, Shelley’s ‘hate of hate’ and ‘love of love,” and
that desire to help men or make them happier which may
have influenced a poct 1n hours of meditation—all these
have, as such, no poctical worth they have that worth
only when, passing through the unity of the poet’s being,
they reappear as qualities of imagination, and then are
indced mighty powers 1n the world of poetry.

I come to a third misapprehenston, and so to my main
subject his formula, 1t 15 said, emptics poetry of 1ts
meaning 1t 18 really a doctrine of form for form’s sake
‘It 15 of no consequence what a poct says, so long as he
says the thing well The what 1s poetically indifferent 1t
18 ¢the how that counts Matter, subject, content, sub-
stance, determincs nothing, there is no subject with
which poetry may not deal the form, the treatment, 1s
evcrythmg) Nay, more not only 1s the matter indifferent,
but 1t 15 the secret of Art to “eradicate® the matter by
means of the form,” >—phrases and statements like these
meet us everywhere 1n current criticism of literature and
the other arts They are the stock-in-trade of writers who
understand of them little more than the fact that some-
how or other they are not ‘bourgeois’ But we find them

U Cf Santay.na, § 51, p 201
2 Cf Schiller xxu, p 127, and Pater, The Renaissance, ‘The School of
Guorgione’
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also seriously used by writers whom we must respect,
whether they are anonymous or not; something like one
or another of them might be quoted, for example, from
Professor Saintsbury, the late R. A M. Stevenson,!
Schiller, Goethe himself, and they are the watchwords
of a school in the one country where Aesthetics has
flourished They come, as a rule, from men who either
practise one of the arts, or, from study of 1t, are interested
mn 1ts methods The general reader—a being so general
that I may say what I will of him—is outraged by them.
He feels that he is being robbed of almost all that he
cares for in a work of art “You are asking me,’ he says,
‘to look at the Dresden Madonna as if it were a Persian
rug You are telling me that the poetic value of Hamlet lies
solely 1n 1ts style and versification, and that my interest
in the man and his fate 15 only an intellectual or moral
interest You allege that, 1f I want to enjoy the poetry of
Crossing the Bar, I must not mind what Tennyson says there,
but must consider solely his way of saying it But in that
case I can care no more for a poem than 1 do for a set
of nonsense verses, and I do not believe that the authors
of Hamlet and Crossing the Bar regarded their poems thus.’

These antitheses of subject, matter, substance on the
one side, form, treatment, handling on the other, are the
field through which T especially want, 1n this lecture, to
indicate a way It s a field of battle, and the battle 1s
waged for no trivial cause, but the cries of the comba-
tants arc terribly ambiguous Those phrases of the so-
called formalist may each mean five or six different
things. Taken 1n one sense they seem to me chiefly true,
taken as the general reader not unnaturally takes them,
they seem to me false and muschievous. It would be
absurd to pretend that I can end in a few minutes a con-
troversy which concerns the ultimate nature of Art, and
leads perhaps to problems not yet soluble; but we can at
least draw some plain distinctions which, mn this con-
troversy, are too often confused

T Cf Velasquez, p 198
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In the first place, then, let us take ‘subject’ in one par-
ticular sense, let us understand by it that which we have
in view when, looking at the title of an unread poem,
we say that the poet has chosen this or that for his sub-
ject.} The subject, in this sense, so far as I can discover, is
generally something, real or imagmary, as 1t exists 1n the
minds of fairly cultivated people The subject of Paradise
Lost would be the story of the Fall as that story exists in
the gencral imagination of a Bible-reading people. The
subject of Shelley’s stanzas To a Skylark would be the
ideas which arisc in the mind of an cducated person
when, without knowing the poem, he hears the word
‘skylark.” If the title of a poem conveys little or nothing
to us, the ‘subject’ appears to be either what we should
gather by mvestigating the title 1n a dictionary or other
book of the kind, or else such a brief suggestion as might be
offered by a person who had rcad the poem, and who said,
for example, that the subject of The Ancient Mariner was
a sailor who killed an albatross and suffered for his deed
Now the subject, mn this sensc (and I intend to usc the
word 1n no other), 1s not, as such, inside the poem, but
outside 1t « The contents of the stanzas To a Skylark are
not the ideas suggested by the word ‘skylark’ to the
average man, they belong to Shelley just as much as the
language does { The subject, therefore, 1s not the matter
of the poem at all, and 1ts opposite 1s not the form of the
poem, but the whole poem  The subject 1s one thing, the
poem, matter and form alike, another thing This being
so, 1t 1s surely obvious that the poetic value cannot lic 1n
the subject, but hes entirely in 1its opposite, the poemi
How can the subject determine the value when on one
and the same subject poems may be written of all degrees
of merit and demeritj or when a perfect poem may be
composed on a subject so shght as a pet sparrow,! and, if
Macaulay? may be trusted, a nearly worthless poem on a
subject so stupendous as the omnipresence of the Deity?
The *formalist’ 1s here perfectly right Nor 1s he msisting

I Catullus 2 Robert Aontgomery
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on something unimportant. He is fighting against our
tendency to take the work of art as a mere copy or re-
minder of something already 1n our heads, or at the best
as a suggestion of some 1dea as little removed as possible
from the familiar. The sightseer who promenades a
picture-gallery, remarking that this portrait is so like his
cousin, or that landscape the very image of his birth-
place, or who, after satisfying himself that one picture 1s
about Elyah, passes on rejoicing to discover the subject,
and nothing but the subject, of the next—what 1s he but
an extreme example of this tendency” ! Well, but the
very same tendency vitiates much of our criticism, much
criticism of Shakespeare, for example, which, with all its
cleverness and partial truth, still shows that the critic
never passed from his own mind into Shakespeare’s; and
1t may be traced even 1n so fine a critic as Coleridge, as
when he dwarfs the sublime struggle of Hamlet into the
mmage of his own unhappy weakness Hazlitt by no
means escaped 1ts influence  Only the third of that great
trio, Lamb, appears almost always to have rendered the
conception of the composer

{Agamn, 1t 15 surely true that we cannot determine before-
hand what subjects are fit for Art, or name any subject
on which a good poem might not possibly be written.
{To divide subjects mto two groups, the beautiful or ele-
vating, and the ugly or vicious, and to judge poems
according as their subjects belong to one of these groups
or the other, 15 to fall into the same pit, to confusc with
our pre-conceptions the meaning of the poet  What the
thing 15 1 the poem he 1s to be judged by, not by the
thing as 1t was before he touched 1t; and how can we
venture to say beforechand that he cannot make a true
poem out of something which to us was merely alluring
or dull or revolting?) The question whether, having done
so, he ought to publish his poem; whether the thing 1n
the poet’s work will not be still confused by the mcom-
petent Puritan or the incompetent sensualist with the

' Cf Herbart, Encyclopaedia, § 72, p 156
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thing in /s mind, does not touch this point; it is a further
question, one of ethics, not of art. No doubt the up-
holders of ‘Art for art’s sake’ will generally be in favour
of the courageous course, of refusing to sacrifice the
better or stronger part of the public to the weaker or
worse, but their maxim 1n no way binds them to this view
Rossetu suppressed one of the best of his sonnets, a sonnet
chosen for admiration by Tennyson, himself extremely
sensitive about the moral effect of poetry, suppressed 1t,
I believe, because 1t was called fleshly. One may regret
Rossetti’s judgement and at the same time respect his
scrupulousness{but 1n any case he judged i his capacity
of citizen, not 1n his capacity of artist)

So far then the formalist’ appears to be right. But he
goes too far, T thmnk, if he maintains that the subject 1s
indifferent and that all subjects are the same to poetry.
And he does not prove his point by observing that a good
poem might be written on a pin’s head, and a bad one on
the Fall of Man { That truth shows that the subject settles
nothing, but not that 1t counts for nothing The Fall of
Man 1s really a more favourable subject than a pin’s
head The Fall of Man, that s to say, offers opportunitics
of poctic effects wider 1n range and more penetrating n
appeal And the fact 15 that such a subject, as 1t exists in
the general imagination, has some aesthetic value before
the poet touches 1t It 15, as you may choose to call 1t, an
inchoate poecm or the débris of a poem It 1s not an
abstract 1dca or a bare wsolated fact, but an assemblage
of figures, scenes, actions, and events, which already
appeal to emotional imagmation, and 1t 1s already 1n
some degree organized and formed In spite of this a bad
poet would make a bad poem on 1t, but then we should
say he was unwoithy of the subject. And we should not
say this if he wrote a bad poem on a pin’s head Con-
versely, a good poem on a pin’s head would almost cer-
tainly transform 1ts subject far more than a good poem on
the Fall of Man. It might revolutionize its subject so
completely that we should say, ‘The subject may be a
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pin’s head, but the substance of the poem has very little
to do with it.’/

This brings us to another and a different antithesis
Those figures, scenes, events, that form part of the sub-
ject called the Fall of Man, are not the substance of Para-
dise Lost; but in Paradise Lost there are figures, scenes, and
events resembling them in somc degree These, with
much more of the same kind, may be described as its
substance, and may thcn be contrasted with the measured
language of the poem, which will be called its form  Sub-
ject 1s the opposite not of form but of the whole poem.
Substance 1s within the poem, and 1ts opposite, form, is
also within the poem I am not criticizing this antithesis
at present, but cvidently 1t 1s quite different from the
other It 1s practically the distinction used in the old-
fashioned criticism of epic and drama, and 1t flows down,
not unsulhied, from Aristotle Addison,! for cxample, 1n
examunmng Paradise Lost considers in order the fable, the
characters, and the sentiments, these will be the sub-
stance. then he considers the language, that 1s, the style
and numbers, this will be the form In hike manner, the
substance or meaning of a lyiic may be distinguished
from the form.

Now I beheve 1t wall be found that a large part of the
controversy we arc dealing with arises from a confusion
between these two distinctions of substance and form,
and of subject and poem The extreme formalist lays his
whole weight on the form because he thinks 1ts opposite
1s the mere subject The general reader is angry, but
makes the same mistake, and gives to the subject praises
that rightly belong to the substance.? I will give an ex-
ample of what I mean I can only explain the following

1 Spectator, 267, &c

2 What 1s here called ‘substance’ 1s what people generally mean when they
use the word ‘subject’ and nsist on the value of the subject I am not arguing
against this usage, or 1n favour of the usage which I have adopted for the sake
of clearness 1t does not matter which we employ, so long as we and others
know what we mean (I use ‘substance’ and ‘content’ indifferently )

(A C.B)
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words of a good critic by supposing that for the moment
he has fallen into this confusion: “The mere matter of all
poctry—to wit, the appearances of nature and the
thoughts and feelings of men—being unalterable, it fol-
lows that the difference between poet and poet will de-
pend upon the manner of each 1 applying language,
mectre, rhyme, cadence, and what not, to this invanable
material > T What has become here of the substance of
Paradise Lost—the story, scenery, characters, sentiments
as they are in the poem?® They have vanished clean away.
Nothing is left but the form on one side, and on the other
not even the subject, but a supposed nvariable matenal,
the appearances of naturc and the thoughts and feelings
of men Isitsurpnising that the whole value should then
be found 1n the form?

So far we have assumed that this antithesis of substance
and form 1s valid, and that 1t always has onc meaning.
In reality 1t has several, but we will leave 1t 1n 1ts present
shape, and pass to the question of 1ts validity And this
question we are compelled to raise, because we have to
deal with the two contentions that the poetic value lies
wholly or mainly 1n the substance, and that it lies wholly
or mainly in the form. Now these contentions, whether
false or true, may seem at least to be clear, but we shall
find, I think, that they are both of them false, or hoth of
them nonsense false 1if they concern anything outside the
poem, nonsense if they apply to something in it. For
what do they evidently imply? They imply that there
are in a poem two parts, factors, or components, a sub-
stance and a form, and that you can concerve them dis-
tinctly and separatcly, so that when you are spcaking of
the one you are not speaking of the other Otherwise
how can you ask the question, In which of them does the
value lie?*But really 1n a poem, apart from defects, there
are no such factors or components; and therefore 1t is
strictly nonsense to ask in which of them the value les.
And on the other hand, if the substance and the form

! Cf Herbart, Practical Philosophy, p 152
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referred to are not in the poem, then both the conten-
tions are false, for its poetic value lies 1n itself.

What I mean is neither new nor mysterious; and it will
be clear, I believe, to any one who reads poetry poetically
and who closely examines his experience. When you are
reading a poem, I would ask—not analysing it, and much
less criticizing it, but allowing 1t, as it proceeds, to make
its full impression on you through the exertion of your
recreating 1mag1nat10n—£do you then apprchend and
enjoy as one thing a certain meaning or substance, and
as another thing certain articulate sounds, and do you
somehow compound these two?) Surely you do not, any
more than you apprehend apart, when you sce some one
smile, those lines 1n the face which express a fecling, and
the feeling that the lines express. Just as there the Iines
and their meaning are to you one thing, not two, so in
poetry the meaning and the sounds are one)there 15, if' 1
may put it so, a rcsonant mecaning, or a meaning reso-
nance If you read the line, “The sun is warm, the sky 1s
clear,” you do not experience separately the image of a
warm sun and clear sky, on the one side, and certain
unintelligible rhythmical sounds on the other; nor yet do
you experience them together, side by side; but you

( experience thc one w the other: And i like manner
when you are rcally reading Hamlet, the action and the
characters are not something which you conceive apart
from the words, you apprehend them from point to
point iz the words, and the words as expressions of them.
Afterwards, no doubt, when you are out of the poetic
experience but remember 1t, you may by analysis deccom-
pose this unity, and attend to a substance more or less
isolated, and a form more or less 1solated But these are
things in your analytic head, not 1n the poem, which is
poetic experience. Andifyou want to have the poem again,
you cannot find 1t by adding together these two products of
decomposition, you can only find 1t by passing back into
poetic experience. And then what you recover 1s no
aggregate of factors, 1t is 2 unity 1n which you can no more

3778 Ff
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separate a substance and a form than you can separate
living blood and the hfe in the blood This unity has, 1f
you like, various ‘aspects’ or ‘sides’, but they are not
factors or parts; if you try to examine one, you find it is
also the other Call them substance and form 1if you
please, but these are not the reciprocally exclusive sub-
stance and form to which the two contentions must refer.
They do not ‘agree’, for they are not apart- they are one
thing from different pownts of view, and i that sensc
identical { And this :dentity of content and form, you will
say, 15 no accident, 1t 15 of the essence of poetry 1n so far
as 1t 1s poctry, and of all art 1n so far as 1t 1s art  Just as
there 1s m music not sound on one side and a meaning on
the other, but expressive sound, and 1f you ask what 1s
the mecaming you can only answer by pomting to the
sounds, just as in pamtng there 1s not a meaning plus
pamnt, but a meaning m paint, or significant paint, and
no man can really express the meaning 1n any other way
than in paint and in #/1s paint, so 1n a poem the true con-
tent and the true form neither exist nor can be 1magined
apart When then you are asked whether the value of a
poem lies 1n a substance got by decomposing the poem,
and present, as such, only in reflective analysis, o1 whether
the value lies 1 a form arrived at and existing in the
same way, you will answer, ‘It lics neither 1n one, nor in
the other, nor 1n any addition of them, but in the poem,
where they are not |!

We have then, first, an antithesis of subject and poem.
This 1s clear and valid, and the question 1n which of them
docs the value lic 1s mtelligible, and 1ts answer is, In the
poem We have next a distinction of substance and form.
If the substance means ideas, images, and the like taken
alone, and the form means the measured language taken
by 1tself, this 15 a possible distinction, but 1t 1s a distinc-
tion of things not 1n the poem, and the value lies 2 neither
of them. {If substance and form mean anything i the
poem, then cach 1s involved in the other, and the ques-

I Cf Moore, p 252



BRADLEY 221

tion in which of them the value lies has no sense} No
doubt you may say, speaking loosely, that in this poet or
poem the aspect of substance is the more noticeable, and
in that the aspect of form, and you may pursue interesting
discussions on this bass, though no principle or ultimate
question of value is touched by them.! And apart from
that question, of course, I am not denying the usefulness
and necessity of the distinction We cannot dispense
with it To consider separately the action or the charac-
ters of a play, and separately 1ts style or versification, is
both legitimate and valuable, so long as we remember
what we are doing  But the true critic in speaking of these
apart does not really think of them apart, the whole, the
poetic experience,of which they are butaspects, s alwaysin
his mind, and he 1s always aiming at a richer, truer, more
intense repetition of that experience On the other hand,
when the question of principle, of poetic value, 1s rased,
these aspects must fall apart into components, scparately
concervable; and then there arise two heresies, equallyfalse,
that the value les in one of two things, both of which are
outside the poem, and therefore where 1ts value cannot lie

On the heresy of the separable substancc a few addi-
tional words will suffice This heresy 1s seldom formu-
lated, but perhaps some unconscious holder of it may
object ‘Surely the action and the characters of Hamlet
are m the play; and surely I can retain these, though I
have forgotten all the words. I admat that I do not pos-
sess the whole poem, but I possess a part, and the most
important part’ And I would answer: ‘If we are not
concerned with any question of principle, I accept all
that you say except the last words, which do raise such
a question Speaking loosely, I agree that the action and
characters, as you perhaps conceive them, together with
a great deal more, are in the poem Even then, however,
you must not claim to possess all of this kind that 1s 1n the
poem; for in forgetting the words you must have lost in-
numerable details of the action and the characters. And,

t Cf Ducasse, p 313
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when the question of value is raised, I must insist that the
action and characters, as you conceive them, are not in
Hamlet at all If they are, point them out. You cannot
do it. What you find at any momem of that succession
of experiences called Hamlet 1s words In these words, to
speak loosely again, the action and characters (more of
them than you can conceive apart) are focused; but
your experience is not a combination of them, as 1deas,
on the one side, with certain sounds on the other; it is an
expernence of something in which the two are indissolubly
fused If you deny this, to be sure I can make no answer,
or can only answer that I have reason to believe that you
cannot rcad poetically, or else are misinterpreting your
experience But if you do not deny this, then you will
admut that the action and characters of the poem, as you
separately imagine them, are no part of it, but a product
of 1t 1n your reflective imagination, a faint analogue of one
aspect of 1t taken in detachment from the whole. Well,
I do not dispute, I would even 1nsist, that, 1n the case of
so long a poem as Hamlet, 1t may be necessary from time
to time to mterrupt the poetic experience, in order to
enrich 1t by forming such a product and dwelling on it.
Nor, 1n a wide sense of “poetic”’, do I question the poetic
value of this product, as you think of 1t apart from the
poem. It resembles our recollections of the heroes of
history or legend, who move about i our 1imaginations,
“forms more real than living man”, and are worth much
to us though we do not remember anything they sad.
Our 1deas and 1mages of the “substance’ of a poem have
this poetic value, and more, if they are at all adequate
But they cannot determine the poetic value of the poem,
for (not to speak of the competing claims of the “form”)
nothing that 1s outside the poem can do that, and they,
as such, are outside it ’!

Let us turn to the so-called form——style and versification.

T These remarks will hold good, mutatis mutandis, if by ‘substance’ 1s under-
stood the ‘moral’ or the 1dea’ of a poem, although perhaps 1n one instance out
of five thousand this may be found n so many words 1n the poem (A C B)
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There is no such thing as mere form in poetry. All form
is expression. Style may have indeed a certain aesthetic
worth in partial abstraction from the particular matter it
conveys, as in a well-built sentence you may take pleasure
in the build almost apart from the meaning Even so,
style is expressive—presents to sense, for example, the
order, ease, and rapidity with which ideas move mn the
writer’s mind—but 1t 1s not expressive of the meaning of
that particular sentence. And 1t is possible, interrupting
poetic experience, to decompose 1t and abstract for com-
paratively separate consideration this nearly formal ele-
ment of style T But the aesthetic value of style so taken
is not considerable,? you could not read with pleasure for
an hour a composition which had no other ment (And
1 poetic experience you never apprehend this value by
itself, the style 1s here expressive also of a particular
meaning, or rather 1s one aspect of that unity whose other
aspect 1s meaning So that what you apprehend may be
called indifferently an expressed meaning or a significant
form. Perhaps on this pomnt I may in Oxford appeal to
authonty, that of Matthew Arnold and Walter Pater,3
the latter at any rate an authority whom the formalist
will not despise What 1s the gist of Pater’s teaching
about style, if 1t 1s not that in the end the one virtue of
style 15 truth or adequacy, that the word, phrase, sen-
tence, should express perfectly the writer’s perception,
feeling, image, or thought; so that, as we read a descrip-
tive phrase of Keats’s, we exclaim, “T'hat 1s the thing
itself’; so that, to quote Arnold, the words are ‘symbols
equivalent with the thing symbolized’, or, 1 our techni-
cal language, a form identical with 1ts content?/ Hence
in true poetry it 1s, in strictness, impossible to express the
meaning in any but 1ts own words, or to change the words
without changing the meaning) A translation of such
poetry is not really the old meaning in a fresh dress; 1t is

t Cf Bosanquet, p 190
2 On the other hand, the absence, or worse than absence, of style, 1n this
sense, 1s a serious matter (A C B) 3Ct p 186
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a new product, something like the poem, though, if one
chooses to say so, more like it in the aspect of meaning
than in the aspect of form !

No one who understands poetry, 1t scems to me, would
dispute this, were 1t not that, falling away from his ex-
perience, or misled by theory, he takes the word ‘mean-
ing’ 1n a sense almost ludicrously mapplicable to poetry.
People say, for instance, ‘steed’ and ‘horse’ have the
same meaning, and i bad poetry they have, but not in
poetry that s poetry.

‘Bring forth the horse” The horse was brought

In truth he was a noble steed!
says Byron in Mazeppa 2 If the two words mean the same
here, transpose them*

‘Bring forth the steed” The steed was brought

In truth he was a noble horse!
and ask again if they mean the same Or let me take a
line certainly very free from ‘poetic diction’

To be or not to be, that 1s the question,

You may say that this means the same as ‘What 1s just
now occupymg my attention is the comparative dis-
advantages of continuing to live or putting an end to
myself’ And for practical purposes—the purpose, for
example, of a coroner-—1t does But as the second version
altogether musrepresents the speaker at that moment of
his existence, while the first does represent him, how can
they for any but a practical or logical purpose be said to
have the same sense® Hamlet was well able to ‘unpack
his heart with words’, but he will not unpack 1t with our
paraphrases

These considerations apply equally to versification. If
I take the famous line which describes how the souls of
the dead stood waiting by the river, imploring a passage
fiom Charon.

Tendebantque manus ripae ulterioris amore,3

and 1f T translate 1t, ‘and werc stretching forth their
U GI Shelley, p 150 2 1x 3 Aen VI 314
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hands in longing for the further bank’, the charm of the
original has fled. Why has it fled? Partly (but we have
dealt with that) because I have substituted for five words,
and thosc the words of Virgil, twelve words, and those
my own In some measure because I have turned into
rhythmless prose a linc of verse which, as mcre sound, has
unusual beauty But much more because mn doing so I
have also changed the meaming of Virgil’s line. What
that meaning 1s / cannot say Virgil has said it But I can
see this much, that the translation conveys a far less vivid
picture of the outstretched hands and of their remaining
outstretched, and a far less poignant sense of the distance
of the shore and the longing of the souls And 1t does so
partly because this picture and this sense are conveyed
not only by the obvious meaning of the words, but
through the long-drawn sound of ‘tendebantquc’, through
the time occupied by the five syllables and therefore by
the 1dca of ‘ulterioris’, and through the identity of the
long sound ‘o1’ 1n the penultimate syllables of “ulterioris
amorc’—all this, and much more, apprchended not in
this analytical fashion, nor as added to the beauty of mere
sound and to the obvious meaning, but 1n unity with them
and so as expressive of the poetic meamng of the whole
It 1s always so 1n fine poetry. The value of versification,
when 1t 15 indissolubly fused with meaning, can hardly be
cxaggerated The gift for feeling 1t, even morc perhaps
than the gift for feeling the value of style, 1s the specific
gift for poctry, as distinguished from other arts But
versification, taken, as far as possible, all by 1tself, has
a very different worth. Some aesthetic worth 1t has; how
much, you may experience by rcading poetry in a lan-
guage of which you do not understand a syllable The
pleasurc 1s quite appreciable, but 1t 15 not great, nor n
actual poetic experience do you meet with 1t, as such, at
all. For, I repeat, 1t is not added to the pleasure of the
meaning when you read poetry that you do understand:
by some mystery the music 1s then the music of the mean-
ing, and the two arc onc However fond of versification
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you might be, you would tire very soon of reading verses
in Chinese; and before long of reading Virgil and Dante
if you were ignorant of their languages. But take the
music as it 15 m the poem, and there is a marvellous
change Now

It gives a very echo to the seat

Where Love 1s throned, !

or ‘carries far into your heart’; almost like music 1itself,
the sound

Of old, unhappy, far-off things
And battles long ago

What then 15 to be said of the following sentence of the
critic quoted before. 2 ‘But when any onc who knows
what poctry 1s rcads—

Our noisy years seem moments 12 the being
Of the cternal silence,

he secs that, quite independently of the meaning,
therc 15 one note added to the articulate music of the
world —a note that never will leave off resounding till
the cternal silence itself gulfs 1°? I must think that the
writer 15 deceiving himselfl For I could quite under-
stand his enthusiasm, 1if 1t were an cnthusiasm for the
music of the meaning, but as for the music, ‘quite inde-
pendently of the meaning’, so far as I can hear 1t thus
(and I doubt 1f any one who knows English can quite do
s0), I find 1t g1ves some pleasure, but only a trifling plea-
surec And indeed I venture to doubt whether, considered
as mere sound, the words are at all exceptionally beauti-
ful, as Virgil’s line certainly 1s

{ Pure poetry 1s not the decoration of a preconceived and
clearly defined matter it springs from the creative im-
pulse of a vague 1maginative mass pressing for develop-
ment and defimtion If the poct already knew exactly 3
what he meant to say, why should he write the poem?

v Tuwelfth Might, u 1

2 Saintsbury, Hustory of English Prosody, m pp 74—7, Wordsworth, Immor-
tahty, 1x

3 Cf Nettleship, p 188, Santayana, p 200, Bergson, p 207, Ducasse, p 315
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The poem would in fact already be written For only its
completion can reveal, cven to him, exactly what he
wanted. When he began and while he was at work, he
did not possess his meaning, 1t possessed him. It was not
a fully formed soul asking for a body. 1t was an inchoate
soul 1n the inchoate body of perhaps two or three vague
ideas and a few scattered phrases The growing of this
body nto its full stature and perfect shape was the same
thing as the gradual sclf-defimtion of the mcaning And
this 15 the reason why such poems strike us as creations,
not manufacturcs, and have the magical effect which
mere decoration cannot produce This 15 also the reason
why, if we msist on asking for the meaning of such a poem,
we can only be answered ‘It means 1tself”?

