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FOREWORD

HurMe was my very great friend, and what
I can say about him is entirely personal.

What appealed to me particularly in him
was the vigour and sincerity of his thought.
He was capable of kicking a theory as well
as a man downstairs when the occasion de-
manded. I always felt him to be my chief
bulwark against malicious criticism. He was
a man who had no regard for personal fame
or notoriety, and he considered that his work
lay entirely in the future. His whole life
was a preparation for the task of interpre-
tation which he had set himself. He would
make reckless sacrifices to possess works
of art which he could not really afford ; he
bought not only my own works, but also those
of Gaudier-Brzeska—and this long before
Gaudier was well known.

Hulme was a terror to “ fumistes” and
charlatans of all kinds. His passion for the
truth was uncontrolled.

I recall dozens of little personal things
characteristic of the man—but particularly
our first meeting. I was at work on the
Wilde monument. Hulme immediately put
his own construction on my work—turned it
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into some theory of projectiles. My sculp-
ture only served to start the train of his
thought. Abstract art had an extraordinary
attraction for him : his own brain worked in
that way.

At one time, in company with a group of
““ imagists,” he composed some short poems
with which, had he gone on, he would have
made what would be called a literary
“success.” But this seemed to him too
facile. ILike Plato and Socrates, he drew
the intellectual youth of his time around
him. We have no one quite like him in

England to-day.
JACOB EPSTEIN.
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Taomas Ernest HULME was born on the
16th September 1883, at Gratton Hall, Endon,
North Staffordshire. He was educated at the
High School, Newcastle-under-Lyme, and at
St John’s College, Cambridge. In March
1004 he was ““ sent down ” from Cambridge,
along with other undergraduates, for indulging
in a brawl. He spent the next two years
in ILondon, studying in accordance with his
own inclinations. In July 1906 he went to
Canada, where he stayed three months. He
teturned to England for a few weeks, and early
in 1907 he went to Brussels, where for seven
months he taught English and learned French
and German. When he came back to London
he began definitely to study those subjects
on which his interest was settling. In April
1911 he attended the Philosophical Congress
at Bologna and stayed in Italy travelling for
about three months. Farly in 1912 he sought
to return to Cambridge, and he was readmitted
largely through the intervention of Professor
Bergson, whose letter of recommendation on
that occasion is some indication of the impres-
sion Hulme was already creating :—
ix
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Je me fais un plaisir de certifier que je
considére Mr T. E. Hulme comme un
esprit d'une grande valewr. Il apporte, &
Pétude des questions philosophiques, de
raves qualités de finesse, de viguewr, et de
pénéiration. Ou je me trompe beaucoup,
ou 1l est destiné @& produire des ceuvres
intévessantes et importanies dans le dom-
aine de la philosophie en général, et plus
particulicvement peut-étre dans celur de la
philosophie de I'art.

Hulme’s temperament was not one that could
submit readily to an academic mould, and his
universily career was never completed in an
orderly sense of the word. He left Cambridge
shortly after his return and proceeded to
Berlin, staying there for nine months and
acquiring a wide knowledge of German phil-
osophy and psychology. He then settled for
a while in London, where his forceful person-
ality and witty conversation began to form
a group and to influence a generation. Then
came the war. Hulme joined the Honourable
Artillery Company and went to France shortly
after Christmas 1914. He was wounded
during the Spring of 1915 and upon recovery
he was gazetted to the Royal Marine Artillery.
He returned to the front late in 1915 and was
killed near Nieuport on the 28th of September
1917. Hulme was a militarist by faith and
acted upon his beliefs with a rare enthusiasm.
Many notes, devoted to the technical problems
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of artillery practice and to strategy in general,
testify to his serious interest; and in the
Military Notes, contributed to The New Age
and The Cambridge Magazine under the nom
de guerre of * North Staffs ”’ during 1915 and
1916, he gave an intellectual defence of the
militarist ideology which caused surprise not
only to the militarists, to whom it was as
strange as it might be deemed unnecessary,
but also to the pacifists, who had regarded
themselves as constituting a close corporation
of the intelligentsia.

Meanwhile Hulme had not desisted from
his more strictly intellectual pursuits. In
1913 he had published in a translation
Bergson’s Introduction to Metaphysics,* and
in 1916 appeared Sorel’s Reflections on Vio-
lence, translated by Hulme with a critical
introduction. These two volumes, apart from
the ‘“ Complete Poetical Works of T. E.
Hulme,” five poems,{ printed in 1915 as
an addendum to Mr Fzra Pound’s Ripostes,§
and apart from various articles contributed
to periodicals, make up the sum of Hulme’s
published work.

He left behind him a great mass of notebooks
and manuscripts from which the present
volume has been selected. From a “ Note-
book on Notebooks,” which was among the
material, it is possible to reconstruct some-

* London (Macmillan & Co. Ltd.).
T London (George Allen & Unwin Ltd.).
T See Appendix C. § London (Elkin Mathews).
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thing of Hulme’s aims and methods of work.
His plan was to keep :

(1) A daybook, which he always carried with
him, and into which he entered every thought
or observation as it occurred to him.

(2) A “ corpus;” into which as much of the
daybook as on second sight seemed worthy
was to be entered ; this to be indexed.

(3) When a general idea began to emerge
from the accumulation of notes, then a new
notebook or file was to be opened and all
ideas that could be subsumed under that
general idea were to be transferred.

(4) From this notebook the final work would
be written.

Unfortunately this  Notebook on Note-
books ”’ shows signs of being one of the last
things written by Hulme, and certainly the
system was never put into complete operation.
What existed when I began to edit his papers
was a collection of hundreds of loose notes,
varying in size from pieces of paper no bigger
than a postage-stamp to complete folios of
notes on one subject. Many of the notes had
already been ‘ written up ”’ as articles in the
New Age; others had been made the subject
of lectures ; the majority are mere indications
of thoughts—key-words and key-phrases.
But certain general ideas did exist, and at

xii
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least six works or series of works were taking
shape. These were :

i M(])Sern Theories of Art (see Appendix
II. A General Introduction to the Phil-
osophy of Bergson.

III. A book on Jacob Epstein and the
Histhetics of Sculpture.

IV. A book on Expression and Style (the
Psychology of Literature).

V. A series of pamphlets on anti-human-
ism, anti-romanticism, and pre-Re-
naissance philosophy.

VI. A philosophy or Weltanschawung, in
an allegorical form.

Towards the first book there exist in manu-
script various notes on modern sesthetics and
the essay on Bergson’s Theory of Art now
published. The basis for the second book
had been formed as a series of four lectures on
t_he Ph}losophy of Bergson, which were de-
livered in London during 1913 ; from the notes
used for these lectures it has been possible
to piece together the essay nmow printed as
the Philosophy of Intensive Manifolds. The
book on Jacob Epstein was in an advanced
fi‘cate of preparation at the time of Hulme’s
Oe%ath, but the manuscript perished with him.
- the more original works he was engaged

n, the book on Expression and Style only
Xiil
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exists in the form of rudimentary notes—
mere indications to the author of a train of
thought associated with some image or ex-
pression. The series of pamphlets was planned
rather than executed : no doubt the essays
now printed as Humanism and the Religious
Attitude, and Romanticism and Classicism,
would have been issued in the series, which
was, however, to be a complete critical
examination of Renaissance ideologies and a
rehabilitation of pre-Renaissance philosophy.
There are indications of its trend and scope
in the Introduction to Sorel's Reflections on
Violence, reprinted as Appendix A. Lastly,
there was the work to which Hulme devoted
most of his thought and which he kept con-
stantly in view. 7This was to be a personal
philosophy, cast into an allegorical form
perhaps analogous to Nietzsche's Zarathustra,
and having as its final object the destruction
of the idea that the world has unity, or that
anything can be described in words. The
notes for this book stretch over a consider-
able period—perhaps ten or fifteen years—
and are constantly rewritten and amended.
They were never given any final form, and
apart from the name Aphra, who was to be
the central figure, nothing of its allegorical
structure can be discerned. The more co-
herent fragments have been gathered together
in this volume under Hulme’s own title
Cinders.

To attempt any exposition of the Specula-
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tions now ‘‘ thrown to the lions” does not
fall within my province. More than is usual
in such writings, they speak for themselves.
If Hulme had one foe exposed before all others
to }115 consistent invective, it was obscur-
antism. He was not, by design, a systematic
thinker. He was, in one sense at least, a
poet : he preferred to see things in the eno-
tional light of a metaphor rather than to reach
reality through scientific analysis. His signi-
ficance is none. the less real; he knew very
certainly that we were at the end of a way of
thought that had prevailed for four hundred
years ; in this, and in his premonition of a
more absolute philosophy of life, he had
advanced the ideals of a new generation.

I wish to express my thanks to Mrs Kibble-
white and Miss Pattinson, who have supplied
me with biographical material and helped me
in cher ways ; to Mr A. R. Orage, with whose
assistance I began the work of editing ; and
;(1)1' Messtrs George Allen & Unwin for per-

ssion to reprint the Introducti "
Reflections onp Violence. isdatieteiints

1924 HERBERT READ.
NOTE TO THE SECOND EDITION

IN this new edition I have corrected a few mispri
i , Sprints.
5225 I pubhshec_l the Noles on Language and StyIZe retfserrig
lat((gm p:;.lge xiv in The Criterion (Vol. II1, page 485) and
a:h‘t ey appearcd as a pamphlet (University of
i ington Chapbooks, No. 25, Seattle, 1929). Itis not
<ely that any other material remains to be published.

HERBERT READ.
XV




A PREFACE BY THE AUTHOR

The history of the philosophers we know, but who
will write the history of the philosophic amateurs and
veaders? Who will tell us of the circulation of
Descartes, who read the book and who understood 1t ?
Or do philosophers, like the mythical people on the
island, take in each other's washing? Are they the
only readers of each other's books? For I take 1t, a
wan who understands philosophy is inevitably irritated
into writing it. The few who have learnt the jargon
must repay themselves by employing it. A new philo-
sophy is not like a new religion, a thing to be merely
thankful for and accepted mutely by the faithful. It
is more of the nature of food thrown to the lions; the
pleasure lies in the fact that 1t can be devoured. It
is food for the critics, and all readers of philosophy,
I suppose, are critics, and not faithful ones waiting
for the new gospel.

With this preface I offer my new kind of jood to
tickle the palate of the connoisseurs.

xvi

HUMANISM AND THE
RELIGIOUS ATTITUDE




HUMANISM AND THE RELIGIOUS
ATTITUDE

A METHOD

ONE of the main achievements of the nine-
teenth century - was the elaboration and
universal application of the principle of con-
tinutty. ‘The destruction of this conception
is, on the contrary, an urgent necessity of the
present.

Originally urged only by the few, it has
spread—implicit in the popular conception of
evolution—till it has attained the-status of 2
category. We now absorb it unconsciously
from an environment already completely
soaked in it so that we regard it not as a
principle in the light of which certain regions
of fact can be conveniently ordered, but as
an inevitable constituent of reality itself.
Wheq any fact seems to contradict this
principle, we are inclined to deny that the /
fact really exists. We constantly tend to
think that the discontinuities in nature are
only apparent, and that a fuller investigation
would reveal the underlying continuity. This
shrinking from a gap or jump in nature has
developed to a degree which paralyses any
Objective perception, and prejudices our see-

3
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ing things as they really are. For an objective
view of reality we must make use both-of the
categories of continuity and discontinuity.
Our principal concern then at the present
moment should be the re-establishment of
the temper or disposition of mind which can
look at a/gap or chasm without shuddering.

I am not concerned in these notes, however,
with gaps in nature, in the narrow sense of
the word. I am thinking rather of general
theories about the nature of reality. One of
the results of the temper of mind I have just
discussed is that any general theories of this
kind which assert the existence of absolute
gaps between one region of reality and an-
other, are at once almost instinctively felt
to be inadmissible. Now the method of
criticism I wish to employ here is based on
the fact that most of the errors in certain
subjects spring from an almost instinctive
attempt on our part to gloze over and dis-
guise a particular discontinuity in the nature
of reality. It was then necessary first of all
to deal with the source of this instinctive
behaviour, by pointing out the arbitrary
character of the principle of continuity.

What is this Method ? It is only possible
here to describe it quite abstractly, leaving
the details till later. Certain regions of
reality differ not relatively but absolutely.
There exists between them a real discon-

4
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tinuity. As the mind looks on discontinuity
with horror it has attempted to exhibit these
opposed things as differing only in degree, as
if there is in reality a continuous scale leading
from one to the other. From this springs a
whole mass of confused thinking in religion
and ethics. If we first of all form a clear
conception of the nature of a discontinuity, of
a chasm, and form in ourselves the temper of
mind which can support this opposition with-
out irritation, we shall then have in our hands

an instrument which may shatter all this ¥

confused thinking, and enable us to form
accurate ideas on these subjects. In this way
a flood of light may be thrown on old contro-
versies.

A necessary preliminary to this, however,
must be some account of the nature of the
particular absolute discontinuity that I want
to use.

In order to simplify matters, it may be
useful here to give the exposition a kind of
geometrical character. Let us assume that
reality is divided into three regions, separated

from one another by absolute divisions, by -

real discontinuities. (1) The inorganic world,

of mathematical and physical science, (2) the |

organic world, dealt with by biology, psy-

chology and history, and (3) the world of

Eﬁl;écél‘ atid religious values. Imagine these
. e ﬂreglons as three zones marked out
a flat surface by two concentric circles.
€ outer zone is the world of physics, the

5




SPECULATIONS

inner that of religion and ethics, the inter-
mediate one that of life. ‘The outer and inner
regions have certain characteristics in com-
mon. They have both an absolute character,
and knowledge about them can legitimately
be called absolute knowledge. The inter-
mediate region of life is, on the other hand,
essentially relative ; it is dealt with by loose
sciences like biology, psychology and history.
A muddy mixed zone then lies between two
absolutes. To make the image a more faith-
ful representation one would have to imagine
the extreme zones partaking of the perfection
of geometrical figures, while the middle zone
was covered with some confused muddy
substance.

I am afraid I shall have to abandon this
model, for to make it represent faithfully
what I want, I shall have to add a further
complication. There must be an absolute
division between each of the three regions, a
kind of chasm. There must be no continuity,
no bridge leading from one to the other. It
is these discontinuities that I want to discuss
here.

A convenient way of realising the nature of
these divisions is to consider the movement
away from materialism, at the end of the
nineteenth century. In the middle period of
the century, the predominant popular view
entirely ignored the division between the

6

HUMANISM

inner and outer zones, and tended to treat
them as one. There was no separating chasm
and the two were muddled together. Vital
henomena were only extremely complicated
forms of mechanical change. (Cf. Spencer’s
Biology and the entirely mechanical view
involved in the definition of life as adapta-
tion to environment.) Then you get the
movement represented in very different ways
by Nietzsche, Dilthey, and Bergson, which
clearly recognised the chasm between the

two worlds of life and matter. Vital events/ NP L
are not completely defermined and mechanical. Jf

1t will always be impossible to describe them|
completely in terms of the laws of physics. |
This was not merely a local reaction against |
a local false doctrine. It contained an original
element. This movement made the immense
step forward involved in treating life, almost
for the first time, as a unity, as something
positive, a kind of stream overflowing, or
at any rate not entirely enclosed, in the
boundaries of the physical and spatial world.
“ In dein Auge schaute ich, O Leben,” etc.

So far so good. But the same movement
that recognises the existence of the first
absolute chasm (between the physical and
the vital), proceeds to ignore the second, that
between biology and the ethical, religious
values. Having made this immense step
away from materialism, it believes itself
adequately equipped for a statement of all
the ideal values. It does not distinguish

Z
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different levels of the non-material. All that
is non-material, must it thinks be vital. The
momentum of its escape from mechanism
carries it on to the attempt to restate the
whole of religion in terms of vitalism. This
is ridiculous. Biology is not theology, nor
can God be defined in terms of “life” or

‘ progress:” Modernism entirely misunder-

stands the nature of religion. But the last

| twenty years have produced masses of writing
/" on this basis, and in as far as thought to-day

is not materialistic, it tends to be exclusively
of this kind.

It is easy to understand why the absolute

division between the inorganic and the organic
is so much more easily recognised than the
second division. For the first falls easily into
line with humanism, while the second breaks
the whole Renaissance tradition.

It is necessary, however, that this second
absolute difference should also be understood.
It is necessary to realise that there is an
absolute, and not a relative, difference between

. humanism (which we can take to be the
| highest expression of the vital), and the
| religious spirit. —The divine is not life at its

intensest.—It contains in a way an almost
anti-vital element ; quite different of course
“from the non-vital character of the outside
physical region. The questions of Original
Sin, of chastity, of the motives behind Budd-
hism, etc., all part of the very essence of the

religious spirits, are quite incomprehensible
8
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for' humanism) The difference is seen per-
haps most obviously in art. At the Renaiss-
ance, there were many pictures with religious
subjects, but no religious art in the proper
sense of the word. All the emotions expressed
are perfectly human ones. Those who choose
to think that religious emotion is only the
highest form of the emotions that fall inside
the humanist ideology, may call this religious
art, but they will be wrong. When the in-

tensity of the religious attitude finds proper
expression in art, then you get a very different )

result. Such expression springs not from -
a delight in life but from a feeling for certainnot" - ¢

absolite values, which are entirely inde-
pendent of vital things. The disgust with
the trivial and accidental characteristics of
living shapes, the searching after an austerity,
a monumental stability and permanence, a
perfection and rigidity, which vital things
can never have, leads to the use of forms

- which can almost be called geometrical. (Cf.

Byzantine, Egyptian and early Greek art.)
If we think of physical science as represented
by geometry, then instead of saying that the
modern progress away from materialism has
been from physics through vitalism to the
absolute values of religion, we might say
that it is from geometry through life and back
to geometry. It certainly seems as if the
extreme regions had resemblances not shared
by the middle region. This is because they
are both, in different ways, absolute.

9
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We can repeat this in a more summary
form. Two sets of errors spring from the
attempt to treat different regions of reality
as if they were alike. (1) The attempt to
introduce the absolute of mathematical physics
into the essentially relative middle zone of
life leads to the mechanistic view of the
world. (2) The attempt to explain the abso-
lute of religious and ethical values in terms
of the categories appropriate to the essentially
relative and non-absolute vital zone, leads
to the entire misunderstanding of these values,
and to the creation of a series of mixed or
bastard phenomena, which will be the subject
of these notes. (Cf. Romanticism in literature,
Relativism in ethics, Idealism in philosophy,
and Modernism in religion.)

To say that these bastard phenomena are
the result of the shrinking from discontinuity
would be an entirely inadequate account of
the matter. ‘They spring from a more positive
cause, the inability of the prevailing ideology
to understand the nature of this absolute.
But they are certainly shaped by this in-
stinctive effort to dig away at the edges of
the precipice, which really separates two re-
gions of reality, until it is transformed into a
slope leading gradually from omne to the
other. ﬂ
[ Romanticism) for example, confuses both
" human and divine things, by not clearly
separating them. The main thing with which
it can be reproached is that it blurs the clear

, Ln IO
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outlines of human relations—whether in poli-
tical thought or in the literary treatment of
sex—by introducing in them the Perfection
twperly belongs to the non-human.

The method I wish to pursue then is this.
In dealing with these confused phenomena, to
hold the real nature of the absolute discon-
tinuity between vital and religious things
constantly before the mind; and thus to
clearly separate those things, which are in
reality separate. I believe this to be a very
fertile method, and that it is possible by using
it, not only to destroy all these bastard
phenomena, but also to recover the real
significance of many things which it seems
absolutely impossible for the “ modern ~’ mind
to understand.

11
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A CRITIQUE OF SATISFACTION

ON an earlier page I made this assertion:
“In spite of its extreme diversity, all philo-
sophy since the Renaissance is at. bottom
the same philosophy. The family resemblance
is much greater than is generally supposed.

" The obvious diversity is only that of the

various species of the same genus.” It is
very difficult to see this when one is uside
this philosophy ; but if one looks at it from
the standpoint of another philosophy, it at
once becomes obvious. A parallel may make
this clearer. The change of sensibility which
has enabled us to regard Egyptian, Poly-
nesian and Negro work, as art and not as
archaology has had a double effect. It has
made us realise that what we took to be the
necessary principles of esthetic, constitute
in reality only a psychology of Renaissance
and Classical Art. At the same time, it has
made us realise the essential unify of these
latter arts. For we see that they both rest
on certain common pre-suppositions, of which
we only become conscious when we see them
denied by other arts. (Cf. the work of Riegl
on Byzantine art.) In the same way an
understanding of the religious philosophy
12 :
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which preceded the Renaissance makes-the
essential unity of all philosophy since seem
at once obvious. It all rests on the same

~conception of the nature of man, and exhibits

the same inability to realise the meaning of
the dogma of Original Sin. Our difficulty
now, of course, is that we are really incapable
of understanding how any other view but the
humanistic could be seriously held by in-
telligent and emancipated men. To get over
this difficulty I intend in later Notes to say a
good deal about those comparatively unknown
philosophers at the beginning of the Renaiss-
ance, who are exceptionally interesting from
this point of view, because they exhibit
clearly the transition from one ideology to the
other. They at least were capable of under-
standing that an intelligent man might not be
a humanist.

But we can leave this on one side. In
order to explain this family likeness between
all philosophers since the Renaissance, it
is not necessary to state specifically, what
the likeness consists in. The fact can perhaps

~ be made comprehensible by the manner of

its occurrence; by stating the aspect or
department in philosophy in which the resem-
blance occurs, without stating in detail what
1t is.
Philosophy is a surprising subject to the
layman. It has all the appearance of an
I3
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impersonal and exact science. It makes use
of a terminology as abstruse as that of mathe-
matics, and its method is so technical that he
cannot follow it ; yet he can see for himself
that it is not a science, or it would have the
same solid growth as the other sciences. It
ought surely to have arrived by now at
results valid for everyone. But the scandal
in philosophy of the contrast between appar-
ently smpersonal, scientific method, and its
results—which are often so personal, that no
one but their author accepts them—is obvious
to everyone.

This scandal is so evident, that certain
philosophers have endeavoured to end it, by
acknowledging it. They say that the subject
should renounce its claim to be a science,
and should acknowledge itself to be, what it
clearly is, a Weltanschauwung, or expression of
an attitude towards the world. The personal
element in it would then be legitimate.

This I now believe to be a false solution.

What is the right solution ? To recognise

that actual Philosophy is not a pure but a

mixed subject. It results from a confusion
between two subjects which stand in no
. essential or necessary relation to each other,
~ though they may be combined together for a
certain practical end. One of these subjects
is a science, the other not. The scientific
element in philosophy is a difficult investiga-
tion into the relations between certain very
abstract categories. Though -the subject

14
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matter is abstract, the method employed
should be as purely scientific and impersonal
as that of mathematics.

Mixed up with this is the function which

philosophy has assumed of acting as a pale -
It is concerned here ~

substitute for religion.
with matters like the nature and destiny of
man, his place in the universe, etc., all matters
which would, as treated, fit very well into a
personal Weltanschauung. Here the word
“ standpoint ”’ may legitimately be used,
though it is quite illegitimate in the scientific
part of philosophy.

The two elements are mixed after this
fashion. The machinery elaborated by the
first element in philosophy is used to further
the aims of the second. Put very crudely
these aims make it first of all necessary that
the world should be shown to be in reality
very different from what it appears to_be.
It must be moulded ‘‘ nearer to the heart’s
desire.” By the aid of his technical equip-
ment—the result of the first element—the
philosopher is able to disintegrate the solid
structure of the world as it appears to common
sense. JIn the last chapter, in his “‘conclu-

__sions;”” he presents us with his reconstructed

world ;  with the world as it is in reality.
Consider the nature of this second feature for a
moment. The philosopher undertakes to show
that the world is other than it appears to me ;
and as he takes the trouble to prove this, we
should expect to find that consciously or

15

¥
oNemd ¥




SPECULATIONS

unconsciously the final picture he presents
will to some degree or other safisfy him.

It is these final pictures that make it true
Jto 'say that there is a family resemblance
" between all philosophers since the Renaiss-
ance. Though the pictures are as different
as can be, yet curiously enough they are all
satisfactory for approximately the same
reasons. The final pictures they present of
man’s relation to the world all conform to
the same probably unconscious standards or
canons of what is satisfying. It would be
more accurate to say that it is the similarity
of these canons that constitutes the unity of
modern philosophy. If we think, then, of
philosophy as divided into a scientific, and a
more personal part, we may say that the
various systems agree where they might have
been expected to differ—and disagree where
they ought to have been impersonal; they
vary where no variation should have been
possible—in the scientific part.

It should be noticed that these canons of
satisfaction are quite unconscious. The philo-
sophers share a view of what would be a
satisfying destiny for man, which they take
over from the Renaissance. They are all
satisfied with certain conceptions of the rela-
tion of man to the world. These conclusions
are never questioned in this respect. Their
truth may be questioned, but never their
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satisfactoriness. 'This ought to be questioned.
This is what I mean by a critique of satis-
up with the final Mworld—pmture of the
‘“legitimate ”’ muystery of imfinite progress
and the infimite perfectibility of man—I at
once want to point out that not omly is
this not true, but, what is even more im-
portant, if true, such a shallow conception
would be quite unworthy of the emotlon he
feels towards it.

These canons of satisfaction, which are the
results of an entirely uncritical humanism,
should be subject to a critique. This is a
special subject, having no connection with
philosophy. I hope to be able to show that
it is a real and complicated subject inside
the limits of which detailed investigation is
possible, by the aid of a refined and subtle
analysis.

This is a very rough account of the matter.
To make it convincing, it is first of all necessary
to examine in more detail the nature of the
alleged confusion in actual philosophy. In
pointing out that the scientific part of the
subject was actually used to serve very human
ends, I did not want to imply any scepticism
as to the possibility of a really scientific
philosophy. I do not _mean what Nietzsche
meant when he said, “ Do not speculate as
to whether what a philosopher says 1s true,
but ask how he came to think it true.” This
form of scepticism I hold to be just fashion-
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able rubbish. Pure philosophy ought to be,
and may be, entirely objective and scientific.

The best account I know of the sense in
which Philosophy may be a science is that
given by Husserl |in Logos, 1911— Philo-
sophie als Efféﬁ‘géve/issenschaft.” One defini-
tion would be that of philosophy as the
science of what is possible as contrasted with
the science of what 1s—something similar to
what Meinong means by Gegenstandtheorie.
I have no space here to explain what is meant
by these definitions. All that it is necessary
to keep in mind here is that Philosophy may
be a patient investigation into entities, which
although they are abstract, may yet be
investigated by methods as objective as those
of physical science. There are then two

distinct subjects :—
(L.) Pure Philosophy.

(H.) This should be the critique of satisfac-
tion ; but instead it is, as a matter of fact, an
entirely uncritical acceptance of Humanist
views of man’s nature, and destiny.

These two ought to be clearly separated.
What you actually do get in philosophy, is a
presentment of these humanist ideas, with a
tremendous and overwhelming appearance of
being mpersonal objective science. You get
something perfectly human and arbitrary
cloaked in a scientific vocabulary. Instead
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of H or L, you get L(h) where the (h) is the
really important factor. H moves in the
stiff armour of I,, Something quite Auman

‘but with quite ¢nhumanly sharpened weapons.

I remember being completely overawed by
the vocabulary and scientific method of the
various philosophers of the Marburg School,
and in particular by Herman Cohen’s ““ Logik
der reinen Erkenntniss.” But one day, hear-
ing Cohen lecture on religion, where his views
are, as is well known, entirely sectarian, I
realised very easily that the overwhelming and
elaborate method only served to express a
perfectly simple and fallible human attitude.
This was very exhilarating and enlightening.
One could at last stand free, disentangled
from the influence of their paralysing and
elaborate method. For what was true of
their work in religion was also true elsewhere.
It becomes possible to see a good deal of
Cohen’s work as the rigid, scientific expres-
sion of an attitude that is neither rigid nor
scientific, but sometimes romantic, and always
humanist. One can illustrate the effect of
such work on the mind by this parallel. A
man might be clothed in armour so compli-
cated and elaborate, that to an inhabitant of
another planet who had never seen armour
before, he might seem like some entirely
Impersonal and omnipotent mechanical force.
But if he saw the armour running after a lady
Or eating tarts in the pantry, he would realise
at once, that it was not a godlike or mechan-
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jcal force, but an ordinary human being
extraordinarily armed. In the pantry, the
essence of the phenomena is not arms, but the
man.

When you have recovered from the preci-
sion and refinement of the method in such
philosophers, you will be able to recognise
the frequent vulgarity of their conclusions.
It is possible to combine extreme subtlety
in the one, with exceeding commonplaceness
in the other.

If you ask what corresponds to the pantry
which betrayed the man in armour, I should
answer that it was the last chapters of the
philosophers in which they express their
conception of the world as it really is, and so
incidentally expose the things with which
they are satisfied. How magnificently they
may have been clad before, they come out
naked here !

This emancipation is, however, only a
secondary matter. What I wish to emphasise
here is the corrective, the complexity of this
supposed ““ Critique of Satisfaction.” By the
complexity of this subject, I mean amongst
other things, the many possible different
ideals, or canons of satisfaction. It is diffi-
cult to make the people I am attacking realise
this, because they always assume automati-
cally, that all ideals must be one ideal, and
that everything that is not sceptical material-
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ism, must be some form of humanism. One
of the causes of this assumption can be easily
dealt with. The difficulty is exactly parallel
to the difficulty the scientific materialists
of the last century used to experience in
realising that metaphysics was a real region of
knowledge.
One can put the parallel clearly.

(1) The Naturalists refused to recognise
metaphysical knowledge because

_ (2) They themselves were under the
influence of an wunconscious metaphysic
which consisted in

(3) Taking physical science as the only
possible fype of real knowledge.

The parallel is :—

(1) The Humanists would retuse to
recognise the existence of a subject like
the critique of satisfaction because

_ (2) They themselves are under the
influence of an wnmconscious critigue of
this kind which consists in

(3) Taking the satisfaction and con-
solation which can be obtained from
humanist idealism, and its view of man,
as the only possible #ype of satisfaction.

This removes an a priori objection to the
2I
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subject. What then finally is the nature of
the subject ?

What actually would be the subject matter
of a Critique of Satisfaction ?

Very roughly, the Sphere of Religion. But
to say this at once calls up a conception
different from the one I am driving at.

It is on the whole correct to say that while
Ethics is concerned with certain absolute
values, and has nothing to do with questions

of existence, that Religion fills in this gap by J

its assertion of what Hoffding calls the char- |

acteristic axiom of religion : the “ conserva- | —

tion of values.” It gives us the assurance|
that values are in some way permanent. '

This is in a sense correct, in that it gives us
so to speak the boundaries of the subject.
But it is entirely empty. To get at the
motive forces one would have to start in an
entirely different way. I should say that the
starting point for the religious attitude was
always the kind ot discussion you find in
Pascal (Fragment 139. Brunschvig edition) ;
and that is exactly what I mean by a Critique
of Satisfaction. You get exactly similar dis-
cussion in the Buddhist books (entirely mis-
understood of course by their translators and
editors). My point is that this is a separate
subject. It is #of philosophy, mnor is it
psychology. Always the subject is the
“ Vanity of desive” but it is not desire merely
as a psychological entity. And it is this
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special region of knowledge, marked out from
all other spheres of knowledge, and absolutely
and entirely misunderstood by the moderns,
that I have baptized for the purpose of this
Note only with the somewhat grotesque title
of the Critique of Satisfaction. '

7’*6//' N o) Ve /
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FALSE CATEGORIES

1 HAVE been concerned so far with the mixed
nature of Philosophy, and the necessity of
analysing it into Scientific philosophy and
Weltanschauung. 1 now want to offer (1) a
more detailed account of the existence of
these two elements ; and (2) a discussion of
the consequences of this separation.

(1) A Weltanschauuhg“f;is by no means
necessarily-connected with a philosophy. The
effort to find some ‘ interpretation of life,”

“/ to solve what it feels to be the riddle of exist-

ence, is obviously a permanent characteristic
of the human mind. It may find expression
not only in philosophy, however, but in
literature ; where in a relatively formless
way attempts may be made to deal with the
relation of man to the world, and with all
those questions, the answers to which used
to be designated as Wisdom.>

But though it can thus exist quite inde-
pendently of philosophy, yet a Wellan-
schauung, a particular view of the relation of
man to existence, always tends to lose its
independent status for this reason—the people
who are under its influence want to fix it,
to make it seem not so much a particular
attitude as a. mecessary fact. They then en-
24
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deavour, by expressing it in the elaborately
worked out categories of a metaphysic, to

give it a universal validity. Philosophy in

this way provides a_ conceptual clothing for

the interpretation of life current in any parti- /
cular period. But the interpretation of life/

should always be distinguished from the

refined organisation of concepts by which it -, ;

has been expressed.

This process can be illustrated more con-
cretely by taking a definite period. Consider
the most obvious example of the emergence

of a new Weltanschauung—the Renaissance.

Vou get at that time the appearance of a new
attitude which can be most broadly described

as an attitude of acceptance to life, as opposed '

to an attitude of renunciation. As a conse-

" quietice of this, there emerges a new interest

in man and his relationship to his environ-
ment. With this goes an-increasing interest
in character dand. personality) for its own
sake, which makes aufobiographies such as
that of Cellini possible for the first time. An
autobiography for its own sake would have
been inconceivable before.

