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ABSTRACT

This thesis examines some aspects of the analytical approach to
poetry which is associated with such critics as I.A. Richards and F.R.
Leavis. It also examines the resemblances between this approach and that
which in eighteenth century literary criticism appears as a preoccupation
with "propriety™ in poetic language.

I.A. Richards is discussed first and at greatest length since he is
the most persistently theoretical of the critics with whom this thesis
deals, and consequently affords an opportunity for an exposition of the
principles which underlie this analytical approach.

This exposition is followed by an account of some fundamental
features of the doctrine of "propriety"™, illustrated chiefly from Dr.
Johnson's Shakespeare criticism., It is suggested that key ideas of
Richards', such as '"complexity" and "realisation™ correspond with
central ideas in eighteenth century literary criticism. This corres-
pondence reveals itself as an interest in the fact that words in poetry
interconnect with each other in complex ways. I.A. Richards' term

(developed most thoroughly in Coleridge on Imagination) fer such

interconnection is "interinanimetion'". The corresponding eighteenth
century term is "'propriety".

The thesis then examines the literary criticism of T.S. Eliot,

F.R. Leavis and W. Empson. The ideas they hold in common with I.A.
Richards are outlined, and then what may be called the distinctive
features of their respective approaches are discussed.

The emphasis, throughout the thesis, is upon some methods of
analysing poetic language and upon the principles which underlie such
methods. The thesis does not attempt to give a complete account of the
critics with whom it deals, nor to examine the question of what influence

they may have exerted upon each other,



PREFACE

In the following thesis I an, broadly speaking, interested in
sonie nethods of analyzing poetic language and in the principles which
lie behind such cnalysis. I exanine the work of I.A. Richards,

T.S. Eliot, F.R. Leavis and ¥W. Enpson, whose names arc associated
with what night be called, for the sake of convenience, the
"Canbridge school of criticisn".

I begin with an account of I.A. Richards, because he is the
nost persistently theorctical of the critics I have nentioned, and
thus affords the best opportunity for a basic outline. I exariine his
work at some length, since I disagree with the nain conclusions of

Dr. J. Schiller's I.A. Richards' Theory of Literature, and, to a

lesser extent, with W.H.N. Hotopf's detailed exanination of Richards

in Lenguage, Thought and Conprehension. /. Casc Study of the Writings

of I.A. Richards. I argue that the notion of "interinanimation",

developed chiefly in Coleridge on Inagination, is Richards' nost

useful contribution to thinking about the analysis of poetic language,

and that his work before and after Colecridge on Imagination is less

satisfectory.

I then try to show the similarities between Richards' notion
of "interinanimation" and the eighteenth century concept of "propriety
of diction", and to suggest that thesc similarities are fundamental.

I rely for evidence chiefly on Dr. Johnson's Shakespearean criticisn.



iii,

A comparison of Richards with Johnson is, I think, uscful because it
illuninates the "traditionality" of the nodern critics and the
"modernity" of the eighteenth century critics. I also hope, though
I do not deal at great length with Johnson's Shakespearean criticisn,
to have done enough to show that the dominant modern view, which
finds Johnson unperceptive, nceds to be revised.

I then use the core of opinion, which I have argued is corrion
to Johnson and Richards, to look at Eliot, Leavis and Empson. In
each case I outline first the presence of that coniion core, and then
discuss the distinctive features which accompany ite.

I should like here to add a brief preliminsry comnent on the
"cormon core" and the "distinctive features'.

The eightcenth century doctrine of "propriety of diction" and
Richards' concept of "interinanimation" both refer to the ideal of
interconncctedncss in poetic language; in the work of & good poct
all the aspccts of a given word should interconncct to an unusual
degrce with all thc aspects of the other words in the context.
"fLispects" here neaons the scenses, the connotations and the physical
qualities of the words,. In the language of nodern criticism, this
is a "conplex" use of words, which constitutes & "realization" of
whatever the poet is talking about. In the language of eighteenth
century criticism, "propriety of diction" ensurcs that the verbal
nediun attracts no attention to itself—that it becomes transparent,

so that the rcader feels he is in the presence not of words, but of

things and experiences. That is what I have called the "connon core".
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The "distinctive features" of nodern criticism revolve leargely
around what one might call the iden of fruitful conflict, whereass
the bics of ceightcenth century criticism roveals itself in ~ hoenvy
cmphasis upon consonance. One can bricfly illustrate this by
conparing nodern Shekespearcan criticism with eighteenth century
Shakespearean criticism. For the modcrn critic, Shakespeare's
"bold" usc of language is o central point for ~drirection; worls arc
interconnected in such a way that their "normal® uicanings are
slightly modified. The old neaning and the new context react upon
cach other in o way which resembles the process of nctarhor, but
without any of the formael features of netaphor. This conflict
between the old neaning and the now gives Shakespeare's longunge its
vitality, or, to revert te the longucge I used above, the words are
particularly complex (since they involve a subtle interplay betwecn
the ncw context ~nd the old neaning) and thus "realize" their subjecct.

The eightcenth century critic is less adniring than his nodern
counterpart; he is anxious (and sormctines over—anxious) to dctect
the point at which "boldness" becones "license'"—=at which the ncw
context so dislocntes the old meoning that the word disintegrates.
Nevertheless, the eightecnth century and the modern critic have a
considerable comnunity of intercst in "interinanimation", and in
related issues. I have tried to bring out this community of interest
not only in my chapters on some aspects of "propriety", but also

in occasional refecrences, throughout the thesis, to Dr. Johnson.
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Richards is the critic with whon I deal at grecatest length and
I have attenpted to trace the developnent of his idcas. My accounts
of Eliot, Leavis and Johnson are briefsr ani nore general, and I 2
not attcnpt to describe any development in their critical thinking.

ase i r ri (s asi eV Types o
In the case of Empson I restrict liscussion to Seven Ty f

Anbiguity. In view of the fact that the chronology of the works
I discuss has not becen at the centre of interest, I have arranged
all the entries in ny bibliography alphabetically,

Since ny approach, though it does not enter into the question
of mutual influence, involves comparisons between the critics with
whon I deal, I have set out a rather (detailed table of contents,
describing briefly the sections into which I have divided cach chapter.
I hope that this will nake cross-reference nore easy.

I would like to thank Professor R.G. Frean, of the English
Department at Massey University, for his unstinted assistance and his
unvarying patience. I would also like to thank Mrd. Maureen
MacDonald for her typing, and Mrs. Margaret Brogden for invaluable

help in getting the nanuscript into its present form.
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CHAPTER 1

THE MEANING OF MEANING

.

The Meaning of Meaning is a foray into the problem of language

and reélity. Its villain is "verbal superstition", the mistaking
of verbal fabrications for the real world.1 Its burden is that we
must firmly and consistently distinguish between two uses of
lénguage, the referential and the emotive. thé‘former points to
the world, the latter arouses or expresses feelings.

The context theory of meaning, used to explain the operation
of referential language, should be outlined, because it recurs at
later points in Richards' work. The theory is an associationist
one, presented in causal terms. A condensed summary from

Principles of Literary Criticism offers itself most conveniently

for quotation:

On a number of occasions Eﬁ word is heard in connection
with objects of a certain kind. Later the word is heard
in the absence of eny such object. In accordance with
one of the few fundamental laws known about mental

process, something then happens in the mind which is

1« C.K. Ogden and I.A. Richards, The Meaning of Meaning, tenth
cdition, 1949, 7.36. THnt Richards, though not the sole
author of The Meaning of Meaning, agreed with its main
tendencies, I assumc throughout.




like what would happen if such an object were actually
present and engaging the attention. The word has become

, 2
a sign of &an object of that kind.
As the phrasing there implies, this account is part of a general
theory of signs, which Hotopf summerizes as follows:

whenever an object, which has been experienced together
with or Jjust before another cbject, causes us to think
of that other, then it acts as a gign of the other.
These objects are then said to form a context; supply

one part of the context, and thought of the other
follows.”

In The Meaning of licaning this is illustrated by saying that a
4

match-scrape may become a sign of the ensuing flame.
The context theory insists that there is no direct relation
between words and things. The triangle of meaning is offered as

=

a diasgrammetic model of referential meaning.j

2. I.k. Richards, Principles of Literary Criticism, London, 1926,
p.127.

3. W.H.N. Hotopf, Language, Thought and Comprechension. A Case Study
of the Writings of I.A. Richards, London, 1965, p.21.

4, The lMeaning of Reaning, pp.52-54.

5. ibid., p.11; ny version of the diagran is simplified.



Thought or reference 3

_/ \'\.
syumbol . "ﬁn"iﬁpﬁfvé - - - - referent
rel:tion

In referential language uses, the word (symbol) occasions a thought
(reference) of an object of a certain kind (referent). Such an
occurrence is called a "symbol-situation".

But in most verbal utterances there are two kinds of sign-

situation involved:

One is interpreted from symbols to reference and so to
referent; the other is interpreted from verbal signs
to the attitude, mood, interest, purpose, desire, and
so forth of the speaker, and thence to thc situation,
circumstances and conditions in which the utterance is
made.

The first of these is & symbol situation...,
the second is merely e verbal aign-situation like the
sign-situations involved in all ordinary perception.

The words "attitude, mood, interest, purpose, desire" here link
directly with the division of meaning into a number of different

aspects, or functions. Five functions are enumerated:

i). Symbolization of reference;
ii). The expression of attitude to listener;

1ii). The expression of attitude to referent;

(
(
(
(iv). The promotion of effects intended;
(v). Support of referenee.7

6. The Meaning of Meaning, pp.223-4.

7. ibid., pp.226-7.



The fifth function here is little used after The Meaning of Illeaning.

It is described as follows:

Besides their truth, or falsity references have a
character which may be called, from the accompanying
feelings, Ease oxr Difficulty. wo references to the
same referent may be true but differ widely in this

gase, a fact which may be reflected in their symbols.8
The first four functions are commonly referred to, in Richards' subsequent
writing, as sense, tone, feeling and intention.9 In a later essay,
" Towards a Theory of Comprehending", a scheme of seven functions
appears, in which "indicating®™ and "characterizing" correspond with
"sense"; ‘"rcalizing" corresponds with "support of reference"; "valuing"
and "influencing" correspond With "feeling” and "tone"; and "controlling"
and "purposing" correspond with "intention".1O This suggestion of
correspondence is not intended to be exact, but merely to show that
there is, in the later schema, nothing essmntially ncw.

Such, then, is a brief summary of -tichords' contezt theory of
meaning and the distinction between referential and emotive language.

Tor present purposes,; the only other important point to be

remenbered from The Meaning of Meaning is that from the basic account

8. The Meaning of Meaning, p.225

9. I.A. Richards, Practical Criticism, London, 192G, pp.181-183.

10. I.A. Richards, Speculative Instruments, London, 1955, p.26.




of meaning are derived a number of rules for determining whether
or not a2 given statement is emotive or referential and, so far as
is possible, what sign-situstions its references actually involve,
These rules are called " Canons of Symbolism".11 By reference to
them 2 word or statement is translated into the various sign-
situations which it might possibly involve. The relevance of this
procedure to modern analysis of poetry may be most casily pointed

to with reference to Empson, whose analysis of,
Bare ruined choirs, where late the sweet birds sang,

consists of an cnumeration of the sign-situations that may lie behind
the words, togecther with an assertion that the linc involves all of
them.12 Thus, although "ambiguity®, or multiple-meaning is, in

The Meaning of lMeaning, regarded as one of the villains of the piecce,

the insistence upon its ubiquity opens a way for & demonstration of

the part it plays in poetic language.

[ The Canons of Symbolism , The Mcaning of lieaning, pp.87-108.

12. W. Empson, Seven %?%es of Ambiguity, Third Edition (Reviscd),
London, 1953, ppec=3. See also below, p.420,
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The foregoing brief outline, of course, raises questions in
psychology and philosophy which go beyond the scope and competence
of this account, but there arc several other points which should
imnediately be noted.

The first of these concerns the aspect of meaning called
"intention". In general this aspect is heavily stressed and the
supplement by Malinowski gives it a central place in an account of
languagc as a tool by which we achieve our ends rather than a

13

picture of reality; but there is no psychological account of it
in the language model which is the key-stone of the book. Further,

in Practical Criticism and Coleridze on Imagination, Richards is

able, though with some hesi%tancy, to discuss the relations between
"sense" and "tone", or "sense" and "feeling", but is unable to deal
with "intention" in the same way. "Intention", in fact, is not in
the same category as "tone" and "feeling". It may well be a
function of reference rather than emotion. Something as purely
referential as a railway timetable has an "intention". Richards

was to realize this and, in an Appendix to Practical Criticism says

that "intention" has the function of controlling the relations

between the other three aspects.14 Later, in Speculative Instruments,

132. For example, The Meaning of Meaning, p.312.

14. Practical Criticism, p.356.




he says: "Purposing, if you ask for a theory about it...can hardly
be made more than a puzzle. It is too central."'15 This point
becomes of importance in a discussion of Schiller's interpretation of
Richards' ideas about poetic language, which lays great stress on
"purposing".16

The second point concerns the widespread misunderstanding of
what Richards meant by calling the language of poetry "emotive" rether
than "referential". Krieger, for instance, says that Richards made
a "complete denial to poetry of the rational and meaningful."17
Against this should be set out clearly both what Richards was saying,
and what he was not saying. He was not saying that poetry does not

employ referential language. Again a summarized version of the

point from Principles of Literary Criticism offers . itsclf for

convenient quotation:

A statement may be used for the sake of the reference, true
or false, which it causes. This is the scientific use of
langucge. But it may also be used for the sake of the
effects in emotion and attitude produced by the reference

it occasions. This is the emotive use of language.18

15, Speculative Instruments, pp.172-173.
16. See below, p.151.

17. M. Krieger, The New Apologists for Poetry, Minneapolis, 1956,
p.142.

18. Principles of Literary Criticism, p.267. Richards' italics.
Cf. The Meaning of Meaning, p.239.




What Richards was saying may be illustrated by the following:

Only occaesionally will a symbolization be available which,
without loss of its symbolic gecuracy, is also suitable
(to the author's attitude to his public), appropriate (to
his referent), judicious (likely to produce the desired
effects) and perscnal (indicative of the stability or

instability of his refercnces). The odds are very strongly

19

against there being many symbols able to do so much.
To put it in another way, the differences between "referential" and
"emotive" uses, "are due simply to the fact that an arrangement of
symbols which will re-instate a situation by evoking emotions
similar to those originally involved will, as things happen, very rarely
be an adequate symbol for it.“2o Richards was, in fact, noting no
more than what Dr. Johnson noted when discussing the "familiar"
style, which he thought should be the staple of epistolary literature:

But it is natural to depart from familiarity of language
upon occasions not familiar. Whatever elevates the
sentiments will consequently raise the expression;
whatever fills us with hope or terror will produce

some perturbation of images, and some figurative

distortions of phrase.21
Johnson's phrase "raising of the expression” is equivalent to Richards'
"emotive aspects of language", and his "perturbation of images" is
equivalent to Richards' "loss of symbolic accuracy". Both Richards and
Johnson are noting an obvious truth: obvious, that is, if one has in

mind a rigorous notion of symbolic adequacy.

19. The Meaning of Meening, p.234.
20. ibid., p.239.

21, Johnson, Ramblcr (No.152), The Works of Samuel Johnson, Yale
University Press, 1969, v, 46.
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I agree, therefore with Hotopf's view that those who have
attacked Richerds' insistence that the laanguege of poetry is emotive,

2

have commonly misunderstood him. There is, however, a weakness
in these early formulations by Richards which may have lent colour
to those who misunderstood hinm,

This weakness may be described as an implicit assumption that
Swinburne is the standard for discussing the language of poetry,
and it involves a hcavy stress on what Richards was later to call
the '"tied imagery", which consists of "articulatory imagery" and
"auditory imagery™, produced by the physical process of speaking
and hearing the words, both of these effects being heightened by

metrical arrangement.23 In The Meaning of Mcaning it is said, for

instance :

One of the chicf distinctions...between poetry and strict
scientific prose is that in poetry we must consciously
attend to the sensory characters of the words, whereas

in prose we need not do so. This conscious attention

to words as sounds does, however, tend to impede our

further interpretations.24

22. Lenguage, Thought and Comprehension, pp.186-187.

23. Principles of Literary Criticism, pp.118-121.

24, [The Meaning of Meaning, p.210.
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The theme is picked up again a little later, in the remerk that the
"means by which words mey evoke feelings and attitudes are many",
followed by a list of nmeans headed by tied imagery and rhythm.
It is added here that "rhythms, and especially mctres, have to a

25

small degrec an hypnotic effect" 7

Emotionality, exaggeration of belief-feelings, the occulting

of the critical faculties, the suppression of the gquestioning

—'Is this so as a matter of fact?'—attitude, all these arec

characteristics of metrical experiences and fit in well with

. . 226

a hypnosis assumption.

These remerks involve more than a view that strictly referential
truth is irrelevant to poetry. They suggest a gencral relaxing of
the mind, of the kind that some modern critics have secen to be
deleteriously inculcated by poetry like Swinburne's.27

This under-playing of mental activity in the reading of poetry
may vartly spring from the view that there are two sign-situations
involved in a verbal utterance, as described above by Richards.28
It seems likely that this view of the emotive aspects of meaning,
as different in kind from the referential aspect, inhibited a real
interest in the relations between the aspects. These relations were

to interest Richards more, as his thinking developed, and his ponderings

on them in Practical Criticism are an important step on the way to the

ideas expressed in Coleridge on Imggination.zg

25. The Heaning of Meening, p.239.
26, ibid., p.240.

27. See, for example, T.S. Eliot, Selected #ssays, London, 1%H1,
Pp. 325=-327,

28. 3See above, p.3.
29. See below, pp.90-95,
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This sceparation of the referential and the emotive aspects is

further apparent in the comments on mctaphor in The Heaning of lMeaning.

Metaphor is divided into two broad kinds-— “emotive” and 'symbolic",
ickards says of the forcer:
it ie J used not, oo in strict symbolizing, to bring out...
a structural feature in & reference, but rather to provide,
often under cover of a pretence of this elucidation, new,

sudden and striking collocations of refercnces for the sake

of the compound offects of contrast, conflict, harmony,

30

inter~inanimation and cquilibrium which may be so attained.
The latter involves "the use of one reference to a group of things
between which a given relation holds, for the purpose of facilitating
the discrimination of an analogous relation in another group."31

Principles of Literary Criticism uscs the same formulation as

The Meaning of Mecaning, A symbolic metaphor is "illustrative or

diagrammatical, providing & concrete instance of a relation which

n32

would otherwisce have to be stated in abstract terms. An emotive

mctaphor is a "semi-surreptitious method by which 2 greater variety
of elements can be wrought into the fabric of the experience."33
In Practical Criticism, however, there is a change of emphasis, The

distinction between the two metaphoric modes is drawn once again; but

it is now stresscd that one usually finds & combination of the two

30. The Meaning of Meaning, p.240.
31- lbld., p.2130

32. Principles of Literary Criticism, p.239.
33, ibid., p.240.
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and that most "descriptions of feelings, and nearly all subtle
descriptions, arc metaphorical and of the combined type."34
Richards, by this time, had become more interested in the inter-

weaving of the referential and emotive aspects, and thercfore unable

to separate themn.

There is a further weakness in The leaning of Meaning, which

runs through Richards' work, and which will be discussed in more
detail when we come to examine Richards' thinking after Coleridge

on Igggination.BB This weakmess is an excessive faoith in the

powerful knowledge which may be released by a mastery of the laws of
language, and it is one of the central topics of Hotopf's critique
of Richards. Hotopf contends that Richards over-estimates the
benefit to be derived from a heightened awareness of how language
works and neglects such obvious ways of increasing understanding cs,
for instance, a growing familiarity with a given subject.36 Insofar
as the study of literature is concerned, Richards' procedure, and his

high ambitions, arc clecarly stated in The Philosophy of Rhetoric.

Here he defines "rhetoric", which he sees as the central discipline

of the humanities, as "a philosophic discipline aiming at a mastery

37

of the fundamental laws of the use of language", and adds that "the

34. Practical Criticism, p.222,
35. Sec below, pp,167-69,

36. Language, Thought and Comprchension, p.7.
37. The Philosophy of Rhetorie, New York, 1936, p.7.
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whole business of Rhetoric comes down to comparisons betwecen the
meanings of words".38 English literature, as a subject, or given
body of writing, for study, has elways been of intercest for Richards
primarily as a sourcec of nmaterizl for an enquiry into "the funda-
mental laws of the use of language". It is hard to think of any
other English critic, who might be described as "major', whose
interest in literaturc is 3o peripheral. This dominzting pursuit

of an understanding of language which will provide the key to
literature, and to life, and thc corresponding absence of any deep

or prolonged study of a given body of literature, have two consequences
for Richards' thinking about the enalysis of poetic language. In the
first place, it lecads him to over-cstimate the scope of the analysis
of linguistic complexity. This happens, as we shall see, in

Coleridge on Imagination. Later, however, therc is a certain

disillusionment, which appears in the extreme modesty of his rccent
commentary on a pocm by Et_npson.B9 Although Richards developed a
satisfactory idea of complexity in the languagc of poetry, and a
satisfactory mecthod of analysis, he secms unsure of their proper
scope, at one moment holding out fantostic hopes, at another

advocating cztreme caution.

%8. The Philosophy of Rhetoric, p.37.

39, Sec below, p.173.



CHAPTER 2

PRINCIPLES OF LITERARY CRITICISM

I.

The points stressed in the above brief discussion of The Meaning
of Meaning arc points about language: the context theory of meaning,
the four aspects of meaning, and a heightened awareness of the

ambiguity of language. In Prineciples of Literary Criticism there

is very little about language, and our first concern is with Richards'
general notion of “complexity". To illustrate this notion an extended

quotatien is necessary:

The extent to which any activity is conscious scems to
depend very largely upon how complex and how novel it is.
The primitive and in & scnse natural outcome of stimulus
is action; +the more simple the situation with which the
nind is engaged, the closer is the connection between the
stimulus and some overt response in action, and in general
the less rich and full is the consciousness attendant. A
man walking over uneven ground, for cxample, makes without
rcflection or emotion a continuous adjustment of his steps
to his footing; but let the ground become precipitous and,
unless he is used to such places, both reflection and
emotion will appear. The increascd complexity of the
situation and the greater delicacy and appropriateness of
the movements required for convenience and safety, call
forth far morc complicated goings on in the mind. Besides

his perception of the nature of the ground, the thought
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may occur that a false move would be perilous and difficult
to retrieve. This, when accompanied by emotion, is called
a 'realisation' of his situntion. The adjustnent to one

another of varicd impulses—to go forward carcfully, to lie
down and grasp soncthing with the hands, teo go back, and so
fortlr—nd their co~ordination into uscful behaviour clters

the whole character of his experienco.1
Richards was an enthusiastic climber, and perhaps the spectacular nature
of the exanplc is a 1little distracting, but thce main features are clear,
First, the conplcxity of responsc produced by unfaniliarity creates a
richer consciousnecss; sccond, when this is accompanied by emotion,
therc is a realisation of the cexperienco. Evidently, this is the
point that lies bchind Richards' elaboration of "stock—responscs“.2
The "stock=responsi® is that of the man unthinkingly walking over uncven
ground. Conversely, the description of the unfaniliar situation cenploys
words which are recurrent in the school of criticism that Richards
helped to found: "complexity", "rcalisation", "delicacy", "rich and
full...consciousness®, and so on. Richards' cssential point is
connonplace enough, His stress on the inportance of novelty" is like
that which appears for exanple, in Johnson's definition of "wit" or
Colcridge's definition of tho imz.ginr\.tion.3 As Richards hinseclf says
in the Preface, "one does not cxpect novel cards when playing so

. . /
traditional o game."L

1. Principles of Literary Criticisn, p.109.

2. See below, pp.51=53,

3. Sce below, p.256 and p.25.

4, Principles of Litcrory Criticisn, pei.
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Two further points about thet account of complexity should be
nade. First, it supposes 2 high level of discrimination of stimuli,
Second, neither here, nor at any other point in Principles of

Litecrary Criticism, is there an account of the complexity of poetic

language. The first of these is of importaence, because Richards,
at certain points, puts forward a view of poetry which involves a
low level of discriminction. This view, as we have secn, is

prominent in The Meaning of Mecaning, and I will refer to it hence-

forth, for the sake of convenience, as Richards' "hypnotic theory"
of poetry.5 The second is of importance because Richards' essential

achievement, in Colcridge on Imegination, was to formulate the general

idea of complexity in such a way that it could be conveniently harnessecd
to his ideas about the complexity of poetic language.6
Having quoted that account of "complexity" we should now outline

its obvious bearings on some other key ideas in Principles of ILiterary

Criticism. First, "impersonality", which is defined in terms of
complexity of response. Richards describes. our rcaction to certain
pocns in the' following way:

We cease to be oriented in onc definite direction; more

facets of the mind are exposed and, what is the same

thing, more aspects of things arc able to affect us. To

respond, not through one narrow channel of interest, but

simultaneously and coherently through many, is to be

5. See above, p.10 for Richards' phrase "hypnosis assumption".

6. See below, pp.93-9%.
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disinterested in the only sense of the word which concerns

us here...And to say that we are impersonal is merely a

curious way of saying that our personality is more

completely involved.7
The chief stress herc is upon the way in which such poems nmcke us
feel that we are in close touch with actuality. "Then we are
responding to things or experiences in the complex way just described,
we scen to sec 'all round then', to sec then as they really cre; we
see then apart from any one particular interest which they may have
for us."8

"Impersonality", thus defined, ic closely relatcd to Richards!
well-=known definition of "irony". He offers his definition in terms
of two contrasted groups of poems, cnd says:

A poem of the first group is built out of sets of impulses
which run parellel, which have the same dircction. In a
poer: of the second group the most obvious feature is the
cxtraordinarily 'sig heterogeneity of the distinguishable
inpulses. But they are wmore thin heterogencous, they are
opposed, They are such thet in ordinery, non-poetic, non-
imaginative experience, one or other sct would be suppressed

to give as it night appear freer devclopment to the others.9
The quality which the second group possesses is called "irony“,1o which

is a somewhat technical term, having only & tenuous link with the

Te Principles of Literary Criticism, pp.251-252.
8, ibid., p.252,

9. ibid., Pp.250.

10, ibid.
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ordinary usc¢ of the word. Richards is herc telking immediately

of the "equilibriws™ which results from the resolution of such
opposed impulses, but this cquilibrium itself is described in

terms of a feeling of increased awarcness of actuaiity, and thc
account of "irony" blends with the account of "impcrsonality", which
we have already described. The same is true of the account of

"synaesthesis" in The Foundstions of Acsthetics, of which the closing

words are:

In conclusion, the reason why cquilibrium is a justifi-
cation for the preference of one expericnce before another,
is the fact that it brings into play all our facultiecs,

In virtue of what we have called the synacsthetic
character of the experience, wc are enabled, as we have
secn, to appreciate relationships in a way which would

not be possible under normal circumstances. Through no
other experience can the full richness and complexity of
our environment be realised. The ultimate valuc of
equilibrium is that it is better to be fully than

partially czlive.11

Thus, both "impersonality” and "irony" ~re defined in terms of o
complex response which produccs a heightened consciousness of
actuality.

The idea of 2 complex response through many channels is
elaborated in Richards' account of the poet's nmemory. Memory is
described as "that apparent revival of past experience to which the

richness and complexity of experience is due";12 As a nodel of the

11, C.K. Ogden, I.A. Richards and James Wood, The Foundations of
Aesthetics, London 1922, p.91.

12. Principles of Literary Criticism, p.103.
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working of memory Richcerds gives, instead of mctaphors from
telcphone exchanges or stores of records, this:

an encrgy system of prodigious complexity and extrenc
delicacy of organisation, which has on indefinitely
large number of stable poises. Imagine it thrown fronm
one poise to anothcr with great facility, each poise
being the resultant of z2ll the encrgies of the system.
Suppose now that the partisl return of & situation
which hes formerly caused it to assune a stable poisc,
throws it into an unstablc condition from which it most
ecsily returns to equilibrium by reassuming the former
poise., Such a system would exhibit the phenomena of
merzory; but it would keocp no records though ~ppearing

13

to do so.
We are invited, as an aid to comprchension, to think of this systen
as ¢ polyhedron "with a large number of facets upon any one of which
it jean; rest“.14

This model is put to use in Chapter XII, "Thc Poet's
Experience”.

The argunent of this chapter runs as follows. The poet's
expericence is unusually rich and conplex, becausc he is unusually
able to connect disparate arcas of expericnce. He can do so
because his past experience is at easier reccall. Richards here
quotes Dryden's description of Shakespeore as a man to whom "all the

15

inages of nature were still precent." Onc might also here rencmber

13. Principles of Literary Criticism, p.104.

14, ibid., p.105,

15. ibid., p.181.
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Boswell's account of Johnson's mind, which Lcavis guotes while
describing the vitality of Johnson's poetry:

fLis he was genceral and unconfined in his studics, he
cannot be considercd as e master of any one particular
science; but he had accumuletecd a vast and various
collection of learning =nd knowledge, which was so

arranged in his mind, as to be ever in readiness to be

brought forth.16

Or one may equally well recall Eliot's description of the poet's
nind as "a receptacle for seizing and storing up numberless feelings,

phrases, images, which remain there until 21l the particles which

: 17
can unite to form a new compound are present together." f

In Richards' scheme; rccall of a complex structure of impulses
will be nore frequent than recall of a simple structure. In ternms
of the imaginary polyhedron, "the broader the facet the more nunerous

are the positions fror which the polyhedron will settle down on that

facet."18

But the complex structurc must be organised: "Experience which
has this organised character, it is reasoncble to suppose, has nmore
chance of revival, is more available as a whole and in parts, than

. w19 . . .
morc confused cxperience. This orgenisation depends upon

"vigilance"™, which term describes a state in which "the nervous

16. F.R. Leavis, "Johnson and Augustanism", The Common Pursuit, p.101.
Cf. Boswell, Life of Johnson, ed. G.B. Hill, rcviscd by L.F. Powell,
Oxford, 1971, iv, 427-428.

17. T.S. Eliot, Selected Essays, London, 1951, p.19.

18. Principles of Literary Criticism, p.182.

19. ibid., p.183.
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system reacts to stimuli with highly adapted, discriminating and
0 . .
ordered responses."2 In sunnary the "point as regards revivel

can be put conveniently by saying that cxpericnces of high vigilance
are the most likely to be available."21
Finally an exemple is given, which is worth noting because it

nay be sct a2longside o similar passage by Eliot:

The wheeling of the pigecons in Trefalgor Square may seen
to have no relation to the coloux ¢f the water in the
basins, or to the tones of & specker's voice or to the
drift of his remarks. A narrow field of stimulation is
all that ! people less vigilant than the artist] can
monage, and we overlook the rest. 3But the artist does

not, and when he needs it, he has it 2t his disposal.22
liot, in a well-known passage, says:

¥hen a poct's mind is perrectly cquipped for its work,
it is constantly amnalgamating disparate expcricnce;
the ordinary man's experience is chaotic, irrcguler,
fragmentary. The latter falls in love, or reads
Spinoza, and these two expericences have nothing to do
with each other, or with thc noise of the typewriter
or the small of cooking; in the mind of the poet

23

these expericnces are always forming new wholes.
In this insistence upon vigilance &8 the condition of the complexity

of the poet's experience, Richards is clearly offering a picturce of

20. Principles of Literary Criticism, p.184.

21. ibid.
22, ibid., p.185.

23. Selected Essays, p.287.
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the poet which is directly opposcd to the sterecotype of the poet
as dreancr. In this respect he is of that pcriod in which the
idea of the poct as "wit" was being vigorously rovived.

In the above summory of the ideas of "complexity', "impersonality",
"irony"™, and "vigilance", we have shown the heoavy stress which falls
upon 2 high level of discrimination of stimuli, and as o« final
pointer herc we may record Richiards' remark that the poct is
"pre-cminently accessible to externnl influences and discriminating

24

or, from the reazdcr's point of view, that in

25

with regard to then”
reading poetry "we secm to see things as they really cre". This

is not, for Richards, a peripheral point; mnany of his key statecments
depend upon 1it.

I heve illustrated it at length because there are other

important elemcnts in Principles of Literary Criticism which avpear

to work in o contrary dircection. These arc contained in the
"hypnotic thecory", which, as T h-ve already suggested, involves a

low level of discriminntion of stimuli or o reduction of "wvigilance".

24. Principlcg of Litcrory Criticism, p.181.

25, ibid., p.252.



II.

The "hypnotic theory", as developed in Principles of Literary

Criticisn, centres upon the idea of an equilibrium of opposed
impulses, and is thus involved with thc vicw which supposes a high
level of vigilance, though it is, in fact, contrary to it. I.
will look at this involvement in somec detail.

I will record first some points at which a low level of
discriminntion is discusscd and show how this reletes to the
"hypnotic theory" of poetry, and to the idea of cquilibriun of
opposed impulses,

In Chapter XI, "4 Sketch for & Psychology", we arc told theat
"expericnce has two sources which in different cases have very
different importancc".26 When wc are responding to things in the
outside world "our behaviour in all probability will only be
appropriate...in so far as it is determined by the nature of the
present and past stimuli and we have received from those things and
things like them."27 When, however, we arc "satisfying our needs
and desires a nuch less strict connection betwecen stimulus and
response is sufficient.“28

We are given some cxamples of this less strict coninection:

26. Principles of Litcrary Criticism, p.87.

27. ibid.

28, 1ibid.

. ‘\o
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A baby howls at first in nuch the same way, whatever the
causc of his unrest, and older persons behave not unlike

hin. Any occasion may be sufficient for taking cxercise,

9

or for & quarrel, for felling in love or having < drink.2
This is a low level of discrimincation indeed, and Richards clearly
has in mind our conduct during our less awarc moments. ind yet this
idea of a loose connection between stinulus and response, this
inhibition of awareness for satisfaction of a need, heavily colours
sone arcas of his discussion of poctry.

This can be secen in Richards' disagrcement with Colcridge about
the action of netre. He quotes Coleridge's well-known description
of the effect of metrical rhythm:

It tends to increase the vivacity and susceptibility both

of thc general feelings end of the attention. This effect
it produces by the continued excitement of surprise, and

by the quick reciprocations of curiosity still gretified
and still re-c¥cited, which are too slight indeced to be at
any one noment objects of distinct consciousness, yet become
considerable in their aggregate influence. As a nmedicated
atnosphere, or as wine during aninated conversation, they

50

act powerfully, though themselves unnoticed.
Richards praises this description but with such rescrvations that it
scems odd that he should have singled it out in the first place.
Coleridge obviously 1is hecre saying specificelly of netre what he had

said of imaginative poctry in gencral, that it heightens both thought

29. Principles of Literary Criticism, p.87.

30, ibid., p.143. Cf. Biographia Literaria, c¢d. J. Shawcross,
Oxford, 1958, ii, 51.
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and feeling in the reader.31 That it does both is, of course,
crucial to Coleridge's clains for poetry. But Richards argues
g follows:

'[nutre worksi]not as Coleridge suggusts, through the
surprisc ¢leoent..., but through the absence of surprise,
through the lulling effects wore than through the awakening.
Many of the wmost characteristic symptoms of incipient
hypnosis are present in a slight degrec. Among these

(arc) susceptibility and vivacity of emotion, suggest-
ibility, linitations of the ficld of attention and marked
diffcerences in the incidence of belief-feelings closely
analogous to those which alcohol and nitrous oxide can

induce....32

As was suggested earlier, to alcohol and nitrous oxide one might,
anmongst poets, particularly add Swinburne. The lulling process here
described is in odd contrast with the vigilance stressed elsewhcre—
unless one is to argue that what is produced by the poet's
heightened vigilance in turn decrcases the reader's vigilence.

With this treatment of Coleridge on netre, nay."be conpared
Richards' treatment of Coleridge on imagination. Richards gives
an edited quotation from Colecridge:

inaginction...revecls itself in the bolance or
reconcilintion of opposite or discordant qualities...
the sense of novelty and freshness, with old and
fonilinr objects; o more than usuel state of emotion,
with more than usunl order; judgement ever a2wcke and
steady self-possession with enthusiasm and feeling

33

profound or vehement.

31. Cf. Biographie Literaris, ii, 12.

32. Principles of Literary Criticism, p.143.
33. ibid., p.242. Biographia Literaric, ii, 12.
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He uses this to buttress his clcim thnt the essentinl significance
of poetry lics in its reconcilintion of opposed feclings, Here
too hce is neglecting Coleridge's stress on swareness, on nentel
nctivity.

The connection bectween the ~bove cccount of notre, and the
description of situntions where there is . low level of discrininntion
of stimull nny be stressed by = furthcer quotntion from Ch-pter XI:

To this partinl independence of bchaviour (from stimulus)
is due thc somctimes distressing fact that views, opinzions
and belicfs vory so rauch with our differing moods. Such
vorintion shows th-t the view, belief or opinion is not

2 purely intellectuczl product, is not due to thinking in
the nnrrower sense, of responsc thnt is govcrned by
stinuli, present or past, but is 2n attitude ~dopted to

34

satisfy some desire, temporory or losting.
The "hypnotic thcory" is geared to the iden~ of cquilibrium of
opposed impulses and hence is vromoted to o central place in

Principles of Literary Criticism. This is done by asscrting thot

the equilibrium, or rcconcilintion, is primnrily brought about by
the "tied imagery", heightened by rhythnm. "Tied ipagery", which
35

wc have already briefly ncntioncd, is described os follows: "The
chicf of these Lthe tied images] are the auditory image—the sound
of the word in the mind's ear—nd the imoge of articulation—the
feel in the lips, mouth, and thront, of wh~t the words would be like
36

to speak, It is further s~id that these "forus of tied imngery

34, Principles of Literory Criticism, pp.87-88.

35. See above, DPe9e
36. DPrinciples of Literary Criticism, pp.118-119.
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night also be called verbal imnges, and supply the elcenients of
what @s cnlled the 'formal structure' of poetry."g7 They form,
that is, the matericl upon which metre operates.,

The inaccessibility of the "ticd imagery"™ to inspcction is
imzediately stressed. Richerds, attacking & crudely represent-
ational theory, insists thnt the "tied inagery" docs not operate Ly any
resenblance to sensation:

Whnt gives an imnge cfficacy is less its vividness as an

inage than its character a&s = mental event peculiarly

connected with scensation. It is, in & way which no one

yet knows how to explain, n relict of sensation and our

intellectual and emotional response to it depends far

more upon its being, through this fact, a representative

. . 38
of o scnsation, than upon its sensory resemblonce to onc.

The relction between imege ond sensation is "at present hidden from

us in the Jjungles of neurology."39 Richards is making the same sort

of point that Johnson made when he denied Pope's claim that metrical
40

effects are capable, in themselves, of subtlec expressiveness.

Richards' thinking hcre is 2lso in line with that of The lMeaning of

Meaning; Just as there it was pointed out that there is no direct

relation bet@een word and thing, so here it is pointed out that
41

there is no direct relation between "tied inage" and sensation.

37. Principles of Literary Criticism, p.121.

38, ibid., pp.119-120.

39, ibid., p.120.

40. Lives of the Pocts, ed. G.B. Hill, Oxford, 1905, iii, 230-232,

41. Sec nbove, D.2e
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This account of the "tied imagery" looks directly forward to
the key chopter on the "imagianation". He discusses the expcriences
occasioned by the resolution of opposecd impulses, :nd adds:

Thess opposed impulses from the resolution of which such
experiences spring cannot usually be anclyscd., When, as

is nost often the case, they arc arousced through formel

neans, it is evidently impossible to do so.42

The "forneal neans" arc the tied imagery and the metre, and Richards

is here attributing to them what he sees as the most crucicl effect

of poetry. 4t this point he adduces Coleridge: "To point out that 'the

sense of nusicel delight is a gift of the imegination' was one of

Coleridge's nost brillient feats."43 This gift, translated into

Richards' langusge is the "powcr of combining a2ll the several effects

of formal elements into o single response," and the mode of operantion

is "most intricate and most inaccessible to observation."44
Both Richards and Coleridge cleim a central place for netre,

but the difference is that for Coleridge metre heightens vigilance,

wherens for Richards it has an hypnotic effect— & very large

. . . 4
difference, as Richards was to realize. 2

42. Principles of Literary Criticisn, pp.250-251.

43, ibid., p.245.
44, 1ibid.

45, See below, pp.95-97.
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I1T1.

Having outlined thc way in which the "hypnotic theory" tokes o

central plrce in Principles of Literary Criticism, we should now

suggest why Richards wished so heavily to cumphasize the importance
of the tied inagery and its inaccessibility to observation.

The chief recson is that, wishing to deny that poetry uses
lenguage referentially, which, as we have suggested, is in itself 2o
fair demial, he is led into an attenpt to place the heaviest possible
emnphasis on those elements which are at the farthest rewove from
reference, The recason, in turn, for this, is his wish to defeat those
who go to poetry looking for o "message™, o thought, idea, belief
or opinion, which nay be extracted from it. Hotopf regords this,
rightly I think, as the chicf motive in Richerds' insistence that
poctry is couposed of "pseudo-stetenments", or that it is non—referentinl.46
Richards has clways wanted to insist, in vorying formulations, that
the "meaning" of 2 poom is the process of involvement that one goes
through in the reading of it, ~and not something that can be

extracted and contemplated in seperation. In Principles of Literary

Criticisn message-hunting is cnlled the "substitution of an intellectunl
fornula for the poem or work of art."47
Richards' chief wey of attacking the message-hunters is to

assert that poetry does not make statenents but crouses "attitudes':

46, W.H.N. Hotopf, Langunge, Thought and Comprehcnsion. 4 Casc Study
of the Writings of I.A. Richards, London, 1965, p.173.

47. Principles of Literary Criticism, p.275.
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it is in terms of attitudes, the resolution, inter-inanimetion, and
balancing of impulses—Aristotle's definition of Tragedy is an instance
—thnt 21l the nost valuable effects of poetry nust be described."48

In Science and Poetry, which is lergely o populaxsction of Principles

of Literory Criticism, the terms "attitudes" and "pseudo~stotements™

cccur together:

A pseudo-stotencnt is = form of words which is justificd
entirely by its effect in relensing or organizing our
inpulses and attitudes (due r.gird being had for the
better or worse organizations of these inter se); 3
statement, on the other hand, is justified by its truth,
i.@¢. 1ts correspondence, in a highly technical scnse, with

the fact to which it points.49
It nay be, incidentally, remonted again here that, in denying that poetry
is roferential, Richards consistently uscs a rigorous notion of reference.

The formal definition of "attitudes" occurs in Principles of

Literary Criticisn. They are "imnginal and incipient activitics

50
or tendencies to action."™’> This stress upon bodily response rests on

Richards' suggestion thot "every perception probably includes o response
in thc form of incipient action. We constantly overlook the extent
to which all the whilc we aore moking preliminary adjustments, getting

51

ready to act in one way or cnother." This is illustrated by a

48. Principles of Literary Criticism, p.113.

49, 1I.A. Richerds, Science and Poetry, London, 1926, p.59.

50. Principles of Literary Criticism, p.112.

51, ibid., p.107.
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brief account of how Richards wns caused to leap out of his chair
by & leaf folling on his head, =s he sat out of doors reading of a
centipede that bit Captoin Slocun @s he was sailing across the
Atlantic. The stress on bodily responsc appears also in Science
and Poetry, where it is said, for instonee: "Emotions are what the
reaction [to a poerﬂ, with its reverberation in bodily changes,
feels like, Attitudes are the impulses towards one kind of
behaviour or another which =zre set ready by the response."52

Such, then, is the key motive for Richerds' setting the "tied
imagery", the direct effects of sound, articulation and metre, into
a central place in his account of the functioning of poetry,  This
primacy of the direct effects is the basis of the "hypnotic theory",
which lies in unensy relntion with the view that poetry involves a
high level of awareness.

With the ultimate nmotives for the doctrine of "pseudo-statements™
we are not directly concerned, since our business is with Richards'
enquiries into the complexity of poetic lmnguage, but the obvious
factors nay be mentioned. Richards is attenpting to cope, in the
field of =esthetics, with the problens occesioned by the general

collapse of belief in Christian dogm:o. In Principles of Literary

Criticisim this attenpt appears as the following proposition:

52. Science and Poetry, p.19.
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clezr znd importicl awnreness of the nature of the world
in which we live and the developioent of ottitudes which
will ¢noble us to live in it fincly arce both necessities,
and neither can be subordinated to the othzr. They ore

alnost independent, such connections =s cxist in well-

organisced individuals being adventitious.Sj

Poetry is inportent because it Y"conclusivecly shows that cven the nost
inportent anong our attitudes con be 2rouszed mnd meintained without

any belief entering in ot all.“S4

The thcological belicfs which once,
for many people, buttressed the Christian cthic, may heve been
undcrnined, but the ethic may, Richards suggests, be fully justified
on expericntizl grounds. At nany points this nay be persuasive, but
it seems thot Richards refuses to foce squarcly up to the difficulties.
To szy thnt someone may readily, without, in sonec sense, "pbelicving”
in, for instonce, the irc.ortrnlity of the soul, ~dopt the “attitude”
which acconpanies such ¢ belief, scems a somcwhat unresl cleoin, o
matter how subtly one translates a statenent such as "the soul is
inmortal" into a series of "pscudo-staotencnts' designed to cxpress or
arousc an "attitude", it still, ultinetely, cleips to say something
about the naturc of reality; somcthing which onc nay accept, reject,

55

or remain undecided about, but which one connot sinply wish away.

55. Principles of Literary Criticism, p.282.

54, Sciencc and Poctry, p.61.

55. Sce below, pp.108=111,
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Iv.

I have described the "hypnotic theory", notcd its central

place in Principles of Literary Criticisii, and suggested the notives

for its appearance therc. I will now examine briefly how Richards
nenages to gloss over its odd contrast with the view which sees
poetry in terms of heightcned vigilencc.

He does so by :. consistently ambiguous use of onc of his
basic termns— "inpulse", This cnbiguity has been described zt length
by Hotopf, who calls the two uses of thc word thec microscopic use
and the nacroscopic use.56 The nacroscopic use is that which eppears,
to take examples from ordinery uscge, in phrases like "an impulse to
laugh” or "an impulse to flce". Hotopf calls it macroscopic because
it involves far more thon is covered by the microscopic use, which
neans a passage of electrical and chenical chonge along o terve fibre,
Hotopf criticizes this ambiguity on thc grounds that Richards, by
unfair use of it, mancges "to rcfer to 'large abstractions' and
ninute events, [and] so...is able to combinc large theoretical
significance with & stress on actual expcrience cs the touchstone of
value."57

For our purposes, the upshot of the aubiguity is that when
Richards is talking of the "realizing" power of poetry, its power to
noke the reader feel in touch with actuclity, he needs the nicroscopic

sense, but when he is propounding the doctrine of equilibrium of

opposed inpulses, he shifts the cnphasis to the nmacroscopic sense.

56. Language, Thought and Comprechension, pp.43-44.

57. ibid., p.45.
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The microscopic usc is rclevent to the illustrative situations
which we have alrendy quoted. The poet, listening, for exanple to
the speaker in Trafalger Square has observed not only the drift of
the speech, but the flight of the pigeons, the colour of the water
in the founteins, the tone of thc speaker's voice, mnd so on.58
His vigilance hess encbled hinm to receive an unusually wide variety
of stinmuli, or, in plain language, he is unusuclly atteantive and
rceceptive. This, it will be rccalled, mekes him, also, unusu2lly
rctentive of expericence.  That the response should be minute and
detailed, and not éutomatic, is olso the basis of the general

account of complexity with which we opened our discussion of

Principles of Literary Criticism.59 The poct is open to a large

nunber of incoming "impulses® (nicroscopic sense).

That in the doctrine of cquilibriun the emphasis is on the
nacroscopic sense, is cevident in Richards' nost nenorablc exanple—
Aristotle's account of tragedy. Here, Richards clains, are
reconciled two elemental "impulses™: Pity, the "inpulse" to approach,

- "na 3] 60
and Fcer, the "inpulse" to turn away.

Richards' definition of the tern "impulse" mekes it clear how
this anbiguity arises. In “"inpulse" is the "process in the course
of which & mental event nay occur, a process apparently beginning in

s . . w61 . .
2 stinulus and ending in an act. The microscopic sense concentrates
on the receiving part of the process, the nacroscopic sense on the
reacting part.

58. See above, p.21.
59. See above, PP-14-15.

60. Principles of Literary Criticisn, pp.245-246.
61. ibid., p.S6.
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I have argued that this anbiguity allows Richards to combine
the "hypnotic theory" with the theory which pre-supposes & high degree
of awarencess in poet and in rcader. It 2150 allows him to herness
to poetry the gencral theory of value which is set forth in

Principles of lLiterary Criticis:i.

The simple basis of thistheory of value is contained in the
remark thet anything "is valuable which will satisfy an appetency

without involving the frustration of sorie equal or more inmportant

appetency."62 Throughout the chapter called "A Psychological Theory
of Valuc" in which this remark occurs, "impulse" is used synonymously
with "appetency". That last quotation, for instance, is followed by

a sentence beginning, “"There are certzain evident prioritics anong

63

"Satisfaction" is a key word in this chapter. The

impulses...?
highest values, for instance, arc said to be attained by "those
fortunate people see [Whosé]free, untranmelled activity gains for
then & mexinun of varied satisfactions and involves a ninimun of
suppression and sacrifice."64

To this macroscopic use of "impulse® Richards then attaches the
claim that poetry arouses "sttitudes". Fron this junction it
follows that poetry affords opportunitics of attaining the highest

values, because it can satisfy & greater number of sinultancous,

and even opposed, inpulses. It can do so because "the different

62. Principles of Literary Criticisn, p.48.

63. 1ibid.

64, ibid., p.53.
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impulses which have to be reconciled arc still at an incipient or
inaginal stage", and the poetic situation is not "complicated by
the irrelevant accicents which attend overt responsos.”65

Such then is the way in which the "hypnotic theory', through
its conncction with the theory of "pacudo-staterients™, with the

theory of equilibrium, and the gencral theory of value, is ingrained

into the structure of Principles of Literary Criticism.,

V'

That there are, in effect, two theories of poctry in Principles

of Literory Criticism mny be illustrated by the foct thot Richards,

without realizing what he is doing, postulates two kinds of poetry
which correspond to the two theorics. The representatives of the

two kinds are Swinburne and Hardy.

In a2 discussion of the verying inportance of the sensc of the
words in poctry Swinburne is quoted:

Therc glowing ghoats of flowers

Drew down, draw nigh;

And wings of swift spent hours
Take flight and fly;

She sces by formless gleans

She hears across cold streanms

Dead mouths of many dreans that sing ~nd sigh.

65. Principles of Litcrary Criticism, p.112.

66. ibid., p.129.
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Richards comments: 'Little beyond vague thoughts of the things

the words stnnd for is here required. They do not have to be

. . o . . 67
brought into intelligible conncection with each other.® In
contrast with this sore few lincs of Hardy =sre quoted:

“ho's in the next room? ——wlio?
I scuned to sec
Somebody in the dawning passing through
Unknown to me.”
68

"llay: you saw nought. He passcd invisibly."
Gencralising from this, Richirds suggests that Hordy would rarely
rcach his full effect through sound =nd scnsc alone,”69 and thot,
in his case, nore "importont arc the further thougiits caused by
the sense, thc network of interprctation end conjecture which
ariscs therefrom."7o Richards sces this as a fundamental
difference and adds:

A tewptation to which few do not succumb is to supposc
that there is some "proper rclation" for these different
parts of thc expericnce, so th~t a poen whose parts are
in this rclation must thoreby be 2 greater or better
poenlr than ancthir whose ports arc differently disposcd
..+ dog is not o defective kind of cat, nor is

- . . Tt

Swinburnc o defective kind of Hardy.
4s we sholl sec, however, Richrords' thinking bocame increcsingly
geared to poetry which denands 2 "network of interpretation ~nd

conjecture's; the kind of poctry which operates through a ninimel

67. Principles of Literary Criticism, p.129.

68, ibid.
69. ibid.
70, ibid.

71. ibid., pp.129-130.
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action of the sense and & neximal action of the direct effects
gradually disappearcd from his field of serious interest.72
This suggestion that therce are two different kinds of poetry
corresponds to a similar division in Richards' account of nctre.
Richards stresses the hypnotic action of netre, and in this respect

we have alrcady secn hinm disegrceing with Coleridge.’73 This action

is, in terms of the whole structure of Principles of Literary

Criticism, by far the nore important because of its connections
with the doctrine of cquilibrium and with the general theory of
value, But, Richards adds, in his chapter on "Rhythm and Metre",
"netre has another node of action not hitherto mentioned."74 He
uses the term "movement"75 to describe this node of action and
speculates about primitive conncctions between mctre and dencing.
As an exenplc he gives:

&nd now the nuncrous tramplings quiver lightly
Llong a huge cloud's ridge; and now with sprightly

Wheel downward come they into fresher skios.'7

Here, there is said to be "a very close conncction between the

7

sense and the netrical novcment." Further examples of this type

of connection arc given, and Richards ticn adds:

72. See below, pp.95-97.
73. Sce above, ppe24=25,

74. Principles of Literary Criticism, p.144.

75. 1ibid.
76. ibid.

77. ibid.



39

Nor is it always the casc thot the rvovencnt tekes its
cue fron the sensec. It is often o commentory on the
sense &nd sometines naoy quolify it, as when the
resistless strength of Coriclonus in bottle is given
an appcarance of drcadful easc by the lcisurcliness of
the description,

Denth, thet dirk svirit, in's nervy 2mm doth lic

Which being advanc'd declines, and then nen die.
Movement in poetry deserves at lecast as much study as

onomatopoeia.78
Clecarly, in Richards' account of this second nodc of action of netre,
the enphasis is very fer away fron cnything suggested by the idea
that metre has a "lulling”, incipiently hypnotic tendency. In its
suggestion that o profitable arca of study is the interwecving of
the emotive aspects with the sense, it is noving in the sane
direction as the comment on Hardy. At the same time, the fact
that Richards classes it, in importance, only with onorztopoein,
and gives the hypnotic effect the coentral place, indicates that his
position is still very different fror that contained in the account

. . . . TS
of metre in Coleridge on Inaginstion. 4

These comments on mctre, finnlly, afford a convenient
opportunity to re-stress n distinction which has alrendy becn made.
In saying that Richerds, in his rcmerks on Hardy and on that action
of metre which may be called "movenent", is opening the way to¥ards a

greater emphasis on the importance of sense, cnd its relations with

78. Principles of Literesry Criticisn, p.145.

790 Se\f bGlOW, pp. 95"97.



40

other aspects of neaning, I an  not snying thot he is abandoning
thic clein thnt poctry is non-referconticl, In the lines quoted
above, for instance, words likc "tranplings™, "ouiver' oand "sprightly"
are not used referentially. There are, in Johnson's words,
"figurative distortions of phrasc'" and there is '"some perturbstion of
images".BO Richaris never cbandons this position. What is open to
change is Richords' view of the role played by “scnse", From the
point of view of 2 theory of thc complexity of poctic language, and
a ncthod of analysing thet complexzity, such a change is necessary and
important.

That a change was inninent is indicated by the following reucrk

fron Science and Poctry:

i good dcel of poetry and cven some great poctry cxists
(c.g. some of Shakespeare's Songs, and, in =2 different

wey, nuch of fthe best of Swinburne), in which the sensece
of the words can be alnost entirely missed or ncglccted

without loss.81

Here the word "even" confesses that this is, ot least, an exceptionnl

state of affairs. But Scicnce and Poetry also pernits us to

reccapitulate those featurcs of Richards' thinking which encourage
the lingering on of the "hypnotic theory", and o consequent neglect
of the mental activity which poetry involves. An intrinsically
loose connection between sense and the emotive aspects of meaning is

inplied by the idea that poetic experience has two strecams, an

80. Scc above, P.8.

81. Science and Poetry, pp.22-23.
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. . . 82
"intellectual™ strean and an "active, or emotional" strean. In
these terms Richards says that our "thoughts are pointers and it is

the other, the active, strean which deals with the things which

thoughts reflect or point to".83

This separation of reference and
enotion corresponds with the sinilar semaration which we have noted

in The Meaning of llcaning, where the referential and the enotive

functions of language are said to involve twe different kinds of

sign-situation.84 It also corresponds to the general fact,

elaborated by Hotopf, that Richards employs two difierent psychological

theories for the referential :and the emotive functions.85
If we mey anticipate for & noment, we can see how nuch Richards

was to change, by comparing his above coumment on the two "streans"

with the following, from Coleridge on Imagination, which stresses

the prinalCy of sense: "The patterm® of our thought represent, in

various ways, the world we live in. The patterns of our feelings
. . ., 286

reprcsent only a few special forms of our commerce with it,

And, if we mey anticipate even further, we can find, in Richards'

recent reissue of Science and Poetry, an acknowledgement of the

difficulties caused by the basic separation of the referential and

the enotive aspects:

82s Sciencc and Poetry, p.13.
83. ibid., p.14
84. See above, p. 3.

85. Language, Thought and Comprechension, p.47.

86. Coleridge on Imegination, p.89.
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The author [ i.e. Richards] dces, it is true, mention
"innunerable connections" between his "intellectual™ and
his "active or emotional" streams and speak of their
separation as no nore than "an expoditor's artifice".
But the whole layout of the account fights against a
sufficient recognition of these mutual influences; and

87

it is this I nust now try to redress.

VI

Thus far, with regard to Principles of Literary Criticisn

we have looked at the theory of poetry which supposes conplexity,
produced by a high level of awareness, and at the "hypnotic theory",
which has contrary tendencies. We have also looked at the uneasy
relation between then, and at the potential for change of emphasis.
I shall suggest now why changes were necessary, with particular
reference to those changes required by a theory of the complexity of
poetic language, and a technique for its analysis. But first,
obvious general objections to the "hypnotic theory" nay be mentioned.
We have seen how the "hypnotic theory" is, through the assertion
of the central inportance of tied imagery, comnected with the
doctrine of equilibrium, and hence with the gencral theory of value.
The weakness here is that the general theory of value is, in its
application to poetry fundamentally suspect. The point is decisively
rade by Hotopf, who points out the dubiety of claiming that "inpulses",
in the sense of needs and desires, nay be "satisfied" by the kind of

incipient or imaginal action involved, in Richards' view, in the

87. Poetries and Sciences, London, 1970, p.93. I have changed
Richards' special systen of notation to inverted cormas in this
quotation. See my footnote on p.160, below.
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reading of poetry.88 To take an obvious instance, a sexual
"inpulse" may well be aroused by a poem, but it csn scarcely be
"satisfied® by one.

Richards hinself seems to be implicitly aware of the difficulty,
because when he is presenting his general theory of value he talks
straightforwardly of the "satisfaction of appetencies", but when he
is applying it to poetry he uses, not "satisfaction", but words like
"balancing", "reconciliation", "adjustnent", "resolution', and so
on.89

That weakness, important as it is, does not directly concern us,

since we are not evaluating the theory of the value of poetry

presented in Principles of Literary Criticism. But it relates,

because it involves the arnbiguous use of the word "impulse", discussed
earlier, to a general weakness which concerns us more. This is

the awkwardness of the language of "stinulus" and "response", of
"actuality" and "desire™, of "perceived" and "perceiver", which
colours the whole of the book. "Impulse", as he defines it, is a
useful tern for Richards because it enables him, albeit unjustifiably,
to slide from stimulus to response azand back again as the needs of the
noment dictate; but it brings him intolerable difficulties. As

we shall show, as his insights into the complexity of poctic language

develop, he has to re-formnulate thc general theory of complexity in

88. Languege, Thought and Conprehension, pp.48-49.

89, See, for example, Principles of Literary Criticism, p.112, p.113
and p.251.



44

tcrms of a creative account of the mind, rather than & stinulus-

90

response account. It is only by doing so tuat he is able to bring
the general theory and the theory of language usefully together.

& further important factor necessitating change is that Richards'
stress on the importance of the tied imngery, together with his
account of the way in which the tied imegery functions, places the
chief way in which poetry works beneath the scope of anclysis. 1t
is only, he suggests, through an "accident", that the "ironic" group

¥

of poems listed in his chapter 'The Imagination", reveal for
inspection their complex aection.g1 In the najority of cases this
conplex action is supposed to go on in the neurological jungle of
the tied inagery.

But an inspcction of the poens reveals no reason to believe
thet they are in any way peculiar, nor does Richards give any such
reason. I shall pcuse to consider some of therm, partly in order
to show this, and partly to show the path along which Richards' hint
that they cre conplex ("ironic") lcads.

Richards' essential statement about the two groups of poems

runs as follows:

A poen of the first group is built out of sets of impulses
which run parallel, which have the sane direction. In a
poen of the second group the nost obvious feature is the
extrcordinary heterogeneity of the distinguishable inpulses.

but they are nore than heterogencous, they are opposed.92

90. See below, pr.35-89.
91. Principles of Litecrary Criticism, pp.250-51.
920 ibid., po250c




45

My point is that the complexity of the second group offers itself
very readily for analysis as complexity of reening of the kind
which we heve seen Richards pointing out in his contrast of Hardy
with Swinburne; the "network of interpretation and conjecture"

93

caused by the sense of the words.

One of the complex group is Marvell's The Definition of Love,

and here, to begin with, it is noticeable that Richards' term "irony"
night easily be extended into its normal sense. This inmediately
leads one to feel that his term, therefore, would apply to any poen

94

in what Dr, Leavis calls "the line of wit"; and Eliot had, of
course, produced his well-known definition of "wit", which resembles
Richards' definition of "irony", before Principles of Literary
Criticisnm was wn}itten.95
The irony of Marvell's poem hinges on the fact that the
exalted nature of the love described is not entirely a matter of
inclination; it is necessity which bars it from a more earthy
fruition. While, therefore, giving its exalted nature due
recognition, Marvell is acknowledging that it is not quite as sinmple
as that. The situation, in general, is comnon and readily
recognisable, and it is no defect in the poen that Marvell does not

cxplicitly state the nature of the barriers betwecen the worien and

hinself, The point about their inclinations is nade clear in,

93. See above, p.3Te
94, F.R. Leavis, 'The Line of Wit', Revaluation, London, 1936, pp.10-41.

95. Seleccted Essays, p.303.
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And yet I quickly might arrive

Wherc ny extended Soul is fixt.
But for the accidents of fate there would soon be a mceting of more
than minds. This thenme is carried on through stanzg eight where
the geometrical netaphors are also puns on the language of clandestine
assignation ("oblique", "angle"), and these puns prepare the way for
a similar activity in the final stanza:

Thercfore the love which us doth bind,
But Fate so enviously debars,
Is the conjunction of the nind,

And opposition of the stars.
Conjunction", in the ordinary sense of "union", mcy have two

neanings. First: "We both have a nind to make love, but,

unfortunately, can't." Sccond: "Ours is a case of & marriage of
true ninds." These two meanings echo the central irony of the

poer. Further, especially in view of the slightly rakish feel of
the puns in stanza eight, it scems likely that "conjunction" also
carries the nmeaning "sexual union", common at the time. In this
case, "of the mind" takes on a slightly different sense and the
neaning of the line is, "We are compelled to restrict ourselves to
nerely inagining naking love". The novenent of sense is conplicated,
but it is managed with a fine casc. The same is true of "rare" in
the first stanza. It easily carried, at the time, the derogatory
sense of "preccious", so that again there is reference to the basic
irony; Marvell is glancing at the possibility that, in nmeking such
high clains for his love, he may be partly indulging in "precious-ness".

Richards' list makes it clear that the reflection of "irony", in
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I A . . . .
S11e . sense, into complexity of sense is by no reans restricted

to "netaphysical" poetry. Patrick Spens shows similar features.

For convenience, we nay restrict ourselves to the finel four stanzas:

0 our Scots nobles wer richt laith
To weet their cori-heild schoone;

But lang owre a' the play wer playd.
Their hats they swan eboone,

O lang, lang, nay thair ladies sit
Wi' their fans into thair hand,

Or eir they sc Sir Patrick Spense

Cun sailing to the land.

0 lang, lang, may the ladies stand
Wi' thair gold kems in their hair,
Weiting for their ain dear lords,

For they'll sc thame ne nair,

Have owre, have owre to Aberdour,
It's fiftie fadon deip:
And thair lies guid Sir Patrick Spense,

Wi' the Scots lords at his fcet.

The conplexity of feeling here consists of a mixture of contempt and
pity, sorrow and anger. The little Jjoke about the cork-heeled shoes
ond the floating hats touches a sardonic note. Cork-heeled shoes
were a luxury article, and this implies that the lords were effete
land~lubbers. They contrast with the narrator whosc description

of the whole thing as a "play" narks hin es a dour, dry character.
The notec struck about the lords and their fancy shoes is carried

on in the refcerence to the futility of the fans ond golden combs of
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their waiting wives. But the ineffectuality is also pethetic; a
feeling of pity is brought out by the reference to the combs in
their hoir, Tie last stanza opens oan o simple and aagnificent
organ~tone of doorn, but the pley of fceling nt the close is conpler.
"At his feet" has severzl shades of meaning which interweave with
each other. he lords are dead and buried along with Sir Patrick;
for whatever they did they have paid the extrene penalty, and blame
is therefore superfluous. They are also "at his feet" in obeisance
(cf. "at the King's richt knee", in the sixth line of the poem).
They are lesser men than he, and are acknowlcdging it, which gains
our gynpathy for thern, and this feeling is re-~inforced because they
are also Yat his feet" asking forgiveness for the "ill deid" donc
to Sir Patrick and for having been such ineffectual sailors. There
is simultancously present a strong sense of their guilt and a strong
inpulse to forgive then,.