And so at last I may explain why I have troubled myself
and you with what may scem an arnid controversy about
mere words It 1s not so  These heresies which would
make pociry a compound of two factors—a matter com-
mon to 1t with the merest prose, plus a poctic form, as the
onc hercsy says. a poctical substance plus a neghgible form,
as the other says—are not only untrue, they arc injurious
to the dignity of poetty In an age alicady inclined to
shrink from those higher realms wherc poetry touches
1chgion and philosophy, the formalist heresy encourages
mcn to taste poctry as they would a fine wine, which has
mdeed an acsthetic value, but a small one  And then the
natural man, finding an empty form, hurls wto 1t the
matier of cheap pathos,’ rancid sentiment, vulgar humour,
bare lust, ravenous vanmity—everything which, in Schiller’s
phrase,? the form should extuirpate, but which no mecre
form can extirpate And the other heresy—which 1s
indecd rather a practice than a creed—encourages us in
the habit so dear to us of putting our own thoughts or
fancies into the place of the pocet’s creation. What he
meant by Hamlet, or the Ode to a Nightingale, or Abt Vogler,
we say, 1s this or that which we knew alrcady, and so we

1 Cf Herbart, Practical Philosophy, p 151

2 Not that to Scluller ‘form’ meant merc style and versification (A C B)
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lose what he had to tell us. But he meant what he said,
and said what he meant.

Poetry in this matter is not, as good critics of painting
and music often affirm, different from the other arts, in
all of them the content is onc thing with the form. What
Beethoven meant by his symphony, or Turner by his
picture, was not something which you can name, but the
picture and the symphony. Meaning they have, but
what meaning can be said 1 no language but their own:
and we know this, though some strange delusion makes
us think the meaning has less worth because we cannot
put 1t into words. Well, 1t 1s just the same with poetry.
But because poetry 1s words, we vainly fancy that some
other words than 1ts own will express 1ts meaning. And
they will do so no more—or, 1f you like to speak looscly,
only a little more—than words will express the meaning
of the Dresden Madonna Something a little like 1t they
may mdced express And we may find analogues of the
mcaning of poctry outside 1t, which may help us to appro-
priate 1t The other arts, the best 1deas of philosophy or
religion, much that nature and life offer us or force upon
us, arc akin to 1t But they are only akin Nor 15 1t the
expression of them ( Poetry does not present to imagina-
tion our highest ! knowledge or behief, and much less our
dreams and opinions, but 1t, content and form 1n unity,
embodies 1n 1ts own 1rreplaceable way something which
embodics 1tself also mn other irreplaceable ways, such as
philosophy or religion And just as each of these gives a
satisfaction which the other cannot possibly give, so we
find 1n poetry, which cannot sausfy the needs they meet,
that which by their natures they cannot afford us  But
we shall not find 1t fully 1f we look for something clse)

And now, when all 1s said, the question will still recur,
though now 1n quite another sense, What does poetry
mean” This umque expression, which cannot be re-
placed by any other, still seems to be trying to express
something beyond 1tself And this, we feel, 1s also what

1 Cf Hegel, p 161
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the other arts, and religion, and philosophy are trying to
express. and that is what impels us to seek in vain to
translate the one into the other. About the best poetry,
and not only the best, there floats an atmosphere of
infinite suggestion The poet speaks to us of one thing,
but in this one thing there scems to lurk the secret of all.
Hc said what he meant, but his mcaning seems to beckon
away beyond 1tself, or rather to expand into something
boundless which is only focused 1n 1t, something also
which, we feel, would satisfy not only the imagination,
but the whole of us, that something within us, and with-
out, which everywhere
makes us seem

To patch up fragments of a dream,

Part of which comes true, and part

Beats and trembles 1n the heart

Those who are susceptible to this effect of poetry find 1t
not only, perhaps not most, in the ideals which she has
sometimes described, but i a child’s song by Christina
Rossetti about a mere crown of wind-flowers, and 1n
tragedies hke Lear, where the sun seems to have set for
ever. They hear this spirit murmuring 1ts undertone
through the Aenerd, and catch 1ts voice mn the song of
Keats’s nightingale, and 1ts light upon the figures on the
Urn, and 1t pierces them no less in Shelley’s hopeless
lament, O world, O life, O tume, than m the rapturous
ecstasy of his Life of Life  This all-embracing perfection
cannot be expressed in poetic words or words of any kind,
nor yet 1 music or i colour, but the suggestion of 1t 1s
in much poetry, if not all, and poetry has in this sug-
gestion, this ‘mcaning’, a great part of 1ts value We do
it wrong, and we defeat our own purposes when we try
to bend 1t to them®

We do 1t wrong, being so majestical,

To offer 1t the show of violence,

For 1t 1s as the air invulnerable,

And our vain blows malicious mockery 2
1 Shelley, Is 1t that 1n some brighter sphere ? 2 Hamlet, 1 1
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It is a spirit. It comes we know not whence. It will not
speak at our bidding, nor answer in our language. Itis
not our servant, it is our master.

The Sublime (1903) I

It will not do, then, to lay 1t down that the sublime 1s
the beautiful which has immeasurable, incomparable, or
infimite greatness. But I suggest that, after thc explana-
tions given, we may conventently use the adjective ‘un-
measured’, so long as we remember that this means onc
thing where we do not measure at all, and another thing
where we try to measure and fail And, this being so, 1t
seems that we may say that a/l sublimity, and not only
that in which the 1dea of infinite greatness or of the
Infinite emerges, 1s an 1mage of infinity, for in all, through
a certain check or hmitation and the overcoming of 1t,
we reach the perception or the imaginative idea of some-
thing which, on the one hand, has a positive nature, and,
on the other, 1s either not determined as finite or s deter-
mined as infinite. But we must not add that this makes
the sublime superior to the ‘beautiful’. For the ‘beautiful’
too, though m a different way, 1s an image of infimity In
‘beauty’, as we said, that which appears 1n a sensuous
form seems to rest in that form, to be wholly embodied
in 1t; 1t shows no tendency to pass beyond 1it, and mti-
mates no reserve of force that might strain or break 1t.
So that the ‘beautiful’ thing 1s a whole complete 1n 1tself,
and in moments when beauty fills our souls we know
what Wordsworth meant when he said ‘each thing seemed
mfimte’, though each, bemng but one of many, must from
another point of view, here suppiessed, be fimte  ‘Beauty’,
then, we may perhaps say, 1s the image of the total pre-
sence of the Infinite within any hmits 1t may choose to

t A bibliography of writings on The Sublime between Kant (1790) and 1888
will be found in Sexdl, Jur Geschichie des Erhabenheitsbegriffes seit Kant (Leipzig,
1888) He gives some sinty names, 1n addition to those of historians, for this
pentod, though he confines himsclf to the Germans Some other 1eferences
are given in my Theory of Beauty,1x § 14
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assume; sublimity the image of its boundlessness, and of
1ts rejection of any pretension to independence or abso-
luteness on the part of its finite forms, the one the image
of 1ts immanence, the other of 1ts transcendence

BENEDETTO CROCE
1866—

To some 1dealist, and thereforc in the mam sympathetic,
readers of Hegel, his weakness seemed to lie 1 his treatment of
the individual To establish a rational and necessary connexion
between universals scemed an 1deal realizable if not realized
by his methods Hegel, in replv to the crude challenge to
‘deduce’ his critic’s pen, rephed that he had more important
things to do But perhaps he had not He had attempted to
‘deduce’ mdnidual persons and events of history only those
which eluded him were classed with the professor’s pen as ‘un-
mmportant’ ' Either every imndividual thing and cvent was
capable of rationalization—and then in the very process it
scemed o lose 1ts individual character of immediate given fact—
or by 1ts very nature it was not And then 1t would be incum-
bent on the 1dealist philosopher to ‘deduce’ this irrationality, to
show more exphicitly how the character of individual things as
such nccessanily precluded the hope of exhibiting a rational
necessity for each one  Croce has been accused by his critics of
mysticism, of remtroducing mto philosophy, under the name of
wtuttion, an 1rrational or alogical element

For Hegel, beauty had been the embodiment of reason, reason
not indeed abstract nor exphcit, rather imphat and fused m
sense (But since this fusion m sense was a less perfect mode of
reason than 1ts explicit emergence 1 a ‘concrete’ philosophy—
was indeed a stage to be superseded both by the individual and
the race—1t was difficult to exhibit 1ts wholly rational nccessity.
Croce attempts to restore independence to the mdividual,
which he regards as the result or object of immediate mtuition
and as being alone and always beautiful An individual 1s
that which 15 1mmediately mtuited without bemng thought or
judged to be real or unreal, good or bad, useful or pernicious,

1 Phiosophy of History (Introduction)
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and so long as this innocence of apprehension can be maintained
we have the experience of beauty) Intuition 1s 1magnation; it
1s not knowledge, but provides the material upon which thought
works to produce knowledge But this aesthetic experience,
though the most primitive apprehension, 1s not crude sensation It
1s already a union of form and matter, though neither of these
can be apprehended separately but only inferred Croce 1nfers that
the matter to which intuition or imagination gives form—that
which stimulates the aesthetic experience and which, through
this experience, we come to know 1n the only way in which 1t 15
knowable—is the activities of our own will Under will he
includes desire and feeling

Spirit, then, has two characteristics—to will and to know,
neither of which would be possible without the other For will
can only be exercised in a known situation and conversely
(since there 1s nothing outside spirit) there 1s primarily nothing
to know but those blind states of attraction and repulsion called
‘feehng’ which are the primary manifestation of will The
ultimately unintelhgible presupposition of all experience, then,
is that the spint’s own volitional states should be mntuited by 1t
1 the form of ‘images’ It 1s hardly less mysterious how or why
the spirit next proceeds, by the cxercise of thought, to distinguish
some among these mmages as ‘true perceptions of reality’ and
others as ‘mere imaginations’

But whatever the difficulties, we recognize in Croce an attempt
both to explain on 1dealist lines our experience of individuals
not rationally seen to be necessary, and also, by the same means,
to restore the autonomy of aesthetic experience, degraded by
Hegel as imperfect rationality, and to give 1t an independent
place among spiritual actisities, prior, ndeed, to rational

xperience and the basis of 1t, but not replaceable by 1t
f Whenever, then, we apprehend a pure indiidual image, without
reasoning or judging about 1t, without raising even the question
of reality or unreality, then, according to Croce, we have
‘expressed’ to ourselies or intuited a state of our own souls and
ha e experienced beauty Without accepting this whole meta-
physic, it may be possible to agree that individuals, perceived
or 1magined, which express feeling are alone and always
beautiful, and that feehngs can only be apprehended—as dis-
tinct from being felt—when expressed 1n perceived or imagined
mdnidunls
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A Breviary of Aesthetics® (1913)

1. What 1s Art? ‘What is art? I reply, 1n the briefest and
simplest terms, that art 1s vision or intwition. The artist
produces an 1mage or a dream; and those who appreciate
his art turn their eyes 1 the direction he has indicated,
look through the loophole which he has opened, and
reproduce i themselves that image. ‘Intwition’, ‘vision’,
‘contemplation’, ‘fancy’, ‘imagination’, ‘patterns’, ‘re-
presentations’, and the like, are almost synonymous words,
continually recurring in discusstons about art, and all
leading us to the same conception or system of concep-
tions —a clear indication of universal agreement.

But thus reply, that art 1s intuition, gets both its meaning
and 1ts value by all which 1t implicitly denies, by all that
from which 1t distinguishes art What then are the dis-
tinctions imphicit 1n 1t? I will indicate the chief, or at
least those which are most important to us mn the present
stage of thought

First, the answer denies that art 1s a physical fact. ? that
it consists, for instance, in any definite colours or colour-
relations, or bodily forms, or sounds or sound-relations,
1n any definite manifestations of heat or clectricity, or,
shortly, in anything that can be called physical Even in
popular thought we find signs of this ‘physical’ heresy
Like children who grasp a soap-bubble and try to grasp
the rainbow, the human mind, 1n its love of beautiful
things, naturally turns to look for their causes in nature,
and tries to think, or believes 1t ought to think, that certain
colours and shapes are beautiful and certan others ugly.
The same attempt has been deliberately and methodically
carried out more than once in the history of thought:
from the artists and thinkers of Greece and of the Renais-

1 Signor Croce, 1n generously allowing me to extract from his writings,
asked that stress should be laid on the Breviario, as representing his maturer
thought, rather than on the fuller and more fully argued Estetzca (19o1),
and that it should be read 1n the hight of his article on Aesthetics in the 14th
edition of the Encyclopedia Britanmica (192g) 1 have fclt bound to comply
There 1s a translation of the Breviario by Ainshe (Essentials of Aesthetic, 1921)

2 Cf Plato, Hippas, p 6, Plotinus, p 49
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sance, who fixed ‘canons’ for bodily beauty, and specu-
lated on the discovery of geometrical or numerical rela-
tions in form and music, down to the aesthetic researchers
of the mneteenth century, such as Fechner,'! and those
‘observations’ on the connexion of scientific facts with
art, which, 1n our own day, are naively reported to our
congresscs of philosophy, psychology, and natural science.
The question ‘Is Art a physical fact?” should properly be
put 1n a different form: ‘Can art be analyscd by physical
sciencc?’? That certainly can be done, and 1n fact we
do 1t cvery time that we neglect the sense of a poem, and
sacrifice 1ts enjoyment, i order to count the words of
which 1t 1s made up or to divide them into letters and
syllables; or whenever we neglect the beauty of a statue
in order to measure and weigh 1t—things as necessary for
the transport of statuary as the others were for setting up
a page of poetry, but quite useless to the votary of artistic
contemplation, for whom 1t 1s nerther profitable nor law-
ful to neglect his proper object. Even in this second inter-
pretation, then, art 1s not a physical fact That 1s to say,
when we try to penetrate mnto 1ts nature and its methods,
we arc not helped by any scientific analysis

A sccond distinction 1s 1implied 1n defining art as intu-
tion { If art 1s inturtion, and 1f intuttion means ‘theory’s
1n the original sense of contemplation, then art cannot be
a utilitarian activity 4 And since a utilitanan activity
is onc which aims at sccuring a pleasure or removing a
pain, art1n its essence can have nothing to do with utility,
pleasure, or pain, as such The best that can be done
i support of the definition of art as what pleases, 1s to
maintain that 1t 1s not simply what pleascs, but what
pleases in a particular way$ But such a qualification 1s
not a defence but an abandonment of the position;
since, 1f art 15 a particular kind of pleasure, 1ts distinctive

Y Vorschule der Aesthetih (1876), of Hogarth, p 88, Muchell, p 261

: s1a constrinbile fisicamente 3 Italian teoria, Greek fewpla

4+ Cf Plato, Hippras, p 10

5 Cf Plato,p 14, bantayana, § 11. p 198, Richards, p 282, Dewcy, p 306
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character would depend not on its pleasantness but on
what distinguishes it from other pleasant things. And so
we should have to turn our investigations to this distinc-
tive element, which is more or other than mere pleasure.
But this doctrine, which defines a1t as pleasure, is tech-
nically known as Hedonistic Aesthetic, and has a long
and complicated evolution in the history of aesthetics.
It appeared first in the Graeco-Roman world, was pre-
valent in the eighteenth century, flourished again in the
second half of the nineteenth, and is sull popular,
especially among beginners in aesthetic, who are chiefly
struck by the fact that art arouses pleasure The history of
this doctrine has consisted in the putting forward 1n turn
various classes of pleasure, or several classes together—
for instance the pleasures of the higher senses, the
pleasures of play, the pleasure of conscious power,
sexual pleasure, and the like—or elsc in mnserting elements
extraneous to pleasure—the satisfaction of intellectual
and moral needs, and so on.! And the evolution of the
doctrine has been due precisely to its instability, to its
attempt to digest the foreign elements which it had to
introduce 1f 1t was in any way to agree with the facts of
art. And thus it ended by destroying 1tself as a hedonistic
theory and by unconsciously suggesting a new theory, or
at least showing the necessity for one And since every
error is founded upon some truth (and the truth of the
physical theory 1s, as we have seen, in the possibility of
analysing art scientifically like other things), the hedonis-
tic theory has 1ts eternal basis of truth mn 1ts emphasis
on the hedomistic accompaniment or pleasure which
is common to the aesthetic activity and all other activities
of the mmd. This we have no imtention of denying,
however flatly we deny the identification of art with
pleasure and distinguish them by defining it as intuition.
{ A third distinction effected by our theory of art as intui-
tion is that between it and the moral activity.2 By the
1 See index under Pleasure, Senses (aesthetic), Play, Sex, Truth, Morality.
2 Cf Sidney, Tolstoy, pp 54, 192

3778 H h
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latter we mean that type of practical activity, which,
though necessarily concerned with what is useful, and
with pleasure and pain, is not itself simply utilitarian or
hedonistic, but occurs on a higher mental level. But
intuition, as being contcmplative, 1s opposed to any
practical activity. Art, in fact, as was long ago observed,
1s not produced by an act of will; the good will which
makes a good man does not make an artist. And since
it 1s not produced by an act of will, art is exempt from
moral distinctions, not by any privilege of immunity, but
because moral distinctions simply do not apply. An
artist may imaginatively represent an act worthy of moral
praisc or blame, but his representation, being 1magina-
tron, 1s worthy of neither. Not only can no penal code
condemn an 1maginative representation to death or to
prison, but no reasonable man can make it the object of
a moral judgement. To judge immoral Dante’s Francesca,
or moral Shakespeare’s Cordelia, whose functions are
purely artistic and who are Iike notes of music from the
soul of Dante or Shakespeare, would be no better than
to judge a triangle wicked, or a square moralj Not but
what the moralistic theory 1s, 1 its turn, represented in
the hustory of aesthetic doctrines, and even to-day 1s not
altogether dead, though pretty well discredited in popu-
lar thought. It 1s discredited not only by its intrinsic
weakness, but to some extent by a certain moral weakness
to which our time is prone, and which recommends to
our sophisticated temperaments a refutation that ought
to be based, as we base it, on purely rational grounds

An offspring of this moralistic doctrine is the end set
before art of guiding to good and inspiring hatred of evil,
of correcting and refining manners, as 1s also the demand
made on artists to do their part in educating the masses,
ammating the warlike or nationalist spirit of a people,
and spreading the 1deals of sobriety and industry None
of which things can be done by art any more than by
geometry, which 1s not thought the less respectable for
that; nor does one see why art should be. That art
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cannot do these things seems to be suspected even by the
moralistic philosophers, since they so readily make terms
with her, and allow her to purvey pleasures, even if they
are not moral, so long as they are not confessedly shame-
ful, and counsel her to use for good ends her power of
conquering men’s minds with pleasure; to gild the pill and
smear with sweetmeat the hip of the cup which holds the
bitter draught ! In short they bid her play the harlot
(since her origmal sin cannot be rooted out), but all in the
service of Holy Church and of morality—meretrix ecclesiae.
Or again such theorists bethought them of using art for
didactic ends, since science as well as virtue 1s arduous,
and art might sweeten 1ts harshness and charm us within
the doors of the mansion of science; might indeed lead
us thither, as through a garden of Armuda, gaily and
luxuriously, without our knowing what great profit we
were recerving or what solemn regeneration was in store
for us 2 Nowadays we cannot recall these theories with-
out a smile, but we should not forget that in therr time
they were taken seriously and sprang from a serious effort
to understand the nature of art and to concerve of 1t more
worthily, and that there were believers (to confine our-
selves to Italian literature) named Dante and Tasso, Parini
and Alfieri, Manzoni and Mazzini And this moralistic doc-
trine 1n 1ts turn has been, and 1s,and ever will be profitable
in virtue of its very contradictions, 1t has been, 1s, and will
be an attempt, however misguided, to distinguish art from
mere pleasure, with which 1t 1s often confused, and to give
1t a more worthy place 3 Moreover, like other doctrines, it
has 1ts element of truth. For, 1f art 1s outstde the sphere of
morality, the artist is not. As a man he comes under its
laws and never escapes the duties of a man His art itself,
that art which is not and cannot be morality, he must con-
sider as a mussion, to be exercised as if it were a priesthood
Finally—and this perhaps 1s the most important of
the general distinctions which I must here enumerate—

T Cf Sidney, p 54, and Hegel, p 163 2 Cf Muratori, p 60
3 Cf Plato, Hippras, p 11
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the definition of art as intuition denies to it the character
of conceptual knowledge.! Conceptual knowledge, in
its pure form of philosophy, is always realistic. That 1s
to say, it aims at distinguishing reality from unreality,
or at putting what 15 ‘unreal’ in its proper place by in-
cluding 1t 1n the real world as an inadequate aspect of
reality. But intuition just means the absence of distinction
between reality and unreality,? it 1s the imaginary as a
mere mental picture, the pure idealism of imagination,
By contrasting the intuitive or sensuous with the con-
ceptual or intelligent consciousness we aim at establishing
the independence of this more simple and elementary
form of consciousness, which has been compared to the
dream of the contemplative hfe, whose waking is philo-
sophy. The man who, when faced by a work of art, asks
whether what the artist has expressed is metaphysically
or historically true or false, asks a meaningless question,
and makes a mistake like that of summoning to the bar of
morality the airy pictures of imagination. The question
1s meaningless, because the distinction of truth and false-
hood must concern a judgement or statement about
reality and cannot apply to the mere presence of an
image, to a mere subject without a predicate, of which
nothing is asserted, and which, therefore, does not enter
mto a Judgemcnt.g It 1s irrelevant to object that the very
individual character of the image depends upon a refer-
ence to the universal of which it is an instance. We are
not denymng that the universal, like the spirit of God, is
omnipresent and breathes 1ts Iife into all things. What we
deny 1s that in mtwition as such the umversal is logically
and explicitly thought. It is equally irrelevant to recall
the doctrine of the unity of the mind; for this is not
destroyed, but rather emphasized, by the clear distinction
between imagination and thought, since from this distinc-
tion arises the opposttion 1in which concrete unity consists.3

! Cf Muratori, p 61
2 Cf Vico,p 73,Kant,§2,p 110,Moore,§ 116,p 249, Colhngwood, p 292
3 Cf Gentile
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This character of art which distinguishes intuition from
conception, art from philosophy and history,—that is
to say, from both the assertion of the universal and the
perception or narration of the event,—has also been called
its ideality) And 1dealty is the very essence of art. No
sooner are reflection and judgement developed out of this
ideality than art fades and dies. It dies in the artist, who
becomes a critic; and it dies in his audience, who become
cratics of life instead of his enchanted listeners.} . . .

In the philosophy of the nineteenth century, examples
of identifying or confusing art with rehgion and philo-
sophy are afforded by Schelling and Hegel, of its con-
fusion with natural science by Taine,? of 1ts confusion
with historical and documentary research by the theores
of the French ‘verists’; of its confuston with mathematics
by the Herbartian formalists. But 1t would be vain to
look 1n these authors, or others that might be named, for
clear instances of such errors Error 1s always confused;
if it were not, it would be the truth.

But, it may be asked, what place can there be in man’s
mind for a world of pure imagination, without philoso-
phical, historic, religious, or scientific truth, without
even moral or hedomstic value? What can be more
futile than to dream with our eyes open, in a Iife that
needs not only open eyes but open mind and active
spirit? Mere imagination—we have no very flattering
names for the man who lives upon that, we call him a
dreamer, and, often as not, an 1dle dreamer. { Dreaming
is not very effective and not very interesting* can that be
art?’) No doubt we can amuse ourselves with reading
some rigmarole of adventures, where picture follows
picture without rhyme or reason, but we do it when we
are tired, when we have to kill time; we are well enough
aware that such stuff is not art.

In truth, intuition 1s the creation of an image; not of
a mass of incoherent images produced by calling up old

! Cf. Matthew Arnold’s saying that poetryis criucismof fe  Essays in Criticism,
I “The Study of Poetry’. 2 L’Id¢al dans I’ Art, and Philosophue de I’ Art (1864,
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images and letting them follow one another at random,
or at random combining them together—a man’s head
with a horse’s body—as in the childish game. It was to
express this difference between intuition and fantasy that
the ancient Poetics chiefly used the idea of Unity, re-
quiring that every work of art should be simplex et unum;!
or the allied 1dea of Unity in Varety, according to which
the mamfold images should find a focus, and be absorbed
i one complex image. For the same purpose the aesthetic
of the nincteenth century invented the distinction, to be
found 1n many, of its philosophers, between imagina-
tion,? the peculiarly artistic faculty, and fancy,3 which is
martistic To pile up mmages, to select, to divide, to com-
bine them, presupposes their creation and possession.
It 1s imagination which creates, while fancy 1s barren,
fit for mechanical combination, not for generating organic
life.

Intuition 1s truly artistic, 1s truly intuition, and not
a chaotic mass of images, only when 1t 1s animated by a
vital principle native to itself. What then 1s this principle?

