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CHAPTER 12

The Picturesque

@

HE WORD Picturesque, as applied to the antiquities of Eng-

lish cities,” declared the noted antiquary John Britton early
in the nineteenth century, “. . . will be clearly recognised and un-
derstood by readers who are familiar with the works of Gilpin,
Alison, Price, and Knight. It has become not only popular in English
literature, but as definite and descriptive as the terms grand, beauti-
ful, sublime, romantic, and other similar adjectives. . . . [In]
speaking, or writing, about scenery and buildings, it is a term of es-
sential and paramount import.” *

This word “picturesque” had been naturalized in England for half
a century before it was used as a term in theoretical aesthetic dis-
cussion. As early as 1685, William Aglionby had said of free and
natural execution in painting, “This the Italians call working A la
pittoresk, that is boldly” *—a usage strikingly like that of the pic-
turesque school a century later. By 1705, Steele could employ the
word in dramatic dialogue in the sense “after the manner of paint-
ers,” though the manner in question was allegorical and academic,
hardly that of which writers of the picturesque school think. Pope
praised two lines of Phillips for being “what the French call very
picturesque”; and notes to his Iliad pronounce two Homeric descrip-
tions picturesque.” By mid-century the word was becoming a stock
epithet in description and criticism. And although “picturesque” was
never included in Johnson’s dictionary, Johnson did employ it, in
three instances at least, to define other words.*

Details of the etymology are mooted, and the etymologies con-
tended for are usually employed to bolster theories of the pictur-
esque; but there is of course no doubt of the Romance origin. None-
theless, there is reason to suppose that the Dutch “schilderachtig”
antedated development of the Italian and French synonym. Such a
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Dutch art critic of the early seventeenth century as Carel van Mander
employed “schilderachtig”; ® and the word was taken into German
half a century later by Joachim von Sandrart. Sandrart applies it,
much in the fashion of Uvedale Price, to the painting of Rembrandt:

Er hat aber wenig antiche Poetische Gedichte, alludien oder seltsame
Historien, sondern meistens einfiltige und nicht in sonderbares Nach.
sinnen lauffende, ihme wohlgefillige und schilderachtige (wie sie dje
Niderlinder nennen) Sachen gemahlet, die doch voller aus der Natur
herausgesuchter Artigkeiten waren.®

It is possible that the concept has its origin in the Netherlands; but
such speculation is at present too conjectural to pursue. _

The spelling of “picturesque” is as variable as its meaning. Beside
the usual form one finds “pittoresk,” “pittoresque,” “pictoresque,”
“picteresque,” “picturesk,” and “peinturesque.” “Pittoresque,” like
Aglionby’s “pittoresk,” is early, reflects the Italian original—apd is,
as we shall see, productive of much speculation. “Pictoresque” and
the exceptional “picteresque” display equally clearly in their etymol-
ogy a reference to the painter. “Picturesk” is a late effort at Angli-
cizing “picturesque”; “peinturesque,” also a rather late form, re-
flects (perhaps was invented to accord with) a different view of the
etymology—a reference to the art rather than the artist.”

In the early decades of the eighteenth century, “picturesque”
usually bore one of two meanings: when applied to literary style, it
meant “vivid” or “graphic,” by an obvious metaphor; when applied
to scenes in nature, and sometimes when applied to imitations of
these on canvas or in words, it meant “eminently suitable for pictorial
representation,” as affording a well-composed picture, with suitably
varied and harmonized form, colors, and lights. The first of these
meanings became (and in some measure still is) a commonplace in
the discussion of rhetoric and poetry; Blair (for instance) repeatedly
praises epithets, figures, and descriptions as “picturesque,” as cohjuring
up distinct and forcible images. But in Blair the two meanings I have
discriminated are rarely separate; he speaks of “poetical painting,”
and declares that “a good Poet ought to give us such a landscape, as

a painter could copy after.” 8 Writers less concerned with literature
stress the pictorial sense of “picturesque,” and it was this sense which
was destined to become predominant and fashionable.

After the publication of “Estimate” Brown’s letter on Keswick
(1767) and Young’s tours (1768-71), the picturesque insinuated it-
self more widely into popular literature, and to illustrate its use in
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this period, just before Gilpin’s pict.uresque trftvels set a .standar(il fo,r
icturesque taste, I shall discuss briefly the picturesque in Smollett’s
The Expedition of Humphry Clinker, first published in 1771. The
literary use of “picturesque”—“vivid”—appears as Matthf,::av Brambl.e
laims for Commissary Smollett’s “Ode to Leven Wa.ter i the merit
Cf being “at least picturesque and accurately descriptive.” And the
Olastic sense—“pictorial”—appears frequently. Ierry l.\/lelfor'd finds
fhe scene of Clinker admonishing the felons in their chzmls‘,- the
grouping and expression, picturesque—fit for a Rapha.el.hAn _15‘1‘121?:
hago proves to be a highly pictu%‘esquc? appendage. Hlsd c;)rroxil 1s o
vertingly picturesque” when, acting Pierrot, he is chased by B‘t ffs g,s
eton. And when he escapes from the fire at Sir Thomas bl.l orf
in his nightshirt, Jerry Melford reports the scene as a su ]ethhor
painting: “The rueful aspect of the l1e}1tenant in his shllrt,kwll. b;;.
quilted night-cap fastened under his chin, and hlS. long lank lim
and posteriors exposed to the wind, made a very picturesque appea:;
ance, when illuminated by the links anfi torches Whl.Ch the s‘e(g/ar;l
held up to light him in his descent.” S1r'Thomas cries out, N che
roba!—0O, what a subject! —O, what 'mrzmtum!——O, f(.)r a o;a, a
Rembrandt, a Schalken!—Zooks, I’ll give a hundred guineas t}(: avle
it painted—what a fine descent from the cross, or asce;nt ’}clo the ga:
lows! what lights and shadows!—what a group belovs.r. what ixpresr
sion above!—what an aspect!” ® Sir Thomas.1s eccentric in his 1um}?
but not in his sense of the picturesque, for serious writers too apply t c;
term to comic scenes: Malone remarks of an early mmmgmﬂo}
Reynolds that “it was a kind of picturesque travesty of Raffaclle’s

10
ScuooL oF ATHENS.”

These examples have all referred. to history or to geni'e pamftl?}%ré
or to their comic equivalents; but this is not tbe peculfar ?1cu§ orl e
picturesque, for although the picturesque point of view ha .oti
first introduction into England a strong: tie w1th.1:115tor2‘i };1;1 ;”%i
landscape soon became the field for. picturesque Vlslo_n.1 1 nSCOttiSh)
phry Clinker abounds with appreciations 9f ‘(especm Y cottish)
scenery. Matthew Bramble often finds sublimity; ]inlryb 1.sd L
pressed so deeply, yet he thinks .that the Ork.neys and ebri 1sas akee
a “picturesque and romantic” view. Here picturesque v1sxonh. s leso
direct connection with painting; and there is one passage Wf 1‘5 .Izur_
figures satirically the later and more sogh.lstlcated se.nse1 1o O;l)llg u
esque”: Lydia Melford thinks the mergtgam)x)s and misce ane s b
jects at Vauxhall “picturesque and strkag: Evgn to ’:,m tintg triki
Vauxhall would not, I think, have seemed “like a picture”—but s
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ing it certainly was, and “striking” is a fair synonym for some of the
applications of “picturesque” after that term was in some measure
divorced from especial connection with painting.

But the popular uses of the word which I have illustrated IWere
soon sx}pplemented. Once “picturesque” became a part of technical
aesthetic vocabulary, it was inevitable that, while ascertained from
the vagueness of popular use, it would acquire the systematic ambigu-
ity of other philosophical terms. As the picturesque was fitted into a
variety of systems of aesthetics, the term “picturesque” acquired
a corresponding variety of meanings.

It is this variety which makes a history of the picturesque—the
term or the character—difficult of accomplishment. There are, as my
introductory chapter has indicated, three ways in which such an ac-
count can be managed. It can be handled as a philological inquiry
with the influence of philosophical and methodological principles)
minimized; it can be composed dialectically, previous theories of the
picturesque being examined in the light of a schematism, a supe.rior
theory, provided by the historian; finally, a closely literal survey of
the arguments of conflicting theoreticians can be written, with atten-
tion directed upon philosophical issues where these are important, but
without the superimposition of a more comprehensive theory of the
analyst upon the theories which are his subject. The first of  these
modes tends to ignore the intellectual causes determining the propo-
sitions enunciated by theorists; the second implicitly impugns the in-
tegrity and adequacy of the theories; and the third (which is here
attempted) has its defect too—for, since discussion of the picturesque,
like that of other philosophical issues, is never brought to a close, the
problems never settled, the differences never reconciled, it is difficult
to give either an order or a termination to the account of the discus-
sion. This study terminates at 1810, just at the time when picturesque
attitudes had become generally adopted and when practical applica-
tions of the picturesque were being most fully developed; the theory
and practice of the nineteenth century and modern times, as the pic-
turesque gradually declined in public and critical favor, are wholly
omitted, and so is the renaissance of the picturesque in very recent
years. :
But before entering upon my account, it may be useful to describe
briefly instances of philological and dialectical histories of the pictur-
esque. The most ambitious attempt to settle this philosophic problem
by examination of language is that of Robert Bridges in one of his
Society for Pure English tracts entitled “Pictorial. Picturesque. Ro-
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mantic. Grotesque. Classical.” Bridges does not admit intrusion of
philosophic principles into the eighteenth-century usage of “pictur-
esque”’; he argues, in fact, that since the word “pictorial” did not
come into general use before 1800," the word “picturesque” musz
have been appropriated to the meaning which “pictorial” has for us.
How this can be true of writers like Uvedale Price, who aim to di-
yorce the term from its reference to pictorial representation, Bridges
does not explain. The exclusion of all concern with ideas in the dis-
cussion of terms is made still more emphatic by the declaration that
«What it was the fashion in his [Gilpin’s] day to deem essentially
pictorial is a minor question.” ** Now, however, with both “pictorial”
and “picturesque” ready to hand, Bridges considers that we must
differentiate their meanings (even, I suppose, if we subscribe to a
theory which calls for their identification). To accomplish this differ-
entiation, Bridges imports Hegel’s classification of art as Symbolic,
Classical, or Romantic, each of which genera contains three analogous
species. From this classification, and from Ruskin’s account of the
picturesque school in England, “the right use of the words pictorial
and picturesque may be deduced.” All painting is Romantic; but “the
term picturesque has lost its generic meaning, and has its proper defi-
nition in denoting an ultra-romantic school which has its own propri-
eties and excesses [i.e., “picturesque” = romantic-Romantic]. The
word pictorial should therefore come to its own, to designate Hegel’s
mid-species, which he styles classical-Romantic, denoting such “forms’
as have been commonly recognized by all painters as suitable and ef-
fective in their art.” 3

Now despite the use of two philosophical aestheticians in arriving
at these definitions, this is clearly a linguistic argument. For nothing
of the philosophical principles or method of analysis of either Hegel
or Ruskin is taken over, only a schematism of categories, stripped of
all but the most general connotations. It is apparent that the definition
of Bridges is of no use precisely in all those cases where accurate
definition should be of most use—in systematic and technical discus-
sions. Even if these pseudo-Hegelian meanings be taken over for pop-
ular conversational use, how can conversational use be set up as a
norm for philosophy or science to follow? And is it true that even in
everyday parlance we always use “picturesque,” or should always
use it, in this one sense alone?

In sharp contrast to this verbal treatment of the problem is the
discussion of Christopher Hussey in The Picturesque: Studies in a
Point of View, the very title of which implies an examination of ideas
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rather than of words. This book is universally acknowledged—and |
acquiesce in the judgment—to be the most valuable study of the
topic. It displays taste, scholarship, and wit ; but Hussey has his own
“point of view” which sometimes throws the picturesque theorists
into a false perspective. Hussey sees the picturesque as “a long phase
in the aesthetic relation of man to nature,” a phase in which, through
the pictorial appreciation of nature, “poetry, painting, gardening, ar-
chitecture, and the art of travel may be said to have been fused into
the single ‘art of landscape.” The combination might be called ‘the
Picturesque.’ ” The picturesque phase was in the case of each art g
transition from classicism to romanticism, and “occurred at the point
when an art shifted its appeal from the reason to the imagination,”
Classic art addresses the reason, romantic art the imagination, and
“the picturesque interregnum between classic and romantic art was
necessary in order to enable the imagination to form the habit of
feeling through the eyes. Pictures were in cach case taken as the
guide for how to see, because painting is the art of seeing . . . [but]
as soon as the imagination had absorbed what painting had to teach
it, it could fee] for itself, and the intermediate process . . . could be
dropped.” Picturesque art thus “accentuated visual qualities at the
expense of rational ones on the one hand, and of associated ideas on
the other. . . . Picturesque art is imperfect art, but not necessarily
bad art.” ** Imperfect as it is, picturesque art is the first step towards
abstract aesthetic values; and it was natural that the first step should
be the appreciation of visual qualities in nature through education of
the eye to recognize qualities which painters had previously isolated.
“Each art passed through a phase of imitating painting before devel-
oping into the romantic phase that came after, when the eye and the
imagination had learnt to work for themselves. The period of imita-
tion is the picturesque period.” ¥ This is history arranged in accord-
ance with a scheme of dialectical contraries: classic—romantic, ra-
tional—imaginative, objective—subjective, and so forth. The analy-
sis is neat, the progression smooth; but it appears to me to involve
distortion of many of the data, and to prejudge the merits of the
picturesque point of view, to underrate its artists and belittle its the-
oreticians. ‘
Wylie Sypher has set the picturesque in a different dialectical
framework. Drawing from all the arts, but basing his distinctions
primarily upon painting, Sypher finds that the “suavity and gaiety” of
Burkeian beauty identify it with the rococo, and that “sublimity 1s
a tremor, felt at a distance, from the monstrous baroque agitation of
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Michelangelo or Milton.” Temperamentally, “the XVIII Cer;ltu{ry
found it embarrassing to surre:nder S0 r'ecl'dessly, and .thus sougf tt lin
the picturesque, a sentimentalized sul?llmlty, the excxten}llent of t.e
cublime without its abandon. The pxcturesqui 1stas ac arafterls 11c
KVIII Century appropriation of the baroque.” ' In Sypher’s anal-
ysis, however, both sublime and.picturesque are more ﬂshal{gwt thari
the baroque from which they derive, for they do not re ec.t in '(irrtlje
or otherwise inherent tensions. In consequence, 1o dram]z;. 1sh avai ak.n
to either picturesque or sublime (Whlch”all;e lyric) s ott .arli:. ahi
to pathos rather than to tragedy. . . . . Sypher’s acc01c11n 1sf ;gno};
abstract, and finds little enough support in the concrete data, of not
only do none of the theorists of th.e picturesque seem conscious o c
motives ascribed to them, but the picturesque ha§, in its or1gms,, a molr
evident connection with beauty than with s.ubhr.mty. Sypher’s ana y;
sis, even more than Hussey’s, makes the entire picturesque mo_vem;rll
trivial and inferior. One purpose of t%ns study w11! be to view . Z
picturesque, and the writers on the picturesque, without pejoratn;e
implication and without refraction through an alien theor}I, to ;e.s 0 _
the theories of the picturesque to some measure of philosophic re

spectability.




CHAPTER 13

William Gilpin

ICTURESQUE” was rescued from the indeterminacy of fashion
. by William Gilpin, who made it the key term of the new aesthetic
attitude of which he was himself the earliest exponent. The “venerable
founder and master of the picturesque school,” Gilpin exerted a pro-
found and lasting influence upon the taste not only of England buii of
Europe, though his analysis of the picturesque was soon superseded
by the more subtle and philosophical studies of Uvedale Price and
Payne Knight.!
In the youthful and anonymous Dialo gue at Stow (1748),2 Gilpin
uses the term “picturesque” conventionally: the picturesqué is tiat
| which is suited to pictorial representation. There is already apparent
‘however, the tendency to consider rough and irregular scenes of naf
ture ejspecially picturesque, to find in landscape the peculiar locus of
.the. picturesque. In the later and more widely influential Essay on
Prints? .to.be sure, the subject itself demanded that Gilpin avoid the
appropriation of the picturesque to wild and intricate scenes exclu-
sively, ?.nd the term is employed, accordingly, in its more general
acceptation. The definition given in the preliminary “Explanation of
Terms” is simply this: “a term expressive of that peculiar kind of
!)e'auty,- Yvhich is agreeable in a picture.” * The entire Essay on Prints
is 1r_np11c1t‘1y a discussion of picturesque beauty in this traditional sense,
in its various aspects of composition, lighting, drawing, expression,
execution, and so forth. The wor. “picturesque,” however, is very
§par1ngly employed. The landscapes of Ridinger are praised for be-
ing “picturesque and romantic,” a phrase applied also to the land-
scapes of Sadler; and this is the use of the word which Gilpin was to
make conventional. But when Ridinger’s scenes of hunting are said
to be didactic and “least picturesque of any of his works,” the applica-
tion is the older and broader—suitable for a picture. ,
192

William Gilpin 193

It was in Gilpin’s picturesque travels, which began to appear in
1782, that the picturesque of roughness and intricacy was defined and
opularized; the extension of the term was pretty well fixed by Gil-
pin, though philosophical dispute over its intension was later to en-
ross aestheticians, gardeners, painters, and amateurs. The most the-
oretical of these works of Gilpin is his T'Aree Essays: On Picturesque
Beauty; On Picturesque Travel; and On Sketching Landscape: to
Which is Added a Poem, On Landscape Painting® The general
principles developed in these essays are reduced to principles of land-
scape in the Remarks on Forest Scenery, and Other Woodland Views,
Relative Chiefly to Picturesque Beauty Illustrated by the Scenes of
New Forest in Hampshire. In Three Books.® This work, then, is of
an intermediate degree of abstraction, and the middle principles de-
vised in it are applied in the six volumes of tours—all which bear
titles of the form, Observations [upon some part of Grear Britain]
Relative Chiefly to Picturesque Beaury.” All of these volumes, illus-
trated by Gilpin’s fine aquatints, were immensely popular and greatly
affected British taste in natural and artificial scenery.

In this study, however, attention must be confined to the theoreti-
cal essays, in which, unhappily, Gilpin is least impressive. The first
of the Three Essays, “On Picturesque Beauty,” attempts to dispel the
confusion (which all philosophers lament, and which each claims the
honor of terminating) about the nature of beauty: “Disputes about
beauty,” Gilpin declares, “might perhaps be involved in less confu-
sion, if a distinction were established, which certainly exists, between
such objects as are beautiful [merely], and such as are picturesque—
between those, which please the eye in their natural state; and those,

which please from some quality, capable of being illustrated by .
painting.” ® Gilpin is careful to emphasize that the picturesque s a

species of beauty, not a distinct character, and in his dedicatory letter
defends himself against the charge of “supposing, 4/l beauty to con-
sist in picturesque beauty—and the face of nature to be examined only
by the rules of painting.”® The pleasures of imagination are various,
and the picturesque is only one additional mode. The problem of
Gilpin’s essay is to define the causes of that mode: “What is that
quality in objects, which particularly marks them as picturesque?” *°

When Gilpin remarks that “in examining the real object, we shall
find, one source of beauty arises from that species of elegance, which
we call smoothness, or neatness,” ' the phrase, “the real object,”
suggests that his theory deals not with art itself but with nature con-
sidered as a subject for art; and this is, indeed, an obvious conse-
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|quence of the general sense Gilpin assigns to the “picturesque.” But

'in picturesque representation, neatness and smoothness, “instead of

‘being picturesque, in reality strip the object, in which they reside, of
all pretensions to picturesque beaury”* In fact, Gilpin continues,
“roughness forms the most essential point of difference between the
beautiful, and the picturesque; as it seems to be that particular qual-
ity, which makes objects chiefly pleasing in painting.—1I use the gen-
cral term roughness; but properly speaking roughness relates only
to the surfaces of bodies: when we speak of their delineation, we use
the word ruggedness. Both ideas however equally enter into the pic-
turesque; and both are observable in the smaller, as well as in the
larger parts of nature. . . .’ ¥* A quick induction supports this prin-
ciple: the painter prefers ruins to perfect architecture, an overgrown
cart track to a finished garden, an aged face with dishevelled locks
to the smoother beauty of youth, a human figure in action to one in
repose, a cart horse or an ass to a polished Arabian. (Sydney Smith
summed up the difference between beautiful and picturesque in re-
marking that “the Vicar’s horse is beautiful, the Curate’s pictur-
esque.” * ) Price and others urge that the induction is imperfect;
but Gilpin casts about anxiously to discover reasons for what he con-
ceives to be this general preference.

' The painter’s love of the shaggy stems partly from the encourage-
ment a rough subject gives to a sketchy facility of execution. It is not
only that a rougher touch is easier to master than a smoother and
more elegant style—Gilpin does not stress this point, which is not
likely to appeal to the spectator expecting skill in the artist; rather,

" “a free, bold touch is in itself pleasing.” ** Gilpin gives no reason for
this effect, though it is pretty clear that associations with ideas of un-
constrained ease underlie it. But “it is not merely for the sake of his
execution, that the painter prefers rough objects to smooth. The very
essence of his art requires it.” ® Picturesque composition, in the first
place, “consists in uniting in one whole a variety of parts; and these
parts can only be obtained from rough objects.” ” Rough objects,
again, alone yield what Gilpin terms “effect of light and shade”—
massed and graduated lights and shades, with richness of minute var-
iations, and “catching lights” on prominences. In coloring, too,
roughness affords greater variation. In sum, roughness is more vari-
\ous; the taste for the picturesque is a taste for a greater measure of
' complexity and intricacy than either beautiful or sublime affords. Gil-
pin supports his reasons with an experiment. One of his aquatints
exhibits “a smooth knoll coming forward on one side, intersected by
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a smooth knoll on the other; with a smooth plain perhaps in the mid-
dle, and a smooth mountain in the distance,” !® while a companion
aquatint shows the same general scene broken into irregular and
jutting forms, marked by rugged rocks, clothed with shaggy boskage,
and enlivened by two figures and a ruined castle. This experiment
can not, however, quite pretend to be an instance of the Method of
Difference: the second print is not merely rougher; it brings with it
all the interest of complicated imitation and all the charms of mani-
fold associations. Gilpin passes over the crucial question, how much
of the effect is to be attributed to these causes?

He does, however, pause to explain away apparent exceptions to
the principle that roughness is the ideal subject for art. Those really
smooth objects which may have a good effect in a picture, he argues,
are apparently rough or highly varied: the lake seems.rough from
the broken light on its surface undulations, or from the.reflection of
rough objects; the horse’s smooth coat displays the play of muscle
beneath; the smoothness of plumage is only the ground for its break-
ing coloration; the polish of the column only displays the irregular-
ity of the veining. Or (if the preceding does not convince) smooth-
ness may be picturesque by contrast, adding piquancy to roughness.
These explanations are specious, but it is clear that there is a difficulty,
and that it has not been met so adequately as to remove all doubt;
Price was subsequently to direct a part of his criticism of Gilpin to
this vulnerable point.

This difficulty set aside, however, Gilpin seems to have solved
his problem. But instead, he resumes the analysis: “Having thus from
a variety of examples endeavoured to shew, that roughmess either
real, or apparent, forms an essential difference between the beautiful,
and the picturesque; it may be expected, that we should point out
the reason of this difference. It is obvious enough, why the painter
prefers rough objects to smooth: but it is not so obvious, why the
quality of roughness should make an essential difference between ob-
jects of beaury, and objects suited to artificial representation.” *® This
is a subtle distinction. The question is, why do we come to approve
in nature of things which would look well in pictures? Implicit in
the very question is the recognition that our liking for the real ob-
jects is not merely from an association with painting, but has an in-
dependent basis (although, perhaps, a basis so concealed and ob-
scured that a knowledge of painting is usually requisite to cultivate
the natural aptitude). If this is Gilpin’s point, he should be led here
into the kind of inquiry in which Price later engaged; if it is 7oz, his
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inquiry should have terminated with the determination of the rea-
sons why the rough and rugged pleases in painting.

In any event, Gilpin fails to discover the natural basis of the “es-
sential difference” between objects of natural beauty and those suited
to artificial representation. Four hypotheses are tested and rejected:
(r) That “the picturesque eye abhors art; and delights solely in na-
ture: and that as art abounds with regulariry, which is only another
name for smoothness; and the images of nature with irregularizy,
which is only another name for roughness, we have here a solution
of our question,” ** But art is not invariably regular; and many art
objects—drapery, shipping, ruined castles, et cetera—are excellent
subjects in painting. (2) That the picturesque is based upon the
“happy union of simplicity and variety, to which the rough ideas es-
sentially contribute.” ! But the beautiful in general equally with
that species of its denominated picturesque is characterized by this
happy union. (3) That the imitative art of painting can more readily
imitate rough objects. This, however, is false in fact. (Gilpin had, to
be sure, asserted something like this in treating facility of execution;
the present point, however, concerns fidelity, not mechanical facility,
of imitation.) (4) That painting is not strictly imitative, but decep-
tive; that the rough touches of the painter permit concealment of
the deception; and that rough objects permit rough touches. But
rough objects may be executed by smooth touches and these last are
then picturesque.

It 1s interesting to observe that, the second excepted, these con-
jectures are drawn from considerations involving art. Now, the
question to which they are addressed has meaning only if we sup-
pose that the reason of the essential difference of picturesque and
beautiful is found in nature and sot in art; for, if the delight in
the picturesque is based only on some kind of association with art, the
reasons already given for the painter’s preference of it are sufhicient,
and no problem exists. Gilpin’s conjectures, then, are an ignoratio
elenchi; the answer to the question must be found elsewhere, per-
haps in the directions taken by Price, or Knight, or Alison, or Stew-
art. Thwarted by his methodological error, Gilpin throws up his
hands in despair: “Thus foiled, should we in the true spirit of in-
quiry, persist; or honestly give up the cause, and own we cannot
search out the source of this difference? I am afraid this is the truth,
whatever airs of dogmatizing we may assume. Inquiries into priz-
ciples rarely end in satisfaction. Could we even gain satisfaction in
our present question, new doubts would arise, The very first prin-

William Gilpin 197
ciples of our art would be questioned. . . . We should be asked,
What is beauty? What is taste?” ** To clinch his argument, Gilpin
pretends to examine the debates of the learned on taste; he hears
authors contend for the cultivation of innate talents, for utility, com-
mon sense, a special sense of beauty, proportion generally, and partic-
ular canons of proportion. “Thus,” he concludes, “in our inquiries
into first principles, we go on without end, and without satisfaction.
The human understanding is unequal to the search. In philosophy
we inquire for them in vain—in physics—in metaphysics—in morals.
Even in the polite arts, where the subject, one should imagine, is less
recondite, the inquiry, we find, is equally vague. We are puzzled,
and bewildered; but not informed, all is uncertainty; a strife of
words. . . .7

Such a disclaimer can not be expected to satisfy the pride of philoso-
phers; Gilpin leaves an opening here for re-examination of the en-
tire question. Before advancing to such re-examinations, however,
I shall describe briefly the other essays of the present volume. Baffled
in his search for causes, Gilpin turns, in the second essay, “On Pic-
turesque Travel,” to closer examination of the effects. Picturesque |
travel has for its object natural and artificial beauty of every kind,}
but especially, of course, the picturesque.”* The distinction between
beauty and sublimity might be expected to afford a corresponding
division of the picturesque; but since Gilpin has defined “picturesque”
to denote “such objects, as are proper subjects for painting,”* it
must be granted that “sublimity alone cannot make an object pic-
turesque”’ ** Mere vastness, the merely terrific, does not lend itself
to depiction; only an admixture of the beautiful can render sublimity
picturesque. Granted this proviso, Gilpin is ready to admit the sublime, |.
too, as an object of picturesque travel, and even descants on scenes of
“picturesque horror””?" The third member of Addison’s triad, the
novel, is rarely picturesque; the picturesque eye is not attracted to.
the curious and fantastic, but “is fond of the simplicity of nature;
and sees most beauty in her most usual forms.” ** These usual forms
are not, however, insipid; the strongly marked, the “characteristic,”
is most picturesque. So essential, indeed, is the characteristic to the
picturesque that Gilpin even remarks of a scene beautiful as a whole
but with no strongly characteristic parts, that “it exhibits such a speci-
men of the picturesque (if I may speak in terms seemingly contra-
dictory) as is not well calculated to make a picture.” *

“After the objects of picturesque travel,” says Gilpin (with a
little flourish of organizational skill), “we consider it’s sources of
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amusement. . . % These consist in the pursuit itself and the
tainment. In the attainment we are sometimes so happy as to co o
upon an agreeable whole, but are usually reduced to admirin ail ;
Our 'pleasure may be “scientifical” conjecturing amendmeftspa il
forming comparisons with scenes of nature or works of art; but tI}l1
isreat pleasure from natural scenes is enthusiastic: “We are ’most dee
rlifil;ltedt;ex;vien Zome granc% scene, tho perhaps of incorrect composition,
it }flg e the eye, strikes us beyond the power of thought. . .
: :nsa tlisorp:a;lsepifa;x;;zlls‘c,t; Sthls Zliel.igm’um 'of the soul, an epthUsiastic
preads it, previous to any examination b
the rules of art. The general idea of the scene makes an impressio !
befo're any appeal is made to the judgment.” *! But beyond conte o
plation of the object itself, new vistas of delight open before us: om-
general ideas are formed,*® and from these we learn to sketch .ﬁrlzlg
by way of rerpembrance, then as a free exercise of fancy, an cx;rcise
which can be indulged even without the pencil. “There may be
pleasure,” Gilpin declares, F e

in recollecting, and recording, from a few transient lines, the scenes

have admired, than in the present enjoyment of them. IE the scenes .
de'ed have peculiar greatness, this secondary pleasure cannot be atte dmc;
with .those enthusiastic feelings, which accompanied the real exhibir'zioi
Bl{t, in general, tho it may be a calmer species of pleasure, it is mor.
uniform, and uninterrupted. It flatters us too with the idea :)f a éort ¢
creation of our own. . . .33 e

It Is noteworthy that Gilpin finds objects of art less capable of
arousing enthusiasm than the works of nature. The picturesque trav-
elel.‘, in fact, is apt to acquire some contempt for the haunts of men
which have so often a poor effect on landscape. The unnaturalness of,
the ga.rden, the limitations of painting become more obvious to the
enthusiast of the picturesque. “The more refined our taste arows
from the study of nature” Gilpin generalizes, “the more insi 1%1 are
Fhe @or/es of art. Few of it’s efforts please. The idea of the greft' orig-
inal is so strong, that the copy must be pure, if it do not disgust Bft
the varieties of nature’s charts are such, that, study them as WC. can
new varieties will always arise: and let our taste be ever so re’ﬁﬁed,
her. works, on which it is formed (at least when we consider them as,
objects,) must always go beyond it; and furnish fresh sources both
of Plea}sure and amusement.” 3* There is a paradox here: a system
which isolates a certain property of nature for admiration, a pro};)ert
defined by its excellence as a subject for art, comes at l;st to rejec}t:
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the art for the nature which was at first only its subject. I have ob-
served above that Gilpin is led to the point of redefining the pictur-
esque as a universal complex of properties pervading both nature and
art, and acting upon our physical organism or our mental associations
to produce an effect peculiar to itself. Here again a picturesque with
2 basis independent of art is needed to resolve the paradox of setting
out to find the qualities of pictures in nature and returning with a
reference of nature to pictures.

Gilpin’s third essay deals with one of the “sources of amusement”
afforded by picturesque travel: sketching landscape. His precepts
have a practical bent, yet they rest upon the aesthetic ideas of the
first essay. The subject is handled in a natural order: composition
(both design in the selection of subject and its parts, and disposition
in arrangement of them), chiaroscuro, coloring—the order of execu-
tion. Sketching is based upon general ideas picked up in picturesque-
travel; even more than in finished drawings and pictures, in sketches

“general ideas only must be looked for; not the peculiarities of por-

trait.’ 38

Before turning to the criticism of Gilpin’s work by Uvedale Price,
which leads directly into the burst of picturesque theory and practice
in the last decade of the century, I should mention the observations of
Reynolds on the picturesque. Using Mason as an intermediary, Gilpin
submitted a draft of his three essays to Reynolds as early as 1776.
The latter replied with a letter on the picturesque, addressed to
Mason, a letter which Mason forwarded to Gilpin.** Gilpin’s dis-
tinction of picturesque from ordinary beauty is neatly reduced by
Reynolds, whose dialectical method and generalizing tendency hardly
allow for according the picturesque either co-ordinate status with the
beautiful or even that of a distinct species of the beautiful. With
characteristic politeness, Reynolds seems to put Gilpin’s argument on
a firmer basis as he brings it into his own system:

An object is said to be picturesque in proportion as it would have a
good cffect in a picture.