As with Marvell's poen it is hard to cee what is exceptioncal
about complexity of neaning of this lrind, even allowing for the
fact that complezity is o much nore familiar notion now than it was
when Richards compiled o 1list of poens supposed to be exceptions to
the rule that complexity of fecling operates beneath the level of
observation, The same may be said, to take from the list o poen

fron another period, of Scott's Proud Maisie:
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Proud laisie is in the wood,
Valking so early,
Sweet Robin sits on the bush,

Singing so rearely.

e ne hou honny bird.
"Tell , tb i v bird
When shall I vearry ne?"
7hen siz braw gentlener
"l b tl n

Kirkward shall carry ye."

"“ho nakes the bridal bed,
Birdie, say truly?"
"The gray-headed sexton

That delves the grave duly."

"The glow-wornm o'er grave and stonc
Shall light thee steady;
The owl from the stceple sing,

'Welconie, proud lady'."
The complex of feelings here is riore peculiar, and therefore nore
difficult to describe in general terms, then in the two preceding
poerns. It revolves around the fact that though the prophecy is
deadly, it is made by a sweet robin singing on a bush. To look at
the verbal details, the owl also "sings", an odd word to use of an
owl's cry, but completely justified. The conplexity may best be
described by spellinzg out the attitude to Illaisie adopted by both
robin and owl: "VWe sing beccuse wc cre indifferent to your fate; we
do not particularly care for you. We are also singing because your
pride is not sufficiently important to us to provoke our anger; we
have seen many such, and renain serene. llonetheless, we are also

singing because your pettiness does offer a justifiable opportunity
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for a sad smile over your inevitable downfall." The owl also sings
as part of the funeral rite, in which rite the glow-worix also figures,
and inplies: "Although not particularly concerned for you 25 an
individual, we do that which comion humanity requires we should do
for anyone; to that extent we are saddened by your death." The
total attitude, though it sounds intolerably complicated when an
attenpt is nmade to describe it in detail, is easily rccognisable.
It is an attitude often aimed ot by noralists, and is compounded of
dctachment, a slight touch of contenpt, absence of animus, and a
steadiness frec from any presching notce. Judgenient is nade without
any of the unplcasant emotionel conconitants that usually attend it,
and nade, therefore, with ¢ touch of scdness.,
That is a clumsy attenpt to spell out what Scott suggests so
econonically and deftly. The important point is that it iz 2o matter
of complexity of meaning of o kind that one would expect in any good
dracatic poeri. It is cvident that, having given the essenticl cluc,
Richards would have to turn his cttention increasingly to complexity
of menning and that, in doing so, he would have to abondon the
"hypnotic theory", with its stress on the primacy of the tied imegery.
This process may have been accelerated by the experience that lies

behind the next book thit we shall exeniine, Practical Criticism, where

Richards wns disturbed, and with good reason, by the low level of
vigilance of thc average poetry reader of the time. The effect of
poetry on many of his "protocol" writers appcars to have becen more

than incipiently hypnotic.



CHAPTER 3

PRACTICAL CRITICISH

I.

My discussion of Practicel Criticisn folls into three parts.

I shall consider, first, the development of the view which secs
poetry as involving 2 high degree of vigilance; seccond, Richards!
work on the langucge of poctry, which, though incomplctc in

comparison with the nccount given in Coleridge on Liwaginotion,

constitutes an inportont stoep forwerd, end, third, the lingering
on of unhclpful elements frorm the earlicr worke.

The most obvious features in the development of the view which
secs poetry as creating an unusual degrec of awareness are the
discussions of "stock-responses” and of "sentinentality". Richards!
basic claim is that "good poetry owes its value in a large neasure
to thoe closeness of its contact with reality =2nd ...nay thereby
becone a powcrful weapon for breaking up unrcnlideas and responses."1

The subject of stock-responses had already been broached in

Principles of Litcrary Criticism, ond we will begin our account there.

Richards says:

1¢ I.A. Richards, Practical Criticism, London, 1929, p.251.
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The nornal child under the age of ten is probably frece from
then, or at lecast with him they have no fixity or privileged
standing. But as gencrel rceflcction develops the place of
the free dircect play of experience is toaken by the deliberate
organisation of attitudez, a clunsy and crude substituto.
'Ideas', as they nre comnonly called, orisc. 4 boy's 'Iden!
of Fricendship or of Sunner or of his Country is not, though
the nane would seem to imply it, prinarily ean intellectucl
affair. It is rather cn attitude, or sct of attitudes, of
tendencies to act in certain fashions rather then others.
Now reflection, unless very prolonged and very arduous,
tends to fix the nttitude by nsking us ‘well in it, by

. . 2
removing us from experience.

By way of illustration Richards analyses e pooenr by Flla Vheeler Wilcox:

After the ficrce midsummzer all ablaze
Has burned itself to ashes and expires
In the intensity of its own fires,
Then core the T.ellow, nild, St. Martin days
Crowned with the calm of pesce, but sad with hage.
So after Love has led us, till he tires
Of his owm throes and torments, and desires,
Comes large~eycd Friendship: with 2 rostful gnze
He beckons us to follow, and across
Cool, verdant vales we wander free froom carc,
Is it a touch of frost lies in the air?
Why are we haunted with o sense of loss?
Yic do not wish the pain bacl, or thc heat;

And yet, and yet, these days arc incomplete.3

2. I.A. Richards, Principlcs of Literary Criticisn,
London, 1926, p.202.

3. ibido 9 pp-200*201 o
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One nay accept Richards' description of stock-responses, and agree
with his dismissive comment on the poer:, and yet find his conmnentary
less than satisfactory. Its unsatisfrctoriness springs fron
Richardst pre-occupation with the doctrinc of cauilibriwnm. He asks
why the poem is popular and replies:

The cxplanation is, probably, in the soothing cffect of
aligning the very active Love~Fricndship groups of
impulses with so settled yet so rich a group as the
Sumner-Autumn similce brings in. The mind finds for a
nonent an attitude in which to contemplate 2 pair of
situations (Love and Friendship) together, situations
which are for many minds, particularly difficult to

see togethcr.4
This seens less than fair to thc poern. Vhotever one nny fcel about
its defccets, its last four lincs zre not aiming =it a soothing effect.
Nor are the love and fricndship situations put together; onc
follows the other, and neither is seen by the poet to be cntirely
satisfactory. Richards has becn somewhat unfair to the poen because
he wishes to clainm thet it is merely ¢ superficial rcconciliction of
opposcd impulses.5 The sccond feature of Richards' comnentary is

nore satisfactory but, in thc context of Principles of Literary

Criticism, it seems almnost an accident:

The heavy rcgular rhythnm, the dead stanp of the rines,

the obviousness of the descriptions ('mellow, nild, St.
Martin'; 'cool verdant vales') their alliteration, the
triteness of the close, 211 these accentuate the

inpression of conclusiveness.,

4. Princiiplcs of Literary Criticism, -».201,. : 7

v

5. ibid., pp.201-202.
6. ibid., p.201.
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More satisfactory because Richards' comments on the triteness of
the language would elicit general agrecenent, but possessing an

accidental air becausc there is, in Principles of Literary Criticisn,

no enquiry into poetic langusge. Therc is, certainly, nct even a
hint of & connection between complexity of language and the defeat of

stock-responses, a conncction which is the basis of Coleridge on

7

Inagination. How ruch commection there is betwcen the two in

Prectical Criticism I shall discuss later,8 but first T will

illustrate how stock-responses and sentinentality are, in Practical
Criticism, nore firmnly celaborated in terms of the general icdea of
conplexity. As in the earlier book, the "chief cause of ill-

appropriate, stercotyped reactions" is said to be "withdrawal fron

exgerience".9 There arc, according to Richards, several ways in
which this night happen, but the ones he wishes particularly to stress
are, first, "through convention and inculcation, as when a child, being
too easily persuadcd what to think and to feel, develops parasitically";1o
second, "intellectually, as when insufficient expcricence is theoreticelly
elaborated into a systen that hides the real world frono us."11

But in both cases the basic process is the sane and is defined

in terms of simplification as against complexity. We substitute

ideas for experiencc end "even the nost elaborate idea falls short of

7. See below, pp,93-94,

8. See below, pPeT73=T4e

9. Practical Criticism, p.246.
10. 1ibid.

11. 4ibid.
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the conplexity of its object".12 Furthér, "we nay call up our idea

13

by the mere use of a word". This is in direct descent from the

enphasis, in The Mecaning of lMeaning, on the dangers of "word-magic" —-
14

the substitution of symbolic phantorms for reality.
The danger is to be avoided in one of two ways. Either by
"scientific" thinking:

a thorough attempt to compare 2ll the aspects of an
object or situation; to analyse its parts, to reconcile
one with another all its various implications, to order

it in one coherent intellectual febric with everything

15

else we know about everything comnected with ite..e
Or by having at our disposal "a wide available background of relevant
exporience",16 which enables us to unite "aspects of experience that
ordinarily renain unconnected".17 On this view, "the secret of genius
is perhaps nothing celse than this greater availability of all
experience coupled with larger stores of experience to draw upon“.18
This clearly rests upon the cluster of idcas that we have scen

in Principles of Literery Criticism, and which are there drawn

together in the account of thc poet's memory.1

12. Practical Criticisn, p.247.
13. ibid., p.246.

14. See above, p.q,

15. Practical Criticism, p.249.
16. ibid.

17, ibid.

18¢ ibid., ppe.249-250.

19« See above, pp.18=22.
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Sentinentality, as discussed in Practical Criticism, has a

sinilar relation with the gencral idea of comnplexity.

Richards beging with various possible senses of the word
"sentinental” and then offers the renn~rk that a "response is
sentinental if it is too great for the occasion".20 Clearly this
does not lead very far, and Richards goes on to develop a nore
conplex definition which employs the psychologists! use of the word
"sentinent"”, neaning "a more or less permanent arrangerient in the
nind: a group of tendencies towards certain thoughts and enotions
organised around & central object".21 Two kinds of inappropriatencss
in such groups of tendencies are outlined. First when the objcct
changes but the tendencies persist, as when & nan continucs "living
in a certain house although increase in motor traffic has madec life
therc almost insupportable";22 second, when the situation renains
the sane but the sentiment changes, as when 2 nan turns painful
wat-tine experiences into a subject for nostalgic revérie.23 These
two forns of distortion arc uscd to offer the following definition:

A response is sentinentel when, either tﬁrough the over-
persistence of tendencies or through the inter-action of
sentinents, it is inappropriate to the situction that
calls it forth. It becores inappropriate, as a rulg,
either by confining itself to one aspect only of the
many that the situation can present, or by substituting
for it a factitious, illusory situation that nay, in
extrerie cases, have hardly anything to do with it. We

3 . 24
can study these extremec cases in dreams and in asyluns.

20. Practical Criticisn, p.258.
21, ibid., p.260.

22. 1ibid.

23. 1ibid., pp.260-261.,

24, ibid., p.261.
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It is the simplification by confinement to onc aspect which, less
extrene and nore connon, is the morc inportant. It is, clearly, a
type of stock-response, and likec the victims of stock-responses, the
"sentimentalist, in brief, is not distributing his interest widely
enough".25 hgain the root idea ig the idea of complexity, of the
heightened and enriched consciousness produced by receptivity to an
unusually wide varicty of stinuli.

Richards' stress upon nultiplicity of responsc, is inportant
because his recurrent dwelling upon it enables hin, cventually, to
translate Coleridge's key term "fusion" into the idea of nultiple
interconnection.26 This translation is the most inportant single
nove in Richerds' bringing togcether of the general idea of complexity

and his account of linguistic complexity.

II.

I will now leave discussion of complexity, as a general idea,

and look at Richards' work on poetic language in Practical Criticisn.

This work shows certain hesitancies, and one reason for this is
Richards' suspicion of analysis, which I will illustrate briefly

before looking at the work itself,

25. Practical Criticism, p.270.

26. See below, p.90,
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As we have seen, the vicws of poctry in The lMeaning of Meaning

and, though to a lesser extent, Principles of Literary Criticisi,

inevitably generate suspicion of anclysis, becausce they suppose that
the cssentisal action of poetry lies benenth the level of obsk';rvm:ion.2'7

In Practical Criticism, where there is increused criphasis on the

inportance of neaning which is open to aualysis, there is still a
cautionary strain, of which the following is represcntative. niclizrds
sces onnlysis as curce for inscnusitive reading, but rerarks of. the cure:

{ i) night be worse than the discase.  The risk of suvoposing
that the feelings which the logical expansion of a poetic
phranse cxcites nust be those which the phrase was created

to convey is very greact. Ve casily substitute o bad

8
picce of prose for the poem.2

This caution~ry strain is also present in Coleridge on Tmagination,

wherc, for instance, it is rcnerked thot no anount of analysis can
convey the precise fecl of n poem and that we always run thc risk of
nistaking our analyticel instrument for the phenomena that it is
attenpting to doscribe.29 In latcr books, especially Spcculative

Instrunents and So Much Nearcr, it is noticeable that references to

Enpson tend to be sceptical, vhile those to his iritators are

disparaging. The following is typical:

27. Sec above, pe.dde

28, Practical Criticism, p.216. Cf. p.39.

29, I.A. Richards, Coleridge on Imagination, second edition, London,

1950, p.97.
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Within ny lifetine—I secceu almost to recall a specific
beginning—< practice of cxpressing whatever 2 line of
passage could possibly yield under squeczing has grown
up. 4t first the practitioners were few and some of
then (Laura Riding ~nd William Enpson, for example)
carly becane renovmned for powerful grosp; but
conpetition soon jacks up stondards. There arc fashions
in rceding as well ag in writing. Perhaps questions of

Z
. . . 30
relevence are nov due for more scarching discussion.

There is, of course, nuch truth in 2ll of this, But it also relates
to that feature of Richards' work which I touched upon =t thc closc

4

. . . . 1 .
of ny account of The leaning of Mcunlng,) Wnen cerried away by the

feeling that the key to the laws of langucge is within reoch, Richards
can throw caution to the winds and cnbark upon projects beyond the scope
of his analytical technique. When not in this nood he tends to be
overcorc by the multitudc of difficultics in the way of analysis.

Ls I suggested carlier, this is probably becausce Richards ncver
himself used analysis in extended literary work, with the: conscauence
that he undcrvaelucs its usefulncsse.

The other hesitancies in the work on language in Practical
Criticisn will be decalt with as they arise. The work iu Tnsod
essentinlly on the four aspects of mecning: sense, tone,
feeling and intention. It has already been noted that "intention" is

neglcected because of its centrality and, thcerefore, its difficulty;

30s I.h. Richards, So Much Nearer, New York, 1968, pp.199-200.
Cf. p.100. Cf. also I.A. Richards, Speculativc Instruments,
London, 1955, p.184.

31. See above, pr.i2-13.
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its function is to control "the relations auong thensclves of the

other three functions".32 Hotopf has adversely cormented on Richards!
reliance on these few basic terms: "One nisses very much the
illumination that the distinguishing of varied uscs by linguistic
philosophers has given to language. Richards' 'uscs' arc o few old
flags set above a mass of percipience".35 This is not entirely fair,
since all depends on what one wishes to do. Richards himself notes
this in an essay on the problens of tramslation, particularly fron
Chinese into English, where, borrowing from Charles Morris, he suggests

seven aspects of language:

The linguist ... will set up onc schena ...; thce pedagogue
seowill sct up another. What schema will a trrnsletor set
up to scrve as a theory of the sorts and inter-rclations

34

of neanings to guide hin in his own task?
He goes on to suggest that o translator will need "a schema as
35
parsinonious as adequacy will allow", and anyonc who hes attenpted
translation will agrece that too cloborate a classification will put

a stop to thc work altogether. A4s far as literary criticism is

concerncd 2 ''schema" as simple as Empson's in The Structurc of

Corplex Words, which uses only two basic terus ("nood" and "implication")

32. Sce above, pe.be

33. W.H.N. Hotopf, Language, Thought and Comprchension. A Case Study
of the Writings of I.A. Richards, London, 1965, p.250.

34. Speculctive Instruments, p.25

35. 1ibid.
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pernits of a subtlety of analysis which nost literary critics

would feel to bc morc than aiequate.J6

I will loolr first =t Richards' discussion in the chopter

£
L

'Figurative Language!'. In comparison with the carlier books, the
greatcer cophasis on the inportance of sensc is apperent:

In nost poetry the sensce is as important
as cnything elsc; it is quite as subtle, and as
dependant on the syntax, os in prose; it is the
poct's chief instrunent to other aims when it is
not itself his ainm. His contrel of our thoughts
is ordinerily his chicf neans to the control of
our feelings, and in the invense nnjority of
instances we niss ncarly everything of valuc if
we pis-rcad his sense.

But to say this—end herc is the distinction wc
hewve to note—is not to say thot we can wrench the
sensc frec from the poen, screw it down in a prose
paraphrasce, and then take the doctrine of our prose
passage, and the feelings this doctrinc cxzcites in us,

57

as the burden of the poeul.
Hecre, again, one notices that feature of Richords' work over which
I have exprecssed agrcernicnt witly Hotopf; the chief motive in the
doctrine of "pseudo-statcuents® was to defeat those who seek
nessages or ideas fron poetry.38 Richards' thinking did not, in

this respect, undergo any basic change. But Hotopf ncglects the

36, Y. BEmpson, The Structure of Conpex Words, London, 1952, pp.15-=17.

37. Practical Critieism, ».191.

384 See above, p.29e
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change that went on within the basic franeworic of ideas., It has
already bheen suggested that the change night be described as a

novenent away from Swinburne, ond it is around Swinburne that o

large part of the discusgsion of sense, in Practical Criticigm,

revolves,

39

The context is a discussion of poen IX”” and of comments on it

by the protocol-writers, one of whon shorply describes it as

n : i 40 c : 3
Swinburnc—cua-water", annoyed by the slack way in which the
senses of the words cre handlcde Richords takes up the defence on

Swinburnc's behalf:

He is indced a very suitable po%t in whon to study the
subordination, distortion and occultation of sense
through the domination of verbal feeling. But the
lapses of sensc¢ are very rarcly so flogrent, so
undisguiged, thot the reader, swept on by the swift
and splendid roundabout of the verse, is forced to

notice thom.41

It is noticecablc that cven the defence presents Swinburne zs a
good source of case-natcrial for the anclyst, rather than as a
poct. By way of illustration Richards quotes from Atalanta in
Calydon:

Before the beginning of years

There cane to the meking of man

Tine, with a2 gift of tears:

Grief, with o glass that ran.42

39« Practicel Criticisn, p.118.
40. ibid., p.129.

41. 1ibid., p.195.

42, ibid.




Richards docs not mention Eliot, but he is, whether intentionally

or not, defending Swinburne ageincst Eliot's criticism. In hisg

2

¢ssay upon Swinburne, which is o part of his whole carly critical
programnc, Hliot had saic of the some chorus:
Thig is not ncrely 'music'; it is effcective because it

appears to be n tremendous statement, like statenents

nade in our dreans; when we wake up we find that the

t

R

lass than ren' would do better Tor time thon Tor
grief, and that the gift of tears would be os
appropriately bestowed by grief as by tine.
It is, in fact possiblc to argue that the transposition is not
engirely pointless (man's subjcction to time, for instance, is an
esscenticl source of tcars, and grief ackez tine hang heavily) and
) 44 ) .
Richards does so. But his generol comxient hzc an apologetic

sound:

Somic conncction [ betwecen the words), though it noy be
tenuous or extroavegont, can alnozt 2lweys be found in
Swinburne, perhaps becruse of his predilcection for thc

abstract and the vogues Vaguce thoughts articul one

ate
. . . . 45
with another nore raocdily thoan precise thoughts,
ind the phrasing here ey be used to mnke the obvious point that

Richards, in thc sane chapter, hinmself gives the soundest possible

general grounds for agrecing with Eliot's view that Swinburne's usc

of language is less than satisfactory:

43, T.S. Eliot, Selected Essays, third ecdition, London, 1951, p.326.

44, Practical Criticism, p.196.

45. 1ibid.
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The enjoyment and understanding of thc best poetry

requires a sensitiveness and discrimination with words,
a nicety, incginativencos and deftness in taking their
sensec which will prevent Poenn IX...fron recciving the
approval of the iost attentive rcaders. To set aside

this fine cupacity toc often mey be a danaging indulgencc.4
The rcader of Swinburne, by Richords' own account, "swept on by the
swift and splendid roundebout of the versc™, mneglects such nicetics.
And this corment on the rhytho serves to recall that Richords is

rapidly, in Practical Criticisn, moving awvay fron o hypaotic account

of netrc. This is clear in his renark on Poermm XII, a rather enpty
and inflcted description of clouds. When, Richards says, there Is,

high-sounding grondiloquent diction and a very capnbly
hendled march of verse, when, above all, the novencent

is fapilicr ~nd 'hypnotic', when therc is nothing to
force the reader to work ot it, we fecl safe in going
ehead, the poetic function slips loose and private pocns

A
result, i)

The defence of Swinburne is o rather desperate renr-guard action, which
ney cesily be defeated by Richards' own erguncnts.

In general, then, subtlety of sense receives rore attention in

Practical Criticism then Richerds has given it hitherto. Of nore

particular intcrest than this, however, are somec other points that

49

arc nade in the discussion of Poem IX. Thesc occur in the discussion

46, Practical Criticisn, p.198.
47. 1ibid., p.195.

48, ibid., p.160.

49, 1ibid., pp.196=197.
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of the metaphor in:

Unless the sca were harp, exch nirthful string

Woven of the lightning of the nights of Spring.SO
Arongst other objections, the protocol writers had criticized

woven", on thic grounds that Strings are anot "woven", and the

whole on the grounds that it is a nmixed netaphor, since the harp
is said to bc nade of sea and lightning.S1 Yith regard to the
latter point, Richords attempts a rule: "Mixturcs in nmetaphors
(and in other figures) ney work well enough when the ingredients
that are nixed preserve this efficacy, but not when such 2 fusion

52
is invited that the several parts concel onc another.” Richards'
account is condensed, and he does not exploin what he neans by
"parts?, but the implications can be drawn out. As 2 boarc possibility
the netaphor is not nonsensc; the lines of wavcs on the sea ars
nost visible neor o shore, and a curving shore nay be thought of as
resenbling the shape of ~ harp. Lightning nay readily be thought
of 25 & line in tho sky and, hence, not ridiculously, cs & string.
But the netaphorical zction is very barc and single, since none of
the usual further implications of the words are crployed. The
context canccls out the implications of rapidity, cxplosiveness,
brightness and so on which are part of the "mecaning" of "lightning".
The sane is the case with "sea". Richards then applies the rule to
"woven", and arrives at a similar conclusion. The power to generate

certain feclings,

50. Proctical Criticisn, p.118.
51 ibid., p.127.
52. ibid., p.196.
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that 'woven' in & proper context certainly possesses,
is danped and cancellced as it blends with the sca

and lightning ingrediecnts, nor is thecre anything else
in the passage thet it can scek help fron in prescrving

- &
. . >
an independent cxzistence, 3

Richards iz here, in fact, appealing to that principle which eightecnth
century critics cnilled "propricty™— the principle, simply, thot words
in poetry should fit in, or intcrconncct, cs richly as possible with

, . 54 . L

he other words in the context. It is, of course, o principlc that
nay bc abused and, when we come to discuss the doctrine of "propricty",
we chall consider to what extent it wos abused by Dr. Johnson.55 But
it is no accident that Richords should comient, while discussing his
protocol-writers! objcctions to the sea=harp nctophor: VIt is clear
that the spirit of Dr. Johuson has happily not ltogcther wanished

56

from literary criticism", Unfortunately, it had vanished to the

extent that Richards, in Thc Philosophy of Rhetoric, could sec only

the cighteenth century abusces of the doctrine of "propricty", foiling

2 Richards

to point out its essentinl sinilnrity with his own theory.
nakes the following genernlisation from his discussion of "sensc" in

poctry:

53. Eroctical Criticism, p.197.

54. Sce below, pp.204=206.
55. Sce below, Chapter VII.

56. Practical Criticism, p.127.

57. See below, pp.134=-135,
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Is the pull exerted by the context (and in these
cascs the whole of the rest of the poen is the context)
sufficient to overcomc what nmay be described as the
noricl scparate fecling of the questionable word?....
Or doc¢s the word resist, stay outside, or wrench
the rest of the poen into crudity or confusion? To
triunph over the resistances of words may sonctines
be considercd thc ncasurc of o poet's power (Shakcspoare
being the obvious exanple), but nore often it is the

58

neasure of his discrction.
Jolnson's notes on Shakespeare are an extended enquiry into the points
at which Shekespeare'!s triumphs in this respcct are questionable.

What is veluable, in the discussion of sense, for Richards!

further thinking is simply the notion of interconnection of "parts"
of words. His usc of the word "fusion", in his rule about nixcd
nctaphor, indicates that it has not yet occured to him to think in
terms of multiplicity of intercomnection, but he has moved o~ long

way from the view cxpressca in the following, fron The Meaning of

Meaning:

the usc of metaphor involves the same kind of context

as abatract thought, the inportant point being that

the nenbers shall only possess the relevant feoture in
common, and that irrelevent or accidental fentures shnll

59

cancel onc cnother.
Richards now stresses tlic function of the several parts. Further,

these are parts of peaning and, therefore, accessible to analysis.

58. Proctical Criticism, pp.212-213.

59. C.K. Ogden and I.A. Richards, The Meaning of Meaning, tenth
edition, London, 1949, p.2%4.
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If we look nore closely into Richards' work on languoge in

Practical Criticism we can sce why it was difficult for hinm to arrive

at the idco of pultiplicity of interconncction. The section I
shall look at fiis discussion of thc relntions betwecn sense and
feeling Yis also of imtrinsic intorcest.

It i3 important to note that his intention herc, as in the

bulk of Practical Criticism, is princrily pedagogic:

the nost curious and puzzling casces of nutual
dcpendence between differcent kinds of neaning occur
with sense and feeling. They are, 28 a rule, inter-
linked ond combined very closely, ~nd the exact
dissection of the one from the other is sonetines

an inpossible and always an extrenely delicate and
pcrilous opcration. But the effort to seperate these
forms of meaning is instructive, and cen help us both
to sec why misunderstandings of 2ll kinds are so
frequent, and to devise educationsl nctheds that will

nake thert less connon.,
As will appear in the course of the analysis, Richerds seems, in
fact, to be pursuing literary critical rather than pedagogic ains,
and this division of intention nay partly exzplain the confusion that
hangs over sone parts of his discussion of the probleit.
Richards scys therc nre thre. browd types of relation betweoen
scnse and feeling in poetic 1anguage; (1) "where the fecling is

gencrated by and governed by the scnse" - (2) Where "the word first

60. Practical Criticism, p.209.
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expresses a feceling, and such scense a8 it conveys is derived fron
thce foelingtts (3) Where "scnse and feeling arc less closcly knit:
their alliancec comes about tiurough the contezt". The third type is
said to be "the usual condition in poetry™, and Richards devotes os
. . ., 61
of his attention to it.
4 source of difficulty throughout the discussion is the way in
which Richerds uses the word "fecling'. He confesses that he uses
the word veguely: "Under 'Fecling' I group for convenicnce the whole
conative—effective aspect of life—enotions, enotional attitudes, the
. . , 62 .
will, desire, pleasure-unpleasurc, ond the rest. This produces
nore inconvenicnce than convenience, because Richards really necded
to distinguish between "feeling®” as in, sny, "This fecls smooth", and
"feeling" as in, say, "I feol pity for hin". The situntion is sinmilor
to that preduced by the ~mbiguous use of the microscopiae and nacroscopic
uses of "inpulse", and it has a similar conscquence; Richards
curclessly bundles together the idea of a heightenced awareness
through receptivity to 2 nultiplicity of stimuli and the idea of an
s . 63
equilibriur of opposcd feelings.
In corder to see how this is dong, and to bring out its implications,
I shall look at Richards' discussion  of the third type of relation
between sensc and feeling with reference to the finol stanza of

Poen X, a pleasantly whinmsical account, by G.H. Luce, of the triumph,

decline and fall of a cloud on a sunner's day:

61. Practical Criticism, pp.210-212.

62. ibid., p.181, footnote.

63. Sec nhovi, pPe33.



70

O sprawling domes, O tottering towers,
O frail steel tissues of the sun—
What! Have ye numbered all your hours

And is your empire all fordone?
Richards' anclysis concentrates on the second line, and I will
reproduce it in full not only for the purpose of pursuing ny argunent,
but also to recall the nature of Richards' contribution to modern
criticism; his insistence on the close scrutiny of what the words
in a poen are doing and his showing how such a scrutiny might
proceed. His analysis here is excellent, and runs as follows:

'Tissue', to begin with the noun, has a double sense;
firstly, 'cloth of steel' in extension from 'cloth of gold'
or 'cloth of silver', the cold, metallic, inorzanic quality
of the fabric being perhaps important; secondly, 'thin,
sof't, seni~transparent' as with tissue-paper. 'Steel! is
also present as a sense-netaphor of Aristotle's second

Irind, when the transference is from species to gzonus,

steel a particulcr kind of strong material being used to
stand for any material strong enough to hold tozether, as

it appears, the immensity of the cloud-gtructure., The

colour suggestion of 'steel' iz also relevant, 'Frail!
echocs the semi-transparency of 'tissue!, the diaphanous-
ness, and the impending dissolution too. 'Of the sun' it may
be added runs parallel to 'of the silk-worm', i.e., produced

by the sun.64

64. Practical Criticism, p.215.
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This is an analysis of the censes of the words—the "fibrillaer
articulations and correspondcnces of the sense", a3 Richords calls
then. He restricts his attention to the sense because, when we
attenpt to analyse werds in poctry, we "can traclz dowi their
2quivocations of scnse to some extent, but we ure comparatively

) . s . 65
helplesz with their ambiguitics of feeline."

The analysis, that
ig, is something of & scecond-best; we commot anzlyse feelings in
conplex language, therefore e must be content with an analysis of
the sensc, The relative importonce of sense and feeling appears in
the following comment on "frazil steel tizssue of the sun": ‘“the
sense here is intricate, and...vhen it is onalyced out it shows 2
rationnl correspondence with the feeling which these readers who
accept the line as onc of the felicitics of the »poen may be supposcd
to have exporienced."66 "Feelings" arc still of the first importance.
Although complexity of sence is receiving much nore attention,

Richards ®s still far from the position indicated by the quotztion e

have already cited fronm Coleridsze on Imagination: "The patterns of
our thought represent, in veriousd woys, tho world we live ine

The jcotterns of our feelings represent only a few special forms of our
67
i

commerce with ite.

65. Practical Criticism, p.213.

66. ibid., pp.214-215.

67. QColeridge on Imagination, p.89. See above, p.41.
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The reason why the woin emphasig in the analysis of ILuce's
poen, remains on feelings, is that Richards' loose employment of
the word pernits a lingering troce of the doctrine of eguilibriumn,.
Thisg is indic~ted by his cormment on "sprawling® in the stanza
quotcd above which he telres as his initial exemple when giving his
general account of thie third type of rel.ation betwoeen sense ond

feeling:

Its sense (in Poem X) nay be indicated o=s an absence
of syrmmetry, regularity, poise, and colicrence, and o
stretched and loose disposition of parts....The feeling

of 'spravling' here is & nizture of good-hunoured nockery

. . 68
and affected comniscration.

"Feeling" here neans "attitude to subject®, and Licliards scunc to be
referring to the idea of « reconciliction of opposed irpulses;
in this case nockery and pitye. This suggestion that the doctrine of
eguilibriun is still at the back of his nind mey be suvported by
looking at his corrient, elscwhere, on the line of Luce's pocn in
which the shadow of the cloud, .oving in the wind, ie said to "sidle
up the gorden steair", Richards renaorks:

"sidle" giwves the accidental, oblique quality of the
novenent of the shadow, and gives it in a single word
by means of o single particularising scene., Condensation

and econony are so often necessary in poctry—in order thot

enotional impulses shall not dissipate thenselves—that

all neans to it are worth study.69

68. Practical Criticisnm, p.2ii.
69, ibid., pp.200-201.




It has alre:.dy been rcnarked th:at the tone of Luce's poem is lightly
whinsical or ironical, and this reinforces Richards' appeal to the
doctrine of equilibrium,. The quality conducive to cquilibriun is
nlled, it will be renmcubered, "irony', and its technical sense
easily overlaps with the ordinary sense, as + I noted during @y

70

cxanrination of Harvell's The Definition of Love.

However, in the aenalysis of "rfreil steel tissue of the sun®,
"feeling" does not mean "attitude tc cubject". Richards' analysis
of the complexity of the scnses of the words does nothing to explain
their feeling, if we take "feeling" to ncan "attitude to subject',
It is only in the word "frail" thot the feeling of "good-huroured
nockery and atfected commiscrction" appecrs—the cloud is sonething
of a back-slider, failing to live up to its promises——nd Richards
does not cven nention this function of the word. ‘hot his analysis
brings out so well is the way in which the nultiplicity of neaning
"realises" the object by cclling up a vivid impression of the cloud.
"Teeling”™, in this case, means no rore then it does in phroses like
"I've reclly got the feel of it now™, dimplying o grasp which is
surer than any given by a merely abstract understanding. This 1is
wiat MTeslina" tecns - .n the generalisction that Richards draws
fron his analysis: "most readers will adnit that, as a rule, the
full sense, analysed and clearly articulated, never conmes to the
consciousness; yet they may get the fesling perfectly“.71 That

situation is also described in the renmark that when a "phrasc strikes

T70. Seec above, p,45,

Tl Practicel Criticism, p.214
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us as particularly happy, or particularly unfortuncte, we can usually

v

contrive, by exanining the fabric of the senzse into which it fits,
. . I
to find rational grounds for our approval or dislike", Trail

steecl tissue of the sun", as analysced by Richards, is sinply a

"happy phrase", and it conteins no "feelings" of the kind which
could come under the head of "ettitude to subject"” and so find a
place in the doctrine of equilibriun.

The linc does contain oppositions, or contrast-effects, waich
sharpen the impact, as Richards brings out when he notes the inorganic,
metallic nature nf'"steel" and the organic quality of "tissue of the
sun"; this is of some importance, and the point eventually finds a
place in Richards! account of the function of disparity betwcen
73

5

tenor and vehicle, in The Philosophy of Rhetoric. But such

contrasts are not of the kind needed for the doctrine of cquilibriun.
Richards is using the terc "sense" es loosely as he is using the
tern "feeling". That "steel" is strong, netallic, inorganic, of =
certein colour; that "tissue" is thin, soft, scui-transparent; that
"Steel tissue" reninds one of cloth-of-gold; that "tissue" reminds
one of tiscuc-paper, and so on, may 2ll be said to be a natter of
the "senses" of the words. But "fceling™ is also intimetely involved,
in that the words evoke a high degree of sensory detail; Richards'

analysis seens to be nliost an enuperation of the properties of the

72, Practical Criticism, p.213.

73. Sec below, ppe144-145,



objects. Richards thinks that his cnalysis is uercly of the
"senses” of the words, because he talies "feelinc” to nmeon "ottitude
to subject™, nnd he zecns to be uncvare thet he hes in foct given a
convincing analysis not mercly of the "seanscs” (vhich =re in sore
vague correspondence with the overcll "fecling”) but of the total

effect of the line. In Coleridge on Incgination he drops the

doctrine of ecuilibrium with its sccompanying stress on "feeling®,
and is consequently able to offer similar annlyses not nmerely as
pedagogic devices or as substitutes for o more preferable but
inpossible annlysis of '"feeling™, but os a centrel feature of his

theory of poetry.74 In Proctical Criticisz the doctrine of equilibriuc

is, a8 we hnve secn, inhibiting e fruitful development of Richards'
workt on poetic languogze.

The more important general point is that the confusion here tends
to conceal the frct that there zre, in Richards! work os o whole, two
distinct versions of coniplexitye. The first version, which takes
"feeling™ to meen "avtitude to subject’,; involves the notion of
"irony", or conplezity of attitude. The second version, which
Richards describes in the phrase "fibriller articulations cnd

5

corresponcences of the sense", does not necessarily involve
complexity of attitude. I this sccond version the words bring

heightened awecrencss of,or realise, their objects through

nultiplicity of meaning.

T4 See below, pp.91-94,

75 See above, PeTle
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Thot thiz two-fold division ia important may be illustrated by

]

referring to Enpson's Seven Types of Anbisuity. Empson's first two

types correspond to the second version above, while his remaining
five types 2ll involve in varying levels of consciousncss,

i 3 . 1||76 w» ™ 1 :
conplexity of attitude". Further, Eopson notes that his first
type (cnd his second type is mercly an extension of this) "covers
B ANS v J

s

. . . 77 . .
alnost everything of literary importance".' Eapso:: himself | in a
discussion with F.U. Bateson in the 'Critical Forun' in Essays in
Criticisn, nakes this zame bread distinction of two versions of

78

"anbiguity". However, the types which involve coanlexity of
attitude occupy the bulk of the bosk, anl this is & foir reflection
of the pre—occupctions of nodern criticisr of the znalytical school,
with its heovy emphasis on "complexity of cttitude" and its relative
neglect of the other and, as Eipson confesscs, riore iuportant, type
of complexity. This pre-occupction and neglect correspond with the
increased interest in the poetry of "wit" which has morked nodern
criticism, since it is in the noetry of Domue a:wl his followers

that "complexity of attitule" is nost rcadily found. It hes been
easy to fall into the cssunption that complexity of language which

"realises" objects and experience nust be accompanied by "conmplexity

of attitude", and, converscly, that poctry of simplc attitudes con

76, See below, p,422,

77. . Enpson, Seven Types of Anbiguity, third edition (revised),
London, 1953, p.3. For Empson's definition of the second type
of ambiguity, sce p.48.

78, DIssays in Criticisn, iii (1953), 5624




=

wodorn taste finds uncong

T

only attain a low dezree of realisstion, This has besn especielly

so where the sinple ettitude happens to be one which the dominant

:niel, as in the caso of the attitude which

used to go under the nane of “the subline"., This case particularly

involves Milton and his cighteenth century followers.79
It seccms unlikely that books on critical thecry have much

effeet on taste—they follow it rather than dictete it—Dbut Practiccl

Criticism has been an influentisl work cind it nzy be that the failurce

to distinsuish there betwecn the two distinct versions of conplexity

that have just been describecd, helped to reinforce assunptions that were

already congenicl. As wce shall see, the stress on the importance of
"complexity of attitude" disarpesrs from Richords' thinking in

Coleridee on Imaginction, but thet beok never scens to have had the

currency of Richards! carlier work.

43 o final point in oy account of Richnrds! thinking about
sensc and feeling at this stege, I will add o remerk from Hencius on
the Mind, which ronkes clear why he thought thot%feeling"in the

o

sense of M"attitude to zubject", nay remein relatively untouched by on

4]

analysis of the "scnso". Discussing the relations between sense ond

fecling in words, Richards says:

79« Sce below, pp,304-307.
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When a word has been nuch used with a sensce that is
naturally associcted with a strong and rich enotive
reverberation, it frequently carries tihis gesture over

to senses that give no nctural support for say such
stirrings....The chief danger...is that ve ney insist upon
giving a word 2o far nore elaborate scense then it really has,
in order to justify its gesture, because we have not noticed
what other scnses it may have on other occasioas fron which

2

its stirring qualitips derive.®”
Vhatever eclse may be soid about this, it clearly inplics o
relatively low level of language-use—=a level involving little
"vigilance"., It is because of his interest in linguistic duplicity
that Enpson,in The Structure of Conplex Hords, rojecte Richorais! point,
insisting that the fceling smuggled in by a different sense rmust also
bring that scnsce along with it and that, concequently, such uses %2_
involve conplexity of sensc.81 Bmpson's argument is persuasive, but
that does not, of course, raisec the level of this use of language.
Richords is, it moy be noted, still giving high praise to Swinburne

~

in this part of Iicncius on the Mind. ~° and one recollects his postula~

tion of two kinds of poetry in Principles of Literary Criticism. In

Swinburne's poctry "little beyond vague thoughts of the things the
words stand for ise...required. They cdo not have to be brought into

intelligible conncction with one another", whereas in Hardy's poetry,

80e Iehe. Richords, Menciys on the Mind, London, 1932, p.105.

81. The Structure of Complex Words, pp.56-57.

82. I.A. Richords, Mencius on the Mind, London, 1932, p.99.
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"nore icportant are the further thoughts caused by the sense, the
33
network of interpretation and conjecture which arises therefron."

Clcerly, it is in Swinburaion poetry that the process described in

ISnciMs on the Mind nay niost readily occur. When, as in reading

Hardy, the nind is actively engaged in interpretation of interconnections
of thc sense, there is much less chance of feelings being illicitly

brought in. Richerds, in short; in Iiencius on the Mind, is still

able to base his discussions of poetic language on Swinburnian poetry.

IIT,

I wculd like, finnlly, to note twe zcneral fentures of s e

Practical Criticisiit Richards' intention in writing the boolk, and

his continuced usec in it of the language of stinulus ond responsc.
His continued use of the language of stimulus and response

can be illustrated froz his discussion of stock-responses. He

continually inplics a situation in which there is & hard-fect world,

given, out there, to which we respond with varying degrces of

appropriateness. This is apparent for instance in his remark that

a stock-response "hides the real world fron us", or in his comments

A
on the - way  in which subjective needs distort reality.8r His clein

8%. Principles of Literary Criticism, p.129, Sce above, pe37a

84+ Practical Criticisn, PP.246=247.,
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is that good poetry breaks down stotk-responses and thercby ~ttuncs
us to reality. Hiz evident difficulty is that whet is presentod in,
say, & pley by Shaliespeare is not, in aay normal sense of the word,
"recal", Therce is nothing unususl about the lifficulty, and Rich-ris
gives the usuel answer; gocd poetry heishtens our gnvacity for
appropriate responsc. This answer assuzes an idenl situation; a
nen ray, cloarly, reed poetry for a lifc-time without any discernible
inprovenent in his response to "reality", ond nobody inproves os

ruch as they night, but the idecl is a wvolid one. Vhot is unsatis-

]

Tactory ic that Richcords' languoge of stinulus and response leads
hi:: to make his answer in tcrmis of the doctrine of equilibriunm, which

is, 2= we have

7 undernined by other
important eclcuients in hiis thinking,

His account of enpropricte responsiveness is conducted with

(o
; oo Ce 85 . )
reference to Confucius' concept of 'sincerity'. For Coufucius, as
translated by Legge, sinccerity “is thet wherehby self-completion is
cffected, and its way is that by which rian nust direct himself™, ond
in “"gelf-conpletion the superior nirnn conpletes other men and things
&lsoeseani this is the oy by which o union is effected of the

. 3€ . s . T
extecrnel and the interncl®, Richards glossces this with: "Being

vore at one within itself the mind thereby becones morce approprintely

85+ Practical Criticism, pp.283-291.

86. ibid., p.284,
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. BT s 5o s .
responsive to the outer world". This is in direct descent fron

The Foundations of Aegthetics, whore it is said of syncegthetic

i

expericnces (i.ce. experiences characterized by equilibriunm of impulses):

our individuality becones differentintcd or isolated fron
the individualities of things arouncd us. ¢ becoue loss
'mixed into' other things. As we become more ourselves
they becone nore thenselves, because we ore less dependant

upon the particular inpu}scs which they each arouse in us.
The discussion of Confucius rcvolves around the same ideas: 'The
conpleted mind would be that perfect mind...in which no disorder, no
nutual frustration of impulses renained", and, that being the ideal,
the huwnen organisu nust effect a '"re-ordering of its inpulses so as

39

to reduce their interferences with onc enother to a nmininunm®. As

noral exhortation this would elicit general agrcenent, though, no
doubt, disesgreement would quickly arisc es to the order of priority
of "impulses", in cases of "intcrference™; but in its application to
poctry it is open to the objections raised ageinst the doctrine of

9C

equilibriun in ny discussion of Principles of Literary Criticisn,

and, as we have seen, various elements in the docirince are, in any case,
being undernined by the develepnent of Richards' own thinking.

One of the striking things, it may incidentally be said, about
Richards' quotations from Confucius is thot they might suggest an

account of the mind in creative terms, rather than in terms of

87. Practical Criticisn, p.287.

88, Pe 79.
89. Praoctical Criticisn, p.285 and p.286.

90, Sec above, Chapter III, Section II.
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appropriate response to stimuli: "In sclf-conpletion the superior

91

nan completes other nmen ~nd things also". In Coleridge on

Inagination Richards enploys a''creative’ account, which enables hin
to cbandcn the doctrince of equilibriun, and offers an aprortunity
for bringing ncatly together his work on laenguege and his view of

. 92 . e "
poetry as heightencr of awareness. In Practicel Criticism this

aspect of Legge's version of Confucius simply fails to interest hin,

My final point about Practical Criticism is that its over-all

intention engenders sone confusion as to the wey in which poctry
heightens awarcnecss..

It has already been rcmerked that Richerds' cvowed intention,
in analysing the relcations between sense and feeling in words, is
pcdagogic. He thinks that training in such analysis night, if
cautiously undertaken, lead to improved rceding,; and this is a
rcflection of onc of the chicf ains of the whole book. In the
introduction Richards says: "It is as a step towards...training and
technique in discussion that I would best like this book to be
93

regarded”, Wrat he has in nind may be sw.arized as follows.

The various opinions of the students who ezpresscd views on the poens

91, Sce above, P80
92, Sce below, pp.93-94.

93. Practical Criticisn, pe9e.




in Practical Criticisn illustratc a variety of poscilile approaches to

he poerws, and, also, shouw thesc approaches ot varying levels of

Jigen : 94 .. o . .
sophistication.” This arroy of wviews constitutes noterial for the
stuly of tho zenesis ond developient of opinions in whet Richords calls
the "iiddle" sulijects, These ~re the suljects (such os ethics,

netaphysics and roligion) which resenile lite :rory criticisi in thoet

they ore neither, on the one hand, like netheuntics, nor, on the other

g

.
hand, like coruicrce and liw. ? 0f +4he bemefit to e durivel from such

an array of views, Richards says:
Vher the first dizzy bewilderuent has worn off, cs it very
goon does, it is ~s thouzh we vwere strolling through and
about 2 luilding thot hitherto we vere only olt:le to see Ifron
one or two distent standpoints. e zoin o ouch nore intinote
undcrstanding Toth of the poen and of the opinions it orovokes,
Sonething like & plan of the nost usual approsches can be

gzctchel and we learn wvhat to exnect when o new ohject, a
a5

. . o

new poer, cones up for discuscion.

The intention, 2s with the analysis of thic relations hetween scnse anl
feeling in words, is to increasc understonding of the woys in which
languoge works. Richerds' ~crpunent by ennlogy will not Lear close
scrutiny., His procecdurc mny well increasce uncerstonding of cach view
of the poeii, hut iz as likely to damage our own uvndsrstanding of the
poerr as to inprovec it. To read & poen whilc holding in nind the

various other rerctions thot it night provoke scems o certain way of

94, Proctical Criticism, p.9.

95. l-bidu 9y Ppu 5-6q

9. ibid., p.9.



Jestroying the fullness and genuinenecs of one's own rcaponse, The
process in the rcoding of rpoetry which provides a more accurate

o

analogy with vicwing o building fron o nuwber of points, is the proce

o9}

o)
[

¢t understonding the relation Letween the parts of the pocr
understonding its cohcrence.

The kind of awareness involved in an atteint to understan:i how &
poen: provokes a veriety of opinions i1z different fron the kind of
awvareness involved in thie reading of poetry os poetry, and Richards
is in danger of confusing the two. At sonme points in his loter work
Richerds does fall into the confusion, beccuse of his tendency to

e

treat poctry prinarily n=s case-moterial for the study of languaze.”

Coleoridge on Imaginntion, though it is, in nmy view, Richards' most

interesting contribution to literiry criticism, is not entirely frec

from this confusione I would like next to exanine this book in deteoil.

97- See belOW, pp.113—1150

)
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CHAPTER 4

COLERIDGE ON IMAGINATION

L.

We now turn to Coleridge on Imagination and will look first at

Richards' account of the mind in terms of creativity, or activity.
This occupies Chapter 3, which is, in effect, the first chapter, the
previous two consisting mostly of castigations of those who have

failed to perceive how penetrating a psychologist Coleridge was.

Coleridge was ahead of his time, Richards says, bu% the key psychological
ideas in his account of the mind contain "little ... which a modern
psychologist ... will tresat now as other than é*commoﬁplace".1 These
ideas are familiar and may be stated briefly. There are no sense

data, only facta; our perceptions are creations. In thsese acts of
creation we are also creating ourselves, because the "subject (the self)
has gone in to what it perceives, and what it perceives is, in this
sense, itself"; hence '"the subject is what it is through the objects

it has been”.2 This equates with the assumption of the '"modern
psychologist!", which is '"the governing condition of his science', that

3

"the activities of the self ... are results of past activities".

1. I.A. Richards, Coleridge on Imagination, Second Edition, London,
1950, p.60.

2. ibid., p.57.

3. ibid., p.61.
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Coleridge further proposed that we must become aware of this
creative process, by an act of "realizing intuition", and that, even
further, one should become aware, by means of the "inner sense'", of
one's awareness., This is an act of self-knowledge, and is the first
postulate of philosophy.4 The problems raised in philosophy and
psychology by Coleridge's ideas ars heyond the scope and competence
of this essay. To the question of different levels of awareness,
insofar as it affects Richards' ideas about poetic language, we shall
return in due course.5

The creative process itself is the '"primary imagination", which
creates the everyday world with which we are all familiar.6 The
relation of the "secondary imagination" and the "fancy" to the foregoing
ideas is dealt .ith in Chapter 4. The "secondery imagination" is
also creative, since it breaks down, reforms and unifies the products
of the "primary imagination®. The "fancy" works, through the agency
of memory, with the products of the "primary imagination', but merely

if

sets them into new arrangements, without essentially modifying them.

4. Coleridge on Inagination, pe4Se

5. See below, p.115.

6. Coleridge on Imagination, p.58.

f. ibid., pp.58-59.
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The importance of the '"secondary imagination" is thig:

it gives us not only pockry in the limited sonse in
which literary critics concern themselves with it -
but every aspect of the routine world in which it is
invested with other values than these necessary for
our bare continuance as living beings: all objects
for which we can feel love, awe, admiration; every
quality beyond the account of physics, chemistry and
the physiology of sense-perception, nutrition,
reproduction and locomotion; every awareness for
which a civilized life is preferred by us to an

uncivilized.8
The essential mark of a genius is the possession of a high degree of
"secondary imagination', or '''an unusual intensity of the modifying
power"'.9 Richards illustrates this power with a quotation from

Coleridge:

The Heaven lifts up =y soul, the sight of the ocean seems
to widen it. We feel the same force at work, but the
difference, whether in mind or body that we should feel in
actually travelling, horizontally or in direct ascent,
that we feel in FANCY.

For what are our feelings of this kind but a motion
IMAGINXD, with the feelings that would accompany that
motion, less distinguished, more blended, more rapid,

1
more confused, and, thereby, co-adunated. 2

In effect, though Richards doecs not point this out,; the "secondary

8. Coleridge on Imagination, pp.58-59.

9. ibid., p.74.

10. ibid., p.73.
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imagination" reformulates his earlier version of the poet's memory;
it re-forms the products of the "primary imagination" in such a wway
that they are freely available for transfer to other experiences, and
consequently the poet is unusually able to find coznnections between
disparate areas of experience.11 This is particularly evident in the
poet's gift for metaphor, of which, "The Heaven lifts up my soul" is
an exanmple, Here lies the force of Coleridge's remark that
"'association depends in a much greater degree on the recurrence of
resembling states of feeling than on trains of ideas'".12

Here also lies Coleridge's insistence on increased liveliness of
thought, as well as of feeling, in the imaginative process - the
co-presence of "judgement zver awake and steady self-possession with

13

enthusiasm and feeling profound or vehement'. The consequences of

a relaxing of thought are made clear in the following distinction
between "fancy” end "imagination':

You may conceive the difference in kind betireen the Fancy
and the Imagination in this way, that if the check of the
senses and the reason were withdrawm, the first would

14

become delirium, and the last mania.

In the first case, the consequence would be incoherent raecall of past

1. See above, pp.13=22.

12. Coleridge on Imagination, p.68.

13. Biographia Literaria, ii, 12.

14. Coleridge on Imagination, p.T4.
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experience, in the second, extreme distortion of reality by an
emotion that has run out of control. In one of Coleridge's examnles,
"tan uvnusual intensity of the modifying »norer, ... dctached from the
discriminative povier, might conjurc a platted straw into a royal
diadem'n.

Such are the key ideas upon which Richards' subsequent account of
the complexity of woetic language, and an accompan -ing method of analysing
it, depend. Before we look at the account and the method, one further
point should be made. Richards believes that Coleridge's '"viewis of
the mind as an activity are a ncew charter of liberties”.1
Coleridge does not introduce a '"split between the ingredients of the

mind"s

In his best anelyses he transposes feclings, thoughts,
idesns, desires, imeges and passions with a freedom which
descriptive psychology has only recently regained. He
treats all these elements in the psychological inventory as
forms of the activity of mind - different, of course, and
with different functions - but not to be set over against
one another in two :roups either as products to be opnosed
to the process:gs which bring them into being, or as
presentations to be set against the reverberations they

arouse and which shift them about.1

This "charter of liberties" is very welcome to Richards because it

15. Coleridge on Imagination, p.74.

16, ibid., p.66.

17. ibid., p.56.
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frees him from feeling that he has, in order to progress with a theory
of complexity in poetic language, to settle first such problems as

the relations between senze and feeling in words, He can, in
claborating his theory, simply treat the inter-connection betwesn the
various aspects of meaning as part of the creative activity which a
poem induces in the rcader. It may be added, however, that the
problem had been of service to him, because the investigation of it
had helped him to develop his ideas about the ways in which poetic

language works.

II.

In his account of the complexity of poctic languege Richards'
essential move iz to traznslate the idea of "co-adunztion" into
multiplicity of inter-connection, or, as he terms it, "inter-

19

inanimation", or "inter-action'. With resp:ct to language, the
distinction between "fancy" and "imagination" is re-phrased as
follows:

the structurc or constitution of poetic meanings may

vary from extreme feheralism ... to the strictest

centrality - from a case ... where the meanings of the

18. See above, PP.68=75,

19. Coleridge on Imagination, p.79.
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separate words are almost corpletely autonomous (and their
grouping is for a purposc which docs not concern them) to
the case ... where the several units of meaning surrender
almost all their local independance in a2 cormmon co-operative

20
purpose.

Richards is using the notion, which we have met in Practical Criticism,

.

of "transactions betwesn the parts of the sense”,21 but it nov takes
2 central »lace in a general account of poetry, instead of being an
incidental pedagogic device.

The distinction, as regards complexity of language, between
"fancy" and "imagination" iz illustrated by discussion of two

nassnges which Coleridge himself hed used 23 exomples.

Iy

—
.

Full gently now she takes him by the hand,

A 1lily prison'd in & gaol of snow,

Or ivory in an alabaster band;

So white a friend engirts so white a foe,

II. Look! how z bright star shootzth from the sky

. } . : 22
So glides he in thc night {rom Venus' eyc.

In "prison'd" and "gaol of snow'" Richa:ds notcs =n "absence of inter-
action between the prrts of the comparison', and expands the point as

follows:
In contrust to the implied efiorts or will to escape of

the prison'd hand, a lily would be the most patient of

20. Coleridge on Imazination, p.87.

21. See above, pp.68=69,

22. Coleridge on Imaginetion, p.77 and p.82. Venus and Adonis
11.361-364 and 11.815-816,
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captives. And anything less resembling 2 gaol of snow
than Venus' hand could hzrdly be chocen - exceot in two
uncombined 'points of likness distinguished', two
accidental coincidences, namely that the gaol and the
hand are both e¢nclosures and both white,

But Venug' hand iz not a static enclosure, and the
whitenesses will scem less compatible the morc we

23

consider then.

It ray be immediately, though incidentally, remarkcd, that tihis bears

a striking resemblance to the style of analysis one finds in cighteenth

century editions of Shakespeare; this will be later illustrated =t

24

length, Ir. contrast with the first passage, in thc second, "the

more the image is followed up, the more links of relevance between
the units are discovered':

The scparable meanings of cach word, Look! (our surprise
2t the meteor, her's at hisg flight), star (2 lizht-giver,
an influcnce, a remote and uncontrollable thing), shooteth
(the sudden, irremcdiabls, portentous fall or deatl of
what had been o guide, a destiny), the sky (the source of
light and now of ruin), glides (not rapidity only, but

fatal ease too), in the night (the darkness of the scene

and of Venus' world now) - all these separable meanings

25

are hcre orought into one.

The analysis herec resembless that of '"frail steel tissue of the sun'

23. Coleridge on Imagination, pp.78-79.

24. See belOW, PPe. 204"206a

25. Coleridge on Imacination, ».83.
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in Practical Criticism, with the important differcnce thet Richards

is no longer worrying sbout the rclations betiween sense and feeling.

=)

he various '"meanings" listed in his commentary could be called
"feelings' as much as "senses'", as was rcemarked of the 1list of
"moanings" in the analysis of "frail steel tissue of the sun".
Certeinly, most of them arc not "senses'" that one would find listed
in a dictionary.

The relation between the "interinanimation" of the meanings
here, and the creative account of the mind is contained in the
following:

as the reader's mind finds cross-connexion aftcr cross-
connexion between [the mcanings], he seems, in bccoming
more aware of them, to be discovering not only
Shakespeare's meaning, but something which he, the reader,
is himself making., His understanding of Shakespeare is
sanctioned by his own activity in it. As Colcridge

says: '"You feel him to be a poet, inasmuch as for a

27

time he has made you one - an active creative being”.
A further summarizing remark by Richards may be added:

Shakespears is rzalizing, and making the rcader realize -

not by any intensity of effort, but by the fulness and

self-completing growth of the response - Adonis' flight

as it was to Venus, and the sense of loss, of increased

26. Sce above, pPp.68-69,

27. Coleridge on Imagination, pp.83-84.
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. 28
darkness, that invades her.
This is a reformulation of the view which we have outlined in the

form it takes in Principles of Literary Criticism and Practical

Criticism, where the value of poetry is scen in its heightening of
arrareness through complexity of response. It is noticeable that in
the key example, here, and in the analysis of it, there is no mention,
either implicit or explicit, of complexity of attitude.29 How that
Richards can talk simply in terms of "activity" or "creativity" or

" mtcoinanimation"” hce can comfortably drop the doctrine of
equilibriun,. lore importmnt, he has now brought together his work
on language and his theory of the value of poctry, with neatness and
simplicity.

In this account of poctic language the emphasis falls heavily

on the importance of sense, and I will quote in full the remark that

I  partly reproduced in =y discussion of Practical Criticism:

the peculiar reference of thoughts to the things-they-are-of
gives them modes of interaction with one anothcr which are
lacking in the case of feelings. And this interplay is
studied as their logicel compatibility or incompatibility,
and other relations. The patterns of our thought
represent, in various ways, the world we live im. The
patterns of our feelings represent only a few special forms

. . 0
of our commzrce with 1t.3

28. Coleridge on Imagination, p.83

29. See above, PP.75=T7.

30. Coleridge on Imagination, p.89. See above, p.4i,
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Richards' recent re-issue of Science and Poetry, under the new title

Poetries and Sciences, confesses that the defect of the original

issue had been the failure to stress the importance of the sense in
. 1 .
poctic language.3 As we have seen, there was a change of emphasis

in Practical Criticism, but not to the extent that we now find in

Coleridge on Imegination. As I have said before, this does not mean

that Richards abandons the essential point of his doctrine of

32

"pseudo-statements™. He continues to insist that poetry does not
present extractable ideas, or beliefs, but now the process which is
the poem is sceen to be largely an activity of thought, whereas

previously it was seen chiefly as an emotional =zactivity. Even in

Practical Criticism Richards' intercst in complexity of sense was

prompted by the idea that it shows "a rational correspondence'" with

the ”feeling”.33

His position now may be further described with refecence to his
views on metre. He completely =mccepts, indeed accentuates, the
Coleridgean account of nmetre, with which we saw him in essential

34

disagreement in Principles of Literary Criticism. The central

31. I.A. Richards, Poetries and Sciences, London, 1970, p.93.

32. ©See above, pP.29e
33. See above, PeTle

34. See above, pp.24=25.
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idea is that the '"movement of the verse bacomes the movement of the

-
meaning”.3)

Practical Criticism centains anticipatioas of this, partly,

perhaps, because Richards was disturbed by some widely canvassed

views about metrs in his students' protocols, as when he remarks that,
after the insistencs on conformity to a metrical pattern, “the

36

notion that poetic rhythm is independant of scnse,is the most hurtful".

Tis own view in Practical Criticism is:

The movement or plot of the word-by-word development of the
poem, as a structure of the intellect and enotions, is
always, in good poetry, in the closest possible relation to
the movemnent of the metre, not only giving it its tempo,

37

but even distorting it - sometimes violently.

That the position in Coleridge on Imagination is essentially the sama

is clear in such remar:s 2s: "The perceived relations between temporal
parts of an utterance, vhich scem to the ear to constitutc good metre,

38 But the

derive from relations betwoen parts of its mesning.
idea of "movement'" is now given much nore significance and precision by

its reference to the ides of "interinanimation": rhythm is =2

moving: pattern of subtly inter-connected aspects of meaning. It is

35. Coleridge on Imagination, p.119.

36. I.A. Richards, Practical Criticism, London, 1929, p.231.

37. ibid., p.230.

38. Colcridge on Imegination, p.120.
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also, of coursc, nowy very ncatly tied in with Richards!' general
thezory of poetry. How far Richards has travelled may be showmn by
sctting the statcment thot “"the movemcnt of the verse becomes the
noveirent of the meaning'", alonzside his earlier view that '"ovement
. . .o 39
in poetry deserves 2t least as .wuch study as onomatopoeiza'.
This is not to say that Richards has zbandoned the view that the
"tied images", or direct sensory qualities of words; are important;
R . . 40 e , .
their importance is still stressed, but hic central intcrest
has now been shifted into the realm of meening. The changad
importance, in Richards' schems, of the "ticd images" is a corollary
of the disappearance of the doctrine of equilibriwna, in which they
. 47

played an important part.

Such is the central material of Coleridge on Imagination.

Since certain problems raisec¢ by it, and by the uses to vhich Richards
puts it,; are to be denlt with at some length, I should immediately
record my opinion that it is an impressive achicvement. The nature
of its impressiveness can be indicated by a quotation from the closing

paragraphs of Seven Types of Ambiguity, published four ycars before

Coleridge on Imagination:

I suppose that all present-day readers of poetry would

agree that some modern pocts are charlatans, though

39. See above, Pe39

40. Coleridge on Imagination, p.88.

41. See above, p.31.
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different people would attach this floating suspicion to
different poets; but they have no positive machinery, such
as Dr. Johnson tlhiought he had, to a great cxtent rightly,
by which such a fact could be proved .... The result is a
certein lack of positive satisfaction in the reading of any
poetry; doubt becomes a permanent background of the mind,
both as to whasther the thing is being interpreted rightly
and as to whether, if it is, one ought to allow oneself

to feel pleased. Evidently, in the lack of any machinery
of analysis, 8uch as can be thought moderately reliable,

to decide whether one's attitude is right, this leads to

a sterility of emotion such as makes it herdly worth

while to read the noetry at all.42
This, in some ways, is over-stated, but it focusces the need felt at
the time. Richards developcd a "machinery of analysis, such as can
be thought moderately reliable", which has much in common with the
analysis employed by Dr. Johnson, with the addition that it is
more comprchensive, more subtle, more fimly based in a general
theory of poetry, and without the excesses which characterized the
eighteenth century doctrine of propricty. The idea of
inter inanimation resembles the doctrine of propristy in its concern
with the ways in which words in a poem fit together, and here a
further point by Empson comes aptly:

It is not that such machinery is unknown so nuch that

it is unpopular; people fecl that, beccause it muct

42. W. Bmpson, Scven Types of Ambiguity, Third Edition (Revised),
London, 1953, pp.255-256.
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43

always be inadequate, it must always be unfair.
Richards' contribution was a recall to what scens elementary - a
reminder ratiner than a discovery; but it was a timely reminder, and
to re-statc in modern terms 2 '"machinery of analysis'" of the
Johnsonian type required a great and sustained effort of enquiry.

My use, above, of Eupson's comments assumes that the proper
function of analytic machincry of this kind is to help in distinguishing
good poetry from bad. This is not what Richards intended it for, and

most of our remaining discussion of Coleridge on Imagination consists

of examination, and criticism, of the us2s to which Richards thought
it could be put. These uses are connected with some of Richards'
central interaests, but serhaps the chief reason why he failed to
stress the usefulness of anzlysis in inculcating sound habits of
judgement is that hc himself seems to have had no general literary
judgements which urgently nceded expression. This is hordly
surprising, since his time h~d been smnly occupied in critical and
linguistic theory. It is in critics like Johnson and Leavis that
one finds analysis being used to rafine and enforce judgements issuing
from a sustained acquaintance with English poetry in its full extent.
Every critical idea, of course, is open to abuse. In the
eighteenth century there were real Dick Minims, as well as a Dr.