The answer may be said to emerge as the result of criti-
aizing the greatest contest of conflicting tendencies ever
waged 1n the ficld of art, a conflict waged not only 1n the
age when 1t was most conspicuous, and to which 1t gave
its name the conflict of Classicism and Romanticism 4
In general terms, such as we must use at present, and
apart from minor accidental differences, romanticism
demands from art above all things a spontaneous torrent
of emotion, love and hatred, anguish and triumph,
despair and rapture It 1s contented, even dehghted,
with vague and misty images, a suggestive and unequal
style, dim hints, approximation of phrase, violent turbid
outlines. Classicism, on the other hand, loves the serene
soul, the learned design, figures studied 1n their character

1 Cf Anstotle, Poetics, p 32 2 fantasia

3 immaginazione Since Colendge the Enghish usage of these terms has been
fixed as opposite to the Jtahan Cf Wordsworth, p 130

+ Cf Hegel, pp 169-70, and Nietzsche, p 185
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and precise in line; deliberation, balance, lucidity. It
sets its face resolutely towards truth as romanticism did
towards feeling. And a host of reasons can be found for
maintaining either point of view and for confuting the
other. For what, ask the romantics, is an art worth, for
all its polished imagery, that does not speak to our hearts?
And if it speak to our hearts what matter 1if its imagery
lack polish® And their enemies will answer them: What
is this emotional excitement worth, when the mind can
find no lovely imagery to rest in? And if the imagery be
lovely, what matters the lack of a passion attamable
without the help of art, showered upon us by Iife often
more freely than we could wish? !

But we see this distinction vanish, we become unable
to utter the watchword of either school, so soon as we
experience the weakness and futility of the defence of
either of these inadequate points of view. We have only
to turn our eyes away from the commonplaces of art pro-
duced by the romantic and classicizing schools, those alike
which are convulsed with passion and those which are
coldly conventional, we have only to fix them on the
works no longer of imitators but of masters, not of medio-
crity but of genius Great artists and great work, or at
least the great parts of 1t, can be called neither classicist
nor romantic, nerther passionate nor imitative; for they
are both classical and romantic, emotional and hfe-like;
they are sheer emotion absolutely identified with the
most lucid 1magery Such notably were the works of
Greek art and of Italian art and poetry . . .

What gives unity and coherence to mntuition is feeling.?
Intuitions are truly such because they represent feeling,
and only thence can they arise It 1s not a thought but a
feeling that gives to art the airy lightness of its symbolism.
Art is an 1deal within the four corners of an image. Here
the aspiration and the imagery exist in and for each other.
Epic and lyric or drama and lyric are scholastic distinc-

' Cf Herbart, Encyclopaedia, p 156
2 Cf Alison, p 105, Colendge, p 134
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tions of what cannot be separated. Art is always lyrical
just because it is the epic and drama of the feelings. What
we admire 1n genuine works of art is the perfect imagina-
tive form in which a state of mind clothes itself; that 1s
what we call the hfe, the unity, the fulness, the consis-
tency of a work of art. What offends us in false or faulty
work is the unresolved discord of different moods, their
mere superimposition or confusion or their alternation,
which gets but a superficial unity forced upon it by the
author, who for this purpose makes use of some abstract
1dea or plan or of some unaesthetic passton. . . .

From this point of view 1t 1s instructive to consider the
endless disputes over dramatic unity,! which from the
external hmmtations of time and place was first reduced
to the unity of ‘action’, and this finally to the unity of
‘interest’, just as interest might in 1ts turn have been pro-
perly dissolved into the interest of the poet’s nund, his
personal aspiration or feeling Instructive too, as we have
seen, are the negative results of the great dispute between
classicists and romantics; where we find refuted, on the
one hand, the art of abstract feeling, which, by the
violence of crude passion not mastered in contemplation,
tries to distract us from 1ts feeble 1magery; and, on the
other hand, the classicist art, which by superficial lucidity,
pretentious correctness of design, and preciosity of phrase,
would hide the absence of what alone could justify its
ingenuity, an mspiring passton A famous saying of an
Enghsh cnitic,? which has now become a journalistic
commonplace, asserts that ‘all art constantly aspires to-
wards the condition of music’ It might be said more
exactly that all the arts are music, thus emphasizing that
1t 1s nerther mechanical combination nor pedantic realism
that can give birth to artistic 1magery, but feeling only.
Another saying, not less celebrated, by a quasi-philo-
sopher? of Switzerland, which has had the same question-
able fortune of populanty, makes the discovery that

! Anstotle, Poetics,v,vin  Cf Butcher, Aristotle’s Theory of Poetry and Fine Art,vu
2 Pater, The Renawssance, “The School of Giorgione’ 3 Amiel
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‘every landscape 15 a mood’—a truism, not because the
landscape is a landscape, but because it is art.

1. Prejudices about Art The feeling or mood is not a
particular kind of import, it 15 the whole universe seen
sub specie inturtioms. Expression and beauty are not two
1deas but one, which may be called by either of these
synonymous terms. Artistic imagmation is always em-
bodied but has no excrescences It has always its appro-
priate clothing, but is not hung with extrinsic ornament.

New Essays in Aesthetics (1920)

An Eclectic Attempt in the History of the Formatwe Aris. The
difficult pomnt to keep clear 1s that the form 1s always
expressive and yet the expression 1s always pure form; the
artistic act turns passion into contemplation and thereby
makes it a thing of beauty.! Inexpressive forms, beautiful
in their own nature, forms purely plastic or picturesque,
are things easy to talk about but in fact mere vocal
sounds To dispose figures 1n one way or another, to
imagine i onc way or another the bodies of men and
animals, plants and everything else, to light a picture in
this way or that, and so on, all these are the acuvity of
mmagination 1tself, at once necessary and free, 1ssuing
from a particular feeling and creating a particular 1image
which 1s no longer that particular feeling because 1t 1s that
and somcthing more 2 Not only ‘a landscape 15 a mood’,
but every line, colour, or tonc 1s the embodiment or reality
of a ‘mood’ .. ‘Eyes which see differently’ are 1n fact
the mind which feels and dreams and desires differently.

Aestheticss ( 1901)

xi1 Physical beauty 1s usually divided into natural and
artifictal. Here we are faced by onc of the greatest diffi-
culties of aesthetic —Natural Beauty These words often
indicate merely the satisfaction of our wants. When we
call the country beautiful because the eye 1s rested by

I Cf Wordsworth, Preface, p 129 2 Cf Nettleship, p 188
3 There 1s a translation by Ainslie The second edition only should be used

3778 11
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verdure, the body is braced, and the warm sunshine
caresses our limbs, we use the word in no aesthetic sense.
But it is unquestionable that at other times the epithet
‘beautiful’,applied to natural scenes and objects, is purely
aesthetic.

It has been noticed that to get aesthetic satisfaction
from natural objects, we must neglect their actual or
historical reality, and distinguish their pure appearance
or manifestation from thewr actual existence, . . . that
nature 1s only beautiful for the man who sees it wuth
the eyes of an artist; that zoologists and botanists know
nothing of beautiful animals or flowers, and that natural
beauty 1s revealed to us. Without the aid of imagination,
nothing 1n nature 1s beautiful, and with its aid, according
to our disposition, the same thing 1s now expressive, now
unmeaning, nOW CXpressive 1 one way, now 1n another,
sad or joyful, sublime or ridiculous, . . Man, faced with
natural beauty, 1s exactly the mythical Narcissus at the
pool* . . One artist 15 in raptures before a smiling
landscape, another before a rag-and-bone shop: one
before the face of a pretty girl and another before the
squalid features of some old ruffian. The first will perhaps
say that the rag-shop and the ruffian are disgusting, and the
second that the smiling landscape and the pretty girl are
boring They may dispute endlessly, they will not agree
t1ll they have been treated with such a dose of aesthetics
as will enable them to see that they are both right

Pure Intustion and the Lyrical Character of Art
Published 1n Problems of Aesthetics, 1910

What we seek and enjoy 1 art, what makes our heart
leap up and ravishes our admiration, is the life, the move-
ment, the passion, the fire, the feeling of the artist; that
alone gives us the supreme criterion for distinguishing
works of true and false art, inspiration and failure.
Passion and feeling cover a multitude of sins. If they are
lacking, nothing can take their place.

! Cf Plotinus V, vin 2, p 49, Alison, p 105, Hegel, p 160
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1873-
Principia Ethica (1903)

114 (1). It is plain that in those instances of aesthetic
appreciation, which we think most valuable, there is
included, not merely a bare cognition of what 1s beautiful
in the object, but also some kind of feeling or emotion.
It 1s not sufficient that a man should merely see the
beautiful qualities 1n a picture and know that they are
beautiful, ;n order that we may give his state of mind the
highest praise We require that he should also appreciate
the beauty of that which he sees and which he knows to
be beautiful—that he should feel and see s beauty. And
by these expressions we certainly mean that he should
have an appropriate emotion towards the beautiful
qualities which he cogmzes. It 1s perhaps the case that
all aesthetic emotions have some common quality; but
1t 1s certain that differences in the emotion seem to
be appropriate to differences 1n the kind of beauty
percerved: and by saying that different emotions are
appropriate to different kinds of beauty, we mean that
the whole which 1s formed by the consciousness of that
kind of beauty together with the emotion appropriate to it,
1s better than if any other emotion had been felt 1n con-
templating that particular beautiful object. Accordingly
we have a large varnety of different emotions, each of
which 1s a necessary constituent 1 some state of con-
sciousness which we judge to be good. All of these
emotions are essential elements 1 great positive goods;
they are parts of organic wholes,which have great intrinsic
value But it is important to observe that these wholes
are organic, and that, hence, 1t does not follow that the
emotion, by utself, would have any value whatsoever, nor
yet that, if 1t were directed to a different object, the whole
thus formed might not be positively bad And, in fact, it
seems to be the case that if we distinguish the emotional
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element, in any aesthetic appreciation, from the cognitive
element, which accompanies 1t and 1s, 1n fact, commonly
thoughtofas a partofthe emotion; and if we consider what
value this emotional element would have, existing by itself,
we can hardly think that it has any great value, even if it
has any at all. Whereas, 1f the same emotion be directed
to a different object, if, for instance, 1t is felt towards an
object that 1s positively ugly, the whole state of conscious-
ness is certainly often positively bad in a high degree.
115 (2) In the last paragraph I have pointed out the
two facts, that the presence of some emotion 1s necessary
to give any very high value to a state of aesthetic appre-
cation, and that, on the other hand, this same emotion,
in 1tself, may have little or no value 1t follows that these
emotions give to the wholes of which they form a part a
value far greater than that which they themselves possess.
The same 1s obviously true of the cognitive element which
must be combined with these emotions 1n order to form
these highly valuable wholes;! and the present paragraph
will attempt to define what is meant by this cogmtive
element, so far as to guard agamnst a possible misunder-
standing When we talk of seeing a beautiful object, or,
more generally, of the cognition or consciousness of a
beautiful object, we may mean by these expressions some-
thing which forms no part of any valuable whole There
is an ambiguity 1n the use of the term ‘object’, which
has probably been responsible for as many enormous
errors 1n philosophy and psychology as any other single
cause This ambiguity may easily be detected by con-
sidering the proposition, which, though a contradiction
in terms, 1s obviously true. That when a man sees a beau-
tiful prcture, he may see nothing beautiful whatever.2

! Cf Ross, The Right and the Good, p 71, where the Provost of Oriel, criticiz-
ing Prinapra Ethica, § 18, says “The true analysis of the consciousness of a
beautiful object, 1t would seem, 15 not 1nto consciousness plus the beautiful
object, but into (a) 1ts being an instance of consciousness in general, and (b)
its being an instance of consciousness of something beautiful And 1t seems
to owe 1ts whole value to the second of the facts named * Cf Herbart,p 153

2 Cf Berkeley,p 76
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The ambiguity consists in the fact that, by the ‘object’ of
vision (or cognition), may be meant either the qualities
actually seen or all the qualities possessed by the thing
seen.” Thus in our case: when 1t 1s said that the picture
is beautiful, it is meant that 1t contains qualities which
are beautiful; when it is said that the man sees the picture,
1t is meant that he sees a great number of the qualities
contained 1n the picture, and when 1t 1s said that, never-
theless, he sees nothing beautiful, 1t 1s meant that he does
not see those qualities of the picture which are beautiful.
When, therefore, I speak of the cognition of a beautiful
object, as an essential element in a valuable aesthetic
appreciation, I must be understood to mean only the
cognition of the beautiful qualities possessed by that object,
and not the cogmtion of other qualities of the object
possessing them And this distinction must 1tself be care-
fully distinguished from the other distinction expressed
above by the distinct terms ‘seeing the beauty of a thing’
and ‘seeing 1ts beautiful qualities’. By ‘seeing the beauty
of a thing’ we commonly mean the having an emotion
towards 1ts beautiful qualities, whereas 1n the ‘seeing of its
beautiful qualities’ we do not include any emotion By
the cogmtive element, which 1s equally necessary with
emotion to the existence of a valuable appreciation, I
mean merely the actual cognition or consciousness of any
or all of an object’s beautsful qualities—that 1s to say any
or all of those elements 1n the object which possess any
positive beauty. That such a cogmtive element 1s essen-
tial to a valuable whole may be easily seen, by asking:
What value should we attribute to the proper emotion
excited by hearing Beethoven’s Fifth Symphony, 1if that
emotion were entirely unaccompanied by any conscious-
ness, either of the notes, or of the melodic and harmonic
relations between them? And that the mere hearing
of the Symphony, even accompanied by the appro-
priate emotion, 1s not sufficient, may be easily seen, 1f we
consider what would be the state of a man, who should
! Cf Alexander, p 267, Ducasse, p 312
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hear all the notes, but should no¢ be aware of any of those
melodic and harmonic relations, which are necessary
to constitute the smallest beautiful elements in the
Symphony.

116 (3). Connected with the distinction just made
between ‘object’ in the sense of the qualities actually
before the mind, and ‘object’ 1n the sense of the whole
thing which possesses the qualities actually before the
mind, is another distinction of the utmost importance for
a correct analysis of the constituents necessary to a valu-
able whole. It 1s commonly and rightly thought that to
see beauty in a thing which has no beauty is 1n some way
inferior to seeing beauty in that which really has it But
under this single description of ‘seeing beauty in that
which has no beauty’, two very different facts, and facts of
very different value, may be included We may mean
either the attribution to an object of really beautiful
qualities which 1t does not possess or the feeling towards
qualities, which the object does possess but which are
in reality not beautiful, an emotion which 1s appropriate
only to qualities really beautiful. Both these facts are of
very frequent occurrence; and in most mstances of emo-
tion both no doubt occur together. but they are obviously
quite distinct, and the distinction is of the utmost impor-
tance for a correct estimate of values. The former may be
called an error of judgement, and the latter an error of
taste, but it 1s important to observe that the ‘error of taste’
commonly involves a false judgement of value; whereas the
‘error of judgement’ 1s merely a false judgement of fact.

Now the case which I have called an error of taste,
namely, where the actual qualities we admure (whether
possessed by the ‘object’ or not) are ugly, can in any case
have no value, except such as may belong to the emotion
by utself; and in most, if not in all, cases 1t 1s a considerable
positive evil. In this sense, then, 1t is undoubtedly right
to think that seeing beauty in a thing which has no
beauty is inferior in value to seeing beauty where beauty
really is. But the other case 1s much more difficult. In
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this case there is present all that I have hitherto men-
tioned as necessary to constitute a great positive good:
there is a cognition of qualities really beautiful, together
with an appropriate emotion towards these qualities.
There can, therefore, be no doubt that we have here
a great positive good. But there is present also something
else; namely, a belief that these beautiful qualities exist,
and that they exist in a certain relation to other things—
namely, to some properties of the object to which we
attribute these qualities: and further the object of this
belief 1s false.! And we may ask, with regard to the
whole thus constituted, whether the presence of the
belief, and the fact that what 1s believed is false, make any
difference to 1ts value? We thus get three different cases
of which 1t is very important to determine the relative
values Where both the cognition of beautiful qualities
and the appropriate emotion are present we may also
have either, (1) a belief n the existence of these qualities,
of which the object, 1.e that they exist, is true* or (2)
a mere cognition, without belef,? when 1t is (2) true, ()
false, that the object of the cognition, i.e the beautiful
qualities, exists. or (3) a belief in the existence of the
beautiful qualities, when they do not exist. The impor-
tance of these cases arises from the fact that the second
defines the pleasures of 1magination,? including a great
part of the appreciation of those works of art which are
representative, whereas the first contrasts with these the
appreciation of what s beautiful in Nature,and the human
affections 3 The third, on the other hand, 1s contrasted
with both, in that 1t is chiefly cxemplified in what is called
musdirected affection; and it1s possible also that the love of
God, 1n the case of a believer, should fall under this head.

117. Now all these three cases, as I have said, have
something 1in common, namely, that, in them all, we
have a cognition of really beautiful qualities together
with an appropriate emotion towards those qualities.
I think, therefore, 1t cannot be doubted (nor is it com-
I Cf Ross, p 317 2 Cf Croce, p 238. 3 Cf Alexander, p 269
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monly doubted) that all three include great positive
goods; they are all things of which we feel convinced that
they are worth having for their own sakes. And I think
that the value of the second, in either of its two sub-
divisions, is precisely the same as the value of the element
common to all three. In other words, in the case of
purely imaginative appreciations we have merely the
cognition of really beautiful qualities together with the
appropriate emotion; and the question, whether the
object cognized exists or not, seems here, where there 1s
no belief either 1n its existence or in 1its non-existence, to
make absolutely no difference to the value of the total
state. But it seems to me that the two other cases do
differ in intrinsic value both from this one and from one
another, even though the object cognized and the appro-
priate emotion should be 1dentical 1n all three cases I
think that the additional presence of a belief in the
reality of the object makes the total state much better,
if the belief 1s true; and worse, 1if the belief 15 false. In
short, where there 1s belief, 1n the sense in which we do
believe 1n the existence of Nature and horses, and do not
believe 1n the existence of an ideal landscape and uni-
corns, the truth of what 1s believed does make a great
difference to the value of the organic whole.

121 (4) It has been commonly supposed that the
beautiful may be defined as that which produces certain
effects upon our feelings, and the conclusion which fol-
lows from this—namely, that judgements of taste are
merely subjective—that precisely the same thing may,
according to circumstances, be both beauuful and not
beautiful—has very frequently been drawn.! The con-
clusions of this chapter suggest a definition of beauty,
which may partially explamn and enurely remove the
difficulties which have led to this error. It appears prob-
able that the beautiful should be defined as that of which
the admiring contemplation is good 1n 1tself 2 That is to
say. To assert that a thing is beautiful is to assert that the

I Cf Xenophon, p 2 2 Cf Ross, p 320
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cognition of it is an essential element in one of the in-
trinsically valuable wholes we have been discussing; so
that the question, whether it is #ruly beautiful or not,
depends upon the objective question whether the whole in
question is or is not truly good, and does not depend
upon the question whether it would or would not excite
particular feelings in particular persons. This definition
has the double recommendation that it accounts both
for the apparent connexion between goodness and beauty
and for the no less apparent difference between these two
conceptions. It appears, at first sight, to be a strange
coincidence, that there should be two different objective
predicates of value, ‘good’ and ‘beautiful’, which are
nevertheless so related to one another that whatever is
beautiful is also good. But, if our definition be correct,
the strangeness disappears; since 1t leaves only one
unanalysable predicate of value, namely ‘good’, while
‘beautiful’, though not identical with, 1s to be defined by
reference to this, being thus, at the same time, different
from and necessarily connected with 1t. In short, on this
view, to say that a thing is beautiful is to say, not indeed
that 1t 1s uself good, but that it 1s a necessary element in
something which is: to prove that a thing 1s truly beauti-
ful is to prove that a whole, to which 1t bears a particular
relation as a part, 1s truly good ! And 1n this way we
should explain the immense predominance, among ob-
jects commonly considered beautiful, of material objects—
objects of the external senses, since these objects, though
themselves having, as has been said, Iittle or no intrinsic
value, are yet essential constituents 1n the largest group
of wholes which have intrinsic value. These wholes
themselves may be, and are, also beautiful, but the com-
parative rarity, with which we regard them as themselves
objects of contemplation, seems sufficient to explain the
association of beauty with external objects.

And secondly (2) it is to be observed that beautiful
objects arc themselves, for the most part, organic unities,
! Cf Ross, p 320

3778 K k
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in this sense, that they are wholes of great complexity,
such that the contemplation of any part, by itself, may
have no value, and yet that, unless the contemplation of
the whole includes the contemplation of that part, 1t will
lose 1n value From this it follows that there can be no
single criterion of beauty. It will never be true to say:
“This object owes 1ts beauty solely to the presence of this
characteristic’; nor yet that ‘Wherever this character-
istic 15 present, the object must be beautiful > All that
can be true 1s that certain objects are beautiful because
they have certain characteristics, 1n the sense that they
would not be beautiful unless they had them. And it may
be possible to find that certain characteristics are more
or less universally present 1n all beautiful objects, and
are, 1n this sense, more or less important conditions of
beauty But 1t i1s important to observe that the very
qualities, which differentiate one beaut:ful object from
all others, are, 1f the object be truly beautiful, as essential
to 1ts beauty, as those which 1t has in common with ever
so many others The object would no more have the
beauty 1t has, without 1ts specific qualities, than without
those that are generic, and the generic qualities, by them-
selves, would fail, as completely, to give beauty, as those
which are specific.!

THEODOR LIPPS
1851-1914
‘Empathy’, Inward Imitation, and Sense Feelings*
Archw fur die gesamte Psychologie, 1 (1903)

The sensible appearance of the beautiful object is the
object of aesthetic satisfaction, but, just as surely, 1t 1s not
the ground of that satisfaction The ground 1s myself or
the self, the same self who ‘in respect of” or ‘over against’
the object feel myself pleased or dehghted. But we must
add that I may not only feel myself pleased or delighted,
but also at the same time otherwise affected. Itis clear

I Cf Plato, p 5 2 Emfuhlung, innere Nachahmung und Organempfindungen
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that I feel myself, among other things, striving or willing,
bestirring myself, or taking pains and, 1 such striving or
contriving, I feel myself meeting or overcoming obstacles,
or perhaps yielding to them. I feel myself attamning a
goal, satisfying my striving and my will, I feel my efforts
successful. In a word I feel various inner activities. And
theremn I feel myself strong, hght, sure, resihent, perhaps
proud and the ike Some such manner of feeling myself
1s always the ground of aesthetic satisfaction.

It can be seen that this ground stands properly midway
between the object of aesthetic satisfaction and the self.
It must first be remarked that the feelings described have
not, hike the satisfaction, the beautiful thing as their
object. It is myself that I feel as powerfully active, free
or proud, when I aesthetically contemplate the beautful
thing. And I do not so feel myselfin relation to the thing
or over against 1t, but in it. But just as Iittle 1s the feeling
of activity the object of my satisfaction, that 1s my plea-
sure, in the beautiful object This acuvity does not
stand before me as an object Just as I do not feel active
over against the object but 1n 1t, so I do not feel pleasure
over against my activity butinit ...

When I contemplate the strong, proud, free human
figure that stands before me, I do not feel myself strong,
proud, and free without qualification as I stand there in
my own body 1n my own right, but I feel myself thus in
the contemplated object and only 1n 1t Aesthetic
satisfaction consists m this, that 1t 1s satisfaction 1 an
object, which yet, just so far as 1t 1s an object of satisfac-
tion, 1s not an object but myself, or it 1s satisfaction in a
self which yet, just so far as 1t 1s aesthetically enjoyed, is
not myself but something objective. This 1s what is
meant by Empathy that the distinction between the self
and the object disappears or rather does not yet exist !
I see a man making powerful, free, hght, perhaps coura-
geous motions of some kind, which are objects of my full
attention. I feel a sense of effort. I may carry this out

I Cf Collingwood, p 294.
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in real imitative movements. If so, I feel myself active.
I do not merely imagme but feel the endcavour, the
resistance of obstacles, the overcoming, the achievement.
But here are two possibilities. The imitation may be
voluntary: I mught wish to share the other’s feeling of
security and pride But then I have passed quite out of
the sphere of aesthetic feeling.! The immediate cause of
my effort and actvity is not the movement seen, but this
wish, which is different both from the limbs I see and the
self who contemplate

First, let us suppose that the 1mutation is involuntary.
This 15 likely in proportion as I am wrapped in con-
templation of the scen movement. If I am entirely
absorbed 1n contemplation of the movement, by that
very fact I am entirely distracted from what I am doing,
namely {from the movements which 1 actually perform,
and from all that is going on in my body, I am no longer
conscious of this outward imitation. Sull the sense of
activity and effort persists in my consciousness . . . I stll
have the consciousness of inward imitation. But this
mward 1mitation happens for my consciousness only 1n
the thing I see. In a word, with my feeling of activity I
am absolutely incorporated in the moving body. I am
even spatially 1n its position, so far as the self has a spatial
position, I am transported mtoat So far as my conscious-
ness goes I am absolutely 1dentical with 1t So far as I
thus feel myself active 1 the observed object, 1 at the
same time feel myself free, light, proud, in 1t. This 1s
aesthetic imitation and also aesthetic empathy

Here all emphasis must be laid on the ‘identity’ which
exwsts for my consciousness This must be taken quite
strictly  In conscious imitation I see the movement on
the one hand, and I know how the man who executes it
feels himself 1 1t. T have an dea of the activity which
the other fecls, and of his freedom and pride. On the
other hand I directly experience my movement; I feel my
acuvity, freedom, pride, &c.

! Cf Plato, p 27.
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Contrariwise in the acsthetic imitation this opposition
is absolutely overcome The two are made one. The
mere idea disappears and 1s replaced by my actual feeling.
And so 1t comes about that I feel myself carrying out the
movement in the other’s movement.

In this aesthetic imitation we may seem to find a fact
analogous to that of our own unimitative movement. The
only difference seems to be that I now have the conscious-
ness of experiencing and carrying out a movement which
in fact, and for subsequent reflection, 1s another’s. But
this would be to overlook the essential difference. In
both instances my 1nner activity, my effort and success,
the experienced satisfaction of my effort, are all mune.
But they are not in both instances the activities of the
same self. In unimitative movement the activity belongs
to my real self, my whole personality endowed, as 1t
actually 1s, with all its scnsations, ideas, thoughts, feel-
ings, and especially with the motive or inner occasion
from which the movement springs In aesthetic imita-
tion, on the other hand, the self is an 1deal self But this
must not be misunderstood This 1deal self too 1s real,
but it 1s not the practical self. It 1s the contemplative self
which only exists in the lingering contemplation of the
object

So far we have treated aesthetic imitation as being out-
ward as well as inward, as though we actually made the
movements we were watching. But this outward com-
pletion of the movement may not emerge .  The chief
feature of aesthetic imitation 1s that 1t aims at activity of
the self In this instinctive tendency to self-activity 1s its
ultimate ground. But it also Les in the nature of the
impulse to this imitation that the effort for such self-
activity can be satisfied 1n a mere perception of the move-
ment, which relaxes the effort of imitation So this effort
seeks no further satisfaction, and in particular 1t does not
seek satisfaction 1n experiences of the sense-organs of our
own bodzes. . . .

