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University of Washington
Abstract

Classicism in Aristotle’s Poetics & Liu Xie's
wWenxin diaolong

by Peter B. Way

Chairperson of the Supervisory Committee:
Professor Ernst Behler
Department of Comparative Literature

The dissertation analyzes and compares classical 1literary
criticism as it is articulated by Aristotle in the Poetics and
by Liu Xie in the Wenxin diaolong. Defining classical
criticism, in contra-distinction to both romantic and didactic
criticism, as that criticism which focuses on the formal
identity of 1literature, and which, within the terms of
literature’s historical and structural aspects, seeks to
define both the elements of literary form and the principles
of l1iterary evolution I examine the primary arguments of each
treatise by first placing them within the context of their
own critical tradition and then analyzing and comparing them
within the terms of their critical methodology, theory, and
expressed values or beliefs. _
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INTRODUCTION

One of the fundamental critical assumptions of this
dissertation needs to be clarified. In a sense it is a sub-
thesis to the actual thesis and underlies all the analyses and
comparisons I make throughout the dissertation. If one
considers the world - in Wittengenstein’s words! - as a
totality of states of affairs and literature as one of those
affairs i.e. literature as a formal reality which has,
regardless of it different histories, a common and definable
nature, then a relation of form or concept between
historically independent 1literatures or criticisms when
precisely defined 1is of particular significance. Such a
relationship is less likely the result of historical accident
and more likely reveals some essential aspect of the affair
called "literature”. The fact that most all Indo-european
languages distinguish'nouns from verbs phonetically by means
of some morphological pattern while Chinese does not
represents a difference resuliting primarily from the accidents
of their different histories. But, the fact that all spoken
languages distinguish within the sentence nouns from verbs
- by a morphological pattern, or by word order, or by a

combination of both - is not simply an accident of history but




an essential aspeét of spoken language.

To consider literature as an affair of the world is to
consider it not as an accident of human history but as an
essential aspect of that history, and, moreover, to consider
human history not as an accident of time, space, and matter
but also as an essential aspect of those realities. These are
beliefs which can not be proven except by an appeal to common
sense i.e. the simple improbability - if the above were not
the case - of there being two independent literary traditions
such as the Chinese and the European - to say nothing of their

analogies and homologies.

If literature is not an accident of human history but as
essential to that history as language is then its nature will
be independent of any particular history, and the critical
relations of forms, ideas, and values apparent between
literatures which are most historically independent will most
reveal its essential elements. The simple fact that both
Chinese criticism and European criticism distinguish the
literary discourse from the non-literary discourse and do so
essentially within the same terms - given the fact that they
did so independently - gives that distinction a critical
significance it would not have if it were true of only one
tradition. The critical significance of the historical

independence of Chinese criticism and of European criticism
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can not be overemphasized. We need to remind ourself as we
compare Liu Xie’'s Wenxin diaolong? with Aristotle’s Poetics?
of the simple miracle that each critic - being a product of
completely different histories - often not only raises the
same questions within the same terms but comes up with the
same answers. To carry on the thought - the fact that in
making the above distinction Aristotle and Liu do not isolate
or contrast to the same degree the same genres - such as
Aristotle’s sharp distinction between history and iiterature
or his focus on the narrative modes - reflects real
differences of focus and evolution within each tradition but
does not lessen the critical significance of the parallels.
There is a fundamental uniformity of thought within both
arguments which when analyzed articulates the essential
questions and facts concerning the real distinctions between
literary and non-literary discourses.

Given the above assumptions it is apparent that the
obviaus d+fferences and the less obvious similarities in both
facts and values which mark the European and the Chinese
literary traditions when compared within the terms of their
best critics allow us to distinguish what is essential and
what is accidental to each tradition. The juxtaposition raises
questions which are otherwise invisible or less apparent. It
is the independence, the complexity, and the refinement of
literary forms and literary refiections peculiar to both

traditions which give the comparisons such a force. They are
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the only two literatures which have maintained progressive and
self-conscious histories for more than two thousand five
hundred years. Innovation and the questions which come with
innovation have been essential to both literatures, and, as
a consequence, Chinese and European critics isolated earlier
and more articulately the abstract nature of literature - both

its jdentity and its structures.

One would think that theory should follow upon fact. That
is - as a literature increases in complexity and refinement
literary theory would do so too. But, we find in both the
Chinese and the European traditions a peculiar maturity of
critical thought at a relatively early stage of Tliterary
development. Both Aristotle (384-322 B.C.) and Liu Xie (465~
522 A.D.) appear at formative periods within their respective
literary histories when literature had developed a complexity
of forms and values which raised fundamental questions about
its nature and function. But, in both cases one can argue that
the full complexity and refinement of their respective
1iteratures came afterwards. This raises the obvious guestion
whether such a flowering of literary innovation and expression
in the Hellenistic and the Tang periods was simply
coincidental to or a result of their analyses? My own belief -
and I do not think one can do more than believe - is that
criticism represents a real and formative part of literature

capable of both changing it and being changed by it. It is
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true that Hellenistic and Roman literatures when compared to
Greek 1literature through Euripides clearly represent a
refinement and perfection of form and expression - though
maybe not of inspiration - and that the same is the case for
Tang and Song literature when compared to the tradition down
to Liu’s time. Is it also true that a Tliterature does not
realize its full potential until its critical identity along
with the questions that identity raises are fully articulated
i.e. does criticism both change and perfect literary form and

expression?

No European criticism seriously competes in
comprehensiveness and sophistication with the Poetics until
the modern period; the same is true for Liu’s Wenxin diaolong.
Though later, aspects of the tradition were treated in greater
detail China never again looked as carefully and as critically
at the fundamental questions of literature.® Both critics
came at a time when their respective literatures had developed
a complexity of forms and a diversity of values sufficient to
raise basic questions concerning the nature and function of
l1iterature. The Homeric canon including the Iliad, Odyssey,
and Margites had until the development and perfection of
Athenian tragedy and comedy provided a coherent and adequate
definition of literature. By Aristotle’s time Athenian drama
by mixing and combining elements of both the epic and the

lyric - including the iambic and the melic - genres in a
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dramatic mode had raised fundamental questions concerning the
content, forms, and values of literature. In the same manner
the five Confucian Classics including the Book of Historical
Documents, Book of Rites, Book of Changes, Spring & Autumn
Annals, and in particular the Book of Odes® - an anthology of
three hundred Odes derived from a tradition of courtly music
perfected in the first half of the Zhou dynasty (ca. 1122-600
B.C.) - had provided Chinese 1literature with a coherent and
adequate definition until the literary innovations of the Han
(179 B.C.-220 A.D.) and Six Dynasties (222-589 A.D.). It
appears that the same degree and Kkind of Tliterary
transformations lie behind the critical questions and foci of

the Poetics and the Wenxin diaolong.

It is evidently the radical changes of both form and
value realized by the Han fu - a type of prose poem mixing
lyric, epideictic, and narrative modes - and the personal
lyrics of the 8ix Dynasties which motivate Liu’s re-
examination of 1literature. The poetics of the Book of Odes
perfected in the early Zhou court (ca. 600 B.C.) reflect a
tradition of courtly music peculiar to China in which music
and poetry were considered almost synonymous. The Classical
Odes derive from a courtly tradition characterized by an
extreme linguistic and musical formalism in which the poet-
composer remained essentially anonymous and the composition

represented a minimal poetic discourse set to what were
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apparently complex musical arrangements accompanied by both
musical instruments and dance. The formal elements of the
music, dance, and prosody represented the essential qualities
of the genre. The poetic discourse was limited by the prosody
(normally a four syllable 1line with each 1line defining a
complete syntactical unit and allowing almost no coordination
or subordination) to a series of extremely elliptical images,
descriptions, dialogues, and monologues somewhat
characteristic of folk poetry in all cultures but far more
minimal and paratactical.? The poetics of this tradition of
courtly music or the 1little that has surveyed of it focuses
on the formal aspects of the language - figures, modes, and
genres; its prosodic criticism is based on a loose analogy
between the harmonics of language and those of music i.e.
there existed no critical analysis of the phonetic elements
of the prosody. By Liu’s time with the loss of the courtly
music tradition during the later half of the Zhou dynasty
(500-255 B.C.), the subsequent separation of musical and
poetic form during the Former Han (179 B.C.-23 A.D.), and the
eventual development of the personal lyric during the Later
Han (25-220 A.D.) the classical poetics of the Book of Odes
no longer coherently articulated or reflected 1literary
reality. Its critical terminology had become either highly
ambiguous or was fundamentally at odds with the facts of
contemporary literature. As had Athenian drama, the Han fu and

the gu shi - the personal lyric beginning in the Jian-an
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period (ca. 220 A.D.) - had significantly altered the form,
content, and values of literature. Liu even more than
Aristotle was faced with a traditional poetics which had only
partially adapted to those historical changes. There were
fundamental questions of form, va1ue, and history which needed
to be examined and explained if the tradition was not to be

lost in the maze of its own complexities and ambiguities.

Though it is true in all human affairs it is particularly
true of 1literature that the changes of history and the
resulting complexities threaten a coherent or critical
understanding of the present. Both the bulk and the complexity
of the past inhibit critical knowledge and understanding. Even
the physical sciences are dependent on their capacities to
Jook at reality in a limited number of abstract terms. To
realize a critical understanding of literature requires the
same degree of analysis and synthesis. The essential task of
the literary critic is to sort and to explain the facts and
values of the past and to focus those of the present. When
1iterary terminology and principles no longer coherently
explain the facts of the past and focus the questions and
dynamics of the present, tradition itself is threatened. For,
an aesthetic tradition ends when it is no longer capable of
analyzing and re-evaluating its own transformations — what was
adequate to a critical understanding of painting during the

Ming was no longer adequate by the end of the Qing.



It, therefore, seems reasonable to argue that the
peculiar acumen or sophistication of the Poetics and the
Wenxin diaolong derives in part from the same (mutatis
mutandis) kind and degree of historical changes faced by each
critic, which changes raised within each tradition fundamental
critical questions or problems. In both traditions the
identity, structures, and principies of literature required
re-examination if literature was to maintain its critical
nature and creativeness. The subsequent unique influence each
text had on their respective critical traditions, I believe,
reflects 1in part the radical nature of the aesthetic
contradictions each‘critic faced. For, it is only when the
critic can see reality within its most complex and
contradictory terms can he begin to comprehend its essential
nature. Looking back, it is clear that the Poetics and the
wenxin diaolong stood, until the modern period, within their
respeétive traditions much as the poetics of the Homeric and
the Confucian canons had stood within their traditions until
the innovations of Athenian drama and Han poetry, and that the
modern critic, given the type and degree of 1literary change
during the last two hundred years, is faced with possibly even

more complex contradictions and more radical questions.

"I am arguing that Liu and Aristotle by precisely (and

that is the critical element) sorting and articulating their
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respective traditions caused or motivated the 1literary
renaissances of the Tang and Song periods, and of the
Hellenistic and Roman periods respectively, or that it would
be difficult to imagine either without them. Aristotie’s
formative influence on the critics and writers of Alexandria
and their subsequent influence on Roman literature is obvious.
Though the relation between the Wenxin diaolong and the
critical thought of the Tang and Song is not as evident -
primarily because of the lack of attention to historical and
theoretical details which still characterizes Chinese literary
history - it is clear that the Wenxin diaolong along with Xiao
Tong’s (501-531) classical anthology (the Wen xuan) formed,
in some sense, the critical focus of the subseguent tradition.
My own copinion is that the Wen xuan (ca.520) with its critical
attentiqn to both literary form and literary history clearly
reflects the radical elements of Liu’s criticism.” I will
examine this question later. Aristotle and Liu Xie analyzed
the history, the structures, and the principles of literature
and defined its identity in a manner which became the norms
within their respective traditions. I purpose to examine and
compare the nature and the quality of such classicism as found

in both the Poetics and the Wenxin diaolong.



CHAPTER I

CLASSICISM & STRUCTURALISM



12

CLASSICISM

The above argument implies and asserts a particular
meaning for the term “"classical"” which needs to be discussed.
The assumption is that classicism represents in China or
Europe a tradition of formal criticism which focuses on the
abstract identity of literature primarily by analyzing its
diachronic order (i.e. its history) and its synchronic logic
(i.e. its structures and forms). It is this concern with
literature as a formal and a historical reality which
distinguishes classicism from other types of criticism. The
classical critic seeks to identify the norms and values of the
tradition and to motivate innovation by articulating its
elements and principles. I well realize that such a definition
is at odds with or at least different from the normal usages
in both traditions. But, to confuse classicism with
conservatism and traditionalism involves fundamental

contradictions and ambiguities

The idea that the tradition in all its aspects'is defined
by an essentially arbitrary set of texts, and that these texts
- their values and their forms - are to be literally imitated
without innovation versus the view that the literary tradition
contains certain literary norms, that these norms can be
isolated and articulated, and that it is by means of such

critical principles literature changes involve opposite and
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contradictory assumptions. The primary difference 1lies in
traditionalism’s indiscriminate notion of values versus
classicism’s focus on 1literary values per se i.e. the
recognition that though literary values can reflect and are
related, in the largest sense, to other social values they
are, as aesthetic values, essentially independent.
Traditionalism with its moralistic interpretation of
1iterature confuses the 1literary discourse with the non-
l1iterary discourse and views literature’s strictly formal
aspects as accidents; therefore, it sees no reason why these
forms should change. Classicism, on the other hand, not only
recognizes the facts of transformation in literature’s history

but sees such innovation as essential to literature’s nature.

Classicism defined as a critical tradition which focuses
on the abstract nature of literature analyzing its
transformations and articulating its structures and
principles, and which recognizes both the fact and the virtue
of literary innovation clearly represents a radical and a
progressive tradition. The curious fact that in China and
Europe classicism is commonly thought to represent just the
opposite simply demonstrates the extent to which the common
tradition can be ignorant of its own history - not to
recognize Confucius and Aristotle to say nothing of the major
1iterary innovators 1in both traditions as radical and

progressive forces within their cultures represents
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significant ignorance. In both cultures classicism is commonly
associated with criticism which is essentially arbitrary,
moralistic, and conservative in the narrowest sense. The usage

reflects a fundamental misconception.

Vincent Shih in a discussion of Liu’s classicism writes:

Now, in evaluating Liu’s position as a classicist...
His belief that literature develops in accordance
with the needs of the times, and that each new age
gives literature a new emphasis and a fresh point
of view is in violent contradiction to
traditionalism. Poetry must change according to the
principle of flexible adaptability to new needs of
new ages. This principle of adaptability to change
is enunciated in the same breath with which he
advises people to go back to the Classics. At the
same moment when he exhorts men to worship the
Classics, he condemns the popular view of
depreciating the contemporaries and worshipping the
Ancients. From the general tenor of his writing we
must conclude that his conservatism is a matter of
habit, while his progressive ideas arise from
convictions. He pays lip service to the Classics,
but gives his heart to the study of elements which

are purely Tliterary. And even in treating the
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Classics, he gives them more of a 1literary
appreciation than a moralistic interpretation. For
him, it seems, the Classics are important because
they posses literary value; he does not believe that
literary value depends upon conformity to the

Classics.

when he discusses literary elements 1in the
second portion of this book, his freedom from
classicism is even more surprising. He occupies
himself almost exclusively with what is purely
1iterary... and thus it is not possible to call Liu

Xie a classicist without doing him grave injustice.®

Such a peculiar contrast between classicism and the study
of elements which are "purely literary" or the belief that
classicism represents traditionalism and moralism and does not
focus on literary values per se is a misunderstanding common
to both traditions - though the moralistic tendency may be
more pronounced in the Confucian tradition where less effort
has been made to distinguish literary and non-literary values.
In both cultures the term "c1a§sicism“ (in Chinese represented
by jingdian-zhuyi % ‘;hé'i %’) represents a late neologism
whose history is comp]ek. For the sake of brevity I will focus
exclusively on the European ambiguities and contradictions

which, though different from the Chinese, represent
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essentially the same type of confusions.

The transformation of classicism’s radical analysis of
literature’s identity into a set of conservative cliches can
be best exampled by the Poetics itself. The simple and clear
formalism of Aristotle’s argument i.e. his complete avoidance
of any moralism though it has never been really questioned is
seldom pointed out. Even his opinion that tragedy is in a
certain sense more perfect or more perfectly developed than
the epic, which clearly represented in Aristotle’s time a
modernist point of view, has seldom troubled the vague
conservative values later associated with the treatise. Every
tradition tames 1its most radical thinkers and by 1loose
associations and even vaguer interpretations reduces their
critical arguments to commonplaces. The real nature of
Aristotle’s classicism remains essentially unanalyzed - the
general assumption being that it derives from the simple
accident that he wrote 1in Greek and wrote during the
beginnings of European criticism. Likewise, the apparent
contradictions which Liu’s arguments raise for Shih are in
themselves the result of an essential contradiction between
Liu’s critical classicism and the uncritical "classicism” of
Chinese cultural conservatism. Liu’s formalism and progressive
1iterary values are seen as contradicting his classicism only

because the term itself has not been critically examined.
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In his study of the concept and term "classicism” Wellek
points out that the abstract concept did not appear 1in
European criticism until the early nineteenth century and that
the term’s meaning remains today still curiously ambiguous.?®
The abstract noun "classicism"” first appears in Europe, as
developed by the brothers Schlegel, in juxtaposition with
romanticism. This usage which focuses on stylistic differences
between seventeenth and eighteenth century French, English,
and German writers defines classicism in its narrowest or
least critical sense. The contrast between classical and
romantic styles, like most traditional subjective values,
lacks or defies any coherent definition. What was considered
to be un-traditional and therefore un-classical in the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries such as sexual realism was
often, in fact, characteristic of both Greek and Latin

literatures.

Though the romantic-classical debate occupied most of
nineteenth century criticism down to the beginnings of
modernism and Hulme’s essay "Romanticism & Classicism"'°,
which shifted the focus of classicism from seventeenth and
eighteenth century literature to modern literature, there has
been 1little or no attempt to analyze the critical elements of
classicism. The contrast between the poetics of the novel and

that of poetry limited the meaning of the term to certain

vague literary values deriving from a poetic tradition
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characterized by a rhetorical formalism. Classical criticism
within this context simply refers to the values or tastes of
Boileau and other defenders of that tradition. Classicism
signified, in effect, a period or movement equivalent in usage
to modernism, romanticism, or futurism. The idea that it
represents a critical methodology distinct from those of
didacticism and romanticism and is not limited to a certain
style or period of 1literature has been, if at all, only
vaguely recognized. The traditional contrast between
classicism and romanticism as defined in both nineteenth and
twentieth century criticism limits the term to its Tleast
coherent definition and does not clarify the critical nature
or criteria of a criticism which views literature in terms of

its principles and structures.

To confuse Aristotle’s Poetics with such arbitrary
opinion is to ignore both the nature and the substance of his
arguments. It is precisely such a reduction of tradition to
a limited set of stylistic traits (in this case derived from
Homer) which Aristotle rejects when he seeks to explain the
transformations within the narrative tradition and to define
its structures and principles. He does not reject Aristophanes
or Sophocles because they are radically different from Homer
but seeks to identify their common structural elements. Though
both Liu and Aristotle argue that literature’s norms derive

from the Book of Odes and The Iliad and Odyssey respectively
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they make it quite clear that this represents a formal
analysis independent of the fact that the compositions happen
to be ancient texts. Neither critic idealizes the past per
se. Traditionalism and classicism are only confused when the
formal and essentially literary nature of the classics 1is
ignored and the texts along with their accidentals are
arbitrarily idealized. As we will see, in both China and
Europe true classicism has always been both radical and

progressive.

The term "classical” in both the Chinese (zégjing means
"warp") and European traditions signifies something’s
essential nature - its essence. Such notions of classicism as
representing either an arbitrary stylistic preference or a
simple idealization of the ancient world contradict the term’s
original significance. Traditionalism in all its forms tends
to idealize the canon in terms of its material rather than its
formal aspects i.e. the texts themselves along with their
historical accidentals are idealized rather than their formal
literary principles or structures. This tendency to evaluate
literature in terms of its material and accidental rather than
its formal aspects is pervasive throughout both Chinese and
European traditional criticism - the writer should literally
write as they wrote in the past i.e. if one imitates
Shakespeare one must write 1in Elizabethan English. Such

arbitrary mannerism has 1little to do with true classicism
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which articulates the identity of literature within the terms
of its structures and principles focusing on both its norms
and its extremes - viz.the Margites and the more risque
Confucian Odes. The canon as such represents a complex set of
paradigms which serve to focus the formal dynamics of the
tradition and thereby to motivate 1literary innovation.
Classicism advocates not simply a following but a critical

understanding of literature’s aesthetic values and norms.

Though we know almost nothing concerning the critical
communities which first created the Homeric and the Confucian
canons the simple identification, selection, and compilation
to say nothing of the editing of these literary téxts reflects
a critical understanding of their abstract natures and formal
structures. The compilations alone witness a mature criticism.
This is particularly evident within the Confucian Odes. The
selection and complex classification of the Odes as found in
the Book of Odes could not have been accomplished without a
critical understanding of their 1literary qualities and
structures; to have such an understanding the critic had to
have identified the poetic discourse and to have distinguished
its elements from those of the non-poetic discourse. I believe
the same 1level of critical acumen is witnessed by the
selection and compilation of the Homeric corpus. Regardless
of the fact that later, in both traditions, fundamental

confusions are prevalent or T1little critical consensus 1is
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present concerning literature’s formal nature - as is still
the case today - it would have been impossible to create such
refined literary canons without a conscious understanding of
their literary qua]ities.vAnd, those qualities in the case of
both the Homerfc epics and Confucian Odes clearly involve
coherent and articulate aesthetic values i.e. the compilers
selected and Jjudged each composition on sophisticated
aesthetic criteria. The compilation of both the Homeric and
the Confucian canons, I do not believe, was simply the result
of vulgar popularity; both canons are complex and critically
demanding (linguistically and conceptually) and strikingly
different from popular folk 1iterature at any time in any
culture. The Iliad, Odyssey, Margites and Book of Odes reflect
in their complex and sophisticated literary refinements a
distinctly aristocratic taste or an aesthetic awareness
characteristic of a small but well organized critical
community.'’ As we will see later, the fragments of Confucius’
reflections concerning the Book of Odes gives us some, if only
a tiny, insight into the formal nature of the criticism which

must have accompanied the canon.

The subsequent tendency in both traditions to evaluate
and interpret these canons in moralistic or non-literary terms
as represented by Plato and the Han legalists seems to reflect
the inevitable decline of aesthetic understanding which occurs

when a sophisticated art and its aesthetics are popularized
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beyond their original critical milieu, and consequently viewed
by an uncritical audience as an indiscriminate expression of
conservative or moral values - or as in the case of Plato,
seen as contravening those values. The 1literary discourses
represented within the canons are then read and evaluated as
non-literary discourses. Both the Poetics and the Wenxin
diaolong represent (mutatis mutandis) critical reactions to
such a vulgarization of literary criticism. The two treatises
articulate a classicism which focuses on literature within its
own critical terms. Both Aristotle and Liu distinguish
themselves within their respective traditions by their
systematic avoidance of vulgar moralism and reactionary
traditionalism. Each critic reasserts literature’s formal
values and principles through an examination of its history

and analysis of its structures.

Classicism by definition insists on the abstract or
formal identity of literature. The idea of literary norms and
principles requires the recognition of Tliterature as an
independent formal reality. Though both Aristotle and Liu
recognize that literary, political, and moral values, in the
largest sense, intersect or are in some way related each
critic, in his own fashion, argues that effective criticism
requires the critic to isolate and to analyze literature’s
history, forms, and values per se. When their critical

arguments are no longer perceived within the tradition as the
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radical and dynamic analyses they actually represent but -
which seems to be the fate of all critical thought - as a set
of arbitrary prescriptions refiecting the conservative values
of their respective cultures the formalism of the arguments
is ignored, and classicism is confused with conservatism. This
is the reason why Shih and other critics find Liu’s classicism
and his focus on purely literary values contradictory. This
maybe reasonable or normal within common usage but a critical
appraisal of classical criticism requires a more precise or

less contradictory definition.

As first used by Aulus Gellius a Roman grammarian of the
second century A.D. in his Noctes Atticae "classicus”
signifies the highest class or standard of literature. He
divides writers into the "classicus adsiduusque” as versus the
“proletarius” signifying the level of 1iterary accomplishment
found 1in the compositions.'® Such a division of classes
reflects a sophisticated and articulate notion of literature’s
formal identity. The important aspect of the term is that it
does not connote for Gellius a contrast between ancients and
moderns but signifies a purely formal distinction of literary
quality. It does, though, imply along with 1its corollary
adjective “adsiduus" that the distinction represents
essentially a distinction of the formality or consciousness
of literary form within the composition i.e. the highest class

is formally difficult and demanding. As Wellek notes'?®, this
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usage with its formalist implications has never been the
object of any criticism. Classicism as a critical tradition
which articulates the formal identity of 1literature and
focuses on 1its purely 1literary aspects remains in both

cultures curiously unexamined.

The belief that classicism represents a conservative or
reactionary point of view appears even more anomalous if one
examines the actual history of writers or critics who in any
strict sense can be called classical. In Europe (the same I
believe is true in China), it is significant to note that with
the exception of Aristotle most of them are writer-critics i.e
critics who are directly concerned‘with the realities of
literature and literary innovation. Callimachus, Horace,
Dante, and T.S. Eliot, though each as a writer radically
redefined his own tradition, as critics they focused on the
canons, norms, and principles of their traditions. I don’t
believe this represents, as 1is often suggested, a simple
accident or contradiction. Eliot accurately points out that
to realize real innovation in an aesthetic tradition requires
a thorough knowledge of its "order”. The common fallacy that
literary innovation involves a simple neéation or violation
of literary standards derives from the misconception that art
is an accidental accumulation of values and practices. The
apparent contrast between Eliot’s classicism as a critic and

the radical innovations of his own poetry (to pick the most
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obvious and best known example) only underlines the pervasive
misunderstanding concerning the nature of both 1literary
innovation and classical criticism. Invariably the most
radical artists or writers in China and in Europe have been
and are those artists or writers who have most self-
consciously and comprehensively scrutinized their own
traditions - viz Zhu Da, Picasso, Du Fu, Dante etc.. No major
innovation has ever occurred in an aesthetic tradition without
the critical scrutiny of its history, forms, and values which
classicism advocates. The classical critic views the tradition
as a continuity of certain purely abstract literary
principles. A critical understanding of these principles not
only explairs the evolutions of the tradition but in a sense
motivates such innovaticns. Newness, as Eliot tells us', is
not simply an accident in literature but represents its most
essential aspect. The essential relation between real
innovation and a critical understanding of the elements and
principles of art might in some sense be more apparent in
painting than 1in literature where the relation between the
past and the present are not as visible. Most people when they
lJook at a painting by Picasso or Zhu Da see or can be shown
how each painter uses and redefines respectively Velazquez,
E1 Greco, Goya, or Huang Gongwang, Ni Zan, Dong Qichang etc.
but few readers can see the same kind of critical synthesis

of the past and the present when they read Eliot’s Waste Land.
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Both the Book of Odes and the Homeric corpus present a
complex but coherent set of literary norms. By isolating and
articulating, in the case of the Confucian Odes, the poetics
of fu, bi, xing, song, ya, feng (I will later discuss the
meanings of these critical terms) and, in the case of the
Homeric epics, the poetics of plot or action the Homeric and
the Confucian canons effectively define and focus their
respective 1literatures, thereby allowing the writer to
perceive its principles and to innovate or to renew its forms.
Without such a critical focus neither literature could have

evolved or would have survived

Classicism itself evolves. If one compares the two
classical anthologies of Chinese literature - the Book of Odes
(ca. 600 B.C.) and the Wen xuan (ca. 520 A.D.) - the simplest
but possibly not the most noted difference in structure or
organization lies in the fact that in the Book of Odes there
is no apparent chronological order while in the Wen xuan the
selections within each mode or genre are presented 1in
chronological sequence - as Xiao Tong himself points out in
his preface.'® Neither the Homeric nor the Confucian canons
reveal any conscious awareness of the historical order as
such. The analysis of literary history and its diachronic
order seems to represent a subseguent evolution in both

classical traditions. Whether or not Liu and Aristotle are the
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first in their traditions to deal critically with both the
diachronic and the synchronic orders of literature they
articulate them more carefully than any of the earlier and
most of the later critics. Liu’s observation in chapter VI:
“If one lays out and examines the order in time then the logic
of the transformations in nature can be inspected; and if one
ijsolates and distinguishes these similarities and differences
(in nature) then the principles of the primary structures can
be clarified." is unprecedented in either tradition until
Russian formalism and modern structuralism. Classicism only
fully matures or perfects its analyses when it can distinguish

and isolate literature’s historical and structural elements.

The critical concept of literature’s formal identity and
the distinction between the diachronic and the synchronic
orders though they are evident in both Chinese and European
classicism they - their histories and arguments - have never
been the object of any criticism. The essential formalism of
classical criticism has been either taken for granted or
ignored. Perhaps, the nature and significance of classicism
is only apparent when its different histories are seen in
juxtaposition - when we can see, as pointed out above, that
the evolutions of a classical methodology in both China and
in Europe reveal striking paralilels. As asserted ear]ier a
critical comparison of Liu’s and Aristotle’'s classicism

reveals fundamental homologies of method and reasoning. It is
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within the terms of these homologies we can begin to define
and to analyze the elements of classical criticism. Both
critics focused and refined their respective critical
traditions by analyzing 1literature’s history and forms in
greater detail. They thereby provided their respective
cultures with the theoretical and the practical means to

realize critical thought and significant literary innovation.

Though there has been no critical discussion of the
elements of classicism per se there is within T.S. Eliot’s
essay “Tradition & the Individual Talent"'® a general
presentation of its values and principles. In the essay Eliot
does not directly discuss classicism (elsewhere he notes the
same fundamental critical ambiguities surrounding the term as
Wellek does'’). His focus 1is on the idea of tradition as a
medium for dinnovation - the writer functioning as the
catalyst. It is within such a radical notion of the tradition
we find the clearest statement of the major elements of

classical criticism.

The first and most essential element of classicism is the
idea of literature’s formal identity as distinct and separable
from other types of discourse. The formal identity of
literature includes both its structural and its historical
elements. Though these elements are, from a certain

perspective, inseparable they can be logically distinguished
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for they involve fundamentally different realities. Eliot
after stating that tradition does not dictate "a blind and
timid adherence to its successes... and novelty is better than

repetition.” goes on to say:

Tradition is a matter of much wider significance.
It cannot be inherited, and if you want it you must
obtain it by great labor. It involves, in the first
place, the historical sense ("historical"” for Eliot
includes both the formal and the strictly temporal
aspects of tradition)... and the historical sense
involves a perception, not only of the pastness of
f%e past, but of its presence; The historical sense
compels a man to write not merely with his own
generation in his bones, but with a feeling that the
whole of the 1literature of Europe from Homer and
within it the whole of the literature of his own
country has a simultaneous existence and composes
a simultaneous order. This historical sense, which
is a sense of the timeless as well as of the
temporal and of the timeless and of the temporal
together, is what makes a writer traditional. And
it is at the same time what makes a writer most

acutely conscious of his place in time, of his own

contemporaneity.®
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Eliot’s “simultaneous order" signifies in modern
linguistic terms the synchronic order. He is distinguishing
literature’s temporal or diachronic aspects from its formal
or synchronic aspects. This represents the same Kkind of

distinction which Saussure makes between “la langue” and "la
parole". Literature represents both a temporal and an
aesthetic reality and each aspect contains its own principles.
Pointing out that a writer as a writer exists and is evaluated

in formal relation with other writers of the same tradition

Eliot continues his argument:

I mean this as a principle of aesthetic, not merely
historical, criticism. The necessity that he shall
conform, that he shall cohere, is not onesided; what
happens when a new work of art 1is created is
something that happens simultaneously to all the
works of art which preceded it. The existing
monuments form an ideal order among themselves,
which is modified by the introduction of the new
(the really new) work of art among them. The
existing order is complete before the new work
arrives; for order to persist after the supervention
of novelty, the whole existing order must be, if
ever so slightly, altered; and so the relations,
proportions, values of each work of art toward the

whole are readjusted; and this is conformity between
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the old and the new. Whoever has approved this idea
of order, of the form of European, of English
1iterature will not find it preposterous that the
past should be altered by the present as much as the

present is directed by the past.'

It is evident that in a certain sense both Virgil and
Dante altered the significance and the actual aesthetic order
of the Iliad and Odyssey - that in a sense they (the Iliad &
odyssey) did not represent a coherent genre distinct from the
general class of narrative poetry before Virgil transformed
and focused certain foirmal aspects of the epic. One of the
problems the modern critic has with Aristotle’s evaluation of
Homer is that he (Aristotle) did not see Homer’s compositions
as other than typical narrative poems i.e. they were not for
Aristotle, in the modern sense, epics. As Athenian tragedy had
redefined the Homeric tradition so Virgil redefined
Aristotle’s tradition shifting “the relations, proportions,
values of each work of art toward the whole". Eliot accurately
observes that in art "the difference between the present and
the past is that the conscious present is an awareness of the
past in a way and to an extent which the past’s awareness of
itseif cannot show."2® Such rigorous formalism though it goes
well beyond the critical 1imits of either Aristotle or Liu
simply elaborates or carries to a logical conclusion what is

implied in their own arguments. Eliot’s "simultaneous order"”
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clarifies for the first time in coherent terms the theoretical
implications of classicism. As Eliot says: "Whoever has
approved of this idea of order, of the form of European, of
English literature will not find it preposterous that the past
should be altered by the present as much aé the present is
directed by the past."? Just as Virgil realized or actualized
a potential aspect of Homer so Eliot’s criticism articulates
an aspect of the critical tradition which was only potentially

there before.

One can argue that just as the "really new" work of art
modifies the old so "really new" criticism modifies the oid
ideas of literature transforming and clarifying our perception
and evaluation of their arguments. This is not only true for
Eliot in relation to both Aristotlie and Liu but equally so -
which is the essential premise of this dissertation - for Liu
in relation to Aristotle; Chinese literature and criticism
when “really" known within the West will alter both the order
of literature and the idea of that order - "for the order to
persist after the supervention of novelty, the whole existing
order must be, if ever so slightly, altered.”. I am well aware
that as I analyze and compare the critical aspects of the
Poetics and the Wenxin diaolong I focus on and articulate
elements of their arguments of which each critic might have
been only vaguely or potentially conscious. This does not mean

that those elements are not really there but it does mean that
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the modern critic is aware of them "in a way and to an extent”
neither Aristotle nor Liu could have been. When, as above, I
point out the peculiar formalism of Liu’s argument: "If one
Jays out and examines the order in time then the logic of the
transformations in nature can be inspected; and if one
isolates and distinguishes these similarities and differences
(in nature) then the principles of the primary structures can
be clarified."” it is obvious that Liu could not have been
aware of the critical significance of his argument to the same
extent or degree as is a modern critic after Saussure. ToO
1imit our evaluation of the Poetics and the Wenxin diaolong
to what Aristotle and Liu knew is to argue that their
criticisms - to say nbthing of their 1literatures - were not
real i.e. to consider literary criticism as simply a matter

of opinion.?

Eliot’s argument sets out two other critical principles
which ére essential to the classical tradition - 1) the
recognition that innovation is not accidental but essential
to art - and 2) the assertion that criticism’s subject is “the
poetry" not “the poet”. Continuing his argument Eliot notes
that criticism involves a "judgement, a comparison, in which
two things are measured by each other. To conform merely would
be for the new work not really to conform at all; it would not
be new, and would therefore not be a work of art."?® And later

he argues: "Honest criticism and sensitive appreciation are
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directed not upon the poet but upon the poetry.".z‘ Though the
last point might seem self evident it addresses a fallacy
which has plagued criticism in both China and Europe from
their very beginnings. Both Plato and the Han moralists
confuse the poet and the poetry - to say nothing of
romanticism. Liu and Aristotle when compared with earlier or
lata+ critics of either tradition are among the very few who
critically distinguish the poet as a person from the poet as
a poet, and recognize that criticism focuses on the literary

discourse per se.

Eliot also broaches a problematic aspect of classical
theory concerning the critical recognition that in art
innovation and continuity are not opposites or self-
contradictory. Though neither Aristotle nor Liu deal with the
problem in the same terms Eliot’s discussion does clarify some
of the concepts and values expressed by both critics.

Discussing the relation of the poet to the past he says:

He (the poet) must be aware that the mind of Europe
- the mind of his own country - ...is a mind which
changes, and that this change is a development which
abandons nothing en route, which does not
superannuate either Shakespeare, or Homer, or the
rock drawing of the Magdalenian draughtsmen. That

this development, refinement perhaps, complication



35
certainly, is not, from the point of view of the
artist, any improvement. Perhaps not even an
improvement . from the point of view of the
psych&logist or not to the extent which we imagine;
perhaps only in the end based upon a complication

in economics and machinery.?®

There are other aspects of Eliot’s argument which clarify
in part or whole elements of Liu’s and Aristotle’s arguments.
But, for the sake of simplicity and clarity I will Timit
myself to the above four points which set out the most
important principles of classical criticism 1i.e. 1)
literature’s formal identity comprises both its diachronic and
its synchronic orders; 2) innovation is essential to
1iterature; 3) criticism focuses on the 1literary discourse per
se - not the writer; and 4) literary innovation represents a
development which articulates the past. As we will see the
emphasis each critic puts on these principies is different but

both recognize all four.
STRUCTURALISM

In the above analysis of classicism and its principles
I have used a number or terms and concepts which are taken
from linguistic structuralism, and have implied by so doing

that there 1is a homology between the two critical
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perspectives. To further elucidate both the peculiar problems
and the nature of classicism a brief discussion of this
relation will be helpful. The essence of this homology is the
fact that both disciplines attempt a radical objectification
of their respective subjects and that these subjects (1anguage
and literature) can not be reduced to simple material
phenomena but involve a complex of purely formal elements

which are essential to their very identities.

saussure?® at the beginning of this century was the first
to distinguish the formal and the historical aspects of
language and to discriminate its syntagmatic and paradigmatic
structures; by so doing he focused and defined modern
linguistics. At the same time Sigmund Freud and Emile Durkheim
respectively established psychology and sociology by
articulating their methodologies and the formal nature of
their subjects. The subjects of all three sciences are
characterized by an imminent complex of historical and formal
realities which distinguishes them from those of the other
natural sciences. The subjects of biology and chemistry can
be abstracted from their complex formal natures as actual
1iving or existing phenomena without a complete loss of
jidentity. This is not the case with language, society, and the
mind. A simple mechanical analysis of historical facts based
on the cause and effect models of the natural sciences does

not explain the formal relations and transformations found
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within the three disciplines. Such imminent complexes of
historical and formal realities require more subtle and
problematic notions of structure, relation, and cause and
effect - the dis£inction involves essentially the same kind
of distinction Aristotle makes between material, effective,
formal, and final causes. The articulation of the historical
and formal aspects and the recognition of the complexity and
importance of purely formal relations were in essence what
Saussure, Freud, and Durkheim brought to their respective
disciplines. This, perhaps, explains why the methodology and
principles of classicism still lack any coherent discussion -

why literature and literary criticism seem to resist in a
peculiar féshion any objectification of their identities,
principles, and methods. Such resistance 1is particularly
apparent if one compares comparative literature and
comparative linguistics - the first remains stubbornly
ethnocentric and seldom moves beyond the cause and effect

notions of literary influence and crude thematic para11e1s.27

Literature 1like 1language, society, and the mind, or
possibly even more so, represents an imminent complex of
historical and formal realities which requires both subtle and
problematic notions of structure, relation, and cause and
effect. Traditional criticism has always chosen to express
such notions in essentially hermetic terms. Even Aristotle and

Liu are only in a limited sense conscious of their 1iteratures




38
as particular histories and avoid such hermeticism. Part of
the task of this dissertation is to decipher and to compare

the natures of their self-consciousness.

within the modern period only those criticisms which are
related to or descended from linguistic structuralism such as
Russian Formalism, Czech and French Structuralism, and
American New Criticism have attempted a coherent definition
of literature and literary criticism. Though on the whole such
formalist criticisms have rejected the norms and canons of so-
called classicism and associated themselves with modernist and
anti-traditional literatures their focus on the formal aspects
of 1literature (what Jakobson calls its "literaryness"?®)
represents a pure classicism. Or to put it the other way

round, modern formalism clarifies the values and methods of

classicism which itself represents a formalist tradition.
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EUROPE & CHINA
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EUROPE & CHINA

Literature represents an imminent complex of historical
and formal facts. The primary task of criticism is to
articulate this intricate reality. In Europe, Aristotle and,
in China, Liu were the first critics to unambiguously and
wholeheartedly attempt such. An examination and an evaluation
of the Poetics and the Wenxin diaolong within the contexts of
their respective traditions raises for each text fundamentally
different questions or problems. These differences reflect the
essentially different levels of cultural and historical self-
consciousness realized in China and Europe since the
seventeenth century. The kind, gquality, and even quantity of
critical information which each literature offers regarding
its developments, forms, and ideas are radically different.?
Chinese criticism - I am referring to all aspects of literary
scholarship - even within its modern forms reflects only in
a very limited sense the peculiarly self-critical or skeptical
standards characteristic of modern European criticism. In
comparison, it remains distinctly more traditional and
hermetic; and its analyses and judgments are on the whole a
loose consensus of traditional views. The hyper-critical
methods and values brought about in Europe by the Reformation,
Enlightenment, and modern science have barely affected the
traditional and fundamentally uncritical values which still

characterize Chinese criticism. Even Marxist criticism 1in
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China today reveals the same type of arbitrary and
idiosyncratic opinions which characterize criticism when it
still represents an uncritical melange of social and cultural

interests.

Every Cu]turé develops a hermetic image of itself whose
primary function is to portray the past in terms of the
present or vice-versa. The focus is on a system of values or
beliefs; the objectivity or validity of these beliefs 1is by
definition not broached. They are beliefs and as such are not
questioned. The fact that traditional opinions distort or do
not represent historical reality accurately is within the
tradition of little interest. For, reality exists only as an
extension of values. The simple 1idea that the past is
different from the present and has, as all facts have, an
authority of its own represents a recent and European value.
In a certain sense, one can argue that no tradition in
isolation ever critically knows itself and that comparison is

the sine-qua-non of all critical knowledge.

Such hermeticism was characteristic of Byzantine
criticism until its end ca. 1453 and of European criticism
until the modern period. Dante knew only in a very 1imited
sense Virgil and Aristotle. Neither writers were in the modern
sense critically available to him. Such a distinction between

traditional and modern criticism is important to an
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understanding of the peculiar problems the critic faces when
interpreting the Wenxin diaolong. The problem is that the
tradition itself, not simply the text, still contains
fundamental ambiguities which have never been critically
examined. To take a well known example - when one attempts to
define what Confucius, Lu Ji, or Liu Xie mean when they define
the essential nature of the Book of Odes with the phrase si
wu xie)g,’ﬁéé ‘15 although traditional critics consistently
jnterpret it in the same moralistic manner almost every aspect
of the phrase including both its syntax and the basic meanings
of its words are open to real questions. These questions have
never been fully examined.3® The idea that Confucius’s meaning
might not agree with later Confucian moralism and both Lu Ji
and Liu Xie might have understocod the phrase in altogether
different ways was in a sense unthinkable. This means the
ambiguities of the text are often fundamental ambiguities also
within the tradition itself. The critic is faced with not
simply explaining a particular argument but with sorting out

a whole history.

This is not the case with the Poetics. The guestions or
problems the text raise are usually peculiar to its argument
i.e. we know what Plato meant by mimesis and the general usage
of the term 1in the fourth century B.C. but Aristotle’s
argument raises particular questions of nuance or connotation

that need to be clarified. Coming from a modern European
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perspective the critic can not help but be struck by the
essentially a-historical and un-analytical values prevalent

even today within Chinese criticism.