Johnson or a Warburton, and modern criticism has not failed to

43, W. Empson, Seven Types of Ambiguity, p.255.
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produce its quota of Dick }lirims. Johnson, too, made his mistakes,
and his work on Shakcspeare is generally thought to enshrine some of

the worst or thcm. That work is, of course, far from perfect, but, as

cr

I shall later =rzue, it is cssentially a useful modal of the kind of
thing that annlytical criticism ought to be, and it is far healthier
than the holy chorus of adul:ation which currently passes for

44

"Shakespeare Criticisr It is, in short, far from a defect in
Richards' analytical method, that its proper use is intimately

involved with valuc-judgencnts.

Before considering sone of the problems raised by Coleridge on

Imagination, it may be helpful to illustratc the ideas so f=r outlined
by looking at sor:e cxamplcs other than the brief ones given by
Richards. This nay help to clarify the implications of the ideas,
and is especially in nlace since Richards himgelf is rather
parsimonious with examples. What is to be illustrated is, first,
Coleridge's remark, guetu earlier:

The Heaven 1lifts u, my soul, the sight of the occan seems
to widen it .... For what are our feelings of this kind
but a motion IMAGINED, with the feelings that would
accompany that notion, less distinguished, riore blended,

45

more rapid, more confused, and, thercby, co-adunated.

And, second, Richards' idec that this action of the imeginatien, at the

44. For examplc, sce below, ppe205-207,

45. Coleridge on Tuagination, p.73. See above, p.87.
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46

level of language, produces a grest degree of "interinanimation'.
T will look first at the descristion of the Brangiven farm at the
beginning of Lawrcence's The Rainbow:

The farmers knew the intercourse between heaven and
earth, sunshine dramm ianto the breast and bowels, The
rain sucked up in ths day-tine, nakedness that couies under
the wind in autunn, showing the birds' nests no loriger
worth hiding. Their 1life and inter-relations were suchjy
feeling the pulse and body of the soil, that opened to
their furrow for the grain, and became smooth and supple
after their ploughing, and clung to their feet with a
veight that pulled like desire, lying hard end
unresponsive when the crops were to bc shorn away. The
young corn waved and was silken, cnd the lustre slid

along the linbs of the rmen who saw it.47
The imaginative process is particularly clear in words like '"sucked
up''y "slid", and "desire'. The feelings we actually h-.ve in the
experiences pointed to by the words are here present but are '"more
blended, more rapid, more confused, snd, thereby, co-adunated™, The
life of the farm is '"realized" by an "unusual intensity of the
modifying power”.48 "Interinanimation" is promincnt in, for
instance, "the lustre slid''; the rcader begins by taking "lustre" as

the sheen of the cornj with "'slid" he feels that touch is involved,

A6, Coleridge on Imagination, p.79. See above, p.92.
47. D.H. Lawrence, The Rainbow, Penguin, 1966, p.8.

48. See above, p.87.
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and so takes "lustre" ns3 "smoothness to the touch'", and this is
re-inforced by "along the limbs". At "who saw it" he has to interpret
back again in visual terms, =nd the net result is & blending of
visual and tactile effects; the men sec the corn so keenly that they
feel it, and this gives "slid along the 1limbs" the sensc of a tremor
running along the iuscles. There is, to generelize, a varying
exploitation of the possibilities of the words as the roader moves
through the sentence, and it is o« c2se, to use Richards' political
analogy which we hav: already quoted, of extrcme centralism.49 This
is but onc instance of the way in which sexual feelings are, in the
description as 2 whole, transformad and transferred, and the
description clearly cxemplifies the way in whick the imogination
humanizes the world, investing it with all the qualitics for which e
can feel "love, awg, admiration”.SO

As 2 less obvious example I will look at a stanza which has a
widely attested power to iove and which does not gﬁi& particularly
coriplexs

My love is like a red red rosc
That's newly sprung in June:
My love is like the melodie

That's sweetly pley'd in tune.51

49. See above, pp.90-91,
50. See above, pe.8Te

51. R. Burns, My Love is Likc a Red Red Rose.
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The sccond-person mode of address in the next stanza ("As fair art
thou, my bonny lass") lcads the reader to take "love" in the first
stanza as referring, primerily, not to the woman but to the poect's
feeling, because it seems natural to assume that he is talking to her
throughout the poem and therefore would not refer to her in the first
stanza in the third person. In the comparison of the rose with the
fecling of love '"the more the image is followed up the more links of
relevance between the units are discovered".52 Its unfolding is the
heart opening, and its redness is that of blood; the general sense
of beauty and naturalness are obviously relevant, and, more
particularly, the sense of surprise at the sudden appcarance

("newly sprung") of this beauty, which implies something spontaneous
and outside the man's control. It is here that "June", which
otherwise might appcar an inert rhyme-word, is effective; it cancels
any feeling of frailty in the newly sprung flower. The summer
strength of this flower might be brought out by a comparison with
Perdita's,

pale primroses,
That die unmarried, ere they can behold
Bright Phoebus in his strength (a maledy
)‘53

Most incident to maids

However, there is also a strong natural pull towards taking "my

52, See above, p.92.

53. The Winter's Tale, 1V.iv.122-125.
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love" as referring to the wonman, as well as to the poet's feeling,
and it is, in fact, a case of Empson's sccond type of ambiguity, in
which there are two different senses but one resultant meaning.54
Here, the implications of unfolding, blood, beauty, naturalness,
spontaneity, spring freshness with surmer strength, are as relevant
to the woman as to the feeling. One night say that the woman
natches the poet's feeling. Such, then, is the complex activity
which lies behind this apparently simple song, the remarkable
vividness and vitality of which familiarity never seems to dull.
The activity of the imagination which is the condition of the verbal
conmplexity, lies in the "co-adunation'" of the poet's feelings about
the woman and about the flower.

To repeat a point nade earlier, I will ad finally that in
neither the passage fromn Lavrence nor the stanza from Burns, is there

any complexity of attitude.55

III.

Having outlined and illustrated Richards' theory of complexity

and his analytic method, I ¥111  now look at some problems raised

54. Seven Types of Ambiguity, p.48.

55. See above, pPe94e
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by them, and by the uses to which he wants to put themn. The tendency
of these uses is indicated by hiz claim that "the study of the nodes
of lionguage becomes, as it attempts to be thorough, the most
56
n D

fundanental and extensive of all enquiries". This is a developnent

of the intention of Practical Criticism, which has already been

illustrated by Richards' remark that it is '"as a step tewards ...
training and technique in discussion that I would best like this book
to be regarded".57 For the sake of convenience, the preoccupation
indicated here will be called Richards' '"philosophical" interest, as
opposed to his literary interecst. The upshot, for our purposes, is
Richards' confusion of two kinds of reading; first, the reading of
poetry as poetry; sccond, the reading of poetry ~s material for a
study of the nodes of language.

Examination of Richards' intention begins best with his

discussion of a couplet from Coleridge:

To thee do all things live from pole to pole,
Their life the eddying of thy living soul.58

Richards calls this "a concrete cexample of that self-knowledge,
which ... was for [Coleridge), both'speculatively and practically!',
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the principle of all his thinking",. Coleridge is here, to use the

56. Coleridge on Imagination, p.231.

57. Practical Criticism, p.9. See above, P+82e

58. Coleridee on Imegination, p.152. Dejection : An Ode, 11.135-136,
Richards quotes Coleridge's earlier version of the lines.

59. Coleridge on Imagination, p.152,
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language which appecars at the opening of our account of Coleridge on
Im=agination, not only aware of the creativity of the mind, btut also
arizre of his awareness.6o Richards admires the metaphor of the
eddy because it prescnts a ‘ifact of mind”,61 and avoids falling into
either of the two doctrines which may be derived from that '"fact of
n’nd", each one being only a partial representation of it. This, it
will be seen, is an examplc of Richards' insistence that poetry does
not deal in ideas or doctrines. The '"fact of mind" here is that
which is generally described as a relation betwcen a subject and an
object, or a perceiver and a thing perceived, and the metaphor of the
eddy presents this relation with grcat subtlety, imaging concretely
the "co-alescence" of the subject with the object.62

The two secmingly opposed doctrines into which this "fact of nind®
ray be translated are the "realist" and the "projective'". The former
gays &

The mind of the poet ¢ monents, penetrating 'the film
of familiarity and selfish solicitude', gains an insight
into recality, reads Nature as a symbol of something

63

behind or within Nature not ordinerily perceived.

The latter says that the "mind of the poet creates a Nature into which

60. See above, p.86.

61. Coleridge on Imagination, p.162.

62, Cf. ibid., p.44.

63. ibid., p.145.
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his own feelings, his aspirations and apprehensions, arc projc;actr-:d”.&]r
To refer back for a noment to the passage fron The Rainbow,65 the
"rzalist" view would be, #The Brangwen farm is like that; Lawrence
has penetrated to the deceper rzality". The "projective™ view would
be, "The Brangwens are merely projecting their own sexual feelings
onto the fam", For Richards, the two views would be distortions,
gffected for different onds, of the "fact of mind" which is conveyed
by the imaginative complexity of Lawrence's languagc.

The language in which "facts of mind" are prescnted must be
complex, and the final iwmport of poetry, for Richards, is as follows:
"It is the privilege of noetry to preserve us from ristaking our
notions either for things or for oursclves. Poetry is the
conpletest mode of utterance".66 The function of his analytic method
is to increase  our sensitivity to that mode of language which

conveys "facts of mind" rather than doctrines:

The study of this wrenching, of the translation of
inaginative acts into doctrines, is that node of trncing
the source of philosopny in 'facts of mind', which, in
Coleridge's view of 1801, was to make the theory of
poetry 'supersedc all the books of mctaphysics and all

67

the books of rnorals too'.

64. Coleridge on Imagination, p.145.

65. See above, pel101.

66. Coleridge on Imagination, p.163.

67. 1ibid., p.143
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Richards himself, of course, is not without & Colsridgean ambition,
and one of Hotopf's main themes is Richards' exaggeration of
ambiguity in philosophical writing—an exaggeration springing from
Richards' desire to show that various central philosophical insights
are "inaginative", and that translations of then into
doctrines arc distortions.68

Richards' ambition is also connected with another of his
recurrent pre-occupations— the decline of religious belief. If a
man says,'"The soul is immortal', the '"realist" vicw gecs it as
true, while the "projective'" view sees it as merely a projection of
certain obvious needs and desires. If the man, however, says it in
the "imaginative" mode, Richards can see it ais 2 "fact of mind", of
which both "realist" and "projective" views are distortions. In
describing this particular function of the "imaginative" node,
Richards himself uses "projective™ language, but claims that he does
so only becsuse one has to use the langusge of one view or the other,
unless onc is to write poetry oneself.69 A quotation from The

Philosophy of Rhetoric is convenient here, because it makes the

point briefly and fully:

Does the Divine Comedy, or the Bible tell us something

which we must accept as true if we are to read it aright?

68. W.H.N. Hotopf, Language, Thought and Comprchension. A Case
Study of the Writings of I.A. Richards, London, 1965. See
for example, pp.138-139,

69. Coleridge on Imagination, pp.18-19.
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These are questions tlhizt we cannot possibly answer
satisfactorily unlcss we are clear as to the ways in
which netaphoric utterances may say or tell us sonething.
Mn Eliot remarks sonmewherc of the Divine Cowmedy that the
whole poer is one vast metaphor. It is. And, ii so,
what is it that we might believe in it? Is it the tenor
or the vehicle or their joint prescentation; or is it

'that tenor and vchicle are thus and thus related there'.YO
The final alternztive ("that tenor and vehicle are thus and thus
related") refers, zs I understand it, to "interinanination". In
this view, the important question is not "Is it true?" but "Is it
realized?” The drift of Richards' argument is, to put it roughly,
towards the identification of "beauty" and "truth"; aond the last

sentence of the following, from Coleridge on Imagination, shows that

"goodness" is very ready to be added:

The sancr and greater mythologies ars not fancies; they
are the utterance of the whole soul of man and, =s such,
inexhaustible to rieditotion. They ore no =nusement or
diversion to bec sought =s a vclaxation and an cscape from
the hard rcalities of life. They ~re these hard realitics
in projection, their symbolic recognition, co-ordination
and acceptance, Through such mythologies our will is

1
collected, our powers unified, our growth controllcd.7
Richards' use of the word "uythology'" here is not intended to be

slighting, since he claims, of course, that "scientific" views of the

70, TI.A. Richards, The Philosophy of Rhetoric, New York, 1936, p.134.

71. Coleridge on Imagination, p.171.
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world are also '"mythologies", in that they are produced by the
creativity of mind, =nd not by necrceptions oi a given, hard-f~ct,
reality.72

All this, intended as oil on troubled waters, turned out to be
fuel for the fire. Leavis angrily accused Richards of a

13

"lick-spittle" ~ttitude to science; Hotopf has pointzd out the
confusion in Richards' argument thet science is "mythology",74 end

a religious believer might ensily be moved to rewwrrk that Richards
is trying to replacc faith not only with tactful reading, but with
tactful conduct, because Richards adds that the difference between
scientific mythologizs and poctic mythologies is that the former
have a completer claim upon our actions: '"We step out of the way of
the oncoming motor-bus. But our response to postry is restricted

75

and conditional''. "Poctry" here includes the '"greater mythologies',
and the consequences are obvious: Thonas More's Leliefs about

God should have hed a lesser claim on hin: than his belicfs about what
the edge of the axe would do to his n:ck, To =~dapt Orwell's formula,
Richards says that all views of the world are mythological but that some

views arc morc mythological than others.

72. Coleridge on Imagination, p.177.

73. Scrutiny, 1iii (1934-35), 388. Dr Leavis is quoting Douglas
Garman.

T74. Hotopf, pp.82-83.

75. Coleridge on Imagination, p.175.
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If, however, one leavzs such delicate arcas as Dante and the
Bible, the problem of faith disappsars, and Richards' views are such
as nost students of literature would find easily acceptable. To say of,

for instance, Anna Xsarenina, that its "truth" is not literal but one

of M"realisation™; that it is a "projection'" of the "hard recalities
of life", rather than sn escapist fancy, and that through reading it
"our will is collected, our powers unified, our growth controlled",
is only to say what is usually said about Tolstoy. But Richards'
application of his theory to Christian literature is unfair. He
clains to be using "projective" langusge, as in the quotation about
Dante 2and the Bible, merely as =z ratter of convenience, but his
theory of "facts of mind" asserts that if a man says, in language of
imaginative power, "the soul is iraortal", there is a co-alescence of
subjcctive and objective elements ~nd that these cannot he separazted
without distorting the nmceaning. A believer might consequently
reply: "Exactly, that is vhy my belizf in the objective clement is

a natter of faith, not of knowledge. And your translation of the
matter into 'projective' language, which you claim is a matter merely
of convenience, is an avoidance of the whole issue”.

Such ere the applications which Richards envisages for his
theory of complexity, and hc hopes that if his views are accepted,
criticism will be "frced for the inexhaustiblc enguiry into the nodes
of mythology and their integration 'according to their relative worth

w 76

and dignity' in the growth of our lives'.

76. Coleridge on Imegination, p.184.
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My chief intercst here is not in the gencral objections which
nay be raised against Richards' nrogramme, but in the kind of
reading needed for an "enquiry into the modes of mythology" (”Dodes”
meaning "linguistic niodes"), and its difference from the ordinary
reading of poctry.

In their accounts of the response evoked by "imaginative"
poetxry, both Coleridge snd Richards emphasize ''easza'" as a feature of
the process. The "rcalizing'" activity is characterized '"not by any
intensity of effort, but by the fulness and self-complcting growth

17

of the response". The point is further d.veloped in Richards'

attack on the '"cross-word puzzler's'" approach to poctry:

the detective intelligence, or the Cross-word Puzzler's
Technique,are not proper methods in reading poetry

..e.3 there is another way of 'looking into' abstruse
poetry - a receptive submission which will perhaps be
reflected in conjectures but into which inferences among

these conjectures do not enter.78

Hotopf has noted this element in Richards' thinking: 'Many times
Richards refers to o sort of effortless, cxhilarating, continuing
activity of the idnd, which is set off by somc instance of another's

imagination. He seems to take it as hallmark of the Imagination".79

77. Coluridge on Imegination, p.83. BSec above, p.93,

78. ibid., pp.215-216,

79. Hotopf, p.71.
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"Easc" s likewise contral iR Coleridge's views because it
is intimately liunked vith the pleasure which poctry gives:

that sort of ploeasursble eriotion; which the exertion of
all our faculties gives in a certain degree; but which
can only be felt in perfection under the full play of
those powers of mind which are spontancous rather than
voluntary, and in which the effort required bears no

proportion to the activity enjoyed.
In Richards! case the enphasis upon the '"ease'" of response to poetry
is a modification of his nccount of the "instentancity" of that

response, in Practical Criticism, where, it is s2id that the

rcader's apprehension of a conplex meaning takes place in a flash,
whereas the conscious dnalysis of that mzaning may be a laborious

81 . . . o .
process., In Colcridge orn Imagination, Richards puts more emphasis

upon the interpreting zctivity.

But this activity is very diffevent from thic activity required by
Richards! philosophic interest, which needs poetry merely as material
for an enquiry into the nodes of language. Richards, in Speculative
Instruments, gives a convenient description of the kind of attention
required for this entcrprisec. The first need is for "an abundant
provision of examples of skilled and loess skilled interpretations,

. , . . . 82 .
specimens of minds at work in the inter-actions of words". Practical

80. (Colecridge on Imagination, p.113,

81. Practical Criticism, p.214.

82, I.A. Richards, Speculative Instruments, London, 1955, p.51.
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Criticism is, in f-ct, o collcction of such oxamplces fron poetry:

Interpretation in Tesching is an cquivalent collection from prose.

Study of this naterial requires the following:

Vigilant field obscrvnationy responsive immersion in the
actual, in its full concreteness, before, during, eand
after the passage of the abstractive processes which yield
perception; endlessly returning, self-corrccting care

for the how as well as for the what and the why and the
whither of the concern ....; an unwinking lookout for
analogues in all respects however remote, and avid
curiosity about all modes of analogy and parallelism;

«+.s. and, above all pcerhaps, an itch to sce how things

83

look from othcr angles.
The striking feature here is the conspicuous absence of "ease'", of
any kind.

We have already secen that Richards tends to confuse these two
kinds of reading.84 One consequence of this is Schiller's
nisinterpretation of Richards, which relates particularly to Richards
raference to "an itch to s¢e how things look from other angles'", and
which will be later described at length.85 The conscquence which
immediately concerns us is that Richards is led into stating an

important part of his theory of poctry, in Coleridge on I -~7ination,

in terms of the kind of reading required by the philosophic interest,

83. Speculative Instruments, p.51.

84. See above, pp.82-84,

85. Sec below, pp.150-158,
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2nd this has exposcd hin  to valid criticism from Hotopf. I will
cxamine how this hapaens, and how importznt Hotopf's objections arc.
In the first pl=ace, it scems surprising that Richerds should

confuse the two kinds of ruading. Not only arc the differing degrees
of difficulty ovidient even to cursory cxamination, but they =2lso
secra to correspond to the two levels of "awarencss" sketched in

. Ve o o . 86
Richards!' initizl account of the creative sctivity of the nind.

Further, the necessary distinction scems to be virtually m~de in the

quotation above from Speculative Instruments, where "receptive

immersion'" seems to corraespond to the shrase '"rcceptive submission

87

in Coleridee on Inagination.

The point of coniusion, however, lics in the importance which
Richards atfaches to Coloridge's lines,

To thec do all things live from pols to nole

Their 1ife the eddying of thy living sou1.88

The peculiarity of these lines is that their subject-matter is

philosophical (the rolation between subject and object), and they
consequently compel the reader to that second level of owarencss
which, according to Colceridge, is "the first postulete of

philosophy'", and which constitutes self-knowledge.89

86. See above, pP.86.

87. Coleridge on Imagination, p.216. Sez above,p.112,

88, ibid., p.152. Sea nbove, p.105.

89. See above, p.86.
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Richards, as wé heave soen, cleirms that this scli-knowledges is

also self-crention. > also claims that sclf-creztion is the final
end of poetry, and his enphasis upon these narticular lincs nekes
hin appzer to be cleining that all poetry achioves that ond, in tha
sare way tuat it is achisved in these lines of Coluridge.

Hotopf, how=zver, points out that "thc self-forring, that cones

o9

from the self's awarencss of itself cwmbroiled in its c¢xperience, is
51
limited only to poecns specifically dezling with this', and adds:
clearly Coleridge's enphasis upon bzing av2re of what
one is doing at the moment one is doing it, is relevant
[to the study of philosophj]in a way it does not scoem to
. . . 2
be relevent in connection with poctry.9
Hotopf's point scems valid; the awarcness involved in realisation
of the "what" of the poen (an awarancss produced by imagin~tive

activity) doe¢s not in itself involve swarceniess oi the "how" of the

poerl, unless the "how" happons also to be the subject of the poen.

Hotopf's criticis: =2ppears seriously to invalidats Richards' clain
that poetry gives self-knowledge and, thercby, sclf-creation.

It may be suggested, however, that Richards' confusion here is
incidental rather than radical., To s3ay that the rending of poctry

brings sclf-knowledge, and sclf-creation, is a traditional clain

90. Scc abovc, pe8De
91, Hotopf, p.89.

92. ibid., p.90.
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which could be illustrated from many critics, and some versions of
it will be discussed in our examination of eighteenth-century
criticisr;.93 Onc of the nost memorable brief formulations of the
clain appears in George Herbert's lines on the reading of the
Scriptures:s

Such are thy secrctz, which my life nmakes good,
And comments on thee: for in ev'ry thing
Thy words do find me out, & pnrallels bring,

And in another nzke ne understood.94
The context puts any accusatory implications in '"find me out" into
a secondary position, the main implication being that which appears
in such phrascs as, "He has found himself". Herbert's lines do
not necessarily imply a formal account of the mind in creative terms,
but they contain the essential point that Richards' theory nceds?
the riost important understanding to be derived from poctry is that
self-understanding which seems to be a finding of the self, This
understanding involves awareness of the '"what" but not of the "how"
of a poen, and it readily accorriodates itself to Richards' account

of the realising powers of complex language.

93. Sec below, pp.239-248,

94. George Herbert, The Holy Seriptures II, 11.9-12,
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Richzrds also wishes
nronositions about the history of
the clain that, roughly speaking,
Exemination

radically unpoetic.

usc, whatover the final nerits of

118

to usc his theeory for uzking lrrge

Engligh poetry, ond this involves
cightecnth-century voctry is
thot it is an mjustifiable

reveals

the view which it is buttressing.

The qucstion nerits illustration at some length becausce this vicw of

eighteenth century poctry constitutes something of an orthodoxy in

o 99

the school of criticism which Richards helped to ¢stablicsh,

I ill consider Zirst Richards' comparison of nassages by

and Blake, in which hie makes an attempt at "cowparative studies of

26

poetic structures”. It is an cxanple, that is, of the cnquiry

into the different :iodes of languazgs, which Richerds claims thet

Coleridge's thinking has nnde possible, From Groy he tokes the

Q7
opening of the Elegy:”'
The Curfew tolls the knell of parting day,
The lowing herd winds slowly o'er the les,
The »slowmen homeward plods his weary way,

And leaves thc world to darkness ond to mec.

Sce below, pp.188=191, and p.363.

96. Coleridge on Imoginstion, p.2CO.

ibid., p.202,
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From Blake:

Menory, hither cone,
And tunc your merry notes:
And, while upon the wind
Your nmusic flozts,
I'11 pore upon the strecan,
Where sighing lovers drecam,
And fish for fancies as they pass
Within the watery glass.98
Richards describes the difference between them as follows: in Gray's
lines "it is clecar that almost all the rest can be properly rcgarded
as dependant from and controllcd by the prose-sense";99 in Blake's
lines the words have scnses, but "this is not to say that the whole
poen derives sinply from the articulation of these senscs (as was
alnost the cose with Gray)".1oo Blake's language exhibits o greater
degree of "interinanimation", or inter-sction between the different
agpects of meaning; the "scenses of the words here come to thenm as
much fron their feelings (to usc this term as a convenicnt
abbreviation for 'the rest of their powers upon us') as their
01

s g . 1
feelings come from their senscs".,

There arc two objections to this account. The theoretical

98, Coleridge on Imagination, p.203.

99. 1ibid.
100, ibid., p.205.

1010 ibidu’ ppa205-206a
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objection is that Richards is again beginning to puzzle about the

relations betwesn scense and {eeling, 2s he had been doing in

. cle . 102 .
Practical Criticis:. As we have scen, one of the advantages

that using Coleridge hed for Richards, was the removal of this
puzzle, because hu now needs only to describe the interweaving of
the parts of the meanings, =without cstablishing questions of

103

recedence between the parts. To ascribe & greater degree of
interinanimation to an equality of precedence between sense and
feeling is to bring back the old puzzle.
The practical objection is that Richards, very obviously,

ignores the complexity of Gray's language and cxaggerates the

complexity of Blake's. He says of the latter:

For cxamplc, tunc nmay be read as 'sing, utter' or 2s 'accord,
bring into order', the stresn noy be the 'merc river' or

'the stream of life, or time, or desire', and glass may

show merely the translucency of the water or turn it into

an image-making reflection of things, as a crystal we

1
gaze into. 04

My nain point is that Richards ignores the complexity of Gray's lines,
not that he cxezggerates it in Blake, but it night be noted that

"utter" and "accord" in Richards' analysis are redundant, and that

102. Sec above, pp.68=T75.
103, See above, P.P.

104. Colcridge on Imagination, p.204.
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the further meanings of "stream" and "glass" are merely those which
night feature in gny allegorical or metaphorical use of the words.
Further, it is not possible to examine Richards' claim that there
is, in Bleake's lines; cquelity of precedencc between sense and
feeling, because there is no evidence given to support it.

More importent is his failure to analysc Gray's lines.
Analysis of it easily brings ou® the fact that the "lowing herd", for
instance, is also a funcral procession, attending the death of the
day, so that "slowly" means '"sadly" as well as "tiredly'", and the
"lowing" takes on a mournful note. But the latter, like the
ploughnan, are returning houe for the night, hence the feeling of
sadness is modified, With the ploughman, similarly, the feeling of
houeconing is blended with the fecling of drearincss cerried by the
phrase "weary way". This drcariness rclates “o thc nonotony of the
peasant life, which is dwelt upon at length leter in the poemn. In
view of that later development, &nd in connection with the death of
the day, the "weary way'" is "the journcy of life™ 2nd "honevrard",
therefore, also means "death", This touches upon the complex of
feelings that appears in the final stanza of the poem, where death is
not only the "abode" of the young poet, but also "the boson of his
FPather", and where there is, conscquently, the same link between
death and homeconiing. This complexity readily lends itself to
description in Coleridgean terms; the scenc of the opening of the

poen is '"realiged" in terms of a set of feelings about death,
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05

and thus shows "en wnusual intensity orf the modifying power™.
This is not, of course, to sy that Gray writes like Biake, My
point is that the difference cainnot be explained, or described, by
Richards' nethod of anclysis. In tcrms of complexity, or intcr-
inenimation, Gray, in this poem, is to be set with Blake, not against

hin, Turther, 35 I have noted, the cssertion thnt in Blake sense

=

ar

1 feeling have a diffecront order of precedence is not supported,
nor is it eosy to see how it might boe supported. Richzrds later

confesses as much when he re-names the old "aspects of meaning”

1

("sensce", "fecling'", "tone" ~nd "intontion") "respects" and seys:

"Tt secms to me unlikely that the participations of the rospects

06

. . 1

have, in poetry, any fixed precedence'.

The view of cighteenth century poetry implicit in the couwparison
of Gray with Blake is explicitly stated in Richeords! »nostulation of
z national declinc in the ability to use language:

With the eighteenth century, the vearicty of the nodos of

metaphor in speech and in writing rapidly declincd,

Dr. Johnson, for oxample, can snow, at tines, strange

obtuseness in distinguishing betwecen degrees of metaphor.

It was this which m2de Domne scem artificinl, absurd,

o1

. . . . .
unimpassioned and bowildcring to hin,

Further, the bulk of the exannles of "fancy" with which Richards

105. Sce above, D.87.

106, Speculative Instruments, p.42, footnote.

107. Coleridge on Imecgination, p.194.
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illustretes his account of "intecTrinsnination" are taken from Dryden's

. ... 108 . . . .
Annus IMirabilis, and this re-inforces the gencral attitude he

takes to cighteenth century poetry in Coleridge on Imsgination.

The theme is later teken up agein in Richards' comparison of

Donne with Dryden, in an essay in The Language of Poetry, and it is
109

convenient to look ~t this innmediately.
This essay is 2 development of the ideas we have seen in

Coleridge on Imagination, Of some lines from Doane's First

Anmmiversary, Richards says:

there is a prodigious activity between the words =s we
read thom. Following, cxploring, realizing, becoming
that activity is, I suggest, the cssential thing in
reading the poemn. Understanding it is not a preparztion
for reoading tho poen. It is itself the poen. And it
is a constructive, hazardous, frco creative process, a
process of conception through which a new being is

11
growing in the nind. &

On the other hand, it is said of scie lines from Dryden's Arnc

Killigrew:
No doubt therc are interactions between the words but
they are on a diffcrent level, The words are in routine

conventional reletions like peaceful diplomatic

108. Coleridge on Imagination, pp.94-95.

109, "The Interactions of Words", The Language of Poetry,
ecd. Allen Tate, 1942, pp.65-87.

110, ibid., p.76.



communicsations between nations.  They do not induce
revolutions in one another and arc not thereby attempting
to form a new oxrder. Any nmutual adjustnents they have

to meke are preparatory, and they =are no imnortent paort

11
of the poetic activity.1

One rcason for this, Richards says, is that: "Public declamation -
the style of recading which the Ode suggests as right - does not
invite close attention to the meaning”.112 Richards' comments on
Dryden's poen arc all adverse, though they are offered as limiting
criticisms, not as outright condermations. He has no doubt that
Dryden succceded in doing whet he was trying to do, but thinks his
attempt is of intrinsically limited intecrest. As with the earlier
comparison of Gray and Blcke, Richards sces here "two very different
types of the interactions of words in poctry”.113

It is truc that Dryden'’s poen ig not like Donne's but Richards'
analysis shows inadequacics in explaining the difference similar to
those we saw in the comparison of CGreoy with Blake. e exaggerates
Donne's complexitys

For who is surc he hath 2 Soule, unlesse

It see, and judge, end follow worthincss;

"sure" is more than "confident, without doubts about it":

it means "safe, firm, immovable", becouse sceing, judging

111, "The Intcractions of Words", The Language of Poctry, p.T76.

112, ibid., p.78.

113, ibid., p.74.
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and following worthiness arc themselves the very possession

. . 112
of a soul, not nwrely signs of having onc.,

"Sure", I think, mcans no nore here than it docs in clmost cany
occurrence; "I am surc of it", in reply to o query, cxhibits the
sane Mactivity".

More important is Richards' neglect of the comwnlexity of Dryden's
lines, which I will briefly illustrate:

Thou youngest virgin-daughter of the skies,
tiade in the last promotior: of the blest;
Those palms, new pluck'd froa Paradise,
In spreading branches more sublimely risc,
5 Rich with immortal grcen above the rest:
Whether, adopted to some ncighbouring stor,
Thou roll'st above us, in thy wandering race,
Or, in procession fixt and reguler,
Mov'd with the heaven's najestic paces
10 Or, call'd to morc superior bliss,
Thou tread'st with saraphims the vast abyss:
Whatever happy region is thy place

T
Cease thy celestisl song a little space.l

This is '"declamatory', but it is much more than merely so. In the
first place, the movement is very closely attunad to the meaning, as
is particularly cvident in the fourth and eleventh lines. Herec one

may profitably rccollect Richards' own account of metre, in Coleridge

114. "The Intcractions of Words®, The Languege of Poetry, p.82.

115, ibid., p.75.
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. . . 116 < 3
on Iisgination, as a novenent anong nmcanings. The more important

woint, however, is the intcr-action between the different kinds of
notion described in the lines; the words from which the long

scntence springs arc "rise'"; "roll'st', "wandering", "procession",
"mov'td", "pace", and "trcad'st?, and theic is a climex in the clcventh
line, where the movement described is both stately and magical. The
inpressiveness of this linc dopends partly on the local effeact,

which is somewhet like Marvell's description of the fawm, in his

Nymph Complaining for the Dcath of her Fawvm, which "trod a2s on the

four winds", but much of its power comes fron its rclations with the
novenents described in the other key words. That the novement in
this line is stately and magical relates also to the word

"sublinely" in the fourth line, since the feeling which informs the
whole passage comes uncer the head of the "sublime".  The lines, like

117

Gray's, exhibit an "unusual intensity of the modifying power', end
to sce thom as nmcerely '"declamatory" is to miss the point; the sound
and rhythm arce in the ciosest relation with the inter-actions of
neaning.,

As in the comparison of Gray with Bleke, the natural usc of
Richards' analytic .iethod would be to place Donne and Dryden, for

a2ll their differences, together. If it were to be used for making

distinctions, thoy would be between Donne and Dryden on the one

116. Coleridge on Imegination, p.119. See above, PP.95-%6.

117. See above, p.87.
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hand, and inferior pocts of the netaphysical and neco-classical
schools on the cther. Dicherds is attempting to use the theory for

work which falls outside its scope.

Vl

An exanination of Richards!' nisuses of his theory also brings to
attention a gencral featurc of his approach to analysis; there is a
combinaticn of great hesitancy sbout what can Lo done at prescnt,
cortbincd with high hopos of whet ney be accomplished in the future.,
It scems clear that both the hescitancy and the hopos are exaggerated,

The high hopes are, in part, the reason for the ~mbitiousness of
the uscs which we have been describing. Richerds! hope is that,
inconclusive ns his analyses arc, they point the direction in which

a gpectaculor develoonent nizht occur. He feels thet "in vicw of

the innense improvenent in our powers that e owe here to Coleridge,
. . . . , 118
it would be idle to sct bounds now to whait may be possible', At

the sane time, he points cut that if we 2re csked "whether the

. . . . 11
doctrine of Imagination cen sup)ly conclusive arguments' 9 about the

. . 120
status of a given poes our ansver "must be o firm No".

118. Coleridge on Imazination, p.127.

119, ibid., pp.i25-126.

120. ibid., p.127.
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It is, I inaginable thet the degree of realization,

or the status ~s a node of longuage, of a given poem might, eventually,

be conclusively demonstrated, Howover, oven if it could be

denonstrated with methenaticnl cortrinty, what vwould hove been

achicved? It is now, for cxamvle, universally cgrecd that
Shakosperre is 2 supreac writer in the imesginative mode. The

denonstration of it is not oethomnticsl, but no one has any doubt of
a5 But to understond thot it is so, 28 agsinst nerely knowing it,
is a dif{ferent notter, and one in which therc is no place for short-

cuts. The riodcr will knov nothing worti knoving obout King Lear

until he hes boon thoroughly ongnced in o recling of thmt play.

Essentially Richards' hizh hopes cnbody o desire to ~rrive without
having travelled. To rccollect, say, Keats's lines, from On Sitting

Down to Road "King Leor" Once Agoin -

for, once =~gain, the fizree dispute
Betwixt daumstion mnd inpassioncd cloy

Kust I burn through -~
is sufficient to ;:zke the »oint. hat counclnsive argumcnts about the
linguistic mode of King Lear could serve sny uselful purpose without
this essentizl prerzgquisite? It may be s~id thot Richards assuncs
this prercquisite, 2nd that the conclusive arguncnts sbout the
linguistic mode are additional; but for a man who had read XKing
Lear as Keats read it such arguments, though intcresting, would
be narginal.

What is faulty in Richards' proccdure is thce over-cstimetion
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of what »¢finement of the enmlytic nethod might accomplish, No-ons
would deny that such a refinement, if acconpanicd by sufficient
literary experience, would be valuable,

In Richerds' case, it is difficult to resist the comclusion that
there is insufficient literary experience, and here lies the
paradoxical reverse of the coin of his high hopes; his under-
estimation  of what analysis can do now, One does not find in
Richards that deliberatencss of judgement, enforced by enalysis, that
one finds in, say, Johnson's Shakespeare criticism, where the
analytic method, though in itsclf less refined than Richards', is
norc effective because it is in the service of prolonged literary
exnperience,

I will now look briefly at Richards' cxcessive caution about
analysis.,

Richards calls his anelytic method a "speculative J'.nstrument",12‘l
and the phrase anticipates the title of his later collection of

essays, Speculative Instruments. The point of so calling it is to

prevent us fron forgetting '"that we are not trying, in our

descriptions, to say wvhat happens, but framing a speculative apparatus

to nssist us in obscrving a difference" -—the difference being,

. . 122
of course, betwecen "fency'" and "imagination".

I have suggested that there are general factors bechind Richards!

121, Coleridge on Inggaination, p.73.

b - he

122, ibid., p.87T.
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cautiousness, but there is elso & more specific nctive, Richards'
own surmary of his key move in his account of conplexity in

Coleridge on Imegination 1runs as follows:

In place of 'the power by which one inege or feeling is
made to modify meny others and by a sort of fusion to

force many into one', I havc uscd phrascs which suggest

that it is the number of connexions betwecn the meny, and
the relations between these connexions, that give the
unity - in brief, thet the co-adunation is the inter-

1
relationship of the parts. 23

The obvious objection to this is that there is in Coleridge's thinking

no justification for translating the idea of "fusion'" into the idea

of mmultiplicity of inter-connection, cnd Richards' insistence that

we are not claiming to describe what actually happens is a countcr to
this objection. He particularly nceds the counter, because ‘his
idea of multinlicity of inter-conncction reduces the distinction

between "fancy" and "imagination™ to one of degrec, whercas Colcridge

1
had insisted that it iz n distinction in kind. oA The distinction

has to be reduccd to onc of deyree, because, evidently, there will be
. . o . e 125
sonie inter-connection between the words in any piece of writing.

It is importwnt for Richards to counter the objection, becausc,

as we have secen, he wants the analytic method for distinguishing

123. Coleridge on Imagination, pp.84-85.

124, ibid., p.34.

125. ibid., p.90.
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between different "modes" of language, and therofore wishes to
prescerve the idea of a distinction in kind.

But his insistcnce that the analytic ncthod does not pretend to
describe "whot happens", when we are reading complex language, hardly

squares with his coimentary on the lines from Venus and Adonis, in

his initial account, Therc Richards says:

as the recader's mind finds cross-connexion after cross-
connexion between [ the meanings], he seens, in beconing

morc awarc of them, to be discovering not only Shakespearc's

5

neaning, but so.ething which he, the rcader, is himself

noking., His understanding of Shekespearc is sanctioned

126

by his own activity in it.
It is hard to sec this as anytiiing other than a description of "what
nappens', even if one concedes, aos is nccessery, that spelling out the ‘
Drocess in detail ineviurbly distorts, to some extent, the nature of
the actusl experience.

The problens which Richords! cautiousness is trying to counter,
however, disappear if one szes the analytic method sinply as a tool
for cultivating close attention to the functioning of words in poetry,
end as an attenpt, aduittedly inexact, to point to places where the
functioning secus significantly successful or unsuccessful. This
use seems hunbler than the ones envisaged by Richards, but, in fact,
the kind of attentive reading inculcated =2nd illustratced by it, is

the fundamcntal art which thosc cengeged in thoe study of literature

126. Coleridgze on Inagination, pp.83-84. Sec above, P.93.
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arc prinarily attempting to Jdevelop, in themselves and in others,
A rcader whosc habit of response to langucge hes developed at the
level reguired by the complexivy of Shekespeare or Pope, will have
little difficulty in detecting slackness, inertness, or failure to
cxploit the full powers of language, in his reading of literature in
general, Whether a given degree of slackness is in the node of
"fancy" is a question which vill not bz of over-riding interest to
hirni, since he will alrceady posscss that soundness of judgement which
is the most impertant outcome of deliberate litcrary study.

I have given an account of Richards' theory of complexity in

Coleridze on Inagination, oxarined some of the uses to which he wished

to put it, and suggested that the analytic method is best used in
inculcating attcontive reading habits.

My final point concerns the genceral direction in which Richeards
is moving. e have seen thet Richards' developnient has involved an

27

increasing cnphasis on the role of sensc in poetry,1 and here, it
scens, licecs the reason for his preference of Donne's lines over
Dryden'ts, in the essay discusscd above. A plain nen night say,
having been asked to compare the two passages, that Dryden deals in
"inages", whercas Donne deals in '"ideas", and this rough and rcady

distinction would have a large element of truth in it, Richards'

taste is now at the opposite pole from that which involved a high

127. Sec above, ppe 96=97.
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estimate of Swinburnc. Tile tendency may bo reandily high-lighted
by noting that, in the two collzctions of cssays, Speculative

(3

Instrunonts and So Huch lecarcr, the only essay vhich concerns itself

with exmaminstion of o litorory work, is callod "Twilus and Cressida
. 128 . . BT _
~nd Plato'; and it is anply confimmed by Richards' ownm poctry,
which is intellcctually strenuous, Uy eny standards,
This tastc ig intinately counnected with the theorctical

tendencies of Richards' latcr work, These tendencies arc implicit

in the idea of "r~ctivity'", in Colcoridge on Inagination, and appcar

nore fully in The Philosophy of Rhetoric, which will now be ex.uiined,

2long with Richards' subscquent work, My argunent is that the

later development of the ide: of Mactivity" is an exegpercotion. in

the opposite direction fron those carlior tondencics which

under-cstinated the role of sensc in poctry.

128. Speculative Instruments, pp.198-213,




CHAPTELR 5

TH, PHILOSOPHY OF RHETORIC

aLG

The developmen®t of the idea of "activity" and a related attack
on accounts of poetry which stress the importance of images, are

central themes of The Philosophy of Rhetoric. We will look at the

attack, anl then at its basis and implications. Our examination

will take in relevant areas of Richards' work after The Philosophy

of Rhetoric.

The attack begins in the {irst chapter, where we are shown
Lord Xames pondering on a spe=ch by Williams, one of the private
sold;ers in Henry V. The topic of conversation is what "a poor and
private displeasure can do azainst a monarch”,1 and Williams remarks
that a subject, seeking redress for a oriewance inflicted by a king,
"may as well go about to turn the sun to ice with fanning in his
face with a peacock's feather”.2 Richards quotes Kames' comment:

The peacock's feather, not to mention the beauty of the
object, completes the image: arn accurate image cannot be

formed of that fanciful operation without conceiving =a

1. Eenry V’ IV. io 86"‘2250

2. ibid. 114198-200.
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particular feather; and one is at a loss when this is

3

neglected in the description.
Richards has some fun contemplating Kames "blandly enjoying the
beauty and completeness of the lively and distinct and accurate
image of the feather he has produced for himself”;4 though it would
in fact have been easy to pick out far less absurd examples of Kames'
"imagist" doctrine. The example Richards' selects may well have
been the kind of thing Johnson had in mind when he remarked that much
of Kames' work is "ohimerical”.5 In this instence Kames' criteria
are very evidently misapplied.

Richards' attack on Kames' assumptions is pursued in the

fourth chapter, where he makes the following general point:

We cannot too firmly recognize that how a figure of speech
works has nothing necessarily to do with how any images, as
conies or duplicates of sense-perceptions, may, for reader

or writer, be backing up his words.
This distrust of "images", now coming to the fore in Richards'

thinking, had always been an element in his work. It expresses itself

in the theory of meaning in The Meaning of Meaning,f and in, for

3. I.A. Richards, The Philosophy of Rhetoric, New York, 1936, p.16.

4. ibvid., p.17.

]

5. Boswell, Life of Johnson, ed. G.B. Hill, revised by L.F. Powell,
Oxford, 1934, i, 394.

6. The Philosophy of Rhetoric, p.98.

7. C.K., Ogden and I.A. Richards, The Meaning of lMeaning, Tenth
Edition, London, 1949, pp.60-62.
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instance, the remark, in Principles of Literary Criticism, that "too

much importance has always been attached to the sensory qualities of
images™.
In the sixzth chapter the attack turns towards Hulme, who is

quoted as saying of the language of poetry :

T'it 1is moet o language of counters, but... a visual concrcte one.
It is & compromise for a language of intuition which would

hand over sensations bodily. It always endeavours to

arrest you, and make you continuously see a physical thing,

9

to prevent you gliding through an abstract process.
To this Richards opposes his own views:

So far from verbal langusge being a "compromise for a
language of intuition" - a thin, but better-than-nothing,
substitute for real experience, - language, well-used, is
a completion and does what the intuitions of sensation by
themselves cannot do. Words are the meeting points at
which regions of experience which can never combine in
sensation or intuition, come together. They are the
occasion and the means of that growth which is the mind's

endless cendeavour to order itself.qo

Whether or not Richardas accurately represents Hulme's full position,

his criticism of that particular quotation is justifiable. Language

8. TI.A. Richards, Principles of Literary Criticism, %
London, 1926, p.119.

9. The Philosophy of Rhetoric, p.128.

10. ibid., pp.130-131.
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is not simply a2 tool for recording or reflecting experience, but zn
intimate part of experience, and a part which has an organising
function. Richards' point is similar to that vividly recorded by

Eliot in Four Quartets:

We had the experience but missed the meaning,

And approach to the meaning restores the experience
In a different form....

. ...the past experience revived in the meaning

Is not the experience of one life only

But of many generations.
Eliot's lines also indicate that the poet, in struggling with
language, is not only struggling with his experience, of which
language is a part, but also with the experience of past generations,
for a language is, amongst other things, a record of similar past
struggles. Richards illustrates this by quoting Shelley:

Language is vitally metaphorical; that is, it marks the
before unapprehended relations of things and perpetuates
their apprehension, until words, which represent them,
become, through time, signs for portions or classes of
thought instead of pictures of integral thoughts: and
then, if no new poets should arise to creates afresh the
associations which have been thus disorganised, language

will be dead to all the nobler purposes of human intercourse.

11, "The Dry Salvages", 11.93 ff.

12. The Philosophy of Rhetoric, pp.90-91.
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Richards not only pointg out the omissions in the "imagist'" doctrine
but also presents a theory of poetlic language in which the key term
is "activity". Fundamentally, this is the theory we have scen in

Coleridge on Imagination, but the element of "activity" is further

stressed by a reformulation of the context theory of meaning, ~which

. . : . 1
was outlined in our account of The Meaning of Meaning. 3 The theory

of "activity" is now geared for an attack on "imagism', in that it is
at the furthest possitle remove from the idea that =sords represent
things. We will look at the theory in detail.

The theory of meaning presented in The Philosophy of Rhetoric

14

defines meaning as "delegated efficacy", and says that "what a

1
sign or word means is the missing parts of the cohtext'. > "Context"
here means what is meant in the theory of sign-situations presented in

The Meaning of Meaning, where recurrence of a part of a context is said

1
to recall, or be a sign of, the other parts of that context. 6 There
is not, of course, total re-call but a selection of relevant featurcs
of past contexts. Thus, to offer our owm example, the word "book',

in a particular occurrence, "means'" the vparts of its 'contexts" in

13, See above, ;p.i=3.

14. The Philosophy of Rhetoric, .32

e

15, ibid., p.34.

16. See above, p.2.
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previous occurrences, which are relevant to the ncw occurrence. To
define "meaning" in this way may well arousc indignation in some
quarters. The reason why Richards wants so to define it may

conveniently be illustrated from In&rpretation in Teaching:

The multiplicity and interdependance of the m2aning of
words, so much insisted upon here, becomes obvious and

necessary as soon as we conceive of interpretation in terms

7

of sign-situations,
The context theory of meaning lays the sreatest possible emphasis on
the interpreting activity. "Multiplicity" arises from the large
number of past contexts involved in the Trccurrence of a word, and
"interdependance'" from the fact that the present context determines
the relevant selection from the past contexts.

Harnessed to the context theory of meaning is the idea that a
"perception is never just of an it; perception takes whatever it
perceives as & thing of a certain sort. All thinking from the lowest
to the highest - whatever elsc it may be - is sorting”.18 This ides,
like the distrust of "images'" with which it is closely connected, had

19

always been present in Richards's thinking, but it now occupies a

more important slace. A simple illustration of the idea might run

17, I.A. Richards, Interpretation in Teaching, London, 1938, p.48,
footnote.

18. The Philosophy of Rhetoric, p.30.

19. ©See, for example, The Meaning of Meaning, p.214, and Principles
of Literary Criticism, p.128.
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as follows: a child has a category - a "sort" - which he thinks of

as "hard things"; a chair may for him be in this category. As he

grows, "chair'" becomes more specifically defined by partaking of a

greater number of sorts, so that, eventually, it may, in a given

situation, become "an interesting example of the work of Sheraton'".

As Richards says, a perception is "the more concretec as we take it as
20

of more sorts'".

This position is re-stated in Int@pretation in Teaching and a

quotation from there is useful because it serves to make an
immediate further point:

To think of anything is to take it as of a sort (as a
such and such) and that 'as' brings in (openly or in
disguise) the analogy, the parallel, the metaphoric
grapple or ground or grasp or draw by which alone the
mind takes its hold. It takes no hold if there is
nothing for it to haul from, for its thinking is the

haul, the attraction of 1ikes.21

Richards wishes to stress that all language works in the same way as
metaphor: "a word is normally a substitute for (or means) not one
discrete past impression but a combination of general aspects. Now

that is itself a suwmmary account of the principle of metaphor".22

20. The Philosophy of Rhetoric, p.31.

21, Interpretation in Teaching, p.49.

22. The Philosophy of Rhetoric, p.93.
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The chief objection to this account is that in metaphor proper the
"aspects" to be combincd are from so muchiovi¢ widely different areas
of experience than those involved in the mere rccurrence of a word,
that we should regard the process as containing an important
additional factor. Richards is here blowing a little too hard in his
inflation of the importance of the interpreting "activity". In
Hotopf's view, the importing of the principle of metaphor into the
theory of meaning is one of the unjustifiable strategies by which
Richards suggests that philosophy is like poetry; if all meaning is
metaphoric than the most apparently technical and dry piece of
philosophic prose is riddled with metaphor.23 This point is not so
important for Richards' thinking about poetry, the highly metaphoric
nature of which no-one would want to deny, but it shows how hard
Richards is pushing in a certain direction. Before examining the
implications of his thinking, we will close our account of the theory

of meaning presented in The Philosophy of Rhetoric by glancing briefly

at its bearings upon analysis. Empson's well-knowm, ~lnost notorious,
comment on Shakespeare's comparison of a tree in winter with '"bare
ruined choirs", runs as follows:

the comparison holds for many reasons; because ruined
monastery choirs are places in which to sing, because they

involve sitting in a row, because they are made of wood, are

23. W.H.N. Hotopf, Language, Thought and Comprehension. A Case Study
of the Writings of I.A. Richards, London, 1965, p.102,
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carved into knots and so forth, because they used to be
surrounded by a sheltering building crystallised out of

the likeness of a forest, and coloured with stained glass
and painting like flowers and leaves, because they are

now abandoned by all but the grey walls coloured like

the skies of winter, because the cold and Narcissistic
charm suggested by choir-boys suits well with Shakespeare's
feeling for the object of the Sonnets, and for various
sociological and historical reasons (the protestant
destruction of monasteries; fear of puritanism), which

it would be hard now to trace out in their proportions.24
It would be easy to translate Empson's list into terms of the '"sorts"
which constitute Shakespeare's perception of the tree and the ruined
monastery, to note the part played by them in the metaphorical process,
and to suggest how the context here dictates the relevant selection
of features of past contexts. Such a translation would not effect
any increase in descriptive power, but it would tend to prevent any
talk about the '"vivid particularity" of the "image", which migzght
easily arise if the analysis were put in terms of "associations",
"qualities" or "properties" of the objects in the "image": it would

emphasize the intensity of the interpreting activity.

24. W. Empson, Seven Types of Ambiguity, Third Edition (Revised),
London, 1953, pp.2-3.
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I7.

The account of meaning described above has some valuable
features. Partly these are connected writh its role as a
"policeman" theory, asz Richards puts it, and its function is to keecp
. o . . . . e T 25
out the simplifying distortions involved in a crudely "imagist'" view.
The Jjustice of this point comes out in Richards's common-sensical
remark that the words in noetry act as follows:

[they] make us apprehend, understand, gain a realizing
sense of, take in, whatcever it is that is being meant -
which is not necessarily any physical thing. But if we
say '"a realizing sense', we must rcecmember that this is
not any 'sense' necessarily, such as scnse-perception
gives, but may be o foeling or a thought. What is

essential is that we should really take in and become fully

26

awarz of - whatever it is.
Further, Richards' stress on "activity'" rather than "images" leads to
the developmant of useful analytical procedures.

The most notable of thesz is the naming of the two parts of a
metaphor and the insistence that the relations between them are not
entirely a matter of resemblance. This springs directly from the
attack on Hulme's view that accuracy of correspondence between the

two parts is the sole criterion of metaphor.2

25. The Philosophy of Rhetoric, p.38.

26. ibid., p.130.

27. ibid., p.132.
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The two parts zre called "tenor" and ”Vehicle”.28 Thus if we
call a man "a lion in bettle", his courage is the "tenor" and the
lion the '"vehicle'"., Richards notes the oddity that names for the
two principal parts of a metaphor had not been put into general
currency, and suggests that one of the important factors in Hulme's
mistaken view, was the ambiguous use of 'metaphor" to mean sometimes
"vehigcle" and sometimes '"vehicle and tenor”.29

The insistence that the relations between tenor and vehicle are

not entirely a matter of resemblance runs as follows:

In general, thereare very foew metaphors in which
disparities between tenor and vehicle are not as much
operative as the similarities., Some similarity will
cormonly be the ostensive ground of the shift, but the
peculiar nodification of the tenor which the vehicle
brings about is even more the work of their unlikenesses

30

than of their likenesses.
The principal cxample Richards gives is Hamlet's, "W:iat should such

1
fellows as I do crawling between earth and heaven?ﬂ3 Richards

28, The Philosophy of Rhetoric, p.9%e.

29. 1ibid., pp.132-133.
30. ibid., p.l127.

31. Hamlet, III, i, 127.
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comments:s

There is disparity action.... When Hamlet uses the word
crawling its force comes not only from whatever
resemblances to vermin it brings in but at least equally
from the differences that resist and control the influences
of their resemblances. The implication there is that man

should not so crawl,32
What a "disparity action'" is doing, and how important it is, in a given

case, may be a matter for arguments, but Richards' work here is

valuable, and its merit,, as with the basic doctrine of
"interinanimetion', with which it is closely connected, is its
simplicity.

At the same time, Richards rejects the position which he

illustrates bya quotation from André Breton, who is described as

w33

"the leader of the French Super-Réalists 3
To compare two objects, as remote from one another
in character as possible, or by any other method put them
together in a sudden and striking fashion, this remains

34

the highest task to which poetry can aspire.

Richards describes the happy medium between this extreme and the

32. The Philosophy of Rhetoric, p.127.

33. ibid., p.l123.

34. 1ibid.
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Kamesian or Hulmean cxtreme, by a metaphor from archerys:

As the tvo thing: put together are morc remete, the
tension created is, of course, greater., That tension

is the spring of the bow, thec source of the cenergy of the
shot, but we ousght not to mistake the strcngth of the
bow for the excellence of the shooting: or the strain

E
RerRineNeE

As we shall see; this common-scense¢ view is, not surprisingly, similar
to that held by Dr Johnson, although Johnson did not explicity
36

formulate the idea of 'disparity action'.

The naturc and usefulness of this featurec of The Philasophy of

Rhetoric need neither explanation nor comrment, but it may be
incidentZlly remarked that disparity action, which is a type of
complexity or "interinanimation", will be much more promincnt in
dramatic poetry than in descriptive, narracive, or rzflective poetry.
This is clear if we compare Hamlest's remark with Richards' own
metaphor from archery, In the latter case it is auch more difficult
to see what the disparity action is doing, other than giving pleasure
through surprise. For instance, thc disparity between physical
strength in the vechicle and mental strcength in the tenor is merely
irrelevant. There is a direct link between this and the tendency

of the critical school which Richards helped to inspire, to »nrefer

35. [Thc Philosophy of Rhetoric, p.125.

36. Sceec below, p.258.
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drematic poetry - poetry which keeps close to actual specch., This

is clear in Dr. Leavis's comment on Donne's lirie "Call country ants
to harvest offices'"s "It is the fact that farm-labourers are not
ants, but very different, that equally with the likeness, gives the
metaphor its force". Dr. Leavis associctes this process with '"the
tone of sublimely contemptuous good humour" that marks the opening of

the poem.37

I have alrcady suggested thet disparity between tenor
and vehicle is more prominent in dramatic poetry, and it may be added
here that this will be particularly so when some kind of irony is
present.38 The emphasis on the importance of disparity reinforces
the dominant modern taste.

Closely related to the idea of disparity action is Richards'

suggestive discussion of Eliot's lincss

Well, that Sunday Albert was homec, they had a hot gammon,
And they asked me in to get the beauty of it hot.

Richards notes that when "people talk of 'bezutiful food'! some are
apt to shudder" at such gross use of the word '"beauty", and
adds of Eliot's line:

Eit useé th-t shudder, and all the pathetic reverberations
from its occasion and its contrasts. That is the full
use of language - which dramatic writing more than any

other, of course, requires. It takes its word, not as

37. Scrutiny, xiii (1945-46), 119-120. (Donne, The Sun Rising)

38. See below,p.232, for a discussion by Dr. Johnson of a subtle
case of this kind.
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the repository of a single constant power but as a means
by which the different powers it may excert in different

situations are brought together...with an interinanimating

39

opposition.
Richards heres himself makes the point about the particular
prominence of this process in drazmatic poetry. What is cgpecially
evident in this commentary on Eliot is the way in which the theory
of "interinanimetion" stresses the importance of a '"natural' use of
language in poctry— language which draws upon a large number and a

large variety of past contexts.

JHICICN

Such are the valuable elements in Richards's development in The

Philosophy of Rhetoric, of the idea of poetry as "activity". He is,

however, in danger of moving to an opposite extreme from that occupied
by Hulme and Kames. This appears in the remark that the "language of
the greatest poetry is fregquently abstract in the extreme and its aim
is precisely to send us 'gliding through an abstract process'."4O

The last phrase here describes what Hulme thought poetry should,

39. The Philosophy of Rhetoric, p.85.

40. 1ibid., p.129.
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sbove all, avoid. To illustrate his point Richards quotes from

Troilus and Cressideas

This she? Ho, this is Diomed's Cressida.
If beauty have a soul, this is not she,

If souls guide vows, if vows be sanctimony,
If sanctimony be the gods' delight,

If there be rule in unity itself,

This is not she.
Richards comments: '"We are not asked by Shakespeare here to perceive
beauty, but to understand it through a metaphoric argument as the
'rule in unity itself'! and to understand its place in the soul's
growth".41 With regard to this particular instance, Richards' use
of the word "abstract" is rather misleading. In these lines

Shakespeare is not primarily asking us to understand "beauty'": he is

depicting a young man whosc love has been betrayed., We are not "gliding
through an abstract process", but, if we read aright, grasping a
particular moment in a human experience. Certainly, words like
"abstract" and "particular" arec not very satisfactory here, in any
case, but they can fairly serve to make our point.

But the more importent consideration is that to take lines like
this as the basis of a poetic theory, is as potentially misleading as
it would be to tzke, say, a poem by Hulme. Just as a poem by Hulme
invites description in terms of sharp particularity, so these

lines invite description in terms of "activity".

41. [The Philosophy of Rhetoric, p.129. Troilus and Cressida,
vV, ii. 135-140,
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Iv.

Does Richards mislcod himself by this emphasis on poetry which
nost prominently exhibits "activity"? It is convenient to answer
the question by examining Dr. Schiller's account of Richards,42
because it takes for its centre the later developments of Richards'
thinking, where the idea of "activity" is most elaborately developed.

It will be argued that this account not only distorts beyond

recognition Richards' views in Coleridge on Imagination, but also

is of very limited applicability when testcd against its own
examples., The advantage of examiningDr. Schiller's account lies in
the fact that his unifying and clarifying of important elements in

Richards's work after Coleridge on Imagination, brings their

weaknesscs to the fore, though Dr. Schiller sees them as strengths
and not as weaknesses. After discussing Dr. Schiller's account, I
shall try to show to what extent it is a just reflection of the later
phases of Richards's thinking. My argument is that Richards'

stress on poetry of the kind exemplified in Troilus' specch

readily permits confusion between the reading of poetry and the

study of philosophy, and thus serves the same purpose as Coleridge's

42, Jerome P. Schiller, I.A. Richards' Theory of Literature, Yale,
1969« The following account is essentially contained in my
review of Dr. Schiller's book in Essays in Criticism, xx (1970),

367-374 .
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metaphor of the "eddy" in Coleridge on Imagination, but with more

noticeable consequences.

I will first briefly summarize Dr. Schiller's theory, which is
derived from and attributed to Richards. According to Dr. Schiller,
the essential value of poetry lies in the fact that its language
demands a special kind of attention. This language has multiple
meanings, and behind these meanings lies a multiplicity of conceptual
frameworks and, hence, a nultiplicity of purposes. The value of this
special language is that it compels the reader to become aware of the
balancing of various purposes underlying his various interpretations:
this results in "self-knowledge'" or "self-—realisation".44

"Frameworks'" and the purposes they involve are central to the
account, and are elaborated as follows:

every utterance has the function of purposing because

it affirms some franework or orgarisation of things and
events. This framework is rarecly established by the
utterance in question. But, as intelligible only within
such a franework, and thus dependant upon its acceptance,
the utterance directly supports the framework and
indirectly supports the attitudes which underlie its
establishment.45

43. See above, pp.105-106.
44, See, for example, Schiller, pp.44-46.

45. ibid., p.66.
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The illustrative examples of these "frameworks" which Dr. Schiller
gives should be reproduced, bccause they serve to recall some of the
sources which lead to his account:

A typical example iz the contrasted pair of views of
nature - realistic and projectionistic - described in

Coleridge on Imagination, which closely parallels the

similar contrast betwcen the "magical" and "scientific"

views of the universe in Science and Poetry. A few of

his frameworks are fresh and intriguing, such as the
American susceptibilicy to "suggestion" as opposed to the
English sense of "tradition'"; or the Chinese attitude
towards the acceptability of a statement, determined by the
way in which the statement fits in with accepted social

practice, and not by its meeting intellectual standards.4
Some of the elements in Richards' work which aspear in Dr. Schiller's
version have been discussed in our own account, particularly the
stress upon rmultiplicity of meaning and its connection with "self-
realisation”.47 The emergence of "purposing'", the aspect of meaning
which Richards used to call "intention", into a primary place is a

later developnent. Richards says, for instance, that the various

other aspects of meaning may all occasionally lapse in various kinds

46. Schiller, p.67.

47. See above, pPp.93-9%.
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of writing but that "without purposing, without the fced-forward
which structures all activity, no utterance and no comprehending".48
The phrzsing here conveniently shows how the prominence of '"purposing"
is linked with the stress on "activity" as the key notion in an
account of reading. The source of Dr, Schiller's idea of balanced
conceptual frameworks is evident in his reference to the '"realistic"

and "projectionistic'" views, which we have seen in our discussion of

Coleridge on Imagination; complex language presents the '"fact of

mind" in which are '"balanced" the two doctrines which may be derived
from it.49

Dr. Schiller supports these points with material taken from
Richards' various investigations into the workings of language, and we
have already described the kind of interpretation required by

enquiries of that kind.50

Dr. Schiller claims that Richards' own
tendency to confuse the reading of poctry with the use of poetry as
material in such enquiries allows us "to expect and discover material
relevant to the description of one sort of interpretefion in works

ostensibly devoted to the description of the other".51 The key word

48. I.A. Richards, Speculative Instruments, London, 1955, pp.27-28.
Richards refers us to Speculative Instruments, pp.119-122, for
an account of "feed-forward"; sec below pp.l167=170 for a
discussion of this.

49. See above, pp.105-107,
50. See above, pp.l113=114,

51. Schiller, p.75.
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here, clearly, is '"relevant'", and we shall look immediately at the
justice of the claim.

All of Dr. Schiller's key cxamples are taken from Richards, and
the first one is the familiar:

Look! how a bright star shooteth from the sky,

So glides he in the night from Venus' eye.
Dr. Schiller gives an edited version of Richards' commentary:

Here...the more the image is followed up, the more links
of relevance between the units are discovered.... The
separable meanings of each word, Look! (our surprise at
the meteor, hers at his flight), star (a light-giver, an
influence, a remote and uncontrollable thing)...glidea
(not rapidity only, but fatal ease, t00)... - all these
52

separable meanings are here brought into one.

Dr Schiller regards Coleridge on Imagination as a transitional work,

giving hints about the later, and more satisfactory, theory, so he
provides his own commentary, the essence of which is the remark that
"each meaning found to bc relevant indirectly reflects a purpose
governing the entire utterance. Thus the multiplicity of meanings
reflects a multiplicity of purposes".53 It is, to say the least,

difficult to conceive how this might be so. A remarkable feat of

ingenuity would be needed to enforce the point, and even that degree

52. Schiller, p.76. See abeve, p.92.

58, [ENidhy pLiT9.
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of ingecnuity would be defeated by the further need to associate
the purposes witihr "conceptual frameworks". Coleridge, Richards
and Dr. Schiller agree that the lines are in the highest poetic mode,
so that it ought to bec a strong candidate for fulfilling the
requirements of Dr., Schiller's theory.

The same point rey be made of the second of Dr. Schiller's key
examples, which is Richards! analysis of Denham's lines on the
Thames:

O could I flow like thee, and meke thy stream

My great exemplar, as it is my theme!