Though these are platitudes, yet their real

significance is entirely missed by people who -

do not see this change as a change from one

/ V) ﬁj

possible attitude to another, but as a kind of | fancl

discovery, like that of gravitation. They
thus fail to realise the possibility of a change
in the contrary direction, and also to under-
stand the real nature of such atfitudes.
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When this new attitude became firmly
established, men sought to make it seem
objective and mecessary by giving it a philo-
sophical setting, exactly as in the case of the
religious attitude which had preceded it.
This was a need actually felt by many men
of the Renaissance. One has only to read
of the reception given to the philosophers who
attempted to ground the new attitude on a
theory of the nature of things . . . of the
travels of Bruno, and the recorded eagerness
of the men to whom he talked at a banquet in
Westminster.

To make this clear, I shall later on attempt
to describe the working out of the process in
the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. It
is interesting to see how the conceptual
expression of the new attitude was affected by
the influence of the physics of Galileo, and
the revived knowledge of Stoicism, to name
only two things. It becomes possible to
see the whole period as very much more of a
unity than it appears superficially, when the
existence of the new aftitude as the driving
force behind very diverse phenomena has once
been realised. This is, of course, a process
which is repeated whenever the general “ in-
terpretation of life” changes. At the end
of such periods you get a constant pheno-
menon, the unsystematic philosopher. When
the Weltanschauung, the interpretation of
life, changes, the values expressed by the
elaborate and subtle conceptual form of a
26
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developed philosophy no longer fit the changed
conditions. You then get philosophers of the
type of Marcus Aurelius, who express the new
attitude in a more personal, literary, and
unsystematic way. Perhaps Marcus Aurelius

is not a good example of this type, for behind

his unsystematic expression lay a certain
remnant of the Stoic principles. A more
perfect example of the type is Montaigne,
coming after the decay of the scholastic
system. There are people at the present day
who look for a philosophy of this character,
who desire an ‘‘ interpretation of life ” with-
out the elaborate conceptual system of the
older philosophy. “ Their eyes are directed
with great earnestness on the Rlddle.of Life,
but they despair of solving it by a universally
valid metaphysic.” The fact that philo-
sophy has always contained this element of
Weltanschauung can be illustrated by some
examples of the use of the word. Justin
called Christianity a philosophy, for he claqued
that it had solved all the riddles with which
philosophy had busied itself. Minucius Felix
spoke of philosophy as perfected in Chris-
tianity . . . eternal truths ab(_)ut God,_ human
responsibility and immortality, which are
grounded on Reason, and can be proved
through it. . . . For Porphyrios the motive
and end of philosophy was the salvation of
the soul . .. and even Bohme called his
own life-work, a holy philosophy.

Such has been, in fact, the relation between
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Weltanschauung and Pure Philosophy. What
ought to be the character of this relation ?

(2) As typical of the demand for a truly
scientific philosophy, we can take the article
by Edmund Husserl I cited previously, and in
England various lectures and essays of Ber-
trand Russell. These two writers have most
clearly insisted on the necessity for an abso-
lute separation between Pure Philosophy and
Weltanschanung.

RusseLL : ““ It is from science rather than
from religion and ethics that philosophy ought
to draw its inspiration.” He cites Spinoza
as a philosopher whose value lies almost
entirely in the second element. ‘“ We do not
go to him for any metaphysical theory as to
the nature of the world. What is valuable in
him is the indication of a new way of feeling
towards the world.” His conclusion is “ the
adoption of the scientific method in philosophy
compels us to abandon the hope of solving
the more ambitious and humanly interesting
problems of traditional philosophy.”

HusseRrL : ““ Es treten also scharf ausein-
ander : Weltanschauungs Philosophie und
wissenschaftliche Philosophie, als zwei in
gewisser Weise auf einander bezogene aber
nicht zu vermengenden Ideen. . . .’ 'The first
is mot the imperfect anticipation of the
second. . . . Any combination or compro-
mise between these two subjects must be

28

HUMANISM

rejected. . . . Weltanschawung philosophy
must give up all pretence to be scientific.

While I entirely agree with what they say as
to the possibility of a purely scientific philo-
sophy and the necessity for a clear separation
between that and a Weltanschauwung, yet for
the purpose of my argument in this Note-
book I must lay emphasis on a different aspect
of this separation. They insist on a clear
separation, because they wish to free the
scientific element in philosophy from bad
influence of the other. They want the Weltan-
schauung separated from philosophy because
they think it has often injuriously affected
the scientific part of the subject. I, on the
contrary, want it separated because I think
it also forms part of a separate subject,
which has in reality no connection with
philosophy.

My interest, then, is a different one, and I
examine what they have to say on the separa-
tion from a different point of view. I find
that while what they say is satisfactory in
its description of the nature of a purely
scientific philosophy, it is extremely unsatis-
factory in what it has to say about the nature
of a Weltanschauwung. After the remarkably
clear exposition of the scientific element,
one expects but does not find a similarly
clear explanation of the other element. :

What Mr Russell has to say on the subject
in “ A Free Man’s Worship " is so extremely
commonplace, and is expressed in such a

29
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painful piece of false and sickly rhetoric, that
I have not patience to deal with it here.
Husserl, though he is better than this, is

not very satisfactory. ““ A Weltanschauwung

should be the highest possible exaltation of
the life and culture of the period. The word
‘Wisdom * taken in its widest sense comes
to mean the most perfect possible develop-
ment of the idea of Humanity. Personality
is to be developed to the greatest intensity
in a many-sided activity—the result will be a
philosopher in the original sense of the word

. while science is impersonal . . . a Wel-
tanschawung can only spring from the highest
possible development of personality.”

The emphasis laid on the word personality
at once shows us that instead of the compli-
cated subject it really is, Weltanschauung
philosophy is for Husserl, as it is for most
moderns, merely an uncritical humanism.

How does it come about that the writers
who show such subtlety in the scientific part
of the subject, exhibit when they come to
the subjects, which I proposed to deal with
by a Critique of Satisfaction, such entirely
uncritical and naive crudity ? What is the
reason for this commonplace, unquestioning
acceptance of humanist ideas ?

In general, perhaps, for some reason of this
kind. The ordinary citizen reasons correctly,
without mnecessarily being aware that the
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cogency of a chain of reasoning depends on the
fact that it approximates to certain standards
or canons of implication. The philosophers,
in their conclusions, in the region of Weltan-
schauung are exactly in the position of the
citizen in regard to logic. They are moved by
certain unconscious canons of satisfaction.
But while this was legitimate in the case of
logic, it is not legitimate here, for the canons
of satisfaction are not inevitable norms, like
those of logic. The humanist canons are, 1
think, demonstrably false. But it is difficult
to make these people realise that the canons
are false, for they do not yet recognise that
they exist. Now we only become conscious
of such hidden presuppositions when they
are dented ; just as we become conscious of
the existence of air, when we breathe some-
thing that is not air. It is possible to destroy
this naivelé about the subject by an historical
investigation of the varied ideals of a safis-
factory position of man that have as a matter
of fact been held. I shall deal with this
matter later. For the moment, I want to
try to get at the Critique of Satisfaction, by the
direct method.

My notes here will necessarily be rather
disjointed ; but I only intend to suggest the
kind of subject matter to be dealt with by
such a Critique.

This subject matter was, I asserted in my
last Note, that of religion; but in a very
radical sense. Most explanations of the reli-
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gious attitude deal with the consequences
of that attitude rather than with the attitude
itself ; they are concerned more than they
ought to be with the statements about the
ultimate nature of things, which it, as it
were, projects out from itself. The only
fertile method is to start at the real root of
the subject, with reflections on the nature of
the ““ satisfying.” VYou then get at a unique
subject, with a special structure ; of such a
nature, that the reasonings it employs have
real cogency and real effect on action.

You get thus to the actual source of religion.
Moreover, it might be pointed out here, that
the difficulty about religion at the present
day, is not so much the difficulty of believing
the statements it makes about the nature of
the world, as the difficulty of understanding
how if true these statements can be satis-
factory.

Put very crudely, the question from which
everything here springs is then “ what is
finally satisfying ? "

For the purpose of this discussion, I assume
_the truth of the statement I made in an

earlier note: “ The whole subject has been

confused by the failure to recognise the
gap between the regions of vital and human
/ things, and that of the absolute values of
ethics and religion. We introduce into human
things the Perfection that properly belongs
only to the divine, and thus confuse both
human and divine things by not clearly
'y 32
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separating them.” To illustrate the position,
imagine a man situated at a point in a plane,
from which roads radiate in various direc-
tions. Let this be the plane of actual exist-
ence. We place Perfection where it should
not be—on this himan plane. As we are
painfully aware that nothing actwal can be
“perfect, we imagine the perfection to be not
where we are, but some distance along one
of the roads. This is the essence of all
‘Romanticism. Most frequently, in literature,
at any rate, we imagine an impossible perfec-
tion along the road of sex; but anyone can
name the other roads for himself. The aboli-
tion of some discipline and restriction would
enable us, we imagine, to progress along one
of these roads. The fundamental error is
that of placing Perfection in humanity, thus
giving rise to that bastard thing Person-
ality, and all the bunkum that follows
from it. N oo o ot

" For the moment, however, I am not con-
cerned with the errors introduced into human
things by this confusion of regions which
should be separated, but with the falsification
of the divine.

If we continue to look with satisfaction
along these roads, we shall always be unable
to understand the religious attitude. The
necessary preliminary preparation for such an
qnder§tanding is a realisation that satisfac-
E)Oaf:i is to be found along none of these

S.
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The effect of this necessary preparation is
to force the mind back on the centre, by the
closing of all the roads on the plane. No
“ meaning ’ can be given to the existing
world, such as philosophers are accustomed
to give in their last chapters. To each con-
clusion one asks, ‘“In what way is that
satisfying 7’ ‘The mind is forced back along
every line in the plane, back on the centre.
What is the result ? To continue the rather
comic metaphor, we may say the result
is that which follows the snake eating its
own tail, an infinite straight line perpendicular
to the plane.

In other words, you get the religious atti-
tude; where things are separated which
ought to be separated, and Perfection is not
illegitimately introduced on the plane of
human things.

It is the closing of all the roads, this realisa-
tion of the tragic significance of life, which
makes it legitimate to call all other attitudes
shallow. Such a realisation has formed the
basis of all the great religions, and is most
conveniently remembered by the symbol of
the wheel. This symbol of the futility of
existence is absolutely lost to the modern
world, nor can it be recovered without great
difficulty.

One modern method of disguising the issue
should be noticed. In November 1829, a
tragic date for those who see with regret the
establishment of a lasting and devastating
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stupidity, Goethe—in answer to Fckermann’s
remark that human thought and action
seemed to repeat itself, going round in a
circle—said : ““ No, it is not a circle, it is a
spiral.” You disguise the wheel by making it

~up-an_inclined plane; it then becomes

(““ Progress,”” which is the modern substitute

for religion. -
"1 ought here to point out that these crude
conceptions are designed only to suggest the
subject-matter, which properly developed has
no connection with philosophy. And just as
exceeding refinement and subtlety in pure
philosophy may have been combined with
exceeding commonplaceness in this subject,
so the reverse of this is also true. Even a
cobbler may on this subject exhibit a refined
sensibility, and yet be incapable of philosophic
thought.

This crude discussion about the wheel
must sound entirely unreal to the humanist.
The direct method of approval will not do
for propaganda purposes. Fortunately a more
indirect method is open to us. We can make
a preliminary attempt to shake the humanist
nazveté by the historical method.
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HISTORY

THE greater part of what I have to say here
will be taken up by an analysis of the history
of ideas at the Renaissance. A proper under-
standing of the Renaissance seems fo me to
, be the most pressing necessity of thought at
the present moment. It would be quite
impossible to discuss the subjects of these
Notes, without continual use of the historical
method. I entirely agree, then, with Savigny
that “ history is the only true way to attain
a knowledge of our own condition.” When
I say I agree with Savigny’s phrase, I am,
however, attributing an entirely different
meaning to the words. As actually used
in 1815, they were an incident in the dispute
as to the nature of the ideal sciences—
economics, law, ethics, etc. Are they capable
of a theoretical foundation like geometry,
or are the principles they involve merely
expressions of the conditions at a given
moment in history ? While the eighteenth
century had attempted to change legal in-
stitutions in accordance with the Rights of
Man deduced from theoretical principles,
Savigny was opposing to these the entirely
historical foundation of jurisprudence. This
scepticism of the historical school on the
question of principle has now been vanquished
in every subject. I approve of this victory ;
36
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in what sense then do I think Savigny’s
words true ?

I think that history is necessary in order to_

emancipate the individual from the influence 4+

of certain pseudo-categories. We are all of

s under the influence of a number of abstract

ideas, of which we are as a matter of fact
unconscious. We do not see them, but see
other things through them. In order that the
kind of discussion about ““ satisfaction ” which

I want may be carried on, it is first of all

necessary to rob certain ideas of their status

of categories. This is a difficult operation. . .

Fortunately, however, all such ‘‘ attitudes ”
and ideologies have a gradual growth. The
rate type of historical intelligence which
investigates their origins can help us con-
siderably. Just as a knowledge of the colours
extended and separated in the spectrum
enables us to distinguish the feebler colours
confused together in shadows, so a knowledge
of these ideas, as it were objectified, and
extended in history enables us to perceive them
hidden in our own minds. Once they have
been brqught to the surface of the mind, they
lose their snevitable character. They are no
longer categories. We have lost our naiveté.
Provided that we have a great enough length
of history at our disposal, we then always
vaccinate ourselves against the possibility
of harbouring false categories. For in a
couple of thousand years the confused human

. mind works itself out clearly into all the
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separate attitudes it is possible for it to
assume. Humanity ought therefore always
to carry with it a library of a thousand years
as a balancing pole.

The application of the historical method to

| “the present subject is this : It is possible by

. examining the history of the Renaissance,

to destroy in the mind of the humanist, the
conviction that his own attitude is the nevii-
able attitude of the emancipated and instructed

| man.

We may not be able to convince him that

| the religious attitude is the right one, but
- we can at least destroy the naiveté of his
canons of satisfaction.
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NEO-REALISM

HavING lived at Cambridge at various times
@ﬂfﬁé"iﬁé’ﬁwﬁen years, I have naturally
always known that the only philosophical
movement of any importance in England,
is that which is derived from the writings of
Mr G. E. Moore. I now find these writings
extremely lucid and persuasive, yet for years
was entirely unable to understand in what lay
their value. It was not so much that I did
not agree with what was said, as that I was
entirely unable to see how any meaning
could be attached to some of its main conten-
tions. I give examples of these contentions
later on.

A few years ago 1 came across similar views
differently expressed in the work of Husserl
and his followers. I then began for the first
time, if not to agree with these views, at least
to understand how they came to be held. It
is not that the Germans are better or more
lucid than Mr Moore—that is very far from
being the case. The reason is entirely per-
sonal ; but it seems to me worth while ex-
plaining, for my difficulties are at least the
typical difficulties of the dilettante. It would
be no exaggeration, I think, to assert that all
English amateurs in philosophy " are, as_ it
were, 7acially empiric and nominalist ; there
is their hereditary endowment. And so long
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as their interest in the subject is a dilettante
one they are unlikely to find much meaning
in philosophers who are intellectualist and
realist. For the reading of the dilettante
in philosophy, though it may be extensive
and enthusiastic, always proceeds along easy
slopes. As he only reads what he finds inter-
esting, the only arguments he is likely to come
into close contact with—or, at any rate, into
that extremely close contact which is neces-
sary for the understanding of disputed points
in this subject—will be those which approxi-
mate to its own position. If his own mental
make-up, at a given moment be A, his only
chance of understanding an opposed position
B will be in the case when the detailed ex-
position of B as b,, b,, b,, a, contains one
element (a) which he can lay hold of. This
is the only way in which he will ever obtain a
foothold. From that he may gradually pro-
ceed to understand the rest. But without
that he would never exhibit the concentration
of mind necessary to grasp the meaning of an
argument which he rejects. There is, you
perceive, nothing very admirable about this
type of mind. There is, however, something
to be said for it. In the end it probably
gets everywhere, though as it always shrinks
from precipices, and proceeds along easy-
slopes, through a hundred gradations of a,,
a, a, before it gets from A to B—it will
always require an unlimited time. As its
interests change, it may read many different
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arts of the same book, at long intervals,
until finally as the result of many enthusiasms,
it has read the whole. This blind following of
interest along long and intricate paths may
indirectly approximate to the results which
concentration achieves directly. At any rate,
1 prefer people who feel a resistance to opinion.
Txcept for the gifted few, this may be the
best method to pursue in philosophy up to
forty. It might be argued that a concen-
trated direct study of such matters should be
postponed to this time, when a man really
has prejudices to be moulded. There is,
perhaps, more chance of getting shape out
of stone than out of undergraduate plasticine. .
That this is a fair analysis of that very wide-
spread phenomenon *‘ Superficial thinking,”
we can verify by examining our own procedure
in these matters. It, at any rate, enables
me to explain my own difficulties. When,
with entirely empirical and nominalist pre-
judices, I read Moore and Russell, there was
no foothold for me; they dealt with logic
and ethics, and holding, as I did, entirely
relat;vist views about both, I naturally found
nothing familiar from which I might have
started to understand the rest. The Germans
I mentioned were useful in this way; they
made the intellectualist, non-empirical method
Comprehensible to me, by enlarging its scope
—applying it not only to logic and ethics,
but to things which at the time did interest
me. This provided me with the required

41




SPECULATIONS

foothold. When I had seen in these further
subjects the possibility of the rationalist,
non-empirical method, I began to see that it
was this method which formed the basis of
the writing on logic and ethics which I had
before found incomprehensible.

This will be then the order of my argument
here. I give certain views of the Realists,
which I at one time found incomprehensible.
When I began to see for the first time the
possibility of a non-empirical type of know-
ledge, the incomprehensibility of these views
disappeared. In this Note I am, however,
not concerned with their realism, but with
the attitude (the assumption of this type of
knowledge) from which the realism and its
attendant difficulties spring.

In this kind of knowledge, the same type
of non-empirical reasoning is possible as in
geometry ; and its subject-matter stands in
much the same relation to the concepts we
generally, but falsely, call mental, that
geometry does to physical matter. When
the only admitted kind of knowledge is
empirical, the only type of explanation con-
sidered legitimately is that which reduces
all the ‘ higher ”” concepts to combinations
of more elementary ones. It is for this reason
that I deal here with a subject that does not
seem to have much relation to the general
argument. For this false conception of the
nature of ‘ explanation ~’ prejudices the un-
derstanding of the “ Critique of Satisfaction.”
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It is first of all necessary before entering on
this subject to destroy prejudices springing
from empiricism, which tend to make us
think certain concepts unreal.

The first difficulty was that Moore’s only
book was about Ethics. To anyone taking
a thoroughly sceptical and relativist view
of _this subject, the whole discussion would
quite wrongly appear almost entirely verbal.
The only solution to this difficulty is the
gradual realisation of the fact that there are
objective things in Ethics, and this seems to
me the only solution. I do not think any
argument on the matter would have any
effect unless a man had by some change in
himself come to see that ethics was a real
subject.
 The principal difficulty, however, is the
importance the Neo-Realists seem to attach
to lamguage. Mr Russell says, “ That all
sound philosophy should begin with an analysis
of propositions is a truth too evident perhaps
to demand a proof.” “‘ The question whether
all propositions are reducible to the subject
predicate form is one of fundamental import-
ance to all philosophy.”

Even amongst philosophers we may say,
broadly, that only those universals which
are named by adjectives or substantives have
een much or often recognised, while those
hamed by verbs and propositions have been
Esually overlooked. . . . This omission has
ad a very great effect upon philosophy ;
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it is hardly too much to say, that most meta-
physics, since Spinoza, has been largely de-
termined by it.”

Mr G. E. Moore in an-article on the ““ Nature
of Judgment.”* “ It seems necessary, then,
to regard the world as formed of concepts

. which cannot be regarded as abstrac-
tions either for things or ideas . . . since
both alike can, if anything be true of them,
be comprised of nothing but concepts .
an existent is seen to be nothing but a con-
cept or complex of concepts standing in a
unique relation to the concept of existence.”

Such assertions must seem meaningless
to the nominalist and empiricist. The whole
thing seems to him to be a new kind of scholas-
ticism. He cannot understand how the study
of such an apparently relative and trivial
thing as the nature of propositions, the study
of .the accidental characteristics of human
speech, should be an indispensable preliminary
to philosophy.

The first step towards making the matter
intelligible is to note the use of the word
human. A proposition in the sense used in
the above quotation is not something relative
to the hwman. “ A proposition . . . does
not itself contain words . . . it contains the
entities indicated by words.” One recalls
Bolzano’s * Sentences in themselves.” Logic,
then, does not deal with the laws of human

* This article is now reprinted in Dr Moore’s Philosophical
Studies (International Library of Psychology, 1922).
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thought but with these quite objective sen-
tences. In this way the anthropomorphism
whicl} underlies certain views of logic is
got rid of. Similarly, ethics can be exhibited
as an objective science, and is also purified
from anthropomorphism.

All these subjects are thus placed on an
entirely objective basis, and do not in the
least depend on the human mind. The
entities which form the subject-matter of
these sciences are neither physical nor mental,
ey subsist.” They are dealt with by an
investigation that is %ot empirical. State-
ments can be made about them whose truth
does not depend on experience. When the
empirical prejudice has been got rid of, it
becomes possible to think of certain “ higher
concepts, those of the good, of love, etc., as
at the same time, simple, and not necessarils;
to be analysed into more elementary (generally
sensual) elements.

To make this intelligible, two things must be
further discussed : (1) the possibility of this
non-empirical knowledge ; (2) what is meant
by saying that these entities are neither
physical nor mental, but subsist ?
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A PROGRAMME

THE main argument of these pages is of an
abstract character; it is concerned with
certain ideas which lie so much in the centre
of our minds, that we quite falsely regard
them as having the nature of categories.
More particularly, I am concerned with two
opposed conceptions of the nature of man,
which in reality lie at the root of our more
concrete beliefs — the Religious and the
Humanist.

It would perhaps have been better to have
avoided the word religious, as that to the
“ emancipated ’ man at once suggests some-
thing exotic, or mystical, or some senti-
mental reaction. I am not, however, con-
cerned so much with religion, as with the
attitude, the ‘“ way of thinking,” the cate-
gories, from which a religion springs, and
which often survive it. While this attitude
tends to find expression in myth, it is inde-
pendent of myth ; it is, however, much more
intimately connected with dogma. For the
purposes of this discussion, the bare minimum
without any expression in religion is sufficient,
the abstract categories alone. I want to
emphasise that this attitude is a possible
one for the ‘‘ emancipated” and “ reasom-
able ” man at this moment. I use the word
religious, because as in the past the attitude
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has been the source of most religions, the word
remains convenient.

A.—The Religious attitude: (1) Its first
postulate is the impossibility I discussed earlier,
of expressing the absolute values of religion
and ethics in terms of the essentially relative
categories of life. . . Ethical values are not
relative to human desires and feelings, but

“absolute and objective. . . . Religion supple-
ments this . . . by its conception of Perfection.

(2) In the light of these absolute wvalues, -

‘; man himself is judged to be essentially limited

o and imperfect. He is endowed with Original |

“~Sin. While he can occasionally accomplish
~_acts which partake of perfection, he can never

_1 himself be perfect. Certain secondary re-*

“ sulfs in regard to ordinary human action in

QY society follow from this. A man is essentially
bad, he can only accomplish anything of’

value by discipline—ethical and political.

Order is thus not merely negative, buf creative.

and liberating. Institutions are necessary.
~B.—The Humanist attitude : When a sense
of the reality of these absolute values is lack-
Ing, you get a refusal to believe any longer in
the radical imperfection of either Man or
| Nature. This_develops logically into the
V" belief that life’is the source and measure of
- all values, and that. man is fundamentally
< 80od. Instead, then, of

S Man (radically imperfect) . . . appre-
Mf hending . . . Perfection,— e
you get the second term (now entirely
47
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misunderstood) illegitimately introduced in-
side the first. ‘This leads to a complete change

tsin all values. The problem of evil disappears,

the conception of sin loses all meaning. Man
may be that bastard thing, ‘“ a harmonious
character.” Under ideal conditions, every-
. thing of value will spring spontaneously
‘/ from free ‘ personalities.” If nothing good

seems to appear spontaneously now, that is
because of external restrictions and obstacles.

1.27Qur political ideal should be the removal of

everything that checks the ‘ spontaneous
growth of personality.” Progress is thus
possible, and order is a merely megative
conception.

The errors which follow from this confusion
of things which ought to be kept separate
are of two kinds. The true nature both of
the human and the divine is falsified.

(1) The error in human things ; the confu-
sion blurs the clear outlines of human rela-
tions by introducing into them the Perfection
that properly belongs to the non-human. It
thus creates the bastard conception of Per-

sonality. In literature it leads to romanticism
.. . but I deal with the nature of these errors

later.

(z) The confusion created in the absolute
values of religion and ethics is even greater.
It distorts the real nature of ethical values
by deriving them out of essentially sub-
jective things, like human desires and feelings ;
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and all attempts to “ explain "’ religio

humanist_basis, whethelP it be Ch%istrzli’agirtlzya
or an alien religion like Buddhism must
always be futile. As a minor exan,mple of
this, take the question of immortality. It
seems paradoxical at first sight, that the
Middle Ages, which lacked entirely the con-
g:eptlon qf personality, had a real belief in
immortality ; while thought since the Renaiss-
ance, which has been dominated by the
belief in personality, has not had the same
conviction. You might have expected that
it would be the people who thought they
really had something worth preserving who
would have thought they were immortal
but the contrary is the case. Moreover,
those thinkers since the Renaissance who
have believed in immortality and who have
attempted to give explanations of it, have
in my opinion, gone wrong, because the3;
have dealt with it in terms of the category of
individuality. The problem can only be pro-
fitably dealt with by being entirely re-stated.
This is just one instance of the way in which
gcl)giught about these things, in terms of cate-

ries appropriate only to i

things, distor%s them. . Vi

The Two Periods.—The importance of ‘;his
Sflfeference between the two pconcep’cions of
evidenilture of man becomes much more
oy nt when it is given an historical setting.

en this somewhat abstract antithesis is
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seen to be at the root of the difference between
two historical periods, it begins to seem
much more solid ; in this way one gives it
body.

The first of these historical periods is that
of the Middle Ages in Europe—from Augustine,
say, to the Renaissance ; the second from
the Renaissance to now. The ideology of
the first period is religious ; of the second,
humanist. The difference between them is
fundamentally nothing but the difference
between these two conceptions of man. -
“Everyone would assent to the statement
that on the whole the first period believed in
the dogma of original sin, and the second did
not. But this is not enough. It is necessary
to realise the immense importance of this
difference in belief, to realise that in reality
almost everything else springs from it. In
order to understand a period it is mecessary
not so much to be acquainted with its more
defined opinions as with the doctrines which
are thought of ot as doctrines, but as FAcCTS.
{The moderns, for example, do not look for
their belief in Progress as an opinion, but
merely as a recognition of fact.) There are
certain doctrines which for a particular period
seem not doctrines, but inevitable categories

of the human mind. Men do not look on them

merely as correct opinion, for they have
become so much a part of the mind, and lie
so far back, that they are never really con-
scious of them at all. They do not see them,
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but other things through them. It i

bu her things through them. is thes
abstract ideas at the centre, the things Whicfl3
the_y take for grantg:d, that characterise a
period. There are in each period certain
doctrines, a denial of which is looked on by /
the men of that period just as we might
look on the assertion that two and two make
five. It is these abstract things at the centre

_these doctrines felt as facts, which are the
source of all the other more material char-
actens“‘acs of a period. For the Middle Ages
these “ facts ” were the belief in the subordi-
nation of man to certain absolute values, the
radical imperfection of man, the “doctrine of
original sin.  Evetyone would assent to the
assertion that these beliefs were held by the
men of the Middle Ages. But that is not
enough. It is necessary to realise that these
beliefs were the centre of their whole civilisation
and that even the character of their economic
life was regulated by them—m particular by
the kind of ethics which springs from the
?ﬁceptance of sin as a fact. It is only lately
: at the importance of the relation has
een recognised, and a good deal of interesting
work has been carried out on these lines in
Investigating the connection between the
1deology of St Thomas Aquinas and the
60911‘1om1c life of his time.
urn now to the second period. This does
E?Stt see]rgn to form a coherent period like the
i .h ut it is possible to show, I think, that
thought since the Renaissance, in spite
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of its apparent variety, in reality forms one
coherent whole. It all rests on the same
presuppositions which were denied by the
previous period. It all rests on the same
conception of the nature of man, and all
exhibits the same complete inability to realise
the meaning of the dogma of Original Sin.
In this period not only has its philosophy,
its literature, and ethics been based on this
new conception of man as fundamentally
good, as sufficient, as the measure of things,
but a good case can even be made out for
regarding many of its characteristic economic
features as springing entirely from this central
abstract conception.

Not only that, but I believe that the real
source of the immense change at the Renaiss-
ance should be sought not so much in some
material cause, but in the gradual change of
attitude about this seemingly abstract matter..
Men’s categories changed ; the things they
took for granted changed. Everything fol-
lowed from that.

There are economists now who believe that
this period has been capitalist because it
desired, it had the will, to be so. An essential
preliminary to the growth of capitalism
for them is, then, the growth of the capitalist
“ spirit.” Other ages have not been indus-
trial, not because they lacked the capacity,
the scientific intelligence, but because on
the whole they did not desire to be industrial
because they lacked this particular “ spirit.”
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We may note that Max Weber, one of the
most remarkable economists of this school,
sees in ‘‘ the spontaneous change in religious
experience (at the Renaissance), and the
corresponding new ethical ideals by which
life was regulated—one of the strongest roots
of the capitalist spirit.”

The thoroughness with which these two
conceptions of man penetrate the life of their
respective periods can be illustrated by the
difference between their arts. What is the
difference between modern art since the
Renaissance, and Byzantine mosaic, which
we may take as most typical of the other
Beqod? Renaissance art we may call a
“vital” art in that it depends on pleasure
in the reproduction of human and natural
forms. Byzantine art is the exact contrary
of th_ls. There is nothing vital in it; the
emotion you get from it is not a pleasure
in the reproduction of natural or human life.
The disgust with the trivial and accidental
characteristics of living shapes, the searching
after an austerity, a perfection and rigidity
which vital things can never have, lead here
to the use of forms which can almost be called
geometrical. Man is subordinate to certain

absolute values: there is no delight in the

11:1.11man_f01_'rn, leading to its natural reproduc-
ion ; it is always distorted to fit into the
more abstract forms which convey an in-
tense religious emotion.

These two arts thus correspond exactly
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to the thought of their respective periods.
Byzantine art to the ideology which looks on
man and all exicting things as imperfect and
sinful in comparison with certain abstract
values and perfections. The other art corre-
sponds to the humanist ideology, which looks
on man and life as good, and which is thus in
a relation of harinony with existence. Take
Goethe as typical of the period. “ Human
nature knows itself one with the world, and
consequently feels the outer world not as
something foreign to it, but recognises it as
the answering counterpart to the sensations
of its own inner world.”

Such a humanism in all its varying forms of
pantheism, rationalism and idealism, really
constitutes a complete anthropomorphisation
of the world, and leads naturally to art which
is founded on the pleasure to be derived from
vital forms.

The End of Humanism.—Now it should be
noted that the coherent attitude and art of
these two periods have occurred many times
before in history. The Renaissance period
corresponds very nearly both in its conception
of man and in its art to the classical. The
Byzantine art corresponds to many other
geometric arts in the past, to Egyptian and
Indian, for example, both, also, civilisations
with a similar religious, non-humanistic con-
ception of man. In the same way, then, it
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may be possible that the humanist period we
~five in_may also come to an end, to be fol-

“Jowed by a revival of the anti-humanist
“attitude. In saying this I do not in the least
wish to imply any mechanical view of history
as an inevitable alternation of such periods ;
I am so far from such scepticism about the
matter, that I regard the difference between
the two attitudes as simply the difference
between true and false. The great obstacle
which prevents.people seeing the possibility
of such a change is the apparently necessary
character of the humanist conception. But
the same situation formerly existed in esthe-
tics. One result of the fact that both classical
and modern art spring from a similar attitude
to the world, is that we tend to look on these
arts as A7t itself ; the art of other periods we
have regarded as archeology or ethnology.
We neglected Byzantine art, for example,
just as we neglected scholastic philosophy. . . .
May it not, then, be significant that it is only
just lately that we have begun to understand
these other arts? . . . May not the change
of sensibility, in a region like eesthetics, a
by-path in which we are, as it were, off our
guard, be some indication that the humanist
tradition 1s breaking up—fFor individuals here
and there, at any rate?

When I say that it may be breaking up
for individuals, I ought to correct a little
this picture of the two contrasted periods.
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While such periods are on the whole coherent,
they are never absolutely so. You always get
people who really belong to the other period.
At the beginning of a period you have the
people who continue the tradition of the pre-
ceding period, and at the end these who pre-
pare the change to that which follows. At
the beginning of the Christian period you
have many of the Fathers continuing the
classical conception of man. At the same
time as St Augustine, you get Pelagius, who
has many resemblances to Rousseau, and
might easily be applauded at a meeting of
progressives. 1t is, as a rule, on such people
that the men like Pico, who come at the end
of a period, and prepare the change to the
next, base themselves.

There is a similar overlapping of the
religious period into the humanist one. It
was this overlapping which was in reality
responsible for the virtues which we often
find in the earlier humanists, and which
disappeared so completely when humanity
attained its full development in romanticism.
Compare, for example, the early Protestants
and the Puritans with the sloppy thought. of
their descendants to-day.

Moreover, you may get, at any stage in
the history of such a period, isolated indivi-
duals, whose whole attitude and ideology
really belong to the opposed period. The
greatest example of such an individual is,
of course, Pascal. Everything that I shall
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say later in these mnotes is to be regarded
merely as a prolegomena to the reading of
Pascal, as an attempt to remove the_ diffi-
culties of comprehension engendered in us
by the humanism of our period.

