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Editor’s Note

The author’s footnotes written on the facing page or the margin of
the same page are placed immediately after the asterisk or the related
sentence (or paragraph). Vertical bars enclose word(s) written above
the immediately preceding word(s), apparently suggesting the au-
thor’s revision or supplement. Obvious grammatical errors, including
accidentally repeated or omitted letter(s) or word(s), are silently

corrected. Editorial interpolation is placed in square brackets.

Preliminary Lectures on The Theory of Literature -
Higher Normal School - Tokio ~ Jan. 25th ’98 -

Preface-

Since I am to have the privilege of lecturing to the graduating
class in English, for only a single term, not more than twelve

lectures at most, I shall be able to make no attempt at a detailed
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teaching of practice, nor even of more than a hint at Literature’s
Historical developement. It seemed better to confine myself to
a few fundamental points of theory, which may stand solid on
their independent bases as premisses for you to reason from.
My object, then, is to establish, if possible, a point of view
from which any one may at his leisure look about over the whole
subject of Literature, or any part of it. Such a starting point
is not to be taken at random, but ought to be identical with the
true rational source of fundamental principles. We shall attempt
to reach the broadest and most universal considerations concern-

ing Literature.

Introduction.

In the West, the theory of Literature, as of that of all branches
of human art and culture is decidedly backward. A great deal
has been written about Literature; but the attempts to explore
its deepest source have been few and weak.

This is due to several causes. In the first place, European
races have been eminently practical people; and so have instinc-
tively regarded language in its utilitarian function, chiefly as a
means to enable them to live together, and carry on the business
of society. For them, therefore, Literature seems to be an excep-
tional use of language, and one hardly capable of having a sepa-
rate and self-subsistent nature.

In the second place, we must remember that the conception of

evolution is a comparatively new one in the West. While Buddhist
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and Taoist philosophies in the East have recognized that growth is
the very nature both of being and of thought, until about forty
(eighty) years ago European thinkers practically assumed that
we could get to the truth of things by finding and stating their
absolute and eternal definition. Thus the conception of Literature
as a thing which necessarily changes has never yet been fully
explored ; and we have, yet, no satisfactory theory or history of
Literature written from this point of view. Hence it is that Crit-
ics and Rhetoricians have been content to lay down for us a
mass of set rules, without making us understand the vitality of
principles.

In the third place, Western Literature and theory have had the
misfortune to be dominated, and partially enslaved by a past
tradition ; namely the example of ancient classic Literatures, no-
tably that of Greece. It is to the very perfect Greek models of
two thousand years ago that our writers refer for principles, and
from these that they derive most of their fixed rules. Even in
the recent modern reaction from the classic type, sometimes call-
ed Romanticism, the negative nature of its revolt defines it too
narrowly, and holds it still in a kind of subjection to its pre-
decessor.

From these causes it has happened that the theory of literature
has not yet had a full and free statement; and that our rhetorics,
our histories, our criticisms have been too static, too full of lit-
tle rules, too vague about great things, too much dominated and

restricted by the authority of a single classic type. The result
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is that a birth of new literature is hindered, because the minds
of living writers find it difficult to break through the fence which
has beeen built about them.

But, such as Western theory is, there (it) has been (had) an-
other serious and unavoidable defect, in that it was ignorant of
literary practice in the Eastern half of the world, and had to rest
solely upon the limited experience of European nations. It is
only in the present century that our scholars have come to know
a little of Persian, Indian, Chinese and Japanese Literatures.
Even now the knowledge is very limited, in the case of Chinese
and Japanese, and nothing whatever is known about Oriental prin-
ciples of criticism. This is a serious defect, because, if Liter-
ature is a thing that varies, it is necessary for its theorists to
study the total of its historical varieties. The true theory of
Literature cannot be based upon Greek, or European alone, but
must be as wide and rich as human nature itself, as the totality
of the world’s historic life, must be broad enough to include the
principles of both Eastern and Western writing.

There is still one other cause of the narrowness found in most
treatises on Literature, namely, that its nature has not been
sufficiently compared with other and kindred forms of human
culture ; —Logic, Art, Music, and Social Manners. It has stood
isolated, as if it were a quite independent consideration, and at the
mercy of narrow specialists, who could hardly thus conceive of
its deepest spiritual analogies and functions. Something like this

isolation has occurred in Asia, too. The bunjin (3T A, or literati
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of China and Japan, have sometimes established their exclusive
claims over culture, to a deadening extent. The place of Litera-
ture in the total of civilization is a subject which the mere lit-
erary scholar is unable to discuss. Only a philosopher can grasp
both terms of the relation. It is a Confucius, an Aristotle, or a
Hegel who thinks deeply about such things. It is time for the
theory of Literature to re-examine, combine, and expand their
principles, if possible, and this from the latest philosophic and
sociologic points of view.

In the lectures which follow I am going to try to project, as
it were upon a map, the outlines of such a course of exploration ;
and I shall try to avoid the errors and supplement the defects

found in the ordinary theories.

Chapter I. First Approximate Definition of Literature.

Literature as Unity.

In order to be sure what we are talking about, we ought to
make some sort of approximation to a definition of Literature.
But to make such a definition will be the most important point
in our theory. We must, therefore, plunge directly into the depths
of philosophical considerations.

For this definition we must search as widely, yet as deeply as
possible. Some dictionaries say that Literature is the total of all
printed books. This is too wide in some respects and too narrow in
others. But this, at least, is clear that Literature is an expres-

sion of something in words, that what it expresses is something
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in the consciousness of an author. Can we then say, “ Literature
is an expression of human consciousness in words ” ?

It will at once appear that such a definition is too wide. It
would mean that every word uttered or written by man through-
out all time is Literature. This is not true. The largest part of
human speech is absorbed in everyday intercourse, in domestic con-
versation, in industrial co-operation, in buying and selling. Itis a
part of a man’s personal function, as much so as sleeping or eating.

Its business is done when it has discharged that momentary
function, and it is forgotten. It is a part of the common machin-
ery of life, its purpose is solely utilitarian. Such speech evident-
ly does not belong to Literature.

Even of written words, also, much is not to be called Literature.
The records of business, the mass of letters which we mail, the
exercises of students, even military and government despatches,
are generally not to be included under this term, and for similar
reasons. Though written, they are part of the ordinary machin-
ery of life, to be forgotten when used, of no more than personal
and temporary import.

Of printed matter, too, complete books even, all is not to be
regarded as necessarily literature. The mere recording of a per-
sonal or useful speech does not change the quality of its import.
Advertisements, theatrical bills, legal forms, bank-notes, though
printed, are only expressions of partial thought for an extraneous
purpose. They belong solely to life and use. Even technical

books for artisan’s use, guide books or compilations of statistics,
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are valuable solely for a use which lies entirely beyond them-
selves. The mere material facts of printing and binding are too
trivial to define the essence of Literature.

On the other hand, it would be arbitrary to exclude from our
conception of Literature some works which may never have been
written down or printed. Even before writing is invented national
histories and poems are often handed down by tradition. It is
supposed that the Greek poems attributed to Homer existed in
this state for several centuries. The early Japanese poems in the
Kojiki and the Nihongi must/ may /have been similarly preserved
in the memory only. It seems narrow to hold that they are not
literature until written down. Even in modern days an exception
sometimes occurs in the impromptu speech of an orator, or the
improvisation of a poet which, if it is not taken down by a ste-
nographer, is a loss to literature. If afterward written down, it
is because it is literature; it is not literature because it was first
written down.

Of course it is true that most historical literature has been
written, otherwise it would have perished. Its wide diffusion
through printing is also a matter of concern. To extend the influence
of a good thing in time and space is the privilege of civilization ;
but its goodness does not at first consist in its permanence and
popularity. Much of Greek literature is now lost to us; but it
was literature. Much of the poetry of Ashikaga days exists only
in little known manuscripts. So the words of some lonely Chi-

nese poet of nature, though known only to a few friends, may be
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the finest literature, and its absence a great defect in our history.
The essential quality of Literature must be an internal one. Qur
preliminary definition, therefore is this ; — ‘ Literature is some sort
of expression of human consciousness in words.” And our first
problem is to find out what sort of expression it is.

It is necessary first to remove systematically some wide-spread
misconceptions. And to this end, I shall first maintain that the
essential thing in literature is not its utility. If, by utility, we
mean the furthering of ordinary human interests, then some writ-
ings which have it and some writings which do not have it are
equally literature. For example, a well-written book of travels
may include some information valuable to merchants, while a
poem, however beautiful, may be quite useless. Words which are
manifestly not literature may also be divided into useful and use-
less, as, for example, careful and aimless conversation. The line
of difference between useful and not-useful, it appears, cuts the
line of difference between literature and not-literature at right-
angles. This, therefore, we can surely say, that any writing,
whose purpose and quality are solely utilitarian in the ordinary
sense, is not literature. Whether a work be useful or not, that
which makes it literature must be some added quality which we
have not yet specified.

To perceive the full significance of this conclusion we must
note that the value of utility is always a reflected value, one
which comes back to it from the true end toward which it oper-

ates as a means. Machinery, for instance, is valuable not in
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itself, but for the work it does. When worn out by use, it is
discarded as valueless. So many books not literature, catalogues
for example, are discarded when used, because their value lies
entirely beyond themselves. In literature, however, the peculiar
value cannot lie in some outside end for which the book is val-
uable. Literary value is no adventitious or temporary value, but
something inherent directly in the very body of the words.

It does not follow, however, merely because literatue is not de-
fined by use, that it has no use. Even beyond the ordinary use
which, as we have seen, it may have, there often lies a separate
and higher use of a very special kind. All value must / may / be
useful in some way, even literary value. Even a poem may uplift
the human soul. Literary value broadens man’s mind, softens
his heart, stimulates his patriotism, or claims his reverence. Man
is a finer being because of it. But there is a most important differ-
ence between this special kind of utility, and ordinary, personal,
material utility. It is this. The excellence of the latter utility
consists solely in its use; but the use of the former utility con-
sists in its excellence. Of tools, for example, the value is purely
derivative and relative; it is the external utility that is primary
and positive. In literature, on the contrary, it is the excellence
which is primary and positive, and the peculiar utility which is
derivative and relative. Man is finer for reading it, because it
is fine in itself. Such utility is a new and higher sort which may
be named literary wutility, and which, far from helping to define

literature, needs the help of literature for its own definition.
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My next proposition is that the excellence of literature cannot
lie essentially in the pleasure which it gives to read it. But, in
order to make this clear, I ought first to examine more carefully
the hidden relation which subsists between utility and pleasure.
Utility is a very ambiguous and misleading word. It seems to
imply a special and important kind of value opposed to pleasure.
The fact is that utility is essentially a relative conception, imply-
ing the dependence of a means upon an end. Usefulness is not
an original, independent value; it is, as I said before, a reflected
value which comes back to it from its service. The outside end
entirely defines and measures the utility. For instance, water is
useful because it supports human life, guns because they enable
us to fight our enemies. Ordinary utility must, then, mean a
utility which is determined by ordinary human ends. Now, what
are ordinary human ends? Most people might answer at first,
“To get rich.” But this is not strictly true. Wealth or money is
not an end, because we cannot enjoy it for itself directly. It only
discharges its function by being spent or consumed. It is only a
means of procuring or purchasing the end. Shall we, then, an-
swer, with another class of men, that the ordinary human end is
to obtain business, or opportunity for labor? Certainly not.
Labor is no ultimate end. No one wants to work unnecessarily.
Business is only a means of producing wealth. Shall we, then,
say that the end we are all seeking is power? No; most people
wish to acquire influence, not for itself, but for the purpose of

satisfying others of their desires. Even education, in the ordinary
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sense, can hardly be called an end, because it is little more than
a necessary means of earning one’s own living. You see that
most utilities are only a complicated chain of means to means,
all pointing beyond themselves to some ends, or self-subsistent
values. The fact is that we can practically reduce all ordinary
vulgar ends to two; —to maintain life, and to get pleasure. All
other apparent popular ends are only a means to these two.
Wealth, work, commerce, power, common education are all for
these. In the last analysis you will find that what people care
for is to please themselves. Pleasure is the chief measurer of
our estimates of utility, and determines the relative values of
commodities. Even charity, or public spirit, or national economy,
even though they be unselfishly considering the welfare of the
whole people, or of the human race, do not succeed in providing
us with any end. The welfare of the mass is only the sum of
individual welfares; and, if these are conceived solely in terms of
life and pleasure, charity and economy become reduced to the
level of a means. Thus utility, as popularly used, is the correla-
tive of pleasure. '

It does not follow, however, that there are no conceivable ends
higher than pleasure. There is one, at least, which well-educated
men recognize, but average humanity for the most part ignores.
It is improvement, growth, developement ; —not indeed growth in
wealth, power, and pleasure alone, for these would imply no new

end at all.*

* “Progress” as ordinarily used
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If pleasure be a satisfactory end, then the more pleasure the
better. But if evolution be a higher and independent end, it must
be an evolution of some qualities not involved in in bare living
or in mere enjoying. Are there any such? Yes, the peculiar
qualities of individual men, in terms of which we rank their
spiritual growth. A man is more, or ought to be more than a
mere breathing pleasure-seeking machine. He has higher faculties
of perception, of knowledge, of imagination, of feeling, of action,
than those involved in ordinary material life and occupation. It
is this conception of the inner man, the soul, as a thing capable
of self-subsistent value through independent growth, which consti-
tutes an end additional and superior to pleasure. And the peculiar
“literary utility ” which we spoke of in a preceding paragraph,
is one which relates solely to this higher species of end. Yet,
even so, we must remember that it was not this external end of
human growth which defined literary excellence, but literary ex-
cellence which, independently defined, may minister to this growth.