Traditional criticism in all cultures tends to invert the
critical relation of text, author, and tradition. The habit
is to interpret the text in t=rms of the general assumptions
made about the author and to characterize the author in terms
of the even more general assumptions made about the tradition
i.e. to interpret what is most particular and most knowable
by what is most general and least knowable. This has been the
general fate of Liu’s treitise. The assumption is that the
values and beliefs of the tradition are known and understood;
the text is viewed merely as an expression of those beliefs.
The idea that it or the peculiarities and anomalies of its
arguments might significantly redefine our understanding of
the author and of the critical tradition itself is not
seriously considered. Though there have been periods of
greater or lesser critical skepticism in China, such as the
philological traditions of the Song (960-1279) and the Qing
(1644-1911), the questions or doubts raised seldom went beyond
those of authenticity or dating and almost never entered into
the radical examination of meaning and values which has
characterized modern European criticism since the Reformation.
What else is meant by a traditional critic other than a critic

who believes in traditional values and believes those values
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are in a sense without question and represent the tradition
in all its aspects i.e. the tradition has never reailly changed
and its values have always been the same. The fact is that
Chinese aesthetic values have changed as much and as often
from the time of Confucius to today as have those of Europe.
Nothing changes in a tradition as quickly and as definitively
as its actual aesthetics. By the Roman period, as is obvious
from hellenistic copies of fifth and fourth century
sculptures, Greeks rarely understood their own art and even
more rarely could imitate its qualities. I do not doubt that
those artists were as confident in their mis-understanding of
the tradition as all traditional artists are. The same loss
of refined critical appreciation is apparent {n Chinese
painting after the eighteenth century. It is 1imminently
evident that “traditional” Chinese aesthetics as understood
today only in a very limited sense can explain Ni Zan or Dong
Qichang.®' Though modern criticism with its hyper-skepticism
often raises more guestions than 1t.can answer, nevertheless
its radical analyses dissolve the simplistic and uncritical

assumptions of traditionalism.

As we will see, because of the peculiar ambiguities of
Chinese grammar and literary expression the universal tendency
to invert the critical authority of the text and the tradition
has at times created an almost insurmountable barrier to any

accurate account of what the text says. It is not simply the
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need to see the present in terms of the past or vice versa
which distinguishes traditional and modern criticism, but the
precision or the critical nature of that equation. Surely the
modern critic seeks to understand the present in terms of the
past and vice versé, but he has learned through history to be
extremely careful concerning the details of both. One 1line of
what Confucius actually said has possibly more significance
than all the generalities said about him over the last 2500
years. "When reading a book one has to keep the mind empty.
when Confucius says a word, it is a word - and one shouid
weigh it with an impartial mind allowing no trace of
subjective imposition but simply follow its drift."*? Though
we know this is impossible Zhu Xi's (1130-1200) recommendation
represents a deep respect for the real tradition. He was

acutely aware of the distortions within traditional criticism.

To interpret and to evaluate the Poetics and the wenxin
diaolong within their respective cultures means to define the
Jogic of each text - what might be called its ideology - and
to locate that 1logic, both its nature and its evolution,
within its own tradition. Oﬁvious1y, if the critical elements
of the tradition are ambiguously articulated the first task
is to sort out those ambiguities. Every culture has an
ideological bias which tends to distort or ignore individual

differences and this is no less true for Europe than for
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China; but given the essential differences of history and
critical awareness within Europe and China the problems of
interpreting and evaluating the Wenxin diaolong are far more
complex and problematic than those of.the Poetics. To move
beyond the ideological bias of a tradition requires a
simultaneous re-evaluation of its texts and values. Because
such an analysis of Aristotle’s tradition is less problematic
I will begin by examining the Poetics and later use those
observations to focus the analysis of the Wenxin diaolong. The
result is that the bulk of the dissertation will address the
fundamental questions raised by Liu’'s treatise but do so in
terms of the critical aspects of Aristotle’s treatise. It is
my thesis that both critics perfect within their respective
traditions the classical argument and therefore raise many of

the same questions and share many of the same methods.




CHAPTER III

THE POETICS - CLASSICISM, ROMANTICISM, & DIDACTICISM
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THE POETICS & CLASSICISM

1.1) Concerning poetry itself and its species - what
nature each has, and how the plot should be
structured if the composition is to be aesthetically
effective - moreover, out of how many and what kinds
of elements is it comprised, and concerning other
matters which pertain to the same discipline - let
us begin the analysis in the natural order with its

first principles.®

Aristotle begins the Poetics by setting out in the first
three words the major premise of c1assic%sm i.e. the assertion
that poetry is a formal reality with 1its own genus and
species, and has its own essence and principles. As Else3
points out it is the directness and the self confidence of the
"1tse1f"(u€f%/) which is striking. The reflexive pronoun, as
in Plato, identifies those realities which have an essence or
an autonomous nature. It 1is generally recognized that the
Poetics represents Aristotle’s critical response to Plato’s
attack on literature’s integrity. The assertion that
1iterature represents a coherent genus provides a definitive
reply to Plato’s guestions and doubts concerning its identity.
The establishment of such a formal identity is a necessary
preliminary to any critical analysis of literature’s forms.

I+t is obvious that one can not talk about literary modes,
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principles, and elements without identifying literature’s
formal or autonomous nature. When Plato guestions such and
denies 1iterature any coherent principles he effectively
equates the 1iterary discourse with the non-literary discourse
or treats literature as simply a stylized non-literary
discourse: "If one takes from any poetry the music, rhythm,
and meter what else remains but a common discourse”
(Gorgias®). The argument represents an old fallacy deriving
from Gorgias and the rhetorical tradition. Aristotle cilearly
recognizes the fallacy for what it is and systematically
demonstrates that the 1literary discourse is not simply a
matter of adding music, rhythm, énd meter to a non-literary
discourse. Its logic, subject, and function are fundamentally
different, and its forms do not represent accidental but

rather essential elements of its meaning.

I am not concerned here with the real questions
concerning the kind and degree of autonomy Aristotle grants
1iterature but with the simplie fact he treats 1iterature as
a formal entity which can be analyzed. When one considers how
often even today the critic denies literature this status or
fails to realize its critical implications the clarity and
sophistication of Aristotle’s argument is remarkable. He sets
aside the questions of morality or only raises them to the

degree they effect aesthetic form.
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As we will see later with Liu, this does not mean that

he does not recognize that - at a certain level of abstraction
- aesthetics, ethics, and politics are interrelated. But it
does méan that, in contrast to Plato, he. insists that an
evaluation of literature, i.e. the discrimination of good and
bad literature, involves an aesthetic not a moral judgement.
This represents an important critical distinction. The
difference between defining the moral force of literature
within its aesthetic terms versus defining that force within
moral terms represents the difference between treating
literature as a literary discourse versus treating it as a
moral discourse. Few critics even today can Kkeep their eyes
on the ball. If literature has a formal identity then its
elements and principles are essentially 1iterary elements and
principles conforming to certain aesthetic values. Literary
excellence therefore is - Aristotle argues - a matter of the

relationship of the parts to the whole or the com—-position.

In the simplest of terms, Aristotle responds to Plato’s
guestions concerning the essential subject of art, by pointing
out that the subject is art itself i.e. poetry, music, or
painting per se. This does not mean, as is often
misunderstood, that the definition of a poem as a poem does
not include non-poetic realities such as medicine, ethics, war
etc.. The definition of poetry can include any and all

realities but it includes such on its own terms i.e. an
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ethical discourse within a poem represents primarily a type
of literary discourse and secondarily an ethical discourse.
Wwhen Homer talks medicine he 1is experimenting with certain
forms of literary realism. He is not despite what Plato argues

trying to compose a medical discourse.

Aristotle critiques a poetic tradition characterized by
a significant amount of dramatic details particularly details
of time and action. Nonetheless, he recognizes that it is the
poetics which stipulate or determine the dramatic details and
not the reverse. A poem which includes the moral discourse
within its poetics is no more a moral discourse than a
painting which includes within its aesthetics natural form is
an illustration. For, the essential subject of a painting of
a horse versus an illustration of the same is not the horse
but rather the "painting of a horse”. Later we will see that
Aristotle distinguishes precisely these two ideas when he

discusses mimesis.

To clarify the precise nature of Aristotle’s response to
Plato’s assertion that poetry represents essentially a non
poetic discourse - "Poetry is essentially a kind of public
speech."®® - it is necessary to define both arguments within
the larger framework of critical thought which is common to
both China and Europe. When set within this context it is

apparent that the two arguments (Plato’s & Aristotle’s)
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represent parédigms of two essentially different types of
criticism and as such can be used to clarify important aspects
of Chinese criticism. As pointed out above the European
critical tradition is today, in a certain sense, more knowable

than is the Chinese.
CLASSICISM - DIDACTICISM - ROMANTICISM

Criticism in both cultures can be divided in the largest
sense into three types of arguments. The divisions conform
more or less to the common categories of classical, didactic,
and romantic criticism. Obviously, criticism has been and can
be divided into many other types but these three arguments
isolate the three possible ways of defining 1iterature’s
jdentity i.e. 1) the 1literary discourse is essentially
different from the non-literary discourse and therefore has
its own principles and elements which can be formally and
analytically defined; 2) the Tliterary discourse is only
accidentally different from the non-literary discourse and
therefore can be treated and evaluated as such; 3) the
l1iterary discourse being essentially different from the non
literary discourse and therefore fundamentally irrational can
only be poetically expressed. Though one can intellectually
isolate these three arguments in actual criticism they are
seldom if ever found as such. Most critics combine elements

of all three perspectives into a critical or not so critical
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synthesis. This is particularly true of romanticism which -
as I define it - never exists in pure form. The critic as
critic must recognize to some degree the formal aspects of
1iterature - possibly Croce came closest in theory to pure

romanticism.

Classicism articulates the formal identity of Titerature
within the terms of its own values, structures, and history.
In modern structuralist terms classicism focuses on
literature’s 1literariness. Though it distinguishes the
1iterary from the non-literary discourse it is a rationalist
tradition and recognizes that language forms a common base for
both; therefore it argues that literature’s apparent
irrationality is only true if viewed from the perspective of
non-literary logic. In a certain very real and critical sense
the kind and quality of classicism realized within each
culture determines or measures the degree to which that
tradition has articulated its own literature. Every culture
is limited in its own self-knowledge; or the knowledge each
tradition has of its own literature remains to some degree
hermetic. As pointed out above, the critical implications of
classicism have yet in China or in Europe to be fully
examined. Since classicism represents that criticism which
deals most critically with the idea of literature it is in a
sense the heart of all critical thought. Both didacticism and

romanticism must, to some degree, recognize literature’s
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formal identity - even Plato admits there is something there
(in 1iterature) he does not understand. One can view
didacticism and romanticism as particular deviations which use

some of its principles and contradict others.

Didacticism contradicts the classical principle that the
literary discourse is essentially different from the non-
literary discourse arguing that the differences are merely
accidental, and if literature is stripped of these accidents
it represents essentially a common discourse. The didactic
critic considers literary form to be ornament meant simply to
make the non-literary discourse more persuasive or pleasing.
The focus is on the discourse as an argument. Behind almost
all didacticism there 1lies an essentially positivistic
argument which denies art its autonomy. Such positivism is
usually opportunistic or seldom critically consistent. The
didactic critic normally does not seek to deny literature its
significance; he wants simply to delimit that significance.
It is also important to recognize that although didacticism
is normally moralistic this is not necessarily the case - viz.
Marxist didacticism. When Plato has Ion argue that the Homeric
poems teach horsemanship or the military arts Ion is equating
elements of the poetic discourse with their corresponding
disciplines. He 1is arguing that because the poem includes
aspects of a military discourse it therefore represents a

military discourse ignoring the fact that within the poem such
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details are simply elements of a literary style involving a
type of detailed realism. Any interpretation of 1literature
which equates elements of the literary discourse with non-
literary discourses whether those discourse be moral,
political, or technical represents a didactic interpretation.
On the other hand, to argue that literature can include within
the terms of its literariness real moral or political values
does not involve didacticism any more than to argue that
literature has a moral or political effect if that effect is
defined within the terms of its literariness. An obvious case
is the argument that music has a moral or social effect does
not mean that one equates a musical composition with a moral
or political discourse. There exists, as we will see,
considerable critical confusion over this issue. If literature
and music have a moral effect the critical guestion is what
is the precise nature of that effect, or how are the aesthetic
nature of music and literature and the judgmental nature of
morality related i.e. how does literary understanding relate
to moral understanding. The relation obviously does not
involve a simple equation but it could involve a type of
adequation®’. A critical tradition tolerates a Tloose
didacticism only to the degree that it has not articulated

literature’s identity.

Romanticism as a fundamental type of critical thought is

the hardest to define. Even the title lacks in comparison to
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classicism and didacticism any simple meaning. One might
equally well call it “impressionism", “irrationalism”,
"sublimeism” etc. In contrast to the didactic critic the
romantic critic recognizes and in a sense focuses on the
essential difference between the 1iterary and the non-literary
discourse, but in contrast to classical critic he denies that
that difference can be analytically articulated. The romantic
critic effectively ignores the fact that the 1iterary
discourse is a kind of discourse and focuses strictly on its
psychological aspects - particularly the psychology of
inspiration and the psychological effects of beauty. It is the
essentially a-rational or irrational nature of the arguments
which characterizes romanticism. The romantic critic is more
concerned with describing in purely impressionistic terms the
psychology of the writer or the reader than he is with the
formal details of the composition. To this degree romanticism
shares a similar bias with didacticism. Both criticisms tend
to focus on the writer and the meaning of the discourse as if
they, and not the discourse itself, represent the
composition’s formal reality. Plato is always talking about
the poet and seldom about poetry. One might argue that
romanticism represents an existential tradition which focuses
on the experience of art as distinct from its formal reality,
and emphasizes -~ in modern formalist Jjargon - its
"strangeness”. Romanticism with its fundamentally hermetic

arguments is pervasive throughout both Chinese and European
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traditional criticism.

The traditional critic whether Boileau or Lu Ji combine
classical, romantic, and didactic arguments indiscriminately.
He is seldom concerned with or aware of the contradictions in
his logic. What is most peculiar to Liu and Aristotle is that
they insist that criticism can be both comprehensive and
coherent; each systematically avoids the fallacies of
didacticism and the hyperboles of romanticism. Discussing
earlier attempts to deal with the tricky problem of the
critical relation between the Li sao and the Book of Odes Liu
argues "One can say that they (the earlier critics) looked but
didn’t go to the heart of the matter - that they played about
but didn't ana]yze.“38 As pointed out above such seriousness
of purpose and method seems to derive, in part, from the
critical nature of the problems or contradictions each critic
faced. Both critics were imminently aware of the fact that
loose andvuncritical traditional thought threatened the very
existence of the tradition. The history of how such formal
analyses of literature loose their critical force through a
process of over and uncritical familiarization requires a

separate dissertation.
PLATO & THE DIDACTIC-ROMANTIC ARGUMENT

Part of the cultural changes which had taken place in
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Greece by Aristotle’s time was the emergence and perfection
of the dialectical discourse. The dialectical discourse
focuses the logical aspects of language articulating the
nature and questions of predication and identity. The Socratic
argument stands to the evolution of this discourse as the
Aeschylian plays stand to the articulation and perfection of
Athenian tragedy. It appears that the dialectical discourse
developed in close relation to criticism of the Homeric texts
- the earliest logicians such as Xenophanes were Homeric
critics. The same curious relation between logic and
Titerature is found within the early Confucian tradition where
within the context of Confucian criticism a short lived
dialectical and positivist tradition developed during the
Waring States and early Han periods (400-100 B.C.). Literature
obviously raises fundamental gquestions coﬁcerning the
relationship of language to reality or that of literal and
metaphorical meaning, and it is the dialectical argument which
first isolates the non-metaphorical or logical aspects of
language from its metaphorical aspects. The dispute between
1iterature and philosophy centers about these two dimensions
of language 1i.e. metaphor & logic. The Socratic tradition
focused the debate about the Greek words mythos (myth) and
logos (logic) separating and contrasting the two terms
(earlier the words had been synonymous), thereby sharply
distinguishing logic from 1literature. Though Plato clearly

recognizes literature’s affective nature - he uses it himself
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- he gives to the dialectical discourse a clear hegemony on
truth. The problem with his argument is that it portrays
1iterature and logic as mutually exclusive discourses which
are competing for the same type of meaning or truth. He
describes the literary discourse as, at best, a primitive form
of logical discourse appropriate for children and the ignorant
but devoid of any rational of its own. Aristotle was the first
critic to recognize that these two types of discourses are not
mutually exclusive and they represent essentially different
tvpes of meaning - each having its own rational. A critical
discussion of Aristotle’s divisions of kncwledge into the
“practical”, the "theoretic", and the "aesthetic"3® goes well
beyond the limits of this dissertation, but it is important
to recognize that the fundamental ambiguity surrounding the
verity of the literary discourse which plagues all didactic
criticism lies in the fact that its (literature’s) verity is
distinct in essence and function from those of both the
“practical"” and the "theoretic"(i.e.logical) discourse, and,
therefore, its forms and principles are different i.e.

literature can nhot be analyzed or evaluated on their terms.

The contrast in Plato’s arguments between mythos as not-
truth and logos as truth is fundamental to his analysis of
literature, but equally so is his contrast between poetry as
a mousike texne and as a poetike texne. Paul Vicaire in a

comprehensive examination of Plato’s terms designating poetry
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and the poet demonstrates that Plato uses throughout the
dialogues these contrasting terms and their derivatives almost
equally but separate'ly.40 when one examines these different
usages it 1is apparent they represent two fundamentally
different arguments. Under the title mousike texne, if Plato
does not always praise and admire poetry he at least never
contradicts or condemns it. But, under the title poetike
texne, he systematically attacks the coherency of its
"arguments” (logoi) and the legitimacy of its authority. Within
the terms of the first title he develops a typical romantic
argument focusing on the irrational or divine aspects of
poetic inspiration; within the terms of the second he develops
a typical didactic argument treating the literary discourse
as if it were a logical or practical discourse. There is 1
believe a relation between these two apparently contradictory
arguments which points to an important common premise shared

by both romanticism and didacticism.

Plato presents the essentials of his analysis of
1iterature in three dialogues - the Ion, the Gorgias, and the
Republic. Each dialogue presents different aspects of his
definition of literature. In the Ion he deals most directly
with the idea or questions of poetry’s identity "fbmﬂw»’/a'f’
Tiov bt 77 8lov o - (To what extent does poetry in general
exist or not?)* sSocrates asks Ion after the later has

admitted he understands Homer but not Hesiod. Within the
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dialogue Plato defines poetry in terms of the rhapsodist or
equates it with rhapsody. In the Gorgias he defines poetry as
a mode of demagoguery equating the poetic discourse with the
rhetorical discourse. And, finally in the Republic he analyzes
poetry from the perspective of its recitation delineating the

modes of recitation permissible within the ideal state.

Throughout all three arguments there is a fundamental
confusion between the poem as a poem and its recitation. When
Plato in the Republic divides poetry into a narrative and a
mimetic mode he is not analyzing literary point of view or
voice but rather the act of recitation itself.*? Poetry is
treated as équiva1ent to the dramatic act of the poet
(rhapsodist) speaking - either in his own voice or imitating
the voice of another. Aristotle carefully distinguishes
tragedy from its performance (i.e. poetry from its recitation)
pointing out that its formal nature is independent of any
performance.*® The real distinction between direct and
indirect discourse is not a matter of whether the poet as
rhapsodist is speaking in his own voice or in the voice of
another. In the Iliad when Achilles speaks it is Achilles who
speaks. Homer as poet only speaks in his own voice when within
the poem he refers to his own person or perceptions - which
as Aristotle points out he seldom does - otherwise he 1is
invisible. The recitation of the poem is, in fact, only

accidental to the poem. Aristotie even goes one step farther
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when he insists that it is accidental to the writer that he
or she is Homer or Sapho i.e. it is literature which qualifies
the writer not the writer which qualifies literature.* Even
when one talks of individual styles the differences are
essentially literary differences i.e. they are differences

deriving from the writer as writer.

Aristotle’s isolation of the play, the performance, and
the playwright is critical to literature’s ididentity. In
contrast, Plato’s argument strips the poem of any identity
beyond that of its recitation. He either does not recognize
or he suppresses the distinction between the poem as a
literary discourse and the poem as a recitation. A1l this
involves a confusion between the poet as poet, the poet as
rhapsodist (if that be the case), and the poet as individual,

which is common to both romantic and didactic arguments.

Though differently, both romanticism and didacticism
define literature in terms of the writer as an individual -
romanticism in terms of his inspiration and sublimity, and
didacticism in terms of his doctrines or social values. Both
criticisms ignore the formal nature of the composition itself.
It 1is not an accident that in both Chinese and European
traditional criticism didacticism and romanticism are often
closely associated. Longinus (ca. 250 A.D.) and Lu Ji (ca. 300

A.D.) indulge in both.
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The logic of Plato’s reasoning as it moves from a
romantic to a didactic perspective reveals the critical
relation between the two arguments. In the Ion Plato takes up
the question as to the kind of knowledge the poet-rhapsodist
has and the way he knows it. The unexamined assumption in the
argument is that Ion the rhapsodist knows Homer, or what he
knows and how he knows it is essentially what and how Homer
the poet knows. The fallacy is that poetry equals rhapsody.
After getting Ion to admit that though he "knows" Homer he has
no knowledge of Hesiod and therefore he has no general

knowledge of poetry Socrates responds:

I will tell you, Ion, what I think this means. As
I sajd, what you have concerning Homer is not a
formal art, but rather there is a divine power which
moves you just as the power in the stone which
Euripides calls a magnet, commonly called a
heracleia. This stone not only attracts iron rings
but imparts the same power to the rings themselves
so they can do the same. And, just 1ike the magnet
they attract other rings so that a long chain is
formed of iron rings suspended one from the other,
throughout which the power of the magnet adheres.
Thus the Muse first makes poets divinely inspired

and through them a long chain of inspiration is




concocted. For all good epic poets compose not by
a formal art but rather they are inspired and
possessed, and thereby they utter their excellent
poems. So it is also with good lyric poets- just as
the corybantes are not in their senses when they
dance so lyric poets are not in their senses when
they compose their excellent lyric songs. No, once
they launch into harmony and rhythm they are seized
by a bachic frenzy and 1ike the bachantes being
possessed they draw honey and milk from the river.
They are out of their senses. So the poet’s psyche
works just as they tells us . For they tell us,
don’t they, that their melodies are gathered from
rills that run with honey, out of the glens and the
gardens of the Muses, and they bring them as bees
do honey, flying just 1ike the bees. And, they tell
us the truth. For a poet is a 1light and winged
thing, and divine and can not otherwise compose
except when he is divinely inspired or out of his
senses, and he no longer has his mind. whenever he
is in possession of his senses it is impossible for
a man to compose poems or to chant prophecies.
Therefore since they compose without any formal art
when they discourse beautifully on those many things
concerning the affairs of men, just as you do about

Homer, but do it rather by divine lot, each is only
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able to do that well which the Muse compels him to
do - one makes dithyrambs another panegyrics,
another choral odes, another epics, and another
iambs- each being inept in the other matters. They
obviously do not discourse on these matters with any
formal art but rather by a divine power. For if they
were able to discourse on any one in a formal sense
they could equally well discourse on all the others.
Then it is that the god deprives them of their minds
and uses them as servants along with the soothsayers
and seers so that we might know when we listen to
them that it is not they, whose senses are departed,
who discourse in such a worthy manner but the god
himself who discourses. And through them the god
speaks to us. The most convincing evidence for this
is Tynnichus of Chalcis. He never composed a single
poem worth recalling save that song of praise which
everyone repeats - well nigh the finest of all Tyric
poems and absolutely as he says an "invention of
the Muses". And by this example it seems the god
would show us, in case we doubt, that such lovely
poems are not composed by men but are divine and
from the gods. The poets are nothing but
interpreters of the gods, each one being possessed
by a divinity to whom he is in bondage. And to prove

this the god sang on purpose the loveliest of all
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lyrics through the most miserable of poets. Isn’t

it so, Ion?*%

Ion being the good romantic he is agrees wholeheartedly.
The whole argument represents a most curious pastiche of
didactic and romantic assumptions about the nature of poetry
and the poet, and their soi-disant psychological attributes.
One does not need to critique the accuracy of these attributes
to see the fallacy of the argument. I call it the dramatic
fallacy, which involves the fallacy of equating literature
with its subject matter. It ignores the formal difference
between what literature represents (its subject matter) and
the literary discourse, and the difference between Jiterature
and the writer. But what is important here is the logic Plato
uses to demonstrate that the rhapsodist-poet’s knowledge is
not a form of critical knowledge since he has no comprehensive
knowledge and therefore no coherent principles. The argument
reveals the relation between the romantic point of view which
sees the poem as actually being what it represents and the
didactic point of view which sees the poem as simply arguing
what it represents. In both cases the critic ignores the
formal identity of the poem as a re-presentation i.e. the love
poem represents neither love nor a simple declaration of love.
When Socrates seeks to define exactly what Ion knows and how
he knows it he presents the poem’s discourse as a set of non-

poetic discourses.
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The first step in the didactic argument is to isolate or
abstract literature’s content from its form thereby stripping
it of its literary identity. This is precisely what Socrates
does when he begins his argument with the question: e VAY> 11'79l
H.uq’:/..c‘h‘df.;%m/‘;nf'Is there any point on which both Homer and
Hesiod say the same thing?"*‘®. He is abstracting Homer’s and
Hesjod’s arguments from their poems. Later when Ion responds
to Socrates’ guestion whether he knows the art of warfare as
a general knows or as a rhapsodist knows that he does not see
any difference his response represents both a didactic and a
romantic argument i.e. he treats the poem as if it actually
represents warfare and therefore its discourses are military
discourses. Plato is confusing the identity of the poem with
the identity of its subject matter. Though he recognizes a
difference between literary and non-literary discourses he
does not consider that difference to represent a difference
between two essentially different kinds of discourse but
rather the accidental difference between the poet and the
general. Again, the critical assumption throughout the
argument is that the poetic discourse when stripped of its
formalities is essentially a non-poetic discourse. The logical
fallacy arises from the equivocal manner in which Plato asks
the question givg /&,,(;.L( ,[g{/cl (’)'/u,/ag.fc;‘fz /Vm/ "whether Homer
discourses well or not?"*. As Aristotle indicates, the

question has radically different meanings depending on whether
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Homer is Jjudged as "discoursing” as a poet or not. In the
first case the question of excellency is a question of poetic
excellence. In the second case both the reality and the
standard of excellency would be different. Ion also answers
equivocally when asked whether he or a horseman knows better
how Homer speaks when he speaks about horses. He responds “the
horseman"*®. The critic should know better poetic excellence
even poetic excellence dealing with horses. Ion confuses the
poem with reality; Socrates confuses poetry with its subject
matter. What the poet knows is poetry - nothing more and
nothing less. In Homer’s case this includes precise dramatic

details - both medical and military.

It is in the Gorgias Plato develops in its most explicit
form the argument that poetry is essentially a non-poetic
discourse (logos). The details and nature of this argument are
important to any critical definition of the didactic point of
view for they reveal the logical e]emeﬁts which are common to

both Chinese and European didacticism.

As is true of most of Plato’s major logical premises the
argument is only tangentially admitted. The dialogue does not
broach directly the questions of poetry’s jdentity but rather
that of rhetoric. Poetry is treated only in passing and 1is
classified as a mode of rhetoric (demegoria*). such

indirectness is characteristic of didacticism. Plato by-passes
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literature’s formal identity and through a set of reductive
arguments focusing on the poem’s content in isolation from its
form transforms the poem into a set of non-literary
discourses. Such a reductive transformation is particularly
apparent in the Gorgias where Plato equates poetry (poesis)
with technical or non-aesthetic fabrication (ergasia).®
Though the argument is only implied, as Vicaire points out?,
it represents a fundamental premise in his analysis of

rhetoric-poetry and the technical arts.

Rhetoric-poetry, Plato argues, is concerned with the
fabrication of discourses as clothe making (imation ergasia)
is with the fabrication of clothe. Within these terms music
becomes the discipline concerned with the fabrication of
melodies, and all the arts are reduced to the same pragmatic
level; the poet is treated as a craftsman and poetry as a
routine. Rhetoric-poetry along with gymnastics, cookery, and
cosmetics is classified as an empirical discipline. These
disciplines, in contrast to the logical or theoretical
disciplines (Jjudicature, legislature, and medicine), lack a
logical noticn of the good and aim simply at gratification.
As we will see later, Aristotle demonstrates that even
philosophy represents a form of pleasure. The essentially
positivistic nature of Plato’s eguation is apparent throughout
the discourse. Logical-positivism curiously ignores the

question of the nature of logic’s appeal.
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Plato’s distinction is effectively a distinction between
those disciplines which fabricate (make) something and those
which administer. 1Ignoring the aesthetfc nature of the
literary discourse Plato places poetry among the crafts. The
formal principles which distinguish making something in the
practical sense from making something in the formal or
aesthetic sense - as we distinguish construction from
architecture - have disappeared. Within these terms art
becomes entertainment or mere decoration aiming at a
simplistic and ultimately senseless imitation of reality, in
which painting is treated as illustration, and poetry as an
unconscious and illogical if not depraved mode of logical

discourse.

The real questions concerning the identity of rhetoric
i.e. whether it represents as Aristotle argues a type of
logical discourse (an enthymeme) or a type of literature - do
not concern us here. What is 1mportan£ is Plato’s reductive
reasoning which equates poetry with rhetoric and rhetoric with
gymnastics. Having equated poesis and ergasia and having shown
in an analysis of rhetoric’s content similar to that found in
the Ion that because rhetoric lacks a logical notion of the
good it therefore has no real principles and is, as a result,

a purely practical discipline or routine he turns to poetry:




Soc."What about that venerable and wonderful form
of poetry called tragedy - what does it attempt or
what is its aim? Is it as it seems to me simply to
please the spectators, or does it struggle not to
say something if that thing happens to be charming
or pleasing but harmful, and to say or to sing it
if it happens not to be charming but beneficial -
regardless of the fact whether it will please or
not? Which of these two things do you think tragedy

attempts?”

cal."It is obvious Socrates that it aims more at

pleasing or gratifying the spectators.”

soc."Did we not already say that this represents

flattery?"”

cal."Yes indeed!”

Soc."Now if one stripped poetry of its harmony,
rhythm, and meter what 1is left but simple
arguments?” (Note the plural - poetry for Plato is

always a pastiche of arguments)

cal."Of necessity!”

71
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soc."And are not these arguments addressed to a

crowd or the public?”
cal."I would say so."

soc."Therefore the poetic art is a form of

demagoguery?"
cal."It appears so."”

Soc."It 1is therefore a demagogic rhetorical
discourse, for does it not seem to you that it

practices public speech among spectators?”
cal."It does."

Soc. "Now surely we have already discovered that that
type of rhetorical discourse given before a public
which includes women, children, and men, and slaves
and freemen is precisely what we detest. For it

represents simple flattery."%?

The argument is both slippery and mean and built on a
series of false syllogisms plus a highly ambiguous or
uncritical notion of the good. Like most moralists Plato is

oblivious of the fact that the whole argument could be turned
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on its head by simply pointing out that his idea of the good
represents a self gratifying notion. What is critically
important is the way Plato outlines the didactic argument in
all 1its essential aspects - 1) the 1literary discourse is
essentially a non-literary discourse and therefore can be and
should be judged in terms of our common sense notions of right
and wrong or good and bad, and 2) the peculiarities of its
form are only accidental and function simply "to gratify the
audience". Literature is, in short, treated as entertainment.
As in the romantic argument there is a certain verity in all
this - such as the notion that art pleases - but, as is also

true of romanticism, this verity is not critically examined.

One might ask in the case of Plato, given the general
decline of literary understanding in the fourth century B.C.,
whether such a lack of understanding for the aesthetic nature
of art represented a general condition of Greek culture at the
time or was a stance peculiar to dialectical philosophy. The
question whether 1in Greece and in China the dialectical or
logical argument emerged within a critical debate over the
nature of literature’s verity and the inevitable isolation or
discrimination of the logical and the metaphorical aspects of
the literary discourse is 1important to an understanding of
both the real relationship between literature and philosophy

and the evolution of critical thought.
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There is evidence that this was (mutatis mutandis) the
case, but the details of such an argument go well beyond the
l1imits of the dissertation. From our point of view what is
important is that 1in both cultures didacticism seems to
represent an explicitly anti-literary argument. The little we
know about the presocratic tradition indicates a close
relation between the development of the dialectical and
didactic arguments. Xenophanes of Colophon at the end of the
sixth century B.C. along with Heraclitus and Pythagoras
formulated a general moral and logical attack on literature.>?
The Poetics offers a critical response to such reductionism.
Though in the case of China the evidence is even less precise
nevertheless the transformation of the literary discourse into
a moral discourse by the Qin and Han legalists clearly
represented a factional argument and possibly the same kind
of concerted attack on the autonomy and the integrity of
literature as we find in Plato. Did the legalists (fa jia}g
z’é“?)and the logicians (ming jia/’:;;% ) within the Confucian
tradition launch a similar logical and moral attack on
literature’s autonomy, and were they, in a certain way, more
successful in co-opting the literary discourse as a form of
moral discourse? Legalism in China is characterized by similar

types of reductionist or positivistic reasoning.

If this be the case, then one can ask to what degree do

the Han didactic interpretations of the Odes found within the
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Mao commentaries represent a real consensus within Chinese
critical thought, and did there exist before the Wenxin
diaolong a critical community which consciously and
methodically rejected the didactic argument. Traditional
Chinese 1literary history insists that there were no real
critics of didacticism, but as we will later see the same is
true of traditional European criticism which insists that
there are no essential differences between Plato’s and

Aristotle’s notions of mimesis.

There is also the more problematic guestion whether the
critical significance of Aristotle’s analysis of “poetry
itself" was understood in his own time. Even today the real
differences between Plato’s and Aristotle’s arguments are, on
the whole, only partially understood. There has been and still
is a persistent tendency within European criticism to
platonize Aristotle’s arguments which causes considerable
confusion. Moreover, when one reads the Poetics closely one
has the impression that all too often Aristotle himself
understates his own argument or 1is excessively elliptical.
This could represent simply an accident of survival - the
Poetics being a fragment of a much larger work — but my own
guess is that Aristotle was only partially aware of the
critical implications of his arguments. One finds the same
type of problems but even greater critical ambiguity when one

examines the Wenxin diaolong where such ellipticalness of
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expression was considered both proper and essential (there
were and still are good reasons within Chinese society to fear

censure) to critical thought.

LONGINUS ON THE SUBLIME

The Poetics is unique. Aristotle does not once revert to
the logical fallacies of didacticism (even his restrictions
concerning violence on stage are aesthetic not moral
objections), and he consciously avoids the hermetic hyperboles
of romanticism. The ambiguities within the term "catharsis”
derive more from the nature of the problem - to define the
effects of tragedy in an objective and coherent term - than
intentional vagueness. No other critic until the modern period
looked so clearly and systematically at literature’s formal
nature. Aristotle’s critical precision is particularly
apparent if one compares the Poetics with the one other
comprehensive and influential ancient European treatise on

poetry: Longinus’ On the Sublime. (250 A.D.?)%

Ever since Boileau’s (1636-1711) translation and
appreciation of Longinus’ On the Sublime the treatise has had
a curious and ambiguous influence on European criticism - both
neoclassical and romantic.® This 1is due to certain
fundamental ambiguities within the argument itself. These

ambiguities have led even as careful a critic as Allen Tate
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to see in its arguments the outlines or the beginnings of
formalist criticism.’® Tate argues that Longinus shifts "the
center of critical interest...from the genetic and moral
judgement to the aesthetic, from subject matter and the

“57 and

psychology of the author to the language of the work.
asserts that the treatise represents "that critical moment
when the affective vocabulary goes over into 1linguistic
analysis, when instead of what the poem "feels like" we try
to decide what it says"®®, and, I would add, how it "says" it.
Despite Tate’s acumen - most of his argument is an attempt to
clarify the principles of New Criticism - a close examination
of Longinus’ arguments, even recognizing that at least a third
of the text is missing, clearly contradicts any assertion of
either a consistent or a coherent classicism. What is the most
curious aspect of Tate’'s argument is that he identifies in
Longinus’ criticism exactly what Aristotle had done five
hundred years earlier but he is unable to recognize the same

in the Poetics, in part because of the traditional confusions

between Aristotlie’s and Plato’s arguments.

On the Sublime represents a traditional melange of
affective and effective arguments along with a considerable
amount of romantic hyperbole. It finds, as we will see, its
critical equivalent in Lu Ji’s Wen fu (ca.300 A.D.). The only
aspect of the treatise which reflects to some degree the kind

of critical objectivity Tate alludes to 1is the attention
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Longinus gives to the Tliterary text per se - its actual
wording. His analysis of the "concourse” of images in Sapho’s
Phainetai Moi is, as Tate points out, suggestive and seems to
indicate a genuine sensitivity to literary form.3® But there
is nothing in the larger argument to indicate that Longinus
understood the critical significance of such formalism. The
analysis of Sapho’s poem is presented as part of a general
discussion of the means to make the rhetorical discourse
sublime. Though Longinus distinguishes the rhetorical and the

poetical discourses the distinction is itself ambiguous.

You should not forget that the image has different
ends among the rhetoricians and among the poets. In
poetry the aim 1is astonishment, in rhetorical
discourses it is clarity, but both seek nevertheless

the pathetic.®

Such affective qualifications ignore the real differences
of function and form found in poetry and in rhetoric. We are
effectively in Plato’s world where poetry and rhetoric are
treated as variants of the same reality. It is often forgotten
that the subject of the treatise is the rhetorical discourse -
specifically 1its dramatic and stylistic qualities. The
essentially non-literary focus explains, I believe, the
peculiar influence Longinus has had on both neo-classical and

romantic criticism. As already pointed out, both criticisms
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tend to focus on literature’s purely affective and stylistic
qualities. Though Longinus makes it clear from the very
beginning that his treatise is a examination of sublimity in
the rhetorical discourse, and he defines criticism as
specifically the knowledge of such distinguishing the
rhetorical discourse from both the poetic and historical
discourses,®’ nevertheless he indiscriminately cites from
poetry, history, and oratory when discussing sublimity as if
they all simply represent various rhetorical modes. Both
history and oratory have literary qualities, and one can read
either as literature (I will discuss this later), but this
does not mean that either history or oratory is literature or
that one can define literature within their terms. Longinus
fails to identify the clements of the literary discourse which
essentially separate 1it, 1in form and meaning, from both
oratory and history. As pointed out above, his distinctions
are merely those of degree or quality - poetry 1is stranger,
more surprising etc. The result is that poetry is reduced to
the level of rhetoric i.e. a discourse characterized by
certain literary qualities. This involves the same fallacy as
would be found in an argument which defines painting within
the terms of advertizing based on the fact that advertizing
also has artistic qualities. A 1literary discourse is not
simply a discourse which has Tliterary qualities; those

qualities represent its very essence.




80

Longinus along with Plato treats the poem as a pastiche

of rhetorical effects paying little or no attention to its
aesthetic unity - cf. his curious use of the plural in
iliakois poiemasin (the iliadic poems) as found in chapter
I1X.% The point of view is effectively the same as Plato’s who
portrays poetry as a curious form of rhetorical discourse. It
is precisely such a fragmentation of the literary discourse
which Aristotle rejects when he focuses on the structural

aspects of the poem’s unity.

Despite a vague didactic tone which runs throughout the
treatise and its use of classical norms and concepts On the
' Sublime represents essentially a romantic argument. It focuses
on the psychological effects of literature and describes those
offects in essentially hyperbolic and hermetic terms. The
concept of the sublime itself is un-analyzable and ambivalent
containing both romantic and didactic implications. The focus
on sublimity turns the critic’s attention more to the vague
psychological attributes of the poet than to the formal
details of the poetry. As is also evident in conventional
Chinese criticism, though Longinus uses formal and classical
concepts to analyze the elements of style - and at times very
perceptively - his arguments consistentiy fall back on loose
affective concepts and values. Even if one selects the best
of his stylistic analyses Longinus can not be characterized

as coming "nearer to a comprehensive theory of literary form
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than any other ancient critic."®® The fundamental ambiguities
in his arguments generated within European criticism a
considerable amount of confusion and did nothing to rid that
criticism of the fallacies of didacticism or the uncritical
exaggerations of romanticism. The critical writings of
Coleridge and Boileau - who expressed admiration for the
treatise - are riddled with both. Longinus is probably more
responsible than any other critic in Europe - I don’t believe
anyone ever really took Plato’s description seriously - for

the exaggerated and senseless notions of poetic genius.

One only has to compare Longinus’, Boileau’s, and
Coleridge’s hyperboles and obscurities concerning literary
genius with Aristotle’s simple but accurate observation in
chapter XXII that metaphor measures poetic genius because it
measures the power to perceive similarities in dissimilars to
see the difference between idle rhetoric and criticism.® Even
Tate admits-Aristotle’s remark represents one of the most
remarkable critical observations.% But, his assertion that
“the larger conception of literature does not appear in the
Poetics" or that Aristotle "only narrowly defines one kind of
literature and that in its most limited sense"% are simply

incorrect.

Criticism whether Chinese or European is always most

critical when it deals with real and tangible literary
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questions. The Poetics articulates 1in precise and concrete
terms the identity of tragedy both as a part of the larger
reality of literature and as a part of art as a whole, and
analyzes its elements and principles in terms which are
critically coherent and sensible. What more can one ask of a
critic? In sum, Aristotle lays down the theoretical and
methodological base necessary to an objective treatment of
literature, and he comes, in a certain sense, nearer to a

comprehensive theory of literary form than any ancient critic.




CHAPTER 1V

THE WENXIN DIAOLONG & TRADITIONAL CHINESE CRITICISM
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THE WENXIN DIAOLONG & TRADITIONAL CRITICISM

Té locate or to evaluate the Wenxin diaolong within its
own critical tradition in a fashion similar to the above
analysis of the Poetics requires a problematic and radical re-
evaluation of the traditional interpretations. Neither Liu’s
arguments nhor those of early Chinese criticism down to his
time (ca. 520 A.D.) have been scrutinized with anything
approaching the critical standards applied to Plato’s and
Aristotle’s arguments. The precise nature of their logic and
the real differences within their reasoning have barely been
touched upon. Traditional and modern interpretations still
leave the texts and their arguments within an ambiguity and
vagueness of meaning which make a critical evaluation
impossible.®” Such loose or uncritical interpretations are
characteristic of all traditions which have not radically re-
evaluated their own beliefs. It is as if our knowledge and
understanding of the Greek classics were still defined within

the vague and uncritical values of late Byzantine scholarship.

By traditional interpretation I mean - it is probably
necessary to repeat - an interpretation whose purpose is more
a statement of creed or belief than a critical analysis of
facts and thought. Such a critical analysis reguires real
skepticism not only regarding the details but also regarding

the fundamental values of the tradition. Chinese scholarship
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periodically did question, as pointed out above, the details
of the tradition such as dating and authenticity, but seldom
if ever questioned its actual values - Zhu Xi and Neo-

confucianism being a possible exception.

Donald Holzman in a recent review of Confucian literary
theories notes the difficulties and the fundamental

differences between the two traditions:

Wwhen we look into ancient Chinese writings to seek
for general remarks about the nature of
1iterature...we come very near to being completely
frustrated;..who1e volumes have been consecrated to
the study of what the ancient Greeks and 1in
particular Aristotle wrote about literature and
their influence still persists. The historians of
Chinese literary criticism, on the other hand,
hardly devote a chapter to the entire ancient period
(origins to the end of the Han) and, although it
would be very wrong to say that the period has
exerted no influence in later times, that influence
has come more from general philosophical attitudes
and an extremely small sampling of short statements,
usually re-interpreted or simply misinterpreted,
than from anything resembling literary theory as

such. (the italics are mine)®
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Holzman’s remarks are glib but in a certain way
correct;® he fails to examine the real historical differences
which brought about the fact that we have volumes dedicated
to a discussion and an analysis of the criticism of the
Poetics but we still lack in any language a single volume
which discusses or analyzes the criticism of the Wenxin as
such. We need to be reminded that it was only as a result of
the fragile work of a tiny group of Italian critics 1in the
fifteenth century that we still have the Poetics and much of
Plato. Without that historical fluke Greek criticism today
would look as fragmentary as does the Confucian tradition. On
the other hand, we know that almost all the early Confucian
writings on the Book of Odes have perished with hardly a
trace. Holzman'’s point about the uncritical and on the whole
banal interpretations of the few remarks which survive is
accurate. But, when he goes on to argue or to explain why
l1iterary theory failed to develope in ancient China until
after the end of the Han (200 A.D.) he is forgetting the fact
that such an impression derives not from a lack of critical
interest in or statements about literature within the early
Confucian texts (the idea of literature is at the very heart
of Confucius’s thought) but simply from the inability of the
traditional commentaries to deal critically with those ideas.
One has only to think of the complex and subtle discussions

of presocratic philosophy (viz. Heraclitus) where the problems
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of fragmentation are far more real to realize that the
guestions concerning the apparent lack of anything resembling
1iterary theory in early Confucian criticism arise more from
a lack of critical.literary debate within the traditional
interpretations than any real lack of 1iterary thought in the
texts themselves. Holzman does not question sufficiently the
tradition’s evaluation of itself. His assertion that literary
theory as such did not develope in ancient China until after
the end of the Han is based on the vague and often simplistic
interpretations of that criticism he himself criticizes. An
examination of his argument is worth while because it reveals
a common fallacy found among the interpretations of early

confucian criticism. Holzman argues:

Literary criticism failed to develope in ancient
China because the ancient Chinese thinkers who
talked about literature at all, the Confucianists,
refused to look upon it as a separate entity, as
something that could be considered in itseilf,
divorced from morality, ritual, and politics...their

view of the world...was extremely synthetic.’®

The fallacy is equating such a synthetic view of
1iterature with didacticism, or arguing that because Cconfucius
insists that there is a relation between poetry and society

in all 1its aspects, i.e. political, moral etc., he is
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therefore guilty of treating the literary discourse as a moral
or political discourse. This 1is the case within Han
didacticism which interpreted Confucius’ remarks concerning
the appreciation of music, poetry, and ritual and the
understanding of social values in a didactic manner. However,
for Confucius the relationship is more complex and does not
represent a simple equation but rather a complex adequation
or equivalency where the formal or aesthetic relations of
sound, sense, and movement found in music, poetry, and ritual
stand to the formal relations in society as the vehicle stands
to its tenor in a metaphor. For Confucius the capacity to
appreciate music, poetry, and ritual realizes in man an
intellectual capacity to understand the formal relations
within society. It is not a matter of art teaching moral

values but of enlightening human sensibility.