When I say that I think that humanism is
breaking up, and that a new period is com-
mencing, I should like to guard against
exaggeration by two reservations. .

(1) I do not in the least imagine that
humanism is breaking up merely to make
place for a new medievalism. The only
thing the new period will have in common
with medisevalism will be the subordination of
man to certain absolute values. The analogy
of art may again help us here. Both Byzan-
tine and Egyptian art spring from an attitude
towards life which made it impossible to use
the accidental shapes of living things as
symbols of the divine. Both co'nseguently
are geometrical in character ; but with this’
very general quality the resemblance ends.
Compare a Byzantine relief of the best period
with the design on a Greek vase, and an
Egyptian relief. The abstract geometrical
character of the Byzantine relief makes it
much nearer to the Egyptian than to the
Greek work ; yet a certain elegance in the
line-ornament shows that it has developed
out of the Greek. If the Greek had never
existed it could not have the character it
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has. In the same way, a new anti-humanist
ideology could not be a mere revival of
medicevalism. The humanist period has de-
veloped an honesty in science, and a certain
conception of freedom of thought and action
which will remain.

(2) I do not imagine that men themselves
will change in any way. Men differ very
‘little in every period. It is only our cate-
gories that change. Whatever we may think
of sin, we shall always be sensual. Men of
different sorts exist in constant proportion
in different generations. But different cir-
cumstances, different prevailing ideologies,
bring different types to the top. Exactly the
same-type-existed-in-the Middle Ages as now.

_ This constancy of man thus provides perhaps
“the greatest hope of the possibility of a radical
transformation of society.

The Renaissance.—For an understanding
of the way in which everything really de-
pends on these abstract conceptions of the
nature of man a study of the Renaissance is
important.

The best-known work on the Renaissance,
while valuable historically, seems to me to
miss the whole point, for this reason: It
describes the emergence of the new attitude
towards life, of the new conception of man,
as it might describe the gradual discovery of
the conception of gravitation—that is, as
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the gradual emergence of something which
once established would remain always, the
period before being characterised thus as
a privation of the new thing. The whole
point of the thing is missed if we do not
recognise that the new attitude towards‘man
at the Renaissance was thus just an affitude,
one attitude amongst other possible ones,
deliberately chosen. It is better to describe
it as a heresy, a mistaken adoption of false
conceptions.

In an account of the Renaissance three
things should be noticed :

(1) The changed conception itself, the put-
ting of the Perfection into man, man no longer
endowed with—original sin, but by nature
good. In Machiavelli’you get the conception
of human nature as a natural power, as living
energy. Mankind is not by nature bad, but
subject to passions.  The absolute standards
in comparison with which man was sinful
disappear, and life itself is accepted as the
measure of all values. You get Lorenzo
Valla (1407) in his De Voluptate, daring to
assert for the first time that pleasure was the
highest good. A secondary consequence of
this acceptance of life is the development of
the conception of personality. The stages m
this emphasis on the individual from Petrarch
(1304) to Montaigne can be easily followed.
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Michelet writes, “ To the discovery of the
outward world the Renaissance added a still
greater achievement by bringing to light
the full, the whole nature of man.”” This is
ridiculous. The proper way to put the matter
is to say that the decay into a false conception
of values did in this way bring certain com-
pensations with it.

(2) So with the establishment of the new
conception of man as good, with the conception
of personality comes an increased interest in
the actual characteristics of man. This is at
first manifested indirectly in literature. You
get autobiographies for the first time—those
of Cellini and Cardan, for example. It leads
later, however, to more direct study of man’s
emotions and character, of what we should
call psychology. You get works like Vives,
De Anima, and Telesio, De Rerum Natura.

(3) This new study of man, this new psy-
chology, or anthropology, has considerable
influence on the philosophers who provided a
conceptual clothing for the new attitude, and
worked out its consequences in ethics and
politics . . . on Descartes, Hobbes, and Spin-
oza, for example.

This process is worth while following in
considerable detail for the following reason :
It is necessary to emphasise how very coherent
in thought such periods are, everything being
in them really dependent on certain instinc-
tive ways of judging, which, for the period,
have the status of natural categories of the
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mind. The moderns, whether philosophers
or reformers, make constant appeals to certain
ideals, which they assume everybody will
admit as natural and inevitable for the eman-
cipated man. What these are you may dis-
cover from peroration of speeches—even from
scrap books. ‘‘To thine own true self, etc.
. . Over the portal of the new world, Be
Thyself shall be written. . . . Culture is
not satisfied till we all come to a perfect man
.. . the free growth of personality ”_—and so
on. We think these things not because they
are inevitable ways of thinking, but because
we absorb them unconsciously from the
humanist tradition which moulds the actual
apparatus of our thought. They can all be
traced back to the Stoics, Epicureans, and
Pantheists of the Renaissance. The de-
tailed exposition of the process by which
this attitude was gradually embodied in the
conceptional apparatus we inherit may do
more than anything else to convince us
how very far it is from being an inevitable
attitude.

Partial Reactions.—It is important to dis-
tinguish two stages inside the modern period
— humanism properly so called, and roman-
ticism. The new conception of man as funda-
mentally good manifests itself at first in a
more heroic form. In art, Donatello, Mlchagl
Angelo, or Marlowe might stand for this
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period. I do not deny that humanism of
this kind has a certain attraction. But it
deserves no admiration, for it bears in itself
the seed which is bound inevitably later to
develop into sentimental, utilitarian roman-
ticism. Such humanism could have no per-
manence ; however heroic at the start, it
was bound sooner or later to end in Rousseau.
There is the parallel development in art.
Just as humanism leads to Rousseau so
Michael Angelo leads to Greuze.

There are people who, disgusted with
romanticism, wish for us to go back to the
classical period, or who, like Nietzsche, wish
us to admire the Renaissance. But such
partial reactions will always fail, for they are
only half measures—it is no good returning
to humanism, for that will itself degenerate
into romanticism.

This is one type of an inadequate reaction
against humanism. There are at the present
many indications of other partial reactions.
In philosophy and ethics, for example, the
work of Moore and Husserl, which is often
attacked as a kind of scholasticism. A com-
plete reaction from the subjectivism and
relativism of humanist ethics should contain
two elements: (1) the establishment of the
objective character of ethical values, (2) a
satisfactory ethic not only looks on values as
objective, but establishes an order or hierarchy
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among such values, which it also regards as
absolute and objective.

Now while the school of Moore and Husserl
break the humanist tradition in the first
matter, they seem to continue it quite un-
critically in the second. In as far, then, as
they free ethical values from the anthro-
pomorphism involved in their dependence on
human desires and feeling, they have created
the machinery of an anti-humanist reaction
which will proceed much further than they
ever intended.
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THE RELIGIOUS ATTITUDE

INn discussing the religious as contrasted
with the humanist attitude I said above:
‘“ While it tends to find expression in myth
it is independent of myth; it is, however,
much more intimately connected with dogma.”
I want to make this clearer by a more detailed
account of what I mean by “ an attitude ” in
this context.

The main purpose of these pages is a prac-
tical one. I want to show that certain gener-
ally held “ principles” are false. But the
only method of controversy in any such
fundamental matter of dispute is an ‘‘ab-
stract ”’ one ; a method which deals with the
abstract conceptions on which opinions really
rest.

You think A is true; I ask why. You
reply, that it follows from B. But why is
B true? because it follows from C, and so on.
You get finally to some very abstract attitude
(h) which you assume to be self-evidently
true. This is the central conception from
which more detailed opinion about political
principles, for example, proceeds. Now if
your opponent reasons correctly, and you
are unable to show that he has falsely deduced
A from B, then you are driven to the abstract
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plane of (h), for it is here that the difference
between you really has its root. And it is
only on this abstract plane that a discussion
on any fundamental divergence of opinion
can usefully be carried on.

Any attempt to change (h), however, should
be prefaced by some account of the nature of
such abstract attitudes, and the process by
which we come to adopt them.

It is possible to trace, in every man's
mind, then, trains leading in various direc-
tions, from his detailed ethical and political
opinions, back to a few of these central
attitudes.

Instead, of the first concrete statement
“ A is true,” we might have “ A is good " ;
in which case (h) would be an ultimate value ;
the process, however, is the same. Another
metaphor, by which we may describe the place
of (h) in our thought, is to compare it to the
axes, to which we refer the position of a
moving point, or the framework, on which A
and B are based. This is, perhaps, a better
descr_lption, for the framework, inside which
we live, is something we take for granied ;
and in ordinary life we are very seldom con-
scious of (h). We are only led up to it by
this dialectical questioning, described above.
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All our “ principles ’ are based on some un-
conscious ‘‘ framework ”’ of this kind. As a
rule, then, we are quite unconscious of (h),
we are only conscious of the detailed principles
A and B, derived from it. Now while we
probably acquire the opinions A and B con-
sciously, the same is not true of (h). How
do we come to hold it, then? For we did
not produce it ourselves, but derived it
ready made from society. It came to be an
essential part of our mind without our being
conscious of it, because it was already im-
plicit in all the more detailed opinions, A and
B, society forced upon us. It was thus
embedded in the actual matter of our thought,
and as natural to us as the air ; in fact, it s
the air that all these more concrete beliefs
breathe. We thus have forced upon us,
unconsciously, the whole apparatus of cate-
gories, in terms of which all our thinking
must be done. The result of (h) having in
this way the character of a category, is that
it makes us see (A) not as an opinion, but as
a fact. We never see (h) for we see all things
through (h).

In this way these abstract categories, of
course, limit our thinking; our thought is
compelled to move inside certain limits. We
find, then, in people whose mental apparatus
is based on (h) while ours is not, a certain
obstinacy of intellect, a radical opposition,
and incapacity to see things which, to us, are
simple.
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Now the limitation imposed on our thinking
by such categories is sometimes quite legiti-
mate. Some categories are objective. We
cannot think of things outside of space and
time, and it is quite right that we are subject
to this limitation.

But (h) often belongs to the large class of
pseudo-categories—categories which are not
objective, and it is these that I wish to deal
with here. They are exceedingly important,
for the difference between the mentality of
one great period of history and another
really depends on the different pseudo-cate-
gories of this kind, which were imposed on
every individual of the period, and in terms
of which his thinking was consequently done.
It is not difficult to find examples of this.

(1) A Brazilian Indian told a missionary
that he was a red parrot. The missionary
endeavoured to give some explanation of this
statement. You mean, he said, that when
you die you will become a red parrot, or that
you are in some way related to this bird.
The Indian rejected both these plausible
attempts to explain away a perfectly simple
fact, and repeated quite coldly that he was
a red parrot. There would seem to be an
Impasse here then; the missionary was
baffled in the same way as the humanist is
by the conception of sin. The explanation

- given by Lévy-Bruhl, who quotes the story, is

that the Indian has émposed on him by his
group a conception of the nature of an object,
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which differs radically from ours. For him
an object can be something else without
at the same time ceasing to be itself. The
accuracy of this explanation need not detain
us. 'The point is that it serves as an illustra-
tion of the way in which minds dominated by
different pseudo-categories, may have a very
dufferent perception of fact.

(2) Again, it has been recently argued
that the only way to understand early Greek
philosophy is to realise that it continued on
the plane of speculation the categories, the
ways of thinking, that had earlier created
Greek religion . . . the conception of Moira, to
which even the gods submitted . . . etc.
The difference between the religious attitude
and myth is here quite clear.

The more intimate connection with dogmas
I referred to depends on the fact that dogma
is often a fairly intellectual way of expressing
these fundamental categories—the dogma of
Original Sin, for example. At the Renaiss-
ance, in spite of opinion to the contrary,
the philosophy did not express the categories,
the ways of thinking which had earlier been
expressed in the Christian religion ; it reversed
tHem, b il

"It is these categories, these abstract con-
ceptions, which all the individuals of a period
have in common, which really serve best to
characterise the period. For most of the
characteristics of such a period, not only in
thought, but in ethics, and through ethics in
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economics, really depend on these central
abstract attitudes. But while people will
readily acknowledge that this is true of the
Greeks, or of Brazilian Indians, they have
considerable difficulty in realising that it is
also true of the modern humanist period from
the Renaissance to now. The way in which
we instinctively judge things we take to be the
inevitable way of judging things. The pseudo-
categories of the humanist attitude are thought
to be on the same footing as the objective
categories of space and time. It is thought
to be impossible for an emancipated man to
think sincerely in the categories of the
religious attitude.

The reason for this is to be found in the fact
already noticed that we are, as a rule, uncon-
scious of the very abstract conceptions which
underlie our more concrete opinions. What
Ferrier says of real categories, ‘‘ Categories
may be operative when their existence is not
consciously recognised. First principles of
every kind have their influence, and, indeed,
operate largely and profoundly long before
they come to the surface of human thought,
and are articulately expounded,” is true also
of these pseudo-categories. We are only
conscious of A, B . . . and very seldom of
(h). We do not see that, but other things
through it ; and, consequently, take what we
see for facts, and not for what they are—
opinions based on a particular abstract valua-
tion. This is certainly true of the progressive
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ideology founded on the conception of man as
fundamentally good.

It is this unconsciousness of these central
abstract conceptions, leading us to suppose
that the judgments of value founded on them
are natural and inevitable, which makes it so
difficult for anyone in the humanist tradition
to look at the religious attitude as anything

~~but a sentimental survival.
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But I want to emphasise as clearly as I can,
that I attach very little value indeed to the
sentiments attaching to the religious attitude.
I hold, quite coldly and intellectually as it
were, that the way of thinking about the
world and man, the conception of sin, and the
categories which ultimately make up the

religious attitude, are the frue categories and.

the right way of thinking.

I might incidentally note here, that the way
in which I have explained the action of the
central abstract attitudes and ways of think-
ing, and the use of the word pseudo-categories,
might suggest that I hold relativist views
about their validity. But I don’t. I hold

“the religious conception of ultimate values to
e right, the humanist wrong. From the
/nature “of things, these categories are mnot

inevitable, like the categories of time and

space, but are equally objective. In speaking

of religion, it is to this level of abstraction

that I wish to refer. I have none of the

feelings of mostalgia, the reverence for tradi-

tion, the desire to recapture the sentiment of
70
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Fra Angelico, which seems to animate most
modern defenders of religion. All that seems
to me to be bosh. What is important, 1s
what nobody seems to realise—the dogmas
like that of Original Sin, which are the closest
expression of the categories of the religious|
attitude.
but a wretched creature, who can yet appre-
hend perfection.
ment, but that I may possibly swallow the
few since the Renaissance have really under-
stood the dogma, certainly very few inside the
Churches of recent years. Ifthey appear occa-
sionally even fanatical about the very word of
the dogma, that is only a secondary result of
belief really grounded on sentiment. Certainly
no humanist could understand the dogma.
They all chatter about matters which are in

comparison with- this, quite secondary notions |

G ‘(3 g
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The important thing is that this attitude
is not merely a contrasted attitude, which I
am interested in, as it were, for purpose of
symmetry in historical exposition, but a real
attitude, perfectly possible for us to—day.
To see this is a kind of conversion. It radi-
cally alters our physical perception ; so that
the world takes on an entirely different
aspect.

—God, Freedom, and Immortality.

7%

That man is in no sense_perfect, | I"*

/

'

It is not, then, that I put)
up with the dogma for the sake of the senti- .
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MODERN ART AND
ITS PHILOSOPHY

The fright of the mind before the
unknown created wnot only the
Jfirst gods, but alsa the first art.




MODERN ART AND ITS PHILOSOPHY

I

My title is perhaps misleading, in that it
lays emphasis on modern art* itself, rather
than on its philosophy. Only the last half of
what I am going to say deals with the art
itself ; the first part is devoted to entirely
general considerations, which seem to me to
be necessary to its proper understanding. I
know that this may appear an unnecessary
and rather fantastic superstructure. An artist
might feel that I was merely bringing in all
kinds of vague literary considerations, which
have very little to do with the art itself.
New movements in art are generally accom-
panied by muddle-headed but enthusiastic
attempts to connect them with quite un-
connected movements in philosophy, which
appear to the journalist’s mind to be coloured
by the same quality of excitement. There
are people, for example, who try to connect
cubism with Plato. The artist, recognising
these interpretations as the mere confused

_* [The author refers to the new movements which were be-
ginning to attract attention at the date of this paper which was
Prepared for a lecture delivered before the Quest Society on
January 22, 1914.—H. R.]
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sentimentality that they are, may yet accept
them good-humouredly, in as far as they lend
some kind of support to a new movement.

But it seems to me that there is another
way of dealing with an art from a general
point of view which follows the contours of
the thing itself a little more closely. It may
be justified in that it attempts to deal, not
so much with the art itself, as with the lan-
guage in which the artist or critic attempts to
explain that art. The critic in explaining a
new direction often falsifies it by his use of a
vocabulary derived from the old position.
The thought or vocabulary of one’s period is
an extraordinarily difficult thing to break
away from. While an artist may have eman-
cipated himself from his own period as far as
his art is concerned, while a spectator may
have emancipated himself by looking at the
art of other periods in museums, yet the
mental, or more accurately speaking, the
linguistic emancipations of the two, may not
have gone forward parallel with the artistic
one.

Quite definitely what I mean is this: I
think that the new art differs not in degree,
but in kind, from the art we are accustomed
to, and that there is a danger that the under-
standing of the new may be hindered by a way
of looking on art which is only appropriate to
the art that has preceded it. The general
considerations I put forward are of this kind.
This new art is geometrical in character,
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while the art we are accustomed to is vital *
and organic. It so happens that there have
been many other geometric arts in the past.
I think that a consideration of these arts may
help one to understand what is coming, and
to avoid the falsification I have spoken of.

I may also by this method be enabled to

remove cértain prejudices which stand in the
way of appreciation of this art.

My remarks are likely to appear confused,
as my argument, such as it is, is composed of
three or four parts, only one of which I have
space enough to develop in detail. I can per-
haps give them more shape, by laying down to
begin with certain theses which I assert to be
true, but do not attempt to prove here :—

(1) There are two kinds of art, geomet-
rical and vital, absolutely distinct in
kind from one another. These two arts
are not modifications of one and the
same art but pursue different aims and
are crqated for the satisfaction of different
necessities of the mind.

* I might add a note here on my use of the word vital. Thi
::NOI'd instead of having the specific meaning it should have, ha:
C?ént:_ to have the meaning of living in the sense of strong and
enca lge as opposed to weak and imitative. In fact the differ-
diﬂe etween vital and non-vital has simply come to be the
pOi;’iegce between good and bad. It need perhaps hardly be
nothii oulf that my use of the word vital in this lecture has
mechag_wlatever to do with this sense of the word. Vital and
e culr_nca or geometrical arts may both be vital or non-vital in
e eorentf use of the word. A man might conceivably say that
4 t% cometrical Byzantine art displayed a certain lack of vitality

1s sense. I .might dispute that; but even if I did not I

think t i
= perm};:stil;;le}., use of the word vital, defined as I have defined it,
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(2) Each of these arts springs from and
corresponds to a certain general attitude
towards the world. You get long periods
of time in which only one of these arts
with its corresponding mental attitudes
prevails. The vital art of Greece and
the Renaissance corresponded to a cer-
tain attitude of mind and the geometrical
has always gone with a different general
attitude, of greater intensity than this.

And (3)—this is really the point Tam making
for—that the re-emergence of geometrical
art may be the precursor of the re-
emergence of the corresponding attitude
towards the world, and so, of the break
up of the Renaissance humanistic atti-
tude. The fact that this change comes
first in art, before it comes in thought, is
easily understandable for this reason.
So thoroughly are we soaked in the spirit
of the period we live in, so strong is its
influence over us, that we can only
escape from it in an unexpected way, as it
were, a side direction like art.

I am emphasising then, the absolute
character of the difference between these
two arts, not only because it is important
for the understanding of the new art
itself, but because it enables me to main-
tain much wider theses.

That is the logical order in which I present
my convictions. I did not naturally arrive
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at them in that order. I came to believe
first of all, for reasons quite unconnected
with art, that the Renaissance attitude was
coming to an end, and was then confirmed
in that by the emergence of this art. I com-
menced by a change in philosophy and illus-
trated this by a change in art rather than
vice versa. A thesis like my last one is so
sweeping that it sounds a little empty. It
would be quite ludicrous for me to attempt
to state such a position in the space of the
half page I intend to devote to it, but perhaps
I can make it sound more plausible by saying
how I came personally to believe it. You
will have to excuse my putting it in auto-
biographical shape, for, after all, the break-up
of a general attitude if it ever occurs will be a

- collection of autobiographies. First of all

comes the conviction that in spite of its
apparent extraordinary variety, KEuropean
philosophy since the Renaissance does form
a unity. You can separate philosophy into
two parts, the technical and scientific part,
that which more properly would be called
metaphysics, and another part in which the
machinery elaborated in the first is used to
express the philosopher’s attitude towards
the world, what may be called his conclusions.
These emerge in the last chapter of the book.
In the first chapters the philosopher may be
compared to a man in armour ; he intimidates
%’0u, as a kind of impersonal machine. In the
ast chapter you perceive him naked, as per-
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fectly human. Every philosopher says the
world is other than it seems to be ; in the last
chapter he tells you what he thinks it is.
As he has taken the trouble to prove it, you
may assume that he regards the final picture
of the world he gives as satisfactory.

Now here is my point. In a certain sense,
all philosophy since the Renaissance is satis-
fied with a certain conception of the relation
of man to the world. Now what is this con-
ception ? You get the first hint of it in the
beginnings of the Renaissance itself, in a
person like Pico Della Mirandola, for example.
Vou get the hint of an idea there of something,
which finally culminates in a doctrine which
is the opposite of the doctrine of original
sin : the belief that man as a part of nature
was after all something satisfactory. The
change which Copernicus is supposed to have
brought about is the exact contrary of the
fact. Before Copernicus, man was not the
centre of the world; after Copernicus he
was. You get a change from a certain pro-
fundity and intensity to that flat and insipid
optimism which, passing through its first
stage of decay in Rousseau, has finally cul-
minated in the state of slush in which we have
the misfortune to live. If you want a proof
of the radical difference between these two
attitudes, you have only to look at the
books which are written now on Indian
religion and philosophy. There is a sheer
angmic inability to understand the stark
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uncompromising bleakness of this religious
attitude.

It may seem paradoxical in view of the
extraordinary emphasis laid on life by philo-
soph}{ at the present day, to assert that this
Renaissance attitude is coming to an end.
But I think that this efflorescence is its last
effort. ,

About the time that I arrived at this kind
of conviction I saw Byzantine mosaics for the
first time. This led me a step further towards
the conviction I have expressed in this thesis.
I had got myself away from the contemporary
view, and (as I shall illustrate later in the case
of art, the first attempt to formulate a different
attitude being always a return to archaism) I
was inclined to hold a view not very different
from tl_lat of that period. At that time, then,.
I was impressed by these mosaics, not as by
something exotic, but as expressing quite
dlr_ectly-an attitude I agreed with. Owing to
this accident, I was able to see a geometrical
art, as it were from the inside. I then saw
how essential and necessary a geometrical
character is in endeavouring to express a
certain intensity.

Finally I recognised this geometrical char-
acter re-emerging in modern art. I am think-
Ing particularly of certain pieces of sculpture
I saw some years ago, of Mr Epstein’s.

I had here then, very crudely, all the
elements of the position that I put before in
my three theses. At that time, in an essay
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by Paul Ernst on Byzantine art, I came across
a reference to the work of Riegl and Wor-
ringer. In the latter particularly I found an
extraordinarily clear statement, founded on
an extensive knowledge of the history of
art, of a view very like the one I had tried to
formulate. This last year I heard him lecture
and had some conversation with him at the
Berlin Congress of Asthetics. What follows
is practically an abstract of Worringet’s
views.

II

You have these two different kinds of art.
VYou have first the art which is natural to
you, Greek art and modern art since the
Renaissance. In these arts the lines are
soft and vital. You have other arts like
Egyptian, Indian and Byzantine, where every-
thing tends to be angular, where curves tend
to be hard and geometrical, where the re-
presentation of the human body, for example,
is often entirely non-vital, and distorted to
fit into stiff lines and cubical shapes of various
kinds.

What is 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 in art ?

We may at once put on one side the idea
that the difference between archaic and later
art is due to a difference of capacity, the idea
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that geometrical shapes are used because the
artist had not the technical ability 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 monumental sculpture
showed a stylification as great as any we find
in archaic art, the domestic art of the period
exhibited a most astonishing realism. In
pure technical ability in mastery of raw
material, the FEgyptians 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. The idea that an
art 1s a satisfaction of some specific mental
need, anq so, that in looking at a work of
art of this type it is necessary not only to
think of the object itself, but of the desire
1t 1s mtended to satisfy, is one which it is very
difficult for us to realise for the following
reason. The subjective side of an art is
never forced on our notice, because it so
happc;ns that the arts with which we are
familiar, the classical and our own, have the
same subjective element. It never occurs
to us therefore that classical art is the satis-
faction of one among other possible desires
Slice we always think that this art is the
satisfaction of the desire which must inevit-
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ably be behind all art. We thus erect the
classical and our own conception of art into
an absolute and look on all art before the
classical as imperfect strivings towards it,
and all after as decadence from it.

It is necessary to realise that all art is
created to satisfy a particular desire—that
when this desire is satisfied, you call the work
beautiful ; but that if the work is intended to
satisfy a desire and mental need different
from your own, it will necessarily appear to
you to be grotesque and meaningless. We
naturally do not call these geometrical arts
beautiful because beauty for us is the satisfac-
tion of a certain need, and that need is one
which archaic art never set out to satisfy.
What from our standpoint appears as the
greatest distortion must have been, for the
people who produced it, the highest beauty
and the fulfilment of some desire.

Consider the difference between these two
kinds, then, from this point of view.

Take first the art which is most natural to
nus. What tendency is behind this, what need
is it designed to satisfy ?

This art as contrasted with geometrical
art can be broadly described as naturalism or
realism—using these words in their widest
sense and entirely excluding the mere imita-
tion of nature. The source of the pleasure
felt by the spectator before the products of
art of this kind is a feeling of increased
vitality, a process which German writers on
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sesthetics call empathy (Einfiihlung). This
process is perhaps a little too complicated for
me to describe it shortly here, but putting
the matter in general terms, we can say that
any work of art we find beautiful is an objecti-
fication 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
contains for us. Putting the matter more
simply we may say that in this art there is
always a feeling of liking for, and pleasure in,
the forms and movements to be found in
nature. It is obvious therefore that this
art can only occur in a people whose relation
to outside nature is such that it admits of
this feeling of pleasure in its contemplation.

Turn now to geometrical art. It most
obviously exhibits no delight in nature and no
striving after vitality. Its forms are always
what can be described as stiff and lifeless.
The dead form of a pyramid and the suppres-
sion of life in a Byzantine mosaic show that
behind these arts there must have been an
impulse, the direct opposite of that which
finds satisfaction in the naturalism of Greek
and Renaissance art.

This is what Worringer calls the fendency to
abstraction. |

Wha_t 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 feel-
Ing of separation in the face of outside nature.

85




SPECULATIONS

While a naturalistic art is the result of a
happy pantheistic relation between man and
the outside world, the tendency to abstrac-
tion, on the contrary, occurs in races whose
attitude to the outside world is the exact
contrary of this. This feeling of separation
naturally takes different forms at different
levels of culture.

Take first, the case of more primitive
people. They live in a world whose lack of
order and seeming arbitrariness must inspire
them with a certain fear. One may perhaps
get a better description of what must be their
state of mind by comparing it to the fear
which makes certain people unable to cross
open spaces. The fear I mean here is mental,
however, not physical. They are dominated
by what Worringer calls a kind of spiritual
‘“ space-shyness "’ in face of the varied confu-
sion and arbitrariness of existence. In art
this state of mind results in a desire to create
a certain abstract geometrical shape, which,
being durable and permanent shall be a
refuge from the flux and impermanence of
outside nature. The need which art satisfies
here, is not the delight in the forms of nature,
which is a characteristic of all vital arts, but
the exact contrary. In the reproduction of
natural objects there is an attempt to purify
them of their characteristically living qualities
in order to make them necessary and im-
movable. The changing is translated into
something fixed and necessary. This leads
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to rigid lines and dead crystalline forms, for
pure geometrical regularity gives a certain
pleasure to men troubled by the- obscurity
of outside appearance. The geometrical line
is something absolutely distinct from the
messiness, the confusion, and the accidental
details of existing things.

It must be pointed out that this condition
of fear is in no sense a necessary presupposition
of the tendency to abstraction. The neces-
sary presupposition is the idea of disharmony
or separation between man and nature. In
peoples like the Indian or the Byzantine this
feeling of separation takes quite another
form.

To sum up this view of art then : it cannot
be understood by itself, but must be taken as
one element in a general process of adjustment
between man and the outside world. The
character of that relation determines the
character of the art. If there is a difference
of ““ potential ”’ between man and the outside
world, if they are at different levels, so that
the relation between them is, as it were, a
steep inclined plane, then the adjustment
between them in art takes the form of a
tendency to abstraction. If on the contrary
there is no disharmony between man and the
outside world, if they are both on the same
level, on which man feels himself one with
nature and not separate from it, then you get a
naturalistic art.

The art of a people, then, will run parallel
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to its philosophy and general world outlook.
It is a register of the nature of the opposition
between man and the world. Each race is in
consequence of its situation and character
inclined to one of these two tendencies, and its
art would give you a key to its psychology.

It is easy to trace these parallel changes. 1
have spoken of that feeling of space-shyness
which produced the tendency to abstraction
in primitive art. This tendency would have
been impossible in the case of a people like
the Greeks at the time when they had finally
got free from the oriental elements of their
origins and had not fallen afresh to oriental
tendencies. In such a people you get a
feeling of confidence in face of the world which
expresses itself in religion in a certain anthro-
pomorphism. The feeling of disharmony with
the world had been destroyed by certain
favourable conditions and by increased know-
ledge (Rationalism). You can speak here,
then, of a classical religious period as you speak
of a classical art period. Both are only
different manifestations of the same classical
‘conception which Goethe defined as that in
which man “ feels himself one with nature
and consequently looks upon the outside
world not as something strange, but as some-
thing which he recognises as answering to his
own feelings.”

In the case of the orientals the feeling of
separation from the world could not be dis-
pelled by knowledge. Their sense of the
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unfathomable existence was greater than that
of the Greeks. A satisfaction with appear-
ances is limited to Europe. It is only there
that the superhuman abstract idea of the
divine has been expressed by banal representa-
tion. No knowledge could damp down the
Indian inborn fear of the world, since it stands,
not as in the case of primitive man before
knowledge, but above it.. Their art conse-
quently remained geometrical.

It is in the light of this tendency to abstrac-
tion that I wish to deal with modern art.
Before doing that, however, I want to make
the tendency clearer by giving some concrete
examples of its working in sculpture.

In the endeavour to get away from the
flux of existence, there is an endeavour to
create in contrast, an absolutely e:nclosed
material individuality. Abstraction is more
difficult in the round than in the flat. With
three dimensions we get the relativism and
obscurity of appearance. A piece of sculpture
in the round seems quite as lost in its context
as does the natural object itself. There is
consequently stronger stylification use<_1 in the
round than is necessary in the relief. In
archaic Greek sculpture, for example,‘ 'ghe
arms are bound close to the body, any division
of the surface is as far as possible avoided
and unavoidable divisions and articulations
are given in no detail. The first gods were
always pure abstractions without any re-
semblance to life. Any weakening of these
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abstract forms and approximation to reality
would have let in change and life and so
would have done what it was desired to avoid
—it would have taken the thing out of eternity
and put it into time. In monumental art,
the abstract and inorganic is always used to
make the organic seem durable and eternal.
The first rule of monumental art must be a
strong inclosure of cubical forms. It is
ridiculous to suppose that the masons who
carved the face of an archaic figure did not
possess the capacity to separate the arms or
legs from the body. The fact that they did so
later in classical Greek art was not due to a
progress in techmical ability. The Greeks
left behind the intensity of these cubical
forms and replaced the abstract by the organic
simply because, as their attitude to the world
changed, they had different intentions. Hav-
ing attained a kind of optimistic rationalism
they no longer felt any desire for abstraction.
They did not create gods like these earlier
ones because they no longer possessed any
religious intensity.

When we turn to Egyptian art, we find that
in the endeavour to escape from anything
that might suggest the relative and imper-
manent there is always the same tendency to
make all the surfaces as flat as possible. In
the sitting figures the legs and the body form
a cubical mass out of which only the shoulders
and head appear as necessary individualisa-
tion. The treatment of drapery and hair is
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another example of this desire to ma
vaLIZt is most obviously flexible and imper-
manent look fixed.

111

now to the application of the distinc-
{igr? M‘f:hus elaborately const_ruc‘ged between
geometrical and vital art to what is going on at
moment. )
thifpzflseegfgument I have followed is correct,
I stand committed to two statements :—
(1) . . .that a new geometrical art 1s
emerging which may be cor}51dered as different
in kind from the art which preceded it, it
being much more akin to the geometrical arts

st, and _

b g;e .p:‘1 . that this change from a vital to a
geometrical art is the product of and will be
accompanied by a certain change of sensibility,
a certain change of general attitude, and that
this new attitude will differ in kind from the
humanism which has prevailed from the
Renaissance to now, and will have certain
analogies to the attitude of which geometrical
art was the expression in the past.