We may now come back to the second proposition, that literary
excellence is not defined or constituted by pleasure. This is quite
opposed to what the text-books ordinarily assert. As loosely em-
ployed, the terms wuse and pleasure are thought to oppose one
another. Use is supposed to be objective and practical ; pleasure
subjective and wasteful. By many writers this very difference is
employed to distinguish literature from ordinary speech. Ordi-
nary language, they would say, is useful; but literature proper is

not useful, its specific justification being to give pleasure. The
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pleasure we derive from reading poetry, for example, is supposed
to contrast with the hard practical use of a scientific text-book.
Pleasure is thus made the very definition of art. But what I
have already explained about the hidden connection of use and
pleasure, shows this definition to be utterly false. Pleasure is
not contrasted with use; it is the latter’s ultimate measure.
Any value which contrasts with use also contrasts with pleasure.
So we found the internal growth of man’s spirit to contrast with
pleasure. So, also, if there be a third independent end in literary
excellence, it must contrast with pleasure. Indeed, pleasure would
be a most absurd test of literary excellence, since it belongs
equally well to much language that is not literature. That which
belongs both to a thing and its opposite, cannot be the test of
that thing. Moreover, pleasure would be a vague test, because it
is so relative to the individual mood of the reader. Some admire
what others hate. Whose pleasure shall test the excellence? To
answer, ‘“the pleasure of the literary connoisseur,” is to beg the
question, for literature and its peculiar education would be thus
used to define itself.

But, because literature is in no way defined by pleasure, it does
not follow that it is incapable of imparting pleasure. There is
no doubt that to read a splendid poem or a fine martial speech
thrills us with an inward excitement which, for want of a better
word, we call pleasure. But, though language lacks the word, we
must nonetheless recognize that this meaning of pleasure is some-

thing quite new and special. The thrill is an accompaniment
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of the reading, but not its purpose, and not the admirable quality
in the piece we are reading. It is the subjective correlative in
us of an excellence in the literature, but it would never exist in
us if that excellence did not exist first. The literature is not
good because it gives pleasure, it gives pleasure only because it
is good. Here lies the difference between ordinary pleasure, and
this higher kind of special pleasure. In the former the pleasure
is primary, and the excellence of things, their utility, is deriva-
tive; in the latter, the pleasure is derivative, and the excellence
of the thing is primary. In short, we have no resource but to
name it, “ literary pleasure” ; and, thus, this pleasure, so far from
defining literature, needs literature to establish its own definition.

My third negative proposition concerning Literature is one that
still more decidedly contradicts popular, and much of critical opin-
ion. It is that the essence of Literature cannot lie in the fact
of imparting information. This must seem a startling statement.
Probably the ordinary reader supposes loosely that it is jusC the
utility of giving information that justifies literature. Poetry may
be the flower of literature, but it is the transmission of thought
which strengthens its trunk and branches. Now, of course, I do
not deny that all literature, even poetry, does and must impart a
certain quantity of information. What I deny is that it is this fact
which constitutes it literature. Now it is seen, at once, that if
the information is to be used as an ordinary utility, it is no more
than a subservient correlative of pleasure, and the case becomes

reduced to that of the second proposition. For instance, infor-
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mation concerning iron-smelting contributes to industry, thus to
wages and profits, and eventually to purchase, consumption, and
pleasure. Again, such a view would make of literature a mere
tool to be cast away, the moment that its virtue were extracted.
Just as a rusty worn-out engine is useless, so would a book whose
information is once absorbed, become useless. But this contra-
dicts the well-known fact that, just in proportion as a book really
possesses literary merit, it is not thrown away, but is read again
and again, and by successive generations, for its own inherent
value. Such a view would estimate a fine literary description of
China according to the value for merchants of its account, say,
of coal mines. But its final disproof lies in the consideration that
the giving of information belongs both to words which are liter-
ature and to words which are not. As in the cases of use and
pleasure what is common to a thing and its opposite cannot define
the former.

But, it may be alleged that, though the giving of ordinary in-
formation, and so of ultimate pleasure, be not the essential thing
in literature, yet, in its higher sense, that of contributing to
man’s mental development, it must be taken to constitute the
chief function of books. This modified view, though avoiding the
pitfall of that lower end, pleasure, does not succeed in escaping
the charge of subserviency to a higher, but no less external end.
If the excellence of literature be measured by its salutary effect
upon man’s soul, it can have no internal laws and tests of its

own, but must become as rigidly obedient to utilities, though of
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a social sort, as the steel of an iron bar. It would be a mere
parasite with no inherent life. It would exclude much of what
has been regarded as high literature, such as the lyrical poems
of Shakespeare and others. Moreover, if logical truth be the es-
sential thing in literature, then all literary books which treat of
similar subjects ought to approximate a common type. But this
is notoriously untrue. In proportion as works have literary value,
they are characterized not by universality and sameness, but by
unlikeness and individuality. It is only stupid mechanical writers
that produce a common type. A dozen geniuses will treat the
same subject with a dozen different values. But, as before, the
final disproof must rest upon the fact that contribution to mental
growth is as much a function of words that are not literature.
The oral teaching of masters in schools, and the scientific exer-
cises of pupils are not literature, and yet contribute to mental
growth. It is so, eminently, with ordinary textbooks in mathe-
matics, and strict, dry treatises on Logic. What then is as char-
acteristic of its contrary, as of literature, can in no sense be the
latter’s test.

But, as we saw before in the cases of use and pleasure, it does
not follow that, though not so defined, literature does not, in fact,
contribute to general information and to mental growth. But it
does follow, that beside the ordinary ways of doing this, it has
/ may have / its own higher, more special, and characteristic way.
Among other things, literature groups its statements with pecu-

liar force and lucidity. A pile of bricks on the ground are the
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same bricks as when afterward built into a wall or house, but
they compose a quite different whole. Something has been added
to them, namely definite arrangement. This may be an imma-
terial thing; you cannot touch it or weigh it, the substance of the
house is the same as that of the heap; and yet this immaterial
thing has entirely changed and heightened the value of the bricks.
So it may be with the details of scientific information, and even
with the scattered mental faculties by which we apprehend them.
If literature should introduce an entirely new significance and
efficiency into these as wholes, it would merit the specific name
of “literary information,” or ‘ literary education”; and, in that
case, so far from defining the function of literature, it would have
to incorporate that function in its own definition. That there is
such a peculiar mental stimulus in almost all of higher literature,
I shall be able to show you further on.

My fourth proposition under this head is that the essence of
Literature cannot consist in its tendency to stimulate moral
growth. Critics have been divided on this point. The ancient
Greeks and the Chinese have tended to maintain that the value
of literature is measured by its power to develope character. On
the other hand, most all modern European thinkers have held that
there is no perfect parallel between literary and ethical excel-
lence. That the latter are right is proved by the fact that moral
education, though sometimes found in literature, is also some-
times found in words that are not literature, such as the sermons

of priests and the scolding of one’s parents. And again, that
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which may belong both to literature and to not-literature cannot
be a test of the former. Clearly, some of the best poetry has no
-particular moral effect, and to test it by the character of its
readers would be to enforce an external and a common universal
standard.

But it does not follow that Literature may not, after all, stim-
ulate moral growth, and that in a quite peculiar way. Like use,
and pleasure, and information it may be an accompaniment, rather
than a test. The question is, which logically comes first? Now,
as we saw before, Literature groups / may group / thoughts and
facts together in a peculiar way, a way which gives them an
added value without increasing their substance, analogous to the
arrangement of a heap of bricks in a wall. Beside a special lit-
erary, mental growth involved in such a grouping, it is quite
possible that Literary grouping may also exhibit qualities which
tend to stimulate the moral character of men. After all “ integ-
rity ” means “ wholeness ”’; and the power of firm resistance in a
grand literary idea to all disintegrating suggestions—personal,
emotional, or logical,—is a typical analogue of that round self-
mastery of our actions which we denominate character. It is pro-
bable that this is what Confucius had in mind when he identified
moral with literary excellence. It is this which belongs to the
higher end of man’s growth ; and is something so special, so sup-
plementary to ordinary textbooks on Ethics, that we ought to give
it a special name, “ Literary Ethics,” or ‘ Literary Integrity.”

It follows that the independent definition of literature logically
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precedes and enters into its own.

Let us now sum up what we have proved in the four preceding
propositions. We have shown that Literary excellence cannot
consist in, or be defined by either Use, Pleasure, Information and
Mental Growth, or Moral Growth. All these may or may not
accompany it; but when they do, they have no power to measure
it. Moreover we have shown that these four things in a special
sense or potency, are apt to result from literary excellence as
secondary or derivative qualities, depending for their value upon
its own; and that we may thus have a conception of contingent
values in Literature, to be called ¢ Literary Use,” ¢ Literary Pleas-
ure,” “Literary Logic,” (Intellectuality) and ¢ Literary Integrity.”
If the purpose of anyone is to consider the general value of lit-
erature to society, he must dwell upon these things. But if his
purpose is to find the definition and measure of literary excellence
itself, he reasons in a circle unless he looks for it in a realm
quite beyond these things. It would be like the dishonest maxim
that honesty is the best policy, or the self-defeating effort to seek
Christian or Buddhist salvation for its own sake. Having now
removed from our path these primary misconceptions, it still re-
mains for us to search positively for the sufficient and indepen-
dent definition of Literature.

Even this positive search we must conduct with caution; and
first, I think, there are several corollaries which we ought to
draw from the preceding four propositions. This is not so much

to introduce new arguments, as to view the old ones in a new
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light. It is worthwhile explicitly to draw the conclusion that the
value of literature does not lie in stimulating external action. Of
course many patriotic books do stimulate action, and were written
for this very purpose; but what we say is that it is not this effect
which constitutes them literature. The argument would be a
summary of those arguments which we have previously stated.
For external action would take the form either of utility, or at-
tempts to get pleasure, or study, or moral effort. In all these
cases the action would lie outside of, and beyond the literature.
But equally such action may lie outside of and beyond other
words which are not literature. A merely external relation which
is common to a world of objects cannot express the essence of
any class among them. Indeed, this corollary has been used by
some writers on Literature, and aesthetics in general, to define
positively the very nature of art. In the midst of a real battle,
they say, our blood would leap, and our muscles harden, and we
could not restrain ourselves from rushing into the thick of the
fray. That is, the actual scene would necessarily stimulate action.
But in a literary description of a battle it is not so. We sit
quietly in our chairs beside our lamp, and think of the scene
without allowing it to influence our nerves or our muscles. So
in the painting of fruits, they say, the well-painted fruit makes
us think of fruit, but does not stimulate our appetite; and, if
anybody paints a fruit in such a way that we want to eat it,
then the art is bad. Of course, such writers are trying to find a

principle for distinguishing art from nature. And, so far as their
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distinction is a negative one, it is true. Personal stimulation is
not the test of literature. But to say that personal stimulation
would condemn literature is going too far; at least, we have not
yet proved it. At any rate we have admitted that some secon-
dary, or after effect, might take place in the higher faculties of
man. And we are concerned here only to show that such external
relations to action cannot become the test of Literature.

The second of my corollaries is one which we can state in a
more positive form, although the idea is still negative. It is that
the value of Literature must be impersonal, or that no personality
shall enter into its test. What I mean by personality is the
accidental fact that you are the reader, that you are conscious of
yourself as such, and derive some effect from that conscious-
ness. The chief reason is that personality is too external and
trivial to measure the value of literature. Its appeal should be
not to me alone, and to my peculiarities; but to all men. When
I read, I should read with the consciousness of humanity, and
forget myself. I must make consciousness objective, and lose my
relative self in the absolute value of the book. For it is person-
ality that lays stress upon utilities and pleasures and abnormal
concern for its own self-developement. It is a disease which we
carry with us from the world into Literature. Chinese and Japa-
nese are less prone to this disease, than Europeans. They are
more objective, look at things and thoughts for their own uni-
versal worth, and not merely as reflected in the accidental mirror

of self. If a soldier in battle stops to think, “ O I may be wound-
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ed!” it is like a poison in his valor. If a mathematician in
computing motions of stars, stops to consider his own skill, he
may lose his connection. If a statesman among grand responsibi-
lities dares to think of his own pleasure and gain, the true key
to solution is lost. If an orator absorbed in his speech, suddenly
recollects himself and that somebody may be laughing at his fea-
tures or costume, he stammers and breaks his argument. So, if
a poet, loving disinterestedly the beauties of nature, even stops
to think upon the subjectivity of his own pleasure, or the fame
his poem may bring, he produces an inferior work of literature.
And so, also, if a book, instead of carrying the reader away from
himself into the purity of his subject, stimulate that which is
personal in him, his passions, his avarice, his ambition, his lazi-
ness, his self-conceit,—and if such effect is its chief quality—,
then its value is measured, not by itself, but by some external
relation, and that, too, one which is narrow, temporary, and tri-
vial. Such work, according to our preceding proofs, cannot be
literature. In short, we can see now that it is impersonality
which distinguishes “ Literature pleasure” from ordinary pleasure.
If the Literary excellence be primary, the Literary pleasure fol-
lows unconsciously. Once allow the pleasure to become conscious,
that is personal, and it assumes the primacy like a tyrant, de-
stroying or perverting the just appreciation of the excellence.
My third corollary is, also, positive in form ; that the value of
literature is persistent, after discharging whatever uses it may

have. It is not like an electric disharge which is exhausted by
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its work. It has a value for which we can read it again and again.
It will not wear out, like a machine. This is a well-known criti-
cal test to distinguish good literature from bad. The bad, the
ordinary novel, the specious history, the popular poem, is read once
and thrown away. At most it lives but a few years. Its appeal is
to temporary interests. It is too external, or else too subjective,
too trickily taking advantage of the weaknesses of its contempo-
raries. But the true work of literature is studied by men as long
as they live, and by new generations; and its appreciation will
revive, even if eclipsed for a time by changes in fashion, because
it embodies an independent and universal excellence, which man,
as such, can admire impersonally for its own sake. Personality
is particular and temporary ; the impersonal is the only value that
can aim to be eternal. »

From my original four negative propositions, I have now de-
duced three corollaries, namely that Literary excellence does not
stimulate action, must be impersonal, and must be permanent.
We can now sum up the essence of these three corollaries into
what we can state as our first positive proposition. It is this. The
value of a work of literature is one that is inherent' in its very
being, or substance. The whole trend of my arguments, so far,
tends to show this. It is time now to state it explicitly. Utility,
we saw, is not inherent. It is the outsidedness of an end. Pleas-
ure, we saw, though a measure of utility, lies in.our own per-
sonality, not in the Literature. Mental and moral developement

also, and all stimulation of action, are after-effects, not constituent
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qualities. Finally, the persistency of Literary excellence implies
inherence. I cannot conceive of any other external quality, rela-
tion, or measure of value. Three possible ends we have discov-
ered, so far; —life, pleasure, and spiritual growth. No one of
these three is capable of defining literature. Therefore, we must
either say that there is no such separate thing as Literature, or
else that its excellence is a new and fourth kind of end, hitherto
unexplained. If it be the latter, then such an end must have an
inherent or self-subsistent value. Incidentally and derivatively it
may further other and more external ends; but to do this is not
its own end, rather is the doing of this in spite of, or on account
of the independent value of its own end. This first proposition
does not carry us very far; but it is very important, since it
forces us to look for our definition, into the very nature of lit-
erary work.