Feelings due to my bodily states disappear from my
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consciousness in proportion as I am lost in contemplation
of the aesthetic object, since 1t 1s an object to which my
bodily states do not belong !

The beauty of an object is always the beauty of that
object and never the pleasantness of anything else which
is not the beautiful object nor belonging to it. I mean
particularly that it is impossible that pleasure in the con-
dition of my body—which 1s something other than the
contemplated object and perhaps far removed from it in
space—should be felt by me as a pleasure in that object.

A further consideration of * Empathy’
Archw iv {1905)

It is a very different thing to say that a gesture seems to
me the expression of pride or gnef (or, better, that it
actually expresses to me or to my consciousness pride or
grief) and to say that when I perceive the gesture the
1dea of pride or grief is associated with 1t. If I see a stone
the 1dea of hardness, smoothness, &c , is associated with
this perception. But I never therefore say that the stone
I sec or the stone as I see 1t ‘expresses’ hardness or smooth-
ness. On the contrary, I say of what I perceive when I
contemplate the stone, that it 1s hard or smooth. Con-
versely I do not say of the gesture that it 1s proud or sad,
or if I say so, I know that I express myself inaccurately.
I know 1t would be better to say 1t 1s a gesture of pride or
grief But this only means it 1s one which expresses pride
or grief . The relation between the gesture and what
it expresses 1s symbolical .. 1t1s empathy.

What 1s connected with the perceived object merely by
association in the usual sense, does not belong to the
aesthetic object as such. The fact that Faust’s trouble
and despair affect us unpleasantly does not prevent our
total experience of them from being pleasant, owing to
the enrichment, extension, and elevation of mind which
1t contamns. The real self does not. .. experience the
troubles of Faust, ..1t1sthe contemplative or ideal self.

I Cf Mutchell, p 263.
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We must not, however, forget the distinction between
positive and negative empathy, to illustrate which I have
put side by side the empathy with a gesture of noble
pride and that with one of foolish vamity The feeling
embodied for me in the former makes an impression on
me which 1s readily accepted My whole being rebels
against the suggestion that I should feel as the latter
demands. . . . I am aware of the noble pride as an affirma-
tion of vitality which I gladly embrace, of the foolish
vanity as something repulsive because 1t 1s the negation
of vitality.! But of neither have I merely anidea; both are
experienced, the one as a free activity (though not wholly
spontaneous, simnce 1t springs from the object and is
stimulated by 1t), the other as an oppression

The only condition under which the state of mind pre-
sented to me gives me pleasure 1s when I ‘approve’ 1t 2.
When 1 ‘approve’ a past pleasure, I feel pleasure again,
not at having had a pleasure 1 the past, but at what
pleased me before ‘Approval’ 1s the actual harmony of
my present nature and activity with what I approve.
Just so I must ‘approve’ thec mental activities I apprehend
in others (that 1s to say I must sympathize with them) 1f
they are to please me 3

There 15 a distinction between empathic feelings—those
which I have ‘in an object’—and those which 1 have
about an object .. IfI feel my effort in a column, my
effort 15 that of the column,* and this 1s quite different
from my effort, for instance, to erect or ruin the column.
Or again, 1f I empathically feel my gatety and cheerful-
ness 1n the blue sky, then the blue sky smiles. My gaiety
is 1n 1t, belongs to 1t. This is quite different from smuling
at or about somcthing. .

Empathy-implies that my apprehension of a sensible
object immediately mvolves a tendency in me to a par-
ticular mental activity and that, owing to an instinct
which in the last resort can be analysed no further, these

I Cf Ruchards, p 281 2 billigen
3 Cf Ducasse, pp 314, 316 4+ Cf Home, p 94
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two, the apprehension and the definite mental activity,
are one inseparable activity. ... The consciousness of
this relation is the consciousness of pleasure in an object
and presupposes the apprehension of the object. It is
Empathy.

SIR WILLIAM MITCHELL
1861-

Structure and Growth of the Mind (1907)

vii, 1. In reading an experience into other minds, and
in our fecling 1t with them, we have the most obvious
examples of two mental acts. . . One of them 1s the in-
dividualizing of an object; the other 1s the being absorbed
nitt...

2. A fellow-feeling with lifeless things may seem a con-
tradiction, but 1t fills the poetry of nature old and new.
The trees of the field clap their hands, the little hills shout
for joy, grecat mountains have a voice, break forth into
singing, look abroad with silent brow; there are souls of
lonely places, the moanings of the homeless sea, the sullen
river and the woods waving and muttering In poetry
nature 1s constantly represented as the body of spirit, as

! These two acts comprise what 1s vaguely called ‘mnner imitation’, especi-
ally by German writers on the sense of beauty The term has now been
gwven up for Emnfuhlung, a word coined expressly to mean (a) our reading a
spirit into others and into things, and () our having fellow-fceling with them
In all early Einfuhlung both factors are present, just as we do not feel a colour
first as ours and then as the quality of a thing, so, as mentioned 1n the text
above, we do not first find another’s experience as ours and then transfer 1t
to im And always the first factor 1s present if the second 1s present But
frequently the first comes to be present without the second, we think an
object to have an experience without ourselves iving 1t with him  Hence
the two factors have been distinguished, the first as Ewnfuhlung— the reading
an experience mnto an object, and the second as Ernsfuhlung—the feeling at
onc with 1t When the question arose how much of ourselves we read into
things, the word was naturally extended from reading an experience toreading
a life, and then (most fully by Lipps, Aesthet:k) to reading any imndividuality
nto things  With this extension Ewmfuhlung corresponds to the first of the two
acts mentioned 1n the text,viz to individuahizing The second of the two—
absorption in an object—includes Emsfuhlung, but extends to our living 1n
any object whether we individualize 1t or not, 1t 1s our experience of any
object 1n which we are finding a purely intrinsic interest (W M)
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concentred in a life intense. To mingle with the universe
and feel, not only with rattling thunders, self-poised stars,
or the quiet of her sky, but with common plants, the
silver-fall of springs, and other quite earthly things, and
in the golden time, our time of learning, to fling arms of
love round Nature and find her living, as Pygmalion
found the statue, that is the language of the literature
that we have to get by heart when we arc young.?. ..

And, to the apparent contradiction of making lifeless
things feel, we appear to add another; for 1n sympathizing
with them we are sometimes said to give them our spirit,
but as often we are said to enter into theirs. We speak of
giving them the colour of our minds, of clothing them
with sentiment, of charging them with emotion, of
throwing a veil of mystery over them, and so giving them
their beauty On the other hand we certainly have to
find, and not feign, the beauty in them, 1f 1t 1s real.? If
their beauty or ugliness, their glory or meanness, is
always or ever felt m a fellow-feeling with them, 1t must
be with them as we find them, and directly, not by way of
after-thought A tree 1s in many ways hike a man, erect
and defiant, or bowing to trouble, gnarled and crippled
with years, stretching out 1ts branches like arms, but ‘the
branches and the stretching would not give a better
aesthetic effect, but would be ludicrous, the more nearly
they resembled the form of human arms and their move-
ment’ ‘Nor 1s a tree more beautiful because I make a
dryad live 1n 1t, nor mountains because of nymphs or
dwarfs, and the stick that a child treats as a living thing,
dressing and undressing 1t, 15 not made more beautiful
than 1t 1s 1 1tself 3 .

7. We read things 1n our image though we regard them
as lifeless and unconscious For, as merely individual,
each possesses and unites 1ts qualities, and exercises its
powers in a community of other things. The only way

I Cf Wordsworth, Preface, pp 128-9

2 Cf Ruskin on the Pathetic Fallacy, p 179

3 Lapps, Aesthetik, 1 pp 166, 168 (W M) Cf Wordsworth, Sonnet xxxi,
3778 L l
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in which we can set this property of theirs directly before
us is to live 1t. As for merely thinking about it, we can do
that in a thought which merely means it; but, in order to
realize this meaning, we must think it out, and that is to
live 1t, for, of course, our own is the only life that we feel.
There is no opposition between the thought of this real
nature of things as we experience them, and the thought
of nature as the real or independent system by the dis-
covery of which we can calculate and so far control them.
Art takes the one fact, science the other, and so their
faces are set 1n totally different directions. If we looked
at nature as science aims at finally presenting it, we should
never suppose that the divergence of the path of art from
that of science must be in play, or a weak preference for
the appearance instead of the reality of things; and we
should not look on the mere understanding of things as
an advance on their aesthetic and sympathetic under-
standing . .. Science develops the notion of them as
sttmuli, art develops them as objects to experience.

vu, 6 Shapes and curves, as well as rhythms, are natu-
rally gay or austere, and rhythms, like shapes, are smooth
orrugged These affective qualities of sound and sight are
not borrowed from the associations in which we happen
to have met them We do not have to learn them, though
their expressiveness develops with our experience . .

The object 1s not merely pleasant or unpleasant, stimu-
lating or depressing, but beautiful or ugly. The voice, the
colour, the day 1s felt as having a nature of its own, which
is revealed and embodied 1n the sensible quality, viz. the
timbre, the brilhance, or the gloom ! The nature that we
thus find in the object 1s no other than that which we hive
when absorbed in 1t, and so 1t depends on our past ex-
perience how much we find in the timbre, the brilliance,
and the gloom. They do not need to recall our days of
passton, gladness, or misery, for then we should be leaving
them for these, but 1t makes all the difference whether we
see them with a mind that has felt much or little.2 . . .

1 Cf Leon, p 284 2 Cf Santayana, § 50, p 201
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4. Since they can express no nature but one that we can
live, they express nothing that we do not read into them.
But this is an explanation, and 1t comes to us with the
same surprise that we have n finding that the very in-
dividuality and powers of things are in them after our
image.! As there, the explanation does not alter our per-
ceiviug. For a thing to have aesthetic quality 1t must be
felt beautiful or ugly in itself, just as its colour is felt to
be in it and not in our eye. Its beauty or ugliness must be
felt as expressing 1ts own nature, but 1ts nature as we live
and experience 1t. We expect all the arts to have truth as
well as to please, and those artists are right enough who
claim to paint only what they see. But their copying is
a revealing; it 1s nature as they see 1t; and 1t has taken
them to see 1t, 1f their work has any disunction. There is
no moral obligation that we should be true to real or
actual nature, except where that is professed, as in por-
traiture; but an object of imagination has 1ts own nature
as an object to experience, and to this they must be
true.

xvii, 17 (u). The explanation of aesthetic interest as
motor and organic sensation can best be examined in a
series of three simple views about our appreciation of
visible form.

(a) It was perhaps a natural supposition that, as the eye
follows a regular or a graceful outline, it describes the
same regular or graceful curves; that we feel pleasure in
this movement, or in the ease of 1t, and that we turn this
pleasure into a quality of the object whose outlines we
follow. But 1t has recently been discovered, by photo-
graphing the movements of the eye, that instead of
describing the curve continuously, and as 1t is, the eye
moves 1n a series of jerks from pomnt to point on the curve,
and that the lines between the points are straight rather
than curved. ‘If mere ease of ocular movement were the
controlling principle in our enjoyment of forms, we should
enjoy straight lines and angles rather than curves® It is

I Cf Collingwood, p 295, Alexander, p 270
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essential that the muscles moving our e, es do not force
their awkward movements on our notice: ‘they are mere
scene-shifters’. In order to feel the beauty of the curve,
we must be absorbed in it, and, if it is a single curve, we
may, in order to this, trace it with our eyes. But, first, it
is not this experience of the movement of our eyes that we
feel to be beautiful, but the curve. This objection has
always been met by saying that we deceive ourselves.
But there is no answer to the new objection The move-
ments of our eyes do not describe graceful curves by any
means; indeed, they do not describe the same curve
twice when tracing the same object. And so, secondly,
though we feel their movement, neither it, nor our feel-
ing of it, can be the cause or the base of our aesthetic
satisfaction 1n the object

(b) Instead of eye-movements, our whole bodily attitude
has been thought to account for our like and dislike of
visible forms and attitudes. ‘Here 1s a jar equally com-
mon 1n antiquity and 1in modern peasant ware. Looking
at this jar one has a specific sense of a whole. One’s bodily
sensations are extraordinanly composed, balanced, co-
related 1n their diversity To begin with, the feet press on
the ground while the eyes fix the base of the jar. Then
one accompanies the [ift up, so to speak, of the body of
the jar by a lift up of one’s own body, and one accom-
panies by a slight sense of downward pressure of the head
the downward pressure of the widened rim on the jar’s
top Meantime the jar’s equal sides bring both lungs into
equal play, the curve outwards of the jar’s two sides is
simultaneously followed by an wnspiration as the eyes move
up to the jar’s widest point. Then expiration begins, and
the lungs seem slowly to collapse as the curve inward is
followed by the eyes, tll, the narrow part of the neck
being reached, the ocular following of the widened-out
top provokes a short inspiration. Moreover, the shape of
the jar provokes movements of balance, the left curve a
shifting on to the left foot’, and so on; in fact, ‘the phe-
nomenon of inner motor adjustment must be, in each
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single case, exactly as complex, as co-ordinated, and as
individual a totality as the artistic form perceived is com-
plex, co-ordinated, and individual.’! If this does not
mean that we have to make a jar of ourselves 1n order to
be absorbed in the jar before us, it means that we take the
nearest substitute; we take an invisible one, 1n order, I
sugppose, that we may escape ridicule. Ridiculous though
the notion is, 1t only carries out thoroughly a theory that
may appear reasonable enough, if we recall our ex-
perience when absorbed in listemng to a march, in
watching a tussle, or in looking at a statue of man or
beast, whose attitude 1s energetic, drooping, hght, or
burdened. For, first, we cannot appreciate those things
if we have never marched or fought, and been energetic,
or the reverse. And, secondly, to take an actual posture
is the way to experience 1t most vividly; and, the more
vivid the imagining, the nearer it comes to our adopting
the posture. Hence, at first sight, 1t does not seem ex-
travagant to say that, the more we are absorbed in the
object, the more we must copy 1ts curves, its balance, and
movements, in our body, or, short of actually copying it,
the more we must innervate the necessary muscles to the
edge of action. But it would also follow, first, that no
ordinary person could appreciate even so simple an
aesthetic object as this jar; for he has not only to begin
with it as a whole, but, while adding details, he must
continue to be absorbed in the whole And, secondly,
the changes in his breathing and 1n his posture, actual or
imagined, must be beyond or beneath his notice of them

For, if they called his attention to themselves, they would
hinder and not help, far less actually be, his absorption
in the object .. Absorbed in a part, e g the curve of a
jar, we move our hand along 1t, or feel our hand as if
passing over 1t; but we lose nothing of 1t when we learn
to dispense with this, and become absorbed in the whole.

I Vernon Lee and Anstruther Thomson in Contemporary Review, vol lxxu,
PP 554,681 The view 1s modified 1n Quarterly Review, April 1904, 1n favour
of Lipps’s theory Cf. also Vernon Lee, The Beautyful. Cf Lapps, p. 256.
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. . . It is not that we need be less abso.bed in body the
more we are absorbed in spirit, but simply that, as in all
learning, our nervous system becomes relatively inde-
pendent of peripheral stimulation and peripheral em-
phasis.

CLIVE BELL
1881~

Art (1913)

i. Lines and colours combined in a particular way,
certain forms and relations of forms stir our aesthetic
emotions. These relations and combinations of Iines and
colours, these aesthetically moving forms'I call ‘Signi-
ficant Form’; and ‘Significant Form’! 1s the one quality
common to all works of visual art . j.

It is not what I call an aesthetic emotion that most of us
feel generally for natural beauty. .

The representative element in a work of art may or may
not be harmful; always it is irrelevant.? For, to appreciate
a work of art, we need bring with us nothing from lfe,
no knowledge of 1ts ideas and affairs, no familiarity with
its emotions 3 . To appreciate a work of art we need
bring with us nothing but a sense of form and colour and
a knowledge of three-dimensional space ... It1s the mark
of great art that its appeal 1s universal and eternal )

m It seems to me possible, though by no means certain,
that created form moves us so orofoundly because it
expresses the emotion of its creator. . If this be so, 1t will
explain that curious but undeniable fa-t, that what I call
material beauty (e g. the wing of a butterfly) does not move
most of us in at all the same way as a work of art moves
us. It is beautful form, but 1t 1s not significant form.
It moves us, but 1t does not move us aesthetically ...
For what, then, does the artist feel the emotion that he

! Cf Prall, pp g10-11

2 Cf Hegel, p 165, Bradley,p 226, Fry,p 267, Hulme, p 275, Richards,
p 280, and Dewey, p 307 3 Cf Nietzsche, p 18s.
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is supposed to express? Sometimes it certainly comes to
him through material beauty. . . . Can it be that some-
times for the artist material beauty is somehow signi-
ficant—that is, capable of provoking aesthetic emotion?
And if the form that provokes aesthetic emotion be form
that expresses something, can it be that material beauty
is to him expressive® . . Itis for, or at any rate through,
pure form that he feels his inspired emotion.

Now to see objects as pure forms is to see them as ends
in themselves. For though, of course, forms are related
to each other as parts of a whole, they are related on terms
of equality, they are not means to anything except emo-
tion ... Who has not, once at least in his Iife, had a sud-
den vision of landscape as pure form?! . ..

No one cver doubted that a Sung pot or a Romanesque
church was as much an expression of emotion as any

icture that ever was painted.?

But if an object considered as an end in itself moves us
more profoundly (1 e has greater significance) than the
same object considered as a means to practical ends or
as a thing related to human interests—and this un-
doubtedly 1s the case—we can only suppose that when we
consider anything as an end in 1itself we become aware of
that 1n 1t which 1s of greater moment than any qualities
1t may have acquired from keeping company with human
bemngs Instcad of recognmzing 1ts accidental and con-
ditioned 1mportance, we become aware of its essential
reality, of the God 1n everything, of the universal in the
particular, of the all-pervading rhythm . Whatever the
world of aesthetic contemplation may be, it is not the
world of human business and passion; m it the chatter and
tumult of material existence 1s unheard, or heard only as
the echo of some more ultimate harmony.

' Cf Ruskin, p 178
2 Cf Plato, Republic, p. 18, and Herbart, Encyclopaedia, § 72, p 156
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ROGER FRY
1866—

Vision and Design (1923)

ii. An Essay wn Aestheties (190g). The artist passes from
the stage of merely gratifying our demand for sensuous
order and variety to that where he arouses our emotions.
I will call the various methods by which this is effected
the emotional clements of design.

The first element 1s that of the rhythm of the line with
which the forms are delineated The drawn line is the
record of a gesture, and that gesture is modified by the
artist’s feeling which 1s thus communicated to us directly.

The second element 1s mass  When an object is so repre-
sented that we recognize 1t as having mertia we feel its
power of resisting movement, or communicating its own
movement to other bodies, and our imaginative reaction
to such an image is governed by our experience of mass
in actual life

The third element 1s space. The same-sized square
on two pieces of paper can be made by very simple
means to appear to represent either a cube two or three
inches high, or a cube of hundreds of feet, and our
reaction to 1t 15 proportionately changed.

The fourth clement is that of hght and shade Our
feelings towards the same object become totally different
according as we see 1t strongly illummated against a
black background or dark against light

A fifth element 1s that of colour That this has a direct
emotional effect 1s evaident from such words as gay, dull,
melancholy mn relation to colour.

I would suggest the possibility of another element,
though perhaps 1t 1s only a compound of mass and space.
it 1s that of the inclination to the eye of a plane, whether
it is impending over or leaning away from us . .

If we represent these various elements in simple diagram-
matic terms, this effect upon the emotions is, it must be
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confessed, very weak.! Rhythm of line, for instance, is
incomparably weaker in its stimulus of the muscular sense
than 1s rhythm addressed to the ear in music, and such
diagrams can at best arouse only faint ghostlike echoes of
emotions of differing qualities, but when these emotional
elements are combined with the presentation of natural
appearances, above all with the appearance of the
human body, we find that this effect 1s indefinitely
heightened.! When we look, for instance, at Michel-
angelo’s ‘Jeremiah’.

Transformations (1926)

1 Some Questions in Aesthetics Our reaction to works of art
is a reaction to a relation and not to sensations or objects

or persons or cvents. . . . Responses to sensation may be
very rich and complex and tinged with emotion, but they
are distinct (from this). . . Inthe case of works of art the

whole end and purpose 1s found 1n the exact quality of the
emotional state.

SAMUEL ALEXANDER
1859-
Space, Time, and Deity (1920)
Book m1, Chap 1x, b. Beauty and Ugliness. Perhaps the

simplest way to understand beauty 1s to contrast the
beautiful object on the one hand with a percept and on
the other with an 1illusion. As contrasted with the
percept, the beautiful 1s 1illusory, but it differs from
illusion 1n that it 1s not erroneous Constdered from the
point of view of cogmtion, the beautiful object? 1s illusory,
for 1t does not as an external reality contain the characters
it possesses for the aesthetic sense. I perceive the tree in
front of me to have a reverse side though I see only the
front, but the tree really has a reverse side, and 1f I change
my posttion the back of 1t 1s now seen and the front 1s
supplied in 1dea. The marble 1s seen cold, to revert to the

U Cf Schuller,p 126, Bell, p 264, and Hulme,p 275 2 Cf Moore,p 247.
3778 Mm
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trite example, but the cold which is only present in idea
really belongs to the marble, and I may in turn feel it cold
and with eyes shut represent its whiteness in idea. The
painted tree on the other hand looks solid but is not, and
no change of my position helps me to see its other side.
The Hermes is a marble block of a certain form and is
perceived 1n its real qualities of solidity and hardness, but
the block does not possess the repose and playfulness and
dignuty that I read into it aesthetically. The words of a
poem are not merely descriptive of their object, but
suffused with suggestions of feeling and significance which
a mere scientific description would not possess. The more
perfect the artistry the more definitely does the work of
art present mn suggestton features which as a cognized
object 1t has not Mr. Berenson compares the two
Madonnas that stand side by side in the Academy at
Florence—the one by Cimabue, the other by Giotto.!
The Cimabue Madonna 1s flat and looks flat, though
otherwise beautiful The Giotto 15 flat but looks three-
dimensional, and so far 1s the more perfectly beautiful
What 1s true of works of art 1s true of natural objects,
with the necessary qualifications In general the natural
object 15, when 1ts beauty 1s appreciated, perceived
incorrectly, or 1if 1t actually has the characters which
we add to 1t, that 1s for aesthetic appreciation an accident,
and 1s the source of a different and additional pleasure.?
Like the artist in painting a landscape, we select from or
add to nature i feeling 1ts beauty. Literal fidelity is,
or at least may be, fatal to beauty, for 1t 1s the means of
securing not beauty but truth and satisfies our scientific
rather than our aesthetic sense If this 15 true for the
merc onlooker, 1t is still more so for the painter or poet
who renders the work of nature in an alien material
which has 1ts own prescriptions  Or we read our moods
mto the scene, or endow ammate or even mammate
objects with our feelings; see daffodils for instance out-

! Florentine Pawters of the Renaissance (New York and London, ed 3),
p 13(S A). 2 Cf Moore, p 249
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doing in glee the waves which dance beside them, or fancy
a straight slender stem as springing from the ground, or
liken with 1t as Odysseus did the youthful grace of a girl.

The cases of natural beauty which most obstinately
resist this interpretation are the graceful movements of
amumals or the beauty of human faces, a large part of
which arises from their expressiveness of life and character.
You may see a face as majestic as that of the Zeus of
Otricoh and the man may perchance possess that charac-
ter; or the horse’s arching of his neck may really proceed
from the self-display we read into 1t in finding 1t beautiful.
But 1n the first place we read the feeling or the character
into these forms before we learn that the creatures in
question possess them; and 1n the next place though a
natural form may thus i reality happen to possess the
supplement which we add from our minds, and may so
far be unlike the work of art, yet the mntellectual recogni-
tion that 1t does conform to the aesthetic appreciation 1s
not 1tself aesthetic This 1s best shown by the truth that
the artistic representation may be more beautiful than
the oniginal, like the suggested movements of the winged
Victory or of the figures in Botticell’s Spring. But also
the knowledge that the natural object possesses the 1m-
puted characters—which 15 aesthetically indifferent—
may even mar the aesthetical effect, for when we learn
that a man 1s really as fine a character as he looks, our
appreciation 1s apt to turn to moral instead of aesthetic
admiration In place of acsthetic contemplation we may
have sympathy or practical respect. We may then safely
follow the guidance of the beauty of art and declare that
in natural objects beauty, so far as 1t 15 appreciated
aesthetically, involves illusion ! .