If the word is applied with propriety, it is applied solely to the works
of nature. Deformity has less of nature in proportion as it is deformed or
out of the common course of nature. Deformity cannot [be]; beauty only
is picturesque. Beauty and picturesque [Reynolds regularly omits the
article] are therefore synonymous. This is my creed, which does not
contradict any part of the Essay; but I think is the great leading principle

which includes it.?
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Reynolds grants that “roughness, or irregularity is certainly more
picturesque than smoothness or regularity, because this carries with
it the appearance of art, nature being more various and irregular thap
art generally is. ... Where art has been, picturesque is de.
stroyed,—unless we make this exception, which proves the rule, that
nature itself, by accident, may be so formal or unnatural as to have
the effect of art . . . you may then make nature more picturesque
by art, by making her more like herself, that is, more like what she
generally 1.7 %8 In fact, Gilpin’s first rejected hypothesis about the
essential nature of the picturesque satisfies Reynolds well; “my opin.
ion is perfectly expressed” by it, he declares, and he is puzzled that
Gilpin thinks it unsatisfactory. Reynolds explains away the contrary
instances which Gilpin had adduced—those draperies, ships, and
ruined castles which appear to advantage in painting—and with
them Gilpin’s principle that “a painter’s nature is whatever he im;.
tates, whether the object be what is commonly called natural, or. ar-
tificial.” * The castle (for instance) is found to please from “an asso-
ciation of ideas by sending the mind backwards into antiquity and
producing some new sentiment—or by being marked by time, and
made a sort of natural object. . . %
For Reynolds, irregularity is nature, nature is beauty, and beauty
'is picturesque. But this picturesque is not the shaggy picturesque of
Gilpin, the rough textures, fragmented outlines, and broken colors
of which would be, to Reynolds, all in some measure defects. Accord-
ingly, fifteen years later, when Gilpin was at last ready to publish
his essays and sent them again for the imprimatur of Reynolds,
Reynolds took a different tack, suggesting that “picturesque” as Gil-
pin describes it is “applicable to the excellences of the inferior schools,
rather than to the higher. The works of Michael Angelo, Raphael,
&c. appear to me to have nothing of it; whereas Reubens, and the
Venetian painters may almost be said to have nothing else.” ** This
comment applies not to the definition of picturesqueness, the state-
ment of its denotation as comprising objects suitable for painting, for
higher and lower schools alike depict objects suited for painting; it
applies rather to the description of qualities which Gilpin’s induction
had indicated were peculiarly fitted for pictorial representation—to
the connotation, that is, which does not (so Reynolds is arguing) cor-
respond to the denotation.
Reynolds appears to retract, in the last paragraph of his letter of
1791, his opinion of fifteen years earlier: “Whatever objections pre-
sented themselves at first view,” he confesses, “were done away on
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4 closer inspection; and I am not quite sure, but that is the case in
regard to the observation, which I have ventured to make on the word
icturesque.” ** But it does not seem to me ‘that Reynolds has.really
changed his mind. His earlier remarks., which appear to b.e dlI'E.iCth
at the definition, reject this new aesthetic character as anyth{ng differ-
ent from beauty; his later remarks, which appear to discuss t‘he
description rather than the definition, ‘accord the picturesque an in-
ferior status, that already granted it in the tenth discourse, which
was written almost at the time of the first letter..‘t3 .If there be any
change, it might be that Reynold§ is. no longer s0 {nSlstent on excludi
ing art works as subjects for painting; but this s no fundamenta
part of his doctrine, and, stated as flatly as he puts it in 1776, seems
false- - . . e . . d .
Gilpin sees the distinction of definition ffom descrllptlon‘an. in
his brief answer reaffirms the definition wh%le confessmg his igno-
rance of the grand style and conceding that h1§ Foughness 18 Rrobably
characteristic of the lower styles. This is implicitly an admission that
his analysis of the picturesque was imperf(.act{ as being based on a
partial survey of painting, and that his description 'does not Fally WIFh
his definition—although it may describe something genuinely dis-

tinct. Picturesque theory developed by keeping the description and

seeking for new definitions and f(?r new c'ausa.1 analyses. "
Vague as are the indications which GllPln gives of a causal analysis
of the picturesque, it is possible to conjecture that he .woulsl have
been more sympathetic to an associational than a physiological ac-
count. He is decisive in proclaiming that the picturesque eye sees
through the imagination—that “the pictjuresque eye Emas pothlng to do
with tunics, irises, and retinas.” ** At times, Gilpin’s picturesque ap-
pears to depend upon association with concrete wholes, as in his re-

peated resentment at the intrusion of art into natural scenes. But this:

kind of association is not prominent in Gilpin; h'is. pictu.resque de-
pends chiefly upon associations with abst'ract q}}alltxes—w1Fh rqugh-
ness of texture, with irregularity of outline, with contrastmg.hghts
and shades, with variegated and graduate.d f:OlOf‘S. 'These associations
he does not attempt to trace, and this omission invites further explo-

ration of the picturesque.




CHAPTER 14

Str Uvedale “Price

@

VEDALE PRICE, a gentleman of landed property in the
west of England, was a Whig parliamentarian—he was cre-
ated Sir Uvedale, Bart., for party services; a gentleman farmer—he
contributed occasionally to Arthur Young’s Ammals of Agriculture;
something of a classical scholar—as a young man he translated from
Pausanias, and late in life prepared a study of Greek and Latin pro-
nunciation which is said to anticipate modern views. But it is as a man
of taste, as champion and theorist of the picturesque, that Price be-
came, and in some measure still remains, an important figure. Like
his neighbor in adjoining Shropshire, Richard Payne Knight, Price
was no mere theorist; he laid out Foxley, his Herefordshire estate, on
picturesque principles, and combined the speculations of the philos-
opher with the practical taste of the artist. His works on the pictur-
esque remain the principal monument of picturesque doctrine.
Gilpin had left picturesque theory involved in paradox: though
understanding the picturesque to be merely that which appears to ad-
vantage in pictorial representation, Gilpin gave an account of pictur-
esque qualities which unrealistically delimited the real scope of the
painter’s art. Still more important, he sought, inconsistently with his
definition of the picturesque, some essential difference in nature be-
tween the picturesque and the merely beautiful, a difference inde-
pendent of the special requirements of the painter’s art. Since Gilpin
had pointed out an assemblage of qualities bearing some special rela-
tion to the art of painting, and yet had failed to discover the essential
nature and efficiency of those properties, the way was open for a re-
formulation of the problem which would avoid these embarrassments.
Price undertakes just such a reformulation. “There are few words,”
he observes, “whose meaning has been less accurately determined
than that of the word picturesque.” * Noting that the popular sense
202

Aquatints from WILLIAM Gipin’s Three Essays .(1792) mentioned

on pages 194—95. The first portrays a scene without picturesque adorn-

ment; the second presents the same general scene enhanced by picturesque

composition.

From the collection of The Newberry Library
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(“depictable”) is not properly distinguished from “beautiful”> and
«gublime,” to which terms Burke had given precision, Price insists
that such distinction must exist, for no one supposes the terms synony-
mous. Gilpin erred in adopting this common acceptation as exact and
determinate; but Gilpin’s definition, Price declares, is “at -once too
vague, and too confined”: too vague, because it does not isolate the
qualities which Price and Gilpin agree in deeming picturesque from
other qualities which please equally in painting; too confined, because
of the exclusive reference to a particular art. Price intends to show
«that the picturesque has a character not less separate and distinct
than either the sublime or the beautiful, nor less independent of the
art of painting.” 3

But Price’s aim is more comprehensive than this. His works on the
picturesque are intended, theoretically, to determine the general
causes and effects of the picturesque in all the works of nature and art,
and (more narrowly) to point out “the use of studying pictures, for
the purpose of improving real landscape”; practically, his books are
to open New sources of aesthetic enjoyment and (more narrowly) to
demolish the system of modern gardening introduced by Kent and
aggravated by Brown. Price aims, in short, to solve the problem
which Gilpin was constantly on the verge of stating, but never suc-
ceeded in isolating: What is it in the masure of picturesque objects
which renders them different from beautiful objects independently
of reference to pictures? Having determined, in his first essay, the
general character of the picturesque, Price declares,

The next step was to shew, that not only the effect of picturesque
objects, but of all visible objects whatever, are to be judged of by the
great leading principles of Painting; which principles, though they are
really founded in nature, and totally independent of art, are, however,
‘most easily and usefully studied in the pictures of eminent painters. On
these two points . . . rests the whole force of my argument. If T have
succeeded in establishing them, the system of modern Gardening, which,
besides banishing all picturesque effects, has violated every principle of
painting, is of course demolished.*

The inquify, as Price puts it,

is not in what sense certain words are used . . . but whether there be
certain qualities, which uniformly produce the same effects in all visible
objects, and, according to the same analogy, in objects of hearing and
of all the other senses. .

If it can be shewn that a character composed of these qualities, and
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distinct from all others, does universally prevail . . . it surely deserves
a distinct title; but with respect to the real ground of inquiry, it matters
little whether such a character . . . be called beautiful, sublime, or

picturesque, or by any other name, or by no name at all.?

. The analytical apparatus which Price brought to this problem was
in part borrowed from Burke. Price professes throughout to be a dis-
ciple of that eminent man, but (as is usual) the master’s doctrine
undergoes considerable transformation in the hands of the disciple.
Burke distinguishes sublime from beautiful by means of a psychology
of pleasure and pain and of the passions; he then isolates the material
properties which are fitted to arouse these feelings; and finally he
conjectures at a nervous physiology to account for the production of
such effects by such causes. Price makes a shift at following the same
method; but the physiological theory is considerably attenuated, and
even less plausible than Burke’s. Burke holds (as Price indicates in
a brief but accurate précis) that the natural sublime produces aston-
ishment by stretching the nervous fibers beyond their normal tone,
so that the motions of the soul are suspended as if in horror; the
beautiful produces love and complacency by relaxing the fibers below
their natural tone, which is accompanied by melting or languor. “In
pursuing the same train of ideas,” Price continues, “I may add, that
the effect of the picturesque is curiosity; an effect, which, though less
splendid and powerful, has a more general influence. . . . [Curi-
osity] by its active agency keeps the fibres to their full [i.e., their nat-
ural] tone; and thus picturesqueness when mixed with either of the

other characters, corrects the languor of beauty, or the tension of.

sublimity.” ® Now, this notion is attended with a difficulty. How does
the stimulus of the picturesque, which keeps the fibers to their nat-

ural tone, midway betwixt languor and tension—how does this differ

from no stimulus at all? It might be allowed that the assemblage of
qualities which Price treats somehow produces an effect peculiar to
itself; but the apparatus of elastic nerves does not seem elastic enough
to embrace these new phenomena. A fiber endued with a certain orig-
inal tension may be tensed further or it may be relaxed; but it is
not casy to conceive of any third possibility. It may be that a physio-
logical theory of greater elaborateness might be devised, with a
variety of kinds of fibers, so that combinations could be struck out—
a nerve organ, so to speak. But in this case, it would be a question
why only these few harmonies are possible; why not a host of simi-
lar aesthetic characters? It seems prudent to avoid such fanciful con-
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rectures, and to trace the mental associations and reactions as far as
ossible to their origins, but to leave unbridged the chasm between

mind and body. '
That Price subscribed to the general method of Burke is unques-

tionable: “I certainly am convinced,” he states, “of the general truth
~and accuracy of Mr. Burke’s system, for it is the foundation of my

own. . . .” 7 Yet he rarely appeals to this materialist physiology to
account for details of the phenomena he investigates; his works are
confined pretty largely to careful discrimination of the effects and
painstaking analysis of the material properties which stimulate them.
It is in the particular material causes rather than in the general effects,
moreover, that the distinction of the character is best seen, and “it is
from having pursued the opposite method of reasoning,” Price sug-
gests, “that the distinction between the beautiful and the picturesque
has been denied.” ®

Price exhibits an eclectic tendency, and owes fealty not only to
Burke but to Sir Joshua Reynolds; he contrives to employ both of
these radically different systems to suppost his own, which is differ-
ent from either. “An Introductory Essay on Beauty,” prefixed to
Price’s Dialogue on the Distinct Characters of the Picturesque ‘and
the Beautiful, undertakes to reconcile Burke and Reynolds and to
subsume both under Price. As he presents a rather full précis of
Burke’s views, Price begins to slip a new foundation beneath them;
the foundation is this, that “if there be any one position on this sub-
ject [beauty] likely to be generally admitted, it is, tkaz each produc-
tion of nature is most beautiful in thar particular state, before which
her work would have appeared incomplete and unfinished, and after
which it would seem to be tending, however gradually, towards de-
cay. . . »° No qualities are so accordant with our ideas of beauty
(as Price had put it in the Essay of 1794) “as those which are in a
high degree expressive of youth, health and vigour, whether in ani-
mal or vegetable life; the chief of which qualities are smoothness
and softness in the surface; fulness and undulation in the outline;
symmetry in the parts, and clearness and freshness in the colour.” *°

Burke had included Hogarth’s doctrine of the line of beauty in
his own theory; but the last of Reynolds’ Idler papers, as Price very
reasonably interprets it, includes a sharp criticism of Hogarth’s the-
ory, and thus by implication of Burke’s.' Price nonetheless sees no
real contradiction in the methods of Burke and of Reynolds, urging

that
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although the method of considering beauty as the central form, and as
being produced by attending only to the great general ideas inherent in
universal nature, be a grander way of treating the subject; and though
the discriminations of Mr. Burke may, in comparison, appear minute;
yet, after all, each object . . . must be composed of qualities, the knowl-
edge of which is necessary to a knowledge of it’s distinct characters,
Such a method is more easily apprehended, than the more general and
abstract one which Sir Joshua proposes; and when allied with it, is more
likely to produce a Just estimate of the character altogether, than any
other method singly.'®

But Price can not ignore the obvious contradiction in doctrine, and sets
himself to undermining that part of Sir Joshua’s position which de-
nies the possibility of comparing species in point of beauty; he even
questions the notion that custom determines us to prefer the “central
\form.” Price concedes that the beauty of form does consist in a central
‘type, a type isolated for the human figure by the Greek sculptors—
an “invariable general form,” but not that which nature most fre-
quently produces; rather, that which she may be supposed to intend
in her productions. Since both Burke and Reynolds appeal to the
same model of beauty—antique statues of young and graceful per-
sons—Price concludes that their notions coincide, “and the only dif-
ference between them is, that the one treats of the great general
abstract principles of beauty; the other of its distinct visible quali-
ties.” ** Finally, Price concludes with triumph, “if it appear, that
those qualities which are supposed to constitute the beautiful, are in

all objects chiefly found to exist at that period, when nature has at--

tained, but not passed, a state of perfect completion, we surely have

as clear, and as certain principles on this, as on many other subjects,

where little doubt is entertained.” ™*

To establish beauty in this fashion—to make it a response to s1gns
[of freshness and youth—is to establish it on the association of ideas.
Commentators on Price have not recognized the importance of asso-
ciation in his aesthetics; Hussey, indeed, denies that Price admitted
any role to association. Yet despite Price’s effort to champion the
theory of Burke, association assumes a place of very great though un-
defined importance in his own analysis. “All external objects,” he de-
clares, “affect us in two different ways; by the impression they make
on the senses, and by the reflections they suggest to the mind. These
two modes, though very distinct in their operations, often unite in
producing one effect; the reflections of the mind, either strengthen-
ing, weakening, or giving a new direction to the impression received
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by the eye.” " In this passage from “On Architecture and Build-
ings,” Price attributes to the “eye” the pleasures arising from form,
hght and shadow, and color; and to the “mind” the pleasures stem-
ming from utility, historical connections, and so forth. Elsewhere,
however, much even of the effect of the physical properties is traced
to association. Throughout, in fact, Price appeals both to inherent
efficiency and to association, and rarely troubles to make clear what
aspect and proportion of the total effect is to be attributed to each
severally. The weakness of his theory is not that he denies “subjec-
tive” factors,'® but that he constantly employs association as an ana-
Iytic device without anywhere presenting a theory of association or an
outline of its implications for aesthetics.

This problem of association can be clarified by employing the
matrix of distinctions developed in my introduction. Associations
among the perceptions of the different senses, so that, e.g., tangible
properties come to be “seen,” are of crucial importance; for it is thus
that smoothness becomes beautiful to the eye. Still more pervasive in
Price are associations of the sensible qualities of things with human
traits and feelings. It might be argued, indeed, that these associations
are the essential feature of the picturesque as Price understands it;
for the picturesque depends less on the nature of the concrete whole
than on the visual and tactile properties comprised therein. Of this
kind is that crucial connection between the beautiful and ideas of
freshness and youth, and the association of the picturesque with age
and decay. Price notes, for instance, that ruins, though vegetation
overgrowing them may have produced an air of softness and insen-
sible transition, are still not “beautiful”; for the mind, “from the
powerful and extensive influence of that principle, called associazion
of ideas, is unwilling to give them a title, which, as I conceive, im-
plies the freshness of youth; or, at least, a state of high and perfect
preservation.” ' The connection of the picturesque with curiosity,
again, may be dependent upon association of ideas as well as upon as-
sociation of impressions through resemblance of the sense impres-
sions with the passion.

There are, moreover, associations of objects, of concrete wholes,
with human traits and feelings. Concretes as such may exhibit util-
ity, design, fitness, naturalness, congruity, propriety, and so forth—
all which relations enter into the aesthetic response, and all which
are repeatedly stressed by Price. Or the concrete wholes may, as
signs, suggest historical, social, poetical, or other anectmg circum-
stances. Blenheim, its brilliant ornaments gilded by the setting sun,




208 Beautiful, Sublime, and Picturesque

seems an enchanted palace, and the viewer perhaps thinks of Alcina
and Armida; or the village washing scene becomes an image of
peace and security, and suggests the appropriate passage from
Homer."® Gothic architecture, rich with associations to the romance
the violence, the faith of the middle ages, suggests further to the,
cultivated mind paintings in which it has figured, and to which it
had itself originally lent a charm.

' When Price speaks of the “poetry” of painting, he refers to asso-
ciations with the subjects of the art; and when he speaks of “the art
itself,” he refers, not to technique, but to the aesthetic characters and
the principles of their admixture. The associations constituting the
poetry of painting may suggest to us modes of life, historical epochs
remote or fascinating places. The aesthetic characters which constii
tute _the “art” itself are also, at least in part, associational, but the
associations are of a diffcrent order—they are associations of the ab-
stracted qualities of line and shadow and color with one another and
with the basic feelings of human nature. It is perhaps the predomi-
nance in Price of such abstract association over poetical association that
has misled scholars into considering him an “objectivist.” It is true
that Price often posits a direct nervous action of formal properties on
the mind; but still more frequently he supposes an associational
mechanism. It is because the use of associational psychology is not
accompanied with metaphysical fanfares that it has been minimized
or overlooked.

Price, in short, despite reiterated allegiance to the principles of
Burke, 1s in fact eclectic both in the method and the substance of his
theory. It is only his modification of Burke’s principles which en-
ables him to introduce the picturesque as a middle character co-
ordinate with the beautiful and the sublime.*® o

It 1s now possible to turn from discussion of Price’s method to the
content of his doctrine. The gist of it is set forth in the Essay on the
Picturesque of 1794. The organization of this book is rhetorical; it
is designed to lead the reader by gradual induction to “believe in”
the picturesque, the abstract theory of which is presented only at the
end of the first part of the treatise. The opening chapter treats the
study of pictures for the purpose of improving grounds, concluding,
with embittered irony, in a description of an improver at work ad-
justing a Claude to his notions. The second chapter moves from art
to nature, and shows how the attractively picturesque qualities of a
hollow lar‘}e would be destroyed by “improvement.” These instances
suggest the reality of the picturesque character, and the third chap-
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ter, accordingly, takes up the question at large, comparing this new
quality with the beautiful in various works of art and nature; the
fourth chapter performs the same function for picturesque and sub-
lime. The fifth treats of the mixture of beautiful and picturesque,
with an eye to improvement. Price turns then to detailed examina-
tion of picturesque material qualities, dwelling especially on the nerv-
ous effects of smoothness and roughness; he treats of form and light
and shadow (in the sixth chapter), with especial attention to breadth
of light and shadow (in the seventh), and finally of color (in the
eighth). The final chapter of this first part introduces the negative
characters of ugliness and deformity, and works out the analogies
and contrasts among all five characters. The second part of the Essay
turns to examination of the system of gardening with which Kent
and Brown had altered the face of England; the first chapter treats
the general characteristics and defects of this system; the second dis-
cusses trees; the third, water; and a final chapter is a peroration, di-
vided between denunciation of the current mode of gardening and
appeal for the principles of painting to prevail.

This organization is appropriate both to Price’s aims and to his
method. The general purpose of establishing the picturesque is ac-
complished in the first part; the narrow aim of investigating the
utility of painting as a guide for gardening is handled chiefly in the
second part, the prolegomena of the first having prepared the ground.
Put differently, it might be said that the first division develops an
aesthetic science, the second an art dependent on that science, and
that both science and art have consequences in practice, one in aes-
thetic appreciation generally, the other in gardening especially.

Price’s effort to establish picturesqueness parallel with beauty and
sublimity is temporarily arrested by the circumstance of the obvious
etymology of the name, tying the picturesque to painting. But this
circumstance Price ingeniously and plausibly turns to his advantage.
“Pjstoresco”—and the Italian word is the original of the French and
English—“s derived, not like picturesque, from the thing painted,
but from the painter; and this difference 1s not wholly immaterial.” #°
For painters are struck with numberless circumstances to which an
unpracticed eye pays little attention: “Quam multa vident pictores in
umbris et in eminentia, quae nos non videmus!” is the motto from
Cicero which Price prefixes to his book. The qualities of picturesque-
ness are of this nature—not immediately appealing, and hence un-
noticed and unnamed by the run of mankind, yet nevertheless seen,
admired, and isolated by the genius of painters; and hence the name.
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Again, in the preface to his second volume, Price suggests another
and more ingenious origin of the term: the word “picturesque,” he
writes, “may possibly have been invented by painters to express a
quality not merely essential to their art, but in a manner peculiar to
it: the treasures of the sublime and the beautiful, it shares in com-
mon with Sculpture; but the Picturesque is almost exclusively its
own. . . .” By “picturesque” is “meant, not all that can be expressed
with effect in painting, but that which painting can, and sculpture
cannot express . . . and the etymology of the word . . . sanctions
the use I have made of it, and the distinction I have given to its
character.” %

But the phrase, “picturesque beauty,” is a misnomer, Price holds,
for “in reality, the picturesque not only differs from the beautiful in
those qualities which Mr. Burke has so justly ascribed to 1t, but
arises from qualities the most diametrically opposite.” 22 Beauty s
characterized by smoothness and gradual variation, qualities which
necessarily limit the variety and intricacy essential to the pictur-
esque.”® Roughness and sudden variation, joined to irregulatity, are
'the most efficient causes of the picturesque. This proposition is illus-
trated by a rich and various catalog of picturesque objects—Gothic
cathedrals and old mills, gnarled oaks and shaggy goats, decayed cart
horses and wandering gypsies, the paintings of Mola and Salvator.2*
Beautiful and picturesque are further differentiated in that symmetry,
which accords with beauty well enough, is adverse to the picturesque.
And the distinction of the two characters is brought under the aes-
thetic principles peculiar to Price, finally, by the observation that
“one [depends] on ideas of youth and freshness, the other on those
of age, and even of decay.” #* Striking descriptions are given of the
gradual alteration of beauty into picturesqueness as time operates
upon a temple, a tree, or a man.2®

It may seem remarkable that symmetry should be pitched upon as
a principal point of distinction, since Burke had explicitly ruled out
symmetry as a trait of beauty. He admitted symmetry, to be sure,
so far as was necessary to avoid deformity, but even in such instances
it contributed to beauty only as a precondition.?” Price’s remarks on
symmetry show that he had it in mind as a character chiefly of the
forms of animals, or sometimes of plants and their parts, and of the
non-imitative arts of architecture, furniture, and the like. The differ-
ence between Burke and Price on this point is partly one of nomen-
clature: Price includes the symmetrical “elegant” within the beautiful,
since the difference in the sentiments excited is comparatively slight.
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the freshness and delicacy of the colors of spring are beautiful, the
warmth, various richness, and harmony of autumnal hues are more
suited to painting, and are justly termed picturesque, according in va-
riety and intricacy with the other traits of that character. Price con-
cedes that the beauty of color is positive and independent; but the
picturesque and sublime of color are relative, dependent upon accom-
panying circumstances and associations. What Price has to say about
the picturesque in color, and in form, is consistent with the observa-
tions of Reynolds on that character. It is the Venetians who exhibit
picturesque coloring; Guido and Claude pursue the beautiful; 3° the
Roman school and the Mannerists employ the unbroken and distinct
colors appropriate to the sublime (to the sublime of history, at least;
it appears to me that the sublime of landscape requires a greater ad-
mixture of picturesque breaking of color and shadow). What strikes
one as different in Reynolds and Price is that Reynolds, because of his
insistent reference to generality as criterion, arranges these schools in
a hierarchy of excellence: the sublime takes precedence of what Price
calls the beautiful, and this in turn is higher than the picturesque.
Price, instead, lays out these qualities “horizontally” rather than hier-
archically. The influence of Reynolds, and the taste of his age, occa-
sionally lead him to make evaluative judgments similar to those of
Reynolds, but these are in Price expressions of personal taste rather
than consequences of a philosophic system—and Price’s taste is much
more favorably inclined to the picturesque than that of Reynolds.
The system of the picturesque is completed by consideration of ug-
liness and deformity. Having used up Burke’s ugly to make the pic-
fturesque, Price is obliged to find a new ugliness; this “does not arise
from any sudden variation [as Burke had urged ** ]; but rather from
‘that want of form, that unshapen lumpish appearance, which, per-
haps, no one word exactly expresses; a quality (if what is negative
‘may be so called) which never can be mistaken for beauty, never can’
fadorn it, and which is equally unconnected with the sublime, and the
‘picturesque.” # Deformity, in contrast, consists in an unnaturally ex-
aggerated rather than a featureless character; it depends not upon
the physiological effect of the shape as ugliness does, but upon asso-
ciation, or lack of association, with the norm of the species or with
regularity. “Deformity is to ugliness, what picturesqueness is to
beauty; though distinct from it, and in many cases arising from op-
posite causes, it is often mistaken for it, often accompanies it, and
greatly heightens its effect. Ugliness alone, is merely disagreeable;
by the addition of deformity, it becomes hideous; by that of terror
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it may become sublime.” *® The interrelati.ons among :che five aes-
thetic characters are difficult to reduce to dlagfam. Ugliness appears
to be the undistinguished potentiality from wh{ch the others may all
be formed; yet at the same time it is pecul'larly the ne.gatlon‘of
beauty, as deformity is of the picturesque. This, however, is consist-
ent with Price’s view of beauty, for the monotony of that quality
when unenlivened by any admixture of the picturesque has more
than once been emphasized, and this monotony allies it to ugliness,
whereas the piquancy of the picturesque, a little exagg'erated., leads
towards deformity. It is nonetheless curious that ugliness is both
the excess and the defect of beauty, but the defect only of the other
characters. ‘ '

Picturesqueness enjoys greatest facility of union with the ther aes-
thetic characters. It holds a middle station between be'aut1ful and
sublime. It mixes with ugliness, and picturesque ugliness is agreeable
in painting, thence, by association at first, in nature: “Those W}:IO have
been used to admire such picturesque ugliness in painting, will look
with pleasure . . . at the original in nature. . . R Beat.lty, .sub—
limity, and deformity, too, all tend to become picturesque with time.
This ability of the picturesque to combine agreeably‘ with the ugly,
and in some measure with the deformed, tells against any theory
which reduces the picturesque to a mode of beauty.’”’. There is, of
course, a broad sense of the term “beauty” which mgmﬁes any.kmd
of pleasing aesthetic effect, and in this sense both sublime and chtur-
esque are comprised within beauty; but in t}}e same sense, Prl.ce‘re—
marks, envy and revenge are both modes of ill w1ll—th0\.1g.h dlSt.lrlCt
from one another. The aesthetic characters generally exhibit obvious
analogies with ethical characters, just as ‘this mgde of ;.a.esthetic thought
appears to be established by analogy with th{cal .ph1losophy. It may
be asked, why are the analogous ethical chstmcjclons so‘mu.ch more
firmly established and widely recognized? Thelr superior influence
in practical life has made all men involuntarily mora'hsts, Wherf‘:as
the aesthetic distinctions have been little attended to in the earlier
stages of civilization. Price looks forward, in fact, to the development
of new aesthetic distinctions, and the development of new terms tjor
the union of the picturesque with beauty, with sublimity, or with
ugliness. o '

Such is the general theory of the picturesque. IFS application to 1m-
provement, although subordinate logically, occupies the greater part
of Price’s writings, and was the provocation for most of the attgck,s
leveled against his system by gardeners and aestheticans. Yet Price’s




214 Beautiful, Sublime, and Picturesque

application of the principles of painting to improvement is attended
with such qualifications as should have safeguarded him from some
at least of these assaults. For it was not his desire to reproduce in
real scenes the compositions found in paintings; gardening is not to
imitate particular pictures, or even to reproduce the same kinds of
scenes as are found in pictures; rather, the original compositions
formed by improvers from the elements of scenery are to be guided
by the general principles of painting.®® “But, however highly I may
think of the art of painting, compared with that of improving [pro-
tests Price], nothing can be farther from my intention . . . than to
recommend the study of pictures in preference to that of nature, much
[less to the exclusion of it. Whoever studies art alone, will have a
{narrow pedantic manner of considering all objects, and of referring
'them solely to the minute and practical purposes of that art . . . to
-which his attention has been particularly directed. . . % Looking
at nature merely with a view to forming pictures contracts the taste;
'looking at pictures with a view to improvement of our ideas of na-
ture enlarges it. It remains true, however, that the capacity to judge
of forms, colors, and combinations of visible objects ““can never be
perfectly acquired, unless to the study of natural scenery, and of the
various styles of gardening at different periods, the improver adds
the theory at least of that art, the very essence of which is con-
nection. . . .” % The principles of painting—composition, grouping,
harmony, unity, breadth and effect of light and shadow—are so called
“because that art has pointed them out more clearly . . . but they
are in reality the general principles on which the effect of all visible
objects must depend, and to which it must be referred.” 3 These
principles are so little affected by the peculiar limitations of painting
as a medium, that they may properly be taken, as Price does take
them, as principles for all the co-temporary or spatial arts. Since in the
spatial arts the combinations are taken in at one view, union and har-
mony, insensible transition of parts, is the most essential require-
ment. The “circumstance of insensible transition,” Price declares, s
the most comprehensive principle of visible beauty in its strictest ac-
ceptation: as not being confined to lines or curves of any kind, and
as extending, not only to form, but to colour, to light and shadow,
and to every combination of them; that is, to all visible nature.”

If it be objected, why should one art dictate to another? Price is
ready with his reply: the art of improving is new, it has not been
distinguished by artists of transcendent genius, nor have any of its
works so withstood the test of time as to become classics—indeed, the
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5
inevitable processes of growth‘ a.nd decay may always pr.even; t};le
products of this art from a.tta'mmg ft}}i 1venerable authority of the
reece and the paintings or ltaly. S
Sta}i:i (;fs (Ehe picturesquepimpro%er should not seek to 1m1t9:te'the
particular effects of paintings, so he should not attempt t;)1 1rpxtite
the particular details of uncultivated .na.ture; here, ash in t el:tix‘r;;:;l
tion of paintings, he observes the .pr.maples by Whlcd uncu vated
scenes please, and endeavors by original selection an a{*ra‘ng1 et
of materials to achieve analogous effects on the same princip esil' ! :
am convinced,” says Price, “that many of the circumstances w dxc
give variety and spirit to a wild spot, might be su‘ccessfullg/ imitate 1 ;;1
a dressed place; but it must be dgne by attending to t :i }larmcq:vei
not by copying the particulars. It 1s not necessary to m}(l) el a grefu1
walk, or drive, after a sheep track or cart rut, thoug Verty ug o
hints may be taken from them botb; and vsilthout I}avm)g vaa er- (:1 .
or thistles before one’s door, their effect in a pamter's oregtrcl> ”n“
may be produced by plants that are c.ons1dered as ornzmen al. N
Price’s demands for shagginess apply chl.eﬂy to th.e groun s,hor lE)atr e,
the garden in the narrow sense, immediately 'adjacent to the olls1 é
he desires to be formal—but the ornate formah.ty of the ancient sty ¢
rather than the insipid and monotonous f-ormahty of leve}; grefntsh fmk
serpentining walks. This moderate position goes pretty far, ! clllgni
in abating the force of Reynolds’ objections to plcu;r(la;qu: gaMar-
ing. Reynolds, anticipating a part of the argurr.lent of Rep }(l)n,l o
shall, and other “practical” opponents of the picturesque sC foo ; had
expressed to Gilpin his disapproval “of 'ref.orrr:)mg the art o gze o
ing by the picturesque of landscape painting. T%le Plcturfast?lre; e
cording to Reynolds, has nature alone: for its object; a pflc (t :
garden must therefore be totally devoid of art, and there (;{e nolds
garden. The picturesque attitud:e_ towards improvement, eylll?sh :
writes, “appears to me undervaluing the art of gardc?nlng, w &
hold to be an art that stands on its own bottom,_and is governe 1y
different principles. It ought to have apparently, if not ostentatl.otu.ssya,'
the marks of art upon it: as it is a W'Ol“k of art upon nat{;;re, i }11t :
part of its beauty and perfection that 1t should appear at first &gder
cultivated spot—that it is inhabi'_ced, that every thing 1.snm (zr roi
convenient, and -comfortable; which -a state of nature will no }t) -
duce.” 2 These arguments, valii1 or not, are addressed to a positio
I ice at least does not hold.
Whllfr};cfrcllcei,cribes the change from the Italian aqd Dutch .style%s of
gardening to that of Kent and Brown by a succinct half-line trom
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Horace: Mutat quadrata rotundis. The new improvers, though they
meant to banish formality and restore nature, had in fact only in-
stalled a new formality of regular curves in place of the more grand
and simple straightlined formality of the old gardens, creating a
style both monotonous and affected.** The great defect of the new
system, a defect to which it was more subject than the old had been,
and in which it was most opposite to the principles of painting, was
“want of connection—a passion for making every thing distinct and
separate. All the particular defects which 1 shall have occasion to
notice, in some degree arise from, and tend towards this original
sin.” ** The most characteristic features of “modern gardening”—its
serpentine drives and walks and canals, its clumps and belts—are dis-
patched in the opening chapter of the Essay’s second part; trees and
water, the chief materials of the improver, are treated in the succeed-
ing chapters, and the practical suggestions which Price advances are
carefully adapted to his general aesthetics. The objections raised
against these suggestions by Repton, George Mason, Marshall, and
others, objections that they are theorizing dreams which cannot be
reduced to practice, seem to me to rest partly on misapprehension
of Price’s plans, partly on mere habitual attachment to established
modes of practice. These practical objections melted away in following
years, and Price may almost be said to have formed the taste of the
early nineteenth century in gardening and architecture.