My second proposition is, now, that such inherent literary value
must be purely individual. This is an extremely important prop-
osition, and one that has not been sufficiently recognized, as yet,
by any Western philosopher or critic. I will deduce the fact of
individuality'from the fact of inherence. Each separate piece of
the thousands of literary works has its own inherent value. Now,
if this value were something universal, something in respect to
which they were all alike, something by which all were equally
tested and measured, a common or average kind of excellence, it
could not then be internal or inherent in any true sense. Being

alike for all, it would be imposed upon all, if not from the out-
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side, then arbitrarily and without reason. Since the matter of each
piece is different, this universal test of each would be indifferent
to its matter, that is, purely formal; and what is merely formal
is not inherent, in the deepest sense. There must be some reason
why such an indifferent test should be chosen as a self-sufficient
end; and this reason could not possibly lie in the things tested,
but must be derived from an external authority. Let me illus-
trate by concrete examples. All machines to do a given kind of
work are just alike. The noise of all crows is alike. The speech
of common people is very much alike. This arises from the fact
that ordinary human utilities are very much alike. The pleasure
of eating, the rest of sleeping, the necessity of working are pretty
much the same to all men. Heat is heat, Iron is iron, Brain is
brain—Pleasure is pleasure. In short, nature is uniform; or, in
practice, we assume it to be so. The precision of machinery de-
pends upon the identity of natural law. Utilitarian excellences
are measured by universal tests. So it is, also, of books which
are useful only. Their excellence must be uniform. Scientific
text-books, arithmetics for example, must be judged by a univer-
sal standard, must approximate, as they improve, to a common
type. Their very matter is the universality of the law of quan-
tity. But books which have value in themselves differ infinitely
from one another, and must do so. Each has its own peculiar
treatment of subject, its own peculiar expression of feeling, its
own peculiar choice and combination of words. If its value be

inherent, it must include this very peculiarity. Its value does
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not belong to the fixity of natural law. If it were something
universal in its subject, it would not be inherent, but external,
belonging to the outside world. If it were something universal
in feeling, it would be like a single flute-note played without
change, or the unceasing whistle of an itinerant street pipe-mender.
If it were something universal in the use of words, such fixity
would have to be prescribed by a natural law, an excellence de-
fined by a univgrsality in nature’s working, and not inherent.
And, in fact we find in the History of Literature that its variety
is fundamental, and cannot be reduced to any external law. The
best literature is, in fact, individual. Why it must be so, we now
see. If it were universal, it could be produced by rule, that is,
mechanically, that is externally. We all recognize that imitation
produces no good literature. The fact that each great piece stands
alone, could be produced only once in the history of the world, is
explained by the fact that the whole of its substance must enter
into the nature of its excellence. If that excellence be internal,
it must be individual.

This quality of individuality, is, of course, from time to time,
recognized and admired by critics; but, so far as I know, it has
never been acknowledged as an essential test. It seems rather
to be regarded as a special literary excellence superposed occa-
sionally upon the more ordinary one. This is because philoso-
phers have not yet been willing to discard utility, pleasure, and
information as literary tests. Many of their old-fashioned rules

imply such things, If they discard them, they feel lost in
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vagueness and ignorance. We, however, have carefully discarded
them; and I am going on to show you that the conclusions to
which we are led are not vague, but illuminating. The strength
of our position is that we regard individuality in a work of lit-
erature as fundamental.*

* Kakki (3 : pEILRIIKER (7 28)). The very fact of

being like another is bad. The Itsu (3] quality=individuality.

One special advantage which this view of individuality gives
us is the peculiar preciousness with which it consecrates the his-
tory of pure literature. We have got so far in the evolutionary
study of history as to recognize that nationality and heroism are
individual. No two leaders ever experienced exactly the same
burden of responsibility. All great situations in human annals
are unique, (they are landmarks in human experience.) In this
sense, human history as a whole is individual, because it is a
series determined from within. And the peculiar preciousness of
history is that each step is as necessary to understand all that
come after, as each note is necessary to understand the unity of
a piece of music. Such individuality is absolutely opposed to the
ordinary conception of the uniformity of nature. The conception
of uniformity is that all cases of a given class work alike; but in
history there are no two cases that are ever alike. And it is just
so with the special preciousness of the history of literature. Grant-
ing that each great piece has value in itself, that it is its own
end, then it is a jewel, an inestimable treasure which can never

be produced again, something as precious as if it had dropped to
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us from heaven. And the History of Literature is nothing but the
single rosary of such individual jewels, strung together in their
unique order. And this is why I said that Western writers had
not sufficiently studied Literature from the point of view of Evo-
lution. If they had, they would have seen that Literature is of
primal importance for history, just because it embodies the most
typical case of man’s essential individuality. The history of iron
or coal-mining, for example, is very nearly the same for all coun-
tries and times. But the history of literature is the very core
and clearest exponent of human history.

My third proposition, perhaps the most important of all, is that
the peculiar value of a piece of Literature consists in its whole-
ness. We have already seen that it must be inherent, and that it
must be individual. Let me now explain to you in what sense it
must also be a whole. The word whole is a vague one in English
and most European languages. Popularly it is hardly thought to
mean more than a sum, or a total; like the word al/l taken col-
lectively. Thus, if there happen to be only nine trees in my
garden, I imply their wholeness or totality, when I say All the
trees in my graden are nine. Any number of units grouped to-
gether, by whatever accident, can form a whole in this sense.
Any number, five, forty, or ten thousand, can express such a
whole with equal ease. We can vary it as we like, add or sub-
tract units at pleasure, and the group still remains a whole. If I
cut down a tree in my garden, or plant a new one, there is still

some whole number of its trees. Such a whole is variable, and
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relative to the accidental nature of the grouping. (If I remove
the fence between my neighbor’s garden and mine, and annex his
to mine, I change the grouping of my trees.) Such a wholeness
is only a mathematical one, and is determined by a thousand
utilities quite external to the objects grouped.

But there is a more special meaning of whole-ness than this
loose one, although we have no clear specific word for it. It is a
wholeness which is not imposed from without by accident; but
a wholeness composed from within by necessity. The grouping
of its parts depends upon the function of those parts. The whole
is not measured mathematically by numbers, but dynamically by
forces. The simplest example of such wholeness is given in
chemical composition. Here several elements by exercising their
power upon each another, produce a whole which is different
from their sum. For instance, air is a whole of the first class,
merely mathematical, the mixing of oxygen and nitrogen side by
side, as trees are mixed with stones in a garden. So the two
gases, oxygen and hydrogen, can be (so) mixed mathematically,
as they are at the mouth of the oxy-hydrogen blow-pipe. But
they can also be united chemically, as in water, where the whole
has different qualities from those of its parts. The word to ex-
press the first kind of grouping, is and; oxygen and nitrogen
make up the whole, air. We have no clear word to express the
second kind of grouping, that is, no conjunction or preposition.
We must say “combined with,” or some such phrase; oxygen

combined with hydrogen make up the whole, water.*t
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* 4+ and x

T We cannot subtract or add parts without changing the whole.

In this second meaning of wholeness, the mathematical sense
is entirely discarded. A chemical compound is a wholeness of
indefinite extent, like water, or lime, or alcohol. We cannot use
the definite article, or numerals before them. We cannot say a
water, two lime, or twenty alcohol. Their external wholeness of
quantity is entirely neglected, and attention drawn solely to their
internal wholeness of quality.

But there is still a third species of wholeness, for which we
have no single name. The first kind, as we have seen, concerns
quantity alone. The second kind, as we have seen, concerns
quality alone. The third kind is that which combines quality and
quantity, being a whole in both senses at once. This is also a
dynamical whole, depending upon the forces that work from
within. But they work together in such a way that they mutually
limit the size and shape of the whole, as well as its qualitative
constitution. How many parts there shall be depends upon what
they do. The typical example of such a whole is a living animal.
Here the whole is not merely the sum of legs, body, head etc.;
nor is it the mere fact that these taken together can do something
which neither can do alone. It is that those parts could not exist
as parts, unless they worked together in a specific way. (We
cannot say that the whole comes first to construct the parts, or
the parts come first to construct the whole.) A dead body has

the same parts, but they will not work together; they compose
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only a mathematical whole, and, therefore, their very parts decay
and drop to pieces. In the living body we cannot add new parts,
nor can we subtract old parts without injuring the body’s health.
If 4 and x are mathematical signs analogous to the first and sec-
ond kind of grouping, we cannot find an analogue for the third
short of the sign | for integration in Calculus.

It is very important to distinguish these three kinds of whole-
ness, and yet our ordinary thought is so utilitarian that we have
not taken the trouble to name them. The Latin word integer
comes the nearest to expressing the third species. It means lit-
erally ‘“untouched,” that is pure, perfect, complete, implying
something so complex and delicate that it can be easily destroyed
by manipulation. But in ordinary English its meaning has been
narrowed to distinguish whole numbers from fractions, and thus
marks no more than the first kind, arithmetical wholeness. In
the ethical word integrity we have a reminder of its original
dynamic meaning. In Science the first use of it came in the
dynamic sense given it in Calculus. But Herbert Spencer has
attempted in his Philosophy of Evolution to erect the term inte-
gration into a special dynamic category. In practice, however,
he uses it of all three species of wholeness, merely considering
them different degrees of integration. The third kind has to be
specifically defined as “ organic integration.” We have no other
clear word for this thought.

It may be well, in passing, to note that use of the word “ unity”

is just as vague as the word * wholeness.” We call a stone a
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unit, a man a unit, a nation a unit, without pausing to see
whether we mean the same thing in each case. The fact is every
whole has unity, but the unity is constituted in as many different
ways as the wholeness. A spot upon a wall has unity. A group
of spots upon a wall have unity. But such unity is merely math-
ematical and external. Water is a unity, but purely chemical
and internal. We speak of “chemical union.” But a man is a
unity both external and internal, prescribed in the number, size,
and shape of his parts, as in the peculiar force which each exerts
over the other. We must say “organic unity,” although that is
an awkward term.

But I am now going to show you that there is a fourth kind
of wholeness or unity, distinguished from these three. The third
kind, or organic wholeness, admits of indefinite multiplicity.
Wherever the same combination of organs and functions recurs,
you have another case of the same wholeness. An animal is a
complicated kind of a machine, capable of reproduction (by imi-
tation.) Hence the wholeness of it denotes only a characteristic
of a whole species. The general nature only is determined from
within. That each individual shall be here or there, now or then,
is not determined from within, but by some outside accident.
In short, if like things can exist under unlike conditions, they
cannot be perfectly unified. Hence the conception arises in us of
a more perfect kind of unity or wholeness, in which every part
of the whole, every single quantity, quality and circumstance of

the whole is determined completely by the combination of all.
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Only in this case can we say that the inner nature of the being
is exactly equivalent to its outer. But in this case the being be-
comes unique, because the very condition of its existence are part
of its own function. Such wholeness can only be expressed by
the word individuality.

Such an idea of perfect wholeness we can define. But is there
anything corresponding to it in nature? Both the Christian and
Buddhist religions, and many schools of Philosophy, Greek, Hin-
doo, Chinese, German, assert that there is; —namely spirit, the
spirit of a man, or the spirit of a saint, a Bosatsu, a God. If
such a thing, as the spirit or soul of man exists, it is a more
or less perfect case of this fourth kind of wholeness, because it
is a case of individuality. The individual soul is a centre, not
only of knowledge, but of will also; and all its characteristics
consist in the unity of its faculties. We cannot say which is
whole and which is part, which inside and which outside. The
parts are many, but they cannot be said to precede the whole.

It is as much the whole that makes the parts workable / (2) / and
possible / (1) /, as it is the parts whose working constitutes the
whole. The nature of such a being would be self-expression, or
self-evolution ; and the logic of such a nature is quite unlike that
of mere biology. Human thought, is, to some extent, an example
of such individual self-expression. All that is involved in the
thought of Cause, or Causality, can be produced right out of itself.
Again, human history tends to exemplify such individuality. A

national epoch, like the French Revolution, merely evolves for
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itself what was involved* in itself.

* Words, “evolve” and “involve.”

And thus Spencer’s Philosophy is awkward in that it takes the
third type of wholeness to explain the fourth. Evolution having
been defined in terms of Biology, the higher unities of Psychology
and Sociology are regarded only as cases of Biological law. His
formula becomes almost useless in the study of history. But in
Hegel’s Philosophy of Evolution, the laws of individual unity are
taken as the type, and Biological laws are developed from them
as a special case. Whether life be really more than a complex
kind of chemistry, we may not know ; but, even so, since it acts
as if it were, it is convenient, even necessary, to employ the logic
of organic unity. So, whether soul be more than a complex kind
of life, we may not know; but, even so, since it acts as if it
were, it is convenient, even necessary, to employ the logic of in-
dividual unity.