HAN DIDACTICISM

James Liu in his analysis of the art of Chinese poetry
divides Chinese criticism into four types - didacticism,
expressionism, formalism, and spiritualism, and also places
Confucian criticism through the Han in the didactic category -

“To the question what is poetry, most orthodox Confucians
would reply: it is primarily a kind of moral instruction."”

As far as I am aware no critic has challenged this

characterization, but even a cursory review of what Confucius
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actually says belies the assertion. I do not deny that the
average Confucian of the Han or afterwards more than likely
nc more understood the difference between Confucius’ synthetic
view of poetry and didacticism than the average critic in
Europe today understands the difference between Plato’s and
Aristotle’'s notions of mimesis. Nevertheless, it is necessary
to critique the error to clarify the fact that Liu's formalist
viewpoint is not as anti-traditional as the tradition would
have us believe. It is precisely this ambiguity between a
didacticism which insists that Odes actually are moral
discourses, and, for the lack of a better term, Cconfucius’
synthetic aestheticism which argues that there 1is a real
relation between the appreciation and understanding of the
formalities of the Odes, and the appreciation and
understanding of the formalities of society which has caused
endless confusion. Holzman correctly labels Confucius’ thought
synthetic. Aristotle also points out that poetic knowledge is,
if not homologous, at least analogous to physical and
philosophical knowledge. But his (Holzman'’s) loose association
of such syntheticism with didacticism 1ignores the real and
critical differences between the two points of view. I admit,
however, that it is often the logical ambiguities inherent
to syntheticism which lead to didacticism; there is a very
thin line between saying "if you understand poetry you can
understand society" and saying "poetry teaches social values”.

In a sense it does teach social values but not in the manner
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the didactic critic thinks. When we examine Confucius’s
remarks on the Odes it is clear that they do not represent a
didactic argument. He does not treat the Odes as moral
discourses, though he does insist that a critical appreciation
of them enlightens the reader and often provides ccherent or

sensible metaphors applicable to society.

The confusion is even more complex. The 1loose and
uncritical characterization of Confucius criticism as didactic
has effected our analysis and understanding of the little we
have which could trace the development and transtormation of
Confucian criticism. James Liu cites, as conventional Chinese
criticism often does, the first part of the "Da xu" - the
preface to the Mao commentary of the Book of Odes - as a
typical example of didactic criticism. The "Da xu" along with
its commentaries which were later combined with the Mao text
and 1its commentaries was traditionally attributed to
confucius’ disciple 2zi Xia but 1is considered today a
compilation of the late Han (ca. 200 A.D.) most likely put
together by the late Han scholar Wei Hong. Zhu Xi (1130-1204)
reasoned that Wei had incorporated his own interpretations
with earlier commentaries creating a pastiche of early and
late arguments.’® Even James Liu admits that different parts
of the preface reveal expressionistic, formalistic, and

didactic points of view.”®
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If one examines the logic of the whole preface it clearly
splits into two distinct and contradictory arguments which can
be characterized in terms of synthetic formalism and
didacticism. This schism seems to reflect the transformation
during the Han of Confucian criticism into a didactic
argument. The didactic point of view found in the traditional
commentaries which follow the preface contradict the formalist
argument found at the beginning of the preface. As pointed
out, Confucius focuses on the formal relation between the
aesthetic affections (including poetry,music, and ritual) and
the moral affections. It is not a question of poetry, music,
ritual teaching morality. Obviously music teaches nothing in
the strict didactic sense. Rather, he argues that all three
arts realize a sensibility in man which allows him to perfect

his nature in all its aspects.

As pointed out above the logical ambiguities inherent to
such a synthetic view especially when exaggerated well beyond
the modest 1imits of Confucius’ statements tend to confuse the
idea of such an affective force in poetry with simple
didacticism. The difference between saying "poetry can teach
you how to think" and saying "poetry teaches you what to
think" represents precisely the logical shift found within the
arguments of the "Da xu". This represents a shift from viewing
the Odes as poetic and musical compositions to viewing them

as moral discourses. The first argument of the preface though
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it exaggerates poetry’s efficacy as a formative force in man’s
nature and in society, nevertheless defines that efficacy
strictly within the terms of the formal musical aspects of the
Odes. The argument seems to reflect a tradition of formal
criticism deriving from the courtly music of the early Zhou
dynasty in which poetry and music were considered as more or

less synonymous. The text reads:

D.X.1) The Odes (verse) represent a trans-formation
of the "zhi" ("mind’s image" or temperament). wWithin
the mind it is "zhi" (temperament); set out as a
discourse it becomes verse. The inner nature moves
within the heart and then it is formed by the
discourse (i.e. the inner nature is expressed by a
formed discourse."Formed by the the discourse”
appears to refer to all aspects of poetic form
particularly tonal prosody). If such a discourse is
not adequate then one moans (intones) it ("it"
refers to the "zhi" - the argument focuses on the
transformation or expression of the inner nature or
the temperament through a postic discourse); if
intoning it is not adequate one prolongs the singing
(i.e sets it to a meassure or melody); if setting
it to a measure is not adequate one unconsciously
gesticulates it, dances it, and taps it.(i.e. one

expresses the "zhi" through verse, chant, song, and
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dance). The inner nature is set out by vocal sounds
(tones). When the vocal sounds realize an aesthetic
form one calls it tonal prosody (literally the
“tone" - see later discussion of Chinese prosody).

The prosody of an‘ordered age is tranquil and gay
because its government is hérmonious. The prosody
of a disordered age is bitter and sharp because its
government is in conflict. The prosody of a ruined
age is sad and reflective because its people are

distressed.’

The critical focus is on the musical or prosodic aspects
of the Odes as articulated by their sounds. The most striking
aspect of the argument is the total lack of any consideration
or analysis of content. The critic defines the expressive
nature of the Odes entirely within the terms of their formal
prosodic or tonal qualities. It is curious how often this fact
is overlooked when the argument is cited as an example of
confucian didacticism. The extent to which the argument
ignores content seems to reflect the peculiar formalism of the
pre-Confucian tradition of courtly music where the Odes were
treated as modes of music. I will later examine the earliest
discussion of the (Odes as found in the Book of Historical
Documents where they are analyzed in strictly musical terms.
Though Confucius carefully distinguishes music from poetry

(this seems to represent an innovation on his part) he
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recognizes, as Aristotle does, that they comprise a common
class of reality. Nevertheless, he never confuses the Odes
with moral dogma. I don’t think the obvious aversion Confucius
shows to simplistic moral dogma has ever béen sufficiently
pointed out. Moral distinctions, he insists, are 1ike
aesthetic distinctions a matter of precise nuance. The preface

continues:

D.X.2) Consequently to regulate the affirmative and
the negative (success & failure), to move the
heavens and the earth, and to affect the spirits

above and below nothing approaches the Odes.’®

The "consequently" seems to indicate that the following
attributes derive from the musical aspects of the Odes
discussed above. Though the assertion clearly represents a
hyperbole it does not represent a didactic argument as James
Liu and others have argued. Europe witnessed the same type of
extreme or pseudo-formalism in Pythagoras, who discoursed on
the relation between the musical modes and the cosmos, which
idea later developed into the theory of the harmony of the
spheres. Such exaggerations in the "Da xu" most jikely reflect
the pseudo-metaphysical arguments popular 1in the Han period
which, as we will see, Liu attacks in his chapter on the
Apocrypha. Confucius consciously avoids such hyperbole. Here

ends the first argument. The preface continues with a far more
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ambiguous point of view.

D.X.3) The former kings by means of the Odes made
monogamy a norm, established filial piety, realized
humane intercourse, beautified the culture, and
transformed the customs. Consequently the Odes
contain six elements; the first is called feng, the
second is called fu, the third is called bi, the
fourth is called xing, the fifth is called ya, and

the sixth is called song.’®

There is nothing within Confucius’ remarks which supports
such excessive claims. The problem is not simply exaggeration
but the total ambiguity as to exactly how or in what way the
Odes were supposed to have caused such radical changes in
society. Did they represent a formal or an effective cause -

was it the heightened awareness of reality 1i.e. the
enlightenment brought about the acute aesthetic sensibility
realized in the odes as part of Zhou court music which
transformed the society and its.va1ues, or did they persuade
by their arguments? If one considers the minimal discursive
qualities of the Odes the last option seems absurd. If the
logic of the above derives directly from the preceding
assertions concerning the power of the Odes to influence not
only the human but also the divine realms it is their musical

or formal nature which 1is being considered. This seems
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reasonable given the conclusion of the argument which focuses
on the six formal elements of the Ode i.e. it is by means of
these six elements that the Odes establish, realize, transform
etc.. Feng, ya, song represent modal divisions found in the
Book of Odes. It is not clear whether they were originally
poetic or strictly musical modes. The terms seem to have
signified respectively "airs", "elegantia”, and "figures" (in
the dance sense). Feng and ya later came to also signify
respectively literary "voice" and "elegance”. The three other
elements fu, bi, xing represent rhetorical figures -
respectively "description”, “analogous metaphor”, and
“paralogous metaphor”. The three figures Qistinguish that
aspect of the poetic discourse which presents the subject or
the action of the poem (fu) and those which present something

other (bi & xing).”’

These six principles appear to reflect the critical
milieu of the early Zhou court within which a tradition of
classical music was perfected. They reveal a level of
theoretical sophistication which belies any assertion that
China lacked "anything resembling literary theory” before the
end of the Han. As critical concepts they represent the same
degree of abstraction as is found within Aristotle’s six
elements of tragedy - plot, character, diction, thought,
spectacle, and music. One can not develop as analytical a

definition of 1literary form without raising the essential
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questions concerning literature’s identity. For, before the
critic can articulate the elements common to 1literature he
must have articulated its formal identity. The critical
attention Confucius gives to the Book of Odes and his
assertion that its primary virtue lies within the trope xing
(the paralogous metaphor) suggests more than casual literary
reflection. It appears, therefore, that early confucian
criticism was characterized by a sophisticated level of

1iterary formalism.

Down to this point the argument has focused exclusively
on the formal qualities of tha Odes ignoring the idea of
content but here the critical perspective changes. With 1ittle
or no transition this formal point of view is transformed into
a didactic point of view. The argument now isolates out the
idea of content as a moral discourse and focuses exclusively
on it. In an obviously forced and un-historical manner, the
three modal titles - feng, ya, song - are interpreted
according to their supposed moral and historical content. Feng
is given the meaning "to inf1uehce", ya "to correct”, and song
"to praise"; Thereby all three terms are transformed into
moral arguments. The preface from this point on shifts the
focus from the formal musical aspects of the Odes to their
content and treats the content in strictly didactic terms. The

first part of the interpretation of feng, ya, and song, reads:
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D.X.4) Superiors by means of the feng transform
their inferiors, and inferiors by means of the feng
satirize their superiors (the word feng meaning
"wind" contains both tHe connotations “to move" and
"to satirize"). Though 1in principle formal
nevertheless they (the feng) present cryptic
councils. Pronouncing them one does not offend,
hearing them one is effectively counseled. Therefore

they are called feng."'®

“Though in principle formal nevertheless... represents
the last passing nod to the formal meaning of feng as a
musical air. The pseudo explications of feng, ya, and song
represent a clear attempt to transform the original rhetorical
or musical meanings of the terms into didactic meanings. By
the early Han (ca 200 B.C.) the critical milieu of the Zhou
court music had completely disappeared. Even by Confucius time
(ca 500 B.C.) the classical music seems to have been more a
memory than a living tradition. From this point on the preface
treats the Odes predominately as historical and moral
discourses. The interpretations represent some of the most
bizarre examples of forced didactic readings in any tradition.
The commentary on the first Ode offers a typical example. A
translation of the Ode along with its commentary will provide

a point of reference when discussing Confucius’ remarks on

the Odes.




ODE ONE (Guan ju)

Piping, piping the ju jiu (osprey)

settle in the channel isle

Ssubtle and smart the young lady

Our lord is nicely matched

Long and short the xing cai (duckweed)

Right and left sort it

subtle and smart the young lady

Night and day sought her

Sought without success

Night and day thought her

Longing - Longing

Turned this way and that

Long and short the xing cai

Right and left pick it

Subtle and smart the young lady

Lute and zither attend her

99
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Long and short the xing cai

Right and left cull it

subtle and smart the young lady

Bells and drums delight her’®

The Ode stripped of its music is no more than a ghost of
its original formal qualities. Confucius talks of the
overwhelming effect its finale had on him when he heard the
music master of zZhi play it.% We have absolutely no idea what
this sounded 1ike but obviously it represented a musical event
worth talking about. The Ode clearly represents an
epithalamion which was probably culled from a 1long folk
tradition of such and adapted to the demanding forms of the
court musicians. What remains is the bare minimal discourse
along with the harmonics of its four syllable line, rhymes,
tonal patterns, and paralielisms. The content or meaning of
the Ode is obviously nothing more than courtship in its most

generic terms. The commentary in the "Xjao xu" reads:

X.X.1) The Guan ju represents the virtues of the
imperial concubines. This 1is the beginning of the
Airs (here understood as manners) by means of which

one influences the empire and regulates husband and
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wife therefore both village and state officials used
it. Airs means to influence - that is to teach. By
the Airs one moves someone and by teaching one
transforms someone. Thus the Guan ju and the Lin zhi
transform. They represent the influence of the

emperor and therefore are ascribed to Duke Zhou. %

“To influence - that is to teach" represents in a nut
shell the same fallacy found in Plato. The Airs possibly did
influence and transform society in terms of their refined
aesthetic forms; they do not represent moral discourses. This
is followed by a specious didactic interpretation of the title
Zhou nan for the first section of Airs which apparently refers
to the area (south of Zhou) where the Odes were collected.
After equally specious interpretations of the other section
titles the commentary lists the lessons to be found in the
first Ode. The assumption is that the poem is being sung by

the harem of Duke Zhou.

X.X.2) Therefore the Guan ju expresses joy 1in the '
fact that a virtuous woman is the worthy mate of the
lord, anxiety in introducing her to the other worthy
ladies, no excessive desire to have sex, sorrow
about the modest retiring lady, and thought about
worthy and skilled ladies - all without any envy.

These are the lessons of the Guan ju.82
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The historical attribution and the moral allusions are
absurd. Recently there has been some attempt to defend such
arbitrariness from the point of view of de-constructionalism,
pointing out that both Derrida and traditional Marxist
interpretations practice the same kind of mis-
1'nterpretat1'on.83 The most curious aspect of the commentary is
its interpolation of the polygamous values of the imperial

harem into a romantic folk lyric.

From a critical point of view it is significant that the
interpretations are not allegorical (allegory represents a
possible literary trope) but historical i.e. they are not
based on analogies but on the supposed logic of an actual
historical context. Even the allegorical interpretations of
Homer do not treat the discourse as literal descriptions of
reality. The fallacy is not simply that the critic treats the
poetic discourse as a moral discourse but that he dbes so by
regarding the Ode as a simple description of an historical

event - Duke Zhou seeking another concubine.

The history of Han didacticism - the way and the manner
it transformed Confucian criticism into a series of reductive
arguments - contains obvious parallels with the same phenomena
in Greece, but there are certain fundamental differences which

derive from real differences in their respective poetics. The
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lyric persona in China with its sense of the lyric moment,
versus the invisible narrator in Europe where literature is
seen as fiction, creates a pervasive confusion between
historical reality and the reality of the poem. The history
of such is complex and requires a scrutiny which goes well

beyond the limits of the dissertation.®

The traditional commentary’s focus on content clearly
reflects the effects of the radical separation of music and
poetry which had already begun in Confucius’ time. By the Han
period the musical milieu of the Zhou court had disappeared
and its aesthetics had been forgotten. An articulate lyric
voice first emerges in China just before the Han with Qu Yuan
(3407-278 B.C.) and Song Yu (ca. 300 B.C.). During the Han
their compositions supplemented by others of a similar style
were collected together by Liu Xiang (77-6 B.C.) 1in an
anthology entitled The Songs of the South or the Chu ci (Chu
is the area of the Huai and Yangzi rivers). Later this text
was edited and annotated by Wang I (ca 150 A.D.). The
collection along with the "Nineteen Ancient Poems"” (the
earliest examples of the gu shi or personal 1yric) effectively
created a canon for the new poetics of the later Han and Six
Dynasties per‘iods.85 The transformation in poetics realized by
Qu Yuan and Song Yu who were the first poets in China to
articulate a self-conscious and coherent 1lyric persona

represents the same kind and degree of literary transformation
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as was realized by Aeschylus and Sophocles when they
transformed the anonymous dithyramb into a coherent dramatic

discourse.

Beginning with the poems of Qu Yuan and Song Yu followed
by the rhapsodies of the Han Fu poets, and culminating in the
personal lyrics of the late Han or Jian-an period (ca. 200
A.D.) Chinese poets perfected the content and form of the
classical 1lyric - particularly the 1lyric persona and the
poetics of the lyric moment. Hence, the focus within the Mao
commentaries on the supposed individual voice and content of
the Odes represents an anachronism. The Zhou musical
tradition, ‘despite jts sophisticated aesthetics, had not
articulated the poetic voice beyond the anonymous level common

to all folk literature.®®

As in Europe both the Homeric epic and Athenian tragedy
evolved from the anonymous saga and dithyrambic traditions,
also in China a coherent lyric discourse evolved in the late
Han from the anonymous song compositions of the Zhou court.
This does not mean that the Confucian Odes did not represent
a complex and sophisticated aesthetics but that its aesthetics
was essentially musical and not poetic, and that the formal
elements of the lyric discourse were not fully realized or
perfected until the Jian-an period. Conseguently, Chinese

criticism from the time of Confucius to the "Da xu" had
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evolved from an aesthetics focused on musical form to a
poetics focused on the lyric discourse. This transformation
was and still is the source of a considerable amount of

confusion within traditional Chinese criticism.

The identity of poetry with music as practiced in the
court music of the early Zhou created within traditional
poetics certain fundamental ambiguities. Later we will see how
shen Yue (441-513 A.D.) - a critic who greatly fnf1uenced Liu
Xie - critiques traditional prosodic terminology by pointing
out that the analogies between musical tones and prosodic
tones are both imprecise and inadequate. Shen correctly argues
that a critical understanding of prosody reguires an
articulation of its phonetic elements. The assertion that
music effects man’s sensibility and can, in a sense, civilize
a society - whether true or not - does not involve any
critical confusion between music’s aesthetic nature and
morality’s didactic nature, but the same assertion concerning
poetry can and did create considerable confusion. The problems
of describing and defining the nature of the poetic discourse
are always difficult but they are particularly so within a
1yric tradition, where often there is no apparent or clear
distinction between the poet as an individual and the poetic
discourse. Such ambiguity compounded with a tendency in
Chinese criticism to describe form in terms of content or vice

versa often makes it impossible to know exactly what the
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traditional critic has in mind.

To put Han didacticism into some kind of perspective -
{ts arguments, once one accepts that poetry is and should be
a moral discourse, are no more absurd than those of Plato. The
fact that Plato feels it is necessary to effectively exclude
poetry from his ideal state while the Han legalists simply co-
opt its discourse seems to reveal in China a pervasive and
fundamental confusion concerning the formal nature of the
poetic discourse. Nevertheless, though it is argued that Zhu
Xi (ca.1200) was the first critic to systematically challenge
the traditional didactic interpretations of the Odes one
suspects that critical readers of all ages must' have
recoghized the interpretations for what they are, or at least
ignored them. How else can one explain the persistent vitality
of an explicitly non-didactic tradition of poetry from the
1ate Han through the Tang in which poems often describe if not
immoral at 1least a-moral acts of personal excess and
eccentricity. As is true of all cultures, Chinese culture is

fundamentally unaware of its own contradictions.

Before examining what Confucius says about the Odes and
thevessent1a1 formalism of his arguments it is necessary to
review the 1ittle we know concerning pre-confucian criticism.
The point of the examination is to further clarify the

background of Confucian criticism and to survey in detail some
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of the critical terms which are vital to an understanding of

Liu’s arguments.
SHI (}% ) & zHI ()

Though there are other isolated references to the Odes
and its aesthetics in the earliest anthologies of historical
and ritual documents, for our purpose it will suffice to
examine what is considered the earliest and the most elaborate
statement. The discussion represents part of a legendary
conversation between emperor Shun and his director of music
a certain Mr. Kuei which is recorded in the first part of the
shang shu or the Book of Historical Documents most 1likely
written down sometime in the early Zhou period ca. 800
B.C..The legendary account records that after appointing a
minister of instruction, a minister of foreign affairs and
public order, a minister of public works, and a minister of

religious ceremonies Shun appoints Kuei as minister of music

saying:

Kuei, I appoint you. to codify the music (é% dian -
“to codify" implies that the music was written down
as a canon), so as (the logical connection though
only-implied is obvious and important otherwise the
relation between the music - the canon - and the

teaching is ambiguous) to teach our sons to be just
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yet humane, 1liberal yet precise, firm yet not
heartiess, simple yet not arrogant (this does not
represent didacticism but rather a simple belief in
the civilizing virtues of music. The four virtues
can be paraphrased in aesthetic terms consistent
with the Odes as "subtle precision” and
"sophisticated simplicity”.) Verse (éi shi) sets
in speech (’_}s“’yan) the mind’s form (,Zzhi). Song
sets the discourse to a chant (measure). The vocal
sounds (tones) follow the chant (measure). The
musical pitches harmonize with the vocal sounds
(tones). When the eight musical modes (Liu refers
to the "seven notes" and "eight airs”) are in
perfect accord without any dissonance then the

spirits and mankind are in harmony.®

Though there are, as is always the case with musical
terminology, real problems regarding the technical meanings
of many of the above terms it is obvious that the argument
presents a strictly formal analysis of the musical aspects of
the Odes (translated above as verse) - specifically the
dynamics of setting speech to music. The critical significance
of the analysis is that the Odes are presented as a part of
a musical canon under the direction of the music master
without any attention given to their discourse as such. The

capacity to record the canon implies a system of musical
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notation which 1in turn implies a sophisticated level of

musical theory.

The section contains in its most famous and possibly
earliest form the three word phrase which became the classic
definition of poetry - "“verse (shi) sets fn speech (yan) the
mind’s form (zhi)." The problem with the phrase, as with most
of the earliest Chinese aesthetic arguments, is that we are
only sure of the significance of one of the three words (yan
discourse) and even that remains ambiguous as to its precise
meaning within the context. The traditional interpretations
of the other two words (shi & zhi) respectively as "poetry”
and "inner thoughts" given the strictly musical focus of the
argument and the fact that a coherent lyric voice did not
evolve in China wuntil much Jlater clearly represent

anachronisms.®®

Recently the histories and developments of both words
have been examined in detail and extensively discussed -
particularly in Chow Tse-tsung’s articlie "The early History
of the Chinese Word Shih (Poetry)"” and 1in Zhu Zi-ging’'s
comprehensive analysis of the phrase itsel1f.®® Zhu carefully
examines the changes in meaning as the poetic tradition
evolved during the Han and post Han periods. But, in both
cases I don’t believe sufficient attention has been given to

the actual meanings of or questions surrounding the earliest
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readings of shi and zhi, and in the case of zhi to its complex
of non-poetic meanings. Moreover, in their attempts to retrace
the original significance of the two terms within the court
music. of the early Zhou neither critic has examined the
essential difference between musical and poetic expression
i.e. a musical composition does not represent a form of
discourse and therefore in a strict sense can not express a

“thought".

Both Chow and Zhu and modern philologist in general agree
that the two words (shi & zhi) represent neologisms of the
Zhou court and are cognates deriving from the common etymon
zhi (&£ ) which signifies a "foot" and is represented in its
ancient graph by a foot apparently beating a rhythm (ﬁf). In
the case of shi such an etymology easily renders the meaning
verse or metered discourse (pous - metriEal foot - 1in Greek
can also signify a verse), but how, in the case of zhi, the
word came to mean intention, design, and scope, or more
importantly what exactly did it signify within the court music

of the early Zhou is not at all clear.

The critical tradition since the Han has generally

interpreted the phrase as the equivalent of %é?jiﬁ\»A~é;
A

1 JJ'

/4 2 ;%,. ~ "By means of the Odes one expresses one’s
1./‘

inner thoughts."” But, as already pointed out, such an

interpretation involves a fundamental anachronism. Holzman
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ameliorates this by translating the phrase: "Poetry puts into
words what we have in our hearts.” But whether "what we have
in our hearts"” refers to a discursive thought or a musical
mode i.e. whether the phrase focuses on an articulate lyric
discourse or a musical mode, and whether shi in the context
signifies the Ode or one of its prosodic elements needs to be

examined.

It appears - as we will see later - that shi within its
earliest appearances within the Odes does not signify the Ode
as a whole but rather one of its formal elements. We have
already seen that zhi in the first part of the "Da xu", which
seems to reflect the formal aesthetics of the Zhou court, is
treated as equally expressible in verse, song, and dance, or
by simply tapping the feet i.e. it does not represent a
discursive thought but rather a mood or temperament - what one
might define as a mode of the heart. How else could one clap
it, hum it, or tap it? Such a distinction might seem hyper but
the difference between treating zhi as a discursive thought -

as it is interpreted after the Han - or as a mode or
temperament reflecting the strictly musical aspects of the
Odes represents the critical difference between the anonymous
aesthetics of the Zhou court and the personal poetics which
evolved during and after the Han. If one translates the
phrase: "verse sets 1in speech the moods (referring

specifically to a canon of musical modes)" one avoids both the
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above anachronism and gives the phrase a significance fitting

its musical context.

Such an abstract or non-discursive interpretation of zhi
seems to be exactly how Confucius understood the term when he
uses it to express the undefinable but constant aspect of a
person’s nature i.e. his temperament. when asked what he
thinks of the three fundamentally different priorities
expressed by three of his disciples he says: "Surely, each
has spoken his own temperament (zhi)."% Mencius (ca.300 B.C.)
specifically uses the term to define the éonstant aspect of
human nature which guides the emotions but which 1is not
definable in words. In response to the question what does he
think of Gao zi's positivist assertion "What can not be
realized in discourse should not be sought in the mind” he
says- "This is not true, for the inner temperament (zhi) is
the guide of our emotions."®' - the contrast between zhi and
the emotions is significant. In Mencius the term takes on
clearly metaphysical connotations. The full history of the
transformation of Zhou aesthetics and its critical terminology
within the Confucian tradition goes well beyond the 1imits of
the dissertation.®® But, it will serve us to review the
evidence that both shi and zhi originally signified musical
aspects of the Ode i.e. they did not signify or were not

associated with its discourse per se.
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The rise of Han didacticism and the assertion that the
ethical force of the Odes - as argued by Confucius - resides
primarily within the supposed moral nature of their discourse
independent of their musical or strictly formal aspects
reflects the fundamental changes in aesthetics which took
place during the Han when Chinese 1iterature evolved from the
impersonal aesthetics of the early Zhou to the personal or
individual poetics of the 1late Han. As we will see in the
Wenxin diaolong, shi (Ode) later becomes the generic term for
poetry. But, poetry implies a coherent poetic discourse and
an individual poetic voice neither of which were the case
within the Confucian Odes. If we examine shi’'s earliest
appearances as found among the Odes themselves the term
clearly did not signify the Ode as a whole but rather a formal

or technical part of the Ode.

The common nouns within the Book of Odes used to signify
Ode are "ge" (2?27) meaning song and "song" (%j?]) meaning
chant. Among the three readings in the anthology where the
term "shi" is found, two of them imply that the term signified
a musical or technical aspect of the Ode. The final stanza of
ode 259 reads: "Ji Fu composed this chant (song). Its shi are
eminetly outstanding, and its feng (airs) are extremely
fine."® The contrast between shi and feng suggests a contrast
between meter and melody (air), but however we interpret the

two terms they clearly represent formal elements of the Ode
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distinct from the Ode itself. The formal nature of shi is even
more clearly suggested at the end of 252 which reads:"The
marked out shi are not many, but thereby one sets out the song
(ge)."®* The phrase "shi shi"/% ‘E{% (the marked out shi) is
significant. Shi (/#) means an arrow or as a verb "to aim" or

2 *"n i )
zhi shi =

"to mark" - in the Li Jji the expression <
signifies "the target” and "the arrow" of the archer.%® Within
the Ode it is traditionally taken to mean "to compose" or "to
set out". The meaning appears to derive from the idea of
marking as in the english phrases "to mark time" or "to mark
a score". The musical significance seems obvious when one
compares the phrase with a parallel phrase at the beginning
of the Ode reading: "I come rambling, I come singing marking
out its (the Ode’s) tones (4%?; é% shi qi yin)."%® "Marking
out its tones" clearly signifies setting out the Ode’s prosody
or melody. The parallel between the yin and the shi implies
that within the context shi represents a prosodic element of
the Ode - either a verse line or a stanza. If one translates
shi as "verse", given the ambivalence in the english term
between its meaning as a unit of meter and as a poem itself,
one can well understand how a prosodic element of the Ode
later came to signify the Ode itself. The phrase "the marked
out verses are not many" suggests the unit is more likely a
stanza or rhyme unit rather than an isolated line. This might
seem a minor point but if one now translates Shun’s phrase (as

discussed above) "The verses (stanzas) set to a discourse the
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temperaments.." the argument takes on a completely different
focus and meaning than it was later given. Given the small
amount of real evidence regarding both the terminology and
concepts of Zhou aesthetics the argument remains only probable
but yet imminently reasonable i.e. it explains what otherwise

appears to be an anachronism.

I want to look more carefully at the origins and history
of the term zhi 93; ). It represents a focal term in Chinese
poetics and its shifts 1in meaning are critical to any
understanding of the history of Chinese criticism. In
traditional criticism today the term is often 1loosely
associated with ging Qﬁ% ) or the discdrsive sentiments and
emotions of the 1yric poem, despite the fact that within the
tradition the term is explicitly contrasted with such (viz.
the above citation from Mencius). Because zhi in contrast to
its cognate shi presents in its earliest appearances a complex
of non-poetic meanings 1£ provides more and more intricate
evidence as to their original denotations. As noted above both
shi and zhi derive from the common etymon zhi (4. ) originally
represented by what appears to be a foot beating time. Within
the earliest historical and ritualistic documents most likely
dating from the early Zhou period the term which 1is rare
signifies according to its context bull’s-eye, mark, design,
plan, composition, and temperament. As such it represents a

technical term in archery, music , and ritual, and within the
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context of the Odes (but not found in the Odes) it is used
several times to signify besides temperament the poetic
composition or mode itself. I believe a consistent etymology
for these various usages can be traced from the etymon
signifyfng “foot print"” or "mark". The word developed within
its respective disciplines the connotations mark, sign, focus,

meter, to mark, to design, to compose, temperament, and mode.

Before discussing the non-poetic usages of the term I
want to return to emperor Shun's phrase as it appears in a
slightly different form 1in the Yue ji (Musical Records)
section of the Li ji (Ritualistic Records). The argument
reveals more precisely the formal musical significance of the
term. After asserting that "The virtues represent the
elements of man’s nature and music represents the flowering
(articulation) of the virtues” i.e. musical and human modes
represent corresponding realities the text reads: "Metal,
stone, string, and bamboo (i.e. the percussive, string, and
wind instruments) are the instruments of music. As to verse
discoursing its zhi, song measuring its melody, and dance
repeating its figures - when each of the three (forms) are
rooted (realized) in the mind then the musical instruments can
accompany them."®’ i.e. zhi stands to verse as melody stands
to song, and as figure stands to dance, and it is precisely
the zhi of the verse, the melody of the song, and the figure

of the dance which the instruments follow. It would be
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extremely difficult to interpret zhi as a discursive sentiment
or thought - how would the instruments follow it? It appears
to signify an aspect of the musical or prosodic qualities of

the Odes.

Within the 2Zuo zhuan the historical commentary to
Confucius’ Spring & Autumn Annals, most likely composed after
Confucius but before the Han, zhi is used a number of times
to signify a poetic composition or mode - specifically the
verse forms which characterize a particular region. The
example of such found in Zuo zhuan (Zhao 6) is of particular
interest for it uses the term in both senses i.e. the mind’s
image or temperament and a poetic mode. As reported in the Zuo
zhuan when Han Qi of Jin asked two officials of Zheng each to
recite an Ode so he might "know the temperament (zhi) of
Zheng" and they had each recited respectively Odes eighty and
eighty seven Han responds: "Your recitations do not exceed

(violate) the modes (zhi) of Zheng. "%t

The fact that both shi and zhi represent cognates which
were coined sometime in the early Zhou period (shi occurs only
three times among the Odes and zhi not once, and neither
character is found among the bone inscriptions), and in its
earliest readings zhi represents a technical term in archery,
music, and ritual seems to indicate that the terms were

closely associated with and reflect the peculiar values and
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theories of the early Zhou court i.e. all aspects of its
sensibility. Exactly how zhi came to signify design, scope,
intention, mode, and temperament involves a complex history

which is only partially visible today.

There are two non-poetic usages which appear in the Book
of Historical Documents and the Li ji (Ritual Records) which
seem to outline some of that history. In two separate contexts

in each text the term is used to signify the bull’s-eye or

mark in archery:®® and in the Li ji section which describes
Confucius burial the term is used to indicate the abstract red
mark or sign painted on the outside of the coffin.'”®® The
meaning mark is still preserved in the modern derivative zhi
(Z&é ) signifying a mark or mole on the face. Though the
history is complex and many aspects are still unclear a three
fold evolution of meaning from the etymon signifying a foot
marking the ground (1) to a mark or point of aim in
archery,(2) to a verse (pous) or mode in poetry, and (3) to
an abstract mark or sign in ritual seems imminently
reasonable. In each case the term took on abstract
connotations concerning the capacity of the mind to focus, to
form, and to perceive significances. It eventually came to
signify by Confucius’ time the focus, form, and design of the
mind per se 1.e, its aim, mode, or image. It is interesting
to note that the latin term "modus" from which we get mode as

in "musical mode" derives from the same complex of meanings
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i.e. to mark and to measure. It is also significant, as
pointed out above, that within the Zhou musical tradition
musical modes where closely associated with human temperaments
or virtues - as they also were within the Greek tradition. All
this obviously requires considerably more attention than I can
give it here but I think the fundamental transformation of
zhi’'s meaning which took place when the term moved from a
musical tradition to a poetic tradition with an articulate
lyric voice is evident. I have belabored this point to clarify
the type and degree of ambiguities with which any analysis of
chinese critical terminology is faced, and to show that the
particuiar formalism of Liu’s argument, contrary to
traditional opinion, ref1ects.a long established tradition of

such.

As we will see the connotations later critics give to

the term "zhi" i.e. whether they treat it as signifying the
mind’'s formal aspects, its moral aspects, or its emotional
aspects, depends on their critical perspective i.e. whether
it is classical, didactic, or romantic. Both shi and zhi by
the Han period had lost any specific musical denotations and
zhi had come to mean the abstract nature of the individual
mind - even Confucius uses it to signify individual
differences of temperament. Finally, the Shuo-wen jiezi the

classical lexicon composed by Xu Shen ca. 100 A.D. tells us

that shi means zhi, and that, Jjust as shi represents the
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perfection (actualization) of zhi, so zhi represents the

01 Therefore, I

perfection (actualization) of the mind.
translate zhi "the mind’s image" to emphasize both its
abstract and aesthetic implications. But, as we will see, how
each critic interprets this "image" reveals fundamental

differences in critical perspective.

Returning to the questions of Confucius’ poetics and its
relation to the formalism found in the Wenxin diaolong we now
have some sense of the fundamental ambiguities which plaque
traditional Chinese criticism and have affected any appraisal
of the few and extremely elliptical remarks attributed to
Confucius concerning the Odes. There is a certain truth in
Holzman's view that the extreme syntheticism of Confucius’
thought hampers any real criticism or at least, given his
elliptical mode of expression, that it creates real
ambiguities. Yet, it is also true that Confucius consistently
treats the effective nature of the Odes as analogous to the
effective natures of both music and ritual i.e. as both a
formal and an aesthetic reality, and that he never equates the

discourse of the Odes with moral dogma.
"xING (692) WITH THE ODES”
/ ~

Though Confucius insists on the ethical or civilizing

force of the Odes he does not define that influence within the
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terms of the moral discourse but rather he focuses on one of
the three classical tropes - specifically Xxing. Analects
VIII.8 quotes Confucius as saying: "xing with the Odes;
establish with the rites; and .perfect with the musical
canon! "2 And, in chapter XVII.9 he says: " Mes eleves, why
do you not study the Odes? - with them you can xing, with them
you can critically examine, with them you can practice
grouping, with them you can practice criticism - bringing them
together you act as a father; separating them out you act as
a lord. You will increase your knowledge of the names of
birds, animals, and plants."'® Within the first argument xing
seems to signify something close "to conceive" or "to imagine”
i.e. there is a progressive degree of realization within the
actions starting from <conceiving to establishing to
perfecting. Within the second argument it seems to signify
something close "to imagine"” or "to speculate” (Holzman
translates- "to make metaphorical allusions”. In both cases
the sense derives from the idea of constructing an image. The
meaning of xing as a literary term is as complex as the term
zhi. Its basic meaning is "to raise up" or "to construct” but
within the poetic tradition it represents a rhetorical figure
signifying a contrived image, symbol, or metaphor - what I
define as a paralogous metaphor. What is peculiar to both of
Cconfucius’' arguments is the total lack of any moralism.
Nowhere does he say: "Learn the Odes for they teach proper

moral values".
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Though the meaning of xing within the poetic tradition
is problematic its general sense can be explained in a manner
which is consistent with Confucius’ attention to both the
metaphorical aspects of the Odes and the paralogical modes of
cognition. ' The most important fact is that the term carries
absolutely no moral connotations. Despite what Holzman argues,
if one examines all of Confucius’ remarks concerning the Odes
none imply that he thought the Odes teach by means of a moral
discourse. After discussing the meaning of xing as a
rhetorical figure I will examine Confucius’ interpretations

of the Odes.

It is generally agreed and has been argued through out
the tradition that the rhetorical trope xing represents what
is most peculiar to the form and structure of the Odes. % The
word xing signifying "to 1ift up" or "to set out”" evolved
within the critical context of the Odes into a technical term
signifying a thematic image or motif - possibly in origin a
musical refrain - which normally begins the Ode and is
repeated at regular intervals. The image 1is usually a
description of a natural event such as the osprey crying in
the first lines of Ode I or an oriole landing on a branch
etc.. The image or action stands apart and is not integrated
into the main action or situation of the Ode. As such it

represents an isolated image which is juxtaposed to the proper
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action of the discourse. Within the structural criticism of
the Zhou court the term is contrasted with the two other
rhetorical figures - the fu: the essential action or
description of the discourse (though the action in Chinese
lyric poetry seldom involves a plot in the European sense it
does normally involve a coherent sense of time and place or .
dramatic moment), and the bi: a simile or metaphor. The trope
distinguishes itself in terms of its disjunctive nature and
as such represents the most problematic element within the
Odes and the most radical of the three classical figures. In
modern critical terms it can be defined as a type of
paratactical image or a “metaphore essentielle” 1i.e. a
metaphor without a stated tenor but with an implied tenor.'°8
The xing’s relationship to the main description (fu) is
normally treated as that between a vehicle and a tenor, but
the logic of that relation remains fundamentally ambiguous and
by definition can not be reduced to a simple analogy or
contiguity as is the case with the bi. The trope effectively
breaks the logical or discursive continuity of the discourse
and creates within that discourse a type of poetic

discontinuity.

In sum, whether strictly a type of metaphor or not the
xing’'s effect is fundamentally metaphorical in nature, and
within traditional poetics it is closely associated with bi

(metaphor-simile). Liu defines it as a hidden metaphor. My own
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belief is that the trope essentially involves the
juxtaposition of the two possible and often separate times
within the lyric discourse i.e. the dramatic moment and the
moment of composition when the poet draws from his immediate
surroundings images which conjure up a feeling or a memory.
As such the xing represents a quintessential metaphor which
juxtaposes two separate realities and thereby creates an
apparent unity. In terms of Samuel Johnson’s definition of
metaphor as a "kind of discordia concors, a combination of
dissimilar 1images, or discovery of ‘occult resemblance in
things apparently unalike." the xing clearly emphasizes the
discors or the dissimilarity as versus the concors or
similarity. If one considers the normal metaphor (simile,
metonomy etc) as a analogous image then the xing represents
a paralogous image. I, therefore, call it a "paralogical

metaphor"”.

In its disjunctive nature the xing is analogous to the
literal or symbolic images which have characterized modern
poetry since Rimbaud, and which have attracted the
philosophical interest of modern critics, who, curiously
enough, often see in the trope, as an element peculiar to the
poetic discourse, something far more significant than a simple
rhetorical device. Confucius’ focus on the term as expressing
the effective nature of the Odes I believe reflects his

general attention to paralogical and analogical modes of
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cognition. Holzman’'s refusal to see within Confucius’ use of
the term to define the effective nature of the Odes a clear
focus on the paralogical aspects of both the trope itself and
the Odes in general 1is unreasonable;'” it reveals a
fundamental blindness regarding the nature of Confucius’
arguments. The term clearly carried for Confucius connotations
of surmising or conjuring by inference and analogy. He often
characterizes thought or intelligence precisely within these
terms i.e. the capacity to perceive the affinities between
otherwise unrelated realities. Therefore, the fact that he
selects this element within the Odes as representing their
most significant quality is imminently reasonable. Within both
remarks the term xing, used in its verbal sense, can be
understood as signifying "to conceive” or "to speculate” by

analogy or inference i.e. "to imagine".

CONFUCIAN INTERPRETATIONS

Such an attention to the analogical and paralogical modes
of thinking within the Odes is also apparent in Confucius’
discussions of the meanings of lines taken from the Odes. In
book I, chapter xv of the Analects when asked by Zi Gong his
thoughts concerning the statement "To be poor but not to
flatter - to be rich but not to be arrogant” Confucius
responds: "0.K.; but not equal to "to be poor but cheerful -

to be rich but just." Zi Gong replies: "The Ode says: "as you
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cut then polish - as you carve then finish" is not this your
meaning.” Confucius responds: "With this guy Ci one can start
discussing the Odes. You set out the premise and he knows what

comes next. 108 ~onfucius admires Zi Gong’s capacity to
perceive the logic or the paralogic of his argument and to
express such within an analogy. Zi Gong juxtaposes Confucius’
discrimination between the qualities of not flattering and not
being arrogant, and those of being cheerful and being just -

i.e. negative virtues versus positive virtues - with an
analogous discrimination within the Ode between carving and
cutting, and polishing and finishing i.e. removing what is not
wanted versus finishing and perfecting the form. The contrast
between negative and positive virtues is typical of Confucius.
whether or not Zi Gong is pressing the language of the Ode is
irrelevant; what is important is that the interpretation does
not represent, as Holzman argues, a didactic interpretation.
Zi Gong does not argue that the Ode teaches the superiority
of positive versus negative virtues but simply that an
analogous contrast is found within the Ode. It is the capacity
to perceive such an affinity which makes Confucius say: "With
this guy Ci one can start discussing the Odes. You set out the

premise and he knows what comes next." i.e. Zi Gong can Xxing.