In 1798, the Essay on the Picturesque was supplemented on the
practical side by a new volume of three essays, designed to meet
Humphry Repton’s challenge to set forth a method of practical im-
provement which could be acted upon. The “Essay on Artificial
Water, and on the Method in Which Picturesque Banks May be
Practically Formed” really handles the whole problem of natural
foregrounds, a problem of especial importance to improvers, who
have less control than painters over the distant parts of their scenes;
the “Essay on the Decorations near the House”—the garden in the
narrow sense—treats avowedly artificial foregrounds, which .only are
in character with architecture. The final essay completes the progres-
sion from the extremities of the estate towards its center; it is “An
Essay on Architecture and Buildings, as Connected with Scenery,”
as, that is, subject to the landscapist rather than the builder:

An aspect of Price’s system of “natural” gardening which was
much ridiculed, an aspect of peculiar importance in these practical
essays, was the reliance upon time and accident—gardening by
neglect.” But Price does not suggest leaving natural processes un-
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controlled. Nature must give the finishing roughness to the gardener’s
work, but the art of the gardener directs nature’s operations; nature
must crumble the banks of the lagoon, but the improver can under--
mine and support them in such wise as to determine where and to
what extent nature can operate. “As art is unable by an immediate
operation to create those effects, she must have recourse to .na‘ture,
that is, to accident; whose operation, though she cannot imitate,
she can, in a great measure, direct.” *¢

Improvers have been self-defeated in their attempts at beauty, so
Price says, by their insistent repetition of smoothness and flowing
lines. For the most essential trait of beauty is insensible transition,
and in landscape these transitions are effected best by a certain degree
of irregularity and roughness. Only this much is granted to the ser-
pentine—that the same bareness and formality cut into angles would
be less beautiful yet. It could be argued that this conception of natural
beauty dissolves the distinction between picturesque and beautiful;
Price grants that

the two characters are rarely unmixed in nature, and should not be
unmixed in art. In the wooded river, I have supposed roughness and
abruptness to be so blended with the ingredients of beauty . . . as to
produce altogether those insensible transitions, in which . . . consists
the justest, and most comprehensive principle of the beautiful in landscape.
The whole, then, assumes the soft and mild character of beauty. But
should any of these rough, abrupt parts be more strongly marked . . .
then the picturesque would begin to prevail: and in proportion as that
distinct and marked roughness and abruptness increased, so far the
character of the beautiful would decrease. . . . [But] it would be no
less absurd to make picturesque scenes without any mixture of the
beautiful, (and the caution at some future period may not be unneces-
sary,) than to attempt what has so long, and so idly been attempted—
to make beautiful scenes, without any mixture of the picturesque.*’

The characters remain analytically distinct, but when manifested in
concrete objects do not produce a good effect unless in some degree
mingled. I might urge an analogy with external taste: sweet and
sour are not the less distinct for their being more pleasing when
mingled. The analogy is the closer in that tartness (like picturesque-
ness) is usually not pleasing until we are made accustomed to it by
artificial productions, and in that sweetness, which is alone pleasing
at first, subsequently becomes insipid unless varied with some sharper
flavor.
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The excellence of Italian gardens, even in their perfect state, rests
upon the combination of beautiful and picturesque elements:

All persons . . . are universally pleased with smoothness and flowing
lines; and thence the great and general popularity of the present style of
gardening; but on the other hand those who have paid any attention to
scenery, are more struck with sudden projections and abruptnesses .
for in all such rugged abrupt forms, though they may be only pictur-
esque, there is still a tendency towards the sublime; that is, towards the
most powerful emotion of the human mind. The great point, not merely
in improvements, but in all things that are designed to affect the imagi-
nation, is to mix according to circumstances, what is striking, with what
is simply pleasing. . . . The same principle seems to have been studied
'in many of the old Italian gardens.*®

The beauty of such a garden, of course, consists in symmetry and
regularity rather than in serpentinity; even the less grand and
beautiful Dutch style, with its hedges, labyrinths, and straight canals
might be indulged, although Price condemns the extravagancies of
topiary work.

Yet there is a use for the system of modern gardening, too, though
in the hands of most practitioners it banishes equally all present
decoration and all future picturesqueness. With some of its absurdities
corrected, it serves as a transition from the formal architectural
garden near the house to the wilder park. The ideal estate, then,
would have a grand Italianate garden near the mansion, with
parterres, hanging and balustraded terraces, statues and fountains;
beyond the last terrace there would be a smooth pleasure-ground,
with gravel walks sweeping easily among its ornamental shrubberies
and trees; and at a distance the wooded park, in which the gravel
walk gives place to the grassy lane, the smooth lawn to the forest
glade, and the plantations of ornamentals to the intricate variety of
wild nature.

The final essay of Price’s second volume treats of “Architecture
and Buildings as Connected with Scenery.” The country house is
necessarily connected with scenery primarily rather than with other
buildings, and there is a consequent necessity of giving it a picturesque
appearance from a large number of viewpoints. Ruins, especially
the ruins of once-beautiful structures, are the most picturesque of
buildings. Structures designed for use and habitation can hardly be
made ruinous, however; what does give such structures picturesque-
ness is the turning of their windows to views suitably framed by
trees, which, pari passu, gives the building an intricate irregularity as
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viewed from without.*® Connection with the scenery is effected also
by disposing the offices subordinate to the centr.al mass (instead of
burying them underground or concealing them in evergreen plant.a-
tions), and by planting trees close to the house to break and vary its
regularity (instead of setting the house down in a meadow). Building
;s thus brought under the principles of painting, and the architetto-
pittore is the prophet of the new revelation. Only the. artist well ac-
quainted with the beautiful, grand, and picturesque will know when
to keep these characters separate, when and in what degree to mix
them, according to the effect intended.

It is significant and characteristic that Price should remark, in
treating of the sublime in buildings, that “the effects of art are never
so well illustrated, as by similar effects in nature: and, therefore, the
best illustration of buildings, is by what has most analogy to them—
the forms and characters of rocks. . . .”® For Price is always ulti-
mately concerned with the isolation of qualities which pervade both
art and nature, a concern which minimizes the distinctive artificiality
of art. The difference of art from nature is mare marked, however,
in architecture than in painting; for architecture is not in the same -
sense an imitative art. Since architecture is functional and creative
rather than representative, the waving line, which is a principal cause
of beauty in natural objects, appears only to the limited extent that
associations with function permit. The beautiful in building, then,
involves straight lines, angles, and symmetry. Symmetry had of
course been excluded from the beautiful by Burke, en the grounds
that it reduced variety and freedom; only in non-imitative arts is this
argument overbalanced by other considerations. But Price is not yet
free of difficulty; for it might be argued, on the basis of insensible
transition, that the ruin is often more beautiful (as well as more
picturesque) than the entire building, the lines of which are more
distinct and hard. This paradox is avoided partly by observing that
the beauty of ruins is attributable rather to the vegetation than to the
fragmentary architecture, partly by noting that “the mind, from
the powerful and extensive influence of that principle, called associa-
tion of ideas, is unwilling to give them a title, which, as I conceive,
implies the freshness of youth; or, at least, a state of high and perfect
preservation.” % Price’s substitution of a new substructure under
Burke’s aesthetics has permitted him to modify Burke’s conclustons
without outright rejection of the master’s authority.

Price reinforces his analysis by considering “the use, which both
in history and landscape, some of the principal painters of different
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schools and countries have made of buildings, from the highest style
of architecture, to the simplest cottage—from those which are in their
freshest and most perfect state, to those which time has most de-
faced and mutilated.” 52 The judgments on history paintings are so
clear, once one has the knack of using Price’s distinctions, that the
need not be dwelt upon. The comparisons and contrasts of styles be-
come rather subtle, and the entire passage, some fifty pages, bears g
clear relation to Reynolds’ classification of styles and manners. When
we discover that of two pictures by Poussin and Veronese, “one is
addressed to the understanding through the sight; the other to the
sight only: and who can doubt which has attained the noblest end?” %3
we can conceive ourselves to be reading the academic discourses. The
discussion of architecture in history painting serves rather to clarify
the definitions of the aesthetic characters in architecture than to
provide practical precepts; but the employment of architecture in
landscape painting drives close to Price’s own concern with the com-
bination of buildings and landscape gardens. The practice of the great
landscape painters, therefore, provides directly applicable principles,
and even hints for practice. Especially useful are the ideas of village
scenery to be gleaned from the Dutch and Flemish masters, Though
Price’s discussion of such village scenes turns chiefly on his enthusiasm
for the picturesqueness of village life, his humanitarian sympathies
concur with his aesthetic inclinations in the improvement of villages,
and he dilates upon the expansion of benevolence which must accom-
pany extension of pleasure in picturesque objects. Unhappily, moral
and aesthetic criteria do not snvariably coincide, and the socially
conscious gentleman must forego half-ruining the houses of his vil-
lagers to make them more picturesque. Where there is conflict, the
moral principle must prevail; and eventually it assumes an aesthetic
guise, since associations of utility enter into the aesthetic as well as
into the moral judgment.™
Before advancing into the tangled controversies among Price and
Knight and Repton, it is necessary for me to return briefly to the
first theorist of the picturesque, William Gilpin. The 1794 volume
of Price’s Essay on the Picturesque included, at appropriate points
in the discussion, a number of lengthy footnotes in which Price set
forth his differences with Gilpin. In the 1810 edition of Price’s works
on the picturesque, these notes were collected into an Appendix to
the first volume of the Essay; the Appendix contains no new material,
and its somewhat disjointed effect is an obvious consequence of its
mode of formation. Price declares that Gilpin’s Three Essays did not
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come to his hand until he had written a great part of his O\gn wox;k.
This assertion, which I see no reason to dOl‘lbt, in no ;va(tiy m;)gai :s
from Gilpin’s historical importz}nce, f'o.r Price ackngw g %es ;\;llti
been influenced by Gilpin’s earlier writings. When E rshtreta}t1 ! into
the “Essay on Picturesque Beauty,” Price says, he Ct1 ”01}11g at
own work had been anticipated. “But as 1 advance‘ , ? conti . r;
«that distinction between the two characters, that line o bsepara llgss
which 1 thought would have been accurz}tely marked c?ut, ecamewere
and less visible; till at length the beautiful and the plctq}rleslque ere
more than ever mixed and incorporated together, the w (21 e su ]Ced
involved in doubt and obscurity, anld a sort o”f stzz.nztthema enoun
i ny one who should try to clear 1t up. o .
agaéli]lsgii, };s Price sees it, has followed a will o the wisp mftrz;ii
to find a definition of the picturesque Whlch refe.rs to tlfm irt ) isersal
ing only, a concern which has made him ‘lose 51g}}t 0 ht e un el
distinction between picturesque and beautiful. Seeing that rougG ness
is the essential point of difference between th.e two characters,h 1 p}ll
was thus led to exclude smoothness from pa'mtmg—except }:)v ere e: |
could show by a kind of sophistry that wha}t 1s'really (s‘m}ciot s 1;1 Z.f
pearance rough, “so that,” Price observt.es 1ron1ca1'1y, when we fa };
ourselves admiring the smoothness which we think we Percew;, a
in a calm lake, we are in fact admiring t}.le‘roughness which vgl fw’e
not observed.” * Price himself, in fact, dxstmgu}sh‘es Eetwge,‘r: Gilpin’s
definition of the picturesque as “ada‘pted. to painting and hh1s m:}x;z
strict and pointed method of defining it .by making rou.gf ilis;
most essential point of difference between it and theA beaut: fu 1
Price does not, however, remark the gther methodol?glcz erro(gs
into which Gilpin is led by this init'}al misstep. 1n.stead, he:f estcent ez
to details (naturally enough, since his critique orlgm.atid ?;ﬂﬂlool?o o
to particular points in his own Essay). He has little 11 cur Oi :
overturning Gilpin’s notion thgt only rough, or appgren; yconcege;
objects please in painting. Gilpin (as we bave seen above onceces
this point in his letter to Reynolds, bqt without re?ogglz{ng that the
concession requires a restatement of hlS theory. Price 1nsis hs that the
painter may represent objects exbxbltmg any of th.e ac&;tl etic o
acters; and for him, difficulties 1.11(6. those into which \ 1 p}in 1sO led
by his exclusive fondness for painting “must always be the ct oo
quence, when instead of endeavouring to shew the agreemen -
tween art and nature, even when they appear most at c\]‘/atkrmnce,t :
mysterious barrier is placed between them, to surprize and ee;l> a 1
distance the uninitiated.” ® No comment could display more clearly
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the bent of Price’s aesthetics—which is in this particular typical of
the British systems—towards isolation of characters which pervade
both nature and art, rather than towards the discrimination of the
problems and traits of art from those of nature. Aestheticians of the
Hegelian tradition also isolate universals found both in nature and in
art; but they analogize nature to art instead of (like the British) sub-
suming art under nature. Bosanquet, for instance, declares roundly:
“I have assumed . . . that Fine Art may be accepted, for theoretica]
purposes, as the chief, if not the sole representative of the world of
beauty.” ® The British writers, in contrast, begin with nature, and
by allowing for the effects of imitation and design adapt their doc-
trines to art, Ultimately, I suppose, this difference is a remote con.
sequence of metaphysical differences: the British empiricists begin
with a history of the perceptions of the mind, the Germans with an
analysis of forms or categories inherent in the mind; in one case,
then, it is simpler to treat aesthetics in terms of the more primitive
phenomena (nature), in the other in terms of the more intellectual
(art).

Templeman, swept away, perhaps, by the enthusiasm of the spe-
cialist, is unable to discover anything in the three volumes of Price
which is not in Gilpin’s little essay; he doubts that Price “has much
to offer in addition to Gilpin, or in defensible disagreement with
Gilpin.” Despite his pompous verbosity, Price “does 7oz give a defi-
nition of the picturesque” in his Essay; the definition he finally ven-
tures in his letter to Repton, “what s rough and abrupt, with sud-
den deviations,” is inadequate; and Price can no longer insist that
the words “picturesque” and “beauty” never be combined.® To ig-
nore, as Templeman does, the differences in analytical method be-
tween Gilpin and Price; to avow that because Price foregoes a one-
sentence definition for a history of the term and a complex discrimi-
nation of the picturesque from related characters he does not define
it; to imply that Price ever denied the practical combination of pic-
turesque and beautiful or ever abandoned the analytical distinction
between them—this is totally to fail to grasp Price’s argument. But
Templeman is at any rate refreshingly literal in his reading of the
texts; most commentators on these subjects have a Theory, and in
every point to make it fit, will force all writers to submit. Mayoux
sees the picturesque as a stage on the road to romanticism; Price’s
“création du Pittoresque, 4 c5té et audessus du beau avili, marque un
progres certain de Pesthétique romantique qui a commencé avec
Burke.” Mayoux notes especially that Gilpin- observes picturesque
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. e e o
from fixed points of view, whereas in Price, “le pittoresque ¢
o (flo tions successives. Clest une différence primordiale au
objet de sensations . : . c o
; O’bjt de vue esthétique, une des grandes séparations du beau classiq
poin

. ) ,
mantique. On remarquera que Price au 116}1 de s at.tacher au
9 'du ;z vue fixé se plait & &’y mouvoir; ainsi le besoin roman-
t e _ ; - : -
o de changement, de sensations renouvelées, fa.xt sentir son }zro
. ‘use” 61 T do not think that Price, or indeed any writer on ‘the };){Cc :r;
&s. P
g ue, ranks picturesqueness above beauty. Nor do I see in oo 2
?‘b?aso;n romantique de changement”; with Ml;S Maﬁwarir&%; Fre
inting in eighteenth-cen -
' knowledge of painting in eighteer
fieve that the oo inters of the pre-
1 f the great landscape pa |
d, knowledge especially o : . e
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, 0
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axclusion of other ways of viewing landscape, and df_rom the sr ; s
) f arding scene
i e natural ways of reg /
of which other and mor _ ding scenery were
ice, in fact, taking up the rather _
e to follow. Price, in s : ®
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1 inti ich 1 ayoux doe
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the connection with pain  and Nayoux dors
1 i icht when he remarks tha p
not allow this fact its due weig ‘ o
ue la théorie de Price est curieuse; par tout g’?sgomaﬁtlsrpetzfue : r;
gissimulé sous le détachement artistique. . . . }V att;ls froe
this observation is that which I have remarked before, ' ;(11 bp et
1 i 1 1 cited by
ibility i t in Price than the feelings ex .
sensibility is less prominen . n the - s excited by the
it1 their composition. In reading Price,
more abstract qualities and : 1 , Price, how
1 i istent and integral part o y ;
ever, this emphasis seems a cons . iy
it sh:)uld not be made the mark of a conflict, of one system O,f thoug

insinuating itself under the guise of another.




CHAPTER 15

H, ump/zrj/ Repmﬁ

@

RGED, perhaps, by the fond ambition of converting to his
views the leading landscape gardener of the age, Uvedale
Price dispatched a presentation copy of his Essay on the Picturesque
to Humphry Repton.! The personality of Humphry Repton was
something of a paradox, pleasing enough in most ways, but rather
like Jane Austen’s Mr. Collins in its mixture of pompous solemnity
with servile humility in all that related to his profession. Deferential
almost in the extreme in his “humble endeavours to gratify the royal
commands” or those of his noble patrons, he yet assumes a magis-
terial attitude when instructing his detractors and the world generally
in the dignity of his profession, and confides that he feels it “a kind
of duty to watch, with a jealous €ye, every innovation on the prin-
ciples of taste in Landscape Gardening; since I have béen honoured
with the care of so many of the finest places in the kingdom,” 2
Repton was not much pleased by Price’s attention. He felt that the
memory of “that great self-taught master,” 3 his predecessor the im-
mortal Lancelot Brown, had been traduced; that “a direct and un-
disguised attack on the art [of landscape gardening]” * itself. had
virtually denied the right of the profession, and of its professors, to
exist; and, which perhaps piqued him more personally, he felt that
some of his own ideas had been stolen and brought out in print while
his own work was still at the printer’s. If he had had the most dis-
tant idea that Price was writing such a book, he complains, he “should
certainly have been more guarded in my conversations with its
author, who has frequently adopted my ideas; and has, in some in-
stances, robbed me of originality. . . ,”* While his resentment was
still keen, Repton dashed off 4 Lester 10 Uvedale Price, Esq., of
which he caused some copies to be struck off for private distribution—
Price, of course, being one of the recipients. Price, doubtless surprised
224

Humphry Repton 225

by the quickness and tartness as well as by the public célaractertzf
})ie retort, as hastily wrote off 4 Letter to H ..Rf?pton, sq. on the
;1 lication of the Practice As Well As the I"rmaples of 'Ldndséil?g_
Pfifm'ng to Landscape-Gardening . . . ; thli was ?lrr;:é;)r publica-
tion, about eight times the length of Repton’s brlcz1 efE ;lted -
But the great landscape gardener had been. already 13 ro ed some
months before the unexpected blow from Price. For aynek d% :
The Landscape had excoriated the improvers, and had prli)vo e epb_
ton especially by, as Repton puts it, “thgl.at}:eén;;\td ;c; nEz;'hZ ;r{:da% OoOk
i 1d isquoting my unpublishe . :
JefCE[‘Zﬁt:r(ljllgﬁ'z l;)};,rr':ily(}ncorp%)rat}(;d ir? Sketches and Hints].” ® While
(t)hese attacks ori modern improvement were issuing from.the preslses,
Repton’s own Sketches and Hints on Land:cape Gardenmg vlvattse :}rlle
uishing at the printer’s, waiting for dilatory artists to con,lp.i: °
lgolored aquatints which make that book today a collector’s 1 eml.o
great rarity. The delay permitted him, however, to ap.pfiilc,i rifais
and apologia: a seventh chapter was addt{d to repel Knight’s ; tack,
and an Appendix to treat Price’s opinions in the Essay on the 1:[?11;1
esque. Price’s Letter to Repton, too, came out early in dI7d<9 5 i
Sketches and Hints still hanging fire; but Repton dei ’:3 ag::t it
further enlargement of what he puffs as “my great work, hso pat i
finally appeared without allusion to Price’s L‘ettzj’r. Tie?k asba : Zd
been an uncertainty about the date of publication o . etches nd
Hints. The title-page bears no date, and standard re erence fwlg _
give, some 1794, some 1795. The 1794 date has the s;.nctlonSok tczgs
ton himself, for in two passages of la.ter W?rks he refers to bl.e hes
and Hints as published in 1794." This testimony, 1.nexpugnfa Ci o0
seems, is nonetheless erroneous. The Newberry lerazy 0 t ; eg_
possesses, bound together, copies of Price’s Essay and 6”.51 0 . %on
ton each of which was presented to RePton by the author; 'ounR :
with these two works are four manuscript letters among Prllce, tﬁpt
ton, and the publisher Robson, and these l.ettc.ars make ; ear tha
Sketches and Hints was still awaiting publication on February s,
° .
I7gf)‘much for the chronology of the early phase of the contr(f)Vf;'.sy.
My intention is to discuss the publications of Repton in suchd atsf i(})ln
as to give a proper view of his conduct of the controversy an hc? o ::
later development of his practice and thought. .But to throzv 1{ 1st >
cussion into a proper perspective, I must first give a View o ;p ohi_
system as a whole. Repton was a'profess-cn" of lan.dsc'apmg and arc
tecture rather than a theoretical aesthetician. This judgment 1s un-
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affected by Repton’s reiterated statements that he wished posterity

to judge him by his published works rather than by the actual estateg

he created or altered (“It is rather upon my opinions in writing, than
on the partial and imperfect manner in which my plans have some.
times been executed, that I wish my fame to be established,” he de.
clares in the preface to T heory and Practice® ). For these published
writings are an applied rather than gz theoretical aesthetics. They
contain, to be sure, frequent enundations of general principles (no
two lists quite the same), but these principles constitute rather
axiomata media of a high order than first principles. Repton assumes
almost all of his psychology; he never investigates metaphysics, but
takes propositions implying metaphysical analyses for his startin
points. These psychological principles serve only as the basis for de.
ductions of particular precepts which determine the manner in which
the architect or gardener manipulates his materials to fulfil the re.
quirements of his profession. One of the most frequent phenomena
in Repton’s books, consequently, is the list of “rules” for managing
this or that part of the art of -landscapist or architect—rules for ar.
ranging the parts of an estate, rules for arched gateways, &c.; and
equally frequent is the list of “principles” of some style of art, prop-
ositions which are implicitly guides for practice in that style—prin-
ciples of ancient or of modern gardening, of the town house or the
country house, of the Gothic, and so forth,

Now all this forms a decided contrast between Repton and Price
or Knight. The two amateurs—Knight most notably—really worked
out aesthetic systems; Knight carried analysis as deep as aesthetics
requires, and Price, though less analytical, still gives much more of
a psychology and a theoretical aesthetics than does Repton. Neither
Knight nor Price, moreover, was given to making out lists of rules 5
they preferred to bridge the gap from theory to actual making by a
cultivated taste, a taste formed (so far as things visual are con-
cerned) on the higher painters. But Repton, without any propensity
for philosophizing, and with a great concern for directing the creative
work of others, can not leave so much to the variability of taste—es-
pecially since he wished to weaken the influence of painting on land-
scape gardening, and thus removed one of the important controls on
idiosyncrasy. He therefore prescribes taste in directions more con-
crete than those to which Price and Knight care to bind themselves.

Since Repton is essentially an unsystematic writer, it is difficult to
reduce to order the many principles which he enunciates, In general,

he is concerned with discovering or providing sources of pleasure,
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1 the causes of these pleasures in more Fhan a
ey o isolate those which are
d without much effort to 1solate thos

without t
nSense WAy S T ix against Price added
comrlf};’rly aesthetic in quality. In the Appendix against Pric
eculi

hes and Hints, Repton gives a list of the “Sources of .Pleasé
to S{eetc - Gardening.” These sources are: (1.) congruity, o
ure 0 L'lancicapehole and of the whole with the circumstances of
arts With tde' . oss;ssox“ (2) wtiliry, by which Rept(.)n means not
lace anc 18 P . comfort, and “everything that con-
fitableness, but convenience, tort, 0 o) over, as in a
g:z:es to the purposes of habitation with eleganceﬂ, 3(5) Pm’u g
;. “which has been so fully an ably l Hich Rep
eﬁ%') cacy; (7) simplicity; (8) wvariety; (9) movelty, which. o
(6) intrica y,erilous goal to aim at; (10) contrast, a s.afer.substltu €;
o deems'a p't as in an avenue; (12) association, historical or pci:.r—
(r2) commis i;mleur- (14) appropriation, the appearance and dis-
sonal; (73) fof rop’erty; (15) amimation, whether of water, Vege;
pIay of CXteI'lmals-p (16) seasons and times of day.*® The ﬁrit four o
t;tlon’sszriz are ’“generally adverse to picturesqu((:,1 ‘t:ieiu;y, f::ef};t(i)orﬁ
el refore, to be discarded.” So far fr
tffﬂs tls" “Yf}:eﬁez’s Egzplzzg, tt};lit he érects congruiify and ut111t}1 1n}:o
(tillxsga;rilrr;%ry principles of his analyses: “The leading feai\TAIri:l ;r; )t, 1?
f modern times, is the just sense of GENERAL .
%cfif zatl)ssteer\?ation pertains to taste in general; with re‘ff;e:rcle toeneral
scape gardening in partic'ular, Reptpn suglgiicisnl'ihz;t 1theyym%ght N
principles could be 'es‘tabhshe('i in tl.ns ar;, relﬂﬁw s o v,
deduced from the joint consideration o : e O e
and comparative proportion Or SCALE; theil Orn:::,o mzst b inmopa.
o T laf)terl t?c' the 'fly?/z};zt’yt z;sde Practice are often re-
rable.” 2 And the observations 1 e et all the prin.
ferred to this dual head. Yet Repton can not mi ot vy, for he
iples of gardening can be derived from congruity and i , o e
(c:;pnstantl}% introduces judgments based on othe.r Pé‘lnz}-:clis t’clrSu e
sources of pleasure enumerated above. Nor is i ; ly e
le is referable to the “eye”—only th:?t. scale is or 1narf1ty pinVOh.’eS
i:ilthout reflection, whereas the r.ecogm'aon of fitness oerexzi o ves
some degree of conscious ratiocination. A mor}t: Pr(l)(l)) P
T e e e
.ous mechanism (the “eye,” 1 yo : ! o
the operation of ideas in association or ]udgmelrgt. Everll1 Sth;sr n;{; o
curate distinction, however, would not of itself carry us,

very far.

the p
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Repton’s “utility” has no connection with profitableness; indeed,
Repton regularly opposes ornament to profit, and regarded with
disfavor the ferme ornée of Shenstone: “I have never walked through
these grounds [Shenstone’s Leasowes],” he writes, “without lament.
ing, not only the misapplication of good taste, but that constant dis-
appointment which the benevolent Shenstone must have experienced
in attempting to unite two objects so incompatible as ornament and
profit.” ** Farm and park, in short, are incongruous. The utility Rep-
ton has in mind is, instead, a matter of convenience and comfort—
gravel walks to keep our shoes dry, a southeast aspect for favorable
weather, &c. Insofar as this utility is an aesthetic excellence, it must
be because association has connected such circumstances with our more
disinterested and apparently spontancous responses to the general
appearance of things. An exposed situation for the house, that 1s,
might “hurt the eye” by calling up half-conscious notions of rain and
cold, yet without exciting conscious reflection. Perhaps a set of Rep-
ton’s rules will serve to make this point more definite. The site for
a house, says Repton, is to be decided by four considerations (in order
of decreasing importance): (1) the aspect; (2) the levels of the sur-
rounding ground; (3) objects of convenience, such as water supply,
space for the offices, accessibility to roads and towns; and (4) the
view from the house.* Now only the last of these is altogether an
aesthetic consideration; the first and second may perhaps come by
association to be tinged with aesthetic feeling; but the third requires
so conscious an exertion of the understanding that it can hardly, I
think, be reckoned aesthetic at all. The first three topics together, of
course, are branches of Repton’s utility.

Often the semblance alone of utility is sufficient to justify orna-
ments: a pilaster deceptively seems to provide support. Deception is,
in fact, a central concept in Repton’s view of art; “the highest per-
fection of landscape gardening,” he declares, “is, to imitate nature so
judiciously, that the interference of art shall never be detected,” 1*
whereas formal gardening is an open display of art. More at length,

The perfection of Landscape Gardening consists in the four follow-
ing requisites: First, it must display the natural beauties, and hide the
natural defects of every situation. Secondly, it should give the appear-
ance of extent and freedom, by carefully disguising or hiding the
boundary. Thirdly, it must studiously conceal every interference of art

- making the whole appear the production of nature only; and,
fourthly, all objects of mere convenience or comfort, if incapable of
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retention or extension of formal terraces.?
accurate, he did without question participa
but it is not necessary to give him credit
Knight had developed their views before
independent of Repton; they are more sys
in their formalism; and they rest their preferences on different the.
oretic bases. Even their taste in formal gardens does not accord with
Repton’s; the taste of Knight and especially that of Price s for 3
definitely Italianate style near the house, with ivied stone balus-
trades, open stairways, statuary enniched in hedges, all on a magnifi-
cent scale and style, Repton, however, leaned more and more towards
the creation of a multiplicity of small and largely disconnected gar-
dens—curiously enough, the very sort of thing which Lord Kames
had recommended. This tendency became more pronounced in Rep-
ton’s late work, until in such a report as that on Ashridge he de-
signed “no less than fifteen kinds of gardens.” 2 Five of these were
in the modern pleasure-ground manner, a couple in a consciously
antique style, and several in Repton’s own manner—an arboretum, an
American garden, a winter garden,® and two with raised beds of
flowers. Repton became, in fact, the originator of what John Claudius
Loudon dubbed the “gardenesque” style, with its separate compart-
ments and its attention to the peculiarities of type-plants of various,
especially exotic, species.?*
Repton suggested numerous inno
of his day: to reduce the size of ¢

limits that it may be kept with the utmost artificial neatness,” to mark
the separation of artificial from natural scene, to let the dressed
grounds “rather appear to be the rich frame of the landscape than a
part of the picture” from the windows, to connect the garden ‘with
the house by a sheltered way, and to provide a winter garden.®® The
tendency of the first three of these suggestions is to separate garden
and park, and this is a distinction often emphasized by Repton, and
connected by him with the distinctions between nature and art and
between utility and the picturesque. “And while I have acceded to
the combination of two words, landscape and gardening,” Repton
cautions, “yet they are as distinct objects as the picture and its frame.
The scenery of nature, called landscape, and that of 3 garden, are as
different as their uses; one is to please the eye, the other is for the
comfort and occupation of man: one is wild . . . while the other js
appropriated to man in the highest state of civilization and refine-
ment.” ** (When Repton speaks of “acceding” to the term “land-

LIf Repton’s memory jg
te in the formal revival
for leading it. Price and
going into print; they are
tematic and thoroughgoing

vations in the landscape garden
he pleasure ground “within such
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den,” he forgets that twenty years earlier, in t'he Intr)o%l;c(;
scap ga; ¢ /;es and Hints, he had claimed the term as his own. e
S cer is defined to be “every part of the grounds in w 1c”
arder prOph nature, is to please the eye, the smell, and the taste,
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N Price remarks that whereas he had spoken large.lybc? t e:
thekpalrliftoz answered by speaking of the ga;;lent R :a.nill é:;:d 1:2 12_
s 1 . In 1811 Repton s
Ereas:d ﬁ:ir:;: Ereldi}::alrtifg: l;c};iec?frnslt, and this fortuitous circumstance
jury to

it turned
ious influence on the development of the art, for it turn

R i 1 1 nt of houses
had ?on’s attention more exclusively to the improveme
ep

dens rather than of parks or forests; h.e .speaks of t.he }Cll::ir;
g 'e;i “the child of my age and declining powers: w .
for B o dertake the more extensive plans of landscape, 1 was
g e Lt1n views within the narrow circle of the ga?’den, n-
B Contrfa(':t mZlc:om animent of distant scenery.” ** Th.e influence
depencoct C;l lfs i?]ﬁrmii')cy is manifested in numerous details of fRe};l)—
Of }’Iears or znd | ractice: after being a life-long advocate (ci)d tle
o theoily 0 posed to the picturesque grass walk), he sudden 3/
B l}?zles——for the accommodation of wheel chairs; anh ,
o o gto ick a flower from the ground, he createsEt fi
ur%a:clieﬂf;vzio‘t())fd, wlf)ich went far to modify the character of the Eng
rais . . iy e
liS?Nz‘:’;rj eIr;el ntcfieplrl;rslzztli:rcllt};izerilctlzaz more fully, he usEallg/ ri;in(r;
guisheil threi “distances”: 'Ehe ga.rde.n,atllslce): E)a;li'fésarz,cile ;V t; f oal o
e te: It so Ns?cgl 1:;02‘;"}1;12 grliscelswhen Repton tells us that “1r'1
oot o Seemxszve trace the sketches of SarLvaror and of RIDINGERC,l
'foreSt i scen ry, we may realize the landscapes of .CLAUDEIFnh
P, Park.sgefze}’r: arden scenery, we delight in the r.1ch embe 1§ ;
o El’ 1cle(%r races of WaTTEAU, where nature is dressed, }111
minS;s{EZiregn by a%t; and where the artificial c}ecoratlons i;)rfeig 01); .
o , ' d down by natural accompanime;
te;;:::t?;nd”sggllg:‘?z: ;;ilsfli?eSalvator, élaude, and Watteau in the
v : 30
ey lln giofvzt:i‘yt?nge?;roxgént knowledge of pain.ting, egld
heli{sexljit ogrgizfyyopposed to Price’s notion of bringing garkcleflrllntgh ch Oc;l:
i i
the prirgmiples of painting. SO{netlmes, grgn_ted, ht;_t?;ei e; e oo
ventionalized language of picturesque vxslon;l—fz et opie
the landscape and garden are as the picture ana its

tion to




232 Beautiful, Sublime, and Picturesque

these locutions, Repton consistently argues against the predominance
of painting. “The art I profess,” he cries, “is of a higher nature than
that of painting, and is thus very aptly described by a French author,
“—il est, a la poésie et a la peinture, ce que la realité est 2 la de-
scription, et Poriginal a la copie’”®' Led by conversations with

Price and Knight into inquiring the differences of the two arts, Repton
enumerates these:

7. The point of view of the painter is fixed, whereas the gardener
surveys his scenery while in motion, and from many sites.

2. The field of vision is greater in nature than in a picture.

3. The view down a hill is not representable in painting.

4. The light on a real scene shifts, and (unlike painting, where com-
position and keeping can be secured only by setting off light with
shade) all parts of a scene may bear illumination.