Naturally both of these sweeping state-
ments run a good deal ahead of the facts and
of my ability to prove them. I mqst-here,
therefore, make the same quahﬁcau’on and
warning about both of the statements. T hough
both the new Weltanschauung and the new
geometrical art will have certain analogies
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with corresponding periods in the past, yet
it is not for a moment to be supposed that
there is anything more than an analogy here.
The new geometrical art will probably in the
end not in the least resemble archaic art, nor
will the new attitude to the world be very
much like the Byzantine, for example. As to
what actually they both will culminate in, it
would obviously be ludicrous for me to attempt
tosay. It would be more ludicrous to attempt
to do this in the case of the general attitude,
than it would in the case of the art itself.
For one of my points at the beginning of this
paper was that one’s mind is so soaked in the
thought and language of the period, that one
can only perceive the break-up of that period
in a region like art which is—when one’s
mind is focussed on thought itself—a kind of
side activity.

One can only make certain guesses at the
new attitude by the use of analogy. ‘Take two
other attitudes of the past which went with
geometrical art: say primitive and Byzan-
tine. There is a certain likeness and a certain
‘unlikeness in relation to man and the outside
world. The primitive springs from what we
have called a kind of mental space-shyness,
which is really an attitude of fear before the
world ; the Byzantine from what may be
called, inaccurately, a kind of contempt for
the world. Though these two attitudes differ -
very much, yet there is a common element in
the idea of separation as opposed to the more
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inti ing towards the world in classical
lnt(linrl:;clitiiesglézg thought. In comparison with
i}r;e flat and insipid optimism of the belief in
rogress, the new attitu.de. may be in a certain
: se inhuman, pessimistic. Yet its pessim-
isserlrlx will not be world-rejecting in the sense in
i antine was. _ .
Whlliucti}c E)htfe}?sy (Z)n much surer ground in dealing
with the art itself. On what grounds d(l)es 1fgnie
base this belief that a new geometrica at' 2
appearing ? There is first the more negativ
proof provided by a change of tastet. g
You get an extraord_mary interes _mB i
arts in the past, in Indian sculpture, in dyzt i
tine art, in archaic art generally, an i
interest is not as before a merely ;rc g;o
logical one. The things are liked 11rect }276
almost as they were liked by the people \fN
made them, as being direct expressions o a(ifl
attitude which you want to find expressed.
I do not think for a moment that this is c?fn—
scious. I think that under the influence oh %
false conception of the nature of 'art,f } _?‘
most people, even when they feel it, atsl,11 y
their real appreciation by the vocabulary ezlf
use—naive, fresh, charm of the exotic, an
S0 on. ol e
A second and more positive proot is to
found in the actual creation of a new modern
ical art. !
ge(ﬁ)?ngitrgzt at the present moment 1n Furope
a most extraordinary confusion in art, Sa
complete breaking away from tradition. So
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confusing is it that most people lump it alto-
gether as one movement and are unaware
that it is in fact composed of a great many
distinct and even contradictory elements,
being a complex movement of parts that are
merely reactionary, parts that are dead, and
with one part only containing the possibility
of development. When I speak of a new
complex geometrical art then, I am not
thinking of the whole movement. I am speak-
ing of one element which seems to be gradually
hardening out, and separating itself from the
others. I don’t want anyone to suppose, for
example, that I am speaking of futurism
which is, in its logical form, the exact opposite
of the art I am describing, being the deification
of the flux, the last efflorescence of impres-
sionism. I also exclude a great many things
which—as I shall attempt to show later were
perhaps necessary preliminaries to this art,
but which have now been passed by—most
of the work in fact which is included under the
term post-impressionism—Gauguin, Maillol,
Brancusi.

If space allowed I could explain why I
also exclude certain elements of cubism,
what I might call analytical cubism—the
theories about interpenetration which you
get in Metzinger for example.

9%
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BEFORE dealing actually with this work I
ought to qualify what I have said a little.
I have put the matter in a rather too ponderous
way by talking about the new general attitude.
That is perhaps dealing with the matter on
the wrong plane. It would have been quite
possible for this change to come about without
the artists themselves being conscious of this
change of general attitude towards the world

"~ at all. When I say ‘‘ conscious” I mean

conscious in this formulated and literary
fashion. The change of attitude would have
taken place, but it might only have mani-
fested itself in a certain change of sensibility
in the artist, and in so far as he expresses
himself in words, in a certain change of voc_abu—
lary. The change of attitude betrays itself
by changes in the epithets that a man uses,
perhaps disjointedly, to express his admiration
for the work he admires. Most of us cannot
state our position, and we use adjectives
which in themselves do not explain what we
mean, but which, for a group for a certain
time, by a kind of tacit convention become the
“ porters” or ‘ bearers’” of the complex
new attitude which we all recognise that we
have in company, but which we cannot
describe or analyse. At the present time
you get this change shown in the value given
to certain adjectives. Instead of epithets
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like graceful, beautiful, etc., you get epithets
like austere, mechanical, clear cut, and bare,
used to express admiration.

Putting on one side all this talk of a ““ new
attitude ”’ of which the artist in some cases
may not be conscious at all, what is the nature
of the new sensibility which betrays itself
in this change of epithets ? Putting it at its
lowest terms, namely that a man was uncon-
scious of any change of aim, but only felt
that he preferred certain shapes, certain forms,
etc., and that his work was moulded by that
change of sensibility, what is the nature of
that change of sensibility at the present
moment ? Expressed generally, there seems
to be a desire for austerity and bareness, a
striving towards structure and away from the
messiness and confusion of nature and natural
things. Take a concrete matter like the
use of line and surface. In all art since the
Renaissance, the lines used are what may be
called vital lines. In any curve there is a
certain empirical variation which makes the
curve not mechanical. The lines are obviously
drawn by a hand and not by a machine.
You get Ruskin saying that no artist could
draw a straight line. As far as sensibility
goes you get a kind of shrinking from any-
thing that has the appearance of being mech-
anical. An artist, suppose, has to draw a
part of a piece of machinery, where a certain
curve is produced by the intersection of a
plane and a cylinder. It lies in the purpose
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of the engine and it is obviously the intention
of the engineer that the line shall be a perfect
and mechanical curve. The artists in dra:vv-
ing the two surfaces and thelr' intersection
would shrink from reproducing this mechanical
accuracy, would instinctively pick out all the
accidental scratches which make the curve
empirical and destroy its geometrical and
mechanical character. In the new art on
the contrary there is no shrinking of that kind
whatever. There is rather a desire to avoid
those lines and surfaces which look pleasing
and organic, and to use lines which are clean,
clear-cut and mechanical. You will find
artists expressing admiration for engineer’s
drawings, where the lines are clean, the curves
all geometrical, and the colour, laid on to
show the shape of a cylinder for example,
gradated absolutely mechanically. You will
find a sculptor disliking the pleasing kind of
patina that comes in time on an old bronze
and expressing admiration for the hard clean
surface of a piston rod. If we take this to
be in fact the new sensibility, and regard it as
the culmination of the process of breaking-up
and transformation in art, that has been
Proceeding since the impressionists, it seems
to me that the history of the last twenty
years becomes more intelligible. It suddenly
enables one to look at the matter in a new light.

Put the matter in an a priori way. Ad-
mitting the premiss that a new direction is
gradually defining itself, what would you
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expect to happen ? As a help to this recon-
struction, recall what was said about the
relation between the various geometrical arts
of the past at the beginning of the last part
of my paper, to the effect that there are always
certain common elements, but also that each
period has its own specific qualities. This
new art, towards which things were working,
was bound, then, to have certain elements in
common with past geometric archaic arts,
but at the same time as an art springing up
to-day, it would necessarily exhibit certain
original and peculiar qualities due to that
fact. Consider then the beginning of the
movement. No man at the beginning of a
movement of this kind can have any clear
conception of its final culmination — that
would be to anticipate the result of a process
- of creation. Of which of the two elements
of the new geometric art—that which it has
in common with similar arts in the past, or
that which is specific and peculiar to it—is
an artist most likely to be conscious at the
beginning of a movement ? Most obviously
of those elements which are also to be found
in the past. Here then you get the explana-
tion of the fact which may have puzzled some
people, that a new and modern art, something
which was to culminate in a use of structural
organisation akin to machinery, should have
begun by what seemed like a romantic return
to barbarous and primitive art, apparently
inspired by a kind of nostalgia for the past.
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Another cause reinforcing the tendency to
the archaic is the difficulty of at once finding
an appropriate method of expression. Though
the artist feels that he must have done with
the contemporary means of expression, yet a
new and more fitting method is not easily
created. The way from intention to expres-
sion does not come naturally, as it were from
in outwards. A man has first to obtain a
foothold in this, so to speak, alien and external
world of material expression, at a point near
the one he is making for. He has to utilise
some already existing methods of expression
and work from them to the one that expresses
his own personal conception more accurately
and naturally. What happened then was
this—a certain change of direction took place,
beginning negatively with a feeling of dis-
§atisfaction with, and reaction against, exist-
mg art. You get a breaking away from
contemporary methods of expression, a new
direction, an. intenser perception of things
striving towards expression, and as this in-
tensity was fundamentally the same kind of
Intensity as that expressed in certain archaic
arts, it quite naturally and legitimately found
a foothold in these archaic yet permanent
formulze. A certain archaicism then, just as
It is at the beginning helpful to an artist
though he may afterwards repudiate it, is an
almost necessary stage in the preparation of a
Dew movement.

his seems to me to be the best way of
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describing and understanding the movement
that has had the label of Post-impressionism
affixed to it in England. Though perhaps the
individual artists of that time would never
have gone further than they did, yet looking
at them from this general point of view, it
is best to regard them as the preliminary
and temporary stage of experimentation in
the preparation of a suitable method of
expression for a new and intenser sensibility.
It is not necessary to do more than mention
an obvious example such as Gauguin.

The case of Cézanne is more important
for it is out of him that the second stage of
the movement that I have called analytical
Cubism has developed. It is also interesting
since it is only lately that it has been recog-
nised how fundamentally Cézanne differed
from his contemporaries, the impressionists.
It was against their fluidity that he reacted.
He wanted, so he said, to make of impres-
sionism something solid and durable like old
art.

Before commenting on this, I must recall
again the distinction I have used between
naturalism and abstraction. I want to point
out that even in a period of natural and vital
art a certain shadow of the tendency to
abstraction still remains in the shape of formal
composition. Some kinds of composition are
attempts to make the organic look rigid and

durable. In most landscapes, of course, the -

composition is rhythmical and not formal in
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.« extreme sense, and so it is not an expres-
I;lil(:;eof a tendency to abstr,action; With
this in mind, look at one of Cézanne’s latest
pictures, “ Women Bathing,” where all the
lines are ranged in a pyramidal shape, and
the women are distorted to fit this shape.
VYou will, if you are accustpr_ned_ to look for
pleasing rhythmical composition in a picture,
be repelled rather than attracted by this
pyramidal composition. The form 1s so
strongly accentuated, so geometric 1n char-
acter, that it almost lifts the painting out of
the sphere of *“ vital ” art into that of abstract
art. It is much more akin to the composition
you find in the Byzantine mosaic (of the
empress Theodora) in Ravenna, than it 1s
to anything which can be found in the art of
the Renaissance.

If you deny the existence of a ‘ tendency to
abstraction ’ at all in art, you will naturally
deny the apparent appearance of it in Cézanne.
You will say that the simplifications of planes
(out of which of course cubism grew), is not
due to any “ tendency towards abstraction,”
but is the result of an effort to give a more
solid kind of reality in the object. You will
assert that when Cézanne said that the forms
of nature could be reduced to the cone, the
cylinder, and the sphere, that he meant
something quite different from the obvious
meaning of his words. 7This misconception
of Cézanne results from the fact that you have
refused to see the obvious truth, that there is
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in him a hint of that “ tendency to abstrac-
tion ”’ that is found in certain arts of the past.
The difference between the use of planes in
Cézanne and in the cubists themselves, is
not that between a simplification based on
observation of nature and a mere playing
about with formulee. Both simplifications are
based on the research into nature, but their
value to the artist does not lie in their origin,
but in the use that is made of them.

That is, I think, how one ought to look on
these painters, quite apart from the qualities
they show as painters belonging to the past
vital period of painting. They are interesting
to us as showing the first gradual emergence
in a state of experimentation, of this new
geometrical art which will be created by a
tendency to abstraction. I should, properly
speaking, now attempt to define the char-
acteristics of the new art as they emerge
from this experimental stage, but that is
difficult for me to do as the thing itself is
still to a large extent experimental. I can-
not say what artists will make of this method ;
the construction of this is their business,
not mine. That is the fun of the thing. I
await myself the development of that art
with the greatest impatience. My feeling
about the matter is this. I look at most
cubist pictures with a certain feeling of de-
pression. They are from a certain point of
view, confused. If I may be allowed to go
against my own principles for a minute, and
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cribe abstract things in a metaphor
%%riev?red from organic life, I should say theﬁ
ook rather like embryos. I .thmk they wi
soon open out and grow distinct. I plcturg
what is about to happen in this way.
man whose form is, as 1t were, dimly dlg}}
cerned in hay, stands up, shakes the hay (()1
him, and proceeds to walk, i.e. he proceeds
to do something. Dropping the metaphor
then, cubism ceases to be analytical, and 151
transformed into a constructive geometrica
art. The elements and the method patlentb;
worked out by analysis begin to be used. I
you want a concrete example of the difference
1 mean, compare the work .111ustrated in
Metzinger’s book on cubism, with that of Mr
Epstein and Mr Lewis. This difference seems
to me to be important for this reason. There
are many who, when the matter has been
explained to them, can understand what the
early cubists are trying to do. They follow
the sort of analysis they have made, bu_t
they cannot. for the life of them see how it
can go on, or how it can develop into a new
art. And I believe that this is in reality the
source of the baffled feeling of most people
when confronted by such art.
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IN conclusion, I might hazard some con-
jectures as to the probable nature of the
specific and peculiar quality which will differ-
entiate this new geometrical art from its
predecessors. As far as one can see, the new
“ tendency towards abstraction’ will cul-
minate, not so much in the simple geometrical
forms found in archaic art, but in the more
complicated ones associated in our minds with
the idea of machinery. In this association
with machinery will probably be found the
specific differentiating quality of the new
art. It is difficult to define properly at the
present moment what this relation to machin-
ery will be. It has nothing whatever to do
with the superficial notion that one must
beautify machinery. It is not a question of
dealing with machinery in the spirit, and with
the methods of existing art, but of the creation

of a new art having an organisation, and .

governed by principles, which are at present
exemplified unintentionally, as it were, in
machinery. It is hardly necessary to repeat
at this stage of the argument, that it will not
aim at the satisfaction of that particular
mental need, which in a vital art results in the
production of what is called beauty. It is
aiming at the satisfaction of a different mental
need altogether. When Mr Roger Fry, there-
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fore, talks as he did lately, of ‘‘ machinery
being as beautiful as a rose ” he demonstrates
what is already obvious from his work, that
he has no conception whatever of this new
art, and is in fact a mere verbose sentimen-

talist. : _
This association of art and machinery sug-

. gests all kinds of problems. What will be

the relation to the artist and the engineer ?
At present the artist is merely receptive in
regard to machinery. He passively adml{es,
for example, the superb steel structures which
form the skeletons of modern buildings, and
whose gradual envelopment in a parasitic
covering of stone is one of the daily tragedies
to be witnessed in London streets. Will the
artist always remain passive, or will he take
a more active part? The working out of
the relation between art and machinery can
be observed at present in many curious ways.
Besides the interest in machinery itself, you
get the attempt to create in art, structu_res
whose organisation, such as it is, is very }1ke
that of machinery. Most of Picasso’s paint-
ings, for instance, whatever they may }De
labelled, are at bottom studies of a special
kind of machinery. ‘

But here an apparently quite legitimate
objection might be raised. The desire to
Create something mechanical in this sense
might be admitted as understandable, but
the question would still be asked, “ Why
make use of the human body in this art,
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why make that look like a machine?”
Those who are accustomed to a vital art,
the basis of whose appreciation of art is what
I have called empathy, and who consequently
derive pleasure from the reproduction of the
actual details of life, are repulsed by an art
in which something which is intended to be
a body, leaves out all these details and
qualities they expect.

Take for example one of Mr Wyndham
Lewis’s pictures. It is obvious that the
artist’s only interest in the human body was
in a few abstract mechanical relations per-
ceived in it, the arm as a lever and so on. The
interest in living flesh as such, in all that
detail that makes it vital, which is pleasing,
and which we like to see reproduced, is entirely
absent.

But if the division that I have insisted on
in this paper—the division between the two
different tendencies producing two different
kinds of art—is valid, then this objection
falls to the ground. What you get in Mr
Lewis’s pictures is what you always get in-
side any geometrical art. All art of this
character turns the organic into something
not organic, it tries to translate the changing
and limited, into something unlimited and
pecessary. The matter is quite simple. How-
ever strong the desire for abstraction, it can-

not be satisfied with the reproduction of

merely inorganic forms. A perfect cube looks

stable in comparison with the fux of appear-
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ance, but one might be pardoned if one felt
no particular interest in the eternity of a
cube; but if you can put man into some
geometrical shape which lifts him out of the
transience of the organic, then the matter is
different. In pursuing such an aim you
inevitably, of course, sacrifice the pleasure
that comes from reproduction of the natural.

Another good example to take, would be
Mr Epstein’s latest work, the drawings for
sculpture in the first room of his exhibition.
The subjects of all of them are connected
with birth. They are objected to because
they are treated in what the critics are pleased
to term a cubistic manner. But this seems
to me a most interesting example of what I
have just been talking about. The tendency
to abstraction, the desire to turn the organic
into something hard and durable, is here at
W01‘]$, not on something simple, such as you
get in the more archaic work, but on some-
thing much more complicated. It is, how-
ever, the same tendency at work in both.
Abstraction is much greater in the second
case, because generation, which is the very
essence of all the qualities which we have here
called organic, has been turned into something
as hard and durable as a geometrical figure
itself.

The word machinery here suggests to me a
point which requires a short discussion. You
admit here this change of sensibility. You
find the artists seeking out and using forms
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and surfaces which artists of our immediate
past have always shrunk from. What is the
cause of this change of sensibility? Any
one who has agreed with the historical part
of this paper will probably agree that this
change of sensibility follows from a certain
change in intention in art, the tendency
towards abstraction instead of towards em-
pathy. But another explanation may be
given which, while it has an appearance of
making the thing reasonable, seems to me to
be fallacious. It may be said that an artist
is using mechanical lines because he lives in
an environment of machinery. In a land-
scape you would use softer and more organic
lines. This seems to me to be using the
materialist explanation of the origin of an art
which has been generally rejected. Take the
analogous case of the influence of raw material
on art. The nature of material is never with-
out a certain influence. If they had not been
able to use granite, the Egyptians would
probably not have carved in the way they
did. But then the material did not produce
the style. If Egypt had been inhabited by
people of Greek race, the fact that the material
was granite, would not have made them pro-
duce anything like Egyptian sculpture. The
technical qualities of a material can thus
never create a style. A feeling for form of a

certain kind must always be the source of an

art. All that can be said of the forms sug-
gested by the technical qualities of the
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material is that they must not contradict this
intended form. They can only be used when
the inclination and taste to which they are
appropriate already exist. So, though steel is
not the material of the new art, but only its
environment, we can, it seems to me, legiti-
mately speak of it exercising the kind of
influence that the use of granite did on
Egyptian art, no more and no less.

The point I want to emphasise is that the
use of mechanical lines in the new art is in no
sense merely a reflection of mechanical en-
vironment. It is a result of a change of
sensibility which is, I think, the result of a
change of attitude which will become in-
creasingly obvious.

Finally I think that this association with
the idea of machinery takes away any kind
of dilettante character from the movement and
makes it seem more solid and more inevitable.

It seems to me beyond doubt that this,
whether you like it or not, is the character of
the art that is coming. I speak of it myself
with enthusiasm, not only because I appre-
clate it for itself, but because I believe it to
be the precursor of a much wider change in
philosophy and general outlook on the world.
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ROMANTICISM AND CLASSICISM [

] WANT to maintain that after a hundred
years of Tomanticisi, we are in for a classical
revival, and that the particular weapon of
this new classical spirit, when it works in
verse, will be fancy. And in this I imply the
superiority of fancy—not superior generally
or absolutely, for that would be obvious non-
sense, but superior in the sense that we use
the word good in empirical ethics—good for
something, superior for something. I shall
have to prove then two things, first that a
classical revival is coming, and, secondly,
for its particular purposes, fancy will be
superior to imagination. L T Lt it

So banal have the terms Imagination and
Fancy become that we imagine they must
have always been in the language. Their
history as two differing terms in the vocabu-
lary of criticism is comparatively short.
Originally, of course, they both mean the
same thing ; they first began to be differen-
tiated by the German writers on sesthetics in
the eighteenth century.

I know that in using the words “ classic’
and “ romantic” I am doing a dangerous

)

thing. They represent five or six different
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kinds of antitheses, and while I may be using
them in one sense you may be interpreting
them in another. In this present connection
I am using them in a perfectly precise and
limited sense. I ought really to have coined
a couple of new words, but I prefer to use the
ones I have used, as I then conform to the
practice of the group of polemical writers who
make most use of them at the present day,
and have almost succeeded in making them
political catchwords. I mean Maurras, Las-
serre and all the group connected with
L’ Action Frangaise.

At the present time this is the particular
group with which the distinction is most
vital. Because it has become a party symbol.
If you asked a man of a certain set whether
he preferred the classics or the romantics, you

could deduce from that what his politics.

were.

The best way of gliding into a proper
definition of my terms would be to start with
a set of people who are prepared to fight
about it—for in them you will have no
vagueness. (Other people take the infamous
attitude of the person with catholic tastes
who says he likes both.)

About a year ago, a man whose name I
think was Fauchois gave a lecture at the
Odéon on Racine, in the course of which he

made some disparaging remarks about his-

dullness, lack of invention and the rest of it.
This caused an immediate riot : fights took
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1 over the house ; several people were
ai?gstscll and imprisoned, and the rest of the
series of lectures took .place with hundreds of
gendarmes and detectives scattered all over
the place. These people interrupted because
the classical ideal is a 11v1ng thing to .them and
Racine is the great classic. That is what I
call a real vital interest in literature. They
regard romanticism as an awful disease from

- which France had just recovered.

The thing is complicated in their case by the
fact that it was romanticism that made the

- revolution. They hate the revolution, so they

hate romanticism. ] i

I make no apology for dragging in politics
here; romanticism both in FEngland and
France is associated with certain political
views, and it is in taking a concrete example
of the working out of a principle in action that
you can get its best definition. »

What was the positive principle behind all
the other principles of ‘89 ? 1 am talking
here of the revolution in as far as it was an
idea; I leave out material causes—they
only produce the forces. 7The barriers which
could easily have resisted or guided these
forces had been previously rotted away by
ideas. This always seems to be the case in
successful changes; the privileged class is
beaten only when it has lost faith in itself,
when it has itself been penetrated with the
1deas which are working against it.

It was not the rights of man—that was a
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good solid practical war-cry. The thing
which created enthusiasm, which made the
revolution practically a new religion, was
something more positive than that. People
of all classes, people who stood to lose by it,
were in a positive ferment about the idea of
liberty. There must have been some idea
which enabled them to think that something
positive could come out of so essentially
negative a thing. There was, and here I get
my definition of romanticism. They had
been taught by Rousseau that man was by
nature good, that it was only bad laws and
customs that had suppressed him. Remove

~ all these and the infinite possibilities of man
" would have a chance. This is what made

them think that something positive could

. come out of disorder, this is what created the

religious enthusiasm. Here is the root of all
romanticism : that man, the individual, is
an infinite reservoir of possibilities ; and if
you can so rearrange soclety by the destruc-
tion of oppressive order then these possi-
- bilities will have a chance and you will get
' Progress.

"~ One can define the classical quite clearly as
the exact opposite to this. Man is an extra-
ordinarily fixed and limited animal whose
nature is absolutely constant. It is only by
tradition and organisation that anything de-
cent can be got out of him.

This view was a little shaken at the time of

“Darwin. You remember his particular hypo-
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thesis, that new species came into (_exi_stence
by the cumulative effect of small variations—
this seems to admit the possibility of future
progress. But at the present day the con-
trary hypothesis makes headway in the shape
of De Vries’s mutation theory, that each new
species comes into existence, not gradually by
the accumulation of small steps, but suddenly
in a jump, a kind of sport, and that once in
existence it remains absolutely fixed. This
enables me to keep the classical view with an
appearance of scientific backing.

Put shortly, these are the two views, then.
One, that man is intrinsically good, spoilt by
circumstance ; and the other that he is
intrinsically limited, but disciplined by order
and tradition to something fairly decent.
To the one party man’s nature is like a well,
to the other like a bucket. The view which
regards man as a well, a reservoir full of
possibilities, I call the romantic; the one
which regards him as a very finite and fixed
creature, I call the classical. |

One may note here that the Church has
always taken the classical view since the

defeat of the Pelagian heresy and the adoption

of the sane classical dogma of original sin.

It would be a mistake to identify the
classical view with that of materialism. On
the contrary it is absolutely identical with the
normal religious attitude. I should put it

in this way : That part of the fixed nature of |1
man is the belief in the Deity. This should | ., -
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be as fixed and true for every man as belief
in the existence of matter and in the objective
world. It is parallel to appetite, the instinct
of sex, and all the other fixed qualities. Now
at certain times, by the use of either force or
rhetoric, these instincts have been suppressed
—in Florence under Savonarola, in Geneva
under Calvin, and here under the Round-
heads. The inevitable result of such a process
is that the repressed instinct bursts out in
some abnormal direction. So with religion.
By the perverted rhetoric of Rationalism,
your natural instincts are suppressed and you
are converted into an agnostic. Just as in
the case of the other instincts, Nature has
her revenge. The instincts that find their
right and proper outlet in religion must
come out in some other way. You don’t
believe in a God, so you begin to believe that
man is a god. You don’t believe in Heaven,
so you begin to believe in a heaven on earth.
In other words, you get romanticism. The
concepts that are right and proper in their
own sphere are spread over, and so mess up,
falsify and blur the clear outlines of human
experience. It is like pouring a pot of treacle
over the dinner table. Romanticism then,
and this is the best definition I can give of it,
is spilt religion.>

I must now shirk the difficulty of saying

exactly what I mean by romantic and classical .

in verse. I can only say that it means the
result of these two attitudes towards the
118
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owards man, in so far as it gets
fgg?c?cz,d tin verse. The romantic, becagse
he thinks man infinite, must always be talking
about the infinite ; and as there is always the
bitter contrast between what you think you
ought to be able to do and what man actually
can, it always tends, mn its later stages at any
rate, to be gloomy. I really can’t go any
further than to say it is the reflection of these
two temperaments, and point out examples
of the different spirits. On the one hand I
would take such diverse people as }_Iorace,
most of the Elizabethans and the wr1ters'of
the Augustan age, and on the other .51de
Iamartine, Hugo, parts of Keats, Coleridge,
Byron, Shelley and Swinburne. ;

I know quite well that when people think
of classical and romantic in verse, the con-
trast at once comes into their mind between,
say, Racine and Shakespeare. I don’t mean
this : the dividing line that I intend is here
misplaced a little from the true middle. That
Racine is on the extreme classical side I
agree, but if you call Shakespgare romantic,
you are using a different definition to the one
I give. You are thinking of the difference
between classic and romantic as being merely
one between restraint and exuberance. I
should say with Nietzsche that there are two
kinds of classicism, the static and the dynamic.
Shakespeare is the classic of motion. .

What I mean by classical in verse, then, 1s
this. That even in the most imaginative
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flights there is always a holding back, a
reservation. The classical poet never forgets
this finiteness, this limit of man. He re-
members always that he is mixed up with
earth. He may jump, but he always returns
back ; he never flies away into the circumam-
bient gas.

You might say if you wished that the whole
of the romantic attitude seems to crystallise
in verse round metaphors of flight. Hugo is
always flying, flying over abysses, flying up
into the eternal gases. The word infinite in
every other line.

In the classical attitude you never seem to
swing right along to the infinite nothing. If
you say an extravagant thing which does
exceed the limits inside which you know man
to be fastened, yet there is always conveyed
in some way at the end an impression of your-
self standing outside it, and not quite be-
lieving it, or consciously putting it forward
as a flourish. You never go blindly into an
atmosphere more than the truth, an atmos-
phere too rarefied for man to breathe for long.
You are always faithful to the conception of a
limit. It is a question of pitch ; in romantic
verse you move at a certain pitch of rhetoric
which you know, man being what he is, to
be a little high-falutin. The kind of thing you
get in Hugo or Swinburne. In the coming

classical reaction that will feel just wrong. .

For an example of the opposite thing, a verse
written in the proper classical spirit, I can
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take the song from Cymbeline beginning with

« Fear no more the heat of the sun.” I am
just using this as a parable. I don’t quite
mean what I say here. Take the last two
s «“Golden lads and girls all must,
Like chimney sweepets come to dust.”
Now, no romantic would have ever written
that. Indeed, so ingrained is romanticism,
so objectionable is this to it, that people have
asserted that these were not part of the
original song. _ .
Apart from the pun, the thing that I think

quite classical is the word lad. VYour modern

romantic could never write that. He would
have to write golden youth, and take up the
thing at least a couple of notes in pitch.

I want now to give the reasons which make
me think that we are nearing the end of the
romantic movement.

The first lies in the nature of any convention
or tradition in art. A particular convention or
attitude in art has a strict analogy to the
phenomena of organic life. = It grows old and
decays. It has a definite period of life and
must die. All the possible tunes get played
on it and then it is exhausted ; moreover
its best period is its youngest. Take the case
of the extraordinary efflorescence of verse in
the Elizabethan period. All kinds of reasons
have been given for this—the discovery of the
HNew world and all the rest of it. There is a
much simpler one. A new medium had been
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given them to play with—namely, blank
verse. It was new and so it was easy to play
new tunes on it.

The same law holds in other arts. All the
masters of painting are born into the world
at a time when the particular tradition from
which they start is imperfect. The Floren-
tine tradition was just short of full ripeness
when Raphael came to Florence, the Bel-
linesque was still young when Titian was born
in Venice. Landscape was still a toy or an
appanage of figure-painting when Turner and
Constable arose to reveal its independent
power. When Turner and Constable had
done with landscape they left little or nothing
for their successors to do on the same lines.
Each field of artistic activity is exhausted by
the first great artist who gathers a full harvest
from it.

This period of exhaustion seems to me to
have been reached in romanticism. We shall
not get any new efflorescence of verse until we
get a new technique, a new convention, to
turn ourselves loose in.

Objection might be taken to this. It might
be said that a century as an organic unity
doesn’t exist, that I am being deluded by a
wrong metaphor, that I am treating a collec-
tion of literary people as if they were an organ-
ism or state department. Whatever we may
be in other things, an objector might urge, in.
literature in as far as we are anything at all—
in as far as we are worth considering—we are
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. qividuals, we are persons, and as distinct
me(i?gx?s we cannot be subordinated to any
general treatment. At any period at any
fime, an individual poet may be a classic or a
romantic just as he feels 11ke. it.  You, at
any particular moment may think that you
can stand outside a movement. You may
think that as an individual you observe both
the classic and the romantic spirit and decide
from a purely detached point of view that one
is superior to the other. .
The answer to this is that no one, 1n a
matter of judgment of beauty, can take a
detached standpoint in this way. Just as
physically you are not born that abstract
entity, man, but the child of particular
parents, so you are in matters of literary
judgment. Your opinion is almost entirely of
the literary history that came just before you,
and you are governed by that whatever you
may think. Take Spinoza’s example of a stone
falling to the ground. If it had a conscious
mind it would, he said, think it was going to
the ground because it wanted to. So you
with your pretended free judgment about
what is and what is not beautiful. The
amount of freedom in man is much exagger-
ated. That we are free on certain rare occa-
sions, both my religion and the views I get
from metaphysics convince me. But many
acts which we habitually label free are in
reality automatic. It is quite possible for a
man to write a book almost automatically.
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I have read several such products. Some
observations were recorded more than twenty
years ago by Robertson on reflex speech, and
he found that in certaih cases of dementia,
where the people were quite unconscious
so far as the exercise of reasoning went, that
very intelligent answers were given to a suc-
cession of questions on politics and such
matters. The meaning of these questions
could not possibly have been understood.
Language here acted after the manner of a
reflex. "So that certain extremely complex
mechanisms, subtle enough to imitate beauty,
can work by themselves—I certainly think
that this is the case with judgments about
beauty.

I can put the same thing in slightly different
form. Here is a question of a conflict of
two attitudes, as it might be of two techniques.
The critic, while he has to admit that changes
from one to the other occur, persists in re-
garding them as mere variations to a certain
fixed normal, just as a pendulum ‘might
swing. I admit the analogy of the pendulum
as far as movement, but I deny the further
consequence of the analogy, the existence of
the point of rest, the normal point.

When I say that I dislike the romantics,
I dissociate two things : the part of them in
which they resemble all the great poets, and
the part in which they differ and which gives
them their character as romantics. It .is
this minor element which constitutes the
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articular note of a century, and which, wh1li
it excites contemporaries, annoys the1 _nex
eneration. It was precisely that quality in
%o e which pleased his friends, which we
det?est. Now, anyone just before the rgrréﬁn‘—:
tics who felt that, could have predicte cht
a change was coming. It seems to me k
we stand just in the same position r;céyv. :
think that there is an increasing pr_o%o ion
people who simply can’t stand Swin urneéh )
When I say that there will be anothe
classical revival I don’t necessarily anticipate
a return to Pope. I say merely that now is
the time for such a revival Given peolt)e1
of the necessary capacity, it may be a \{} ?n
thing ; without them we may get a forma 1;{ ?
something like Pope. When it does_colme i
may not even recognise 1t as .classma_f.f A
though it will be classical it will be di eretr}
because it has passed through a rorlna%n 1;
period. To take a parallel example:
remember being very surprised, after seeing
the Post Impressionists, to find in Maunce_t
Denis’s account of the matter that they ant
sider themselves classical in the sense tha
they were trying to impose the same o_rd((eir gn
the mere flux of new material provide . Yy
the impressionist movem_ent, that ex1st_et_ in
the more limited materials of the painting
befl?ﬁ:i’e is something now to be cleared .avga_y
before I get on with my argument, Whlcl_tls
that while romanticism is dead in reality,
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yet the critical attitude appropriate to it
still continues to exist. To make this 3
little clearer : For every kind of verse, there
is a corresponding receptive attitude. In a
romantic period we demand from verse certain
qualities. In a classical period we demand
others. At the present time I should say that
this receptive attitude has outlasted the thing
from which it was formed. But while the
romantic tradition has run dry, yvet the
critical attitude of mind, which demands
romantic qualities from verse, still survives.
So that if good classical verse were to be
written to-morrow very fcw people would be
able to stand it.