The formal nature of interpretation is even more clearly
articulated in another conversation. In book III chapter viii

of the Analects when asked by Zi Xia what in Ode 57 the phrase
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"Artful are the smile and the dimples, the beautiful eyes
clearly delineated; with the white ground one composes the
colors." means, Confucius responds: "The business of drawing
comes after the white ground. Zi Xia replies: "Ceremonies then
are subsequent - are they not?" Cconfucius says: "He rouses me
- shang (2Zi Xia). With him one can start discussing the
Odes.""'%® 7i Xia's point is clearly that manners stand to our
inner nature as the colors or delineation stand to the white
ground in a painting i.e. they are subsequent. Again it is Zi
Xia's capacity to see the affinities between otherwise
unrelated realities which makes Confucius say: "With him one
can start discussing the Odes."” Zi Xia also can xing. Both
examples of Confucian criticism focus on the logic of the
discourse but they do not transform the discourse, as the Han
legalists do, into a moral discourse. Zi Xia is not saying
that the contrast in the Ode between the white ground and the
delineation of color or form in a painting teaches us that
establishing our inner nature precedes the articulation of
good manners; he is though pointing to an analogy, as does Zi
Gong; between the two. Within the history of Chinese critical
thought it is significant that the Odes are not treated by
Confucius and his disciples as representing coherent lyric
discourses but, nevertheless, are treated as discourses. They
view the Ode as a set of isolated formal images and analogies
and pay little or no critical attention to its dramatic unity.

The critic focuses exclusively on the logic of the images
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specifically the metaphorical logic within their

juxtapositions.

Confucius never once implies that the Odes can be réad
as simple moral discourses. Even his remark about the first
Ode that it is "gay but not excessive - sad but not violent"
whether appropriate or not does not indicate that he viewed
the Ode as a discourse on the virtues of the imperial
concubines, but rather, on the contrary, that he saw it as a
romantic folk lyric. It is possible that the remark was aimed
more at the musical qualities of the Ode than at its
discursive qualities. In book VIII chapter xv he remarks
without any allusion to content: "When Zhi the music master
first entered office the finale of the Guan ju (Ode 1) was
magnificent - how it filled the ears!” The only time
confucius makes a clear moral distinction in art concerns the
court music of Shun as contrasted with the martial music of
‘WU. In book II chapter xxv he says: "The Shao (Shun’s canon)
is perfectly beautiful and perfect, but Wu's is perfectly
beautiful but not perfect." No matter how one interprets the
distinction it has nothing to do with the fallacies of

didactic criticism.

In contrast to the didactic argument which focuses on the
literary discourse as a moral discourse Confucius, when not

talking about their music, focuses on the logic or para-logic
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of their 1images. Whether or not one agrees with these
interﬁfetations, he and his disciples clearly view the Odes
as part of a musical tradition, which present within their
discourse a complex of Jjuxtaposed images and analogies.
Because the metaphorical elements of the discourse -
particularly the xing - articulate their effective nature,
Confucius judges the Odes as particularly capable of provoking
or arousing reflective thought. He sees them as providing
within language the same kind of intellectual catalyst which
music and ritual provide in action. The perfection of ths
metaphorical modes of apprehension within the Odes makes them,
for Confucius, paradigms of subtle or nuanced thinking. Such
imaginative qualities seem to be precisely what he has in mind
when he says: "If you do not study the Odes you will lack the
effective means to discourse.” i.e. you will not develope the
skill to perceive the affinities which underlie both language
and reality. Or: "“To sing all 300 Odes (i.e. to sing but not
to comprehend) - but when put into office to be without
intelligence, or when sent abroad on a mission to have no
ready wit - though that is lot what does it mean." Or: "A man
who has not considered the Zhou nan or the Shao nan (the first
two parts of the Book of Odes) is like one with his face
against a wall."'® Along with music and ritual, the Odes
represent for Confucius human wit at 1its very best. And,
morals or propriety follow suit. My own belief 1is that

Confucius’' attention to the discursive or the intellectual
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elements of the Odes represents a significant shift 1in
critical focus from the earlier strictly musical focus, and
reflects the eventual transformation of the Odes from a type

of musical composition into a coherent poetic discourse.

confucius’ thoughts about the Odes particularly his focus
on their paralogical elements are both complex and subtle.
They require considerably more attention than I can give them
here. One can easily see how such reflections might be lost
or distorted within the vague generalities of traditional

criticism and eventually reduced to simple minded didacticism.
XIE (5”5) & CONFUCIAN CRITICISM

There is one comment found among Confucius remarks on the
Odes which can be and generally has been given an unequivocal
didactic sense. It is the most famous but also the most
problematic of his remarks. Holzman cites it as an example of

" In his

Confucius’® "method of ruthless misinterpretation”.’
characteristic laconic manner Confucius uses a phrase from Ode
297 to define the general qualities of all 300 Odes. According
to Holzman and the tradition Confucius says in book II,
chaptér ii of the Analects: "As to the 300 Odes - one can
cover them (summarize them) with one sentence. It says: "In

your thoughts have no evil.""''? The problem with the

traditional interpretation of the phrase is that it ignores
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the actual meaning of the phrase within the Ode and
contradicts Confucius’ critical perspective as found in all
his other remarks. If he believes the Odes represent moral
tracts why does he not mention this aspect in his other
comments? He talks about intelligence, wit, sensibility,
Vcriticism, imagination, and learning the names of animals and
plants but never once says: "One learns from the Odes moral
lessons.". The most curious aspect of the traditional
interpretation of the remark is that it not only misrepresents
the nature of the Odes and Confucius’' thought concerning them
but it completely ignores the meaning of the phrase as found
in the Ode itself. Holzman - to demonstrate the arbitrary
nature of Confucius® criticism - correctly points out; "the
line chosen (by Confucius) comes from the fourth stanza of the
shih Ching (The Book of Odes) no 297 and is actually a
description of running horses (a yoked pair); "no evil" means
"“without swerving” and the word for “thoughts" 1is a
(exclamatory) particle common in the Shih Ching and other
ancient texts."'® i.e. the phrase in the Ode does not mean
“In your thoughts have no evil” but rather "Indeed (this most
1ikely derives from an idiom similar to the exclamatory uses
of "think" or "consider", in English), there is no swerving
(nothing erratic)". 1Instead of accusing Confucius of
arbitrarily interpreting the line it would be more reasonable
to question the traditional interpretation of the remark and

to consider whether in fact Confucius cites the line with a
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precise attention to its actual meaning. It seems highly
improbable that a man who is so concerned with the nuances and
connotations of language and who argues that the clarification
of terminology is the most important activity within a society .
(viz. Analects XII.3) would deliberately cite a phrase from
an Ode and completely ignore both its meaning and grammar
within that context. Though it is true, when citing the Odes,
confucius often 1is not interested in the meaning of the
discourse as a whole he nevertheless pays close attention to
the actual meaning of the language he cites and in no case

completely ignores the original context.

If one interprets the remark: "As to the 300 Odes - they
can be summarized in one sentence which says: "Indeed, there
i$ no swerving (nothing erratic)."" The meaning seems to be
both evident and reasonable 1i.e. within the formal
coordination of form and meaning within the Odes there are no

elements which are either idle or arbitrary. Even if one

grants si (‘)f_ ) dts full meaning and translates "in
o
thought..." though the focus would shift to the balance of

images within the discourse the formal literary nature of the
remark would remain the same. The Odes are characterized by
a precision of form and thought comparable to the precision
of movements or maneuvers among paired horses drawing a
chariot. Such a comparison between the recherche parallelism

which characterizes the Odes (and Chinese poetry in general)
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and the coordinated maneuvers of paired horses represents a

common place in Chinese criticism.

I want to look more carefully at the history of the
character xie gﬁf) translated above as "erratic". Its meaning
is central to the history of Chinese criticiém and, as we will
see, to Liu’s analysis of poetry. Given the characteristic
laconism surrounding Confucius’ description of the catholic
nature of the Odes, the question whether the phrase is
deliberately cited from Ode 297 or not needs to be considered.
Ode 297 represents the first Ode of the Lu section of the song
Odes which is the second to last section of the Book of Odes.
The section is closely associated with Confucius who was a
native of Qu fu the old capital of the Lu kingdom. In the
history of the Classics found in the records of the Sui
dynasty (589-618 A.D.) it is written: "When the imperial
virtue was exhausted and the Odes ceased the masters of Lu
collected, sorted, and recorded them. Confucius then edited
the Odes setting The Shang Odes at the beginning and the Lu

"4 There

Odes at the end - altogether 300 compositions.
appears to be a conscious pun in Confucius phrase "with one
sentence one can cover (cap) them". The Lu section literally
caps the whole anthology. The phrase not only refers to a
sentence from the first Ode of the Lu section but also to the

position of that sentence in regard to the whole anthology.

Given such a rapport between Confucius and the Lu section and
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the selfconscious position of the Ode itself, it is
unreasonable to suggest that Confucius’ choice was not
deliberate. It is equally unreasonable to argue that he was
either jgnorant of or chose to completely ignhore the fact that
within the Ode the word for “thought" is actually an intensive
particle and the phrase has absolutely no moral connotations.
Otherwise, why cite the 1ine? What is even more significant
is that there 1is no clear evidence that the character 5”3
normally read as xie and meaning "out of line" or "askew" had

any moral connotations in Confucius’: time.

The character represents a hapaxlegomenon occurring only
in this citation among all the texts attributed to confucius
including the Spring & Autumn Annals and is found only five
times among the Odes. In all five readings the term carries
absolutely no moral connotations. Besides Ode 297 it is found

three times in Ode 41 in the phrase =z

= :‘é ’,’%“/5[3 where all
the commentaries explain it as xu (?ﬁf) meaning to be idle.'$
In the only other reading as found in Ode 222 in the phrase
/E"Frhg , which describes the loose ends of the sandal straps
wrapped decoratively about the Jlower leg, one can sensibly
interpret its meaning within the terms of any one of the three
traditional readings for the character i.e. xu (ﬁ?@ ) meaning
"jidle", yu Cﬁ&{ ) meaning “"extra", or xie (éﬁﬁ' ) meaning
"askew".1'® The fact that the character is extremely rare among

the Odes and not found elsewhere among the texts ascribed to
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Confucius makes Confucius’ choice of the phrase even more

selfconscious.

As is true of many Chinese characters, the history of
xie’s (}}F ) three primary readings (xu, yu, and xie) is
complex and ambiguous. Moreover, exactly when the reading xie
meaning "askew" took on the moral connotations of heterodoxy
and depravity is not at all clear. Unambiguous examples of
such are not apparent until the time of Mencius (ca.300 B.C.).
It is quite possible that all three words represent cognates.
There is a certain logic running through the three ideas -
particularly “extra” and "idle". Given the fact the four other
readings of the character in the Odes are normally read as
either xu (idle) or yu (extra) what grounds are there for
reading the character in Ode 297 as a derivative of (xie
askew)? If one examines closely the structures and the logic
of the Ode itself it appears that the reading xu (idle or Tax)
is to some degree more reasonable and probable than the

reading xie.

The complex nature of parallelism and thematic
developments evident in the competing structures of couplets
and stanzas within the Odes and the way such formal dynamics
characterize the language and poetics of the Odes I don’t
believe has been sufficiently examined. The dominant opinion

that the Odes represent a somewhat naive or primitive mode of
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folk composition is not born out by the degree and quality of
condensation, ellipsis, and parallelism apparent within the
structures of their lines, couplets, and stanzas. Odes which
at first appear to be simple folk rounds when examined
carefully reveal complex modes of 1inguistic paralilelism or
a sophisticated and subtle formalism. Ode 297 when examined
in detail reveals such a selfconscious design (see the diagram

in appendix II).

The Ode describes the qualities or virtues of a certain
herd of horses. It contains four stanzas each comprised of
four couplets. The terminal rhymes of the four and three
syllable 1lines divide each eight 1ine stanza into rhyme units
of three and five lines respectively. The beginning three 1ine
unit of each stanza repeats itself without variation
throughout the four stanzas. The three 1ines including the
following two lines which vary throughout the four stanzas the
qualifiers describing the color of the horses - leaving the

changing qualifiers blank - read:

sturdy sturdy are those stallions
There in the wide open

Among those sturdy ones

There are - there are -

There are - there are -
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The following five line unit of each stanza (including
1ines 4 and 5 partially translated above) moves through a set
of parallel and incremental variations. In addition the break
in the four syllable meter after line six which is followed
by a three syllable and then a four syllable line sets up a
three part structure in each stanza i.e. lines 1-2-3, Tines
4-5-6, and lines 7-8 in which 1lines 3 and 6 function as
transition lines creating a kind of enjambment where the verse
units and the sense units cross i.e. the rhyme of line 3 joins
it to the first couplet while its syntax joins it to lines 4
and 5; and 1ine 6 completes the third couplet while its syntax
joins it to the last couplet. Lines 4 and 5 form a single
parallel sense unit but each represents respectively the last
1ine of the second couplet and the first line of the third
couplet. Only in the first and last couplet do sense and
prosody conform - though the syllabic variation of line 7 sets
off the final couplet. The above observations are typical
examples of the type of counterpoint structures found within
the Odes between couplet, stanzaic, and syntactical units. If
one compares the content of the three units in each stanza -
setting aside the transition lines 3 and 6 - i.e. the units
made of lines 1-2: 4-5; and 7-8 the first unit presents a
static repeating image, the second unit varies a set of
qualifiers but the verb is stative and unchanging, while the
third unit varies both the verbs and qualifiers. In the last

1ines (1ine 8) of the first two stanzas the verbs are stative,
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and in the 1last two stanzas they are active. There is,
therefore, both within each stanza and within the sequence of
stanzas a transition from static repetition, to qualitative
change, to active change. This move from static repetition to
active change is underlined by comparing the structures of
lines 1 and 6 - in line 1 the binominal verb is stative, in
the attributive position, and unchanging; in 1line 6 the
binominal verbs are active, in the predicative position, and
changing. From this perspective the structure of each stanza
can be seen as a contrast between lines 1,2,3 and lines 6,7,8
with lines 4,5 forming a repeating but changing middle term.
Noting this structural shift in each stanza from static to
active and the corollary movement from stative to active verbs
in the sequence of the stanzas, if one examines the parallel
structures of the four stanzas - particularly the final
couplet of each stanza - there is an apparent formal
relationship between the final elements of first two stanzas
and the final elements of last two stanzas. I should clarify
how I read the final three lines of each stanza leaving the

changing predicates blank:
With a chariot they are - -
Surely, they are without -

Surely, thus they -

The changing binominal verbs 1in 1line 6 Tike all such
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impressionistic binomes in Chinese resist precise definition.
The tradition defines their general connotations without
defining their particular denotations and thereby preventing
any close analysis of their differences. I suspect their is
an incremental shift from stative to active over the series
of four binominal verbs but can not prove it. Comparing the
final couplets of stanzas one and two and stanzas three and
four respectively there is a clear homologous development of
analogous parts. The corollary terms in lines 7 and 8 of
stanzas one and two i.e. jiang (border) and qi (1imit); and
zang (talented) and cai (skilled) reveal a synonymy which is
homologous to that found among the corollary terms in stanzas
three and four i.e. yi (lazy) and yu, xie,‘xu (extra, out of
line, idle); and zuo (to start) and cu (to course). If one
reads xu (idle) the synonymous relationship with yi (lazy) is
obvious. Otherwise, the homology between the stanzas is
broken. Therefore, I interpret the final couplets of the last

two stanzas:

surely, there is no laziness

surely, thus they start off

surely, there is no laxness (Xxu)

Surely, thus they course
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The critical question 1is whether the three possible
readings xu, xie, yu (idle, out of line, extra) represent
cognates which at the time of the Ode had not been separated
out, and therefore the word signified something close to
"lax", "“loose", or "idle". If this be the case and one
interprets Confucius remark accordingly the sense is: "As for
the three hundred Odes - one can cover them with one phrase.
It says: "Indeed (in thought?), there is no idleness!"” i.e.
the Odes are characterized by a perfect co-ordination of form
and meaning. The remark represents the same type of
observation Aristotle makes when he points out the organic
relationship between the parts and the whole in poetry where
the change of any part alters the whole poem. This is
precisely how, I believe, Liu understands the tag when he
interprets it within the terms of an "accord"” (fué%?) between

sense and form.

Given the fact the character ﬂf is extremely rare down
to the time of Confucius and there is no clear example of its
moral significance before Mencius there exists a distinct
possibility that such a meaning derives from a willful and
systematic misreading of the Confucian tag. The Han legalists
in more than one case ignored Confucius’ aesthetic focus and
sought to interpret his thoughts in simplistic moral terms.

This 1is not the place to deal with all the problems
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surrounding the didactic interpretations of Confucius remarks
concerning the Odes but I think from the above it is evident
that there are good reasons to question such, and given the
fact that Confucius more than-once compares the effective
nature of the Odes with those of both ritual and music it
seems reasonable to understand his remark as focusing on their

formal qualities.

Although the above questions of meaning due to the degree
of social and linguistic changes between Confucius’ time (ca.
500 B.C.) and the earliest surviving textual and lexical
commentaries in the late Han (ca. 100 A.D.) are in a sense
peculiar to pre-Han texts, nevertheless such 1linguistic
ambiguities compounded with the extreme ellipticalness which
characterizes Chinese thought and the arbitrariness of the
hermeneutic tradition which is often more concerned with
reiterating common social beliefs and values than examining
the actual language, logic, and history of a text have created
pervasive misunderstandings. This is particularly true within
literary criticism where the complex or problematic nature of
literature requires a sophisticated level of abstract thought.
The problem is not peculiar to China. As we have seen the
Poetics has also suffered the saﬁe kind of distortions in
Europe where traditional romantic criticism with its Platonic
bias often ignores or confuses essential elements of

Aristotle’s arguments. As pointed out above, the critical
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distinctions between arguing in the case of Confucius that
“poetry teaches us how to think” versus “poetry teaches us
what to think" or in the case of Aristotle that "art images
reality" versus "art imitates reality” 1is lost within the

generalities and vagaries of traditional criticism.

Criticism is not easy. Given art’s subtle nature, it
requires more than any other discipline a capacity for complex
analogies and precise reasoning which the average reader is
neither capable of nor interested in. Confucius, I believe,
is pointing precisely to this fact when he exclaims: "With
this guy I can begin to discuss the Odes!" Loose and
uncritical traditional beliefs have obscured and do obscure
the most significant distinctions within Chinese criticism.
In addition, to argue that because the 1large majority of
traditional critics - as is true within all cultures - were
not concerned with a critical analysis of 1iterature,
therefore such an evaluation of their arguments is irrelevant
is to argue that Chinese criticism is not really criticism,
which is absurd. This involves the fallacy of accepting the

lowest standards within a tradition as its norms. "7

As Aristotle states at the beginning of the Poetics the
critic’s primary task is to identify literature’s elements and
principles. The modern critics responsibility towards the

tradition of criticism in both China and Europe is not only




143
to examine the nature or logic of their arguments but also to
evaluate the coherency and accuracy of these arguments as
criticism. For, it is only within the 1ight of such a critical
evaluation that the relative significance of each critic can

be clarified.
CAO PI’S LUN WEN

I have already outlined two of the three major types of
criticism as found in China i.e. classical formalism which
treats the Odes as a part of a musical tradition focusing on
their aesthetic qualities, and moral didacticism which
interprets the Odes as moral discourses. The most important
example of the romantic argument is Lu Ji’s (261-303) Wen fu
thymeprose on Literary Form).''"® Both its poetic format and
the impressionistic and hyperbolic nature of its arguments

place it firmly within the romantic tradition.

The Wen fu in all aspects is far less substantive than
the Wenxin nevertheless it has received in the West undo
critical attention.'’® Such attention can only be explained by
a general romantic bias among academic critics who have also
given undo attention to Plato’s criticism. Lu’s arguments like
those found in Longinus’s On The Sublime though at times
interesting and provocative are essentially ambiguous and

reveal little or no historical consciousness. The focus 1is on
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an impressionistic description of the psychological qualities
of inspiration and the creative process i.e. the critical
perspective is essentially on the poet and not on the poem.
The arguments reveal a sophisticated awareness of creativity
and a highly self-conscious and independent notion of the poet
as such. Though the Wen fu contains, as 1is true of all
romantic arguments, some vague moral allusions (often
exaggerated in the translations) Lu avoids any simplistic
moralism and on the whole insists on poetry’s formal autonomy.
The treatise is far too compiex and too long to examine in
detail here. From our point of view, its methods and focus
stand in the same contrastive relation to those of the Wenxin
diaolong as was observed between Longinus’ and Aristotle’s
arguments. Liu himself seems to be consciously aware of this
contrast; he begins, as we will see, a summary of his own
treatise with what I belief is a gloss on the first line of

Lu’s argument.

Given the 1imits of Confucius’ criticism which limits
derive from the historical fact that the literary discourse
as distinct from the musical composition had only begun to
articulate itself during his time, and also the lack of any
precise details concerning the formal aspects of early Chinese
criticism it is necessary before surveying Lu’s discourse to
examine more carefully the elements of classical criticism in

China after Confucius - specifically after the Han (ca 200
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A.D.) when the 1yric discourse along with the critical notion

of the individual writer are first fully articulated.

It is during the Jian-an period (196-220) and after -
under the auspices of Cao Cao (155-220) and later his son Cao
Pi (187-226) the founder of the Wei dynasty (220-277) - that
a critical community of writers and critics centered about the
new lyric forms first emerges. The earliest surviving critical
treatment of literature as a literary discourse, and of the
individual writer as such is Cao Pi’s Lun wen (Discourse on
Literary Form).'?® I don’t believe it is mere coincidence that
during one of the most violent periods of Chinese history the
main political protagonist - Cao Pi - wrote a discourse on
1iterature treating the individual writer and the problems of
objective criticism. As is more than apparent today thrcoughout
Islam literary innovation and licence have always raised those
values which are ultimately the most powerful and potentially
the most violent in a society i.e. the concept of the
individual and his relation to society. What Cao Pi and later
Liu have tc say about the individual writer is still shedding
blood in Tianmen square. Criticism treats values which are not
only real but have always been in the most fundamental sense
revolutionary. When Liu argues that the character or nature
of each writer is as unique and as different as is his face
or Cao speaks of the value of self awareness in criticism they

are hitting at the very nerve ends of their societies. The
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close relation during the period and afterwards throughout the
whole Six Dynasties period (220-589) between literary
speculation and political and social conflict - in which the
writer was often the primary victim - needs to be examined
more closely. There is an obvious critical relation between
the idea of the writer and literature and the political and
social values of a society which today still remains only

partially understood.

An analysis of Cao’s discourse clarifies by contrast some
of the gualities of Lu’s arguments and therefore provides a
more articulate context for interpreting the Wenxin diaolong.
Though Cao’s Lun wen is considerably briefer and more modest
than Lu’s Wen fu the arguments when closely examined reveal
a sophistication and acumen which I think has been
undervalued. The formalism and clarity of Cao’s discourse
contrast sharply with the hyperbole and ambiguity of the Wen
fu. The essay was originally one among a collection of Cao’'s
essays entitled Dian 1un (Classical Essays). It alone survives
preserved in the Wen xuan - a classical anthology of literary
forms compiled by Xiao Tong (501-531) circa 520 - as an
example of the essay as a literary form. Possibly because of
its brevity and modesty the critical significance of its
arguments has been, I believe, generally overlooked or
belittled. Hightower's remark that "his (Cao’s) interest in

genre was only a by-product of the typical third-century
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pastime of evaluating and categorizing people”'?' is misleading
and, I believe, inaccurate; there is no reason to gquestion the
seriousness of Cao’s interest in literature. Moreover, his
(Hightower’s) opinion that "the century separating Lu Ji's Fu
on Literature (Wen fu) from Cao Pi’s Essay on Literature (Lun
wen) is hardly an adequate measure of the enormousiy increased
sophistication of Lu Ji's attitude toward the art of
letters"'?2, given the fact that he later admits that Lu’s
arguments are fundamentally obscure, is both curious and
unjust. Obscurity and ambiguity are not a virtue in criticism
and the "sophistication” of a thought should have something

to do with the accuracy and intelligibility of that thought.

The most curious and, I believe, the most critically
significant aspect of Cao’s essay, which attempts to define
the gualities and values of literature, is his attention to
the problems of self-consciousness or self-awareness (zi xian
(é E{)) in both criticism and writing. The concept articulates
what is the critic’s most fundamental problem - the problem
of objectifying the literary discourse. Cao’s articulation of
this critical value along with his assertion of literature’s
autonomy and unity and his careful distinction between
literature’s common formal elements and its individual
personal elements reveals a simple but profound level of
criticism. As we will see, the idea and the value of

objectivity are central to Liu’s definition of the critic.
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Though Aristotle treats the questions of objectivity in his
methodological discourses there is no direct treatment of the

idea per se within the Poetics.

There is a general critical problem which needs to be
clarified before examining the logic of Cao’s discourse. It
involves Cao’s inclusion of modes of writing such as letters,
essays, memorials etc. which in the strictest sense represent
non-literary discourses within his definition of literature
i.e. the inclusion of discourses which have as their primary
definition the simple communication of information, advise,
and arguments, and only secondarily the formal expression of
such. Seldom do Chinese critics isolate purely 1literary
discourses within their analyses or discussions of literature.
Both Lu Ji and Liu Xie mix 1literary and non-literary
discourses within their criticism. It is often argued by
Western critics that such a mixing of 1literary and non-
1iterary discourses in Chinese criticism reveals a fundamental
lack of critical sophistication or an inability to
differentiate literature as a class of writing from writing

in general.

Though at times the assertion might be correct -
depending on the acumen of the Chinese c¢ritic - it
nevertheless involves a fallacy deriving in part from the fact

that European literature focuses its idea of literature within
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the narrative or fictional modes of writing thereby creating
an artificial and essentially uncritical division between
literature as fiction and non-literature as non-fiction.
Chinese literature, on the other hand, focuses its identity
within the non-narrative and a-temporal modes of the 1lyric
discourse where the lyric persona is considered as actually
speaking. Consequently, the critic does not isolate the idea
of literature from non-fiction. Though the lyric voice does
involve a fiction - here 1is not the place to discuss the
critical problem - the 1lyric mode does not artificially

separate literature and the non-fictional modes of writing.

The treatment of non-literary modes of writing as
1Titerature in Chinese criticism does not necessarily reveal
a lack of critical acumen any more than Proust’s assertion
that the letters of Madame Sevigny or Joyce’s that the essays
of Newman represent paradigms of literary excellence. On the
contrary, the critical capacity to isolate and to abstract the
elements of literature to the degree that they can be applied
to an analysis of non-literary discourses reveals a’
sophisticated level of 1literary thought. It 1is true, in a
sense, that literature represents essentially a fiction (I use
the term in its etymological sense of a fabrication) i.e. it
is by definition artificial. Such artificiality allows any
text or discourse to be read as literature if the text is read

strictly from the point of view of its formal expression - to
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take an extreme example, a telephone book can be read as a
type of literary discourse or figure deriving from Homer’s
catalogue of ships. This does not imply that literature lacks
a coherent identity or 1is simply a random collection of
pleasing discourses but rather, on the contrary, that
literature represents a formal reality in which the critical
focus of the reader is of primary significance. On the other
hand, literature itself can be and often is read in a non-
1iterary fashion where the focus is not on its formal literary
qualities but on one or more of its accidental qualities -
such as its historical and social qualities. Despite what
Aristotle says, whether one considers Thucydides'’
Peloponnesian War a historical or a literary discourse depends
entirely upon the point of view of the reader or how or in
what context the discourse is read. As a historical discourse
the verity of what it reports is of primary importance and the
form and style of its expression is of secondary importance;
as a literary discourse such verity would only represent one
of its formal aspects — today one could consider the narrative
as a form of novel. Even Aristotle admits that the distinction
between the "catholic" and the “particular” quatities of
poetry and of history is a matter of degree and not of simple
exclusivity i.e. a poem can include historical facts or
details. His analysis of the tragic plot defines, primarily,

the formal elements of a specific literary genre or mode.
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Curiously enough, this represents precisely the
transformation which takes place when Cao’s essay is read
within the critical context of the Wen xuan. It is included
within the anthology not because of its arguments as such but
rather because of the nature or form of those arguments i.e.
as an example of the essay as a literary form - what Cao
himself would have defined as its "“logicality". When we
isolate the discourse outside this literary context and focus
on the actual logic of its arguments as literary criticism we
are redefining the essay as a discourse on literature. Its
literary qualities in such a context are no longer of primary
importance. Such a distinction might seem precious but when
appraising the critical treatment of essentially non-literary
discourses as examples of literary principles and forms it is
important to distinguish between the critic who understands
why and how this can be done, or more specifically who can
articulate those reasons and the critic who can’t. This is,
I believe, what Cao is attempting to do when he argues:
"Literature is essentially a unity yet its aspects are
different.” His arguments - though at times sketchy and
possibly fragmented 1in their transmission - represent a
critical attempt to isolate and to define the essential
qualities of 1literature as both a formal and a coherent
reality, and as such withess a sophisticated classicism.
Because Cao’'s discourse is relatively short and it clarifies

a number of important aspects of the Wenxin diaolong I will
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present the whole argument and discuss the relevant parts.
L.W.1) Cao Pi’'s Discourse on Literary Form (Lun wen)

One can interpret the term lun “discourse” as "analysis";

Cao later uses the term with precisely this connotation.

L.W.2) The Tliterary men since ancient times have
treated each other lightly as is natural. Fu Yi and
Ban Gu were related respectively as elder and
younger brothers nevertheless Gu belittles Yi. In
a letter to his brother Zhao he says: "Fu Yi with
his faci]ity at writing is a regular court historian

- once he starts to write he can’t stop himself."'?

Ccao’'s observation that writers critique each other
without regard to rank or seniority and that such 1is
abpropriate (i.e. that 1literary values override social
distinctions) might seem to the modern reader an insignificant
or trivial point. But, in a medieval society where rank and
seniority are of fundamental importance the observation has
radical social and political implications of which Cao Pi as
the founder of the Wei dynasty must have been aware. Liu

gives the tale a slightly different interpretation.'?*

L.W.3) Each writer perfects (his style) by being
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aware of himself, for literary form is not one form,
and extremely few can be perfect in all its

perfections. %

Cao’s thought is complex. He is saying that the capacity
to be aware of one’'s self i.e. to objectively see oneself as
a writer in relation to other writers is essential to a
writer. This not only involves a critical notion of literature
as whole but a curiously articulate idea of the individual
writer which is very close to Eliot’s articulation of the same
problem. The concept of "self-awareness" (zi xian) is central
to Cao’s analysis of literature and of criticism. Also the
observation that literature contains a complex of styles and
qualities represents a simple but sophisticated thought which
has evaded most traditional critics East and West. Even Lu Ji
ijs guilty, as are most romantic critics, of arguing for one

kind of literature.

L.W.4) Given this fact the majority use what they
excel in to belittle what they are deficient in.
There is an old saying which goes: "Every home has
an old broom worth a thousand pieces of gold.” This
involves the calamity of being unaware of one’s

self.1%8

Cao seems to be particularly aware of the problems of
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subjectivity in a society where formalities and arbitrary
values prevented any careful self-scrutiny. It is particularly
hard to read the above without recognizing a powerful critique
of miﬁd1ess formalism. The concept and the value of self-
consciousness or objectivity 1in 1literature and criticism
represents the most classical element of Cao’s argument and
that element which most sharply distinguishes his argument
from Lu's. Within a modern context the assertion that writing
and criticism represent self-conscious activities might seem
self evident. But, in Cao’s world the idea of the writer and

of the critic as such were as yet radically new ideas.

L.W.5) The writers of today are Kong Rong, Chen Lin,
Wang Can, Xu Gan, Ruan Yu, Ying Yang, and Liu

Zhen. 1?7

I leave out secondary names and origins; they only
confuse the modern reader. In Cao’s time they were necessary
if one wanted to be clear and precise. Such precision and
later his attention to clear examples are important aspect of
Cao’'s arguments. The total 1lack of such 1in the Wen fu
represents one of the weakest qualities in Chinese criticism;
such obécurity at times even plagues Liu’s arguments. The
clear implication is that the seven writers represent writers
as a formal class distinct from men who write i.e. they reveal

a comprehensive understanding of literature as a unified and
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coherent discourse. The identification of the seven "writers”
also implies that there is a critical difference in Cao’s mind
between writing as a social amenity ~ as today, most all
educated Chinese wrote poetry - and writing as a writer. This
distinction is often underemphasized within traditional
discussions Chinese art and 1literature which tend to
overemphasize the amateur or dilettante aspects of the

tradition.

L.W.6) Among these seven writers, as far as learning
is concerned there is nothing missing, as far as

diction is concerned there is nothing second hand.'?®

Plagiarism represents a particular problem in Chinese
1iterature; even today scholarly writers often simply re-~sort
what has already been written risking nothing in expression

nor in thought.

L.W.7) A1l of them, independently, race their swift
steeds over a thousand 1i. Heads back they gallop
neck & neck. Consequently, to give ground to each
other they find extremely difficult. But (it is
said) a gentleman first examines himself then
evaluates others - thereby he avoids this tiresome
embarrassment and can make an (objective) analysis

of literary forms.'?®
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Besides the commonplace analogy between the co-ordinated
maneuvers of horses and 1literary skill the above thought is
sketchy and ambiguous. The text is possibly fragmented. "This
tiresome embarrassment” seems to be a subjective and
uncritical judgement of 1literature i.e. objective criticism
requires first a close scrutiny of oneself before attempting
an evaluation of others. Again, the primary principle of

criticism is self-consciousness.

L.W.8) Wang Can excels in diction and description
(i.e. the fu), and Xu Gan though he has at times a
di style nevertheless is Wang'’s equal. Exampies are:
Wang Can’s Chu Zheng, Deng Lou, Huai Fu, & Zheng Si;
“and Xu Gan’s Xuan Yuan, Lou Zhi, Yun Shun, & Chu

Fu 130

Such precise examples reveal a concreteness and
objectivity of thought which is rare in Chinese criticism but

fundamental to any coherent criticism.

L.W.9) Although (re the above fu compositions) even
Zhang Heng (78-139) and Cai Yong (133-192) do not
surpass (them), nevertheless, in their other
1iterary forms they don’t match them {the above

compositions). Chen Lin’s & Ruan Yu’s memorials and
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petitions, letters and memoranda represent modern

high marks.!¥

The comparison is between the former and the present
generations of writers. Cao is pointing out that modern
writers have developed and perfected certain standards of
literary form beyond those of former generations. The remarks
appear to be a critical response to the general tendency to
idealize earlier generations i.e. Zhang & Cai. Cao begins by
analyzing differences between writers and then precedes to an

analysis of elements and modes.

L.W.10) Kong Rong’s form and voice is elevated and
subtle. He has a certain sublimity but can not
maintain his argument. His logic fails to sustain
his diction. He even goes so far as to mix sarcasm
and humor. At his best he is of the same class as

Yang Xiong (53 B.C.-18 A.D.) and Ban Gu (32-92).13

cao’s attention to the 1logic or the unity of the
discourse represents a significant aspect of his classicism.
The verb "chi" q%§) used within this context in the sense of
“to maintain” or "to order" the logic of the discourse is
important. The term represents one of the words traditionally
considered to be cognate or equated with the term shi (Ode-

verse). The two characters share the same phonetic element.
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It occurs as quoted by Liu within the traditional formula "a
verse (shi) is an mise en form (chi)"'®, and has been
traditionally interpreted 1in a didactic sense within the
Wenxin. Cao’'s formal focus, depite the fact that he is
discussing prose, throws doubt on such an interpretation or
at least indicates that the phrase can be interpreted in a

purely formal manner.

L.W.11) Commonly men admire what 1is distant
(strange) and belittle what is at hand (familiar).
They are attracted by sound (show) but ignore the
substance. Again, they suffer from a confused sense
of themselves and consider themselves (thereby) to

be britliant.'*

Note the obvious urbanity of Cao’s milieu. He puts his
finger on the Achille’s heel of Chinese aestheticism which
cultivates an excessive obscurity of both expression and
thought. There is running throughout Chinese literature a
degree of idiosyncracy of expression or what might be called
a privacy of logic which, ironically, allows, given the level

of ambiguity, for a complete conventionalizing of its thought.

L.W.12) Literature is essentially a unity yet its
aspects are different. Consequently memorials and

opinions are justly elegant, letters and essays are




159
justly Jlogical, inscriptions and epitaphs seek
reality, and lyric and prose poetry want aesthetic
symmetry. These four norms (elegance, logicality,
realism, and symmetry) are fundamentally different.
Therefore a competency in any one results in a
lopsidedness. Only the comprehensive talent perfects

its (literature’s) full form.'®

Contrary to what Hightower says'®® Cao’s focus is not on
characterizing the modes but rather on defining and exampling
the four elements of the literary discourse as such. Cao 1is
obviously aware that there are many more modes than the eight
he lists. He chooses them simply as the clearest examples of
the four norms. He is not requiring the writer - as distinct
from the dilettante - to write in all the modes but he 1is
requiring him to understand and to master the four principles
of literary excellence i.e. elegance, logicality, realism, and
symmetry. Though one would wish for greater clarity concerning
or more elaboration on the critical differences between
elegance and symmetry, for example, when one compares Cao’s
four principles with those of Lu Ji - as found among his 1list
of five imperfections - the cohesiveness of his analysis and

attributes stand out.

L.W.13) With the individual spirit (voice) literary

form realizes its major principle. Clarity or
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abstruseness of voice (spirit) have their own forms.
It is not possible by sheer effort to realize them.
To compare this with pitch and music: Though the
melody and tempo are set and the rhythm follows the
arrangement when it comes to realizing the spirit

(of the piece) there are real differences. '™

Cao appears ~ though the brevity of the argument creates
real ambiguities - to be distinguishing the elements of
1iterature which can be learned i.e. elegance, logicality,
substance, and symmetry; and the elements which can not be
learned or which are simply intrinsic to the individual writer
- what today we would call "personal voice". As always with
musical terminology, there are real questions as to the
precise meaning of the terms but the sense of the argument is
clear i.e. though music is a formal reality which conforms to
certain rules each interpretation is different. His
distinction between the formal and the personal elements 1in

l1iterature and music is subtle and remarkably sophisticated.

L.W.14) Adroitness and maladroitness (also) have
their own nature. Though a father or an older
brother are gifted they can not bequeath this to a

son or a younger brother.'3®

Again, though the observation might seem self evident to
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the modern reader such an assertion within a society dominated
by the -hierarchies of age and social relation has radical
implications. Cao is insisting that literature is not simply
a polite discipline, and that there are real and critical
distinctions of literary quality which have nothing to do with
social rank and dilettantism. The idea that the standards of
1iterature exist outside or are independent of the orders of
the society and of the family is often ignored or only vaguely
recognized in Chinese culture where art is often treated as
a decorative aspect of social and political intercourse. The
whole tradition of dilettantism in Chinese art though real has
been, I believe, exaggerated. Tao Qian, Du Fu, Li Bai, Huang
Gong Wang, Ni Zan, and Zhu Da, despite what they say, were no
more amateurs than Horace, Catullus, Dante; and Cezanne were.
In my own opinion dilettantism represents one of the weakest
aspects of the tradition. It tends to create an uncritical
milieu of connoisseurship which compounds the ambiguities
within criticism and confuses art with social amenities. Cao’s
insistence on literature’s autonomy or objective standards
gives literature the integrity it requires and represents and

important aspect of his classicism.

L.W.15) Moreover, Literature is a major affair in
the formation or ordering of the state. It
represents an activity which (always) flourishes and

does not grow old.'3®
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The thought is suggestive and one would wish for greater
elaboration. The phiase jing guo (%_g'ﬁ) literally "warping
the state" uses the term for "classic" (a warp) within its
verbal sense. Precisely how literature orders the state is not
at all clear but given the purely formal focus of Cao’'s
analysis of literature it would be difficult if not impossible
to interpret it in didactic terms. There seems to be a
correlation between the first and second idea i.e. it is the
fact that literature continually innovates and renews itself
which makes it a major affair in the formation of the State;
or possibly, it is the self-conscious nature of Titerary form
and literary criticism which gives 1literature its social
significance. We have only Jjust begun to examine the real
historical and social significances of art as a medium which

both expresses and molds human consciousness.

Though Cao is obviously aware of the facts of change and
transformation within literature - he mentions the innovations
of modern writers - he neither analyzes or articulates this
history. Such a critical lacuna marks the limit within his
classicism. It is Liu’s and Aristotle’s critical attention to
the historical nature of literature and literary change which
distinguishes their arguments as the first comprehensive

treatments of literary form.
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L.W.16) 01d age has its 1imit and (finally) exhausts
itself. Glory and pleasure end with one’s body. Both
reach the same end. They are in no way comparable
to the limitless nature of 1literature. For this
reason writers of old gave themselves to brush (pen)
and ink. They set out their own thoughts in chapter
and verse and did not simply borrow the expressions
of the historians (i.e.they innovated new literary
forms). Because they did not put their trust in
fleeting authority their reputations have been

passed down from generation to generation.'°

The thought 1is more or less Horace’s.aere perennius
(carmen III.30.1) but with a particular attention to the
psychofogy of death. The purely psychological explanation of
literature’s virtue and the complete silence regarding any
traditional didactic values sets Cao’s argument apart from
conventional Confucian criticism. Such psychological reasoning

is consistent with his focus on literary self-consciousness.

L.W.17) Emperor Wen (of the Zhou dynasty) when
imprisoned expanded the Book of Changes and Duke
Zhou in his glory composed the Book of Rites. The
one despite his hardship did not neglect it
(1iterature); the other even when he prospered gave

(it) thought. Given such (models) the men of old
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treated badges 1ightly but took seriously their own
allotted time fearing lest time pass them by. Yet,
most men are not strong enough. The poor gape at
hunger and cold; the rich waste themselves in idle
pleasures. They chase after the affairs of the
moment and neglect the achievement which lasts a
thousand years. Above - the sun and the moon come
and go; below - our bodies grow old and suddenly
along with every other 1living thing we disappear.
This thought gnaws at sensible men. Kong Rong and
the others are already dead. (Now) only Xu Gan
composing his essays realizes a unified and
comprehensive discourse.'!

£ 2+ 8

The last phrase yi jia yan ( —/ ;L ) - literally "a
single house discourse” is obscure. If one interprets it as
a school of writing or thought, to what is Cao referring or
why does he choose to mention it? My own belief 1is that Cao
is restating the major thesis of his treatise: 1literature
itself represents a unified and comprehensivé mode of writing
which distinguishes itself from the general class of writing
by its aesthetic elements and principles i.e. the "school of
writing"” is 1literature itself. The idea that 1literature

represents a formal reality which can be judged independently

of other social realities was a radically new idea.
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In summary, Cao articulates the identity of literature

both as a formal reality with coherent and definable
principles, and as changing and evolving form comprised of
individual and traditional e1emeﬁts. His attention to the
problems of objectivity in both writing and criticism and his
strict avoidance of any simplistic moralism reveals a
remarkable sophistication. The absence of any critical
analysis of the historical aspects of literary evolution marks

the 1imit of his classicism.

without an analysis of the details of literary change or
transformation the nature of literature’s "eternal newness"
remains vague and ambiguous. Both Cao Pi and Lu Ji share the
same a-historical perspective which ultimately prevents any
critical understanding of Jliterary innovation. Although
Chinese thought as found in some of its earliest reflections
focuses, in a peculiar fashion, on both the necessity and the
virtue of innovation or re-novation within society - Emperor
Tang (the founder of the Shang dynasty ca. 1763 B.C.) is
reported to have inscribed on his bath tub the phrase "as each
day is new - day by day renew!"'*? - yet, the critical elements
of the idea that 1literature though always changing in its
manifestations nevertheless reveaﬁé a set of norms or
principles which are constant were seldom if ever really
examined. Within both European and Chinese criticism it is the

concept of tradition as a vortex (a form in motion) involving
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both change and constancy - as found within Eliot’s essay -
which represents the perfection of the classical argument.
For, only when the critic can recognize and distinguish
literature’s synchronic and diachronic elements can he begin
to clarify its real nature. Otherwise, innovation remains an

anomaly and literary values are defined by their accidentals.
LU JI'S WEN FU

There is a story told by Du Fu that Lu Ji wrote his Wen
fu when he was twenty.'® Though there is no way of proving or
disproving the remark it can be argued that the treatise
reveals a type of romantic thought typical of a younger mind
which is often fascinated by obscurities and ambiguities. As
pointed out above, the attention the rhyme-prose has received
in the West (there are more than five complete translations
with extensive commentaries) is peculiar and I think reflects
more a pervasive romanticism among academic critics than a
real critical appraisal. Because of the excellent translations
- Fang's translation and notes are more than adequate to a
critical reading - I will 1imit my discussion of the text to
a clarification of its romantic elements - particularly those
elements which contrast most sharply with Cao’s and Liu’s

classicism.

The Wen fu presents all the essential elements of the




167
romantic argument as outlined in the analysis of Longinus’ On
the Sublime. Though Lu recognizes the literary discourse as
an independent formal reality his focus is on the
psychological qualities or states of mind of the writer and
not the formal elements of the poem as such. Nevertheless, his
attention to literary form - both rhetorical and prosodic -
and his avoidance of moralism creates certain common grounds
with both Cao’s and Liu’s analyses. Romanticism shares with
classicism a focus on literature as 1literature. But, by
emphasizing Tliterature’s “strangeness” it exaggerates the
contrast between the literary and the non-literary discourse.
such hyperbole along with its impressionistic descriptions
represent the most characteristic dua1ities of Lu’s treatise.
In addition, the a-historical nature of his analysis though
noi unique to the romantic argument is typical of such. In
terms of real critical analyses the Wen fu adds very little
to Cao’s treatise. Lu’s treatment of the personal and the
psychological qualities of inspiration 1is 1ingenious and
reveals a highly selfconscious 1literary sensibility and
milieu, but -as all such romantic descriptions it throws very
1ittle 1ight on the real process of writing. The objective
seems to be a simple display of connoisseurship in its most

dilettante terms.