Thus in the beautiful object, whether of art or nature,
one part 1s contributed by the mind, and 1t 1s relatively
a matter of indifference whether the mind in question
is that of the person who creates the work of art or
that of the mere spectator, who follows 1n the artist’s

1 Cf Moore, p 249
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traces. In the case of natural beauty, the spectator and
the creator are one The element contributed by the
mind may vary from the mere addition of external pro-
perties, as 1n seemng the flat picture solid, e g. in the bare
aesthetic effect of the drawing of a cube or a truncated
pyramud, up to distinctively human characters! of feeling
or character, as in animating a statue with pride, or
words or sounds with emotion as in a lyric or in music.
Anmmation with Iife 1s intermediate between these ex-
tremes, for hfe though less than mental, and still for us
something external which we contemplate, 1s yet on a
higher level of external existence than solidity of form.
It 15 only through what 1s thus added that the beautiful
object has meaning or character or cxpressiveness

I add that the cxpressiveness need not be something
characteristic of man. The expressiveness of the work of
art 15 to be 1tself, to be what 1t represents, to have the
significance appropriate to 1t, for the painted amimal or
tree to seem alive and to grow or move according 1o 1ts
kind, for the drawn cube to look sohd, for the pillar to
seem (and to be) perfectly adjusted to support the weight
1t bears, and to bear 1t with ease  An ugly portico with
stunted Doric columns gives the mmpression that the
weight which the columns bear 15 crushing them, the
tall columns of the Parthenon suggest that the roof 1s
a hight burden, the suggestion 1n neither case being true
m fact We may naturally cnough render these im-
pressions by investing the columns with hfe—springing
up from the ground, and the like—but they belong really
to the mecthanical order Thus the indpiuatieon of hife and
character € peers into the expressiveness of the beautiful
object, only, when that object means hife or character.
They are bu ¢ one species of expressiveness Further 1n
€VCry €ase, Nty matter how much of mind or character 1s
read mto the ¢ hjng by the mind for which it 1s beautiful,
the expressiveniags remains that of the thing and not that
of the creating o appreciating mind itself 2 In choice and

! P amputatio pg 2 Cf Mitchell, p 261
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treatment of his subject the artist impresses himself indeed
upon his work, which so far expresses or reveals him.
But to feel Shakespeare in Hamlet is not to appreciate
Hamlet aesthetically but to judge it critically. In the
expressiveness which he adds to his material from his
very personality the artist depersonalizes the work of art.!
Even in a beautiful lyric the passion ceases to be merely
that of the artist. It 1s the paradox of beauty that its
expressiveness belongs to the beautiful thing itself and yet
would not be there except for the mind. Under the con-
ditions of the material in which it is expressed, the beauti-
ful owes some part of 1ts meaning to the mind, and so far
it owes to the mind not only its perczpr as every perceived
object does, but 1ts esse  We have therefore all the greater
need of caution 1n extending what 1s true of beauty to the
objects of knowledge, whose esse 1s not percip, but esse,
independently of the mind which 1s compresent with
them

The beauty of the beautiful object lies in the congruence
or coherence of its parts According to the ancient
doctrine 1t 1s the umty within that variety Of these
elements some are intrinsic to the beautiful thing, and
some are imported from the mind and thereby belong to
the thing, and it 1s a condition of the beauty that its
external form must be such as to bear and compel that
imputation. Disproportion or want of perspective, to
take the simplest illustrations, may mar the beauty Or
the material may be inadequate to the effect, as when an
architect builds in terra-cotta what requires stone for
stateliness In virtue of the harmonious blending within
the beautiful of the two sets of elements, some existing in
reality and some supplied by the mind, the unity in varnety
is also expressive or sigmficant The beautiful satisfies
both the ancient and the modern criterion; and a new
reality 1s generated in which mind and the non-mental
have become organic to each other, not in the sense that
the beautiful necessarily contains mind, though it may do

T Cf Wilde, p 196
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50, .g. in a picture of a man, but that its expressiveness is
due to the blending of elements supplied from two
sources, and the external beautiful thing is beautiful only
through this fitness of the externaily real elements to
their expressiveness. Like truth and goodness, beauty
exists only as possessed by mind, but whereas in them
mind and the external still sit loosely to each other, and
in the one case the mind contemplates an external reality
which owes to the mind its truth but not its reality, and in
the other case the mind alters reality practically but the
practical results do not owe their character to mind but
only their goodness, in beauty external reality and mind
penctrate each other, and the external thing recerves 1ts
character of coherence from 1ts counexion with mind.
Thus when Kant! declared that beauty was so judged
because 1t set the understanding at work in harmony
with the 1magination, he spoke truly, but according to
his fashion 1n subjecuive terms, and so far inadequately
Truly, because, whereas in perception of an external
object the imaginative elements are but a part of the real
object which 15 cognized, mn beauty the supplementing
imagination is independent of what 1s perceived and yet
is blended with what is perceived into a new aesthetic
whole Inadequately, because the beauty or coherence
between the elements supplhed 1 sense and 1 1magina-
uon belongs to the aesthetic object, and the mterplay of
cogmtion and imagmation describes only the condition
of the mental process involved m the aesthetic apprecia-
tion and not the beauty of the aesthetic thing itself Such
an account considers beauty as a purely subjective
chaiacter, whereas beauty belongs to the complex of
mind and its object, or as I have so often expressed 1t, to
the beautiful object as possessed by the mind Since the
beautiful object owes one part of its constituents to the
actual participation of the mind, beauty is in this sense
a tertiary ‘quality’ of the beautiful object, thus conceived.
'Cf p 113
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THOMAS ERNEST HULME
1883-1917
Speculations
Ed. H Read, 19241

A Critique of Satisfaction. The change of sensibility which
has enabled us to regard Egyptian, Polynesian, and Negro
work as art and not as archaeology has had a double
effect. It has made us realize that what we took to be the
necessary principles of aesthetic constitute in reality only
a psychology of Renaissance and Classical art At the
same time it has made us realize the essential umty of
these latter arts. For we see that they both rest on certain
common presuppositions, of which we only become con-
scious when we see them dened by other arts (cf the work
of Riegl) 2

Modern Art You have these two different kinds of art,
you have first the art which 1s natural to you, Greek
art and modern art since the Renaissance In these arts
the hnes are soft and vital You have other arts hke
Egyptian, Indian, and Byzantine, where everything tends
to be angular, where curves tend to be hard and geome-
trical, where the representation of the human body, for
example, 1s often entirely non-vital, and distorted to fit
into stiff lines and cubical shapes of various kinds.

What 1s the cause of the extraordinary difference
between these geometrical arts and the arts we are
accustomed to admire” Why do they show none of the
qualities which we are accustomed to find 1n art?

We may at once put on one side the i1dea that the
difference between archaic and later art is due to a
difference of capacity, the idea that geometrical shapes
are used because the artist had not the technical ability

! Hulme represents with convenient brevity the 1deas which Worringer,
Riegl, both of whom he ates, and Wolffin support with historical and
technical detail out of place here As he did not live to edit lus notes, I have
ventured to transpose some extracts

2 Stlfragen and Spatromische Kunst-Indusirie (1901)
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necessary for carving the more natural representation of
the body. The characteristics of archaic art are not due
to incapacity. In Egypt, at the time when the monu-
mental sculpture showed a stylification as great as any we
find in archaic art, the domestic art of the period exhi-
bited a most astonishing realism. In pure technical
ability, in mastery of raw material, the Egyptians have
never been surpassed. It is quite obvious that what they
did was intentional *

We are forced back on the idea, then, that geometrical
art differs from our own because the creators of that art
had in view an object entirely different from that of the
creators of more naturalistic art.

Take first the art which is most natural to us. What
tendency 1s behind this,what need is 1t designed to satisfy ?

This art as contrasted with geometrical art can be
broadly described as naturalism or realism—using these
words 1n their widest sense and entirely excluding the
mere mmitation of nature The source of the pleasure felt
by the spectator before the products of art of this kind 1s
a fechng of increased vitahty, a process which German
writers on aesthetics call empathy (Ewmfuhlung). .  Any
work of art we find beautiful 1s an objectification of our
own pleasure in activity and our own vitality The worth
of a line or form consists in the value of the life which it
contans for us  Putting the matter more simply we may
say that in this art there 1s always a feeling of liking for,
and pleasure 1n, the forms and movements to be found in
naturc It 1s obvious therefore that this art can only
occur m a people whose relation to outside nature is such
that 1t admuts of this feeling of pleasure and? its contem-
plation.?

Turn now to geometrical life+ It most obviously
exhibits no dehght 1n nature and no striving after vitality.

! I understand Professor Gleadowe to suggest (Slade Lecture at Oxford,
November 1930) that the ‘intenuon’ of some ancicnt, as of some modern,
monurental works was to satisfy the conventionahty of wealthy patrons, but
that ‘domestic’ works were more sincere

2?m 3 Cf Hegel on Classical Art, p 169 4 ? art or line
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Its forms are always what can be described as stiff and
lifeless. . . . This is what Worringer! calls the fendency to
abstraction. What is the nature of this tendency? What is
the condition of mind of the people whose art is governed
by it?

It can be described most generally as a feeling of separa-
tion in the face of outside nature

While a naturalistic art 1s the result of a happy pan-
theistic relation betwcen man and the outside world, the
tcndency to abstraction, on the contrary, occurs 1n races
whose attitude to the outside world is the exact contrary
of this. Thus feeling of scparation naturally takes different
forms at diffcrent levels of culture.

Take first the case of more primitive people They hive
in a world whose lack of order and seeming arbitrariness
must mnspirc them with a certain fear. In art this state
of mind results 11 a desire to create a certain abstract
geometrical shape,? which, being durable and pcrmanent,
shall be a refuge from the flux and impermanence of out-
side nature

In the case of the orientals the fecling of separation from
the world could not be dispelled by knowledge Ther
sense of the unfathomable existence was greater than that
of the Greeks A satisfaction with appearances? 1s limited
to Europe It 1s only there that the superhuman abstract
1dea of the divine has been expressed by banal representa-
tion No knowledge could damp down the Indian inborn
fear of the world, since 1t stands, not as in the case of
primitive man before knowledge, but above 1t. Their art
consequently remains geometrical

However strong the desire for abstraction, 1t cannot be
satisfied with the reproduction of merely inorganic forms.
A perfect cube looks stable in comparison with the flux
of appearance, but one might be pardoned 1if one felt no
particular interest in the eternity of a cube,* but if you

v Abstraktion und Ewnfuhblung (1907) Cf H Wolffin, Kunstgeschichtliche Grund-
begriffe (1919) 2 Cf Hegel on symbolic art, p 168
3 Cf. Nietzsche, p 185 4 Cf Bell,p 264, and Fry, p 267.

3778 Nn



296 HULME

can put man into some geometrical shape which lifts him
out of the intransience! of the organic, then the matter is
different In pursuing such an aim you inevitably, of
course, sacrifice the pleasurethat comesfromreproduction
of the natural.

Humamsm The disgust with the trivial and accidental
characteristics of hving shapes, the searching after an
austerity, a perfection and rigidity which vital things can
never have, lead here [in Byzantine art] to the use of
forms which can almost be called geometrical. Man is
subordinate to certain absolute values there is no delight
in the human form, leading to 1its natural reproduction;
it 1s always distorted to fit into more abstract forms which
convey an intense religious emotion.

Thesc two arts thus correspond exactly to the thought
of their respective periods  Byzantine art to the idcology
which looks on man and all exising things as imperfect
and sinful 1n comparison with certain abstract values and
perfections  The other art corresponds to the humanist
ideology, which looks on man and life as good .. We
place Perfection where 1t should not be—on this human
planc As we are painfully aware that nothing acfual can
be perfect, we 1magine the perfection to be not where we
arc, but some distance along one of the roads This 1s the
essence of all Romanticism 2 Most frequently, n litera-
turc, at any rate, we 1maginc an imposstble perfection
along the road of sex; but any one can name the other
roads for himself

C. K OGDEN, I. A. RICHARDS, AND
JAMES WOOD

The Foundations of Aesthetics (1g22)

xi1 What we refer to by ‘the common peculiar quality’
[of beautiful things] 1s something different from the
character of the effect we notice [in ourselves)

T ? tiansience or 1mpermanence z Cf Hegel on romantic art, p 170.
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xiv. We are aware of certain shapes and colours. These
when more closely studied usually reveal themselves as in
three dimensions, or, as artists say, i forms. These forms
must in some cases, but 1n others may not, be identified
as this or that physical object Throughout this process,
impulses are aroused and sustamned, which gradually in-
crease in variety and degree of systematization. To these
systems in their early stages will correspond the emotions
such as joy, horror, melancholy, anger, and mirth; or
attitudes, such as love, veneration, sentimentality . .

Not all impulses, it 1s plamn, as usually exated, are
naturally harmonious, for conflict is possible and com-
mon. A complete systematization must take the form of
such an adjustment as will preserve frec play to every im-
pulse, with entire avoidance of frustration In any
equilibrium of this kind, however momentary, we are
experiencing beauty .  As we rcalize beauty we become
more fully ourselves the more our impulses are engaged.
. . . The reason why equilibrium 1s a justification for the
preference of one experience before another, is the fact
that 1t brings into play all our faculues .. Through no
other experience can the full richness and complexity of
our environment be rcalized The ultimate value of
equilibrium 1s that 1t 15 better to be fully than partially
alive

IVOR ARMSTRONG RICHARDS
1893-
Principles of Luterary Criticism (1924)

1. All modern aesthetics rest upon an assumption which
has been strangely little discussed, the assumption that
there 1s a distinct kind of mental activity present in what
are called aesthetic experiences . . It may be held that
there is some unique kind of mental element which enters
into aesthetic experiences and nto no others. Thus Mr.
Clive Bell! used to maintain the existence of an unique

" Cf p 264 and Bergson, p 207, Bradley, p 210, Gentile, p 322
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emotion ‘aesthetic emotion’ as the differentia. . . . Alter-
natively, the aesthetic experience may contain no unique
constituent and may be of the usual stuff but with a
special form. .. While admatting that such experiences
can be distinguished, I shall be at pains to show that they
are closely similar to many other experiences, that they
differ chiefly in the connexions between their constituents,
and that they are only a further development,’ a finer
organization, of ordinary experiences, and not in the
least a new and different kind of thing.? .. We are
accustomed to say that a picture is beautiful, mstead of
saying that 1t causes an experience 1n us that 1s valuable
in certain ways .

vil, Anything is valuable which satisfiesan appetency. . .
Any one wull actually prefer to satisfy a greater number
of equal appetencies rather than aless . The impor-
tancc of an 1mpulse can be defined for our purposes as
the extent of the disturbance of other impulses 1n the indinndual’s
actwities which the thwarting of the impulse involves.

vii The most valuable states of mind, then, are those
which 1nvolve the widest and most comprehensive co-
ordination of activitics and the least curtailment, conflict,
starvation, and restricion . . . [The artist’s] work 1s
the ordering of what in most minds 1s disordered
[Tragedy] 1s stll the form under which the mind may
most clearly and fieely contemplate the human situation,
its issues unclouded, 1ts possibilities revealed.

X. The world of poetry 1s made up of experiences of
cxactly the same kinds3 as those that come to us 1n other
ways LEvery poem 1s, however, a strictly limited piece of
experience, a piece which breaks up more or less easily 1f
ahen elements intrude. . We must keep the poem un-
disturbed by these or we fail to read 1t and have some
other experience nstead  For these reasons we establish
a severance, we draw a boundary between the poem and
what 15 not the poem in our experience. But this 1s no
severance between different things but between different

VOf p 283 ? Cf Wordsworth, p 129 3Cf p 283
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systems of the same activities.? . . . We cannot e.g. read
Shelley adequately while beheving that all his views are
moonshine.?2 .. Into an adequate reading of the greater
kinds of poetry, everything not private and pecular to
the individual reader must come 1in. The reader must be
required to wear no blinkers, to overlook nothing which is
relevant, to shut off no part of himself from participation.

xiil. Persons with exceptional colour-sense apparently
judge most accurately whether two colours are the same,
for example, or whether they have some or have not
some definite harmonic relation to one another, not by
attentive optical comparison or examination, but by the
general emotional or organic reaction which the colours
evoke when simply glanced at 3. . This kind of interven-
tion of organic sensation in perception plays a part in all
the arts . Itis nota mode of gaining knowledge which
differs in any essential way from other modes

xvi Emotions are primanly signs of attitudes and owe
their great prominence 1n the theory of art to this For 1t
15 the attitudes evoked which are the all-important part
of any experience Upon the texture and form of the
attitudes involved 1ts value depends It 1s not thentensity
of the conscious experience, 1ts thrill, 1ts pleasure, or 1ts
poignancy which gives 1t value, but the orgamzation of
its 1mpulses for freedom and fulness of hife . .

xvit  What matters to the musician 1s not the physical
connexions between notes but the compatibilities and
mcompatibilities in the responses of emotion and attitude
which they excite

It may be freely granted that there are great pictures in
which nothing 1s represented, and great pictures in which
what 1s represented 1s trivial and may be disregarded It
15 equally certain that there are great pictures in which
the contribution to the whole response made through
representation 1s not less than that made more directly
through form and colour.# . . . There 1s no reason why

' Cf Croce, p 238 2Cf p 283
3 Cf Plotinus, u 1, 18, p 47, Dewey, p 308 4 Cf Bell, p 264
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representative and formal factors should conflict, but
much reason why they should co-operate. . . . The
psychology of ‘unique aesthetic emotions’ and ‘pure art
values’ upon which the contrary view relies 1s merely a
caprice of the fancy. . . . Representation in painting
corresponds to thought 1n poetry. . The views recently
so fashionable that representation has no place in art and
that treatment, not subject, 1s what matters 1n poetry
spring ultimately from the samec mistakes as to the rela-
tion of thinking to feeling, from an mnadequate psychology
that would set up one as inimical to the other.

xi1x. What we transport from Egypt to London is merely
a set of signs, from which a suitable mterpreter, setting
about 1t nightly, can produce a certain state of mind . ..
That we interpret a picture or poem s obvious upon very
little reflection . The historical accident that specula-
tion upon Beauty largely developed in connexion with
sculpture 1s responsible 1n great degree for the fixity of the
opinion that Beauty 1s something inherent in physical
objects .

xx We do well to beware of empty speculations upon
‘necessary and 1evitable relations’ as the source of the
effect Of coursc 1n a given case a certain relation, a cer-
tain arrangement, may be necessary, in the sense that the
elements, 1f differently disposed, would have a quite
different combined effect But this 1s not the sense in
which necessity 1s usually claimed . . The value lies not
m the apprehension, conscaous or subconscious, of the
nghtness of the relations,' but in the total mental effect
which, simce they are night (1e since they work), they
produce

xxn. The gieatest difference between the artist or poet
and the ordinary person 1s in the range, delicacy, and
freedom of the connexions he 1s able to make out between
different clements of his experience.? . . In order to keep
any steadiness and clarity 1n his attitudes the ordinary
man 15 under the necessity on most occasions of sup-

1 Cf Kant, § 58, p 123 2 Cf Croce, p 240, and Colingwood, p 293
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pressing the greater part of the impulses which the
situation might arouse. He is incapable of organizing
them; therefore they have to be left out. In the same
situation the artist is able to admit far more without con-
fusion.

xxiv. Given some mmpulses active, others are thereby
aroused in the absence of what would otherwise be their
necessary stimull. Such mmpulses T call imaginative,

whether 1mages occur or not; . . . which other impulses
arc brought 1n is 1n part determined by which were co-
operative together originally .. In so far as this factor

comgcs 11, the imagination may be said to be repetitive The
imagination we are concerned with may be called forma-
lwe by way of distinction (Coleridge’s distinction between
imaginatwn and fancy was in part the same as this) For
present circumstances are at lcast as important. Remem-
ber 1in a changed mood a scene which took place under a
strong emotion How altered 1s1ts every aspect! .. If the
artist’s organization 1s such as to allow him a fuller hife
than the average, with less unnecessary interference
between its compenent mfluences, then plainly we should
do well to be more ike him, ¢f we can *

xxx Let us mean by Westmunster Bridge not the actual
experience which led Wordsworth on a certain morning
about a century ago to write what he did, but the class
composed of all actual experiences, occasioned by the
words, which do not differ within certain hmits from that
experience. Then any one who has had one of the experi-
ences comprised 1n the class can be said to have read the
poem The permussible ranges of variation in the class
need (of course) very careful scrutiny. .

xxx1. In ordmnary Iife a thousand considerations pro-
hibit for most of us any complete working out of our
response . Asachemust’s balance to a grocer’s scales, so
1s the mind in the imaginative moment to the mind
engaged 1n ordinary intercourse or practical affairs.

xxx11 Impulses which commonly mterfere with one

I Cf Lipps, p 257
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another and are conflicting, independent, and mutually
distractive, (in the artist) combine into a stable poise. . . .
But these impulses active 1n the artist become mutually
modified and thereby ordered to an extent which only
occurs in the ordinary man at rare moments, under the
shock of, for example, a great bereavement or an un-
dreamt-of happiness. . . . Pity, the impulse to approach,
and Terror, the mmpulse to retreat, are brought in
Tragedy to a reconciliation which they find nowhere
else.”. .. Suppressions and sublimations alike are devices
by which we endeavour to avoid issues that might
bewilder us. The essence of Tragedy 1s that 1t forces us to
live for a moment without them. When we succeed we
find, as usual, that there 1s no difficulty; the difficulty
came from the suppressions and sublimations The joy
which 1s so strangely the heart of the experience 1s not
an indication that ‘all’s 11ight with the world’ or that
‘somewhcre, somehow, there 1s Justice’, 1t 1s an indication
that all1s right here and now with the nervous system .. .
Tragedy 1s perhaps the most gencral, all-accepting, all-
ordering experience known. . . . This balanced poise,
stable through its power of inclusion, not through the
force of its exclusions,? 1s not peculiar to Tragedy. . . . It
can be given by a carpet or a pot or by a gesture. . .. The
balance is not in the structure of the stimulating object, 1t
isin the response ... A balance sustains one state of mind,
but a conflict two alternating states. .. Since more of our
personality is engaged, theindependence and individuality
of other things becomes greater.? We seem to see them as
theyreallyare, . .because we are freed from the bewilder-
ment which our own maladjustment brings with it.
xxxni A statement may be used for the sake of the
reference [=scientific or historical judgement], true or
false, which it causes This is the scientific use of language.

I Cf Anstotle, p 33, Goethe rendered xdfapois by Ausglerchung (Nachlese
zu Aristoteles Poetik)

2 Cf Ruskin on Imagination, p 177, Santayana, p 202

3 Cf Bridges, p 331!
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But it may be also used for the sake of the effects in
emotion and attitude produced by the references it
occasions. . . . Many arrangements of words evoke atti-
tudes without any references being required en route.
They operate like musical phrases But usually refer-
ences are involved as conditions for, or stages in, the ensuing
development of attitudes, yet it is still the attitudes not the
references which are important ! It matters not at all
in such cases whether the references are true or false.” . . .
Further . . . for emotive ? purposes logical arrangement
is not necessary, it may be and often is an obstacle

xxxv. Many attitudes, which arise without dependence
upon any reference .. can be momentanly encouraged
by suitable beliefs held as scientific beliefs are held. . . .
Wordsworth puts forward his Pantheism .. The effect
15 twofold: an appearance of security and stability is
given to the attitude, which thus seems to be justified;
and at the same time it is no longer so necessary to sustain
this attitude by the more difficult means peculiar to the
arts, or to pay full attention to form The reader can be
relied upon to do more than his share 3 That neither
cflect is desirable is easily seen. .. Remove the belief,
once it has affected the attitude, the attitude collapses. . ..

The bulk of the beliefs involved 1n the arts are . . . pro-
visional acceptances made for the sake of the ‘imagina-
tive experience’ which they make posstble. The difference
between these emotive 4 beliefs and scientific beliefs is not
one of degree but of kind 5 .

We can now take this feeling of a revealed significance
for what 1t 1s—the conscious accompaniment of our suc-
cessful adjustment to Iife But 1t is, we must admit, no
certain sign by itself that our adjustment is adequate or
admirable.

1Cf p 278 21¢ emotional (purposes of arousing emotion)
3 Cf Wordsworth, p 130

4 1e emotional (beliefs feigned 1n order to arouse emotion)

5 Cf pp 2789
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PHILIP LEON
1895-
Aesthetic Knowledge

Read to the London Aristotelian Society on April 6th, 1925

To experience colour, sound, taste, a new thrill, to appre-
ciate and enjoy the light or movement of life, to gauge its
seriousness, savour its joy, and penetrate its gloom is,
I take it, to have knowledge, and the object of this know-
ledge is constitutive of the world.! We shall scarcely
deny this if we consider what kind of knowledge and
what sort of a world we should be lcft with if we removed
from them the experience of the so-called secondary and
tertiary qualities, 1f we were left only with the comfort-
less company of the dreary formulae of mathematics, the
sciences, and philosophy. The above experience may
be distinguished as knowledge of quality. 1ts objects are
the entities to which the term qualities secondary or
tertiary are applied, 1n 1t alone do we know what any-
thing 1s like, quale sit, all other knowledge being know-
ledge only about a thing, knowledge of its relations.?

Aesthetic or imaginative knowledge, the experience we
have with the help of works of art, both in their creation
and their appreciation which is re-creation, is knowledge
of quahty. Through works of art we know seremity,
majesty, mysteriousness, pathos, tragedy, the gorgeous
gloom and splendour which is the Agamemnon of
Aeschylus, the serene and tranquil horror which 1s the
Oedipus Tyrannus of Sophocles, the bright speed of Homer,
the brooding pathos of Virgil. Be 1t well understood
that any of these words and phrases 1s general and con-
sequently inadequate; for the full reahzation of a unique
quality 1t 1s necessary to have a whole work of art, the
Agamemnon or the Oedipus Tyrannus, which 1s both the
full description of the quality and the quality tself The
essence of a work of art, whatever its subsidiary aspects,

1 Cf Mitchell, p 260 2 Cf Schopenhauer, p 138
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such as those of representation or imitation and of theory
or doctrine, is that it is a synthesis which is the revelation
of a new quality such as we should have if we could sud-
denly become aware of the colour of ultra-violet rays.
The converse, I think, can also be maintained, namely,
that all knowledge of quality, when adequate and com-
plete, is art, the awareness of a bare secondary quality
being a limiting case or an abstraction from a richer
experience. . . .

The first characteristic of aesthetic knowledge is the
oneness in it of subject and object, of the knowing and
the known.! Even 1if as idealists we hold that that is the
real mark of all knowledge, we must admit that in other
knowledge the separation between subject and object,
even though ultimately erroneous, does arise, whereas
in aesthetic knowledge 1t is not present and cannot be
present. Aesthetic knowledge is essentially a living
through Its object, quality, can be indifferently called
the quality of the world or of our munds or souls. We may
therefore speak of the aesthetic experience, meaning to
indicate by experience the oneness of the knower, the
knowing, and the known.