Though deep, yet clecar s though gentle, yet not dull;
Stréong-without rage; without oterflowing full,

Dr. Schiller's commentary, in keeping with his theory, runs:

The metaphoric relationship between mind and river
forces us to concentrate on the variety of interpretations
that we afford to the mind., Thus the metaphor does not

88y anything directly about the mind, but merely provides
>4

the occasion for multiple sayings.
The phrase "variety of interpretation" can only refer to the fact
that Richards had said that "deep'", applied to "mind", means
"mysterious'" and "rich in knowledge and power".55 The essential
point, however, is not that Dr. Schiller distorts and cxaggerctes

Richards!' thinking, but that the lines fail to conform to his

54, Schiller, p.S5.Cf. The Philosophy of Rhetoric, pp.121-123,

55. The Philosophy of Rhetoric, p.122.
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theory. What the lines '"wealise'", so far from affording a '"variecty
of interpretations" of the kind that night involve differing
"purposes'" and '"conceptual frameworks'", is what might, for
convenience's sake, bc called '"the Augustan norm".

This is, in fact, subtly brought out by Richards's own
coomentary. He notes that in Denham's sequence of metaphorical
adjectives, in some cases the vchicle-meaning has priority, in others
the tenor-meaning, and that "this alternating movement in the shifts
nay have not a little to do with the rather mysterious power of the
couplet, the way it exemplifies what it is describing".56 Denham
is praising, that is, a controlled and balanced personality, and the
antithetical balance of the shifts, like the antithetical balance
of the couplet movement, is onc of the factors in the realising,
as opposed to merc statcrient, of the meaning. We have alrendy
discussed the place that this takes in Richards's thinking; the
"inter inanimation'", or complexity, of the language leads the reader
10 a re-creation of what the lines are about, and the heigntencd
awareness issuing from this constitutes not only self-knowledge but

57

self-creation. In more ordinary langunge, the fit reader of
Denham not only gets the: ideg he feels what it is like to have that

ideca, and, further, that part of himself which answers to the idea

56. The Philosophy of Rhetoric, p.121.

57. Sce above, Pe93.
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and the fecling, comes into being, and is recognized, This by no
ncans constitutes o complete account of litcrary study, but it
describes the essence of it,

Se far, the practical inapplicability of the theory which
Dr, Schiller attributes to Richards has becn outlined, Its weakness,
gencrally stated, hinges on the point that Hotopf makes about
Richards' discussion of Coleridge's presentation of the relation
between perceived and perceiver through the metaphor of an eddys:

"The self's awarceness of itself embroiled in its experience'" and the
particular kind of "seclf-rcalisation" consequent upon it, are

limited to the reading of poetry which is about such "embroilment".58
And Hotonf's words here are, in fact, a condenscd swmary of

Dr. Schiller's theory.

For our wvurposes, the convenience of Dr. Schiller's account is
that it draws together the clements in Richards' thinking which
spring from the use of poetry as material for investigating the
workings of language, =and thus makes clear their limited applicability
to the reading of poetry.

Dr. Schiller's licensc in drawing, in the building of his
theory, upon Richards' wuse of poetry as case material, is lent
plausibility by Richards' own tendency to confuse this procedurec

with the reading of poetry as poetry. We will look now at some

58. Hotopf, p.89. Sec above, p.116,
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manifestations of that tendency, in order to see the extent of
Richards' own confusion, and the way in which it relataes to his

increasing stress upon the idea of "activity".

VC

In some respects it is surprising that Richards should be

confused. For instance, in The Philosophy of Rhetoric, he can make

a firm distinction hetween the kind of attention required by the
reading of poetry and that required by further use of that reading.
The 2im of the book is to suggest some ways in which language works,

the method of enquiry is to "translate more of our skill [in rcading

29

poetry:l into discusszble science". 4s we a2ttempt such a

translation, Richards suggests, the following happens:
we find that all the questions thet matter in literary
history and criticisin tzke on a new interest and a wider
relevance to human needs. In asking how language works

we ask about how thought and feeling and all the other

modes of the mind's activity proceed.6o
Here Richards makes the neccessary distinction between the =2rt (skill)

of reading and the science of semasiology. The kind of analysis,

59. The Philosophy of Rhetoric, p.94.

60, ibid., p.95.
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and accompanying theory, which is relevant to literary criticism, is
that which attempts to describe our reaction to the poem:

semasiology demands that, at the moment of reading, one should be
aware of the reading process - the rcading process itself is the
focus of attention. This sort of attention, in offect, turns all
poetry into the kind exemplified by Coleridge's metephor of the cddy.

In The Philosophy of Rhetoric Richards himself remarks upon '"the

peculiar sort of attention which is the method of the whole study”.61

But there are points of confusion. One of the most noticeable,
and seemingly plausible, occurs in "Poetry as en Instrument of
Research", an cessay which is of great importance for Dr. Schiller's
account.62 Richards' central point here is this:

there is an inportant use of words - very frequent, I
suggest, in poetry -~ which does not frceze its meanings
but lcaves then fluid, which does not fix an assertorial
clip upon them in the way that scientific prose and
factual discourse nust., It leaves them free to move about

63

and relate themselves in various ways to one enother.
He adds:

Let me now use the privilege of a definer and invite you

to mean - for this occasion - by tPoetryt (t...t for

61. p. 121,

62. Speculative Instruments, pp.146-154. Cf. Schiller, p.74.

63. Speculative Instruments, p.148.
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Technical) words so used thaet their meanings are frec

so to disposc themselves : to make up together whatever

they can.64

Richards' caution here should be immediately noted; the definition
is ~ special one to be used for a special occasion.

Richards illustrates what he meens by '"fluid" language by
discussing the title of his own essay, "Poctry as an Instrument of
Research, He draws attention to its "fluidity™ by noting that if
we put "is" for "as', we give the phrase '"the solidity, fixity,
rigidity of responsible prose, ... we makc the sentence, in short,
nean what it says and be rcady to take the conscquences,"65 As it
stands, however, the titlc is full of possibilities; the various
neanings of '"poetry", "instrument" and "rescarch" can be set in a
nunber of different patterns. Richards does not give examples, but
they are casily supplied: '"Poetry is a means by which we look into
our own hcearts and ninds"™; "The laws of language are best enquired
into by using poetry as case material"; "7e become most intimately
acquainted with a past culture by studying its literature"; '"The
problens of emotive languegc can best be discussed in emotive

language; a rigidly scicntific procedure is out of place here".

64. P.149, _ For a convenient account of Richards' wuse
of special quotation marks, sce Speculative Instruments,
pp.29-30.

65. ibid., p.147.
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The phrasc is, in short, not a statement but an invitation to
speculation, inviting an interpreting activity of the highest
possible degree.

But there is an evident danger in transferring this idea to
poctry, even in a "technical" sense. Richards himsdf notecs that the
presence or absence of an "assertorial clip" should be 'thought of =zs
a natter of degree", but goes on to dismiss the point because '"degree
suggests measurcment and we are not in sight of measurement here".66
This is true, but therc is, nevertheless, an important and easily
perceptible difference between Richards! phrase "Poetry as an
instrument of rescarch" and a poem. A pocm, in fact, contains much
more of an "assertorial clip'. A phrase detached from a
Shakespeare sonnet might, in itself, resemble Richards's title, but
in its context in the poen its inter-action with the other words
evidently reduces its potential variety of meaning. To say that the
kind of interpretation required by Richards's title is "very
frequent" in poetry is to ¢zeggerate the notion of "activity" to an
intolerable degrce. One might remind Richards of a point he made, in

Coleridge on Imagination, a2bout some wilfully cryptic modern poctry:

"it is easy to mistake a merc freedom to interpret as we will for

controlling unity of sane purpose”.67 This serves also to make

66. Speculative Instruments, p.148

67. I.A. Richords, Coleridge on Imagination, London, 1950, p.91.
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the general point that what Richards calls an "asscertorial clip" is
what is usually called "unity". A further relevant comment is
that the whole discusgion rcveals the dangers of Richards' habit
of using fragmentsof poetry rather than whole poems - a habit which
will have been cvident throughout our account of his work.

The confusion is not, however, of radical importance for
Richards' thinking about poetry. In the first place, it is an
int crmittent confusion. We have already scen that even in the later
work Richards is able to meke the distinction between poctry as
material for studying language and poetry as poetly.68 Secondly,

Richards' interest, in his writings after The Philosophy of Rhetoric,

is primarily in the study of language, so thet the main effects of
any confusion are chiefly in that direction. Thirdly, Richards, of

course, never attempts to re-interpret the thinking of Coleridge on

Inagination in the way thet Dr. Schiller does.

VI.

Therce are further clements which need to be examined in
Richards' 1later work, apart from those touched upon in our

discussion ofDr. Schiller's account, and these also centre upon

68. Sce above, pe.115.
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the increasing stress upon "activity". As in the essay "Poetry as
an Instrument of Rescarch", the tendency is to make osoetry as open-
ended as possible: to insist on the varicety of possible
interpretations of a poemn. This linc of thought, however, doecs
not depend on any spccial feature of poetic language, but springs
from a general theory of comnmunication, and the variety of
interpretations arc not simultancously held in mind by the rcader,
as he rcads.

An essential factor in this tendency is Richards' rejection
of the terminology of "destination" and "message™, as used in
cortmunications engincering. This terminology implies that a
nessage is en-coded by the transmitter and de-coded at the
destination, and Richards is anxious to deny its applicability to
any subtle uses of language, calling it, in its application to
poetry, the "Vulgar Packaging View".69

He is once niore insisting that poetry is composed of "pseudo-
statements".7o As we have scen, this view insists that a poem is
the activity of interpretation, not an extractable idea.71 The

en-coding and the mcssage are inseparable, as was stressed by

69. See, for example, I.A. Richards, So Much Nearer, New York, 1968,
p.174.

70. See, for example, Spcculative Instruments, pp.147-148.

T1. See above, pp.29-30. Cf. The Philosophy of Rhetori¢, p.49 and
Principles of Literary Criticism, p.275.
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Richards's account of the organising function of language.

In rejecting the idea of a "destination" Richards rcfers to
C.3. Pierca. In a critical discussion of the terminology of
comnunications engineering, he turns to his audience and asks:

Arc you the Destination? I should hope not....
How you understand me will depend upon what I go on
to sey but more still on what you find (now or later)
to say to yourself (or to others) about it all.

This is what the great theorist of sign-situations,
Charles Sanders Pierce, meant by his doctrine that

every sign needs other succeeding signs as its

T2

interpretants - and so on and so on.
For Pierce, an "interpretant' is "that which interprets 2 sign'", and
it can itself, in his view, be nothing but = further sign, which
needs, in turn its own "interpretants'", According to Gallie,
there are, for Pierce, two cscapecs from the endless process here
envisaged. First his notion of the "entire general intended
interpretant™; second his view that for certain purposes one may
ignore the fact that words are signs needing "interpretants" and
treat them as though they referred directly to their objocts.73
Richards mentions neither of these devices, perhaps because of his

desire to make interprctation scem as open~ended as possible.

72. So Much Nearcr, p.199.

73. %W.B. Gallie, Piecrce and Pragmatism, New York, 1966, p.136 and p.116.
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It is cvident thaet there is both truth and interest in
Richards' pursuit of this line of thought. Herbert's lines on
reading the Scriptures mey be recalled again:

Such are thy secrets, which ny life makes good,
And conments on thee: for in everything
Thy words do find mec out, and parallels bring,

And in another moke ne understood.74
To say that one's life "comments" on what one is reading is a
succinct and memorable way of putting it. The 1itcroary work
tekes its place in one's experience, and this place will not quite
resemble the place it takes in someone else's experience. Further,
as Richards®phrase "now or later" implies, this place will change as
the reader's expoerience develops. A poem by Donne will not,
cormnonly, iiean to a reader what it meant to him five years before,
or will mcan five yecars later. The point is touched upon by
Empson, discussing the problems of analysis, at the beginning of

Scven Types of Ambiguitys:

therc is a sort of meaning, the sort that people arc
thinking of when they say 'this poet will mean more to
you when you have had more experience of life', which is

hardly in reach of the analyst at all.75

Further, if the point on which Richards is insisting is translated

T4. Sec above, pel117.

5. Seven Types of Ambiguity, p.3.
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into literary historical terms it rescmbles Eliot's view that any

genuine new pocmr changes the relations between poens written in the

past. Pope can never be to a modern render what he was to

Johnson, because the modern reader knows Wordsworth, Eliot, and so on.
Such is Richards' rejection of the idea of a "destination".

Before discussing it, we will look further at his views on the idea

of a '"message" being '"en-coded". This can more conveniently be

done with reference to Poetries and Sciences, where

we read:

A vast, recent aberration of concern with poets as
subjects for biography has led too many to think that
poens Jjust cxpress items, incidents, occurrences,

76

crises, and so on, in a poct's experience.
Against this he cxpresscs the following view:

The morc usual thing - so far as availablc evidence

goes - is for = poen...to form at its inception a
problen, The minimum problem I said was the finding,
or creation, of a situation - a confluence of
inaginative possibilities - able to support its growth.
The situation, thet confluence of possibilities, is a
systen of oppositions and collaborations anong words. In
brief, a poen begins by creating a linguistic problem
whose solution by language will be the attainment of

its end.77

76. I.A. Richards, Poetries and Sciences, London, 1970, pp.111-112,

i, Abitdeyy iprsil2.
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The metaphor of "growth", central to Richards!' thinking here, is
one that we have met before in Richards' attack on Hulme:

Words are the meeting points at which rcgions of
experience which can never combine in sensation or
intuition, cowme together. They are the occasion and

the means of that growth which is the mind's endless

8

endeavour to order itself.
Richards' drift can be suggested by a comparison with Pierce.
Gallie says that, for Picrce, "all we mean by thought or
intelligence is 'a sign developing in accordance with the laws of

n79

inference'. Richards, believing with Coleridge that poetry is
the utterance of the whole soul, seems to suggest that all we mean
by the soul is a sign developing in accordance with the laws of
poetic language. A more cmphatic way of rcjecting the view that
language "en-codes" an "experience", could scarcely be conceived.
Behind this thinking lies a motivc that we have seen before in
Richards' work: the hope of an imminent spectacular development.
This is now introduced by using feed-forward and feed-back cycles as
the model for talking about a poen's "growth'". The model appcears

in the essay '"The Future of Poetry",ao but we will look rather at

its development in Poetries and Sciences. Here we are given a

78. The Philosophy of Rhetoric, p.131. Cf. above, p.136.

79. Gallie, p.109.

80. So Much Nearer, pp.165-166.
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clear and simple illustration of such a cycle in the free-hand
drawing of a circle:

First comes the fecd-forward directive as to the size
of the circle. It cannot be begun without that.

Then with every inch your chalk travels there is feed-
back reporting to your nerve-muscle-tendon-joint
executives as to violations of the feed-forward
directives and an issuing of new feed-forward eas

to corrective action if needed.8
With regard to poetry this means that “interinanimation", or the
inter-actions of words, is not secen now as nercly thc central feature
of poetry, but as the controlling agency. Richards does not put it
in that way, but as followss

in composing, or in choice¢ between interpretations, we
note how we are guided by the extent to which change
in onc component entails change in others, whenever we
"see" that if x varies, p,g ... nust vary too. The
process of composition is indced a weighing of these
entailments, a balencing imposed by the rivalling

possibilities of the alternates.82

'"ie", here, Richards suggests, mcans "the system of relevent feed-

83

forward, which at the moment is being confirmed by feed-back". An

81. Poetries and Sciences, p.95.

82. ibid., p.97. I have omitted Richards' special notation:
cf. ny footnote on p. 160 above.

83, ibid., p.97.
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inmportant feature of the account is that we (in the normal sense)
will not be entirely =zware of the way in which the cycle is
controlling the growth of the poen. To that extent the poem is
composed by the languagze system itself.

The hope held out by this way of describing a poen appears in
Richardst following renark:

such has bocen the utterly unexpected rate of advance
in thcse matters in recent years and such the promise of
contenporary neurological nodel designs that new, and

pecrhaps liberating, light on hunen potential mey be
84

looked for quite soon,
Richards is still scarching for the key which will unlock the laws
of poctic language.

Something has alrcady becen sa2id about the doubtful usefulness
of that sort of enterprise, so far as literary criticism is concerned,85
so our discussion of Richards' thinking here will concern itself with
other aspccts.

First; Richards concedes that this asproach may '"go too far",86
and it may be seid that it has alrezdy donc so. It will be readily
acknowledged that the poet's struggle with language is important, and

that the inherent tendencics of the language system will have some

84. Poetries and Sciences, p.9%.

85. See above, p.128,

86. Poetries and Sciences, p.109.
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shaping influence on the poem, but Richards exaggerates this
factor, In composing & poen we may see that if 'x' varies, then
'p' and 'g' wust vary too, but the choice of 'x' is dictated not
only by its relation to 'p' and 'g', but by its relation to what
we want to say. "What we want to say", or the experience which
the poem expresses, corresponds, in Richards's analogy, with the
"size of the circle" from which comes the essential "feed forward
directive", No doubt, expressions such as "the expcrience which the
poenn expresses" arc theoretically very unsatisfactory, as Richards'
wholc point here is to insist, but criticism cannot, in fact,
proceed without using them. They might be called '"nccessary
fictions".

Richards has always been suspicious of "fictions'". The point

is noted by Hotopf in his discussion of The Meaning of Meaning:

Ogden and Richards' touchstone - one they werc always
fingering - was the actual psychological conditions that

caused an individual utterance.a7
When Richards attacks the idea that an "expericnce" is "put into
words", he is concerned with the psychological complexity of what
actually happens, and is, cvidently, justified in insisting that
words have a formative, not merely an expressive function. He is,

likewise, justified in insisting that the poem is not merely

87. Hotopf, p.25.
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received at 2 "destination'"; the interpreting activity also is
formative and not merely receptive. 3But, to use the phrasc which
Gallie uses in discussing Pierce, the critic has to proceed

as though88 the poen records an experience and that he has received
this expcerience. To procced in this way is not necessarily to
fall, as Richards scems to assume, into 2 mistaken pre-occupation
with the poet's biography. A safeguard agoinst this is the familiar
notion that a poet gencralizes his experience. In Coleridge's
formulation, one of the functions of the "imagination" is to fuse
"the general, with the concrcte; the idea, with the image; the

89

individual, with the represcntative". A typical modern
formulation appears in Leavis' remark, in a discussion of the
similarity between Lawrence's relation with his mother and Ursula's
relation with her fether in The Rainbow, that in the novel "the
experience is wholly impersonalized (and, in being impersonalized,
extended)".9o The same ground ig covered by the neo-classical
doctrine of "generality'", which will be examined in our discussion

91

of Dr. Johnson.

88, Sec above, p.164.

89. Biographia Literaria, ed. J. Shawcross, Oxford, 1907, ii, 12.

90, F.R. Leavis, D.H. Lewrence. Novelist, London, 1955, p,131,

91. See below, pp.239-248.,
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VII.

The kind of criticism produced by Richards' development of
the idea of "activity" is well illustrated by his own commentary,

in Poetriss and Sciences, on Enpson's poem Legal Fiction. He says

of the commentary:

What this sort of gloss should be attempting to bring
out is the dependance of what any word or phrase can do
in the poem upon what its other words and phrases can do
there: the degree of their nutual enablement and mutual
control. It is this - not any actions or agonies, and
wishes or hopcs or endeavours on the part of the poet or
his recaders - that settlcs what the poem may be and when

92

and how (and whether) it is finished.
The poem runs:s

Law makes long spokes of thc short stokes of men.
Your well fenced out real estate of mind
No high flat of the nomad citizen

Looks over, or train leaves behind.

5 Your rights extend under and above your claim
Without bound; you own land in Heaven and Hellj
Your part of earth's surface and mass the samec,

Of all cosmos' volume, and all stars as well,

92. DPoetrics and Sciences, p.117,
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Your rights reach down where all ovmers. meet, in Hell's
10 Pointed exclusive conclave, at carth's centre
(Your spun farm's root still on that axis dwells);

And up, through galaxics, a growing scctor.

You arc nomiad yct; the lighthouse beam you own
Flashes, like Lucifer, through the firmanent.

15 Earth's axis varies; your dark central cone

a.93

Javers a candle's shadow, at the en

The most conspicuous feature of Richards' commentary is its
avoidance of any mention of the tone and feeling of the pocm. The
nearest that Richards comes to this is in his cormient on '"nomad
citizen" in the third line:

nonad citizen: In contrast to the farmer (cultivating

his garden). The fourth verse "comforts'" this farmer,
who may fecel rather tied by his holding. He does a lot
of travelling inevitably if his property is sweeping
illimitably about in this fashion. It is a disturbing
sort of comfort however: Lucifer is "fallen from
heaven (Isaiah, 14:12) and the self itself is shadowed
94

by itself, hidden from whatever light it may produce.
The reason why Richards has to avoid, as far as possible, questions
of tone a&nd feeling, is cvident if his earlier definitions of those

terms are recalled. "Tone" (the poet's attitude to his audience)

93, Poetrics and Sciences, p.115.

94. ibid., pp.116-117.
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and "feeling" (his attitude to his subject)95 quickly bring in the
"actions or agonies, and wishes or hopes or cendcavors” of the poet,
which Richards thinks rmust be kept out of the discussion. For the
gsame reason he carcfully omits any mention of the pocnmi's
"intention", or what it is "sbout". Omitting, as far as possible,
any consideration of feeling, tone and intention, Richards has to
proceed by commenting on the senses of the words. Typical of this
is his comment on the first line:

short stakes: DBoth the stakes the prospector drives in

to mark the boundaries of his claim (line 5) and the
posts of the fence that keeps cattle (say) in and
trespassers out of the spun farm (line 11). Rights in
this land include everything under and above (linec 5).
They arc stzkes, too, in the sense in which a landowner
is said to have a stake in the country. Hec has invested
money, time and toil in his property; he has somcthing
at stake.96

Here Richards might have added that they are also "stzkes'" as in
ganbling., The farmer's choice appears to be a gamble merely about
life, but it turns out to be a gamble involving cternity.

As vwell as inhibiting comment on the feeling, tone and

intention of the pocm, Richards' approach forbids any mention of

95. Sece above, Pede

96. Poetries and Sciences, p.116.
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its "images'", because all must be described in temms of "activity',
or the "mutual enablencnt end mutual control" of the words.

The approach, in short, fails to comient on what appear to the
reader to be the nain features of the poen.

A commentary on the tonc and feeling aspects of the poem might
run a2s follows: there is an ironical touch in "real cstate of mind",
which comes from the disparity action in the netaphor: the
inplication is that a '"mind"™ shouldn't be fenced off like a piece
of "real estate'. Such a mind is a closed mind, and the point is
taken up again in "owners'" and "exclusiveness' in lines 9 and 10.
The first stanza appezars to congratulatce the person addressed:

"How competently you have mansged your affairs. You have invested

in a property free from the distressing proximity of urben and
industrial developnent". The ironical implication is: "In being
exclusive you hnve cut yourself off from hunanity". Relevant to this
inplication, are the feelings evoked by the '"nomad citizen'"; he is,
as a "nonad", unafreid, and, as a "citizen'", hce takes a place in the
corrmunity. Also rclevant arc the feelings evoked by "train leaves
behind", which implies; "You have never had enough human contact to
be saddened by someone's departure'.

The fceling of the second stanza is one of immensity, which
highlights the petty and futile neatness of the '"well fenced out
real estate of mind". The contrast is very clear in "without

bound" as opposed to "well fenced out". The fceling of immensity
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reaches a climax in,

Of all cosmos' voluric, and all stars as well.

Here the effect of the long, open vowel sounds, especially in the
rcpeated "all", re-inforced by the similar sound of "well", is
particularly noticeable. This feeling of illinitability undermines
the necat exclusiveness of the first stanza.

The wit of the third stanza carries on the undermining process.
The growth metaphor in "a growing scector', further rcleased by the
word "farm", is grotesque, and its implication is: '"You thought
you were only concerned in growing cash-crops, but your farm is
growing something that reaches up past the stars'. In terms of the
tenor (the "mind") this means; "The organisation of your mind,
which you arrived at through merely practical considerations, has
noral implications of the most far-reaching kind". This is touched
upon also in the first part of the third stanza., The idea of
exclusive farm-owncers hints at the local rich-man's club, the nceting
place of solid, successful men, which is rcally & type of hell,
because it issues from posscssiveness, and all that goes with it.
In terms of the mind, the "owner" is the man who is, as D.H. Lawrence
would have said, "cgo-bound"; who refuses to acknowlecdge that he is
a part of something beyond himself. The wit in this part of the
stanza is generated partly by the word "exclusive" (what Hell
fences out is God). "Pointed" has a more obscure effect, but

the joke, it may be suggested, is that the mutual hostility,
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inevitably felt by ego-bound men, is symbolizcd by the pointed
goads of the traditional picture of Hell.

The last stanza ccmpletes the undemining, but the feeling
now is more sombre and grave. It says: "For all your apparently
organised solidity you are finally as cvanescent as @ flash of
light and insubstantial as a candle's shadow'. Relevant to the
feeling are the associations of "Lucifer", and of the flickering
candle, which evokes, passingly, the fear that a candle will go
out in a dark cellar. Also implied is the point madec by Richards:
"You lack self-knowledge, in that you will not rccognize that you
are not self-sufficient".

Such a commentary, cleerly, involves making suggestions about
the poeni's "intent:ion". The "intention" is, to use Richards' terms,
the essential '"feed-forward directive'"; the intention as to the
"size of the circle", without which nothing can be begun.97 This nust
correspond to the poet's "wishes or hopes or cndeavours", which
Richards wants to cut out. His procedure is not, that is, justified
by his own basic mrodel, Nor is it justified by the event. For
instance, it is easy to sece the relations between "Lucifer" and the
rest of the poemny; it is connected with the imagery of light and
darkness, with the references to Hell, and with the pride of the
"owners". To see this is to see "the mutual cnablement and mutual

control" of the words. But the appearance of Lucifer is not

97. See above, p.168.
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dictated by the recst of the poem. Empson was free to put it in
or leave it out. He might have put "Mulciber", and alluded to the

fact that in Paradise Lost, iulciber,

Dropd from the Zenith like a falling Starr.98
The appearance of Lucifer is determinced not merely by feed-back
from the words already used in the poerni, but by feed-forward fronm
what Eapson "wants to say'".

Granted, as Richards insists, the struggle with words in the
amposition has a formative influence, The poet might only
discover what he '"wants to say" during the coursc of that struggle.
But to say that this should prevent us from talking about the
feelings and intwntion of the poen is an extreme and inhibiting
position. As Empson himself once said, in the context of a similar
discussions "If critics are not to put up some pretence of
understanding the feelings of the author in hend they nust condenn
themselves to contempt".99

Such a pretence, as we have said, does not necessarily
involve writing the poet's biography. A mistaken biographical
attempt, with regard to this particular poem, would be to try to

trace the person addressed, and his actual relations with Empson

98. Paradise Lost, Bk.I, 1.745.

99. Seven Types of Ambiguity, pp. xiii-xiv.
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at the time. No such person, of course, need have existed. The
tadency of mind which Enpson is describing exists in everyone, and
Enpson, in fact, may have been addrossing himself - meditating on

e, weaknesss in which case the speaker is not eve: Empson, but a
part of Empson. A more plausible biographical attempt would be to
relate the poem, in view of its attitude to "owners", to Empson's
interest in Marxism, but this would add nothing essential, since the
poen stands on its own fcet.

I noted that Richards also refuses to talk about "images".
Perhaps the most striking image in Empson's poem is the wavering tip
of the cone, seen a2s a candle's shadow. The working of this is
complex. The "dark central cone" is itself the vchicle of a
metaphor. It is the ground, over which the owner of the fenced-off
piece of rcal-estatce has rights, stretching down underneath his
property to thc earth's centre. The tenor of the metaphor is the
nystery, the unknown depths, of the owner's being. The furthermost
tip of the cone fades into insubstantiality, which is seen as the
insubstantiality of a candle's shadow. But the cmdle's shadow
clearly refers back to the original tenor; beneath the neat self-
sufficiency ("the fenced out real estate of mind") is not only
nystery, but also, finally, insubstantiality.

The success of the metaphor depends partly on the fact that the
wavering of a candle's shadow is a vivid vehicle for conveying the

kind of wavering that we are to imagine. 3But, as we have already
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scen, the success also depends on the presence of a whole complex
of further feelings about a flickering candle, As well as fear
of the dark, there is a feeling of transience, and this is
re-inforced by the poem's final phrasse, "at the end", which implics
the approach of death. This feeling, in turn, works back upon the
candle's shadow, rendering it nore vivid and precise; it is a
dying candle, and the flaring and sinking of its guttering
accentuate the wavering of the shadow.

Much of this may be seen as a support for Richards' refusal to
talk about "images'". The "activity'" which makes the inter-
connections between the words in the metaphor of the flickering

candle is certainly intense. To use the language of Coleridge on

Inagination, the rcader seems to be more than merely rcading, he
feels as though he is creating and thereby realizing.1oo But the
activity has an end., To useColeridge's words again, what he is
creating is a fusion of an "idea" with an ”image”.101 He is not
nerely seeing pictures; but the word "image" is hard to avoid, and
there is no urgent rcason to avoid it, so long as one isn't

nisled by it. "Tnage™ is shorthand, one might say, for the upshot

of the creative activity.

100. See above, p.93.

101, Biogruphia Literaria, ii, 12,
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In Richerds' approach the activity scems to have no upshot.
The poen begins with & linguistic problem, the words nced further
particular words with which to inter-act, and this process goes
on until the needs of the various words are satisfied. The
critical method is to describe some features of the inter-action.
It is as though the critic sees some chenmicals thrown into 2 bowl,
and then watches then recact ng, but is not allowed to sa2y why they
were thrown in, or what the end-result wsas,

e have examined the development of the idea of "activity" and
the sort of approach in which it issues. It has been noted that a
scientific ambition is present in the development, and this
provides the cue for a final conment on this phase of Richards'
work.

At the end of his History of Testern Philosophy, Bertrand

Russell surgests that: '"Whatever can be known, can be known by
neans of science; but things which are legitimately matters of
feeling lie outside its province".102 Richards' neglect of the
feeling in Empson's poen, and his attempt to describe its "activity"

merely in terms of sense is dictated, largely, by his hope that

1
"econtemporary neurological rodel designs" 03 may be harnessed to

102, Bertrand Russell, History of Western Philosophy, London,
1961, p.788.

103. See above, p.169.
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the 2nalysis of poetry. His attemﬁt, for the reason given by
Russell, is unsatisfactory. Feeclings play too large a part in poetry
to be so neglected,

The scientific ambition is a hope for certainty, and this is
commected with Richards' exasperation with the chaos, as he sees
it, of current literary studies. Just before his analysis of
Empson's poem, for instance, he has disparaging comments about
various critical approaches3 linguistic analysis, archetypal
criticism, comparative and historical studies, literary biography,
arc all viewed sceptically.1o4

One may have a good deal of sympathy with Richards here. The
type of literary liberalism which stresses the possibility of a
large variety of "approaches" to poetry, is, in many cascs mere
licensing of irrelevance. But a scientific "cure'" would be worse
than the discase. In Richards'! pursuit of scientific certainty
one misses the atmospherc which springs from seeing criticism as,
to use the phrase of Eliot's which Leavis seized upon, "the common
pursuit of true judgoment".105

In one sense Richards is well aware of the inadequacies of a

scientific approach to poetry. He says, for instance, in "Thec

104. Poetries and Sciences, p.113.

105. F.R. Leavis, The Common Pursuit, Preface, v.
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Future of the Humanities'", that '"the main doctrines and positions

which kcep man humane arc insusceptible, at present, to scientific
proof".106 One notes, there, however, the qualification "at

present'", which is thc loophole for the entrance of "contemporary
ncurological model designs'. But more important is the fact,

which we have noted before, that Richards has nct extendedly engaged

in "the common pursuit" with reference to a given body of literature.1o7
It is, it may be argued, the absence of this sheet-anchor which

permits his occasional waywardness,

Richards' thinking is now at the opposite pole from his
earlier work, where, as we have seen, there is neglect of the role
of sense in poctic language, and a corresponding over-emphasis on
feeling.1o The basis for the earlier view wes, it hes been
suggested, poetry of the kind written by Swinburne. The basis for
the later view is "poetry" of the type represented by Richards!
phrase "poetry as an instrument of research'", which, in fact, is not
109

"poetry", but merely =n invitation to unlimited speculation.

Its nearest equivalent in poetry is a fragment such as Coleridge's

106, Speculative Instruments, p.67.

107. See above, P13
108. See above, p.10,

109. See above, pP.160.
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netaphor of the eddy, which plays a crucial part in Coleridge

11
on Imagination. <

Our account of Richards has held that the period of his work

that resulted in Coleridge on Imagination is the most fruitful for

literary criticisn. Here he avoids the extremes of the doctrine
of "equilibrium", with its over-stress on feeling, and the
doctrine of "activity'", with its neglcect of feeling. An over-all
view of Richards' work would, in fact, lead us to expect the
essential interest, for a literary critic, to lie where I have
placed it. His initial interests were psychological, linguistic
and philosophical, and these resume their central position in his
later work, in which the other large interest is pedagogy. It is

in the period fron Principles of Literary Criticism to

Coleridge on Imagination that he works most closely on poetry,

and the latter book is the valuable culmination of this period.

110, Sec above, p.115.



CHAPTER 6

COMPLEXITY AND SOME ASPECTS OF THE DOCTRINE OF

PROPRIETY IN POETIC LANGUAGE

My discussion of some aspects of analysis, and
accompanying ideas about poetry, in eighteenth century criticism,
centres chiefly on Johnson's work on Shakespeare, though reference
will be made to other critics.

The discussion is intended, firstly, to give some depth and
perspective to the ideas that we have seen developed by Richards,
by seeing them in a different setting, and, secondly, to support
the suggestion that the better use of such ideas is that exemplified
by eighteenth century criticism - that is, in pointing to success
or failure in poetry, and not in attempting, as‘Richards does, to
distinguish between modes of language, or schools of poetry.

It is further hoped that an outline of the important
similarities between eighteenth century ideas and those of Richards,
may show the need for modifying some current assumptions about
eighteenth century literary criticism; particularly the assumption
that its ideas about poetic language were highly peculiarland are
now exploded.

Here fhere is also a more general point. Such assumptions

are held by exaggerating differences between critical schools; by
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describing those features of eighteenth century criticism which
appear most distinctive, and then presenting them as a description
of eighteenth century criticism in zeneral. This procedure is
particularly evident in histories of criticism, where there is an
inevitable tendency to talk in terms of "schools™, "developments',
"revolutions", and so forth, and so to exaggerate the most
distinctive features of any given "school". This is further
accentuated when emphasis is placed on the importance of
"intellectual background" and when, consequently, it tends to be
suggested, for example, that a literary critic who admired Locke,
must be a radically different sort of critic from one who admired
Xant. Background of this kind is stressed by discussing the history
of criticism in terms of large aesthetic theories, rather than in
terms of the actual practice of criticism.

All these tendencies are fully exemplified in Professor Wellek's
account of Dr. Johnson.1 What our discussion of Dr. Johnson serves
to stress, is the obvious fact that, between different critical
"schools", there is a large degree of same-ness.

The danger of emphasizing same-ness 1is the tedium ensuing from
dwelling upon elementary features of criticism. That the danger
is worth risking may be indicated by Robert M, Ryley's '"William
Warburton as New Critic'",; a representative document in modern

discussion of eighteenth century criticism. Here the

1. R. Wellek, A History of Modern Criticism: 1750-1950, Vol. I,
"The Later Eighteenth Century", Yale, 1955, pp.79-104.
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following sugzesticn is nades

whereas the neo-classical critic normally asks whether
a word is plain or fancy, high or low, Warburton
anticipates the semantic interests of twentieth century
critics by trying to determine precisely the meaning

of a word or phrase in its special context.2
Warburton, as we shall see, is indeed a perceptive and sensitive
reader, but his procedure is not at all exceptional, as even a
cursory comparison of his edition of Shakespeare with Hanmer's,
Theobald's or Johnson's, or with eighteenth century Shakespearean
commentary in general, will show. "To determine precisely the
meaning of a word" is the essence of the enterprise. Professor
Ryley's assumptions about the "New Criticism" are also worth
mentioning. Commenting on the subtlety of Warburton's analysis,
he remarks:

surely the assumption that a poem can be more complex
than thousands of readers have ever realized and that it

is the critic's task to discover that complexity is

3

congenial to New-Critical theory.
The assumption that the "New Critic'" sits down in front of a poem,
saying to himself, "Now what complexity can I discover here?", is

startling when it is so blankly stated. But, on reflection, one

2. Studies in Criticism and Aesthetics, 1660-1800, ed. H. Anderson
and J.S. Shea, Minnesota, 1967, p.254.

3. ibid., p.257.
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supposes that it is an assumption not only amongst some
commentators on critical history, but also, perhaps, amon<stsome
of the "New Critics" themselves, There is little wonder that
Professor Ryley concludes that Warburton's resemblances to the
"New Critics" are '"superficial", though ”interesting".4

It may be that Professor Ryley's caution about suggesting
similarities between Warburton and the "New Critics" is occasioned
partly by the attitude which the "New Critics" themselves have
taken towards eighteenth century views on poetic langusge. A brief
recapitulation of that attitude will be useful,; and especially so
because it will be further discussed at other points in my
examination of modern analytic criticism.

For Dr. Leavis, Joiinson is inhibited from understanding the
essential nature of poetic language by the doctrine of "propriety".
Both eighteenth century poetry and criticism, Dr. Leavis suggests,
assume that the language of poetry stould be the "common currency of
terms, put together accordaing to the conventions of grammar and

1ogic".6 The point is elaborated as follows:

It is not an age in which the poet feels called to
explore further below the public surface than

conventional expression takes cognizance of, or to

4. Studies in Criticism and Aesthetics, 1660-1800, p.249.

5. See below, Pp.363-369.

6. "Johnson as Critic", Scrutiny, xii (1944-5), 194.



push in any way beyond the frontiers of the charted.
He has no impulse to indulge in licentious linguistic
creation,; nor does it occur to him that such indulgence

ray with any propriety be countenanced.7
The obsession with "propriety" blinds Johnson, who is the figure
chiefly being discussed, to that '"concrete specificity in the
rendering of experience" which is the hall-mark of Shakespearz's
poetry.8

The same nexus of ideas is apparent in Allen Tate's critique
of Johnson's views on the metaphysical poets. Discussing Johnson's
views on metaphor, Tate says: "I believe it is fair to say that
Johnson liked his tenors straight, without any nonsense from the
vehicles".9 This point is also made by Professor Wellek who
remarks that Johnson required that '"the tenor and the vehicle
should remain neatly separated”.1o Tate assumes that the
vehicle in a metaphor can be equated with a new access of experience,
and that the tenor is an idea or a thought. Thus armed, he

interprets Johnson's dislike of devotional poetry as a timid

adherence to orthodoxy: '"the imaginative act of returning the

7. '"Johnson as Critic", Scrutiny, xii (1944-5), 194.
8. ibid., p.195.

9. "Johnson on the Metaphysicals", Kenyon Review, xi (1949), - 381,

10. A History of Modern Criticism, i, 99.
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paraphrase to the hazards of new experience (new vehicles) is an
impiety, even a perversity, which he [ Johnson] reproves in the
Metaphysical poets".11 Tate generalizes this into a broad view
which parallels that of Dr. Leavis, suggesting that Johnson's
incapacity for the creative and dramatic use of metaphor is "a
defect that seems general in that age, when men assumed a static
relation between the mind and its object, between poet and
subject".12

Both Tate and Dr. Leavis are, in short.attacking that approach
to langusge which tends to issue in the familiar '"clothing"
metaphor - the poet finds a thought or idea and then "dresses" it
in elegant language. For Dr. Leavis the truly poetic use of
language is "exploratory-creative'. Exactly what he means by this
will be fully discussed later,13 but it may immediately be
suggested that his eighteenth century poet who writes with "a
common currency of terms put together according to the conventions
and logic'" is something of a man-of-straw, Against it one might
set, for instance, Pope's description of Homer's language:

Aristotle has reason to say, he [Homer)] was the only

poet who had found out living words; there are in him

11, Kenyon Review, xi, 385.

12. ibid., p.389.

13. See below, pPp.363-369.
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more daring figures and metaphors than in any good

author whatever.... Yet his expression is never too
big for the sense, but justly great in proportion to
it: 'Tis the sentiment that swells and fills out the

diction, which rises with it and forms itself about

it, 4
Pope is here trying to describe that usc of language which
D.7W. Harding describes in his essay on Rosenberg —the use which
issues from the poet's bringing together "idea" and "expression"
at any unusually early stage of the psycho-physiological process,
so that they modify each other before coming to full consciousness.
Professor Harding contrasts this with the more usual state of
affairs, where the "idea" is distorted slightly in order to fit the
nearest convenient verbal formula or stock phrase.15 As Pope puts
it, in "living words" the diction forms itself about the sentiments,
rather than the sentiment being fitted to the diction.

Thus to quote Pope, however, though it may be suggestive, leaves
the cssential questions unanswered, and we should remind ourselves

of the features of eighteenth century criticism which have disturbed

moderm critics.

14. "Preface to The Iliad", Twickenham Edition of Pope,
ed. M. Mack, London, 1967, vii, 10.

15. "Aspects of the Poetry of Isaac Rosenberg", Scrutiny, iii,
(1934-5),  365.
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A well-known case is Macbeth's;

I have 1liv'd long enough : my Way of life
Is fall'n into the sear, the yellow leaf.
(Macbeth, V. iii. 22-23)

Upon this Johnson comments, in his notes to his edition of
Shakespeare:

As there is no relation between the '"way of life", and
"fallen into the sear", I am inclined to think that the
"W" is only an '"I" inverted, and that it was originally

written,

my May of life.

"T am now passed from the spring to the autumn of my
days, but I am without those comforts that should succeed
the spri¥liness of bloom, and support me in this

1
melancholy season."

Johnson does not, in fact, insert the emendation into the text, but

it is clear which reading he prefers. It is now generally agreed

that such preference for tidiness and precision loses the essential

16. Throughout this chapter I shall refer to Johnson on Shakespeare,
ed. A. Sherbo, which takes up volumes vii and viii of The Yale
Edition of the Works of Samuel Johnson. The two volumes in
question were published by the Yale University Press in 1968
and seem destined to become the standard reference work. &
describe Johnson's footnote to Macbeth's lines here as '"Yale,
viii, 791-2", and this formula will be followed in all cases.

As in the Yale edition, act, scene and line references
follow, ', Aldis Wrisht's Crnlridge edition (recvised 1891-93),
hut the text fcllows Johnson's first edition.
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effect of what only superficially appears to be an imprecise

sequence of words. Such, it will be said, is the doctrine of

y . : .17

“propriety'" in action,
An oddly similar and even more outrageous instance, which

Johnson does insert into his text, is Tarburton's emendation of the

Gentleman's description of Cordelia, after she hears what her

sisters have done to her father:

You have seen
Sunshine and rain at once: her smiles and tears

ere like a better way.
(King Lear, IV, iii, 19-21)
Warburton, on siailar  grounds to thoscgiven by Johnson in the
previous instance, emends '"better way" to "wetter May".18 To fill
out the picture, it mey be remarked that Benjamin Heath, a noted
Shakespearecan of the time, while conceding that Tarburton's suggestion
is '"not absolutely without propriety", suggests "April day" as an

) 1
even greater improvement.

=

he tendency is clear and no further examples nced be giVen.2O

17. '"Propriety" here, it may be noted, essentially issues in a
concern for the inter-relations of words.

18. Johnson's Edition of Shakespeare, London, 1765, vi, 117,

19. Revisal of Shakespeare's Text, London, 1765, p.343.

20. Johnson exhibits the tendency clearly in his comments on
2 Henry VI, III.ii.97 (Yale, viii, 587-8); Richard II,
I1.i.133 (Yale, vii, 434-5); Richard III, IV.i.102
(Yale, viii, 6253; Hamlet, III.i.70 (Yale, viii, 982).
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A modern commentator would note that this tendency, if given free
rein, would turn Shakespcoare's spesches, alive as they are with the
actual pressures of thought, feeling and language, into exhibitions
of studied sentiment, of the kind that may be conveniently studied
in Johnson's own play Irene.

However, critics ought not to be judged by their worst attempts.
The question is, are these cxamples merely the visible part of a
cold iceberg of incomprchending disapproval of Shakespeare's poetry,
or relatively unimportant manifestations of a bias? I shall argue
that the latter is the fairer answer. And it may usefully be
added that modern commentators on Johnson sometimes rigidly proceed
with reference to pre-conceived ideas, rather than with reference
to what is before then. One such example arises from Johnson's
comment when Eleanor, in King John, urges a speedy reconciliation
viith the French, while they are in the mood for a parley,

Lest zeal now melted by the windy breath
Of soft petitions, pity and remorse,

Cool and congeal again to what it was.

(King John, II.1.477-479)

Johnson comments:
Tle have here a very unusual, and, I think, not very just
image of "zeal'", which in its highest degree is
represented by others as a flame, but by Shakespeare as
a frost. To "repress zeal'", in the language of others,
is to "cool", in Shakespeare's to "melt" it; when it

exerts its utmost power it is commonly said to '"flame',
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1
but by Shakespeare to be "congealed”.2

Professor Sherbo, who is commonly anxious to cefenc Johwsoil, rem rk:s
that Johnson is here Ydisturbed by Shakespeare's deviaviorn iicih
poetic tradition", and addcs

One must concede that zcal has rarely been equated with
coldness, and no writer, even Shellespearc, Joiacon is
saying, should allow a desire for novelty to lead hin
into absurdity. Johnson was evidently disturbed b
the terms of the mctaphors, neglecting their total

(p}

. . . . . . . 22
effect in his concentration on their constituen’t parts.
Profecsor Sherbo seems to be ™1lied here by the vicw that Johnson

iiked his tenors and vehicles separate. Johnson, in {uact, doc

0]

not talk about the 'absurdity" of the effect, nor is hc apnoeling
merely to '"poatic tradition', nor does he ettribute ~ny dusize for
novelty to Shakespeare. To put the poiut in terme of Richards!
thining, Johnson is here noting a failure to triummh over the
resistances of words, and appealing to the criterion elatzsrated in
QNicliards' comment on Eliot's use of tne word "beauty'" with
reference to food.23 Behind the metaphor of '"flame" for 'zeel' iz
a whole inter-connected system of words, such as "fiery'", 'hot-

headed", "hot-tempered", "warm-hearted", and so on, and Sha':cspeare

21, Yale, vii, 415,

22. A. Sherbo, Samuel Johnson, Editor of Shakespearc, Urbana,
1956, p.T7.

23. See above, p.67 and p.147,



196

here encounters the resistance of this system. It is noticeable
that Johnson, with the accuracy which one expects of him, makes
this a point about usage, and not about the nature of "zeal'; he
does not clain that "zeal" is "hot". Professor Sherbo does not say
what the "total effect" is, which Johnson is alleged to have
neglected, and his point seems to be no more than an inert reczll
of the kind of allegation made by Tate. It is, in fact, hard to
evade the conclusion that these lines of Eleanor's are some of the
thousand that Ben Jonson wished Shakespeare had blotted.

That a "defender" of Johnson can proceed in that fashion,
indicates, perhaps, more strongly than anything else could, the

need for an examination of the doctrine of propriety.

IT.

It has becn suggested, with reference to an cxample above, that
the doctrine of propriety concerns itself with, amongst other things,
inter-relations between words. Propriety is inter-relation,
impropriety is absence of inter-relation. Propriety, that is,

24

concerns itself with what Richards called "interinanimation".

24, See above, p.90.
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To pursue the resemblance, the basis of the doctrine of propriety
is the criterion of realisation. The aim of "proper" writing is
to make the reader fcel that he is grasping not merely words but
things and experiences. The concern for '"propriety'":of diction
issues from a pre-occupation with "the force of poetry, that force
which calls new powers into being, which embodies sentiment, and

25

animates matter'. This common ground between Richards and
eighteenth century criticism is crucial, and will be examined in
some detail.

But several objections may immediately arise. It may be said
that, though the doctrine of propriety resembles Richards' theory
of interinanimation in some respects, it is radically vitiated by
rigid notions of what kinds of dintcerinanimation are permissible,
by irrelevant social criteria for judging poetic language, by
exploded theories about the need for different types of diction in
different genres and by narrow views about '"correctness" of
signification, It may also be said that the eightoenth century

critics, the victims of Locke's description of the mind, were unable

to formulate a creative account of poetic language.

The problem, finally, is one of degree; to what extent were the

above factors disabling? My discussion, therefore, has two broad

25. Rambler (No.168), ed. W.J. Bate and A.B. Strauss, Yale, 1969,
v, 127.
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aspects, First, ‘I shall outline the basis of the doctrine of
propriety; second, I shall examine the doctrine in practice.
Throughout, I shall attempt to indicate the flexibility of
the doctrine.

To centre attention upon Johnson's Shakespearcan criticism has
geveral advantages. It has becn considered, in the first place, a

locus classicus of the alleged disabilities that I intend to

exanine, Further, by excluding that aspect of propriety of
diction which relates to the neo-classical interest in genre, it
indicates the secondary nature of that aspcct. That Johnson does
exclude that aspect of propriety may readily be illustrated from
his preface to Shakespeare.

In his preference of Shakespeare to Addison, Johnson's central
point is that "Addison speaks the language of poets, and Shakespeare,
of men", He says of isddison's Cato:

it Jaffords a splendid ewhibition of artificial and
fictitious manners, and delivers just and noble
sentiments, in diction easy, elevated and harmonious,
but its hopes and fears communicate no vibration to
the heart; the composition refers us only to the
writer; we pronouncc the name of Cato, but we think

on Addison.26

26. Preface to Shekespeare, Yale, vii, 84.
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He says, on the other hand, of Shakespeare's plays:

Lthey] are not in the rigorsus ond critical scnsc ¢ither
tragedies or comedies, but compositions of a distinct

kind, exhibiting the real state of sublunary nature.27
This dismissal of considerations of literary genre insofar as they
affect diction, is not presented by Johnson as an apology, or as an
incidental point; it is closely related to his essential adnmiration
for Shakespeare. From the fact that Shakespeare uses the language
of men, which communicates a "vibration to the heart", follows.

this conclusion:

This therefore is the praise of Shakespeare, that his
drama is the mirrour of lifey +that he who has mazed
his imagination, in following the phantoms which other
writers raise up before him, may here be cured of his
delirious extasies, by reading human sentiments in
human language; by scenes from which a hermit may
estimate the transactions of the world, and a confessor

predict the progress of the passions.28

A further point which may usefully be extracted from this, is the
necessity for rejecting apparently plausible compromises of the

kind to be found in Professor Wimsatt's account of Johnson's

27. Preface to Shakespeare, Yale, vii, 66.

285 MlEdesy IRESSE
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Shakespeare criticism. Professor Wimsatt argues as follows:

how he [ Johnson] got to the heart of Shakespeare

- perceived the progress and tenor of the drama -

except through the aesthetic surface, the particulars

of actions and words, may be difficult to understand.
Doubtless we confront here some incompletencss of
conversion, an unresolved tension between the neo-classic
conscience and the liberating impulsec, Johnson the
lexicographer would of coursc be most painfully sensitive

to the jaggedmess of the verbal idiom - the maverick

29

particularities.
Since Johnson so firmly grounds his claim for Shakespeare's
greatness upon Shakespearc's language, it is hard to see how
Professor "limsatt's position is tenable. It is hoped that a more

tenable position may emerge from the following discussion.

IIT.

I shall first look at the working basis of the doctrine of
propriety, but it is convenient to preface this with some orthodox
remarks by Kames about the nature of propriety, and with an

introductory examplc of the application of the doctrine. Kames

29. Johnson on Shakespeare, ed. 7.K. Wimsatt, London, 1960,
pP.Xxi.
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notes that language is a nediunr in which connection is o central
feature and adds:

We are so frencd by nature, 2s to requirec a ceriain
suitgbleness or correcspondicnce anong things connected
by any relation. This suitebleness or correspondence

is ternmed conszruity or propriety; ond the want of it,

50

incongruity or inmpropricty.

Propricty has two branches; onc deals with the "right choice of
words or naterials®, the other with the "due arrangement of these
words and uatarials".31 These two branches arce not really
separate; whether or not the "right" word has becn choscn will
depend not only on its "proper™ neaning, but also on its rclations
with the other words in the context. To that extent the problen
of the reclations between words includes the probler of the relations
between words and what they point to. Conscquently the forner
problecn will riorec concern us. There will be, however, separate
discussion of one particularly secnsitive arca of the guestion of
"correctness" of signification.32

If we ask why the eightcenth century critics dennnded a
"proper" use of languagce, we quickly arrive at the point nade by

Richards in his attack on Kames; there is a very strong demand

30. Henry Home (Lord Kanes), Elenents of Criticism, Edinburgh,
1762, ii, 5-6.

31, ibid., ii, 256.

32. Sece below, pp.273-287.
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33

for concretencss, particularly of & visual kind. Lengthy
illustration of this fact would be redundant, but some examples nay
be given to recall the point fully. Thomas 'Jarton, discussing
Pope's poetry, makes the central claim clearlys:

The use, the force, and the excellence of languagc
certainly consists in raising clear, complete, and

circunistantial images and in turning readers into

34

spectators.
Addison, of course, conducts his discussion of the "imagination!
in highly pictorial temms, and, elsewhere, refers to "those
beautiful descriptions and images which are the spirit and life of
poetry".35 Kames dwells at some length on the importance of
"ideal presence'", which rcsults from the calling up of ideas into
the mind by an unusuelly deliberate and intcense exertion of memory,
and adds that '"the power of language to raise cmotions depends on
raising such lively and distinct images as are here described”.36
Erasmus Darwin sees this as the essential distinction between poetry

37

and prose. Blair notes that the importance of metaphors springs

33. See above, pp.134-135,

34. Eighteenth Century Critical Essays, ed. S. Elledge, New York,
1961, ii, 756.

35. "An Essay on Virgil's Georgics", Joseph Addison, Miscellaneous
Works, ed. A.C. Guthkelch, 1914, ii, 4.

36. Elements of Criticism, i, 93.

37. Eighteenth Century Critical Essgxs, ed. S. Elledge, ii, 1005-6.
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from the following fact:
‘they nake Jen abstract conception, in some degrec, an
objcct of sense; they surround it with such circumstances
as enable the nind to lay hold of it steadily, and to

contemplate it fully.38

Spence, discussing Pope, makes the same point: '"a metaphor is not

to be used unless it gives a greatcer light and makes the thing more
sensible to us".39 So docs Addison; a metaphor "serves to convey
the Thoughts of the Mind under Resemblances and Im=ges which affect

40

the Senses'". Absence of imagery is one of the chief grounds of

Dr. Johnson's critique of the metaphysical poets: "In forming
41
"

descriptions, they looked out not for images, but for conceits',

His Dictionary defincs a '"conceit" as "a sentiment without an image".

It 2also defines the "Fancy" as the '"power of forming ideal pictures".42
e shall waive, for the moment, Richards! objections to such

naively "imagist'" vicws, and concentrate on the fact that they

correspond with the emphasis in critics like Dr. Leavis, on

38. Hugh Blair, Lectures on Rhetoric and Belles Lettres, ed. H.F.
Harding, Southern Illinois, 1965, i, 287.

39. Eighteenth Century Critical Essays, ed. S. Elledge, i, 404.

40, The Spectator (No.595), ed. D.F. Bond, Oxford, 1965, v, 35.

41, Lives of the Poets, ed. G, Birkbeck Hill, Oxford, 1905, i, 33.

42, 7T.K. Wimsatt and C. Brooks give a full account of this tendency
in eighteenth century criticism, in Literary Criticism. A Short
History, New York, 1959, Chapter XIII.
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"concreteness" or "realisation". It will be scen that they demand
2 high degrece of sensory content, snd that they involve criteria
sinilair to those in Richards' own nnalysis of the words '"frail
steel tissue of the sun'", which, as I pointed out, consists of an
cnuneration of the properties or qualities of the objects described,
which are brought out by the inter-actions of the words.43
The comaon ground between Richards' theory of interinanimation
and the doctrine of propriety is that both see concreteness or
realisation as being achicved by a full exploitation of the
inplications of the words used.
This is clear, for example, in a comont by Spence on what
Dr. Leavis would call some "unrcalized" lines from Pope's Iliad:

Fron his eyes poured dovm the tender dew

and,

But Anticlus unabls to controul,

Spoke loud the languish of his yearning soul.
Spence sayss "In these the action is described in words that import
a violence, while the act to be expressed is plainly something

still and gentle”.44

The implications of tender weeping are
stillness and gentleness, and these implications should interweave

with similar implications in the surrounding words. Evidently,

43. See above, p,70 and p.74.

44, ZEighteenth Century Critical Essays, ed. S. Blledge, i, 403.
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the words "poured dovm" and "spoke loud" do not have such
implications.

It may seem pzculiar that there should be a nzed to show that
eightecenth century critics were, in fact, in possession of this, the
most clementary principle of good writing. That there is such a
need may be indicated by a more interesting examplc from Johnson's
notes on Shakespearc.

Lepidus, in Antony and Cleopatra, attempting to gloss over

Antony's weakncesses, says:

His faults in him scem as the spots of heav'n,

More fiery by night's blackness.

(Antony and Cleopatra, T.iv.12-13)

Johnson comments:

If by spots are mncant stars, 2as night has no other
fiery spots, the compzrison is forced and harsh, stors
having been always supposed to beautify the night:

nor do I conprehend what there is in the counter-part

45

of this simile, which answcrs to night's blackness.,
The new Arden odition comments:

His faults are nade more conspicuous by his goodncss,
as the stars by night's blackness. The simile aims
only 2t force of contrast, disregarding correspondence

of quality in the things compared.4

45. Yale, viii, 843.

46. Antony and Cleopatra, ed. M.R. Ridley, London, 1954, pp.33-34.
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In an atmosphere from which intelligible critical principles seen

to have venished, it is hardly surprising that onc should need to
noint out the naturce of Johnsori's principles. Johnson's principles
arc: clear. That there is no "correspondence of quzliity", as the
Arden edition puts it, means that therce is no realisation, because
therc is insufficient inter-connection betwecn the parts of the
meaning. To rccall for a moment Richards' koy example, in the

a7

lines from Venus and Adonis'' the powers of the word "star'" arc

fully exploited; in the speech of Lepidus they arc not, It is
further noticeable that Johnson fecls such & conspicuous lack of
inter-connection between "blackness" and Antony's virtues, that the
comparison seccems entirely to elude him.

In the comment in the Arden edition there is merc abncgation
of principle. Thc word “aims" is totally unjustified, implying,
as it does, some mysterious insight into what was going on in
Shakespeare's mind as he wrote. The oblique suggestion that the
disregard of '"correspondence of quality" somehow adds to the "force
of contrast" will not bear scrutiny. In the tenor the contrast
is between faults and virtues, in the vehicle it is betiween stars
and blackness; the disparity betwecen faults and stars, which

worries Johnson, is in no way cffective.

47. Sce above, pp.91-92.
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I have dwelt upon this example not only because it illustraotes
the atmosphere in which confusion about eighteenth century critical
principles flourishes, but also because, as anyone who has
exanined modern editions of Shakespeare will rcadily recognigze, it
is far from untypical. The desire to vindicate Shakcspeare at
every point and at any cost is a familiar featurce of the modern
Shakespeare industry.

It would be easy to amass negative examples of Johnson's
principle that failurc of inter-connection between the implications
of words is failurc of realisation, since it is thc basic principle
of his analytic tcchnique; but we will look, instcad, at some
more positive exomples, in which Johnson records approval of
Shakespearec.

In the sccond part of Henry VI, Captain Thitmore, about to
comnit murder, says, as the night draws ins

The gaudy, blabbing, and remorseful day

Is crept into the bosom of the sea.
(2 Henxy VI, IV.i.1-2)

Johnson comménts:

The epithet '"blabbing'" applied to the day by a man about
to commit murder, is exquisitely beautiful. Guilt is
afraid of light, considers darkness as a natural sheltecr,
and makces night the confidante of those actions which

cannot be trusted to the "tell-tale day”.48

48, Yale, viii, 591,
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Here Johnson is sketching the network of implications through which
the netaphor of the day as an informer is realised. As Richards
would put it, the morc the image is followed up the nore relevant
links arec found.49 It is by noting a network of a slightly
different kind that Johnson decfends the word "breed", in a specch

in Measu: lleasure, agains arburton's version.
by Angelo in Mcasure for 1 , against Warburton' > n

Angelo, roused by Isabella's virginal innocence, says in an aside:

. She spéaks, and 'tis such sense,

That my scnse breeds with it.

(Measure for Measure, II.ii.141f142)

Johnson comments:

Thus all the folios., Some later editor has changed
"breads" to '"bleeds'", and Dr. Varburton blames poor
Mr. Theobald for recalling the old word, which yet is
certainly right. "Iy sense breceds with her sonse",
that is, new thoughts arc stirring in my mind, new
conceptions are 'hatched" in my imagination. So we

say to "brood" over thought.so
There is present herz a network of inter-connection with a cluster
of related words, of the kind which Johnson found abscnt in the
idea that zeal is cold. The fertility with which Johnson explores

the meaning may usefully remind us of the metaphoric concreteness

49, See above, p.93.

50, Yale, vii, 185,
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of his own poctry, which Dr. Lecavis has so well described; a

concreteness that issues from Johnson's sensitivity to the full

51
powzrs of language.

Here, the complex of ~ssociations that comes
in with "stirring", "hatching" and "brooding' are the source of the
vivid strength of the lincs.

In the same play, Johnson is movad to preisc some lines in
the Duke's attempt to preparc Claudio for death by making him

despise life:

Thou hast nor youth, nor agej
But as it were an after-dinner's sleep,
Dreaming on both,

(Measure for Measure, IIT.1i.32-34)

Johnson comnents:

This is exguisitely imagined. When we are youn: we

busy ourselves in forming schemes for succecding time,

and miss the gratifications thot are before usy; when we
are old wec amuse the languour of age with the rccollection
of youthful pleasurcs or pecrformances; so thet our life,
of which no part is filled with the business of the
present time, resembles our dreams after dinner, when the
cvents of the morming arc mingled with the designs of

52

the evening.

51. F.R. Leavis, Revaluation, London, 1936, pp.117-119,

52. Yale, vii, 193,
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At first glance it nay be thought that Johnson is merely
indulging his taste for moralizing, but his description of the
tenor, in fact, fully brings out the power of the vehicle. That
this is "exquisitely imagined" is, for Johnson, a matter of the
nultiplicity of inter-connection between the tenor and the vehicle.
The attentive habit of reading which goes with this principle
appears not only at points where Johnson'is praising or blaning
Shakespeare, but at points where he is simply giving an explanatory
gloss. Then, for instance, Othello calls Desdemona as '"false as
water", Johnson remarkss "As water that will support no weight,

n 93

nor keep any impression'.

IV.

Such then is the essence of the doctrine of propriety. Its
resemblance to Richards' theory of realisation through
multiplicity of inter-connection is obvious and central. The
picture should now be filled out a little by noting how these ideas
relate to such key temms in eightecnth century criticism as

"simplicity" and '"ease"; terms which express a demand for

53. Yale, viii, 1045; Othello, V.ii.137.
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concreteness. The linguistic medium should become, as it were,
transparent, so that the reader fcels himself in the presence not
of words, but or things and cxpcriences.

A quotation from Steelc scrves to clear away an initial
possibility of confusion over the word "ease'": '"simplicity is of
all things the hardest to be copied, and easz to bec acquired with
the greatcst labour”.54 "Ease'", in eighteecnth century stylistic
description, has a high sense and a low sense. The difficulty of

attaining"ease" in the high scnse is stressed in Felton's

Dissertation on Reading the Classics, where we find proised:

that ornamental Plainness of Speech, which every
common Genius thinketh so plain, that any Body may
reach it, and findeth so very elegant, that all his

Sweat and Pains, and Study, fail him in the Attempt.55

The relations between "simplicity", "plainness" or "ease", the
doctrine of propriety and the doctrine of realisation, may be
illustrated from some bazic observations by Dennis:

Simplicity of Thought, is Thought which naturally =rises
fron the Subject, Ideas which beer a just Proportion to
the Things they rcpresent, and which the Subject seems
of itseclf as it were to offer to us, instcad of our

obtruding then upon that.56

54. Quoted in Criticel Works of John Dennis, ed. E.N. Hooker,
Baltimore, 1943, ii, 446,

55. ibid., ii, 445. Hooker givegs o full account of these
terns.