5. The foreground, so essential to the picture, is usually lacking in
the real landscape.®

And although conceding that the delight of the imagination in intri-
cacy makes desirable distinct breaks between the reaches of a land-
scape, Repton denies that the three distances of a landscape painting
can be created in real landscape (except in the figurative sense men-
tioned above), for of the three distances of the improver, “the first
includes that part of the scene which it is in his power to improve;
the second, that which it is not in his power to prevent being injured;
and the third, that which it is not in the power of himself, or any
other, either to injure or improve. . . .” *®* The idea that painting
should supply models for landscaping affords opportunity for the
satirical excursions in which this controversy abounds: “This idea of
deriving all our instruction from the works of great painters, is so
ingenious and useful, that it ought not to be confined to gardening
and building. In our markets, for instance, instead of that formal
trim custom of displaying poultry, fish, and fruit, for sale on different
stalls, why should we not rather copy the picturesque jumble of
Schnyders and Rubens? Our kitchens may be furnished after the
designs of Teniers and Ostade, our stables after Woovermans, and
we may learn to dance from Watteau or Zuccarelli. . . .” 3 All this
despite the derivation of the term “landscape-gardening,” which
Repton chooses because the art can only be perfected “by the united
powers of the landscape painter and the practical gardener. The
former must conceive a plan, which the latter may be able to exe-
cute. . . .” The mere gardener, “without some skill in painting, will
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seldom be able to form a just idea of effects before they are carried
into execution.” ® Subsequently, however, Repton seems Fhsposed to
transfer from painter to gardener this faculty of foreseeing effects;
the painter, he remarks, “sees things as they are,” the landscape
gardener “as they will be” * . ‘ )

Discussion of the relation of painting to gardening leads to Repton’s
view of the picturesque, for Repton usually uses the term .“pictur—
esque” to mean “pictorial.” “In the park z}nd forest,” he cries, “lc?t
the painter be indulged with the most picturesque obJef:ts for his
pencil to imitate . . . let the active mind be soothed with all the
peauty of landscape, and the contemplative roused by all the s.ub-
limity of prospect that nature can produce; but we must also provide
artificial scenes, less wild, though not less interesting . . . for the
pleasure grounds of the leisured.”” This remark suggests that Re;.)to'n
thought pictorial chiefly what is wild, rugged, and shaggy; t.ZhIS 18
Gilpinism, and with this clew we can follow Repton’s conception of
the picturesque throughout his writings. .

The admiration which Repton expressed for the aesthetic theory
of Burke was no doubt fostered by the reflection that Burke’s theory
left no room for a character alongside the beautiful and the sublime,
though this polemical interest in no way obstructed RePt9n’s theoreti-
cal grasp of Burke’s theory and his skill in employing it in t.he. analy-
sis and construction of actual scenes. In the Letter to Price, it 1s true,
Repton does seem to accept Price’s conception of the co—ordiflance of
the picturesque with beautiful and sublime (although d'enymg that
it is a prime object of gardening); yet there is nothing.m .the other
writings, or in the principles underlying the Lezzer, to indicate such
a conviction. Repton speaks as often as not of “picturesque beauty,”
which is a solecism in Price’s system, though consistent enough with
Gilpin’s usage. Gilpin and Price agree in this, that the picturesque
is in some sense rough; Repton is in accord, but he sees roughness
only in what is wild and unkempt. For Price, in contrast, highly
dressed scenes, if intricate, various, and full of abrupt modifications
of form and light, are perfectly picturesque. Repton appears to take
both definition and description from Gilpin.

In architecture, Repton’s taste is more like that of Price, and in
his discussions of buildings “picturesque” is a term of praise rather
than opprobriugn. The reason is, I think, that the picturesque appears
in (non-ruinous) architecture in the form of irregularity of plan
and elevation and of intricacy of ornamentation. Irregularity is emi-
nently pictorial, and at the same time is often the handiest manner
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of building, as accommodating a variety of sizes, shapes, and exposures
for rooms and as permitting additions with greatest grace. Utility
and picturesqueness thus in great measure coincide in architecture,
whereas in gardening (as Repton saw it) they were largely opposed.
Gothic is clearly the picturesque style in architecture, and from his
first work to his last Repton preferred Gothic to Grecian. His in-
terest in irregular architecture was, in fact, a powerful force operat-
ing on the taste of the following generation in which the Gothic Re-
vival swept over all England. The “great principle on which the
picturesque effect of all Gothic edifices must depend,” says Repton,
is “ . . irregularity of outline; first, at the top by towers and pin-
nacles, or chimneys; secondly, in the outline of the faces:, or eleva-
tions, by projections and recesses; thirdly, in the outline of_ the
apertures, by breaking the horizontal lines with windows of differ-
ent forms and heights; and, lastly, in the outline of the base, by the
building being placed on ground of different levels.” * It was “Queen
Elizabeth’s Gothic” that Repton recommended most often rather
than castle or abbey Gothic, and he laments the “mutilation of the
old %alls and manor houses, where the large bay windows, the lofty
open chimneys, and picturesque gables of Queen Elizabeth’s tirr.le,
give place to the modern sashes and flat roofs, with all the garish frq_)-
pery of trellis, and canvas, and sharp-pointed pea-green Gothic
porches, or porticos of Grecian columns reduced to the size of bed-
posts.” %

Although Repton’s notion of the picturesque in architecture came
in application very close to Price’s (however different the under‘ly—
ing theories), in scenery Repton thought of the picturesque as wild
and uncouth, fitter for gypsies than for English gentlemen, unless
the gentlemen amused themselves with rifles or canvases. This image
of picturesqueness is probably derived not only from Gilpin’s nature-
appreciation but from the style of landscape painting of the contem-
porary English school, which specialized in subjects that were wild
without being great, and that of their Dutch and Italian models. In
the report on Endsleigh (which I think was written early though
published late), Repton discourses on the picturesque:

This word has, of late, excited considerable interest and controversy;
but the word, like many others in common use, is more easy to be un-
derstood than defined; if it means all subjects capable of being repre-
sented in a picture, it will include the pig-sties of Moreland, as well as
the filthy hostels of Teniers and Ostade. . . [but it is absurd to repre-
sent all that is visible without selecting what is most beautiful]. The
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subjects represented by Salvator Rosa, and our English Mortimer, are

deemed picturesque; but, are they fit objects to copy for the residence
of man, in a polished and civilized state? Certainly not.*

The picturesque is consistently connected in this way with painting;
and sometimes the connection becomes very particular, as in the ob-
servation that Grecian buildings have a beautiful effect amidst pointed
or conical trees not only from contrast but because Italian painting
has so often blended Grecian architecture with firs and cypresses.
Such association by resemblance with the subjects or modes of repre-
sentation of paintings is of peculiar importance in Knight’s account
of the picturesque, though this s a superficial instance, since the asso-
ciation involves the concrete wholes represented rather than the ab-
stract qualities themselves.

It is important to notice the importance of association in Repton’s
thought. Like those of Price and Knight, Repton’s aesthetic rules
and judgments depend heavily upon association—there is almost no
trace of Burke’s physiology—but the classes of association stressed
are not the same. What Repton calls by the name “association” is not
of the first order of importance in construction of his theory, though
in actual appreciation it “is one of the most impressive sources of de-
light; whether excited by local accident, as tite spot on which some
public character performed his part; by the remains of antiquity, as
the ruin of a cloister or a castle; but more particularly by that per-
sonal attachment to long known objects . . . as the favourite seat,
the tree, the walk, or the spot endeared by the remembrance of past
events: . . . such partialities should be respected and indulged,
since true taste, which is generally attended by great sensibility, ought
to be the guardian of it in others.” # Such personal or historical cir-
cumstances involve associations with concretes rather than with ab-
stract qualities, and they are adventitious rather than inherent; this
kind of association only is so termed by Repton.

But Repton appeals also to associations with qualities taken ab-
stractly. He claims as his discovery the observation that Grecian
architecture consists essentially of horizontal lines and Gothic of ver-
tical,'* and the problem of purity or mixture of styles depends partly
on the composition of these lines. But it depends partly also upon our
habits of vision as determined by historical accident; Repton de-
nounces the incongruous mixture of Gothic and Grecian on antiquar-
jan grounds, though he is inclined to permit some mixture of the
three Gothic styles, for “whilst every casual observer may be struck
with the incongruity of mixing the Grecian with the Gothic styles,
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yet the nice antiquarian alone discovers, by the contour of a mould-
ing, or the shape of a battlement, that mixture of the castle and abbe

Gothic, which is equally incorrect with respect to their different dates
and purposes.” ** It is interesting to note that Knight and Price,
whose habits of vision were formed proportionately more on paint-
ings, were inclined to justify the mixture of Grecian and Gothic which
1s so frequent in the Italian landscapes of the sixteenth and seven.
teenth centuries. Repton at one time became so particular that he
began to complain of the “mixed style” of Queen Elizabeth’s Gothic,
for “a mixed style is generally imperfect: the mind is not easily rec-
onciled to the combination of forms which it has been used to con-
sider distinct . . . it feels an incongruity of character . . . it is like
uniting, in one object, infancy with old age, life with death, or things
present with things past.”* But this archaeological sensitivity is
found only in the book explaining Repton’s design for the pavilion
at Brighton—which was to be in the Hindu style. He desired to
introduce a new and safe source of novelty into British architecture
which would not be susceptible of corrupting mixture with the two
accepted systems; and it was his interest to show that the accepted
systems were not themselves wholly adequate in utility and style.
"The Fragments subsequently betray no dissatisfaction with the “mixed
Gothic.”

Habitual association resulting from historical circumstances does
not account wholly for our reactions to the materials of building, for
this depends also on the properties of the materials, their costliness
and durability. Such considerations lead us to that branch of associa-
tions with concretes which involves properties essential to the objects.
Utility, fitness, and design all include such associations as these, and
it 1s only insofar as they are associational that utility and fitness are
aesthetic. So long as we approve the utility of an object with a prac-
tical aim in view, our feeling is perhaps pleasurable, but does not
have the detachment and freedom of aesthetic pleasure; it is only
when perceived sympathetically, without direct practical concern-
ment or conscious reflection, that utility assumes an aesthetic guise.
The practical view of a farm gives non-aesthetic satisfaction; the dis-
tant view of an active farm scene may give a truly aesthetic pleasure
from the ideas of animation, prosperity, and happiness which it sug-
gests. The utility of which Repton most often speaks lends itself es-
pecially well to aesthetic feeling; it is not that of a farm but of a
retirement for leisure, and the detachment and freedom of leisure
are associated to its conveniences. The merits Repton saw in formality
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were of this kind, though he was not insensible to its pict}ll‘c?squc
ualities. But on occasion Repton becomes too practical for his judg-
?nents to be considered aesthetic; his fmalysm of the dlfferences of -
town house and country house, a.nd hls'rules fOI: the layout of an
estate, are so largely in terms of .1mm'ed1ate function that th‘ey m];lst
be considered non—aesthetic;*{; Price discusses these same points, but
i f creating visual effects. : ‘
" Itfc:;:;?’s utilityghas a range of moral overtones which dete;rmm;c1
his taste in beauties. Throughout his long career, Rc:,(ptonvpre”erred
neat and open scenes with light gnd animation; cheerful and
«gloomy” are among his favorite epithets of praise and reproachl,. an
he never tires of altering “the melancholy appendages of so 1t,a:r4}(/;
grandeur observable in the pleasure-grm.mds of the last century.”*
His “favorite propensity for humanizing, as well as animating,
beautiful scenery” *7 is a matter of taste a.n'd charac‘ter, but is at the
same time a facet of his preference of ut11‘1ty to picturesque beautg
when the two conflict. His own tiny garden in the vdlag‘? of Romfor f
was 2 frame to the landscape he preferred, a frame “composed o
flowering shrubs and evergreens; beyond which are seen, the }ih;erl-
ful village, the high road, and that constant moving scene, whic :
would not exchange for any of the lonely parks that Ishave improve

for others.” *®




CHAPTER 16

L he Price-Répton Comrovem)/

@

EPTON’S Letter to Price betrays, in its lack of system and or-
der, the haste with which it was composed; and this is the more
unfortunate since Price unimaginatively organized his much longer
Letter to Repton to answer point by point. Neither of these works of
controversy impresses as a powerful or profound piece of aesthetic
speculation. Repton introduces his assault with the conciliatory judg-
ment that “in the general principles and theory of the art, which you
have considered with so much attention, I flatter myself that we
agree; and that our difference of opinion relates only to the propriety,
or, perhaps, possibility, of reducing them to practice.” ! Repton’s
principles are really, however, very different from those of Price;
and since Repton proceeds to show that Price’s (as he understands
them) are not practicable, it is a question how they could be accepted
even in theory if inherently insusceptible of reduction to practice?
Price perceives this paradox and is quick to point out the “very singu-
lar contrast” between Repton’s opening professions of agreement
upon principles and the ensuing attack upon those very principles.?
The principles which undergo Repton’s examination are, that the
painter’s landscape is the model for the gardener, and that the pic-
turesque consists in the wild and uncouth. Neither of these proposi-
tions, of course, was asserted by Price. He proposed not to copy pic-
tures in gardens, but to apply in landscape the principles of compo-
sition governing all visual phenomena, principles isolated most read-
ily, to be sure, in the works of the great painters. “The question,
therefore, is not,” Price declares, “whether the Caracci, Francesco
Bolognese, or S. Rosa, would study landscapes in a flower-garden, but
which of two scenes of the same character (whatever it were, from
the Alps to a parterre,) had most of those qualities that accord with
the general principles of their art.” ® And secondly, the picturesque
238
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;s nowise incompatible with high ornamer.ltation and the Convenien'ces
of civilized life; Price avows that he might even prefir the nation
to be wholly finished by Brown rather tha.n become one “huge pictur- .
ue forest’—the fate Repton foresaw if the “new system of im-
eSc(l)ving ‘by neglect and accident’ ” should prevail.‘* These two prm;
Ei;les are in Repton’s thought r‘eal.ly only“one; “it seems to lm?;;
Price observes in noting this comgdence, that your -pr1nc1p3 a1to
through the whole of this Letter, is to shew, that by an atteri iovr:,ﬂd
pictures, and to the method of study pursued by paunters},_l only !
and unpolished ideas are acquired.”® Not'so, of course; tf e c; eganc
of Claude, the formal grandeur of Poqssm (to look no art er) re-
fute this notion. Nor, moreover, did Price propose that the 1r1}pr;}V<3r
should abandon design to chance, but only that he should gamd ints
for design from observing the effects produced by neglect fanh acci-
dent. This use of accdent is a consequence 9f the nature .01 t ef art,
for, unlike architecture, gardening deals with the materials of na
6
turI(zepton’s letter falls, after introducFory compliment. and blovs{, into
three sections: the first, an examination of the re;latxon of pzn;)h;cg.
and gardening; the second, an apology for Brown’s clump an : 5 5
the third, a return to the offensive with a re'newed atta.ck on painting
and the picturesque. However amateurs might be m1s_1ed mﬁ) Sllp_
posing a great affinity amongst the several arts they Cultlvate?d ep.on
remarks in taking up the first of these heac;ls, matu(tc? consideration
and practical experience have led him to realize that “i '@hatgver 7‘2
lates to man, propriety and convenience are not less objécts of goo t
taste, than picturesque effect. . . 7 .P.I‘ICC’S reply to the argur.nft::n
from utility is revealing. After descrlbmg how a lands;apfa pain eé
might improve a scene, he observes .that ‘fm all this, coqvemenfce ;mm
propriety are not the objects of consxdergtlon: not that eltheg .o tt) et
is to be neglected, but that they are objects of another kind; o i{ec ;
of good sense, and good judgment, rather than of that more r%c ne
and delicate sense and judgment, called taste. Any glarjng o ensef
against either of them is disgusting, bl%t the" strictest observ;nce o—
them will give a man but little reputation for taste, gnless the gen
eral effect of the picture be good.”® Th.e.argur.nent is, t'hat cx}:cm}llml
stances of utility are not truly aesthetie in qua.ht}f—a point whic !
have hitherto considered at sufficient length. Price 1s chleﬂy intereste
in associations with abstract visual qualities, or in the dlrec.t nervous
action of such qualities, and it is doubtful .that he would: ]Pdge aL.ets};
thetic any assemblage of concretes not enriched by associations Wi
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line, color, and shade. The question to be decided is in a sense one
of terminology; but the terminology hinges upon a discrimination
of subtle sensations. Disinterested appreciation of utility is assuredly
pleasurable, though assuredly different in feeling from pictorial
values; ought the two feelings to be ranked together! Here the
habits of feeling and the philosophic inheritances of the two dis.
putants come into play. Price is by temperament highly sensitive to
compositional and to romantic values, and (though a Whig human.
itarian) loves seclusion and reverie. Repton is by native temperament
and by the conscious habits of his professional duties concerned more
with society than with contemplation; and (his visual sensitivity not-
withstanding) concerned more with use than with composition or
poetic feeling. Price is temperamentally disinclined from accepting
convenience as an aesthetic consideration, while Repton is prompted
to consider it a part, and the chief part, of taste. Add to this, that
Repton had really no philosophical inheritance except those eulogies
of Brownian gardening which were couched often in terms of utility,
whereas Price built upon the system of Burke, the whole influence
of which was against admission of the useful as a cause of beauty.?
In examining picturesqueness (I revert to Repton’s Letzer), Repton
takes advantage of Price’s distinction between beautiful and pictur-
esque: “There is no exercise so pleasing to the inquisitive mind,” he
avers, “as that of deducing theories and systems from favourite opin-
ions: I was therefore peculiarly interested and gratified by your in-
genious distinction betwixt the beautiful and the picturesque; but I
cannot admit the propriety of its application to landscape gardening;
because beauty, and not ‘picturesqueness,’ is the chief object of mod-
ern improvement. . . .” * In reply, Price makes three observations
which restate the issue cleared of the obfuscations which Repton’s
misreading or rhetoric had thrown over it. The picturesque, firstly,
is not a reference to painting but a separate aesthetic character; it is
in many cases not applicable to gardening, but the general principles
of painting are always so. The landscape gardener, secondly, does
more than make a garden near the house, where the picturesque must
often be sacrificed; he makes a park. And thirdly, in nature the pic-
turesque is usually mixed with the beautiful, whereas improvers have
exhibited “the dangerous tendency of recommending a narrow ex-
clusive attention to beauty as a separate quality . . . instead of a
liberal and enlarged attention to beauty in its more general sense
[which would include the picturesque], to character, and to the
genius loci” ' Price suggests, and I think plausibly, that Repton is
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influenced by a jalousie de métier, whiFh leads him to misstate the
. «ue on one side by taking gardening in the.narrower sense .rather,
1tshsan landscape gardening, and. on the other .Slde b}f taking painters”.
studies of wild nature exclusively. Those insensible t{'ansxt1ons. in
which Burkeian beauty consists are, after all, best,eﬁected in gzjtrdenmg
by a natural style of loose arrangements; Brown’s effort at this beaqu
consisted in making the separate parts smooth or undulatl.ng, but 13
leaving each part—clump, belt,.walk, rlver—perfect.ly c}:lsltmct ban
sharply separated. Brown and his followers, says Price, ilve 11een
universally and professedly, smoothers, shavers, clea,r,elt;s, evellers,
and dealers in distinct serpentine lines and .edges. c . '

Repton introduces one argument on this gener?l h-ead Whllchd re-
quires especial attention, the politlcal‘ analogy which is appealec to
in one form or another both by th.e disputants of the eighteenth cen-
tury and the scholars of the twentieth. Repton

cannot help seeing great affinity betwixt ded.ucing gardening from the
painter’s studies of wild nature, and deducing government f.rom. tche
uncontrouled opinions of man in a savage state. The neatness, 51m?11c1ty,
and elegance of English gardening, h:ave acqul'red the a.pprobatlon of
the present century, as the happy medium betwixt the w11dn.ess of na-
ture and the stiffness of art; in the same manner as the English consti-
tution is the happy medium betwixt the liberty of savages, and the re-
straint of despotic government; and so long as we enjoy the benefit of
these middle degrees betwixt extremes of each [he concl'udes], l.et ex-
periments of untried theoretical improvement be made in some. other

country.13

Price rejoins in like vein that his pride and exultation in the British
constitution “would sink into shame and despondency, should the par-
allel you have made, ever become just: should the freedom, energy,
and variety of our minds, give place to tameness and monotony;
should our opinions be prescribed to us, and, l.xke our places', ‘Se
moulded into one form,” and so forth; modern improvement 1s “a
species of thraldom unfit for a free country,” he had declared in his -
first book.™ This kind of political analogy had been even fr.om the
beginning of the century a feature of discussion O.f gardening—so
much so that Nikolaus Pevsner declares that “Whig is the first source
of the landscape garden,” and tells us that the landsc_ape g?.rdfi?lzvas
“conceived in England, because it is the garden of hb'erahsrn. 1.
de Wolfe goes further, and makes an effort to relate picturesque the-
ory to the political background in such a way as to be able to use the
terminology of politics for discussion of landscape.’® But really, the




242 Beautiful, Sublime, and Picturesque

appeal to the British constitution is a mere rhetorical trick, whether
it appears in Knight, in Price, or in Repton. All of these men are
literal-minded; none makes. dialectical assimilations of politics to
aesthetics or vice versa. Such arguments have no real conviction for
them and are mere polemical brickbats; they are rationalizations,
not intellectual causes, and they are never the principal arguments
relied upon, but are makeweights thrown in to overwhelm already
staggering opponents. To stress them is to equivocate with terms
and to distort picturesque theory.

The second of the principal divisions of Repton’s Letzer defends
clump and belt, the most conspicuous features of Brown’s style. The
question of the clump is merely one of means, as Repton states
it: the clump is the simplest way of producing a group in future.
Price, however, denies that Brown ever “made a clump like a natural
group, though he did make many natural groups like clumps”; 17
the inference is that he preferred distinctness to connection, and
is by means of this system of making every thing distinct and separate,
that Mr. Brown has been enabled to do such rapid and extensive
mischief; and thence it is that he is so much more an object of the
painter’s indignation than his strait-lined predecessors.” 8 Repton’s
defense of the belt, too, rests upon expediency. Man loves seclusion
and safety: the park must be enclosed. He loves liberty: the pale
must not show. The belt gives the reality of enclosure with the de-
ceptive appearance of freedom. Price, instead, is inclined to suppose
the belt adopted from vanity in the owners (to conceal the size of
a small estate, or display that of a large) and laziness in the im-
provers (since it is a formula applied without regard to particular
circumstances of composition). It is of interest that on clumps and
belts at least, Price and Repton drew together as Repton’s interest
in the garden and his appreciation of picturesque effect increased.
Repton even comes to sneer at the “trim imitators of Brown’s de-
fects,” and to refer contemptuously to “the spruce modern seat of
sudden affluence, be-belted and be-clumped in the newest style of
the modern taste of landscape gardening. . . .” % This coincidence
of opinion is not an identity, however, for Repton was contracting
the pleasure grounds into a garden while Price (though formalizing
them near the house) was transforming them into a forest park.

Having written this much, Repton determined on having his letter
printed, and accordingly returned to the attack on the painter-
gardener. He warns against amateurs “quacking” themselves; he
contradistinguishes the prospect, in which everybody delights, from
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the landscape, or painter’s subject, and procla?ms”thzez) love of.prospect
to be “an inherent passion of the h.uman mind”; *° he d.ecxdes that
ainting and gardening are no'g sister arts but congenial .natures‘.
brought together like man and wife (the controversy reachfes its t;nost
banal); he suggests that (as a man may fr9m habit prefer ﬁto acF()_
to sugar) Knight and Price “are in the }}ablts of admiring ki nehpi:}:1
tures, and both live amidst bold and plct}lresqu.elscenerifl, bw t
may, he tells them, “have rendered you insensible to the beauty
of those milder scenes that have charms for common ?bservers c .
inly requires a degree of ‘irritation’ rarely to be
o e e e h d sense and good
expected in garden scenery; and, I trust, the good s nd good
raste of this country will never be led to despise the comlor o :
ravel walk, the delicious fragrance of a shrubbery-, the sou expztm -
ing delight of a wide extende.d prospect, or a View dowq :: ; ,e,eg
hill, because they are all subjects mcapat,)le qf bel‘ng i;'n?l t':t. "
Price humorlessly takes up each of Repton’s points, in which it w1
not be necessary to follow him. His .dlscusswn of prospects, hofwever;
is ingenious. A prospect is distingumhed from a landszape,d romrld
composition suitable for a picture, in that t}%e foregroun and seco \
distance are absent or minimal. The question arises, V‘;hy prospects
are enchanting in nature, though unsuited for painting! Tht;,1 rea%son
Price alleges is that painted prospects “are not real, and there (ire
do not excite the curiosity which real{ty does, both a,s’ tc2>2the particu ;1;
spots, and the circumstances at.tex'ldmg them . . .”; fPr;lce 'mlgm_
well have granted also the sublimity of prospect. One of the }fn:cu
stances the curious eye remarks in a prospect 1s,'of course, the com-
position of those parts which make separate pictures. Gllp.)m, ’cooci
found this fascination in the prospect; after de§cr}b1r{g a various an
extensive scene, spoiled by transfer to canvas, Gilpin sings,

Yot why (methinks I hear .
Some Critic say) do ample scenes, like this,
In picture fail to please; when every eye ,
Confesses they transport on Natur.e s chart?

Why, but because, where She dzs?lays the scene,

The roving sight can pause, and swift select, ™
From all she offers, parts, whereon to fix, .
And form distinct perceptions; each of which
Presents a separate picture. Thus as.bee;
Condense within their hives the varymng sweets;
So does the eye a lovely whole collect "
From parts disjointed; nay, perhaps, deformed.
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Since the painted panorama is seen at one coup d’oeil, the picturesque
eye can not from it select such separate compositions.

To the refutation of Repton’s objections Price appends a review
of the whole question of the difference and mixture of the picturesque
and the beautiful. For he feels about Repton’s criticisms as most
philosophical writers feel about the arguments of their opponents,
that confusion has enveloped the subject from the uncertain and
licentious use of words. The central term, “beauty,” may signify
comprehensively “all that allures, attracts, or pleases the eye in
every style,” ** through the grand principle of union, harmony,
connection, breadth, congruity; or it may have the narrower Burkeian
sense as opposed to sublimity and the picturesque. The analogy of
aesthetical and ethical language is again stressed; like “beauty,”
“virtue” has both a broad, inclusive sense, and a narrow sense re-
ferring to the most valued qualities in men (courage) and women
(chastity). The analytical separation and practical blending of beauti-
ful and picturesque are illustrated by some of Price’s most luscious
description. Even the topic of gravel walks and mown lawns is given
a luminosity and order when drawn under Price’s apparatus of terms
and distinctions.

In a letter to the publisher Robson, granting permission for his
Letter to Price to be reprinted in Price’s answer, Repton speaks of
adding an Appendix to “the first volume of my great work” in which
“I shall more fully enter into the question between Mr. Knight,
Mr. Price, Mr. Brown & myself. . . % As late as December 24,
1794, then (Repton misdates his copy of the letter 1795), Repton
had not added the seventh chapter (against Knight) or the Appendix
(against Price). But these additions, once made, add little to this
exposition, for they have been canvassed in the treatment of Repton’s
scheme as a whole. He complains of Price’s alleged idea-thieving;
mentions the controversy over painting; proclaims his agreement
with Price on artificial water (though eight years later he was to
declare that “Mr. Price has written an Essay to describe the practical

manner of finishing the banks of artificial water: but I confess,
after reading it with much attention, I despair of making any prac-
titioner comprehend his meaning . . . 2%); defends Brown against
misrepresentation; enters into the sources of pleasure in landscape
gardening, neglect of some of which had misled Price and Knight;
and, finally, prints a letter on gardening by William Windham. This
piece of Windham’s says in little almost all.that Repton had said at
length; the key proposition is that “places are not to be laid out with
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iew to their appearance in a picture, but to th‘eir uses, and the en-

i ent of them in real life; and their conformity to those purposes

i: };r}?at which constitutes their beauty. . . ¥ S_o far as the contro-

versy stems from principle rather than personality, this is that prin-

CIP’II? hzh(l)cilsel;izsafit):ss zzo;heory and Practice contain a few s.ecti(.)ns
devoted to the controversy; Repton has softene'd liFtle;) and hstllcl{ tjlts
at windmills in reading “picturesque” as “pictorial.” Be ﬁn f z
scenes of this logomachy, however, th_e combatants speak1 W}i: Lo lc:ir:l ;
another, and the differences over which they cut andRs ;b Htlhst o
they gloss over in correspond@nce. RePton declare's tﬁ 0 101;& ;n e
«received so much pleasure in perusing Mr. Price’s worI hal n s
charmed with the animation of hi‘s Stile and @anner, that I sha bgfh
be sorry to have provoked this kind of sparring, so long as wef ot
keep our muffles on our hand & our b.uttons on th.e points o o
foils.” 2 When Price concludes his pubh‘shed Letter in a spm;c1 0 ( ‘z;

commodation, excusing “occasional asperity” on the g.rounds that “he
who writes a formal challenge, must not expect a blllet-dO]lDlX in re-
turn,” and avouching that “whatever s};:rpness therel .rrcllay L E in nr:r}i
style, there is no rancour in my heart,” Repton replie with ge “r
osity, candidly acknowledging'that “the d1Eerenc§ in our ogi.mlgn s
by no means so great, as we either of us pretend in our public c

3 30
troversy. . . -

There was little personal animosity between Price and Repto}l:, not-
withstanding the harsh sarcasms they level?d at onefanlot ei' 1n_
print, but towards Knight, I think, Repton did at first cel real re
sentment for the affront offered in T4e Lm?dsc.ape (of Vﬁ.lthh m(.)rel
hereafter). When it became clear, :?,fter pubhcat'lon of the zfln.alitgca
Inguiry in 1805, that there was an 1ntf:llectu;i11 rift betwee_n neelhg ﬁori
Price and Knight, Repton naturally sided with Pr1ce.. From t e firs
he had felt that there was “a shade of difference betwmf, the opinions
of Mr. Price and Mr. Knight, which seems to have arisen from the
different characters of their respective places; Foxley is less romantic
than Downtzon, and therefore Mr. Price. is less .extravagz?nt in his
ideas, and more willing to allow some little sacrifice of plctl‘lrelsq[ue
beauty to neatness, near the house. . . .”** But Fhe Amflyltlzm 12
quiry’s critique of Price allows Rep.t(.n} to regard him as a fellow :;Z
tim to the severity of Knight’s criticism. Ir} the Fmgﬁ;»ems mz) ke
Theory and Practice of Landscape Gardening, Repton’s las.t ook,
the references to Price are mostly favorable; Repton makes 1nc1(.ien—
tal appeal to Price as to an authority whose concurrence lends weight
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f‘o h‘IS own opir3ion,32 fmd even quotes Price’s Ciceronian motto
Quarjn multa vident pictores in umbris et in eminentiis, quae n ’
non videmus.” * Most curiously, in writing on Stanage l’)ark ReoS
ton remarks that “the opposite opinions of two gentlemen in ,its e
cinity [a footnote identifies Price and Knight] have produced t}::;
con.tr(‘)versy in which I have endeavoured to become a moderator.” 3¢
This is not quite the role in which we recall him! .

CHAPTER 17

Richard Payne Knight
g

HE LANDSCAPE, a Didactic Poem in Three Books. Ad-

dressed to Uvedale Price, Esq., appeared early in 1794, the
first manifesto of the picturesque controversy. Richard Payne Knight,
its author, was a scholar and connoisseur with an enthusiasm for the
picturesque and a knack for didactic poetry in the manner of Pope.*
Knight was prominent in the Society of Dilettanti and one of the
principals in the Elgin marbles controversy; his collection of antique
coins and bronzes is today the basis of the British Museum’s holdings;
and he had the most valuable collection of Claudes in Europe. Down-
ton Castle, which he himself designed, and his park along the pictur-
esque Teme in Shropshire are among the showplaces of England. And
Knight has as well some claim to the title of philosopher, partly for
his system-building,? but surely for the keenness of his insight into
human motives. The tangential dissertations on happiness, “love,
morals, government—dissertations scattered through both T'he Land-
scape and the Analytical Inquiry into the Principles of Taste—inter-
rupt continuity and shatter organization, but the works would be less
rich without them. Knight conjoins the urbane cynicism of Gibbon
with a sympathy genuine though not mawkish; and his thoughts on
political society, religion, marriage—skeptical, tolerant, just—exhibit
2 mind distinguished in its balance of polished intellect with un-
forced feeling.

The Landscape was a highly entertaining work and enjoyed a fa-
vorable reception—a reception which roused a host of defenders of
the old order. The Landscape is, of course, primarily concerned with
inculcation of a certain taste in gardening rather than with exposition
of a system of aesthetics; but that taste involves implications and as-
sumptions of immense importance. Empirical aesthetics are perhaps
always best grasped in their application to visible objects, and espe-
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cially to natural objects which involve few complicating factors. The
theory of landscape gardening, an art which heightens and simplifies
the effects of natural scenery without introducing artistic materials
of its own, is thus an excellent introduction to the problems of aes.
thetics.

But I need not justify further the inclusion of The Landscape in

this study. The opening argument and invocation have the faintly
ironical flavor which pervades much of the poem:

How best to bid the verdant Landscape rise,
To please the fancy, and delight the eyes;

Its various parts in harmony to join

With art clandestine, and conceal’d design;
T’adorn, arrange ;—to .rejﬁ’rate, and select
With secret skill, and counterfeit neglect;

I sing.—Do thou, O Price, the song attend;
Instruct the poet, and assist the friend :

Teach him plain truth in numbers to express,
And shew its charms through fiction’s flow’ry dress. 10

The opposition of fancy and sensation (in the second verse) 1is of
fundamental importance for Knight, whose aesthetics connects a the-
ory of the direct nervous action of color and light with an elaborate

associational psychology. It reappears in the statement of the first
principle of taste: '

*Tiis still one principle through all extends, 33
And leads through dif’rent ways to diffrent ends

*Tis just congruity of parts combin’d
To please the sense, and satisfy the mind. 40

This congruity is not to be delimited by arbitrary rules, whether in
painting or in landscape gardening: ’

Nature in all rejects the pedant’s chain; 140
Which binding beauty in its waving line,

Destroys the charm it vainly would define;

For nature still irregular and free,

Aects not by lines, but gen’ral symnpathy.

The true rules for gardening are illustrated by a pronouncement
on approaches:

First fix the points to which you wish to £o;
Then let your easy path spontancous flow;
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With no affected turn or artful bend, 155
To lead you round still farther from the end:

For, as the principle of taste is sense,

W hate®er is void of meaning gives offence.