This discussion about wholeness is not a digression, since it is
necessary to distinguish meanings that are not in the dictionary.
Now, whether a human soul exists or not, I can prove to you
that a perfect work of literature is an example of a wholeness
whose unity is of the fourth class. Already I had proved to you
in my first proposition that literary excellence must be inherent,
and in my second that it must be individual. But, in that sec-
ond proposition, I used individual in the sense of uniqueness
only. It was necessary by a third proposition to show you that

this inherent uniqueness necessarily implies a peculiar species
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of wholeness. It is not an accidental phenomenon; it belongs to
the logic of its structure. The problem is, what inherent quali-
ties are required to produce uniqueness? And the answer is,
such a close self-determination of all the parts, that their unity
is not an after-result of their codperation, but operates already
in the creation or selection of the parts. Now, a work of liter-
ature is just this. It is a whole of many parts; —the thoughts
involved in it, the feelings involved in it, and the words, sen-
tences, paragraphs, and chapters involved in it. But how do such
parts compose a literary whole? Do the parts come first? Does
the author sit down and say “1 will take so many parts / thoughts /,
so many feelings, so many words,— put them into a basket,
as it were, shake them up together, and see what combination
comes out?” Certainly not! There is not one chance in billions
that any unity could result from such an accidental grouping.

In a fine work of literature every part is most carefully calculat-
ed, and the order of the parts is most carefully calculated. Not
one thought more or less must come in, not one word or figure
of speech changed. The whole combination is absolutely deter-
mined, individualized. By what? By itself, by its own unity,

Then the unity must be present to the consciousness of the au-
thor, to guide him in the very selection and grouping of his parts.
He must see the whole and the parts together, as one individual.
If he sees the parts first, there is no chance that they will form
a true individual. If he sees the whole first, without the parts,

then it is only an abstract idea, not inherent to the literature,
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but external to it. In that case the selection of the parts becomes
utilitarian and mechanical. The wonderful fact is that just that
concrete idea, that literary individuality, can exist only just in
that perfect combination of the parts. FEach defines the other,
because each is the other. How can the author think of such a
unique whole, out of the infinite possibilities of the world ? There
is no rule to follow. It must come upon him as a revelation.
That is just what we mean by “literary genius,” that it is a
peculiar capacity for having such unique literary ideas. It is true,
the capacity can be trained, and that chiefly by exercise. Young
writers do not have their ideas quite unified; they are blurred;
like a photograph taken out of focus. There is too much of one
thing, too little of another ; the order is mixed up. But the exer-
cise of improvement does not consist in applying universal rules,
but in coming to perceive more delicately, case by case, just what
contributes to the individuality of each. A great and practical
writer holds the individuality of the total impression he would
produce, so clearly before his mind, that every word flows from it
inevitably into its exact place. If, afterward you change one word,
the impression is blurred, or it produces a different individual.
Just as in drawing the portrait of an individual man, the least
variation in the line of nose and eye changes the character. Or
it is like a melody in music, where, if one note in the series be
changed, the melody loses its individuality, and becomes some-
thing else. This is why the true work of literature has such

power over the reader. It produces wholenesses of individual
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impression, when ordinary minds can only perceive or produce,
scattered thoughts, uncertain feelings, words heaped together like
tumbled-down bricks. It is as if the eyes of most minds were
badly focussed, and saw only dim images. Only the rare author
has the exceptional gift of clear sight, and when he shows you
what he sees, it strikes you like a revelation. Such clearness
does not come from without, but from within. It is not utility,
pleasure, or information that produces it. It is individual, then
it is self-produced. Nature does not show it, for nature builds
in great pieces, or crumbles into fragments, always bowing before
the external universality of law. But every perfect literary work
produces a new set of laws for itself, which laws are itself.*

*  Poetes—creator. Poetry=creation
The History of Literature is the collection of the small choice
body of such clear, transparent, unified ideas that man has pro-
duced. I call them transparent, because every part is seen clearly
working in every other part. They are thus, like diamond or
crystal gems, shooting out a brighter or purer light than the im-
purity of common stones.

We can now begin to see how those books which are Literature
can be distinguished from those that are not. In English there
is no word to mark the distinction. The word Literature is often
loosely used to mean all printed books. We need very much a
special word. In French they have it— “ Belles Lettres.” This
clearly excludes common-place books. Of course the French Phil-

osophers differ as to just what it is that constitutes “ Belles
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Lettres.” Some are inclined to say pleasure. But if what I have
proved to you be true, the real meaning of ‘ Belles Lettres,” is
those works which, whether printed or not, are each an individual
whole of human expression in words. In practice, of course, we
find all degrees of this quality. Only the few greatest writers
have it in perfect degree. The great mass of lesser writers
achieve it only approximately. ‘Still, it is only in so far as they
achieve it at all, that these works are Belles Lettres, and there-
fore a great gap separates them from those which make no at-
tempt to achieve it at all, or those which, trying, fail. Literature,
then, (in the true sense) /in practice /, means the whole body
of such attempts which are tolerably successful.

My Fourth Proposition is that every case of Literary value
consists in the harmony of its parts. This proposition is only
the expansion and classifying of the conception of individual whole-
ness. Inherence, uniqueness, individual wholeness, and harmony,
are the four successive steps by which I try to make you feel
that wonderful literary quality which the English words do not
accurately define. Harmony is, itself, a somewhat loose word in
English, and is supposed to refer particularly to a quality in mu-
sic, namely a result of simultaneous sounding, as opposed to mel-
ody, the result of successive single sounds. But in its general
sense it should include melody also, meaning mutual conformity
of parts. Thus melody is only one species of harmony, successive
harmony ; and the use of it as simultaneous conformity is purely

technical. The original Greek word was also used in Music to
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denote mutual conformity of sounds, but in this sense it proba-
bly referred to melody chiefly, as it would in Japanese music.

appovia from dpety

But in Greek its use was consciously metaphorical. It is a
word derived from the verb to join; and its primary meaning in
Greek was jointing, proportion, rule, order, pattern. Even in Eng-
lish surgery today the word harmony is used to mean a special
kind of fitting together of two surfaces of bone. But its general
meaning is evidently the natural adaptation to one another of
several things or parts, as of a joint to its socket. It is, there-
fore, partly analogous to the Chinese category ¥, an inherent
principle of arrangement, i. e. natural order. Or, if we use the
word “ affinity” we come to a very close analogy with the Chinese
term setsu ff5 of Kwansetsu, a joint. This means primarily a
joint of bamboo—and secondarily to limit mutually. This latter
is just the primary meaning of the Latin word affinitas. But in
English its meaning has become more positive, springing from
the ties of marriage between neighbors. This meaning is shown
in the term “chemical affinity,” where the elements have some
primary tendency or natural adaptability to unite. I will there-
fore make my own definition of harmony, as follows; —it is the
peculiar inherent affinities of parts /things /through which they
naturally tend to become parts of individual wholes.

This introduces us to what amounts to a new practical qual-
ity in the parts. In individual unity we saw only that the whole-

ness and the parts are identical and self-determinative. This
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implies the mutual control of the parts over one
another ; each must be susceptible to the influ-
ence of all the others, be capable of modification,
or of intensification, that is, of responding in
some new way to the influence of others brought
into juxtaposition with it. Such effect is mutual
between each pair of parts, each group of pairs,
and each group of groups.*

* Lay more stress upon the element of affinity.
The unity, therefore, is not the single abstract
fact of the combination of parts, but the great
multiplicity of the cross-effects between any par-
tial grouping of the parts. It is, therefore, con-
crete, down to the smallest subdivision of the
parts. The tissue of a work of literature must
be as closely knit, as the substances of organic
life. It is alive, all through.

One of the most striking examples of har-
mony, which can be demonstrated by experiment
is color. If I throw a single spot of color upon
a white wall—say red—it has a certain effect

upon your eye. If, now, I throw beside it a spot

of more brilliant red, the first becomes changed by the contact,

and looks more gray. The bright one, too, looks brighter than it

would have looked alone. They have mutually modified one anoth-

er in a way which can only happen when just those two reds are
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together. Now, if I add a third patch of dark red, the first two
reds together look lighter than they did before, and the single
dark red looks darker than it would alone. Now, suppose that I
add to the three a spot of orange. That orange makes the three
reds look more purple than they did before, and the orange itself
looks more yellow than it would alone. Now, if I put a spot of
real yellow next to the orange, it throws the three reds still more
into purple, and throws back the yellowing effect of the reds upon
the orange. So I might go on until I have fifty spots of color, all
different. Each one of these changes the effect of the group that
went bofore, yet no previous change is ever lost, only modified.

Each color acts on every single color, on every pair of colors, on
every triad of colors, and on every higher group. Thus there
would be something like 10,000 modifications between fifty spots
of color. Yet the total effect must not be confusing, but single.
We ought to get a single individual color impression from the
whole. What chance is there of this? Almost none! Hundreds
and thousands of the cross-relations are neutralizing, or contra-
dictory.*

* More stress should be laid on conflicting relations.

They modify, but will not blend; they produce no whole. I
cannot see them transparently, all at once, unless a color-individ-
ual arises out of them. If this is so, it is seen that the choice
of the fifty colors is most wonderful. FEach has been chosen for
its exact effect upon the ten thousand relations into which it

enters. The slightest variation of each will change a large part
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of the relations, and so change their power of blending into a
color-whole. The whole fifty have to be chosen in view of one
another, and in view of the 10,000 cross-relations of harmony
which they produce.*

* Lay more stress upon affinities.

Now, if you remember that there are about 1,000,000 different
colors that the eye can distinguish, you can see that there are thou-
sands of millions of possible contributions of fifty colors to choose
from, and that each one of these thousands of million sets pro-
duces 10,000 simultaneous color-effects. If therefore, it were a ques-
tion of mechanical skill in selecting, the artist would have to
consider millions of millions of possible color effects from which
to select just the group that shall produce a given individual
color-unity.

But this enumeration only exhausts a small portion of the pos-
sibilities. There is no certainty that just fifty spots of color are
required. Ten might do, thirty, perhaps five hundred. We have
got to consider, not only the million cases of ten thousand simul-
taneous effects, but the millions of cases of all other total num-
bers of simultaneous effects. Still again, each color modifies
another, in proportion to its closeness. We have got then to con-
sider in each case, not only the arithmetical group of fifty colors,
but the thousands of possible interarrangements of these fifty
colors among themselves. Still again, each color modifies others,
other things equal, in proportion to the size of each /its / spot.
Now the relative sizes of the different spots may be modified in
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thousands of combined degrees. It thus appears that a color-
creator, in throwing color spots on a wall, or in sitting down to
paint, has before him a freedom of choice in his spots amounting
to millions of millions of millions of millions; and that each
choice itself produces thousands of combinations; and that any
one of these thousands must be absolutely consistent and self-
helping, without a jar or a flaw, in order to produce a single
color-individual. See, then, the necessity of color-genius, of color-
creation! The artist must have his color-whole pretty clearly
before his mental vision, in order to select instinctively its fixed
group of essential factors. Out of all infinity, only in that com-
bination does the individual subsist. The individual lives in the
bosom of its harmonies.

Another example, of course, is music. Here the harmonic rela-
tions of the parts are not simultaneous in space, but successive
in time. I strike a single note with my voice or, on an instru-
ment. It produces an effect. I sound a second note immediately
after it, and the two together produce a sound effect different from
the sum of the two taken separately. Each colors the other with
feeling, so that the two together produce a single feeling. I add
a third note, and the total feeling becomes more complicated, de-
pending upon the mutual effect of the three as held together in
memory. By the time I have eight or ten notes sounded in close
succession, I have a whole quite sharply distinguished in its effect
upon the ear from every other whole. The change of the quality

or order of one note changes the whole. Such a whole of single
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successive notes is a melody. But of the thousands of possible
melodies which you can make out of ten notes, while each one may
be enough of a whole for the ear to distinguish (it), there will
only be a few which (will) have the power of impressing you with
great or specially characteristic wholeness. The small changes
which distinguish many of them from one another, do not much
matter. We have no preference, or heightening of interest be-
tween them. But, by and bye, some one combination comes along
which throws the feeling so closely backward and forward between
the notes, that we see a single change would utterly spoil the
peculiar unified character. It haunts you, not with the mere fact
that it 7s a unity, but with the individuality of its harmonic
character. It stands out with full transparent individuality against
a whole universe of sound.*

* Lay stress upon sound-affinities.

In longer musical composition the unity of feeling cannot al-
ways be carried in distinct remembrance of the notes, but it can
in the totality of the emotional state that accumulates. Just as
in a fine painting, we cannot stop to identify every little spot of
color that enters into a partial effect, yet we carry it, involved
in the effect, over to another part of the picture, so we carry
forward the harmonic effects of a past portion of our musical
piece, in combining them with the portions directly within our
hearing and memory. Sometimes this effect is achieved by partial
repetition, sometimes in other ways. But the complication is

increased when we add the facts that each separate note may
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vary, not only in its scale sound, but in its degree of length and
in its degree of loudness; and that the individual harmony of
total effect depends on these variations also. It is also possible
to sound several different notes together so as to make a simulta-
neous harmony. In orchestral music sometimes twenty or thirty
different notes are sounded together. The ear may not distinguish
every one, but it catches their total effect. Now, as the piece
progresses in time, there is a very particular succession of these
simultaneous effects; and so, it follows, as in color-unity, that
there are millions of millions of possible musical groupings, out
of which the composer has got to select the material of one dis-
tinct, individual impression. Such an individual has no existence
except in that mysterious, unique harmonic sound-combination.