I object even to the best of the romantics.
I object still more to the receptive attitude.
I object to the sloppiness which doesn’t
consider that a poem is a poem unless it is
moaning or whining about something or
other. I always think in this connection of
the last line of a poem of John Webster's

which ends with a request I cordially en-
dorse :

“End your moan and come away.”

The thing has got so bad now that a poem
which is all dry and hard, a properly classical
poem, would not be considered poetry at
all. How many people now can lay their
hands on their hearts and say they like either
Horace or Pope? They feel a kind of chill
when they read them. -
The dry hardness which you get in the
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' :« is absolutely repugnant to them.
i g?),::;cys tilsat jsn’t damp isn’t poetry at all.
g ‘cannot see that accurate description

':rhe}lr itimate object of verse. Verse to them

'151 aa§§l means a bringing in of some of the

2n‘;votions that are grouped round the word
g ‘Thze.essence of poetry to most people is
.‘ that it must lead them to a beyond of so}tltlle
L kind. Verse strictly confined to the earthly
E and the definite (Keats is full of it) might seem
to them to be excellent writing, excellenﬁ
craftsmanship, but not poetry. So muc
has romanticism debauched us, that, w;thout
some form of vagueness, we deny the highest.
In the classic it is always the light of.
~ ordinary day, never the light that never was
~ on land or sea. It is always perfectly human
and never exaggerated : man is always man
and never a god. T !
But the awful result of romanticism 1s
~ that, accustomed to this strange light, you
~ can never live without it. Its effect on you
 is that of a drug. ;
 There is a g%neral tendency to think that
_ Verse means little else than the expression
of unsatisfied emotion. People say: ° But
how can you have verse without sentiment ?

You see what it is: the prospect alarms
them. A classical revival to them would
~ mean the prospect of an arid desert and the
death of poetry as they understand it, and
could only come to fill the gap caused by that
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death. Exactly why this dry classical spirit
should have a positive and legitimate neces-
sity to express itself in poetry is utterly in-
conceivable to them. What this positive
need is, I shall show later. It follows from
the fact that there is another quality, not
the emotion produced, which is at the root
of excellence in verse. Before I get to this
I am concerned with a negative thing, a
theoretical point, a prejudice that stands in
the way and is really at the bottom of this
reluctance to understand classical verse.

It is an objection which ultimately I believe
comes from a bad metaphysic of art. You
are unable to admit the existence of beauty
without the infinite being in some way or
another dragged in.

I may quote for purposes of argument,
as a typical example of this kind of attitude
made vocal, the famous chapters in Ruskin’s
Modern Painters, Vol. 11, on the imagination.
I must say here, parenthetically, that I use
this word without prejudice to the other
discussion with which I shall end the paper.
I only use the word here because it is Ruskin’s
word. All that I am concerned with just
now is the attitude behind it, which I take
to be the romantic.

“ Imagination cannot but be serious; she
sees too far, too darkly, too solemnly, too
earnestly, ever to smile. There is something
in the heart of everything, if we can reach it,
that we shall not be inclined to laugh at. . . .
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Those who have so pierced and seen the

B _melancholy deeps of things, are filled with

intense passion and gentleness of sympathy.”
(Part II1, Chap. 11, § 9.)

“ There is in every word set down by the
jmaginative mind an awful undercurrent of
meaning, and evidence and shadow upon it
of the deep places out of which it has come.
It is often obscure, often half-told ; for he
who wrote it, in his clear seeing of the things

" beneath, may have been impatient of detailed

interpretation ; for if we choose to dwell
upon it and trace it, it will lead us always
securely back to that metropolis of the soul’s

 dominion from which we may follow out all

the ways and tracks to its farthest coasts.”
(Part III, Chap. III, § 5.) )
Really in all these matters the act of judg-
ment is an instinct, an absolutely unstateable
thing akin to the art of the tea taster. But
you must talk, and the only language you
can use in this matter is that of analogy. I
have no material clay to mould to the given
shape ; the only thing which one has for the

- purpose, and which acts as a substitute

for it, a kind of mental clay, are certain meta-

"~ phors modified into theories of aesthetiq an'd
- thetoric. A combination of these, while it

cannot state the essentially unstateable in-
tuition, can yet give you a sufficient analogy

. 1o enable you to see what it was and to recog-
. mise it on condition that you yourself have

been in a similar state. Now these phrases
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of Ruskin’s convey quite clearly to me his
taste in the matter.

I see quite clearly that he thinks the best
verse must be serious. That is a natural
attitude for a man in the romantic period.
But he is not content with saying that he
prefers this kind of verse. He wants to deduce
his opinion like his master, Coleridge, from some
fixed principle which can be found by meta-
physic.

Here is the last refuge of this romantic
attitude. It proves itself to be not an attitude
but a deduction from a fixed principle of the
cosmos.

One of the main reasons for the existence
of philosophy is not that it enables you to
find truth (it can never do that) but that it
does provide you a refuge for definitions.
The usual idea of the thing is that it provides
you with a fixed basis from which you can
deduce the things you want in ssthetics.
The process is the exact contrary. You
start in the confusion of the fighting line, you
retire from that just a little to the rear to
recover, to get your weapons right. Quite
plainly, without metaphor this—it provides
you with an elaborate and precise language in
which you really can explain definitely what
you mean, but what you want to say is
decided by other things. The ultimate reality
is the hurly-burly, the struggle; the meta-
physic is an adjunct to clear-headedness in it.

To get back to Ruskin and his objection
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: is not serious. It seems to me that
; mvfll‘gfitn this is a bad metaphysical eesthetic.
ou have the metaphysic which in defining
~ peauty or the nature of art always drags in
' the infinite. Particularly in Qermany, the

land where theories of eesthetics were first
. created, the romantic esthetes collated all
. peauty to an impression of the infinite in-
~ yolved in the identification of our being in
~ absolute spirit. In the least element of beauty
~ we have a total intuition of the whole world.
. Every artist is a kind of pantheist.
~ Now it is quite obvious to anyone who holds
this kind of theory that any poetry which
~ confines itself to the finite can never be of the
~ highest kind. It seems a contradiction in
. terms to them. And as in metaphysigs you
~ get the last refuge of a prejudice, so it is now
. necessary for me to refute this.

~ Here follows a tedious piece of dialectic,
- but it is necessary for my purpose. I must
- avoid two pitfalls in discussing the idea of
beauty. On the one hand there is the old
classical view which is supposed to define it as
lying in conformity to certain standard fixed
forms; and on the other hand there is the
~ Tomantic view which drags in the infinite.
I have got to find a metaphysic between

these two which will enable me to hold con-

Sistently that a neo-classic verse of the type
- I have indicated involves no contradiction in
. terms. It is essential to prove that beauty
. may be in small, dry things.

b 131




SPECULATIONS

The great aim is accurate, precise and de-
finite description. The first thing is to recog-
nise how extraordinarily difficult this is. It
is no mere matter of carefulness; you have
to use language, and language is by its very
nature a communal thing; that is, it ex-
presses never the exact thing but a com-
promise—that which is common to you, me
and everybody. But each man sees a little
differently, and to get out clearly and
exactly what he does see, he must have a
terrific struggle with language, whether it be
with words or the technique of other arts.
Language has its own special nature, its own
conventions and communal ideas. It is only
by a concentrated effort of the mind that you
can hold it fixed to your own purpose. I
always think that the fundamental process
at the back of all the arts might be repre-

sented by the following metaphor.* You

know what I call architect’s curves—flat
pieces of wood with all different kinds of
curvature. By a suitable selection from these
you can draw approximately any curve you
like. The artist I take to be the man who
simply can’t bear the idea of that ‘ approxi-
mately.” He will get the exact curve of
what he sees whether it be an object or an
idea in the mind. I shall here have to change
my metaphor a little to get the process in his

* [This metaphor is used elsewhere by Hulme—in dealing
with Bergson’s Theory of Art (p. 160 infra)—but I have re-

frained from deleting it here because of its particular relevancy.
—H. R.]
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mind. Suppose that instead of your curved
ijeces of wood you have a springy piece of

steel of the same types of curvature as the

wood. Now the state of tension or concen-
tration of mind, if he is doing anything really
ood in this struggle against the ingrained

. habit of the technique, may be represented

by a man employing all his fingers to bend the
steel out of its own curve and into the exact
curve which you want. Something different
to what it would assume naturally.

~ There are then two things to distinguish,
first the particular faculty of mind to see

~ things as they really are, and apart from the
~ conventional ways in which you have been
~ trained to see them. This is itself rare enough
- in all consciousness. Second, the concen-
- trated state of mind, the grip over oneself

which is necessary in the actual expression of

~ what one sees. To prevent one falling into
- the conventional curves of ingrained technique,

to hold on through infinite detail and trouble

- to the exact curve you want. Wherever
- you get this sincerity, you get the fundamental
~ quality of good art without dragging in
~ Infinite or serious.

I can now get at that positive fundamental

 Quality of verse which constitutes excellence,
Whlch has nothing to do with infinity, with
- Wystery or with emotions.

his is the point I aim at, then, in my

| 3gument. I prophesy that a period of
dry, hard, classical verse is coming. I have
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met the preliminary objection founded on the
bad romantic sesthetic that in such verse,
from which the infinite is excluded, you
cannot have the essence of poetry at all.

After attempting to sketch out what this
positive quality is, I can get on to the end of
my paper in this way : That where you get
this quality exhibited in the realm of the
emotions you get imagination, and that where
you get this quality exhibited in the contem-
plation of finite things you get fancy.

In prose as in algebra concrete things are
embodied in signs or counters which are
moved about according to rules, without
being visualised at all in the process. There
are in prose certain type situations and
arrangements of words, which move as auto-
matically into certain other arrangements as
do functions in algebra. One only changes
the X’s and the Y’s back into physical things

at the end of the process. Poetry, in one °

aspect at any rate, may be considered as an
effort to avoid this characteristic of prose.
It is not a courdter language, but a visual
concrete one. It is a compromise for a
language of intuition which would hand over
sensations bodily. It always endeavours to
arrest you, and to make you continuously see
a physical thing, to prevent you gliding
through an abstract process. It chooses fresh
epithets and fresh metaphors, not so much
because they are new, and we are tired of the
old, but because the old cease to convey a
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physical thing and become abstract counters.
A poet says a ship * coursed the seas’ to get a
physical image, instead of the counter word
“ gailed.” Visual meanings can only be trans-
ferred by the new bowl of metaphor ; prose
is an old pot that lets them leak out. Images
in verse are not mere decoration, but the very
essence of an intuitive language. Verse 1s a
pedestrian taking you over-the ground, prose
__a train which delivers you at a destination.
I can now get on to a discussion of two
words often used in this connection, *‘ fresh ”’
and ““ unexpected.” You praise a thing for

being ‘ fresh.” I understand what you mean,

but the word besides conveying the truth
conveys a secondary something which is
certainly false. When you say a poem or
drawing is fresh, and so good, the impression
is somehow conveyed that the essential ele-
ment of goodness is freshness, that it is good
because it is fresh. Now this is certainly
wrong, there is nothing particularly desnrabl,e
about freshness per se. Works of art aren’t
eggs. Rather the contrary. It is simply
an unfortunate necessity due to the nature of
language and technique that the only way the
element which does constitute goodness, the
only way in which its presence can be de-
tected externally, is by freshness. Freshness
convinces you, you feel at once that the
artist was in an actual physical state. You
feel that for a minute. Real communication
is so very rare, for plain speech is uncon-
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vincing. It is in this rare fact of communicg-
tion that you get the root of sesthetic pleasure,

I shall maintain that wherever you get an
extraordinary interest in a thing, a great
zest in its contemplation which carries on the
contemplator to accurate description in the
sense of the word accurate I have just analysed,
there you have sufficient justification for
poetry. It must be an intense zest which
heightens a thing out of the level of prose.
I am using contemplation here just in the
same way that Plato used it, only applied
to a different subject; it is a detached
interest. “ The object of sesthetic contem-
plation is something framed apart by itself
and regarded without memory or expectation,
simply as being itself, as end not means, as
individual not universal.”

To take a concrete example. I am taking
an extreme case.. If you are walking behind a
woman in the street, you notice the curious
way in which the skirt rebounds from her
heels. If that peculiar kind of motion be-
comes of such interest to you that you will
search about until you can get the exact
epithet which hits it off, there you have a
properly sesthetic emotion. But it is the zest
with which you look at the thing which decides
you to make the effort. In this sense the
feeling that was in Herrick’s mind when he
wrote ““ the tempestuous petticoat ”’ was ex-
actly the same as that which in bigger and
vaguer matters makes the best romantic verse.
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't matter an atom that the emotion
ccll(t)ﬁiit is not of di_gniﬁed vagueness, but
the contrary amusing ; the point is that
exactly the same activity 1s at work as mn the;_
highest verse. That is the avoidance o
conventional language in order to get the exact

e thing. :
cuivﬁa(zrfetgsiﬂ to §how that in the verse which
is to come, fancy will be the necessary weapon
of the classical school. The positive quality
I have talked about can be manifested in
ballad verse by extreme directness _and sim-
plicity, such as you get in ‘“On Fair Kirkconnel
Tea.” But the particular verse we are going
to get will be cheerful, dry and soph1st1cqt.ed,
and here the necessary weapon of the positive
quality must be fancy. L
qugub}j’ect doesn’t matter ; the quality in it
is the same as you get in the more tomantic

ople. _
peI1I:) isn’t the scale or kind of emotion pro-
duced that decides, but this one fact: Is
there any real zest in it ? Did the poet have
an actually realised visual object before him
in which he delighted ? It doesn’t matter if it
were a lady’s shoe or the starry heavens.

Fancy is not mere decoration added on to
plain speech. Plain speech is essentially in-
accurate. It is only by new metaphors,
that is, by fancy, that it can be made precise.

When the analogy has not enough connec-
tion with the thing described to be quite
parallel with it, where it overlays the thing it

137

It
pro




SPECULATIONS

described and there is a certain excess, there
you have the play of fancy—that I grant ig
inferior to imagination.

But where the analogy is every bit of it
necessary for accurate description in the sense
of the word accurate I have previously de-
scribed, and your only objection to this kind
of fancy is that it is not serious in the effect it
produces, then I think the objection to be
entirely invalid. If it is sincere in the accy-
rate sense, when the whole of the analogy is
necessary to get out the exact curve of the
feeling or thing you want to express—there
you seem to me to have the highest verse,
even though the subject be trivial and the
emotions of the infinite far away.

It is very difficult to use any terminology
at all for this kind of thing. For whatever
word you use is at once sentimentalised. Take
Coleridge’s word “ vital.” It is used loosely
by all kinds of people who talk about art, to
mean something vaguely and mysteriously
significant. In fact, vital and mechanical is
to them exactly the same antithesis as between
good and bad.

Nothing of the kind ; Coleridge uses it in a
perfectly definite and what I call dry sense.
Ttis just this : A mechanical complexity is the
sum of its parts. Put them side by side and
you get the whole. Now vital or organic is
merely a convenient metaphor for a com-
plexity of a different kind, that in which the
parts cannot be said to be elements as each one
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/ i the other’s presence, and each
b° mOdlfi%rEzin extent is tﬁe whole. The leg
'g?eatghair by itself is still a leg. My leg by
't be. .
-‘;ts%lf vv;,v Oﬁ?en tcltl):a.ratcteris‘cic of the intellect
tl;)at it can only represent complexities 1(<)f
mechanical kind. It can only make
fdiagrams, and diagrams are essentially th11111gs
:-Whose parts are separate one from another.
..:»The intellect always analyses-——when there.lst a
.:Synthesis it is bafﬂe_d.. That is Why the artis ,2
. ork seems mysterious. The intellect can
- it. This is a mnecessary conse-
i quence of the particular nature of the m’(clellecI‘i’tc:
~and the purposes for which it is f.oryneﬁ. i
~ doesn’t mean that your synthesis 1s inefiable,
" simply that it can’t be definitely stated. J
. Now this is all worked out in Bergson, the
entral feature of his whole philosophy. It 151
~ all based on the clear conception of these vita
~ complexities which he calls “ intensive ﬁs
- opposed to the other kind which he calls
" ““extensive,” and the recognition of the fact
. that the intellect can only deal with the
~ extensive multiplicity. To deal with the
. intensive you must use intuition.
. Now, as I said before, Ruskin was per-
~ fectly aware of all this, but he had no such

~ metaphysical background which would enable
“him to state definitely what he meant. The
. result is that he has to flounder abput in a
- Series of metaphors. A powerfully imagina-
- tive mind seizes and combines at the same
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instant all the important ideas of its poem o
picture, and while it works with one of them,
it is at the same instant working with ang
modifying all in their relation to it and never
losing sight of their bearings on each other—
as the motion of a snake’s body goes through
all parts at once and its volition acts at the
same instant in coils which go contrary ways.

A romantic movement must have an end
of the very nature of the thing. It may be
deplored, but it can’t be helped—wonder
must cease to be wonder.

I guard myself here from all the conse-
quences of the analogy, but it expresses at any
rate the inevitableness of the process. A
literature of wonder must have an end as
inevitably as a strange land loses its strange-
ness when one lives in it. ‘Think of the lost
ecstasy of the Elizabethans. ““Oh my
America, my new found land,” think of what
it meant to them and of what it means to us.
Wonder can only be the attitude of a man
passing from one stage to another, it can never
be a permanently fixed thing.




BERGSON'S THEORY OF ART

" 1. THE great difficulty in any talk about art
' lies in the extreme indefiniteness of the voca-
~ pulary you are obliged to employ. The con-
~cepts by which you endeavour to describe
your attitude toward any work of art are so
~ extraordinarily fluid. Words like creative,
~ expressive, vital, rhythm, unity and per-
- sonality are so vague that you can never be
~ sure when you use them that you are con-
- veying over at all the meaning you intended
~ to. This is constantly realised unconsciously ;
~in almost every decade a new catch word is
invented which for a few years after its
_ invention does convey, to a small set of people
- at any rate, a definite meaning, but even that
~ very soon lapses into a fluid condition when it
~ means anything and nothing.

- This leads me to the point of view which I
- take about Bergson in relation to art. He
. has not created any new theory of art. That
- would be absurd. But what he does seem to
- me to have done is that by the acute analysis
- of certain mental processes he has enabled
- Us to state more definitely and with less dis-
- tortion the qualities which we feel in art.
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3. In the state of mind produced in you by
any work of art there must necessarily be a
rather complicated mixture of the emotions.
Among these is one which can properly be
called an essentially eesthetic emotion. It
could not occur alone, isolated ; it may only
constitute a small proportion of the total
emotion produced ; but it is, as far as any
investigation in the nature of eesthetics is
concerned, the important thing. In the total
body of effect produced by music, nine-
tenths may be an effect which, properly
speaking, is independent of the essentially
sesthetic emotion which we get from it. The
same thing is most obviously true of painting.
The total effect produced by any painting
is most obviously a composite thing composed
of a great many different kinds of emotions—
the pleasure one gets from the subject, from
the quality of the colour and the painting,
and then the subsidiary pleasures one gets
from recognition of the style, of a period or a
particular painter. Mixed up with these is
the one, sometimes small element of emotion,
which is the veritable aesthetic one.

4. In order to be able to state the nature of
the process which I think is involved in any
art, I have had to use a certain kind of voca-
bulary, to postulate certain things. I have
had to suppose a reality of infinite variability,
and one that escapes all the stock perceptions,
without being able to give any actual account
of that reality. I have had to suppose that

145 K

SPECULATIONS

2. The finished portrait is explained by the
features of the model, by the nature of the
artist, by the colours spread out of the palette -
but even with the knowledge of what explains’
it, no one, not even the artist, could have fore-
seen exactly what the portrait would be. For
to predict it would be to produce it before it
was produced. Creation in art is not neces-
sarily a mere synthesis of elements. In so
far as we are geometricians we reject the un-
foreseeable. We might accept it assuredly
in so far as we are artists, for art lives on
creation and implies a belief in the spontaneity
of nature. But disinterested art is a luxury
like pure speculation. Our eye perceives the
features of the living being merely as assem-
bled, not as mutually organised. The in-
tention of life—a simple movement which
runs through the lines and binds them together
and gives them significance—escapes it. This
intention is just what the artist tries to regain
in placing himself back within the object by a
kind of sympathy and breaking down by an
effort of intuition the barrier that space puts
between him and his model. It is true that
this eesthetic intuition, like external percep-
tion, only attains the individual, but we can
conceive an inquiry turned in the same direc-
tion as art which would take life in general
for its object just as physical science, following
to the end the direction pointed out by ex-
ternal perception, prolongs the individual facts
into general laws.
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human perception gets crystallised out along
certain lines, that it has certain fixed habits,
certain fixed ways of seeing things, and is so
unable to see things as they are.

Putting the thing generally—I have had to
make all kinds of suppositions simply and
solely for the purpose of being able to convey
over and state the nature of the activity you
getin art. Now the extraordinary importance
of Bergson for any theory of art is that,
starting with a different aim altogether, seek-
ing merely to give an account of reality, he
arrives at certain conclusions as being true,
and these conclusions are the very things
which we had to suppose in order to give
an account of art. The advantage of this
is that it removes your account of art from the
merely literary level, from the level at which
it is a more or less successful attempt to
describe what you feel about the matter, and
enables you to state it as an account of actual
reality.

5. The two parts of Bergson's general
philosophical position which are important
in the theory of eesthetic are (1) the con-
ception of reality as a flux of interpenetrated
elements unseizable by the intellect (this gives
a more precise meaning to the word reality
which has been employed so often in the
previous pages, when art has been defined as
a more direct communication of reality) ; and
(2) his account of the part played in the
development of the ordinary characteristics
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of the mind by its orientation towards action.
This in its turn enables one to give a more
coherent account of the reason for what

reviously has only been assumed, the fact
that in ordinary perception, both of external
objects and of our internal states, we never
perceive things as they are, but only certain
conventional types. ‘

6. Man’s primary need is not knowledge but
action. ‘The characteristic of the intellect
itself Bergson deduces from this fact. The
function of the intellect is so to present
things not that we may most thoroughly
understand them, but that we may success-
fully act on them. KEverything in man is
dominated by his necessity of action.

7. The creative activity of the artist is only
necessary because of the limitations placed on
internal and external perception by the neces-
sities of action. If we could break through
the veil which action interposes, if we could
come into direct contact with sense and
consciousness, art would be useless and un-
necessary. Our eyes, aided by memory, would
carve out in space and fix in time the most
inimitable of pictures. In the centre of one’s
own mind, we should hear constantly a certain

- music. But as this is impossible, the function

of the artist is to pierce through here and there,
accidentally as it were, the veil placed between
us and reality by the limitations of our per-
ception engendered by action.

8. Philosophers are always giving definitions
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of art with which the artist, when he is not
actively working but merely talking after
dinner, is content to agree with, because it puts
his function in some grandiose phraseology
which he finds rather flattering. I remember
hearing Mr Rothenstein in an after-dinner
speech say that “ art was the revelation of the
wmfinite in the finite.”” 1 am very far from
suggesting that he invented that phrase, but
I quote it as showing that he evidently felt
that it did convey something of the matter.
And so it does in a way, but it is so hopelessly
vague. It may convey the kind of excitement
which art may produce in you, but it in no way
fits the actual process that the artist goes
through. It defines art in much the same way
that saying that I was in Europe would
define my position in space. It includes art,
but it gives you no specific description of it.
This kind of thing was not dangerous to
the artists themselves, because being familiar
with the specific thing intended they were
able to discount all the rest. When the
infinite in the finite was mentioned, they
knew the quite specific and limited quality
which was intended. The danger comes from
the outsiders who, not knowing, not being
familiar with the specific quality, take words
like infinite in the much bigger sense than is
really intended. )
9. To describe the nature of the activity
you get in art, the philosopher must always
create some kind of special vocabulary. He
148
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has to make use of certain metaphysical con-
ceptions in order to state the thing satis-
factorily. The great advantage of Bergson’s
theory is that it states the thing most nakedly,
with the least amount of metaphysical bag-
gage. In essence, of course, his theory is
exactly the same as Schopenhauer’s. That s,
they both want to convey over the same feel-
ing about art. But Schopenhauer demands
such a cumbrous machinery in order to get
that feeling out. Art is the pure contem-
plation of the Idea in a moment of emancipa-
tion from the Will. To state a quite simple
thing he has to invent two very extraordinary
ones. In Bergson it is an actual contact with
reality in a man who is emancipated from the
ways of perception engendered by action, but
the action is written with a small ““ a,”” not a
large one.

10. The process of artistic creation would
be better described as a process of discovery
and disentanglement. To use the metaphor
which one is by now so familiar with—the
stream of the inner life, and the definite cry-
stallised shapes on the surface—the big artist,
the creative artist, the innovator, leaves the
level where things are crystallised out into
these definite shapes, and, diving down into
the inner flux, comes back with a new shape
which he endeavours to fix. He cannot be
said to have created it, but to have discovered
it, because when he has definitely expressed
It we recognise it as true. Great painters
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are men in whom has originated a certain
vision of things which has become or will
become the vision of everybody. Once the
painter has seen it, it becomes easy for all of
us to see it. A mould has been made. But
the creative activity came in the effort which
was necessary to disentangle this particular
type of vision from the general haze—the
effort, that is, which is necessary to break
moulds and to make new ones. For instance,
the effect produced by Constable on the
English and French Schools of landscape
painting. Nobody before Constable saw
things, or at any rate painted them, in that
particular way. This makes it easier to see
clearly what one means by an individual way
of looking at things. It does not mean some-
thing which is peculiar to an individual, for
in that case it would be quite valueless. It
means that a certain individual artist was
able to break through the conventional ways
of looking at things which veil reality from us
at a certain point, was able to pick out one
element which is really in all of us, but which
before he had disentangled it, we were unable
to perceive. It is as if the surface of our
mind was a sea in a continual state of motion,
that there were so many waves on it, their
existence was so transient, and they interfered
so much with each other, that one was unable
to perceive them. The artist by making a
fixed model of one of these transient waves
enables you to isolate it out and to perceive
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it in yourself. In that sense art merely
reveals, it never creates. . .

11. Metaphors soon run their course and die.
But it is necessary to remember that when they
were first used by the poets who created them
they were used for the purpose of conveying
over a vividly felt actual sensation. Nothing
could be more dead now than the conven-
tional expressions of love poetry, the arrow
which pierces the heart and the rest o_f it, but
originally they were used as conveying over
the reality of the sensation experienced.

12. If I say the hill is clothed with trees
your mind simply runs past the word
“ clothed,” it is not pulled up in any way to
visualise it. You have no distinct image of
the trees covering the hill as garments clothe
the body. But if the trees had made a dis-
tinct impression on you when you saw them,
if you were vividly interested in the effect
they produced, you would probably not rest
satisfied until you had got hold of some
metaphor which did pull up the reader and
make him visualise the thing. If there was
only a narrow line of trees circling the hill
near the top, you might say that it was rujfed
with trees. I do not put this forward as
a happy metaphor : I am only trying to get
at the feeling which prompts this kind of
expression. You have continually to be
searching out new metaphors of this kind
because the visual effect of a metaphor so
soon dies. Even this word clothed which I
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used was probably, the first time it was
employed, an attempt on the part of a poet
to convey over the vivid impression which the
scene gave him. Every word in the lan-
guage originates as a live metaphor, but
gradually of course all visual meaning goes
out of them and theybecome a kind of counters.
Prose is in fact the museum where the dead
metaphors of the poets are preserved.

The thing that concerns me here is of course
only the feeling which is conveyed over to
you by the use of fresh metaphors. It is
only where you get these fresh metaphors
and epithets employed that you get this
vivid conviction which constitutes the purely
sesthetic emotion that can be got from imagery.

13. From time to time in a fit of absent-
mindedness nature raises up minds which are
more detached from life—a natural detach-
ment, one innate in the structure of sense
or consciousness, which at once reveals itself
by a virginal manner of seeing, hearing or
thinking.

It is only by accident, and in one sense
only, that nature produces someone whose
perception is not riveted to practical pur-
poses ; hence the diversity of the arts. One
applies himself to form, not as it is practically
useful in relation to him, but as it is in itself,
as it reveals the inner life of things.

In our minds—behind the commonplace
conventional expression which conceals emo-
tion—artists attain the original mood and
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induce us to make the same effort ourselves by
rhythmical arrangements of words, which,
thus organised and animated with a life of
their own, tell us, or rather suggest, things
that speech is not calculated to express.

14. “ Art should endeavour to show the
wniversal in the particular.” This is a phrase
that constantly recurs. I remember great
play was made with it in Mr Binyon’s little
book on Chinese art. You are supposed
to show, shining through the accidental
qualities of the individual, the characteristics
of a universal type. Of course this is per-
fectly correct if you give the words the right
meaning. It seems at first sight to be the
exact contrary to the definition that we have
arrived at ourselves, which was that art must
be always individual and springs from dis-
satisfaction with the generalised expressions
of ordinary perception and ordinary language.
The confusion simply springs from the two
uses of the word “ universal.” To use Croce’s
example. Don Quixote is a type, but a type
of what ? He is only a type of all the Don
Quixotes. To use again my comparison of
the curve, he is an accurately drawn repre-
sentation of one of the individual curves
that vary round the stock type which would
be represented by the words loss of reality
or love of glory. He is only universal in
the sense that once having had that particular
curve pointed out to you, you recognise it
again.
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15. From time to time, by a happy accident,
men are born who either in one of their senses,
or in their conscious life as a whole, are less
dominated by the necessities of action. Nature
has forgotten to attach their faculty for
perception to their faculty for action. They
do not perceive simply for the purposes of
action : they perceive just for the sake of
perceiving. It is necessary to point out here
that this is taken in a profounder sense than
the words are generally used. When one
says that the mind is practical and that the
artist is the person who is able to turn aside
from action and to observe things as they are
in a disinterested way, one should be careful
to say that this does not refer to any conscious

or controllable action. The words as they

stand have almost a moral flavour. One
might be understood as implying that one
ought not to be so bound up in the practical.
Of course the word practical is not used in this
sense. It refers to something physiological
and entirely beyond our control. This orien-
tation of the mind towards action is the
theory which is supposed to account for the
characteristics of mental life itself, and is
not a mere description of an avoidable and
superficial habit of the individual mind.
When, therefore, you do get an artist, s.e.
a man who either in one of his senses or in
his mind generally is emancipated from this
orientation of the mind towards action and is
able to see things as they are in themselves,
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you are dealing with a rarity—a kind of
accident produced by Nature itself and im-
ossible of manufacture.

The artist is the man, then, who on one side
of his nature is born detached from the neces-
sities of action. According as this detach-
ment is inherent in one or other of the senses
or is inherent in the consciousness, he is
painter, musician, or sculptor. If fchis de-
tachment were complete—if the mind saw
freshly and directly in every one of its methods
of perception—then you would get a kind of
artist such as the world has not yet seen.
He would perceive all things in their native
purity : the forms, sounds and colours of the
physical world as well as the subtlest move-

‘ments of the inner life. But this, of course,

could never take place. All that you get is
a breaking through of the surface-covering
provided for things by the necessities of action
in one direction only, i.e. in one semse only.
Hence the diversity of the arts. )

In one man it is the eye which is emanci-
pated. He is able to see individual arrange-
ments of line and colour which escape our
standardised perceptions. And having per-
ceived a hitherto unrecognised shape he is
able gradually Lo insinuate it into our own per-
ception. Others again retire within them-
selves. Beneath the conventional expression
which hides the individual emotion they are
able to see the original shape of it. They
induce us to make the same effort ourselves
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an_d make us see what they see; by rhyth-
mical arrangements of words they tell us, or
rather suggest, things that speech is not calcu-
lated to express.

_ Others get at emotions which have nothing
in common with language; certain rhythms
of life at the centre of our minds. By setting
free and emphasising this music they foree
it upon our attention : they compel us willy-
nilly to fall in with it like passers-by who join
in a dance.

II} each art, then, the artist picks out of
reality something which we, owing to a certain
hardening of our perceptions, have been un-
able to see ourselves.

One might express the differences in the
meghanism, by which they do this most
easily, in terms of the metaphor by which
we have previously expressed the differ-
ence between the two selves. Some arts
proceed from the outside. . They notice that
the crystallised shapes on the top of the
stream do not express the actual shapes on
the waves. They endeavour to communicate
the real shapes by adding detail. On the
other hand, an art like music proceeds from
the inside (as it were). By means of rhythm it
breaks up the normal flow of our conscious
life. It is as if by increasing the flow of the
stream inside it broke through the surface
crust and so made us realise the real nature
of the outline of the inner elements of our con-
scious life. It does this by means of rhythm.
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which acts something like the means used to
bring about the state of hypmosis. The
rhythm and measure suspend the normal flow
of our sensations by causing our attention to
swing to and fro between fixed points and so
take hold of us with such force that even the
faintest imitation of sadness produces a great
effect on us. It increases our sensibility, in
fact.