It was to this passage that Knight appended a note on Reptgn’s Red
Book for Tatton; having read Repton as urging that the farfnly ar;s\
might be placed on neighboring milestones, .K'mght §ub]elc;s this
gratification of “purse-proud vanity” to excorating sa'clre.f de}gtoq,
naturally enough, was embittered, and ac%ded a chapter of de en;e
and rebuttal, “Concerning Approache.s; with Spme Remarks o[r} ‘the
Affinity Betwixt Painting and Gardening,” to his Sketches and mztsé
Quoting at length from the Red Book of Tatton, and .from oth;rs 0

his reports, he defends himself pretty succegsfully against the (;l arge
of catering to the pride of conspicuou‘s magnificence. It.was perf ap§1a
little pompous to suggest erecting distance ma.rkers 'Wlth thc:f am1hy
arms (not, as Knight read it, using thfa turnpike gnlestones or tf ej
purpose) ; but Repton is free of the desire to establish vast estat? o1
solitary splendor. More and more, as we have seen, he u-rge(cil imit-
ing the size of parks, and advised that the public l?e adm1.tte to ené
liven them. He is, it is true, desirous of per'petuatmg a hierarchy o

ranks and classes; but Knight and Price, Whigs though they be, share
this preference. . ' .

True taste, as Knight declares, reveals its stores cautiously: .

Its greatest art is aptly to conceal; .

To lead, with secret guile, the prying :zg.ht
To where component parts may best unite,
And form one beauteous, nicely blended whole, ., 195
To charm the eye and captivate the soul.

Two plates illustrate application of this principle to ]andscapmg; onfe
exhibits a severely Palladian house set in a shaven lawn with an at-
fected Chinese bridge carrying a serpentining approach—ev?ry part
hard and distinct; the other shows an intricate Tudor Gothic house
half-buried in a wilderness, with shaggy foreground. and rough}.lewn
rustic bridge—the “beauteous whole” of. harmonious and pictur-
esque connection. Repton (with some justice) thinks the two s.cen.ei
“serve rather to exemplify bad taste in the two extremes of a.rtlﬁcm.
neatness and wild neglect,” and the rustic bri(.ige (copied, in factf,
from one on Knight’s estate) “looks like the'm1s<?r.abli Sxpedlent 0
poverty, or a ridiculous affectation of rural 51rflp11c1ty. '
Knight (we return to The Landscape) thinks to develop prin-
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ciples for gardening by analyzing the three distances of painting,
Hence, he cries,

Hence let us learn, in real scenes, to trace
The true ingredients of the painter’s grace; 258

But ah! in vain:—see yon fantastic band,

With charts, pedometers, and rules in hand,

Advance triumphant, and alike lay waste

The forms of nature, and the works of taste!

T’vmprove, adorn, and polish, they profess; 265
But shave the goddess, whom they come to dress;

Hence, hence! thou haggard fiend, however call’d,
Thin, meagre genius of the bare and bald;
Thy spade and mattock here at length lay down, 285
And follow to the tomb thy fav’rite Brown. . .

This attack on Brown called forth Repton in defense; “the whole,”
he says, “of that false and mistaken theory, which Mr. Knight en-
deavours to introduce, by confounding the two ideas [of park and
forest], proceeds from not duly considering the degree of affinity be-
twixt painting and gardening. . . .”* We need not examine again
the opinions of Repton on this vexed question; but Repton did not
spring alone to the defense of the art of Capability Brown. William
Marshall and George Mason, practical gardeners both, wrote elabo-
rate replies to T'4e Landscape and to Price’s Essay on the Picturesque.
And John Matthews struck off a parody, 4 Sketch from the Land-
scape, matching verse for verse. Knight’s adjuration to improvers to
follow their master Brown to the tomb suggested Matthews’ title-page
vignette, which exhibits a fashionably dressed gentleman discharging
the contents of a chamber pot at a tomb inscribed CAPABILITY.
Around the tomb a half-dozen improvers, equipped with spade,
scythe, and roller, are spattered with the discharge and fall away
holding their noses, &c. Matthews’ ironical comment:

Death has mown thee [ Brown]—bhis heavy paw
Has swept thee down his deep ha-ha,
Thou great defacer of the nation!
Well did he use his scythe and broom!
And now, with glee, upon thy tomb
Pl pour a suitable libation.
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Another vignette at end illustrates the closing apostrophe:

Triumphant KNIGHT! to give thy name
A passport to immortal fame, ,
W hat shall the grateful world agree ont

Thy statue of Colossal size, .
In ductile yew, shall nobly rise—

(T hink not thy modesty shall >scape us)
The God of Gardens thou shalt stand,
To fright improvers from the land,

A huge and terrible Priapus.®

The vignette is a caricature of a formal galjden, with knottei chli;
terre, topiary work, and a cypress avenue; fac.lng the avenue an <
to us is the yew statue of Knight; two laFlles are tu.rnmg1 awaybl )
confusion (a statue of Priapus, recall). This al.lusuzn is a clever 2
rather cruel stroke; it refers, of course, to Knight’s Accountdofft.te
Remains of the Worship of Priapus, 2 book generatlons ahe;.{ 'Ohias
age in understanding of sexual symbohsm? which }.nroug}?t on Knight’s
head a storm of abuse for alleged obscenity an.d mﬁdehty.” N

Knight’s mockery of improvers for “shaving Nature” is 1n 1its

turn mocked:

How cropt and shorn poor Nature looks!

How could these blockheads at her toi%et.
Shave such a charming head, and spoil it!

Shave, then, no more, good friends, but friz

T he lovely locks round Nature’s phiz. . . J

Again, with the misunderstanding which Hearne’s engraving was
likely to suggest and entrenched interest to adopt, Matthews cries,

That man should walk, can Nature mean,
On prim-rolld gravel fring'd with green?
No—if I rightly understand her!
SMidst brambles thick I'd rather chuse
To trudge in dirt above my shoes,
Than in such serpentines meander! ®

Book 11 of Thke Landscape is introduced by celebration of the
ancient system of formal gardening—
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Oft when Pve scen some lonely mansion stand,
Fresh from th improvers desolating hand,
"Midst shaven lawns, that far around it creep

In one eternal undulating sweep;

And scatter’d clumsps, that nod at one another,
Each stiffly waving to its formal brother;

Tir’d with th extensive scene, so dull and bare,
To Heav’n devoutly Pve address'd my pray’r—
A gain the moss-grown terraces to raise,

And spread the labyrinth’s perplexing maze;
Replace in even lines the ductile yew,

And plant again the ancient avenue.
Some feature then, at least, we should obtain,

T'o mark this flat, insipid, waving plain;
Some vary’d tints and forms would intervene,
To break this uniform, eternal green.?

This exordium is followed by development of principles of com-

position for the new picturesque park and by oft-quoted lines on pic-
turesque buildings—

o

15

Bless’d is the man, in whose sequester’d glade,
Some ancient abbey’s walls diffuse their shade;

255
With mould’ring windows pierd’d, and turrets crown’d,
And pinnacles with chinging ivy bound.
Bless’d too is he, who, *midst his tufted trees,
Some ruin’d castle’s lofty towers sees;
Imbosom’d high upon the mountains brow, 260

Or nodding o’er the stream that ghides below.
Nor yet unenvy’d, to whose humbler lot

Falls the retird and antiquated cot ;—

Its roof with weeds and mosses cover’d oer,

Still happier he (if conscious of his prize)
Who sees some temple’s broken columms rise,
"Midst sculptur’d fragments, shiver’d by their fall, 270
And tott’ring remmants of its marble wall ;—
Where ev’ry beauty of correct design,
And vary’d elegance of art, combine
With naturé’s softest tints, matur’d by time,

And the warm influence of a genial clime. 275

This second book concludes with an account of the purity of taste

among the Greeks,' its destruction by Roman tyranny and Christian
bigotry, and the revival in the Renaissance:
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Reviv’d again, in Charles’ and Led’s days,

Art dawn’d unsteady, with reflected rays; o
Lost all the gen’ral principle of grace,

And wav’ring fancy left to take its place;

But yet, in these degen’rate days, 1t shone .

With one perfection, en to C?reece unknown:

Nature’s aerial tints and fleeting dyes, s
Old Titian first imbody’d to t'he eyes; '
And taught the tree to spread its light array

In mimic colours, and on canvas play. ‘

Next Rubens came, and catch’{i n 'colours bright

The flicKring flashes of celestial light;

But both their merits, polish’d and reﬁn’d. .

By toil and care, in patient Clc'zude were iwm d:

Nature’s own pupil, fav’rite cht.ld of tas}te. s
W hose pencil, like Lysippus’ c/nse'l, trac’d

Vision’s mice errors, and, with feign’d neglect,

Sunk partial form in general effect.

This peculiar merit of modern pginting is.the plctgresque;h‘;hedi}i;
monious blending of tints and lights which constitutes .t. i
pleasure of the sense of sight. The Lanfiscilpe, whﬁ_e ntot ; ;ris::s
hetics, was yet deliberately calcu ated to cultivate

;iiiis';{nigh;’s thegry, already formed, justified a.n‘cl.demaiildede.rivcz)r}r
in the Sicilian diary of 11777 ?reh passagesk :l?g}tla;lrs:i%est Oe; 31 o
Knight’s theory. On Aprl' 13 of that year, s e
at Paestum, “The colour is a whitish yellow, which m kgd pere anc
there into shades of greyish blue. The weather has 3ttac e1 e ston ,

ich is overgrown with moss and weeds, apFl nexthe? blackened by
:Vril:li, nor regndered hideous by recent additions, as i the% vs;lolx;rtl (;i
ruins at Rome. Thus it is that the tints affect ,E}f e:?/e ﬁin a :s on A
once harmonious, pleasing, and picturesque. Al ec}: t eof y'c };e
“harmonious,” and “picturesque”l are lail_ su.sceptlb e here

I sis given in the Analytical Inguiry. .

tec’}f?llgailz:f 1’l})fookgof The Landscape, on trees, is loglcalily don%yez
pendant to the second and need not detain us. Gilpin, who ha i rf;\rzlts
an analysis of trees and shrubs, their groupings and aiFompagl pents :
in his Remarks on Forest Scenery, dwelt cl}leﬁy on line an mor;
Knight, consistently with his theory of'thfz plctu.resqlge, opf;r:;;c:isce ore
in terms of light and color. His prescriptions, like those o )

*
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free of academic mannerism; he celebrates the beauties of . native
scenery—

Nor [he warns], plac’d beneath our cool and wat’ry sky,
Attempt the glowing tints of Italy:

For thus compelld in mem’ry to confide,

Or blindly follow some preceding guide,

One common track it [art] still pursues,

And crudely copies what it never views. . .

310

It is not imitation of Italian landscape, real or painted, that is re.
quired, but independent composition on picturesque principles.
When a second edition of 7'4e Landscape was called for in 1795,
Knight added a note which, after dealing an incidental blow to Repton
for his Zetter to Price, undertook the subversion of Price’s radical
distinction of beautiful and picturesque. Repton, “taking advantage
of a supposed distinction between the picturesque and the beautiful ”
maintains that “his art was never intended to produce landscapes, but
some kind of neat, simple, and elegant effects, or non-descript
beauties, which have not yet been named or classed. . . . I cannot,
however [Knight declares], but think that the distinction of which
this ingenious professor has thus taken advantage, is an imaginary
one, and that the picturesque is merely that kind of beauty which
belongs exclusively to the sense of vision; or to the imagination,
guided by that sense.” 12 This is the thesis of the note to T/e Land-
scape, and this is the thesis of the Analytical Inguiry into the Prin-
ciples of Taste a decade later, so far as that work relates to the pic-
turesque.

In the Introduction to the Analytical Inguiry, “Containing a Scep-
tical View of the Subject,” Knight develops with some subtlety the
uncertainty and instability of every standard. Since taste is a ques-
tion of feeling rather than of reason, the only standard is the general-
ity of feeling; yet no values are really general, and every age rejects
the values of the preceding. “The word Beauty,” Knight observes,
“is a general term of approbation, of the most vague and extensive
meaning, applied indiscriminately to almost every thing that is
pleasing, either to the sense, the imagination, or the understanding;
whatever the nature of it be, whether a material substance, a moral
excellence, or an intellectual theorem.” ® All these applications of
the term, moreover, are literal, notwithstanding that “all epithets,
employed to distinguish qualities perceivable only by intellect, were
originally applied to objects of sense . . . and are therefore applied
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itively, though not always figuratively, to objects of intellect
nsitively,

m W 1 vi an form
" ination.” * Whether apphed to virtue or the human ,
or 1Mag y

fies the result of balance and proportion. But these

«peauty” signi

(lpropoltlonS are n»Ot ttuly the Sal[le) I adnut) I;lnght con

that the word Beauty en"firely fch;xngersls 61:5 : }:eia;:
"8 or e ?pphefd tot(;l?\zf Shetseefzultiés are SO
B theo;lr?c?:cisgzn’izi% ’op:;tions, in the cE)mPli?ated rr}llind
mix?d’ %nddcon:}r)l that it is extremely difficult to dls?rlmm:ate & etm
) C“:tlel:f; ; ;:t tile pleasures of each, though mixed in their eftects,
accu S e M 1 ”» 15
i “'fterl}_’ dls'“;l Cstis1 no;htillz ;Z‘clj:i.es which permits Knight to geft b;,—
e s alz'z::s}s/ion of personal preferences. The three parts fo. dt c;
o t}'le ;’;P wiry are devoted to sensation, the assqcxat:’or:‘ of 1 ‘ea—
A ends }‘}‘Knowledge or Improved Perception,™ Imagina
S and the passions. The appropriateness of

»
ion” and “Judgment”), . ) is to be noted
ton, ™ = 1 J sychology will be examined later; what is t i
this particular psy epresents over that of Price.

i ach r :
e o] tille S'Cg:\r;lct?e:ui;hPiIilc;Fs)ir:alysis, and one wh:1ch ha.s left Prxce_
o e 1uch misunderstanding, is the confusion 1n which the sty'fc
Cxposefl tf m chanisms underlying the aesthetic characters are 1e' .
ChOIOg}C; T}fe analysis is conducted entirely in terms of the facu t1§Z
.In Km% & aesthetic experience, so that (whatever e:rrorii .rélay be
IHVZLV; tg; conduct of the analysis) the argument always di ere
ate i es involved. ’
ate; diarg ;};furjllrl;)lﬁrcc)ac'::ds from the simple to the‘comlplet,iczrrﬁ
K 'n}?t};.)se ins, accordingly, with the senses, and with thgs: ecz;s fom

- d g'th,the higher faculties—taste, then smell an L touch. v
Pounde W'l d the principles of sensation generally, Km’ght can X
mo ascertallrxle enses of sight and hearing, “whose objects are t (ei
rome tob't i Sof taste in the more general sense of the W(?rd, s;s u;e
O enify o Seneral discriminative faculty arising from _j\.lstc ee ;(r)lrg
:iélgc?;zs jlgldgment implanted in the mix}d .of r:alrsl by his Creator,
and improved by exercise, study., and. r.n;dm;tigz; e far as Reid.

Knight was pretty well read in Brl'flS _philosophy S e ot

He £ %111 ws Berkeley and Hume 1n rejecting the specia s1 s oL P
m:r ’ L(:alities but not in what he suppo§ed to be B.erkfileylus1 e

he ')l orld and Hume’s denial of the intellectual 1

ey rmltelrlm1 T‘c;)v escape these supposed conclusions of skepélmsr?r;
‘I,(Gr:isghiservrigh;sizes a set of distinctions f.a.miliai enouct%:lri;czg rcelao us;: ¥

the Scottish philosophy. “All its [skepticism’s] wan

. «
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confusion and perplexity,” he says, “seem to have arisen from em.
ploying the Greek word idea, sometimes in its proper sense to signify
a mental image or vision, and sometimes in others the most adverse
and remote, to signify perceprion, remembrance, notion, knowled ge,
and almost every other operation, or result of operation, of which
the mind is capable.” 17 Thus, we have a perception of an object moy.
ing when we see or feel it (and even this is more than the sensation),
and a remembrance afterwards; of the motion of the earth we have
a notion “acquired by comparative deductions from other percep-
tions”; of motion in general we have only general knowledge ab.
stracted from all the above, Objects and their qualities exist really,
and by experience we learn that they are the causes of sensations—
though the sensations do not resemble them. But mere sensation—
a modification of the sense-organ—is different from the perception
in the mind, and this difference is crucial for aesthetics.

Much of the later doctrine is a consequence of the remarks on
taste and smell, remarks which are carefully selected, however scat.
tered in appearance. The doctrine 1s, that the sense-organs, like other
animal parts, are irritable, a certain degree of irritation being always
kept up by ordinary vital processes. This normal irritation may be
increased or decreased by external Impressions, or its modes may be
changed; “but how these changes take place . . . is beyond the
reach of human faculties to discover. All that we know is, that cer-
tain modes of irritation produce sensations, which are pleasant, and
others, sensations which are unpleasant; that there must be g certain
degree of it to produce either; and that, beyond a certain degree, all
are painful”'® The influence of custom and that of
readily allowed for; with an acu
characteristic, Knight remarks that
which are natural, lose, and all th
strength by indulgence: for no str
nerves can ever be so assimilated to thejr constitutional modes of ex-
istence, as not to produce, on every re-application of its cause, a
change sufficient to excite a pleasing irritation. . , » 19 1y this the-
ory, essentially the same pleasure results from an increase in deficient
irritation and from a diminution of excessive irritation, whereas in
Burke’s nervous physiology there are two distinct modes of agree-
able sensation, according as the nerves are relaxed below their nor-

mal tension (“pleasure”) or allowed to approach normality from
painful distention (“delight”). Knight’s theory does not readily ae-
commodate two modes of pleasure in this way, and the result is disso-

novelty are
teness and a cynicism altogether
[(¢ :

the case is, that all those tastes,
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ained or unnatural action of the
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not cut, into masses: and it is not peculiarly in straight or curve, taper

or spiral, long or short, little or great objects, that we are to seek for
these; but in such as display to the eye intricacy of parts and Variety
of tint and surface.” 28 Such are shaggy animals, irregular trees,
moldering ruins—in short, all that Price had described as picturesque,
Picturesque because “painting, as it imitates only the visible qualities

of bodies, separates those qualities from all others; which the habitug]
concurrence and co-operation

of the other senses have mixt and
blended with them, in our ord

inary perceptions. . . . The Imitative
deceptions of this art unmask the habitual deceptions of sight . . .

by showing that mere modifications upon one flat surface can exhibj¢
to the eye the semblance of various projecting bodies at different de.
grees of distance from each other. . . . 2
This, then, is Knight’s conception of the simple picturesque (there
is also a picturesque dependent on association of ideas, of which here.
after): (z) the pleasure of the eye is wholly in broken and gradated
light and color, and (2) the art of painting separates this aspect of
visible things from all others associated with it in practical experi-
ence. Painting can effect such dissociation because it is devoted to
pleasure only, so that utility, propriety, splendor, and such do not
influence us to accept those harsh oppositions of color which may
please in actuality or in practical arts. Intellect and imagination are
immensely predominant even in painting; “in the higher class of
landscapes, whether in nature or in art, the mere sensual gratifica-
tion of the eye is comparatively so small, as scarcely to be attended
to: but yet, if there occur a single spot . . . offensively harsh and
glaring . . . all the magic instantly vanishes, and the imagination
avenges the injury offered to the sense.” 25
This conception of the picturesque affords a neat solution to the
perennial problem, why pictured imitations of the ugly or offensive
may please, and are therefore (in Knight’s language) beautiful.
Painting separates qualities pleasing to the eye, dissociating from those
qualities displeasing to the other senses, or perhaps the understand-
Ing or imagination as well, It js clear also how Burke’s erroneous
notion of making beauty consist in the smooth and undulating should
lead a man of taste like Price to discover such beauty to be insipid.
Price proposed to remedy this insipidity by mixing “picturesqueness”
with the “beauty.” But though the taste thus displayed is correct,

there is a confusion of terms from “attaching to the word beauty
those ideas, which the rest of mankind

attach to the word insipidity;
and those, which the rest of mankind attach to the word beauty, to
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. . . orove-
.. pameless amalgamation, which he conceives to be aéll imp ve-
this t. The difference is merely a difference of words. . . .

ment of 1 there is a difference in the psychology supposed by the

Not quitC;

wo’ﬁls{ls far, Knight has been operating in the mode of Burke, how-
b

i ; loped
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i i in ,
Knight declares, “is the language o nd jent ¥
1 i that a methodical arrang
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1 to sustain that steady
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which alone can give a continued character of enthusiastic expression
to any extensive composition.” 2 This view of prosody leads Knight
to criticize sharply the English blank verse, which often requires sq
much inversion to distinguish it from prose that rapidity of flow i
lost, and especially the use of that verse by Milton.*® Knight’s o}
servations on the musical quality of poetry are keen, and he shows
by a neat application of the Method of Agreement that the melody of
verse does not depend upon the sound, for modern Europeans, each
mispronouncing Latin according to the fashion of his own nation,
agree fully on the correctness or incorrectness of Latin verses; these
points must be recognized not by the ear, then, since that hears a djf.
ferent pattern in each language, but by accurate memory and ready
discernment, which operate so automatically that they “dupe the ear
through the medium of the imagination.”  This is improved per-
ception, not a determination of the sense itself but an effect of knowl-
edge unconsciously employing the sensations as signs.

Thus far Knight has dealt with those associations which so fuse
with the sensations exciting them that only by philosophy can we
learn to dissociate the elements of the resulting perceptions. The next
step is examination of associations which do not so fuse with the or-
ganic sensations; accordingly, “Of Imagination” is the second chap-
ter of this part on association, a chapter forming perhaps a quarter of
the entire treatise. This kind of association may attach to either natural
or artificial objects, or to the former through the medium of the
latter. To a mind enriched with trains of ideas drawn from the pro-
ductions of the arts, not only art works but all the objects of nature
and society may afford gratifications through association with such
ideas and imagery. “Of this description are the objects and circum-
stances called picturesque: for, except in the instances, before ex-
plained, of pleasing effects of colour, light, and shadow, they afford
no pleasure, but to persons conversant with the art of painting, and
sufficiently skilled in it to distinguish, and be really delighted with its
real excellences.” 3t

Like Price, Knight labors the etymology of “picturesque” and
draws this etymology into conformity with Ais system, as Price had
with his. The progress of painting, according to Knight, was from
exact and distinct imitation of details (which was soon found to be
rather “copying what the mind knew to be, from the concurrent
testimony of another sense, than what the eye saw” 3% ), to a more
truly visual imitation, with massed lights and shadows blended and
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ken together. Still later, the Venetians and the painters of the Low
bro :

Countries |
; / ears in
rried this principle of massing to a degree beyond .wh.at.apP i
cad.nary nature; and departed from the system of strict 1m1tat.10n "
o v extreme to that of their predecessors. Instead of makmﬁ; thei
tra rede -
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f the objects of imitation war , the
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ha Such are the objects, and compositions of objects, W:thh vlvle }E)r?l?t- y
f painting which distin-
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a . . n
after which the word made its first appearance in the Italian, and,

; 33
believe, in any language.

In this remarkable passage Knight distinguishes lineard and p;unterly,
i £f Wslfin. And see the conse-
unclear, in the very manner o
dea;cirslfi Knight’,s treatment of sensation had shown clearly that
ue ; . . - tO
Eeauty in the strictest sense, as applied to ltha(;c Svh‘ldtl‘ 18 Sl?:rs:;%lar
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intellect—a flayed carcass, a decaying hovel, &e.

Claude, Rubens, Rembrandt, sometimes even Raphael, are pictur.
esque. Claude, though, is indeed the “fav’rite child of taste”; cop,.
bining sensual beauty—picturesqueness—with powerful imaginative
appeal, he is for Knight the ideal painter. Knight’s theory, it has
been observed, is a landmark on the road to impressionism, and its
remote consequence might be the “Interior at Petworth.” But
Turner’s last phase would not, I think, be approved by Knight, for
while the sensual beauty is complete, objects have so dissolved that
there is less appeal to imagination and intellect; Turner’s imitationg
of Claude would be, in this system, superior works of art.
The moldering ruin in a Claude landscape is picturesque, and so
(albeit in less degree) is the magnificent architecture of a Claude
seaport. The seaport less so, because its tints are more uniform and its
angles sharper, so that it affords less sensual pleasure; and its regular.
ity, neatness, and congruity are qualities which we associate with the
term “beauty”—not in the strict acceptation (which refers to the
sense of sight), but in that looser meaning that includes pleasures of
the imagination and understanding. This tendency to think of the
“beautiful” as regular and fresh very naturally appropriates the
term “picturesque” to objects which, while strictly speaking more
beautiful to the sense, do not have these qualities. Knight is, we see,
very close to Price on the beauty of architecture, for to Price, too, the
beauty of architecture consisted in regularity and neatness. But Price
was actually defining the beauty of the regular arts in this way;
Knight, however, does not define beauty unqualifiedly, but distin-
guishes the beauties of the different faculties—here he sp
associational beauty quite different from sensual beauty.
Led into a general discussion of gardening and architecture, as
far as these arts involve association, Knight lays it down that “the
mind requires propriety in every thing; that is, it requires that those
properties, the ideas of which it has been invariably habituated to as-
sociate, should be associated in reality; otherwise the combinations
will appear to be unnatural, incoherent, or absurd.” * In gardening,
therefore, we require all to be dressed and cultivated immediately
adjoining the dwellings of opulence and luxury, “although, if the
same buildings were abandoned, and in ruins, we should, on the
same principle of consistency and propriety, require neglected paths,

eaks of an

Since everything
capable of representation to advantage in painting is to that extent
picturesque, no catalog of picturesque objects is possible; VEry oppo.
site styles are, in Knight’s sense, picturesque—Salvator, Poussin,
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d lanes, and wild uncultivated thickets;. Whi'Ch are, t1)n therg;
ruee’ e ,leasing both to the eye and the imagination, but, un
selvisl’p ;I:l?:neits for o’bjects, not only originallg p:io’c,hslgegl b}); al;ftﬁzst;
e i ed and exhibited. uch n
in which, ar;i;lse(ioilos t?}rllzlznifriigixc;yof the house, where it appears best
e bi o of Ttalianate gardening; park and forest are not to be
n the Orén trimmed. Repton had taken umbrage at T/e Landscape,
sh:jinfi i?le added chapter to his Sketches and Hints be protteste((;il
e i judice against all that 1s neat an
Ko ht:;S “b}ﬁ;n}llzsstraiidpt:)ejaufanaticfl insistence on picto‘rial effect.
clcaﬂ‘ly. o arent in the Analytical Inquiry that Knight d.1d not.de-
BUt lt"llsdafcfrest to the very portals of the house, but .(111'(6 Prl(.:e)
o w}l1 f a formal garden near the house, picturesque n its varleci
O i te textures, of a wilder forest-park at some remove, and o
ond mtrlcaark betwee’n~ even in The Landscape the preference for
o Opelliri pnear the hoilse was evident. Repton never directly miat
igrig?wsyactual position. From the first, however, ltleptor; wa(stgslrltg K

in accord with Knight, thought T'%e Lcmdsca;?e good poe 131 {though
1this made it the more insidious), and g;:;lul_llrle,lyt ardnr:n;eequell:tlgy s

i estate of Downton. e retu .
ziitsls :}ijlzft;ri?:: books, and the area of agreement appears ulti-

iching” hi Books with -
mately to increase; Repton takes to “enriching” his Red
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quotations from T'he Landscape, even on the topic of appéoad:lzslica_

This happy accord was prevented for a tlme,dhowexlzer,an}i1 l}{)e ole
tion of the Amalytical Inquiry. “The elegant and.gent dem plike man-
ner in which Mr. Price has examined my opinions, an expr o e
own,” wrote Repton, “left no rolo{m for tfurézfe;n;o?}tlzozftszf ,land-
Knight’s book again called upon epton c;l e oot weve given
scape gardening, though (as he c.omplams) xsk ook were given
no notice by Knight. “In perusing th.ese works,” Rep Sontimes

i irony, “the candid reader will perhaPs dlsFover a
;ert:) i(;;rllediﬁer}el;lce between us; but, ir% cont?ndxlng w1thdan aivgsa;z
of such nice discernment, such deep investigation, and suc Ctuiu
ious powers of expression, it is difficult to say bo.w far w:l a{)re ?he ! rz
of the same opinion.” * Repton’s perplexity 1s increase h y e con
troversy now developed between th.e two am:%te.urs, VI‘ 1(;:2 he had
e B b ol bt with the reflection that many of
manners. But he consoles himself w1 . fon 1
his opinions have been confirmed by. being “'dlsgti_xiseddtlgs (Z}tl};zz
words”—stolen, that is—in the Analytical Inquiry. E' e three
ideas in evidence, reprinting the parallel passages from his o
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ings and from Knight; the similarity is unquestionable, but Knighpg
comment (in the third edition of the Jnguiry) seems just: that whey,
the observations are obvious, an author ought not “to pronounce every
such coincidence a plagiarism, nor triumph in the concession of What
was never disputed.”

The truth is, that Repton did not wholly grasp the subtle and con,.
plicated theory of his amateur opponent, so that the controversy
hinged, personalities aside, on points of practice, and even on these
the controversialists understood one another imperfectly. The issues,
then, are either the same as, or less well defined than, those in Rep-
ton’s quarrel with Price; and it is unnecessary to enter into a more
methodical analysis of them.

In architecture, Knight justifies that mixture of Greek and Gothic
which Repton had condemned. Knight argues for the superior pic-
turesqueness of a heterogeneous style, and this (I judge) Repton
would have granted; but he makes light of that antiquarian demand
for purity of style which for Repton forbade the mixture. Knight
examines the history of castle and ecclesiastical Gothic, and djs-
courses on the civil and military architecture of the ancients—all with
the view of dissolving the notion of stereotyped styles, pure and un-
varying. The only truly general rule 1, congruity with the situation
and the purpose of buildings. The moderns, however, have inflexibly
copied the sacred (rather than the domestic) architecture of the
Greeks, and in its least varied forms; hence the regularity of Pal-
ladian buildings, and hence the Grecian temple in the English park.
Such a temple is in one sense, to be sure, as beautiful in the lawns
and woods of England as on the barren hills of Agrigentum; but all

the local, temporary, and accidental circumstances upon which its
congruity depended are changed; in such an imitation, either of a
Grecian temple or a Gothic abbey, “the scale of its exactitude be-
comes that of its incongruity.” ** The fundamental error of imitators,
Knight protests, “is, that they servilely copy the effects, which they
see produced, instead of studying and adopting the principles, which
guided the original artist in producing them; wherefore they disre-
gard all those local, temporary, or accidental circumstances, upon
which their propriety or impropriety—their congruity or incongruity
wholly depend: for principles in art are no other than the trains of
ideas, which arise in the mind of the artist out of a just and adequate
consideration of all such circumstances. . . .” 2 The real authority
of style in building is the trained vision of the great landscape paint-
ers, and the best style for picturesque houses is, accordingly, “that
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- ed style, which characterizes the buildings.of Claude and the
mixe X ;nce it has no one manner of execution or class of orna:;
PoustSmZ,ut Scan admit of contrast “to heighten the relish of beauty
mer it or imposture.*® .
WithOuthagp\?;rrif;;eozfacslse;:iation inppainting is that betwgen handling

Anott{ ect Brilliant, free, and sketchy execution is peculiarly adaptgd
nd Jew.hich are loose and flowing; the lightness of such work is
o for.mi icturesque, and Rubens is in this particular. the {nos(t pic-

el fp ainters. Such picturesque form consists prec1se.:ly in “those
e Od}ixndulating lines, which have been called the llr}es of grace
o a'? . how truly, the compositions of Rubens, in which they al-
and bert g(;minate anzl those of Raphael, in which they are never
ik sz but inc)idental].y, may decide.” ** Hogarth’s famous line
?mploye r,eall the line of picturesqueness rather than of‘beauty un-
o tﬁfeinzi Thiys apparent contradiction is more than a dlﬁrcrence.of
e ;1' arth’s psychology dwelt on the notion of the eye tracing
taStf- 050 that form was fundamental in his conception of beau'ty, ’

Ou(tiil}:’beauty of color was treated secondarily and by z.malogy with
i}r;at of form. Knight’s theory, in contrast, rests on the idea that the

eye is affected immediately only by light and color, the beauty of

form entering his system only by associationsj of vax_n}i)l}s lfiirids;;hce;‘f:
by an indirect association, through the handling, with facility

i mposing chiaroscuro. ‘ '
On’r;%ear;ibct(fet;) of %(night’s system 1s shown. nicely in t?e p;zlifl
discussion of form in sculpture, zﬁl art r.rtl}(zre iali}; roefprlc;,;ix; 1:ngd Shad}é

n painting since it has neither tri NG

(r)lirf(i;r: ithlzavi anyt}%ing to the imagination by sketchy brfilhance;l sj
execution. “The forms, therefore, both of the human gurf;e o
countenance, which are peculiarly appropriate to sculptu‘re, 3‘ o
rectly the reverse of the picturesque forms above n‘lelntlorllle(::l ,‘Oints
art requiring exact symmetry in 'hrrvlb and body, mus)c) ig ;} < Jis e
strongly indicated, regular and dlStlnFt fea'gures. h s s
associational beauty, for symmetry (m which Knight co]ranf hens
proportion) depends wholly on association, not at all on ?.ds Iiabeaut
son or organic sensation; nor is it far dlf'ferent from tha; 1 gat e th};
which Reynolds deemed requisite not in scul.pture1 onfyb :ut : the
higher styles of painting as well. And since this style of : :S Ofydass.1C
pecially appealing to those conversant with the maslterple e e
sculpture, it really constitutes a scul?turesgue analogous Lo the pie
turesque. But Price need not add this new charalct?rktof i; sae o
taste, as Knight ironically suggests. Knight may think o p
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esque as sensual beauty together with complex associations to the art
of painting, but this is not Price’s conception; for Price, the pictu.
esque is a certain composition of line, color, and light the peculiar ef.
fect of which is attributable not to association with painting nor to the
pleasure of the eye in broken tints, but to association with a Variet

of passions and to a reaction of the nerves. Knight pursues his point
with 2 whole train of new aesthetic characters. The grottesque, he
writes, must “bear somewhat of the same relation to the picture;gue,
as he [Price] supposes the picturesque to bear to the beautiful: for
the grottesque is certainly, a degree or two at least, further removed
from the insipid smoothness and regularity of beauty, than he sup-
poses the picturesque to be.” 6 And in this same strain of unfeelip

sarcasm, Price is advised “to season the insipidity of beauty” with

the classical, the romantic, the pastoral, the mercantile, &c. “All thege
extra pleasures are from whose pre.