Secondly, the aesthetic experience is knowledge in which
there 1s not present the distinction or separation between
subject and predicate. It 1s all subject or all predicate,
and there 15 no assertion or predication.! A poem o1 a
piece of music may be considered as an adjectival texture,
as quality enjoyed, reahized, contemplated, but not pre-
dicated of anything. It is never ‘about’ anything. True,
a hterary work of art is made up of propositions, but that
these are not real assertions or judgements can be seen
when we reflect that the import of a work of art would be
epitomized in a descriptive phrase, a description of a
quality, rather than in a proposition or judgement, as
would be the case, say, with a book of science, history, or
philosophy. A poem can be merely exclamatory, and in
its real import always is a mere exclamation, which you

1 Cf Croce, p. 238.
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cannot meet with ‘Yes’ or ‘No,’ or with argument, as you
can a judgement.

As there 1s no assertion, so neither is there the distinction
between truth and error, appearance and reality. The
aesthetic object, the aesthetic experience, is essentially
appearance and essentially real. There can be no argu-
ment about 1ts reality, just as there can be no argument
about the reality of any apprehended colour. Argument
in such a case, I take it, can only arise when we start
attributing the colour and attributing 1t to one thing
rather than to another. But the aesthetic experience
as such is merely apprehension of quality, free from every
act of attribution Being non-assertive, 1t 1n 1tself does not
contain the assertion of the reality or unreality of its
object or of itself But looking at that object and experi-
ence from a point of view other than the aesthetic, say
as philosophers, I do not see how we can ever deny reality
toit. A work of art either helps us to apprehend something
or 1t fails to do so But what we apprehend must be real,
it being the same as the apprehension It 1s imaginary
because grasped by the imagination, but nothing is added
or taken away from its status by saying that it is merely
mmaginary.! That holds true if we remember that what
a work of art really gives us 1s what I have called a quality
and not anything else I do not mean that Centaurs are
to be found 1n the animal kingdom because some one has
painted them, or that the exploration of the skies or of
Mount Olympus will reveal to us gods leading a riotous
and 1mmoral life because we read of them 1n Homer.

The aesthetic object qua aesthetic object, is, and 1s always
apprechended as, essentially one, free internally from
relations. Itis an immediate unity or unity of quality, and
is thus distinguished from other unities, e.g. the unity
of a thing, a system, a universal, teleological unity. All
these latter can only be apprehended by thought and
their apprehension 1s the apprehension of relations. A
work of art when not enjoyed as a work of art, when con-

' Cf Collingwood, pp 2934
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sequently it is not an aesthetic object, can, of course, be
analysed into parts and their relations to each other:
a tragedy is divided into acts and scenes and sentences,
a picture into different figures and colours umiting in a
harmony, a temple into mnumerable parts. But in the
moment of aesthetic enjoyment there are not parts seen
or rather thought in their relations ! The relations de-
noted by balance, harmony, proportions, contrast, form,
are relations apprehended in immediacy, 1 e. such that
both the relations and the relata are all one quality. I
mean that in spite of all diversity discoverable by analysis,
in spite of its bemng somehow dependent on the appre-
hension of diversity and on different acts of apprehen-
sion, the enjoyment of the Agamemnon 1s essentially the
apprehension of one quality, ‘gorgeous gloom,’ or what-
ever we may call 1t, and that we have here essentially the
same unity as there 1s in the apprehension of a flash of
light,? though physical analysis reveals the multeity of
billions of vibrations, or in the apprehension of ‘glittering
sharpness’ analysable psychologically mto visual sensa-
tions and tactile images, or in that of gemial hight, warmth,
and freshness, analysable into organic, kinaesthetic, and
many other sensations and 1mages

Free 1n this sense from relations internally, the aesthetic
object 1s also free from relations externally, from relations
to another It 1s complete, self-sufficient, 1solated, a uni-
verse,3 and a true individual It 1s this which gives the
aesthetic activity 1ts repose and perfection. Any aesthetic
object must obey the law which Aristotle lays down for
a tragedy: it must have a proper beginning and a proper
end; nothing outside 1t leads to 1t and it leads on to
nothing outside itself. There 1s nothing else which is an
1t’, or 1s called an individual, that possesses this indivi-
duality and self-subsistence Everything else exists in an
mfinite environment and has its being in 1ts relations and
mteractions with this environment, never completely

¥ Cf Herbart, Practical Philosophy, Introduction, § 100, pp 153, 155
2 Cf Plotinus, p 44 3 Cf Collingwood, p 293



288 LEON

within itself. Consequently, no other knowledge has the
completeness and satisfactoriness of the aesthetic ex-
perience Itis this which chiefly gives it its claim to being
absolute or typical of the absolute.! That claim has by
some been made for history. But history, it has to be
admitted, 1s knowledge of an infinite whole whose parts
are infimitely mexhaustible or unknowable, i.e. it is a
knowledge which can never be complete or proper know-
ledge. All knowledge other than the aesthetic experience
suffers from this infinity. Whether it be a single judge-
ment, a whole book, or department of science, 1t 1s never
self-subsistent It is predicational 1t attaches a predicate
to a subject, the nature of which 1s apprehended in part
at least elsewhere, outside the judgement or book or
system. A judgement or system of judgements conse-
quently always refers us outwards, to other apprehension:
it forms part of a larger context to which both 1ts begin-
ning and 1ts end point; in fact 1t has not properly either
a begmning or an cnd Its interests depend upon ques-
tions asked and answers given elsewhere; the dwelling
in it 18 a continual excursion from 1t, and such excursion,
such questioning, and endless reference and discursive-
ness is what constitutes the apprehension, the under-
standing, the knowing

But 1t 1s not so with the aesthetic experience, the latter 1s
an absorption, 1t 15 complete and self-contained; 1t is
marked by repose and finality It has these characteristics
because its object is a complete self-subsistent universe.
We do not come to a poem with questions, and 1ts interest
does not depend on answers given elsewhere; the asking
of any questions does not constitute the aesthetic appre-
henston, but on the contrary, like any reference to any-
thing outside the poem, song, or picture, 1t 1s fatal to the
aesthetic attitude. Of course, the aesthetic object can,
when we are not appreciating 1t as such, be related to
others. We can give the sources of a drama compare it
to others, and make 1t the subject of an 1nﬁmte series of

! Cf Plato, Phaedrus, p 16, Plotinus, p 45, Gentile, p 322
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judgements. But the point is that such knowledge does
not constitute the act of apprehending the drama gqua
drama, 1.e. seeing it acted and enjoying it, but is, on the
contrary, incompatible with it and impossible till after
the aesthetic apprehension proper is over.

I have emphasized the unity of the aesthetic object, but
it is a unity which covers a rich variety or multiplicity,
discoverable by analysis though not aesthetically appre-
hended as a many. This manyness in one is most
obviously realized as a synthesis of the senses. Art is said
to be sensuous, to appeal primarily through one of our
senses, through hearing or sight. But then we must say
that one of the senses does the work of all the rest, and all
1 one act. So in music we can be said to hear wetness,
hear colour, a perfume, a taste. In a picture, we see
warmth, we see loudness, sweetness and freshness, sharp-
ness, &c. Hence 1t 1s that critics tend to speak of music in
terms of colour and of painting in terms of music.

But the elements which enter into the aesthetic synthesis
are not mercly sensuous It is all experience that may
enter into 1t . . . Such synthesis points to some experience
where all the past, all experience, 1s resumed and pre-
served all in one 1n an immediate unity. That experience
cannot be anything other than the Absolute, but its type
and the approximation to it 1s to be found in the aesthetic
experience only.!

The aesthetic experience presupposes perception.? to
appreciate an aesthetic object we must percerve a picture,
hear a poem, &c., to create an aesthetic object we must
have lived through at least ordinary perceptual experi-
ence. While not itself conceptual, 1t presupposes the
concept and, indeed, it contains 1t, though not explicitly
in the form of argument or doctrine, but in an implicit
immediate form3 as a philosophy may be contained in a
drama of Aeschylus. It is not in 1tself ethical, and its
value is not ethical, but 1t presupposes the ethical exper-

I Cf St Thomas, p 50. 2 Cf Collingwood, p. 293.
3 Cf Croce, p 238, Stace,p 304
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ience in the sense that no art—at anyrate,nogreat art and
least of all great poetry—can be produced or appreciated
except by men who are sensitive to good and evil. Like
the absolute, though in itself neither true nor false, since
it is not judgement or assertion, the aesthetic experience
contains both truth and error. The doctrines or judge-
ments which we may extract from a poem, and which we
say are contained in 1t implicitly, may be either true or
false without affecting its own value, which is beauty.
For error we must find a place in the universe, since it 1s
a fact. . . . Aesthetic experience alone does not possess the
unsatisfactoriness of all other knowledge, i.e. knowledge
which is judgement or predicational, and thereforeitalone
reveals reality satisfactorily. Beauty 1s the highest cate-
gory and alonc applicable to the Absolute, ie to the
unity of all experience or all experience in a unity.
Actual aesthetic objects are only types of this absolute or
partial revelations of 1t

Suggestions from Aesthetics for the Metaphysic of

Quality (11)
From Mind, vol xxxu1, NS, No 129

What we have been dealing with, it may be objected, are
not qualities at all but feelings or emotions Art expresses,
objectifies, externalizes, or embodies our feelings or
emotions or states of mind. In the aesthetic activity, we
project our feelings into an object, we experience them
init. ...

There is one use of the word feeling, so wide that it can
scarcely be misleading. When a work of art or an object
is said to ‘express’ bright speed, white simplicity, a light
aerial elegance, or majesty and stateliness, if I say that
the work or object gives me the feeling of bright speed,
white simplicity, or that I feel the hght aerial elegance or
the mountain’s majesty and stateliness, feeling here can
only mean apprehending. It can only have the sense 1t
would have if T said I felt the greenness or the hardness or
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the sweetness of a thing. There can be no objection to the
word, if it be realized that in all these cases we have
knowledge, though it be knowledge of quality, and know-
ledge which 1s not judgement. It must also be realized
that just as I do not mean, in the above cases, that I feel or
am green or hard or sweet, so I cannot or must not mean
thatIfeel or thatl ammajestic and stately, brightly speedy,
whitely simple, or lightly and aenally elegant.? . . .

My feeling or state of mind when I am contemplating
a mountain differs from my state of mind when I am
contemplating a plain only because the mountain 1s
different from the plain. It is the world, then, in this case
the mountain or the plain, that invests feeling with
character and not feeling which characterizes the world.
The mountain 1s not solemn and awful because I have a
feeling of solemnity and awe which I project or externa-
lize into 1t; my feeling or state of mind may be said to be
of awe and solemnity because I apprehend these qualities
in the mountain. .

Once make a division, and place on one side a world
stripped of many qualities, and on the other a mind, and
no amount of externahzing or projecting of feching or any-
thing else will clothe 1t. . . . Now according to us, the
aesthetic apprehension 1s essentially the pure apprehen-
sion of pure quality, 1 e of quality not attached to this or
that particular thing But before we come to developed
aesthetic apprehenston in art, this apprehension of un-
attached quality 1s probably not to be met with elsewhere
than 1n emotion. For sensations, unless 1t be some vague
organic sensations, we probably do not have except in
perception; and in perception qualities are attached to
particular things Consequently the aesthetic apprehen-
sion in art may be considered as more particularly the
development of one aspect or element of the psychological
situation which is an emotion. . The aesthetics of feeling
emphasize the fact that a world which contains qualities
like weirdness, calm, mysteriousness, splendour, majesty,

I Cf. Lipps, pp 252-8, Mitchell, p. 260
3778 Pp
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must contain the ‘things’ of which psychology treats as
well as those with which physical science deals. Thatis, of
course, a fact. But 1t 1s not obvious on the surface nor
necessarily implied 1n the mere act of attributing these
qualities. When I say the mountain 1s stately or majestic,
I am performing the same act of attribution as when I
say the leaf is green. Neither 1n the one case nor in the
other am 1 implying, reflecting, or stating that my
feeling or my state of mind affects the thing, or that the
thing affects my state of mind

ROBIN GEORGE COLLINGWOOD
188g9—

Outlines of a Phulosophy of Art (1925)

2 Artis to mean the special activity by which we appre-
hend beauty. This implies that there arc various activi-
ties of which we have expcrience, and that art has certain
features i1n common with them all and others peculiar to
iself. . . For instance, religion 1s described as giving
knowledge of ultimate reality, which 1s precisely what
artists claim for art, scientists for science, and philoso-
phers for philosophy; or as giving a sense of victory over
our lower nature, of pcace, of security, which arc feelings
mvolved 1n any activity whatever, provided 1t is pursued
carnestly and successfully . In every field of activity
therc 1s a theoretical clement, 1n virtue of which the
mind 1s aware of something; there 1s a practical element
mn virtue of which the mind 1s bringing about a change
in 1itself and 1n 1ts world; and there 1s an element of
fechng ... 3 But the subject’s acuvity, the object’s
nature, and the character of the relation between them
have certain peculiarities which distinguish the case of
art from other cases What the subject does 1s to imagine:
the object 1s an 1magmary object,! and the relation be-

tween them 1s that the individual or empirical act of
1 Cf Moore, § 115, p 246
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imagining creates the object. . . . To imagine an object is
not to commit oneselfin thought to its unreality; it 1s to be
wholly indifferent to 1ts reality. An imagmary object,
therefore, is not an unreal object but an object about
which we do not trouble to ask whether 1t 1s real or unreal.”
. . - 4. Art is not based upon a previous perception of real
objects. We do not first ascertain what the object really
is and then modify it by allowing our imagination to play
upon it. We firstimagine 2. . The child does not struggle
to reach the imaginative point of view; he lives habitually
n it; but the educated man cannot achieve 1t except by
a struggle .. 5. To imagine 1s not simply to allow a
train of 1images to dnft idly across the mund, 1t 1s to make
an effort to 1magine, to work at imagination. . . . That
which art 1s the attempt to achieve 1s beauty. . . . All
uglmess, so far as 1t does actually exist, 1s not the ugliness
of an object imagined, but the uglness of an object not
imagined- not imagined, that s, mn the strict sense. . . . It
15 confused 1magiming, an 1magiming that shps over from
one 1magination to another, without imagining out any
one thing to the end. . . . The mere act of 1magination,
by being 1itself, by being this act and not a different act,
generates 1n 1ts object that unity which 1s beauty.

6 Every work of art 1s a monad, a windowless and self-
contained world which mirrors the universe from its own
unique pownt of view, and, indeed, 1s nothing but a vision
or perspective of the universe, and of a universe which
1s first 1tself'3 . . But whereas the artist regards 1t as
expressive ssmply of itself, the historian [of his art] regards
1t as expressive of the experiences, now forgotten, which
have paved the way for 1ts creation.

9. Subhmity is beauty which forces itself upon our
mind, beauty which strikes us as 1t were against our will
and in spite of ourselves. . . . 10. The power which we
attribute to the object is really our own; it 1s our own
aesthetic activity. The shock of sublimity 1s the shock of
an uprush of imaginative energy within ourselves. . .

T Cf Leon,p 286 2 Cf Lipps,p 258,Leon, p 289 3 Cf Leon, p 287



294 COLLINGWOOD

The shock with which we discover a beauty dies away;
we become familiar with the object, and familiarity
breeds a feeling that the beauty which we saw in it was
our own work and not due to any real power in the
object ¥ The object no longer overawes or impresses us
with its beauty, and this release from awe, uprush of
positive self-feeling, or, as Hobbes called it, ‘sudden glory’,?
is what we express by laughter.

11. Real beauty is neither ‘objective’ nor ‘subjective’ in
any sense that excludes the other. . . . The experience of
beauty is an experience of utter union with the object;
every barrier 1s broken down, and the beholder feels that
his own soul 1s living 1n the object, and that the object 1s
unfolding its hife in his own heart. . . . But that is a merely
psychological description of the experience.? The feeling
which we thus describe has a ground, and this ground
can be made exphat by reflection on the feeling. The
aesthetic activity 1s an act of 1imagination; and imagma-
tion creates 1ts own object.

12. If to imagine an object 1s to find it beautiful, there 1s
no difficulty 1n the fact that we find real objects, whether
natural objects or works of art, beautiful; for it 1s just as
possible to look i1maginatively at these as it 1s to look
mmaginatively at objects which exist solely in our own
imagination

Both the natural object and the work of art present
themselves to the artist himself as real and not merely
imaginaty. their reality entersinto his aesthetic experience
as a constituent element, giving it a quality of its own, and
their different origin further differentiates this quality.

13. It may be doubted whether we ever imagine without
also thinking . . . There seems to be no case in which
we make no judgement whatever as to whether we are
imagining or not; in other words, whether the immediate
object of our consciousness 1s a merely imaginary object
or a real object. . . . Yet though the thinking self controls

I Cf Kant's doctrine that beauty 1s more properly ascribed to objects,
sublimuty to our munds, p 118 2Cf p 57 3 Cf Lapps, p. 253.
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the imagining self, the artist does not know this is so, for he
is only conscious that he is imagining, not that he is
thinking; and therefore he knows that something is
controlling his imaginative activity—something other
than that actwity itself—but he does not know that this
something is his own thought. . . . 14. If] in so far as he
thinks, he recognizes that his imagination is controlled
by an activity higher than itself, this recognition must
leave 1ts mark on his imagination in the form of a feeling
of ‘givenness’ which characterizes its awareness of its
object ... As, in perceiving, we feel everything that we
perceive to be a natural object, and as, 1n thinking, the
scientist feels every object of his thought to be a part of
nature, so, 1n imagining, the artist feels every object of his
imagination to be nature! . .. In general this sense of
givenness is the finite mind aware of 1ts own finiteness. . . .
Hence the feeling of givenness 1 virtue of which the
object of imagination 1s felt as real, as nature, 1s, properly
considered, not an 1llusion at all, but the imaginative
awareness of a profound truth. . . If there could be a
mind purely mmaginative and devoid of all intellectual
faculties, such a mind would be an artist, but its artistic
experience would be altogether innocent of the feeling
that 1ts object was no mere fiction but a symbol of truth

.. . The object and our awareness of 1t are felt to be in
perfect harmony with each other; but within this har-
mony there is a distinction between feeling that the object
1s presented to the aesthetic activity, and feeling that the
aesthetic activity, whether in myself or another, has
created the object; this is the distinction between the
enjoyment of natural beauty and the enjoyment of the
beauty of art.

16. The essence of the picturesque is the spectator’s
sense of a gulf between the object and his own habitual
surroundings and activities, and at the same time the
word is applied indifferently to natural objects and to
the life and works of man.

I Cf Mitchell, p 261.
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Speculum Mentis or The Map of Knowledge (1924)

ii. 2. The aesthetic experience is thus, in its con-
crete actuality, the creation or apprehension of works of
art. The terms creation and apprehension are here
synonymous, for the essence of art is that nothing is
asserted and everything imagined, so that the question
whether the work of art has or has not an existence inde-
pendent of the apprehension of 1t 1s a question which has,
for the aesthetic consciousness, no meaning whatever.
From the point of view of that consciousness, every work
of art is real just so far as it is imagined and no further. . . .
Now this process of imagining a whole, or creating a
work of art, 15, as we have seen, no mere rudderless drifting
of images across the mind; it is a process of unification in
which the mind strives to see 1ts world as a whole, the
‘world’ being just the work of art which for the time
bemng absorbs the whole gaze of the mind. The various
feelings, emotions, sensations, or by whatever other name
we call the subsidiary imaginations, are modified and
adapted so as to fall into such an imaginable totality." .
The whole is not first held in the mind as awhole and then
filled out in detail; for, if it were ever held in the mind
(that 15, 1magined as a whole), the work would already be
complete. . . . Beauty means structure, organization, seen
from the aesthetic point of view, that is, imagined and
not conceived. This is the solution of the old difficulty
arising out of the fact that when people try to describe the
beauty of a thing they always either describe its shape,
colour, and so forth, which are not beauty, or else describe
its emotional effect on them, which 1s not beauty either.
The first alternative leads to all the formalistic and in-
tellectualistic theories of beauty, the theories of the
serpentine line, of symmetry and proportion, of unity in
diversity, of natural form or allegorical meaning; the
latter to all the emotionalist and hedonistic theores. . . .
An artist paints with one motive only: that he may help

T Cf Ruskin on Imagimation, p 177 2 Cf Hogarth, p 88
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himself to see, and to see in the sense of to imagine. His
picture, when it is painted, has done that, and he is not
further interested in it. . . . 3. Any desire to communicate
or seek an audience for his thoughts is subsequent and
alien to the experience itself ...

There is a real difference between works of art in
what we call their scale or size: and it argues a more
powerful mind, a more highly developed art, to work on
a large scale than on a small. Scale, in this sense, is not
mere space and time; excellence in art is not bulk or
duration; it 1s relative to the difficulty of the problem
which the artist sets himself and the extent to which his
whole being and all his resources are called into play in
order to solve it . ..

Every fresh aesthetic act creates a new work of art . . .
the number of such works is therefore of necessity infinite,
nor 1s 1t possible to delimit and define their kinds. . . .

6 Art makes for 1tself two claims. First, that it is the
activity of pure imagination; secondly, that it somehow
reveals the truth concerning the ultimate nature of the
real world Now for pure imagmation there 1s no real
world, there is only the 1maginary world. Consequently
we are tempted to revise the second claim and make 1t
run ‘reveals the truth concerning the ultimate nature of
the imaginary world> But then the second claim simply
repeats the first, and adds nothing to 1t. This false re-
duction of the second claim to the first is, unless I am
mistaken, the motive of Croce’s famous identification of
intuition and expression.’ . . . Intuition and expression
have not been reconciled. . . .

The meaning itself, the expressed concept, exists in the
work only intuitively, under the form of beauty. . . . But
this is a contradiction 1n terms. A concept can only be
conceived, not intuited. . . . Kant was stating this fact
when he said that beauty was purposiveness without
purpose;? the beautiful, he meant, had the air of carrying
out some purpose, of meaning or intending something,

I Cf Leon, p 291. 2p 114.
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and when you came to ask what it intended, you could
never say. . . . When we discover what our meaning is,
the aesthetic stage in the history of that thought is over
and done with. Art must perish as knowledge grows.
But 1t perishes like the phoenix, to rise again from the
very ashes of 1ts own body. . . .

7. The presupposition of the birth of a work of art is
the purely abstract concept of relevance as such: aesthetic
structure in general. . . . Art 1s thus an alternation be-
tween concentration on the abstract concept of relevance
(the ‘fundamental brain-work’ of which Rossetti spoke)
and flight to the abstract intuition of beauty.

RALPH BARTON PERRY
1876-

General Theory of Value (1926)

255 De gustibus non disputandum est We have first to
distinguish a difference between two judgements of com-
parative value from a difference of preference. The
former case 1s represented by my judgement that ‘b is
better than a’, as opposed to your judgement that ‘a is
better than #’. This is a difference of opinion, which
assumes a common meaning for the predicate ‘better’. . . .
Preference would here enter into the discussion only so
far as it was agreed to construe ‘better’ as ‘preferred’,
there being a difference of opinion as to what was 1n fact
preferred This possible confusion being avoided, we
may ask in what sense differences of taste are debatable,
when these are construed as differences of preference.

In the first place, in so far as they are mediated by con-
trary judgement of fact. If you prefer a Raphael
Madonna to a newspaper cartoon because you believe
1ts composition to be superior, and I prefer the cartoon on
the same ground, we can fall to debating the question
of their composition, provided this in turn is not a matter
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of preference but of design. Or we may hold different
views of the conception and intent of the artist, on the
assumption that these actually occurred and are some-
how ascertainable. In both cases we virtually appeal to
the same set of facts to arbitrate our disagreement, and
in so far as the difference of taste is really grounded on
this difference of opinion 1t will be resolved by the correc-
tion of the opmion. . . . So far, in other words, as differ-
ences of preference are due to differences of opinion they
may be discussed with the justifiable hope of being
resolved. In the second place, differences of preference
may properly be discussed when they are due in any
degree to the relative 1ignorance of one party. If my pre-
ference of b to all other eligible objects is due to the fact
that I am 1gnorant of ¢, you may properly make me cog-
nizant of ¢ and of 1ts claims; or 1f my preference of 4 to a
is due to the meagreness of my knowledge of either or
both objects, you may present them to me more vividly,
or represent them more adequately, or by demonstration
enable me to compare them more fully or with a more
refined discrimination. You may present the Raphael
Madonna to me 1n a new light, and persuade me to look
at it more closely, while at the same time keeping my
interest alive by the contagious effect of your own admira-
tion . Or, thirdly, a comparison of taste may take the
form of a mere companson of preferences, in which a
common object 1s measured by both of us, each according
to his own interest. . . When, 1n other words, all cognitive
differences have been eliminated or discounted, and two
preferences still conflict, we are confronted with two un-
debatable facts both of which have to be accepted by
both parties, the facts, namely, that whereas in the last
analysis I prefer 4 to 4, you prefer a to . Such a conflict
of preference, like conflict of interest, is a datum of value
and an mstance of its ultimate and irreducible relativity.!

 Cf Ross, p g317-18.

3778 Q q



300

JOHN LAIRD
1887~
The Idea of Value (1929)

vit. 3. If colour, sound, and similar properties really do
belong to physical things, it seems unnecessary to deny
that beauty also may exist in the things themselves. If
so, many, though not all, beauties (not, for instance,
most of the beauties of poetry) would be ‘objective’ in
the sense of being non-mental And beauties, we say, are
values. It might, however, be contended, and perhaps
with justice, that such beauties are not values unless and
until they appeal to a mind.

If, on the other hand, these sensible shows cannot literally
be found 1n physical things, but are caused in part by the
play of our minds upon the things, 1t follows that the
shows are 1n part mentally conditioned.! Since the shows
could not exist apart from any mind, their beauty also
could not so exist. On the other hand, if this statement
were taken to mean, quite simply, that these sensible
shows are, in part, produced by our minds, such products,
though they have mental causes, need not contain any
mental constituents or properties. Even if smells and
colours are partially manufactured by our minds, we do
not commonly think that minds have the properties of
odours or of colours, i.e. that minds are red, or mauve, or
fragrant.