The case is quite parallel with literature. There are literary
harmonies, just as there are color harmonies, and sound harmo-
nies. I will not analyze them fully here, because I wish to do
that in a later chapter. But it is enough to show you that the
harmonic elements in literary unities afford an equal complexity
and infinity.*

* Also that it comes through affinities.

(1) In the first place, we have thoughts grouped together in
thousands of separate words and sentences. Now, each thought
or portion of a thought as much effects, and modifies, and com-
bines with another, as color with color, or sound with sound.
These partial thoughts have to succeed one another in time, like
sounds; and their order as much effects the total thought they
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produce, as does their selection. A false selection or a false order
confuses and scatters. Only an individual grouping produces a
transparent result. (2) Besides thoughts, there is also an har-
monious grouping of feelings, in literature. Every situation is
not hard and sharp with mere logical outline, but filled, and
variegated, and softened by the colors of emotion. When you
read the biography of a great man, like Masashige, or read a
beautiful poem, a succession of interrelated feelings is part of the
substance of the literature. The selection and order of these must
be most carefully attended to. A common writer introduces sug-
gestions of feeling that distort, and will not blend into a single
individual feeling. (3) A third element of the literary whole
is the words themselves. Besides being vehicles for thought and
emotion, their very order and sound has a refined kind of har-
mony of its own, very close in nature to Music. We can vary
greatly our choice of words, their relative length, the various
length of our sentences and paragraphs. Lastly, these three kinds
of harmony have got to be harmoniously combined together.

In this way we can see that billions of billions of literary com-
binations are possible; but only a few of these will be so har-
monious throughout as to produce a single individual result.

Something might be changed, a thought added, a word subtracted,
a feeling intensified. By this the whole is changed, and the in-
dividuality approximated. Only in the greatest works of litera-
ture do we feel that the individuality of the constituent harmonies

is perfect. Yet every work of literature, in some degree, con-
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sciously or unconsciously, aims to produce such an harmonic
unity.*

* Insert here the next paragraph but one headed ((J) on analysis
and synthesis. p. 52 [p. 126].

Now is the place, perhaps, for us to reconsider the bearing of
such Literary synthesis or harmony upon the mental and moral
growth of men. We may even speak for a moment of its Utility
and Pleasure. These do not define the nature, but spring from
the nature, of the harmony. It is perhaps true, that I can never
perceive harmony without pleasure. It is like health, which is
always pleasurable. The very orderliness and sanity of harmony
throws the whole system into a condition of spiritual health, so
to speak. Such a pleasure is peculiar and impersonal. I do not
seek it for its own sake, to gratify myself. In that case, it
becomes diseased, and tends to dissipation. When I exercise my
body naturally, it is health, and the pleasure comes. But if we
seek the pleasure, apart from health, it abuses the body. So
literature being health, of spirit, so to speak, pleasure follows.
But if we seek the pleasure to amuse ourselves, it destroys the
literary perfection. So with utility. Narrow labor is like using
a man’s single muscle for a special machine. We do not think
of the harmonious development of the whole human health and
nature. But the rounded, well-developed man is capable of higher
uses than the mill-operative. So literary individuality which is
whole and free, will not be confined to any special utility which

is partial and prescribed. This free individuality is a separate
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kind of excellence, a fourth and higher independent end. Yet,
from it, many special utilities may flow. These we may sum
up conveniently in mental and moral growth. A soul that deals
with literary wholes, tends thereby to become itself a spiritual
whole. The individuality of art reacts upon the individuality of
man. ***

***  Because it requires the synthetic faculty of man to perceive

it, give that faculty exercise.
Even information, truth, consists in unity, as well as in multi-
plicity. He only who can see scattered facts, sees but the poorest
part of truth.**

** This should be expanded.
It is the hidden transparencies, the dramatic unities of nature,
of human possibility, that only the poet has individuality enough
to discover. Harmony is no weak, sentimental thing, no personal
indulgence in pleasure. It is the very principle upon which the
universe, upon which Logic, upon which Character have been
constructed. As individuality, it is the eternal foe of personality.*

* Persona=a mask

The latter comes in a corner, and tears the patterns of the
world into a wisp of wretched threads to hide its nakedness.
The former sits fearless upon the planets as they circle in space,
and gives its commands to the future like a new-born God. Thus
we see that the highest social development depends upon the in-
dividuality of its citizens; their power of looking beyond them-

selves at visions of the gigantic unities that challenge them. Each



7=z Y0 [XEEH] 125
man then stands for one independent creative centre of perception
and force. The unity which each sees is peculiar; each adds
something essential to their higher cobperation. It is only the per-
sonal men that are all alike. All personality makes the same
mistake of looking into the wrong end of the telescope, and sees
the same microscopic patch of selfishness at the end. But each
individual so magnifies his vision that each discovers an unseen
star, yet no two ever the same. Therefore, individual men com-
bine harmonically into a larger, social, or racial individuality,
which lives only in their concentrated efforts. Each is like an
essential spot of color, or a clear note ringing through a harmony.
If we look at Athens in the fourth century before Christ, we see
that four fifths of all that Western civilization has produced
came into its existence during fifty years, and that four fifths of
the greatest human individualities the West has produced, arose
during that same fifty years from that little town of fifty thou-
sand inhabitants. Take China in the Sung dynasty; the galaxy
of great statesmen, philosophers, artists, priests, and poets, made
Hangchow the Athens of the whole East. Life itself is a har-
mony in such days. The city, the nation, the race, is a harmony,
because each unit is an individual. But when individuality dies,
the power of combination dies, the power of reconstruction dies,
the power of insight dies, the power of institutions dies, the very
machinery of government becomes rotten, for each part has be-
come a disintegrated, selfish, personal, inharmonious fragment.

Such is the life of China today. [O]
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(O] Pass over to the next paragraph but one, p. 55 [p. 128].

the individuality of a part.

It is the positive element of affinity,
as opposed to the negativity of per-
sonality.

() From this explanation of harmony we can now explain
easily the deeper contrasted meanings of the words analysis and
synthesis. The former literally means undoing, the latter putting
together. Thus the former is originally negative in meaning.
Still in modern scientific processes we give even it a positive use.
We speak of some mathematical sciences as analytical. We speak
of an analytic mind and a synthetic mind. Both are positive, but
their methods differ. The root difference seems to me this; that
analysis, as a way of thinking, follows the connections of things
along an endless series, whereas synthesis deals with them as
closed wholes of harmonious parts. Number is the chief type of
analysis, passing on in a series, from one, through 2 & 3, and so
on forever, as if in a straight line. So, Pure Space, conceived as
outsidedness, is an analytic conception, because it goes on and
on building up the homogeneous relation as long as we wish.
So, too, the analytic consciousness of time spreads itself out in
an indefinite series of befores and afters. It is therefore true of
analytic processes that they can reach only a mathematical whole.
It is also true that you can follow the series backward, as well
as forward, that is, can undo it, hence its name. Other lines of

seriality much used in Logic are those called inside of, or inclu-
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sion, and arranged under, or classification. Along these lines we
relate things (two illegible words] to one another analytically.
Another very important line in Science is Causation. Though
force be used, it is only along our endless line of means to means.
To think of nature as a succession of beads so strung is to think
of it analytically. No doubt the greater part of ordinary human
thinking is of this kind. No doubt science ordinarily works in
this way. No doubt definitions, as found in dictionaries, are ana-
Iytic, because they mark off every bit of thought sharply from
every other, like a thing to be numbered. But the analytic prin-
ciple in the moral or the practical sphere is for the sake of.
Things and actions and pleasures become related to one another
in strings of purpose; the relation is always external. This is
the chief category of utility and business. Common-sense finds
itself upon using it skilfully. In short, whenever we deal with
the externality of serial relation, it is analysis. A synthetic mind,
on the contrary, is one that deals with internal and mutual rela-
tions (which) / that / bind things into more compact groups. You
cannot undo a synthetic group without destroying it as a group,
that is, reducing it to the analytic state. Synthesis can roughly
be taken to cover the 2nd, 3rd & 4th meanings of wholeness.
But, in the second, quantification still remains analytic, and in
the third, minor changes and differences do not deeply affect the
unity. That is you can deal analytically with certain portions of
their nature, like specific birth, variations, and slight defects.

Therefore the peculiar meaning of synthesis gets its full satisfac-
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tion only in the fourth kind, or individual wholeness, which we
have now seen to imply harmony. The very conception of har-
mony, naturally joins itself with synthesis, because it is the self-
putting together of affinities. We can see, then, that the first
kind of wholeness is pure analysis, because there is no mutuality
of harmony, that the fourth kind of wholeness is pure synthesis,
because it is complete harmony; and that the second and third
kinds of wholeness are mixtures of analysis and synthesis leaning
to the first and fourth respectively. In German Philosophy there
is another pair of terms bearing upon this distinction, Understand-
ing, (Verstand) and Reason (Vernunft). The former is the fac-
ulty of analysis or seriality, the second is the faculty of synthesis,
or harmonious wholeness. This distinction lies at the bottom of
all human working, conception of nature, thought, and art. It is
clear, then, that Literature must be pure synthesis.*

* Go back two paragraphs p. 50. {p 123)].

We have thus reached our first approximate definition of Lit-
erature. We saw at the beginning of the chapter that it is some
sort of expression of Human consciousness in words. We now
find that it is the synthetic expression, or the harmonious individ-
uality of expression of human consciousness in words. Now, in
conclusion, before closing the chapter I wish to tell you this inter-
esting thing ; —that I find these first conceptions of the Philoso-
phy of Literature extremely analogous to the main conception of
Chinese Philosophy, notably of the Confucian Philosophy, and spe-
cially of the Philosophy of Eki (4 ]. In fact it is probably Chinese
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Philosophy which gives the most comprehensive account of this
most important matter, ever yet attempted.

We can best approach the force of the Chinese thought by no-
ticing briefly its nearest Greek analogue. We may get to the
heart of it by examining the derivation of the word Logic. The
Greek word Aéroc at first means word or speech. The verb from
which it comes, legein, Aérecv, is the same root-leg as Latin legere,
to read. Hence Logos in Greek means spoken word, and, if Lat-
inized, ought to mean writien word. In either case it is word.
In‘ the second place, Logos in Greek comes to mean the Thought
that is embodied in words. From. this meaning comes the ending
-logy in names of our Sciences. Hegel also makes Logic the
Science of Thought. But, in a third sense, Logos in Greek comes
to mean the inmost harmonious principle of Thought, namely
Reason. In Greek Philosophy Logos is the regular term for Rea-
son. Hence the ordinary meaning of the English word Logic, the
Science of Reason; but, in this Greek sense of Reason, it is not
Reasoning, but the German Vernunft. In the Philosophy of Her-
aclitus, who lived nearly contemporaneously with Confucius, Lo-
gos is the First Principle, “ the Reason that governs and developes
the Universe.” But in the Greek School of early Christian Philo-
sophy Logos came to have a fourth sense, namely the perfectly
harmonious expression of God just as language is the harmonious
expression of Reason. In this sense Christ is identified as the
Logos. This deep meaning is best expressed in the opening words
of John’s Gospel. ‘“In the beginning was the Word, and the
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Word was with God, and the Word was God. x x In him was
life, and the life was the light of men. x x And the Word was
made flesh.” Here the principle of harmonious being is identified

with God, with Light, with humanity, and with life itself.

Logos- word X

Logos- Reason (Vernunft) b
Legos 7 Logos- Rational & Human Harmony ¢
[LegiteratureJ Logic (Hegel) = Eki

Litera=letter- ¢ letter
Literature= (& = Belles Lettres-
Legiterature (harmony)

The Analogy of the Philosophy of Confucius with this is so
great, as to be almost a miracle. The exact analogue of Logos
in meaning and application is the Confucian Bun, 37, No doubt,
one of the simplest meanings of that, is character, or word. But
secondarily, like Logos, it is the harmonious principle of things,
or their inherent reason. This sense is not modern, but if you
examine my expression you find it to be their root. Thirdly you
will find that its meaning becomes almost as deep as the Xn.
(Christian) meaning of Logos. For example, the term used in

modern times for civilization, Bunmei, B, (1) is the identi-
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fication of this root principle of rational harmony with Light, and
with Man.

1 Compare etymology of civis and nédecc with Bummei— (wait till

p. 60 [p. 134))

“In the word was the Light of Men.” Also Shibun, #{3r, means
morals, the harmony par excellence of human action. (Jimbun
A is also called the expression of Tembun X3¢r.) Even in
the more narrow sense of Bun-gaku are included, not only Liter-
ary accomplishments (Writing, Prose, Poetry) but also Music,
Morals, Ceremony, Politics etc.*;—in short all human product
which exhibits rational harmony. In its more restricted sense of
Literature it still carries the exact meaning of my preliminary
definition. (see Bunshclf)

*  Painting & color are now called Bun (Morris%%)l

O Bunsho. 3y # =Belles Lettres-

Sho means a piece of music completed- from sound-+ten

The significance of Bun is still further shown in the sense of
Synthesis, or Synthetic Reason (Vernunft), in its contradiction to
#., ran, Disorder, and its opposition to i, the lower or Analyti-
cal Reason. Ran is a mere heap of bricks, or broken confused
sounds, or discordant cblors; just the opposite of harmony, the
absence of affinity. Order in the lower sense is a mathematical
arrangement, the understanding, Ri. In this there is no primary
harmony or individuality. It is an externally arranged series, in
short analysis. But Bun is the peculiar principle of harmony, or

the minute principle of order or cooperation, therefore synthesis.
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The still more specific word for harmony is sho.
3 Bun- Synthesis ¥ Ri- Analysis
# Sho- Harmony

Now, leaving aside for a moment, the specific meaning of Bun
and Literature, let us look in general at the Nature of Confucian
Philosophy, as compared with my remarks on the higher mental
and moral growth. That which was most original in Confucius’
method was not to argue about abstract principles, but to illus-
trate them by concrete example. The whole of Confucius’ Philso-
ophy is only the manifold illustration of the harmonic life.
Harmony, the ultimate principle of Literature and Art is assumed
as the ultimate Category. In man is found its most important
practical expression. In human products like Music, Painting, and
Literature are its most characteristic manifestation. All this is a
new thing to us in the practical analytic West. We had no such
conception of Society as a Harmony. With us society is a mere
expediency for avoiding selfish evil. We separate person in the
unit, the animal struggle for existence the force. Law is a neg-
ative thing, a selfish restraint. We agree to curb our Egotism
to the end that we may the better enjoy it. But in the East, the
principle of struggle would be regarded as immoral, the separate
person is ran. Therefore Law is positive, namely, the natural
conditions of harmony.