, refreshed, and reassociated by new,
pressions on the organs of sense 5 and the great
fundamental error, which prevails throughout the otherwise able
and elegant Essays on the Picturesque, is seeking for distinctions in
external objects, which only exist in the modes and habits of viewin

and considering them.” 7 And Knight pretends to find the key to
Price’s philosophy in a remark made by the character Seymour in
Price’s Dialo gue: “‘All these ideas,’ says an interlocutor, who, on
this occasion, sustains his own part in his dialogue, ‘are originally ac-
quired by the touch; but from use they are become as much objects
of sight as colours.” When there is so little discrimination between
the operations of mind and the objects of sense, that ideas become
objects of sight, all the rest follows of course 5 and the distinct classes
of beauty may be divided into as many distinct characters, as there
are distinct ideas, . , » 48 Seymour was really intended by Price to

stand for naiveté and common sense; and the remark Knight ridi-

cules was, Price apologizes, only a careless expression—but Price’s
defense will be taken up later,

According to Knight’s exposition of the influence
nity, elevation, grace, and elegance depend wholl
pathies and association of ideas,
ideas of dignity of attitude and ge
the same, those of grace and eleg
of change and fluctuation: for our
is elevated, depend upon the nat
the soul; but those of what is re

of association, dig-
y upon mental sym-
differing only in “that while our
sture have always continued nearly
ance have been in a perpetual state
notions of what is mean, and what
ural and permanent sentiments of
fined or polished; and pleasant, or
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the contrary, depend much on artificial manners, which are inces-
antly varying.”’ 4 Dignity and grace alike express the character of
the soul mediately, through association in experience; and in this
they alike differ from expression in the features and the voice, both
which are immediately cognized by internal senses. It is curious that
Knight, who makes so much of associational psychology, retains these
additional faculties in his system, vestiges of an aesthetic method al-
ready antiquated.

Knight returns repeatedly to the denunciation of rigid system and

eneral rules in the arts; “indeed,” he says, “in all matters of taste
and criticism, general rules appear to me to be, like general theories
in government and politics, never safe but where they are useless;
that is, in cases previously proved by experience.” ® Critics, like cas-
uists, attempt to direct by rules matters depending on sentiment and
which elude all the subtleties of logic. This is not total skepticism,
however, for although there remains no test of aesthetic excellence
but feeling, the discrimination of modes and causes of feeling which
Knight is conducting permits a general judgment to emerge from
the welter of conflicting tastes, even though such principles will
rarely be universal and permanent, depending as they do on the
state of the human mind in the different stages of its culture and
upon variations induced by custom. Disparagement of rules carries
with it a vigorous hostility towards academies. The great objection
to institutionalized art is that the members quite naturally come to
:mitate one another, to adopt a common style which deprives them
of their individual sentiments. This objection applies equally to mod-
ern European academies of painting and Roman schools of rhetoric,
from the institution of which the decline of Latin eloquence may be
dated. In truth, Knight declares, “the whole history of literature
obliges us to acknowledge that, in proportion as criticism has become
systematic, and critics numerous, the powers of composition and pu-
rity of taste have, in all ages and countries gradually decayed.” ™

Association of ideas accounts not only for improved perception and
imaginative connection, but for judgment as well; and this second
part of the Analytical Inquiry concludes with a chapter on judgment.
“Judgment,” Knight states, “js more properly the result of a faculty
than a faculty itself; it being the decision, which reason draws from
comparison: whence the word 1s commonly used to signify the talent
of deciding justly and accurately in matters, that do not admit of
mathematical demonstration; in which sense, judgment may be prop-
erly considered as a mode of action of reason.” 32 This is the familiar
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distinction of demonstrative reasoning on relations of number and
quantity from that reasoning on questions of cause and effect and re.
semblance which depends on association. It is of course true that
Knight’s analysis of this associative reason is much too simple tq
serve as a logic; he does not distinguish proof from probability, o
develop any canons for checking less certain against more certain ip-
ferences. But for his immediate purposes, the differentiation of de.
monstrative from habitual reason is enough; unimportant in most
matters of practical life, “it is of the utmost importance in fixing the
just bounds of poetical fiction; and that is the subject, to which the
nature of my present inquiry leads me to apply it.” ® Artistic proba-
bility or “truth” is the central concern throughout the discussion of
judgment.

Knight illustrates the problem by the implausible Homeric ac.
count of Ulysses’ three-day swim: this circumstance, however improb-
able, does not destroy the interest of the story; but it would be de-
monstratively impossible for Ulysses to appear in two places at once,
“for difference and identity of substance, space and time, are matters
of demonstration by number and quantity,” * and such an invention
would have destroyed our interest in the subsequent events. When
demonstratively false circumstances do not obstruct the train of our

ideas and feelings, we do not quarrel with fictions, for poetical prob-
ability

does not arise so much from the resemblance of the fictions to real
events, as from the consistence of the language with the sentiments,
of the sentiments and actions with the characters, and of the different
parts of the fable, with each other: for, if the mind be deeply interested,
as it always will be by glowing sentiments and fervid passions happily
expressed, and naturally arising out of the circumstances and incidents
of a consistent fable, it will never turn aside to any extraneous matter
for rules of comparison; but judge of the probability of the events
merely by their connection with, and dependence upon each other.”

This principle has important application to dramatic poetry, where
real actors are present to our senses as a part of the poem; poetic Ii-
cense is restricted within narrower bounds of probability, and incident
and sentiment confined to what we can really believe possible to such
men as we see. Unities of time and place find no justification on
Knight’s principles and go by the board.?® And unity of action becomes
only unity of subject, “for, where the events described or represented,
spring, in their natural order of succession, from one source, the sen-

Richard Payne Knight 269

ts of sympathy, which they excite, will all verge to one centre,
nts

3 b7

time ain.
and b‘e (‘:Onni;tt?rcllgbz]ooi)entcist the argument of Knight on this wholle
o mfteroetical belief and probabililty with that of Arlstotle. Ar1§-
fictc(;ﬁe% concern is formal and artistic, a concern with the ;onFlg
. ) hich render the work of art a unity, a pseudo-substance w1t.
tions * . f organization analogous to those of natural substances;
: prmClple (c):ti(:)nsg of the audience enter subordinately to this format'l
and the rex?l broad and casual assumptions being made 'about audi-
interess %ol};gy. Knight’s concern, in contrast, 1 pre—errl.lllently.pgy—
o p?YCI with the principles of the mind which determine audience
ChOlqglcab’eing fundamental; the formal properties of the Wo.rk are
Eeﬁs;z as appropriate causes for such responses. T}?us for %}rllstot}lli,
o in a poem is the plot, with character, thought,
th;pcll‘}?tizrr? ?i?lrg:vril;énin Ic)lescending sgquence, each being, I‘(?lathC
" the1 receding, as matter 1s to form. For Knig}}t the' sgnuments
t‘;e rirflary, for the sentiments, clothed in appropriate dﬁtlir_l’ carrgl_
?hatpenthusiasm which is the essence of poetry. But \{Vlth a : t ;:tiiﬁ)ar
sition, it 18 remarkable how close. the rest(l(ltmg ar,l,a };s;:\z o bsm o
works can be; when Knight desc‘nbes t.he . subject oh ac th o the
ambition of Lady Macbeth, wh1ch., “instigated by the Ero]}; o o
the witches . . . rouses the aspirmg temper of h-er us 'a.nf ;V ane
urges him to the commission of.a crime, the consciousness cil _Teh
embitters the remainder of his l.1fe, and‘ makes him S}lSplClOd },1 oo
cous, and cruel; whence new crimes excite new encmics, anf b S
struction naturally follows,”*® his statement would serve f)th o
totle as statement of the “plot.” The two critics, operating Wi :n 0311
different ideas, work from contrary d{rectwns towards g com "
goal: statements about works which f:Evdl be at once definitions
I and descriptions of their effects. .

thelg.nfglrl?ss remarks orFl) the realism of petty details, on the use.of aill:
legorical agents and of symbolical figures, on refined conventiona

; " idealization | i —all are pointed and
zation and idealization in the different arts—a poir q and
some ingenious, but they need not be spelled out. Unusu:itl 1sh 1Cs1 d
taste for Michael Angelo, who departed frOfn nature not in the i «
tion of a superior and ideal perfection but in that of extrav;gan T
olence: “the evil which he did, in making extravagance and.Hlstor 1(;1 :
pass for grandeur and vigour of character anc} ;xpre.ssmr‘x,l.slil _sprr;al ;
with increasing virulence of contagion. . . 25 This dis ike is o C};
consistent with (though I would hesitate to ?.ssert that 1lt ,1s at et
deductive consequence of) Knight’s system. Michael Angelo’s ar

subj
totle
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on form rather than on color and light; all the effect of form result
from expression, and since “expression, that is not true, ceases to be
expression,” truth is the foundation of the power of forms; Michag
Angelo’s forms are assuredly not, to a severely classical taste, true,

Knight’s account of association in aesthetics has now been surveyed
in its entirety, and it is apparent how great, how predominating a role
association plays in this system. Yet Knight is not quite a disciple of
Alison; association does not for him, as for Alison, exclude othey
causes of aesthetic feeling. Knight complains, in fact, that by ep.
deavoring to reduce everything to the one principle of association,
Alison “seems to forget, though he abundantly exemplifies, the in.
fluence, which the association of a favorite system may acquire in
every thing.” % Knight’s thought is very closely related to that of
Hume, though he can not be quoted to this effect, for he mentiong
Hume only to oppose what he takes to be Hume’s skepticism. But the
outlines of the systems bear an unmistakable resemblance: Hume
distinguishes ideas from impressions, and these last into sensations
(which precede corresponding ideas) and passions (which usually
follow them); and this is the organization of Knight’s treatise—
sensations, ideas, passions. The refusal to construct a system as ideal
as Alison’s or as sensational and pathetic as Hogarth’s or Burke’s is
the consequence of filling out a matrix derived from Locke and
Hume.

First step in the study of the passions (Part II1 of the Analytical
Inguiry) is to distinguish the aesthetic from the practical role of the
passions. “The passions, considered either physically as belonging
to the constitution of the individual, or morally, as operating upon
that of society, do not come within the scope of my present inquiry;
it being only by sympathy, that they are connected with subjects of
taste; or that they produce, in the mind, any of those tender feelings,
which are called pathetic, or those exalted or enthusiastic sentiments,
which are called sublime.” o1 Knight plunges directly into the prob-
lem of delight in represented suffering—or even in real suffering, as
in a gladiatorial contest—which delight he traces to sympathy,
sympathy not with the suffering but “with the exhibitions of courage,
dexterity, vigour, and address, which shone forth, in these combats
of life and death, more conspicuously and energetically than they
would have done, had the object of contention been less important.” %
Men “are not so perversely constituted by nature, as ever to feel de-
light in beholding the sufferings of those who never injured them,” %
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1 delight in exhibitions either o'f the Rassive V'irtucs of fortltudc(;
i f the more interesting active merits of courage an

d paen e e ing is known to be fiction,
o e In the case of drama, the suffering is '
dexwrlty.entiments are really expressed; “the sympathies, therefore,
but thehS excite, are real and complete; and much more strong aqd
v ezlhan if ;hey were produced by scenes of real distress: f.or in
eliecc the sufferings, which we behold, would excite such a painful
o Case’f sympathy, as would overpower and suppress the pleasgnt
(fiegﬁz;so exZited by ;he noble, tender, or generous sentiments, which
e ’ ) 64 .
we}(}leiar}i’;ltz;iiption of poetic belief does away with the pity-and-
fearnfogrmula for tragedy, for the danger is known to be unrlf(:al,bthli:

i fictitious. Longinus had declared—and nght harks bac
dlStr}?SStheory of Longinus after discussion of the subhme had long
tokfaneanother direction—that grief, sorrow, and fCE‘Lr are mcap.able off1
:any sublime expression. The reason alleged by Knight flor thlb:c };cer:u;_
. that these passions display only a selfish we'akness,' wdetl;ea§ e e
énce of the sublime is energy: “All syr.npathxes, excite beusf ih
prropriate expression of ene.rgetic passion; whethfﬁ thec}ll toee?( ans
tender or violent kind, are alike s.ubhfne; as they a tend ti e
and elevate the mind; and fill it with those ?nthus;astlgl'rai res,
which Longinus justly states to.be the true feehngs of su h1m1 S};.lves
Passions like pity, fear, sensuality are nel‘ther sublime in };c'lem clves
nor capable of inspiring sublirnei expressions; othe-rs, Wfl e nt i
passions sublime, can excite “sentiments fmd expressions o gread )
enthusiastic force and vigour; with which we syrr}pat.hme, ;llln not
with the passion itself” **—such are h?tred :jmd mahgr.uty; others ye
are sublime both in themselves and in their appropriate expression,

xhibiting active or passive energy.

WhIett };ce)lil((:ws also %rom Knigh}z’s doctrine of sympathy, that “r.lolchar—
acter can be interesting or impressive in poetry,.that acts st;ct y ac-
cording to reason: for reason excites no sympat'hles, nor a\.)va;1 ens ing;
affections; and its effect is always rather to ch.lll' than to 11n arfne. "
On the same principle, tragedy can not exhibit examp e; ) pu'n_
morality without becoming dull—and conseguently as useless :stlrs
sipid. There is nonetheless no moral danger in tragedy, for specta 3 \
do not attend the theater for examples on w’h?ch to model the1f minds,
but “to hear a certain series of dialogues, arising out of a certain series
of supposed events, recited with ailppropriafte modulations .oii ;,r?lcoei:
countenance, and gesture.” ®® Knight achieves an appreca

put al
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tragedy which does not require superimposition of a moral
nor even postulation of an indirect moral effect
interested as the mimetic analysis of Aristotle.
Tragedy entered Knight’s discussion chiefly because good trageq
is sublime; the sublime and pathetic are his subject rather than the
analysis of literary forms, though they are best approached througt,
literature because it is here that the nature of sympathy appears mog
distinctly.®® It is worth remarking that in real life the sublime and
pathetic may be separated and opposed (as the tender to the exalted),
whereas “in all the fictions, either of poetry or imitative art, there
can be nothing truly pathetic, unless it be, at the same time, in some
degree, sublime: for, though, in scenes of real distress, pity may so
far overcome scorn, that we may weep for sufferings, that are feebly
or pusillanimously borne; yet, in fiction, scorn will always predom.
nate, unless there be a display of vigour, as well as tenderness and
sensibility of mind.” " Even in actuality sublime and pathetic are
usually conjoined, and both find their ultimate vent in tears.
All sublime feelings are feelings of exultation and expansion of the
mind, whether excited by sympathy with external objects or arising

lesson)
3 1t 18 a view aq dis.

from internal operations of the mind. Knight is willing to accept the -

catalog of sublime external objects established by earlier writers; in
grasping at infinity the mind expands and exalts itself, whence its
feelings become sublime; so with vast natural objects, or with those
works of man which represent great labor or expense; and similarly
with the general privations, darkness, silence, vacuity, and with
the convulsions of nature. Some permit direct expansion of the mind,
others are signs of power or energy, contemplation of which permits
this same expansion. Burke had argued that all of these phenomena
are fearful in themsclves, or are suggestive of something fearful,
or operate on the nervous system in the manner of fearful things.™
He does not argue—as Knight supposes—that the emotion of fear
itself is sublime, but rather that the sublime is a feeling resulting
from the remission of fear, from fear felt at a distance or by analogy
or sympathy; the sublime is not pleasant but “delightful,” in Burke’s
technical vocabulary. Knight’s declaration that “fear is the most
humiliating and depressing of passions,” ™ and therefore wholly in-
compatible with the sublime, does not really contradict Burke, who
had said that “when danger or pain press too nearly, they are in-
capable of giving any delight, and are simply terrible; but at certain

distances, and with certain modifications, they may be,

and they are
delightful. . .

77 Knight ridicules this statement for its use of
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to mean “degree” (“a stout instance of confusion even
.1 every allowance that can be made for the ardour of‘yguth m”ar;
with ian philosopher of five and twenty” ™); but by “distance’
Hlbeme that Burke meant not a lesser degree of tbe same passmnCi
resun:h a degree of probability or interest as permits us t(i see an
bt Sued by the evil without engaging our direct practica cqlncerg
be aVi’Jr safety, a meaning to which Knight could not strenfuou; }{ ob
> k ]
for OK :oht, of course, traces the sublime of apparently earful o
e o perc ption of power: “As far as feeling or sentiment 1s coné
< to perce S : ' ’
e d ’ that alone is terrible, which impresses some kdegref:t of
Cernel ;nay know an object to be terrible; that is, I may novs;il
* . . . . . e
fealrsess the power of hurting or destroying: but this 1; knolwde egi;
Ofi not feeling or sentiment; and the object of thatt1 nc;w re; %t N
E;:;wgr and not zerror; so that, if any s7ympathy results fro ,
Y M nly')) 5
be 2 sympathy with power 0 ' . B
mls;;hen Kn}i]ght moves on to ridicule of Burke’s phys.lololgxclil thOtZS‘
i t quite seriously he charg
i ument for pure satire. But q ) har
o e i diose and horrific painting,
1 i thic novels, grandiose
rke with fathering Go ndic : o
Bueposterous attempts to create the terrific in garden{ng, th.e é)osnce
bt nces; and of the pernicious 1ntlu
Ossian, and other extravagances; f the nee
Oi Michaél Angelo, Knight urges that “while 1t 1s supporteddbg S !
iry 1 i eauti-
(b?rilliant theories as those of the In(%u}ry into the Sul:llgzril; ig Bt
faint hopes of its ceasing or s . ‘
ful, there can be but its g
i 1 “has principally appeare g artis
fluence of Burke, indeed, ' . mon :
. d other persons not much conversant with p‘hllosophlcal qulilrles
o [Price], I have never met with any man 0 earn
o e 1 , iy into the Sublime and
ing, by whom the philosophy of the Ingu.ﬁ’y n Sublime o
ch;miful was not as much despised and rldlculed,' asdt” 67:7 ri y
and animation of its style were applaud‘ed, and admired.” ™" .
The art in which the sublime finds its fullest expression 1§ poetry,
i ind i i he poet’s power
for here sympathy with mind 1; m;stt) direct, z}xlni \:,S ] fpstr.1Ct gmita_
1 is 1 ned by no suc :
of selection and emphasis 1s confine . e
i i i Suppression of irrelevant or
tion as in the plastic arts. disturbing &
i i iption does not, however, justity
cumstances in poetic descrip ever, Ty e e
j 1 : d a potent cause of the sublime, for
scuriry which Burke had foun  for the
moreydistinctly the energies expressed are br(})aug;t b.efore F?;O;Tabgeing
i ; intion “should be distimcr wi '
tion, the more effect; descrip . ng
d@te’rminate » 18 Quantitative measurements are best om1;ted, s1tr
. ' )
the imagination, raised to enthusiasm by the Sb;yé'el‘ of 1t< e_gzct)’s ;;,
i i i the bounds of probability. Isnt
will expand its conceptions to s ilit e
te:ntionp it is clear, is directed to the precision, perspicuity, and gy
)
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of the language of description, whereas Burke’s was centered upon
the image created. After all, the indeterminateness which Knight
finds requisite to sublime imagery is very like Burke’s obscurity,
what Knight is saying appears to be, that sublime imagery Consist)s
in distinct statement of the essential traits but with accidents of
magnitude and relative situation left to the imagination.

This whole critique of Burke seems to me to rest partly on a dif.
ference of system, partly on a divergence of taste. Knight is unable
to treat sublimity under the head of sensation, since he supposes the
eye to be directly affected only by light and color, and he is thus at
once in inescapable contradiction with Burke’s physiology. The sub.
lime cannot fall, moreover, under “association,” for it comprises
passions rather than mere associations of ideas; Knight must, there.
fore, treat sublimity among the passions. Burke, too, had connected
the sublime with the passions, with those passions concerned with
self-preservation. We have seen the extent of Knight’s misinterpreta-
tions of Burke’s thought on this topic, and the extent to which Burke’s
“terror” can be translated into Knight’s system; but the difference
between the two accounts is not dissolved away by such translation.
When Knight tells us that the fidelity of Ulysses’ hound is sublime,
we can not avoid recognizing a real difference in taste. Knight speaks,
here and everywhere, of a peculiar heightening which may super-
vene when any but a weak or selfish passion is apprehended intensely;
the expression of passions moral and malignant, vigorous and tender,
may all be sublime. Burke, in contrast, speaks of a more special feeling
which always involves a kind of awe, usually tinged with terror or
horror “at a certain distance.” If these observations are just, Knight
is conducting a genuine argument in the chapter on the sublime and
pathetic. The sublime receives the kind of treatment proper to it in
this system.™

Diametrically opposite to the sublime and pathetic “is the ridic-
ulous: for laughter is an expression of joy and exultation; which
arises not from sympathy but triumph; and which seems therefore
to have its principle in malignity. Those vices, which are not suf-
ficiently baneful and destructive to excite detestation; and those
frailties and errors, which are not sufficiently serious and calamitous
to excite pity, are generally such as excite laughter. . . .’ % Those
passions incompatible with the sublime, those belonging to self-
preservation or self-gratification (fear, avarice, vanity, gluttony; &c.),
are the usual subject of the ridiculous, “for, as they show vice without
energy; and make human nature appear base without being atrocious,
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and vile without bcing'de.strucFive, they excite the laugh of scorn
instead of the frowrf o_f indignation. 28 So mu‘c}_l for th(? proper
object of wit'and r1d1cule.5 the te.c}_lmque Pf the_nchculous ‘mvo'lves
always some mcongruous Juxtap951t10n. W1.t r'equlres 'nove.l JU..nCthl’lS
of contrasting ideas, through which ‘the prm.apal.subject 1s distorted
or debased; humor consists in junction of dissimilar manners rather
than images and ideas; parody involves degradation of serious com-

ositions by analogous means; mimicry the peculiarities of individ-
uals; and so forth. Knight virtually limits the ridiculous to what
Freud has termed “tendency-wit,” and indeed to one mode of ter}dency—
wit, that which serves the purposes of aggression; “harmless wit” and -
the other modes of tendency-wit—the sexual, the skeptical, &c.—are
not acknowledged. And despite recognition that the “proper” function
of ridicule can be perverted, so that virtuous moderation rather than
foolish or vicious excess becomes its object, Knight has no glimpse
of any inherently antimoral tendency in ridicule.

Comedy, the literary form of the ridiculous, departs equally with
tragedy from common life, one exaggerating the general energies
of human nature, the other its particular weaknesses and defects as
modified and distorted by artificial society. Since the characters and
incidents of comedy are drawn from the ordinary ranks of society,
its examples of folly—often, Knight grants, of folly triumphant—
are open to all to imitate; but comedy is not therefore pernicious, for
it is “a fictitious imitation of the examples of real life, and not an
example from which real life is ever copied. No one ever goes to the
theatre to learn how he is to act on a particular emergency; or to
hear the solution of any general question of casuistical morality,” *
but only to sympathize with the energies or weaknesses of humanity
free of the painful sentiments which such contemplation would oc-
casion in real life. Literature is for Knight an object of aesthetic
appreciation, not an instrument of moral reform.

The final chapter, “Of Novelty,” brings us full circle; we return
to the sense of flux which dominated the Introduction of the Inguiry.
The sensations and sentiments which have been reviewed, like all
others, are reduced by habit to insipidity. “Change and variety are,
therefore,” Knight declares, “necessary to the enjoyment of all pleas-
ure; whether sensual or intellectual: and so powerful is this principle,
that all change, not so violent as to produce a degree of irritation in
the organs absolutely painful, is pleasing; and preferable to any
uniform and unvaried gratification.” 8 Perfection of taste and style
Is no sooner reached, accordingly, than the restless pruriency of in-
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novation leads to its abandonment; the pure and perfect cont;

to be applauded, perhaps, but is not imitated. The desire for novel

is also, of course, a cause of progressive improvement of taste, ¢

long as it is restrained to imitation of genuine nature; “hbut
it calls upon invention to usurp the place of imitation; or sy
to genuine, or merely embellished nature, nature sophistica
corrupted by artificial habits, it immediately produces vice and ex.
travagance of manner.” ® The usual effect of custom is to reduce
embellishment and refinement to vulgarity, so that refinement must
be twice refined; hence the progress of all highly polished languages,
and hence the changes of taste in landscape gardening.

But even here, in the restless principle of change itself, a standard
of taste is found. There is the novelty of mere fashion, caprice, and
innovation; and there is a permanent novelty. Intricacy and variety
are modes of gratifying curiosity, a passion satisfaction of which pro-
duces an unmixed pleasure universally felt; a system of gardening,
then, which introduces variety and intricacy as its principles—the
picturesque gardening which Price and Knight invented and popu-
larized—is novel not only in the sense of being different from the

’ When
bstitute
ted and

previous fashion, but also as containing a permanent novelty of com. .

position. This self-contained newness is an achievement in which art
may for a time at least escape from flux.

Inordinate gratification of the taste for mere novelty is a moral,
and not merely an aesthetic, evil, resulting in atrophy of real powers
of sensibility and understanding. Debilitation of the mind and the
pampering of morbid sensibility are the moral dangers which Knight

perceives in the fiction of his age; but in general, the moral influence
of belles-lettres is slight.

The end of morality is to restrain and subdue all the irregularities of
passion and affection; and to subject the conduct of life to the dominion
of abstract reason, and the uniformity of established rule: but the bugj-
ness of poetry . . . is to display, and even exaggerate those irregulari-
ties; and to exhibit the events of life diversified by all the wild varieties
of ungoverned affections, or chequered by all the fantastic modes of
anomalous and vitiated habits. It is, therefore, utterly impossible for the
latter to afford models for the former; and, the instant that it attempts

it, it necessarily becomes tame and vapid; and, in short, ceases to be
poetry. . . 5% ’

The moral good of the arts is only in their cvilizing and softening
mankind by substituting mental to sensual pleasures and turning the
mind to mild and peaceful pursuits—the good which critics and phi-
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hers have agreed upon since Plato called for music to soften
sophner ° .
1}0; }temper of his warriors.

The Analytical Inquiry concludes, as ?’he Lfmdu@e hac(l) c:)rnfcilllicclietil/,
: exposition of the general conditions o happmess. ,
W1t-h ;2 insists, depends on novelty; man’s happiness
e and not in the end:—in acquisition, and not in
e and principle of it is, therefore, movelty: the at-

the formation of new trains of thought; the
and above all,

consists in the means
possem’on. The sourc

i f new ideas;
tainment o . : o
ewal and extension of affections and attachments
ren

the unlimited power of fancy in multiplying flnd varyén%h;hsosﬁéesci%
he results, and the gratifications of our pursuis beyon f
e ’the robable duration of existence. A state of abstract per
;eﬁift); ;);ould I:;ccording to our present weak and inadequate notions
ectio )

: 86
of things, be a state of perfect misery. . . .

But custom steadily reduces the possibility of novelty; 1m?.g1na"c‘19n,
l;11ich prior to possession enhances the value of every ob]ect? 1r‘rt1-
1ve 1 its

rv:lediately afterwards becomes equally busy JEmd active in .exp-osfﬁ%nce

1 1 in
i ing its faults; which, of course, acquire
defects and heightening 1 . - ire influsnce
i 1 it. Thus it happens that in mor
their opposites lose it. in m :

ash sical—Fi)n intellectual as well as sensual gratifications, '.che. cgcclles
I;f };leasure are expanded only in a simple ratio, and to a limited de

while those of pain spread in a compound rate of progression;

gree ; ) 87

nd are only limited in their degree by the l'%mits of our e.:xistence.

?I‘hou h the objects with which we are familiar cease to give plea.suEei

habitugal attachment to them makes the prosp{e%ct of lfosi1 more pan}bllle
d from the effects of this irrevers

than before, and we are protecte . ' reversble

i i boration of this theme evokes a

tendency only by dissolution. Ela :

Iz;light’}s’ acui{y and his considerable powers of melatholy eloquence;
Payne Knight is not only an aesthetician but a moralist of stature.




CHAPTER 18

L he Price-Knight sz‘mvemy

@&

THE ESSENCE of Knight’s position on the picturesque had
been presented succinctly in the note appended to the second

edition of Tke Landscape: the distinction of sensation and perception,
the separation of the modes of beauty proper to the various senses
and faculties, the definition of picturesque beauty as that kind of
moderate and grateful visual irritation which painting serves to
isolate. The “picturesque,” Knight declares, “is merely that kind of
beauty which belongs exclusively to the sense of vision; or to the
imagination, guided by that sense.” * The second of these alternatives,
however—analysis of the associations with painting, the styles of
painters, and particular pictures—is omitted from the discussion; the
note to T'he Landscape is intended rather to clear the ground than
to erect the finished edifice of a complete theory. Price countered this
note with 4 Dialogue on the Distinct Characters of the Picturesque
and the Beautiful, in Answer to the Objections of Mr. Knight (1 8o1),
and the argument of this dialogue is applicable to the more complete
form as well of Knight’s theory. Knight returned to the charge with
comment in the Analytical Inguiry, comment expanded by more en-
thusiastic attack upon Burke’s theory in the second edition; and Price,
finally, added a brief Appendix to his Dislo gue for the 1810 edition
of his works. :

So much for bibliography. The Dialogue itself is not a true philo-
sophical dialogue, for the truth does not emerge from the debate;
rather, one of the interlocutors is in possession of it from the first and
needs only to triumph over the counterarguments and objections of
the other speakers. The dialogue form is merely a rhetorical device
to convince the simple and intrigue the bored. Airing the views of
Price himself is a Mr. Hamilton; Mr. Howard, Knight’s partisan,
recites in fragments the note to Te Landscape; and the two con-
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«eurs both seek the allegiance of Mr. Seymour, t.he naive arb.xter.z
nOl’;Sh three friends, meeting by accident, determine on viewing a
]lecfion of paintings at a manor house nearby; they are delayed,
iy r, some thirty pages by the charms of the real scenes t.hey
hoWeVie:r by the way, a device which permits that double comparison
erflcoinand nature which is somehow involved, essentially or acc@er}—
(t)aua; in every conception of the picturesque. Price devise§ the inci-
dent; so that such comparisons arise quite I}aturally: the friends I;lass
. real butcher shop in the village, and once in Fhe picture gallery t cy,
fnd a Rembrandt of a flayed ox; they admire a prospect en route
which is matched in the gallery by a.Claude; and $0 forth. Soon oui
amateurs stumble on a group of gypsies éncamped in a decayeddhoxile
on a gloomy heath, a scene pic?uresque in every'detaxl and ra 103 lly
removed from what is ordinarlly' deemed beautiful; the rhapso ies
on the picturesque which this view evokes from the cc?nnc;ssclurs
piques the curiosity of Mr. Seymour.; and Mr..Howard, in the ;ni
guage of Knight, explains that the picturesque 1s the b'eauty pe.clzu iar
to vision or to the imagination guided by vision, adding h:astl y an
explanation of the difference between sensation and p‘erceptlon.“Mr.
Seymour perceives this difference wel'l enf)ugh, but thinks thath }Z;r-
ception . . . in the mind, and sensation in the organ, altho,l,lgs. ;s—
tinct operations in themselves, are practically inseparable. Sight,
continues Mr. Seymour (and if Howard parle comme un lwr{a, as
Knight protests, Seymour parle comme. un m‘emp‘/zymzen), d-ls.tm.-
guishes “not only form in general, but, likewise, its different qual'ltles,
such as hardness, softness, roughness, smoothness, &.c. and‘ to judge
of the distance and gradation of objects: all these ideas, it 1s true,
are originally acquired by the touch; bu.t from use, they are beC9me
as invariably connected with objects of sight, as 'the very perceptions
of the colours themselves.”  Mr. Howard explains patiently that the
imitations of painting separate the visual qualities, and that .b‘y tl.le
study of pictures the eye learns to responfi to thes:e qualities in
nature abstracted from all others. Seymour is not satisfied. He can
not separate the visual from the tactile properties; he.can not nf:glelct
the beauty of the parts separately for the sake of their harmoniously
blended composition (“am I obliged to call a number of colours
beautiful, because they match well, though each of them, separately
considered, is ugly?”* he asks incredulously); he can not see w}}y
beautiful objects should not blend and compose as well as the pic-
turesque or ugly Howard has dwelt on. - L
Mr. Hamilton (Price, that is) is much gratified by the objections
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of Seymour, which represent for him the candor of naiveté as against
the subtlety of system; and he hastens to say that there is really byt
one point of difference between Howard and himself, “and that rathey
on a matter of curious inquiry, than of real moment; our genera]
principles are the same, and I flatter myself we should pass nearl
the same judgment on the merits and defects of any work of art, or
on any piece of natural, or improved scenery; but our friend there
[Howard] has taken a strong antipathy to any distinction or sub-
division on this subject.” ® Picturesqueness is for Hamilton the con.
cept which solves all difficulties—by its means, the pleasure which
lovers of painting derive from real scenes is accounted for without
confounding our natural ideas of beauty as soft, graceful, elegant,
and lovely.