Lu's argument can be effectively divided into five

sections.’ In the first section (the preface) Lu presents
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his topic and lays out the essential prescriptive nature of

his descriptions.

W.F.1) I have written this rhymeprose on literature
to expatiate on the consummate artistry of writers
of the past and to set forth the whence and why of

good and bad writings as wel1.'#

Though Lu Ji focuses on the aesthetic aspects of
1iterature the descriptive terms he uses to define these
gqualities are essentially ambivalent and contain obvious
didactic connotations: "beneficial” & “harmful” (f&],’éj),
"beautiful"” & "ugly” 44;;,§gg), and “good" & "bad" Gﬁfw %é).
As 1is typical of all romantic arguments, Lu denies the
possibility of critical knowledge and sets up a false
distinction between knowing and doing - "the difficulty, then,
lies not so much in knowing as in doing."'¥® The difference
between criticism and literature is real and important but it
is not as the romantic critic insists a difference between
knowing and doing. Obviously if one claims to know literature
but can not demonstrate such in literary terms the cliaim is
either a limited claim or false. It is equally senseless to
argue that the writer writes without any critical knowledge
even though his capacity to express such may be limited. Most

serious writers cultivate both skills: viz. Dante, Eliot,

Proust etc..
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The prescriptive nature of Lu Ji’s observations raises
an important critical point. The romantic critic almost
invariably defines literature from the point of view of his
own subjective preferences i.e. his descriptions are
essentially prescriptive assertions which evaluate 1iterature
in terms of a particular style or a period. His formalism is
in a sense purely opportunistic. Such subjectivism contrasts
sharply with the objective treatment of both form and history
characteristic of classicism. Though such a distinction
between the objective and the subjective natures of classicism
versus romanticism is often subtle and difficult to define -
all descriptions are to some degree subjective and
prescriptive - the difference is real and usually, within the
passage of time, apparent. Aristotle with his focus on plot
or the unity of the action as found within the narrative modes
has often been accused - see Tate above - of setting out both
an arbitrary and purely prescriptive definition of Titerature.
Yet, if one examines the precise nature of his arguments -
particularly their concern with the details of form and
history - and considers the critical influence the Poetics has
had over the last 2000 years on literary thought and practice
it is obvious that Aristotle’s observations, in comparison to

Longinus’, are fundamentally more coherent and more accurate.

when Lu Ji asserts at the beginning of the second section
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(A-C) in which he describes the process of writing from the

point of view of the writer:

W.F.2) "Taking his position at the hub of things
[the writer] contemplates the mystery of the

universe..." ¥

The argument not only confuses the idea of the writer
with the idea of the composition but also the actual literary
qualities or values being described - to the degree one can
articulate them - are anything but catholic. Moreover, the
nature of the observation is exaggerated to such a degree that
it contains little or no critical significance. As is true of
most romantic arguments, the problem with Lu’s discussion of
the poet’s psychology is not that the relation between the
poet (as poet) and the poem is not both real and important but
that the looseness and the hyperbole of his language and
thought reduce both ideas to a highly ambiguous and
fundamentally inaccurate set of generalities. A critical
treatment of the actual process of writing requires a
sophisticated and subtle analysis. Aristotle simply avoids
talking about the poet except in the simplest of terms. Though
Liu Xie is more ambitious he is careful to distinguish the

writer as writer and the writer as individual.'®

Given the pervasive poetic nature of its arguments, the
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Wwen fu effectively confuses the critical discourse with the
poetic discourse. This does not imply that poetry can not
contain serious criticism or that all criticism within a
poetic discourse is by definition romantic - Horace’s Ars
Poetica is both serious and hardly romantic. But, equating
1iterature with morality or equating criticism with poetry
involves essentially the same type of fallacy. The critical
discourse seeks to define literature which is not at all the

same as practicing it or even evoking it.

The third section (D-L) is the longest and most eclectic.
Here Lu treats various literary problems and discusses various
1iterary qualities. These arguments with their focus on
literature’s formal aspects come closest to the point of view
and values of classicism. But, Lu’s emphasis on the psychology
of the writer and his impressionistic method sharply
differentiate the two points of view. It is here he sets out
a description of ten of the literary modes which analysis has
often been contrasted with thé more limited treatment found
in Cao's treatise. Cao’s restrictions are viewed as revealing
a less sophisticated critical point of view. But even
Hightower admits that Lu’s descriptions are "not on the whole
more appropriate: they are however more metaphorical and hence
harder to understand.”'¥® what is even more significant is his
selection does not, as Cao’s does, isolate the catholic

qualities of the Tliterary discourse. The analysis is
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essentially arbitrary or purely evocative. Lu Ji argues:

W.F.3) Shi traces emotions daintily; fu embodies
objects brightly; bei balances substance with style;
lei is tense and mournful; ming is comprehensive and
concise, gentle and generous; zhen, which praises
and blames, is clear-cut and vigorous; song is free
and easy, rich and lush; lun is rarified and subtle,
bright and smooth; zou is quiet and penetrating,
genteel and decorous; shuo is dazzling bright and

extravagantly bizarre.'®°

This is criticism in its least critical sense. When one
compares Lu Ji's evocative qualifications with the simple
precision of Cao’s “elegance”, "logicality”, “"realism”, and
"symmetry"” the coherent and comprehensive nature of Cao’s

analysis stands out.

Within the context of Lu’s descriptions of the modes
there occurs a significant reading of the term xie ( ). The
reading appears to represent an explicit gloss on Confucius
statement - discussed above - concerning the nature of the
Odes. Considering the fact that Lu also uses the term to
define literature’s general qualities, it would be extremely
difficult to imagine that he was not consciously glossing

Confucius’s remark. Within the context the purely formal
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connotations of the term indicate not only the possibility of
such- a meaning but also the existence within the critical
community of an independent and non-didactic interpretation
of the remark. Following his descriptions of the modes Lu

writes:

W.F.4) Although there are perceivable differences
among these modes, nevertheless, they (all the
modes) interdict idleness (57? - asymmetry?) and
control looseness. Essentially the discourse should
make sense and reason should have the upper hand,

so that there is no randomness nor superfluity.'®

The preceding argument - as cited above - discusses the
formal qualities of the modes without any didactic
implications. The first couplet clearly focuses on the logic
of the discourse, and the final two qualifiers rong (?%L )
"randomness” and chang (.éé ) “superfluity” 1in the second
couplet appear to clarify the meaning of the preceding couplet
by specifying the particular type of "idleness" and
“looseness” being considered. Any attempt within the context
to interpret the character within the terms of "moral
deviance" makes little or no sense.'®® The correlation with
rong and chang implies that Lu read the character as either
Xu éﬁfﬁ) or yu VE&;) meaning "idle" or "extra"; The text,

therefore, provides powerful circumstantial evidence that such
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a formalist reading is both possible and probable.

As noted above, Cao Pi 1is simply silent about
literature’s moral virtues. Though there are some vague
didactic allusions in Lu’s terminology his overall focus
explicitly asserts literature’s aesthetic or formal autonomy.
Liu Xie takes up the gquestion in a more comprehensive and
systematic fashion and attempts to clarify literature’s moral

nature within the terms of its formal qualities.

Lu Ji in his treatment of the modes only discusses in the
most general terms literature’s elements. But further on in
the same section when treating the "five imperfections” he
sets out in a contrastive manner five essential Tliterary
qualities - resonance (yinqjé?), harmony (hqﬁ&»), pathos (bei
ﬁg),e1egance (yajﬁ;), and beauty (yeqé%%ﬁ,‘“ These elements
represent an attempt to articulate the common principles of
the literary discourse and as such should be compared with the
six classical principles and Cao’s four norms. What is both
interesting and important is that among these three
definitions of literature’s principles the earliest represents
with its articulation of literature’s rhetorical elements -
fu, bi, xing - the most formal and to some degree the most
sophisticated formulation. Though Cao’s four norms - elegance,
logicality, realism , and symmetry - lack the same critical

attention to the linguistic nature of the literary discourse
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they are distinctly more appropriate and more coherent than
Lu’s five qualities, which in their purely metaphorical nature
are the least intelligible. Lu focuses on those qualitative
aspects of the literary discourse which most resist formal

analysis.

DeWoskin has pointed out that Lu borrows the idea of the
five imperfections and the terminology for the five qualities
directly from contemporary musical theory.' He also notes
that music, because of its purely abstract nature, both
requires and attracts highly metaphorical and fundamentally
impressionistic terminology. The ambiguities deriving from the
confusion between musical and literary compositions within
Chinese criticism have already been discussed. To a certain
degree Lu’s borrowings from impressionistic musical theory
represent a retrograde movement in Chinese criticism. He
apparently finds within the analogy the type of impressionism
he wants. As noted in Plato, romantic critics tend to equate

poetry with music.

In his fourth section (M-0) Lu Ji returns to his focus
on the writer and the psychological aspects of writing with
a dramatic description of inspiration. The final section (P)
of the Wen fu ends with a encomium on the virtues of the
literary form. Both sections in terms of the insight they

offer to Lu’s literary milieu are interesting, but, in terms
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of real criticism, they present little which moves beyond
Cao’s analysis. Even Cao’s simple remarks on the individual
writer's sense of himself within the tradition seem more
profound than Lu’s melodramatic descriptions of the writer’s
despair and inspiration. From the point of view of the general
reader the Wen fu most 1likely provides more interesting
reading; as criticism it represents a typical romantic

argument.

Yet despite the pervasive vagueness one senses from time
to time within Lu’s arguments a curious attention to formal
details. Such as his distinction between literary form as an

object and 1iterary form as a logic or abstract structure:

W.F.5) As an object, 1literature puts on numerous

aspects; as a form, it undergoes diverse changes. 155

'Such arguments suggest a careful and methodic analysis
of literary form. Lu’'s reluctance to elaborate such ideas is
both curious and to some degree typical of all Chinese
criticism including Liu’s. It is fashionable to explain such
laconism as a kind of cultural sophistication. My own belief
is that it derives from a fundamental fear of free discourse
and critical thought within a society where differences of
opinion often meant death. To elaborate critical ideas and to

give unambiguous examples requires considerable trust in the
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curiosity and the benevolence of the reader. Within every
totalitarian society laconism and ambiguity offer real
advantages, while clarity and precision involve tangible
risks. As pointed out above, it is naive to think that
literary criticism does not involve real and sensible values

which can and often do touch the very nerve ends of a culture.

To summarize the critical aspects of the Wen fu - the
complete lack of any historical treatment of literature and
the corresponding failure to differentiate the 1idea of
literature from the idea of the writer represent its most
significant limitations. Lu treats 1iterature primarily within
the terms of the writer’s psychological or subjective nature.
The pervasive ambiguities, hyperboles, and metaphorical modes
of expression place the treatise within the same category as
Oon The Sublime and sharply distinguish it from both the
Poetics and the Wenxin diaolong. Though Lu Ji articulates the
idea of literature as a formal and an autonomous reality he
defines its elements and principles only in the vaguest or

least critical of terms.

SHEN YUE & OBJECTIVE CRITICISM

As mentioned earlier, the period between Lu Ji’s Wen fu

(ca. 300 A.D.) and Liu Xie’s Wenxin diaolong (ca. 500 A.D.)

marks one of the most active and innovative periods of
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critical thought. It was a period characterized by extreme
political and social conflict and extensive incursions of
foreign tribes. The extent or degree of migration and social
change ﬁade China by the beginning of the Sui dynasty (581
A.D.) by far the most heterogenous and cosmopolitan nation of
its time. This was also the period when Chinese culture
assimilated Buddhism - both changing it and being changed by
it. Among the generation of scholars just before Liu Xie one
of the most articulate defenders of the new faith was Shen
Yue (441-513). Shen came from an old aristocratic family which
could trace its lineage back to the Han but which had suffered
the extreme changes of fortune which were typical of the
period. Because Shen Yue as a scholar and critic is closely
associated with Liu Xie - we are told that Liu first sought
and gained Shen’s approval before publishing the Wenxin
diaolong'®® - and because his radical analysis of traditional
prosody represents a major evolution in critical thought a
brief discussion of his criticism will clarify some of the

most important critical aspects of Liu’s treatise.

Shen Yue was the first Chinese critic to treat the
confusion between musical and prosodic forms as derived from
the Zhou ﬁradition of court music. He was the first to
coherently articulate the phonetic or linguistic elements of
classical prosody as distinct from the musical tones i.e. to

recognize that though the prosodic tones in the Chinese
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language are analogous to musical pitches their phonetic
elements are essentially different. The distinction is
extremely important. For, without it poetic or prosodic form
remains only a vague and impressionistic idea. Such vagueness
ultimately prohibits or hinders any critical innovation. The
articulation of the phonetic elements of prosody has to poetry
the same importance as the articulation of the sound elements
of harmony has to music. Neither poetry nor music can be fully

perfected without a coherent analysis of their elements.

In a certain sense Shen's analysis of the phonetic
elements of classical prosody represents the most significant
development in Chinese criticism since Confucijus’s discussions
of the poetic discourse. His analysis for the first time
focuses the definition of literary discourse and literary form
within the terms of its linguistic elements. Despite the fact
that the tradition has often misunderstood the nature and
details of Shen’s argument and on the whole ignored its
critical significance - it is remarkable how few critics even
today recognize that significance - the critical difference
between viewing and describing prosody in vague and
impressionistic terms and articulating its phonetic elements
in unambiguous and precise critical terms can not be

overstated.'®

The idea of both language and of 1literature within all
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cultures remain curiously resistant to any coherent or
critical analysis. There 1is a tendency not only to not
question the forms of 1language and literature but even to
resist any systematic analysis of their natures. As already
pointed out, it was not until the beginning of this century
in Europe that Saussure articulated the primary elements of

language as both a social and a historical phenomena.

Though the articulation of prosody’s phonetic elements
in Europe with its phonetic alphabets might seem self-evident
this is not the case in China where the writing system only
in a very limited sense signifies the sound. The development
and peffection in Greece between the eighth and sixth
centuries B.C. of a phonetic alphabet which articulates vowels
and consonants in all their phonetic aspects provided Greek
poets and critics with a powerful tool for analyzing and
critiquing Greek poetry.'®® This alone might account for the
significant differences in poetic development in Greece and
in China during the first thousand years after Homer. Would
Greek poetry have developed to the point it did if the Greek
poet and critic could have critiqued its prosody only in the
most general and metaphorical of terms - or, on the other
hand, did the hermetic nature of Chinese poetics hamstring the

tradition?

Though in art there exists unconscious knowledge and
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every tradition witnesses such the lack of any critical
analysis of literature’s formal elements ultimately sets real
1imits to the development and accomplishments of a literature.
Literature, as Cao tells us, is a self-conscious process. When
a writer can no longer critique his own qualities in coherent
critical terms he looses the capacity both to develop and to
renew the tradition. Each generation of writers to move beyond
the accomplishments of the past requires a coherent critical
analysis of that past. For, without such the writer 1is, in
confucius’ phrase, “like a man with his face against a wall".
An aesthetic tradition which remains satisfied with a
fundamentally uncritical analysis of its forms and structures
ultimately looses the capacity to innovate and to develop. The
argument that critical knowledge somehow 1imits or inhibits
literary creation is only true when that knowledge represents
loose and uncritical generalities or focuses on idle details.
As Shen Yue points out, only when the poet knows and
understands the structural nature of the four tones within
traditional prosody can he begin to understand its real

possibilities.

Shen Yue’s analysis and observations met considerable
opposition and criticism.'®™® His critics on the whole were
traditionalists who either did not understand what he was
saying and/or did not like its formalism, which they correctly

saw as contrary to the hermetic or impressionistic values of
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traditional connoisseurship. The dilettante tradition in China
has consistently argued against any critical analysis of
literature or art. The debate represents essentially an
argument between progressive classicism and traditional
romanticism where the traditionalist sees the very critical
nature of Shen's arguhent as contradicting the hermetic values
of the tradition. As Mather notes in his study of Shen Yue,
Zhong Rong’s (465-518) - one of Shen’s most vocal critics -
objections, as found in the third preface to his Shi pin
(Gradings of Poetry), reveal a curious naivete and a complete
lack of any critical understanding of the focus of Shen’'s
argument i.e. that the consonance or dissonance of a poetic
line can exist within the line itself in terms of its own
phonetic qualities independent of any musical accompaniment.'®
Further on in the same preface when Zhong argues that such an
attention to detail only “imposes a lot of crippling
restraints on the poet and damages poetry’'s true beauty" or
jater that "literary compositions should basically be written
to be recited aloud and should not be hobbled or hindered"'®
his arguments are both naive and contradictory. A survey of
what Shen has to say about the importance of an objective

analysis of the four tones presents the best example we have

of classical criticism in China before Liu Xie.

Though Shen Yue'’s discourse on the four tones has not

survived - as is often true, the most critical elements of a
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tradition are ignored by the traditionalist who views the
tradition as a series of commonplaces - but his postface to
the biography of Xie Lingyun has survived as an example of the
essay in Xiao Tong’s Wen xuan. %% In the essay Shen traces the
developments and transformations of 1literary form from its
earliest manifestations down to his own time (ca. 450 A.D.).
He focuses on the evolutions of poetic form from the time of
Qu Yuan (ca. 300 B.C.) through the Jian-an writers (ca. 200
A.D.) and the development and perfection of the lyric
discourse - —covering precisely the same period and
developments as Liu does within the chapters 1 will later
examine. Commenting on these developments Shen writes at the

close of his argument:

S$.S.1) By means of the laws of the tones they (Wang
Ccan and Cao zhi) adjusted their regulated verse and
were able to surpass the earlier models. Since the
time of Qu Yuan the ordered sequence of years is
long (approximately 800 years). Though literary form
has to some degree been refined its inner secrets
have not been examined. As far as those sublime
discourses and wondrous phrases are concerned their
prosody was spontaneous (without critical thought).
Although the above writers subconsciously conformed
with these principles (the principlies of the four

tones) it was not the result of conscious thought.
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Zhang Heng, Cai Yong, Cao Zhi, and Wang Can had no
inkling (of them); Pan Yue, Lu Qi, Xie Ling-yun, and
Yen Yen-zhi were wide of the mark. Those today who
have a conscious knowledge of the tones have the
means to grasp them (the principles of the four
tones). This argument is no exaggeration. If there
is anyone who says its not true let him wait for the

intuition. 183

Shen Yue’s observations regarding conscious and
unconscious literary knowledge is close both in thought and
value to Cao Pi's remarks concerning the importance of "self-
consciousness” in criticism. The carping of Shen’s critics
only reveals the extent of 1loose and uncritical thought
prevalent among Chinese literati. What is most curious is how
difficult it was for most of Shen’s contemporaries to
understand both the nature and the significance of his
analysis. One clearly senses Shen Yue'’'s frustration over the
general resistance to critical thought. His last remark about
waiting for the intuition or insight raises the question of
whether he saw his analysis of literary history and literary

form as somehow related to the new faith - Buddhism.

The phrase zhi yin (//{\_,_ %/ij- ) signifying a conscious
knowledge of the prosodic tones comes to signify in the Wenxin

- obviously through the process of metonomy - the critic.
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Wwhether this coinage is peculiar to Liu and contains a
conscious reference to Shen Yue’s analysis of the four tones
is not clear.'® But, it is obvious that for both critics a
critical analysis of literary form represents the essential
focus of the new criticism. Shen seems to be acutely aware
that his analysis of the four tones represents a new way of
viewing literature which sharply divides traditional criticism
from "new" criticism. The fact that both Shen and Liu were
influential early Buddhist scholars and highly articulate
defenders of the new faith raises real gquestions as to the
actual relation between such a new critical sensibility and
Buddhist thought. It obviously is not mere coincidence that
China’s two most articulate classical critics were also major
actors in the conversion of China to Buddhism. But, how or in
what way this new criticism and the new faith were related is
not at all clear. A critical examination of this guestion
would involve a separate dissertation. Yet. it seems evident
that both Shen and Liu saw the new literary sensibility, in
contradistinction to the earlier criticism, as advocating both
a critical knowledge of the order of literature in time and
a critical analysis of its formal structures, and that such
a division of reality into its historical and its formal
elements clearly reflects fundamental concepts and values

found in Buddhist theology.'®®

wWwhatever the actual case may be, the remanents of Shen
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vue'’s criticism represent the most significant examples of a
mature classicism we have before the Wenxin diaolong. Shen
appears to be the first critic in China to view the literary
discourse as a coherent object with both a history and a form
of its own. It is apparent from the above that Liu Xie’s
attempts to treat literary history and literary form in a
critical manner do not represent an isolated endeavor. Liu was
clearly a part of a critical community which shared the same

passion for observation and analysis.

XIAO TONG & THE WEN XUAN

As was the founder of the Wei dynasty Cao Cao (155-220)
the founder of the Liang dynasty (502-556) Xiao Yan (464-549)
was devoted to literature and literary research. puring the
early years of the dynasty literary criticism flourished with
an intensity and level of curiosity seldom paralleled within
the tradition. Literary salons sprang up both in the capital
and in the provinces often sponsored and headed by members of
the Xiao clan. Xiao Tong (501-531) the oldest son of Xiao Yan
in his brief life (he died suddenly at the age of 30 as a
result of a boat accident) became one of the major forces
behind such literary speculation and research. After 515, when
he reached maturity, he organized a coterie of scholars,
critics, and poets within the Eastern Palace which then became

a center for both Buddhist and literary research.'®® The Liang
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dynasty official hiitory tells us:

He 1invited and received talented and learned
scholars, and he was untiring in his appreciation
and admiration for them. He often himself discussed
texts and documents, and sometimes consulted with
scholars on matters of the past and present. In his
idle moments, he continued with his 1literary
composition. Generally, one could consider this a
habitual practice. At this time, the Eastern Palace
had some 30,000 juan of books, and famous men of
talent gathered together here. Such a flourishing
of literature and scholarship had not been seen

since the Jin and Song.'®

It was within such a critical milieu Xiao Tong organized
the editing of the Wen xuan. Both Shen Yue and Liu Xie became
in the last years of their 1ives members of this literary
coterie. Shen Yue had served as Xiao Tongs preceptor before
his maturity and Liu Xie later was appointed to Xiao Tong's
staff as “"chamberlain for the surrogate secretary in the
Eastern Palace”. The influence Liu must have had on Xiao is
neither documented nor discussed. And, exactly when Liu wrote
and published the Wenxin diaolong and whether he issued more
than one edition of the work is not at all clear. The date of

its publication has been placed between 498 and the end of his




188

1ife in the early five-twenties.

Though we do not know any details concerning the
influence of both Shen and Liu on Xiao Tong’s 1literary
thoughts, Xiao clearly reveals in both the general
organization of the Wen xuan and more particularly in the
arguments of his preface an interest in the questions of
1iterary evolution and 1literary form. One can see in his
preface, though its lacks the critical precision and detail
found in Liu’s and Shen’'s arguments, the same kind of
attention to the abstract identity of literature. The almost
modern historical perspective at the beginning of the preface

is striking.

W.X.1) Only by examining the beginnings and the
origins (of phenomena) does one gain a focused
insight into their inner nature. At the time when
men dwelt in caves in the winter and in nests in the
summer - in those ages when men ate unskinned meat
and drank blood - when society was elementary and
mankind yet unformed literature had not yet been
created. Long ago when Fu Xi ruled the empire he
initiated the drawing of the Eight Trigrams and
invented writing on bamboo strips and thereby
replaced government according to knotted ropes.

Because of these changes literary compositions
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sprang up. The Book of Changes says: "Examine the
forms of the heavens and thereby determine the
transformations of time. Examine the forms of man
and thereby transform the wof1d.f The temporal

principles of form are indeed far reaching! 188

The final thought is tricky. "The temporal principles of
form" might be more clearly phrased as "time’s formal
principles”. They represent the principles revealed in time
through trans-formation i.e. the principles of the seasons
revealed in time through the transformations of the heavens,
the principles of society revealed in time through the
transformations of méh, and the principles of 1literature
revealed in time through the transformations of literature.
The focus of the argument is on the way time reveals its
principles through various transformations - one of its
principles being the principle of form itself. Xiao’s argument
reveals a peculiar critical awareness of both the diachronic
and the synchronic orders, or of the significance of examining
the formal evolution of a phenomenon within time to determine
its inner principles. The evolution of human society itself,
as he points out, reveals that man’s sense of form 1is
fundamental to his own nature. Xiao gées on to specify two

kinds of transformations:

W.X.2) If the cart is the prototype of the grand
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carriage, the grand carriage should contain the
elements of the cart (i.e. there has been a change
in outer form but not in inner nature). Expanded ice
is derived from accumulated water but accumulated
water does not have the frozenness of expanded ice
(i.e. there has been a change in inner nature and
the principles of ice and water - solidness and
l1iquidness - are not the same). why 1is this?
Because when one continues the (essential) process
one (simply) elaborates the design (but Qhen) one
changes the basic nature one adds a (new) force.

Since objective reality is 1like this 1iterature is

also. Tracing (1literature’s) temporal
transformations - with difficulty it can be
critically understood.'®®

The thought is particularly complex and Xiao’'s expression
is twisty and ambiguous but the basic ideas are clear. One
gets the definite impression of a younger mind rather
precariously juggling sophisticated ideas which he has heard
but not altogether fathomed. Xiao identifies two types of
transformations - the one involving a simple elaboration of
form and the other involving a fundamental transformation of
form i.e. the difference within literature between modes and
genres. Within these terms, the Han Fu would represent a new

genre related to the earlier Fu narratives sung by blind
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singers just as Greek Comedy is related to the choral songs
of the phallic procession - while the gu shi (the personal
1yric) could be seen as a simple elaboration of the classical
Odes. Xiao is pointing to the intricate nature of literary
transformations where the correlations between forms are often
subtle and not at all apparent if one does not know their
actual histories. His assertion that literature represents a
natural phenomena which follows the same formal ruies found
within other phenomena which reveal temporal transformations
sets out the critical premise of all mature classicism i.e.
that literature is a formal reality which can be observed and

analyzed as all formal phenomena can be.

At the end of his discourse Xiao gives us one of the
earliest attempts to differentiate literary and non-1literary
discourses. Discussing why he has not included in his

anthology certain types of discourses he says:

W.X.3) As for the histories which record events or
the annals which chronicle the years; by means of
which one praises or censures what is right or
wrong, and records and distinguishes differences and
similarities (i.e. their nature is practical) if one
compares them with 1literary compositions they are
not the same. But if the fabric of their Judgments

and Treatises weave rhetorical patterns, or the
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carvings of their Introductions and Evaluations
involve literary designs; and their contents are the
result of profound reflection and their principles
belong to literary elegance (i.e. if because of
their formal qualities they can be read as
literature), then I have mixed and collected them
with the poetic pieces....The whole (anthology)
orders the forms of literature - each (composition)
is arranged according to (its) genre. Since the Shi
and the Fu forms are not one (genre) I have further
divided them according to (their) modes. Within the
modal divisions each (composition) 1is arranged

according to (its) chronological order.'®

Xiao’s careful attention to both the formal and the
historical orders has curiously never, as far as 1 Kknow,
raised any critical interest. His anthology provides for the
first time a radical analysis of literary form within its
historical structures. The critical significance of such an
analysis to l1iterary speculation can not be overestimated.
In premodern European and Chinese criticism such a
selfconscious treatment of literature’s two critical orders
finds its parallel only 1in the Poetics and the Wenxin
diaolong. Moreover, his careful distinction between the
practical and moral aims of the non-literary discourse and the

formal and the aesthetic aims of the literary discourse has
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never been given the attention it deserves. The observation
is close to modern thought on the subject and echoes Liu’s
reflections on the evolution of the 1literary discourse -
according to Liju literature first emerged as an autonomous
discourse in the early Zhou when "literary form surpassed its

content."” (viz. chpt.l).

It appears that the idea of literature as a form in time
with both structural and historical elements was not clearly
articulated in Chinese criticism until the Qi-Liang era (479~
556) and that Shen Yue and Liu Xie along with Xiao Tong were

among the first major advocates of this "new” criticism.
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THE WENXIN DIAOLONG & CLASSICISM

A full defense of the thesis that the Wenxin diaolong
represents a coherent and comprehensive classical analysis of
literature and that it distinguishes itself from the other
pre-modern treatments of literature in terms of its critical
focus on the formal realities of the literary discourse -
including both its diachronic and synchronic elements -
ideally requires an analysis of the whole treatise. But, given
the complexity and length of its arguments such an exposition
is impossible within the 1imits of the dissertation. Yet the
most concrete and critical way to demonstrate the nature of
Liu Xie’s arguments is through a translation and analysis of
his arguments within the context and the order he establishes.
The general tendency within both traditional and modern
discussions of his arguments to abstract and isolate them from
their logical context and to interpret their meaning within
the terms of traditional 1literary values and beliefs has

created real and pervasive misunderstandings.'”’

Given the extreme elliptical qualities of the paraliel
prose style Liu uses, when isolated from their logical context
his arguments (their expression) lack any coherent definition
and can be easily misunderstood. This is true, as we have
seen, of almost all Chinese thought. The context and the order

of an argument 1in ancient Chinese are far more significant
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than they are 1in ancient Greek or Latin criticism. The
language itself which distinguishes neither the gender nor the
number of pronouns and often leaves the tense, mood, and
subject of a verb (to say nothing of the problems of
identifying the verb within a phrase) without dgfinition save
that given by the logic of the context depends heavily on
contextual significance. such fundamental paratactical
gqualities within the language are intensified in classical
prose which - with its parallel structures, tropes, and
figures - is very close to verse in form. However, such
syntactical ambiguity also means that within the best of
Chinese critical writing one finds a particular attention to
the order and development of an argument. Such an acute sense
of context and its logic provides the only structure which
allows a Chinese critic to develope more than a pastiche of

commonplaces.

As we have already seen, reading a critical discourse in
classical Chinese is not like reading the equivalent in Greek
or Latin where the primary logic of an argument is normally
stated. In classical Chinese more often than not the primary
logic is only implied by the context and the order of the
observations. Such as is the case with Xiao’s remarks above
regarding the practical and the moral functions of histories
and annals; he does not state that 1iterature, 1in contrast,

replaces these with its formal and aesthetic functions, but
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the order of the observations clearly implies such. One
literally has to read between the lines. Because of the
obvious ambiguities within such a method the writer often
develops the logic of his arguments by numerous repetitions
and paraphrases. The elements of an argument are repeated in
various forms until the essential logic of the argument is
clearly laid out - the better the critic the clearer the
articulation of the idea. A1l this requires greater critical
effort on the part of the reader than is normally expected in
the West. Yet, it does not mean, as has often be argued, that

Chinese critical thought is by definition ambiguous or vague.

As we will see, it is within the terms of the order of
his arguments and the logic realized by this order that Liu
Xie's thoughts become coherent. . As Donald Gibbs points out

in his dissertation on literary theory in the Wenxin diaolong:

...Liu Xie constructed his book with some of the
subtie symmetry of a symphony. While it is true that
each chapter uniquely develops an idea, yet, as the
.work progresses, an idea developed first in one
chapter will be seen to recur many times over, but
modified. somewhat in each successive appearance.
There 1is opportunity in this for apparent
contradiction and inconsistency. This difficulty can

be surmounted only if the text is approached with
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great care and with system.'’

It is a shame Gibbs does not heed his own advice. Too
often he isolates an argument from its logical context and

interprets the thought arbitrarily.

I will limit my discussion and elucidation of Liu’s
criticism to the first eight chapters including the 1last
chapter which summarizes the treatise and chapters XXVII,
XXIX, XXXIII, and XLVIII i.e. thirteen of the treatise’s fifty
chapters. I have chosen these chapters because the first eight
chapters present a coherent critical unit setting out a
general poetics and the major poetic genres; the four chapters
taken from the final section - which treats individual
critical problems - discuss issues which are essential to an
exposition of Liu’s classicism; and the final chapter surveys
the whole treatise. Since the translations of each chapter
focus on those elements which most elucidate the nature of
Liu’'s classicism, they are not meant to be definitive. I have
often paraphrased arguments, abbreviated details, and at times
cut whole sections which are not central to the focus of the
dissertation both for the sake of simplicity and of clarity.
A1l such paraphrases, abbreviations, and cuts are marked or
indicated in the translations and notes. Also, I do not
attempt to discuss historical and literary references except

to the degree they are pertinent to the thesis or to a basic
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understanding of the argument. In dealing with obviously
metaphorical language or other rhetorical aspects of Liu’s
parallel prose style I have often chosen to translate the
simple sense without metaphor or figure. This I consider to
be the right of the translator - particularly when the focus
is on the argument as such - for the rhetoric of each language
is unique and often does not allow literal translation of
metaphors. As found at the beginning of the dissertation, I
will treat the Poetics when and where its arguments throw a

critical light on Liu’s arguments.
THE TEXT & ARGUMENT OF THE WENXIN DIAOLONG

The Wenxin diaolong contains approximately 37,000
characters and is divided into ten juan, each consisting of
five chaﬁters carrying descriptive titles. Liu organizes the
treatise into four units - 1) chapters I-IV comprising a
general poetics and a survey of literary developments down to
confucius (ca. 500 B.C.); 2) chapters V-XXV comprising a
chapter by chapter analysis of the histories and the forms of
various literary genres or modes subdividing them into rhymed
modes (chpts. V-XIII) and unrhymed modes (chpts. XIV=-XXV); 3)
chapters XXVI-XLIX comprising as stated above a discussion of
various critical terms, concepts, and probliems; and finally

4) chapter L presenting a summary of the whole treatise.'’
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I have transposed the final chapter to the position of

a preface because it summarizes the treatises’s arguments and
critical perspective. As a conseqguence, the chapter s
particularly difficult to transiate since it presumes a
thorough knowledge of what preceded. It is not an introduction
but rather an elaboration of critical method and perspective
in the most abstract of terms. The first sentence, which
represents one of the most significant statements in the whole
treatise, instead of explaining the title (The Literary Mind
Tracing the Dragon) presumes the reader is familiar with the
thoroughly formal and analytical nature of the treatise and
elaborates on the title’s critical significance. The chapter

begins:

L.1) Ordering the Composition

As for the phrase "literary mind" (wen xin), it
signifies an active consciousness (yong xin) of the
(way) a discourse becomes (realizes) a 1literary
form. Long ago Juan Zi (wrote) "Lute’s Ken (xin)”
and Wang-sun "Diplomacy’s Ken (xin)". Consciousness
(xin) is indeed beauty; therefore, I have used the

term here (in the title).'?

The whole paragraph glosses the term xin (/.+)which is

the most important and the most difficult term to translate
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in the title. Though the word is often translated as "heart”
it signifies "mind" or "consciousness” and only "heart" in the
sense of the heart as the center of consciousness or thought.
As such it is close in meaning to the Greek term "phren"” or
the 01d Eng]iéh term “"ken". The two treatises cited, which
were apparently written during the Han and are listed in the
Yiwen zhi of the Han shu, have disappeared. They appear to
have beeen manuals on their respective subjects - the lute and
diplomacy. Liu cites them because their titles define xin
within terms of technical or critical knowledge. Among
Confucius’® writings xin is consistently used in the sense of
“mind" or "consciousness". The phrase yong Xin ()a/L;y itself
is found in Analects XVII.22 where it signifies "active
consciousness". Confucius says: "As for one who stuffs himself
all day and is not actively conscious (yong xin) of anything,
rebuke (him) - how?"'’® The phrase, 1in addition, seems to

clearly echo the first line of Lu Ji’s Wen fu which reads:

Each time I examine the compositions of gifted
writers, I flatter myself I can grasp their active

(actual) mind (yong xin).'™®

The contrast between Lu’'s romantic focus on the writer
and Liu’s classical focus on the discourse I don’t believe is
accidental. As we have already seen and we will see more

clearly, Both Liu and Shen Yue are acutely aware of the
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novelty and the significance of a critical analysis of the
literary discourse as such i.e. a critical "consciousness of
the (way) the discourse becomes literary form”. The sentence,
I believe, represents the same kind of critical response to
Lu Ji’s romantic focus on the genius of the individual writer
as the first lines of the Poetics does to Plato’s attack on
the integrity of the literary discourse. Both critics isolate
the 1literary discourse and its forms as the foci of their
respective treatises. As often in Liu’s remarks, the comment
"Conscioushess (mind) is indeed beauty"” which at first sight
seems a cliche when considered carefully elaborates a major
thought which runs throughout the treatise 1i.e. beauty
(aesthetic form) reveals or results from a conscious awareness

of the formal relations within and between things.

L.2) Since the earliest times literary compositions
have realized their forms by tracing refined
patterns. How does this imply taking up Zou Shi's

clique’s argument on tracing the dragon?'?’

Liu is evidently responding to criticism concerning the
formalist implications in the title's phrase "tracing the
dragon”. He correctly points out that formalism is not
peculiar to any literary clique or movement - though some may
exaggerate its elements more than others - but common to all

l1iterature i.e. literature is by definition both formal and
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artificié]. By disassociating himself from Zou and other
writers renowned for their obscure and hermetic logic, Liu
raises the'who1e question of whether the phrase "tracing the
dragon" refers to the analysis of literature or the
composition of literature i.e. whether it is the critic or the
writer who is "tracing the dragon"? One can interpret the
phrase as signifying either “the writer tracing 1literary
forms" or "the critic outlining the forms of 1iterature". The
answer is probably both. Chinese logic is far 1less concerned
than European logic with excluding viable alternatives. Hence,
Liu seems to be dissociating himself from the obscurity of
both Zou's style and reasoning. Zou Shi followed Zou Yan who
was a member of the yin yang cosmology shool which flourished
during the Warring State period. Si Ma Qian (145-85 B.C.) 1in

the shi ji tells us:

Zou Yan came after Mencius (372-289 B.C.). Observing
that those who held the states were more and more
lascivious and extravagant, and that they were
unable to esteem virtue, he thought that if the Da
ya (a section in the Book of Odes) would regulate
them (the rulers) in their own bodies this influence
would be passed down to the common peopie. He then
deeply examined the permutations of yin and yang and
wrote about their stange and occult ﬁransformations.

Within the chapters of the Zhong shi and the Da
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sheng (Zou’s works) there are more than 100,000
phrases. His teachings are grandiose and not at all
catholic. He first examines little things and then
conjectures and elaborates until he reaches what is
without 1imit. He sets out to describe his own times
by going back to Huang Ti’s (a mythical emperor)
time and those things which are commonly fabricated
by the scholiasts i.e. the overaill rise and fall of
the ages. Accordingly, he records their (the
scholiasts’) omens and auspices and inventions. In
his conjectures he goes well beyond them (the
scholiasts) reaching a time when neither the heavens
nor the earth existed - utter obscurities which can
be neither researched nor investigated. ... Zou Shi
was one of the Zou philosophers of Qi. He sided with
and took up Zou Yen's occult science and wrote
essays ... Zou Yan’s occult science is both vague
and grandiose and he argues at great length; as for
Zou Shi, (his) formal writings are difficult to
elucidate ... Therefore the men of Qi praising
(them) say: "talking about the heavens, that's Zou

Yan - tracing dragons, that’s Zou Shi"'"®

Liu, while insisting on literature’s essential formal
nature, disassociates himself not only from loose and obscure

language but also from ambiguous and hermetic reasoning. From
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the point of view of the classical critic, 1looseness of
language and vagueness of thought are anathemas whether in

literature or in criticism.

L.3) Space and time are endless and remote and the
black haired masses are an indiscriminate melee. To
distinguish oneself beyond the common run there is
only knowledge and art. The years and the months
whirl past; 1ife and sensibility don’t stay. Only
by creation can fame soar and life’s substance fly.
Man images in his own Torm both the heavens and the
earth (for) his inner nature has five powers (the
senses of the ear, eye, mouth, nose, and mind). One
can compare his ear and mouth with the sun and moon
and his voice and breath with the wind and thunder.
He transcends all other reality in that he 1is also
intelligent. Though his physical form has the same
fragility as grass and trees his fame is more
durable than metal and stone. Therefore a gentleman
residing in this world establishes his virtue (his
fame) by composing discourses. "Iﬁ what way am I
fond of precise arguments - I can’t help it!" (a

quote from Mencius)'™®

The thoughts are complex and require a critical

consideration which goes beyond the dissertation. The text is
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possibly corrupt or has lost part of its argument - the first
and last parts of a manuscript are often the most damaged. The
first argument restates Cao Pi’s observations on man’s
existential need to transcend the finite. What is significant
in the second argument, from our point of view, is Liu’s focus
on intelligence (the capacity to perceive affinities and
discriminate differences) as the essential principle of human
nature and the force behind literary sensibility. The quote
from Mencius, which implies - in a classic manner - that his
love of verbal discriminations 1is not accidental but
fundamental to his nature, seems to be directed at explaining
his own passion for analysis. Here and in what follows, if the

text is complete, Liu is guilty of excessive obscurity.

L.4) When I was seven I dreamed of dappled clouds
1ike brocade (a symbol of art - specifically
painting). I climbed up to grasp them. One night
when I was over thirty I dreamed I held the red
Jacquered ceremonial vessels and followed Confucius
towards the South. In the morning when I woke I was
at peace and felt happy. It is indeed difficult to
see the sage (Confucius) yet he consented to appear
in a dream to someone as little as me. Since the
beginning of mankind there has been nobody like the
Master (a paraphrase from Mencius). To explicate

and to augment Confucius’ significance there is
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nothing 1ike the commentaries on the Classics, but
Ma and Zheng (two famous Han commentators) among the
confucian scholars have already been amply ingenious
in their explications. Even if I had some profound
interpretations they would not be sufficient to set
up a (new) school. But indeed, the process of
1iterature is actually a branch or aspect of the
Classics. The five rites rely on them (the Classics)
to be perfected; the six government functions
(diplomacy, education, rites, administration,
punishment, and public works as described 1in the
Zhou 1i) use them to perfect their functions. As
regards that by which the (relation between) ruler
and ministers, and the (relation between) state and
army are clarified, if one examines their elements

and principles, it is clearly the Classics.'®®

This is Liu Xie in his least critical and most personal
voice. The thoughts - particularly the last assertion - are
to fragmented to be coherent. When he argues that the Classics
provide the-e1ements and principles for the political order
is he referring to their form or to their content? The
implication of his remarks about not having enough new
thoughts on the substance of the Classics to comprise a new
school of thought is that he considers his treatise on the

“"process of literature” to comprise such a new school. One




208
should never underestimate the false modesty of a Chinese

writer. One finds the same vice among the Greeks.

L.5) But the Sage passed away a long time ago and
(since then) literary form has been both opened up
and broken up. The popular poets love the eccentric
and in their discourses they prize what is frivolous
and bizarre. They think decorated feathers or
designs embroidered on belts and girdles (i.e.the
purely decorative) are excellent paintings. They are
a long way from the essence and prefer to follow
that which is deformed and excessive. The Book of
Historical Documents analyzing literary language
(says) "the value lies in the form’s essentials”.
And Confucius displays throughout his teachings a
dislike of eccentric principles. What is particular
to both the classical analysis of literary language
and to Confucius’ teachings is (the idea that)
proper form lies in (its) essentials. With this in
mind I picked up my brush, mixed my ink, and began

to analyze literary form.'®

Liu does not view literary change or innovation as
inherently bad. His remarks about the opening up and breaking
up of literary form refer to the facts of literary evolution

and development as found within the fu and gu shi genres and
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do not imply that these transformations represent by
definition a decline. On the contrary, Liu will make it quite
clear that literature without innovation, as Eliot puts it,
is not literature. Later, he specifically argues that the
transformation of 1literary form found in the Li sao (ca. 300
B.C.) represents a major literary innovation and that such
development 1is essential to the tradition. Also, as is
apparent in his analysis of the eight primary elements of
l1iterary style (chpt. XXVII) which includes the eccentric and
bizarre, even his criticism of the extremism found among
popular poets does not mean that he considers such extremism
as intrinsically inappropriate to literature. It Iis only
inappropriate when it is not seen for what it is - an extreme
aspect of literary style. Though at times Liu over states his
case he recognizes that the value of a mean does not exclude
extremes. The point about the popular poets is that they knhow
nothing else and have no idea what the essentials are or where
the mean lies. Liu is not, as has been argued, rejecting
formalism and asserting the values of literary pragmatism and
didacticism, rather his remarks about the deformations of the
popular poets and the value of the "form’s essentials" assert

a critical formalism.