Thus civilization is a far more positive conception with Con-
fucius, than with us. It is not the mere absence of friction, it

is not a half-hearted recognition of common interests; it depends



7=/ w3 [FEHB 133
upon the original affinities of man and of social relations, forces
which make cooperation as essential, as mutual modification is in
colors. It is that the function of each is heightened and intensi-
fied by its peculiar combinations. Just as each color has its pe-
culiar value only in a given combination, so does each human
interest get its highest peculiar value, only in the same moment,
and through the same operation as that which brings out all other
human values, Each is suddenly carried up high, and forced to be
its best. There is no waste, no loss. Harmony is far more than
its false Western substitutes ; — the average, the common, com-
promise, indifference, balance, restraint. In color and music these
create only confusion and disorder; in society at best only tem-
porary analytic wholes. In all of these there is interference, neu-
tralization, great excrescences to be cut off, great gaps to be filled
up. Such arrangements have no inherent reason, only accidental
expediency. So Western Political History and Western Diplomacy
is only the record of balances, of war, by which Ego checks Ego.
Where the check is loosened, as in Africa and Asia today, the
essential barbarism of their principle reasserts itself. In China
alone has there ever been a rational attempt to create civilization
for its own sake, to examine its essential ingredients, and to
appreciate correctly its several values.

And another important thing to note is that this principle of
Harmony is not merely social, it is a universal state, a privilege
that belongs to all higher being. For instance, Confucius dis-

tinctly says that it is the order of things in Heaven; and if we
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believe in Heaven at all, we must certainly admit this. In short,
harmony is Divine. Applied to civilization, it is but the reflection
of Heaven upon earth. Its procedure in Sociology, as contrasted
with Spencer’s, starts at the other end. English Sociology at-
tempts to show how animals united to become men, and so evolved
in time, perhaps, a higher nature, spirit. Chinese Sociology, on the
other hand undertakes to show how spirit, the nature of Heaven,
realizes its very law of harmony in human institutions. This is
seen in the very etymology of Poli (tics) [(Ek (&)1, Civi (lization)

(32 (B9)) as contrasted with Bun [3¢]. But besides heaven and
politics, it lies in all other cases of wholeness; for example, the
clan, or the family. Conspicuously does it lie in the human in-
dividual himself. He is the harmony of completed faculties and
acts. Here are shown the two higher ends of mental growth and
moral growth.

Heaven, Society, Politics, Family, individual, mental growth,
Morals, Manners, Painting, Poetry, Music etc.

Mental growth is Chi [%), the intelligence that grasps the es-
sential harmonies of things and relations. Moral growth is Do
{1&], the character that incarnates the essential harmonies of acts
and life. It is in the harmonious individual, the true man, that
the larger individuality of civilization has root. But beyond this,
and in a still more restricted area, every wholeness of human
product obeys the same law; manners, architecture, arts, and
notably Poetry and Music. Confucius edited one whole book of

Poems (Shikio) [Z#%), as the concrete illustration of harmony.
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He says, “ They stimulate the mind to self—study.”l But of mu-
sic, he is endless in his praises.*
* Meaning of Music.
pésev=to strive after
pepadc=excited
pobea=probably frenzy or inspiration
9 Muses- History- Music- Humor- Tragedy- Dancing- Love-songs-
Religious odes- Astronomy- Poetry- (chief)
The chief meaning is Poetic Inspiration, there is the original
individuality of the harmony coming into one’s mind.

Confucius doubtless used it in the general Greek sense, but also
in its specific sense of sounds. So fundamentally underlying is the
conception of harmony! He says, “ The emotions stir in the heart
and come out as voices. When the voices make harmony, they
constitute music.”2 And again, “Music is identification, (individ-
uality). If identical (joined in transparent unity), men love one
another.”s And again, “ The great music identifies in its harmony
heaven and earth. It is harmony, then no element is lackin;_e;.”4
The finest later critics of the So Dynasty also expressed this sense
of harmony clearly in painting. Jakki [o]5 says, ‘“In painting,
from beginning to end, there must be carried out a mutual subor-
dination of strokes to strokes, each depending on each, but in such
a way as to make each a channel for the flow of spirit. Then the
whole picture shall have an idea shining forth in divine unity.”6
And Kakki?says “ The elements of a picture should all be painted

with their bodies combined together, but combined in such a way as
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to make each correspond to each of the others.”8 In short this is the
reason why East understands art more profoundly than the West.
In the West Harmony is an accident, therefore art is a superficial
elegance. But in the East Art enters into the very definition of
civilization. All human action is art; beauty is the natural at-
mosphere breathed by man. In the West, until the last 30 or 40
years Art has been despised. It is chiefly the influence of Japa-
nese art that is gradually drawing attention to the essential hu-
manity and universality of art. That is why I told you in the
beginning that we have yet no perfect theory of literature.

If now, these fundamental categories of Harmony are something
universal for Chinese thought, they must be capable of an ab-
stract expression in fundamental principle. Such an expression of
pure principle is Logic, in the Hegelian sense. One way of get-
ting at the Logical is to see that it is a grade of being that
transcends the distinction between Subjective and Objective.
Thus the law of cause operates equally in the mind and out of
the mind. So art must have a Logical nature, and not merely an
objective, like nature, or a Psychologic, like pleasure. In Chinese
Philosophy, too, should there not be a Logic which unfolds the
meaning of Harmony absolutely, and not merely as illustrated in
this or that kind of harmony? Yes, there is in Eki itself. I do
not think it is going too far out of our way to compare the first
five categories of Eki, as Pure Logic, with what I have already
explained to you about Literature.

We have already seen that the meaning of Bun is Synthesis, that
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of Sho— harmony in general. Then Eki is the Logic of Bunsho.
The first Kwa (%) or great category of Eki is Ken (] —
(health). This original meaning is identical with the inner mean-
ing of the word wholeness. You remember how I distinguished
health from pleasure. It is the primary unity. Now in this Chi-
nese Logic it is most significant that this is the primary abstract
category. It starts with the definition of absolute synthesis as
equal to perfect health or wholeness. We already know that per-
fect wholeness implies harmony, in the sense that it is a perfect
(balance or) interrelation of parts. But now let us see how the
Chinese go on to develope this conception of Ken. The first step
in its evolution is Gen [53). The primary meaning of this is
origin or root. Here the figure of a growing plant or bud is
taken. The wholeness is not only a wholeness. It is that which
contains in solution, or wrapped up, many parts, as the several
petals of a flower are wrapped away in a bud or the root of a
bud. This lays stress upon that inherence of the parts which
constitutes the individuality of the whole. All are equally the
children of it. They are brothers because they have a common
mother. It is thus the source of all authority. In Politics it
corresponds to the initiative of a ruler. In Art & Literature it
corresponds to the fertile unity of the conception. Confucius calls
it “ the chief of goodness” (3%>4). By this he does not mean
that Gen is goodness, but the regulator of goodness. Goodness is
not possible in isolation, only in combination, all parts being e-

qually recognizable and valuable; and such combination must be
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self-produced from within, It must exist as an absolute individ-
ual, before its several values can be fully brought out.

The next derivative stage in Eki is Ko [%). Its natural mean-
ing is pervasion, that which goes through and through from
every part to every part. It is then the expression of the simul-
taneous function of all the parts upon one another; and so the
category of harmony in the full logical sense. It is that which
flourishes in and through the highest flourishing of all, where
each part heightens the value of each other, and clothes it with
new beauty. It is the blossomed individual, all the parts are in
their places, like the petals of a flower. The Chinese explanation
of it is communing, or mingling transparently in one, without los-
ing self. In Sociology it is the perfect social state, in which
there is no conflicting, loss, or friction. It is not every combina-
tion that will do this. Only that peculiar one in which each part,
in its highest health, yields its full self out to the others. In art
its clearest illustration is color harmony, and melody. Confucius
calls it very beautifully, the “ Concord of gladnesses” [EZ£].
Here we can easily see that gladness means highest, healthy self-
value, and concord means that all shall have this together.

This leads us to the next category, Ri [(F). Its primary mean-
ing Keen, has in modern times become the category of expedien-
cy—profit ; —But in the Logic of Eki, it means the sharpening of
the lines of interrelation down to the point of convergence in a
part or factor. It is thus the category of the individuality of a

part. In art, not only does the total of the colors form an indi-



7=/ myo [FEP 139
vidual color impression, but the color of each color is something
entirely different from its ordinary state, some heightened pecu-
liar value which can only exist in just that combination.
All the other colors for a moment, as it were, lend themselves
to it and make it. In business, doubtless it is the profit to each
of perfect commerce. In Biology, it is the health of each organ.
But it is chiefly in politics that Confucius likes to employ it, and
here he calls it the harmony of rights (F2zF1). In fact, the Eng-
lish word, right, quite expresses its political sense, in the noun
meaning, as, I have a right. In a savage or ran state, there are
no rights. Force makes right. But in a civilized state, each cit-
izen gets his right, that is, his highest self-function, only through
receiving into himself the functions of all others. But there
is still a higher sense, which it is doubtful whether the Chinese
ever sufficiently saw, namely, what I have called the individuality
of a part, in the special sense of the individual man, himself
sensitive to an infinity of peculiar impressions, himself the origin
of an infinity of correlated action, and so a mirror in himself of
the individualities of all large harmonies. Such were the great
men of Athens at her great days. Such is the nature of genius.
It does not lie only in Gen, or the King, as perhaps Confucius
thought. In a great age it lies in everybody. This is, perhaps,
the deepest lesson of all Philosophy.

There is, however, one cardinal category beyond this, fef [g].
Probably its meaning is here, pure. It certainly refers to the out-

wardness of total effect which each part sheds on all the others.



140 7=/ Ry [TFEB

It is thus the converse of 7i. In morals, it is what Spencer calls
Altruism or benevolence, the finding one’s own end, in the totality
of other people’s ends. In the chief Confucian Political sense of
righteous, it means the total conforming of all individuals to the
law of the larger individuality. It is something like Plato’s mean-
ing of Good, the welfare or value of all realized at once. It is the
supreme conception in which Morality is swallowed up into har-
mony. In art, no doubt, it is the absolute fullness, as well as
wholeness, of the individual idea. I have spoken of it before as
transparency. In this sense its kinship to purity is manifest.
One false note sounded, one false color or line added, and the
purity of the impression is marred. It is the complete evolving
of the individual that was involved in Gen. It is the completed
work of art. In the highest sense of all, it doubtless verges very
near to the conception of Spirit, in the religious sense. Where
many individual spirits work freely together they produce a total
substance of spiritual state, which Buddhism deals with as the
third member of the Trinity, the So [{4), or congregation, and
Christianity deals with as the Community of Saints, or, also as
the third person of the Trinity, the Holy Spirit.*

* Confucius’ Great Harmony, Taikwa Kfi
This part of Philosophy the future of the world has still to
work out.

However, the Chinese noticed this, that the four states of Gen,
Ko, Ri, Tei, form a circle as it were, the fulness of Tei, passing

back into, and being identical with Gen. They say ¢ Below Tei,
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Bun b’ Synthesis

Sho i=x harmony (general narrow sense)

Eki 5 (change harmony) The Logic of Bunsho
Ken 7 (dry) health=wholeness

Gen I root- inherence- individuality

Ko (Hang) = pervasion- harmony (deepest sense)

Ri F Keen- affinity- individuality of a part

Tei H pure- End- Summum Bonum-

Individuality of Individualities

rises Gen.” If anything were needed, this would prove that the
group only unfolds the Logic of harmonious individuality.

We may now sum up the substance of this long chapter in a
few words. In four negative propositions I showed that Literary
excellence does not lie in any external relations; material, per-
sonal, abstract, universal or moral. In four positive propositions
I have now shown that Literary excellence does lie in an indi-
vidual harmonious wholeness of internal relations. In the course

of evolving this complex conception, I have discussed four mean-
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ings of wholeness, the difference between analytic and synthefic,
and that between Understanding / Individuality /and Reason /
Personalityﬁ/% : I have thus sketched a great real line of division
between two aspects of the universe, to one of which, as a class,
Literature belongs. It thus appears that the conception of Har-
mony is a clear, full, and Logical one, underlying many aspects
of the world, which altogether may, perhaps, be called the spiritual
aspect. In this way the relation of Art, Music, and Literature,
to the human harmonies of mental, moral, and social develope-
ment are indicated. The parallelism of this view with the Chi-
nese view is striking. It is the view toward which Western
thought is tending, and must tend. Literature is the expression of
this great spiritual group of interests in the definite form of
words. It remains for us now to unfold this preliminary defini-
tion, and gradually come to study the nature and the laws of

Literature, as involved in this peculiar kind of Harmony.
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ON PAINTING. KAKKI OF SO (KUO HSI OF SUNG) ON THE HIGH
TASTE OF FOREST AND FOUNTAIN. COLLECTED BY HIS SON
(FROM FRAGMENTARY NOTES) LAICHI LAIFU, COMMANDER-OF-
CHIEF OF INFANTRY, KAKUSHI JAKKIO (KUO SZE),” Fenollosa,
Epochs of Chi and- Jap Art (1913), II, pp. 12-19,
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Chapter II. Second Approximate Definition of Literature.
Literature as Unity of Thought.