16. What is the nature of the properly
“ gesthetic ”’ emotion as distinct from the other
emotions produced by art ?

As I have said, I do not think that Bergson
 has invented any new theory on this subject,
but has simply created a much better voca-
bulary. That being so, I think that the best
way to approach this theory is to state first
the kind of rough conception which one had
elaborated for oneself, and then to show how
it is all straightened up in his analysis. By
approaching the theory gradually in this way
one can get it more solidly fixed down.

Among all the varied qualities of good verse,
and in the complex kind of motion which it
can produce, there is one quality it must
possess, which can be easily separated from
the other qualities and which constitutes
this distinctively zesthetic emotion for which
we are searching.

This peculiarly @sthetic emotion here, as in
other arts, is overlaid with all kinds of other
emotions and is only perceived by people
who really understand verse. To get at
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what it is quite definitely, I only consider it
in as far as it bears on the choice of epithets
and images. The same ‘quality is exhibited
in the other parts of verse, in the rthythm and
metre, for example, but it so happens that it is
most easily isolated in the case of epithets.

17. Could reality come into direct contact
with sense and consciousness, art would be
useless, or rather we should all be artists.
All these things that the artist sees exist,
yet we do not see them—yet why not ?

Between nature and ourselves, even be-
tween ourselves and our own consciousness,
there is a veil, a veil that is dense with the
ordinary man, transparent for the artist and
the poet. What made this veil ?

Life is action, it represents the acceptance
of the utilitarian side of things in order to
respond to them by appropriate actions. I
look, I listen, I hear, I think I am seeing, I
think I am hearing everything, and when I
examine myself I think I am examining my
own mind.

But I am not.

What I see and hear is simply a selection
made by my senses to serve as a light for my
conduct. My senses and my consciousness
give me no more than a practical simplifica-
tion of reality. In the usual perception I have
of reality all the differences useless to man have
been suppressed. My perception runs in cer-
tain moulds. Things have been -classified
with a view to the use I can make of them.
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It is this classification I perceive rather than
the real shape of things. I hardly see an
object, but merely notice what class it belongs
to—what ticket I ought to apply to it.

18. Everybody is familiar with the fact
that the ordinary man does not see things as
they are, but only sees certain fixed types. To
begin with, we see separate things with dis-
tinct outlines where as a matter of fact we
know that what exists is merely a continuous
gradation of colour. Then even in outline
itself we are unable to perceive the individual.
We have in our minds certain fixed concep-
tions about the shape of a leg. Mr Walter
Sickert is in the habit of telling his pupils
that they are unable to draw any individual
arm because they think of it as an arm ; and
because they think of it as an arm they think
they know what it ought to be. If it were a
piece of almond rock you could draw it, be-
cause you have no preconceived notions as to
the way the almonds should come. As a
rule, then, we never ever perceive the real
shape and individuality of objects. We only
see stock types. We tend to see not the table
but only a table.

19. One can sum up the whole thing by a
metaphor which must not, however, be taken
too literally. Suppose that the various kinds
of emotions and other things which one wants
to represent are represented by various curved
lines. There are in reality an infinite number
of these curves all differing slightly from
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as you experienced it has been left out. The
straightforward use of words always lets the
individuality of things escape. Language,
being a communal apparatus, only conveys
over that part of the emotion which is common
to all of us. If you are able to observe the
actual individuality of the emotion you ex-
perience, you become dissatisfied with lan-
guage. You persist in an endeavour to so
state things that the meaning does not
escape, but is definitely forced on the attention
of the reader. To do this you are compelled
to invent new metaphors and new epithets. It
is here, of course, that the popular misunder-
standing about originality comes in. It is
usually understood by the outsider in the arts
that originality is a desirable quality in itself.
Nothing of the kind. It is only the defects of
language that make originality necessary. Itis
because language will not carry over the exact
thing you want to say, that you are compelled
simply, in order to be accurate, to invent
original ways of stating things.

22. The motive power behind any art is a
certain freshness of experience which breeds
dissatisfaction with the conventional ways of
expression because they leave out the indi-
vidual quality of this freshness. You are
driven to new means of expression because
you persist in an endeavour to get it out
exactly as you felt it.

You could define art, then, as a passionate
desire for accuracy, and the essentially
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eesthetic emotion as the excitement which is
generated by direct communication. Ordin-
ary language communicates nothing of the
individuality and freshness of things. As far
as that quality goes we live separated from
each other. The excitement of art comes
from this rare and unique communication.
23. Creation of imagery is needed to force
languageto conveyover this freshness of impres-
sion. The particular kind of art we are con-
cerned with here, at any rate, can be defined
as an attempt to convey over something which
ordinary language and ordinary expression
lets slip through. The emotion conveyed by
an art in this case, then, is the exhilaration
produced by the direct and unusual com-
munication of this fresh impression. To take
an example : What is the source of the kind of
pleasure which is given to us by the stanza from
Keats’” ““ Pot of Basil,”” which contains the line

*“ And she forgot the blue above the trees”’ ?

I do not put forward the explanation I give
here as being, as a matter of fact, the right
one, for Keats might have had to put trees
for the sake of the rhyme, but I suppose for
the sake of illustration that he was free to put
what he liked. Why then did he put “ blue
above the trees”” and not “sky ”? “Sky”
Is just as attractive an expression. Simply
for this reason, that he instinctively felt that
the word ““ sky ”” would not convey over the
actual vividness and the actuality of the
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feeling he wanted to express. The choice of
the right detail, the blue above the trees, forces
that vividness on you and is the cause of the
kind of thrill it gives you.

24. This particular argument is concerned
only with a very small part of the effects
which can be produced by poetry, but I have
only used it as an illustration. I am not try-
ing to explain poetry, but only to find out
in a very narrow field of art, that of the use
of imagery, what exactly the kind of emotion
you call asthetic consists of. The element in
it which will be found in the rest of art is not
the accidental fact that imagery conveys over
an actually felt visual sensation, but the
actual character of that communication, the
fact that it hands you over the sensation as
directly as possible, attempts to get it over
bodily with all the qualities it possessed for
you when you experienced it.

The feeling conveyed over to one is almost a
kind of instinctive feeling. You get continu-
ously from good imagery this conviction that
the poet is constantly in presence of a vividly
felt physical and visual scene.

25. You can perhaps trace this out a little
more clearly in a wider art, that of prose
description, the depicting of a character or
emotion. You are not concerned here with
handing over any visual scene, but in an
attempt to get an emotion as near as possible
as you feel it. You find that language has the
same defects as the metaphors we have just
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been talking about. It lets what you want to
say escape. FHach of us has his own way of
feeling, liking and disliking. But language
denotes these states by the same word in
every case, so that it is only able to fix the
objective and impersonal aspect of the emo-
tions which we feel. ILanguage, as in the first
case, lets what you want to say slip through.
In any writing which you recognise as good
there is always an attempt to avoid this
defect of language. There is an attempt, by
the adding of certain kinds of intimate detail,

_to lift the emotion out of the impersonal and

colourless level, and to give to it a little of the
individuality which it really possesses.

26. Certain kinds of prose, at any rate, never
attempt to give you any visual presentment
of an object. To do so would be quite foreign
to its purpose. It is endeavouring always not
to give you any image, but to hurry you along
to a conclusion. As in algebra certain con-
crete things are embodied in signs or counters
which are moved about according to rule
without being visualised at all in the process,
so certain type situations and arrangements of
words move automatically into certain other
arrangements without any necessity at all to
translate the words back into concrete im-
agery. In fact, any necessity to visualise the
words you are using would be an impediment,
it would delay the process of reasoning. When
the words are merely counters they can be
moved about much more rapidly.
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Now any tendency towards counter language
of this kind has to be carefully avoided by
poetry. It always endeavours, on the con-
trary, to arrest you and to make you con-
tinuously see a physical thing.

27. Language, we have said, only expresses
the lowest common denominator of the emo-
tions of one kind. It leaves out all the individu-
ality of an emotion as it really exists and substi-
tutes for it a kind of stock or type emotion.
Now here comes the additional observation
which I have to make. As we not only
express ourselves in words, but for the most
part think also in them, it comes about that
not only do we not express more than the
impersonal element of an emotion, but that
we do not, as a matter of fact, perceive more.
The average person as distinct from the artist
does not even percetve the individuality of
their own emotions. Our faculties of per-
ception are, as it were, crystallised out into
certain moulds. Most of us, then, never see
things as they are, but see only the stock types
which are embodied in language.

This enables one to give a first rough defini-
tion of the artist. It is not sufficient to say
that an artist is a person who is able to convey
over the actual things he sees or the emotions
he feels. It is necessary before that that he
should be a person who is able to emancipate
himself from the moulds which language
and ordinary perception force on him and be
able to see things freshly as they really are.
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Though one may have some difficulty at
first sight in seeing that one only perceives
one’s own emotions in stock types, yet the
thing is much more easy to observe in the
actual perception of external things with
which you are concerned in painting.

28. 1exaggerate the place of imagery simply
because I want to use it as an illustration.

In this case something is physically pre-
sented ; the important thing is, of course, not
the fact of the visual representation, but the

"communication over of the actual contact

with reality.

It is because he realises the inadequacy of the
usual that he is obliged to invent.

The gradual conclusion of the whole matter
(and only as a conclusion) is that language
puts things in a stereotyped form.

This is not the only kind of effect produced
on one by verse but it is (if one extends the
same quality to the other aspects of verse I
have left out) the one essentially eesthetic
emotion it produces on us. Readers of poetry
may attach more importance to the other
things, but this is the quality the poets
recognise among each other. If one wants to
fix it down then one can describe it as a
“ kind of instinctive feeling which is conveyed
over to one, that the poet is describing some-
thing which is actually present to him, which
he realises visually at first hand.”

Is there anything corresponding to this in
Painting ?
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29. The essential element in the pleasure
given us by a work of art lies in the feeling
given us by this rare accomplishment of direct
communication. Mr Berenson in his book on
the Florentine painters expresses in a different
vocabulary what is essentially the same
feeling. The part of the book I am thinking
of is that where he explains the superiority of
Giotto to Duccio. He picks out the essential
quality of a painting as its life-communicating
quality, as rendered by form and movement.
Form in the figure arts gives us pleasure
because it has extracted and presented to us
the structural significance of objects more
completely than we (unless we be also great
artists) could have grasped them by ourselves.
By emphasis the artist gives us an intimate
realisation of an object. In ordinary life I
realise a given object, say with the given
intensity fwo. An artist realises this with the
intensity four and by his manner of emphasis-
ing it makes me realise it with the same
intensity. This exhilarates me by communi-
cating a sense of increased capacity. In that
sense it may be said to be life-communicating.
This emphasis can be conveyed in various
ways : by form as in Giotto, and by move-
ment expressed in line, as in Botticelli. This
is exactly what Bergson is getting at. But
instead of saying that an artist makes you
realise with intensity fowr what you pre-
viously realised with intensity #wo, he would
say that he makes you realise something
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which you actually did not perceive before.
When you come to the detailed application
of this to art you find that they are both
different ways of saying the same thing.
They both agree in picking out this life-
communicating quality as the essentially
sesthetic one. And they both give the same

_analysis of the feat accomplished by the

artist. The advantage of Bergson’s account
of the matter is that the expressions he uses
are part of a definite conception of reality and
not mere metaphors invented specially for
the purpose of describing art. More than
that, he is able to explain why it is that the
ordinary man does not perceive things at all
vividly and can only be made to do so by the
artist. Both these things are of very little
advantage as far as actual art criticism is
concerned, but they are distinct advantages
to anyone who wants to place art definitely in
relation to other human activities.
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THE PHILOSOPHY OF INTENSIVE
MANIFOLDS

Ir one wanted to give the broadest possible
description of the aim that Bergson pursues
in all his work one would have to say that it
was an endeavour to prove that we arrive
at a certain picture of the nature of reality,
not because such is, as a matter of fact, the
nature of things, but because a certain in-
veterate tendency of the mind distorts things
in that direction. That is giving the broadest
possible statement of it; the nature and
importance of the effort becomes clearer
when you state it in particular instead of
general terms. The habit of mind which he
thinks distorts instead of revealing is simply
the ordinary use of the logical intellect. The
theory to which we are led is that which
considers the world as being in reality a vast
machine. Huxley called it the nightmare of
determinism—a nightmare most conveniently
described by a quotation from a book of
Minsterberg’s :—

““ Qeience is to me not a mass of dis-
connected information, but the certainty
that there is no change in the universe, no
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motion of an atom, and no sensation of a
consciousness which does not come and
go absolutely in accordance with natural
laws ; the certainty that nothing can
exist outside the gigantic mechanism
of causes and effects ; necessity moves the
stars in the sky and necessity moves the
emotions in my mind.”

The fact that Bergson does deal successfully
with this nightmare seems to me to constitute
his principal achievement. It forms the back-
ground which makes him appear so significant.

To repeat again, then, the general idea
behind Bergson’s work : It is an endeavour to
prove that we seem inevitably to arrive at
the mechanistic theory simply because the
intellect, in dealing with a certain aspect
of reality, distorts it in that direction. It can
deal with matter but it is absolutely incapable
of understanding life. In explaining vital
phenomena it only distorts them, in exhibiting
them as very complex mechanical pheno-
mena. To obtain a complete picture of
reality it is necessary to employ another
faculty of the mind, which, after defining it,
Bergson calls intuition. It is useless then to
dream of one science of nature, for there
must be two—one dealing with matter which
will be built up by the intellect, and the other
dealing with certain aspects of life which will
employ intuition.

The idea that there are two methods of
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thinking, the rational or mechanical on the
one hand, and on the other hand the vital and
more instinctive, is of course an idea which
has been familiar for a long time outside
philosophy. It occurs, for example, in
Burke’s writings on social and political
matters.

What Bergson has done is to analyse out
accurately and exactly the nature of this
difference, and it is precisely in this accurate
analysis of the difference between the two
contrastéd ways of looking at things that
you get the essence of his philosophy. It
seems to me then to be absolutely useless in
explaining him to give anything else but the
precise and accurate statement of his con-
ception of the difference. It is no use general-
ising it. It is no use saying that he thinks the
logical intellect is unable to grasp the essence
of life, and that reality flows through the
meshes of the net set for it by reason. Such
statements do represent what he says, but
they represent it so loosely that the whole
importance of what he is getting at slips
through. If you are firmly convinced that
the mechanistic theory is the true account of
the world, you are not in the least likely
to be shifted from your view by vague state-
ments of that kind.

It is necessary then to show exactly in
what way Bergson thinks that our ordinary
methods of explanation distort reality. The
Process of explanation itself is generally
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quite an unconscious one. We explain things
and it never strikes us to consider what it is
we have done. We are as it were wuside the
process and we cannot observe it, but you may
get a hint of its nature by observing its
effects. In any explanation you start off
with certain phenomena, and you transform
them into something else and say : ‘ This is
what really happens.” There is something
about this second state that satisfies the
demands of your intellect, which makes you
say : ‘“This is perfectly clear.” You have
in your mind a model of what is clear and com-
prehensible, and the process of explanation
consists in expressing all the phenomena of
nature in the terms of this model. I ought to
say here that I am speaking not of ordinary
explanation, but of explanation when it has
gone to its greatest lengths, which is when it
has worked itself out in any completed science
like mechanics.

As an example of the kind of thing which
the intellect does consider perfectly clear and
comprehensible you can think of a lot of
pieces on a draught board. When you are
told where the pieces are, and what moves they
make, then the mind is satisfied that it ‘com-
pletely understands the phenomena. An om-
niscient intelligence could know no more about
that board than you do. You find as a matter
of fact that any science, as it tends towards
perfection, tends to present reality as con-
sisting of something exactly similar to this
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draught board. They all resolve the complex
phenomena of nature into fixed separate
elements changing only in position. They all
adopt atomic theories, and the model of all
the sciences is astronomy. In order to get a
convenient nomenclature one calls all com-
plex things which can be resolved into separate
elements or atoms in this way ‘ extensive
manifolds.” '

It is suggested that this surprising unanimity
in the results of the different sciences is not due
to the nature of the phenomena they investi-
gate, but rather to the nature of the instrument
we use in explanation. We find atoms every-
where. We reduce everything to extensive
manifolds. We always pursue the method of
analysis simply because that is the only way
in which the intellect can deal with things.

The question arises: Why is the intellect
satisfied in this way ? The answer to this
is quite simple and can be got from the
etymology of the words which indicate ex-
planation. Explanation means ex plane, that
is to say, the opening out of things on a plain
surface. ‘There is the phrase, the chestnut
explains its leaves, i.e. unfolds them Then
the French word is expliquer (explico) to
unfold. The process of explanation is always
a process of unfolding. A tangled mass is
unfolded flat so that you can see all its parts
separated out, and any tangle which can be
separated out in this way must be of course
an extensive manifold.
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It seems then that the intellect distorts
reality (if it does distort it) because it persists
in unfolding things out in space. It is not
satisfied unless it can see every part. It
wants to form a picture. It is possible then
that there may be a method of knowledge
which refrains from forming pictures. Put in
Bergson’s words in the preface to his first
book, which really contains in embryo the
whole of everything he has ever done, “ We
think in terms of space—the insurmountable
difficulties presented by certain philosophic
problems arise from the fact that we separate
out in space, phenomena which do not occupy
space.”’

You might dimly suspect that there are
other methods of knowledge besides that of
analysis. I may have a perfect knowledge of
a friend’s face, e.g., without being able to
analyse it into parts. You may suspect that
they are unanalysable. An expert can give
a judgment on a picture, a judge on a complex
case, without being able to give any reasons
for their judgment, that is without being able
to analyse out the element which was respon-
sible for it. Anyone can add to this list
indefinitely. In fact all of us are prepared
to agree that at any rate such things as
apparent intuitions exist. But if we have
been sufficiently disciplined in science we
refuse to admit that these are real intuitions
or that there is any other method of know-
ledge which is different to the ordinary
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straightforward one. We say that the rrrind
has unconsciously analysed and so arrived
at its conclusions. We refuse to admit that
things exist Whicb c.an’t be analysed. Life,
we persist in thinking, appears to be un-
analysable merely because it is so extremely
complex. In the end we shall be able to
analyse it. So with all these appearances of
intuitive knowledge, they are really only
complex examples of ordinary knowledge.. .
Now, as in the case of the intellect, it is
necessary to make these things much more
precise before it can be got at. I shall
endeavour to show that intuition can be
defined as the method of knowledge by which
we seize an intensive manifold, a thing
absolutely unseizable by the intellect.
Explanation is an endeavour to make things
comprehensible. It is suggested that we have
too narrow a standard of what is compre-
hensible and clear. Bergson is endeavouring
to widen this standard, to make it more elastic,
to provide an alternative model. It is be-
cause of the narrowness of our conception of
what is clear that we are driven into so many
difficulties. We feel convinced for quite other
reasons that certain things exist which cannot
be reduced to mechanical or spacial terms.
As we have such a narrow standard of what
1s clear we can’t fit them into any natural
explanation, the result is that we have to
glve extremely unnatural explanations of
them. We have to say that these things are
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Inconceivable and Inexpressible, both with
capital I's. For example, as Free-will will
not fit into the mechanical conception of
things, and we are at the same time convinced
that it exists, we have to find a place for it in
a world of things in themselves. The result
is that a certain condition of strain is set up.
Bergson attempts to ease this strain and to
let these things come back to the ordinary
world by altering the standard of clear
explanation. He endeavours to show that
certain finite things, while quite incompre-
hensible by our ordinary standards, yet exist.

What exactly are these things? You will
remember that the intellect which always
thinks, as it were, in space, which always
insists on having a clear diagram or picture,
insists on analysing complex things into an
aggregate of separate elements which we called
extensive manifolds. In order that the in-
tellect may be able to completely grasp reality,
it is necessary that reality should be composed
entirely in this way. Suppose, however, that
there existed in nature certain finite things
whose parts interpenetrated in such a manner
that they could not be separated or analysed
out. The intellect would then be unable
to understand the nature of these things, for
it persists in forming a diagram, and in a
diagram each part is separated from every
other part. It is difficult to give an idea of
what one means by an interpenetration of
parts which cannot be separated. One natur-

180

INTENSIVE MANIFOLDS

ally supposes that what is meant here is an
extraordinary inexplicable tangle which can’t
be unravelled. But that would not be at all
what was intended for here one can’t separate
the parts because they are mixed in such an
extraordinary complex way. In theory, at
any rate, one could separate them out. One
is to suppose rather an absolute interpene-
tration—a complex thing which yet cannot be
said to have parts because the parts run into
each other, forming a continuous whole, and
whose parts cannot even be conceived as
existing separately. It has differences, but
these differences could not be numbered.
It could not therefore be called a quantitative
multiplicity, but a qualitative one. For the
sake of convenience and the contrast with
the other thing I prefer to call it an intensive
manifold.

I don’t suppose that I have succeeded in

conveying a very clear idea of what an in-
‘Fensive manifold is, or would be, because by
its very nature, one’s intellect, as it were,
wriggles away from the idea. One’s ordinary
intellectual imagination which persists in
making spacial pictures of things naturally
finds it inconceivable to imagine a thing
which couldn’t possibly exist in space.
. One can illustrate the difficulty that one has
In conceiving it by thinking of one epithet I
havg used to describe it, namely interpene-
tration.

You cannot even form a picture of the kind
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of interpenetration you mean. If you melt
salt in water, after a time salt would be
found in every particle of the water, and you
might think then that here you had inter-
penetration. But no: your mind cannot
support an idea of that kind. It sets to work
and imagines that the molecules of salt fit
in between the molecules of water. It so
gets rid of the idea interpenetration and
reduces everything to an extensive manifold.
In this little instance it might be argued that
there is no distortion. But if you suppose
that there do exist in the world some instances
of real interpenetration, then the intellect,
working by analysis, would be incapable of
understanding them.

All this is mere supposition. If such in-
tensive manifolds exist, if there are cases of
real interpenetration, then Bergson will have
proved his point, namely, that the intellect
cannot deal with the whole of reality, that
there cannot be merely one science, and that
completely to understand the nature of reality
some other faculty of the mind, some second
method of cognition, must be employed.

Two questions, then, have to be considered
at this point :—

(1) Is there such a faculty as intuition, as
distinct from the intellect, which enables one
to know certain things without being able to
analyse or to state them ?

(2) Are there as a matter of fact existing in
nature any such things as intensive manifolds ?
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"his is the crucial point in Bergson’s reasoning,
the point at which it passes from mere sup-
iti o fact.

Oitlv?zgstsuggested that the view of the world
as a mechanism was due, not to the nature
of reality itself, but to certain prefgrences
of the intellect. Thffxt the _1ntellect.: in fact
distorts reality. It distorts it for this reason,
that in explaining things 1t always insists on
unfolding them into parts, or analysing
th%cn\.zvas pointed out that if the intellect came
across an intensive manifold—that is a finite
thing—of such a nature that its parts inter-
penetrate and cannot be separated out, that
it would endeavour in roundabout ways to
replace them by complicated extensives, and
so would distort reality.

But that remains pure theory, and no real
step towards an attack on mechanism has
been made until you have definitely proved
the existence of such an intensive manifold.

If you can prove that even one pf them exists
then you have got the fulcrum with which you
can begin to shift mechanism. You must
find a concrete example ; otherwise the thing
remains entirely in the air. bt _

The particular part of reality in which
Bergson first attempted to prove the existence
of interpenetration was that of.our own mental
life. This is the part of reality in which we may
be supposed to get at the nature of things most
intimately and which may give the key to the
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rest. This is the subject of Bergson’s first
book, Time and Free-will.

At first sight, mental life, like things in the
physical world, does appear to be resolvable
into separate elements. It does appear to
form really an extensive manifold, and not
an intensive one, as Bergson claims. You
are able to describe what you feel, and no
description is, of course, possible without
analysis. I can say I feel annoyed, or that I
was prompted to a certain action by a certain
motive, or that I had such and such a sequence
of ideas. You do appear to be able to form
a picture of the mind then as composed of a
succession of clearly outlined states following

one another. If that were correct it could be

dealt with by a science of exactly the same
character as that constituted by the physical
sciences. There is nothing here which the
intellect cannot deal with ; there is no neces-
sity for any different way of knowing things.
But it is not difficult to see that such a
description of the nature of the mind is a very
superficial one. There are no clearly outlined
and separated states; in fact there are no
separate states of mind at all: each state
fades away into and interpenetrates the next
state. The whole thing being continuous,
then consider any description such as “ He
felt annoyed.” ‘This is in no sense an accurate
description of a man’s actual state of mind.
The feeling of ““ annoyance " as it occurs to
any one person is perfectly individual, and is
184
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coloured by his whole personality. Language,
however, has to use, to describe this particular
state of ‘ annoyance,” the same word in
every case, and is thus only able to fix the
objective and impersonal aspect of the emo-
tion. Every emotion is composed of a thou-
sand different elements W}_:ll()h dissolve into
and permeate each other Wlthqut any precise
outline. In this lies the 1nd1v1(:1ua11ty of the
emotion. As soon as you begin to analyse
and to attempt to describe it in words you
take away from it all the individuality which
the emotion possesses as occurring in a certain
person. .

To describe accurately, then, any emotion
—to give it accurately and not approximately
—you would have to describe at the same time
the whole personality in which it occurs,
which is only another way of saying that
mental life forms a whole which cannot be
analysed into parts. ]

But the fact remains that superficially you
can, as a matter of fact, analyse and describe
the flow of mental life. How is this ?

The fact that certain parts of the mind can
be separated into elements is not due entirely
to the nature of the intellect. The intellect,
it is true, always insists on analysing things
into elements, but it would not meet here with
the success it does did it not correspond
with something actual in the nature of the
mind itself.

Bergson explains this by his theory of the
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two selves. Fundamentally, the mind is g
flux of interpenetrating elements which can-
not be analysed out. But on the surface this
living self gets covered over with a crust of
clean cut psychic states which are separated
one from the other and which can be analysed
and described. This crystallisation into separ-
ate states has come about mainly for the
purposes of action and communication in
social life. If each new idea gradually per-
meated the whole like a drop of water does a
pool, then decision and action would be slow
and ineffective. So for purposes of communi-
~cation, you must be able to describe, and to
do that you must have some stable crystal-
lised-out states which you can talk about.

You thus have two different selves at two
different levels. The superficial one which
is the one usually perceived, and which comes
into play at the ordinary level of daily life
where each state can be separated out from
each other state, and which so can be thor-
oughly understood by the ordinary intellect,
and the more fundamental self which is only
reached at certain moments of tension where
all the states interpenetrate, and of which, it
being an intensive manifold, no picture or
description can be given.

For the purposes of a short exposition of
Bergson it is inconvenient that it is so difficult
to convey what he means by this fundamental
self, because it is on the experiencing of this
state that depends also what he means by an
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satuition. I said earlier that an intuition
g,l;gl‘:he process of mind _by Which one obtained
knowledge of an intensive manifold. _

Obviously you can’t understanfi, or be _sald
to know in any way, an intensive manifold
by means of the logical intellect because by the
very nature of the thing you can’t analyse it,
and it is so indescribable. But although in-
describable it is not unkr.lo.wable, for Bergson
supposes that in an intultlgn you have com-
plete knowledge of these things. You have a
complete and complex state of knowledge,
of a complex thing, containing differences
within it although these differences are not
separable and can’t be unfolded out. The
simplest way of describing it would be to say
that you had a complex feeling about the
matter, were not ‘ feeling ”’ such a dangerous
word to use in this connection.

But all this has rather the appearance of a
kind of abstract miracle and an elaborately
built-up piece of abstraction which corre-
sponds to no real process. You can only
fill it in with the details that make it actual
and real by the experiences drawn from the
mental phenomena which Bergson calls the
fundamental self. i

In a moment of tension, when a man is
moving on the level of the fundamental S(_i‘lf,
he will have a knowledge of what is happening
in him which is of a fundamentally different
character to the ordinary kind of knowledge.
What that difference is can only be got at by
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crude metaphor. If you think of mental life
as a flowing stream, then ordinary intellectual
knowledge is like looking at that stream from
the outside: you get a clear and perfectly
describable picture. Imagine now that you
are turned into a cross section of this flowing
stream, that you have no sense of sight, that
in fact your only sense is a sense of pressure,
Then although you will have no clear picture
or representation of the stream at all, you will
in spite of that have a complete knowledge
of it as a complex sense of the varying direc-
tions of the forces pressing on you. If you
put yourself in this position with regard to
your own inner life—and this is what Bergson
means by an intuition—then you will realise
that it is composed not of separate things but
of interpenetrating tendencies. It is always a
process which contains differences implicitly
and not separated out. It is composed of
a million different elements which at the same
time are not elements at all, because they melt
into one another with not the least tendency
to be separated one from the other. Such a
state can be directly experienced, and yet is
a state which is absolutely inconceivable
intellectually, simply because it can’'t be
analysed.

But it is extremely important here to notice
that there is nothing mysterious either about
the state of mind or about the method of
cognition by which you become aware of it.
There is nothing infinite or ineffable about the
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ental self. It is a perfectly finite
‘?ﬁlilx:cllg r:nd at the same time there is nothing
miraculous about one’s intuition el it | Asdat
is just at this point that a good deal of aca-
demic criticism of Bergson seems to me to go
wrong. Because the_z process of intuition 1s
by its nature an mdescr;bgble process, it
seems to be assumed that it is not a part of
normal experience. The critics then pass on
to the statement that as, in Bergson’s view,
certain aspects of reality cannot be seized
by the intellect but only by some mysterious
faculty of the mind, that .ther_efore his system
is only a kind of subtly disguised agnosticism.
This seems to me to be an entirely wrong
view. What Bergson means by an intuition
is a perfectly normal and frequent pheno-
menon. It seems a curious thing to say, but
in all probability any literary man or artist
would understand—would grasp much more
easily—what Bergson means by an intuition.
It is a process with which they are perfectly
familiar and which isn’t in the least mysterious
to them. Nearly all of them constantly
exercise the faculty. ‘“Anyone who has at-
tempted any literary composition, for ex-
ample, knows that when the subject has been
thoroughly studied and all the notes collected,
it is necessary, before one begins the work
of composition itself, to make sometimes a
difficult effort to place oneself as it were at
the heart of the subject.”* In this state of
tension one receives an impulsion, a sense of
* Bergson : Introduction to Metaphysics.
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direction, which, when it develops itself ag
it goes along, picks up and makes use of all
the notes that have been made before. The
point to notice here is that at the beginning
of this act, at this moment of tension, all the
separate parts which before and after were
separated out, were gathered up together in
this act of intuition. They didn’t exist side
by side in the mind as they would have done
in any intellectual representation. In Cole-
ridge’s phrase, they were fused together in the
central heat of the imagination.

In terms of this conception of the two
layers of mental life, the superficial and the
fundamental self, I can state very briefly
Bergson'’s conception of Free-will. He thinks
that on the level of the superficial self our
actions are to a great extent quite determined
and automatic. One clear cut psychic state
influences the next, just as, mechanically,
one body influences another in the physical
way. In this state the real flux of our feel-
ings isn't concerned at all. For example,
when the alarum clock strikes in the morning,
the impression does not as a rule disturb the
whole consciousness like a stone falling into a
pool of water, but merely stirs an idea solidi-
fied on the surface, the idea of getting up.
The two ideas both solidified, as it were, on the
top of the mind have in the end become tied
up with one another, so that one follows the
other without the deeper self being at all
involved. The majority of our daily acts are
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erformed in this way and it is greatly to
one’s advantage that such is the case. ,

But there are acts of a different kind to this
when the outer crust gets broken by the inner
self breaking through at a moment of tension
and you get what may be called a free act.
Such acts are of rare occurrence. It is only
at moments of tension and crisis that we
choose in defiance of what is generally called
a motive. Thus understood our free acts are
exceptional. «

This theory of the difference between the
two kinds of manifold, the intensive and the
extensive, and the two kinds of knowledge
by which they can be dealt with, intellect and
intuition, constitutes only one half of Berg-
son’s system. Parallel with this method,
with this alteration of the tools with which
we are to work, should go an account of the
new theory of the nature of reality which the
use of these new tools produces, which is
involved in Bergson’s conception of Change
and Time.

To get at Bergson’s conception of Change
you have to remember his main point (that
the intellect distorts things by insisting on
one method of explanation) and turning to
this particular question, try and find out
whether one’s difficulties are not due to some
distortion of the real nature of Change pro-
duced in this way.

How does the intellect deal with Change ?
As we have seen it tries to make out that all

191




SPECULATIONS

bodies can be analysed out into separable
elements, so that it has consequentially to
reduce all change to a mere change in position
of these particles. In fact it explains change
by denying its existence.

One can get a picture of the type in terms
of which the mind insists on conceiving change
by thinking of the motion of billiard balls
on an ideally smooth table where there is no
friction. It would be impossible here to
discover and conceive the existence of freedom.
There is in fact no change at all. You can
predict with certainty the position of the balls
at any future moment, for you have a fixed
number of elements moving under fixed laws.

But—and here comes one of the most
important elements for the understanding of
what Bergson is getting at—this is only a true
account of change if you admit that every-
thing can in reality be analysed into separate
elements like the balls on the table. If it
can, then the future must be determined ;
but we have just seen that mental life at the
level of the fundamental self cannot. It is
an interpenetrating whole : it is not composed
of elements. It changes, but the way in
which it changes will not fit into the kind
of conception which the intellect forms of
change.

If we suppose that free acts are possible
we are landed : it follows that real novelty 1S
possible ; that things can happen which could
not have been foreseen even by an infinite
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intelligence. It seems difficult to believe that
not only is the future unknown to us, but that
it is at the present moment ungiec_1ded. We
admit chance relatively to our limited know-
ledge but we find it inconceivable that there
is an element of absolute chance in the world.
Our mind persists in thinking that if we
only knew all the laws which govern things
we could predict the future. - If I picture my
motion through time as being like motion
along a country road, then I am quite prepared
to admit that owing to my vision being limited
by the size of the hedges I cannot see the course
of the road ahead of me. But I am firmly
convinced that the road ahead of me does
exist all the time in a fixed direction, and that
if I had absolute knowledge—if I could take a
bird’s-eye-view—I should be able to see it.