Already we have the fundamental answer of Price to Knight’s
theory of pure visual beauty: Price denies that dissociation ever pro-
ceeds so far that the parts of our complex perceptions originally
attributable to different senses are discriminated and appreciated
separately. It is true that a picture of a flayed ox, if executed by a
Rembrandt, may please, though the carcass would in reality be of-
fensive; but then the odor and animal disgust are not present in the
imitation, and even so those parts of the picture representing the
unattractive subject are pleasing only by virtue of imitation as such
and because of the harmonious light and color. All this fits with
Howard’s—Knight’s—explanations too; but here the friends differ,
for Hamilton argues that these merits make the picture only a well-
done piece—an excellent, not strictly speaking a beautiful picture.
A truly beautiful work is one which, having these properly artistic
excellences, is beautiful also in its parts—which has, that is, a beau-
tiful subject. Hamilton elicits from Seymour some further reasons
why scenes displeasing in reality may be acceptable in painting: even
“without having recourse to the operation of the other senses,” Hamil-
ton sums up, “we may account for the difference between the effect

of disgusting objects in reality, and in pictures; in which last, not

only the size of objects, and their detail, are in general very much
lessened, but also the scale both of light and colour, is equally low-
ered.” ¢ The diminution of resemblance effected by change in scale,
in lighting, in detail, cuts the associative ties with the real scenes
far enough to remove the unpleasant associations with the real ob-
jects, but not so far as to destroy the pleasure of imitation: here 1s
a theory of dissociation as efficacious as Knight’s, yet which does not
require abandonment of the distinction between beauty and pictur-
esqueness. For a Teniers scene of a woman cleaning guts in a back
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Kitchen i excellent but not bea'utiful; a Magdalen of Guido i‘s both
beautiful, and excellent as a picture. And, adds .Hamll‘ton, “where
reat excellence in the art is employed on pleasing obJects,. the su-
erior interest will be felt t?y every obse.rverg but especially by
those who are less conversant in the mechanical part.” * ‘

The discussion wanders back and forth between beauty and pictur-
€sqUENEss, with Seymour’s native good sense leaghng_ him gradually
rowards Price’s point of view. The final conversion is effected by a
Pannini view of St. Peter’s. When Hamilton assures him that Howard
would have to regard this splendid edifice as still more beautiful in
ruins, common sense revolts, and Seymour rejects the theoxjy of
Knight. Price thinks it fair to allege this consequence of ngh‘t’s
theory, for we all know that ruins are more picturesque than entire
edifices, and Knight (we are told) denies any difference between the
picturesque and the beautiful in visible objects. “It seems to me,”
Seymour is made to object to Howard, . . . that, according to
your system whatever is not absolute monotony, or absolute dis-
cord, is positive beauty, or, if you please, picturesque beauty: for
that epithet, taken in your sense, only confines the term to visible
objects, but makes no other discrimination.” ® This, however, is a
misrepresentation; Knight does #ot say that picturesqueness is merely
the beauty of visible objects; he says that it is the beauty of such
objects as merely visible—without compounding by perceptions
derived from touch, without association of imaginative or poetic
ideas, without suffusion by the passions. But the beauty of St. Peter’s
is not primarily this pure visual beauty. In architecture the transitive
meanings of “beauty” outweigh the sense which for Knight is strict;
the perfect building is more beautiful than the ruin in the everyday
sense of “beauty,” though less beautiful in the purely visual sense
—less suited, therefore, for painting—less suggestive of our ideas
of painting and paintings—less picturesque.

Is there, then, no difference on this point between Price and Knight,
once confusions are cleared away? ® I repeat what I have urged be-
fore, that the psychological systems of the two men are quite different,
and that this difference permeates all their disputes, underlying the
verbal confusions. Knight finds, necessarily, that the picturesque has
an essential relation to painting, and that other arts or activities
giving us special points of view yield analogous qualities—none of
them in the nature of things, all of them produced by special con-
ditions in the mind of the observer, all of them modes of beauty.
Price, per contra, consistently with his system finds the picturesque
related only accidentally to painting, founded in the nature of things
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(though itself a feeling in the mind), and analytically distinct frop,
beauty. On the particular point which led the participants of ty,
Dialogue into this wrangle—that picture by Pannini—Knight woylq
say that such a painting of splendid and perfect architecture is (hoy,.
ever meritorious) not doing the special work of painting, is not the
highest rank of picture; Price would say, per contra, that the beg
paintings are those which combine pictorial excellences with begy,.
tiful subjects, and that as far as Pannini did this he is secure from
criticism. If Knight should object that pictorial excellence is not
wholly compatible with such a subject as Pannini’s, a subject confess.
edly beautiful in some sense, then at last we come to a difference iy
practical taste.

The three friends, sated with pictures, walk out of doors again
and directly into a Brownian garden. Hamilton and Howard to.
gether make short work of it. Hamilton punctures the sophistical
defense of the Reptonians—that beauty-not-picturesqueness is the ob-
ject of their calling—by showing the limitations this formula really
implies, and the insipidity which follows from it in practice. But
he and Howard fall by the ears when Howard remarks that the

Brownian garden shows just how little smoothness has to do with °

beauty, and reiterates his theory of beauty as mild visual irritation,
It of course follows from Knight’s theory, that smooth objects are
harsh to the eye, rough objects soft and harmonious—that, in short,
the effect of roughness on the touch is like that of smoothness on
the eye, that of smoothness to the touch like that of roughness to the
eye.® Hamilton replies at some length, pointing out (among other
objections) that while roughness is always unpleasing to the touch,
light is painful to the eye only in excess, and that the point at which
it becomes excessive depends on the extent to which the imagination
has been interested. Can it still be maintained that Price is an “ob-
jectivist” and Knight an associationist?

Seymour lends his weight, too, against the theory of abstract vision,
declaring that “some of our earliest ideas are, that smoothness is
pleasing, and roughness unpleasing to the eye, as well as to the
touch; and these first ideas always prevail, though we afterwards
learn to discriminate, and to modify them.” And, he goes on, “the
whole tenor of your argument [addressing Howard] goes to prove,
that, with respect to colours, the mere absence of discord, is the great
principle of visible beauty; whereas, if there be a positive beauty in
any thing, it must be in colours: the gemeral effect, I allow, will not
be beautiful without harmony; but neither can the most perfect
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hange the nature of dull or ugly colours, and make them

dc , :
Zz:zlrtiful.” 11 Seymour has hardly time to say so much before Hamil-

ron interposes to pronounce once more his creed, bolstered as it is by
ation of Seymour’s reactions during the excursion:

observ
had I [says Hamilton] not observed so many ix}stan.ces at varic.ms times,
of the indifference of persons little convc?rszint with pictures to pllctl.xres.que
objects—I must have given up one principal grour'ld of my dl?tl.nctylon.
Its strongest foundation, however, rests upon the dlreFt .and §tr1k1ng op-
osition that exists between the qualities which prevail in objects which

all allow to be beautiful, and those which prevail in others, almost as

generally admitted to be picturesque: and till youth and age, freshness and
=]

decay, smoothness and ruggedness, symmetry z}nd irregularity, are look'ed
upon in the same light, and the objects in which they are prevalent give
the same kind of pleasure to all persons . . . the charactex: of the c?b-
jects themselves, must, in truth, be as distinct, as the qualities of which
they are composed.*

In the Analytical Inguiry, Knight picked up the quarrel z.igair.l; but
the issue of principle was already joined, and that discussion m.the
Inquiry which is directed explicitly upon Price’s Dialo gue adds little
save on some concrete details of the dispute. Complaint is made (and
with justice) that Price had distorted Knight’s doctrine int'o.the pro'posi—
tion that the picturesque is simply the beautiful of visible objects,
so that with respect to objects of sight “beauty” and “picturesquenes.s”
are synonyms.'® Price returns to this issue in his 1810 Appendix,
and exhibits a lamentable inability to grasp Knight’s point—even
though he had the answer ready to hand in the objections .which
“Seymour” had raised in the Dialogue. Price even detects that in the
Inquiry his friend “appears somewhat inclined to make the same sort
of distinction between the beautiful and the picturesque which I have
made, and which in his note he had treated as imaginary.” ** .This
triumph is imaginary, but not so Price’s own cause for complaint—
Knight’s attack on his alleged “objectivism,” an assault founded on
misrepresentation. One feels, in reading these last words of the con-
troversy, that the issue had worn itself out. There was from the first,
and there still remained, a real difference between the disputants, but
the resolution of this difference—even clear and distinct recognition
of it—was prevented by misreading and misunderstanding. Neither
of the controversialists, so limited, had more to say on the issue of
principle, and further discussion would have been mere combative
rhetoric.
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Chapter 12

1. John Britton, Picturesque Antiguities of the English Cities (London:
Dean and Son, ca. 1830), p. [v].

2. [William Aglionby], Painting Illustrated in Three Diallogues . . . To-
gether with the Lives of the Most Eminent Painters . . . (London, 1685), p. 2 4

3. See Act 1V, scene 2 of The Tender Husband. It is of interest to note
that as late as 1784 William Mason uses “picturesque” to refer to the allegorica]
manner of the grand style, a usage quite anomalous at that late date. The
twenty-third axiom he isolates in DuFresnoy’s De Arte Graphica (“Of Picturesque
Ornament”) reads, in his translation,

“Each nobler symbol classic Sages use,
To mark a virtue, or adorn a Muse,
Ensigns of war, of peace, or Rites divine,
These in thy work with dignity may shine.”

See Mason’s DuFresnoy in The Literary Works of Sir Joskua Reynolds, ed,
Malone (5th ed.; London, 1819), III, 51. Applied to allegorical painting,
“picturesque” can mean ‘“vivid” as representation of idea, “pictorial” as com-
position.

For Pope, sece the letter to Caryll of December 21, 1712 (The Works of
Alexander Pope, eds. Croker and Elwin, VI [London: J. Murray, 1871], 178);
the sense I judge to be (OED to the contrary) “graphic,” not.“fit for painting.”
The passages in the [liad too (final note to Book X, first note to Book XVI) use
“picturesque” to mean “‘as distinctly conceived and presented as a picture.”

4. Johnson’s definitions are:

(1) graphically: “In a picturesque manner; with good description or delineation.”
(2) Love [as noun]: “11. Picturesque representation of love.

The lovely babe was born with ev’ry grace:

Such was his form as painters, when they show

Their utmost art, on naked Joges bestow.
Dryden’

(3) prospect [as noun]: “s. View delineated; a picturesque representation of a
landscape.”

Note that in the second definition, “picturesque” is again used to refer to
allegorical painting. The example given from Reynolds to illustrate the third
definition does not, unhappily, support it, for Reynolds clearly refers to a real
scene, not to an imitation. What is of chief interest in this definition, however,
is the literal use of “picturesque” to mean “in a picture,”
often recur.

The first two of these definitions appeared in the first edition of the
Dictionary (1755), the third in the sixth (1785). )

5. See the references to Carel van Mander’s Het Schilder-Boeck . . . (second

a use which does not
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edition of the first part, Amsterdam, 1618) and to Gérard de Lairesse’s Het
groot Schilderboek (2d ed.; Haarlem, 1740) in Woordenboek der Nederlandsche
Tasl (14th Deel; ’s Gravenhage and Leiden, 1936).

6. Joachim von Sandrart, L’Academic Todesca della Architectura Scultura et
Pictura: oder Teutsche Academie der edlen Bau- Bild- und Mahlerey-Kiinste
. . . (Niirnberg and Frankfurt, 1675), sec. 259 of chap. xxii of part one of
the third book of the First Part, as reprinted in A. R. Peltzer’s Joackhim von
Sandrarts Academie . . . (Munich: G. Hirth, 1925), p. 203. The passage
contains another Dutch word, “alludien” (Dutch “aloud”—“very old”), not
glossed by Peltzer. “Schilderachtig” is not given in any German dictionary; its
place is later taken by “malerisch.”

7. Painters, Hogarth assures us in the first MS draft of 742 Analysis of Beauty
(before 1753), regard asymmetrical adornments as “Pictoresque” (Egerton MS$
so11 f. 60b, quoted from The Analysis of Beauty, ed. Burke, p. 174); Richard
Polwhele finds the sonnet especially adapted to “the more pictoresque Objects of
still Life” (“Advertisement” to his anonymous Pictures from Nature. In Teelve
Somnets . . . [London, 1785]); the same form is used regularly by Nathan
Drake. I take it that it reflects Price’s view of the etymology, of which more
hereafter.

“Picteresque” occurs in Az Essay on Harmony, as It Relates Chiefly to Situa-
tion, and Buildings (1739), as cited in Manwaring, Italian Landscape, p. 134.

Dr. John Langhorne, in a note to the first of Collins’ “Persian Eclogues,”
uses a form which implies the contrary etymology: “The characteristics of
modesty and chastity are extremely happy and peinturesque. . .’ (The Poetical
Works of William Collins [London: William Pickering, 1830], p. 107—Lang-
horne’s edition was first published in 1765).

The only writer known to me who uses the form “picturesk” is William
Marshall, author of 4 Review of The Landscape, A Didactic Poem . . . (Lon-
don, 1795) and of Planting and Rural Ornament (rev. ed., 2 vols.; London,
1796). :

8. Blair, Lectures, xxxix, ed. cit., III, 121; the discussion is of pastoral
poetry. See also Blair’s treatment of Picturesque Description (Lectures, xl, ed. cit.,
I, 159 ££.).

9. The Expedition of Humphry Clinker, in The Works of Tobias Smollett
(New York: George D. Sproul, 1902), XII, 188-89.

10. Edmond Malone (ed.), Literary Works of Reymolds, I, xxi.

11.  Johnson lists “pictorial” in his Dictionary (1755), assigning the meaning,
“produced by a painter.” Citing an instance from Sir Thomas Browne, he
remarks, “A word not adopted by other writers, but elegant and useful.”

12, Robert §. Bridges, “Pictorial. Picturesque. Romantic. Grotesque. Classi-
cal.,” in SPE Tract No. XV (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1923), p. 16.

13. lbid., p. 19,

14. Hussey, The Picturesque, pp. 4—5.

15. [lbid., p. 17.

16. Wylie Sypher, “Baroque Afterpiece: The Picturesque,” Gazette des
Beaux-Arts, XXVII (January, 1945), p. 46.

17. [bid., p. 56.
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Chapter 13

1. For biographical, bibliographical, and historical information about Gilpin
and his writings, consult William D. Templeman’s T'ke Life and Work of Willisy,
Gilpin (1724—1804), Master of the Picturesque and Vicar of Boldre (“Illingig
Studies in Language and Literature,” Vol. XXIV, Nos. 3 and 4; Urbana: Up;j.
versity of Illinois Press, 1939).

2. A Dialogue upon the Gardens of the Right Honourable The Lord Viscoyy;
Cobham, at Stow in Buckinghamshire. Printed for B. Seeley, Buckingham, solg
by J. and J. Rivington, London, 1748 (later eds., 1749 and 1751). The
evidence for Gilpin’s authorship of this small work is in Templeman’s Gilpiy,
pp- 33—35 (external) and 117-28 (internal), in which latter place an extensive
précis is given.

3. An Essay upon Prints; Containing Remarks upon the Principles of Picpyr-
esque Beauty, the Different Kinds of Prints, and the Characters of the Moy
Noted Masters . . . (London, 1768). The first edition and the second (also
1768) are anonymous; the third (1781), fourth (1792), and fifth (1802) carry
the author’s name.

4 1bid. (1st ed.), p. 2. The succceding definition is of “Picturesque grace:
an agreeable form given, in a picture, to a clownish figure” (ibid., p. 3).

5. London, 1792, There was a second edition in 1794, and a third was in-
cluded in Five Essays, on Picturesque Subjects; with a Poem on Landscape Paint-
ing (London, 1808), which includes also the second edition of T'wo Essays: One,
On the Author’s Mode of Executing Rough Sketches; the Other, On the Princi-
ples on Which They Are Composed . . . (London, 1804).

6. Two volumes; London, 1791; further editions appeared in 1794 and
1808, in 1834 (edited by Sir Thomas Dick Lauder), and in 1879 and 1887
(edited by Francis George Heath).

7. Consult Templeman for details of the bibliography.

8. Gilpin, Three Essays (2d ed.), i, p. [3]—the opening sentence.

9. 14id., [ Dedication], ed. cit., p. ii.

10. [bid., i, ed. cit,, p. 4. Gilpin declines the inquiry into “the general
sources of beauty, either in nature, or in representation,” as leading “into a nice,
and scientific discussion, in which it is not our purpose to engage” (ibid.).

11. [1bid. .

12. Ibid., p. 6. Gilpin doubts Burke’s doctrine that smoothness is the most
considerable source of beauty, and he argues vigorously against Burke’s notion
of the diminutiveness of beauty, contending that there is “a beauty, between
which and diminutives there is no relation; but which, on the contrary, cxcludes
them: and in the description of figures, possessed of that species of beauty, we
seek for terms, which recommend them more to our adwmiration than our love”
(4bid., pp. 5—6n).

13. 1bid., pp. 6—7.

14. Quoted by Hussey, T'ke Picturesque, p. 119.

15. Gilpin, T4ree Essays, i, ed. cit., p. 17.

16. 1bid., p. 21.

17. [bid., p. 19.
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18. 1bid.

19. 1lbid., p. 26, Templeman gives an extensive précis of the earlier parts
of Gilpin’s essay (Gilpin, pp. 134—40); but he wholly ignores this section, which
is of the most considerable philosophic importance, and which leads (as T think)
to the further evolution of picturesque theory.

20. Gilpin, Three Essays, i, ed. cit., pp. 26—27.

21. [%id., p. 28. Hutcheson’s principle is fitted to an analogizing system and
(as Gilpin indicates) does not readily admit discrimination of Ainds of beauty.

22. lbid., p. 30.

23. 1bid., p. 33.

24. The subject of picturesque travel has been handled by Elizabeth Wheeler
Manwaring, ltalian Landscape in Eighteenth Century Englind (New York:
Oxford, 1925), pp. 167-200, and by Hussey, The Picturesque, pp. 83—127.
Monk treats of “sublime travel” in T'ke Sublime, pp. 203—32, and makes many
observations pertinent to the present subject,

25. Gilpin, T'%ree Essays (letter to Reynolds), p. 36.

26. 1bid., ii, ed. cit., p. 43.

27. Gilpin, Forest Scenery (3d ed.; London, 1808), 11, 168-6q.

28. Gilpin, Three Essays, ii, ed. cit., p. 43.

29. Gilpin, Forest Scenery, 11, 175. “To make an object trucly picturesque,
it should be marked strongly with some peculiar character,” remarks Gilpin in
explaining the unpicturesqueness of the mule (:id., 11, 271).

30. Gilpin, Three Essays, i, ed. cit., p- 46.

31. [lbid., pp. 49—s0.

32. Templeman (Gilpin, p. 142) suggests that this formation of general ideas
enables the picturesque traveler to set up his own standards of beauty, and con-
nects it with an alleged striving for individual standards of taste in the later
eighteenth century; but surely it would be more natural to see general ideas and
typical forms as opposed to personal and idiosyncratic taste.

33. Gilpin, T/ree Essays, ii, ed. cit., pp. §1-52.

34. 1&id., pp. 57~58—the concluding sentence of the essay. A rough sketch,
“which the imagination ozly can translate,” is more apt to raise this enthusiasm
than a finished work of art.

35. [l4id., iii, ed. cit., p. 87,

36. For an account of this transaction, see William D. Templeman, “Sir
Joshua Reynolds on the Picturesque,” MLN, XLVII (November, 1932), 446—
48. Taylor prints the letter, but terms it a “paper” and appears to think that it
was written after the 1791 letter to Gilpin; see Charles Leslie and Tom Taylor,
Life and Times of Sir Joshua Reynolds . . . (London: J. Murray, 1863), II,
606-8,

37. Leslie and Taylor, Reynolds, 11, 606.

38. 1bid., pp. 606—7.

39. Gilpin, Three Essays, i, ed. cit., p. 27.

40. Leslie and Taylor, Reynolds, 11, 608.

41. Gilpin, T/ree Essays, pp. 34—35. Gilpin prints Reynolds’ reply and his
own note of thanks on pp. 34-37.

42. 1bid., pp. 35-36.

43. In the tenth discourse (1780), Reynolds uses the picturesque to set off

B —— e — - -




358 Notes to Pages 201-5

effects inappropriate to sculpture, a mcdiun? which can tf)lcrat.c only the grang
style. It is noteworthy that Gilpin recognizes no essential dxﬁ”crence‘ b-ethcn
painting and sculpture in the scope of their nn.ltatlons. He grsfnts that 1t is more
difficult for sculpture to exhibit animated action or the passions, but considers
that when this effect is nonetheless achieved suc%x statues w111‘ be preferreq
(Three Essays, i, p. 13). This position is in inte{cstmg contrast w1th.the remark
of Uvedale Price only two years later, that the picturesque may be given definj-
tion iz extenso as that which painting can, and sculpture can not, represent.
44. Gilpin, Forest Scenery, 11, 234.

Chapter 14

icturesque works are:

114.n E’zizeyp;;tt/w ?’icture:que, As Compared with the Sublime am.l the Beautiful,

and on the Use of Studying Pictures, for the Purpose of Improving Real Land-
. 1]; London, 1 . 2d ed., 1796.

““Zg Ige[t‘::: tIo] HF Repton, '2?;), on the Application of the {’ractice As Well As

the Principles of Landscape-Painting to Land:cape-‘Gardmmg. Intended As a

Supplement to the “Essay on the Picturesque,’ to Whick Is Prefixed Mr. Repton’s

Letter to Mr. Price (London, 1795). 2d ed., Hereford, 1798. .

An Essay on the Picturesque . . . Vol. 1l (London, 1798). This volume
consists of three essays: “An Essay on Artificial Water, &c.,” “An Es.say. on the
Decorations near the House,” “An Essay on Architecture and Buildings, As
Connected with Scenery.” o

A Dialogue on the Distinct Characters of the Picturesque and the Beautiful, in
Answer to the Objections of Mr. Knight. Prefaced by an Introductory Essay on
Beauty; with Remarks on the Ideas of Sir Joshua Reynolds & Mr. Burke upon
That Subject (Hereford, 1801). ) o

All these were gathered together with a few additions and alterat.lons into
Essays on the Picturesgue, As C ompared with the Sublime and .t/zz: Beautiful; and,
on the Use of Studying Pictures, for the Purpose of ']mpromng .R‘eal Landscape
(3 vols.; London, 1810). The works included in this 1810 edition are.ff)und
again in Sir Uvedale Price on the Picturesque: with an 'E.rmy on the Origin of
Taste, and Much Original Matter, by Sir Thomas Dick Lauder, Bart. . .
(Edinburgh and London, 1842).

I have used the 1810 edition, which 1 refer to as “Works”; the 1794 volume,

as it appears in the Works, 1 refer to simply as “Essay.”
2. Uvedale Price, Essay, 1. 3, in Works, 1, 37.
15id., p. 40.
Price, Works, 11, vi-vii.
Price, Essay, i. 3, in Works, 1, 46—47.
15id., 1. 4, in Works, 1, 88—89.
id., pp. 92—93.
Ilb;zi”, I:P 9? in9134'/0rk:, I, 221. The case is analogous in e.thics';'envy_ ani
revenge, for instance, are both modes of ill-will, and are most easily dl.ﬁ'erentlate !
inting to their different causes.
by Q%Ol%rici, Dialogue (“Introductory Essay on Beauty”), in Works, I, 203.
10. Price, Essay, i. 9, in Works, 1, 212-13.

e o R
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11.  Reynolds declares that if a critic pretends to measure beauty by “a
particular gradation of magnitude, undulation of a curve, or direction of a line,
or whatever other conceit of his imagination he shall fix on as a criterion of
form, he will be continually contradicting himself, and find at last that the great
mother of nature will not be subjected to such narrow rules” (/dler, No. 82
[November 10, 1759]).

12. Price, Dialogue (“Introductory Essay on Beauty”), in Works, 111, 213—
14
413. 1bid., pp. 237—38. Payne Knight also makes the observation that Reynolds
and Burke pointed to different aspects of the beautiful, and that their difference
was merely verbal: “It will readily appear that these two great critics differ so
widely merely from attaching different meanings to the word beauty; which,
the one confines to the sensible, and the other to the intellectual qualities of
things; both equally departing from that general use of the term, which is the
only just criterion of propriety in speech” (dnalytical Inguiry, i. 5. 23, p. 75).

14. Price, Dialogue (“Introductory Essay on Beauty”), in Works, 111, 2309,

15. Price, “On Architecture and Buildings,” in Works, 11, 247.

16. Jean-Jacques Mayoux urges that Payne Knight's T'4e Landscape for the
first time considered beauty to be in the perceiver rather than in the object
perceived, and he finds Price to be “un esprit peu clair et tout engagé dans les
idées regues,” ideas like the notion that beauty exists objectively; see Richard
Payne Knight et le pitsoresque: Essai sur une phase esthétique (Thése pour le
doctorate &s-lettres présentée . . . [A P] Université de Paris; Paris: Les Presses
Modernes, 1932), p. 82. For Hussey, too, Price attempted to establish an ob-
jectivism, but the effort was “sophistry, as objectivism must always be” (Tke
Picturesque, p. 78).

17. Price, “On Architecture and Buildings,” in Works, 11, 247.

18. Ibid., pp. 213—14 and 365-66.

19. Burke mentions one trait of the picturesque in remarking on the cruci-
form plan of churches, and finds it distasteful: “there is nothing more prejudicial
to the grandeur of buildings than to abound in angles: a fault obvious in many;
and owing to an inordinate thirst for variety, which, whenever it prevails, is sure
to leave very little true taste” (Sublime and Beautiful, ii. 9, in Works, 1, 126).

20. Price, Essay, i. 3, in Works, I, 44; the etymology and its implications are
drawn out at length, #bid., i. g, Works, 1, 211 ff. Neither of these passages was
present in the 1794 edition.

21. Price, Works, 11, xiii~xiv and xv—xvi.

22. Price, Essay, 1. 3, in Works, 1, 49.

23. Intricacy Price defines as “thar disposition of objects, whick, by a partial
and uncertain concealment, excites and nourishes curiosity” (ibid., i. 2, in
Works, 1, 22). And “variety, of which the true end is to relieve the eye, not to
perplex it, does not consist in the diversity of separate objects, but in that of their
effects when combined together; in diversity of composition, and of character”
(ibid., 1i. 2, in Works, 1, 286).

24.  Price’s mention of Salvator as picturesque, though accompanied by the
remark that his work “has a savage grandeur, often in the highest degree sub-
lime” (ibid., i. 3, in Works, 1, 67), has misled some commentators into making
Salvator a type of the picturesque (sce Miss Manwaring, Italian Landscape, p.
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55). Salvator is here employed to distinguish beautiful from picturesque bcCa}lsQ
he stands on the sublime side of picturesqucness,‘ farthest from beaggx. O.rd’lynanly,
in landscape, Claude is beautiful, Salvat'or sublime, and Gaspard F;nmm. (Du-
ghet) picturesque; in history and pf)rtralt,. the great Roilnans and ] orejntmes are
sublime, Correggio and Guido beautiful, Tmtoret.to and ' e‘ronese picturesque.

25. Price, Essay, 1. 4 in Works, 1, 69. This association e}iar?le- 2 common-
place. Britton, about 1830, writes, “With all due deference :(o.t e high authority
of Gilpin . . . 1 cannot approve of his compo.und term P}.cturesque Beauty_)
The words are of dissimilar import, and excite dlff.erent 1d§as. thlgt one
designates objects that are rough, rugged, broken, rumous,bt e.dot c; 3_Pplles
to such as are smooth, clean, fresh, regular, perfect.'Or.le. may 2 Sa}g t(;‘ esignate
old; the other young, or new” (Picturesque Antiquities of the English Cities,
p- E‘Q)'Price, Essay, 1. 3, in Works, 1, 51.—52 and 1. 4, Wm:k:, 1, 7d8—83_ .

27. Burke, Sublime and Beautiful, iii. 2—5 on proportion, and (especially)
iii. 23 on clegance and speciousness.

28. DPrice, Essay, 1. 3, in Works, 1, 65.

29. lbid., i. 6, in Works, 1, 127. . ‘ . -

30. Rubens is a curious exception: eminently picturesque in other particulars,
his paintings employ freshly beauti.ful cgl.ors.

31. Burke, Sublime and Beautiful, 111. 15.

32, Price, Essay, i. 9, in Works, 1, 1838.

33. Ibid., p. 189.

zt Ili“tigllf.az:;ist any literal jdentification ‘of beauty an.d pict}lresqueness,hat
any rate. Mayoux, who is given to ﬁndin% divided s’ouls’m ertclrs, says1 that
“comme les préromantiques, Price est une iime Eartagee. Ec()).ut?ns‘ e proct:jnmer
avec insistence que le laid peut fort souvent etre p1tForesqu)e. gl était roTnan; 1111?,
peut-étre oserait-il proclamer que le beau Cest le laid, et I’harmonic sera}tbrata 1le
dans son ame, avec lunité de plaisir esthétiq'ue” (Richard P'aymz Knig tfetthe
pittoresque, PPp- 69—70). Mayoux’s beauty 1s not the specific beauty of the

i ighteenth century. ‘
W“;ZS olfs:k}:; e\lﬂg. Chase gives Z plausible account of the development of plcltlu;-s
esque landscaping: «First comes the recognition that a gardcn—gcegxe, as .W.eccnt

a scene in nature, may resemble a picture, or may even perhaps be ;famlrll};t X
of some particular landscape painting. Second comes t}}e cc?mprehcnsut)}x;l e
scene in a garden contains many of the characteristics wh.lch, in nature, int:l ceing
eye of a painter would notice. Third comes 'Ehe realization tha; Tn grlf o
may be composed in 2 garden out of the Slnlplc? clements of landsc pa ictur;
shrubs, flowers, grass, rocks, and water—as 2 palgter would .composeUnifierSity
upon a canvas” (Horace Walpole: Gardenist [Princeton: Princeton
Press for University of Cincinnati, 1943], pp. 127-28).

37. Price, Essay, i. 1, in Works, p. 3.

38. Ibid., pp. 12-13.

. 1bid., p. 14.
i?). Price), P‘,‘O: Artificial Water,” in Works, 11, 98.
41. Price, Essay, i. 2, in Works, 1, 29—30.
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42. Letter to Gilpin, via Mason, of 1776; in Leslie and Taylor’s Reynolds,
11, 607.

43. Here as in other passages of the Essay Price leads a reaction towards the
old style. Mayoux overlooks this evidence in declaring that “Knight fut le premier
qui osdt regretter le style, autour de la maison, des vieux jardins italiens,” that
«Price me sen apergut, qu’aprés Knight” that the Italianate style was truly
picturesque (Knight, pp. 76~77). Of course Price and Knight had shared their
tastes for years before either published, and it is academic to discuss which was
the originator.

44. Price, Essay, ii. 1, in Works, 1, 238. .

45. Not only Repton (of whom below), but George Mason in An Essay on
Design in Gardening (2d cd.; London, 1795) and Willlam Windham, statesman
and friend of Payne Knight, in a “Letter to Humphry Repton” (printed, with-
out the author’s name, in an Appendix to Repton’s Sketches and Hints on Land-
scape Gardening [London, (1795)]), argue with Price on this point. All of
them imagine Price to be supporting a more radical position than he really is. *

46. Price, “On Artificial Water,” in Works, 11, 1819,

47. 1bid., pp. 103—4.

48. Price, “On Decorations near the House,” in Works, I1, 131-32.

49. Mor. Hussey and M. Mayoux enter with much subtlety upon the question
whether the picturesque improver is to concern himself with the view from the
outside in or that from the inside cut; Hussey (T/ke Picturesque, p. 181) traces
2 change in Knight’s views on this subject, a change which Mayoux shows to be
imaginary. Price disposes of the alternative altogether by observing that “whatever
constitutes a good fore-ground to the view from the house, will, generally speak-
ing, have equally a good effect from every other point” (“On Architecture and
Buildings,” Works, 11, 269—70).

50. Price, “On Architecture and Buildings,” in Works, 11, 206.

51. 1bid., p. 247. :

52. [bid., pp. 287-88. This use of painting is by no means an eccentricity
of Price’s; the pages of the Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes, The
Burlington Magaxine, The Architectural Review, and other journals of art and
aesthetics offer many studies of architecture as it appears in painting.

53. Price, “On Architecture and Buildings,” in Woréks, 11, 304.

54. Sir Thomas Dick Lauder, in editing this passage, remarks that “if
the roof of a cottage be well formed, and well projected, so as to throw a deep
shadow over the wall beneath it, I do not conceive that it will be necessary to
thatch it, in order to add to the picturesque effect, at the risk of diminishing
the comfort of the poor inmates” (Price on the Picturesque, p. 398). Lauder
seems tempted to the opposite view, and cnds by suggesting a compromise, a tile
roof covered with thatch—a species of fakery with which Price would have had
little sympathy. Price, Knight, and Gilpin are all warmly humanitarian; when
Hussey insists upon the inhuman objectivity of the picturesque viewpoint, his
judgment is simply a consequence of his presuppositions about the route along
which aesthetic sensitivity must develop.

55. Price, Essay, Appendix, in Works, I, 347~48 (note to p. 42 of 1794 ed.).

56. 1bid., pp. 349—50 (note to p. 44 of 1794 ed.). It is remarkable that Gil-
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pin’s notion is a naive anticipation of the sophisticated and “metaphysical” theory
of R. Payne Knight, of which below.

57. 1bid., p. 356 (note to p. §5 of 1794 ed.).

58. 1bid., p. 360 (note to p. 59 of 1794 ed.).

59. Bosanquet, A History of Aesthetic, p. 3.

60. Templeman, Gilpin, p. 252.

61. Mayoux, Knight, pp. 64 and 66. “Tout d’abord,” stresses Mayous,
“remarquons que Price achéve 'abaissement du Beau, commencé par Burke, de
telle sort que Pemploi du mot par lui devient . . . enti¢rement viole, et manj-
feste une espéce de psittacisme” (ibid., p. 70).

62. [lbid., p. 67.

Chapter 15

1. Humphry Repton (1752-1818) was a prolific writer. His published
works consist largely of extracts and illustrations drawn from the reports, “Red
Books” as he called them, which he prepared for the estates on which he was
consulted. 'The major works are these:

A Letter to Uvedale Price, Esg. (London, 1794). This letter was reprinted
as a footnote to the Appendix of Sketches and Hints.

Shetches and Hints on Landscape Gardening. Collected from Designs and
Observations Now in the Possession of the Different Noblemen and Gentlemen,
for Whose Use They Were Originally Made. The Whole Tending to Establish
Fixed Principles in the Art of Laying Out Ground (London, [1795]).

Observations on the Theory and Practice of Landscape Gardening. Including
Some Remarks on Grecian and Gothic Architecture, Collected from Various
Moanuscripts, in the Possession of the Different Noblemen and Gentlemen, for
Whose Use They Were Originally Written; the Whole Tending to Establish
Fixed Principles in the Respective Arts (London, 1803). 2d ed.; London, 1805.

An Inguiry into the Changes of Taste in Landscape Gardening. To Which
Are Added, Some Observations on Its Theory and Practice, Including a Defence
of the Art (London, 1806).

Designs for the Pavilion at Brighton: Humbly Inscribed to His Royal High-
ness the Prince of Wales. By H. Repton, Esq. with the Assistance of His Sons,
John Adey Repton, F.S.A. and G[eorge] S[tanley] Repton, Architects (London,
1808). This work includes Az Inguiry into the Changes in Architecture, as It
Relates to Palaces and Houses in England; Including the Castle and Abbey
Gothic, the Mixed Style of Gothic, the Grecian and Modern Styles: with Some
Remarks on the Introduction of Indian Architecture.