The conception of the peculiar quality of Literature which we
have now reached, namely, an individual harmonious wholeness
of internal relations, is manifestly something which Literature
shares with all other branches of Fine Art. We might have proved,
though in a somewhat different way, that the quality of fine-
ness in Painting and Music does not consist in analytic relations,
but in synthetic harmonies. Indeed, we have well illustrated the
nature of harmony by referring to those arts. In the matter of
Literature, however, we have presented the proofs in their strang-
est and most difficult form.

If now, the several Fine Arts agree in this one matter of indi-
viduality, that which differentiates them from one another is the
peculiar nature of the affinities which the substance of each af-
fords. Music is Music, and a separate art, because sounds have a

peculiar kind of acoustic affinity for one another, and can produce
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together a single transparent sound-result. Painting is Painting,
and a separate art, because visible forms and colors have a pecu-
liar kind of visual affinities for one another, out of which they
can produce a single individual effect upon the eye.

That which distinguishes Literature is the fact that its affini-
ties, and so the nature of its whole, are of a peculiar kind, such
as belongs to the use of language. We have already reached the
approximate definition of Literature, as the Individuality of ex-
pression of human consciousness in words. Here we have two
factors, the human consciousness to be expressed, and the words
that express it, which factors the act of expression combines. It
remains for us to investigate, then, how there can be individuality
in such expression ; therefore, how there can be synthetic affinity
in each of its separate factors.

The human consciousness which language expresses is a com-
plex thing. But, in general, we can divide it with sufficient ac-
curacy into two parts, thought and feeling. When I say or write
anything, there is some definite matter to be placed, some subject
treated. Consciousness is no blank space or empty sheet, but a
kinetoscope filled with more or less definite, yet changing images.
Even in dreams consciousness so fills itself. I cannot use words
without already implying something of this matter, because words
have been invented merely to express it. Even if I recite a num-
ber of words at random, some fragments of thought are imme-
diately suggested, even if they do not coalesce. It is much in the

same way as spots on a wall, however accidentally placed, are
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bound to suggest some form, as also we see it in the dispositions
of stars, and in the momentary accidents of cloud-shapes. Now
such definite filling or differentiating of the Surface of conscious-
ness, we call thought. Thought is the marking out of the parts
of consciousness, and the tracing of their relations to one another.
And this very clearness of marking and tracing is rendered pos-
sible by language. The firmness and fixity of language becomes
a frame on which thought can be stretched and measured. It
would be difficult to remember Geography and maps if there were
no names attached to the parts.

But beside these more definite markings in consciousness, cor-
responding to pure form or shape in vision, there may exist also
a peculiar reaction of the mind toward these markings, which
clothes them with more or less indefinite quality, much as color
clothes the outlines of shape in vision. I may have a picture of
the same spot filled with a dozen different changing colors. So I
can have a thought of the same thing filled with a dozen different
emotional colors ; —love, hate, pity, anger, sympathy, fear, etc.
This latter qualitative and indefinite kind of consciousness we
call feeling. In language we have many words to express it, like
those which I have just used. Feeling can be expressed also by
many other things than words, chiefly by actions, and especially
by muscular contortions of the face. Feeling is almost as univer-
sal in human consciousness as thought. Country people, children
and women can hardly have a thought without some accompani-

ment of feeling. It is only among very highly educated men that
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thought and feeling can sometimes be completely separated, and
then chiefly in certain philosophical and scientific pursuits. In
short, if we are investigating thought for its own sake, as it may
sometimes be desirable for scientists to do, feeling, a possibly
disturbing element, were better abolished. We call such men in-
tellectual machines. . But, generally, it is not a good thing, not a
human thing, to fall into this habit. It is one of the diseases of
modern civilization. It makes life cold and empty, society sad and
colorless. It tends to detach thought from life. It tends to break
up the harmony of the total man, and specialize his function.
Therefore its tendency is utilitarian and analytical, like the over-
exercise of a particular muscle. The great sages of the world
have not ignored feeling. Confucius recognizes it as an element
of harmony between man and man. To speak kindly to another
is to express feeling. And Christ says that we must become like
little children, in whom feeling is as normal and pure as thought.*
* Darwin.
Also, if Literature is to be the full expression of consciousness,
it must express human feeling as individually as it expresses hu-
man thought. Of the normal relation of feeling to thought we
shall speak later, when we have investigated the characteristic
affinities of each, more thoroughly.

But first I wish to speak of several more general qualities of
human consciousness, which belong to it equally as thought, and
as feeling. It is a striking fact, when recognized that human

consciousness, by its very nature, is an isolated thing. Every man
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of us is as prisoner shut up in a cell of his own, who can only
communicate with his fellows through signals (or notes on paper.)
There can be no direct mingling of your consciousness and my
consciousness, as several bodies of water may flow together and
become one. Each has a peculiar world of thought and feeling
within himself, unlike, in some respects, any other such conscious
world that has ever existed, or shall ever exist. The only thing
that we can know of these millions of hidden worlds, is the ex-
pression of themselves which they make through the signs which
they use. Only through language, among men at least, can con-
sciousness impress itself on consciousness. If there have been won-
derful experiences and harmonies among some of these worlds,
they have passed away for ever, unless they have been recorded
in literature. Each consciousness is small and narrow, and can
enrich itself only through education in this great growing sub-
stance of expression which we call Literature. Literature is the
very body of the consciousness of the race. Except as embodied
in it such consiousness is an abstraction.

We can thus discern the important function that Literature
ought to play in education. In it only can we lift o5
up our own consciousness into the universal or racial & g
consciousness. There is an infinite action and reac- d o
tion between this universal consciousness and the
individual consciousness. The latter fills and expands (@ %
itself with the former, but in doing so contributes

its own new color or nature to the contents. If ex-
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pressed in writing, this new individual combination adds some-
thing in turn to Literature; and thus the consciousness of edu-
cated men is like the fresh water in springs, which is drawn
from the common ocean, and gives itself back into that ocean.
Human history is thus the record of the infinite growth of edu-
cated human minds through Literature.

This fact may give some conception of a second quality in hu-
man consciousness which I wish to point out, namely, its practical
infinity. Of the consciousness of the billions of billions of men
who have lived on this earth, no two have been ever exactly a-
like. This depends upon the enormous variety of possible expe-
riences. Apart from original differences of capacity in each, the
number of things in the world with which each can come in con-
tact is almost infinitely variable. Not only are there variations
due to place, climate, geography, flora and fauna, but enormous
other variation due to changes of these in time. Moreover, the
order in which similar experiences occur to fellow citizens is
different. Add to this variety of natural sensations, the more
complicated and unreproduceable variations of family and social
life. Every peculiarity of domestic arrangement, of costume, of
habit, becomes a new datum for experience. And when literature
itself begins to exist, the individual consciousness becomes related
to varying fragments of past impression also. If out of colors
alone, millions of millions of pure color combinations iare possi-
ble; out of the impressions of the infinitely changing things in the

world, impressions obtained in infinitely varying orders, a practical
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infinity of combinations is necessitated. And all this would be
true even if the mind of each individual were passive only, re-
a'cting in a sensitive way upon the order of given impressions.
The far greater Truth is that, within this unlimited mass of raw
material which sensation furnishes to each separate world of
consciousness, the active power of the mind searches for combi-
nations upon combinations that do not always passively reveal
themselves. A savage or a boor does not understand by a mil-
lionth part all that he sees. The interrelations among the myriad
things and impressions are themselves infinite, and these only
active thought can search out and identify. Infinitely various, too,
are our souls in this synthetic power of thought. An infinitely
various power operates upon an infinitely various material. And
yet we ought to perceive that the power operates because the
material itself presents the attraction of endless affinities. The
world is not only a mathematical series, however large; thought
is not merely an analytic sum of sensations. It is the discern-
ment below the detached units of infinite degrees of relation,
correlation, harmony, and unity. Any two parts, any two facts,
any two thoughts, may have a dozen ways of throwing light upon
one another. How then with any three, any four, any fifty, any
thousand, any million? Of all the peculiar consciousness of the
billions of men who have lived, all together have only as yet
explored a small fractional part of the infinite possibilities among
such relations. With all the richness of human literature up to

this date, there are far greater possibilities for its future than
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have ever yet been conceived. It is like an infinite mine of
which only the surface has been worked. If we keep our minds
fresh, active, and individual, we shall be sure to find every day
some new treasure. This is what makes a great mind, like Shake-
speare’s, so rich; it discovers millions of relations among things
that no one ever saw clearly before. It is not the number of
facts that he saw, but the use which he made of those facts.*

* Expand on Shakespeare’s education.

And when we add to the infinitely peculiar interpretation of the
facts, the infinitely peculiar combination of the feelings which
can attach to them, we see one magic of genius multiplied into
another.

There is a third general quality of human consciousness that I
wish to describe. Beside the isolation of human consciousness,
and the infinite capacity of human consciousness, I want to lay
stress upon what I may call the fluidity of human consciousness.
If facts, though infinite in number, were hard and sharply disting-
uished like atoms of matter, there could only be external rela-
tions of number, position, likeness and unlikeness between them.
In this way they would produce only analytic wholes. And it is
in this way that analytic minds habitually think of nature. There
are several reasons for this;—one is, the greater obviousness of
external relations, we can see them directly. Another reason is
the limitations of words. In the richest languages there are only
about 100,000 ; but even writers use only 3000 or 4000, and com-

mon people only 300 or 400. Yet we have already seen that there
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is an infinity of possible thoughts. Language, then, is a very de-
fective means of expression. A few words have to do duty for
thousands and thousands of slightly varying thoughts. This we
often forget. Because the dictionary is split into a few thousand
units of definition, we suppose that thought is split into a few
thousand corresponding units of thought.*

* This is the mistake of the modern Chinese mind.

This is not true. One thought blends by infinite degrees into
another, just because all the facts and relations of nature are in-
finitely continuous. Take the life of a plant from seed to fruit;
each state glides imperceptively into the next. You can draw no
line. Because you can take ten photographs of that plant at inter-
vals, it does not follow that it is ten things. That is what I
mean by saying that thought is fluid. All the parts of it tend to
flow together and make one transparent whole. Another cause
of this mistake is the narrow duality in language of assertion and
negation. All sentences are reducible to sentences with the posi-
tive copula s, or the negative copula is not. Language, therefore,
reduces all thought and truth to the barren perception of identity
and difference between things, or, at most, of likeness and unlike-
ness. To say that a bird is like an elephant because it has a
tail, and like a man because it has two legs, is not to tell us
much that is valuable about a bird. How came the two legs to
be joined with a tail, that is the organic problem which it cannot
answer. All classification has this fault that it is based upon

abstract likenesses and unlikenesses. This is the mistake of com-
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mon Logic. It conceives of the whole world as x

X X
reduced to classes of classes of classes, and x X %
X X X x

these classes standing to one another like the — ,° = = =

layers of stone in a pyramid. All concrete

things are separate units at its base. At the top there is the
single abstract class, being. 1 call this the pyramid of conceptions.
And the only motion it allows to thought is to work up and down
in this pyramid, by the addition and subtraction of likenesses, and
the consequent inclusion or exclusion of the class-limits. This is
the baldest kind of analysis, yet it is the way in which most
people think. Its enormous defect is that it never gets to real
concrete truth. It regards truth as the separate grains of sand at
the base. The real, complex, positive relations between the parts
and organs of the grains it never sees or thinks. You cannot find
them by passing up and down the pyramid of classifications. Lan-
guage cannot easily express them. Their truth is concrete, alto-
gether, fluid, transparent. That is the reason why it was difficult
for Europeans to conceive of evolution. Evolution is concrete
continuity of organic harmonies. It cannot be pictured, it cannot
be classified ; it can only be thought in its native fluidity or mu-
tual internalities. Strictly speaking, there are no things in nature,
only processes. We think that there are things only because we
do not look deep enough. If we take an instantaneous photograph
of the sea in motion, we may fix the momentary form of a wave,
and call it a thing; yet it was only an incessant vibration of wa-

ter. So other things, apparently more stable, are only large vi-
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brations of living substances; and when we trace them to their
origin and decay, they are seen to be only parts of something else.
And these essential processes of nature are not simple; there are
waves upon waves, processes below processes, systems within
systems; —and apparently so on forever. There is no limit to the
fluid internality of thought, ever a spiral of spirals, going deeper
and deeper in, penetrating to more fundamental laws, more un-
heard-of unities and harmonies. This is why thought becomes a
type of organic life, rather than vice versa. We cannot think life
by analytical process ; but thought is more synthetic yet, than life.
Its absolute fluidity is something which organisms only approxi-
mate. Some mighty thinker is conceivable who might have the
capacity to perceive the concrete unity of every group of things
and thoughts in the universe. To him the Universe would be like
a crystal ball.

Now, though this isolated consciousness of each man be, nor-
mally, that is, according to its own nature, infinite and fluid, the
fact is that this fluidity is a quality that greatly varies at differ-
ent epochs of history. We may say that there are degrees in
the Mobility of human consciousness. Doubtless a perfect mind
should be able to move instantaneously from part to part of the
crystal ball, connecting clearly and truly any two of its component
thoughts. But, in practice, consciousness moves slowly and par-
tially, as if it were rather like a mass of jelly than a sphere of
liguid. Of course, one evident obstacle to mobility is ignorance.

We cannot connect what we do not know or think; and the best



154 Tz eyd [SCEEH

of our knowledge is very deficient. Still, within that part of
thought which we do know, it should be the prerogative of con-
sciousness to move freely, selecting its parts and making its fresh
combinations according to its momentary needs and aims. Yet
even such capacity is rare, and the reason for this rarity is a
peculiar one which we must now explain.