56. ibid., ii, 32.
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For Dennis "Simplicity of Expression" is "an Expression proportion'd
to the Idzas, as they are to the Things".57 The ground is covered
by Johnson in the third number of The Rambler, in the r.mark that
criticisn mey discover, in exanining a given work, '"some secret
inequality...between the words and sentiments, or some

5B The ideal

dissimilitude of the¢ ideas and the original objects".
is the elirination of distraction from the subject that is being
written about; the medium should attract no attention to itself.
It is with this criterion in mind that Johnson expresses
dissatisfaction with the eighteenth century tendency to indulge in
"poetical" 1anguage.59 The two senses of "ease'" are conveniently
distinguished by Johnson in 2 number of TleIdl.cr. Of the high

sense Johnson sayss

Basy poetry is that in which natural thoughts are
expressad without violence to the language.... Language
suffers violence by harsh or by daring figures, by
transposition, by unusual acceptations of words, and by
any licence which would be avoided by a2 writer of prose.
Where any artifice appezrs in the construction of the

verse, that versec is no longer easy. Any cpithet

57. Quoted in Critical Torks of John Dennis, ii, 33.

58. Rembler, iii, 17.

59, See for example Idler (No.63), The Idler and the Adventurer,
eds, W.J. Bete, J.M. Bullitt and L.F. Powell, Yale, 1963,
Pp.196-198,
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which can be ejected without diminution of thc sense,
any curious itcration oif' the same word, and 211

unusual, tho' not ungremnatical, structure of specch,

destroy the gracc of casy poetry.6o

The rigour of the criterion is further stressed when Johnson goes
on to remark: "To rcquire from any author many picces of casy
poetry, would b2 indeed to oppress him with too hard a t:—:,sk".61
Of particular intercst is the example of 'un-casy™ poctry wnich

Johnson gives:

The first lines of Pope's Iliad afford examnplces of

many licenses which an easy writer must decline.

Achilles' wrath, to Groeece the direful spring

Of woes unnumber'd, heav'nly Goddess sing,
The wrath which hurl'd to Pluto's gloomy reign

The souls of mighty chiefs untimely slain.

In the first couplet the language is distorted by inversions,
clogged with superfluities, and clouded by = harsh

netaphor; and in the sccond therc arc two words used in

an uncommon scnse, and two cpithets inserted only to

lengthen the line; all thesc practices may in a long work
c2s8ily be pardoned, but they always produce somc degree

of obscurity and ruggedness.

60. The Idler (No.77), The Idler and The Adventurer, ed. 7.J. Bate,
J.M. Bullitt, and L.F. Powell, Yalc, 1963, p.239.

61. 1ibid., p.242.

62. ibid., pp.239-40.
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The low sense of '"ease" is defined in Johnson's comricnt on Pope's
little society poem, "On thc Countess of Burlington Cutting
Peaper":

Affectation, however opposite to ease, is somctimes
nistseken for it, ~nd those who aspire to gentle
cleg=ance, collect female phrascs and fashionable

barbarisms, and inagine that style to be easy which

63

custon has made familier,
Two points may be made here. first, when an eightecnth century
critic demands that poetry be "easy'", in the high sense, it is
inportant not to sce in it confirmation of the opinion put forward
by Dr. Leavis:

nost eighteenth-century verse, and all versc of the
Augustan tradition, has a social novement— a movcment

that suggests company deportment, social gesture and a

64

code of manners: it is polite,
The aecond, and more important, point concernms Johnson's use of
terms like '"harsh'" and "obscure'. They involve higher criteria
than conventionality or rezdy intelligibility. They describe
absence of "ease", or failures of rcalisation, as Johnson's commcnts
on the opening of The Iliad readily illustrate. The metaphor of

a "spring", which Johnson calls "harsh", so far from being

63. The Idler (No.77), The Idler and The Adventurer, p.240.

64. F.R. Leavis, "Johnson and Augustanism", The Common Pursuit,
London, 1952, p.103.
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"far-fetched" is somcthing of a clich® - a vaguely appropriate
figure which night readily come to mind as a substitutc for
"origin', In the light of the analytic procedure which we have
seen Johnson using on Shakespearc's poetry, "harsh" here nust ncan
"failing to fully exploit thc powers of the words'". The
implications of "spring" (fertility, pleasantness, naturnlness, and
so on) are not only irrelevant but inappropriate. Hor does Pope
use the one implication which might bz relevant-= the flowing of

"

water as the flowing of tears. The relation hetween '"harshness!
2nd "obscurity" is indicated by Johnson's word '"clouded";
redundancy and deviation from common meanings call attention to the
words =and distract attention from the subject. His point is not
that the lines, which are, in an obvious sense, convcntional, are
difficult to understand, or that their devices trespass beyond
conventional bounds, but that they lack realising power.

It is worth showing what "harshness" essentially meens for
Dr. Johnson, beccausc, as Dr. Brown says, perhaps '"no critical term
uscd by Johnson hns done more injury to his reputation =s a critic".
Dr. Brown himself nckes the important point that Johason, in using
the term "harsh'" refers to the meaning rather than to sound of

words, and to this it should be added that he is referring to

absence of interinanimation.

65. J.E. Brown, The Critical Opinions of Samuel Johnson,
New York, 1926, pp.125-126.

65
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The general background of terms like "simplicity" 2nd "easc"
is well-knovm, but it should bo recalled, because it has often becn
seen as revealing a spirit inimical to poctry. One of the nnin
factors usually referred to in accounts of this aspcct of
eighteenth century criticism, is the influcnce of French
neo-classicisn, and this is clearly a correct assessnent.

Addison, for instance, holding up for our admiration the style
recommended by Bouliours and Boileau, thus identifies it:

that beautiful Simplicity, which we so ruch adnirc
in the Compositions of the Ancients; and which no Body
deviates from, but those who want this Strength of

Genius to make a Thought shine in its own natural

67

Bezauties.
An influence readily lending itself to the pressure indicated here,
was that of the Royal Society, in its attitude to language. For
Sprazt, as is notorious, the ideal wns that lenguage should say
"so many things, almost in an equal number of words".68 For
Hobbes "the light of huien minds is perspicuous words, but by exact
definitions first snuffed, and purged from ambiguity...and on the
contrary, metaphors and senseless and ambiguous words are like

ignes fatui".69

66. Critical Torks of John Dennis, ii, 445.

67. Spectator (No.62), i, 268.

68. Thomas Sprat, Thc History of the Royal Society, London,
1667, p.113.

69. Leviathan, ed. H. Morley, London, 1889, p.30.
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That such thinking can be inimical to poetry there can be no
doubt, but it has a norc congenial side. A convenient illustration
of this occurs in Ecclesiastes, a book advising clergymen how to
preach effectively, by John Tilkins, 2 nmember of the Royal Socicty
who introduced Sprat to the Socicty. Wilkins telils the

following znceclete:

L

‘o scholer] nocting..,o countryman as he wes in a journcy,
and falling into discourse with him about divers points

of Religion...observed the plain fellow to talk so
experimentally, with so nwuch heartinesse, and affection,
as made hin first begin to think, that sure there was
something more in thosc truths, than his notionall

hunane learning had yct discovered.
Wilkins is here praising that vigorous folk-spccocch, soaked in actual
expericnce, which Dr. Leavis attributes to the common people of the
seventeenth century. In preferring "experinental" language to
"motionall" language, hc is preferring concreteness to abstraction,
The wider background here, which clearly relates to the
cnphasis laid by the scicntific movement upon the import-nce of
sensory cxperience, goes beycnd our scope. S0 far as litcrary
criticisn is concerned, we have already seen the inportance of sensory

1
detail in the eighteenth century view of realisation.7 Ve may

70. J. Wilkins, Ecclesiastes, London, 1651, pp.39-40.

71. See above, pp.201-203,
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return to Shakespearcon criticism for =2 last illustration. Fistelet
Tinon of Athens has squandered his fortune, the Poct expresses
astonishment at the rcadincss with which Timon's crstwhil: followors
have descrted hine

Poct I ann rept and cannot cover

The monstrous bulk of this ingratitudc

With any sizc of words,

Timon Let it go naked: 1wen nay sce't the bettor,
(Timon of Athens, V.i.62-65)

Warburton comricnts:

The humour of this reply is incomparable, It insinuateces
not only the highest contempt of the flattercr in
particular, but this uscful lesson in general, that the
inages of things arc cleuarest sceen through a simplicity

of phrascy of which, in the words of the prccept, and

72

in those which occasion'd it, hc¢ has given us examples,
In fact, the "simplicity" is highly metaphorical, as is apparent in
such words as "cover", "bulk", "size', 'maked". Nonctheless,
it is easy to sec whot Worburton neanss  there is a2 sense¢ in which
the words arc simple, and the lincs exhibit that astonishing
directness which charactcrizes Shakespeare's poetry., '"Simplicity",
given this sort of application, is not at all ininical to poetry
in the way in which Hobbes' rcmark, quotcd above, is. Warburton's
approach is on¢ which finds the concrete vigour of Shakespeare's

English 2 highly congenial node,

72. Johnson's Bition of Shakespeare, 1765, vi, 264.




219

V.

We have looked at the cightcenth century idea of rcalisation
in poztry, and at its rcloation with the doctrine of propricty and
with some key terms of stylistic description. The question remains
whether these idees, cven though basically sound, were too rigidly
npplied by eighteenth contury critics. Ar: they ©s wooden as
Richards, in his account of Kemes, uvgbot°?73

That last example from Warburton's notcs to Shakespeare perhaps
indicates the contrary., Warburton therce talks of the "images of
things", but it scems clezr that he does not mean it literally; it
is hard to scc what hc might have been having an image of, It scems
likely that TWarburton is herc, as people often do when they speak
of "images", mercly indicating a high level of vividness or power.
As I  s5aid in ny examinatim of Richards' later development, there
is no harn in so talking provided that certain dangers arc avoided.
It might be added that Coleridge himuclf can spcek in a way which
scems as "imagist" s thaet of Hulne. The third and most important

characteristic of thc poctic imagination, for example, is szid by

Coleridge to be "thz power of so carrying on the eye of the reader
as to make him almost lose the consciousncss of words —to makc him

sec cverything”. 4  ind he can talk so despite the fact that he

(@]

73. See above, pp.134=135,

T74. Samuel Taylor Coleridge. Shakuspearean.Crlti01sm, ed, T.M.
Raysor, Evcryman, 1960, i. 189.
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can elscwhere stress the importince of "activity™ just as heavily
as Richards, as when he notes that in rcading poetry there is:

An endless activity of thought, in all the possible
associctions of thought with thought, thought with

feelings, or with words, cr of feclings with feclings,

75

and words with words.
It is true, however, that abusc of the "imagist" viewr can roesdily
be foundin eightecenth century criticism. Addison, for instance,
in his method for cxposing bad metaphors, adopts the stance for
which Richards castigatcs Kames: "It will most effcctually discover
the Absurdity of these monstrous Unions, if we will suppose these
Metaphors or Images actually painted".76

Proficssor Sherbo implics that Johnson is to be found actually
using this method with reference to the words in which the dying
Melun, telling the English who have fought on the French side tha
Lewis, in fact, intends to betray them once they have helped him to
victory, urges them to,

Unthread the rude eye of rebecllion,
And welcome home again discarded faith,

Seek out King John and fall before his fcet.
(King John, V.iv.1%13)

75. Sanmuel Taylor Coleridge. Shakespearean Criticism, i, 192.

76. Spectator (No.595), v, 36.
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Johnson calls the nctaphor, here, ”harsh”,77 and Professor Sherbo
suggosts that Johnson "wags troubled by mental imeages of o tenilor
at his tr&de”.78

Ao shall examine, therefore, ot sonz length the various
nmodifications, which arc to be found in cightcenth century
criticism, of the crmdely "imrcgist® ¥view,

One of the most striking of these is that recorded by Samuel
Holt Monk, in his account of the growing intcrest, in the
eighteenth century, of the way in which images are modified by
feelings.79

The relation between imnges and foclings is contral in eighteenth
century critical thought, and Professor Ellddge has illustrated the
dervasiveness of the kind of view held by Quintilian., For
Quintilian, Professor Elledge teclls us, the generation of cmotion

is the essence of poctry, and this confronts him with this question:

how are we to generate these cemotions in ourszlves,
since cermotion is not in her own power? I will try to
cxplain as best I may. There are certain exparicnces

which the Grecks call ¢oawTx ol and the Romans

visioncs, whereby things absent arc presented to our

77. Yale, vii, 427.

78. Senucl Johnson, Editor of Shakespearc, p.66.

79. The Sublimc, MLA of Ancrica, 1935. Sec especially pp.84-100.
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inagination with such cxtrcme vividness that they

. 80
sacn actually to be bufore ouvx very oyes.

This is the view we howve already scen adopted by Kanmes, and it may
incidentally, be romarked that it much reszmbles Eliot's idea of
A . . 81 . . .
objective correlatives', A similar enphasis is apparent in the
Longinian strean in ceightcenth century criticisn. For Longinus,

an image has one purposc 1with the orators and znother
with the pocts and...thc design of the poetical inage
is enthralment, of the rhetorical —vivid description.
Both, however, scck to stir the passions and

emotions.82

In the development recorded by Monk, however, the emphasis is
not only upon the way in which -n image excites an enotion, but also
on the way in which the image is modified by the enotion. Moni,
that is, is wvracing the eucrgence of the view thot imegination
shapes reality ——the emergence of o "romantic'" critical theory.

4 representative passage in his illustration of this emergence
is the following from Robcrt Lowth:

The mind, with whatoever passion it be agitatad, rcemeins
fixed uvon the object that excited it; and whilc it

is c¢arnest to display it, is not satisficd with a plain

80. '"Theorics of Generality nd Particularity', PMLA, xl1ii.

(1947),  158. —

81. Sec below, pp.292-293.

82. ™. Rhys Roberts, Longinus on the Sublime, London, 1907, p.85.
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and exact description; but adopts one agrccable to its
own: sensations, splendid or gloomy, Jjocund or

83

unpleasant.
It is in the thinking of Burkc thrt onz finds somez of the most
sharp attacks on the ides that poetry nust excite clenr and exoct
inages. In conducting this attack Burke discusses the nzature of
poetic language:

The truth is, all vorbal description, merely as ncked
description, though ncver so exact, conveys so poor
and insufficicnt an idea of the thing described, that
it could scarcely have thec snallest effect, if the
spcaker did not call in to his =aid those modes of
speech that nark a strong and lively fecling in

84

himself.
And he uses this assertion to attack the following "comion notion":

Uthnt] the power of Joctry nd cloquence...is;
thet they affect the mind by raising in it idens of
those things for which custonr hes oprointed then
to stan1,85
Although Burke's development of his crse is startling, in the

extreme emphasis which it placcs on the auditory effccts of poetry,

83. Quoted by Monk, The Sublime, p.871.

84. E. Burke, A Philosophical Enguiry into the Origin of our
Ideas of the Sublime and Beautiful, ed. J.T. Boulton,
London, 1958, p.175.

85. ibid., p.163.
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it remains of gre«t intoercst. Its intecrest, for

o]
H

esont purposcs,
ey be swarized as followsy 1t calls attention to the fact that
in wtaphor there ore inevitably relations not only betiroen tonor
and vchicle, but also bhetwcon the metaphor and the spo-ker,
Bzforc we consider cxenples, sonething should be said about the
rclation of Dr, Johnson to the development outlincd by Monk.
Johnson admired Burkc's cssay, calling it "an cxonple of true
criticism”,86 but, of coursc, Johnson finds no placc in HMonk's
account of '"pre-romantic" criticism. At the level of gencral
taste, Johnson's place hare nmight feirly be indicoted by recalling
his attitude to the enthusiasm for Ossiam: "Sir, a2 nan might write

81 It is

such stuff for ever if he would abandon his mind to it™.
c¢vident that Johnson is not & '"pre-romantic" critic,
Howsver, it also swens covident from even a cursory examin~tion
cf Johmson's criticisiz that he possessed the ide~s in which Monk is
interested, Tithout wishing to question the validity of Hlonk's
account of those critics with whon he deals, we should note again
the dangers of dwclling too much upon the devclopment of criticnl
theory, and of ignoring :ctual critical performances, particularly

in the case of critics who risc above the common run—critics, that

86. Boswell's Life of Johnson, ed. G.B. Hill and L.T. Powell,
Oxford, 1934, ii, 90.

87. ibid., iv, 183.
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is, whose work is morc shaped by their responsc¢ to poetry than by
current acsthetic theories.

For exampls, Johnson, in a number of The Rembler devoted to
the discussion of cpistolary lit:rature, notes thot such literature
should usually cmiloy the "faniliar style'", and then adds:

But it is natural to depart from familiarity of language
upon occasions not familiar. Thatever elevates the
sentiments will consequently raise thc expression;
whatever fills us with hope or terror will produce some

perturbation of images, and some figurative distortions

of phrase.ee

Metaphor does not give clear pictures, but, in also conveying
feelings, modifies the image prescnted, Jolmson uses similar
language in a discussion of the =mbiguous signification of the word
"poverty"., He descants on the abuse of l-nguage in gencral, and
adds that many pcople profess to find the riost conspicuous
examples of this abuse in the "compositions of poets, whose stile
is professcedly figurativc, and whosc art is imagined to consist in
distorting words from their originsal meaning“.89

As his remarks on departures from the familior style show,

Johnson knows very well the value of such "distortion". It seems,

88. Rambler (No.152), v, 46.

89, Rambler (No.202), v, 287.
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conseguently, neccssary to disagree with a current vicw of
Johnson's ideas about language. R. Dovmes, for examplc, says that,
for Johnson, "the mind perceives reality, retains mental pictures
of it, and corrmunicatcs these pictures by allotting them signs
which are called words”.9o It will be noticed that Downes' view
dovetails vory readily with the kind of general stricture proposed
by Allen Tote, that the trouble with cighteenth century literary
rien was their assumption of « static relation betwoen perceived
and perceiver. It is possible to make out a plausible case, as
Downes does, by 2nassing quotations which show Locke's influence
on Johnson, but Johnson was a critic, not ~» philosopher, and, as
our quotations from The Rembler show, his insight into how poctic
language works was pencetrating and clear. Coleridge, sry, may
well have despised Johnson's vay of putting it, but it is importont
to obscrve that Johison is describing the same phenoricna thet
prc-occupizd: Coleridge.

The point may rcadily be supported by well-known pass:ages
from Johnson's litecrary criticisn. For cxample, when lacbeth
describes the night-scene in o soliloquy before the murder of

Duncan, Johnson quotes, s & contrasting passage, a description of

90. "Johnson's Theory of Language", REL, Vol.iii (October, 1962),
p.30.
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night by Drydon, and says:

Tiight is describad by two great pocts, but one describes
2 night of quict, the other of perturbation. In thc
night of Dryden, 2ll th. disturbers of the worl! ~rec
laid =slecp; in that of Shakespeare, nothing but
sorcery, lust and niurder, is awnke, de that ronds

Dryden, finds himsclf lull'd with sercnity, and

5

at

b

disposed to solitude ~nd contamplation. He t
peruscs Snakespearsa, looks round alarmed, and starts to

find himsclf alone. One is the night of a lover, the

91

other, of =~ nurdercr.
To use Lowth's phrazc, quoted by Monk, the lover and the nurderer
adopt descriptions "agreeable to [their ] sensations',

In 2 similar vein is Johnson's comment on L'Allcgro and

I1 Penseroso. The +two poeinis, hs remarks, show 'how, among the

successive varicty of apnearancces, c¢very disposition of mind takes

92

hold on those by which it nny be gratified". Such comments
igsue not out of any literary theory, but out of attention to the
noctry and out of cormon obscorv:tion. It would certoinly scem

rather stroined to cite then as cxamples of the Longinian or

"pre-ronantic" tendencics in eighteenth century criticism. The

91, Yele, viii, 769-70; Hacbeth, II.i.49.

92. Lives ef the Poects, i, 166.
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same might be said of Johmson's remark 2bout Jaiwes ‘Thomson:

fhe] had as nuch of the poct zbout hin ar most writers.
Bverything appeared to him through the medium of nis
favourite pursuit. He could not have viewed those

93

tijo cendles burning but with o poetical cye.
An example, which has more of a feeling of being in contact with
eightecenth century theorics of the "sublimc", is Johnson's comment
on Edgar's description of the precipice, in King Lear. Johnson
disagrees with Addison's high estimate of it and adds:

He that looks from a prccipicc finds himself assailed
by one great 2and dreadful image of irresistible
destruction. But this overwhelming idea is disszipated
and enfeebled from the instant thst the mind can
restore itsclf to the obscrvation of particulars, ~nd
diffusc its o~ttention to distinct objects. The
cnwaeration of the choughs and crows, the semphirc-nman
and the fishers, counteracts the grent effect of the
prospect, as it pcoples the desert of intermediate
vacuity, and stops the mind in the rapidity of its

I‘.9 4

descent through cmptincess and horrou
A "great and drecadful image of irresistible destruction' was the
kind of thing, no doubt, upon which enthusiasm for the "sublime"
loved to dwell, but in this description of the way in which a passion

modifies a perception, Johnson is pursuing a line of thought which,

93. Boswell, i, 453.

94. Yale, viii, 695; King Lear, IV.vi.11,
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a8 we have saen, was always congenial to hin, If we are to arguc,
in the end, that therc are Longinian elements in Johnson's
criticism, they are not to bz szen as an excrescence, or 2
modifying tendency, on his central views, but as an integral part
of thm,

Johnson, in his =.ccount of the wey in which images arc
"serturbed" by figurative longuage, is noting, as was Richnrds in
his remark that poetic language is non-referential, once of thosc
things which =re so obvious that they elude attention. Accordingly,
in our examination of what consequences the idea hias upon his
critical practice, we will begin with an extremely obvious cxample,
The Fool says of Lexr, when ho has given up his thronc, "Th:t's a
shenl'd peascod! (Kigg Lecar, I.iv.198). Johnsor c rmnents: "ie.
Now a merc husk, which contszins nothing. The outside of a king
rcmains, but all the intrinsic parts of royalty are gones he has
nothing %o give”.gs It may scem a2bsurd to trke such an exampla,
but from it several points nmay be dramm for application to more
interosting cases.

It would be foolish to suppose herc that Johnson might have

felt tempted to condemn the metaphor for not conveying a picture.

The Fool indicates Lcar's cmptiness not, to usc Burke's words, by

95. Yale, viii, 670.
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"naked description'", but by cnlling "in to his aid thosc modes of
specch that mark a2 strong and lively fecling in himself”.96 To
put it in a different way the Jjunction of tenor and vehicle is
cffected largely by thce speaker's feelings. The background of
feeling, in this particular case, could only be described by a
wider reference to the play; there is 2n clement of bitterness,
cven of contempt, and the metaphor suits well with the gencral
character of a professional fool. This, in short, is the dramatic
use of metaphor. It is worth noting that if this background of
fceling were removed, the mctaphor would a@ppear outragcously
far-fetched; to compare a monarch who has abdicatced with an empty
pea-pod might then provoke a violent recaction from a nco-classical
critic interested in "decorun".

It is here, it czn be argued, that Johnson's failure with
Donne (that it was o failure is undeniable) moy most fruitfully be
discussed. He condemns Donne's nctaphors as "far-fetched beczuse
he has not grasped the feelings which ¢ffect the cssential junction
between tenors ond vchicles. It is not usually noticed that this
is wherc the burden of Johnson's critique lies. Hc says of the
netaphysiccl pocts:

they wrote rathcer as bcholders than partakers of hunan nature;

as beings looking upon good and cvil, impassive and at

96. See abova, Pe223.
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leisure; as Epicurcan deities making remerks on
the actions of men 2and the viecissitudes of life,
without intcrest =2nd without emotion. Their courtship

wns vold of fondncss and their lamentation of

97

sorrow,”
The rcmainder of his critical commentary is an attcmpt to explain
the literary tbtosis of this lack of fecling. Had Donne been able
to see Johnson's comnents he might have retorted that he had
forgotten more about love than Johnson ever kncw, And it noy be
added that Donne would probably have becn right, and that this is
where Johnson's incopncity lies, =nd not in the rigiditics of
neo-classical liter~ry theory.

TTith Shakcspearc Johnson has no such problem; for hin,
Shakespeare's excellence lics precisely in his poswrer of conveying
feeling, in his powrer over lmnguage which communicates a2
"vibration to the heﬁrt”.98

e may congider him, for instance, rocsponding to o subtly
dramatic useaf a conceit, when Iachimo, in the process of mnking

Posthunus belicve that he has scduced Imogen, sa2ys that one of

97. Lives of thc Poets, i, 20,

98. Sece above, p.198,



232

the paintings in Imogen's bedroom shows:

Proud Cleopatra, when she met her Roman,
And Cydnus swell'd abovce the banks, or for

The press of boats, or pride.
(Cymbeline, II.iv.70-72)
Warburton had argued that the image here indicates that Iachimo
"is secretly mocking the credulity of his hearer, while he is
endeavouring to persuzde him of his wife's folsehood". — Johnson
repliecs:

If the language of Iachimo be such as shews him to be
mocking the credibility [ sic ] of his hearer, his
longuage is very improper, when his business was to
deceive, But the truth is, that his language is such
as a skilful villain would naturally use, a mixture of
airy triumph and scrious deposition. His gayety shews

his sceriousness to be without ~nxiety, and his

99

seriousness proves his gayety to be without art,
This is Johnson's criticism a2t its best. He unerringly rcaches
through to the state of feceling which dictates, and is expresscd by,
the poetry. The figure is of the same type as, though much nore
delicate than, the Fool's, quoted above, The "fer-fetched" conceit
of the river swelling itself up like a vain man elicits no
condennation from Johnson, because the junction betwcen tenor and

vehicle is successfully made by Iachimo's feelings. Nor,

99. Yale, viii, 886-87.
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consequently, is the figurce said to be '"harsh'. Although there
is only 2. single, and very ~rbitrsry, point of resamblrnce between
the river and the proud man (they both swell), the disparity is
itself functional, and functional disparity is & species of

interinanination or propricty. The function of the disparity
between tenor and vehicle hcere is to oxpress, as Johnson snys,
Iachino's "~iry triunph®.

It is not entirely an nccident that Johnson's phrasing is
reniniscent of Eliot's definition of "wit'" as an "alliance of
levity and seriousncss". The use of conceits (of which the most
obvious feature is disparity between tenor and Vehicle) is crucial
to the poetry of "wit". As Eliot notes, the "difference between
imagination and fancy, in vicw of this poetry of wit, is a very

10
narrow one', If Eliot hnd had access to Richanrds' thinking =at
this point he might have cexpanded this into a romark that the
distinction is narrow becmuse in "vitty" poetry, the process of
interinanimation involves the function of disparity. For
Richards, thc question, in a given casz, would be the degree to
which the disparity is connected with the spesker's feelings; and
this also is the case with Johnsons; he has no complaint herc

becausc the conceit is dramatically functional.

100, Selected Essays, 1951, p.296 and p.297.
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How tho vieu vhich attributes to Johnson » desire for neatly
separated tenors and vchicles would explain examples of this kind,
is difficult to scc. It is, likewisc, difficult tc
avoid the conclusion that Johnson's corment on Iachimo's lincs
issues from a razsponsc to Shokespesrc's "concrete specificity in
the rendering of human expericnce" - a response of which Dr.

. . . 101
Leavis holds him to be incapeble.

It would bec casy to accunulate exemples illustreting
Johnson's rasponsc  to the dramatic as opposcd to pictorial

— 102
functioning of nut-phor. A useful exemple, uscd by Professor
Shcrbo, occurs when the Archbishop of Canterbury praises the
transformation of the disrcputable Prince Hal into a leoarned and
cloquent moncrch:

“hcn he speaks,
The air, 2 charter'd libertinc, is still.
(Henry V. T.i.4748)
Professor Sherbo says:

One might expect this figurc to be castigatad as

"forced and unnstural', "harsh", and "far-fetched'.

1
But Johnson proclaims it cxquisitely beautiful, 03

101, Sce above, p.189,

102, See, for examplo, King John, II.i.300 and V.i.72 (Yale
vii, 412 and 4273; Henry V, IV.ii.34 (Yale, viii, 5565.

103. Samuel Johnson, Editor of Shakespeare, p.76; cf. Yale, viii, 529,
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This is uszful partly as an indicator of the prescnt climate of
opinion, Professor Sherbo feels compelled to sec such things as
surprising cxceptions to the rigidity of Johnson's '"neo-classical
principles'. The surprise, in fact, should not bc at Johnson's
failure to castigatc the figure, but at the fact that hc¢ should be
expected to castigate it. This case is similar to our prcvious ones.
It is a conceit, in which the junction between tenor and vehicle is
effected by reference to the speaker's feelings, of which the
mctaphor is, in turn, an exprcssion. The speech 1in which the lines
occur runs in a vein of exaltedly beautiful panegyric, and by the
time these lines are renched the feeling has been firmly established,
so that the effcct feels perfectly "natural”, just as does the
Fool's comparison of King Lear with an empty pea-pod.

As o final exaople we may take a vivid illustration of one
of the powers by which Coleridge characterized the imagination:
"the power by which one image or fecling is made to nodify many

1
others and by a sort of fusion to force many into one'. 04 Vernon,

reporting to Hotspur before the battlc of Shrewsburg, describes Hal
and his companions as they wait for the battle:

All furnisht, =2ll in arms;
A1l plun'd like estridges that wing the wind,

104. Coleridge. Shakespearcan Criticism, 11,188,




Bzited like cngles, having lately bath'ds
Glittering in golden coats, like images,

As full of spirit as the nonth of May,

And gorgeous =s the sun =t Midsumaers;
Wanton ns youthful goats, wild ns young bulls,
I sow young Harry, with his becaver on,

His cuisscs on his thighs, gellantly am'd,
Rise from the ground like feather'd liercury:
And vaultced with such ease into his sent,

As if an angel dropt dovm from the clouds,
To turn and wind a fiery Pegasus,

And witch the world with noblc horsemonship.

(1 Henpy IV, IV.i,97-108)

Johnson commcnts:

This gives 2 strong image. They were not only plw:'d

like estridges, but their plumes fluttered like

of an estridge besting the wind with his wings.

more lively represcntation of young men ardent for

105

enterprize perhaps no writer has over given,

236

To attempt to make pictures of the similes would here, ovidently,

result in absurdity.

The extraordinary sequencce of figures looks,

on the face of it, a candidatc for Pope's phrase a 'glaring chaos

105.

Yale, vii, 482.
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and wild heap of Wit".106 Those who like to dwell on Johnson's

neo-classical rigidity should be again surprisced a2t his admiration.
What unifies the inzges is the current of feeling, which comes
across so strongly that Hotspur is provoked into = fit of
irritation by Vernon's delighted admiration. It is worth noting
that Jolinson uscs the words wc have sczn in Burke's account of
images - "strong" and "lively"; the speaker is using "those modes

107

that mark a strong and lively foeling in himself™. Johnson
uses them because therc is no exact pictorial effcct, It is
tempting to quote herc a bcautiful description by Johnson ot the
ceffect that such imcgoery hes. Spenking of a Greek hymn celebrating
good health, he s=mys that '"mo onc, who hns ever languished under

the disconforts and infirmities of 2 lingering disensc, cn rcad

it without feeling the imnges dance in his h;&rt”.108 It is herd

to inaging «~ nore vivid dcscription of the way in which metaphor

can blend visual, kinaesthetic and emotional clements. Further,

106. Bssay on Criticism, 1.292. It should be remarkcd herc that
in cightecenth century criticisi no essential distinction is
made between netaphor and simile, Johnson, following the
usual pattorn, defines, in the Dictionary, a mctaphor cs '"a
simile comprized in o~ word". The same definition is given
by Addison in Spcctator No.595: "a metaphor is a similie in
onc word",

107. See above, PpP.223.

108. Rembler (No.48), iii, 260.



238

Vernon's lines also excmplify, to 2 high degree, that "tumbling"
imagery which is characteristic of Shnkespeere; 2 flow in which one
figure gives birth to another, and which Johnson h=g no difficulty
in admiring.

The doctrine of propricty applics equally to these cnses, where
whet is realised is not an exact picture but an image modified by
feelings. This is clenr from the examples we have so for
considered. The network of implicotions, or the high degrec of
propriety, which Johnson sketches, in his comment on Capt=in
Thitmore's comparison of the day with an informer, refers to the
speaker's feelings rather than to the relations betwcen tenor and
vehicle - to an expcrience rather than to a concrete object.109

It is, of course, true, that Johnson can usc, and mis-use, the
crudely "imagist™ doctrine. He applies it to the metaphysical
poets, where it is inspplicable, and argues thnt they cannot arouse
eniotion becausc they present no images.11o But, as we have said,
his dealings with Shrkespenre's dramatic poetry meke it clear that

his critique of the metaphysical poets does not spring from a

mechanical application of theory.

109. See above, p.207.

110, Lives of the Poets, i, 20-21.
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VI.

The insisteonce, in cightecnth century criticism, that the
¢ssontial function of imagery is to ~2rouse cmotion is cruciael,
because it connects with their stress on the idons of "sympathy™
and '"generalityh. Wwe shall outline these ideas, partly because
the idea of "gonerality" is another modificotion of the crudely
"imagist" view, but, norc’inmportantly, becausc '"sympathy" 2nd
"generality" cover the samc ground as Richards!' notion of "self-
rcecalisation.

In Richards' formulation, as wc have scen, verbal complexity,
or inter inanimation, is creativity, and, in re-creating the
expericnce which a poort presents, the reader is realising himself,
In cighteunth century termis, propriety of diction realises images
which arouse cmotion; to fecl emotion in this way is an -~ct of
sympathy; sympathy is possiblc becnuse hunmon nature is,
fundamentally, always the same; conscquently, what we are
rcelising is, in the cond, ourselves.

That eighteenth century criticism saw emotion 2s the end of
imagery is a rcflcction of their gencrally emotive theory of poetry.
This view is apparent in Dr. Johnson's criticism, lying, for
instance, at the heart of his discussions, in his preface to
Shakespeare, of the mingling of tr:gic and comic scenes and of

the "unities".
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With regard to the mingling of tragic and comic scenes,
Johnson says that, by those who disapprove of its

It is objected, that by this change of scenes the
passions arc interrupted in their prgression, and that
the principal event, being not advanced by a due
gradationof preparatory incidents, wants at last the
pover to move, which constitutes the perfection of

dramatic poetry.
Johnson goes on to diszgreec with the objectors, but agrecs that
the "power to move" is "the perfection of drametic poetry'.
With regard to the "unities", it had been argued that to break
the unity of time 2nd plece, breaks the dramatic illusion.
Johnson sayss

It will be asked, how the drama moves if it is not
credited. It is crecdited with all the credit due to

a drana, It is croedited, whenever it moves, as a

. . e 11
Just picture of o real original. 2

The insistence on the primacy of emotional effect is not restricted
to Johnson's discussions of dramatic poetry. It is, as we have
seid,the basis of his critique of thec metaphysical poets, and here

the relevance of the idea of "genernlity" is clear. The

111, Preface to Shakespeare, Yale, vii, 67.

112, 1ibid., p.Ts.
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metaphysical poets, Johnson saysz:

were not successful in representing or moving the
affections. As they were wholly employed on something
unexpacted and surprising they had no regard to that
uniformity of scntiment, which cnables us to conceive

and to excite the pains and the pleasure of other

113

minds.
The final ground of Johnson's principle, as is indicated by that
phrasc "uniformity of scntiment",is the ideca upon which he loved
to dwell; "that humen nature is always the snme".114 Much
illustration would be superfluous, but we may recall Imlac's claim,
in Rasselas, that '"the province of poetry is to describe Nature
and Passion, which arc always the same",115 or Johnson's renark
in The Rambler, that "reason and nz2ture are uniform and
inflexiblel. 10

It is through an act of sympathy that we perccive this
generality. Here lies Johnson's preference, for instance, for
"domestic" over "imperial' trogedy:

It is not easy for the most artful writer to give us

an interest in happiness or misery, which we think

113, Lives of the Poets, i, 20.

114. Adventurer (No,99), The Idler and The Adventurer, p.431.

115. Rasselas (Chapter X), The Works of Samuel Johnson, London,
1825, vi, 185,

116. Rambler (No.125), iv, 301.
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ourselves never likely to feel, and with which we have
never yet becn acquainted. Histories of the downfal
of kingdoms, and revolutions of cnpires, are read with

1
great tranquillity.1 T

The point is repeated in his summary of Timon of Athens: '"the

play of Timon is a domestic tragedy, and therefore strongly fastens

11
on the attention of the reader”. 8 His affzction for biography

is justified in similar terms:

Those parallel circumstances, and kindred images, to
which we readily conform our minds, are, 2bove all other
writings, to be found in narratives of the lives of
particular persons; and therefore no specics of
writing scems more worthy of cultivation than biography,
sincc none can be more delightful or more useful, none
can more certainly enchain the heart by irresistible
interest, or morc widely diffuse instruction to every

119

diversity of condition.
The tendency is towards the view that what we contemplate, when
moved by poetry, is, essentially, ourselves, and a general statement
to this eoffect appears in the same Rembler:

All joy or sorrow for the happiness or calamitics of

others is produced by an =ct ofthe imagination, that

117. Rambler (No.60), iii, 319.
118. Yale, viii, 745.

119, Rambler (No.60), iii, 319.
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realises the event however fictitious, or 2psroximates
it howcver resobe, vy nlocing us, for 2 time, in the
condition of hi:: whose fortune vz contempl-ts: so that
w2z feel, while the deception lasts, whatover nmotions

would bz excitced by the same good or cvil hapnening

120
to oursclves.

The same line of thought runs through Johnson's prefrce to
Shakespeares the drama represents "to the 2uditor what he would
himself feel, if he were to do or suffer what is there feigned to
be suffered or to be done"; or, "Shakespeare hws no horocs; his
scenes arc occupicd only by men, who ~ct and sperik os the render
thinks that hc should himself have spoken or 2cted on the same

., 121
occnasion',

It is no 2ccident thet Johnson, in the vwords "an act of
inagination that realises the zvent!", anticipatcs one of Dr. Leavis!
favourite phrsscs - "the realising inngination'. The phrase '"men,
who nct and sperk as the rondcer thinks th:t he should himself have
spokcn or acted', ~lso indicntcs the centrel inportance for
Johnson, of Sh-kespeare's poctry. The moving povier of the
language is thst from which a2ll c¢lsc follows.

This nexus of idcas is not, of course, peculiar to

120. Rambler (No.60), iii, 318+319,

121. Yale, vii, 78 and 64.
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Johnson. Burke notus the following wficct of sympnthy:

wc enter into the concerme of others;...we are

moved as they are moved, and are never suffercd to be
indiffercnt spectators of almost anything which nen
cain do or suffer. Tor symp~thy must bc considered as
a sort of substitution, by which we are put into the
place of another men, and affected in nmany respects

]
2s he is affectzd. 2e

The ideas arc neatly summed up by Joam Upton in his Critic=al

Observations, an importaent document in Shakespcarc criticism of the

nid-eighteenth century:

how beautiful is it to see the struggles of the mind,
and the passions at voriance.... But what is tragic
poctry without passion? In a word, 'tis oursclves,
and our own passions, th=t we love to sce pictured;

and in these representations wo scck for delight and

4
instruction. 23

Upton's finel words herc indiczate clearly that tho essoence of the
eightcenth century view of the moral function of poetry, is the
insistence that poctry gives self-knowlcdge, It is, thereforc,
no surprisc to find that Colcridge, in o typical cssay on the

self-realising powers of poctry, ndduces =~ passage from ""arburton's

122, The Sublime and the Beautiful, p,44.

123. John Upton, Critic=l Observetions on Shekespearc, London,
1746, pp.81-82.
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preface to Shakespeare, as a satisfactory expression of his own
views:

Of all literary exercitations, whether designed for

the use or entertainment of the world, there are none

of so nuch importance, or so immediately our concern,

as those which let us into the knowledge of our own

nature. Others may excrcise understanding or znuse

the inmagination; but these only can improve the

heart and form the hunen mind to Wisdom.124
To put this in 2 modern pcrspcctive, what Tarburton is describing
is what Dr. Leavis calls moral en-actment, as opposed to moral
statement.125

It is difficult to avoid the conclusion that Dr. Leavis, in
accusing Johnson of moralizing crudity in his approach to

1

Shakespeare, is bzing less than just. 26 It is certainly true
that Johnson very seriously accused Shakespeare of not making his

"roral" clear:

he makes no Jjust distribution of good or evil, nor is

always careful to shew in the virtuous a disapprobation

124. Coleridge, The Friend, ed. B. Rooke, London, 1969, i, 115.
On p.457 of the samne volume there is another typical
Coleridgean remark in the same vein: "In all his

Shakespeare's] various characters, we still fcd ourselves
comnuning with the same human nature'.

125. "Johnson as Critic", Scrutiny, =xzii (1944-45), 197.

126. See, for example, The Common Pursuit, pp.110-111 or p.118.
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of the wicked; he carries his pcrsons indifferently
through right and wrong, and at the close dismisses

then without further care, and leaves their cxamdles

127

to operate by chance.
But, in view of the ideas which we have been exemining, this nust
be seen as a point of sccondary importence. Johnson is here
concerned with the public responsibility of the poet, 2nd he
demands clear moral statemcnt, in addition to moral enactment, in
order that the "exsmples'" should not merely "operatc by chance'.
His major point, which Dr. Leavis unfairly dismisses, is that 'he
that thinks reasonably mmust think morally", and he is here
referring to the conplex of ideas that we have outlined.128 In
evoking our response to fundamental humen nature Shakespeare is
teaching us about oursclves, and the reader of Shakespeare is
"cured of his delirious extasies, by reading human sentiments in

129

hunan language". It is in the purifying of the imagination
that Johnson sces the essential value of Shakespeare.
Such arce the most important aspects of the ideas of "generality"

and "sympathy'". That they need to be stressed mey be suggested by

Professor Ellake's reuark, in a discussion of a minor aspect of

127. Prcface to Shakespeare, Yale, vii, 71.

128, ibid., p.71. Cf. The Common Pursuit, p.110.

129. Yale, vii, 65.
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"generality" (its reletion with the Longinian stream in eighteenth
century criticism), that "we suspect that the words "gencral" and
"particular" were elmost s useless and actually just as memningless
for the eightecnth century critic as they arc for the modern student

130

of that period". It is never a safe procedurc to accuse

Johnson of bandying mcaninglcess words about.

The further point about thc idea of "gencrality" is that it
modifies the crudely "imagist' :oproach, since it demands that the
innges of poetry should be "general" as well as "porticular',

Johnson can quite happily cmploy both criteria, In the
character of Inlnc he can says

The business of a poet...is to examine, not the
individual, but the speccicsy; to remark gencral
properties and large anpearancess  he does not number
the strenks of the tulip, or dcscribe the diffsroent
shades in the verdurc of the forest. Ec is to
exhibit in his portraits of nature such prominent ~nd
striking features, as rccall the original to every

131

nind.
But he can also say of Rowec:

I know not that therc can be found in his plays =2ny

deep search into nature, any accurate discriminations

130. "Theories of Generality and Particularity", PML4, x1ii

(1947),  149.

131, Rasselas (Chapter X), Works, 1825, vi, 186.
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of kindred gualities, or nice display of passion in
. . . 132
its progress; all is gencrnl and undefined. 3
or, of Milton:
his images and descriptions of the scenes or operations
of Naturc do not secnm to be always copiazd from originel

forn, nor to have the froshness, raciness, and ecnergy

of inmediate observation.133
The sinulteneous demand for '"particularity" and "gencrality" is
- only an apparent contradiction, That thc imegination reconciles
"the individual, with thc representative" was to be, for Coleridge,

1-
oneg of its contral fecaturcs, 34

132. Lives of the Poets, ii, 76.

133, ibid., i, 178.

134. Biographia Litcraria, ed. J. Shawcross, Oxford, 1954, ii, 12.




CHAPTER 7

COMPLEXLTY AND TR DQCTRINE OF PROPRIETY IN

JOHNSON'S SHAXESPEARE CRITICISK

ICe

I have illustrated sone ways in which the central principles
of eighteenth century criticism resemble those of Richards, and
have argued that eighteenth century critics applied these principles
in a less rigid way than modern comnenfators suggecst. I wish now
to examine their flexibility as it is exemplified in Johnscn's
Shakespeare criticism, but would like to dwell, first, on some
general features oi' Dr. Johnson's response to Shakespeare's poetry.
This is particularly worthwhile since it raises, I think, an
interesting question about important elements in modern Shakespearc
criticism,

According to Dr. Leavis, 'what Johnson acclaims in 3Shakeswveare,
it might be said, is a great novelist who writes in dramatic form",
end this "radical insufficiency [is] correlited with his
abstraction of the 'drama' from the 'poetry' - with his failure to
see the dramatic genius as a poetic and linguistic genius".

Johnson is seen, in short, as a pre-cursor of Bradley, engaged in

. . . 1
irrelevant discussion of Shakespeare's ''characters".

1. "Johnson as Critic", Scrutiny, xii (1944), 198.
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The alternative to an approach in terms of 'character", and
the relation of that alternative with Shakespeare's poetic genius,
may be conveniently indicated by referring to a passage in

Dr. Leavis' Education and the University, where some lines from

Macbeth are quoted:

Al11 our service,
In every point twice done, and then done double,
Were poor and single business to contend
Against those honours deep and broad wherewith

Your majesty loads our house.
(Macbeth, I.vi. 14-18)

Dr. Leavis comments:

The effect of concreteness - of being, we might say,
'realized' and not merely verbal - depends above all
on the implicit metaphor introduced with 'deep 2nd
broad'. Those adjectives, plainly, describe a river,
and, whether we tell ourselves so or not, the presence
of a river makes itself felt in the effect of the
passage, giving a physical quality to 'contend', in

the third line, that it would not otherwisc have had.2
There is no comment whatever on the dramatic significance of the
lines, and Dr. Leavis almost talks as though he werc praising a
vividly concrete description of a river by Keats. It is an

inadvertence, because Dr. Leavis usually, in discussing Shakespeare,

2. F.R. Leavis, Education and the University, (New Edition),
London, 1948, p.T77.
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makes penetrating renarks about the dramatic significance of the
poetry. But it is an important inadvertsnce in that it lends
countenance to a familiar modern approach to Shakespeare; the
approach which sec¢s a play as a meaningful pattern of realised
imagery.

It is not my purpose to quarrel with that approach, but
objection must be made to the view that it, and it alone, does
Jjustice to Shakespeare's poetic genius.

If one works with any sort of scheme resembling Richards', and
talks in terms of complexity of language (a complexity which must
involve aspects of tone and feeling) then a "character" approach
to Shakespeare is inevitable, One nust find oneself talking in
the way that Johnson talks in, say, his description of the tone and
feeling of Iachimo's lines, since there is no other way in which
the complexity of the poetry can bc fully discussed.4 And to
talk in that way of all Iachimo's lines is to discuss his
"character".

If, on the other hand, one is to see a play as a pattern of
concretely realised images, one may be pursuing a legitimate and

interesting line of enguiry, but one will be examining less than

3. I am thinking of the approach exemplified in the vrork of,
say, L.C. Knights, or D.A. Traversi.

4. See above, pp.231-233,
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the full complexity of the poetry. One will, in fact, be largely
employing a crudely "imagist® approach, and demandiing nothing
further than concrete particularity.

There is a need to enforce the point with further illustration,
especially since, as we havc seen, Johnson's admirers tend to fall
back on the view, neccessary if one accepts Dr. Leavis' arguments,
that Johnson, in some mysterious fashion, pushed his way
irritably past Shakespearc's poetry, to seize the human truths
beneath.

Johnson's account of Polonius is a convenient example.
Johnson is provoked to write at length on Polonius because he
disagrees with Warburton, who sees the character as that of a
weak, pedant, minister of state”.5 Johnson insists, against this,
on the complexity of the character:

Polonius is a man bred in courts, exercised in
business,; stored with observation confident of his
knowledzge, proud of his eloquence, ana declining into
dotage. His mode of oratory is truly reprcsented as
designed to ridicule the practice of those times, of
prefaces that made no introduction, and of method

that embarrassed rather than explained., This part

of his character is accidental, the rest is natural.
Such a man is positive and confident, because he knows

that his mind was once strong, and knows not that it

5. Yale, viii, 973. For tho method of refercnce employed here
and in the rest of this chapter, see footnote number 16 of
the preceding chapter.



253

has become weeak, Such a man excels in general
nrinciples, but fails in the particular application.
He is knowing in retrospect, and ignorant in foresight.
While he depends upon his memory, and can draw fron
his repositories of knowledge, he utters weighty
sentences, and gives useful counsel; but as the mind
in its enfeebled state cannot be kept long busy and
intent, the old man is subject to sudden dercliction
of his faculties, he loses the order of his idesas,
and entangles himself in his own thoughts, till he
recovers the leading nrinciple, and falls again into
his former train. This idea of dotage encroaching
upon wisdom, will solve all the phaenomena of the

character of Polonius.6
On the surface this account may seem to support the view that
Johnson's strength is in getting the general drift of a character
and in isolating the "type" to which it belongzs. But that
procedure is, in fact, exemplified by Warburton's summary, not by
Johnson's, of which the most impressive feature is the delicate
response to the shifting qualities of the poetry in which Polonius,

in the full sense of the phrase, expresses himself, An examination

of Polonius' speeches reveals that, at every point, they respond to
Johnson's account, and, as such analysis proceeds, it finds itself
talking about subtly varying tones, feelings and movements; it

is, in short, analysis of the poetry. A full investigation would

6. Yale, viii, 974.
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be too lengthy, but it is, perhaps, sufficient to look at Polonius!
long specch claiming that he has discovered the source of Hamlet's

nadness:

But what nmight you think
TWhen I had scen this hot love on the wing,
(As I perceiv'd it, I must tell you that,
Before my daughter told me:) what might you,
Or my dearMajesty your Queen here, think
If I had play'd the desk or table-book,
Or giv'n my heart a working, mute and dumb,
Or look'd upon this love with idle sight?
What riight you think? No, I went round to work,
And ny young nistress thus I did bespeaks
Lord Hamlet is a prince out of thy sphere,
This rust not be; and then, I precepts gave her,
That she should lock herself from his resort,
Adnmit no messengers, rcceive no tokens:
Which done, she took the fruits of my advice;
And he repulsed; a short tale to make,
Fell to a sadness, then into a fast,
Thence to a watching, thence into a weakness,
Thence to a lightness, and, by this declension,
Into the madness wherein now he raves,

And all we wail for.

(Hamlet, II.ii.120-140)

The opening is '"positive and confident'; the product of
Polonius' '"knowing-ness'", Then begins a "sudden dereliction of
faculties" as he wanders into an irrelevant compliment to the
queen. There is an evident shift of tone and feeling between

these two first movements. This is followed by a change into
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the far-fetched and repetitious descant on his own insight into
the situation; he is "vroud of his eloquence" and "knowing in
retrospect™. He then 'falls acain into his former train' by
repeating "what right you think?™ Having pulled hinself together
he manages a noment of concise weightiness:

Lord Hamlet is @ Prince out of thy sphore,

This st not be.
But he drifts off again into inconsequentiality and indulges himself
with his ridiculous '"mode of oratory". It is out of detail of
this kind that Johnson's accouni grows, and '"detail" here means
soetic detail. In what other way could the growth occur? Lacking
this sensitivity of response 2. reader can only bring away from the

text a stereotype of the kind produced by Warburton.

I will  now examine, with reference to Johnson's notes on
Shakespeare, the flexibility of the doctine of progriety, and look
first at the question of permitted relations between tenors and
vehicles in metaphors. This is an important question becsuse
upon it hinge many of the uses of such terms (connected with the
doctrine of propricty) as "far-fetched", "strained", "harsh" and
"obscure". I will dintroduce the examination with an outline

of the important idea of "surprise" or '"novelty".
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The idea of surprise rests, simply, on the observation that
"nothing can strongly strike or affect us, but what is rare or
sudden".7 This is the clement which occupies the second half of
Johnson's well-known definition of "wit" as that "which is at once
naturel and new'"; a definition which occurs in his critique of
the metaphysical poets, who, he says, cultivated surprisc at the
expense of naturalness.8

In its practical application the idea is important in Johnson's
view of nctre, and this may be illustrated by glancing at his
review of “harton's ossay on Pope:

Unvaried rhymes, sa2ys this writer [Jharton], hizhly
disgust recaders of a good ear. It is surely not the
ear but the mind that is offended. The fault arising
from the use of common rhymes is, that by re2ding the
pzst line the sccond may be guesse?, and half the

9

composition loscs the grace of novelty.
The criterion behind this is, to use Richards' word, "activity";

common rhymes result in an casy and mechanical node of inter-

7. Rambler (No.78), ed. W.J. Bate and A.B. Strauss, Yale, 1969,
iv, 46.

8. Lives of the Poects, ed. G. Birkbeck Hill, Oxford, 1905, i, 20. Cf.
Coleridge's rcmark that the poetic imagination reconciles
a "sense of novelty and freshness, with old and familiar
objects'", Biographia Literaria, ed. J. Shawcross, Oxford,
1954, ii, 12,

9, The TJorks of Samuel Johnson, London, 1825, v, 666. Cf.
Johnson's condemnation of a uniform prose style "in which

the first half of the sentence betrays the other".
Lives of the Poets, i,418.
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connection between the words, whereas rhymes which have '"novelty"
issue in a greater intcensity of "activity'. Johnson cannot, therc,
bc referring to mcre and literal "novelty", for, in that case, he
would be reducing 2ll rhymes to the level of common rhymes after
the first reading since one then knows in any case whet the rhyme
is going to be.

The principle appears in his noting "the frequent
interscections of the sense, which are the necessary effects of

» 10 . .
rhyme", Johnson is here contrasting rhymed and blank verse,
and his well-known prcefercnce for the former is largely, therefore,
to be seen in terms of increased "interinanimation" ("frequent
intersections of the scnse").

It follows from this thet for Johnson metre is a movement of
meaning. This appears in his disagrecement with Pope about

. 11 . . s .
renresentative nmetre, or in his satirical exposurs of Dick
. . e L 12 .

Minim's analysis of '"ticd imagery'. The following swimary of
his views is more convenieiitly quotable:

poetical measures have not in any language been so
far refined as to provide for the subdivisions of

passion, They can only be adapted to general purposes;

10. Lives of the Poets,iii, 299,

11, ibid,, iii, 230-231,

12, Idler (No.60), ed. 7.J. Bate, J.M. Bullitt and L.F. Powell,
Yale, 1963, ii, 188-189,
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but the particular and minuter propriety must be

sought only in the scntiment and language.

“What more concerns us is the idea of surprise with regard to
netaphor. For instance, it eppears clearly in the remark that
a "simile may be comparzd to lines converging at a point and is
nore excellent as the lines apnproach from . greater distance".14
And this principle is applied critically to one of Dryden's
similes, in which '"there is so much likeness in the initial
comparison that there is no illustration'; it is like saying
"of a brook, that it waters a garden as a river waters a country".15

It is therefore incorrcect of Richards to say that Johnson
nay be seen as exactly opposed to André Breton. For Breton,
according to Richards, the sole criterion of success in metaphor
is the greatness of the distsnce between tenor and vehicle,
"whereas Johnson objected to cozparisons being, like Cowley's,
'far-fetched'".16

Jolmson's position, in fact, is like Richards', as may be

indicated by his comment on Pope's comparison of the progress of

13. Works, 1825, v, 664,

14. Lives of the Poets, ii, 130.

15, ibid., i, 441.

16. I.A. Richards, The Philosophy of Rhetoric, New York, 1936,
p.124, Sec above, p.145.




259

study with a journey through the Alps: 'the most exact resemblance
is traced between things in appearance utterly unrelated to each

iFf

other". Here "exact resemblance' corresponds with that
rultiplicity of inter-connection which Richards describes in the

comparison of the departing Adonis writh a falling star, in

Coleridge on Imagination, and that the tenor and vehicle are

"utterly unrelated to each other" corresponds with that disparity
between tenor and vehicle which Richards describes as 'the strength
of the bow", or the source of the metaphor's energy.18

As we have seen, when Johnson uses terms like "far-fetched"
or "harsh" he is telking not about any absolute idea of distance
between tenor and vehicle but simply about failure of junction,
which means failure to utilize the full powers of the words
involved,

It is worth adding that Johnson's stress on the importance of
surprise in metaphor relatcs to his stress on the imnortance of the

poct's menory. "rit", for instance, is dofined on one occasion as:

the unexpacted copulation of ideas, the discovery of
some occult relation between images in appearance

rcemote from each other; an effusion of wit thercfore

17. Vorks, 1825, v, 666,

18. The Philosophy of Rhetoric, p.125.
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presupposes an accumulation of knowledge; a memory

stored with notions, which the imagination may cull

19

out to composc new asscmblages.
This flexibility of memory pre-supposes a high power of
receptiveness in the poct, a powcr which Johnson attributcs, for
example, to Savage, of whom it is said:

he could frequently recollect incidents, with all their
conbination of circumstances, which few would have
regarded at thepresent time, but which the quickness

of his apprehension impressed upon him.20
In terms of Richards'little illustration of the¢ same theme, Savage
would have noticed the colour of the water and the whecling of the
pigeons, as well as the drift of the spceech, in the scene in
Trafalgar Squarc—.21
The co-incidence of views is not surprising., Richards and Johnson are
simply noting that the poct is highly receptive to impressions and
highly retentive of then. To rcvert to a theme we have touched
upon before, it is the kind of point that historics of criticism
tend to neglect, becausc it is so commonplace; but its common-

place-ness is an index of its importance.

19. Rambler (No.194), v, 251.

20. Lives of the Poets, ii, 429,

21, See above, p.21.
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In an exemination of particular cxamples of Johnson's vicws
on the relations bctween tenor and vchicle, it would bo absurd to
clain that on: is measuring cxactly, but suggestive instances may
serve as a basis for somc tentative conclusions.

Ve have alrcady seen that, when there is 2 dramatic junction
between tenor and vehicle (ns in the Fool's comparison of Lear
with a pca-pod, or Iachimo's comparison of a river with a vain
man), Johnson has no difficulty with mctaphors which, barcly

. . 22 .
considcred, might appear outrageously "far-fetched". This is
an important catezory and we will look at furthcr examples of it.

Kames, occupied, characteristically, in setting out the "rules”
for good metaphors, condemns a too '"slight resemblance™ between
tenor and vehicle, and continues :

The expression, for cxample, drink down a sccrot,

for listening to a sccret with attention, is harsh

and uncouth, because there is scarce any recsemblance

betwixt listening ana dr:i.nkin_,g.;'.?3

This is the sort of approach which Richards condemns as
characteristic of thc eighteenth century critics. There is,
however, a differcnce betwecen the wooden rigidities of a theorist

and the practice of a perceptive critic. Ariel, in The Tempest,

22. Sec above, PP.231-233,

23, Elements of Criticism, Edinburgh, 1762, iii, 155.
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sent upon an errand by Prospero, says?:

I drink the air before me, and return
Or e'er your pulsec twice beat.
(The Tempest, V.i.102-103)
One might think that therc is cven less resemblance between drinking
and travelling fast, than between drinking and listening. Johnson's

comment is:

"To drink the air" is an expression of swiftness of

the same kind as to "devour the way" in Henry IV.24

It needs no great insight to point out that the junction is effected
by the idea of the eager avidity of a thirsty man. Further, in
both "drink the air" and "devour the way" there is a clear junction

of disparity botween tenor and vehicle; the inpossibility of

drinking air or cating 2 road dictates the tone and feeling of the
netaphors. In Ariel's case this tone and fceling relate to his
"character" as a whole, since his forte is precisely to perforn
the impossible, Where there is a successful dramatic function of
metaphor, the criteria to be found in Kames are, for Johnson,
irrelevant,

The degrec of flexibility which Johnson will exercise in

this respect is nowhere more clear than in his well-known comment

24. Yale, vii, 133.
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on Macbeth's description of Duncan's corpse:

Here, lay Duncan;j
His silver skin laced with his golden blood.
(i2cbeth, IT.iii.110-111)

Johnson comments:

It is not improbable, that Shakespeare put these forced
and unnatural metaphors into the mouth of Iacbeth as a
mark of artifice and dissimulation, to show thc
difference between the studied 1language of hypocrisy,
and the natural outcries of sudden passion. This whole
speech, so considered, is a remarkable instance of
judgement, as it consists entirely of antithesis and

25

metaphor.
This subtlety of response to the dramatic function of the poetry,
even when it involves violating the neo-classic "rules", is also

evident in Johnson's summery of Antony and Cleopatra:

Upton, who did not easily miss what he desirced to find,
has discovered thzt the language of Antony is, with
great skill and learmning, made pompous and superb,
according to his real practice, But I think his
diction not distinguishable from that of others: the
most tumid speech in the play is that which Caesar

makes to Octavia.2

25. Yale, viii, T774.

26, Yale, viii, 873.
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The speech referred to is that in which Caesar, under pretence of
indignation at Antony's casual treatment of Octavia, secks further
excuse for a break with Antony.27 The "tumidity", that is,
expresses Cacsar's hypocrisy. That Jolmson can single out this
specch, in this way, is in itself important testimony of his grasp
of the essentially poetic nature of Shakcspeare's drana.

In the light of this we may also consider his cormment on
Isabella's disgust at her brother's acquiescence in Angelo's offer
to let her brother live if Isabella will sacrifice her virginity:

Is't not a kind of incest, to take life

From thine own sister's shame?

(Mcasure for Measure, III.i.140-141)

Johnson connents:
In Isabella's declamation there is something harsh,
and something forced and far-fetched. But her
indignation cannot be thought violent when we consider

her not only 28 a virgin but as a nun.28

Professor Sherbo says: "the idea (Johnson would call it = conceit)
that Claudio's taking life from his sister's prostitution can be
likened to incest is so *far-fctched® that it displcases

29

instantly". But Johnson, surcly, is making a point not about

27. Antony and Cleopatrs, III, vi, 42-55.

28. Yale, vii, 197.

29. Samuel Johnson, Editor of Shakespeare, Urbana, 1956, p.67.
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Siickespeoarce's poetic infelicitics, but about Isabella's character;
she is indulging in "declamation', just as Cacsar is indulging in
"tunnidity'", or Macbeth in the "studied language of hypocrisy'".

One may also sct here Johnson's justification of the
"obscurity" of the language of Caliban in The Tempest:

His diction is indeed somewhat clouded by the
gloominess of his temper and the malignity of his
purposes;  but let any other being entertain the same

thoughts and he will find them easily issue in the

30

same expressions.
The final part of this comment rofers implicitly to the central
cluster of ideas which we outlined carlier; the language of
Shakespeare is such that it provokes in the reader the feelings
which it expresses, and this is the ground on which is based Johnson's
vicw  of the moral function of poetry.

"Harshness", "tumidity", "forced-ness'", and "obscurity'", then,
arc words which Johnson can use not merely in a condemnatory
{ashion but as indicators of one of the ways in which poetry

functions drematically.

30. Yale, vii, 123,



IIT.

We shall now look =t sonie instances where there is a rather
delicate relation betwoacen tenor and vehicle but where there is no
obvious dramatic function.

Richard II, uttering sinister threats about the conscquences
if Bolingbroke pursues his rebellious courses, says;

ere the crown, he looks for, live in pcace,
Ten thousand bloody crowns of mothers' sons
Shall ill become the flow'r of England's face.
(Richord IT, TII.iii.95-97)

Theobald was disturbed by the oddity of the metaphor, and wished to
emend "flower" to"floor", Farburton indulges in a typically rude
renark about Theobald, explaims that '"the flower of England" means
"the choicest youths of Englend, who shall be slaughter'd in this
guarrel, or have 'wloody crowns'! and gocs on to remark that it is
a "fine and noble expression'. Johnson reproduces the note and

)
3V 14 is

says that the passage is thus "very happily explained".
easy to see why Theobald was disturbed, and the generosity of
Warburton and Johnson here perhaps gocs too far, Shakespeare
seemns to be half toying with "crowns" in the sensc of "buds", and

the total cffect could easily feel rather clogzged and tortuous.

Warburton's reading entails firmly cutting out the literal sense

31. Yale, vii, 442.
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of "flower" and rcestricting attention to the metanhorical sense.
This means that the pronriety of the diction here is very limited,
since the powers of the words are not being fully used, The
metaphor is, in fact, a lcss extremc instance of the kind we have
seen Johnson adverscely criticizing in Lepidus' comparison of
Antony's faults with sﬁars.32

A morc cxtreme case occurs when Timon, bankrupt and bitter,
calls down a curse on the unprincipled opportunist, who

his particular to foresee
Smells from the gen'ral weal.
(Timon of Athens, IV.iii.156-157)

In reply to Warburton's emend~tion of '"foresee'" to "forefend",
Johnson comments:

The nmetaphor is apparently incongruous, but the sense

is good. To "foresec his particular'", is "to provide
for his private advantage', for which "he lcaves the right
scent of publick good". In hunting, when hares have
cross'd one¢ another, it is common for some of the hounds
"to smell from the gencral weal, and foresee their own

n 33

narticular",
Here the main sensces of "foresee" and '"smell" have to be cut out,

because, if stressed, they clash with cach other in an absurd

32. See above, Pp.205.

33. Yale, viii, 733.
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fashion. Johnson is quite willing to understress the chief senses,
and let the relevant secondary implications corle in. This is not
to say that he is centhusiastic about the metaphor, but the breach
of propriety evidently does not distress him.

He is, however, enthusiastic about the following complex, and
typically Shakespearean, metaphorical play, in which the inter-
actions of meaning are fleeting and delicate. Claudio, in

Measure for Measure, tells the Provost that the condemned prisoner

Barnadine 1is,

As fast lock'd up in sleen, &s guiltness labour
When it lyes starkly in the traveller's bones.

(Mcasure for Measure, IV.ii.61-62)

Johnson glosses '"starkly" as "stifly'", and adds: '"Thesc two lines

34

afford a very pleasing image". The lines contain a metaphor
within a simile, and the metaphor contains a personification. The
effect defies any neat account, and the reader is not allowed to
press too far the triple comparison between slceep, a prison and
bones. Johnson's gloss brings out the essential connecting

link; '"starkly" carries, on the one hand, implications of being
closely restricted, as in prison, and, on thc other hand, of the

stiffness oT soreness of the bones of a weary man. If one presses

the metaphor too hard, the idea of personified "labour'" being

34. Yale, vii, 203.
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inprisoncd inside 2 man's bones quickly becomes absurd. That
carries off the zffect is the power, or the "propriety'", of the
relevant implications of "starkly'.