L.6) When one scrutinizes and examines those among
the moderns who have analyzed literary form - they

are indeed many. As far as Cao Pi’'s (187-226) Shu




dian, Cao zZhi's (192-232) Xu shu, Ying Yang’s (ob.
217) Wen 1lun, Lu Ji’s (261-303) Wen fu, Zhi Yu’s
(ob. 312) Liu bie, and Li Chung’s (f1. 323) Han 1in
- each one illumines a small section (of
literature): few examine the whole story. Some
evaluate the talents of their own time, others
select and categorize the literary forms of earlier
writers, others vaguely set out the characteristics
of the refined and the vulgar styles, and still
others abstract and summarize the themes of the
l1iterary compositions. Cao Pi’s essay is finely
reasoned but not comprehensive; Cao Zhi’s letter is
discriminating but not precise; Ying Yang’s analysis
is beautiful but carelessly reasoned; Lu Ji’'s fu is
artful but fragmented and confusgd; Zhi Yu’s Liu bie
is subtie but trivial; and Li Chung’s Han 1in is
shallow and lacking essentials. There is also Huan
Tan (25-220) and Liu Zhen (f1. 200) and their likes,
Ying Zhen (f1. 400) and Lu Yun (f1. 400) and their
group - they discuss in a vague manner form and
meaning. Yet every once in a while their (critical)
distinctions are exceptional. Nevertheless, they are
completely incapable of stripping away the foliage
(i.e. accidentals) so as to investigate the roots
(i.e. the essentials), or of examining the waves

(i.e. the forms) so as to uncover the sources (i.e.

210
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the principles). Since they do not articulate the
arguments of the earlier cognoscenti they do not

advance the thoughts of later generations.'®

Liu’s selfconscious review of critical thought from the
Han to his time displays an acute awareness of its formal
1imits and of his own critical objectives. As 1is apparent
within his astute evaluations of Cao Pi’s and Lu Ji’s
criticisms Liu clearly views criticism as a comprehensive and
analytical discipline. Moreover, his observations regarding
the pervasive absence among earlier critics of any systematic
analysis of the elements and the principles of literary form
sets out the major focus of his own treatise. In addition, his
final remarks concerning the way criticism advances critical
thought of later ages reveals a distinctly progressive vision
of the tradition in which the critic’s prime responsibility
is to critique the evolutions of form and thought within the
tradition. The next section sets out more or less the sequence

of arguments as found in chapters one through fifty.

L.7) As regards the make-up of the Wenxin (Literary
Mind) - its (the literary mind’s) principles are
found 1in the natural order (the dao - what the
Greeks called the logos or the logic of the cosmos);
its tenets are found in Confucius; its forms are

found in the Classics; its limits are found in the
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Apocrypha; its transformations are found in the Sao
(Li sao of Qu Yuan ca. 300 B.C.).'®
The above section sets out an abstract of the first five
chapters which represent a general poetics. I have translated
dao as "natural order". Though it is normal in the West to
emphasize the irrational or a-rational aspects of the term as
found in some Daoist writings, I believe such an emphasis
ignores and distorts the term’s basic meaning i.e. a "way",
“method", or "order”. Liu, as a Confucian and Buddhist, lays

stress on both the rational and the formal nature of the dao.

L.8) Surely, (after chpt.V) the focal points (the
genres) and the structures (of literary form) also
have been exhaustively discussed. As far as
analyzing verse and discussing prose - their basic
divisions (rhymed - unrhymed) have been
differentiated and their modes have been separated
out. It traces their origins so as to display their
developments, and explicates their terminology so
as to clarify their principles. It cites literary
pieces so as to define their compositions, and
expoundes on their internal logic so as to reveal
their structural unities. Thus in the first part
(chpts. I-XXV) the formal structures (of literature)

are clarified.'®
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Liu divides the first part of his treatise into an
abstract analysis of principles (chpts. I-vV) and a concrete
dissection of forms - examining their historical, theoretical,
and formal elements (chpts. VI-XXV). His analysis of the final
section of the Wenxin which deals with critical terminology,
concepts, and problems is more problematic. The order of the
ideas Liu summarizes does not in all cases follow the order
of the final chapters as we now have them. It is generally
believed that the original order of the 1last twenty five
chapters has been corrupted which compounds the difficulties
in determining the precise logic of each chapter. Moreover,
critical terminology in all languages is often impossible to
translate and one has to settle for clumsy and partial

approximations.

L.9) As far as chopping up 1its (literature’s)
aspects and dissecting its affairs - it
comprehensively outlines (them) and systematically
runs through (them). It sets out (literary)
imagination and temperament (chpts. XXVI & XXVII?);
maps but voice and style (chpts. XXVIII, XXX, &
XXXI?); ties together critical knowledge and
sensibility (chpts. XXIX, XLI, XLII, XLIII, XL1V,
XLVI?):; and examines prosody and diction (chpts
XXXII, XXXIII, XXXIV, XXXV, XXXVI, XXXVII, XXXVII,

XXXIX, XL?). It gives special attention to
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(1iterature’s) alternations in "The Chronological
Oorder" (chpt. XLV); sets out (my) critical opinions
in "The Range of Talents" (chpt. XLVII) "; carefully
expresses (my) overriding concerns in “The Critic"
(chpt. XLVIII); and clarifies (my own)
discriminations 1in "“Aligning the Parts" (chpt.
XLIX). The "Post Face" elaborates (my) inner most
reflections and marshals the collected chapters.
Thus in the second part (chpts. XXVI-L) the generals
and the details are elucidated. To establish the
inner logic (of a formal phenomena) and to abstract
its nature the number (of chapters required) has
been revealed in the "Great Change" (in the Book of
Changes). Only forty-nine chapters make up its (this

treatise’s) treatment of literary form.'®

The above section, given the guestions surrounding the
original order of the last twenty five chapters, provides a
excellent example of the difficulties of interpreting Liu’s
arguments when one 1is not exactly sure to what they refer.
There is almost no consensus regarding its precise meaning.
Nevertheless, the main thought is clear - Liu states that in
the second part he has comprehensively and systematically
treated literature’s major critical aspects and affairs which
he defines as literary imagination and individual temperament,

voice and style, critical knowledge and sensibility, prosodic
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and rhetorical analyses, the diachronic order, critical
evaluations, the problems of objective criticism, and finally
his own personal discriminations. His focus moves from
objective analysis to subjective opinion i.e. from deduction
to induction. In the Book of Changes is found the statement:
"The number for a great explication 1is fifty but it uses
(only) forty-nine”. In that context the numbers refer to the

number of yarrow stalks used to calculate a divination.

L.10) To evaluate and to 1lay out one type of
literature is easy, but to comprehensively analyze
the full range of literary discourses 1is difficult.
Although frequently it (the treatise) belittles
(literature’s) outer finery, it takes its 1inner
structures very seriously. At times one will find
twisty thoughts and hermetic reasoning; though they
appear at hand (i.e. easy) they are a long way off
(i.e. difficult). Moreover, the phrases which don’t
work (don’t convey their thought) are more than one
can count. As regards its discriminations or
comments on perfecting literary form, when they are
in accord with what has been formerly said it is not
simply an echo - the judgement itself can not be
altered; when they differ with earlier analyses it
is not merely to be different -the principles

themselves can not be admitted. Whether they agree




or disagree - it has nothing to do with "ancients”
and "moderns”. In splitting up (literature’s) fibers
and differentiating its inner forms the sole purpose
has been to dissect its heart (proportions). (The
treatise) reins in (defines) the field of literary
refinement and encircles (unifies) the treasure
house of elegant designs. Though the expectation is
perfection nevertheless the discourse does not
exhaust the thought -(even) Confucius found this
difficult. If one’s critical knowledge is Timited
to a Jjar or a tube how can one rectify the
measurements. Given the fact that endless past ages
have distilled my senses, 1in distant future
generations is it possible that this examination

will be (mere) dust?
the Zan
Life has its end only critical knowledge is without

yet to go along with the bent of our temperament is
easy. Haughty and stubborn (1ike) a rock in welling
spring (continuously) I chew over the principles of
1iterary form. When the effects of 1literary form

occupy (my) mind - my mind has found its mission.'%®
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The Zan represents,a verse paraphrase of the argument
which caps each chapter. Liu’s selfconscious awareness of the
hyper subtlety and the pervasive ambiguity of his elliptical
language raises an interesting question concerning the value
or significance he put in such minimalism. From a modern point
of view the ellipticalness seems perverse. The response that
parallel prose requires such avoids the real question - why
does Liu choose to discourse on literature’s formal aspects
in such a non-discursive style? Possibly the Chinese better
understood the real tendency in all cultures towards passive
thinking or dullness, and consequently viewed the text as a
provocation. Whatever the reasons might be and despite the
verbal ambiguities, there is a distinctly personal and
provocative voice running throughout the best of Chinese
thought which contrasts sharply with the impersonality of the
Western discourse. Liu’s dogged fascination with the critical
nature of the literary discourse comes through in a dramatic
manner one seldom if ever hears in Aristotle. The disparaging
remark about "ancients" and "moderns” represents the clearest
statement, I Kknow, 1in either tradition of classicism’s

indifference to vulgar traditionalism and stylish modernism.

As Liu reminds us himself his treatise is often
excessively elliptical and individual arguments highly
ambiguous yet the general focus and overall logic are more

often than not clear. I do not pretend to have accurately
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interpreted every point. I am often bewildered by what Liu is
trying to say but when confronted with the choice of accepting
a standard interpretation which ignores the actual language
and reduces the thought to a banality or a contradiction, or
of leaving the guestion open I prefer the latter. A typical
example of such arbitrary interpretation 1is found at the
beginning of section five above where Liu writes "But the Sage
passed away a long time ago and (since then) literary form has
been both opened up and broken up." The last part of which
Vincent Shih translates: "...and orthodox literary style has
declined". The remark is often quoted as a typical example of
Liu’s conservative sentiments which fly in the face of his
progressive values. The text says nothing of the sort and the
idea is precisely the opposite. Liu is not guilty, as he has
been accused, of falling back upon a didactic or pragmatic

understanding of the literary discourse.'®’

The logic of the post-face can be divided 1into five
sections -1) a discussion of the title’s focus on critical
knowledge, 2) a discussion of the significance of literature
and 1its form51 elements - inciuding his own dedication to
such, 3) an analysis of literary criticism from the Jian-an
period down to his own time formulating the comprehensive and
analytical nature of the Wenxin, 4) an analysis of the content
and the logic of the treatise, and 5) a personal statement

regarding his own fascination with the gquestions of
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literature’s principles.
WENXIN CHAPTER I

In the first chapter entitled "Deriving the Dao (natural
order)" Liu poses the most difficult of critical questions -
what is the fundamental nature of literary form? The chapter
analyzes the idea and the history of 1iterature in its most
abstract terms. It, therefore, presents some of the most
enigmatic sections in the treatise. I have attempted to
articulate the arguments as coherent critical thoughts which
reflect the level of intellectual precision found in the rest
of the text but I admit here more than anywhere else a
sensible interpretation requires a thorough understanding of
the most subtle elements of Liu’s thinking. In his typical
minimalist manner he outlines major ideas which are only
critically developed later within the treatise as a whole. One
needs, in a sense, to work backwards to unravel the riddles.

The following translation presents a tentative approximation.

Liu developes his argument around an analogy between the
idea of literature and the idea of the ultimate order (the
dao). As pointed out earlier the Chinese idea of the dao is
homologous to the Greek notion of the logos. The essential
differences are that the Chinese term signifies primarily a

"way" or a physical order while the Greek term signifies
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primarily a "thought"” or a logical order. These differences
allow Chinese thought to articulate more easily the analogies
between the aesthetic order and the ultimate order of reality
as realized within time and space, and, on the other hand,
Western philosophy to focus more clearly on the analogies
between language and reality. Both the dao and the Tlogos
signify the formal or intellectual order which underiies the
physical world as we know it. Within each culture they
represent, in a sense, nature’s mind or what has traditionally
been called the transcendental order observable both in the
simple movements of things and the complex evolution of the
universe. As a Confucian and a Buddhist Liu focuses on the dao
as an intelligible and formal order very close to what 1in

Europe is called the "natural order”.

I want consider more carefully the tendency within
Chinese thought and language to consider logic as an extension
of aesthetics or vice versa. In Chinese even the term for
reason or logic "1i" (jgiﬂ ) - which from time to time I
translate as "order", "logic", "principle”, or “structure” -

essentially signifies an organic relation of parts to the
whole. In contrast to Western thought, which artificially
divides 1logical and aesthetical orders, Chinese thought
includes within the concept of wen (;ﬁ) signifying aesthetic
form both aesthetical and logical relations. I believe the

Chinese point of view is essentially more accurate or at least
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less misleading; in fact, the orders of logic and art simply
represent different aspects of the same idea for both are
based upon the pérceived relationship of parts to the whole.
Logic, on the one hand, focuses on abstract 1ideas as
1inguistically predicated and the perceived relations of one
idea to another, while art focuses on the empirical elements
of sound, form, and language and their perceived relations.
Although in each case the parts and the wholes are
fundamentally different, nevertheless, whether one analyzes
the logical order of stars in the universe or the aesthetic
order of sounds in a piece of music one is dealing with the
relation of parts to the whole based upon certain perceived
affinities i.e. the capacity to recognize and to analyze form
is common to both criticism and biology. When Liu argues that
all the relationships within the universe are formal
relationships and as such they are analogous to those
perceived within art he is simply pointing to this fact and
playing with an analogy between dao signifying the perceived
order within the universe and wen signifying the perceived
order within art. Both orders represent manifestations of the

intellect.

I.1) Deriving the Dao (natural order)

The way aesthetic form (wen) realizes its virtue is

indeed great. Why do we say that it (aesthetic form)
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was coexistent with the creation of the heavens and
the earth. Because all colors are combinations of
yellow (color) and black (coloriess) and all shapes
can be divided into the square and the round; and
by the cyclical movements of the moon’s and sun’s
disks we set out and structure the image of the
heavens and by the brilliantly delicate patterns of
mountains and rivers we articulate and order the
appearance of the earth. These are simply the

aesthetic forms (wen) of the natural order (dao).'8®

The titles of each section are almost 1impossible to
translate definitively because of the inevitable syntactical
ambiguity when a Chinese phrase is isolated from a full
sentence. I have chosen to treat the title as a verbal clause
interpreting yuan - meaning "source", "origin”, or "cause" -

as a participle signifying "“sourcing” or “analyzing the
fundamental nature of". One could equally as well treat it as
a noun clause and translate the title as either "Origin’s Dao”
or "The Source - Dao". Liu begins his treatise as Aristotle
does by setting out his primary subject and critical point of
view. The noun phrase "The way aesthetic form (wen) realizes
its virtue" 1isolates the process of art as an abstract
phenomenon and focuses the treatise on an analysis of
‘aesthetic form: the phrase should be compared with the

introductory phrase within the postface (L.1) "the way the
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discourse realizes its 1literary form". Though 1later wen
signifies specifically literary form, here it is used as a
synecdoche for aesthetic form. The analogy between Liu’s
assertion that aesthetic form coexisted with the creation of
the universe and the Jjudaeo-christian notion of the
coexistence of the logos with creation is striking. Non of
the commentaries indicate the source of Liu’s assertion and,
on the whole, they ignore its significance. The examples of
the formal orders of colors, shapes, the heavens, and the
earth do not represent 1logical relationships but rather
organic or structural relationships and as such reveal the
tendency within Chinese thought to see the world 1in such
aesthetic terms. This is particularly the case with "the
appearance of the earth"; if the reader is not familiar with
the formal elements of Chinese landscape painting, which
emerged in Liu’'s time as a new art form, the idea remains
obscure. Yellow and black are synedoches standing for the
three primary hues (red, blue, yellow) plus black and white.
Liu is simply stating that reality is by nature formal or that
every thing has its formal elements; literature represents one
of the formal affairs which make up the world. The sum total

of forms is called the ultimate order - the dao.

I.2) By scrutinizing the shining 1lights on high
(stars & planets) and examining the finite phenomena

below we abstract out the upper (eternal) and the
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Jower (temporal) states, which consequently give
rise to the two norms (yin & yang.- the positive and
the negative). Man alone comprises a third; (for)
that which contains intelligence we call the third
force. It (intelligence) represents the refinement
of the five actions (elements); it actualizes the
mind of the universe. When consciousness (mind) is
created then language comes into existence - when
language comes into existence then literary form

appears. This is nature’s ultimate order (dao).'®®

This is not the place to discuss Liu’s metaphysics. From
our point of view the important aspect of the argument is its
focus on the intellect as man’s primary quality and its
assertion that the intellect represents a finite manifestation
of the transcendental intellect or mind which governs the
universe. Both 1ideas are uncannily close to Aristotle’s

thoughts on the same.

Incrementally developed and spread out over the entire
treatise Liu elaborates a theory concerning the formal
relationship of things, mind, language, and aesthetic form,
as progressive manifestations of the dao. The theory reveals
the sophisticated nature of his reflections concerning the
nature and the relation of the mind, language, and literary

form. Though I will discuss some of these ideas as they are
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found 1in later chapters the whole theory requires an
independent examination. A summary outline of Liu’s thoughts

can be schematized in the following diagram:

litcrature.)la

language %
L]

mind ,oo

The theory represents one of the most interesting ideas
in Liu’s treatise. The belief that the mind, language, and
literary form represent progressive realizations of the
ultimate order is not only close to Aristotle’s thoughts
concerning the relation of literature to language (Aristotle
also argues that literature represents, along with philosophy,
an ultimate perfection of language) but it gives literature
as such an absolute mandate independent of any moral values
it may or may not contain. Liu’s assertion implicitly denies
the didactic argument that literary form is accidental or

represents simply a convenient or persuasive means for
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conveying moral, political, or religious values. The theory
that literary form represents the ultimate manifestation or
perfection of the human intellect asserts, in as absolute
terms as 1is possible, 1literature’'s formal or critical
autonomy. Moreover, throughout the treatise Liu identifies
literary form not.on1y as literature’s principle element but
as its essential virtue. Liu now precedes to reiterate his
central thesis that the universe reveals its ultimate order

through various formal patterns culminating in literature.

I1.3) Taking into consideration all reality - both
animals and plants reveal aesthetic forms. Dragons
and phoenixes present omens by means of their
intricate designs; tigers and leopards with their
stripes and spots embody various temperaments; the
traced hues of clouds have a subtle artistry which
surpasses that of the painter; and the vibrant
symmetry of plants and trees does not depend on the
wonders of embroidery. How are these (mere) external
ornaments? Surely they represent nature itself! Even
the flute like sounds of the forest can be compared
in their melodies to the organ and the zither, and
rocks in a mountain stream can stir up harmonies
comparable to jade and metal chimes. Conseqguently,
(in nature) when physical shapes arise then formal

patterns are realized, and when sounds are produced
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aesthetic forms are created. Now if things without
sensibility contain to such a intricate degree
expressive forms how could it be that that thing

with sensibility (man) has no aesthetic forms?1%°

The argument might appear simplistic but Liu’s analogies
between symbolic and aesthetic reasoning are both complex and
sophisticated. As we will see, he views the two modes of
thought as homologous and considers the symbolic logic found
within the hexagrams as a formal precursor of art. The
connection between symbolic and aesthetic reasoning is close;
both art and prophesy are based on a perception of formal
affinities. But, Liu’s lack of skepticism regarding symbolic
reasoning does irk the modern mind. Perhaps his observation
represents a more coherent way of understanding the evolution
of the human mind than is found in the West where logic is
artificially differentiated from both aesthetic and symbolic
reasoning. Liu responds to the objection that the formal
patterns which man perceives in nature are simply imposed on
nature by his mind and therefore are not real, by pointing out
that intelligence 1itself represents a natural phenomena
deriving from and expressing the very essence of reality. The
critical point of the argument is that the patterns or forms
apparent 1in nature, as 1in art, do not represent mere
decorations but express the very essencekof each phenomena.

For Liu, man’s aesthetic consciousness is as essential to his
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nature as the unconscious forms of trees and plants are to
those plants and trees. He places, as Aristotle does, the
identity of art within the very essence of man’s mind, and the

identity of that mind within the very essence of the universe.

I.4) The source of man’s (sense of) aesthetic form
derives from the Ultimate Structure (of the
universe). "Obscurely clarifying (assisting?) the
intellect (shen ming)" the images of the Book of
Changes represent the first (manifestation). Fu Xi
(one of the three legendary emperors) laid out its
beginnings (the eight trigrams) and Confucius set
out its conclusions (the commentaries). Moreover,
for the Qian and the Kun (the first two hexagrams
signifying respectively male and female i.e. the
positive and the negative forces within the
universe) he explicitly composed the "wen vyan”
(discourse on form). The aesthetic form (wen) of the
discourse (yan), indeed, represents the mind of the

universe, ¥

This is Liu Xie at his thickest. Each sentence needs
extensive commentary. As he tells us himself, often his
thoughts appear close at hand but when examined are profoundly
abstruse. He is condensing into a couple of sentences a

complex metaphysics concerning mind, language, literature, and
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the natural order. The distinction between "discourse"” and
"form" as found in the title of Confucius’ commentary on the
first two hexagrams of the Book of Changes, which Liu
interprets as referring to the aesthetic form of the
discourse, is important; he will return to it later. Liu
effectively divides literature into two essential elements -
form and discourse. The literary discourse reveals the mind
of the universe because it realizes its ultimate
manifestation. In Liu’s scheme the telos of the universe is
not simply the mind but more explicitly the literary mind.
Though Confucius never says such or at least never in such
unambiguous terms, I believe Liu’s theory of wen (literary
form) as representing the ultimate manifestation of the dao
comes very close to articulating what he (Confucius) had 1in
mind when he speaks of wen as the ultimate truth
(cf.Anal.IX.5). Liu now surveys the historical development of
aesthetic expression from the earliest records of divination
to the first traces of the literary discourse. The critical
assumption 1is that the synthetic images or symbols of
divination - the hexagrams - represent the first
manifestation of man’s aesthetic sensibi]it& and therefore are
the precursors of literary form. Liu is not arguing that the
written characters evolved from the trigrams or hexagrams, but
he 1is saying that the formal sense of synthetic relations
found within such symbolic systems of divination is homologous

to the formal sense of aesthetic relations found within
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literature.

I.5) Now, as for those diagrams of the Yellow River
giving birth to the eight trigrams (hexagrams) or
those books of the Luo River containing the nine
sections (commentaries), or the verity of those jade
plates and gold engravings or the fabrication of the
red characters and green tablets - who, in fact,
realized them (the eight trigrams and the nine
sections)? Indeed, they represent the intellect’s
(shen) structures and nothing more. (i.e. they are

a natural product of the mind) .'%

The Shang-shu zhong-hou wu he ji, an apocryphal work
quoted by Ma Guo~han in the Yi shu, contained the statement
“A dragon in the Yellow River presented the diagrams and a
tortoise in the Luo River carried the Books. These, in red
characters and on green tablets, were given to the Yellow

“193 | ju is alluding to such apocryphal Han tales

Emperor.
regarding the mythic origins of the eight trigrams and the
nine sections. He 1is, apparentiy, (he could be a good deal
clearer) rejecting such fantastic explanations and ascribing
their origins simply to the devisings of the intellect i.e.
Fu Xi’s and Confucius’. Liu’s point is that the synthetic

structures found in the Book of Changes simply represent, as

he later insists literature’s forms do, the natural products




231
of the human 1intellect, and, as such, are a direct
manifestation of the dao. Liu now begins his survey of the

earliest literary texts.

I.6) When bird tracks (written characters) first
replaced knotted ropes and literate characters began
to appear (then) the affairs of Yen and Hao
(1egendary Emperors) where recorded in the San fen.
But, because that age and generation are extremely
remote their phonetic patterns cannot be retraced
(i.e. the characters are illegible). In the Tang and
Yu periods (legendary Emperors) literary
compositions spread and flourished. The Yuan shou
documents (in the Shu jing) the (first) song since
it sets out the mode of a chanted or intoned
(composition), and the Yi ji sets out (in the Shu
jing) the (first) advice and thereby transmits the
memorial’s style. After the rise of the House of Xia
the metier (of the writer) became lofty and the
craft préfound; when the Qiu xu (in the Shu jing)
became song (then) refinement and elegance were
esteemed virtues. Coming down to the Shang and the
Zhou dynasties, literary form surpasses its content;
the Ya and the Song (as found in the Book of Odes)

are so dressed out that their beauty and adornment
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are daily renewed.'®

The story is that the written characters derive from the
elements of bird tracks - what we might call “chicken
scratches". Liu had apparently seen some ancient texts
purporting to represent the San fen which is mentioned in the
Zuo zhuan and was considered to represent the records of the
eight legendary Emperors.'®® His remark about not being able
to retrace "their phonetic patterns” seems to refer to the
problems of identifying variant forms of a word in a writing
system which is only minimally phonetic - he could also be
referring to the tonal patterns i.e. the prosody. This
represents a major problem in deciphering Shang and Zhou bone
and bronze inscriptions. As 1is evident throughout the
treatise, Liu is critically aware of the historical changes
in the writing system and the written and spoken language and
the problems these changes present in interpreting and
understanding the .ancient texts. Such a self-conscious
awareness of language in both its grammatical and phonetic
aspects is peculiar to the Wenxin. Nevertheless, he does
accept the highly doubtful traditional ascriptions to the Xia
dynasty (2205-1818 B.C.?). The earliest evidence of a writing

system appear to date from the Shang dynasty (1766-1154 B.C.).

Liu's remark about literary form surpassing its content

at the end of the Shang and beginning of the Zhou periods is
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important and problematic. Later he staies that "the language"
of the earliest poetic discourses written before the Zhou
period "on1y‘communicates ideas and nothing more" (chpt.VI)
j.e. they have only partially realized their formal 1literary
nature. Exactly what he means by "l1iterary form surpassing its
content” and "the language only communicates ideas and nothing
more" is not altogether clear and needs closer examination.
Here, he appears to be underlining the importance of form
within the literary discourse and to judge the Ya and Song
Odes on the basis of their articulate literary form as the
first mature and autonomous literary discourses. The argument
implies that when form becomes focal to the discourse then the
1iterary discourse, as distinct from the non-literary
discourse, emerges i.e. the literary discourse is essentially
a “"formed" discourse. As Xiao Tong notes above, the non-
literary discourse communicates facts, opinions, and values,
while the literary discourse communicates literary forms. sSuch
a focus on form, however, does not mean that Liu considers
content unimportant; content has, as he later discusses in
detail, a significant formal importance. Romantic and didactic
critics make the same mistake when they argue that
literature’s force or value lies outside its formalities; they
fail to see that it is precisely an attention to literary form
in all its aspects which defines literature. Liu concludes his
survey of the development and perfection of the 1literary

discourse with an evaluation of Jliterary compositions
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traditionally dated between the end of the Shang dynasty
(ca.1100 B.C.) and Confucius (ca. 500 B.C.). It was evidently
during this period that the poetic discourse along with the
classical music was first perfected and collected within the
Book of Odes. Such an articulation represented, as Liu points
out, a major turning point in the evolution of both literature

and criticism.

I.7) When King Wen (ca. 1140 B.C.the founder of the
Zhou dynasty) was 1in trouble his oracular
compositions (semi-poetic commentaries found in the
Book of Changes) were brilliant. Their reciprocal
patterns (parallelism) are intricate and their
repetitions subtle; his refined principles are both
solid and profound. Then Dan, the Duke of Zhou,
(ob.1104 B.C.) elaborated (literature’s) qualities.
He composed Odes and compiled the Song (section of
the Book of Odes). He hewed down (perfected) their
elegance and grouped the discourses. And, finally
confucius picked up the traces of the other sages
and single handedly refined (the discourses of) the
earlier intelligentsia. He molded and regulated the
six Classics so that they would resound like the
brasses and resonate 1ike the chimes. (Thereby), he
traced out and perfected (their) nature and

articulated (their) rhetorical rules. Once the




235
wooden clappers (the norms of Tliterary form) were
sounded, for a thousand 1i they were echoed; his
infiuence after ten thousand generations will still
resound. By delineating the luminous splendor of the
universe (i.e. wen - literary form) he enlightened

mankind’s eyes and ears (senses).'®

The stories about King Wen and the Duke of Zhou might be
true. Though modern archeology tends to date both the Book of
Changes and the classical Odes later, in fact, we know little
or nothing about the critical milieu which must have
surrounded their compilations. As in the case of Homer,
judging the emergence of 1literacy from archeological remains
posses, I think, some highly questionable assumptions. When
written literature first appeared in Greece or in China it was
most likely realized within a tiny intellectual coterie which
would 1leave 1little or no archeological traces; such an
intelligentsia could well remain isolated and invisible within
the society for several generations - this seems to be the
case with the earliest biblical writings. Liu’s argument
concerning the significance of Confucius' articulation and
regulation of literary form represents both a radical and an
anti-didactic interpretation of the tradition. He clearly
identifies Confucius' attention to and perfection of wen
(1iterary form) as the critical element within the tradition.

Such an interpretation inverts the traditional relationship
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of literary form to meaning (i.e. moral dogma) as it is found
among the Late Han critics; he explicitly asserts that it was
the aesthetic revolution brought about by confucius’ focus on
1iterary form which enlightened and continues to enlighten
mankind. Liu’s adjectives and metaphors are seldom idle. As
he himself points out, what often appears to be a purely
rhetorical display when examined closely reveals a complex
thought. This is particu]ariy true of adjectives or nouns
referring to light and sound. Throughout the treatise such
metaphors consistently allude to the sensory qualities of
aesthetic form. In addition, when Liu argues "By delineating
the luminous splendor of the universe he enlightened mankind’s
eyes and ears (senses)" the verb "delineating” (xﬂagég),
signifying both describing and producing an visual image, is
commonly used to define the actions of both the writer and the
painter. It is not simply what confucius wrote but how he
wrote it - its literary form - which enlightens "mankind’s
eyes and ears”. The "luminous splendor of the universe”
clearly represents a metaphor for both wen and dao; according
to Liu’s cosmology, wen realizes the dao’s ultimate
manifestation i.e. they are correlatives. In the Analects
Confucius’'s influence is compared to that of the wooden
clappers which are used to rouse and assemble the people.

The above sections provide good examples of the extreme

concision of thought found throughout the wWenxin. To make
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sense of Liu’s arguments the reader has to carefully keep the
primary logic of each section and chapter before his eyes; his
language is never idle and each statement or allusion is
intended to fit precisely into the larger argument. The
traditional interpretations paying little heed to such subtle
and idiosyncratic reasoning tend to generalize and, as a
consequence, to fragment Liu’s thoughts. Though, as stated
above, from time to time I am bewildered by his ellipses and
not at all sure what he has in mind, nevertheless, when the
interpretations reduce the language to idle statements or to
purely rhetorical displays they are obviously inadequate.
Liu’s mind consciously avoids the looseness and vagueness of
reasoning pervasive throughout Lu Ji’s Wen fu and typical of
most traditional Chinese criticism. He concludes the chapter

with a summary review of its argument.

1.8) Starting from Fu Xi = the subtle sage who
invented composition - down to Confucius - the king
without a crown who detailed (its) teachings (i.e
of wen) - all (the literati) delved into the mind
of the dad (the ultimate order) and thereby arranged
their 1literary compositions. They examined the
structures of the intellect (shen) so as to
establish its (wen’s) doctrines. (First) taking up
the images found in the Book of Changes and

speculating by means of the milfoil and tortoise




shell they examined the formal patﬁerns (wen) of the
heavens in order to fathom its transformations, and
(finally) investigated man’s aesthetic forms (wen)
in order to realize cultural evolution. Subsequently
thus they were able to warp and woof the empire, to
thoroughly analyze its (wen’s) rules and norms, and
to establish and spread the profession (of the
writer) and the principles of elegant and brilliant
language. Therefore, it is clear that the dao (the
ultimate order) was passed on to confucius through
the literary forms which had been handed down; and,
through Confucius literary form, in its turn, made
manifest the dao. It (literature) continuously
evolves without 1imit, and can be practiced daily
without being exhausted. The Book of Changes says:
“the moving force which rouses the unjverse resides
in language"; as to “"that language by means of which
one can rouse the universe" - that means the
literary form of the dao (i.e. literary form which

is the manifestation of the dao).
the Zan
The Dao’s mind is subtle; the intellect’s structures

articulate its (wen's) doctrines. Bright is the

subtle sage (Confucius) and brilliant are humanity

238
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and piety. The Book of Changes revealed its (wen’s)
basic form and the commentaries disclosed its
(wen’s) apbearances. That heavenly form (1iterature)
(once) it was scrutinized (by Confucius) then all

the people were vitalized.!'¥

Behind "...they examined the formal patterns of the
heavens in order to fathom its transformations, and (finally)
investigated man’s aesthetic forms (wen) in order to realize
cultural evolution." there lies a complex theory of social
evolution in which the cognitive aspects of divination and of
art are seen as homologous, and the critical understanding of
the norms of change as essential to cultural evolution. As
noted earlier, the notion that art functions as a catalyst for
social and cultural evolution is peculiar to Chinese
aesthetics. Though Aristotle recognizes the facts of literary
evolution, nowhere does he directly assert - though he implies
it - that innovation is essential to art’s nature, or that
such a capacity for transformation represents its (art’s)
effective social force. For Liu, however, literature’s
aesthetic qualities function as the warp and woof of society
by enlightening man’'s senses and, thereby, actualizing his

nature.

Whether or not Liu’s interpretation of the phrase lifted

from the Book of Changes (I1.348) represents what was actually
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meant within the original context is unimportant.'®® His idea
that language represents the ultimate manifestation of the
natural order, and that 1literature realizes language’s
ultimate virtue is both interesting and, I think, generally
correct. Even from a modern evolutionary point of view, the
human mind represents, without a question, the universe’s most
amazing product, and language and art obviously represent two
of the most powerful perfections of that mind. Liu clearly
views literature as a progressive force within society and
gives to literary speculation or innovation a mandate which
ultimately derives from the dao itself. The "structures” (71i
é@_of the intellect represent simply the forms realized by the
human mind - the most perfect being (according to Liu) the
aesthetic forms of literature. He considers the symbolic forms
found in the Book of Changes as the earliest manifestation of

man’s synthetic or aesthetic genius.

The chapter reveals the critical limitations of the
Chinese philosophical discourse. Though, as pointed out
earlier, a dialectical tradition with its focus on logical and
coherent discursive reasoning began to develop in China during
and after Confucius' time, the dialectical discourse as such
independent of and distinct from both the practical and the
l1iterary discourse never fully matured as it did in Greece.
Consequently, Liu’s thoughts are obscured by excessive

metaphor and ellipsis which though appropriate to poetry only
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hobble and confuse an analytical argument. The reader has to
seek the logic behind his statements. Such obscurity lends his
arguments to gross over simplifications and has caused

considerable misunderstandings.

The first chapter sets out the treatise’s focus -
1iterary form, and presents Liu’s theory concerning the
correlations between mind, language, literary form, and the
cosmos. Within this argument Liu traces the earliest
developments of Tliterature and criticism through Confucius
outlining the critical aspects of his own analysis of the
literary discourse. The comprehensive and the sophisticated
nature of Liu's literary reflections find their equivalent,
before modern criticism, only in the introductory chapter’s
of the Poetics. Although the methods and subjects of each
treatise are strikingly different, both critics isolate and
focus on literature’s formal nature as a part of art or
aesthetic reality as a whole and attempt to explain the nature

and function of art within the terms of the human intellect.

The differences in manner and mode between Liu’s and
Aristotle’s arguments are no where more apparent than in the
introductory chapters of the two treatises where each critic
presents literature in its most abstract terms. In contrast
to Liu Aristotle begins his analysis of poetry by identifying

its logical aspects. The argument, in a strict dialectical
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manner, first isolates poetry’s identity within its genus -
art - and then proceeds to logically analyze that identity.
Though Aristotle does not directly concern himself with the
formal relations between mind, language, literature, and the
ultimate order as does Liu his arguments do imply a concept
of such a larger order. Such a contrast between Liu’s
synthetic treatment of the formal or metaphysical questions
raised by 1literary form, in which the logical relations
between 1iterature and the other arts are neither examined nor
discussed (though implied), and Aristotle’s careful isolation
of poetry’s identity within art’s logical divisions -
painting, music, etc. - sets out the major methodological
differences between the two treatises. Even Liu’s attention
to the aesthetic nature of literary form as a whole versus
Aristotle’s attention to the action of art - mimesis - mark

fundamental differences in critical perspective.

Aristotle, within his analysis of mimesis, attempts to
identify that process which essentially distinguishes
aesthetic form from other forms i.e. he attempts to logically
isolate what is peculiar to the action or function of art, or
how art represents reality in a manner which is essentially
different from other representations. Though Liu’s analysis
of aesthetic form implies such a distinction - i.e. the
distinction between art and illustration or 1literature and

description - he does not discuss its logical qualities as
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such.
ARISTOTLE'S POETICS CHAPTERS I-1V

After setting out his subject and methodology (translated
above) Aristotle begins his analysis of the logical aspects

of poetry.

1.2) Narrative compositions (epopoiia) and the
composition of the tragedy and also the comic and
dithyrambic compositions (i.e. literature) and most
of the flute compositions and all of the lute (i.e.
music) are essentially mimetic compositions as a
whole (class). They differ from each other in three
ways. For, they image (mimeisthai) either by
different means (mediums), or different objects, or

differently and not in the same manner.'®

In Aristotle’s time the epic had not yet distinguished
itself from the éeneraT tradition of narration. As we will see
later, Aristotle employs the term epopoiia both as a generic
title for poetic discourses and as a title for epic
narrations. The term essentially means “verbal compositions”;
the word "epos"” itself was commoniy used to signify both a

"word” and a "“verse line".
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The distinction between the flute and the 1lute
compositions seems to derive from the fact that the flute can
and was at times used in Greek performances to imitate natural
sounds - bird sounds etc. Such simple imitations, as is also
the case with illustrations or common photographs, do not
create an abstract and autonomous formal image of reality and
therefore are not ‘“"mimetic". Contrary to the common
understanding of mimesis, such formal abstraction represents
the sine-qua-non of art; art does not involve a simple re-
production but rather a formal inter-pretation. The sounds of
the lute are distinctly less like natural sounds than those
of the flute and therefore normally only produce an abstract

image of reality i.e. of certain emotions and temperaments.

This raises the fact, which I will discuss in greater
detail later, that mimesis in the Poetics does not signify
“imitation" in the sense of copying or reproducing reality as

it does for Plato but rather in the sense of imaging” reality
i.e. creating a abstract and autonomous formal image of
reality. In contrast to Plato, Aristotle is critically aware
of the fact that art involves a formal inter-pretation which
is not at all the same thing as a mirror image. Mimesis
transforms reality by means of the elements or dynamics of

each of the three primary media - time (rhythm), space

(harmony), and discourse (logos) - and the artist as such,
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whether musician, poet, or painter, 1is by definition
critically aware of this trans—formation. The notion that art
involves a simple imitation in the Platonic sense is based on
the fallacy that the artistic image and the reality
represented are essentially identical i.e. the function of a
painting of an apple is to reproduce the apple. Such a naive
and ultimately senseless notion of the aesthetic image
requires both the artist and the critic to ignore or to
sublimate the essential differences between the media and the
reality. The artist on the other hand, as Aristotle points

out, isolates and focuses on these differences.

Not all of the following sections of Poetic’s, which
treat the various problems arising from the division of the
arts according to medium, subject, and manner, are relevant
to a definition of mimesis and a discussion, of Aristotle’s
classicism. I will, therefore, only discuss those sections
which are pertinent or reveal the nature and quality of the
eritical arguments. Though the subject of the Poetics -
Athenian tragedy - 1is considerably more limited than that
found in the Wenxin, which discusses all the genres,
nevertheless the comprehensive manner in which Aristotle
analyzes tragedy’s nature and elements reveals an
exceptionally coherent classicism. He continues his analysis
of the mimetic modes including music, painting, and

literature.
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1.3) For, just as some image many things by modeling
with colors and shapes (i.e. painters) - some
critically so (i.e. critically aware of the medium)
and others intuitively - other people do it through
sound (both musical and vocal i.e. poets and
musicians); so in all the above arts (music,
1iterature, & painting) one composes the aesthetic
image in rhythm, in discourse, and in harmony {i.e.
the primary media are time (rhythm), language
(1ogos), and space (harmony signifies the relations
of contiguity)] and by means of these (media) either
separately or 1in a mix. Thus the flute and 1lute
compositions and others which happen to be of
essentially the same nature, such as the
compositions of the Syrinx, use only rhythm and
harmony (i.e. they are without a discourse). The
compositions of choral dancers compose their images
through rhythm alone without harmony. For, it is
through structured rhythmic figures they 1mage.

temperaments, sentiments, and actions.?%°

Though Aristotle later defines prosody as a type of
rhythm and distinquishes it from music (which includes both
rhythm and harmony) it is not clear whether he differentiates

phonetic and musical sounds as Liu does. The isolation of
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1iterature within the aural arts (i.e."imaging” through
sound), as is true of Liu’s critical attention to literature’s
phonetic elements, radically objectifies literature’s formal
nature. Aristotle’s attention to musical form is particularly
important. Music does not copy reality but rather abstractly
expresses it through formal musical "images” composed of
sound’s abstract elements (rhythm & pitch). Music, therefore,
does not imitate sound as a natural phenomena but rather
articulates it as a formal medium. The two part division into
the visual and the aural arts needs to be examined more
carefully. I interpret "all the above arts" as including the
visual arts but Aristotle might be focusing strictly on the
aural arts (i.e. music & literature). Painting obviously
represents a purely spacial medium in which the relations of
contiguity or.the "harmonies" of color and form represent its
aesthetic elements. In a strict sense, it has neither rhythm
nor logos. The absence of any discussion of the aesthetics of
painting - specifically what is the nature of its "harmonic”
elements - represents a major critical Tlacuna. Also, the
statement that dance involves strictly rhythmic units is
problematic; from a modern point of view Aristotle ignores the
obvious spacial or harmonic dynamics of dance, but possibly

Greek dance also ignored those elements.

Aristotle’s three part division of aesthetic form. into

temporal, logical, and spacial relations is both subtle and
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complex - particularly logos - and requires far more
discussion than I can give it here. As is the case with Liu’s
observations regarding the relations of mind, language, and
1iterary form, it is curious how little critical attention the
analysis has been given. Else skims over the statement and
does not appear to understand at all what Aristotle is
arguing.?®' The recognition that language as a discourse
(logos) represents an aural medium which can be formally
distinguished from music and may or may not include within its
aesthetic forms harmony or rhythm gives the literary discourse
an objectivity it has seldom, even within the modern period,
been granted. As noted throughout the dissertation, an
analysis of the discourse’s formal identity - including both
its historical and its structural elements - is fundamental

to a mature classicism.

The following section is particularly problematic - the
text may be corrupt - and clearly reveals the type of problems
which arise when the critic tries to logically isolate the
iqentity of literature within the formal elements of the
discourse. The whole section represents Aristotle’s critical
response to Georgias’ assertion that the literary discourse
stripped of its meter represents a common discourse. He wants
to isolate and to define the poetic discourse independent of
its prosody and as distinct from but homologous to both

musical and pictorial compositions. The following translation
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only sketches a possible interpretation.

1.3) The verbal (literary) composition (epopoiia)
whether only in prose language or in meters - and
that either combining different meters or using one
type of meter -has not had, until now, a common
(generic) name (i.e. the generic name is epopoiia).
For, we had no common name for the mimes of Sophron
and Xenarchos and the Socratic discourses; not even
if one composed the aesthetic image with triméters
or elegiacs or other such meters (i.e. there was no
generic name for the literary discourse independent
of its meters). Except that men would combine the
meter with the word "to compose” and call them
"elegiac compositions"” or "epic compositions” as if
arguing that one is a poet on account of the meter
and not on account of the mimesis (the aesthetic
image). For, if one should produce something either
in medicine or in physics using meters one would
call it such (i.e. an elegiac composition etc.).
But, there is nothing in common between Homer and
Empedocles except the meter. Therefore, it is only
proper to call the one a poet and the other a
natural historian. And equally, if one should
compose his aesthetic image mixing all the meters

as Chaeremon composed the Centaur - a rhapsody
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combining all the meters - one should still call him
a poet. Concerning these matters let one distinguish
(the literary and non-literary discourse) in this
manner. There are some (art forms) which use all the
(three) media mentioned. I mean they use such
(media) as rhythm, song (harmony), and verse
(discourse) - such as the composition of dithyrambs
or nomes, and the tragic and comic compositions
(which combine musical, choral, and poetic
elements). They differ in that some use all (the
media) at the same time and others section by
section (i.e. they mix or separate out dance, music,
and discourse). I mean that within the various arts
these (rhythm, harmony, and discourse) represent the
differentiae by means of which they (the arts)

compose an aesthetic image.?%?