According to this alternative hypothesis, therefore
(interpreted as above), we ought to hold that the beauty
of such sensible shows resides neither in minds nor in
physical objects, but 1n a certain jomnt-product of both
(which 1tself is neither mental nor physical). The second
alternative, therefore, would not, any more than the
first, properly suggest that beauty resides in the mind
of the beholder. And the inference concerning the value
of such beauty would be the same on either alternative. . . .

I Cf Ross, p 316
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It is at least highly disputable whether certain beauties
may not be strictly non-mental. Ifso, a possible, although
not a necessary inference is that their values may be
non-mental also.

WALTER TERENCE STACE
1886-

The Meanmng of Beauty (1929)

ii. 23. The apprehension of beauty is a cognition. It
will therefore be either a pure act of conception, or a pure
act of perception, or a combination of both, or, as another
possibility, it may be some less well-recognized form
of cognition such as intuition. We must examine the
alternatives.

The first alternative, that the apprehension of beauty is
a pure act of conception, is ruled out at once by the con-
sideration that the beautiful object 1s never a pure abstrac-
tion or concept.

The next alternative 1s that the awareness of beauty is a
pure act of perception. .  This may be called the theory
of naive realism As far as I can understand, Mr. John
Laird! advocates this view .  Artistic taste would
depend solely upon the possession of acute physical senses.
. . . It seems obvious that the beauty of a rose is not
something that can be seen and pointed out in the same
sense that its colour can be. ..

There are two remaining alternatives. Either the appre-
hension of beauty depends upon a combination of con-
cept and percept; or it depends upon some less well-
recognized form of cognition such as intuition.

' A Study in Realism, pp 129-34 Beauty, 1n fact, 1s something that 1s
Judged, not something that 1s merely felt At the same time 1t 18 possible
to argue that nothing 1s beautiful save our delight itself, and that we call
things beautiful just because they cause beautiful delights Our delights
are really valuable, some delights are really better than others, and that s the
sum of the matter A perceiving and comprehending dehght 13 no mere
feellng We may conclude, then, that delight enters into the recogmtion of
all beauty, even if we have no right to maintain that things can be beautiful
apart from a mind
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Bergson ! argues that the artist is a man who, by some
chance of nature, sees reality as it is, unveiled and un-
falsified by concepts . . . This view is, in my opinion,
unacceptable for two reasons. Firstly . . if concepts
falsify reality, then all science and all philosophy, -
cluding Bergson’s philosophy, are false. . . Secondly, the
application of this view to aesthetics in the manner in-
dicated above renders impossible any distinction between
beautiful and unbeautiful objects Any object, any
reality, must be beautiful if truly seen in its reality,
stripped of concepts.? . .

Croce postulates an intuition which is wholly free from
any admixture of concepts or from any intellectual
element Such an intuttion 1s an mmpossible abstraction
for preciscly the same reason as bare sensation 1s an 1m-
possible abstractton His mtuition might exist as an
element 1n consciousness. But 1t could not stand alone.
And the assertion of his aesthetic 1s precisely that, in the
pure artistic consciousness, 1t does stand alone 3

My second objection 1s that, even if Croce’s intuition is
concetved merely as an element of consciousness, it can-
not be rationally comprehended. For the endeavour to
distinguish 1t from pure sensation 1s a failure.

Any hypothesis as to the nature of beauty, to hold water,
must first of all provide a satisfactory basis for the claim of
the aesthetic judgement to umversal vahdity.4 . That
which alone can explain and justify this validity 1s, in one
way or another, the concept 5. . The conceptless intuition
—whether as conceived by Bergson, Croce, or any other
philosopher—cannot be made the basis of a satisfactory
theory of aesthetic .. The apprehension of beauty 1s not
a pure act of conception, nor 1s 1t a pure act of perception,
nor 1s 1t a pure mtuition. The remaining alternative is
that 1t1s a combination of the concept and the percept ...
The concept must be fused in the percept in a special way
and disappear init .

1p 205 2 Cf Schopenhauer, p 145 3p 258, cf Gentile
4 Cf Ross, p 317 5 Cf Kant, §6, p 112,
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Although Kant explicitly denied that concepts are
involved in the experience of the beautiful, yet for him
beauty is a meeting-point of intellect and sensation. And
for him, as for Hegel, the beautiful is a reconciliation of
matter and sensation on the one side with intellect and
spirit on the other.

1. Beauty 1s the fusion of an wntellectual content, consisting of
emprrical non-perceptual concepts, with a perceptual field, in such
manner that the wntellectual content and the perceptual field are
indistinguishable from one another; and in such manner as to
constitute the revelation of an aspect of realuty. . . . The per-
ceptual, for us, includes both external and internal per-
ception There may be beautiful characters, emotions,
or 1deas .

Concepts fall into three classes. Those concepts which
are most universal and most abstract are called categores.
Categorics are those concepts which universally and
necessarily apply to all objects of experience. Such are
unity, existence, quality At the other end of the scale,
i respect of universality, are what I propose to call
perceptual concepts Examples of perceptual concepts are
the abstract 1deas of house, man, star, redness, sound,
roughness, jealousy, hitting, fighting, 1n, outside, to the
left of, before, circularity, three . What distinguishes
perceptual concepts from all other kinds of concept is that
percepts directly correspond to them. They are simply the
concepts, or abstract ideas, of percepts . . Between these
two extremes lies the realm of what I wish to call empirical
non-perceptual concepts, which form the content of the
beauuful. Such concepts are empirical because they are
derived from experience, and are not the conditions of
experience as categories are [They] are, on the other
side, called non-perceptual because, although they are
derived from concrete experience, there yet correspond
to them no immediate percepts ! . . They thus occupy
an intermediate position as regards universality. They
are more universal than perceptual concepts because they

' Cf Kant, §57, p 121.
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consist, not of abstractions of particular entities, but of
abstractions from areas of human experience so large that
they cannot be grasped together in any single act of
perception. Examples of empirical non-perceptual con-
cepts are evolution, progress, harmony, goodness, civili-
zation, law, order, peace, gravitation, spirituality. No
single percept corresponds to any of these concepts. . . .

Without the categories and perceptual concepts we
could have no perception, but only a confused, chaotic
blur of sensations. In perception, therefore, perceptual
concepts and categories are already fused with the
sensory elements of experience. . . . The intermediate
class of empirical non-perceptual concepts alone are im-
palpable abstractions, free concepts, which hover over
the field of concrete experience but never find any
resting-place within it. The theory embodied in our
definition of beauty means that the fusion of these con-
cepts with a perceptual field, though 1t does not take
place in our ordinary perceptive or cognitive acts,
takes place in the experience of the beautiful and con-
stitutes the nature of beauty. When perceptual concepts
and categories are fused with sensations, the result 1s
perception. When empirical non-perceptual concepts are
fused with perceptions, the resultis beauty. .. They must
not appear as separate and distinguishable elements in
our consciousness . . . This is to be compared with the
disappearance of perceptual concepts and categories in
ordinary perception. They too are completely fused
with sensory elements. . . .

Empirical non-perceptual concepts have not, as per-
ceptual concepts and categories have, existed primor-
dially and naturally as fused elements in all our ordinary
acts of perception. We have seen houses, trees, stars. But
no man has seen evolution, progress, civilization, spirit-
uality, or the moral law. . . . Hence it happens that,
when by an act of genius (as in art) such a concept at
last finds a lodgment in concrete experience, is fused
with percepts, is actually perceived for the first time as
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an existing thing before our eyes, we feel a sense of
pleasure. . ..

... v. Distinctions between the kinds of beauty belong to
popular discourse, to psychology, or to art criticism. . . .
They are due, according to our theory, to the varieties
of feeling-value which are connected with the intellectual
content prior to its fusion with a perceptual field. . . . An
intellectual content which is unpleasant and repulsive
will, when fused with percepts, give rise to the aesthetic
experience of the ugly. The sublime and the terrible are
due to the fusion of concepts with which are connected
certain shades of fear or the feeling of powerlessness.
Concepts which are more or less mndifferent as regards
feeling-value will give rise to some shade of cold and
purely contemplative beauty.

vii. This fusion may be less or more complete, and the
resulting beauty will be less or more perfect. . . .

This fusion certainly takes place only within the human
mind . .. To this extent, therefore, beauty 1s certainly
subjective. .. As to the nature of the objective element in
beauty, we can only affirm generally that some objects, by
virtue of these purely physical qualities, lend themselves
to the process of fusion with human concepts, while
others do not . .. It is precisely here, if anywhere, that
the element of truth in what has been called associa-
tionist aesthetics is to be found. . . .

vii. The greater the wealth and profundity of the
intellectual content, the greater will be the value of the
aesthetic experience . ..

ix. The intellectual content consists in the total intel-
lectual reaction of the artist upon the world as exhibited
in the work of art ... In a very general and approximate
way we sum up a man’s view of the world as pessimistic,
optimistic, hedonistic, resigned, gay, sullen, cynical,
joyful, tolerant, and so forth.

x. As soon as the concept became known as entirely
false it would be seen that the supposed work of art was
a sham and was not truly beautiful, and, further, that it
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never had been beautiful even when its content was
believed to be true. . . . Wholly false attitudes to life do
not exist except in pathological cases. . . .

Any empirical non-perceptual concept can be made
the content of aesthetic experience. But art chooses
those which are vital and profound and important to
human life, because upon the worth of the mtellectual
content depends the degree of beauty.

JOHN DEWEY
1859~
Expertence and Nature (1929)

1x There are substantially but two alternatives. Either
art is a continuation, by means of intelligent selection
and arrangement, of natural tendencies of natural events,
or art 1s a peculiar addition to nature springing from
something dwelling exclusively within the breast of man,
whatever name be given the latter. In the former case
delightfully enhanced perception or esthetic apprecia-
tion . . . 1s the outcome of a skilled and intelligent art of
dealing with natural things for the sake of intensifying,
purifying, prolonging, and deepening the satisfactions
which they naturally afford ! .. Butif fine art has noth-
ing to do with other activities and products, then of
course 1t has nothing inherently to do with the objects,
physical and social, experienced in other situations.
It has an occult source and an esoteric character. . . .
Consider some of the terms which are in more or less
current use among the critics who carry the isolation of
art and the esthetic to its hmit. It is sometimes said that
art is the expression of the emotions;? with the implica-

' Cf Croce, p 234, Richards, p 282

2 The following criticism 1s clearly not directed agamnst Croce, who certainly
does not hold that unexpressed emotion 1s aesthetic, nor that the character
of the expressive object 1s 1rrelevant to the expression  He does hold that the

character of the unexpressed emotion, so far as we can guess 1t from the
expression, 18 aesthetically itrelevant
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tion that, because of this fact, subject-matter! is of no
significance except as a material through which emotion
is expressed. Hence art becomes unique. For in works
of science, utility, and morals the character of the objects
forming their subject-matter® is all-important. But by this
definition, subject-matter 1s stripped of all its own in-
herent characters in art in the degree in which it is
genuine art, since a truly artistic work is manifest in the
reduction of subject-matter to a mere medium of expres-
sion of emotion.

In such a statement emotion either has no significance
at all, and it is mere accident that this particular com-
bination of letters 1s employed; or else, if by emotion 1s
meant the same sort of thing that is called emotion in
daily Iife, the statement 1s demonstrably false. For emo-
tron 1n 1ts ordinary sense 1s something called out 4y objects
physical and personal, 1t 1s response {0 an objective situa-
tion 3 It is not something existing somewhere by itself
which then employs material through which to express
itself Emotion is an indication of intimate participation,
in a more or less excited way, in some scene of nature or
life; 1t is, so to speak, an attitude or disposition which is
a function of objective things. . . The origin of the art-
process lay 1n emotional responses spontaneously called
out by a situation occuring without any reference to art,
and without ‘esthetic’ quality save in the sense in which
all immediate enjoyment and suffering 1s esthetic. . . .

The same sort of remark 1s to be made concerning
‘significant form’# as a definition of an esthetic object ..
‘Art’ does not create the forms; it 1s their selection and
organization 1 such ways as to enhance, prolong, and
purify the perceptual experience. It is not by accidents
that some objects and situations afford mankind per-
ceptual satisfactions, they do so because of their structural

I This evidently does not mean the emotion nor yet the physical medium
used Perhaps 1t means the natural obyects represented in some arts  Itis not
quute clear to me what 1t would mean in music  But cf Bradley

2 Myitahcs 3 Cf Leon,p 289 ¢ Cf Bell,p 264. 5 Cf Hegel,p 165
3778 RT
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properties and relations. An artist may work with a
minimum of analytic recognition of these structures or
‘forms’; he may select them chiefly by a kind of sym-
pathetic vibration.! But they may also be discrimina-
tively ascertained, and an artist may utilize his deliberate
awareness of them to create works of art that are more
formal and abstract than those to which the public is
accustomed. Tendency to composition in terms of the
formal characters marks much contemporary art, in
poetry, painting, music, even sculpture and architecture.
At their worst, these products are ‘scientific’ rather than
artistic: technical exercises, sterile, and of a new kind of
pedantry. At their best, they assist in ushering in new
modes of art. . . . The creators of such works of art are
entitled, when successful, to the gratitude that we give to
mventors of microscopes and microphones; in the end
they open new objects to be observed and enjoyed. This
1s a genuine scrvice, but only an age of combined con-
fusion and concert will arrogate to works that perform
this special utility the exclusive name of fine art.

DAVID WIGHT PRALL
1886-

Aesthetic Judgement (1929)

i1 1. Itis charactenstic of aesthetic apprehension that
the surface fully present to sense is the total object of ap-
prehension. . . . In our apprehending beauty or in beauty’s
being manifested to us, the character of the transaction
depends as clearly on the apprehending process as upon
the other main term in the transaction, that 1s, the object;
and while the object may remain the same, persons
differ greatly by nature and training with respect to this
apprehending activity . . . There is even ground for
supposing that beauty 1s constituted in the very transac-
tion that is this pleasurable apprehension, and that it is
therefore properly called a tertiary quality . . We

I Cf Plotinus, v 1 18, p 47, Richards, p. 27g.
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attribute beauty to all that there is present to conscious-
ness in the case, namely, the so-called external object
entering into this elaborate transaction. . . .

ii. 2. Since such functioning is actually necessary to any
beauty at all, just as necessary as the relatively permanent
properties of the prospect, it also seems reasonable to say
that the same object perceived by the same person may
at one time be beautiful and at another ttme not * . . .

iv. 1 Primitive art gives us examples of the free ex-
pression in graphic forms of those inner images and
feelings and emotions that could be externalized in the
exciting and significant details of the represented objects
themselves. And primitive hfe offers a still purer form of
art, where the very ground of it ceases to be either useful
objects or acts or the familiar objects of experience lending
themselves as subjects of representation to express in
peace and at home the dangers and thrills of fighting
and hunting. For there appear to be spontaneous activi-
ties not explicitly useful or even consciously directed,
such as the production of sounds by the human throat
and movements of the human body 1n general, which are
still natural, and which in themselves give relief or plea-
sure and express emotions for thewr own sake ... In
primitive art we find that active aesthetic experience 1n
1ts genuine and simple actuality is first of all expressive.

wv. 3. If certain qualities of sound are, so far as psy-
chology knows, among the very few genuinely natural
sources of fear, this may remind us that those sounds
simply carry fearfulness as their felt nature to any ears
and minds that belong to bodies developed through long
ages to be human beings.

vi. 1. Colour is, of course, expressive too; but while, for
example, red is vaguely warm, and green is cool and thin,
sharp, high-pitched tones are directly exciting and rolling
low ones directly ominous.?. . .

x. 1. It is only as works of art give specification—not
linguistic names or any other sort of symbol merely, but
! Cf Xenophon, p 2, Ross, p 318 2 Cf Anstotle,p 35, Leon, p 291
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actual present determination for direct sense-perception
—to human feelings, emotions, desires, and satisfactions,
embodied 1n the sensuous surface and felt upon it as being
its character and quality—only so do they share in the
nature of actual concrete works of art.

x. 3. It is obviously in music proper that a completely
satisfactory aesthetic auditory surface is perfect art. But
this is not at all the case with poetry. Not even the beauty
of poetry is mainly auditory; for poetry, being intelhgible
language after all, intends to function as all language
functions, not merely to produce an aesthetically satis-
fying surface for the ear, subtle and mmportant as that
sounding-surface 1s in heightening its value and even 1n
defining 1t as verse, and absorbing as this surface 1s to
some artists, whose practice tries to make patterned
syllables the whole content of poetic art.! If it is sweet
syllables that poetry discourses, poetry 1s still symbolic
hinguistic discourse; its syllables carry meaning and
reference Between these extremes lie the other arts It
has become fashionable in modern discussion and criti-
cism to discount entirely from the value of drawings and
paintings and sculpture their representative intent 2 . . .
Even when the most enhghtened artist, working for
purely aesthetic effect, in terms of sensuous and formal
beauty of surface, uses famihar natural forms, no matter
how modified or even distorted, as in the manner of so-
called primitivism, these forms are those given in nature
and necessarily recognized as such by any innocent eyes
that see them . What, after all, either of sensuous
elements or structural forms, is to be found even in the
imagination of a gemwus that has not been given him
through nature? Not that he merely copies what faces
him—a flat impossibility in any full literal sense—but
that all the form and content at his disposal has been
offered him in the life, and on nature’s surface. . . . To
attempt to free art of some of 1ts delight, in order to keep
it purely aesthetic, 1s a new kind of fanatical asceticism

I Cf Bradley, p 226 2 Cf Bell, p 264
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no more to be respected as reasonable or sane than more
ancient or familiar kinds. . . . There is no reason in the
nature of things why subjects before a camera may not
have expended upon them the whole power and skill of
a great artist, or why, for the preservation of his vision of
them, a camera of sufficient delicacy and contrivance
might not be the best means . . .

x. 5. A work of art may have a lovely sensuous aesthetic
surface as form and structure for direct intuition, and
reveal in this structure the technical nature of the pro-
cesses that have produced it; but, if it is a work of the
human spirit, a work of art functions also in expressing
that spint’s feelings and emotions of desire and satisfac-
tion. The beauty of poetry is clearly dependent for its
depth and power on this function that it performs. But
this expressive functioming does not take place through
Iinguistic symbolism alone, which 1s common to verse
and the least artistic prose discourse, but also through its
whole artistic character, including its strictly aesthetic
surface, which by means of sounds and rhythms 1s a
verbal and auditory specification of the exact emotional
effect that it embodies and thus expresses. And the
vitality and Iife of art and of its aesthetic surface depend
almost wholly upon this expressiveness. If the ‘signifi-
cant form’ of modern critics has any meaning, this 1s
it."... And of all the arts, perhaps music is in the matter
of emotional expressiveness the deepest and richest, of the
widest range and greatest power, as well as the most
flexible and most delicately precise. . . If a composer
has no emotions to express, no vital feelings to externalize
in sound, the best that he can do is to repeat more or less
conventional or banal patterns ? . . .

xi. 5. If one had to define lonely grandeur, or bizarre
opulence, or studious quiet,3 in anything but other
phrases, if one had finally to point to data in perception
upon the surface of which such characters or qualities are

T Cf Bell, p 264 :é;:f If—lerbart, 18) 156, and Hanshck, p 180
eon, p 284.
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discernible, one could hardly find better or more precise
specifications of them than works of architecture® or
particular features of such works.

CURT JOHN DUCASSE
1881-

The Philosophy of Art (1929)

viii. 9. Aesthetic, in these pages, is used to mean, having
to do wnth feelings obtained through contemplation. . . . Any
object is to be called beautiful when, or 1n so far as, the
feelings which one obtains in the aesthetic contemplation
of it are pleasurable feelings .

On the other hand, a work of aesthetic art, being simply
the consciously achieved objectification of a feeling, will
not be beautiful unless the feeling objectified m it, and
reflected by it in contemplation, is a pleasurable feeling.

xi. 5. An aesthetic symbol of anger, 1 ¢ an aesthetic object
embodying anger, would be, among the sorts of things
which are evidences of anger, any situation allowing, or
still better, inviting aesthetic contemplation, and such as
to yield through it to us the ‘taste’ of anger,—not the
mere 1ntellectual information . . . that some one is angry.
Such a situation might consist merely 1n the representation
of behaviour ‘empathically’ evidencing anger (rather than
in the actual presentation of such behaviour, which might
make impossible the contemplative attitude); for in-
stance, 1t might consist in the representation of a scowling
face, or of the speeches of an angry man, such as those of
Achilles in his quarrel with Agamemnon. . . .

6 Associations, of course, affect the feeling experienced,
and are varable. But associations are wnfernal to the
aesthetic object, not external; and this means that when the
associations of some entity change, the aesthetic object
(consisting as it does of the entity and its associations)
itself has changed.z. ..

xii. 2. Feeling is aesthetic feeling whenever its status is

1 Cf Herbart, Encyclopaedia, 72, p 156 2 Cf Moore, p 247
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neither that of a mere incitement to or accompaniment or
result of practical activity, nor that of an accessory or by-
product of cognition, but is, on the contrary, the status of
something being sought or entertained for itself, and
simply ‘tasted’. The aesthetic feelings are not qualita-
tively different from the non-aesthetic, and this involves
that there is no sort of feeling which may not on occasion
acquure the aesthetic status, or which art may not attempt
to ob_]ect1fy

xiii. 1. Although form and content are inseparable in
fact, our attention may focus on one of the two and rele-
gate the other to the margin of consciousness, thereby
subordinating that other to a condition sometimes
approaching that of non-existence. The possibility of
thus ‘giving the centre of the stage’ to the form-aspect of
the object, and of the apprehending in contemplation 1ts
mmport of aesthetic feeling, 1s well recognized by the
formalists. But they overlook the fact that in a precisely
similar way the content, instead of the form, may be made
to occupy the focus of attention and be contemplated;
and that 1t, too, is then found to have a definite feeling-
import of its own. Normally, however, the attention
tends to take in both form and content rather than to
centre upon one to the virtual exclusion of the other.!. ..

xv. 3. The most common form of criticism of works of
art 1s criticism in terms of beauty and ugliness. The
terms beautiful and ugly, however, have no meaning
whatever 1n terms of the creating artist’s point of view,
but only in terms of the spectator or ‘consumer’, whether
he be the artist himself later contemplating and evaluat-
ing his creation, or some one else That which isevaluated
in terms of beauty and ughness is therefore not at all the
work of art as such, viz as product of the artist’s en-
deavour to give his feeling embodiment in an object, but
only the object itself that the spectator contemplates, and
wholly without reference to the question whether that
object is a product of art or of nature.?

I Cf Bradley, p. 221. z Cf Tolstoy, p 193, Santayana, p. 204
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On the other hand, criticism of a work of art, considered
as such, would be concerned solely with the measure of
success or failure of the art, i.e. of the artist’s attempt
consciously to objectify his feeling. It is obvious, how-
ever, that no one but the artist himself is in a position to
say whether, or how far, he has succeeded in creating an
object adequately embodying his feeling. The test of the
success of his attempt at objectification, as we have seen,
is whether the object created does, in contemplation,
mirror back the feeling which he attempted to express.
What that feeling was, however, is something which is
known to no one but himself; and therefore he alone is
in a position to perform the test If the artist is able to
say: ‘Yes, this exactly reflects back to me the feeling I
had’, then the last word has been said as o that, i.e. as to
the success of his attempt at objective expression of his
feeling. It may quite properly be insisted, however, that
success of that sort 1s something which 1s of interest to no
one but himself| or, possibly, his mother or his wife. Con-
scious objectification of feeling, as defined by that test,
may therefore be termed priwate or indiidual objectification,
as distinguished from social objectification, the test of which
would be the object’s capacity to impart in contempla-
tion the artist’s feeling not merely back to himself, but on
to others also. Criticism in terms of this test will be con-
sidered presently.

As already noted, however, the artist’s final criticism at
least, of his own work, 1s Iikely to be based not so much
on the question whether the feeling which he finds he has
objectified is exactly that which he attempted to objectify,
as on the question whether, after thoroughly ‘tasting’
(through contemplation of his work) the feeling he has
actually objectified, he finds 1t to be one that he is willing
lo own, 1e. to acknowledge as being really a part or
aspect of his emotional self at the time. In other words,
the question is whether the work he has created is one
which he honestly feels he can sign.!

* Cf Lipps, p 257
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It is obvious that, again, no one but the artist himself is
in a position to crititize his own work on that basis.
* Criticism of this sort would normally accompany criti-
cism of the kind first mentioned, which passes on! the
question of the sameness of the feeling actually objectified,
and of the feeling which was to be objectified

As pomted out earlier, this sameness obviously cannot be
sameness in every respect, but only qualifative sameness.
Such qualitative identity of the two feelings, however,
leaves room for gain in clearness and vividness of the
given quality of feeling, as a result of the process of
objectification.? Such a gain in clearness and vividness
beyond question occurs, but 1t is the only respect 1n which
the feeling need become different through the process of
objectification. Indeed, the qualitative identity of the
feeling before and after objectification is an absolute
prerequisite, if one 1s to be able to say that it 1s tAat feeling
which has been clanfied That the feeling should be
clear, however (in the sense in which it is possible for a
feeling to become so0), 1s in turn a prerequisite of criticism
of one’s work 1n terms of the second question mentioned
above, namely, the question whether it constitutes
objectification of an emotional self truly one’s own.

It is perhaps unnecessary to point out in this connexion
that approving on this basis the object that one has
created 1s quite a different thing from finding 1t beaut1ful.3
The pleasure which such approval does express is plea-
sure found, not wn the feeling objectified by the work (which
would be what would constitute the work of art beauti-
ful), but n the success of one’s attempt to objectify an
aspect of one’s emotional self; and this latter pleasure
remains, whether the feeling objectified be a pleasurable
or a painful one, i.e. whether the object created be
beautiful or ugly. The difference is analogous to that
between the pleasure of having succeeded in stating
accurately some thought that one had, and the pleasure

T1e judges 2cf Nettleship, p 188

3 cf Santayana, p 204
3778 883
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(or displeasure) of finding true (or false), on reflection,
the statement that one has made.