That example was choscn partly because it offers itself for
useful comparison with onc upon which Professor Sherbo comments,
and which we have already glanced at:

Unthread the rude eye of rebellion,
And welcome home eagain discarded faith,
Seck out King John and fell before his feet.35

Professor Sherbo says that for Johnson the "fact that Rebellion is
personified here contributes to the harshness of the metaphor, for
how can Rebellion be a person and a needle at one and the same
time?"36 Professor Sherbo seems to be here referring to the
comnon eightecenth century dictun that metaphors should not be
crowded upon each other, and it is importaznt to stress the
inadequacy of this sort of plausible conjecture, which assumes an
easy identity between the rules propou ded by critical theorists
and the actual prectice of critics.

If we apply this "rule" to Claudio's lines we nust say, "How
can personified labour be locked up inside someone's bones?"  Nor

is it the case that Johnson's admiration of the image is a surprising

35i See above, pp.220-221.

36. Samuel Johnson, Editor of Shekespeare, p.66.
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excoption to his usual adherence to the "rules'. It is the
propricty of "starkly" that carries the cffect, and such propriety
is conspicuously abscnt from the metaphor of the needle and thread;
there is no network of relevrnt inplications to bc carried over
from the vehicle to the tenor,

The point may be illustrated further by King John's angry
dismissal of the impertinent French envoy, who hes presented hirn
with a box of tennis-balls:

So, hence! ©be thou the trumpet of our wrath,
And sullen presage of your own dccay.

(King John, I.i,27-28)
Johnson cormcnts:

By the epithet "sullen", which cannot bc applied to a
trumpet, it is plain, that our authour's imegination
had now suggested a new idea. It is ~s if hc had
said, be a "trumpet" to alarm with our invasion, be

a "bird" of "ill-omen" to croak out thec prognostick

37

of your own ruin.
Johnson does not ask,"How can the man be at the same time 2
trumpet and a bird?", but describes instead Shaokespeare's habit
of moving rapidly from one metaphor to another, a process which

has been nnalysed, for instance, by D./J. Harding.38

37. Yale, vii, 406.

38. See, for example, Experience into Words, London, 1963,
pp.181-182,
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This last cxamnle renrcsents a species of "allusion", =nd, if
onz were thoroughly tc cnquir: into the sensitivity of eighteenth
century critics to the concrate vigour of Shakespeare's joatry, a
large nunmber of one's exansles would come under this hend. It is
hcere that eighteenth century critics placs that oblique, half-
cxplicit, metaphorical activity which is one of the lending
characteristics of Shakespeare's poetry.

How the term "allusion" is usecl is best reccalled by an
exanple rather than by a definition. Of Antony's lament,

I am so lated in the world, that I
Have lost my wzy for ever |
(Antony and Cleopatra, III.xd.3-1})

Johnson sinply says, "Alluding to a benighted traveller".39 The

lines are a very besutiful illustration of the way in which
Shakespeare can call u», in one word, a wezlth of relevant
implication.

A similar example is Flaminius' question in Timon of Athens:

Has friendship such o faint end wilky heart
It turns in less than tiwo nights?
( Timon of Athens, III.i.53-54)

Johnson comments: "Alluding to the '"turning" or acescence of

milk".4o It would be easy to gather together examples

39. Yale, viii, 857.

40, ibid., p.721.
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of Johnson's sensitivity to this sort of effect, but it would be
superfluous.41 As we have scen in his comment on "sullen presage"
he has no objections to fleeting allusions even when they come in
to complicate another metaghor.

The conclusion which offers itself from those examples is that
where vehicles arc bringing in relevent implications, Johnson is
indifferent to questions of neatness, explicitncss or logic, and

it seems, thereforc, necessary to reject views like the following:

Clearly, what Johnson did was to analyse...[a] passage in
the very process of reading it: he habitually interposed
the demand that he understood how a figure works, and
the qualification that its foundation be neither far-
fetched nor difficult to discover, before allowing it

42

to become poetically effective,
As we have seen the doctrine of propriety is essentially concerned

not with arbitrary rules azbout which vehicles should go with which

41, Cf, Timon of Athens, I1.1i1i.40;3 III.vi.4; and V.iv.8.
(Yale, viii, 713; 727 and 744): King Lear, I.ii.97 (Yale,
viii, 667): Mcasure for Measure, V.i.240 (Yale, vii, 211):
Much Ado, III.i.112 (Yale, vii, 367): Othello, IV.i.118
(Yale, viii, 1041): Troilus and Cressida, I.iii.319 and
V.1.55 (Yale, viii, 916 and 934): Henry V, I.i.33 and
III.i.16 (Yale, viii, 528 and 545). This is a very incomplete
list.

42. M.H. Abrams, "Unconscious Expectations in the Reading of Poetry",
ELE, ix (1942), 237-238.
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tenors, but with cnquiring into success, or absencc of it, in the

inter-connection of words.

IV.

"Allusion", touched upon above, involves, likc all
netaphorical modes, a shift of meaning within a word; as Johnson's

Dictionary snys, the basic feature of nectephor is the use of a

word in other than its normal signification. The result is a
double range of reference; a2s the mind of the reader selects from
the normal range and from the ncw range, it grasps whnat is being
presented in an unusually full way. In Johnson's words metaohor
"conveys the meaning more luminously", because it "gives you two
ideas for one”.43
I will now cxmidne cighteenth century viess on those shifts
of meaning which have nonc of the formal fertures of metaphor, and
which arc a notnble charrncteristic of Shnkespenre's vpoctry. In
such cases a word is extended to a meaning it does not normnlly have,

without any metsphorical basis for the extension, and in this arca

lies a good deal of what is usually cclled Elizabethan boldness and

A3. Boswell's Life of Johnson, ed. G.B. Hill and L.F. Powell,
Oxford, 1934, iii, 174.
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freedom with the English language. Our topic, in faoct, is the
eighteenth century azttitude to Shakespeare's linguistic
"licentiousness", and our arzument is thet the doctrine of
Propriety is applicablc in this field in the sane way as in the
field of metaphor proper, and that the eightcenth century critic

is happy with non-metaphorical cxtension of meaning when the normal
range is rclevant to the new range; when, that is,; thcre is
""intcrinanimation" betweon the two ranges.

We niay teke first two examples of which Johnson disapproves,
because they clearly illustrate the kind of shift of meaning that
is here at issue. The examples occur together in Richard II.
Aunerle, challenged to & duel by Bagot, but reluctant to fight a
man who is his social inferior, exclaimss

Shall T so much dishonour ny feir stars,
On equel terms to give him chastisenment?
(Richard II, IV.i.21-22)

Warburton had wanted to cmend "stars" to "stem'", on the grounds that
the latter is nearcr to the necessary idea of '"rank" or "high
birth". Johnson comments:

I think the prescnt recading to be unexceptionable.
The "birth" is supposcd to be influenced by "stars",
therefore our authour with his usual licence takes
"stars" for "birth".44

Seeing Aunerle's reluctance, Fitzwater, Bagot's ally, joins in:

44. Yale, vii, 444-45.
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If that thy valour stend on eympathies,
There is my grge, Aumerle, in gaze to thine,

(Richard II, IV.i.3334)
Johnson comments:

Here is a translated sense nuch hersher than thot of
"stors' explained in thoe foregoing note....

"Syrpathy" is an "affection” incident at once to two
subjects. This "community of affection" imslies a

"likcness or equality of nature'", and thence our poet

55

transferred the tern to '"equality of blood".®
The idca of "likeness or equality of nature'" is in the range of
neaning of "sympathy'", so Shakespesare isolnates it, rc-applies it,
and cuts out the rest of thc norral range. It is evidently thnt
Iast noint which makes Johnson call this a2 "harsher" shift than
that of "stars". "Harshness", as we hove scen, means conslicuous
f=ilure to exploit the powers of words, In the cose of "stars"
the usual implications 2re not welovant, and there is no porticular
point in the cxtension of meaning. In the caszc of "sympathies",
the usual isplicntions 2re mwore than irrelevent, they are evidently
contrary to the implications required by this particular context.
The specch is hostile, and the word "symp=thies'" is therefore

improper, since its usual me~ning has to be cut out, but struggles

45, Yale, vii, 445.
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to get in. To use Richards!' phrase again, Shakespoare has friled

46

here to "triunph over the resistances of words".

Before we look =t some more delicote examples, the beckground
of the problen should be outlined.  Varburton discusses it in his
nreface, when arguing acainst those who had said thiet Shakespeare's
freedom with langunge iz the sign of o confused mind:

The truth is, no-one thought clearcer, or argued nore

closely than this inmortal bard, But his supcriority

of genius less needing the intervention of words in the

act of thinking, when he came to draw out his

contemplations into discourse, he took upy (s he wos

hurried slong by the torront of his matter) with the

first words thet lay in his way; =nd if, amongst these,

there were two Mixcd-modes that had but a principal

idea in cormon, it was enough for him; he regarded then

as synonymous and would usc the one for the other
without fear or scruple.4/
It is worth stressing hers that Tarburton regards the habit as
illustrating Shikespeare's boldness as well as his "licentiousness',
and that he connccts it with 2 "genius less nceding the intervention

of words", Here azoin we may recollect D.7F. Harding's account of
(&) (&}

that use of language in ~vhich words and experience neet at an

46. Practical Criticism, London, 1929, p.212,

47. Johnson's ®dition of Shakespearc, 1765, i, cxxxv. For a
discussion of "mixed-modes", see below, pp.280-282,
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48

unusually early stage in the psycho-physiological process.
Warburton, I should add, is here being a noderate; for an
enthusizst such as John Upton one of the "rules" which Shakespeare,
being above the ordinary "rules", invented for himsclf and which
the reader must observe, iss

He sometimes omits the prinsry =and proper sense, and
uses words in their secondary and improper
sienification.,%
Anongst 7arburton's notes to Shakespearc, the following is an
illustration of what he has discussed in general in his preface.

0f the lines,

Brief as the lightning in the collied night,
That in a spleen unfolds both heav'n and earth

(Midsurmer Night's Dream, I, i, 145-146)

he says:

Shakespear always hurried on by the grandeur and
nultitude of his ideas, assumes cvery now and then, an
uncormon liccense in the use of words, Particularly in
complex moral modes it is usual with him to cmploy one,
only to express a very few ideas of that number of
which it is composed. Thus wanting here to express
the ideas "of a sudden", or "in a trice", he uses the

word splecns which, partially considered, signifying

48, See above, p.191.

49. Critical Observations on Shakespeare, London, 1746, ».304.
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a hasty sudden fit, is enough for him, and he never
troubles himself about the further or fuller

signification.... And it wust be owned this sort of

50

conversion adds a force to the dictiom.
The word "force" occupices 2 high place in eighteenth century
stylistic description, and Warburton's acuteness here goes very far.
So far from being unconprechendingly repelled by Shakcsdesre's
licentious diction, he sces clearly how it works and is, despite a
touch of nervousness about i+, happy to allow its strength.

The word "force' is a cue for offering further illustration of
how shrewdly the cighteenth century critics discussed the problam.
Here is Joshua Reynolds, in an Appendix to the 1765 edition of
Johnson's Shakespeare, putting forward a theory differcnt from
Warburton's, with reference to Brabantio's reply when the Duke trics
to console him for his loss of Desdemona to the Moor:

But words arc words; I never yet did hear,
That the bruis'da heart wves pierced through the ear,
(Othello, I.iii.218-219)

Tarburton had suggested "pieced" (i.e. mended) for "pierced", but
Reynolds remarks:

Shokespeare was continually changing his first expression
for another, cither stronger or nore uncormon, so that

very often the reader, who has not the same continuity

50, Johnson's Edition of Shakespeare, 1765, i, 95.
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or succession of ideas, is at a loss for its meaning.
Many of Shakespearc's uncouth strained epithets may be
explained, by going back to the obvious and sinple
expression which is most likely to occur to the mind
in that state. I can in~gine the first mode of

expression that occurred to Shakcspeare was this:
The troubled heart was never curced by words:
To give it poetical force, he altered the phrasc;
The wounded heart was never rcached through the ear:

"Wounded heart" he changed to "broken'", and that to
"bruised", as a more uncommon cxpression. "Reach",

he altered to "touched", and the transition is then
casy to "pierced", i.e. thoroughly touched. “hen the
sentiment is brought to this state, the commentator,
without this unraveling clue, expounds '"piercing the
heart", in its common acceptation, "wounding the hecart",
which naking in this place nonsense, is corrected to
"pieced the heart", which is very stiff, and as

Polonius says, is a "vile phrase".51
It says a great deal for literary criticism in Johnson's time that
critical speculation at this level of persistence and detail could
be offered by a painter, As a speculation about Shakespéare's
nethod of composition, it is op_.osite to that offered by Warburton,

52

and similar to that offered by Empson. Of course, it may well

51. Johnson's Edition of Shakespeare, 1765, viii, L14 - L14v.

52. W. Enpson, Sgven Tvpes of Ambiguity, Third Edition (Revised),
London, 1953, pp.82-83.
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be wrong, but what is of interest to us is the level of acuteness
at which the problem of Shakespecarce's "licentiousness" was
discussed, anc the way in which it is related to his '"poetical
force". The question for the eightcenth century critic is, "At
what point does force over-recach itsclf and bccome impropriety?"
Reymnolds believes, and it is hard to sec how he might be refuted,
that so much of the range of "pierced" acts in a way contrary to
that demanded by the context to which one part of its range has been
transferred, that the consequence is '"nonsense'. It is a more
extrcme case of the kind we have scen in "sympathies'" above, and,
again, "impropriety" meens absence of inter inanimation.

One of the useful consequences of discussing this aspect of
eighteenth century views on diction is that it brings out
particularly clearly the fact that multiplicity of inter-connection
was their working principlec, This is ajparent in Tarburton's
renark that Shekespeare sometimes uses only "a very few ideas of
that number of which[ thc word]is composed's the implication
being that the better use is that which exploits as many of the
idees as possible. It is here helpful to recall Locke's account

of "mixed modes". Locke stresses the liberty possessed by the

53. See above, p.277e.
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mind in forming ideas of '"mixed modes":

in its complex ideas of mixed nodes, the mind takes a
liberty not to follow the existence of things exactly....
Nor does the mind,..exaizine them by the real existence
of things; or verify them by patterns, containing such

54

peculiar compositions in nature.
An exanple given by Locke illustrates the point:

Thus the name of procession: what a great mixture of
independent ideas of persons, habits, tapcers, orders,
motions, sounds, does it contain in that complex one,
which the mnind of man has arbitrarily put together, to

55

express by that one nane.
Locke is herc talking of what Richards so much wished to stress in
his usc of a2 context theory of meaning:

The nmultiplicity and interdependCnce of the mesning of
words, so nuch insisted upon here, bccomes obvious and
necessary as soon ag wc conceive of interpretation in

56

terms of sign-situations.,

For Richards a word is built up from a multiplicity of%contexts';

for Locke it contains a le.rge number of "ideas".

54. An Lssay Conceming Human Understanding, ed. A.C. Fraser,
1894, ii, 44.

55. ibid., ii, 52.

56. I.A. Richards, Interpretation in Tcaching, London, 1938,
p.48, footnote. Cf. above, p.139,
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There is, of coursc, o large theoretical difference; Richards
regards all words in the way in which Locke regards "complex ideas
of mixed modes". Locke's remark that, with such ideas, "the mind
takes a liberty not to follow the cxistence of things cxactly’
would, presunably, roise from Richards the objection that the mind
never nmerely perceives, but that all perception is creation.

In actual practice, however, the eighteenth century doctrine
of propriety tends to trecat all words as "mixed modes". This may
be shown by rcecollecting ~ny of the examples with which we have been
Gealing. For instonce, Johnson's objection to the comparison of
"faults" with "stars'",; rests on an appeal to the implications of
"stars", or thc complex of "ideas" which are usually attached to
it.57

Richards' theory of interinanimation is expnlicity and
consciously worked out in terms of a theory of mind and a theory of
neaning, whilec the doctrine of propriety consists, rather, of a
body of working assumjptions. Richards derives obvious advantsges
from his theories of mind and of meaningj; they give his work on
poetic language greater cohercnce, point and clarity. He also
derives specific advant~ges. For instance, being able to stress

that 2ll words provoke an interpreting activity similar to that

57. See above, p.205.
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provoked by metaphor, he could easily describe Shakespcare's frce
use of language in thc same way as he describes metaphor., Then a
word is used in a sensc slightly different frou its normel scnse,
there is a disparity =action which gives grcater energy to the
neaning, because the usuzl sense and the new sense operate in the
same way 2s vehicle and tenor in metaphor. All thet Tarburton or
Reynolds can say is thnt the uncommon use of words gives greater
"noetical force". Even with metaphor proper, the cighteenth
century critic can only tnlk in terms of "surprise" and note that
the diffcerence between tenor and vehicle is important. Richards'
terms "activity" and 'creativity", relating neatly and directly to
his general theory of poetry, are more satisfying, but it must be
insisted that the eighteenth century critics sew what was there and
did essential justice to it, in their own way.

Johnson, it should be added, had considered the problem of
"mixed nmodes" as attentively as had Warburton or Reynolds. This is
clear, for instance, in his note on Lear's lines:

Thosec wicked crcatures yet do look well-favour'd,

When others are more wicked.
(King Lear, II.iv.255-256)
Warburton had wished to emend "wicked", in both its occurrences, to

"wrinkled", on the grounds that this makes a better "connection"

with "well-favour'd". Johnson rejects the emendation and nakes -
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the follovwing corwnt on Werburton's encndation:

[he should have) rencobered what he says...concorning
"mixed riodes". Shakespeare, whose mind was more intent
upon notions than words, had in his thoughts the
pulchritude of virtuc, and the deformity of wickedness;

and though he had nentioned "wickedness" made the

correletive answer to "deformity".58

It has alrecady beoen suggested that, in roectice, the doctrine
of propriety applies to the "licentious" use of language in
exactly the sarae way that it applies to metaphor, and that Johnson
finds "sympathies'" a "harsher'" "translated sense'" than "stars"
because its normal inplications are not only irrelevant but in fact
contrary to its new context, This point mey be confirmed by
looking briefly at further exanples of Johnson's response to '"that
perpetual slight slteration of language!, to use Eliot's phrase,
which characterizes Shakespearean poetry.59

Helenn, in All's 7ell That Ends Well, referring to Bertrom's

unwitting seduction of her, talks of those occasions,

When saucy trusting of the cozen'd thoughts
Defiles the pitchy night.
(All's Tell That Ends Well, IV.iv,23-24)

58. Yale, viii, 680-81.

59. "Philip Massinger", Selected Essays, London, 1951, p.209.
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Warburton had wished to emend "saucy" to "fancy", and inscert a2 conna
after it. Johnson comments:

This conjecture is truly ingenious, but, I belicve, the
author of it will himself think it unnecessery, when he
recollects that "saucy" may very properly signify

"luxurious", and by conscquence "lascivious'.
For Johnson the sense has to be deduced in the same wey as with
"sympathy'" in our earlier exanple, but here thcre is no objection,
because thc usual implications of "saucy" readily accommodate
themselves to the new context,

A similar casc occurs in Two Gentlemen of Verona when Julia

says :

The air hath starv'd the roses in her cheeks,
And pinch'd the lilly-tincture of her face,
That now she is become as black as I,

(Two Gentlemen of Verona, IV.iv.150~152)

Warburton thought the refercence was to being sun-burned and cmended
"pinch'd" to "pitch'd". Johnson comments:

This is no cmendation, - nonc ever hecard of 2 face
being "pitched" by the weather. The colour of a part
"asinched", is livid, as it is commonly termcd, '"black
and blue''. The weather may therefore be justly E?id to

"pinch" when it produces the samc visible effect.

60. Yale, vii, 398.

61, ibid., p.172.
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Here the new head sense of "hinch'd" is only a smell part of the
nornal range of implications, but it is accewtable beceuse much of
that normal range (such =5 a general fecling of discomfort and
unpleasantness) is still relevent.

Such cxeanples may seen, singly considered, trivial, but it is
such slight distortion of meaning which, as Eliot notes, is the
life-blood of Shakespearc's poetry.

It is, evidently, true that eighteenth century critics did have
a bias; a modern critic, for instance, would not be provoked into
saying that the use of "sympathy'", examined above, is "harsh'.

But it is unjust of Dr. Leavis to say of the cighteenth century
literary mans "He has no impulse to indulge in licentious linguistic
creation, nor does it occur to him that such indulgence may ever
with any propriety bec countenanced".62 The border-line betwecn the
freec usc.of longuagewe have just looked at and metaphor proper is
often very fainty; wherc the new application of a word strongly
invites in its old range of implications, the concreteness achieved
is that which one associates with metaphor. And concreteness, as
we have seen, so far from being something to which, as Dr. Leavis
suggests, the eighteenth century critic was insensitive, is centra

to the doctrine of propriety.

62. "Johnson as Critic", Scrutiny, xii (1944), 194.
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It is also worth noting that it is a characteristically moderm
bias which makes Dr., Leavis so much eraggeratc the cextent of
Johnson's bias. Dr. Lecavis says of Shakespeare's poetry:

(it is] highly specific and, so, highly complex
- which is to say, compressed and licentious in

expression: hence the occasions for Johnson's vigours

63

and rigours of censure.
It is, surcly, an exaggeration to asswae that concreteness
inevitably involves '"licentiousness'" of diction. A glance at Dr.
Leavis' own coumentary on the concreteness of Johnson's poetry,
the diction of which is never "licentious', is sufficient to

confirm the point.64

v,

My main purpose in discussing the doctrine of propriety in
eighteenth century criticism has becen to show its similaries with
Richards' theories. I have wished to do so for two reasons; first,
to give depth and perspective to Richards' theories, and, second, to

support my contention that the better use of these theories is that

63. "Johnson as Critic", Scrutiny, xii (1944), 194.

64. F.R. Leavis, Revaluation, London, 1936, pp.118-19,
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exerplified in the criticism of Johnson, and not that exemplified
in Richards' own attemnpts to distinguish between different nodes
of language, or difforent phascs of literary history.

Used in the Johnsoniga way, such an analytic method can have
no pretence to rigorous exactness; its virtue lies in
concentrating attention upon the fact that poetry is '"the best

65

words in the best order”, and in providing a nmcans for pointing
suggestively to how, in a given case, the words are working, or
failing to work. The value of this kind of attentiveness lies
vrimarily, I think, in its gradual establishment of a perceptive
habit of reading, and in its promotion of fruitful discussion,
rather than in the fixing of a rigorous critical theory.

It is also hoped that our examinntion, though far from complete,
nay have been sufficient to suggest that the doctrine of propriety
does not descerve the opprobriun that is now generally bestowed upon
it, On this note we may finally glence at a point in Johnson's

preface to Shakespeare:

In tregedy his performance scems constantly to be worse,
as his labour is more. The effusions of passion which
exigence forces out are for the most part striking and
energeticy; but whenever he solicits his invention, or
gtrains his faculties, the offspring of his throes is

tunour, meanness, tediousness, and obscurity.

65. Coleridge, Table Talk, ed. H. Morley, London, 1884, p.63.

66, Ycle, vii, 72-73.
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This may be related to Johnson's comment on Hamlet's, "To be or not
to be...,.":s

Of this celebrated soliloguy, which bursting from a man
distracted with contrariety of desires, and overwhelmed
with the magnitude of his own purposcs, is connected
rather in the spesker's nind, than on his tongue, I shall

endeavour to discover the train, end to show how one

67

sentiment produces another,
This, then, is one of the "effusions of passion which exigence forces
out's; it suggests that Johnson's preference is for the mature
Shakespearean style, rather than for the "laboured" (i.e. manifesting
an obvious carefulness of exccution) style of the earlier tragedies.

Yhen Johnson adversely criticizes Shakespeare's poctry, he is not
taking his own Irene as the rigid standard, and nenifesting
incomprehension of what Shekespeare was doing; he is, rather; naking
the sort of point that Eliot was later to make when he rcferred to
"the strained and the nmixed figures of specch in which Shekespeare
indulged himself".68 In the context of his ovm age Johnson was, in
fact, consciously resisting bardolatryf9 and it is in this respect

that his Shakespeare criticism is now particularly tinely.

67. Yale, viii, 981.

68. "'Rhetoric' and Poctic Drama", Selected Esseys, p.38.

69. The eruption of this bardolatry into the first Shakespeare
Jubilee in 1769 is amusingly recorded by Christian Declman in
The Great Shekcspeare Jubilee, London, 1964.




CHAPTER 8

THE IDEA OF CORPLEXITY I TLE

CRITICISM OF T,3. LLIOY

ilys

I wish to point out the ideas which Eliot, in his criticism,
has in comion with Richards and with the eighteenth century critics,
to outline Eliot's distinctive features, and to suggest that thesec
distinctive features are closely connectod with his weaknesses.

The centrsl and crucial point of similarity betiween Eliot,
Richards and the sighteenth century critics, lies in Eliot's account
of complexity of rieaning and of "-ealisation'; and of the
connection betwecen the two,.

The key stateuent here is Eliot's oft-quoted corment on
"Shzkespearean'" poetry. After some brief quotations, he remarks:

These lines of Tourneur and of Middleton exhibit that
perpetual slight alteration of language, words onerpetually
juxtaposed in new and sudden combinations, nieanings

perpetually eingeschachtelt into meanings, which

evidences a very high development of the senses, a
developnent of the English language which we have

verhaps never equalled.1

1. T.S. Eliot, "Philip Massinger", Selected Essays, Third
Enlarged Edition, London, 1951, p.209,
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There is here a heavy emphasis upon alteration, or distortion, of
language, and this will be discussed in detail later, For the
moment we shall note that the idea of "encapsulation” (in
"eingeschachtelt") is the idea of "interinenination"and that the
"very high development of the senses" corresponds with the
eighteentin century stress on "circumstantial particularity"2 or
with Richards' cnumeration of the sensory qualities of the objects
in his analysis of "frail steel tissue of the sun".3 These
similarities are central and not incidental. Though they use
different terms, which have different imnlications, Eliot, Richards
and the eighteenth century critics are talking about the same poetic
phenoniena. The poet by a2 complex use of language makes the reader
grasp with unusual power what is being presented by the poetry.

The idea of inteTinenimation is also central in Eliot's

}

corment” on the following bezutiful lines by Lord Herbert of

Cherbury:

So when from hence we shall be gone,
And be no more, nor you, nor I,
As one another's mystery,

Lach shall be both, yet both but one.

2., See above, Pp.201-203,
3. See above, PPeT4=T5

4. "The Metaphysical Poets", Selected Essays, pp.284-285.
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This said, in her up-lifted face,
Her eyes, which did that beauty crown,
Were like two starrs, that having faln down,

Look up again to find their places:

While such a2 moveless silent peace
Did seize on their becalmed sense,
One would have thought sorie influence

Their ravished spirits did possess.
Eliot remarks on the power of the lines and says, "a good deal
resides in the richness of association which is at the same tinme
borrowed from and given to the word 'becalmed''. This is Richards'
theory in a nutshell, though it exists only at the level of an
acute insight, and is nowhere in Eliot's criticism elaborated into
an explicit theory as it is in Richards' work.

The emphasis upon sensory particularity is most conspicuously
developed in Eliot's notion of the "objective correlative". His
basic statement occurs in the essay on Hamlet:

The only way of expressing emotion in the form of art

is by finding an 'okjecctive correlative'; in other
words a set of objects, a situation, a chain of events
which shall be the formula of that particular emotion;
such that when the external facts, which must terminate
in sensory experience, are given, the emotion is
i~mediately evoked. If you examine any of Shakespeare's
nore successful tragedies, you will find this exact
equivalence; you will find that the state of mind of

Lady Macbeth walking in her sleep has been
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communicated to you by a skilful accumulation of

C,
imegined sensory impressions.)

Eliot's notion of an "objective correlative" has, of course,
further implications, and thcse are developed in his application of
it to Hamlet. TWhat I wish to stress is the simple core of the
notion, which appears most clearly in the remark about Lady Macbeth.
This simple core closely rcsembles the eighteenth century
insistence on imagery as the crucial mecans for the cvocation of
feeclings. There is nothing odd about the resemblance; the fact

is one with which any reader of poetry is familiar.

IT1.

For both Richards and the eightecnth century critics, as we
have seen, therc is a direct connection bvetween the "realisation"
produced by a complex use of language, and the moral function of
poetry; what one i3 "realising" is, in the end, oneself.6 This
moral function is shrewdly touched upon by Eliot, but is not in any

way related to his thinking about poetic language.

5. "Hamlet'", Selected Essays, p.145.

6. See above, p.85, and p.244,
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In "The Three Voices of Poetry'", for instance, he says,
mulling over his ovm experiencec of creating fictionol characters,
"I can't see, myself, any woy to make a character live except

7

to have a profound sympathy with that ch=racter'. He elaborates
the point as follows:

Some bit of himself that the author gives to = character
may be the germ from which the life of that character
starts, On the other hand, a character which succecds
in interesting its author may clicit from the author

latent potentialities of his owm being.8
Eliot makes the conncction between this and the irorel function of
poetry by way of o point ~bout structura, vhen he suggests that
Ford's plays lack the "significance"” that one finds in Shakespearc
and adds:

7 dramatic poet cannot create characters of thia greatest
intensity of life unless his personages, in their
reciprocal actions and behaviour in their story, are
somehow dramatizing, but in no obvious form, =n action

(@]
or struggle for harmony in the soul of thc poet.”’
Eliot makes the point more simply, and in a fashion reminiscent

of Johnson's prcference for "domestic" over "imperial" tragedy, in

7. T.S. Eliot, "The Three Voices of Poetry", On Poetry and Poets,
London, 1957, ».93.

8. ibid., p.94.

9. ™John Ford", Selectecd Essays, p.196.

&
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this reoork:

Iago frightens me more than Richard III: I am not sure

that Parolles, in All's Well That Ends Tell, does not

disturb me more than Iago. (And I am quite sure that
Rosamund Vincey, in Middlemarch, frightens me far more

than Goneril or Regan.)
The more nearly a character comes home to us, the greater the effect,
and for most of us the villainy of a Richard, a Goneril or a Regan
is a remote, though real, possibility, whereas the vanity of a
Parolles or the impenetrable egotism of a Rosamund Vincey is only
too familiar.

But these elements, however interesting and suggestive, are
not rclated to Eliot's thinking about poetic language. Indeed, at
the points in his criticism where he talks most penetratingly about
poetic language there is a positive anxiety to avoid any attribution
of a woral function to poetry. This is clcar, for instance, in
his insistence that Swinburne's "morbidity is not of human feeling
but of la.nguage",11 or his noting how completely, in the
evaluation of great poetry, '"any semi-ethical criterion of
*sublinity' misses the mark", which is followed by the assertion that
the intensity with which a variety of elements are fused is the

better criterion.12

10. "The Three Voices of Poetry", On Poetry and Poets, p.93.

11, "Swinburne As Poet", Selected Essays, p.327.

12. "Tradition and the Individual Talent", ibid., p.19.
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There are, of course, lengthy discussions, in Eliot's
criticismy of poetry and morality, but none of them are connected

with his ideas about poetic languages

JCILICE

It would be hard to over-emphasize the importance of Eliot's
central ideas - his suggestions as to the relation between linguistic
complexity and realisation. These two ideas are, of course, basic
to the work of Dr. Leavis, and they are the means by which Dr.

Leavis contrived to put into practice nis urgent insistence that
literary studies should be a literary discipline, and not be allowed
to become a sub-division of philosophy or history. “Thatever
exaggerations it mey have hesn subjected to, the notion of complexity,
associated with the criterion of realisation, had the great merit of
re-introducing a Johnsonian discipline - a discipline which, for
Johnson, centred on the idea of "propriety": and it did permit a
concern with wider judgenents. Bliot's central ideas, being
pondered and applied, generated a great deal of critical relevance.

However, Eliot's account of the complexity of poetic language
has several distinctive feetures, all of which are connected with
the emphasis on "disparity™ which is evident in his phrase
"perpatual slight alteration of language'" in the passagze gquoted

above.
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The root of this stress is to be found in Bliot's definition
of "impersonality", and in his idea of the "objective correlative".
The poet, he says,

has, not a personality to express, but a particuler
medium, which is only a medium and not a nersonality,

in which impressions and experiences combine in

13

peculiar and unexpected ways.
This is directly connected with the well-known illustration in his
essay on the metaphysical poets. The ordinary nan, Eliot says,

falls in love, or reads Spinoza, and these two
experiences have nothing to do with each other, or with
the noise of the typewriter or the smell of cooking;

in the mind of the poet these experiences are always

14

forming new whcles.
In his denial of the importance of "personality™ Eliot uses the
phrase "art-emotion®. The poet's actual emotions may be crude,
ordinary and uninteresting, but his "art-emotions" are complex,
because they combine "a number of floating feelings, having an
affinity to this emotion by no means superficially evident“.15 To
transfer this back to the illustration, and to re-introduce the

idea of the '"objective corielative'", the formula by which the

13, "Pradition and the Individual Talent", Selected Essays, pp.19-20.

14, "The Metaphysical Poets®, ibid., p.287.

15. "Tradition and the Individual Talent", ibid., p.Z20.
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emotion of love is conveyed is composed of feelings associated with
reading Ssinoza, the noise of a typewriter, the smell of cooking, and
so forth, We shall later look at more plausible examples of the
process from Eliot's own poetry.‘|

Eliot is here, in his om wawv, covering the Zround that
Richards covers in his account of the poct's memory, the poet's
ability to connect disparate areas of experience.17 The difference
is that Eliot puts more emphasis on the surprige caused by the
disparity between the experiences associated, This is apparent, to
quote another well-known remark, in his comment on Johnson's
critique of the metaphysical poects. Johnson had said that in
metaphysical poetry the '"most heterogeneous ideas are yoked ey
violence together": Eliot replies that "a degrce of heterogeneity
of material compelled into unity by the operstion of the noet's
mind is omnipresmnt in poctry'.

This emphasis on the surprise occasioned by the fluidity of
the poet's associetive power has several consequences for Eliot's
thinking. It relates, first, as we have said, to his pre-occupation
with the poet's alteration of language; second, to his interest in

the poetry of "wit"y and, third, to his fondness for a high degree

16. See below, pp.311=312,

17. See above, pp.18-22,
18 "The Metaphysical Poets", Selected Essays, p.283.
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of "suggestiveness™ in poetic language. These are the distinctive
features of Eliot's notion of complexity and we will examine them

in turn.

Iv.

To a large extent, Eliot's emphasis on the poet's alteration
of language, which might lead, for instance, to poetry such as some
of Dylan Thomas', is counter-acted by strong opposite tendencies in
Eliot's thinking. These tendencies may be focussed by recalling
his fondness, in describing the diction of some poetry which he
admires, for such terms as '"correct'", '"pure" or "simple".19 There
are, however, some points at which the emphasig on alteration or
distortion is noticeable, and these are of particular intercst,
since they relate very closely to the tendency, which we have already
seen in some remarks by Dr, Leavis, to insist that creativity in
poetic language necessarily involves "licentiousness".zo

Eliot, for example, contrasting Shakespeare with Milton, quoteg

19. See, for example, Selected Essays, p.285 and p.151.

20, See above, pp.188-189,
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some lines from Macbeth:

Light thickens, and the crow

Makes wing to the rooky wood.
Eliot comments:

With Shakespeare, far more then with any other poet in
English, the combinations of words offer perpetual
novelty; they enlarge the meaning of the individual
words joined: thus...'rooky wood'. In comparison,
Milton's images do not give this sense of particularity,
nor are the separate words developed in significance.
His language is, if one may use the term without

disparagenent, artificial and conventional.21

This is powerful and suggzestive criticism. It will be clear that,
although Eliot is stressing the way in which Shakespeare alters
language ("the combinations of words offer perpetual novelty"), he
is basically using, and doing so very persuasively, the principle
which Richards called inter inanimz2tion. The key contrasting
example he giyes from Milton is:

paths of this drear wood
The nodding horror of whose shady brows

Threats the forlorn end wandering passenger.22
Eliot does not comment on this beyond saying that it is "artificial

and conventional", and, as it turned out, subseguent critics found

21, "ilton I", On Poetry and Poets, p.140.

22, 1dbid., Be g0
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it hard to believe that such terms can be used undisparagingly.

Eliot's comparison of Shakespeare with Milton is similar to
Richards' comparison of Gray with Blake, or Donne with Dryden, and
the resemblance is not co-incidental. One would not quarrel with
Eliot's comment on Shakespeare, but he has neglected to notice the
complexity of Milton's language. Milton is metaphorically seeing
the trees as demon-bandits, and, to show how the metaphor "enlarges
the meaning of the individual words joined", one has only to note
that "shady" refers to the bandits' hats, pulled over the eyes, as
well as to the hanging branches of the trees, and consequently how
much, for example, would be lost by changing '"brows" to "boughs".

Novelty is prominent in Shakespeare's words, but any difference
between them and Milton's words cannot be accounted for in terms of
interinanimation or complexity. It is also arguable that the
most striking effect that Eliot quotes from Shakespeare is '"light
thickens'", and here the interinanimstion is, as in Milton's lines,
the consequence of an implied metaphor. The vehicle, only
fleetingly present, is possibly soup, and perhaps more specifically
the soup that the witches make "thick and slab". At any rate, the
enlarging of the meaning is produced by a metaphorical action of the
same kind as is exhibited by Milton's lines.

It is important to notice here that Eliot is appealing not only
to a criterion of interinanimation but also to one of particularity.

The lines from Macbeth, he says, '"convey the feeling of being in
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a particular place at a particular time".23 The same criterion is
used with regard to some lines from L'Allcgro:

While the ploughman near at hand,
Whistles o'er the furrowed land,
And the milkmaid singeth blithe,
And the mower whets his scythe,
And every shepherd tells his tale,
Under the hawthorn in the dale.

Eliot comments:

It is not a particular ploughman, milkmaid, and
shepherd that Milton sees (as "ordsworth might see them);
the sensuous effect of these verses is entirely on the

ear, and is joined to the concepts of ploughman,

24

milkmaid, and shepherd.
Eliot is using the cluster of ideas contained in our initial
quotation; complexity of language corresponds with sensory
particularity. It is probable, in fact, that Eliot's reaction to
these lines of Milton was, "There is no particulerity, therefore
there is no complexity of language'. Be that as it may, Eliot is
using a crude form of the doctrine of particularity, and is also,
again, ignoring the inter-actions of Milton's words. The effect
depends not only upon the sounds of the words but upon the sounds

that the words describe, and it is a typically Miltonic effect.

23. 'Milton I", On Poetry and Poets, p.140.

24. 1ibid.
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The passage fuses together the ideas of work and happiness, and it
does so, for example, through the connections of '"whets" with
"whistles" and "scythe" with "blithe'. To some extent this is
obviously a connection of sound —the effect, as Eliot notes, is on
the ear. But the effect on the ear is in the closest possible co-
operation with the meaning of the lines. The whetting of the scythe
gathers, by the connections, the feeling of gaiety present in
"whistles" and "blithe", and it gives back to them a feeling of
business and briskness. By this process of interinanimation the
feeling of "happy work" is created. As Richards would say, the
movement of the metre ("scythe/blithe") is a movement among meanings.
Richards derived that way of talking from Coleridge, and it is
closely connected with Coleridge's definition of the imagination as
that '"power by which one image or feeling is made to modify many

others and by a sort of fusion to force many into one".25 In

Milton's lines work and galety are fused together and the linguistic
complexity is the symptom of this fusion.

The fact that Eliot, besides ignoring interinanimation unless
it is prominent enough to appear as novelty of meaning, is here

using a crude criterion of particularity, is worth dwelling on.

25. Shckespearean Criticisn, ede. T.M. Raysor, 1960, ii, 188.
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Dr. Johnson's account of Milton's imagination is a convenient

framework:

Whatever be his subject he[ Milton] never fails to fill
the imagination. But his images and descriptions of
the scenes or operations of Nature do not seem to be
always copied from original form, nor to have the

freshness, raciness,and energy of immediate observation.26
This includes Eliot's point but goes beyond it. For Johnson, as
we have seen, there were other criteria than concrete particularity.
It was said above that the effect in those lines from L'Allegro
was typical of Milton. The point may be supported by a brief

examination of some fairly representative lines from Paradise Lost,

which confirm the way in which the imaginative modification of images
is accompanied by complexity of language:

now glowed the firmament
With living Saphirs: Hesperus that led
The starry Host, rode brightest, till the moon
Rising in clouded Majestie, at length
Apparent Queen unvaild her peerless light,
27

And o're the dark her silver mantle threw.
This is a representative example of Milton's "magnificence", which

here hinges upon the comparison of the night-sky with a state

26. Lives of the Poets, ed. G. Birkbeck Hill, Oxford, 1905, i, 178,

27. Paradise Lost, Bk IV, 11.604-609.
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occasion; the stars are the ceremonial soldiery, Hesperus is the
chief of the general staff; the moon is the queen. The
culmination of the effect is the fine imperious gesture of the
queen, casting away her cloak; here the common-place metaphor is
made bold and surprising almost to the point of being a conceit.
What prevents it from obtruding itself as a conceit is the success
with which it is carried off. For instance, the imperiousness of
the gesture has a retro-active effect upon "apparent", giving it the
implication: "It is obvious from her behaviour that she really is
queenly". '"Apparent" is also firmly given the sense '"becoming
visible". The moon's imperiousness relates back to her '"clouded
Majestie" giving it, especially in connection with the fact that
Hesperus '"rode brightest', the implication that the queen-moon is a
little cross at being outshone. That is a crude way of putting it-
it is difficult to find a word which describes that type of
haughtiness which is a sort of "cloudedness'". The complexity of
Milton's language here, as in the lines above from L'Allegro,
consists of a full and subtle exploitation of the powers of the
individual words.

What makes these lines typical is that they exemplify Johnson's
remark; they fill the imagination, rather than give a particular
observation of nature. "Glowed" and "living Saphirs'" are examples
of a recurrent Miltonic effect. "Glowed" scarcely seems to be
the "proper" word here, if one were looking for accurate

observationy and, it might be asked, how can there be a high
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degree of interinanimation in a phrase like "living saphirs'", when
the chief implications of "living" are warmth, vitzlity and
movement, while the chief implications of '"saphirs" are hardness,
lifelessness, and so on? But Milton, of course, uses this type of
oxymoron frequently, and to call it oxymoron is to indicate that
there is a conspicuous disparity effect. Some other examples are
useful, because they serve to make a further point about Eliot's use
of the criterion of concrete particularity and, with it, a criterion

of alteration of language.
28

The "pavement'" of heaven ''like a sea of jasper shone". The
relation between "sea" and "Jjasper", or "sea" and "pavement" is
exactly like that between "living" and '"saphirs". Satan wings his

29

way '"through the pure marble air". Raphael's wings are described
as "downy gold' or "feathered mail".30 The fruit in Eden is
"burnished with golden rind".31 In the midst of Eden stands,

the Tree of Life,
High eminent, blooming ambrosial fruit
Of vegetable gold.32

28. Paradise Lost, Bk III, 1.363.

29. ibid., Bk III, 1.564.
30. ibid., Bk V, 1.282 and 1.284.
31. ibid., Bk IV, 1.249.

32. ibid., Bk IV, 11.218-220.
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It is no accident that Dr. Leavis seizes on this last example,
claiming that the words exhibit no ”fusion".33 It is, indeed,
typical, but Dr. Leavis' remark is, I think, misleading.

What the examples make clear is that Milton, in using this type
of effect, is describing not an actual but an imagined world, of
which an important feature is that it is not like the real world.

To quote Johnson again, '"Milton's delight was to sport in the regions
of possibility: reality was a scene too narrow for his mind". The
important point, for us, is thaﬁ where a disparity action is so
used, it is functional. The clash between the implications of the
words 1S precisely what makes these implications relevant, and

there is, in such cases, a high degree of intc¢rinanimation. As
with Ariel's claim that he will "drink the air", which we looked at
earlier, these }iltonic effects are an assertion of the existence

of the impossible. The idea of a "sea of jasper" is plainly
intended to astonish the reader and the astonishment is generated

by the disparity between the implications of the two words; the sea
is ceaselessly moving, of vast extent and soft so that one sinks in
ity Jasper is unmoving, small and hard. It is clearly not
possible to demonstrate conclusively that there is any difference

between any one of these Miltonic effects and disparities of a

33. F.R. Leavis, Revaluation, Tradition and Development in
English Poetry, London, 1936, p.50.
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merely absurd or unsatisfactory nature. All one can do, after
making cdetailed comments of the kind made above, is to point out
that this is the local action of the fundamental Miltonic power to
create visionary worlds— worlds imaginatively transformed by
feelings of awe; and that this local action involves, through the
deliberate disparity -effects, complexity of language.

The further point to be made about Eliot's criticism, arising
from this, is that Eliot can, elsewhere, waive the criterion of
concrete particularity, but when he does so, he talks in terms of
"simplicity" of diction, and is therefore consistent in assuming
that where there is no particularity there is no complexity of
poetic language. This is apparent in his discussion of Ben
Jonson's poetry, which we shall examine;34 but before doing so it
is necessary to describe the second of the three distinctive features
of Eliot's notion of complexity in poetic language; his fondness

for a high degree of '"suggestiveness".

Vl

It is convenient to begin describing this second feature by

quoting Eliot's remark that, in the poetry of Shakespeare, Donne,

34, See below, pp.316-=318,
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Webster and Tourneur, the "words have often a network of tentacular

roots reaching down to the deepest terrors and desires" 35 Eliot,
so far as I am aware, never goes into this satisfactorily, but the
same metaphor of depth occurs in another of his descriptions of
Shakespeare's poetry:

The re-creation of word and image which happens fitfully
in the poetry of such a poet as Coleridge happens almost
incessantly with Shakespeare. Again and again, in his
use of a word, he will give a new meaning or extract a
latent ones again and again the right imagery saturated
while it lay in the depths of Shakezpeare's memory, will
3

rise like Anadyomene from the sea.
It is significant that it is easy to associate this with Eliot's
well-known account, in the same book, of the "auditory imagination':

That I call the 'auditory imagination' is the feeling
for syllable and rhythm, penetrating far below the
conscious levels of thought and feeling, invigorating
every word; sinking to the most primitive and forgotten,
returning to the origin and bringing something back,
seeking the beginning and the end. It works through
meanings, certainly, or not without meanings in the

ordinary sense, and fuses the old and obliterated and

35. "Ben Jonson'", Selected Essays, p.155.

36. T.S. Eliot, The Use of Poetry And The Use of Criticism,
London, 1933, pp.146-14T.
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the trite, the current, and the new end surprising,

N

the most ancient and the most civilised mentality.
In this passage Eliot is talking not about "images" but about the
tied imagery or the direct effects of words, as is shown by his
stress on "syllable and rhythm". We shall return to that point in
a moment, and first recall how important to Eliot these ideas are.
In a much later essay, LEliot quotes Valerys:

"T prize the theories of Poe, so profound and so
insidiously learned; I believe in the omnipotence of

rhythm, and especially in the suggestive phrase."38

Eliot is far from identifying himself with this "credo of a very

n 39

young man', as he calls it, but nonetheless goes on to remark that
"within this tradition from Poe to Valery are some of those modern
poems which I most admire and enjoy".40 One is here reminded of

his remark about Baudelaire:

It may be that I am indebted to Baudelaire chiefly

for half a dozen lines out of the whole of Fleurs

37. T.S. Eliot, The Use of Poetry And The Use of Criticism,
London, 1933, pp.118-119,

38. "From Poe to Valery", To Criticize the Critic, London,

1965, p.37.

39. ibid.

40. ibid., p.42.
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du Mal; and that his significance for me is summed
up in the lines:
Fournillante Cité, cité pleine de reves,

41

Ou le spectre en plein jour raccroche le passant...
One is also reminded of the way in which haunting lines from other

poets stick in Eliot's mind, of which he himself has given some

42

examples; or, most obviously, one :vy note Eliot's own

43

extraordinary power in creating hrunting lines himself,

That Eliot tends, in his use of metaphors of depth, to associate
imagery with the direct effects, on the grounds that both are
mysterious in their operation, may be confirmed by the way in which
he develops the theme with reference to images in his own poetry:

Why, for all of us, out of all that we have heard, seen,
felt, in a lifeting do certain images recur, charged

with emotion, rather than others? The song of one

bird, the leap of one fish, at a particular place and
time, the scent of one flower, an old woman on a German
mountain path, six ruffians seen through an open window
playing cards at night at a small French railway Jjunction
where there was a water-mill: such memories may have
symbolic value, but of what we cannot tell, for they

come to represent the depths of feeling into which we

cannot peer. We might just as well ask why, when we

41. "What Dante Means to Me", To Criticize the Critic, pp.126-127.

42. The Use of Poetry And The Use of Criticism, London, 1933, p.147.

43. See below, pp.377-378 for the influence of this on Dr. Leavis.



312

try to recall visually some period in the past, we
find in our memory just the few meagre arbitrarily
chosen set of snapshots that we do find there, the

faded poor souvenirs of passionate moments.44
This is from the sane area as the remark about Shakespeare's imagery
rising like Anadyomene fron the sea, but Eliot is clearly talking
about himself rather than about Shakespeare. The relevant lines,

from Journey of the Magi, run:

Then at dawn we came down to a temperate valley,

Wet, below the snow line, smelling of vegetation;

With a running stream and a water-mill beating the darkness,
And three trees on the low sky,

And an old white horse galloped away in the meadow.

Then we came to a2 tavern with vine-leaves over the lintel,
Six hands at an open door asking for pieces of silver,

And feet kicking the empty wine-skins.
Professor Gardner notes that these lines effect a "transformation of
this personal memory to give it general symbolic significance",45
that the gamblers foreshadow the dicers at the foot of the cross,
and that the three trees imply the three crosses on Calvary. Professor
Gardner offers no comment on the water-mill, the old white horse or the

smell of vegetation, and this may seem to support Eliot's remark that

"such memories may have symbolic value, but of what we cannot tell".46

44. The Use of Poetry And The Use of Criticism, London, 1933, p.145.

45. Helen Gardner, The Art of T.S. Eliot, London, 1949, p.125 footnote.

46. See above, pe311.
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It is that clement of mysteriousness which makes Eliot talk in
the same Wéy about images as he talks about the direct effects; but
in doing so he exaggerates beyond all need the element of mystery in
imagery. This exaggeration is connected with the mysteriousness
which pervades Eliot's account of the way in which the poet's mind
works. A poem is he says,

o concentration,and a new thing resulting from the
concentration, of a very great number of experiences
which to the practical and active person would not seem

to be experiences at all; it is a concentration which

47

does not happen consciously or of deliberation.
The stress here on the unconsciousness of the process reminds us
that this is in turn connected with that aspect of the idea of
"objective correclatives'" to which Yvor Winters so strongly objected.
Eliot says, in his definition of "objective correlatives', that they
are the only way in which the poet can express emotion, and he seems
also to suggest that they are the nearest the poet can come to

understanding his emotions; to use the words quoted above, "they

come to represent the depths of feeling into which we cannot peer".
The vividly remembered image is an '"objective correlative" for

feelings which the poet does not understand.

47. "Tradition and the Individual Talent", Selected Essays, p.21.
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In objecting to this notion, Winters points out that Eliot

himself later rejects it, without seeming to be aware that he is

48

doing so. Contrasting Lancelot Andrewes with Donne, and

preferring Lancelot Andrewes, Lliot sayss

[Donne] is constantly finding an object which shall be
adequate to his feelings; Andrewes is wholly absorbed
in the object and therefore responds with the adequate

49

emotion,
Andrewes, that is, knows what the actual motive for his emotion is.

As Winters notes, Eliot makes the comparison between Andrewes and

Donne in 1926, but is still talking in terms of "objective

1.50

correlatives" in the essay on Tourneur in 7193 As we have just

seen he is still talking in those terms in The Use of Poetry And The

Use sof :Criticism.

Eliot's preoccupation with images which stand for a depth of
cmotion which cannot be expressed in any other way, and cannot be
understood, is clearly of great interest for any general study of
Eliot. For our purposes, its significance is that it makes Eliot,
in his criticism, attach exaggerated importance to the "haunting"
line; and the atmosphere of such lines is one of the key elements

in Bliot's notion of "complexity" in poetic language.

48. In Defense of Reason, Denver, 1947, pp.468-469.

49. '"Lancelot Andrewes", Selected Essays, p.351.

50. In Defense of Reason, p.468, footnote.
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What does "exaggerated inportance™ nmean hcre? In the first
place, it poy be explained by referring to Eliot's own words in

The Usc of Poetry and the Use of Criticisne Talking further of

the kind of image which, in Shakespeare's poetry, "rises like
Anadyomenc fron the sca”, Eliot adds that it will, in its poctic
context, "have its rational usc and justification".51 This is so,
and it is what criticisn is prinnrily concerned with. To refer to
Eliot's own examples, why the inage of the water-mill ncant so much
to hin mny be of interest to the biographer or the psychoanalyst,
but the critic's concern is with the effcct of the inage, not with
its origin. The critic nay find it difficult to describe this
cffect in abstract tcrms, but if the effect rcnains, for the critic,
as shrouded in nystery as the origin, then the inage can only be
regarded as a feilurce In fact, the rcference to the water-mill,
for cxzxanple, presents no oore difficulty than such a detail would
prescnt in a narrative scction in a novel; it cestablishes the scene
and creates a suitable atnosphere. A description of this atnosphere
would involve subtle referencc to other parts of the poen, but

would not require speculation about thec depths of Eliot's

unconscious associative processes.

51. The Use of Poetry and the Use of Criticisnm, p.147.
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To describe the seccond, and more important, consequence of

Eliot's exaggeration of the importance of the haunting, suggestive

D2

line, we return to our carlier point about Ben Jonson.

It is in the essay on Jonson that Eliot uses the words which
we quoted at the beginning of our account of Eliot's oreoccupation
with suggestiveness; the words of '"Shakespeare, and also Donne and
Webster and Tourneur (and sometimes Middleton)...have often a
network of tentaculsr roots reaching down to the deepest terrors and
desires, Jonson's most certainly have not".53

Eliot is describing the way in which Jonson's poetry is "of

the surface" though not "superficial",54 and the most prominent

positive word in his description is '"simple". He quotes from a
speech by Sylla's ghost in Catiline:

Dost thaw not fecl me, Rome? not yet! is night

So heavy on thee, and ny weight so light?

Can Sylla's ghost arise within thy walls,

Less threatening than an earthquake, the quick falls
Of thee and thine? Shake not the frighted heads
Of thy steep towers, or shrink to their first beds?
Or as their ruin the large Tyber fills,

Make that swell up, and drown thy seven proud hills?
(I.ie 7-8)

52. Sec above, p.308.

53. "Ben Jonson", Selected Esseys, p.155.

54. ibid., p.155.
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Of this Eliot says: "it is the careful, precise filling in of a
strong and simple outline”,55 and adds that the "words themselves are
mostly simple words, the syntax is natural, the language austerc
rather than adorned”.56

The point I wish to stress is that though the poetry is not
suggestive, its language is certainly complex. Consider, for
instance, the bold condensation of a phrase like '"quick falls", or
the grotesque metaphor of the towers shaking with fright or pulling
the bed-clothes over their heads, or the relations between '"swell
up" and "proud" in the last line, or the way in which violent
upward and downward movemnents relate and contrast with each other
throughout the passage, giving a sickening nightmare atmosphere
("heavy", "light", "arise", 'quick falls", "shrink", "ruin",
"fills", 'swell up", "drown'). The lines, in short, exhibit a
high degrec of interinanimation.

And yet it is perfectly clear what Eliot is driving at, and
his essay on Ben Jonson is criticism of the highest quality, so
that to insist that the language of these lines is complex rather
than simple may seem to be merely a quibble, That it is more than
a quibble will be clear when we discuss Eliot's exaggeration of

the importance of "suggestiveness" and his corresponding

55. "Ben Jonson", Selected Essays, p.150.

56. ibid., p.151.
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nisconception of '"simplicity" of language, in the context of the

57

notion of a "dissociation of sensibility". For the moment I

will rest with the point that Sliot's ideas of "complexity" and

"simplicity" are misleading, in the way we have described.

VI.

So far we have looked at distortion of language and at
suggestiveness, as distinctive elements in Eliot's idea of
complexity in poetic language, and at his tendency, at important
points, to assume that, where these features are absent, complexity
must be absent. The third distinctive element is "wit", as
defined and discussed in the essay on Marvell, and this elecment has
two separable strands.,

The first strand may be illustrated, for instance, by the
following observation about the noture of "wit":

it inplies n constont inspéction and criticism of oxperience.
It involves, probably, a recognition, implicit in the
expression of every experience, of other kinds of

58

experience which are possible.

5T. Sece below, ppPe326-=331,

58. "Andrew Marvell", Selected Essays, p.303.
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This, together with the clain th:t it involves an "internal

09 an

e . . . 60
equilibrium "eqguipoise, 2 balance and proportion of tones",

- . . . , 61 L. .
or an "alliance of levity and seriousness', indicates what it
has in common with Richards' definition of "irony'", in Principles

e

of Literary Criticism, 2s '"the bringing in of the opposite, the

conplementary impulses”.62 The difference is that the process,
for Richards, involves the direct effects of language and is,
consequently, bencath the level of observation, whereas for Eliot
there is an observable complexity of tone.

One consequence of Eliot's stress upon "wit" appears in a
remark on Dryden and Milton. Dryden is a "witty" poet:

Sometimes the wit appears as a delicate flavour to the

magnificence, as in Alexander's [Feast:

Sooth'd with the sound the king grew vaing

Fought all his battles o'er againj

And thrice he routed all his foes, and thrice
) i he slew the slain,

The grcat advantage of Dryden over Milton is that while

the former is always in control of his ascent, and can

rise or fall at will (and how masterfully, like his orm

Timotheus, he directs the transitions!), the latter has

59. '"Andrew Harvell", Selected Essays, p.304.

60. ibid., p.302.
61. ibid., p.296.

62. Practiccl Criticism, p.250.
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elected a perch from which he cannot afford to fall,
and from which hc is in danger of slipping:

food alike those wure
Intelligential substances require
As doth your Rational; and both contain
Within then every lower faculty
0f sense, whereby they hear, see, smell, touch, taste,

Tasting concoct, digest, assimilate,
. ®3
And corporeal to incorporecal turn. J

This quotation is rather unfair, because Milton is not often in
such acute danger as this, The point is more Jjustly made by Dr.
Johnson, in his remark that Milton's "confusion of spirit and
matter" in his presentation of the angels is particularly
noticeable in the narration of the war in heaven, and that this
narration is consequently "the favourite of children, and gradually
neglectad @s knowledge is increased'. Eliot's phrase, "he is in
danger of slipping", in fact, feels a little odd; had he put
"occasionally" it would have weakened his point, and h=d he put
"frequently" it would have clearly becn an exaggeration.

It may be that the abscnce of "wit'" in Milton is one reason
why Eliot assumed that Milton's language is without complexity; we
have already noted, in our discussion of Richards, a tendcncy
anongst some modern critics to assume that where there is no

complexity of tone, therc is no complexity at all. But the more

63. "John Dryden", Selected Essays, p.311. Johnson's remarks are
from Lives of the Poets, i, 185.
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important point is thet therc is an ambiguity in the term "wit",
which results in a criticism of Milton far morc damaging than the
nere assertion that he lacks "wit'" in the sense in which it is
cxhibited by Dryden.

Eliot mokes the claim that Marvell blends thought with feeling,
by adducing Coleridge's remark that the"imagin~tion'" reconciles
"judgenent" with "enthusiasm", and "emotion" with "order", and by
conparing Marvell with William Morris, whose poetry is characterized
by feeling without thought.64

This clain corresponds with Eliot's vicws on the metaphysical
poets in general, as, for cxample, in the remark that "Tennyson and
Browning arc poets, and they thinks; but they do not feel their
thought as inmediztely as the odour of = rose”.65 This last
capacity is pre-ceninent in Donnc and his followers, says Eliot, and
is eroded by Milton and Dryden: "Each of thesc men performed
certain poetic functions so nzgnificently well that the magnitude
of the effect conccaled the absence of others”.66

At this point, as Dr. Leavis has noted, there is a2 blur in
Eliot's thinking about "wit", but Eliot's case against Milton and

Dryden is clear enough in outlinej; Dryden's poetry has

64. "Andrew Marvell", Selccted Essays, pp.298-300.

65. '"The Metaphysical Poets'", ibid., p.287.

66. ibid., p.288.
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insufficient feeling, Milton's insufficient thought. This case
involves the idea of a "dissociation of sensibility" and needs to
be examined at length. My exanination will include points from ny
account of the various elements in Eliot's notion of complexity in
poetic language, and add some further description of his notion of

"simplicity".

VII.

Eliot's most claborate account of simplicity of poetic
language occurs in a discussion of Dante. It is claimed that
"Dante's attzmpt is to make us see what he saw. He thercefore

67

enploys very simple language'. Insofar as visual vividness is
related to sensory particularity, this position contradicts that
held by Eliot about the language of the Elizabethan and Jacobean
poets, since, as we have seen, Eliot there associates particularity
with complexity.68 The contradiction springs from the inadequacy

of his notions of both complexity and simplicity. His notions are,

in fact, impressionistic. Up to a point, this does not matter,

67. '"Dante", Selected Essays, p.243.

68. See above, DPe290.
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especially when the impressions arc as vivid and sensitive as those
of a critic of Eliot's gcnius. But, in the cnd, his reliance
upon insufficiently worked out impressions lcads to confusion,

Having assertcd the highly visual guality of Dante, Eliot
conpares Dante's Italian with the English lansuage:

[English] words have associations, and the groups of
words in association have associations, which is a

kind of local self-consciousness, because they are

the growth of a particular civilisation.69

This gives English words "opacity", wherceas Dante's words have

" 70 71

"lucidity". Mario Praz has taken issue with this, and,
indeed, it scems that what Lliot attributes to English must be a
fundamental feature of any language, and that Eliot's impression
of Dante's "lucidity" is the conscquence of his knowing Italian
far less well than he knows English.

It would be presumptuous of me to pretend to any analysis of
Dante, but a brief comnment on a Dante-csque passage in Eliot's own

poetry can, I think, serve as an adequate substitute. Eliot

comments on this passage in "What Dante Means to Me'", refers to

69. "Dante", Selccted Essays, p.240.

70. ibid., p.239.

71. "p,S, Eliot and Dante", T.S. Eliot: A Selected Critique,
ed. L. Unger, New York, 1966, pp.306-307.
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"this very bare and austere style'", to the "simple words and

sinple phrases", and notes that the language is '"very diroct”.72
As Eliot did far more work on this passage than anyone will ever
do, and as he had genius to boct, it secnms impertinent to question
his judgement, butit scems very unlikely that words like "simple
and "dircct" would naturally spring to the mind of a reader asked
to comment on it. The first line contains a deliberate ambiguitysj
the second and third deliberate paradoxes; the fourth and fifth

a metaphor of "metaphysical' surprisingness; the sixth a simile
of striking boldness; and so one could go ons:

In the unCertain hour before the morning
Near the ending of interminable night
At the recurrent end of the unending
After the dark dove with the flickering tongue
Had passed below the horizon of his homing
While thc dead leaves still rattled on like tin
Over the asphalt wherc no other sound was
Between three districts whence the smoke arose

13

I met one walking, loitering and hurried....
The lines would, in fact, offer a good opportunity for = Richards
to display the intense "activity" of poetry; ee, for instance, in

the complex inter-action between tenor (a departing bomber) and

72, To Criticize the Critic, p.129.

73. "Little Gidding", 11.78-86.
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vehicle in,

After the dark dove with the flickering tongue

H~d passed below the horizon of his homing,
The reader has to search among the possibilities, and his search,
being successful, is the rc-creation of what the lines are about.
In claiming that Dante is "simple", Eliot also uses, for

purposes of contrast, some lines from Antony =nd Cleopatra:

she looks like sleep,

As she would catch another Antony

In her strong toil of GTQCC¢74
This, I think, is a loaded cxample, bccause it is highly complex,
even for Shakespeare, but it is, in any casc, not difficult to pick
lines from Eliot's own Dante-esque passage, which approach it:
First, the cold friction of expiring sense75
(Cha
The bitter tastelessness of shadow fruit.76
It is probable thet one of thc reasons why Eliot liked to use the

word "simple'" of this sort of writing, is connected with that

featurce of his later poctry which caused Dr. Leavis to remark,

74. "Dante", Selected Essays, p.244.

75. "Little Gidding", 1.131.

76. ibid., 1.133
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T

"Eliot's poetic technique is a technique for sincerity". There
is no indulgence in spectrcular effects or "brilliant" ironies; or,
to use theterms by which we have describedEliot's notion of
complexity, there are no mysteriously haunting images, no daring

distortions of language, and no "witty" stances. However, though

it lacks such things, it is not "simple'"; but highly complex.

YIIT.

It is in the idea of a "dissociation of sensibility" that
Eliot's unsatisfactory notions of simplicity and complexity are
most damaging. The two key poets here are Dryden and Iilton. We
will deal first with Dryden.