Fragments on the Theory and Practice of Landscape Gardening. Including
Some Remarks om Grecian and Gothic Architecture, Collected from Various
Manuscripts in Possession of the Different Noblemen and Gentlemen, for Whase
Use They Were Originally Written; the Whole Tending to Establish Fixed
Principles in the Respective Arts. By H. Repton, Esq. Assisted by His Son,
J[ohn] Adey Repton, F.A.S. (London, 1816). '

All of my references are taken from the following edition of Repton’s Works:
The Landscape Gardening and Landscape Architecture of the Late Humphry
Repton, Esq. Being His Entire Works on These Subjects. A New Edition: with

i Historical and Scientific Introduction, a Systematic Analysis, a Biographical
Notice, Notes, and a Copious Alphabetical Index. By J[ohn] C[laudius] Loudon,
F.LS. . . . (London, 1840).

2. Repton, Designs, in Works, p. 376, and Sketches and Hints, vii, in Works,
P' 90. . .

3. Repton, Letter to Price, in Works, p. 105.

4. Repton attributes this phrase to Price; Sketches and Hints, Appendix, in
Works, p. 104,

5. 14id., p. 105.

6. Repton, Letter to Price, in Works, p. 106.

7. In the Advertisement to the Inguiry into the Changes of Taste in Land-
scape Gardening (1806), Repton declines to publish a new edition of Sketches
and Hints, of which, he says, two hundred and fifty copies were “published by
Messrs. Boydells in 1794” (Works, p. 323). And in the concluding pages of
Fragments, his last work, Repton reviews his life as an improver and recollects
the time “when 1 first appeared before the public, in 1794, in a work which
has long been out of print” (ibid., p. 604)——quoting from Sketches. The Adver-
tisement to T'heory and Practice, on the other hand, speaks of the lapse of “seven
years” since the Sketches; supposing this to have been written in 1802 (the
dedication to the King is dated December 31, 1802), we are just able to get
Sketches into 1795,

8. In the letter to Price so dated, Repton mentions adding to his “great
work, which has long been all printed & only waits the colouring of some plates
to be published” one “Appendix on Mr. Knight’s attack & another on yours
including my printed Letter in which I had softened some passages before I had
the pleasure of seeing your last work [the Letrer to Repton].” '

9. Repton, Works, p. 127.

10. Repton, Sketches and Hints, Appendix, in Works, pp. 111-14.

11. Repton, Theory and Practice, Preface, in Works, p. 125.

12. 1bid., i, in Works, p. 133.

13. [4id., vii, in Works, p. 207.

14. Repton, Fragments, xxxiii, in Works, pp. §72-76.

15. Repton, Theory and Practice, iii, in Works, p. 162.

16. Repton, Sketches and Hints, vi, in Works, pp. 84—85.

17. Nikolaus Pevsner, “The Genesis of the Picturesque,” The Architectural
Reviewe, XCV1 (November, 1944), 146.

18. See the report on Endsleigh, Fragments, xxxiv, in Works, p. 589. Price
and Knight, incidentally, both attack pseudo-rivers.

19. Repton, T'heory and Practice, Preface, in Works, p. 129,

20. Ibid., x, in Works, p. 234.

21. Ibid., pp. 234-37.

22. Repton, Fragments, xxvii, in Works, pp. 525—36. Even some of the
early reports manifest a leaning in this direction; the very early work at Bulstrode
(Theory and Practice, v, in Works, pp. 187-92) shows a tendency towards
compartmentalization of the gardens.

23. Repton does not attribute the idea of a winter garden to Lord Kames;
he does frequently refer to Kames, however, and I think that the influence of
Kames’s remarks on gardening has not been sufficiently remarked.
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24. For an account of the gardenesque, sce Loud.on’s introduction ¢ hig
Works of Repton, p. viii; Loudon is not just in denying to Repton credjt for
originating this style which Loudon himself de\feloped so much more fully. See
also (besides the standard histories of gardening) H. F. Clark, “Py| and
Pelargoniums,” The Architectural Review, XCIX (February, 1946), 4956,
Clark attributes the gardenesque style to Repton’s influence.

25. See Repton, Designs, in Works, pp. 365-66.

26. Repton, Fragments, xxvii, in Works, p. 530.

27. Ibid., viii and xxxiv, in Works, pp. 433 and 595. The smell and 5
interest themselves in the flowers and fruits.

28. [bid., xxvii, in Works, p. 525.

29. Repton, Designs, in Works, p. 365. '

30. Price, Letter to Repton, in Works, 111, 58-59 (et sparsim).

31. Repton, Theory and Practice, ix, in Works, p. 222. The French author
is René Louis Girardin, Viscomte de Ermenonville, whose De la composition Jeq
paysages . . . (Paris, 1777) had been Englished in 1733. o

32, Repton, Sketches and Hints, vii, in Works, p. 96; the list is repeated in
Inguiry, iii, in Works, pp. 355-56.

33. Repton, Sketches and Hints, vii, in Works, p. 98.

34. Repton, Theory and Practice, ix, in Works, p. 228n.

35. Repton, Sketches and Hints, Introduction, in Works, pp. 29 and 30.

36. Repton, Fragments, xv, in Works, p. 467.

37. Repton, Designs, in Works, p. 365.

38. Repton, Fragments, vi, in Works, p. 427.

39. Repton, Designs, in Works, p. 362n.

40. Repton, Fragments, xxxiv, in Works, pp. §89-92.

41. Repton, Sketches and Hints, Appendix, in I/Vork‘x, p. 113.

42. See (one instance of many) Skerches and Hints, 1i, in Works, pp. 56—5.7.
It was this idea which Repton thinks Price stole from himj; see ibid., Appendix,
in Works, pp. 105—6.

43. Repton, Theory and Practice, xii, in Works, p. 277; see also Sketches and
Hints, 11, in Works, p. 56.

44. Repton, Designs, in Works, p. 385; similar remarks are found throughout
this book. '

45. Repton, Fragments, xiii, in Works, pp. 457-59; Theory and Practice,
xii, in Works, pp. 277—78.

46. Repton, Sketches and Hints, v, in Works, p. 82.

47. Repton, Fragments, xxxiii, in Works, p. 575.

48. 1bid., xxxvi, in Works, p. 603. -

Chapter 16 -

1. Repton, Letter to Price, in Price, Works, 111, 3. (Price reprints Repton’s
Letter as prolegomenon to his own, and I quote from this edition.)

2. Price, Letter to Repton, in Works, 111, 146—49.

3. 1bid., pp. 62—-63. . )

4. chtz)n, Letter to Price, in Price, Works, 111, 4n. In a conciliatory (rr;)anu
script) letter to Price, dated February 5, 1795 (bound in with the Newberry

Library copy of Price’s Essay, &c.), Repton mentions that he had “softened some
pnssages” in his printed Letter before including it as a footnote to Sketches and
Hints. Comparison of the softened version with the original (as reprinted by
Price), however, reveals only two trifling changes. A sarcastic reference is deleted
from the passage here quoted from, and one other little sarcasm is omitted.

5. Price, Letter to Repron, in Works, 111, 32—33.

6. Repton himself later speaks of time, neglect, and accident producing un-
expected beauties in planting (Inguiry, i, in Works, p. 335n; repeated in Frag-
ments, xxvill, in Works, p. 557). A controversial spirit informs the Letter to
price and causes Repton to exaggerate his position—though he doubtless did
become in later years more sensible to the limitations of Brown.

7. Repton, Letter to Price, in Price, Works, 111, 6.

8. Price, Letter to Repton, in Works, 111, 49—50.

9. Burke himself seems to have favored Repton in this controversy, if we may
believe Mrs. Crewe’s report, “Extracts from Mr. Burke’s Table-Talk at Grewe
Hall. Written down by Mrs. Crewe,” in the Philobiblon Society Miscellanies,
VII, 42—43 (quoted, mediately, by Templeman, Gilpin, pp. 255—56). Burke
“spoke often with great respect of Mr. Repton, & considered him as having much
more comprehensive correct & even pure Views of these subjects, than his late
Antagonists, & he often declared that much as he had thought & had amused
himself with these, he felt unequal to enter the lists against Mr. Repton.” He
“admired many parts” of Price and Knight, but thought that “like most System-
mongers they had pursued their Theories to a dangerous length.” Reptony inci-
dentally, had improved Crewe Hall.

10. Repton, Letter to Price, in Price, Works, 111, 7,

11. Price, Letter t0 Repton, in Works, 111, 89,

12. 1bid., p. 72,

13. Repton, Letter to Price, in Price, Works, 111, 10.

14. Price, Letter to Repton, in Works, 111, 104; Essay on the Picturesque, in
Works, 1, 338.

15.  Nikolaus Pevsner, “Genesis of the Picturesque,” T'he Architectural Re-
view, XCVI (November, 1944), 146.

16. L. de Wolfe, “Townscape: A Plea for an English Visual Philosophy
Founded on the True Rock of Sir Uvedale Price,” The Architectural Revierw,
CVI (December, 1949), 354—74.

17. Price, Letter 1o Repton, in Works, 111, 106.

18.  Ibid., p. 107. Price here repeats the advice of his Essay, that lower
growths, especially of spinous plants, should be mixed with the young trees,
which would at the same time protect the trees and vary and soften the summits
and outlines of the plantation. Repton often repeats this idea in his Red Books,
and may well have borrowed it from Price.

19. Repton, Fragmenis, x, in Works, p. 444, and xi, p- 452. It must be noted
that even in Theory and Practice the sixth of Repton’s objections to modern
gardening asserted that Repton had never advised a belt, and the seventh spoke
of “that ugly deformity called a Clurmp” (Preface, in Works, p. 128).

20. Repton, Letter to Price, in Price, Works, 111, 19.

21, [bid., pp. 20-21.

22. Price, Letter to Repton, in Works, 111, 130.

|
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23. Lines 238-49 of “On Landscape Painting, A Poem,” in Gilpin’s Thres

Essays, Gilpiﬁ’s travel books are full of scenes too extensive for the pencil, “Views’
which may rather be called amusing, than picturesque” (Forest Scenery, iii, 7,
ed. cit., Ii, 131). Gilpin acknowledges that nine persons in ten prefer amusing
views to those pleasing to the picturesque cye. (“Amusing” means, | Presume,
“absorbing,” and the amusing may verge on the lower degrees of sublimity.)

24. Price, Letter to Repton, in Works, 111, 151.. .

25. MS letter of December 24, 1794, bound in Newberry Library copy of
Price’s Essay. . '

26. Repton, Theory and Practice, ix, in Wor/cf, p. 229. Christopher Hussey,
himself a practicing landscapist, declares that “Price’s later essays are admirable
practical guides to gardening. . .” (T/e Picturesque, p. 175); Repton’s judg-
ment is biased. Curiously, in his letter to Price of February 5, 1795 (bound i,
Newberry Library copy of Price’s Essay), Repton stresses that “'V\'/e perfectly
agree concerning artificial water,” and devotes a paragrz‘iph to detal.lmg circum-
stances in which his plans regarding water have agreed with Price’s views,

27. Repton, Sketches and Hints, Appendix, in Works, p. .116. Repton does
not identify the author of the letter, but that the letter was Wmd‘ham’s. was wel]
known; Dugald Stewart refers it to him in the third edition of his Philosophical
Essays, 1818. ‘

28. MS letter, Repton to Robson, December 24, 1794 (bound in Nevs‘zberr.y
Library copy of Price’s Essay). The copious marginalia Repton entered in his
presentation copy of Price’s Esay do not show Repton as a?together charmed,
however; many of the marginalia are symbols referred to this key on the back
of the flyleaf:

Marks explained

Y I assent to the position
N. I do not allow it

? doubtful if so—

R— Ridiculous
G. Good description &c.

C. contemptuous allusions
O—  obscure in Stile.

V. Verbose or affected Stile
P. Pointed either at me or

personally Some one else

29. Price, Letter to Repton, in Works, 111, 175 H‘_

30. MS letter, Repton to Price, of Februaryis, 1795.

31. Repton, Sketches and Hints, Appendix, in Works, p. 111.
32, Repton, Fragments, v, in Works, p. 424.

33. [lbid., xi, in Works, p. 447.

34. 1bid., x, in Works, p. 440.

Chapter 17

1. Knight’s writings include (among other works):
The journal of a voyage to Sicily with Philip Hackert and Charles Gore,
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,\pril—Junc, 17775 the original is lost, but the journal was translated by Gocthe
25 “Tagebuch einer Reise nach Sicilien” in his Philip Hackers, Biographische
Skizze . . . (Tiibingen, 1811); portions are retranslated by Brian Miller in
Nikolaus Pevsner’s “Richard Payne Knight,” Art Bulletin, XXXI (December,
1949), 293-320.

An Account of the Remains of the Worshkip of Prispus, Lately Existing at
Isernia in the Kingdom of Naples, etc.; to Which Is Added 4 Discourse on the
Worskip of Priapus, and Its Connection with the M ystic Theology of the Ancients
(London, 1786). ’

An Analytical Esiay on the Greek Alphabet (London, 1791).

The Landscape, a Didactic Poem in Three Books. Addressed 1o Uvedale Price,
Esg. (London, 1794); 2d ed., 1795. My references, unless otherwise stated, are
to the first edition.

The Progress of Civil Society, A Didactic Poem in Six Books (London, 1796).

Introduction to Vol. 1 of Specimens of Ancient Sculpture, “Preliminary Dis-
sertation on the Rise, Progress and Decline of Antient Sculpture” (London:
Published by the Dilettanti, 1809).

An Analytical Inquiry into the Principles of Taste (London, 1805); 2d ed,,
18055 3d, 1806; 4th, 1808. My references are to the third edition.

Alfred; a Romance in Rhyme (London, 1823); a didactic poem on educa-
tion. ’

This list, although incomplete, shows the scope of Knight’s taste and thought,
and suggests that he deserves to occupy a more conspicuous place in histories of
English thought and literature than he has hitherto been granted.

2. Mayoux, writing of the picturesque controversy, declares: “Knight est 3
mon sens, l'esprit le plus vigoureux et le plus critique qui 8’y soit jeté. Il représente
le momente de conscience claire du mouvement, L’attitude pittoresque en lui se
rattache d’une maniére qu’il m’a paru intéressant de marquer, 2 une personnalité
originale, et 4 une conception complexe, mals non confuse, du beau et du senti-
ment artistique . . .” (Rickard Payne Knight et le pittoresque, p. 6).

3. Repton, Skesches and Hints, vii, in Works, pp. 101~2n. Nikolaus Pevsner
sees Hearne’s engraving of the picturesque scene as the most striking sign of the
revival of Elizabethan and Jacobean architecture (“Good King James Gothic,”
The Architectural Review, CVII [February, 1950], 117-22),

4. Repton, Sketches and Hints, vii, in Works, p. 95.

5. [John Matthews], 4 Sketch from The Landscape, o Didactic Poem. Ad-
dressed to R. P. Knight Esqr. With Notes, Hlustrations, and a Postseript (London,
1794), pp. 13-14.

6. Ibid., pp. 20-22.

7. 1bid., pp. 5 and 7.

8. [did., pp. 7-8.

9. The formal system was at least “negatively good,” says Knight, in that
it was confined within narrow bounds, “Those who think, on the contrary, that
it was positively bad;” rejoins Matthews in a postscript, “who look up with
feverence to the memory of Brown, as the great destroyer of an unnatural and
absurd system, will feel with indignation an injury offered to his ashes. This
sentiment produced the present hasty SxeTcH. . . .’ In Knight are revived the
wit and verse of Pope, in Matthews his taste.
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10. This taste is illustrated by a plate of an F,trusca'n cup of the most ordinary
manufacture but exhibiting nice correspondence of lines; th.IS plate carned fop
Knight Walpole’s epithet, “The Knight of the Brazen Milk-Pot.” Mattheys
pretends to contrast with the old Grec1ar} forms the rr}ode’r’n chamber pot of his
title page vignette, “So lumpy, round, without expres.swn! ‘

11. Translated in Pevsner, “Richard Payne Knight,” Ar¢ Bulletin, XXXI
(December, 1949), 312. ‘ . . .

12. The note to The Landscape is most readily available 1.n.Pr1cc’5 works,
where it is reprinted as prolegomenon to the Dialogue On't/z,e.D%;tmct' Characters
of the Picturesque and the Beawtiful . . . ; the quotation is in Pricc, Works,
111, 249-51. ‘ ‘

13. Knight, Analytical Inquiry, Introduction, ed. cit, p. 9. .

14. 1bid., ed. cit, p. 11. This distinction‘ ?f ﬁguratlv? (employing the jdea
of one thing to illustrate another) and transitive (foll(?Wlng common clements
of meaning linking words together) is a hint from which Dugald Stewart con-
structs an entire aesthetics.

15. Ibid., ed. cit., pp. 12-13.

16. 1bid., ed. cit., p. 18.

17. lbid., i. 3. 11, ed. cit,, p. 40.

18. [bid., i. 1. 4, ed. cit., p. 20.

19. [bid., i. 1. 6, ed. cit., pp. 23—24.

20. Ibid., 1. 3. 12—13, ed. cit., pp. 41—42.

21. lbid., i. 5. 9, ed. cit,, p. 63.

22. 1bid., i. 5. 11, ed. cit., p. 65.

23, [bid., i. 5. 16, ed. cit., p. 68.

24. lbid., i. 5. 17, ed. cit., p. 62.

id., 1. §. 35, ed. cit., p. 96.

zé IIZZZi’, l1 55.3252, ed. cit.,Pp? 74. “Who shall ever unc?erstand the ]jj’nglish
language,” cries Knight, “if new and uncouth wo-rds [“pl.cturesqueness ] are
thus to deprive those sanctioned by long usage of their authorized and established
meaning?” (#bid., i. 5. 17, ed. cit,, p. 68n).

id., ii. 1. 1%, ed. cit.,, p. 110. o

Z; ZZ”, 11 1. 2; ed. cit.’, gp. 119—20. The pleasure from light or didactic
verse, which does not sustain such enthusiasm, “arises from t}.le .charms of neat-
ness, point, and empbhasis; all of which are improved a.nd invigorated by the
regularity of a metrical style . . . (ibid., ii. 1. 34, ed. cit,, p. 1'30)...

29. The Huntington Library has a copy of the Analytical Ingmry'wmh an;(;ta-
tions by Coleridge and Wordsworth which have beer{ §lafbo?ately edited bY. n;
Aston Shearer in “Wordsworth and Coleridge Marginalia in a ,Copy of Rlcohar
Payne Knight's Analytical Inquiry into the Princip.lg; of Tﬂ!t?,’ HLQ, I( l\c/:{t(;:
ber, 1937), 63-99. The marginalia deal mostly \iVlt}L Knight’s opinions on t;le

ton, with his conception of poetic belief, and with the prob'lem of. feierb e
sublime ; many are in Coleridge’s inimitably venomous style, ep1the.ts like . 100.5’,6
“Prater,” “Rogue,” &c. being heaped upon Knight. As to Milton, Oelﬁ.i
justifies some of the labored lines cited by Knight. as’ echoing the sense;—wvel:ﬁ:
though plausible, does not affect Knight’s observation on the effect of the
fication as such.

30. Knight, Analytical Inquiry, ii. 1. 37, ed. cit,, p. 133.
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31, 1bid., ii. 2. 15, ed. cit., p. 146.

32. 14id., ii. 2. 19, ed. cit, p. 149.

33. 1bid., ii. 2. 2021, ed. cit,, pp. 150-51. Knight notes (ii. 2. 27, ed. cit.,
pp- 154-55) the “late” application of the word “picturesque” to litcrature,
signifying clear and vivid narration or description which paints to the imagina-
don. In English, of course, this use was almost coeval with the sense “pictorial,”
and far older than the sense which Knight assigns the term. Early English use
of the term in the sense “pictorial” usually referred to painting in a style. appeal-
ing to imagination and intellect without the sensual appeal to vision which Knight
stresses.

34. [bid., ii. 2. 24, ed. cit., pp. 152-53.

35. [bid.,ii. 2. 28, ed. cit., p. 157.

36. [bid., ii. 2. 29, ed. cit., p. 158,

37. Knight constructed Downton Castle with an irregular Gothic exterior
and a Grecian interior. Repton gencrously declares that “after the literary con-
troversy between Mr. Knight and me, I should be sorry to be misunderstood
as casting any reflection on the castle character of Downton; for although, per-
haps, some may think that its outline was directed by the eye of a painter, rather
than that of an antiquary, yet its general effect must gratify the good taste of
both . . .7 (Fragments, x, in Works, p. 441). Pevsner (“Richard Payne Knight,”
Art Bulletin, XXX1 [December, 1949], 293-320) shows by photographs how
Downton imitates buildings in Claude.

38. See Inguiry, i, in Works, p. 330; Fragments, xxvi, xxviii, and xxxiii, in
Works, pp. 522, 546, 575, and 579. In the third of these passages, Repton
speaks of the “absurdities of circuitous approaches, so aptly ridiculed by a
modern poet”!

39. Repton, Inguiry, iii, in Works, pp. 352-53.

40. Knight, dnalytical Inguiry, ii. 2. 94n, ed. cit., p. 220.

41. 16id., ii. 2. 54, ed. cit., p. 182,

42. 1bid., pp. 181-82.

43. 1bid., ii. 2. 101, ed. cit., p. 223,

44. 14id., ii. 2. 55, ed. cit,, p. 184. It must be said in fairness to Hogarth
that he criticized Rubens’ lines as z00 undulating, as gross and clumsy.

45. Ibid,, ii. 2. 65, ed. cit., p. 192,

46. 1bid., ii. 2. 68, ed, cit., p. 194.

47. 1bid., ii. 2. 74, ed. cit, pp. 196—97. Mayoux and Hussey agree that
Price was an “objectivist’—a view which I have examined above. Sir Thomas
Dick Lauder observes more reasonably that Price confined himseclf to the popu-
lar view which contents itself with enumerating the objective properties that
excite the emotions of sublimity, &c., in us, without penetrating into the deeper
inquiry, why the mind is thus affected (Sir Uvedale Price on the Picturesque, p. 1).

48. Knight, Analytical Inguiry, ii. 2. 80, ed. cit., p. 204.

49. [id., ii. 2. 86, ed. cit., p. 211,

50. [bid., ii. 2. 109, ed. cit., p. 234. I have been avoiding mention of the
digressions on government, morals, love, &c., with which Knight enlivens his
book; but I include this fragment as a sample of his style, both in content and
in language reminiscent of Gibbon., Knight subscribes to a sentimental ethics,
“for without some mixture of passion, sentiment, or affection, beneficence it-
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self is but a cold virtue; and philosophers and divines, who have laboured 4,
subject them all to the dominion of reason, or sink them in the more brilljan,
illuminations of faith, have only succeeded in suppressing the mild and seductive,
together with some few of the sordid and selfish passions; while all those of 5
sour and sanguinary cast have acquired additional force and acrimony from thqy
pride and confidence, which the triumph over the others naturally inspired,
The censor Cato, the saint Bernard, and the reformer Calvin, were equally
insensible to the blandishments of love, the allurements of pleasure, and the
vanity of wealth; and so, likewise, were the monsters Marat and Robespierre:
but all equally sacrificed every generous and finer feeling of humanity, which
none are naturally without, to an abstract principle or opinion; which, by nar-
rowing their understandings, hardened their hearts, and left them under the
unrestrained guidance of all the atrocious and sanguinary passions, which party
violence could stimulate or excite” (ibid., ii. 2. 112, ed cit., pp. 236-37).

51. lbid., ii. 2. 127, ed. cit, p. 253.

52, lbid.) il 3. 1, ed. cit, p. 262.

53. [bid., il. 3. 6, ed. cit,, p. 265.

54. 1bid., ii. 3. 8, ed. cit, p. 266. Identity is not really, it appears to me,
a subject of demonstrative proof by number; identity is recognized intuitively
rather than proved in the last analysis. But this correction does not affect
Knight’s inferences.

55. 1bid., ii. 3. 16, ed. cit., p. 273.

56. Knight credits Johnson with discovery of our awareness of imitation in
the drama, and with the rejection of the unities; he does not, here or clsewhere,
seem familiar with Lord Kames, whose destructive analysis of stage illusion and
the unities preceded Johnson’s.

57. 1f the one action of the [liad, Knight observes wittily, were really the
arousal and allaying of Achille? wrath, “the mighty and all-accomplished hero
would have been introduced, with so much pomp of poetry, merely to wrangle
with his prince, weep for his mistress, and carve a supper for three of his friends”
(ibid., ii. 3. 22, ed. cit., p. 276).

58. [bid., il 3. 23, ed. cit, p. 277.

59. Ibid., ii. 3. 46, ed. cit,, pp. 301-2.

60. Ibid., ii. 3. 49n, ed. cit., p. 305.

61. 1bid., iii. 1. 1, ed. cit., p. 318.

62. [bid., iil. 1. 7, ed. cit,, p. 323. .

63. 14id., iil. 1. 11, ed. cit,, p. 327. Knight’s position might be criticized
in view of modern theories of sadistic pleasure; but even so, sadistic pleasure is
not an acsthetic pleasure operating sympathetically. >

64. Ibid., ii. 1. 15, ed. cit., p. 332. This passage evoked from Coleridg.e a
lengthy and confused note filling the margins of four pages, a note exposing
the errors of Knight and outlining his own idea of poetic belief. The curious
thing is that Coleridge attacks Knight with violence while asserting mu_ch ‘th’e’
same thing in other terms. (Shearer, “Wordsworth and Coleridge Marginalia,
HLQ, I [October, 1937], 79-81.)

65. Knight, Analytical Inquiry, iil. 1. 19, ed. cit., pp. 335—36.

66. Ilbid., iii. 1. 21, ed. cit,, p. 337.

67. Ibid., iii. 1. 26, ed. cit., p. 342.
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68. [bid., iii. 1. 28, ed. cit., p. 346.

69. As Mayoux suggests (Richard Payne Knight, p. 114), “cette notion de
sympathie avec les passions profondes ne se substitue pas sans intention chez
Knight 2 la terreur et 2 la pitié aristotéliciennes; il s’agit d’atteindre cette per-
version de la notion prétendue esthétique de zerrewr que Burke a mise 3 la base
de sa sublimité.”

70. Knight, Analytical Inquiry, iii. 1. 41, ed. cit., p. 358.

71. The sublime may operate on the nervous system, that is, by stretching
the nervous fibres. With characteristically venomous wit, Knight observes that
“this stretching power of ideas of terror, no pathologist has, I believe, discovered
or even surmised, though the laxative power of terror itself is so well known, as
to have been celebrated even by poets; with more, indeed, of the accﬁracy of
philosophy than the delicacy of poetry” (iid., iii. 1. 63, ed. cit,, p. 378).

72, 1bid., iii. 1. 51, ed. cit., pp. 367—68.

73. Burke, Sublime and Besutiful, 1. 7, in Works, 1, g1—92.

74. Knight, Analytical Inguiry, iil. 1. 61, ed. cit., p. 376.

75, 1bid., iii. 1. 51, ed. cit,, pp. 367—68. Curiously, in T'%e Landscape Knight
had admitted a role to terror; the sublime, he sings, is not the monstrous

“But nature’s common works, by genius dress’d " 160
With art selected, and with taste express’d;
Where sympathy with terror is combin’d,
To move, to melt, and elevate the mind.”

76. Knight, Analytical Inguiry, 1i. 3. 46, ed. cit., p. 302.

77. 1bid., iil. 1. 59, ed. cit., p. 374.

78. Ibid., iii. 1. 81, ed. cit,, p. 391.

79. Monk finds treatment of the sublime “the least important part of Knight’s
book,” and sees in this inferiority a deeper meaning: “The eighteenth century
had set itself a task that was beyond its powers. It was not imaginatively equipped
to deal with ultimates in art, and it failed” (T4e Sublime, pp. 161 and 163).
This evaluation accords with the Kantian bias of Monk’s study.

80. Knight, Analytical Inguiry, iil. 2. 1, ed. cit,, p. 413.

81. [bid., iii. 2. 13, ed. cit., pp. 423—24.

82, [bid., iii. 2. 14, ed. cit., p. 425.

83. [bid., iii. 3. 2, ed. cit., pp. 429—30.

84. 1bid., iii. 3. 9, ed. cit., p. 438.

85. [lbid., iil. 3. 235, ed. cit., p. 454-

86. [bid.,iii. 3. 40, ed. cit., pp. 472-73.

87. 14id., iii. 3. 32, ed. cit., p. 461.

Chapter 18

I. Knight, note to The Landscape, in Price, Works, 111, 251. (Price re-
prints Knight’s note intact before breaking it up for his Dialogue.) Mayoux
sums up Knight’s view neatly: “Un phénoméne de dissociation (et de culture
spécialisée) est au fond de la beauté pittoresque simple; des phénoménes d’associa-
tion sont audessous du pittoresque romantique et des mille especds de beauté
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transmises par la vue, mais autres que la primitive beauté de sensation: telle est
sur ce point et sous sa premiére form la conception de Knight” ( Richard Payn,
Knight, p. 80). The term “pittoresque romantique” is of coursc only Mavouys
who considers the picturesque as a prelude to romanticism. ’

2. Hussey (The Picturesque, pp. 69—78) gives an entertaining running
summary of the Dialogue; but I take it up here from a different point of vicw,

3. Price, Works, 111, 266. :

4. 1bid., p. 270.

5. 1bid., pp. 272—73. It is of course not really the case that Price and Knight
agrec so entirely on “general principles.”

6. 1bid., pp. 325—26.

7. 1bid., p. 329.

8. [bid., p. 314.

9. Nikolaus Pevsner argues that the Dialogue shows the difference between
Knight and Price to be merely a matter of words. Price “insists on the nccessity
of the term Picturesque in addition to Burke’s Sublime and Beautiful. Time has
indeed proved its usefulness, if not its necessity. Regarding the latter, which
would be the logical justification of Price’s system, Knight, the more analytical
thinker of the two, could not be confuted, once he had gathered his objections
into a more coherent form [in the Aznalytical Inguiry]” (“Richard Payne Knight,”
Art Bulletin, XXX1 [December, 1949], 305).

10. Gilpin had arrived at a similar paradox by different reasoning and for
different purposes; cf. supra, p. 195.

11. Price, Works, 111, 372—73. We have come full circle—Seymour said
the same thing at the beginning of the outing.

12. lbid., p. 375.

13. Knight, Awalytical Inquiry, ii. 2. 81, p. 208.

14. Price, Works, 111, 399—400.

Chapter 19

1. Monk, Tke Sublime, p. 6.

2. Of even greater importance than the positive advance of metaphysical
psychology was the “satisfactory refutation of that sceptical philosophy, which
had struck at the root of all knowledge and all belief,” in which work Reid,
Stewart assures us, was signally successful. ““The rubbish being now removed, and
the foundations laid, it is time to begin the superstructure”: Dugald Stewart,
Elements of the Philosophy of the Human Mind (Part 1, Introduction, Part i),
in The Collected Works of Dugald Stewart, Esg., F.R.S.8:;, ed. Sir William
Hamilton ([2d ed.]; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1877), 11, 56.

3. Volume I of the Elements was published in London, 1792; Volume 1
in Edinburgh, 1814; Volume III in London, 1827. The Philosophical Essays
appeared at Edinburgh, 1810, with further editions in 1816 and 1818.

4. The Active and Moral Powers appeared in two volumes at Edinburgh,
1828; the Lectures as Vols. VIII and 1X of Hamilton’s edition of the Works.
A brief conspectus of the entire system is afforded by Stewart’s textbook, Owt-
lines of Moral Philosophy (Edinburgh, 1793); in the Works this is divided
by subject among Vols. 1, VI, and VIII,
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Stewart, Elements, Preface, Vol. 111, in Works, 1V, [1].

Stewart, Essays, 1. 5. 2, in Works, V, 163,

16id., p. 161.

1bid., 1. 5. 3, in Works, V, 176.

. Even such minor pronouncements as those of Joseph Warton, William Wind-
ham, and Whately are mentioned. Missing from the list of British writers are
Harris, Spence, Webb, Usher, John Stedman (for his anonymous Laelius and
Hortensia . . . [Edinburgh, 17821]), and the author, whether William Green-
feld or Edward Mangin, of Esiays om the Sources of the Pleasures Received
from Literary Compositions (though this work, published London, 1809, may
not have come into Stewart’s hands).

10. Stewart, Essays, il. 1. 1. 1, in Works, V, 191—92. Stewart himself, in-
cidentally, speaks of the “beautiful result” of researches on conjunctions—a
strange locution (#id., 1. 5. 2, in Works, V, 166).

11. 14id. ii. 1. 1. 1, in Works, V, 193—094.

12. 1bid., pp. 195-96.

13. [lbid., ii. 2. 5, in Works, V, 322. For the clue from Knight which
Stewart has seized, see the Analytical Inguiry, Introduction, secs. 7 and 8.

14. [Francis Jeffrey], Edinburgh Reviewr, XVII (November, 1810), 199.

15. Stewart, Essays, 1i. 1. 1. 2, in Works, V, 204.

16. 1bid., ii. 4. 1, in Works, V, 386.

17. 1did., ii. 1. 1. 2, in Works, V, 207.

18. 1bid.,ii. 1. 1. 3, in Works, V, 217.

19. Stewart, Elements, Introduction, Part 1, in Works, 11, 52—53; and
Essays, Preliminary Dissertation, chap. i, in Works, V, 6—7, as well as Part I,
Essay iv (“On the Metaphysical Theories of Hartley, Priestley, and Darwin”).

20. Stewart appears to consider that brilliant reflection is organically pleasing
(pleasing also in some circumstances as a sign of art). This is a point difficult
to support. One recalls the equally plausible argument of Payne Knight, that
a blended variety of mellow tints is organically pleasing, and brilliant reflections
harshly irritating to the eye.

21. Stewart, Essays, ii. 1. 1. 4, in Works, V, 224—25.

22, [bid., ii. 1. 1. 5, in Works, V, 230. Stewart considers that the primitive
meaning of “picturesque” is “graphic”; I believe that he is mistaken, that the
primitive meaning is that which Price supposes, “after the manner of painters.”

23. Ibid., Note X (referring to Essays, ii. 1. 1. 5, in Works, V, 233), in
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