Aristotle’s reémarks about Empedocles and Homer are
somewhat glib - though generally correct. As is evident in the
case of Lucretius’ De Natura Rerum, one could read Empedocle’s
composition as a literary discourse. The critical question is
whether one views the discourse as a simpie expression of
information and ideas on natural history or as a complex
formal image of such. If the sole focus of the discourse is
to convey information and thoughts, Aristotle’s assertion that

Empedocles’ composition shares nothing in common with Homer’'s
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except the meter is in part correct.

The remark about the Socratic dialogues is interesting.
Aristotle appears to be arguing, in his usual laconic manner,
that Plato’s dialogues belong essentially to literature and
not to philosophy i.e. they do not represent simple logical
arguments but complex dramatic images. A1l this involves a
critical sense of the literary discourse as a distinct mode
of discourse with its own forms and its own functions. When
he notes that meter is neither essential nor unique to the
1iterary discourse he is not arguing that literary form is
accidental but rather that metrical form alone does not define
the poetic discourse. The brevity of the whole argument, as
with Liu, leaves a number of points unclear. One would wish
for far greater clarity as to exactly how the mimetic elements
of the literary discourse distinguish it from the practical
and the theoretical discourse and in what way these elements
are homologous to those found in both music and painting.
Despite the logical nature of his treatise Aristotle shares
with Liu the same tendency to neither elaborate nor explain
the primary theoretical terms of his argument - such as
mimesis, harmony, etc.. Both treatises where obviously viewed
as a part of a larger oral community within which such

technical problems could be studied and discussed at leisure.

I will pass over the following section where Aristotle
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discusses the differences of subject found in tragedy and in
comedy. The argument seems to me one of his weakest points.
The distinction between noble (spoudaion) and vulgar
(phaulon)®?® characters has all the vague psychological and
moral implications of a romantic argument and lacks any
precise formal definition - the real distinction seems to be
between levels of deformation of the commonpliace in art where
O01d comedy images the absurd, Middle comedy the quotidian, and
tragedy the extra-ordinary. The problem is to find a
terminology which is equally applicable to music and to
painting and does not confuse the formal aesthetic elements
of art with the moral and political elements of society. In
the above case, Aristotle’s terms tend to blur the distinction
between the aesthetic image and social reality i.e. moral or

class values.

It is in this and the following sections Aristotle
shifts, without notice, the significance of mimesis from the
aesthetic image in general to specifically the literary image
as found within the narrative tradition i.e. the action or the
plot. He has been accused of being unaware of or indifferent
to the other literary modes such as the lyric which do not
focus on a unity of action. I find it difficult to believe,
given the overall acuteness of his analysis, that Aristotle
could have been unaware of a major poetic mode. He speaks more

than once of Archilochus and the other 1yric poets. It seems
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more reasonable to believe that he simply chose in the Poetics
to focus on the narrative mode because it reveals from Homer

to Sophocles a clear formal evolution.

Chapter III, which deals with the questions of manner,
presents within its traditional interpretations a number of
questions which underline the critical differences between
Aristotle’s and Plato’s arguments and reveal the subtle shift
in critical point of view which marks that moment when, in
Tate’s words, "the center of critical interest...(shifts) from
the genetic and moral Jjudgement to the aesthetic, from the
subject matter and the psychology of the author to the
language of the text."?® i.e. the shift from viewing
1iterature as a vague extension of the dramatic and
psychological reality of the writer to viewing it as a formal
1inguistic phenomena with its own elements and principles.
This involves the corollary recognition that though literature
is related to the writer as writer it 1is, nevertheless,

independent of the writer as individual.

The tradition aimost without exception'has interpreted
Aristotle’s modes as effectively a restatement of Plato’s
divisions - i.e. the narrative (pure and mixed) versus the
dramatic - what Plato calls the "mimetic". This involves a
curious contradiction. Plato limits or reduces the mimetic

act, as he does art in general, to the simple act of copying
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or reproducing. Though his division of modes into the
narrative and the mimetic represents in part a Jlogical
distinction of voice, if analyzed, it does not represent a
formal distinction of literary voice. In fact, the division
confuses the most obvious distinctions among the 1literary
modes. The 1lyric in as much as it presents the poet as
speaking i.e. is not impersonation, according to Plato’s logic
would be a narrative mode, but in as much as the 1yric persona
speaks in the first person it would be a mimetic mode. The
dithyramb which Plato describes as a narration of the poet
himself (apangelias autou tou poietou R.394c) 1is not a

personal narrative but a pure narration.

For Plato, as we have seen, the poem does not represent
an independent and formal reality with its own principles and
elements - it is merely the poet-rhapsodist (Ion) "acting".
He does not analyze the poem per se but rather the act of the
reciter as if the recitation itself represented the poem’s
formal reality. His distinction between the poet speaking in
his ownh voice or impersonating the voice of another has
nothing to do with 1literary voice; it differentiates the
rhapsodist’s voice - Ion’s - according to whether he
impersonates or narrates when reciting. Within Plato’s
analysis the poet as composer is 1ignored therefore his
divisions do not identify direct and indirect narration or the

actual voice of the poet as found in Homer’s "my swineherd”
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or "sing for me, Muse...". He treats the poet simply as an
actor who recites. From this point of view poetry itself lacks

any formal identity.

For Aristotle, hpwever, - as for Liu - the poem has a
clear formal identity and its own principies and elements.
This point is made quite clear in chapter VI where Aristotile
points out that a tragic composition realizes its own formal
nature independent of both actors and performance; the
argument represents a pointed rejection of the whole Platonic
premise. Consequently, Aristotle’s differentiation of literary
modes should reveal real distinctions of 1literary voice
independent of both the recitation and the rhapsodist. Why
Else and other critics have consistently overliooked the
fundamental contradiction between Plato’s and Aristotie’s
points of view, as is the case with all simplistic traditional
interpretations, can only be explained by critical

indifference or naivete.

when we examine the text of Aristotle’s argument the
Greek along with the traditional Platonic interpretation
raises some real questions. The standard Bude translation

reads:

I1 y a encore entre ces arts une trois‘iéme

difference qui tient a la maniere d’imiter chdcune
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de ces objets. Car par Jles mémes moyens et en
prenant les mémes objets on peut imiter en racontant
(ou on raconte par la bouche d’un autre, comme fait
Homere ou on garde sa persona11té sans la changer)
ou en presentant tous les personages comme agissant,

comme "en acte".?%®

The gquestions center around what have been traditionally
translated as three independent coordinate clauses following
apaggellonta. Each clause is introduced by the conjunction e
(or). The problem is that all three clauses lack, 1if

independent, their necessary verbs; "ou on raconte...”, "ou

on garde...", "ou en presentant...” represent interpolations
on the part of the translator. Else accurately points out that
the traditional 1nterpretation forces the syntax in an
impossible fashion.?°® Not only are the clauses clearly not
independent clauses but the three conjunctions indicate a
three part division. And, the first clause can not mean
"impersonating someone else” the verb gignomenon does not
signify impersonation (not to mention the fact that Aristotle
does not consider the act of the poet as equivalent to that
of the rhapsodist i.e. Homer does not impersonate - he
composes in direct or indirect discourse), and the neuter
pronoun can only with extreme ambiguity refer to someone. The
phrase "ti gignomenon” represents a common idiom signifying

“an event” cf. chpt.XIII 1453a16. To keep the interpretation -
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"what else could it mean?"?%’ Else protests - he excises the
first clause, substituting his own interpolation, but leaves
the last two clauses without verbs. He feels that the Platonic
interpretation is beyond question and opts for radical
emendation and a forced reading to maintain it. All attempts
to maintain the traditional two part interpretation require
the critic to gloss over the lack of the appropriate verbs in
the three clauses and the complete illogicality of their

order.

There is an alternative which is both syntactically sound
and I believe sensible. The three clauses can be read, without
emendation, as object clauses of the verb apaggelonta. In this
case Aristotle is using the verb in its generic sense "to

"208 and not in its more

recite" or "to present a recit
restrictive sense of "to narrate” as is found in the noun form
apaggelia. It is important to note that the more common term
in the Poetics for a narration is diegesis. The verb
apaggelonta then signifies the general action of the poet
whether epic, 1lyric, or dramatic each of whom composes a
literary recit. Even in English there exists no simple verb
which can express without ambiguity the common action of both
the narrative and the non-narrative writer. Such an abstract
notion of the 1literary discourse within all its modes as

representing a single type of action on the part of the writer

is consistent with the critical distinctions noted in chapters




.258
I & VI where Aristotle discusses the literary discourse as a
general class and later distinguishes between the play as a
recit and the play as a performance. The sentence would then

read:

III.1) For it is possible in the same media to image
the same things while reciting, in one case, an
external event as Homer does; or, as it were,
oneself without transposition (i.e. without indirect
discourse as Sapho does); or all those imaged as
both acting and actual (i.e. dramatically as

Sophocles does) .2

"Reciting... an external event" is precisely what
Aristotie means when he points out that Homer seidom intrudes
his "self” upon the narration; he - thé poet - remains
invisible and outside the narration. This division clearly
represents the narrative or "epic" discourse. "Reciting...,as
it were, oneself without transposition” is simply what Sapho
and the other 1yric poets do when they speak directly in their
own voice i.e. the lyric discourse. The "as it were” seems to
indicate that Aristotle is critically aware that the first
person lyric persona, in fact, represents a fiction.
"Reciting... all those imaged as both acting and actual”
obviously represents the dramatic discourse. Aristotle

offectively divides the literary discourse into three types
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of recit according to fundamental differences of literary
voice or point of view - i.e. the narrative, the lyric, and
the dramatic. His analysis in general and here in particular
rejects Plato’s identity of the literary discourse with its
recitation or performance and focuses on the formal elements
of 1literary voice. Though all this requires further
discussion, such an interpretation clearly makes better sense
of the text itself and is more consistent with Aristotle’s
overall point of view. Though the section is elliptical and
one would wish for greater elaboration, Aristotle’s isolation
within the literary discourse of the objective, subjective,
and dramatic voices reveals a careful objectification of

literary form as such.

The contrast with Plato who confuses the most essential
elements of the 1literary discourse is striking. Clearly the
formal differences between the compositions of Homer,
Sophoclies, and Sapho represent differences of manner or of
voice. Each poet composes a recit which involves an action
essentially different from that of the rhapsodist who simply
recites the poem. When Ach111és speaks it does not represent
Homer impersonating the voice of Achilles but rather a shift
within the composition from indirect to direct discourse.
Would any respected critic today describe the difference
between Swann or Odette speaking in direct or indirect

discourse as that between Proust speaking or Proust
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impersonating the two characters? Today, we correctly identify
- as Aristotle does - the formal elements of literary
discourse as independent of both its recitation and the
writer. Homer only speaks when he speaks in his own voice -
“my swineherd"” etc. - and this, as Aristotie points out, he
rarely does. The absurdity of Plato’s modes which confuse the
voice of the rhapsodist with that of the poet and fail to
identify the formal elements of the literary discourse has

been curiously glossed over.

The two points of view - Aristotle’s and Plato’'s - are
fundamentally opposed. Despite the general recognition of this
opposition there is a persistent Platonizing bias within the
traditional interpretations of Aristotle. Plato discusses the
affective aspects of literature as a dramatic event. He
considers the poet a kind of actor and ignores the formal
aspects of poetry per se. Aristotle, on the other hand,
analyzes the principles and structures of poetry as a formal
phenomena. When one discusses what each critic means by
mimesis the interpretations should reflect these essential

differences of perspective.

Aristotle concludes his discussion of the formal aspects
of the aesthetic image by shifting the focus to drama -

specifically to Athenian tragedy.
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III.2) The aesthetic image is (divisible) into these
three differentia, as we said at the beginning -
into media, objects, and modes. So that from a
certain point of view Sophocles as composer is
comparable to Homer - they both image the extra-
ordinary, but from an other point of view he is
comparable to Aristophanes - they both image

dramatic characters acting.?'"

The following discussion of the historical origins of the
terms tragedy and comedy represents Aristotle’s first
sustained examination of the diachronic order and the
questions of literary evolution. The historical perspective
represents a fundamental element within all Aristotie’s
arguments. As pointed out above, a critical attention to
literary history is essential to a mature classicism which
more than any other kind of criticism focuses on literature
as a historical phenomena. Liu reveals the same sort of
fascination with historical details and the facts of literary

evolution.

III.4) From whence some say comes the name "drama"
because they image men "acting” (drontas).
Therefore, the Dorians make a counter-ciaim to both
tragedy and comedy (the Megarians, both those from

here, claim comedy on the grounds that it originated




in the period of their democracy, and those 1in
Sicily - the poet Epicharmus was from there,
antedating Chionides and Magnus by a good deal - and
some of those 1in the Peloponnesis ciaim tragedy)
citing the names as evidence. They say that they
call their outlying villages komai and the Athenians
call them demoi: the assumption being that
"comedians" were so called not from their "reveling”
(komazein) but from their roaming from one village
(kome) to another, being driven out of the city in
contempt; and that for "acting” or "doing"” they use
the verb "dran" while the Ahtenians use "prattein”.
Concerning the differentia of mimesis both their
number and their nature let them be defined within

these terms.?"

As we will also see in the Wenxin, Aristotle, after
touching briefly on the general theoretic premises of his
analysis, moves quickly to a concrete examination of tragedy
and its history. Both critics tend to focus on a precise
analyses of particular forms and individual works and to avoid
general theoretic discussions along with 1loose evocations.
However, at the beginning of chapter 1V Aristotle briefly
disgusses the general significance of mimesis and its role
within human nature before entering upon a detailed

examination of the developments and the structures of Athenian




263
tragedy. Such a theoretic discussion of literature’s ultimate
nature and its function within human affairs can be juxtaposed
with Liu’s discussion of the ultimate relationship between
l1iterature and the dao. As pointed out above, both critics
place literature at the very heart of man’s nature and see it

as a direct expression of the intellect.

The essential ambiguity within the traditional
interpretation of mimesis as "imitation" has Tlong been
recoghized. Most recently Dupont-Roc and Lallot 1in their
excellent transliation and commentary opt for “representation”,
pointing out that "imitation" obscures the important
distinction in Aristotle’s argument between “1’objet-modele”
and "1’objet produit” i.e. the recit. The distinction is
fundamental to Aristotle’s argument; the recit as a formal
reality is both independent of its subject and obeys its own
rules.?? But the term "representation” 1is too narrowly
associated with drama to express without other ambiguities a
fundamental action of art. The interpretation also ignores the

real semantic gquestions surrounding the term itself.

Imitation can signify a "copying" - reflecting the
Platonic idea of art as the shadow of reality, or it can
equally well signify an interpretation - Ezra Pound used it
in this sense when, responding to criticisms of his

“translations" of Propertius, he argued that they were not
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translations but rather “imitations". Within these terms art
is viewed not as representing a simple reproduction of reality
but rather as a metaphorical equivalent or inter-pretation of
the same. Clearly for Aristotle mimesis involves a complex
process of equivalency where the transformation of common
reality within the aesthetic media is both real and
significant. But, exactly how or in what terms Aristotie
defines this problematic relationship needs to be examined

more carefully.

The question of the real relation between art and
reality, I believe, represents criticism’s most difficult
question. Even today we have only begun to examine the actual
nature and function of art’s "deformations”. The simplest and
most important question concerning mimesis is what are the
possible alternative meanings common to the term and its
derivatives, and do they or can they signify the problematic
relationship which exists between art and reality? The
Thesaurus Graecae Linguae defines the term "mimema” with the
latin term "imago".?® To summarize a complex history and
intricate argument, it is generally recognized that imitation
and its derivatives (imitate, imitative etc.) and imagination
and its derivatives (image, imagination, etc) are cognates of
mimesis through a process of metathesis i.e. im < mim.
Therefore, both thé passive and the active modes - imitation

& imagination - represent possible interpretations of mimesis
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and its derivatives.

The tradition of interpreting mimesis with the passive
cognate "imitation" derives from a curious argument in Plato’s
Republic where Socrates persuades Adimantus, after
considerable difficulties, that from a certain point of view
mimesis represents a form of copying.?* Adimantus has real
problems following Socrates’ reasoning. It appears that the
term "mimesis" even in Plato’s time normally did not signify
a simple copy or reproduction but rather an abstract or
metaphorical interpretation involving a clear distinction
between the object imaged and the image - as is the case today
with the modern term "mime". One has only to consider the
extreme artificiality present within the masks and costumes
of Athenian tragedy and 0ld comedy to realize that the term
did not signify, at least in its dramatic context, a simplie
copying. In brief, Plato creates a reductive argument derived
from the false syllogism - since to copy is to imitate; and
to image is to 1imitate; therefore, to image is to copy.
Adimantus is reasonably confused by the equation. As Plato has
a reason for analyzing poetry from the point of view of the
rhapsodist so he also wants to eliminate any consideration of
the formal transformation realized within the mimetic process.
To admit that poetry creates an independent and autonomous

image of reality would contradict his didactic argument.
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The simple substitution of "imagination” for "imitation"

at the beginning of chapter IV, where Aristotle discusses the
nature of mimesis, results in a strikingly different argument.
The new argument is both more coherent and more in 1ine with
Aristotle’s general psychology and his focus on the
intellectual nature of art. Though such an interpretation of
mimesis raises questions which go well beyond the limits of
the dissertation - an examination of mimesis in the Poetics
requires a dissertation in itself - the simplie fact that
within the terms of "image", "imagination” etc. Aristotle’s
analysis of art becomes, for the first time, critically
coherent is significant. To elucidate the differences between
the two interpretations I will again juxtapose my translation

with the standard Bude translation.

iV) La podsie semble bien devoir en general son
origine a deux causes,et deux causes naturelles.
Imiter est naturel alx hommes et se manifeste des
leur enfance (1’'homme differe des autres animaux en
ce qu’il est trés apte & 1’imitation et c’est au
moyen de ce]ﬁe—ci qu’il acquiert ses premieres

connaissainces) et, en second lieu, tous les hommes

prennent plaisir adx imitations.

Un indice est ce qui se passe dans la realité: des

etres dont 1’'original fait peine & la vue, nous
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aimons a en contempler 1’image executee avec la plus
grande exactitude; par example 1les formes des

animaux le plus vils et des cadavres.

Une raison en est encore qu’ apprendre est trés
agréable non seulement aux philosophes mais
parallelement aussi aux autres hommes; seulement
ceux-ci n'y ont qu’un faible part. On se plait a la
vue des images parce qu’on apprend en les regardant
et on deduit ce que represente chdque chose, par
exemple cette figure c’est un tel. Si on n’a pas vu
auparavant 1’objet representé, ce n’est plus comme
imitation que 1’oceuvre pourra plaire, mais 5 raison

de 1’execution, de la couleur ou d’une autre cause

de ce genre.

L’instinct d’imitation etant naturel en nous, ainsi

que la melodies et le rythme...?'

IV.1) There appear to be two causes in our nature
which produce the art of poetry and they are
essential to our nature. For the act of imagining
is intrinsic to humans from childhood and by it they
differ from all other animals - being that they are
the most imaginative and gain their first

understéndings through 1imagination. A1l humans
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delight in expressive images.

Evidence of this is found in experience: what we

find painful to 1look at we delight 1in when

contemplating perfectly articulated drawings of the

same - such as obscene beasts and cadavers.

The reason for this is that the act of understanding
is not only for philosophers the sweetaest of
pleasures but for all humans - though, for some the
pleasure is less demanding. Therefore, one Ae1ights
when looking at the drawings Dbecause when
contemplating them one comes to understand or to
syllogize what each thing is - such as "that man is
this sort of man". If one has not seen (the imaged)
it is not the expressive image (as image) which
gives the pleasure but rather the execution i.e. the
painting itself or other such causes (this
represents the normal aesthetic pleasure one derives

from a formal painting - abstract or figurative)

Given the fact that the act of aesthetically imaging

along with harmony and rhythm are intrinsic to

us..."218
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Man is clearly not the most “imitative” animal. Dogs are
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far easier to train. He is, though, the most imaginative. It
is clearly the image making capacity which is peculiar to man.
Aristotle must understand the paradox involved in saying that
man gains his .first understanding (mathesis signifies
comprehension) of things through “imitation”. If that were the
case dogs would do so too. It is important to note that
Aristotle does not argue his case, as is generally translated,
within the terms of simple recognition but rather within the
terms of both contemplation (theorountes) and comprehension
(mathanein). Otherwise the analogy with philosophy makes no
sense. The problem with the interpretation of mimesis within
the terms of "imagination", "image" etc is the lack of an
adequate verb to express the action of art. "to imagine"” is
not adequate. The poem does hot "imagine" its action or its
thought. It is necessary, therefore, to coin from the noun
“image" the causative verb "to image" signifying "to cause or
make an image”. The poem then "images"”, in the case of Epic
and tragedy, an action, or, in the case of the Lyric, a
thought. The equation "Plot represents an imitation of the
action." would now read "Plot represents an image of the
action."” Within these terms, the relationship between art and
reality is precisely that between the image and the imaged;
This relationship does not represent a simple equation or
reproduction but rather a complex adequation similar to that
discussed in modern structural analyses of the symbol and the

symbolized.?'7 As Aristotle implies, it 1is the sensible
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affinities - involving both differences and similarities -
between the image and the imaged which give pleasure. For, art
whether 1iterature, music, or painting clearly does not
represent, as Plato argues, a simpie repetition i.e. the mind
when responding to art does not simply repeat the same image -
where is the pleasure in that? But rather, as Aristotile
indicates, when 1looking at the aesthetic 1image the mind
reflects on the transformations and correlations present
within the image as image. The sine-qua-non of mimesis for
Aristotle appears to be precisely such a formative
transformation of reality as realized within the aesthetic
image. In turn, this transformation - i.e. the formal
differences between the image and the imaged - arouses in man
contemplation or reflection. A simple reproduction or copy of
reality by definition ignores the critical differences between
the 1image and the imaged, and therefore arouses neither
contemplation nor reflection. A dog is quite capable of
recognizing simple images but not at all capable of reflecting
on the transformations present within those images nor of
realizing that "this man is such a man". Aristotle refuses to

confuse the poet with the actor or poetry with common rea]iﬁy.

To define the effect the aesthetic image has on man’s
mind Aristotle developes a curious analogy With the syllogism
"they come to understand or to syllogize what each thing

is". It is significant that all the translations I have seen
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suppress the analogy. I don’t believe the usage is casual. The
dynamics of the syllogism by which two independent but related
logoi create a third related but independent logos are central
to Aristotle’s thought. Logic in the largest sense can not and
should not be restricted to reductive reasoning. It can and
does involve all the terms of 1logos, which include both
metaphor and symbol. In the most fundamental sense both
metaphor and symbol are logical. Again, a full analysis of
Aristotlie’s argument goes well beyond the Tlimits of the
dissertation. Yet, it is quite clear that Aristotle does not
reduce the aesthetic image to a simple duplication of reality.
He is critically aware of the complex and problematic nature
of the transformation realized by art and that it is precisely
the formal diffe?ences between the aesthetic image and the

reality imaged which define art’'s force.

The example of the anatomical drawings is most peculiar
and important. The argument rejects the Platonic assumption
that the pleasure of mimesis is simply the pleasure of the
content or subject matter per se. This assumption represents
a common fallacy within the didacticism which views literary
form as accidental. By disassociating the subject - “obscene
beasts and cadavers” =~ from 1its image Aristotle is
disassociating aesthetic effect from content. The subject -
the object imaged - is by definition ugly or unpleasant but

the effect of the image is aesthetically pleasing. This
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difference between the 1imaged and the image involves a
fundamental transformation and that transformation, as pointed
out above, clearly represents, for Aristotle, the essential
action of mimesis. He describes the transformation, in part,
within the terms of the "perfection"” of the image - eikonas
tas malista ekribomenas.?'® The verb "ekriboo" signifies "to
articulate" or “to order sensibly". The motion, therefore,
from the non-sensible to the sensible defines, in part, the
transformation realized within the aesthetic image. Aristotle
later, in chapter VII,?® defines ugliness as that which is
unintelligible i.e. man finds things ugly when he cannot
perceive any sensible relation of parts to the whole. Mimesis,
then, realizes a coherency in the 1image which was only
potential within the imaged. Man delights in this perfection
because, according to Aristotle, man By nature seeks to
understand. Clearly for Aristotle, as for Liu, the poetic
image does not simply reproduce reality nor can the critic
evaluate it as he evaluates common reality - i.e. obscene
beasts and cadavers. For both critics literature’s nature is
essentially formal and its dynamics are comparable to those

of the metaphor.

The final juxtaposition of mimesis, harmony, and rhythm
is important. As we have seen, in the first chapter Aristotle
states that all the arts realize their mimesis through rhythm,

harmony, and logos either separately or in combination. In
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this section having shifted his focus to the narrative and
dramatic modes in literature and an analysis of mimesis in
poetry he leaves out logos. It seems clear that poetry by
definition includes logos i.e. poetry represents the logos’s
mimesis. Aristotle has apparently also shifted the focus of
mimesis to now signify specifically the mimetic process within
literature. Such a casual and uncritical shift in the meaning
of a technical term is characteristic of almost all premodern
arguments; it is common to both Liu and Aristotle.?? Harmony,
rhythm, and logos (now 1literary mimesis), as pointed out,
divide art into three independent aesthetic structures - that
of space (harmony i.e. the relations of contiguity), that of
time (rhythm), and that of language (logos). The juxtaposition
implies that the action of all three forms are analogous i.e.
sounds in time create a rhythmic form, as shapes in space
create a harmonic form, and as discourses in the intellect
create a "logical" form. Therefore, the aesthetic action of
logos in poetry (mimesis) is analogous to the aesthetic
actions of both harmony in painting and rhythm in music. The
forms of rhythm and harmony are based upon the perception of
the affinities within their respective structures - sounds and
shapes. Later in chapter XXII,?' Aristotle tells us that the
quatlity of metaphors found in a poem indicates the level of
poetic genius because metaphors measure the capacity to
perceive affinities. Liu is even more detailed within his

analysis of the poem as a kind of metaphor. For both critics
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the poem stands to reality precisely as the vehicle stands to

its tenor in a metaphor.

The analogous aspects of Aristotle’s discussion of the
nature and function of mimesis in human nature and Liu’s
discussion of the relationship between the ultimate order and
literary form are found in both the degree to which each
critic has abstracted the literary discourse as an aesthetic
phenomena and the focus of their analyses on the intellectual
nature of art. Each critic recognizes the essential
differences between the 1literary and the non-literary
discourse and focuses on literature’s formal nature examining
in detail its history. In addition, each attempts to
articulate the problematic relationship between art and
reality within the terms of an adequation - Liu within the
terms of symbolic reasoning and Aristotle within the terms of
the "aesthetic image"; and finally, each critic rigorously
avoids the fallacies of didacticism and rarely falls back on
loose evocations - Aristotle less often. There are also
general philosophical beliefs which are common to both
critics. Liu's notion that literature represents the ultimate
perfection of the cosmos and of man’s intellectual nature, and
Aristotle’s notion that the philosophical instinct unique to
man underlies the particular pleasure man takes in the
aesthetic image involve essentially the same beliefs. The

critical speculations set forth by each critic concerning the
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identity of literature within the fundamental principles of
the mind finds no parallels in either tradition until the

modern period and even then rarely.
WENXIN CHAPTER II
After having established in the first chapter the focus

of his treatise on literary form (wen:ﬁ), Liu attempts in the

second chapter to demonstrate that such an attention to the

" formalities of 1literature represents the focal interest of

Confucius himself. This concern with establishing the pedigree
of his argument - which in fact involves a radical re-
interpretation of the tradition - is peculiar to Chinese
criticism. The arguments, of necessity, often seem to the
Western mind both superficial and forced, and they are at
times rhetorical. Yet, within the context of traditional
Confucian didacticism they represent some of Liu’s most
radical interpretations. His emphasis on literary form clearly
represents if not simple heresy at least a critical disregard
for what, as already pointed out, was presumed to be the very
essence of Confucian doctrine i.e. the Titeréry discourse is
essentially a moral discourse. Isolating certain ideas found
among the remarks attributed to Confucius concerning literary
form Liu effectively re-interprets the tradition. He argues
that Confucius not only recognized the virtue of literary form

per se but, more precisely, perfected and established
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1iterature as the norm for cultural and social evolution.
Literature, Liu argues, both reflects and forms society
through its capacity to innovate and to evolve i.e. to
constantly renew itself. Whether or not Confucius focused on
literary form as both a measure of and a catalyst for social
change is historically correct or not is unimportant. what is
jmportant in terms of Liu’s criticism 1is the value and

significance he gives to literary form.

The chapter 1is primarily a series of citations and
allusions to phrases taken from the Analects each of which to
be fully analyzed requires a thorough examination of both
Liu’s overall logic and the logic of the phrase within its
original context. Such an analysis - given the problematic
state of our understanding of both texts - would go well
beyond the limits of the dissertation. Therefore, I restrict
myself to a minimal yet hopefully coherent interpretation of
Liu’s arguments pointing out how they reiterate or develope
the critical points of the preceding chapter. I ignore the
real questions concerning the original meaning of the
Confucian texts interpreting the citations simply as the logic

of the context demands and the grammar allows.

II.1) Citing Confucius as Evidence

It might seem self evident but it is curious how 1ittle
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recognition among the critical commentaries has been given to
the fact that the evidence being cited in this chapter is
evidence for the primary argument of the preceding chapter
regarding the radical significance of literary form. Once the
critic dissociates Liu’s arguments from their particular

context the language can be given almost any meaning.

II.2) As the writer - they say he (Confucius) is
divine; as the critic - they say he is brilliant.
The skill to both fabricate and to mold inner
natures (essences) resided within the Superior
Philosopher (Confucius i.e. he was all three - a
writer, a critic, and an artist). "Confucius’
literary form can be both grasped and understood”
(a quote from Analects V.12) Therefore, the inner
sentiments of the Sage are made manifest within the

terms of his formed discourses.???

"223 ggems to

"Within the terms of his formed discourses
represent Liu’s own argument i.e. that the essence of what
Cconfucius had to teach is manifest in his literary form and
his critical attention to 1literary form. Liu focuses on

confucius as a writer and a critic.

II.3) The vocal tones (prosody) and teachings of the
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First Sovereigns are set out in parallel strips
(i.e. set out in poetic form), and Confucius’ voice
and style abound in recherche expressions (literary

tropes).??*

In all the following citations Liu presumes the reader
knows the classical texts by heart and he only quotes their
first elements changing in part their structures. For the
modern reader to clarify Liu’s thought it 1is necessary to
quote the whole sentence intact. The citations present

Confucius’ evaluations or discussions of literary form (wen).

II.4) Therefore he extensively praised the Tang
period (when 1literature first began to flourish)
(saying - A.XVIII.19): "It was glorious in its
possession of literary compositions”; and coming
down to his own time praised the Zhou period {(when
1iterary form surpassed its content) (saying -
A.III.14): "An elegance of elegance is found among
its 1iterary forms. I follow the Zhou." These are
proof of the value he gave to literary form (as
such) in both government and culture. when the ear]l
of Zheng entered Chen, he (Confucius) beljeved it
was his mastery of rhetoric which brought him
success (Chungiu, 25/7.2); and when the people of

Song entertained (Wen-zi from Zhao); he (Confucius)
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said they excelled in ritual because they took
literary form seriously (idem, 25/7). These are
proof of the honor he gave to literary form (as
such) in both social affairs and merit. When
praising Zi-chan he said: "With discourse he
realizes (perfects) his inner temperament, and with
1iterary form he realizes (perfects) his discourse."
(ibid):; and when generally analiyzing the superior
man he said: "In nature he wants sincerity; in
discourse he wants skill" (Li ji 32.26). These are
proof of the esteem he gave to literary form (as
such) in both personal cultivation and reputation.
Therefore, the inner temperament is realized
(perfected) when the discourse is aesthetically
formed, and the sentiments are sincere when the
language is well crafted. (the two sentences
represent paraphrases of Confucian remarks). These
(thoughts) surely represent the touch stones of
controlled composition and the ultimate measures of

regulated literary form.??

Within the context of traditional Confucian moralism
Liu’s exclusive focus on literary form is tendentious. The
polemic nature of his argument might be reason for the degree
of abbreviation or ellipticalness which characterizes the

chapter. The following section is one of the most obscure in
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the whole treatise . The translation represents nothing more
than a tentative guess. Liu’s general point seems to be that
Confucius once having examined the Universe and understood its
formal or intellectual nature accordingly perfected the formal

elements of literature.

II.5) When he (Confucius) had reflected on the whole
Cosmos (1literally - the sun and the moon) and subtly
fathomed its hidden intellect, 1literary form
perfected 1its norms and standards, and its
(1iterature’s) thoughts were harmonized in paraliel
structures (parallelism represents a pervasive trope
in Chinese 1literature). At times he (Confucius)
abbreviates the discourse in order to penetrate the
idea; at times he elaborates the formal aspects in
order to embrace the sentiment; at times he
elucidates the inner logic so as to set out the
form; and at times he conceals the thought in order
to hide the function (i.e. Confucius articulated
four essential types of literary figures or modes).
Consequently, in the Spring & Fall Annals with a
single word he expresses both praise and censure;
and in the San fu (in the Li ji) he uses the lesser
to express the greater — in these he abbreviates the
discourse in order to penetrate the idea. In the Pin

Odes (in the Shi jing) there are coordinated units




with complex sentences; and in the Ju xing (in the
Li ji) there are rich expressions with elaborate
rhetoric - in these he elaborates the formal aspects
in order to embrace the sentiment. Compositions
which are analytical he images (as found in hexagram
43) with the character guai ;ﬁ? (dissection); and
compositions which are lucid he symbolizes (as found
in hexagram 30) with the character 1ii%{£,
(articulation) - in these cases he elucidates the
inner logic so as to set out the form. In the Four
Images there are subtle principles and abstruse
enigmas; and in the Five Interpretations there are
subtle language and enticing obscurities - in these
cases he conceals the thought in order to hide the
function. Therefore, it 1is evident that the
elaborate and the elliptical (modes) differ in terms
of form; while the recondite and the lucid (modes)
differ in terms of manner. They (the four modes) are
either contracted or drawn out within different
historical periods, or altered and developed 1in
accordance to particular circumstances. If one
examines both the Duke of Zhou and Confucius then
(one’s) literary form will find a (true) model.
Therefore to analyze literary form it is necessary
to examine (it) within the terms of the (two) Sages;

to accurately measure the (two) Sages it is

281




282
necessary to evaluate (them) within the terms of the

Classics.?28

Liu’s argument that Confucius provides, along with Duke
Zhou, paradigms for both 1literary criticism and style seems
at times both farfetched and based on the slimmest of
evidence; but, as already pointed out, what is significant is
his articulation of 1literature’s formal elements. His own
focus on such is apparent 1in the last sentences where he
functionally equates the Sages with the Classics. Liu
obviously knows 1ittle more than we do about the actual nature
of Confucius®’ attention to 1iterary form. Though one can carp
at his brevity, he at least tries to define‘his terms with
concrete examples and to differentiate their abstract
qualities. Moreover, his analysis of the modes 1into the
elliptical, the elaborate, the lucid, and tﬁe recondite does
reflect both real and coherent divisions of literary style.
The main problem with the argument is Liu’s insistence on
explaining these modes in terms of the Confucian texts. This
leads him into the ambiguous situation of explaining a
1iterary style by a critical argument found among the
commentaries to the Book of Changes rather than exampling the
discourse itself. The notion that the four modal norms provide
both a structure for formal variations and a catalyst for
historical innovations represents classical theory at its most

sophisticated level. Later we will see that Liu dedicates a
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whole chapter to the questions of 1literary change and
development. He is acutely aware that art demands newness and
that such aesthetic innovation requires both change and
continuity within the tradition. As already discussed within
Eliot’s analysis of the tradition, the concept of Titerature
as a formal reality which changes but, nevertheless, does not
abandon 1its own past is fundamental to any coherent

classicism.

1I.6) The Book of Changes declares: "To discriminate
things precisely 1let one be exacting 1in his
expression. When one dissects the language then one

(can) perfect (the discourse). "%

The primary difference between Chinese and European
culture is that Confucius and Liu after him unequivocally
consider poetry as the ultimate perfection of language, while
Plato and in general the Western philosophic tradition after
him tend to place the dialectical discourse, in terms of
truth, above the 1literary discourse. when Liu talks about
perfecting 1language he is witHout a doubt talking about

1iterature.

II1.7) The Book of Historical Documents says:
“Language should respect the essentials of form -

that is one should not simply hanker after the
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bizarre." Consequently it is evident that through
exact expression one realizes precise
discriminations and that through the essentials of
form one perfects the language; (Moreover), when the
language is perfected there is no faulty hankering
after the bizarre; and when precise discriminations
are realized one finds the virtues of dissected
language (i.e. precision in both language and form
are essential to literature.) Although profound
ideas are (often) subtle and abstruse they do not
violate precise expression; and subtle 1language
maybe suggestive (yet) it does not transgress the
essentials of form. Both subtle language and the
essentials of form can be achieved together; and
precise expression and profound thoughts can co-
exist. In the literary compositions of (both) Sages

such (qualities) are evident.??®

It is quite clear that Liu is using the Confucian
tradition to present his own thoughts on the necessary
relationship between both accurate and precise expression, and
profound and subtle thought. when he talks about the
essentials of form he is referring to both literary
(rhetorical) and linguistic form. Liu is the first Chinese
critic to carefully discuss the linguistic particles - the

most subtle and difficult aspect of Chinese grammar - and to
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insist that they have real meanings and structures and do not
represent, as is often even today argued, arbitrary elements
without any precise usage.??® Here he is treating a critical
problem which still plaques the modern critic - especially the
romantic critic. Though poetry often transforms grammatical
and semantic norms and expresses complex and subtle thoughts
neither its transformations nor its complexities represent
simple violations of form or a disregard for precise meaning.
There is a precision even 1in fragmented or incomplete
expression, and literature’s "ambiguities" are always formal
complexities with their own logic and never simple obscurities
or confusions. The romantic critic fails to distinguish the

love poem from love itself.

II.8) Yen He thought Confucius painted by adorning
feathers and idly employed florid language. Although
he tries to ridicule the Sage it is to no avail. For
the elegance and aesthetic proportions of the Sage’s
literary form is such that having pruned the flowers
it bears fruit. The heavenly process (metaphysics)
is difficult to understand, nevertheless some still
reverently try to penetrate it. But, literature can
be grasped - why is it we don’t apply our minds to
it? If one realizes a (literary) discourse by
critically examining the Sage then its literary form

will indeed prosper.2¥®
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Liu’'s final thoughts are loose and uncritical. It is not
at all clear what the “flowers"” and the "fruit" of literature
represent. If he is contrasting form with content he is not
only contradicting himself but setting up a false contrast.
Oor, possibly he means that confucius by carefully editing his
own writings has critically motivated other writers. Whatever
the point, the image is both vague and contradictory. And, the
final statement involves a gross hyperbole which could be
taken in a didactic sense. If Confucius writings do reveal the
principles of literary form they do so in the least apparent
manner. As with Aristotle’s remarks about “noble” and
“ijgnoble" characters both critics from time to time nod. The
Zan, which represents an encomium of Confucius, is
characterized by the same type of hyperbole and its meaning
is even more ambiguous. The following interpretation

represents a tentative guess.

11.9) the Zan

With utmost subtlety he (Confucius) created critical
knowledge and (then) brilliantly pondered the order
(of the Cosmos). With 1ingenious reasoning he
rea1ized literary form and (then) with refined taste
perfected literary elegance. He reflected on the sun

and the moon above (i.e. the Cosmos) and his
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language enriched the earth (below). Though within
a hundred years his shadow was gone yet his mind
remains after a thousand years (Liu lived precisely

one thousand years after confucius).?

The references at both the beginning and the end of the
chapter to ‘“"reflecting on the sun and the moon"” are
particularly obscure. The only sense I can make of them is
within the terms of Liu’s theory that the human mind along
with its linguistic and literary manifestations represent a
sort of microcosm of the Cosmos itself; therefore, Confucius
is seen as "imaging" the Cosmos in his literary forms. As a
convert to Buddhism and one of its major advocates the reasons
why Liu chose to portray himself in the Wenxin as a follower
of Confucius are both complex and somewhat obscure. He appears
to be isolating and emphasizing those elements within the
tradition which most closely echo the historical and formal
concerns of Buddhism. The problem is that, as pointed out
earlier, we as yet know very Tlittle about the real relation
between the flowering of Buddhism and the 1literary and
critical renaissance in the fourth and fifth centuries.?? Was
there in Liu’s time a distinct school of Buddhist poetics as
propounded by Shen Yue and his circle? In sum, Liu’s image of
Confucius as'the ultimate innovator and perfecter of literary
form and literary criticism is peculiar and, I think, in

direct contradiction to the traditional didactic image.
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Curiously enough, it possibly represents a more accurate

historic image.

WENXIN CHAPTER III

Chapter three is more substantive. Liu is on much firmer
grounds when he begins to discuss the forms and the history
of literature in terms of actual texts. He now focuses on the
five Confucian Classics - the Book of Historical Documents,
the Book of Changes, the Book of Odes, the Spring & Autumn
Annals, and the Book of Rites - i.e. the literary principles
or elements evident within the Classics. Whether or not the
Five Classics were in fact edited by Confucius is irrelevant
to an evaluation of Liu’s critical thoughts concerning the

canon.

Despite the fact that among the five Classics only the
Book of Odes represents in the strict sense a literary
discourse - the other four Classics are either historical or
discursive discourses - nevertheless, all five Classics can
be read - as they were within the tradition - as literary
discourses i.e. the critic can, as Liu does, focus on the
texts strictly in terms of their formal literary qualities.
Auerbach in his famous examination of the literary qualities
of the Bible provfdes an obvious example of the same

transformation within the European tradition.?® It s
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noteworthy that Liu at the end of his argument distinguishes
between the majority who read the Classics - including the
Book of Odes - as moral discourses and the small critical

minority who see them in strict literary terms.

In this chapter Liu begins a detailed analysis of the
formal elements and principles of the classical canon as such.
As does Aristotle, he systematically avoids within his
analysis any loose moralism or traditional didacticism. But,
the degree to which Liu has abstracted both the idea and the
substance of the Classics as a formal literary reality is
unique; until the modern period neither tradition offers an
equivalent. Even Aristotle never directly discuss the idea of

the canon as such.

II1.1) The Classics as a Norm

As regards the universal principles of the three
primary realities (heaven, earth, and man) one calls
their books the Classics. By Classics one signifies
the ultimate order of what is constant, or the
profound principles of what does not disappear.
Consequently they image the heavens and the earth
and reflect the spiritual world setting out the
order of things and establishing the human order.

They represent both the abstract elements of the
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keen intellect, and the structures and the forms of

refined 1iterary composition.?3

There is a fundamental ambiguity here which pervades
Liu’s whole discussion of the Five Classics between the
Classics as a set of predominantly non-literary discourses
which discuss the elements and principles of both the human
and the divine realities, and the Classics as a set of
1iterary models. Though Liu is critically aware of the
difference from time to time he fails to distinguish the two
ideas. We have already noted similar ambiguities 1in the
Poetics where Aristotle fails to distinguish between mimesis
as a general function in art and mimesis as a specific
function in Athenian tragedy. Nevertheless, the above should
leave little question as to Liu’s isolation of the literary
elements of the Classics as a set of structural norms. One can
not overemphasize the point that such a formal focus on the
Classics is in direct contradiction with the view of the
Classics both as monuments which should be literally copied
and as a set of moral lessons. As we will see, the Classics
for Liu operate as a progressive force focusing and
articulating the literary transformations within the
tradition. What follows is a brief history of the Classics
from the Shang dynasty down to the time of Confucius outlining
his role as editor and critic. Again the fact that most of

this traditional history 1is today questioned is not
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significant. The critical point is Liu’s attention to the

diachronic order and his sense of literary evolution.

111.2) First came the Three Fen of the three
sovereigns followed by the Five Tien of the five
Emperors and then the Eight Su and 1later the Nine
Qiu (all represented compilations which have been
subsequently lost; they were most likely apocryphal
records). Within the constant obfuscations of
history these various divisions and classes were

(eventually) confused and mixed.?®®

The above observation seems to be remarkably close to
modern critical theory in whicﬁ genres such as the novel are
seen as evolving by a constant mixing or "confusing” of
subgenres. But, given the fact we know almost nothing about
the apocryphal Shang books = Liu probably knew 1ittle more -

it is impossible to determine exactly what genres or subtypes
were mixed. Also the notion that society changes and the past
is, therefore, always obscure seems peculiarly modern. As we
will see a little further on, Liu is critically aware of the
1inguistic changes - both semantic and grammatical - which

obscure the earliest texts.