The idca of a '"dissociation of sensibility" is that the ability
to fusc thought with feeling in poetry, conspicuwous in "the time of
Donne or Lord Herbert of Cherbury" has disappeared from English poetry;

In Eliot's wvicw Dryden and Milton were instrumental in hastening

the disappearance.78

77. F.R. Leavis, English Literature in Our Time and The
University, London, 1969, p.120.

78. '"The Metaphysical Poets", Selected Essays, pp.287-288.
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The way in which Drydcen's role is discussed mnay most
conveniently be reccalled by guoting Eliot's comparison of him with
Swinburne; Dryden, Eliot says,

bears a2 curious antithetical resemblance to Swinburnc.
Swinburne was also a master of words, but Swinburne's
words arc all suggestions and no denotation: 1if they
suggest nothing, itis because they suggcst too much.
Dryden's words, on the other hand, are precise, they
state immensely, but their suggestiveness is often

79

nothing.
This relates very directly to Eliot's comparison of Marvell with
Willian Morris; Morris, like Swinburme, is all suggestion, whereas
Marvell is both precisc and suggestive, and fuscs thought with
feeling.8o After some very fine comments on Dryden, Eliot remarks:

The question, which has certainly been waiting, nay

Jjustly be asked:s whether, without this which Dryden

. . 81
lacks [i.e. suggestlveness], verse can be poetry?

Eliot then notes the impossibility of giving a definition of "poetry',
quotes from Dryden's elegy on Oldham, and says:

From the perfcection of such an elegy we cannot

detract; the lack of suggestiveness is

79. "John Dryden'", Selected Essays, pp.314-319,

80. "Andrew Marvell", ibid., pp.299-300.

81. "John Dryden'", ibid., p.315.
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conmpensated by the satisfying completeness of the

statement.82
In spitc of all his insight, Eliot is, in the end, adopting the
"romantic” attitude to Dryden: the bent of his argument is towards
the view that Dryden thinks powerfully, but feels insufficiently.
But, in fact, thc oxcellence of his account of Dryden is that it
points to the triviality of the criterion of "suggestiveness",
exposes the falsity of equating "suggestiveness" with '"feeling",
and gives the a@ssential hint about the complexity of Dryden's
language.

For instance, Eliot quotes the famous lines on Shaftesbury
(Achitophel):

A fiery soul, which working out its way,
Fretted the pigmy body to decay:

And o'er informed the tecnement of clay,
and conments: "Thcse lines are not merely a magnificent tribute.

They crezte the object »'hich they contemplate".83

This is so, and
in creating the object they go beyond anything that might be implied
by the idea of '"statement". The creativeness, further, involves

complexity of language. This is most obvious in the nultiple

exploitation of "fretted". The i’.E.D. gives three

82. "John Dryden", Selected Essays, p.316.

83. ibido’ ppo31o-3110
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strands of meaning, all of which are herc relcvant. I, "Of slow
and gradual destructive action...2s of corrosives'": II. '"To
distress oneself with constant regret or discontent; to chafe,
worry. Often with additional notion of querulous utterances":
ITI. '"To move in agitation or turmoil". These meanings inter-act
with "working out'", which is also complex. First, "leaving the
body which has been destroyed by the corrosive fretting'; second,
"plotting its political course, which involves a lot of worry".
But "working out" has also the kind of meaning which appears in
such phrases as "working out his apprenticeship"; Shaftesbury is
completing an allotted task, so there is a suggestion that he is,
in the end, merely working out his allotted destiny.

This analysis is useful because it indicates the way in which
2 large number of feelings enter into the creative effect; by
"feelings" is meant all the implications or connotations which the
meanings involve. In a rcal sense the lines suggest immensely,
though their suggestiveness is not of the kind that one associates
with Swinburne.

That the quality of hauntingness, or suggestiveness (in Eliot's
sense) upon which the idca of a "dissociation of sensibility" so
much depends, is a trivial criterion, is also apparent in Eliot's
essay on Blake, another of his best performances as a critic.

Eliot says nemorably, of Blaka
because he was not distracted, or frightened, or

occupied in anything but exact statements, he
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understood. He was naked, and saw men naked,

84

from the centre of his own crystal.
This feature of Blake is illustrated by:

Love seeketh only self to please,
To bind another to its delight,

Joys in another's loss of ease,

85

And builds a Hell in Heaven's despite.
Eliot is here talking about Blake in the way that he talks about
Dryden; they both excel at '"exact statements'. It is unlikely that
Eliot wished to suggest that Blake and Dryden have anything in common,
of course, but he is, in any case, making an cssential point, The
point is that to which I drew attention in my discussion of
Richards' comparison of Blake with Gray.86 “hatever be the
difference between Blake and the '"neo-classical' poets, it cannot
be convincingly demonstrated as differing dcgrees of complexity in
the usec of language.

Eliot's impression of Blake here records itself in language
similar to that in which he recorded his impression of Dryden. In

one sense, he is mistaken in both cases; the language of Blake is

as complex as that of Dryden, and the phrase "exact statements" is

84. '"William Blake'", Selected BEssays, p.319.

85. 1ibid., p.320.

86. See above, pp.118=123,
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consequently misleading. But it is hard to sce anything
intrinsically objoctionable in this collocation of the two poets,
insofar as poctic language is concerned, Had Richards, for
instance, taken the above stanza by Blake for comparison with sonme
representative lines by an jdugustan poet, he would have found it
impossible to even embark on an attempt to distinguish them in terms
of different kinds of complexity. In Eliot's cas2 what is here
demonstrated, as was noted above, is the unimportance of

"suggestiveness'.

IX.

About Milton, the other key poet in the disappearance of a
unified sensibility, I have already made my basic contentiony his
poetry responds to analysis in the same¢ way as does Dryden's, or
Donne's, or Shakespearc's, It is crecative, and reveals to a high
degree the complexity which Coleridge attributes to "imaginative"
poetry.87 But some further remarks about Eliot on Milton are in

place, since they illustrate somc other features of Eliot's views

on poetic language.

87. See above, pp.299-308,
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The cssential casc against Milton is implied in the term
"magniloquence".88 In his critique of Milton, Eliot remarked that
he found it necessary to read Milton twice - once for the sound and
once for the sense. The swell of the Miltonic music distracted
Eliot from the meaning of the words, and closer inspection revealed
that it had already distracted Milton himself in the sane way.89
"Magniloquence" involves insensitivity to subtlety of sense, hence
Milton is the opposite of Dryden, whose poetry exhibits precision

of statement. To illustrete the point, Eliot quotes a typically

long sentence from Paradise Lost and says, "the complication is

dictated by a demand of verbal music, instead of by any demand of

0 . . . : 7 .
sense".9 Eliot's view is summarized in the remark that in

Milton there is a "hypertrophy of the auditory imagination at the
expense of the visual and tactile".91
We have already illustrated the fact that liilton's language is

complex, and thechief question here is what Eliot meant by "verbal

rnusic".  An investigation of it throws light on Eliot's second

Milton essay, which Dr. Leavis thinks was merely the result of a

88, See, for example, Selected Essays, p.301.

89. '"Milton I'", On Poetry and Poets, pp.142-143.

90, ibid., p.141.

91, ibid., p.143.
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loss of nerve on Eliot's part.92 It secems morc likely, in fact,
that it represents a failure of critical rather than of general
principles.

Eliot has two distinct ideas about "music'" in poetry, and we
will describe them in tumrmn.

The most clear forrmulation of the first indicates its

23

resenblance to that offerced by Richards in Coleridge on Imagination.

In "The Music of Poctry" Eliot insists that "the nwusic of poetry is
n 94

not something that exists apart from the neaning", and goes on
to say:

My purpose here is to insist that a 'musical poemn' is a
poen which has a nusical pattern of sound and a nusical
pattern of the sccondary meanings of the words which
compose it, and that these two patterns are indissoluble

95

and one.,
Alongside this onc may set Richards' remarks

The perceived rclations between temporal parts of an
utterance, which seem to the ear to constitute good
metre, derive from relations between parts of its

96

meaning.

92. See, for example, English Literature in Our Time and The
University, p.138.

93. See above, PP.95-97.

94. On Poetry and Poets, p.29.

95. ibid., p.33.

96. Coleridge on Imagination, London, 1934, p.120.
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For Richards, that is, metrec heightens the process of inter-
inanimation. Another quotation from Eliot nakes the resemblance
nore clears:

The music of a word is, so to speak, at a point of
intersections it arises from its relation first to the
words immcdiately preceding and following it, and
indefinitely to the rest of its context; and from
another relation, that of its immediate meaning in that
context to all the other meanings which it has had in

other contexts, to its greateror less wealth of

97

association.
It may well be that Eliot is at this point specifically indebted to
Richards, because there is some reason to believe that he is not
really in command of the implications of this view. This is clear
in the same essay, when he says, discussing successive poetic schools,
"when we reach a point at which the poetic idiom can be stabilized,
then a period of musical elaboration can follow".98 If one really
accepts the theory of meaning assumed by Richards' account of music,
then to talk of a "poetic idiom" being "stabilized" is impossible,
since the powers exerted by a word in one context will be different

from those it exerts in any other context. It may also be noted

that, if one accepts Richards' definition of music in poetry, and

97. On Poetry and Poets, pp.32-33.

98, ibid., p.38.
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Eliot's account of Kilton's language, then ililton cannot be
"musical'". Music involves complexity of meaning, and Milton's
langusge, according to Eliot, is not complex.

then Eliot talks of Milton's music he is, in fact, appealing
to an idea different from that of Richards. This idea appears,
for instance, when Iliot notes the importance of "definiteness" as
a condition for successful '"music'" in the diction of Pound.99

Eliot herc makes thisobservation:

Words are perhaps the hardest of all material of art:
for they must bc used to express both visual beauty

and beauty of sound, as well as communicating a

grammatical statoment.1oo

This implizs a sceparation of music and meaning, and the point is
made oxplicitly in a comparison of Swinburne with Campion, Eliot
quotes Campion's lines;

Shall I come, if I swin? wide arc the waves, you sees

Shall I come, if I fly, iy dcor Love to thee?
and comments:

It is an arrangement and choice of words which has a
sound-value and at the szme time a coherent comprehensible

meaning, and the two things - the musical valus and

99. "Ezra Pound : His Metric And Poetry", To Criticize the
Critic, p.170.

100. ibid., p.171,
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meaning.._ are two things, not one.101

Campion's special relation with music is not here regarded as making
him an unusual case, and Eliot, on the same pagc, makes the same
point about some lines by Shellcy, which are said to be like
Campion's in that they have "a beauty of music and a beauty of

content".102

This idea, evidently, is dircctly opposed to that expounded in
"The Music of Poetry'", where thc patterns of music and meaning are

said to be "indissoluble and one".103

Further, it is not a very
far step from the comment on Campion to the critique of Milton's

"magniloquence":

To extract cverything possible from Paradise Lost, it

would seem necessary to read it in two different ways,

104

first solely for the sound, and second for the sense.
Consequently, it is no surprise that Eliot, in his sccond Milton
essay, and wishing to praise Milton, says that Milton can teach the
modern poet that "the nusic of verse is strongest in poetry which

105

has a definite meaning expressed in the properest words". The

101. "Swinburne As Poet", Selccted Essays, pp.324-5.

102. 1ibid., p.325.
103. See above, p.333.

104. '"Milton I", On Poetry and Poets, p.143.

105. '"Milton II", On Poetry and Poets, p.160.
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word "definite" here is pointing in the same direction as the
remarks on Pound, Campion and Shelley and is also, it may be
suggested, hinting at a2 rejection of Richards' sort of theory, which
sees "music" as necessarily connected with complexity of meaning,
rather than with "definitcness".

There is, essentially, little difference between Eliot's
critique of Milton and his '"recantation'. In the "recantation" it
is still noted that Milton lacks ”particularity",106 and, as we
have said, therce is little change in the account of Milton's
"music", =xcept that what is now called '"nwsic'" was previously
dismissed as "magniloquence'.

The important point is that neither the critique nor the
recantation gives any indication of the complexity of Milton's
poetry, nor, conscquently, any indication of what the Miltonic
"music" is doing. In fact, as has always been said, his music is
"sublime" and is in the closest relation with his imaginative power,
so that the music and the neaning are perfectly consorant. In
Eliot's second essay on Milton, the Miltonic "music" seems to be
felt merely as an abstract pattern of sound, beautiful for its own
sake.

Eliot nowhere shows any intercest in the '"sublime", and,

evidently, it is harder to imagine a mode more alien from his

106. "Milton II", On Poetry and Poets, p.156.

[
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own poetry. Here, probably, is the root of his 1lack of sympathy
for Milton, in nuch tho same way as Johnson's critique of Donne
springs from his lack of sympathy with Donne's subject matter.107
Further, just as Johnson's antipathy wes confirmed by his use of
eighteenth century literary principles, so is Eliot's by certain
features in his notion of complexity. Milton is not "witty'", he
does not cultivate the hauntingly suggestive line, and he does not
dislocate language in the way that some Elizabethan poets do. It

is not, consequently, surprising that Eliot fzils to point out the

weys in vhich Milton's lengucge igs conmplex.

X'

In my account of Eliot's views on poetic language, I have
concentrated on the distinctive elcments, and, more particularly,
on the points at which those distinctive elements are of dubious
value. This may seemn rather like giving an account of Dr. Johnson
by referring only to his views on "metaphysical' poetry. I should,
therefore, stress again the importance of that valuable core in
Eliot's criticism, and especially in his early criticism, which was

described at the beginning of my account.

107. Seec above, pp.230-231,
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That valuable core was present in the form of suggestive hints,
rather than of consistent exposition. Its value, and the
difficulties that lie in the way of extracting it, are rccorded in
Dr. Leavis' account of Eliot's criticism.108 Dr. Leavis, as he
continued over the years to read and re-read Eliot found much, in
the early criticism, to ponder upon and learn from. He also found
rmuch to reject, and, in Eliot's later criticism, a distinct
falling off.

That is an account from which it is difficult to dissent, but it
may be suggested that the falling off was due not to a lapse of
integrity on Eliot's part, but to the fact that his criticism had
always been impressionistic. It is, certainly, not possible to
trace in Eliot's work the coherent and consistent appeal to fully
grasped critical principles that one finds in Dr. Leavis' owm work.

As far as our own particular intercecsts are concerned, Eliot's
failure to extract principles from his impressions, is reflected in

the fact that therc is very little analysis in his criticism. It

is, in fact, somcevhtt puzzling that he should hove

108. English Literature In Our Time And The University,
London, 1969, pp.70-80.
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ncquircd such & reputntion for cnalygis. Eliot's unwillingness
to test his notions by sustaincd and detailed analysis is the
factor which allows frec plny to the distinctive features, or
biases, in his iden of couplexity.

It is apparent that these biases (in favour of wit,
suggestiveness and distortion of language) correspond with
important features in modern poetic taste, though an illustration
of this is beyond the scope of ny enquiry. Perhaps what nost
needs insisting upon is thet in Eliot's criticism, as in the
criticism of other innovators, such as Dryden and Tordsworth, thc
biases are less importent than the core of true insight. It
would be wnfortunate were Eliot eventually to be treated in the
same way as Dr. Johnson, and his biases presented as =a full

109
account of his criticisa.

109, See above, p.186.



CHAPTER 9

THE IDFA OF COMPLEXITY IN THE

CRITICISM OF F.R. LEAVIS

I65

My account of Dr. Leavis will follow the some pattern as my
account of Eliot; I will describe first the cowiion ground between
Dr. Leavis and Richards and then the distinctive features of Dr.
Leavis' views on poetic language. Since, again, I shall be
concentrating on what I think are doubtful points in Dr. Leavis'
work, I should stress that he is, in my opinion, the best of the
riodern English critics, bcecause he keeps to the central road of
criticism, responding as a full human being to literaturc seen as
full human utterance, and because his power to respond has shown
itself over a very widc arcea of English literature. Further, he
has shown great consistoncy in the applic - tion of sound literary
principles, without allowing theory to outweigh his strength and
delicacy of response to actual works. In all of this he resembles
Dr. Johnson, though this is not, of course, to claim that his
literary genius is comparable with Johnson's.

To take first the common ground with Richards, we may say
immediately that Dr. Leavis' key critical terms are "complexity",
"realisation", and '"self-realisation". The poet, by a complex
use of language, enables us to grasp fully, or realise, whatever

it is that he is talking about, and the grasping involves
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awareness or self-rcalisation. The process is sometimes described
in Coleridgean terms by Dr. Lenvis, as a fusion of thought with
feeling; the reader hes the experience and knows what it is.
These ideas result in a view like that of Richards' theory of
"nseudo-statement™. For Dr. Leavis the "truth" of poctry is =
question of degree of realisation.

It is not nccessary to illustrate these idcas at great length,
since they will be familiar to any reader of Dr. Leavis' work,
but a few quotations may be adduced as reminders. With regard to
complexity, Dr. Leavis says, in a Scrutiny articlc: 'What we are
concerned with in analysis are always matters of complex verbal
organisation”.1 The reletion between this and realisation is
exemplified in the following comment on James Joyce:

There is prosc in Ulysses, the description, for instance,
of Stephen Dedalus walking over the beach, of a
Shakespearesan concretencess; the rich complexity it
offers to analysis derives from the intenscly imagined

experience realized in the words.2
The relation, in turn, between that and self-realisation is exemplified
in the followinz renork:

[ the poct's ] capaeity for expuricncing and his power of communicat-

ing arc indistinguishable; not ncrely because we should

1. "Inmagery and Movement", Scrutiny, xiii (1945-46), 119,

2. "Joyce and 'The Revolution of the “Jord'", Scrutiny, ii
(1933-34), 194.
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not know of the one without the other, but because his
power of making words c¢xprass what he feels is

indistinguishable fror his awnreness of what he feels.3
The cssence of poetry for Dr. L:avis, as for 7arburton or Coleridge,
self-knowledge. The idea of self-realisation should be further
illustrated with reference to specific poets:

The activity of the thinking mind, the cnergy of
intelligence, involved in the Metaphysical habit iaeans
that, when the poet has urgent personal experience to
deal with it 1is attended to and contenmplated - which in
turn means sone kind of separation, or distinction,
between experiencer and expcrience. '"Their attenpts
were always analytic' - to analyse your expcerience you
nust, while keeping it ~livc and immediately present

s experience, treat it in some sense as an objact.4

(%]

This may be put simply in terms of "sincerity'", as in Dr. Leavis'

comment on Ash Wednesday:

it is impossible not to see in it a process of
gelf-scrutiny, of sell-cxplorationy or not to feel
that the poetical problem at any point was 2 spiritual
problen, a problem in the attainment of a difficult

p)

sincerity.

3. New Bearings in English Poetry, London, 1959, p.13.

4. '"'Thought' and Emotional Quality", Scrutiny, xiii
(1945-46), 61.

5. New Bearings in English Poetry, pp.117-118.
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These inter-related idcas of complexity, rcalisation and
self-realisation will be further illustrated when we discuss the
distinctive features of Dr. Leavis' thinking, so we may rest for

the moment with that brief preliminary outline.

IT.

A morc detailed probing of the basic ideas, as they appear in
Dr. Leavis' work, is afforded by his view of poctry as
pseudo-statement; to put it in that way is justifiable even though
he docs not use the word '"pseudo-staternient" or present an explicit
theory. Dr. Leavis' way of putting it is to say that poetry is
"enactnent" as opposed to "statenent'. Ve have already seen
cxanples of this 1lin¢ of thought, in our discussion of Dr., Johnson's
Shakespeare criticisn,7 so we will now concentrate, without further
illustration, on a point at which the id.as appear in a rather
interesting and provocative way.

. . . . 2 8
The case is Dr. Leavis' discussion of Lawrence's St. Mawr,

6. For an account of Richards' concepts of '"pseudo-statement",

"complexity', "realisation" and '"self-realisation'", sce above,
pPp.29-31 and pp.90-%.

7. See above, P.246.

8. F.R. Leavis, D.H. Lawrence, Novelist, London, 1955, pp.225-245.




545

with which Professor Buckley has registered disagreement;9 this
disagreenent offers an opportunity to nake some necessary points.

Dr. Leavis' argument about St. Mawr runs as follows., He
begins, if the metaphor is peruissible, from the "surface", the
words on the page:

Lawrence writes out of the full living language with
3 flexdbility 2and 2 creative freedom for which I can

think of no parallel in nodern tines.
The power of the language is, Dr. Leavis claims, a realizing power
which presents its subject fully; it gives us the "potent actuality
of Mrs Witt"; cnsures that the nountains (the setting of the close
of the story) arc "marvellously evoked"; and gives us the horse,
St. Mawr, '"by a wealth of poetic and drametic means”.11 Dr. Leavis
offers no detailed analysis of this, and restricts himself largely to
general comments on the complexity of tone. He quotes, for
instance, a conversation between the heroine and her mother and
sayss

These exchanges, intimately téte—a-téte, betwecen Lou
and her mother arc marvellous in their range and

suppleness, their harmonic richness, and the sureness

9, V. Buckley, Poetry and Morality, London, 1959, pp.210-212,

10. D.H. Lawrence, Novelist, p.226.

11. ibid., p.235, p.244, and p.231.
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of their inflexion, which, since the surface, belonging
to the conversational cveryday world, is always kept
in touch with the depths, can blend in one utterance

the hard-boiled sardonic with the poignant.12
The subtly conveyed tones of the dialogue set before us not
stereotypes, but pcople who scem to live. That Dr. Leavis offers
no closc analysis is an interesting point, which will be commented
upon later.

Inplicit in this realisation are moral judgements, which are
not stated but enactecd. The most interesting example of this, is
the enactment of the positive values by which the various characters
are dranatically "placed". Thesc values may be pointed to in sone
such phrase as "integrity of being'", or "sincerity'", in the sense in
which it appears in Richards' utilisation of Confucianism.13 of
these values the whole story itself is the enactment. The hecroine,
for example, wants a man with such integrity, and Dr. Leavis
corwentss

The kind of intelligence, 'burning likec 2 flame fed
straight from underneath', that Lou postulates - the
intelligence of a full thinking man who, more than

nerely intuitive, can sit the stallion as Lewis does

- doesn't prove its possibility by being presented

12. D.H. Lawrence, Novelist, p.237.

13.  See above, pp.B80-82,
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in any cheracter: Lou, at the closc, has little hope

of meeting the man she would care to mate with. But it
is, nevertheless, irresistibly present in St. Mawr the
drzmatic poems it is no nere abstract postulate. It

is present as the marvellous creztive intelligence of

14

the anthor.
A further quotation, along the same lines, is useful, because it
serves fully to cloarify the issues involved:

The power of the affirmation lies, not in =ny insistence
or assertion or argument, but in the creative fact,

his art; it is that which bcars irrefutable witness.
What his art does is beyond argument or doubt. It is
not a question of metaphysics or theology - though no
doubt there are questions presented for the
netaphysician and the theologian. Great art, something
created and there, is what Lawrence gives us. And
there we undcniably have a world of wonder and
reverence, where life wells up from mystcerious springs.
It is no merely imagined world; what the creative
imagination of the artist makes us contemplate bears

an unanswerable testimony.
It will bc sczen that Dr. Leavis!' path from the surface of the work
tc this final position is very direct; poetic realisation is
testimony of spiritual health. The train of thought is, in

important respects, like that pursued by Richards in Coleridge

14, D.H. Lawrence, Novelist, p.234.

15. ibid., p.235.
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on Imagination; the poet gives us the '"fact of mind", which may

be translated into doctrines, of various kinds, and these doctrines
arc open to doubt, argument, questioning, disagreement, and so
on.16 The "fact of nind", resalised by the poet's complex use of
language, is not open to questioning of that kind, and the only
relevant question is, "Is it realised?"  That question is

evidently important. It iay be just as difficult to answer as any
question raised in theology or metaphysics, and it will be discussed
later. For the rmoment we may fairly surmarize Dr. Leavis'

argument as follows: the central value of St. Mawr is rcalised

with such power that it has the irresistible immediacy of fact.

The assertion that realisation is rectitude, if one may so put
it, seems a bold view, and it is this assertion with which Professor
Buckley disagrees.17 However, if one accepts what may be called
the Coleridgean definition of the "imagination'", the assertion, so
far from being bold, is included in the definition.

Coleridge, at the beginning of his description of the
"imagination", says:

The poet, described in ideal perfection, brings the

whole soul of man into activity, with thc subordination

16. See above, P.106.

17. Poetxy and Morality, p.211.
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relative worth and dignity.18
Imaginative language, 2s defined by Coleridge, is witness to the
presence of imagination; imagination is cssentially defined in
terms of spiritual health; hence realisation is rectitudec. With
regard to the moral element, Coleridge's definition is like Richards'

definition of valuc in Principles of Literary Criticism, which says

that the highest value is attained by an organisation of impulses
in which the less important are arranged so as not to interfere
with the more important. It also resembles that harnony of being

which Richards later tried to describe by using some Confucian

19

passages.

How the Ccleridgean definition of imagination relates to
Dr. Leavis' discussion of St. Mawr may be indicated by a
renark from Richaris' commentary on Coleridges

The extracted abstract doctrine (if we arrive at any
such) is a skeleton of the living knowledge [ given by
the poem], deformed 2nd schematized for the legitimate
purposes of comparison (=s well as for the irrelevant
purposes of argument). In the poen [the ideas]...are
autonomous, sanctioned by their acceptability to the

whole being of the reader. Out of the poem, they

18. Biographia Literaria, ed. J. Shawcross, Oxford, 1954,
ii, 12,

19. See above, P.35, and pp.80-82.
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are doctrine merely, and 2 temptation to dispute.Zo
Dr. Leavis' "unanswerable testimony' corresponds with Richards'
'hcceptability to the wholc being of the reader", and his '"questions
presented for the metaphysician and theologian" correspond with
Richards' "extracted abstraoct doctrine.

The Coleridgean basis of Dr. Leavis' vicws on poctic language
nay be conveniently recallcd by his remark oOn Coleridge's
distinction between fancy and imagination?

(itlisa way o calling attention to the organic complexities
of verbal 1life, metaphorical and other, in which

Imagination nanifests itself 1oca11y.21

The moral clement in the definition of imagination implies that the
language of poetry has an inescapably cevaluative function. This
point is made, and accepted, by Dr. Leavis, in his essny "bLiterary
Criticism and Philosophy", in the remark that words in poetry
'realize 2 complex experience...land] a certnin valuing is implicit
in the realizing".22 That words in poetry have an cevaluative
function follows from their possession of elements of tone and

feceling, for whencver tone and feeling are proscent the question of

their appropriateness must always arise.

20. TI.A. Richards, Coleridge on Imagination, London, 1950, p.211.

21, "Coleridge in Criticism", Scrutiny, ix (1940-41), &3.

22. F.R. Leavis, The Common Pursuit, London, 1952, pp.212-213,
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As Richards emihasizes, Coleridge's dafinition of the
imagination contains the idea of "impersonality", which Coleridge
describes as the appcal of imaginative poetry to the "all in each

23

of human naturc'. The idea of "impersonality' occupies a

.’. . .
similar place in Dr. Lecavis' thinking, and itis fully illustrated in
Professor Buckloyv's chapter, "F.R. Leavis : Impersonality and

24

Values", The way in which Dr. Leavis uscs the term may be
recalled by his remark that in Lawrence's fictional presentation,
in The Rainbow, of a child-parent relation similar to that between
himsclf and his mother, '"the experience is wholly impersonalized (and,
in being impersonalized, extonded)”.25

The importance of the idea of "impersonality'", here, serves as
a reminder that the high clains for the poet mnde by Coleridge and
Dr, Leavis arc not, of course, newv-fangled. In Dr. Johnson's

Razselas, Inlac says of the poct:

He must divest himsclf of the prejudices of his nge or
countrys; he must consider right and wrong in their
abstracted and invariable state; he nust disregard

praesent laws and opinions, and rise to general and

23. Biographis Literaria, ii, 64. Cf. Coleridge on
Imagination, p.97.

24. Poetry and Morality, pp.184-213.

25. D.H. Lawrence, Novelist, p.131,
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and transcendent truths which will always be the

SEMEC, s 0 He nust write as the interpreter of nature,

and the legislator of mankind, and consider himself

as presiding over the thoughts ~nd manncrs of future

generations; as a being superiour to time and place.26
Inlac is described herc as feeling the "enthusiastic fit' upon him,
but the joke is against the enthusiasm and not against the ideal,
It is in the light of the same ideal that Johlnson himself gives
Shakespearce a supreme place, This perennial claim for poectry arisecs
from the acutc sensc of "there-ness" felt by the reader, who seems
to be in the presance of exporiences undistorted by the poet's
personality or tine. To pursue further the foregoing idens with
refercnce to Dr. Leavis' discussion of St. Mawr, I will consider
briefly one of his quot~ations from the story. Lou sces the
stallion for the first timc:

The wild, brilliant, ~lert head of St. Meowr scomed to

look at her out of another world. It was as if she

had hzd a vision, as if the walls of her own world had

suddenly melted away, lecaving her in a great darkness,

in the midst of which the large, brilliant eyes of that

horse looked at her with demonish question, while his

naked ears stood up like daggers from the naked lines

of his inhuman head, and his gre=t body glowed red

with power.

26. Rasselas (Chopter X), Works, 1825, vi, 186-187,
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“hnat was it?  Alnost like a god looking at her
terribly out of the cverlasting dark, she had felt the
eycs of that horse; grent, glowing, femccome cyes,
arched with a question, and containing 2 white blade of
light like & thread. What wn3 his non-hunan question,

and his uncanny threat? She didn't know.27
Dr. Leavis says thnt this is not "an indulgence of the imagination
or fancy that cannot, by thc mature, be credited with any real
significance or taken seriously”.28 The woman's vision of the
horse is "realised", and it is also, as the story and Dr. Leavis'
further commentary make clear, Lawrence's own vision, with the
addition that Lawrence docs know what St. Mawr's question is.29

If we look even cursorily at the passage we sec that there is
a process of valuing involved in the presentation. It is not a
picture which we first absorb and then judge. The opening
predominantly carries a feeling of approval and admiration, as do
phrases like "the large, brilliant eyes". But the resemblance of
the ears to "daggers", the "inhuman hcad", and the eves "arched

with 2 question”" and containing a "white blade of light", carry

feelings of fear. In an account of St. Mawr analysis would go

27. D.H. Lawrence, Novelist, p.229.

28. 1ibide

29. ibid., p.230.
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into more detail, but those few points are sufficient to show the
inevitabily avaluntive function of the language.

Consequently, any =adversc moral judgement of -~ work must be
translatable into a literary judgenent. Incdecd, to put it in that
way is to falsify, bccausc the moral judgenment and the literary
judgenment are inseparablc., By '"literary Jjudgement', here, is meant
the kind of julgement that is connccted with the idea of
"realisation'. For example, of the above passage, the critic who
finds Lawrence unsatisfactory will say: "the tone and fecling here
indicate that the horse and its significance for Lou, and for
Lawrence, are intended to be of great importance. I nyself cannot
attach that degrec of importance to these things, and I therefore
judge the tone and feeling to be inappropriate'. In Coleridgean
terms it would bc said that the facultics of the soul are not herc
subordinated to each other according to their reclative worth and
dignity.30

I believe, therefore, that Professor Buckley's disagrecment
with Dr. Leavis is ill-founded; but I will outline it briefly
since it may be said to be typical.

Professor Buckley's central argument is that litcerature cannot
be its own sanction; we should tost literary works ns follows:

not only be referring them to our own personal 'sense

of health', but by referring them, as well, to

30, Sce above, p.111,
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whatever institutions or bodies of belief from which
that sense is partly derived, and by which, too, it
. 31

is taested.

This sounds just a little like reading a poem and then going to
ask a priest what one ought to think about it. However, the chief
point is that Professor Buckley seems to have an odd idea of what
Dr. Leavis means in cleiming that St. Mawr is its own sanction. In
fact, Dr. Leavis' whole point is that St. Mawr is '"unanswerable"
precisely becausc of the response it elicits frow our deepest self,
and that deepest self includes our "sense of health" and the beliefs
involved in that '"sense'". Dr. Leavis is claiming that St. Mawr
exhibits that transcendence which Imlac attributes to great poetry.
Professor Buckley appears to be disagreeing with Dr. Leavis!
theory but he is, in fact, merely disagrecing with Dr. Lecavis'
cstinate of St. Mawr, and he only appears to himself not to be
doing so because he uses the word "great" in e different sense from
Dr. Lecavis. Professor Buckley's position is this: '"While finding
Lawrence 2 great artist, I find nmuch of his work hateful in some of
its tendencies".32 Exactly what this means is not explained, but,
Professor Buckley's argument being what it is, it can only mean

that he finds Lawrence 'great" and "hateful" simultancously. For

31. Poetry and Morality, p.233.

32, ibid., p.211,
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Dr. Leavis, who is adopting a Coleridgean view of the function of
imagination, this is merely a self-contradiction.

There is, of course, 2 scnse in which we caon call an artist
"great" but "hateful". In one form or another this is a comrion
type of literary judgement. Dr. Leavis himself mekes that type of
judgenent about Milton or Shelley, but '"great™ in that scnse means
something different from what it mcans whon Dr. Leavis applies it
tc 3t. Mawr. Further, Dr. Leavis attempts, in the case of Milton
and Shellcy, to also meke 2 literary judgement, whatever we naj
think of his success, or lack ol it, in doing so.

Granted the Colcridgean definition, there cwan be no theoretical
objection to Dr. Leavis' discussion of St. Mawr, but even if we
grant it, there are obvious and imgortant difficulties. In the
first plnce, Coleridge is, like Imlac, describing the imagination in
"ideal perfection'; «nd when we descend, as we nust, to discussing
poetry written by mere nortals we shall find less than perfect
hernony of soul. In the sccond place, we are far fron any state
of perfection in our mcthods of annlysing poetic languoge.
Consequently, the question as to whether or not a given work is
"realised", or "imaginative" (in Coleridge's sensc) is one that can
clicit no easy or certain answers.

In the case of St. Mawr the sccond of those difficulties is
particularly prominent, because it is a prose work, and so lacks
the local concentration which mekes the language of poetry more

rasponsive to analysis. The point can bec conveniently
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illustrated by referring to another description of a horsc, highly
adiiired by Coleridge, but not coumented on in detail by hin,
33

because he thought it rather too "strong" for a public lecture.

Adoris' horse, in  Venus and Adonis, sees s "breeding jennot":

Inperiously hec leaps, he neighs, he bounds,

find now his woven girths he breaks asundor;

The bearing earth with his hard hoof he wounds,
Whose hollow womb resounds like heaven's thunder;

The iron bit he crusheth 'tween his teeth,

Controlling what he was controlled with.34

To rccall this is to sce that wihen Dr. Leavis says that Lawrence,
"invoking the essential resources of poctic expression, can hazard
the nost intense cenotional and imaginative heightening" is pressing
o little too hard. It is not merely that prosc cannot enconpass
the rhythric offects of poctry, so powerful in the lines above, but
also that it cannot, I think, ~nchieve quite the direct concentration
here shown in words like "bearing', "wound" and "hollow womb".
That may be thc reason why Dr. Leavis offers, in fact, no dectailed
analysis in his account of St. Mawr.

The first of the difficulties (that actual writers do not

attain "ideal perfection") is also prominent. Professor Buckley,

33. Coleridge, Shakespcarcan Criticism, ed. T.M. Raysor,
Everyman, 1960, i, 197,

34. Venus and Adonis, 11.265-270.




358.

considering Dr. Leavis' assertion that 3t. Mawr “bears an
unanswerable testimony™ says, "Leavis can say this here with such
conviction only because he so obviously assents to Lawrence's

35

attitudes". This is an easy rem=ark ond Profussor Buckley does
not say how it is obvious, any norc than he says why he finds
Lawrcnce "hateful'",; but it is obviously truc that there will always
be roow for crror in such natters. A conviction that 2 work is of
the highest imaginative power may turn out to be a delusion. In
this case the difficulty is promincent because Lawrence is a recent
and in somc¢ respects a controversial writer. To say, as Dr.
Johnson used to say, that time plays an essential part in the
settling of Jjudgenents of literary merit, is not to assume some
nysterious and automatic proccss, but to sce the necessity for
long taosting, involving a wholc succession of individual judgements.
Dr. Leavis has no illusions on this score, and hos always
insisted on the collabor~tive nature of criticisn. He tokes as his
description of the critical enterprise Eliot's phrasc 'the common

36

pursuit of true judgement". Conscquently he has no illusions
about the power of anzalysis:

A critical account of any poetry can only point, or

draw a line round. It nust always be left to

35. Poctry and Morality, p.211.

36. The Common Pursuit, Preface, v.
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each reader to grasp for himsclf what is concretely

d.37

presente
There is no question of "proof". Dr. Leavis also describes very
well the use of analysis in inculcating a habit of careful reading:

What we call analysis is, of course, a constructive
or creative process. It is a more deliberate
following-through of that process of creation in

response to the poet's words which reading is.
By this deliberateness '"we ensure a more than ordinary faithfulness
and completeness".38
The advantage of the ideas used by Dr. Leavis in his discussion
of St. Mawr is that they open the road for literary enquiry, whereas
Professor Buckley's position, by separating litcecrary judgements
from moral judgements, closes that road. Professor Buckley's
procedure is to extract the doctrine from a work and then conduct
a discussion (moral, netaphysical, theological, and so on) of

that.39 There are many difficulties in Dr. Leavis' path, but it

is a path that always leads towards literature, not away from it.

37. "'Little Gidding'", Scrutiny, xi (1942-43), 267.

38. F.R. Leavis, Education and the University, New Edition,
London, 1948, p. 7O, .

39. See, for example, Poetry and Morality, p.211.
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Having outlined Dr. Leavis' usc of the ideas of complexity
and rcalisation, and having noted their rescmblnce to the work of
Richards, I will exanine some of the distinctive features of
Dr. Leavis' developnent of then,

One of the most inportant of these distinctive features is
the idea of "exploration'. The idca (it is, of course, by no
neans unique to Dr. Leavis) points simply to the poet's ability to
bring language to bear upon cxperience in an unusually intinate
way; but Dr. Leavis' agplications of it indicate, I think, an
important bias, which bias may be sumned up by saying that Dr.

Leavis tends to assume that Eliot's Four Quartets are the standard

40

nanifestation of the "exploratory-creative'" use of language.
This bias is very nuch like that we saw when discussing Richards'
use of Coleridge's lines,

To thee do all things live from polc to pole

Their 1life the eddying of thy living soul.41

I argued therc that Richards was misled by concentrating on an

exanple which is about a2 philosophical problem. The similarity

40. Sce F.R. Leavis, English Literature in our Time and the

University, London, 1969, p.104, for a typical occurrence
of the phrase "exploratory-creative". This book is the

published version of the Clark lectures of 1967. I shall
refer to it henceforth as English Literature in our Time.

41, Sec above, P.115.
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between that and Dr. Leavis' use of Eliot can be iandiceted by
quoting a rcmark by Dr. Leavis about Burnt Norton:

it scems to rie to be the equivalent in poetry of a
philosophical work - to do by strictly poetical nenns
the business of an cpistemological and metaphysical
enquiry. Of course, in this given case exanination of
the instruments is necessarily 2t the samc time a usc
of them in the poet's characteristic kind of

42

exploration.
Whether or not the word "instruments" (one of Richards' favourite
words) is a nod in Richards' direction, the idecas here are certainly
like those of Richards.43 This may be more fully illustrated by

Dr. Liavis! summary of his discussion of Four Quartets, in the

Clark Lecturcs. He says that iliot's poen,

cornpels 2 closc attention to the subtletics of
linguistic expression— to the ways in which the
conceptual currency ray affzct the problem of how and
what one believes and what believing is, and in which
linguistic conventions and habits partly decterminc
experience. That the creative battle to vindicate
spiritual values should be associntced, =s it is in

Four Quartets, with thc subtlest kind of analytic

interest in language secms to me a piecc of good

42. Education and the University, p.94.

43. As in the title of Richards' collection of essays,
Speculative Instruments.




362.

fortune that we, who are concerned for hwaiane education
at 2 time when linguistic science, or scientific
linguistics, is making its victorious advances, have

a duty to oxploit.44

Four Quartets demands, that is, the sort of attention to_laenguage

which we saw in Richards! programme for the further use of the study

of poctry —a programme demanding not only awarcness of what the

45

words are doing, but also of how they are doing it. Herein 1lies

the peculiarity of Four Quartets, and one has no wish to quarrel

with Dr. Leavis'! account of it. It is the use of Four Quartets

as a standard which is unjust, and it is intercsting to see how
this injustice comes about.

Dr. Leavis' account of the language of Four Quartets, sketched

above, dovetails very readily with a sinilar but more general sort

of remark that he is wont to make. In Education and the

University, for example, he says that Eliot, in Burnt Norton, is

cssentially faced with certain difficulties of belief, and adds:
"Those difficulties are such that they certainly cannot be met by

any simple re-imposition of traditional frames'". What we find

44, English Litcrature in our Time, pp.131-132,

45, Sec above, pp.112-=115,
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in Eliot, rather than such re-inpositions, are the following:

explorations into the concrete actualitics of experience
below the conceptual currency; into the 1life that must
be the raison d'étre of any freme - while there is life
at all.46

This is more general because it does not involve, necessarily, a
linguistic interest of the pceculiar type described above. It is, T
would say, an account of what any poet ought to be doing, if he is
to avoid merec cliche.

The phrase '"conceptual currency'" is directly connected with
Dr. Leavis' granc¢ indictment of the eighteenth century:

The Augustan cannot conceive the need for...(the
exploratory—creative] use of language. The ideas

he wants to express are adequately provided for— and
this is tru¢ of soctry as of prosec~-in the common
currency of terms, put together according to the

conventions of grammar and 1ogic.47
The charge is repcated in the Clark Lectures, in the context of a
discussion of Eliot. The eighteenth century 'had no place for
the distinctively poetic use of language, the exploratory-creative,

exemplified supremely by Shakespeare”.48 Although Sheakespeare is

46. Education and the University, p.103. Cf. English Literature
in our Time, p,117 and Lectures in America, London, 1969, p.46.

47. "Johnson as Critic", Scrutiny, xii (1944-45), 194.

48. Engligh Literature in our Time, p.104.
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the stated standard here, I would suszgest that, in view of the

context, Eliot's Four Quartets arc the actual standard. That

point may be pressed by noting an important link between Dr. Leavis'

account of Four Quartets and his discussion of exploratory-creative

language in the essay "Tragedy and the 'Medium'", which also
contains an adverse account of the eighteenth century.
In "Tragedy and the 'Medium'", Dr. Leavis says that Santayana,

in some remarks on Macbeth, is "proposing for the poet as his true

n 49

business the lucid arrangement of ready-minted concepts'.
Against this Dr. Leavis quotes Professor Harding's account of
Isaac Rosenberg:

Usually when we speak of finding words to express a
thought we seem to mean that we have the thought rather
close to formulation and use it to measurc the adequacy
of any possible phrasing that occurs to us,treating
words as servents of the idea. 'Clothing a thought in
language', whatever it means psychologically, seems a
fair metaphorical description of mostspezking and
writing. Of Rosenberg's work it would be misleading.
He - like many poets in some degree, one supposes -
brought language to bear on the incipient thought at an
earlier stage of its development. Instead of the
emerging idea being racked slightly so as to fit a

more familiar approximation of itself, and words found

for that, Rosenberg let it manipulate words almost from

49. The Common Pursuit, p.130.
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the beginning, often without insisting on the controls

of logic and intclligibility.”°

Dr., Leavis also notes that Professor Harding connects this use of
language with Rosenberg's open-ness to experience, and quotes
Professor Harding's fullowing cox:ent on Rosenberg:

[ he had ~] willingness... to let himself be new-born
into the new situation, not subduing his experience to

51

his established personality.
Dr. Leavis mekes the same association of a breaking down of language,
as it were, with a breaking down of the "established personality",
in his account of Shakespearean tragedy:

The sense of heightened life that goes with the tragic
experience is conditioned by a transcending of the ego

52

—an escape from all attitudes of self-assertion.
This, for Dr. Leavis, is the essence of the tragic effect. When
we respond to a Shakespearean tragedy in the following way:

It is as if we werc challenged at the profoundest level
with the question, 'In what does the significance of
life reside?', and found ourselves contemplating, for

answer, a view of life, and of the things giving it

50. The Common Pursuit, p.124. Dr. Leavis is quoting from
"Aspects of the Poetry of Isaac Rosenberg", Scrutiny, iii
(1934-35), 365.

51. ibid., p.133. Cf. Serutiny, iii, 363.

52. The Common Pursuit, p.131.
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value, that makes the valued appear unqucstionably
more importaunt than the valuer, so that the significance
liesy clearly and inescepably, in the willing adhesion

of the individual sclf to something other than itself.53
In linking this with the cxploratory-creative usce of language Dr.
Leavis shows a certain tentativeness:

The attainment in litcrature of this level, and of
organisation at this lovel, would scem to involve the
poetic use of languagc, or of processes that amount
to that.

Dr. Leavis does not explain what these other "processes" might be,
Therc is a similar tentativencess in his account of the non-exploratory
use of language anc its relation with an incapacity for expressing
tragic ¢xperience:

It may not be altogether true to say that in such a

use of languagce - in the business of expressing
'previously definite' ideas - one is necessarily confined
to one's 'estoblished cgo', onc's 'ready-defined self!.
But it does seem as if the 'tragic' transcendence of
ordinary expcrience that can be attained by a mind tied
to such a2 use must inevitably tend towards the rhetorical
order represcnted by Mr. Santayana's account of Seneca's

tragic philosophy.55

53. The Common Pursuit, p.132.

54. ibid., p.130.

55. ibid.
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Despite the tentativeness, however, the point is clear, and it is
a very interesting one. The place allotted in this scheme to
cighteenth century litcrature is indicated by the assertion that
Dr, Johnson is even less perceptive than Santayana: he is
incapable of understanding language used for "exploratory creation”.56

It is in the idea of a defeating of the cgo that this essay
links very closely with Dr. Leavis' account of Eliot's later
poetry. In "Tragedy and the 'Medium'" the ideca is developed by
reference to D.H. Lawrence. Dr. Leavis quotes an attack, from one
of Lawrence's letters, on some of the political thinkers of
Lawrence's day:

They all want thc same thing: a continuing in this
state of disintegration whercin each separate little
ego is an independant little principality by itself,
What does Russell really want? He wants to keep his
own cstablished ego, his finite and ready-defined self
intact, free from contact and connection. He wants to

be ultimately a frec agent.57

As opposed to this, the "tragic experience'" involves an '"adhesion of
the individual self to somcthing other thaen itself". Dr. Leavis
is talking about what is in a general sense a religious impulse,

and here lies a central part of his interest in D.H. Lawrence, of

56. The Common Pursuit, p.125 and p.130,

5T. ibid., p.129.
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sometimes made about George Eliot, that she is "ethical" rather

than "religious", could not have been madc 2bout Lawrence, and givcs,
as a brief example, Lawrence's account of Tom Brangwen, in

The Rainbows:

But during the long February nights with the ewes in
labour, looking out from the shelter into the flashing
stars, he knew he did not belong to himsclf., He nust
adnit that he was only fragmentary, something incomplete
and subject. There were stars in the dark heaven
travelling, the whole host passing by on scme eternal
voyage. So he sat small and submissive to the great

58

ordering.

The defeat of the ego is a large theme in Dr. Leavis' account
of Eliot in the Clark Lecturcs. He says, for example, that the
"wnwilled" quality of Bast Cokcr, "is given in the opening

lines of tho poern®:
Because I do not hope to turn again
Because I do not hope
Because I do not hope to turn
Desiring this man's gift and that men's scope

I no longer strive to strive townrds such things.

—=if striving involves the will, end willing involves

self-assertion and the desire to exalt the self, then

59

there is to be no more striving.

58. D.H. Lawrence, Novelist, p.110.

59. BEnglish Literature in Our Time, pp.118-119,
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In Dr. Leavis' account, the self-searching implied hcre involves
the exploratory use of language.6o

Such are the ways in which, for Dr. Leavis, the idea of the
of the exploratory-creative use of language is linked with Eliot's
later poetry. He needs that poetry, peculiar as it is (in the way
I have defined), to buttress his critique of eighteenth century
literature, because, without it, his critique will not stand. It
is true that eighteenth century writers did not use language for

exploration of the kind exhibited in Four Quartets - an exploration

which involves a scrutiny of the linguistic instrument that can
only be called philosophical, It is not true that their language
is not exploratory-crecative in the more general sense.

That last claim can, in fact, be amply supported by referring
to Dr. Leavis' own account of Pope or Johnson. In his chapter on
Pope in Revaluation, Dr. Leavis gives a forceful account of Popc's
poetic creativity. He says, for instance, of a passage fronm

The Rape of the'Lock:

The beauty herec is, for our contemplation, crecated, Just

as the immediately following lines evoke the delighted
61

eagermess of the chasec.

60. English Literaturc in Our Time, pp.114-115,

61. F.R. Leavis, Revaluation, Tradition and Development in
English Poetry, London, 1936, p.96.
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He notes, elsewherc, of Johnson::

-

Lhe, #ives ] moral de@lamation the weight of lived
experience and transfornshis eighteenth-century
generzlities into an ...extraordinary kind of

concreteness.
In that word "transforn" there is indicated a different relation
between experience and the "common currency of terms" from that
postulated in Dr. Leavis' adverse account of eighteenth century

63

literature. The point can be reinforced by Dr. Leavis' remark

that, in The Dunciad, "'Order' for Pope is no mere word, but a rich

64

concept imaginatively realized'. The exploratory-creative use
of langnage does not necessarily require an abandonment of the
"common currency of terms'"; such terms may simply be enriched by
being re-soaked in experience.

Dr. Leavis' phrase "imaginatively realized" brings in, of course,
that cluster of ideas which we have scen as central in his literary
criticism. What is important here is not that Dr. Leavis is
contradicting himself, but that his positive account of eighteenth

century poetry is the correct one, and that it should be pressed a

little further. When Dr. Lecavis remarks on the "weight of lived

62. The Common Pursuit, p.119.

63. See above, p.363.

64. The Cormmon Pursuit, p.92.




cxperience" felt bechind The Vanity of Human “7ishes, he is on the

way to noting that the poeocn deals with expoericence of a kind very
urgent to Dr. Johnson. The view of life it expresses is very
grim. Its grin-ness is brought out strongly in the one passage
in the poem which may be said to strike a false note —~the appeal
to Deriocritus:

Once more, Democritus, arise on earth,
With chearful wisdom and instructive nirth,

See motley life in modern trappings dress'd,

65

And feed with varied fools th'eternal jest.
It is no Jjest to Johnson, and to se¢e this no recourse to biography,
casy 2s that would be, is needed; the poem itself is sufficient
testimony. The poem, however, conveys resolution as well as an
acute scnsc of the grim-ness of lifc, and we might draw attention to
this not only by rcading out passages to get tne feel of it, but by
pointing to the recurrent metaphor of life =2s a battle which runs
through the whole poen. The feelings attendant upon that recurrent
metaphor fuse with the characteristic tone of the poemn.

It is convenient, at this point, to genecralize by referring to
sone remarks by Professor Harding. In "The Hinterland of Thought",
he pursues the line of thought that we have seen in his account of

Rosenberg. He uses Susanne Langer's account of '"presentational

65. The Vanity of Human Wishes, 11.49-52.
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symbolisn", and associates it with Jung's idca of "archetypes'.
"Presentational symbolism" occurs when a word or inage carrics 2
(&)

nunber of meanings simulteneously, without putting tihcese meanings

67

into an oxplicit and logical rclation with each other. The horse

St. iawr is for us a2 convenicnt exampzle of such a2 symbol.

Professor Hardinz makes, for our purposes, two inportant points
about presentational symbols: first, that they may carry with thcm
traces of pre-conscious activity, 92cond, that the symbol itsclf
nced not arise from the pre-conscious. His registering of a
disagreement with Jung rmost conveniently conveys the two pointss

The difficulty I find in accepting Jung's full idea of
the archetype is the implication that the imege itself
which conveys the meaning arises from the depths or
remotenesses of the body. For instance so'.¢ scnse of
surging animal wvitality and its huge potential power
may arise in any of us and may emerge into conscious
expericnce from below, in the way that the experience

of hungcr emerges out of bodily processes. As it comes
towards 'symbolic transformation' the nost approprinte
image to hand may be, or riay have been for many
centurics past, the horse; and the horse mey then

sarve =5 the symbol of 2 very complex mass of inarticulate
potential exderience, including a sense of the delight,

the danger, the power, the vulnerability, the wildness

66. D.7. Harding, Bxperience into Words, London, 1963, p.180
and pp.193-194.

67. ibid., p.180.
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and the managableness of animal vitality. But although
the meaning of the symbol nmay have come towards
definition out of the remotenesses of the whole
psychosonatic person, the image - the horse - seers

most likely to have entercd by way of thc sensory

surfaces, especially the eye.68
Professor Harding then points out that:

The choice of objects to carry the symbolic meaning
nmay be largely an individual matter, or it may be

69

culturally institutionalized.

If we transfer these ideas to The Vanity of Human Wishes, we can

say that the imnge of life as a battle is a presentational symbol.
The image in itself is commonplace and does not rise from the
depths of Johnson's pre-conscious. However, it carries with it
a conplex of attitudes, present in the tone and feeling of the
poenm, which have been partly formed a% the pre-conscious level,
and the presence of this complex of attitudes is what makes the poem
"Johnsonian"—— %the poct has articulated his deepest self by an
exploratory creative use of language.

Professor Harding remarks that:

The less sensitive writer skids from the potentially

new thought into the fluent old words, accepting a

68. D.¥. Harding, Experience into Words, London, 1963,
pp.194-195.

69. ibid., p.195.
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conpronise which burkes what might have been an

70

original creation.
That is, the '"fluent old words" are not faithful to the writer's
decper experience - they do not carry with them traces of
pre-conscious activity. The following is a represcntative example

from The Vanity of Human Wishes of the way in which the complex

of attitudes referred to above carries itself into the language of
the poem:

Should Beauty blunt on fops her fatal dart,

Nor claim the triumph of a letter'd heart;
Should no disease thy torpid veins invade,

Nor Melancholy's phantoms haunt thy shadej

Yet hope not life from grief or danger frce,
Nor think the doom of man revers'd for thees
Deign on the passing world to turn thine eyes,
And pause awvhile from letters, to be wisc;
There nmark what ills the scholar's life assail,

71

Toil, envy, want, the patron, and the jail.
The recurrent image is plain throughout this: '"blunt", "fatal dart",
"triunph", "invade", '"danger", "assail". The lines carry a strong
feeling of tht¢ hostility of life nnd,-at the csane tine, a sroeat energy
of resolution; the more the hostility is stressed, the greater the

resolutencss sccns to be,

70. D.W. Harding, Experience into Words, I'»185.

71. 11.151-160,
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Further, it is important to toke into account here the effects
of sound and rhythn, It is there above all that one would expcct
to find the sort of fzithrfulness to the depths of experience that
Professor Harding describes., As =ing often been scid, enalysis of
sound and rhythm is always difficult, but it seens safc to remark
upon thc cnergy of Johnson's lincs, and to suggest that this energ
is largely a natter of 2 strategic deployment of powerful verbs.
"Blunt'", '"invade" and "assail" are here particularly noticeable,
and particularly rclevant to our other commcnts on the passage. It
is also important to note the general effect of Johnson's '"medium'",
Its dignity, in both diction and movement, is a large elecrient in
what one means by calling the poem "Johnsconian', This dignity,
which is suggestel, not stated, ensures that, despitc the overtly
destructive tenour of the poem— its setting up and knocking dovn of
a variocty of human 2spirations— there is no scnse of mere carping
or belittlement, It is, it appcars to me, this dignity which
qualifies the noen for the adjective '"tragic", a word to which, in
its general a_plicability to Johnson, Dr. Lezvis draws attention.72

Since I feel that The Vanity of Human Tishes successfully

enbodies Johnson's deepest and most urgent experience, and since it

is so thoroughly an Augustan poem, I cannot agrec with Dr. Leavis'

72, The Common Pursuit, p.119,
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view ©0f the Auguston "use of language' :

[itlwst tenito turn forns and conventions fron agents
of 1life into cdcobiliteting conventionalitics, suci as
forbid the development of the individusl sensibility

and set w) on insulation agsinst any vit~lizing

73

reccourse to ths concrete,
Vhy must the medium which is successful in Dr. Johnson's poem be
doomed to feilurc elsevhcrce? I would likc to ursuc the point =2
little further, again with regard to Dr. Leovis! adnirstion for

Eliot.

Iv.

I have argued that Dr. Lenvis! view that the eightcenth century
denied itsclf the exploratory-creztive use of languagce is related to

nis taking Four Quartets, which cxplores the linguistic instrument

itself in an unusually conscious manner, as 2 stondard, Professor
Hording's account offers an opportunity for noting another way in
which Dr. Lecvis seems to toke Eliot as & standard.

Eliot's poetry is rcnarkable in its use of images which are

individual rather than "culturally institutionalized", and he is

73. The Common Pursuit, p.111,
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in this rcspect, onc supposes, a typical nodern poct, The figurc
of Coriolanus, the voices of children in an apple-tree, a girl
viith hyacinths, o figurc opening =« door along e corridor, ~ bird
singing in the mist, comec to random rccollcection. Eliot's own
netaphor of images "rising like Anadyoitenc from the sca' conveys
very vividly the process which secns to be ianvolved herc.74 The
inages appear to come fron the depths of the woet's personal
expcerience.,

The exploration of imrges from spcecific personal expcriences
is o key element in Dr. Leavis' account of Eliot, In Lectures in

Anmcrica he deals at leongth with La figlia che piange, of which I

will quotc the opening lincss

Stand on tie highest savenent of the stair -
Leen on a gerden urn -

Tcave, weave the sunlight in your hair -

«Q

lesp your flowcrs to you with a pained surprise -
Fling then to the ground and turn
Tith 2 fugitive rcscentment in your eyes:

But weave, weave the sunlight in your hair,
Dr. Lecavis scys s

the memory obviously reprcsents sonething very important
for Eliot, sonc vital node of experience - something felt

as perhaps a possibility of transcending disgust,

74. See above, P.309.
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rcjection and protast. TIc know this not just from

the power of the peam itselif, but from the pert played

.
by closely rolated evocotions in his later poetry.7)

I 2 not here conccrmned with the vealidity of Dr. Leavis' point, but
with the importancc he attaches to the image which is ingreined
into "somc vital node of cxpericnce'.

When Dr, Leavis discussss Eliot's later poctry, in the Clark

Lectures, an important fcaturz is the controust between Eliot and

the eighteenth century pocts. Hc says of Four Quartets:

It required a cepacity for intencely private or non-
social (or non—currenoy) expericnce —which onounts
to saying, for bringing to cxpression in longuzge vhat

76

langunge doesn't rcalily loend itself to.
Ec ssys of eightcenth century soctry:
what...the poet 'has to say' must bo suitzd to a :riode
thet implics overtly socicl and 'civilized! prescntation:
cxperience that docsn't lend itself to such treatment is
inplicitly told thet it doesn't exist, or is of no

1T

consequence,
The cighteenth century "in essential intontion, elimiannted creotivity",

and this elinination is, for Dr. Leavis, to be largely explained by

75. Loctures in Anerica, p.43.

76. English Literature in our Time, »n.115,

77. ibid., p.105.
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referring to Lockc end Newton the prophets of mechanism as opposed

to creativity.78
To discuss the large implications of Locke and Newton is beyond my

conpetence., What I think is doubtful in Dr. Leovis'! thinking, is

the implication thet where there is no overt exploration of specific

private experience, therc is no creativity of poetic language—

that the eighteenth century '"had no place for the distinctively poctic

n 19

use of language, the exploratory-creative There arc,
evidently, great differcnces of some kind between Eliot's poetry
and Johnson's, but they are not to be explained in terms of
fundanental differences of languagc. This is the seme point as
we made earlier when discussing Richards®comparison of Gray with
Blake, or Dorme with Dryden.eo

At the risk of pursuing the point into tedium, one might

finally note that a work like Gulliver's Travels, which very fully

exenplifies the Augustan virtues of clear prose statement (virtues
which Dr. Leavis finds debilitating), is cxploratory-creative in
a high degree. The Yahoos, for instance, arec inaginatively

realised presentational symbols which embody Swiftian experience

78. English Literature in our Time, p.105,

79. ibid., p.104.

80, See above, pp.118-127,
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of an intim=ate nature. That they are presented in lenguage which
hes the form of clear prose statement, and that the words have on
~ir of simplicity, has nc effect whatever upon the creative process.
As Professor Hrrding points out, it is not neccss~ry for the

prosentational symbol itsclf to enmerge fron the Jdepths, for it to

eabody deoply personal experience.

V‘

I would like next to exanmine Dr. Leavis' over-enphasis on the
importance of disparity-=ction in the leonsuage of poctry —.—an
over-eonphasis re-inforced by Dr. Leavis!' interest in "wit'. I
will first outline his interest in "wit',

Tor Dr. Leavis, '"yit" involves much the same 2s it involves
e ST (o A 81 . £ .
in Kliot's cdefinition, Dr. Leavis snys,; for oxample, O Pone's

Myit! e .

[it crestes] o rcrdiness for curprise that anounts in the end to
an inplicit recognition, at any point, in accepting

what is given, of other and complemcntory possibilities.82

81. See above, PP.318-319,

82. Revaluation, pp.72-T73.



We rcecall Eliot's saying that wit "involves, probably, a recognition,

inplicit in the expression of cvery cxpericence, of other kinds of

. . ) . n 83

experience which are possible.
The idea of wit, as used by Dr. Leavis, also glances a

Richards' idca of "irony", or thc reconciliation of onposcd

attitudes. This is seccn in such remarks as that, in The Taste Land,

there is a "co-proscnce in the mind of a numbcr of different
orientations, fundnnental attitudes, orders of cxperience'"; or

that in Mauberly, "there is a subtlety of tons, a complexity of
84

attitude, such as we associatc with seventeenth century wit'.
The relation between Dr. Leavis and Richards herc is worth

looking 2t in a little norc detail. Tt is most clear in the cssay

85

"Tragedy and the Medium", Dr. Leavis uses, agein, Professor

Harding's account of Rosenbecrg, which conteins the following remark
about Rosenberg's poetry about death in battle:

The value of what was destroycd scemed to him to have
becn brought into sight only by the destruction, and
he had to recspond to both focts without allowing
either to neutralizc the other. It is this which is
most impressive in Rosenberg - the complexity of
experience which he was strong enough to pernit

86

himself,

83, T.S. Eliot, Selected Essays, London, 1951, p.303.

84. New Bearings in English Poetry, p.7107 and p.141.

85. The Common Pursuit, pp.121-135,

86, 1ibid., pp.132=133. Dr. Leavis is quoting from Scrutiny,
iii, 363,
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This is close to Richards' idca of a reconciliation of opposed
attitudes. Dr. Leavis, who does not like that idea, says, having
quoted Professor Harding, thet he will merely "note the stress laid
by Harding on 'complexity'! and ’technique’”.87 Dr. Leavis is
toning down the idea so that it will dovetail with a more general
notion of '"complexity of attitude".

This cluster of notions, comprising "wit", "poise'", "complexity
of attitude" and so on, in itself is unobjecctionable, particularly
since Dr. Leavis is quite happy to waive it when confronted with
"un-witty" poetry which he likes. Being a first-hand critic he is

no wooden applier of principles. For example he says of Hardy:

Hardy is a naive poet of simple attitudes and outlook....
His greatness lies in the integrity with which he
accepted the conclusion, enforced, he belicved, by

science, that nature is indiffercnt to human

values....88

Hopkins, too, is "in a certain obvious sense sinmple-ninded", and is
. . . 89
contrasted with the seventeenth century poets in this respect.

Dr. Leavis, of course, has a vecry high regard for both Hardy and

Hopkins,

87. The Common Pursuit, p.133.

88. New Bearings in English Poetry, pp.57-58.

89. The Common Pursuit, p.50 and p.52.
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Further, the ideas of "wit" and '"conplexity of attitude" refer,
for Dr. Leavis, to a deeper and simpler criterion - the presence of
"thought" in poetry. This is apparent in the Clark Lectures where
Dr. Leavis says that the importance of seventeenth century "wit",
as an influence on Eliot's carlier poetry, is that it "implies that
the poet appeals to the full waking and thinking mind of the

n 90

reader'., The point appcars earlier in Dr. Leavis' comment on

Coleridge's account of Venus and Adonis. Coleridge noted the

"perpetual activity of attention" required on the part of the
reader, and Dr. Leavis remarks that "Coleridge has given an account

of the clcment of 'wit' that is in Venus and Adonis".91 Dr. Leavis,

in the same vein, says elsewherec;

an essential part of the strength of good kMetaphysical
poetry turns out to be of the same order as the strength
of all the nogt zatisfying poetry: the conceitedness,
the Metaphysicality, is the obtrusive accompanirment of
an essential presence of 'thought' such as we have in

92

the best work of all great pocts.
Coleridge's phrase "perpetual activity of attention", above, is a
reminder of the conncction between all this and Richards' idea of

"realisation".93 Dr. Leavis' point about the mcetaphysical poets

90. English Litcrature in our Time, pp.102-103.

91, "Coleridge in Criticism", Scrutiny, ix (1940-41), 68.

92. '"'Thought' and Emotional Quality", Scrutiny, xiii
(1945-46), 61.