Criticism of a work of art (and equally of a natural
object) on the basis of the question whether one is willing
to own the feeling which it objectifies, is possible to others
than the artist himself. The only difference is this. When
the artist answers that question in the negative, he then
proceeds to alter the object he has created until he finds
himself able to say: ‘Yes, the feeling which this now
objectifies 1s truly a part of myself.’* But when the critic,
on this baszs, is some one else than the artist, that critic is
then not trying to objectify his feeling himself, nor there-
fore 1s he called upon to make alterations in the object
before him. His problem is simply to decide whether or
not the thing before him objectifies a feeling that was his,
or one that perhaps he had not yet experienced but that
he is able and willing to call his. And, once more, this
decision is one quite distinct from the question whether
or not the feeling objectified is pleasant and the object
therefore beautiful.

WILLIAM DAVID ROSS
1877-
The Rught and the Good (1930)?

in  Beauty is not a form of intrinsic value, but only the
power in an object of evoking something that has value,
the aesthetic experience.

wv. If we are right in holding that beauty is bound up
with what is sensuous and that what is sensuous is at any
rate partly dependent on a mind, can any account of
beauty be given which will do justice to this fact and at
the same time avoid the fatal objections which we have
seen to arise against a purely subjective account of beauty,

' Cf Lipps, p 257
2 The Provost of Orel introduces thus discussion of beauty by reference to

Professor Moore’s argument in Principia Ethica and to Professor Perry’s
Gensral Theory of Value Cf also Lawd, p 300, and Herbart, pp 153-4



ROSS 317

i.e. one which identifies ‘this is beautiful’ with ‘this
arouses some particular feeling or opinion in some mind
or minds’? The view to which I find myself driven, in the
attempt to avoid the difficulties that beset both a purely
objective and a purely subjective view, is one which
identifies beauty with the power of producing a certain
sort of experience in minds, the sort of experience which
we are familiar with under such names as aesthetic enjoy-
ment or aesthetic thrill. Does such a theory really escape
the objections to a purely subjective theory? We shall
see the position of affairs if we suppose first two people
maintaining respectively that a certain object is beautiful
and that it is not beautiful; and secondly two people
maintaining respectively that an object is beautiful and
that it is ugly. (1) When a man thinks an object to be
beautiful, either he 1s holding an independent personal
opinion, or he is judging the object to be beautiful out of
deference to the opinion of some other person or persons.
For brevity’s sake I will omit the latter or conventional
type of opinion, which raises no special difficulty, and
concentrate on the former. Every independent opinion
that an object 1s beautiful has for antecedent, 1t will be
agreed, a feeling of enjoyment which either 1s, or is taken
to be, aesthetic; there is no other basis for thinking an
object beautiful than such an experience. Yet what the
judger is judging 1s not that he has this experience. For
(a) the judgement is a judgement about the object, not
about the judger’s state of mind. And (4) though we
cannot judge an object to be beautiful till we think we
have been aesthetically thrilled by it, we judge that it
was beautiful before we were thrilled by it, and will be
beautiful when we have ceased to be thrilled by it. The
Jjudgement, while it is not a judgement about the judger’s
state of mind, is one in which, on the strength of his
knowledge of (or opinion about) his state of mind, he
ascribes an attribute to an object. And if we ask our-
selves what is the common attribute belonging to all
beautiful objects, we can, I believe, find none other than
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the power of producing the kind of enjoyment known as
aesthetic.!

Now observe the difference between this view and that
which identifies ‘this is beautiful’ with ‘this produces a
certain feeling in me’. The latter view is open to the fatal
objection that it leaves no real point at issue between the
man who says ‘this is beautiful’ and the man who says
‘no, it 1s not’; for it may well be true botk that the object
produces aesthetic enjoyment in one man and that it does
not produce it in the other. But if one is in effect saying
‘the object has it 1n it to produce aesthetic enjoyment 1n
any one sufficiently capable of feeling such’, there is a
question really at 1ssue between him and one who says
‘no, 1t has not’.

That this is no unnatural account of the question at
1ssue between them may be seen by considering separately
the two cases in which the person who asserts the object
to be beautiful is right, and 1s wrong, respectively. (a)
When he is rlght he 1s actually having or has had genuine
aesthetic enjoyment of the object, the other has had no
such enjoyment and is inferring from this that the object
has no power of producing such enjoyment in any one.
But the actual occurrence of the enjoyment depends on
conditions in the experient as well as on conditions in
the object. While his own lack of susceptibility or of
aesthetic education 1s at fault, he is supposing that the
conditions 1n the object are not those required for aesthetic
enjoyment.

() When the man who pronounces the object beautiful
is wrong, what 1s happening 1s that he is receiving some
kind of pleasurable thrill from the object, confusing this
with aesthetic enjoyment, and on the strength of this

! I think, however, that 1t must be admitted (and this 1s, for what 1t 1s worth,
an objection to the view suggested) that we do not mean by ‘beautsful’ an
attribute having even this sort of reference to a mind, but something entirely
resident 1n the object, apait from relation to a mind What I am suggesting
15 that we are deceived 1n thinking that beautiful things have any such com-
mon attribute over and above the power of producing aesthetic enjoyment

(WDR]
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mistake wrongly attributing to the object the power of
producing the aesthetic thrill.

(2) When one person pronounces an object beautiful
and another pronounces it ugly, there are, I think it must
be admitted, four possibilities. The first person alone may
be right, or the second alone be right, while the other is
mistaking some other emotion for aesthetic repulsion or
enjoyment, or making a conventional judgement based
on his opinion that some one else thinks the object ugly
or beautiful. Thirdly, both may be wrong, both making
the sort of mistake that in the first two cases one of them
has made. But fourthly, it appears that both may con-
ceivably be right. For when we consider how beauty is
bound up with sense-perception, and how dependent
sense-perception 1s on our equipment of sense-organs, it
seems not improbable that owing to differences in the
sense-organs of different individuals, or of different races,
the same object may produce (or minister to) genuine
aesthetic enjoyment in one individual or race and genuine
aesthetic repulsion 1n another. And 1f so, the same object
will be both beautiful and ugly; whether we think this
probable or not, it seems clear that 1t cannot be ruled out
as impossible. And to this extent our ordinary ideas
about beauty and uglhness require revision; for we cer-
tainly in general mean by ‘beautiful’ and ‘ugly’ attributes
which cannot belong to the same thing! (1 e. to the same
thing taken as a whole; we well know that some elements
in a thing may be beautiful and others ugly).

In a sense, then, beauty is perfectly objective. An object
may be beautiful though no one has ever felt or will ever
feel its beauty, provided that there 1s some mind which
if confronted with it would get aesthetic enjoyment from
it, or could be so educated as to get such enjoyment. The
further question may be asked, whether there could be
beauty in a world in which there were no minds at all.
If it 1s possible for a mind to come wnio being in such a world
(a question on which I offer no opinion), there too there

I Cf Xenophon, p 2
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might be beauty; for an object in a mindless universe
might be such as to produce aesthetic enjoyment in some
mind which might come into existence.’ So far the theory
is purely objective; but in so far as it holds beauty to be
indefinable except by reference to a possible effect on a
mind, and to involve a certain relation between the
nature of the object and that of mind (or of some mind),
our theory might be called subjective. And its objectivity
in the one sense seems to be quite compatible with its
subjectivity in the other.

Finally we may ask whether beauty is an intrinsic value.
Apparently we must say that it 1s not. For even if it be
held that beauty might exist in a mindless universe, there
is no reason for regarding the beaut:ful things in such a
universe as having any value in themselves. Their value
would be solely instrumental to the production of aes-
thetic enjoyment in such minds as might later come into
being. Aesthetic enjoyment is good in itself, and beauty
is valuable simply as productive of it, 1n any assignment
of intrinsic value to a mindless universe or to anything in
it there is a surreptitious introduction of a subjective
factor, namely of oneself imagined as contemplating such
a universe or the things in 1t.2

GIOVANNI GENTILE

1875-
The Phalosophy of Art (1931)

GeNTILE claims that his philosophy is the only true idealism,
and 1t 1s certainly uncompromusing. It allows of no object (God,
Absolute, History, Nature, or Minds) transcending the actual
thinking activity ( pensiero pensante) which alone 1s real and which
is development. The life or being of this reality consists in the
activity by which 1t distinguishes or creates within itself a
subject or self and an object (God, Nature, History, other
Minds). The results of this distinction or creation, taken to
exist (as they do not) outside the thinking activity which
generates or distinguishes them are ‘dead thought’ (pensiero
' Cf Hutcheson, p 72 2 Cf Moore, p 251.
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pensato) They are then formsof error. But error is only error for
the thinking act which distinguishes it as error. Consequently
beauty cannot be anything presented to thought from outside;
nor can it be any ‘expression’ other than thinking itself; nor can
what is expressed or thought be feeling or any subject matter
other than thought 1itself So the problem of aesthetics for this
philosophy of immanence 1s to justify or explain our distinction
between the aesthetic and scientific or philosophic experiences
Beauty is the identical form of subjective feeling given to any
thought.

Introduction 11. 4. Men have excluded from the creative
activity of the human mind all those logical and ethical
values with which is welded together the whole fabric of
civilization: they have thought that without the aid of
some higher power, however it might be concewved,
mortals could not find in themselves the source from which
might flow the truths and values which are the light and
warmth of their life. And yet in every age men have
belhieved that they must be conceded a certain power to
create a world, not indeed firm and solid as reality itself,
but yet able to reflect that reality: a power to create men
and things not identically like the men and things of
nature created by God, but worthy to be compared with
them. These were works of art.!

i. 1. One of the first prejudices from which philosophy
has to free us is that there are, within the mansion of the
spint, different apartments or storeys, accessible no doubt
from one another for the agile, but separate and distinct,
each with 1ts own place. This is a materialistic prejudice.
. . . The mistake of this kind made by Vico?is well known;
he was a zealous champion of ‘pure reason’ against the
materialized thought embodied in imagination; he was
never weary of warning us agawnst the dangers of fancy.

L 1. 6. The difference between historical facts and a work
of art is that for any historical fact, properly so called, it
is always possible in actual thought to assign a perspective,
giving it its chronological place and such other determina-

1 Cf Cicero, p. 36, Bacon, p 55. 2 Cf p.73
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tions, according toits nature, as belong to its individuality.
But for the work of art such a perspective is rendered
impossible by the peculiar fusion and identification of the
subject knowing with the object known) And this peculiar
form results from the essential nature of the work of art.

A poem is a single word; a whole, infinite and absolute.
It is neither a part of a greater whole, nor has it parts of its
own.! Whence 1t follows that, if we succeed 1n entering
into it, or, to speak more simply, in reading it, we may
indeed break off and go on to other poems and other
thoughts (for we still may know that in the depths of our
hearts other interests are active than that which led us to
rcad this poem); but this breaking off cannot be a con-
tinuous progress like that from one verse to another
within the poem, or from one chapter or volume to
another of the same treatise, or even from one treatise to
another on the same subject.

Here we begin to notice a strange resemblance of art,
which is an activity of the spirit when 1t is most awake and
most clear-sighted, to dreaming, which 1s the unguided
free play of sleeping thought Art, it is well known, has
often been compared with dreaming; not, as has been
asserted by recent writers, because in both alike the
spirit rests rapt i pure contemplation without asking,
still less deciding, whether or not the world 1t contem-
plates 1s real; but simply because there is no con-
tinuty between our dreaming and waking experience.
Otherwise, indecd, the two experiences are 1dentical 2 In
our judgements during the alleged aesthetic contempla-
tion of dreaming we find the same activity of assertion as
in those from which we construct the reality and the facts
of our waking experience . . .

9. Ifa dream could be written down it would be poetry;
and many poets, from Dante onwards, have found no
better way of describing the ideal character of their
poetry than by calling it a dream or vision. Yet this
same unreality or ideality, when contemplated in the

! Cf. Leon, p 288. 2 Cf Ruachards, p 277
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light of imagination, is a living, present reality. . .. Art
for the artist, while he remains an artist, is life itself, and
therefore not art; just as the dream is no dream to the
sleeper. In short, as the dream would not be a dream but
for a higher form of experience which contains it, and by
rising above it judges it, so we can only speak of art in a
judgement about it which is not art. The canvas of art
can only be seen enclosed in a frame, and it is the canvas
not the frame which is art. . . .

10. The artistic element of a work of art does not ex-
haust all that the work contains, but only covers so
much as remains when we have made abstraction of the
elements of criticism, reflection, and, in general, of
conscious thought. Yet this residuum is only ideally dis-
tinguishable, in fact it cannot be separated from the
entire body of the work.

ii. 1. Art is indeed in the spirit and in the living spirit
(1n the spirit therefore of the man who is reading a poem,
when it is being read, and not in that of the author who
wrote it!); but within this whole we must strip off from
the spirit its Iiving form, which is that of thought, re-
flection, judgement, in order to discover ideally the true
and peculiar essence of pure art.

3. The form of art, which every man recognizes from
his own experience, or to speak more exactly, the form of
certain products or experiences of the spirit which have
artistic value, 1s the form of the Ego as pure subject. But
if we tried to lay our hands on this form as a concrete
existence, 1t would be proved, as we have said, to be a
vain shadow. Yet 1t reveals itself 1n experience in the
medium of the whole creative act of thought, which
besides being pure subjectivity, is also pure objectivity. ...

We all know the famous saying of Kant?2 that intuitions
without conceptions are blind and thoughts without
content empty; and consequently we all know that,
according to him, we do not find in experience intuitions
on the one hand and conceptions on the other, but that

I Cf p. 330, and Bradley, p. 209 2 Critique of Pure Reason (2nd ed.), 75.
3778 Tt
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all experience is a synthesis a priori of these two terms,
as we find it in the judgement. And since we have
mentioned Kant we may also mention Baumgarten' and
his scientia cogmtionis sensitivae, which he was the first to
call Aesthetic, and which he contrasted with logic, the
science of ntellectual cognition;—as 1f it were possible to
have a sensuous cognition withoutintellectual elements. . ..

5. In the first place it is false to distinguish art and
scientific knowledge as having different objects, namely,
the particular (or individual) and the universal. Aris-
totle2 in the Poefics already recognized that we always
attribute to poetry a certain universality denied to
historical narrative. In fact there 1s no artistic representa-
tion, however particular 1t may be, even a portrait, which
does not lift the mind above that mortal world to which
all particular things and men belong, by giving us a
vision of something immortal, infinite and divine. And
even the most abstract thoughts have often the power to
move our souls by the profound feeling with which they
have been thought and expressed. .

Secondly it is equally false to distinguish imagination
and understanding as spiritual faculties or functions which
answer to two different kinds of object or product of the
spirit. . . . Imagination 1s neither a faculty nor a special
function of that inner actwvity which is always thought,
though different aspects may be distinguished in its
development. . . . It 1s false to distinguish imagination
and understanding as 1if the first were the thought of
something non-existent, freely created by the spint, and
the second were the thought of the true or existent which
binds the mind and confines it within objective limuts. . . .
It is false to distinguish the objects of imagination and
those of pure thought as if the first were sensuous bodies
and capable of being represented in space while the
latter were not. ... The only body which can be thought,
as that round which and with which every other body
forms a single physical system, is our own, which is a body

I Cf p 84 2Cf p 32



GENTILE 325

just so far as it is felt, not felt because it is a body. And its
bodily nature is nothing but that spontaneous and funda-
mental feeling through which the Ego constructs and
affirms itself—the bodily nature of the Ego, which must
therefore always be present, since the Ego is always
present. The violence with which a thought is affirmed
—what we call excitement or emotion—is proportionate
not to the connexion of that thought with bodies supposed
to operate on our souls through the senses,buttothe amount
of self, so to speak, which the Ego puts into the thought.

. . The objects of imagination are indeed ‘bodily’; not
in that absurd sense which opposes one body to another
and would separate the spirit from things and even from
other spirits, but with the intimate and fundamental
bodily nature of the Ego, which extends from so-called
sensations (which are thoughts directed towards spatial
and temporal things) to the purest 1deas of things infinite
and eternal.

6. That then which has been called the material or
subject-matter of art is something outside the world of art!
though inseparably joined to it. It 1s in fact thought—
thought of anything whatever, representation and re-
flection united, as all thought is—image and judgement
in one. And poetry or art consists wholly 1n the form
which this material takes on

7 The form of art 1s not identical with the form of
thinking, for art, as we have seen, 1s not thought but
prior to thought. Arts the soul of thought, not the body:
that pure soul which we distinguish as being the principle
of life, out of which the living thing draws its whole being
and makes itself an actual body: the principle in which
and by which we really live. This soul in itself, prior to
the body which 1t animates, 1s the unique form in which
art consists.

8. Natural beauty has been and is spoken of in two
senses, in both of which the attempt is made to escape a
contradiction in terms and to avoid the absurdity of

I Cf Bradley, p 214
Tt2
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assigning value to mechanical products. Either we at-
tribute to nature an internal purpose! which spiritualizes
it as if it were a rudimentary form of spirit—and then
natural beauty turns out to be the work of a mighty art
which achieves its triumphs before the appearance of
spirit proper, the human spirit. Or else nature is regarded
as a mirror in which we think we read human feelings?—
and then beauty belongs not to unconscious nature but
to the man who sees in a landscape the reflection or
expression of his own state of mind. ... Both meanings
are inadmissible, because of their philosophical pre-
suppositions. We can justify neither the notion of a
nature which, though not itself spirit, is yet guided by
an internal purpose; nor yet that kind of dualism in
which the spirit 1s opposed to an external nature that
limits it, a dualism which can thus think of accidental
coincidences and correspondences between the two kinds
of reality.3

iv. I. If we are to use popular language, this pure sub-
jective form of every thought, 1n which art consists, can
only be feeling. Yet it 1s feeling not in the ordinary
psychological sense but in one strictly philosophical.

v. 1. Art then 1s shown by our inquiry to be not, as some
have said,* the expression or ntuition of feeling but
feeling itself. The well-known doctrine which defined art
1n the former way struggled long and vainly for a theory
by which art should be distinguished from philosophy and
yet share with it in the nature of the theoretic sprrit. But
it never succeeded 1n exchanging that doctrine of aesthe-
tic subject-matter from which it had started for that
doctrine of aesthetic form at which 1t aimed. It began in
distinguishing the theoretical activity of art from the
theoretical activity of philosophy by distinguishing their

U Cf Kant, Critique of Judgement, Part I, and p 122 above.

2 Cf Ruskin, p 179, Croce, p 244

3 Cf i 1 10 ‘Wherever thought rests and gathers up 1n 1ts synthesis the
vibration of the soul, that soul invades the thought 1tself wath the force, the

energv, the life of soul 1tself And there 1s beauty ’
4 Cf. Croce, p. 243
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subject-matters as particular and universal. It ends in
differentiating the intuitive form of knowledge, supposed
to be peculiar to art, by allotting it a special subject-
matter called feeling, from which the lyrical character of
art could be derived. But such a difference of subject-
matter cannot be resolved into a difference of form. For
the author of this doctrine gave to feeling an existence of
its own, independent of 1ts function as material of art.
Feeling was, for him, 1n 1ts vague obscurity, that practical
activity of spirit which he held to be as real as its
theoretical activity. So art came to be conceived dua-
listically. It was verbally defined as a synthesis, but it was
impossible to see such a synthesis as creative a priorz. It
was a mere result of adding the intuitive form to the
subject-matter of feeling First there was the feeling
and then the vision of this feeling; as if such immediate
vision could be possible, or indeed any spiritual activity
could be directed upon an object already existent.

2. What 15 called a work of art (poem, symphony,
picture, statue), just so far as it is a work of art, is closed
within itself, incomparable with any other. For its
artistic character 1s to be found in the feeling that ani-
mates 1t, in the soul that governs it and that makes us feel
something inwardly alive, for which our hearts beat with
that secret passion which is the very passion of life. This
feeling, which underlies every distinction, is indistinguish-
ably one and without parts. Yet at the same time it is
the whole. Nothing 1s outside it, and all that comes to
light in the hfe of the spirit must be born of it and be its
offspring. . . .!

7. Thus we attain a clearer idea of beauty as a property
of feeling or of the self For we love all that is beautiful,
and what we love is properly that intimate nature of the
self which is called feeling. We love art and all works of
art; we love all products or productive activities of
spirit, because there is no such activity but thought.
And there is no concrete thought, that is to say no thought

I Cf Plotinus, p 49, Croce, p 243.
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which any one thinks, which is not the thought of a
feeling. It 1s like a body which is only alive because it
contains a soul that feels and makes itself felt (if we are
not too obtuse) in every part of the body. And we attain
a clearer 1dea of art as the activity which creates beauty,
for it is now clear that this is the very same activity in
which thought consists. . . .

Within the synthesis of thought we shall necessarily
always find the three elements: the subject, the object,
and their relation. Thought consists in the relation, but
within the relation there is the object and first of all the
subject. Of this subject the relation must be born, it
does not descend from heaven Thus every man 1s a
man; that 1s, he is thought; but first of all he is an artist,
which is as much as to say that he has a soul and exhibits
1t in thinking Within the synthesis of thought, as within
every other, we can analyse. But analysis, we must
always remember, 1s the analysis of a synthesis ... Asa
result of this analysis we can see all the history of the
spirit, in 1ts singularity, completeness, and indivisibility
(that fragment of history, ever capable of extension, to
which our honizon is limited) from the point of view of
the pure subject. We can see in every work of the spirit
a work of art, and in the total work of the spirit also,
which 1s history itself, a work of art .. Art is the whole
spint from the point of view of art.

10. The author’ whohasrecentlyidentified aesthetic with
the science of language was led to do so by his dualistic
doctrine, already described, of a form understood as the
expression of a subject-matter immediately given and so
preceding the expressive activity. . . .

1. 1. 1. Tolook for feeling (1n accent, tone, expression,
and the like) outside the elements in which the feeling is
realized would be to grasp at a shadow We should reach
at last that pure feeling, prior to thought, which is in fact
nothing. Accent is in discourse and is the accent of dis-
course. . Therefore we hold that language is feeling

I Croce
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and is also thought; the one in so far only as it is the
other.

8. Feeling differentiates itself concretely by thought. But
when we consider, and so far as we have occasion to con-
sider, the creation of the spirit as a work of art, we see that it
seems always the same feeling, always the same soul. What-
ever be the subject on which one of our friends talks to us,
he is always himself, recognizable in the tone of his voice.

ii. 1. The world of the thinker and of the man of action is
a laborious construction. But the world of the poet is
the soul that underlies any such construction: that feeling
which is identical 1n every man, on the royal throne and
in the meanest hovel, 1n the mind of the erudite theologian
and 1n the heart of the pious lady, in the learned uni-
versities and the embrace of lovers, 1n joy and in pain
No matter if, to get back to this soul and fundamental
feeling of mankind, we may have to read books and
understand them and, for that purpose, to study with
learning and with diligence, and, in short, to undertake
after all the labour of thinking; . . art does not consist 1n
thought, but in that moment when the mind returns to
the thnll of simple feeling . . . and we find that in the end
we are all of us men.!

7. The artist, like the critic, must rise above his subject-
matter and come into confident possession of his tech-
nique, so that, when he sings or pants, he simply
translates into objective representations (1n self-conscious-
ness) nothing else but his own feeling, in which all the
rest is united and fused. When he has succeeded in
dissolving the world in his pure subjectivity, that is to say
in feeling it, then only can he express it, drawing from
himself what has flowed into him, and analysing i1n the
light of consciousness the dim and formless matter within
him, the mere feeling.

9. Everything 1s art so far as everything is feeling. . . .
But pure or abstract art, mere ideal subjectivity has no
existence. . .. Art is the form of a subject-matter; it is the

I Cf Tolstoy, p 103
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feeling which has a definite being of its own as the
subject experiencing a certain world; it is the feeling of a
personality which, as body and thought, includes every-
thing within itself.

wv. 9. The ugly can be nothing but the expression of
feelings into which a man has not put the whole of
himself; that 1s to say, superficial feelings not profoundly
felt. For that lack of seriousness (seriousness which is as
necessary to art as to morality), that frivolity and giddi-
ness which give birth to whimsical, extravagant, senti-
mental, rhetorical, or erotic art, arise simply from want of
feeling. Where there is feeling there 1s everything; it is as
universal and infinite as the soul whose essence it is.!
And this universality and infinity of feeling is the
humanity of true art, which, in expressing the most
secret heart of every individual, turns out to be what is
most intimate to the hearts of all men, without limit of
time or place. Thus it makes all men brothers by uniting
them in a single soul.?

v. 3. In a work of art the feeling is everything. For the
feeling 1s the form in which the subject-matter is fused
and transfigured . . . When the poet said “The gods die,
but our hymns to them live’, what he said was not strictly
true. . . . The poet’s hymn lives only while we sing it,
when by appreciation we overcome 1ts subject-matter
and reach its form. But to reach this goal we must pass
through the subject-matter. And 1t forbids our passage
if we put into the words which formulate its message for
us a thought different from the poet’s thought, from his
conception of the world, from his religious faith or, in
short, from that complex idiosyncrasy which made up
his concrete feeling. . . .3 The critic who still distinguishes
a subject-matter, with a value of its own, from the form
with which it 1s identified, and from which alone it gets
form and actuality, is still upon the threshold of art and
has not the key to unlock the door. The truth is that if the
hymns live, the gods live too: they live in the hymns.

1 Cf Croce, p. 244 ¢ Cf Tolstoy, p. 193 3Cf p 323
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ROBERT BRIDGES
1844-1930

The Testament of Beauty (1929)
ii. 842-7.

Beauty is the highest of all these occult influences,
the quality of appearances that thru’ the sense
wakeneth spiritual emotion in the mind of man:
And Art, as it createth new forms of beauty,
awakeneth new ideas that advance the spurit
in the life of Reason to the wisdom of God.

V. 1439—41.
God is seen as the very self-essence of love,
Creator and mover of all as activ Lover of all,
self-express’d in not-self, without which no self were.
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