We find ourselves unable to rid ourselves
of this idea. Freedom is inconceivable and
this is the greatest argument as a matter of
fact for determinism. The use of the word
inconceivable suggests that here again you
may have a difficulty caused solely by the
intellect’s persistence in explaining things in a
certain fixed way.

The distortion that the intellect here pro-
duces is in our conception of the nature of
change. It conceives change in such a.way
that the future seems always determined.

The inconceivability of an undetermined
future does not in reality apply to it, for that
Inconceivability is only presented to the mind
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when it thinks of the changing phenomena as
being composed of separated elements. It is
possible to see then how, at this depth of
mental life, where all the elements interpene-
trate, and which so constitutes an intensive
manifold, you may conceive the possibility
of acts which could not have been predicted
even by an absolute intelligence, and which
were really creative acts.

With these two models of the kind of pos-
sible change one may more easily grasp
what Bergson means by his doctrine of real
time.

In the case where you have a number of
elements merely changing in position, time is
not really involved at all, for time makes no
difference to them. They never alter ; they
never grow old. At the end of years they may
return to the same position as that from which
they started.

More than that, if you doubled the speed
at which the change of positions took place
it would make no difference at all to the
system. Take any example of such a system,
say the astronomical one. The planets follow-
ing certain fixed laws follow certain fixed
courses. It would make absolutely no differ-
ence to those courses if you supposed the
speed doubled.

In the first kind of change, where you
merely get a rearrangement of parts, time
makes no difference at all. You can imagine
the process twice as fast without any altera-
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tion being produced in the process. In any
case nothing really new can be produced.

But in the case of the second kind of change
—that which you get at a deeper level—this
is by no means true. Time does make a
difference. Here you have no mere rearrange-
ment of parts, but a continuous and real
change resulting in the production of abso-
lutely new and unpredictable states. It is
this kind of change that Bergson calls real
duration, or real time.

One could get a gross kind of metaphor for
the difference between these two kinds of time
in this way: If you conceive a perfectly
smooth machine working in air you could not
double the speed without altering the resist-
ance of the air. But if you had a perfectly
smooth machine working in a vacuum then
you could make the speed what you liked
without any difficulty. Now if the air here
is supposed to represent time, then you see
that ordinary mechanism as conceived by the
intellect does not exist in time at all, for time
makes no difference to it.

_ But you cannot alter the speed of mental
life in the same way. In the mechanical
Wor-ld, then, time might flow with infinite
rapidity and the entire past, present and
future be spread out all at once.” But inside
us it is very different. In us time is undeni-
able fact. If I want to mix a glass of sugar
and water I have to wait willy-nilly until the
Sugar melts. This is real time,; it coincides
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with my impatience, that is with a certain
portion of my duration which I cannot con-
tract as I like.

One could express the same idea in a differ-
ent way, which brings out better the causes
of it and the more important consequences of
it. If a child has to fit together a jig-saw
puzzle, it can learn to do it quicker and
quicker. Theoretically indeed it requires no
time to do it, because the result is already
given. The picture is already created and
the work of recomposing it can be supposed
going faster and faster up to the point of
being instantaneous. But to the artist who
creates a picture, time is no longer an interval
that can be lengthened or shortened. To
contract it would be to modify the invention
itself. The time taken up by the invention
is one with the invention itself. It is the
actual living progress of the thought, a kind of
vital process like ripening.

Now here you get at the essence of the
thing. Real duration, real time is an absolute
thing which cannot be contracted or hastened
because in it real work is being done, really
new things are appearing.

In the world of mechanism, as you have
seen, there is no real creation of new things,
there is merely a rearrangement of fixed ele-
ments in various positions. They can’t be
said to exist in time, because nothing new
happens, there is no real time because there is
no real change. At a certain depth of mental
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life you experience real time because there
is a real change ; new things are produced and
not a mere rearranging of old parts. Time
then is creation. In real time you get real
creation and so real freedom.

The importance of all this is that it is in
terms of the nature of mental life that we
hope to find the key to reality. If this turns
out to be true, then you will form a conception
of the world very different from the mechan-
istic one. One must think of it as duration,
that is to say, continuous growth in creation.
A becoming never the same, never repeating
itself, but always producing novelty, con-
tinually ripening and creating. Correspond-
ing to the two methods of explanation—that
by intensives and that by extensives—you
have then two conceptions of reality as
existing in space and in duration.

It is important to see that the inability under
which we suffer, of being unable to conceive the
existence of a real change in which absolutely
new and unpredictable things can happen, is
entirely due to that fixed habit of the intellect
which insists that we shall analyse things into
elements, and insists on that because it will
have a picture in spatial terms.

Real change does exist but we shall always
find it inconceivable if we try to form a picture
of what we mean. When we think in that
way we shall always reduce real change to
the kind of change that you get in any
mechanical system.
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This then is the point reached in the argu-
ment at the present minute—

I started off with Bergson’s method. The
first application of this to reality resulted in
the conception of the self I have just out-
lined. You find that in this case the mechan-
istic theory does not hold, and that funda-
mentally mind is a free creative activity.

But so far you have not moved outside the
limits of the individual mind. As far as that
is concerned one may be said to have refuted
mechanism. But the retort is still open that
the whole thing is subjective. It may be a
kind of self delusion. Outside you the world
of matter might still be considered as a
mechanism.

You now get the second passage to reality
in a deeper application of the method. You
have still got to prove that this state of flux—
this feeling of a free activity which you feel
in a certain state of tension—is not merely a
subjective state of mind, but does give you
real information about a reality which exists
outside you.

The first involves the relation of the mind
and the body, and to this Bergson devoted his
second book Matter and Memory.

The novelty of his treatment of this ques-
tion is that he attempts to deal with it not as
a mere matter of speculation, but on a basis
provided by an examination of a body of
empirical observations. He asserts that the
theory he puts forward is the right one because
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it is the only one which satisfactorily accounts
for these facts. _

The only body of facts which we actually
know in connection with the relation of mipd
and body are those connected with aphasia,
i.e. the various ways in which we lose our
memory for words. _

Bergson’s own account of the phenomena is
this : What exactly happens when I bring to
consciousness the picture of something that I
saw yesterday ? We can understand it best
by thinking of the process of becoming con-
scious or aware of the existence of an ordinary
physical object. '

I am not conscious of the existence of the
table in the next room. Even if the table is
brought into this room I shall not know that
it exists until I have opened my eyes—that is
until the table has managed to produce
certain disturbances in the nerves which lead
from my eyes to my brain. It is as if my
brain were a keyboard and I only became
conscious of the existence of things when they
played on that keyboard. Iyt

Now apply this to the similar case of
memory. Just as many things exist in the
next rocm, of whose existence I am mnot
conscious at this minute, so there exist
trailed behind in me, as it were, a whole host
of memories of my past of which I am at the
present moment quite unconscious.

It is then as if all our memories existed
quietly in a kind of next room where one was
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not conscious of their existence; but that
now and then one emerged and became
actual by playing on the keyboard of that
special part of the brain with which it was
concerned.

What, then, should we see if we were able
to look into the brain and to see all the atoms
in motion ?

On the parallelist theory you would be
able to tell everything that the person whose
brain you were examining was thinking of.

If Bergson’s account of the matter is the
correct one, you would, when you looked into
the brain, see only the parts of the whole
thoughts of the man which had reached the
stage when they were beginning to turn into,
and to influence, action.

We should then know no more of what the
man was thinking about than we should
know about a play in a foreign tongue which
we did not understand, from watching the
movements of the actors.

That is, we should know only that part of
his thoughts which involved action.

How much we shall learn from the move-
ments of the actors will depend on the nature
of the play—nearly everything if it is a panto-
mime, very little at all if it is a comedy. So
with a man’s brain. If he is pursuing a
course of abstract reasoning we should be
able to tell nothing at all from the state of
his brain ; but if, on the contrary, his mind
was occupied with a distinct visual image, or
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was just preparing to act, we should know
nearly everything.

This theory cannot be understood unless
one has grasped his idea of the intensives..

You may persist in asking the question :
Where are these past memories stored ? The
answer to that is that the whole of your past
life is in the present. This inner stream
which composes your inner self bears in it not
the whole of your past in the form of com-
pleted pictures, but bears it in the form of
potentiality. In this stream the elements are,
as we have said, interpenetrated. All that
happens in an act of recognition is that the
interpenetrated parts get separated out.

The most familiar part of Bergson, which I
can only state in a few sentences, comes in
his account of evolution.

He holds that the only theory which will
account for the fact of evolution is to suppose
that it was produced by a kind of impulse
which is something akin to the creative
activity we find in our own mind, and which,
inserted in matter, has gradually achieved
the result which we now see.

This force or impulse is not a force in the
ordinary sense of the term : it is not material
at all. You cannot indeed give any represen-
tation of it at all for it is of the same nature
as the kind of activity we find in ourselves,
and which, being an intensive manifold,
could not be understood by the intellect.

It is, I suppose, admitted as a fact that
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there has been such a thing as a real evolution
in time. You get on the surface of the earth
an amazing variety of different kinds of life
from the simple to the very complex. It is
generally believed that the very complex
forms are descended and have evolved from
the more simple ones.

That is the fact with which we start. What
kind of explanation has been given of it ?

There are two principal sets of theories
about it which are known respectively as
mechanism and finalism.

The first treats the whole of the phenomena
of life and evolution as if they constituted
merely an extraordinarily complicated kind of
mechanism, and attempts to explain them in
the same way as due to the action of the
forces concerned. I have used the motion of
billiard balls on an ideally smooth table as a
convenient picture for any mechanistic system.
I can use it again here. Suppose that you
had a great number of balls on the table, all
moving in various directions. Suppose that
gradually, as a result solely of the forces exerted
on them by their various collisions, they began
to group themselves in large complex and
fairly permanent arrangements. That repre-
sents the ordinary mechanistic conception of
evolution. It represents exactly the kind of
thing you get in Spencer, for example in his
progress from homogeneity to heterogeneity.
The important point about it is to see that
the whole of the change has been produced
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solely as the result of the forces exerted upon
the atoms. There is no plan or no desire to
produce complexity.

A In the finalistic conception life is
supposed to be following a plan all taid down
beforehand. It is supposed to be working
towards some final end which is generally
taken to be man. ,

Bergson’s criticism of both these concep-
tions, mechanism and finalism, is that they
both leave out duration altogether. Whether
the complexity of life comes as the result of
the working out of certain mechanical laws,
or whether it is following a plan laid down
for it, in both cases the future is fixed and could
be known to an infinite intelligence. That
is, they don’t exist in real time at all—every-
thing is given, there is no real creation. He
asserts that the characteristic of all forms of
life is that they emphatically exist in duration,
time does make a difference to them, Time
bites them and leaves the mark of his teeth on
them. All living things grow old, whereas
matter never does : it is always constant and
always the same.

In life you do appear to get continuous
evolution and creation. Bergson suggests

- then that the only theory which will fit the

facts of evolution is to suppose that it is

prpduced by a kind of impulse which is some-

thing akin to the creative activity we find in

our own mind and which, inserted in matter,

has, following out this creative activity,
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gradually achieved the result we see in evolu-
tion.

This impulse is not a force in the ordinary
sense of the term ; it is not material at all.
You cannot, indeed, give any representation
of it, for it is of the same nature as the kind
of activity we feel in ourselves and which
being an intensive manifold could not be
understood by the intellect. You are to

conceive the original élan or impulse of life

to be of the same nature as our own inner
self. That is, it is an intensive manifold
which contained many differences potentially
and interpenetrated.

What matter does is to separate out distinctly
into separate elements the characteristics
which in the original impulse were inter-
penetrated. Evolution then is not a process
of organisation, of building up, but one of
dissociation.

It is this which gives Bergson the basis for
an empirical proof for the existence of this
dlan.

There are of course two proofs, the direct
one which comes from the intuition we have in
ourselves of the existence of such an activity.
But it is also possible to give a more empirical
proof. On Bergson’s hypothesis, we have
seen, evolution is a separating out of elements
which interpenetrated in the original impulse.
If then you get the same organs developed on
divergent lines of evolution, you have on
Bergson’s theory nothing to be surprised at,
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for they both develop it from their common
origin ; but on the mechanistic theory, the
thing will appear rather surprising.

Take a definite case. On two quite separate
lines of evolution, that which includes the
vertebrates and that which ends in the
molluscs, you get an eye produced. More-
over this eye is composed of almost the same
parts in both cases. Now on the mechanistic
conception of evolution this phenomena is
very difficult to account for.

In the first place, the eye is composed of a
multitude of anatomical elements and tissues
all of which are disposed with the greatest
precision and harmony to serve the function
of vision. That this precise and extremely
complex arrangement of a vast multitude of
parts, many of which are of highly specialised
construction, should have been achieved by
the accumulation of happy accidents is a
sufficiently incredible supposition.

But another reason makes it more incredible
still. An eye very similar in construction
to our own is independently evolved in some
species of mollusc. The mechanists are driven
then to the supposition that the same kind
of happy accident has occurred independently
in two branches of the tree of life. It is as
if two walkers starting from different points
and wandering at random should not only
meet but should throughout their walks have
described two identical curves.

Does Bergson’s hypothesis enable us to give a
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better account of this phenomenon ? In the
first place he would say that we approach the
question of explanation in the wrong way.
The eye appears as an infinitely complicated
structure. Any mechanical theory seeks to
show how the infinite multiplicity of the parts
has been added bit by bit. The whole pro-
cess then becomes almost inconceivable. One
cannot imagine however it has been accom-
plished. Bergson says that this difficulty is
as usual entirely due to the intellect’s per-
sistence in analysing things. We persist in
thinking that the eye must have been con-
structed just as we construct a house by adding
piece to piece. Whereas if we could get at
the act from inside we should find that it was
a simple indivisible process. The life impulse
finding itself opposed by matter makes an
effort to overcome the obstacle and does this
in a simple unanalysable act which results in
the visual apparatus.

But as long as we try to reconstruct the
process intellectually, we shall be landed in
hopeless difficulty. The act of lifting my
arm is a perfectly simple one to me. But it
becomes hopelessly complicated when one
attempts to analyse it out into all the mole-
cular motions of the muscle of which it is
composed. :

We have compared the process with which
nature constructs an eye to the simple act
with which we raise the hand. To make 1t
more accurate, suppose that the hand meets
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with some resistance—that it has to pass
through iron filings that are compressed and
offer resistance to it. At a certain moment
the hand will have exhausted its effort and
at this moment the filings will be massed and
arranged in a certain definite form. So with
the evolution of the eye. The farther the
hand goes the greater the complexity of the
massed filings ; and the farther the impulse in
life has gone, the greater the complexity of
the eye produced.

Now suppose that the hand and arm are
tnvistble. Lookers-on would speculate as to
the reason of the arrangement of the filings
they see.

Some will account for the action of each
filing by the action of the neighbouring filings.
These are the mechanists. ‘This is the kind of
view you get in Spencer where the whole of
evolution is supposed to follow from the
various attractions of the atoms in the uni-
verse.

Others will prefer to think that a plan has
presided over the details of these actions.
These are the finalists.

_ But the truth is that there has been ome
indivisible act, that of the hand passing
through the filings.

This is why you get similar eyes in divergent
species, for the eye is not constructed by
addition of parts, but springs from the same
Impulse present in every species, and springs
from a common origin.
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This enables one to see why it is that a
similar kind of eye can be met with in two
very widely removed animal species. If along
both lines of evolution the progress towards
vision has gone equally far, the visual organ
will be the same in both cases, for the form of
the organ merely expresses a measure in which
the exercise of the function has been obtained.

It is easy then to see in what respect Berg-
son’s view differs from the mechanistic one.
That view of evolution considers that where
you get a certain complex organism, owing to
the action of natural forces you get a very
complex organisation of matter; that there
you get life and consciousness. Bergson’s
own view is the exact contrary of this. The
complex organisation does not produce, but is
produced by, life.

The characteristic of matter is necessity.
The characteristic of the impulse which has
produced life is, on the contrary, a free creative
activity. The process of evolution can only
be described as the gradual insertion of more
and more freedom into matter. The original
impulse of life builds up certain very complex
explosive kinds of compounds which enable it
to bring a certain indetermination into matter.
In the amceba, then, you might say that the
impulse had manufactured a small leak
through which free activity could be inser‘ged
into the world, and the progress of evolution

has been the gradual enlargement of this leak.
But, on the other hand, it is necessary to
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diﬁ‘erentiate this view from finalism. On the
surface it looks very like it. The gradual
insertion of freedom into matter looks very
like a plan laid down beforehand. But it is
in reality quite different.

One can show in what exactly this differ-
ence consists, by showing the part that chance
has played in evolution, and by explaining
in what sense Man can be said to be the goal of
the process.

As to the mechanism by which this has been
accomplished. The brain of man looks very
like the brain of some other animals. In what
lies the difference ? It is this: That in the
animals any motor mechanisms in the brain
which correspond to habits have no other
function than the accomplishment of the
movements necessitated by those habits. But
in man these habits can have a second result,
and so by holding other motor habits in check,
can overcome automatism and set conscious-
ness free. It is just the difference between
a mechanism which engages the attention and
a mechanism from which it can be diverted.
Bergsqn illustrates this difference by the
following metaphor. The primitive steam-
engine required the presence of a person
exclusively employed to turn on and turn off
taps, either to let steam into the cylinder or to
throvg cold spray into it. A boy employed

on this work and who had got very tired of it
got the idea of tying the handles of the taps
with cords to the beam of the engine. Then
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the machine opened and closed the taps it-
self. If you looked at the machine before and
after this alteration without taking any notice
of the boy, there would appear to be very
little difference in structure. But if you look
at the two boys, in the first case all his time
was taken up by watching and in the second
he was free to go and play as he chose. The
difference between the brain of a man and the
brain of an animal is probably of this kind.

You could describe the facts of evolution,
then, by saying that it seems as if an immense
current of consciousness had traversed matter,
endeavouring to organise this matter so that
it could introduce freedom into it.

But, in doing this, consciousness has itself
been ensnared in certain directions. Matter
has captured the consciousness which was
organising it and entrapped it in its own auto-
matism. In the vegetable kingdom, for ex-
ample, automatism and unconsciousness have
become the rule. In the animals conscious-
ness has more success, but along the whole
course of evolution, liberty is dogged by auto-
matism, and is in the long run stifled by it.
In man alone has it organised matter into any
effective freedom. One can get at a picture
of the course of evolution in this way: It
is as if a current of consciousness flowed down
into matter as into a tunnel, and, making
efforts to advance on every side, digs galleries,
most of which are stopped by a rock which is
too hard, but which in one direction at least
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has broken through the rock and back into
life again once more. This direction is the
line of evolution resulting in man.

But if you accept this as a correct picture
of the progress of evolution, the question
naturally suggests itself to you: Why did this
current of consciousness endeavour to assert
itself in matter ? What possible object could
it have ? Bergson suggests that an answer
can be found to this question by considering
the analogy of literary activity. You may
start writing a poem in an endeavour to ex-
press a certain idea which is present in your
mind in a very hazy shape. The effort to
express that idea in verse, the struggle with
language, forces the idea as it were back on
itself and brings out the original idea in a
clearer shape. Before it was only confused.
The idea has grown and developed because
of the obstacles it had to meet. It may be,
then, that the function of matter in regard to
consciousness is this : It is destined to bring
to precision, in the form of distinct personali-
ties, tendencies or potentialities which at
first were mingled.

The passage through matter may give to a
part of the current of consciousness a certain
kind of coherence which enables it to survive
as a permanent entity after its passage.
And as it is only with man that consciousness
has finally left the tunnel. Everywhere else
it has remained in prison. And as every
other species corresponds to the arrest of

211




SPECULATIONS

part of Bergson without ever having read
Creative Evolution. But what it actually does
do—and this is, of course, no small achieve-
ment—is to plant all his ideas solidly down on
the earth and show them at work before you
in a concrete form, in physical shape. If one
were to a certain extent rather exhausted by
abstractions, this brings a certain relief. More
than that, it gives a certain stability and bal-
last to the system.

214

CINDERS

‘ A NEW WELTANSCHAUUNG




CINDERS
A Sketch of a New Weltanschauung

I. IN spite of pretensions to absolute truth,
the results of philosophy are always tested by
the effects, and by the judgments of other
philosophers. There is always an appeal to a
circle of people. The same is true of values in
art, in morals. A man cannot stand alone on
absolute ground, but always appeals to his
fellows.

II. Therefore it is suggested that there is no
such thing as an absolute truth to be dis-
covered. All general statements about. truth,
etc.,, are in the end only amplifications of
man’s appetites. v

The ultimate reality is a circle of persons,
1.e. animals who communicate.

There is a kind of gossamer web, woven
between the real things, and by this means
the animals communicate. For purposes of
communication they invent a symbolic lan-
guage. Afterwards this language, used to
excess, becomes a disease, and we get the
curious phenomena of men explaining them-
selves by means of the gossamer web that
connects them. Ianguage becomes a disease
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in the hands of the counter-word mongers.
It must constantly be remembered that it is
an invention for the conivenience of men ; and
in the midst of Hegelians who triumphantly
explain the world as a mixture of ‘‘ good ”
and “ beauty ” and ‘‘ truth,” this should be
-remembered. What would an intelligent
animal (without the language disease), or a
carter in the road, think of it all ?

Symbols are picked out and believed to be
realities. People imagine that all the com-
plicated structure of the world can be woven
out of “ good "’ and “ beauty.” These words
are merely counters representing vague groups
of things, to be moved about on a board for
the convenience of the players.

III. Objection might be taken that this
makes man the measure of the world, and
that after all he is only an animal, who came
late, and the world must be supposed to have
existed before he evolved at all. The reply
to this is as follows :

(i) Analogy of courage and capacity.
Courage in the Wild West requires cap-
acities different from those it requires
in the city. But the phenomena are
the same: A non-muscular man is
inevitably physically a coward.

(ii) The mental qualities of men and
animals are common, though they are
realised by different means.
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(iif) These qualities—e.g. the common re-
turn to egoism, the roundness of the
world, the absence of all infinitude, the
denial of all Utopias—are extended to
the ultimate nature of the world.

(iv) These qualities extend to the amaeba
and the inorganic world.

(v) It is these qualities with which the
world is measured in § 1.

(vi) Hence in a sense “ Man is the measure
of all things” and Man (egoism) has
always existed and always will exist.

IV. Just as no common purpose can be
aimed at for the conflicting purposes of real
people, so there is no common purpose in the
world.

The world is a plurality.

A unity arrived at by stripping off essentials
is not a unity. Compound is not an inner
reality.

V. This plurality consists in the nature of
an ash-heap. In this ash-pit of cinders,
certain ordered routes have been made, thus
constituting whatever unity there may be—a
kind of manufactured chess-board laid on a
cinder-heap. Not a real chess-board im-
Pressed on the cinders, but the gossamer

world of symbolic communication already
Spoken of.
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CINDERS

THERE is a difficulty in finding a comprehen-
sive scheme of the cosmos, because there is
none. The cosmos is only organised in parts ;
the rest is cinders.

Death is a breaking up into cinders. Hence
partial truth of the old Greek conception of
Hades (a place of less organisation and #o
happiness).

Many necessary conditions must be ful-
filled before the counters and the chess-board
can be posed elegantly on the cinders. Illness
and death easily disturb and give falls from
this condition. Perhaps this is an illustra-
tion of Nietzsche’s image of the tight-rope
walker. When all is arranged the counters
are moved about. This is happiness, moving
to enthusiastic conclusions, the musical note,
perhaps Art. But it must be largely arti-
ficial. (Art prolongs it, and creates it by
blur.)

The floating heroic world (built up of
moments) and the cindery reality—can they
be made to correspond to some fundamental
constitution of the world? (An antithesis
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much more deep than the one which analyses
all realities into forms of egoism. This latter
only a particular case of the general law.)

The absolute is to be described not as
perfect, but if existent as essentially imperfect,
chaotic, and cinder-like. (Even this view is
not ultimate, but merely designed to satisfy
temporary human analogies and wants.)

World is indescribable, that is, not reducible
to counters ; and particularly it is impossible
to include it all under one large counter such
as “God” or “Truth” and the other ver-
balisms, or the disease of the symbolic lan-

guage.

Cinders can never be counters except for
certain practical purposes (good enough)—
cf. rail lines and chess-board. The treatment
of the soul as the central part of the nominalist
position. Their habit of regarding it as a kind
of round counter all red, which survives whole
in all its redness and roundness (the redness
as the character), a counter-like distinct
separate entity, just as word itself is.

Why is it that London looks pretty by
night 7 Because for the general cindery chaos
there is substituted a simple ordered arrange-
ment of a finite number of lights.

The two complementary phenomena : that
each wash is a line, and that each line is a wash.
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That the world is finite (atomism : there
are no infinitudes except in art) and that it is
yet an infinitude of cinders (there is no finite
law encompassing all).

This new view may perhaps be caricatured

by saying that the bad is fundamental, and -

that the good is artificially built up in it and
out of it, like oases in the desert, or as cheerful
houses in the storm.

(Two parts: 1—All cinders; 2—the part
built up. So the question : How far built up
and how far given us ? The question of the
pliability of the world.)

All is flux. The moralists, the capital
letterists, attempt to find a framework out-
side the flux, a solid bank for the river, a
pier rather than a raft. Truth is what helps
a particular sect in the general flow.

School children at a fountain (moved
mechanically by thirst) to someone looking
down from above, appear as a pure instinctive
mechanical act. Cf. ants—we are unable to
ascertain the subtler reasons which move
them. They all look alike. Hence humpty-
dumpty’s remark about human faces is seen
to be the foundation of all science and all
philosophy.

Only in the fact of comsciousness is there @
unity in the world. Cf. Oxford Street at 2 A.M.
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All the mud, endless, except where bound
together by the spectator.

Unity is made in the world by drawing
squares over it. We are able to get along these
at any rate—cf. railway line in desert. (Always
the elusive as seen in maps. Ad infinitum.)

The squares include cinders—always cinders.

No unity of laws, but merely of the sorting
machine.

Formerly, one liked theories because they
reduced the world to a single principle. Now
the same reason disgusts us. The flats of
Canada are incomprehensible on any single
theory. The world only comprehensible on
the cinder theory.

The same old fallacy persists—the desire to
introduce a unity in the world: (1) The
mythologists made it a woman or an elephant :
(2) The scientists made fun of the mythologists,
but themselves turned the world into the like-
ness of a mechanical toy. They were more
concerned with models than with woman
(woman troubled them and hence their par-
ticular form of anthropomorphism). One
analogy is as good as another. The truth
remains that the world is not any unity, but
a house in the cinders (outside in the cold,
Primeval).

Contrast the Pythagorean ecstasies in the
numbers 3 and 7. The cinder is the opposite
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prejudice. I am immediately up in arms
if a book says a subject can be divided into
three separate parts.

Most of our life is spent in buttoning and
unbuttoning. Ves, quite so. This fact can
be welcomed as fitting in with the general
theory.

The unity of Nature is an extremely arti-
ficial and fragile bridge, a garden net.

The covers of a book are responsible for
much error. They set a limit round certain
convenient groups of ideas, when there are
really no limits.

The aim of science and of all thought is to
reduce the complex and inevitably discon-
nected world of grit and cinders to a few
ideal counters, which we can move about and
so form an ungritlike picture of reality—one
flattering to our sense of power over the
world.

In the end this is true too of mathematics,
though at first it appears as a more complex
symbolism. The conclusion of all mathe-
matics is: That ome counter stands in a
certain relation to another. That counter
may be a simple number or an elliptic integral,
but the final effect is the same. (All mathe-
matics is deducible from numbers, which are
nothing but counters.)
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There is an objective world (?), a chaos, a
cinder-heap. Gradually oases have been built
up. [Egos have grown as organised trees.

So not idealist, as that assumes that there is
nothing but a fixed number of persons, and
without them nothing. (So the Real New
Realism is something beyond names. World
can’t be O because O is opposed to human

psychology.)

A landscape, with occasional oases. So now
and then we are moved—at the theatre, action,
a love. But mainly deserts of dirt, ash-pits
of the cosmos, grass on ash-pits. No universal
ego, but a few definite persons gradually
built up.

Nature as the accumulation of the memories
of man.

_ Certain groups of ideas as huts for men to
live in. The Act of Creation.

Truth is always seen to lie in a compromise.
All clear cut ideas turn out to be wrong.
Analogy to real things, which are artificially
picked out of the general lava flow of
cinders.

Ci. the wandering attention in the library.
Sometimes one seems to have definite clear
cut moments, but not afterwards.

I. Nature. Scenery as built up by man.
Oases in the desert of grit.

II. Extended to the whole of the world.
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II1. But the microscope. Things revealed,
not created, but there before, and also seem
to be in an order.

IV. Before man other powers created in the
struggle.

V. So man was gradually built up, and
man’s world was gradually built up at the
same time.

Evolution of colour; dim perception of it
in the amceba ; evolved—the whole modern
world of colour built up from this ; gradually
made more counter-like and distinct.

There is no inevitable order into which
ideas must be shifted.

We live in a room, of course, but the great
question for philosophy is: how far have we
decorated the room, and how far was it made
before we came? Did we merely decorate
the room, or did we make it from chaos ?
The laws of nature that we certainly do find
—what are they ?

In an organised city it is not easy to see the
cinder element of earth—all is banished. But
it is easy to see it psychologically. What the
Nominalists call the grit in the machine, I call
the fundamental element of the machine.

Properly to estimate the true purpose of
absolute philosophy, it should be realised as
reducing everything to number, the only
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rational and logical solution from the point of
view that dares to conceive relation as of more
importance than the persons related.

The eyes, the beauty of the world, have
been organised out of the feeces. Man returns
to dust. So does the face of the world to
primeval cinders.

A girl’s ball-dress and shoes are symbolic of
the world organised (in counters) from the
mud. Separate from contact.

Only the isolated points seem to have any
value, so how can the world be said to be
designed ? Rather we may say that gradually
certain points are being designed.

Taken mystically—then all peculiarities of
the human organism must have their counter-
part in the construction of the world.

E.g—Illness and a reversion to chaos.

Man is the chaos highly organised, but liable
to revert to chaos at any moment. Happiness
and ecstasy at present unstable. Walking
in the street, seeing pretty gitls (all chaos put
into the drains: not seen) and wondering
what they would look like ill. Men laughing
at a bar—but wait till the fundamental
chaos reveals itself.

The two moods in life. (i) Il in bed,
toothache, W.C. in the Atlantic—the disor-
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ganised, withdrawn-into-oneself mood. (ii)
Flying along in the wind (wind in the hair, on
a motor bus). Or evolving a new theory.
The impersonal feeling.

Ennui and disgust, the sick moments—not
an occasional lapse or disease, but the funda-
mental ennui and chaos out of which the
world has been built, and which is as necessary
to it as the listeners are to intellectuals. The
old world order of queens and pawns.

The apparent scientific unity of the world
may be due to the fact that man is a kind of
sorting machine.

“T must tell someone "’ as the final criterion
of philosophy, the raison d’étre of the human
circle symbol.

The sick disgusting moments are part of the
fundamental cinders — primeval chaos — the
dream of impossible chaos.

The absolute is invented to reconcile con-
flicting purposes. But these purposes are
necessarily conflicting, even in the nature of
Truth itself. It is so absurd to construct an
absolute which shall at each moment just
manage by artificial gymnastics to reconcile
these purposes.

Philosophical syntheses and ethical systems
are only possible in arm-chair mnoments. They
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~ are seen to be meaningless as soon as we get

into a bus with a dirty baby and a crowd.

Note the fact that all a writer’s generalisa-
tions and truths can be traced to the personal
circumstances and prejudices of his class,
experience, capacity and body. This, how-
ever, is not an instance of error or hypocrisy.
There is no average or real truth to be dis-
cerned among the different fronts of prejudice.
Eachisa truth in so far as it satisfies the writer.

We must judge the world from the status
of animals, leaving out ““ Truth,” etc.

Animals are in the same state that men
were before symbolic language was invented.

Philosophy is about people in clothes, not
about the soul of man.

_The fixed order of the world is woven in a
gigantic way by the acts of men and animals.

The world lives in order to develop the lines
on its face.

These little theories of the world, which
satisfy and are then thrown away, one after
the other, develop %ot as successive approxi-
mations to the truth, but like successive
thirsts, to be satisfied at the moment, and not
evolving to one great Universal Thirst.
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Through all the ages, the conversation of
ten men sitting together is what holds the
world together.

Never think in a book : here are Truth and
all the other capital letters; but think in a
theatre and watch the audience. Here is
the reality, here are human animals. Listen
to the words of heroism and then at the
crowded husbands who applaud. All philo-
sophies are subordinate to this. It is not a
question of the unity of the world and men
afterwards put into it, but of human animals,
and of philosophies as an elaboration of their
appetites.

Words.

Heaven as the short summary paradise of
words. -

The ideal of knowledge: all cinders re-
duced to counters (words); these counters
moved about on a chess-board, and so all
phenomena made obvious.

Something is always lost in generalisation.
A railway leaves out all the gaps of dirt
between. Generalisations are only means of
getting about.

Cf. the words love, sex, nude, with the
actual details.

I hate more than anything the vague long
pretentious words of Wells—** indefinable ten-
dency in events,” etc., etc.
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Always seek the hard, definite, personal word.

The real levelheadedness: to be able to
analyse a pretty girl at first sight, not to be
intoxicated with clothes, to be able to imagine
the effect of dipping in water—this is what
one must be able to do for words, and for all
embracing philosophies. We must not be
taken in by the arm-chair moments.