93. Sec above, pps93-94,
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is that made by Dr. Johnson:

To write on their plan it w=28 at least necessary to

rend and think, No man could bc born e metaphysical
poet, nor assume the dignity of 2 writer by descriptions
copied from descriptions, by imitations borrowed from
imitations, by traditional imagery =nd hereditary
similes, by readiness of rhyme and volubility of

syllables.94

Dr. Leavis' interest in wit, then, is subject tc a number of checks.
It does, however, play sn important part in his over-stress upon
disparity-action in poetic language. This is cleor, for example,

in his discussion of Pope's Elegy to the Memory of an Unfortunate

Lady, which I will conment on in some detail.
Dr. Leavis' discussion of Pope's Elcgy is conducted in a
context inforried by the idca of wit:

Seriousness for Pope, for the Metaphysicals, for
Shakespeare, was not the sustained, simple solemnity

it tended to be identificd with in the nineteenth
century: it might include among its varied and disparate
tones the ludicrous, and demand, as essential to the
total cffect, an accompanying play of the critical

95

intelligence,

94. Lives of the Poets, ed. G. Birkbeck Hill, Oxford, 1905,
ot

95. Revaluation, p.71.



In the light of this clain Dr. Leavis comments on the lines:

Most souls, 'tis true, but pceep out once an =age,
Dull sullen pris'ners in the body's cage:

Dim lights of life, that burn a length of years
Useless, unscoen, as lrups in sepulchr:s;

Like Eastcm Kings e lazy state they kecep,

. . 6
And close confin'd to their own palace, sleep.9
His analysis runs a2s follows:

the associations of 'peep' are not dignified, =nd
one's feelings towards the 'souls' very, with the
changing imagecry, from pitying contempt for the
timorous pecpers, through a shared sense (still
qualified with critical contompt, for one is not
oneself dull and sullen) of the prisoners' hopeless
plight, and a solermn contcemplation in the sepulchral
couplet of 1lifc wasted among shrivelled husks, to
that contempt mixed with humour and a sense of
opulence that is approprizte to the Kings lazing

97

in their paln~ces.

385 .

This seems persussive commcntary, but the feeling is, I think, a

good deal less varying than Dr. Leavis suggests, and I would

therefore draw attention to the ”propriety"98

of the lanzuage,

rather than to its action through disparity. The central point

96. Revaluation, p.70. (Elegy, 11.17-22.)
97. ibid., pp.71-72.

98. Sec above, pp.196=197,
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is that the prisoners are helpless, as Dr. Lenvis indicates in
referring to their "hopneless plight™, Our feeling that they arc
helpless nitigates any feeling of contempt for them, and this
nitigation is conuccted with an important elcment in the whole
pocli—— the fact that the lady's soul is a rare one. She is not,
as are the mass of souls, fatcd to mediocrity. That she is fatced

is indicated by such lines as,

Why bade ye else, ye Pow'rs! her soul aspire

Above the vulgar flight of low desire?99
This touches upon the poeni's total "statement", which is: '"There
are a few remarkable souls, which leaven the heavy lump of mankind,
and it is the function of the poet, whose own soul responds to
their greatness, to sing their praises". The nediocre souls!

. The

I3

helplessness springs from the fact that they too are fate
phrase "burn a length of yezrs", for instancc, carries that feeling.
The helplessness is the key point in the finel simile. The kings
are "closc confin'd" (i.e. prisoners), and a sense of opulence",
which Dr. Leavis wants us to feel hers, is surely irrelevant.
"Opulence" carries with it a broad and gencrous feeling which is
inappropriate to the starved souls that Pope is describing. The
passage is charactcrized, in fact, by a unity of feeling, which

readily lends itself for comment in terms of propriety. The

99. 11.11-12,
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current of feeling is apparent in words like "dull", "din" and
"lazy", 2nd the threc similes hzave a cumulative cifect of
oppressive confinenent., The propriety of the first and third
siniles also consists in the fact that the prisoncrs, though
feeling oppressed, arc reconciled to their situation. Likc some
"old lags', they have largely lost the desirc for freedon. It is
difficult to sece, in the sequence of similes of imprisonment,
death, and slecp, that one's "feelings towards the 'souls' vary,
with the changing inagexry".

That Dr. Leavis' eye is rather fixed upon a pre-determined
idez that "wit" must be present, is further evidenced by his next
corment:

The kings are at least dignified, and they make the

trionsition to the complcete dignity of the Lady, who

enters again in the ncxt couplet.1OO

"Transition " is a word that Dr. Leavis is fond of, and he possibly
owes it to Eliot, who uscs it in a similar way when comparing
Dryden with Milton.101 But if Pope had needed a transition from
one tone to another, surely the sepulchre is even more "dignified"

than the palace. The fact is th2t no transition is needed. In

a curious sort of way Dr. Leavis' vicw of Pope is, I think, a

100, Revaluastion, p.72.

101. Sec above, p.319.
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post-romantic onec, in its zssumption that therc is grs~t difficulty
involved in moving fro. a scrious to a light tone.
This is also the case in Dr. Leavis' comment on thc lines:

Is it, in heav'n, = crimec to love toc well?
To bear too tender, or too firm a heart,
To act a Lover's, or a Roman's part?

Is there no bright reversion in the sky,

;
For those who greatly think, or bravely die? o

For Dr. Leavis this is an cxamnle of the habit of '"critical
'placing'” which goes along with the "witty" mode. What is being

103

"ylaced" here is a "rather histrionic exaltation". Dr. Leavis
offers no analysis, but, if there is such an effect, it must hinge
largely on the legal metaphor of "reversion', Dr. Leavis, as I
understand it, reads this as introducing, because its surprisingness
verges upon conceitedness, that cool note which is charncteristic

of prominent disparity aection in metaphor. But, ~2gain, it is the
propricty of the netaphor which nostneeds to be pointed out. The
uncle who has driven the girl to suicide was her legnl guardian, and
the immediate implication of the legnl metaphor here is that he has

cheated her out of her inheritance —~spiritual inhcritance, primarily,

though there may wecll be o veiled reference to the literal sense,

102. Revaluation, p.75. (Elegy, 11.6-1Q)

103, ibid.
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also. The chief effcect is to bring in the idea of the "gods" as
just guardians; they not only look after herecic souls but protect
cheated orphans. The overall feeling generated is noble and
pathetic, Pope is coming on as strong as he can, and would, surely,
not have liked to be told that he was "critically placing'" the
feeling. Dr, Johnson, who much admired the poem, saying that

there is no other Doem of Pope's in which '"the sensc predominates
more over the diction", at the same time castigatcd Pope for "the
illaudable singularity of trecating suicide with respect", and added,
nore violently, that poectry '"has not often bcen worse employed than

104

in dignifying the amorous fury of a raving girl'. Dr, Johnson
took the poem '"seriously'", as I think it should be, and I find his
reading more accurate than Dr. Leavis',

“Jhat I have called the post-romantic clement in Dr, Leavis'

reading also appears in his cominent on the lines:

As into air the purer spirits flow,
And sep'rate from their kindred dregs below;
So flew the soul to its congenial place,

105

Nor left one virtue to redeem her Race.
Dr. Leavis says:

The 'mean' elcement in the texture of the previous

passage can be safely carried on in 'dregs'. The

104. Lives of thc Poets, iii, 226 and 1i01.

105. Revaluetion, p.70. (Blezy, 11.25-28.)




very violence of this dircected as it is upon her
contenptible family ('her Race'), draws the

attention away from the value it gives, retrospectively,
to 'spirits', though enough of this value is felt to

salt 2 little, s it were, the sympathetically tender

nobility that is opposed to 'dregs‘.106

This secms a subtle description of the ways in which the words
inter-act, and, again, it involves the idea of a disparity action

in the metaphor. The contrast of the "mean" elemcnt in the vehicle
with the exalted element in the tenor is a species of wit ('"salt").
The wit ensures that the lady's "dignity is not a precarious one,

to be sedulously guarded from all possible visible associations".m7
This last comment is noticeably reminiscent of Richards' account of
"irony”.108 But there seem to be no real grounds for supposing
that witty salt is being sprinkled here. What is there "mean"
about the metaphor of distillation? A romantic poet might find it
startling, but not Pope. ©Pope chicfly needed a metaphor from a
natural process, to re-inforce the idea that the conduct of the

lady and of her family is, their natures being what they are,

inevitable. To point the inter-action of this with the poem as a

106. Revaluation, p.72.
107. ibid.

108. Principles of Literary Criticism, p.250.
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whole onc can quote the becautiful liness

Yet shall thy grave with rising flow'rs be drest,
And the green turf lic lightly on thy breast:

There shall the morn her earliest tears bestow,

There the first roses of thc year shall blow.109

The suggestion that the girl's greatness of soul is part of the
natural scheme of things is hcre extendcd into the clsim that nature
will look after her now that she is dead. In these lines no
stretch of ingenuity could discover a "critical placing" of the
exelted sentiment.

Such, I think, is the way in which Dr. Leavis' pre-occupation
with wit, and his consequent over-emphasis on the action of disparity

in the inter-connections of words, distorts his reading of Pope's

Elegy.

VI'

The above interest in disparity-effects, there supported by =
desire to discover "wit", also stands, of course, in its own right

in Dr. Leavis' criticism. He discusses the point in a theoretical

109' m%! ’ 11.63-66.
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way in 2 comment on Donne's metaphor comparing farm-labourers with
"country-ants':

It is from somc such complexity as this, involving ths
telescoping or focal co-incidence in the mind of
contrasting or discrepant impressions or effects that
metaphor in gcneral - live metaphor - secms to derive
its life: 1lifc involves friction and tension - a
sense of arrcst in somc degree.

And this generalization suggests a wider onec.
Whenever in pootry we come on places of especially
striking 'concreteness' - places where the verse has
such life and body thnt we hardly seem to be reading
orronganents of words - we may expect analysis to
yield notable instances of the co-presence in complex
effects of the disparate, the conflicting or the

y
contrasting.1 0

Dr. Leavis is, initially, talking quitec explicitly about disparity
action in metaphor, and may be indebted here to Richards,  Likewise
the word "telescoping'' may be an ccho of Eliot's comment that in
metaphysical poetry therc is often a "sudden contrast of
associations" or a "tclescoping of images”.111 But thc stress is,
in any case, highly characteristic of Dr. Leavis' approach to

poctic language.

110, "Imagery and Movement", Scrutiny, xiii (1945-46), 120.

111, T.S8. Eliot, Selected Essays, p.283.
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The bias. hcre is exactly the opposite of that to be found in
eighteenth century analytic method. While recognizing the value
of "surprise", particularly in the matter of distance between tenor
and vehicle in metaphor, the eighteenth century critic analyzed
predominaently in terms of propriety - of consonance between the
"impressions or effects'", as Dr. Lcavis calls them.112 Dr. Leavis,
while perfectly familiar with the general idea of propriety
tends to stress the importance of disparity. In criticizing Dr.
Leavis, I am not asserting that contrast-effects are unimportant,
but that he too much neglects propriety.

This, I think, is clcar even in the chief example with which

Dr. Leavis immediately illustrates his generalisation - a fragment

from the invocation to the corpse, in Tourneur's The Revenger's

Tragedy, to which Eliot had drawn attention in his essay on

Massinger, while developing the view of poetic language which we

113

have scen as central in Eliot's criticism:

Does the silkworm expend her yellow labours
For thee? For thec does she undo herself?
Are lordships sold to maintain ladyships

For the poor benefit of a bewildering minute?

112, See above, P«392,

113. T.S. Eliot, Selected Essays, p.209. Sec also above, pp.290-291.
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Dr. Leavis comments:

The key-word in the first line is 'expend'. In
touch with 'spin', it acts with its feorcc of 'spend!
on the 'yellow', turning it to gold, and so, whilec
adding dircctly to the suggestion of werlth and
luxury, bringing out by ~ contrasting co-presence
in the one word the soft yellowmess of silk. To

rcfer to silk, emblem of luxurious leisure, as 'labours’

114

is in itself a telescoping of conflicting associations.
This secems rather far-fetched. "Yellow labours" is, more obviously,
a vehicle for the feeling of disgust at physical corruptibility
which pervades the whole specch, and the chief implication is,
"The stuff which people prize so much comes from 2 worm's innards
—and indced this is fitting beccuse the bodies which silk covers
are themselves disgusting”. The Swiftian possibilities of
"yellow labours" need no claboration. Dr. Leavis' suggestion
that '"yellow" brings in the idea of "gold" seems merely to distrnct
from the main point. I agree with Dr. Loavis that "expend" is in
touch with both "spin" nnd "spend" in the sense, I think, of
"destroy" or "waste", as in phrases like '"his strength was spent'.
This =2ssociates it not with »n idea of gold but with '"undo" and the
consequence of the "bewildering minute" of the sexual act. The

multiple propriety of "undo" is obvious, and had Dr. Leavis been

114. "Imagery and Movement", Scrutiny, xiii (1945-46), 120-121,
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less intent on stressing the inportance of contrast effcects, he
would presumably have noted it. "Undo" memns "unwind", "undress”
and "ruin'", The second and third of these meanings 2ie not
logically prescnt, but arc imposed by thc pervasive feeling of
disgust.

Dr. Leavis' commentary on that fragment from Tourneur is not,
in itself, import-ant, The misre¢ading, as I thing it, of Pope's
Elegy is a morc important conscquence of Dr. Le~vis' over-cmphasis
on contrast effects, not only bccausc the poem is an important one,
but also because Dr. Lcozvis, in placing it in the "metaphysical
tradition, as he does by stressing its "wit", is implicitly
attempting to remove from the Augustan treditianan essentially
Augustan achicvemcnt. A still morc important consequence is his
analysis of Milton.

Of the specch in which Comus tempts the Lady, Dr. Leavis says:

It mey look less mature, less developed, than the

verse of Pzradise Lost; it is, as a matter of fact,

richer, subtler and more se¢nsitive than anything in

Paradisc Lost, Paradisec Regained, or Samson

11
Agonistes. 5

115, Revaluation, p.48.
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Dr. Leavis comments specifically on the lines:

And set to work millions of spinning Worms

Thet in their grcon shops weave the smooth-hair'd silk....

The Shakespearian life of this is to be c¢xplained
largzely by the swift diversity of associations that are
run together. The impression of the swarming worns

is telescoped with that of the ordered industry of the
workshop, and a2 furthcr vividness results from the
contrasting 'green', with its suggestion of leafy
tranquillity. 'Smooth-hair'd' plays off against the
energy of thc verse the tactual luxury of stroking

human hair or thec living coat of an animal.116

This is a fine commentary but, a-ain, in omitting any mention of the
propriety of the language Dr. Lcavis is giving a mislecading
emphasis. The propricty is dramatic, and in ignoring this and
trcating the lines almost as if they wvere 2 hymn to nature in a
lyrical poem, Dr., Leavis is also falling into the tendency, to be
discussed later, of imappropriately applying the criterion of
"concrcteness'., It is necessary to scet the lines in their
immcdiate context, in order to illustrate my point:

Wherefore did Nature pour her bountics forth
With such a full and unwithdrawing hand,
Covering the earth with odours, fruits, and flocks,

Thronging the seas with spawn innumerable,

116. Revaluation, p.48.
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But all to please and sate the curious taste?

And scet to work millions of spinning worms,

That in their grecen shops weave the smooth-haircd silk,
To deck her sonsy; and, that no corner might

Be vacant of her plenty, in her own loins

She hutched th'all-worshipped ore and precious gems

117

To store her children with.
That Comus' exhortation to the Lady to indulge her appetites is
supposed to be evil is clear not only from the wider context but
from the speech itself. The excessiveness of the thing begins to
be felt at "Covering the earth with odours....'", which kas a
smothering feeling, and is carried on in the next line. This
excessiveness is commented on in the phrase "sate the curious taste',
and the unplecasant fact that the taste is being sated with "spawn
innumerable" needs no claboration, Presumably the meaning is that
the fish grow up to bc eatcn, but the unpleasant notion of sating
onesclf with spawn still intrudes itself. The fcelings thus set
in motion inevitably colour the next line, so that the "millions of
spinning worms" present by no means 2n entirely pleasing picture and
the redundancy of "haired" in "smooth-haired silk" is a voluptuous
excess. The unpleasantness rcaches a climax in the grotesquerie of':

in her own loins
She hutched th'all-worshipped ore and precious gems

To store her children with.
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This quite explicitly presents the idea of the children ransacking
the mother's womb. An analysis of the lines, in terms of unity and
propricty, adopts thc procedure that was used in our earlier

examination of some lines from Paradise Lost.118 Contrast ceffects

do have a vivifying effect, but they are secondary to those
inter-connecctions of meaning which unify the feeling of the passage.

The distinction betwecn these lines and anything in Paradise Lost

(and, evidently, they zre different from anything in Paradise Lost,

as Dr. Leavis says) has to be made in terms of rhythm and movement,
not in terms of a fuller exploitation of meaning.

Similar comments might be made on the other passage from Milton
which Dr. Leavis, in Revaluation, analyzes in terms of contrast-
effects:

Not that fair field
Of Enna, where Proserpin gath'ring flow'rs
Herself a fairer Flow'r by gloomy Dis
Was gather'd - which cost Ceres all that pain
To scek her through the world - ...
.. .might with this Paradise
Of Eden strive.119

118. See above, pp.304-306.

119. Revaluation, p.63. I have added a line to Dr. Leavis'
quotation. (Paradise Lost, Bk IV, 11.268-275.)
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Dr. Leavis comments:

It is in thc repeated verb thatthe realizing imagination
is irresistibly manifecsted; dit is the final 'gathered!
that gives concrete life to a conventional phrasc and
makes Proserpin herself a flower., And to make her a
flower is to establish the difference betwecen the two
gatherings: the design - the gathered gatherer - is

subtle in its simplicity.120
Again the commentary is impressive, but again one needs, I think, to
make the obvious point that the consonances of meaning are more
important than the contrasts or disparities. Milton has brought
back to full life one of the oldest of metaphors (the girl as
flower) and the bringing back to life is very clearly a matter of
releasing all the reverberations of feeling and implications that
the metaphor can contain. Detailed analysis would be superfluous,
and it would be foolish to suppose that Dr. Leavis himself could not
have given it.

It is not, I think, possible to say exactly what part this
over-emphasis on contrnst effects, and the somctimes unsatisfactory
style of analysis that gocs with it, played in Dr. Leavis' over-all
estimation of Milton. It seems likely, in fact, that Dr. Leavis'

radical objection to Paradise Lost (Which is where the critical

focus has been) is moral rather than aesthetic. For example, we

120. Revaluation, p.63.
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arc told that Milton, in Paradise Lost, "offcers as ultimate for

our worship mere brute assertive will, though he condemns it
unwittingly by his argument and by glimpses of his own finer human
standard".‘121 Since a scnse of God's terrible and overwhclming
power is precisely what lics ot the heart of the "sublime'", one may
foirly rephrase Dr. Leavis' comment, ~nd say that the '"sublime" is
a mode which he finds rcpellent.122 I would say, thcrefore, that
Dr, Leavis' work on Milton is much like that of Dr. Johnson on the
metaphysical pocts; he has no sympathy with the attitudes and
experiences which the poctry characteristically expresses, and his
lack of sympathy is rcadily re-inforced by his habitual style of
123

analysis. This point has =z2lready becn made about Eliot's
1
criticism of Milton, 24 and it is, of course, evident that the

religious poetry in wlich Dr. Leavis is most interested is Eliot's

Four Quartets - poetry as far rcmoved as may be from that of

Paradisc Lost.

121. Revaluation, p.58.

122. See, for example, Spectator (No.489), ed. D.F. Bond,
Oxford, 1965, iv, 233-234.

123. Sce above, pp.230-231,

124. See above, PP.337=338.
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VII.

I have argued thot Dr., Le~avis holds potentially mislcading
vicws about the exploritory use of lmnguage and =bout the
importance of contrast caffacts, I will now look 2t his
occasionally doubtful application of the criterion of '"concrotoness',
2nd argue that he can, at strategic points, fall into a crudely
"imagist" approach, cven though he is, at other points, well awarec
of the limitations of such an approach.

One factor here is Dr. Leavis' view of the "dircct zffcects”
of poetic language, and his comments on Keats' applcs in the opening

lines of Ode to Autumn are =n 2pt starting point:

It is ~ mattcr, among other things, of the way in
which the analogical suggestions of the veried complex
efforts and motions compelled on us 2s we pronouncc
and follow the words ~nd hold them properly togcther
(1zcaning, that is, has from first to last its
inseparable and cssential part in the ceffect of the
'sound') enforece 2nd enact the paraphrasable meaning.
The ~ction of the packed consonants in 'moss'd cottage
trees' is plain cnough: there stand the trces gnarled
and sturdy, their leafy entanglements thickly loaded.
It is not fanciful, I think, to find that (the sense
being what it is) the pronouncing of 'cottage-treces'
suggests, too, thc crisp bite and the flow of juicc as

125

the teeth closc in on the ripe apple.

125. The Common Pursuit, p.16.
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I do not think that Dr. Leavis is being merely fanciful, much as an
unsympathetic reader might disagree with him, However, it is
useful to remember here, T think, what Richoards said about thc
"direct effects" of languesze, which he called "tied imzgery':

Too much importance has always been attsched to the
sensory qualities of images. What gives an imnge
efficacy is less its vividness as cn image than its
character as 2 mental event peculiarly connected with
sensation. It isy, in a way which no one yet knows
how to explain, a relict of sensation and our
intellectual @znd emotional response to it depends

far more upon its being, through this fact, a
reprcsentative of a scnsation, than upon its sensory
resemblance to onc. An image may losc almost all
its sensory nature to the point of becoming scarcely
an image at all, o merc skeleton, and yct represent

o sensation cuite as adequately es if it were flaring

with hallucinatory vividity.126

In his 2nalysis of Keats, Dr. Leavis takes the "tied imegery" =s
being imitative of sensation, and is quite justified in doing so.
Richerds' point, however, secems to be generally volid, and Dr.
Leavis, in fact, elsewherc implicitly registers agrecment with it,
as, I think, can be shown in the following way.

Dr., Leavis, in his analysis of Kcats, is seizing upon an

126. Principles of Liternry Criticism, London, 1926, pp.119-120.
Cf. above, p,27,




unusually prominent cxzmple of the way in which the direct effects
work. It is perhaps significant that hs twice uses the seme lines

from the Ode to Autwin, ond that he twice uscs some lines by Donne

for the seme sort of purposo.127 One might be temptcd to conclude
that convincing exanples are not very c¢asy to come by,

A similar prominence is seized upon by Dr. Leavis in his
discussion of Hopkins' use of thc direct cffects of language. He

refcrs, without quoting it, to Tom's Garland, and to Hopkins' own

comnents on the poerm:

[Hopkins] indicates now and then in notes the kind

of thing he is doing. 'Here comes a violent but
effective hyperbaton or suspension, i which the action
of the mind mimics that of the labourcr - surveys his
lot, low but free from carc; then by =2 sudden strong
act throws it over the shoulder or tosses it ~way as

o light matter.! Effects of this order may be found

. 128
on ~ny page of his work.

The passage to whicih Hookins rcefirs iss

Tom Heart-at-case, Tom Nevvy: he is all for his mczl

Sure, 's bed now. Low be it: lustily he his low lot (feel
That ne'er need hunger, Tom; Tom seldom sick,

Seldomer heartsore; that treads through, prickproof, thick

1
Thousands of thomms, thoughts) swings though. 29

127. See Revaluation, pp.263-264 and p.13, and English Literaturec
in our Time, pp.88-89.

128. New Bearings in English Poetry, p.172.

129. Poems of Gerard Manley Hopkins, ed. W.H. Gardner, 1956,
p.107.
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No one would question the success of this bold effcct, but its
unusuanlness necds no stressing. Hopkins himself says that it is
"in point of exccution very hishly wrought", and Dr. Leavis refers
to "the peculisrities of [Hopkins'] tcchnique”.13o Dr. Leavis,
however, insists at the same time that Hopkins is only ccccntuating
the natural qualities of the language, and tries to enforce the
point by compmring Hopkins' lines with two passages from

Shakespunre.B1

It is clear to me that neither of these two
vassages is nearly so '"highly wrought' 2s Hopkins' lines; but there
is no need to cexaminc them in detail, becsuse the essential point

is conceded e¢lsewhere by Dr. Lenvis himself. Aftzr a characteristic
analysis of Shakesp.zre's use of the direct effects of language,

he says:

In the meture Shakespears it is pervasive, but it ce

be fixed on for convincing comment only where the

132

working is comparatively simple and obvious.
For the most part, that is, the working of thce dircct effects is not
simply imitative and is beyond a2nalysis., Thesc arc the points

insisted on by Richards,

130. New Bearings in English Poetry, p.167.

131. ibid., p.169.

132. "Antony and Cleopatra and All For Love'", Scrutiny, v
(1936-37), 162-163.
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Dr. Len~vis, I have agreed, is Jjustified in his comments on
Keats and Hopkinsy it is with regard to Milton that his reliance
on an imitative theory of the direct offccts is suspect. When
Dr. Leavis praises this aspect of Milton's languagc, he appeals to
an imitative critcrion:

Nor was his name uwnheard or unador'd

In ancient Grecce; and in Ausonian land

Men called him Mulciber: and how he fell

From Heav'n, they fabl'd, thrown by angry Jove
Sheer o're the Chrystal Battlements: from Morn
To Noon he fell, from Noon to dewy Eve,

A Summer's day; and with the setting Sun

Dropt from the Zenith like 2 falling Star,

On Lemnos gh'Aegean Ile: thus they relate,

33

Erring....

Dr. Leavis comments:

What is most important to note is that the heavy
strosses, the charscteristic cadences, turns and
returns of the verse, have a peculinr expressive

felicity.134

He makes the samc point of the same passage in "Mr. Eliot and

Milton", emd uses the same criterion when praising the speech of

133. Paradise Lmst, BkeI, 11.738-747.

134, Revaluction, p.45.
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1
Comus, part of which we have already ecxamined. 35 If the Lady's
austcere doctrine were universally practiSced, says Comus, Nature,

would be quite surcharged with her own weight,
And stingl'd with her waste fertility;
Th'earth cumbcr'd, andthe wing'd 2ir dark't with plunecs,
The herds would over-rmltitude their Lords,
The sca o're fraught would swell, [and th'unsought dismonds
Would so emblazc the forehead of the deep,
And so bestud with stars, that they below
Would grow inur'd to light, and coune at last
‘]136

To gaze upon the sun with shameless brows
Dr. Leavis quotes only as far as '"swell" and says:

To cut the passage short here is to lame it, for the
effect of Naturc's being strangled with her waste
fertility is partly conveyed by the ejaculatory
piling-up of clauscs, as the&eader, by turming back,
can verify. But onec way in which the verse acts the
mcening - not merely says but does - is fairly

represented in the line,
Th'earth cumber'd, and the wing'd air dark't with plumes,

Where the arowding of stressed words, the consonantal clusters

and the clogged movement have a function that nceds no

137

analysis.

135. The Common Pursuit, p.17, footnote,

136. Revaluation, p.51. I have added some lines to Dr. Leavis'
quotation (comus, 11.728-736.

137. Revaluation, pp.51-52.



407.

Cutting the passage short, in fact, allows Dr. Leavis to evade the
difficulty which I raised earlier with regard to this whole

138

speech. The speech expresses a certain style of exaggeration
and the direct effects of the langun~ge have reference to that,
rather than to the objects which the verse is describing. It
would be difficult for Dr. Lzavis to coument on "bestud with stars"
in the way in which he comments on,

Thtearth cumber'd, and thc wing'd air dark't with plumes,
because the sound and rhythm are not simply imitative. Even in the
line isolated by Dr. Leavis, the reader's attention, surely, is on
Conus rather than on the objects he is describing. Rhythm, as
Richards said, is the organisation of the direct effects in the
service of the ongoing movement of meaning. In this specch the
neaning is primerily a matter of Comus' feelings, tone and
intention.

It is when Dr. Leavis agdvergely criticizes Milton's verse that
one is most worried by the conscquences of appealing to a simply
imitative theory of the function of ticd imagery. According to
Dr. Leavis, Milton's 'characteristic cadences",which have in the
Mulciber passage "a peculiar expressive felicity", have, as a rule,

139

a "routine thump". Those cadences have, in fact, an intimate

138. See above, Ppe396~397.

139. Revaluation, p.46.
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relation with Milton's "sublimity'". To use Dr. Johnson's phrasing
again, one rccalls the rcenrrk that Milton's "natural port is

140

gigantick loftincss". "Port" iz an apt word for rcferring to
novement, and Johnson is implicitly noting the obvious reclation

between movenent and fecling in Poradise Lost. To revert to

Richards' language, the tied imagery of Paradisc Lost functions with

reference to Milton's characteristic feeling, tone and intention.

As we have already notcd, Dr. Leavis is far from being in sympathy
with that feceling, and it is consequently no surprisc that for him
Milton's rhythm does not come to life. Further, the lack of
sympathy is re-inforced ~nd confirmed by an appeal to o critical
principle which is always congenial to Dr. Lenvis and, in some

cases, valid. In this casc the orinciple is th~t of "concreteness',

with particular rcfercnce to the function of the tied imegery.

VIIT.

Dr. Le=avis is also cepable, at strategic points, of misusing
the ideal of "concreteness" not simply with refercnce to ticed

imagery but in a gencral way. One says "at strategic points"

140, Lives of the Poets, i, 177.
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because he is perfectly well aware in theoxry of the limitetions of

141

such an approach. One such strategic point is his critique of

Milton, but the necessary corments cn that have already been made

142

with rezard to Eliot's similar procedure. I will look instead

a2t some of Dr. Leavis' analysis of Shelley's poctry. He comments
at length on "%hen the lamp is shattered" and the final two stanzas
reccive thc sceverest strictures:

When hearts have once mingled
Love first leaves the well-built nest;
The weak onc is singled
To endure what it once possessed.
O Love! who bewailest
The frailty of all things hcre,
Why choose you the frailest

For your cradle, your home, and your bier?

Its passions will rock thee
As the storms rock the ravens on high;
Bright recason will mock thec,
Like the sun from a wintry sky.
From thy nest every rafter
Will rot, and thine ezgle home
Leave thee naked to laughter, i

When leaves fall and cold winds come.

141, See, for example, The Common Pursuit, pp.16-17.

142, ibid,, pp.19-20. For Eliot on Milton sce above, pp.301-308.

143. Revaluation, p.217.
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The first two stanzas, which lead into this, consist of a series
of figurative illustrotions of things dying when their container,
so to speak, is broken -— for instance, the first two lines of the
poen *

When the lamp is shattered
The light in the dust lies dead.

The stanzas we he.ve quoted elaborate this idea with regard to love;
when the heart, which contains love, is broken, love dies.
Dr. Leavis profcsses puzzlement at the penultimate stanzas |

It would be unpoetically literal to suggest that, |
since the weak one is singled, the truant nust be the

mate, and, besides, it would raisc unnecessary difficulties.

Perhaps the mate, the strong one, is what the weak one,

deserted by Love, whose alliance made possession once ‘

2144 |

possible, now has to endure?
He dismisses this last alternative as unlikely, end concludes that
wc are not being invited to respond to any "realization of the
metaphors", but to react unthinkingly to the "sentimental

145

conmonplaces', Dr. Leavis then concludes, having decided that
there is no '"rcalization" in the penultinate stanza, that "thee"

in the first line of the last stanza is the poet himself, and that

144, Revaluation, p.219,.

145. ibid.
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146

Shelley is meking "self-pity a luxury".

But thc penultinatce stanza does, as I read it, have a plain
enough meaning, though it does not "rcalize" its objects in the way
that Dr. Leavis demends, Two people fall in love. One of them
is level-headed and can cxercise emotional control ("the well-built
nest'"), and he, or she, stops loving before the other. The other
is the "werk onc'", who is left along, ~nd for him, or her, love is
now an unwelcome inmate of the heart, merely to be endured. The
question is then asked; why love chooscs to stay in such weak hearts,
which will bc¢ unable to sustain him?

In the last stanzo love, as the syntax obviously denands, is
still being addressed. The weak heart, subject to wild
fluctuations of emotion, will rock lovec about. Alternating with
these fits of passion will be cynical mockery of love., Eventually,
the weak heart will rot itsclf by these various cxcesses, and
reasanable people, having observed the whole sequence of events,
will conclude thst love is a very silly sort of busincss.,

Throughout the poem "love! has the scnse "romantic passion'.

It is possible that "bright reczson' belongs to the people who
will 2lso laugh at love at the close of the poen. On the other
hand, it is possible that the final laughter will come from the

weak one, reacting against his sentimental excess with an ensuing

146. Revaluation, p.221.
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cynical excess, I think that the words, and the situction, cen,
in f=ct, comfortably becar both of these interpretations
simultaneously.

The function of the metaphors here is not to achieve
"realization", in the sirple scnse.,  Its function is that which is
generally described in Richards' remark that "the poet's task is
constantly...that of finding ways and mcans of controlling feeling

147

through metaphor". For instance, in,

Bright rezson will nmock thee

Like the sun from o wintry sky
one notes how '"bright'", introduccd by the metaphor, brings in a
certain tone. This tone can be baest indicated by saying that
"bright" in thc sense of '"clever" wns uscd, at that time, "chicfly
of one's inferiors or children"; and it mey fairly be called

148

ironical. If "bright rcmson" rzfers te the venk one's owm
cynical reaction, the implication of childishness has an obvious
relevance. If it belongs to mocking observers of the situation,
then they are "inferior" becnusc they are mocking, and not helping.
The tone of irony modulntcs into 2 more strongly critical fecling

as the metaphor lecads upn to the forceful word "rot", and this

feeling moves, in turn, into the sharp thrcat of the last line.

147. I.A. Richards, Practical Criticism, London, 1929, p.223.

148. N.E.D., 8.
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It may be that Dr. Leavis, in such analyses, is betraying the
tendency which Richards saw in Hulme, and mistakenly demending
realization of the vehicle, rather than realisation of the whole

149

mnetaphor. This scems to be the case in some comments on Blake,
at & point when Blake's '"concretencss" is being favourably contrasted
with Shelley's lack of it. Dr. Lesvis says of the opcning of

"O Rose thou art sick'": "The vocative establishes the Rose 'out
there' before us, so that it belongs to the order of visible beiungs

and we don't question that wec sce it".150

Dr. Leavis himself notes
that "see" can be misleading in a context like this, and insists
that he is not guilty of the "visualist fallacy", but even so one
feels inclined to insist that Blake is not talking 2bout a real
rose; the pocem is metaphoric and the rose is the vehicle, The
point may be rc-inforced by noting that Dr. Leavis' claim is a
surprisingly large one for the mere usc of a vocative. The same

can be said of his remark thet "found out thy bed/Of crimson joy",

is voluptuously factual in suggestion, and, in ways
we needn't try and analyse, more than tactual - we feel
ourselves 'bedding down' in the Rose, and there is also

a suggestion of a secret heart ('found out'), the focus

149. See above, pe.143.

150. "'Thought'! and Emotional Quality", Scrutiny, xiii
(1945-46), 69.
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of life, down there 2t the core of the closely

151

clustered and enclosing petals.
If one devotes oncself so strenuously to "realizing'" the actual rose,
one has insufficient attention left for the tenor of the mctephor,
and the evidence, of course, that the poem is more than a literal
presentation of a rose is given by the poen itself, It would be &
weste of time, for example, to try to "realize" the “invisible worm'".

The role played by Dr. Leavis' views on poetic language in his
estimnte of Shelley is, I think, much the same as in the case of
Milton. He has little sympathy with the poet's characteristic
attitudes, and possesses convenient, but actually inappliceble
critical principles which can be * brought to bear to
re-inforce the lack of sympathy.

I have already touched upon the other noticcable arca in which
Dr. Leavis, in my opinion, too simply applies the criterion of

52

concretencss —Shakespcarc's dramatic poetry.1 The process here
is like that exhibited in the foregoing analysis of Blake. As we
saw, it is, with regnrd to Shakespeare, only occasionally evident,
and Dr. Leavis commonly talks of Shakespeare's poetry in terms of

tone, fceling and intention. This is to be expected, since he

frequently spenks in those terms when discussing poetry in

151, "Thought' and Emotional Quality", Scrutiny, xiii
(1945-46), 69.

152. See above, pp.249=255,
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general , For cxemple, one readily recalls his analyses of Donne.
However, Dr. Leazvis' occasional tendency to talk as though a
speech in =2 Shakespeare play is "concrete" in the way that, say,

Keats! 0Ode to Autumn is concrete, is important becausce it gave

powerful impetus to that sort of Shakespeare criticism which is
s

practiced by L.C. Knights, or by Wilson Knight. For instance,

Dr., Leavis says:

Shakespearc's marvellous faculty of intense local
rcalisation is a froculty of realizing the whole locally.
A Shakespearc play, says Professor Wilson Knight,
ey be considered as 'an extended netaphor', and the
phrase suggests with grent felicity this almost -

inconceivably close and delicate orgemic wholeness,
A representative remark by L.C. Knights may be sct alongside this.
He says of an imagc in Macbeths

Previous images of darkness and torpor have helped to
determine the way in which we receive the quoted passage

when it comes,

and goes on to specak of the "larger pattern that lies behind the
155

plot and the characters". Newton, in a plea for a return to an

emphasis upon the study of character in Shakespeare's plays, makes

153. Revaluation, pp.13-14.
154, ibid., pp.60-61,

155. Some Shakespcarcan Themes, London, 1959, p.18.

153
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a general condemnntion of the study of Shakespearc's ”thenes".156
I hnve nc objection to the study of thenmes, “hat is untenoble, I
think, is thc view thrt the study of thematic inogery dees greater
justicc to Shrkesepare's poetry, thon does the study of "char:cter".
As vic have scon, the study of themntic imngery inevitiobly ignores 2
large part of the subtlety and power of Shakcspeare's poetny.157
Any anelysis of drrnstic poctry, unless it is to olace artificial
rcstrictions upon itself, nust quickly enter into questions of
tone, feeling and intention in the languege, and, in cntering into
them, it finds itsclf discussing 'charactcer'. A real delicacy of
regponse to Shrokespearets poctry is thot which is excomplified in,

158

for example, Dr. Johnson's ~ccount of Polonius.

IX.

I have srguced. thet Dr. Leavis'! views on poetic language

contain o baaic cluster of idcas which ere similar to Richards',

156, J.M. Newton, "Scrutiny's Feilure with Shakespeare',
Combridge Quarterly, i ( 1965-66), 144-177.

157, Sec above, pp.249-251,

158. See above, Pp.252-255,
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but thnt he shows biases in the particular application of then.

creative! usce of lansueogce, ~ tendency o over-cmphasize
disparity-action, and to ap»nly too simply the nrinciple of
"concratencss", These binses rs, as onc would expect, largely
rclated to certain cmphases in the poetry snd criticisam of
T.S. Eliot. They sare nmost noticezble ot stratcgic points where
they conveniently re-inforce judgements which spring from Dr., Leavis'
lack of synpathy with certain pocts.

On the positive side, I am not claining, of coursc, that
Dr. Leavis is a2 greaxt critic because he has . core of sound critical
principlces similar to Richards'. Such principlcs are worthloess
unless they arc cccompaniced by 2 caprcity for full response to
poetry— a capacity which Dr. Lenvis posscsscs to a rare degree.
The role of analysis in such response is, ~s we have sean, well
described by Dr. Leavis hinself:

Whet e call analysis is, of course, 2 constructive or
crentive process, It is o more deliberate following
through of that process of crestion in response to the

159

poet's words which rcading is.

159. Bducation ~nd the University, p.70.
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The word "croation'" horoe serves as a convenioent reminder that

Dr, Leavis' style of analysis, being concorned with complexity,

is gearcd to the idesns of "vrenlisation" and "self-realisntion
which lic at the heart of his claius for the valuc of poctry;

the enalysis is in immediate touch with the widcr intercst. It
is, I think, this cffective and simple corc of principles which,
combining with his gif't fer vivid and delicate response to powetry,

gives Dr. Leavis! criticism its charncteristic energy and point.



CHAPTER 10

We BMPSOIV: COMPLEXITY AND AMBIGUITY

IO

I wish to examine some aspects of Empson's criticism in the
light of the two views which have been recurrent throughout my thesis;
the view that modern analytical criticism has more in common with
older criticism than is commonly supposed, and the view that modern
criticism exaggerates certain features of poetic language, -namecly,
those which come under the general head of "disparity",
"contrast" or "irony". Both of these views can be readily

illustrated from Seven Types of Ambiguity and my discussion of

Empson is therefore brief. TThat follows does not, of course,
pretend to be a complete estimate of Empson's critical achievement.
The chief points to be stressed are that Type I of Empson's
seven types of ambiguity closely resembles Richards' notion of
"interinanimation" and, therefore, the doctrine of "propriety";
that it is different in kind frofi: the other types; that it is
the most important types and that the remaining types, though they
are the framework for much fine critical commentary, represent a
characteristic bias.
The first of these points can be illustrated from the opening

pages of Seven Types of Ambiguity. Empson defines "ambiguity"

as what occurs when "a word or a grammatical structure is
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effective in several ways at once', and goes on to give his well-
known (notorious, one might say) commentary on the line "Bare
ruined choirs, where late the sweet birds sang':s

the comparison holds for many reasons; because ruined
monastery Ohoirs are places in which to sing, because
they involve sitting in & row, because they are made of
wood, are carved into knots and so forth, because they
used to be surrounded by a sheltering building
crystallised out of the likeness of a forest, and
coloured with stained glass and painting like flowers
and leaves, because they are now abandoned by all but
the grey walls coloured like the skies of winter,
because the cold and Narcissistic charm suggested by
the choir-boys suits well with Shakespeare's feeling
for the object of the Sonnets, and for various sociological
and historical reasons (the protestant destruction of
monasteries; fear of puritanism), which it would be
hard now to trace out in their proportions; these
reasons, and many nore relating the simile to its place
in the Sonnet, must all combine to give the line its
beauty, and there is a sort of ambiguity in not knowing
which of them to hold most clearly in mind. Clearly
this is involved in all such richness and heightening
of effect, and the machinations of ambiguity are among

]
the very roots of poetry.

1. Seven Types of Ambiguity, Third Edition (Revised), Londonm,
1953, pp.2-3.
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The bearings of this can be indicated by noting that it could be
taken as an el=borate illustration of Richards' view that in
"imaginative'" metaphors there is a multiplicity of links between
tenor and vehicle.2 I have already discussed the ways in which
Richards' idea of "inter inanimation'" resembles the doctrine of
"propriety" and do not need to illustratein any detail the relation
between the latter amd Empson's first type of ambiguity.3 The

general point might be made, however, that Empson in Seven Types of

Ambiguity already shows signs of finding the spirit of eighteenth
century analytical criticism congenial, as is indicated by his praise
of Johnson, who, Empson says, thought "to a great extent rightly"

4 Empson's

that he possessed a '"positive machinery" of analysis.
liking, of course, comes out particularly strongly in his subsequent

work on Milton, both in Some Versions of Pastoral and Milton's God,

both of which show close familiarity with eighteenth century analysis

of the verbal detail of Paradise Lost.5

My second and third points (that the first type of ambiguity is

both radically different from and more important than the remaining

2. See above, Pe«92.
3. See above, p.204.

4. Seven Types of Ambiguity, p.255.

5, Empson's chapter on Milton in Some Versions of Pastoral is,
of course, acknowledged by Christopher Ricks as the cue for
Ricks' own analysis of Milton's style in hisliilton's Grand
Style, Oxford, 1963, P.9
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types) have both been made by Empson himself, though neither, so
far as I know, has been stressed as muchi as it ought to be.
Empson coiicedes the radical difference in a discussion with

F.W. Bateson in Essays in Criticism, Pressed by ifr. Bateson about

sorle of the details of his coumentary on '"bare ruined choirs',
Empson remarks; iv First Type is meant to be different from the
other ones”.6 The difference is, that in the later types there are
conflicts between the various implicit meanings, whereas in the first
type there are only different "emphases'" all of which are, so to
speak, unidirectional.7

That the first type is the most important is explicitly noted by
Empson. After the commentary on "bare ruined choirs", and the
basic definition of ambiguity, which I have quoted above, he says;
"Such a definition of the first type of ambiguity covers almost
everything of literary importance'. e adds that his chapter on the
first type ought, therefore, to be his "lrsst and most illuminating",
but immediately goes on to give reasons why this is not the case.8
The most important of these reasons is that it is very hard to be

sure about the background meanings which Empson claims are enriching

6. "The Critical Forum", Essays in Criticism, iii (1953), 362.

7. Seven Types of Ambiguity, p.48

~ =

8. ibid., p.3.
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"bare ruined choirs". This, of course, is true when analysis is
as subtle and fertile as Empson's; and most of the adverse
criticism levelled at Empson has tended chiefly to accuse him of,
to use his own phrase, '"spinning fancies out of his own mind".9
Indeed, he seems to have almost wilfully invited that sort of
criticism, remarking. in a rather casual way, near the end of Seven

Types of Ambiguitys:

I have, in fact, been as complete as I could in cases
that seemed to deserve it, and considered whether each

of the details was reasonable, not whether the result

10
was reasonable as a whole,

He has, that is, piled up possible meanings for words, phrases and
sentences, without intending to claim that they could all be fitted
into the total context. This, clearly, is an important reservation
and it seems typical of Empson not to have helped the reader by
giving it more prominence. Had Elder Olson noticed it, his attack
on Empson'!s "method" would have had, to say the least, to be modified,
sillce he accuses Empson precisely of piling up meanings in that
way-11

However, even when that reservation is allowed for, it remains

true in general that analysis of the background of meaning which

9. Seven Types of Ambiguity, p.49.

10. ibid., p.244.

11. Elder Olson, "William Enpson, Contenporary Criticism and Poetic
Diction", Critics and Criticism, ed. R.S. Crane, Chicago, 1952,
P.48.
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may be felt, at any given point, to be giving the language of a poen
its penetration and vitality, may easily squander itself in mere
fancifulness. I would like here to iterate my own view, that analysis
of this kind is valuable not because it can be definitive in particular
instances, but because of its cumulative effects. Cumulatively it

may develop in the r~ador a proper attentiveness to full and

delicate uses of language; and it may be used to support a general
judgement about a body of poetry. As an exanple of that last

point I would take Johnson's claim that "harshness" is one of
Shakespeare's characteristic defects, Johnson's znalysis does not
give conclusive proof in one example but points to significant

features in a number of examples.

One would not wish to be too cautious. Analysis can go further
than Johnson was wont to takeit, and still elicit the reader's full
consent. This brief account of the nature of Empson's first type
of ambiguity should close with what seems to me & characteristically
impressive example. It is from Empson's commentary on
the "propriety" of "Dust hath closed Helen's eye'— "propriety" in
the sense of fullness of meaning brought out by inter-connections
with the surrounding words. Empson quotess

Beauty is but a flower
Which wrinkles will devour.

Brightness falls from the air.

12. See above,ppe.205-207,
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Queens have died young and fair.
Dust hath closed Helen's eye.
I am sick, I nust die.

1
Lord, have mercy upon us.

and, after an expanded account of the various possible meanings of
"Brightness falls from the air", comments on "Dust hath closed
Helen's cye':

One must think of Helen in part as an undecaying corpse
or a statue; it is dust from outside which settles on her
eyelids, and shows that it is long since they have been
opened; only in the background, as a truth which could
not otherwise be faced, is it suggested that the dust is
generated from her own corruption. As a result of this
ambiguity, the line imposes on brightness a further and
more terrible comparison; on the one hand, it is the
bright motes dancing in sunbeams, which fall and become
dust which is dirty and infectious; on the other, the
lightness, gaiety, and actﬁvity of humanity, which shall
4

come to dust in the grave.

This, I think, is the kind of criticism which genuinely sharpens
one's reading of the poen. It is, in an important sense, primary
criticism, in that it concerns itself with that without which other
kinds of criticism can have no very useful existence. It helps to

put the reader in full possession of the statements, and feelings,

13. Seven Types of Ambiguity, p.25 (T. Nashe, Summer's Lest Will and
1m&a&a&%%?it‘fff?ﬂ§ﬁ§érs%4).

14. ibid., p.27.
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about decay and death, of which the poew: consists, and in doing so
it concentrates attention on what Johnson called "the force of

poetry'": '"that force which calls newr powers into being, which

15

embodies sentiment, and animates matter".

I think it is necessary, therefore, to disagree (as Empson
himself does) with James Smith's limiting criticism of Empson's
approach. Smith complains that Empson uses the word "ambiguity"
ambiguously and continues:

Is the ambiguity referred to that of life - is it a
bundle of diverse forces, bound together only by their
co-existence? Or is it that of a literary device -

of the ellusion, conceit, or pun, in one of their more
or less conscious forms? If the first, Mr. Empson's
thesis is wholly mistaken; for a poem is not a mere
fragnent of life; it is a fragment that has been
detached, considered, and judged by a mind. A poem is
a noumenon rather than a phenomenon. If the second,
then at least we can say that Mr. Empson's thesis is

exaggerated.16
Ambiguity of Empson's first type does not involve (as do the
remaining types) "a bundle of diverse forces". That is, it does
not necessarily involve, either at a conscious or an unconscious

level, "irony'", "tension", 'paradox", or whatever word of that

15, Rambler, (o. 168), Yale, v, 127.

16. Quoted by Empson in Seven Types of Ambiguity, Preface,
p. xii. (Janes Sudth, & review of Seven Types of Ambiguity,

The Criterion, x(1930-31),741.)
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kind one chooses to employ. And it is much more than a matter of
"allusion, conceit or pun™. Miss Tuve once remarked that Empson's
analytical method is an old one that has been "resuscitated after
some four or five hundred years and given a new slant”.17 I
believe that, in its most imnortant features, Empson's method is a
refinement rather than a '"new slant" and a refinement of a method
which occupied a central role in English literary criticism as

recently as the eighteenth century.

IT.

My fourth point about Empson's approach in Seven Types of

Ambiguity (that the last six types represent a bias) requires
illustration at grecater length than do my first threc points.

In gcneral, the loter types owe mucl: to Richards' concept of
"irony'". This is evident, for example, in Empson's remark that in
Herbert's "The Sacrifice'", "the contradictory impulses that are held
in equilibrium by the doctrine of atonement may be seen in a

1
luminous juxtaposition'". 8 This is the language of Richards'

17. R. Tuve, '"On Herbert's 'Sacrifice'", Kenyon Review,

xii (1950), p.74.

18, Seven Types of Ambiguity, p.224; see above p,28.
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Principles of Literary Criticism, and it is here particularly

significant because Herbert's poem is a key instance of the scventh
type of ambiguity, and the seventh type is the purest of the later
types.19 The conflict between the possible meaninizs of a poem, or
of a part of a poem, need not always be of that kind, but there is,
in the later types, always conflict of some kind. Thiz is made
clear in Empson's definition of the fourth type:

An ambiguity of the fourth type occurs when two or more
neanings of a statement do not agree among themselves,
but combine to make clear a more complicated state of
mind in the author. Bvidently this is a vague enough
definition which would cover much of the third type, and

almost everything in the types which follow.20
I shall argue that Empson, pressed by his own theory, tends to find
conflict where nonc exists and, more importantly, that the nearer a
poem approaches to his seventh type (the purest in the series) the
less value it has as a poem. I shall do so by considering a key
poem in the seventh type and a key poem in the fourth type, which,
as wc have just scen is defined in such a way as to cover almost
everything in the book outside the first and second types.

It is sufficient to discuss these two examples, since they can,
I think, be related to a general principle. I will outline this

principle first, by referring again to James Smith's adverse

19. Seven Types of Ambiguity, p.192 and p.224.

20, dibid., p.133.
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criticism of Empson's spproach. The point with which I agree in
Smith's critique is that a poem is a "noumenon" rather than a
"phenomenon'"; that it "has been detached, considered, and judged
by a mind".21 Empson posits, in crucial instanccs, a degree of
unawareness on the part of the poet, which would, I think, have
prevented a successful poem from having been written at all.

The words "unawarencss'" and "successful" in that last sentence
evidently present difficulties. I think these can best be handled
here by using Richards' way of working out (insofar as it can,
tentatively, be "worked out") the degree of "realisation" exhibited
in a poemn. As we have seen, '"realigation'" indicates, for Richards,
both the poet's awareness of his experience and his success in
putting it into words. Richards' "instrument" for probing these
questions is the notion of “interinanimation"; "realisation", on
this view, is the system of inter-connections between the words of
the poem.22 In plain terms, the noet by an unusually full use of
language both grasps and presents his cexperience, instcad of merely
talking about it or pointing towards it.

As Richards notes, in any such idea as that of a system of

23

inter-connected meanings, the idea of "unity" is also involved.

21, See above, p.426.
22, See above, ppe.90-93,

23, I.A. Richards, Coleridge on Imagination, ppe.75-T76.
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My general point is that Empson's approach neturally flouts the

"unity" of a poem by introducing meanings which wibalance the system
of inter-connected meanings which is the poen, I will txry to press
the point by looking at two cases where Empson is upsetting a system

of meanings in the way I have suggested.

I will teke first Hopkins' The Windhover, which is, for Empson,

a particularly important case of Type VII, about which type, in

general, Empson says:

An example of the seventh type of ambiguity, or at any
rate of the last type of this scries, as it is the most
ambiguous that can be conceived, occurs when the two
meanings of the word, the two values of the ambiguity,
are the two opposite meaninzs defined bv the context, so

that the total effect is to show a fundamental division

in the writer's mind.24

Empson puts The Windhover in this category by claiming that Hopkins,

without being aware of what he is doing, is juxtaposing two
contradictory impulses: on the one hand, an impulsc towards
spiritual fulfillment; on the other, an impulse towards physical
fulfillment.

In Empson's view, >he crucial word in the poem is 'buckle",
which, he says, has two meanings:

Brute beauty and valour and act, oh, air, pride, plume, here

24. Seven Types of Ambiguity, p.7192. For the importance of
Hopkins' poen in Empson's scheme, see p.224.
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Buckle! AND the fire that breaks from thee then, a billion

Times told lovelier, more dangerous, O ny chevalier!
Bmpson defincs the two meanings as followss

buckle like a military belt, for the disciplinc of
heroic action, and buckle like a bicycle wheel, 'makc

useless, distorted, and incapable of its natural motion'.
This double mecaning reflects, for Empson, the conflict of the whole
poerm:

Confronted suddenly with the active physical beauty of
the bird, he [Hopkins] conceives it as the oppositec of
his patient spiritual renunciation; the statements of
the poenm appear to insist that his own life is superior.
but he cannot decisively Jjudge between them, and holds

both with agony in his mind.25
"Conc®ives", "judge" and "in his mind" arc qucstionable, to say the
least, because Empson also wants to insist that Horkins is unaware
of the second meaning of '"buckle": '"he would have denied with anger
that he had meant 'like a bicycle wheel', and then after much
conscientious self-torture would have suppressed the whole poem”.2
However, as I suggestced above, it is better to examine the point in
terms of "realisation" and "unity'", rather than to tackle directly
the question of "awareness". The important fact, I believe, is

that what Empson calls the second meaning of "buckle'" is the

25. Seven Types of Ambiguity, p.225. Empson quotes the poen
in full on this page.

26, 1ibid., p.226, footnote.
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prirary and obvious meaning, because it is insisted upon by the
context., This is most clear in "AND the fire that breaks from thee
then", where the vehicle of the metaphor refers to something bending
under pressurc and emitting sparks —a metaphor, probably, from the
forge. That is the syster of meanings with which '"buckle" is
immediately connected. More widely, it is connected with the two
final metaphors of the poen; the bending and sparking niovement is
repeated when the downward pressure on the ploughshare makes it shine,
and when the falling of the embers makes them brecak and glow.

This repeated mctaphoric effect grows from the central statement
of the poem, which says that self-submission is both more exciting
and nore beautiful than self-assertion; and the closely
inter-connected meanings that I have just roughly sketched are the
"realisation" of that statement.

To return to the immediate context of "buckle", thc sense
"collapse'", is also accentuated by the sound and movement of the
lines, which closely conncct '"buckle" with "breaks". Further, it is
easy to find a place for the other sense (as in buckling a belt);
the poet's feeling for the "brute beauty" of the bird has to be

gathered and concentrated before it can be collapsed. In this way

the two meanings describe, in my view, that easily recognizable action
of the mind by which one brings an impulse to clear definition and
then deals with it.

Empson's interpretation destroys not only this coherent

system of meanings, but almost everything else in the poemn. It
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cannot recognise, for instance, the consistent and clear tone in
which Hopkins speaks about the bird. The tone is one in which
delighted admiration is tempered by a critical note - a note which,
to ny mind, is particularly clear in such phrases as "brute beaanty"
and "air, pride, plume'", and which has been introduced in the first
line of the poem with the rather arresting word "minion". The
bird is, after all, a brute, and the tone is that of a man who is
in control of the implications of what he is saying. The control
nanifests itself in the exact and delicate reverberations between the
words. "Air" has, for example, a double range of meaning. It
refers, in the first place, to the free element in which the bird
displays its beauty, and carries on, therefore, the sense of delight
which the poet has so powerfully caught in the early part of the
poenn; but it also carrics the meaning which appears in such phrases
as "he gives himself airs". This latter sense is brought out by
contact with "plume", which has a hint of the phrase "to plume
oncself", as well as a reference to beautiful plumage. Further, it
seens to me that the tone generated by these meanings is transmitted,
by way of "minion" to "dauphin'; the "air, pride" and '"plume" are
those of the courtly hanger-on. Finally, that atmosphere
surrounding the bird is contrasted with the images in which the
bird is rejected; the forge, the ploughshare and the hearth all
imply the opposite of courtly display.

Language functioning at this level of richness and precision

is, surely, incompatible with the degree of unawareness, on the
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poect's part, that Empson's interpretation requires. The more
successful a poem is, the less can it exhibit that divisiveness of
mind with which Empson is pre-occupied.

My second example of the way in which Empson exaggerates
divisivencss of mind is his commentary on Donne's "A Valediction,
of Weeping'", which is a key poem in his fourth type. The conflict
Empson sces in this pocm is less acute than that he sces in '"The
Windhover", since the contradictory feelings here are not so
diametrically opposed; but the two cases are broadly similar, since
Donne's "feelings", like Hopkins', are said to be "painfully

27

nixed". The mixture is said to consist of the poet's grief at
parting from the woman he loves, and his angry hostility because he
thinks that thc woman will be unfaithful to him when he has gone.28
The kind of evidence given by Empson to enforce his assertion
that the poet is suspicious of the woman, is typified by his comment

on,

When a tear falls, that thou falst which it bore,

So thou and I are nothing then, when on a divers shore.

Empson interprets this as sayings
These tears by falling show that you will fall who were

the cause of them. And thercfore, because you will

27. Seven Types of Ambiguity, p.145.

28. |ibidey pe139s
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fall when we are scparated, when we arec separatcd we
shall become nothing.29
There is not, I think,any nced to reproducc all of Empson's evidence;
the important point is that his interpretation distorts the main

systen of meanings which constitutes the poen. The case, in this

respect too, is similar to his treatment of The Windhover,

It is, I think, most apparent in the final lines of the poem
that Empson has gone astray:

Since thou and I sigh one another's breath,

Whoe'er sighs most, is cruellest, and hasts the other's death.
Empson commentss

In itSelf the notion is a beautiful one, 'our sympathy

is so perfect that any expression of sorrow will give
nore pain to the other party than relief to its owner,

so we ought to be trying to cheer cach other up', but

to say this is to abandon the honest luxuriance of

sorrow with which they have been enlivening their parting,
to try to forget fceling in a bright, argumentative,
hearty quaintness (the good characters in Dickens make

the orphan girl smile through her tears in this way);

the language itself has become flattened and explanatory:

so that he almost secms to be feeling for his hat.3o

Empson has to insist on this description of the tone and feeling of

these lines, since he is claiming that the poet is still feeling

29. Seven Types of Ambiguity, p.141.

30. ibid., pp.144-145.
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hostile to the woman. Empson, in the revised edition of the book,
does concede that these final lines may imply '"that they may choose
to do each other less harm than they could" and that the poet
"therefore seems to have cured himself of some of the earlier
suspicions'"; but he still believes '"that all this analysis is
correct".31 It seems to me to be incorrect. Empson gives no
indication how a "beeutiful" idea can generate the feeling that his
desire to find conflict in the poem compels him to impose here. And
it is particularly difficult to see any evidence that the poet is
"feeling for his hat'", since the power of the lines springs largely
from the fact that the lovers are embracing. The effect here is
typical of Donne, in that it gives new life to a '"witty" commonplace;
the idea is that '"the unifying power of our love has made us one,
therefore when you sigh, you are sighing my breath'"; but the
immediate dramatic point is that, as is stated in the final stanza,
they are in one another's arms, so that they are literally sighing
one another's breath. The effect is something that Donne has been
working for throughout the poem. The first stanza begins with, '"Let
me powre forth/My tears before thy face"; the second says, "my tears
mixed with thine do overfloW/This world"; and the third, "Weep me
not dead, in thine armes'". The feeling of physical closeness thus
produced is made to "pay off" in the closing lines of the poem, when

it is united with the idea of an interchange of souls; the

31, Seven Types of Ambiguity, p.145, footnote.
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extraordinary success of the poem, to my mind, is that one
momentarily feels that the idea that they have become each other is
literally true.

If there is any conflict of the kind that Empson insists on, it
is, at most, a minor element in the earlier part of the poem.
Empson's own final remark seems, in fact, to half concede the
point:

But perhaps I am libelling this masterpiece; all one
can say is that its passion exhausts itselfy; it achieves
at the end the sense of reality he was looking for, and

some calm of mind.32
In view of the rather trivializing remark about Dickens' orphan-girls,
and the claim that the poet is "feeling for his hat", "libelling"
seems the correct word, The important point, however, is that

Empson, as in the case of The Windhover, is imposing upon the poem a

conflict which breaks up the delicate system of meanings which
constitutes the poem. It is, to my mind, not possible to have, at
the close of the poem, both the feelings of tender intimacy, for
which Donne is so clearly working, and the feeling of merely
conventional reassurance which Empson tries to impose; the two
feelings are, surely, mutually exclusive.

My general conclusion is that where Empson tries to trace,

in a successful poem, an ambiguity of the kind exemplified in his

32. Seven Types of Ambiguity, p.145.
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commentary on the two poems discussed above, his attempt either
breaks down or destroys the poem; in the case of "The Windhover"
the poem is destroyed; in the case of "A Valediction, of “eeping",
Empson seems to half confess that his attempt has broken down.

The conclusion can be applied to Empson's general comment on the
problem that his method raises with regard to the idea of a poem's
unity:

all the subsidiary meanings must be relevant, because
anything (phrase, sentence, or poem) meant to be
considered as a unit must be unitary, must stand for a
single order of the mind. In complicated situations
this unity is threatened; you are thinking of several
things, 2r one thing as it is shown by several things,
or one thing in several ways. A sort of unity may be
given by the knowledge of a scheme on which all the
things occurs so that the scheme itself becomes the

33

one thing which is being considered.
Hence, as I understand it, Empson's view that "The Windhover'", for
example, embodies an unresolved and unperceived conflict in the poet,
is the "scheme'" which incorporates all the meanings which Empson
finds in the poem. I have already argued that a poem, insofar as
it is "realised", cannot exhibit conflict of that kind; to put the
point in terms of Empson's remarks about unity one may say that the
poet himself, and not merely the reader, must be in possession of

the "scheme'", if a proper unity is to subsist.

33. Seven Types of Ambiguity, p.234.
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That this is the case is indicated, I think, by the poem with
which Empson deals immediately after "The Windhover" - Herbert's
"The Sacrifice". This poem, Empson remarks, deals with 'the various
sets of conflicts in the Christian doctrine of the Jacrifice'", but
the conflicting ideas,

are no longer thought of as contradictory by the author,
or 1if so, then only from a stylistic point of view;

he has no doubt that they can be reconciled, and that he
34

is stating their reconciliation.
For this reason, Empson says, '"the poem is outside the 'conflict'
theory of poetry".35 Herbert, that is, is himself aware of the
"scheme", and the poem, to use James Smith's words, is a 'moumenon'
rather than a "phenomenon'. I believe that this will always be the
case; the more a poem is "realised", the less will i% exhibit
conflict of the kind to which Empson's approach commitg him.
Exactly what kind of "awareness" of his experience the poet has,
may be disputable, and it probably varies a good deal from case to
case; but it seems that a successful attempt to put an experience
into words inevitably involves "awareness" in a real and important

sense of the word.

34. Seven Types of Ambiguity, p.224.

35. ibid., p.227.
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III.

In ny prefatory renarks about the critics I have been
discussing I spoke, on the one hand, of a common core of literary
principles and, on the other, of distinctive featurcs. I hawve
stressed the distinctive features of the criticism of Eliot, Enpson
and Leavis, and particularly exanined these features at points where
they may be felt to be somewhat unsatisfactory. With regard to
Johnson, and the other eightecnth century critics whon I have briefly
ncntioned, I have stressed the common core. Turther, my account
of Richards occupicd itself chiefly with his notion of interinanimation
and neglected his notion of "irony”.36 Needless to say, it is the
latter tern which has had riuch the wider currency in modern criticism.

I hope that this has not scecned an unjust procedure. I have
not wished to suggest that thc eightecenth century critics are without
their own bias, nor, of course, that the bias of the modern critics
has been merely a "mistake®. It would hcve been easy to expose the
wenkriesses of eighteenth century criticism and equally easy to have
exanined points at which the bias of nodern criticisn has becen
fruitfuls With regard to that last point; I have not cven touched
upon the work of such American critics as Brooks, Tate or Blackmure.

I have refrained fron dwelling on the bias of the cighteenth
century critics and have expressed reservations about the bias of the
nodern critics in order to bring out the centrality of the conmon

ground occupied by both groups.

36« Sce above, pp.T5-T76.
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