In discussing the relation of Literature to the history and the
education of consciousness, I said that past thought embodied it-
self in a great grouping sea of recorded symbols from which the
little isolated pools of present thought draw their main supply.
But I said also that each present consciousness ought to incorpo-
rate that education with itself, infusing into it fresh material
from its own clear vivid experience, and so making a combination
and contribution additional to all that the world has hitherto
thought and felt. In this way each soul would be like an inde-
pendent bubbling spring, fed indeed by the percolating water of
showering clouds which rose originally in vapor from the sea,
but springing strong, new, and sweet out of the soil of things;
and not a mere stagnant pool left by a retreating tide. The
fact is, however, that consciousness is more often like a muddy
pool than like a clear spring. There is a conflict between the
power and mass of past thought recorded in Literature, and the
power that springs up from within the individual consciousness.
We are too complacent and indolent in accepting the former as a
gift. We do not earn it, and make it our own by self-thinking,

We try to utilize its abstract value without penetrating to its
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fluidity. It becomes an abstract / detached / thought, an analytic
fact, an external datum. Relying upon it, we suffer our individ-
ual mobility of consciousness to die away from disuse. In short,
the past overweights the present, with most of us. It is the dis-
ease of time, of old age, that attacks national consciousness and
civilization. History and Literature become a more imperative
burden for each generation. Education brings its own subtle dan-
ger. We think the thoughts of others at our peril. The stream
of thought and feeling that flows freely out of the souls of early
men, creeps along slow and languid, in .the sophistications and
conventions of their late successors.

This peculiar disease which attacks the mobility of conscious-
ness I call formalism. It is the hardness and tyranny of form
no longer plastic, but rigid and lifeless. It is true that the cause
of formalism is not solely written Literature. This is indeed a
great cause and especially the Cause of the formalism of literature
itself. We cannot see a new possible combination of thought,
because the old one forces us into its well-worn channel. Any
other causes which force consciousness into fixed channels can
also occasion formalism. Indolence is a cause. We are too lazy
to think for ourselves. It is so much easier to imitate than to
originate. The desire to get the goodwill of others is a potent
cause. We do not think and say what we mean, but what others
would like to have us. It is, at first, a mere voluntary flattery
perhaps, but in time it becomes a tribute demanded, and so a

tyranny which we are forced to obey. Society itself, at certain
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times / epochs /, is lenient and allows mobility. If its members
are highly individual, that is, with infinitely mobile consciousness,
the independence of individuality is prized for its own sake, and
a city or a race is proud of its variety of opinion and copious
creation. The consciousnesses of whole and of part flow richly
along side by side, like a clear rapid river. But when the indi-
vidual begins to yield to outside pressure, society ever demands
that it shall yield more and more; and thus the intolerance of
custom adds converts to the side of convention, discourages and
eventually persecutes persistent originality, and so gradually con-
geals the fluid thought of the race, slackening its speed and the
free circulation of its parts, until the winter of old age freezes up
its course into a motionless crust. This tyranny of custom, worse
than the tyranny of kings, allies itself with the crushing weight
of past authority, and the two together bring on a state of formal-
ism in which it is impossible for any individual to produce out
of himself a new thought. Consciousness has become as hard and
dead as a stone. A large part of the history of all times and
races reveals this state. The Byzantine Empire was in it for 1000
years. China is frozen up in its delusion today.

But when mobility of consciousness has been once lost, or par-
tially lost, through formalism, how can it be regained ? = Hereto-
fore history shows only one way. That is the coming of some
great nationl shock strong enough to break up custom and mental
habit. It usually has to be violent and severe, like a great flood

in spring. Prolonged and violent war is the commonest cause.
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When cities are burned, dynasties broken up, races enslaved / in-
corporated /, new conditions of life encountered, the crust of habit
is torn and whirled away in the flood of national disaster, while
the underlying fluid thought in the individual soul has to adapt
itself as best it may to the novel circumstances. Genius, that is,
individuality, is now at a premium, rather than conformity. It is
the springtime of a new national life. Sometimes these convul-
sions come from within rather than from without, as frequently
in China and Japan; —a revolution we say, a new order, which may
in time breed a new tyranny, but which at first just because it
is new, has got to employ the freedom of self-adjustment. Some-
times the causes of reviving individuality are more peaceful, as
in the extension of commerce to new places, and under new con-
ditions. Only a fixed industry and trade can obey old-fashioned
rules. The opening of channels requires fresh genius, individual
recombination. In visits to new scenes and peoples, our minds
broaden, we become reconciled to a variety of customs, our con-
sciousness becomes more comprehensive and fluid. It is not so
much the new things we learn, but the freedom from old preju-
dices, in which consists the chief benefit of travel. This is doubt-
less one cause of ancient Greek intellect, the extension of its
maritime commerce among the thousands of islands, and the
many-peopled coast cities of the Eastern Mediterranean. Lastly, a
peaceful cause from within, like a philosophical revolution or a
religious revelation, may sometimes revive the fluidity of con-

sciousness. Doubtless the Philosophy of the So Dynasty did this



158 7z w0 [CFEH]
service temporarily for China.

Now, the chief fact of human history, and its most fundamental
law, consists in the eternal conflict and alternation between these
two states of fluidity and rigidity in human consciousness. The
conflict is never still. The tendency to conformity is as silent and
steady as gravitation, as physical inertia. Its eternal enemy is the
native individuality of the soul, which has the power to move
freely among all its thoughts, dive into the crystal depths of its
experiences, and bring up to the surface, for action or expression,
any combination that it wishes. The tendency is for many such
individuals to come together ; the peculiar buoyancy of the social
atmosphere precedes them. Such was the group of great creators
in Athens 400 years before Christ; the similar group in Florence
in the Fifteenth Century, and the somewhat similar group in
Hangchow during the Twelfth. But such constellation, such won-
derfully concentrated light of Bun, is rare in the vast spaces of
history ; and the periods of it are very short. Fifty or a hundred
years, that is, the limit of two or three generations is enough to
exhaust the highest individuality. After this comes a more or
less rapid decline, and then an interval, which may be a thousand
years, before a new force, sufficient to break the crust of formal-
ism can gather. These are the blanks of history, wherein new
thought, and act, and art cannot appear, and civilization is hardly
more than a lifeless copy. The disease lies in the soul, in the
self-abdication by consciousness of its infinite, fluid, individuality.

The Japanese race has this individuality in strong measure. It
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created the revolution of Meiji and, in turn, the revolution recreat-
ed it. But already there is a tendency among Japanese to fall
tback satisfied with accomplishment, to enjoy rather than to pro-
duce, or accept civilization as a present from the West, rather
than to recreate it from within. Beware of this! It is the in-
sidious cause of the decay of nations, the dry-rot of the soul.
Rather guard your individuality and fluidity of thought and
feeling as a priceless treasure!

But, you may ask, what have these laws of the fluidity of con-
sciousness, got to do with the definition of literature? I answer,
Everything! In the first chapter I have explained to you fully
how and why a work of literature must be an harmonious whole.
Like color, and like sound every one of its combinations is not
transparently harmonious, individually organic, or self-grown. Of
the billions of billions which are possible, only a few, one among
a million, possesses the simultaneous heightening and perfection
of all its interrelated parts. To find this unit of sensitive affini-
ties is no easy task, is no result of infinite effort merely analytic.
It cannot be built up by trial or accident, like a scientific dis-
covery. It must be produced from within. Its qualities, its affini-
ties, its harmonies, its individuality are inherent. It must grow
out of the soil of the soul, from its own root. A literary genius
is a soul that has the capacity of giving birth to such roots. It
is so infinitely sensitive to affinities that it selects and groups
them by a kind of instinct. It cannot stop to give a reason for

its choice. It makes a thousand choices in one, and synthesizes
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them out of its billions. We can now see more exactly how such
genius is possible, and how it works. It works through the flu-
idity of consciousness! This instantaneous selection implies the
infinite freedom of exploration and correlation among its expe-
riences. It is as rapid and penetrating as ether, as microscopic
and telescopic in its synthesis as chemical affinity and gravitation.
It works like the mind of God. It sees infinite fertility of mean-
ing where ordinary eyes behold but desert; creates systems and
kingdoms of intellect out of the very blank spaces of the air.
It never repeats itself, for each self-acting group originates from
within. Its creativity is infinite; its resources fabulous. It lav-
ishes upon its smallest expression the transparency of harmony,
the treasure of individuality.

We come, then, to a most important proposition, namely, that
the individuality of a true work of literature can spring only from
the perfect individuality of its author’s soul. Only in so far as a
man possesses the synthetic temperament, can he be an author.
He must tingle with his sensitiveness to countless affinities. Only
in so far as his consciousness is fluid, will his power of original
combination remain free. He is like a priest in trance. He does
not so much act himself, as behold the gods act. The affinities
seem to do their own work. He only reveals to a waiting world
the new truth he sees. And yet, without his mediumship, his
human individuality, the gods will not act, the affinities will not
combine. The act is so subtle, we hardly know it to be act.

We call it inspiration. Nevertheless, the individual combination
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requires a form, demands from him an expression, as a body to
dwell in, I say, perhaps self-concertedly. I think I see a unit
of thought, but I have not yet been able to express it in paint,
or sound, or words. Then I am deceived. It is not yet a unit.
It proves itself such by the creation of its own body. That is
the peculiarity of art, that it cannot be an abstraction; it demands
concrete individuality, therefore a definite body of affinities, which
are at once its own expression and its life. The author has a
weighty responsibility, to which few are true. He must not allow
one shadow of influence to affect him from the outside. It will
strike a flaw through the crystal. Although educated out of the
past, he must forget the past, and breathe alone with himself.
He must not let his personality intrude, for then self-interest or
prejudice will disturb the free re-distribution of the affinities.
He must not yield to fear, or hope of gain, or thirst for fame;
else the glorious soul that is forming within him will be strangled
or poisoned in the womb. He must be the pure individual,
untainted by any formalism; then the infinity of the new will
bubble out of him like a spring. The individuality of the literary
whole will find itself only through that free fluidity of soul which
his own individuality implies.

The difference between this principle and the modern romantic
theory of the subjectivity of art is very great. Such a phrase as
Flaubert’s, “the style is the man,” such a definition of art as
“nature passed through man,” the view that it is the very oddity

of personality that constitutes genius, all these are but distorted



162 7=/ ryo [XFERH]

shadows of the truth. Art creates itself, through the hidden
affinities of things, and thoughts, and forms. It is true that,
analytically conceived, nature is barren, and harbors no seed for
art. It is only synthetic thought that can sense and detach its
inner truth of rough material ready for diamond-polishing. But,
because abstract objectivity is too crude for art, it does not follow
that we must flee to abstract subjectivity. This is too small
and mean for art. We must penetrate deeper to that state where
objectivity and subjectivity become one. This is Logic in its
true synthetic sense. Now the very secret of the Logic of art
is its self-hood of harmonious combination. Whether it be in
the author as a condition, or in books as the realized product,
whether in the imagination of a poet, or the revelation of sunset
skies, it is all the same. It is its inherent structure that tells,
not its source or place. Such is the logical meaning of harmony
which Confucius tried to define. And the practical difference of
the two views concerns the preparation and purity of the author’s
soul. On the subjective theory, he may be as wild and personal
as he likes, rebelling at the restraint of law, steeping himself in
the dissipation of sensuous feeling. Hence the chaos of recent
Western literature, in spite of its protest against the classic. But
on the individualistic theory, the soul must guard itself from all
impurity and extravagance, distinguishing the normal affinity of
law from the abnormal tyrannies of formalism, and searching
with single and reverent aim for the harmonious wholeness among

its infinite contents. It is not always that this is possible. The
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History of Literature is, par excellence, the history of the fluidity
of human consciousness. It is inevitable that Literary genius
should gather itself up into clusters of gleaming stars, separated
by long black night-spaces of relative inaction. Its history is only
the history of its constellations; and these tend to centre them-
selves in the individualistic periods of civilization. It is they

that give names to the Zodiac of man.
[on a separate sheet]

How can thought become aesthetic material for literature ?
1. The wholeness of thought.
Unities of thinking, seeing, change, growtn, experience
The test to critic is mutual involution of materials
The test to author & public is unity of impression.
But unity implies constructivity.
Mere enumeration or distinction contradicts it—
The sanity of thought in nature goes in cycles—
Unity of subject—
2. The process of thoughi—
Logical U. P. 1
But thought process must be time process, for exposition in
words.
First mode—Didactic. Essay, Science, Philosophy.
This is the main mode for logical clearness.
Second mode. Dramatic. Drama—Fiction. P I— U

Third mode. 1. Essence of poetry—Lyric—
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brevity— figurative— pictorial— Chinese.
The order left to be determined from without.
Fourth mode. History— Biography— Criticism. P——-U I U— P

dissolving views I
. i uuuyu
Fifth mode. Didactic Poetry PPPPP

sub. {Sixth mode. Dramatic Poetry} add a basis of I's.

Seventh mode. Epic Poetry

Feeling varies in color, intensity, duration—It has continuity of
change—The change from feeling is itself a new synthetic feeling.
There are all possible orders of change.

Feeling—synthesis is thus naturally time synthesis. The general
law of time-synthesis is cumulations of effect. Does this cumu-
lation have a general law ? Feelings are of two kinds—constructive
or destructive. There then appear to be wholenesses of feeling ;
corresponding to the wholenesses of subjects. In their order the
constructive must eventuate in order to achieve individuality. The
feelings relate primarily to human situations. We apply them in
a figurative sense to objects of nature and thought, just as we

have figurative derivation of thought from concrete things.

—By courtesy of the Houghton Library, Harvard University—

BEx1  (p. 131). Robert Morrison, A Dictionary of the Chinese Language
(Shanghai and London, reprinted 1865).

B2 (p. 142). 7 =/ vy 0HRED» ST HIE, Individuality & Personality
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