The World is Round.

Disillusionment comes when it is recognised
that all heroic actions can be reduced to the
simple laws of egoism. But wonder can even
then be found in the fact that there are such
different and clear-cut laws and egoisms and
that they have been created out of the chaos.

The pathetic search for the different. 'Where
shall they find it ? Never found in sex. All
explored sex is the same.

World as finite, and so no longer any refuge
in infinities of grandeur.

Atomrsm.

Resolution of apparent flexibility and con-
tinuity into atomic structure. Oratory and
fluency mean a collection of phrases at fingers’
ends. This seen in Hyde Park, the young
men, Christian preachers.
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the chance for originality. Here there are
some new things under the sun. (Perhaps it
would be better to say that there are some new
things under the moon, for here is the land pre-
eminently of shadows, fancies and analogies.)

Danger.

One must recognise thought’s essential in-
dependence of the imagery that steadies it.
Subtle associations which familiar images
recall are insinuated into the thought.

Though perhaps we do not realise it, we
are still governed by the analogy, by which
spirit was first compared to the wind. The
contrast the same as the one between the little
box and space, between the court and cinders
—that between the one that thinks of a man
as an elaborately built up pyramid, a con-
structed elaboration, easily upset and not
flexible, only functioning in one direction, the
one in which he was made, and the other that
considers him as a flexible essence, a spirit,
like a fluid.

We can all see that there is an eternal
flexibility in the most obviously constituted
man, but we realise the contrast best when
looking at a tailor’s model of a man in dress,
whose limbs move and flex.

In the problem of ghosts which bend and
flex lies the whole difference between the two
world philosophies—
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I. Flexible essence.
II. Built up stuff.

Philosophical Jargon.

There is this consoling thought, supporting
us while wandering in the wilderness of which
the priests alone pretend they have the secret.
In all other uses of language, no matter for
what purpose, the analogies used are quite
simple, and even can be replaced, leaving the
idea behind them just as real. The analogies
a man uses to represent a state of soul, though
personal, can be replaced, to produce almost
the same effect. No one mistakes the ana-
logies for the real thing they stand for.

The Dancer.

Dancing to express the organisation of
cinders, finally emancipated (cf. bird).

I sat before a stage and saw a little girl
with her head thrown back, and a smile. I
knew her, for she was the daughter of John of
Elton.

But she smiled, and her feet were not like
= but ... .. [sic].

Though I knew her body.

All these sudden insights (e.g. the great
analogy of a woman compared to the world in
Brussels)—-a11 of these start a line, which
seems about to unite the whole world logically.
But the line stops. There is no unity. All
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logic and life are made up of tangled ends like
that.

Always think of the fringe and of the cold
walks, of the lines that lead nowhere.

Mind and Matter.

Realise that to take one or the other as
absolute is to perpetrate the same old counter
fallacy:; both are mixed up in a cindery way
and we extract them as counters.

Mathematics takes one group of counters,
abstracts them and makes them absolute,
down to Matter and Motion.

That fringe of cinders which bounds any
ecstasy.

The tall lanky fellow, with a rose, in a white
moonlit field. But where does he sleep ?

All heroes, great men, go to the outside,
away from the Room, and wrestle with cinders.

And cinders become the Azores, the Magic
Isles.

A house built is then a symbol, a Roman
Viaduct ; but the walk there and the dirt—
this must jump right into the mind also.

Aphra’s Finger.

There are moments when the tip of one’s
finger seems raw. In the contact of it and
the world there seems a strange difference.
The spirit lives on that tip and is thrown on
the rough cinders of the world. ~ All philosophy
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depends on that—the state of the tip of the
finger.

When Aphra had touched, even lightly, the
rough wood, this wood seemed to cling to his
finger, to draw itself backward and forward
along it. The spirit returned again and again,
as though fascinated, to the luxurious torture
of the finger.

The prediction of the stars is no more
wonderful, and no more accurate than the
prediction of another person’s conduct. There
is no last refuge here for the logical structure
of the world.

The phenomenon we study is not the im-
mense world in our hand, but certain little
observations we make about it. We put
these on a table and look at them.

We study little chalk marks on a table
(chalk because that shows the cindery nature
of the division we make) and create rules
near enough for them.

_If we look at a collection of cinders from all
directions, in the end, we are bound to find a
shadow that looks regular.

The attempt to get a common element in
personality, s.e. the old attempt to get a unity.
Abstract an element and call that a funda-
mental.

The inner spirit of the world is miles and
miles of ploughed fields.
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Never speak of ““ my unconquerable soul,”
or of any vulgarism of that sort. But thank
God for the long note of the bugle, which
moves all the world bodily out of the cinders
and the mud.

There is only one art that moves me :
architecture.

French.

The exact fault which is typical of French
books : The taking of a few opinions, a few
epigrams, a few literary obiter dicta, and
arranging them symmetrically, finding a logical
order, an underlying principle where there is
one, and calling the whole a science.

I shall call my philosophy the “ Valet to the
Absolute.” ‘The Absolute not a hero to his
own valet.

All these various little notes will never
combine because in their nature they cannot.
The facts of Nature are solid enough, but Man
is a weathercock standing in the middle,
looking first at one part and then at another.
A little idea in one sentence appears to con-
tain a whole new world philosophy. So it
does. But then a world philosophy is only
a certain direction, N. or S. It is quite
easy to change this direction. Hence the
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astonishing power that philosophers appear

" to have at the summit of the sciences. Buy a

book obviously literary, by an amateur,
made of light combinations of words. It
seems to change the world, but nothing is
further from the truth. It just turns the
weathercock to a new direction. The philo-
sophic faculty is quite irresponsible, the easiest
moving thing in nature, and quite divorced
from nature.

So be sceptical of the first enthusiasm that
a new idea gives.

The Eagle’s eye.

The ruling analogy, which is quite false,
must be removed. It is that of the eagle’s
eye. The metaphysician imagines that he
surveys the world as with an eagle’s eye.
And the farther he flies, the “ purer” his
knowledge becomes.

Hence we can see the world as pure
geometry, and can make out its dividing lines.
But the eye is in the mud, the eye ¢s mud.

Pure seeing of the whole process is impos-
sible. Little fancies help us along, but we
never get pure disinterested intellect.

Space.

I. Admitted the pragmatic criterion of any
analogy that makes for clearness.

II. Now space is essential to clearness. A
developed notion, perhaps, but now essential.
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ITII. The idealists analyse space into a mode
of arranging sensations. But this gives us
an unimaginable world existing all at a point,

IV. Why not try the reverse process and
put all ideas (purely mental states) into terms
of space (cf. landscape thinking) ?

The sense of reality is inevitably connected
with that of space (the world existing before us),

Truths don’t exist before we invent them.
They respond to man’s need of economy, just
as beliefs to his need of faith.

The fountain turned on. It has a definite
geometrical shape, but the shape did not
exist before it was turned on. Compare the
arguments about the pre-existence of the
soul.

But the little pipes are there before, which
give it that shape as soon as the water is
turned on.

The water is the same though the geomet-
rical figures of different fountains differ.

By analogy we may perhaps claim that
there is no such thing as a personal soul.
The personality of the soul depends on the
bodily frame which receives it, 4.e. on the shape
of the pipes.

The soul is a spirit certainly, but undiffer-
entiated and without personality. The per-
sonality is given by the bodily frame which
receives and shapes it.
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Ritual and sentiment.

Sentiment cannot easily retire into itself
in pure thought; it cannot.live and feed on
itself for very long. In wandering, thought
is easily displaced by other matters. So
that the man who deliberately sets himself
the task of thinking continuously of a lover
or dead friend has an impossible task. He is
inevitably drawn to some form of ritual for
the expression and outflow of the sentiment.
Some act which requires less concentration,
and which at an easy level fulfils his obliga-
tions to sentiment, which changes a morbid
feeling into a grateful task and employment.
Such as pilgrimages to graves, standing bare-
headed and similar freaks of a lover’s fancy.
The same phenomena can be observed in
religion. A man cannot deliberately make up-
his mind to think of the goodness of God for
an hour, but he can perform some ritual act
of admiration whether it be the offering of a
sacrifice or merely saying amen to a set
prayer. Ritual tends to be constant, even
that seeming exception the impromptu prayers
of a Non-conformist minister are merely the
stringing together in accidental order of set

- and well-known phrases and tags. The bumn-

ing of candles to the Virgin if only one can
escape from some danger. The giving of a
dinner, or getting drunk in company as a
celebration—a relief from concentrated think-
ing.
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Body.

In Tube lift hearing the phrase ‘ fed up,”
and realising that all our analogies spiritual
and intellectual are derived from purely
physical acts. Nay more, all attributes of the
absolute and the abstract are really nothing
more (in so far as they mean anything) but
elaborations of simple passions.

All poetry is an affair of the body—that is,
to be real it must affect body.

Action.

Teachers, university lecturers on science,
emancipated women, and other spectacled
anzmics attending the  plays at the Court
Theatre remind me of disembodied spirits,
having no body to rest in. They have all the
intellect and imagination required for high
passion, but no material to work on. They
feel all the emotions of jealousy and desire,
but these leading to no action remain as
nothing but petty motives. Passion is action
and without action but a child’s anger.

They lack the bodies and the daggers.
Tragedy never sits steadily on a chair, except
in certain vague romantic pictures which are
thus much affected (as real tragedy) by the
moderns and the sedentary. Just as senti-
ment and religion require expression in ritual,
so tragedy requires action.

Jealousy, desire to kill, desire for strong
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arms and knives, resolution to shake off social
convention and to do it.
The knife order.

Why grumble because there is no end dis-
coverable in the world? There is no end at
all except in our own constructions.

Necessity of distinguishing between a vague
philosophic statement that  reality always
escapes a system,” and the definite cinder,
felt in a religious way and being a criterion of
nearly all judgment, philosophic and sesthetic.

No Geist without ghost.

This the only truth in the subject.

Is there here a possible violation of the
cinder principle ; an escape back to the old
fallacy ? But without some definite asser-
tion of this kind. . . . Some definite crossing
beyond is necessary to escape poetic over-
statement, to relieve us.

Philosophy.

The strange quality, shade of feeling, one
gets (a few people alone in a position a little
separated from the world) ; a ship’s cabin, the
last bus.

If all the world were destroyed and only
these left. . . . That all the gods, all the
winged words (love . . .) exist i them on
that fluid basis.
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To take frankly that fluid basis and elabo-
rate it into a solidity, that the gods do not
exist horizontally in space but somehow
vertically in the isolated fragment of the tribe,
There is another form of space where gods,
etc., do exist concretely.

Smoothness.

Hate it.

This is the obsession that starts all my
theories.

Get other examples, other facets of the one
idea.

Build them up by catalogue method

(I) in science ;
(II) in sex ;
(III) in poetry.

Analogy.

I look at the reality, at Loondon stream, and
dirt, mud, power, and then I think of the pale
shadowy analogy that is used without think-
ing by the automatic philosophers, the
“stream of time.” The people who treat
words without reverence, who use analogies
without thinking of them: let us always
remember that solid real stream and the
flat thin voice of the metaphysician, ‘e
stream of time.”

Extended clay. ILooking at the Persian
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Gulf on a map and imagining the mud shore
at night.

Pictures of low coasts of any country. We
are all just above the sea.

Delight in perceiving the real cinder con-
struction in a port. Upon mud as distinct
from the clear-cut harbour on the map.

Travel is education in cinders; the mer-
chants in Hakluyt, and the difference in
song. (When we are all gathered together
and when we are.in a book.)

Must see these different manifestations of
the cinders; otherwise we cannot work the
extended clay.

A melancholy spirit, the mind like a great
desert lifeless, and the sound of march music
in the street, passes like a wave over that
desert, unifies it, but then goes.
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APPENDIX A
REFLECTIONS ON VIOLENCE

. . . que si par impossible, la nature avait fait de '’homme un
animal exclusivement industrieux et sociable, et point guerrier, il
serait tombé, dés le premier jour, au niveau des bétes dont
l'association forme toute la destinée; il aurait perdu, avec
l'orgueil de son héroisme, sa faculté révolutionnaire, la plus
merveilleuse de toutes, et la plus féconde. Vivant en com-
munauté pure, notre civilisation serait une étable. . . . Philan-
thrope, vous parlez d’abolir la guerre, prenez garde de dégrader
le genre humain. . . . Proudhon.

NEeARLY all the criticism of Sorel’s work goes
wrong, not so much in details as in its com-
plete inability to understand its main motive ;
the sympathetic accounts being as irritating
and as wide of the mark as the others.

What exactly is the nature of this general
miscomprehension ? In a movement like
socialism we can conveniently separate out
two distinct elements, the working-class move-
ment itself and the system of ideas which goes
with it (though the word is ugly, it will be
convenient to follow Sorel and call a system
of ideas an ideology). If we call one (I) and
the other (W), (I+ W) will be the whole move-
ment. The ideology is, as a matter of fact,
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democracy.* Now the enormous difficulty in
Sorel comes in this—that he not only denijes
the essential connection between these two
elgments, but even asserts that the ideology
will be fatal to the movement. The regenera-
tion of society will never be brought by the
pacifist progressives.

They may be pardoned then if they find
this strange. This combination of doctrines
~which they would probably call reactionary,
with revolutionary syndicalism, is certainly
very disconcerting to liberal Socialists. It is
difficult for them to understand a revolu-
tionary who is anti-democratic, an absolutist
in ethics, rejecting all rationalism and rela-
t1v_is¥n, who values the mystical element in
religion ““ which will never disappear,” speaks
contemptuously of modernism and progress,
and uses a concept like honour with no sense
of unreality.t

As a rule such sentiments, when the demo-

* Democracy—the word is not used here either (1) as a general
name for the working-class movement or (2) to indicate the true
doctrine that all men are equal. It is not used then in its widest
sense as indicating opposition to all aristocratic, oligarchic or
class government, but in a narrower sense, to recall which I have
always put the word in italics. Liberal might have been a better
word, were it not that Socialists, while proclaiming their difference
from liberalism in policy, at the same time adopt the whole
liberal ideology ; and though they do not acknowledge it to be
liberal, they will recognise it under the label democratic.

1 An ideology naturally includes a system of sentiments. In
this respect the book is even more confusing to the democrat than
in that of ideas. The divergence in sentiments is most striking,
however, in what Sorel says about the feelings of envy and retalia-
tion as the basis of liberal democracy. A careful analysis of this
sentiment and its historical connection with democracy can
found in Max Scheler’s Uber Ressentiment u. Weritheorie.
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crat meets with them, are conveniently dis-
missed as springing from a disguised attempt
to defend the interests of wealth. But this
obviously will not fit the case of Sorel. There
is then some danger of a foreign body lodging
itself inside the system of democratic thought.
The latter deals with this irritant, very much
as one would expect. It calls to its aid the
righteous indignation which every real pro-
gressive must feel at the slightest suspicion
of anything reactionary. Instead of con-
sidering the details of the actual thesis, the
progressive prefers to discredit it by an
imagined origin. Sorel’s attitude is thus
attributed to mysticism, to neo-royalism, or
to some confused and sentimental reaction
against Reason. This summary dismissal is
accompanied by a distinct feeling of relief.
“You see there is nothing in it. It is only
our old adversaries in a new disguise.” The
people who make this kind of criticism are
clearly incapable of understanding the main
thesis of the book. The misunderstanding
will be very stubborn. How can it be
removed ?

The first step is to note more exactly the
feelings of the simple-minded democrat to-
wards this thesis. His behaviour may indi-
cate the source of his repugnance, and give
some hints as to its removal. What he
mostly feels, I suppose, is a kind of exaspera-
tion. He cannot take the anti-democratic
view seriously. He feels just as if some one
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had denied one of the laws of thought, or
asserted that two and two are five. In his
natural state, of course, lie never thinks of the
movement as composed of two elements
(I+W). It is one undivided whole for him,
When, however, the denial of the connection
between I and W forces the separate existence
of (I) on his notice, he at once thinks of it,
not as one possible ideology amongst others,
but as an smevitable way of thinking, which
must necessarily accompany (W) as it accom-
panies everything.

It is this notion of the necessary, the in-
evitable character of the democratic system
of ideas, which is here the stumbling-block.
It is this which makes him think Sorel’s
anti-democratic position and views unnatural or
perverse. He has not yet thought of demo-
cracy as a system at all, but only as a natural
and inevitable equipment of the emancipated
and instructed man. The ideas which under-
lie it appear to him to have the necessary
character of categories. In reality they are,
of course, nothing of the kind. They depend
on certain fundamental attitudes of the
mind, on unexpressed major premises. If
he could be made conscious of these premises,
the character of inevitability would have been
removed. The explanation of how these
major premises get into the position of
pseudo-categories goes a long way towards
removing a man from their influence. They
are unperceived because they have become SO
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much part of the mind and lie so far back that
we are never really conscious of them as ideas
at all. We do not see them, but see other

things through them, and consequently take

what we see for the outlines of things them-
selves. Blue spectacles making a blue world
can be pointed out, but not these pseudo-
categories which lie, as it were, “ behind the
eye.”

All effective propaganda depends then on
getting these ideas away from their position
“ behind the eye” and putting them facing
one as objects which we can then consciously
accept or reject. This is extremely difficult.
Fortunately, however, all ideologies are of
gradual growth, and that rare type of historical
intelligence which investigates and analyses
their origins can help us considerably. Just
as a knowledge of the colours extended and
separated in the spectrum enables us to analyse
the feebler colours confused together in
shadows, so this type of history, by exhibit-
ing certain ideas in a concreter form, existing
as it were as objects in time, enables us to
distinguish the same ideas, existing in us
‘“ behind the eye ”’ and to bring them to the
surface of the mind. Their hidden influence
on our opinions then at once disappears, for
they have lost their status as categories.
This is a violerit operation, and the mind is
never quite the same afterwards. It has lost
a certain virginity. But there are so many of
these systems in which we unwittingly “ live
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and move and have our being >’ that the pro-
cess really forms the major part of the educa-
tion of the adult. Moreover the historica]
method by exhibiting the intimate connection
between such conceptions—that of Progress

for example—and certain economical con- "

ditions at the time of their invention in the
eighteenth century, does more than anything
else to loosen their hold over the mind. It is
this method which Sorel has so successfully
applied in Les Illusions du Progrés to the
particular democratic ideology, with which we
are here concerned.

This democratic ideology * is about two
centuries old. Its history can be clearly
followed, and its logical connection with' a
parallel movement in literature. It is an
essential element in the romantic movement ;
it forms an organic body of middle-class
thought dating from the eighteenth century,
and has consequently no necessary connection
whatever with the working-class or revolu-
tionary movement. Liberal Socialism is still
living on the remains of middle-class thought
of the last century. When vulgar thought of
to-day is pacifist, rationalist, and hedonist,
and in being so believes itself to be expressing

* The opposed ideology in Sorel can most conveniently be
described by thinking of the qualities of seventeenth as con-
trasted with eighteenth century literature in France, the differ-
ence, for example, between Corneille and Diderot. Sorel often
speaks of Cornelian virtue. But the antithesis of Classical and
Romantic is not enough to make the Classical comprehensible to

a Romantic ; it is necessary to get down to the two fundamental
attitudes from which the difference really springs.
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the inevitable convictions of the instructed
and emancipated man, it has all the pathos of
marionettes in a play, dead things gesticulat-
ing as though they were alive. Our younger
novelists, like those Roman fountains in
which water pours from the mouth of a
human mask, gush as though spontaneously
from the depths of their own being, a muddy
romanticism that has in reality come through
a very long pipe.

Democratic romanticism is then a body of
doctrine with a recognisable and determinate
history. What is the central attitude from
which it springs, and which gives it continued
life 7 What is the unexpressed major premise
here ?

Putting the matter with the artificial sim-
plicity of a diagram for the sake of clearness,
we might say that romanticism and classical
pessimism differ in their antithetical concep-
tion of the nature of man. For the one, man
is by nature good, and for the other, by nature
bad.

All Romanticism springs from Rousseau,*
and the key to it can be found even in the
first sentence of the Social Contract—‘ Man
is born free, and he finds himself everywhere
in chains.” In other words, man is by nature
something wonderful, of unlimited powers,
and if hitherto he has not appeared so, it is

* For a history of the romantic movement in French Literature
from this point of view, see Pierre Lasserre’s excellent La Roman-
bisme frangaise.
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because of external obstacles and fetters,
which it should be the main business of social
politics to remove.

What is at the root of the contrasted system
of ideas you find in Sorel, the classical, pessi-
mistic, or, as its opponents would have it, the
reactionary ideology ? This system springs
from the exactly contrary conception of man ;
the conviction that man is by nature bad or
limited,* and can consequently only accom-
plish anything of value by disciplines, ethical,
heroic, or political. In other words, it believes
in Original Sin. We may define Romantics,
then, as all who do not believe in the Fall of
Man. It is this opposition which in reality
lies at the root of most of the other divisions in
social and political thought.}

* This is by no means identical with materialism ; rather it is
characteristic of the religious attitude—cf. Pascal’s Pensées.
Romanticism confuses both human and divine things by not
clearly separating them. The main thing with which it can be
reproached is that it blurs the clear outlines of human relations—
whether in political thought or in the treatment of sex in litera-
ture, by introducing into them the Perfection that properly
belongs only to the non-human.

+ Not only here but in philosophy itself; this can be made
clear by a parallel. The change of sensibility which has enabled
us to appreciate Egyptian, Indian, Byzantine, Polynesian, and
Negro work as art and not as archzology or ethnology, has a
double effect. While it demonstrates that what were taken for
the necessary principles of @sthetics are merely a psychology of
Classical and modern European art, it at the same time suddenly
forces us to see the essential unity of this art. In spite of its
apparent variety, European art in reality forms a coherent body
of work resting on certain presuppositions, of which we become
conscious for the first time when we see them denied by other
periods of art (cf. the work of Riegl on Byzantine art). One
might say that in the same way, an understanding of the religious
philosophy which subordinates man (regarded as a part of nature)
to certain absolute values—in other words, a realisation of the
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From the pessimistic conception of man
comes naturally the view that the transforma-
tion of society is an heroic task requiring
heroic qualities . . . virtues which are not
likely to flourish on the soil of a rational and
sceptical ethic. This regeneration can, on the
contrary, only be brought about and only be
maintained by actions springing from an ethic
which from the narrow rationalist standpoint
is irrational, being not relative, but absolute.*
The transformation of society is not likely to

sense of this dogma—forces us to see that there is a much greater
family resemblance between all philosophy since the Renaissance
than is ever recognised. The philosophy rests, in reality, on the
same presuppositions as the art, and forms a coherent system
with it. It seems as if no sooner had Copernicus shown that man
was not the centre of the universe, than the philosophers com-
menced for the first time to prove that he was. ~You get expressed
explicitly, for the first time (in Pico della Mirandola for example),
this idea of the sufficiency of natural man, and it has generally
been assumed by all philosophers since. 1t may be expressed
in very different languages and with very different degrees of pro-
fundity, but even Hegel and Condorcet are one, from this point
of view. Humanism thus really contains the germs of the
disease that was bound to come to its full evil development in
Romanticism.

It is promising to note signs of the break-up of this period in
art, and there are some slight indications of a corresponding anti-
humanistic movement in thought and ethics. (G. E. Moore,
Duguit, Husserl and “ Phaenomenologie.”’)

* Viviue—Without too much exaggeration it might be said
that the objective and absolute view of ethics to which Sorel
adheres has at the present moment more chance of being under-
stood. There has always been something rather unreal about
ethics. In a library one’s hand glided over books on that sub-
ject instinctively. That is, perhaps, because the only ethical
questions that came before parasitical literary men were those of
sex, in which (may I be forgiven, being here no disciple of Sorel)
there seems very little but expediency, nothing that a man could
honestly feel objective. But many sensualists lately have had to
make an ethical decision for the first time, and uncomfortably
recognise that as there is one objective thing at least in ethics, so
there may be many more.
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be achieved as a result of peaceful and intelli-
gent readjustment on the part of literary men
and politicians. But on the optimistic and
romantic view this is quite possible. For the
optimistic conception of man leads naturally
to the characteristic democratic doctrine of
inevitable Progress.

An understanding of the classical side of
this antithesis entirely removes the strange-
ness of Sorel’s position. But though this
tendency can be seen, even in his earlier work
(the first book on Socrates maintaining that
Socrates represents the decadence in Athens,
having introduced expediency and calculation
into ethics)—yet his final disillusionment
with democracy came only after the bitter
experience of political events which followed
the Dreyfus case. A good part of the book
consequently is concerned with people who
are to us somewhat obscure. But it should
be remembered that these obscure figures all
have their counterparts here, and that the
drama they figure in is a universal one.

The belief that pacifist democracy will lead
to no regeneration of society, but rather to its
decadence, and the reaction against roman-
ticism in literature, is naturally common to
many different schools. This is the secret, for
example, of the sympathy between Sorel and
the group of writers connected with L’Action
francaise, which is so eagerly fastened on by
those anxious to discredit him. His <deology
resembles theirs. Where he differs is in the
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application he finds for it. He expects a
return of the classical spirit through the
struggle of the classes.* This is the part of
his thesis that is concerned with facts, and it
would be impertinent on my part to offer any
commentary on it. I have been only con-
cerned with certain misapprehensions about
the purely theoretical part of his thesis.}
One may note here, however, how he makes
the two interact. Given the classical attitude,
he tries to prove that its present manifestation
may be hoped for in working-class violence,
and at the same time the complementary
notion that only under the influence of the
classical ideal will the movement succeed in
regenerating society.

Sorel is one of the most remarkable writers
of the time, certainly the most remarkable
socialist since Marx; and his influence is
likely to increase, for, in spite of the appar-
ently undisturbed supremacy of rationalist
hedonism in popular thought, the absoluie
view of ethics which underlies his polemic, is

* Tt is this which differentiates Sorel’s from other attacks on
the democratic ideology. Some of these are merely dilettante,
having little sense of reality, while others are really vicious, in
that they play with the idea of inequality. No theory that is not
fully moved by the conception of justice asserting the equality:
of men, and which cannot offer something to all men, deserves
or is likely to have any future.

+ In doing this I have laid a disproportionate emphasis on one
aspect of Sorel. I have not endeavoured. however, to give any
general account of his work here, but only to remove the most
probable cause of misunderstanding. Otherwise, I should have
liked to have noted his relations to Marx, Proudhon, and to Vico,
and also to have said something of his conception of history, of
which Croce has written in the preface to the Italian translation.
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gradually being re-established. A similar
combination of the classical ideal with social-
ism is to be found, it is true, in Proudhon,
but Sorel comes at a happier moment. The
1deology attacked by Proudhon has now
reached a fuller development, and its real
consequences can be more easily perceived.
There are many who begin to be disillusioned
with liberal and pacifist democracy, while
shrinking from the opposed ideology on account
of its reactionary associations. To these
people Sorel, a revolutionary in economics,
but classical in ethics, may prove an emanci-
pator.
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APPENDIX B
THE PLAN FOR A BOOK
on

Modern Theories of Art

I. BIBLIOGRAPHY.

2. INTRODUCTION.

3. CREATION OF WHAT IS PRACTICALLY
A NEwW SUBJECT.

4. HISTORICAL SKETCH.

5. METHOD.

6. FRANCE : Bergson.

7. ItaLy : Croce.

8. GERMANY : GENERAL ACCOUNT.

9. Lipps.

0. Lipps.

11. MINOR GERMANS.

12. CONCLUSION.

1. BiBLIOGRAPHY ; Italian, French, German, and
English.

2. SHORT INTRODUCTION.

3. CHAPTER 1.—Most attractive and most neglected part
of philosophy—its unhappy fate: left either to
(1) the technical philosophers who knowing
nothing of art have made it fit into their systems
—or to (2) the amateurs of all periods who know-
ing little of philosophy have used the inaccurate
concepts and metaphors of a merely literary
method.
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Critical anarchiy—plea for the systematic study
of the subject.

At the present moment this unhappy state at
an end—sudden and remarkable development
of the subject—rich harvest of theories in Ger-
many—the characteristic feature of modern
German philosophy—practical creation of a
new subject—this astonishing and intensely
interesting literature entirely unknown in Eng-
land.

Causes of this—the development of modern
psychology enables subject for first time to be
treated in systematic instead of amateur way.

CHAPTER 2.—Short historical sketch. Plato, Aris-

totle, Baumgarten, English 18th-century writers,
German idealist theories.
Kant, Schelling, Hegel ; influence on English
romantics. Coleridge, Shelley, etc., Ruskin.
Modern beginning of the subject. Vischer,
Fechner, Groos, Guyau, etc. The foundations of
the schools treated in this book.

CHAPTER 3.—Preliminary inquiry : to show treat-

ment of subject in this book. Complicated mix-
ture of different questions involved in question
“ What is Art ? ”—this mixed question must be
analysed into several separate and distinct
questions.

Method (a) Taking modern arts as known, ask
this question—Is there any specific emotion
which characterises them all and found in no
other activity ?—a specifically sthetic emotion,
the experiencing of which constitutes beauty—
the sceptical answer to this question—the affirma-
tive—if there is, then what is the nature of this
emotion, how can it be defined ; this the prqblem
of msthetics and the one this book principally
deals with.

(%) The entirely different inquiry—the psycho-
logy of artistic creation—what is the nature ©
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state of mind characterised as creative. imagina-
tion—Ribot—this the subject of much merely
literary inquiry—examples—now for first time
rough analyses which artists themselves have
given can be interpreted in the light of new
psychology—Bergson.

(¢) Most discussed question—TIs art independent
or subordinate to human activities and needs ?
—XKant, Nietzsche, Tolstoy, etc.—though really
outside @sthetics proper, yet has bearing on
question in (b), for if art is merely a means of
conveying ordinary human emotion, then it
cannot be defined by any specific esthetic emotion
—in this region come old disputes—romantic,
classic, etc. .

This book principally concerned with (4) and
(b). Principal modern theories examined bearing
in mind this analysis of the questions involved.

CHAPTER 4.—French—DBergson : statement of the

theory and its origins—Séailles, Guyau, Ribot,
etc.—its qualities and originality—Ileast a priori
of all theories—springs from actual and intimate
acquaintance with emotions involved—Time and
Free-will—Introduction a la Métaphysique—
L’Effort Intellectuel—Laughter.

What exactly the theory does—statement of
old theory in literary terms—then show how
results of his system enable theory to be stated
accurately—detailed demonstration of this differ-
ence—really fits closest to artist’s own account.

How it answers () and (b).

In (b) his psychological results enable him to
describe the indescribable process of artistic
creation.

Defects of the theory—too much founded on
analysis and experience of modern art—particu-
larly symbolism—is this fatal —amendments,
no final criticism possible until his next book is
published.
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His conception of Philosophy as an art.

The importance of art in his system, the key
to the rest of his thought—no philosopher ever
attached such importance to it.

Italian—Croce (Porena and Pilo)—not an
empirical but a metaphysical asthetic—part of
a definite philosophical system—an account of it
—its origins—its relation to Bergson’s @sthetic—
a criticism—relations to the German psychological
systems.

CHAPTER 5.—German asthetics: general account—

general characteristics of the schools.

(a) the empirical school : Vischer, etc., modern
experimental sesthetics, Kiilpe, Neumann, etc.

(b) the Einfithlung theories: Lipps, Volkelt ;
history of the idea, Herder and the romantics.

(¢) conscious-illusion theories—Lange, Witasek ;

(d) the historical, sociological school—Wundt,
Schmarzow—art of primitive people.

CHAPTER 6.—Lipps—the greatest writer on asthetics
—the characteristics of his method—Vernon Lee’s
incorrect account of it; What is Einfiihlung?
The essential @sthetic phenomena—detailed appli-
cation of the theory in Lipps’ great book to—
Form—Colour—Music—Tragedy—his theory of
the comic.

CHAPTER 7.—Lipps (continued).
Comparison of the theory with the preceding
ones—criticisms by the other German schools—
final estimate.

CHAPTER 8.—The other German theories, more de-
tailed account.
Formal asthetics, Coken, etc., and the Kan-
tians.

CHAPTER 9.—Conclusions—How much definitely
achieved—the problems still open. Future of the
Subject.
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THE COMPLETE POETICAL WORKS OF
T. E. HULME

AUTUMN

A touch of cold in the Autumn night—

I walked abroad,

And saw the ruddy moon lean over a hedge
Like a red-faced farmer.

I did not stop to speak, but nodded,

And round about were the wistful stars
With white faces like town children.
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MANA ABODA

Beauty 1is the marking-time, the stationary
vibration, the feigned ecstasy of an arrested
impulse unable to reach its natural end.

Mana Aboda, whose bent form

The sky in archéd circle is,

Seems ever for an unknown grief to mourn.
Yet on a day I heard her cry : ,

“ T weary of the roses and the singing poets—
Josephs all, not tall enough to try.”

ABOVE THE DOCK

Above the quiet dock in midnight,

Tangled in the tall mast’s corded height,
Hangs the moon. What seemed so far away
Is but a child’s balloon, forgotten after play.
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THE EMBANKMENT

(The fantasia of a fallen gentleman on a cold,
bitter night.)

Once, in finesse of fiddles found I ecstasy,

In a flash of gold heels on the hard pave-
ment. :

Now see I

That warmth’s the very stuff of poesy.

Oh, God, make small

The old star-eaten blanket of the sky,

That I may fold it round me and in comfort
lie.

CONVERSION

Light-hearted I walked into the valley wood
In the time of hyacinths,

Till beauty like a scented cloth

Cast over, stifled me. I was bound
Motionless and faint of breath

By loveliness that is her own eunuch.

Now pass I to the final river
Ignominiously, in a sack, without sound,
As any peeping Turk to the Bosphorus.
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