III.3) From the time when Confucius sorted and

articulated (the canon) then those great treasures
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(the Classics) began to shine forth. As for the Book
of Changes he drew together the Ten Wings, for the
Book of Historical Documents he laid out the Seven
Sections, for the Book of Odes he distinguished the
Four Primaries, for the Book of Rites he articulated
the Five Norms, and for the Spring & Autumn Annals
the Five Types (i.e. the divisions, logic, and
rhetoric of the Five Classics). 8ince their
principles are delimited by human nature and their
language and craft by the logic of literary form,
therefore they can innovate, educate, nourish, and
perfect, and their influence has the capacity to

mold (the mind).23®

It is easy to pass over Liu’s arguments as loose
traditional remarks and to ignore their particular reasoning.
He is carefully defining the 1literature’s force or its
capacity to enlighten mankind within the terms of its formal
aesthetic qualities and excluding the didactic argument. It
is abundantly clear “"delimited by human nature” simply means
their principles are in accord with experience i.e. their
thoughts, descriptions, and forms do not exceed observed
reality and reason. This represents a critical standard Liu
reiterates throughout the treatise. The idea that Confucius
articulated the order and the logic of the Classics reflects

Liu’s definition of criticism as an analysis of both structure
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and form. The modern critic has often unjustly belittled or
ignored the formative critical accomplishments represented in
the original selection, editing, and arranging of both the

Homeric and the Confucian canons.

IITI.4) As the mind of the Cosmos (dao) is indeed
subtle, (so) the thoughts of the Sage (Confucius)
are exceptionally profound. When the walls and eaves
(of a building) are Tlofty and resounding, one
breathes deeply; and an enormous bell of three-
hundred-thousand caties does not have a delicate

ting ting sound.?7?

The thought 1is anything but clear. Liu seems to be
indirectly apologizing for the fact that the Classics often
seem obscure and when read with a modern ear sound heavy. What
follows is an examination of the Five Classics as literary
models. Though Liu is on firmer grounds here than he was in
the last chapter, the Confucian Classics - with the exception
of the Book of Odes - only in the broadest or most abstract

sense provide literary models.

III.5) The Book of Changes discusses the heavens.
It deals with spiritual or intellectual functions.
Consequently the Xi 2zi Jjudged the form of the

language to be allegorical. Its discourse is precise
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and its content abstruse."The leather cord breaks
three times" (an image taken from the Book of
Changes and used by Sima Qian in his biography of
Confucius) provided a profound metaphor for the

Philosopher (Confucius).

The Book of Historical Documents realistically
records human discourse (dialogue). Although an
explication of the text is enormously difficult (the
text records some of the earliest and therefore most
obscure Chinese) if one masters the Er ya (a Han
glossary) then both the form and the meaning will
be clear. Therefore, 2Zi Xia (a disciple of
Confucius) praised the Book of Historical Documents
saying: "They are clear and bright Tike the
alternating lights of the sun and the moon, and as
well ordered as the configurations of the stars and

planets.” The discourse is both clear and precise.?%®

As already pointed out Liu’s attention to the grammatical
and semantic problems of the literary text is particu1a1rf
significant. Both Aristotle’s and Liu’s close examinations of
the elements of grammar and diction do not represent, as is
often argued, an essentially non-literary digression, but
rather reflect a critical recognition that literature and its

principles are grounded in language.
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III1.6) The Classical Odes essentially "word the
mind’s image ( zhi)". To explicate (the Odes)
requires the same (research) as the Book of
Historical Documents (i.e. the language is archaic
and needs careful glossing). They are articulate in
their style, regulated in their xing (metaphors),
refined in their rhetoric, contrived in their
figures, and when intoned are both sensitive and
affective, Consequently they (the Odes) are

extremely appealing and deeply moving.?®

The question whether Liu understands the term zhi ( )
in the +traditional formula as signifying the expressive
qualities of content (i.e. thought) or that of form is not all
together clear. fhough he focuses on the strictly formal
aspects of the Odes i.e. style, metaphor, rhetoric, figure,
and prosody hevertheless he clearly understands these as
including the sentiments or thoughts of the Ode. Note the
total absence of any reference to moral lessons or the
didactic nature of their content. Form per se generally takes
a dominant position through out Liu’s analysis of poetic
expression. He seems to view content or meaning as a co-
ordinate part, though important, often - as found in poetry -

in a subordinate position to the formal elements. Obviously

such an opinion would vary according to the literary mode.
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The discussion of the Book of Rites is particularly
ambiguous. Liu’s distinction between structural form ({jkti)
and literary form ( ;@ wen) is problematic. The difference
seems to be that between form as the structural relation of
parts to whole (ti) and form as a composite of aesthetic norms
(wen). Liu is apparently trying to develope an analogy between
the abstract treatment of reality found in the Classic and the
same as found in literature i.e. the relationship between
reality and the literary image. If judged in strict logical
terms, the argument represents a false analogy, or at least
it is not a true homology. The Book of Rites may treat reality
in both precise and subtle abstract terms but those terms are
not exactly homologous to the terms of literature. One might
compare Liu’s analogy to Eliot's praise of Newman’s
theological arguments as models of precise meaning and

exacting language.

III.7) The Book of Rites establishes structural form
(tid 4ﬂj§ ); 1in accordance with actual affairs it
creates abstract formal patterns. Its majér and
minor sections are both minutely precise and subtly
intricate. Once grasped, then they become completely
clear. Every single sentence collected in it is a

treasure (of precise abstraction).
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The Spring & Fall Annals articulates rationality;
every word reveals a logical meaning. "The five
meteorites” and "the six fishhawks" perfect their
literary form by means of detail and succinctness.
In the case of the "Zhi Gate" and the "Two Lookouts”
they clarify the sense by means of (the trope)
histeron-proteron. Its wan-zhang and zhi-hui figures
(rhetorical modes involving an indirectness &
directness and a clarity & obscurity of meaning)

are indeed genuinely profound.?%

The Spring & Autumn Annals is - in my opinion - the most
interesting and possibly the only text among the Five CLassiqs
actually composed by Confucius. Confucius is reported to have
said: “"The Spring & Autumn Annals will make me known, and the
spring & Autumn Annals will make me reviled".?*!' The
succinctness and bare factuality of the narration has
bewildered most modern critics.?*? The text presents an
extremely minimal account of historical events spanning the
Jate Zhou (719-494 B.C.). It records, without any apparent
interpretation or speculation, only those details which do not
exceed simple probability and were or could have been actually
observed i.e. "On such and such a day such and such happened.”
confucius restricts his discourse to facts which could be
verified and in the strictest sense rationally known. The text

represents historical rationalism or positivism applied with




298
a vengeance. Within the context of traditional beliefs and
values and a tradition of historical narration where fact,
fiction, and opinion were mixed indiscriminately such a
minimal and rational account of historical events well might
have been both shocking and revolutionary. Liu views the
discourse as a perfection of detail, brevity, precise meaning,

and rhetoric.

The "five meteorites" and "six fishhawks"” refer to a
section of the Annals where Confucius writes: "In the
sixteenth year, in the spring, in the King's first month, on
the first day of the moon, the falling meteorites in the State
of Song were five. In the same month, six fishhawks flew

“243  gong-yang’s

backwards flying over the Song capital.
commentary says: Why is "falling" first mentioned and then
"meteorites"? It is because this was a record about what one
heard. First one heard the sound of falling. Looking at them,
he found them to be meteorites. After a closer observation he
discovered them to be five in number. Why is the number "six"
first mentioned and then "fishhawks"? Because in the case of
the "six fishhawks flying backwards"” it was a record about
what one saw. Looking at them, one found them to be six in
number. Looking closer, he saw them to be fishhawks. After
watching them at leisure, he saw them to be flying backward

(i.e. the birds were flying against a wind blowing faster than

they were flying)."?** The "Zhi Gate" and the "Two Lookouts"
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refers to a section where Confucius writes: "In the summer,
in the fifth month, on ren shen, the Zhi Gate and the Two
watch Towers caught fire."2*® The "Zhi Gate" was the south and
inner gate of the royal palace and therefore more important,
while the "Two Lookouts" were those outside the Zhi Gate where
proclamations were posted and therefore less important. Gong-
yang writes: "Why does the text say: “Zhi Gate and the Two
Lookouts caught fire (the fire began outside the palace)"? It
is because the Two Lookouts were not as important... and he
(Confucius) did not wish to proceed from the less important
to the more important.“2%® wWhether or not such reasoning
exaggerates the logic of the text Liu is correct in seeing the
discpurse as a model of rationality and detail. As a 1iterary.
style Confucius’ detailed minimalism is not far from that

practiced by Robbe-Grillet and the French nouveaux roman.

III.8) In the case of the Book of Historical Records
if one examines its literary form (the structures
and meaning of its archaic language) though it
appears (at first) strange, nevertheless 1if one
critically studies the logic of its arguments then
it becomes limpid; while in the case of the Spring
& Autumn Annals when one examines the language it
appears clear, nevertheless when one scrutinizes its
meanings then it becomes abstruse. These (two

Classics) represent the (two) classes of literary
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form realized by the Sage (Confucius) - that is the
external (objective) and the internal (subjective)

modes . 247

What is noteworthy is the degree to which the argument
abstracts the literary qualities of the Classics. Imitating
the Book of Historical Documents does not imply imitating its
obscure archaic language but rather writing in a fluent and
1limpid style. As Liu points out, it is only the accidents of
historical change which give the discourse its obscure and
archaic appearance. Though the critical reasoning behind the
distinction between the subjective and objective modes is
analogous to Aristotle’s differentiation of the objective,
subjective, and dramatic modes the two arguments are not
homologous. Liu’s argument does not focus on the distinctions
of literary voice but rather on those of meaning - what one
might call the 1literal or metaphorical nature of the
discourse. It is also interesting to note that the whole
section beginning from "The Book of Changes discusses the
heavens" down to this point appears to be taken verbatim from
the critical writings of Wang Can - one of the most important
of the Jian-an (ca. 220 A.D.) poets and critics.?® Such
wholesale borrowing does not represent simple plagiarism but
rather Liu’s attempt to establish the traditional authority
of his own critical views. Throughout the treatise he

integrates the most critical aspects of the tradition.
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I11.9) Their (the two modes’) ultimate roots or
origins are extremely deep, and their ramifications
or developments are elaborate and abundant.
(Either), the language is terse but the meaning is
fluent (the objective mode);(or), the details are
imminent but the figures are far reaching (the
subjective mode). Therefore although these texts
from the past (the Classics) are old their effect
is always new. Later generations will pick them up
and not find them outdated; as earlier students (of
1iterature) have long applied them and never been
behind their times. They can be compared to Tai Shan
(a famous mountain) which waters all the surrounding
land or the Yellow river which irrigates for a

thousand 11i.24®

The final similes at first sight do not seem particularly
apt until one examines the analogy between literary innovation
and agricultural regeneration. Liu makes it quite clear that
he views the Classics as a catalyst for literary innovation
and development - as water is to the regeneration of crops so

the Classics are to literary innovation.

what follows is a list of literary modes or genres each

identified by its derivation from a particular classical
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model. The arguments are glib for Liu neither clarifies nor
examples the specific formal qualities he has in mind. The
only excuse for such glibness is that the modes will later be
treated in greater detail within the chapters which discuss
the structures and histories of each mode; the point of the
1ist here is to simply demonstrate that the Classics have in
fact generated a complex of new forms. I will simply
transliterate the titles without any attempt to identify the

modes in European terms.

III.10) Consequently the Book of Changes is the
source for the lun, shuo, ci, and xu; the Book of
Historical Documents is the source for the zhao, ce,
zhang, and zou; the Book of Odes is the source for
the fu, song, ge, and zan; the Book of Rites is the
source for the ming, lei, zhen, and zhu; and the
spring & Autumn Annals are the source for the Jji,
zhuan, meng, and xi. To an equal degree they (the
Classics) have all exhaustively grown and set out
shoots:; and they have extensively developed and open
up new boundaries. Thereforé no matter how the
Hundred Schools (various literary movements) twist
and turn they all end up in the same circle. If one
goes to the Classics to perfect one’s form, or to
refine one’s elegance, or to enrich one’'s diction

that is the same as prospecting in the mountains to
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smelt copper, or boiling sea water to make salt

(i.e. their influence can not be exhausted).?®°

According to Liu the Classics provide a model for form,
elegance, and diction. They are not a compendium ‘of moral
lessons. As is true of all 1living forms they generate a
constant vortex of transformations in which the external shape
or forms of literature always change but its internal logic

remains essentially the same.

III.11) Consequently if literary form is modelled
on the Classics it’s overall form will have (the
following) six principles: first - its feelings will
be deep and not feigned; second - the style will be
clear and not confused; third - its details will be
credible and not absurd; fourth - its thoughts will
be precise and not roundabout; fifth its structural
forms (13tti) will be succinct and not messy; and
sixth - its 1literary forms ( gz wen) will be
aesthetically proportioned and not maladroit. Yang
Xiong’s (53 B.C.-18 A.D.) comparison (of the
Classics) to the carving of jade and the making of
artifacts means (simply) that the Five Classics

contain literary forms.?2%

Though 1in a couple of instances one can push, as the
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tradition has, the interpretation towards a didactic sense
(the same is true within the Poetics) it should be more than
apparent by now that Liu is pushing his argument in the other
direction. He 1is also treading on some very treacherous
critical grounds. As 1literary standards, "sincerity"”,
"clarity"”, "credibility", “precision", "succinctness”", and
"aesthetic proportion" have often proven to be far too vague
or too easily transformed into reactionary values -
particularly "aesthetic proportion” - to provide any real
critical focus. This probably represents classicism’s weakest
point. A1l attempts to summarize Tliterary values leads by

definition to over simplification.

The Yang Xiong reference 1is complex. He was a late
Western Han poet who developed and practiced the.fu but at the
end of his life repudiated the genre comparing its excesses
to the worm and seal carvings of children and the Classics to
the carving of jade vessels. Liu isolates within the meaning
of carving S)%Zdiao as found in Wenxin diaolong) the notion
of conscious literary form, and within the meaning of artifact
(ﬁ%ﬁgi) the notion of the composition as a formal reality.
Later he uses the term "artifact" to signify the literary

discourse as a critical object.2?%?

The following section 1is particularly obscure. The

argument involves a contrast between "literary form” (ﬁzwen)
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and "action” ({g xing) - what seems to be a contrast between
aesthetic or contemplative reality and active reality. Liu is
touching on the problematic relation between art and
sensibility 1including moral or social sensibility. But,
precisely what Liu is trying to say, besides the fact he puts
literary form first, is anyone’s guess. Such undefined and
footloose abstractions represent one of the wenxin’s weakest

aspects.

I1I1.12) By means of 1itefary form the active nature
(of man) is realized and by means of (man’s) active
nature literary form is passed on. Literary form is
the first among the four disciplines (as taught by
Confucius); both adequation (‘é;fu) and formal
pattern (ég cai - i.e. the sense of aesthetic
relations) perfect (human nature). Among those who
idly seek virtue and cultivate (their own) fame all
of them claim the Sage, while among those who
compose (literary) discourses and practice
(1iterary) expression very few take the Classics as
(their) models. Therefore, the Chu poets are (often)
cloying and the Han poets hyperbolic - these
movements are deviations which don’t lead back to
the source - would it not be better to critique the

extremes and return to the essentials??®®
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Both "adequation” (f%#'Fu) and “pattern” ( §%~cai) are
technical critical terms in the Wenxin. The term fu signifies
a tally. Liu uses it to cover all forms of abstract
equivalencies symbolic or metaphorical. Ccai is pattern or
design which can include either rhetorical or prosodic
patterns. The two ideas represent the formal elements of
aesthetic perception i.e. an abstract and a concrete sense of
affinities - what Aristotle covers by the terms "logos”,
"harmony", and "rhythm". The sense of relation and the notions
of unity in Chinese poetics are more abstract than in Europe.
As already pointed out, Chinese poetry is primarily a rigorous
exercise in prosody, rhetorical parallelism, and symbolic or
metaphorical logic with Tittle or'no attention to plot and the

unities of action.

The four disciplines or sensibilities as reportedly
taught by Confucius are ;E wen (literary form), {”} xing
(action),/f;zhong (loyalty), and'fg xin (trust) in precisely
that order. Liu points out the primary position of literary
form in the curriculum and implies by so doing that the other
sensibilities therefore follow upon or derive from aesthetic
sensibility i.e. man first developes a sense of an aesthetic
order then he articulates a social and political order. I
understand the reference to those who "idly seek virtue and
cultivate (their own) fame" as an ironic reference to

confucian moralists. This might be over-interpreting the verb




307

yu which literally means "to happen upon by chance”. But,
behind Liu’s focus on the aesthetic aspects of the Confucian
tradition may lurk a religious conviction that Confucianiasm
in comparison to Buddhism is spiritually and morally
inadequate i.e. the Confucian Classics do not represent a
viable religious canon but they do represent a viable 1literary
canon. One can also interpret the remark to simply mean Liu
considered Confucian moralism vulgar. What needs to be
examined more carefully is Liu’s real position, as a major

i1

.~~advocate of Buddhism, regarding Confucianism.
™~

v

EIn the fifth chapter Liu discusses the virtues and
qualities of Chu and Han poetry. He sees both poetic
traditions as realizing important poetic innovations and
representing major rejuvenations of Chinese poetry, but he
also feels, because of extremisms in both form and sense,
neither tradition provides a model for literary norms - except
for innovation itself. The section has often been quoted to
show Liu’s traditionalist sentiments, but he is not arguing
that Chu and Han innovations or even their extremisms are in
themselves wrong. He 1is simply pointing out that they
represent literary extremes and as such can not be used as
norms. Eliot is equally severe with the romantic poets whom

he studied carefully and imitated.

III.13) the Zan
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For the invariable ultimate order of the Trinity
(heaven, earth, & man) and its (moral) principles
one profoundly researches the ancient past. (But),
to realize cultural progress comes down to one thing
(1iterature), (yet) its instruction is divided into
five (Classics). They (the Five Classics) represent
the effective craftsman of the intellect and the
subtle store house of literary forms. Being both
profound and brilliant they are the ultimate source

of all (literary) discourses.?®

The final poetic summaries represent the most traditional
aspect of Liu’s treatise and their language is by far the most
elliptical. So as not to repeat myself, in almost every case
the translation is at best an intelligent guess. I do insist,
as does Liu, that language and meaning do not represent a
loose association i.e. the sense should reflect the actual
grammar (the order) and the meaning of the words, and the

critic should only interpolate when both allow it.

The idea that 1literature realizes the progressive
potential of a society or culture derives from Confucius. I
know of no equivalent idea in Western criticism until the
modern theories deriving from Russian formalism which examine

the capacity of art to both displace and transform our
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perceptions of reality. Such a recognition that society’s
primary problem is transformation or the need for cultural
renovation and that it 1is through 1literature’s (art’'s)
constant innovations that society evolves represents one of
the most peculiar and profound ideas found 1in Chinese
criticism. As Liu reminds us again and again 11teraﬁure’s
prime virtue lies within its capacity to renew itself through
continuous innovation. It can be argued that a society which
fails to develope a critical and progressive aesthetics fails
to develop i.e. art is not merely a coincidental factor in

human development.

Even when Liu discusses the literary qualities of the
Five Classics, where he is on much firmer ground than when he
talks in general about Confucius, he is still inclined to
critically exaggerate or to over-generalize those gualities.
This is particularly apparent if one compares Liu’s appraisal
of the Five Classics with Aristotie’s appraisal of the Homeric
canon. Though Aristotle recognizes that the Homeric epics
represent the highest standards of literary accomplishment he
also points out that "the later tradition - specifically
Athenian tragedy - in certain respects refined and perfected
Homer's poetics. The same is the case with the later gu shi
which during the late Han refined and perfected the 1lyric
voice which had been only partially realized in the Classical

Odes. Though, further on, Liu effectively revises the literary
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canon he does so implicitly and not explicitly. A good deal
of the Confucian canon by Liu’s time provided - as he himself
admits - highly ambiguous 1literary models. He is to some
degree guilty of critical inertia or a typical Chinese
tendency to exaggerate the accomplishments of the past. Such

a critical bias seriously hobbled the tradition.

In his opening sections Aristotle explicitly discusses
the problems of critical methodology and the logical nature
of literature but keeps his arguments within a narrow range
of pragmatic observations. He barely touches upon the larger
theoretic questions concerning the nature and function of art
in society. Liu, on the other hand, raises some of the most
abstract and problematic questions facing the critic. This
represents, as noted, both a strength and a weakness. He
touches on these questions but fails to articulate any
coherent analysis of them. Such a contrast between the
concrete and the abstract qualities of the two treatises is
even more apparent when one compares the six principles
(sincerity, credibility, precision, succinctness, and
aesthetic proportion) which Liu derives from the Five Classics
to the six elements (plot, character, diction, thought,
spectacle, and song) which Aristotle isolates within Athenian
tragedy. Though, in some sense, Aristotie’s analysis is more
abstract - unity is the most abstract quatlity of literature -

his purely structural focus reflects a more concrete or
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objective analysis of 1literary form i.e. it is 1less
psychological. Liu’'s principles - as are most of the
gqualitative assertions of Chinese criticism - are essentially
subjective assertions. Though I don't think Liu would have
argued with Aristotle’s claim that poetic unity is analogous
to that found within an organism, i.e. if any part is altered
or removed the whole is changed,?%® nevertheless he never comes
close to articulating the idea in such simple and precise
terms. On the other hand, Aristotle never lays out as
succinctly the essential relationship between the dijachronic

and the synchronic orders.
WENXIN CHAPTER 1V

The fourth chapter, in a certain sense, is the Tleast
critical or the most idiosyncratic of the five introductory
chapters. The problem which Liu addresses here is peculiar to
Chinese 1literature. He discusses the questions of the
apocryphal Classics which accumulated around the five
Confucian Classics. These books represent a melange of pseudo
commentaries and histories which were fabricated out of both
genuine and not so genuine ancient texts as late as the Later
Han (25-220). They contain the least rational and most
hermetic aspects of traditional Chinese thought, and involve
highly obscure discussions of yin & yang, numerology, and

fortune telling. Liu’s intent is not simply to distinguish and
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separate these texts from the genuine Classics but to critique
their actual 1literary value as rhetorical and stylistic
models. Despite the obscurities and vulgar hermeticism of the
Apocrypha he recognizes the fact that the 1iconoclastic
elements of their language and style have provided and still
do provide important resources for literary 1innovation and
transformation. From our point of view it is the historical
focus which Liu brings to bear on the apocryphal texts as Han
fabrications which is particularly significant. Liu is not
the first critic to raise questions of authenticity in the
Chinese tradition but his use of such arguments within

literary criticism is unique.

IV.1) Critiquing the Apocrypha

The intellectual (metaphysical) order is both clear
and obscure, and the heavenly mandate is both
intricate and manifest (i.e. clarity is not the only
standard). (It is said), the horse dragon came forth
and the Book of Changes was produced; the divine
tortoise appeared and the Hong fan (as found in the
shu jing) was created. Consequently Xi 2i (a
disciple of Confucius) judged that the (symbolic)
diagrams came from the Yellow River (area) and the
Book of Historical Documents came from the Lo River

(area), and that the sages used them as models.
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These are meanings of the above (tales). However the
age was long ago and, (therefore), the 1literary
forms (i.e. the compdsitions) are obscure. This has
encouraged the creation of fake and preposterous
(texts). Although they (the Apocrypha) contain some
genuine elements, forged materials are also attached

to them.?2®

Liu begins the discussion by admitting - by implication -
that clarity and precision do not represent the only norms;
both the ambiguous and the arcane represent possible literary
qualities. In this chapter along with the following chapter
where he discusses the extremism of Chu and Han poetry Liu
deals with the questions of deviation and extremism within
1iterature. His critical position in both chapters is that
though the Confucian Classics represent a norm, as such they
not only do not exclude deviations and extremes but rather,

in a certain sense, require them.

The critical point behind the discussion of the mythic
origins of the earliest apocryphal texts seems - again he
could be a good deal clearer - to be both to raise the
question of such fantastic tales and to provide a rational
explanation. When Liu points to the obscurity of the earliest
texts he.is putting his finger on the Achille’s heel of the

Chinese written system which because of its non-phonetic
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nature creates a semblance of continuity or permanence which
in fact often hides real and significant changes in both sense
and grammar. Such linguistic changes and the resulting
ambiguities invite arbitrary invention. There is, I believe,
a general tendency running throughout Chinese history not only
to take advantage of such ambiguities but to compound them
and, worst of all, to argue that such obscurity represents an
essential quality of the tradition. Both l1iterature and
painting in China have been plagued by an unusual amount of
forgery in which fakes have been often taken as representing

the actual tradition.?7

IV.2) The Six Classics are manifest and sensible but
the Apocrypha which follow (them) are turgid and
redundant: the Book of Filial Piety and the Analects
are clear and .precise but their appended omens
(interpretations) are a tangie and a maze. If one
judges the Apocrypha by the Classics their falseness
is apparent in four ways: 1) In as much as the
Apocrypha (the woof) are treated as Classics (the
warp) they (should) bear to them the same
relationship the woof bears to the warp. (But only)
when silk and hemp are not mixed can one make silk
or hemp cloth. Now, the Classics are true while the
Apocrypha are incredible. They are a thousand 1i

apart - this 1is their first falseness. 2) The
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Classics, since they represent the principles of the
sage, are manifest, while the Apocrypha, (although)
they represent religious teachings, are obscure. Now
the principles of the Sage should be comprehensive,
while religious teachings should be succinct. But
the Apocrypha are more voluminous than the Classics
and moreover their religious reasoning is confused -
this is their second falseness. 3) He who has a
sealed degree (i.e. a proof) comes from the emperor.
But, consider the relevant evidence. Although the
eighty one books (of the Apocrypha) are all
attributed to Confucius, according to him Yao
composed the Lu Dian and King Wen created the Dan
shu (i.e. the evidence is contradictory) - this 1is
their third falseness. 4) Before both the Shang and
Zhou periods the (symbolic) diagrams and designs
often appear, but the Classics as a whole were
perfected at the end of the Spring and Autumn period
(ca. 500 B.C.). That the woof should precede the
warp contradicts formal logic - this is their fourth
fa]éeness. when the false elements have been sorted
out then the differences in principles are self
evident. The Classics are a sufficient teacher; in

what way do the Apocrypha add to them??®®

In sum; the Classics and the Apocrypha fundamentally
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contradict each other; the Apocrypha are wordy and their
reasoning confused; the evidence concerning their Confucian
origins 1is contradicted by confucius himself; and the
historical evidence indicates that they anti-date, in part,
the final compilation and editing of the Classics. The whole
argument is based on the assumption that the Apocrypha (the
woof) should clarify or summarize the Classics (the warp), but
in fact they confuse and add idle material. Liu’s logic is
curious and at times his reasoning is a little foggy. The last

proofs seem purely rhetorical.

Liu’s assertion that the Classics as a whole (i.e. the
canon) were perfected in the late spring and Autumn period -
during Confucius' time - is significant. It involves a notion
of evolution and development which is fundamental to his
analysis of literature. The assumption is that it 1is not
merely the antiquity of the Classics which gives them their
authority but rather their formal and logical coherency as
realized by Confucius. Elements of the Apocrypha are more than
likely more ancient than the Classics but they are incoherent

and therefore of less value.

The logic of the following argument is somewhat obscure.
Liu seems to be pointing out that Confucius viewed the
principles of the divinatory signs used in Chinese prophesy

as something of the past and therefore not strictly his own.
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He appears to be critiquing uncritical traditional
speculations on the prophetic signs and trying to throw some

historical 1light on the subject.

IV.3) Originally when the (symbolic) diagrams and
designs first appeared then almighty Heaven had
accomplished its mission (i.e. had realized an
active or speculative intelligence) and this event
foreshadowed the coming of the Sage. Their
principles are not supplementary to the Classics
(i.e. they represent an earlier and less articulate
system of thought). Consequently, when the Yellow
river did not produce (symbolic) diagrams Confucius
sighed (as reported in Analects IX.9). Why would he
have sighed if he could have produced them
(himself). Formerly, King Kang had deposited the
Yellow river (symbolic) diagrams in the Eastern
Archives (as reported in the Shu jing).
Consequently, we know that they represented the
symbolic mandates of former generations handed down
as treasures from generation to generation.
Confucius only composed the preface (to the Book of
Changes), and that was all. Thereupon, the advocates
of numerology appended their esoteric arts - some
discoursed on yin & yang while others talked of

calamities and bizarre (events). They compared the




chirping of birds to spoken language and considered
worm eaten leaves as words. This branch of writing
spread 1ike weeds, and, as usual, all were falsely
ascribed to Confucius and his disciples. When
learned Confucian scholars had examined and
investigated (them) they declared that they were
forgeries produced during the Ai and Ping periods
(6 B.C.- 5 A.D.), and that the mysterious treasures
of the Eastern Archives had been mixed with fakes.
Moreover, during the reign of Emperor Guang-wu (25~
57 A.D.) absolute faith was placed 1in these
fabrications, and the fashion spread. Scholars vied
shoulder to shoulder. Pei Xian (the son of Emperor
Guang-wu) collected the Apocrypha so as to interpret
the Classics. Cao Bao fabricated prophecies to fix
the Book of Rites. They perverted the ultimate order
(dao) and falsified the canon; (the consequences)
were far reaching. Therefore, Huan Tan (43 B.C.- 23
A.D.) detested their nonsense and fakery, Yin Min
(ca. 100 A.D.) ridiculed their superficiality and
pretensions, Zhang Heng (78-139) rejected their
ambiguities and errors, and Xun Yue (ca. 200 A.D.)
exposed their perversity and absurdities. These four
experts were erudite and their analyses of the

Apocrypha are subtle.?®®

318



319

Liu’s historical treatment of the apocryphal texts and

the problems of their authorship is particularly
sophisticated. He is acutely aware of the process by which a
tradition 1looses a critical sense of its own past and
unconsciously transforms its values. The history of forgeries
and systematic misinterpretations of the Classics in China

represents a dissertation in itself.

The analysis down to this point has focused on the
Apocrypha in terms of their non-literary qualities i.e. as
commentaries or elaborations of the Classics. In this context
Liu contrasts their arguments with those of the Classics
pointing out how they fundamentally contradict each other, and
places himself squarely within the tradition of Confucian
rationalism. In the final section of the chapter he turns to
the question of their 1literary influence. Here he cites
examples of some of the apocryphal tales and discusses their

1iterary qualities.

IV.4) As regards the origins of Fu-xi, Shen-nong,
The Yellow Emperor, and Shao-hao, the elements of
shan, Du, and Zhong-lu, the symbols of the white
fish or the red crow, and the omens of yellow, gold,
and purple jade, their subject matter is fertile,
strange, and wondrous, and their language is rich,

fluent, and luxurious. Though they are of ho use as
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regards (the interpretation of) the Classical canon,
nevertheless they benefit literary composition.
Therefore, later popular poets collected and culled
their outstanding 1iterary elements. Zhang Heng (78-
139) fearing that they confuse 1literacy wrote a
memorial recommending that they be banned, but Xun
Yue (ca. 200) had compassion on them because they
contain some genuine materials and would not permit
them to be. burned. Since previous generations
treated them as companions to the Classics I have

discussed them in detail.

the Zan

It was mighty Yellow River and the mild Lo River who
gave birth to the (symbolic) diagrams and the
Apocrypha. They represent sacred treasures whose
functions are hidden. Though their logic is obscure
nevertheless their 1literary forms are valuable.
During the two Hans they were mixed and confused
with fakes. Cut out what is vulgar; boil off what

is perverse, and cull their carved elegance.?®

The most important aspect of the chapter is Liu’s
articulation of critical rationalism - a position he maintains

throughout the treatise. It is not simply that Liu should be
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considered as part of the tradition of Confucian rationalism
but rather that, when critically read, he defines that
tradition in its most radical terms. Liu went further than
either Mencius or zhu Xi in his articulation of objective and

analytical criticism.

WENXIN CHAPTER V

In chapter five Liu finally gets to some firmer critical
ground. Here he discusses the most important literary
development up to his time as represented in Qu Yuan’s (3407-
278 B.C.) Li sao. The Li sao along with the other Chu poems
which accumulated around it within the Han anthology entitled
the Chu Ci greatly influenced Han poetry and transformed the
anonymous musical discourse of the Classical Odes into a lyric
discourse focusing on a coherent lyric persona. As is true of
all major literary innovations the Li sao and the other Chu
poems represent an obvious and conscious reactipn against the
earlier poetics i.e. the anonymity, formal restraint, and
Jaconicism of the Classical Odes. By isolating, transforming,
and exaggerating elements within the form and rhetoric of the
Odes -~ particularly the epideictic elements - and
incorporating from the folk tradition a sense of the fantastic
the Chu poets effectively re-interpreted the poetic tradition
creating a self conscious and highly ornate poetic discourse

characterized by both hyperbole and exoticism. As already
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noted, there is in Chinese literary history a curious hiatus
between the tradition of the Odes as edited by Confucius (ca.

500 B.C.) and the Li sao (ca. 278 B.C.).
V.1) Analyzing the Li sao

From the time (ca. 600 B.C.) the Feng and the Ya
(the two primary poetic modes in the Book of Odes)
put to rest their melodies no one continued the
clew. (Then) wondrously literary form which had been
dormant and pent up reestablished itself with the
Li sao (ca. 278 B.C.). And, as a consequence,
finally (literary form) soared beyond the former
poets and aroused the later generations of poets.
Wwas it because they were not far from the time of
the sages (Mencius died in 282 B.C.), or was it

simply that the Chu poets were geniuses??®

Though Liu later critiques the extremism in Chu poetics -
what one might call 1its baroque qualities - he clearly
understands that Qu Yuan developed and perfected certain
elements of the tradition which had been only partially
developed within the Classical Odes, and that the whole
tradition of Chu poetry down through the Han fu represents a
paradigm of poetic innovation and renovation. The opinions

expressed below appear to represent paraphrases of the critics
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cited. Liu is surveying the critical 1literature on the Li sao
and, as we will see, in the process critiquing the lack of any
analytical standards or the 1loose impressionism within such

criticism.

V.2) Formerly Emperor Wu (140-87 B.C.) of the Han
loved the Li sao, and prince An (ob. 122 B.C.) of
Huai-nan composed a commentary (on it). He thinks
that (since) the Guo Feng (the first section of the
Book of Odes) cultivates eroticism without being
lewd and the Xiao Ya (the second section of the Book
of Odes) cultivates criticism without being
rgck1ess, (then) one can say that the Li sao has
combined both these qualities (i.e. both the
romantic and the plaintive modes); that just as the
cicada which molts in the midst of filth it flies
beyond the dust and dirt; and that though its purity
is darkened nevertheless it is not tarnished;
moreover, that it can contend in brilliance with

both the sun and moon.

It is Pan Gu’'s (32-92) opinion that Qu Yuan by
parading his own virtues (only) made a show of
himself, and out of bitterness and resentment
drowned himself in the river; that the tales of Yi,

Zhao, and the two Yao beauties do not correspond to




the (details in the) Zuo zhuan (the classical
commentary to the Spring & Autumn Annals); and that
the references to Kun-lun and Xuan-pu are not
contained in the Classics; but nevertheless, that
its literary forms, language, aesthetic proportions,
and elegance are a norm for the (later) ci and fu
poetry; and (finally) that although (the Li sao) is
not brilliantly profound one can say it is extremely

subtle in its artistry.

It is Wang Yi’s (ca. 100 A.D.) opinion that the
Classic Odes take us by our éars (i.e. they are
purely musical) while Qu Yuan seduces and persuades
us (i.e. his poems are dramatic) and that the
literary forms of the Li sao establish their
principles 1in accordance with the Classics - (for
example): the foursome of dragons and riding the
phoenix are modeled on "he rides six dragons..."(
as found in the Yi jing) and the references to Kun-
lun and Liu-sha are modeled on the Fu tu in the Yu-
kung (in the Shu Jjing); and that all the famous
scholars and ci and fu poets without exception
scrutinized its inner rules and outer forms. He
declares that it (the Li sao) is gold in appearance
and jade 1in substance, and that (even) after a

hundred generations it will have no peer.
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In addition, the Han emperor Xuan (73-49 B.C.)
greatly admires (the Li sao), and thinks that it is
in total accord with the artistry of the Classics;
Yang Xiong (53 B.C.-18 A.D.) after critiquing its
qualities also argues that its structural forms
correspond with (those of) the Ya Odes. These four
schools (of criticism) maintain that (the Li sao)
squares with the Classics - though Pan Gu declares
that it does not accord with the Zuo zhuan. But,
both their praise and their criticism employ mere
impressions and go beyond the facts. One can say
that they 1looked but did not scrut1n129 the
essentials, that they played about but did not
critically examine (the text). In order to
critically evaluate their analyses one must ﬁnspect

the discourses which are in it (the Chu ci).?®?

If only Liu’s language was less ambiguous and more to the
point he might have effectively rid Chinese criticism of such
amateurism. Arbitrary opinion and vague analogies plagued
literary criticism and later art criticism in China to a
degree not found in Europe. "In order to critically examine
their analyses one must inspect the discourses which are in
it (the Chu ci)" in this case Liu is to the point. Nothing in

the Poetics so simply summarizes the point of view of the



326
classical critic i.e. the responsible critic focuses on the
poem as a literary discourse, and the quality of his criticism
depends entirely upon the accuracy of his observations.
Clearly, Liu has made that critical move which in Tate’s terms
shifts "the center of critical interest...from the genetic and
moral judgement to the aesthetic, from subject matter and the
psychology of the author to the language of the toxt. "8 He
treats the Li sao as a paradigm of the Chu poetry which was
collected along with it in the Chu ci, and moves without

notice between citations from the Li sao and the other poems

in the Han anthology.

V.3) Consequently, 1) when the (Li sao) describes
the "bright magnificence" of Yao and Shun or lauds
the "respect and reverence” for Yu and Tang this
represent. the (rhetorical) forms of the Dian gao (as
found in the Shu Jjing); 2) when it ridicules the
madness of Jie and Zhou or deplores the down fall
of Yi and Jiao it models its meaning on the feng
(satires); 3) when it wuses young dragons to
symbolize gentlemen, or clouds aﬁd rainbows to refer
to sycophants, these are the principles of bi and
xing (analogical and paralogical metaphors); 4) when
each time the (protagonist) looks he hides his tears
and bemoans the Nine Fold Gate of his lord, these

are the commonplaces of. one loyal and grieved.




Examined in these four respects (i.e. its forms,
themes, principles , and tropes) it conforms with
the feng and the ya. But, 1) when it comes to riding
clouds and dragons the narrative is fantastic and
bizarre. Or, 2) riding Feng-lung to seek Fu-fei, or
commissioning the venom bearing falcon to obtain the
hand of the daughter of Song represent language
which is both strange and different. Or, 3) Kang
Hui overthrowing the earth, and Yi shooting down the
sun, and the tree man with nine heads, and the earth
deity with three eyes represent tales which are both
fantastic and bizarre. And, 4) When it cites Peng
Xien’s example (to commit suicide) or follows Zi-
xu’s and (presents) willfulness, the thoughts are
both petulant and petty. Or, when men and women sit
indiscriminately together all mixed up without any
division indicating that this is considered
delightful; or amusing oneself by drinking without
stop and being dead drunk night and day 1implying
that this is considered pleasant - these are all
cases of excess and licentiousness. Analyzed in
these four respects (i.e. narration, diction,
subject matter, and moral values) it (Li sao)
represents a deviation from the Classic canon.
Consequently, one can argue that its classical or

traditional norms are of this nature, and that its
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hyperbolic or romantic norms are of that nature .24

One might not sympathize with Liu’s prudish sentiments,
particularly those concerning men and women, but his critical
point is correct. He is examining the poetic discourses and
analyzing their qualities. He points out that though in terms
of formal rhetorical principles the Li sao and the other Chu
poems are, in part, derived from the Classics, the nature of
their subject matter and language is distinctly different. He
accurately identifies hyperbole and extremism of thought and
expression as the essential or distinguishing qualities of the
poems. When he says: "these are all cases of excess and
1icentiousness” Liu is simply articulating a distinction of
l1iterary standards or qualities which also exists between
Joyce’s Ulysses and Virgil’s Aeneid. The statement does not
represent a moralistic condemnation of the poems or of the
poets. My own belief is that Qu Yuan along with the other Chu
poets, as were both Keats and Joyce, were self-consciously
aware of their idiconoclasm and specifically cultivated
hyperbole and extremism in reaction to the classical norms
i.e. they represent typical romantic poets. Liu appears to
understand this point and treats the poems strictly as a kind
of literary discourse without confusing such qualities with

the morals of the poets as individuals.

V.4) Therefore, it is evident that as regards the
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Chu ci its structural forms are modeled on the Three
Dynasties (Xia, Shang, and Zhou i.e. the Classical
Odes), but its voice and eloguence are mdde]ed on
the Warring States period (403-221 B.C. i.e the Li
sao - Liu apparently considers romantic hyperbole
as characteristic of the Warring States period).
Then, as far as the ya and song Odes are concerned
it is a gaudy gambler, but for ci and fu poetry it
is shining hero. When one examines the inner
structures with which it composes and the outer
structures by which it elaborates, although they
selectively combine classical principles
nevertheless they forge their own dynamic

language. 2%%

The last observation sets out the sine-qua-non of a new
literary genre i.e. that it represent a synthesis of
traditional elements forming a new type of discourse - just
as the novel critically combines and re-interprets both the
dramatic and the epic genres. What follows is a brief

discussion of some of the other poems in the chu ci.

V.5) Consequently, the Li sao classic and the Qiu
zhang are clear and well proportioned in their mood
of pity; the Qiu ge and the Qiu bian are refined and

delicate in their expression of grief; the Yuan you
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and the Tien wen though they are odd and bizarre
nevertheless they are sharply crafted; the Zhao hun
and the Da zhao though they are showy and voluptuous
nevertheless they are profoundly beautiful. The Bo
ju reveals the (genuine) manner of one who is
banished; and the Yu fu records the (genuine)
qualities of one who is secluded. Therefore, their
personal voice or spirit goes beyond (that of) the
ancients and their language is in close proximity
to (that written) today (i.e. they perfected aspects
of the 1lyric voice). Their startling gracefulness

is dazzling. It would be difficult to match it. 288

It is interesting to note how Vincent Shih refuses to
allow that Liu is saying that Li sao represents a "classic”
of its own genre and that the Chu ci poems perfected the lyric
voice in a way not found in the Classical Odes.?%” The meaning
is beyond question and is consistent with Liu’s progressive
classicism which sees the Chu innovations as both articulating
and perfecting the past. But, as Eliot argues, this does not
mean that the Chu ci “"superannuates" the Book of Odes or the
modern poet should “abandon” the pre-lyric tradition. No more
than when Aristotle claims that Athenian tragedy perfected
certain aspects of the narrative tradition is he arguing that
Sophocles has replaced Homer. Literary innovation requires a

constant re-view of all the elements within the tradition. For
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the classical writer the past remains as viable as the present
and the tradition is always an open question. What follows is

a survey of the Chu ci’s influence on Han writers.

V.6) From the Qiu Huai (Western Han Composition ca.
200 B.C.) on down (all poets) have eagerly followed,
close on their heels, nevertheless both Qu Yuan and
song Yu (the two main poets in the Chu ci)
outdistance them. None can catch up. Because, when
they (Qu & Song) describe the affections or bitter
feelings they make one anxious and provoke those
emotions; when they narrate the life of one in exile
they are so sorrowful and disconsolate that it 1is
almost unbearable:; and describing the landscape they
catch the image with their sounds, or discoursing
on the seasons they lay out their literary forms so
that the seasons appear. Thereupon, Mei Sheng (ob.
141 B.C.) and Jia Yi (200-168 B.C.) pursued their
style and introduced an aestheticism, and Sima
Xiangru (ob. 117 B.C.) and Yang Xiong (53 B.C.- 18
A.D.) followed the trend and realized an exoticism.
These (writers) have influenced more than one
generation of poets. Consequently, major talents
adopt their overall design, mediocre talents chase
after their dazz1ing language, minor poets hold

tenaciously onto their descriptive effects, and the
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immature pick out their allegorical images.?%®

The categories of literary sensibility are particularly
significant. The highest are those who grasp the overall plan
or the abstract nature of the genre and the lowest are those
who reduce the literary discourse to series of rhetorical
effects or allegorical images. Liu reveals a real antipathy

for didacticism.

V.7) If one can lean on the ya and song Odes as one
leans on the bar of a chariot (i.e. as the primary
support) and handle the Chu ci as one handles the
reins - contemplate the iconoclastic without loosing
sight of the norm - play with the decorative without
turning one’s back on the essentials, then just as
easily as one looks or glances one will master the
rhetorical skills, or as easily as one coughs and
spits one will reach the perfections of 1literary
form. And, never again will he have to go to Sima
Xjangru begging for insight or borrow favors from
wang Bao (ob. 61 B.C.) (i.e. he will be their

equal).

the Zan

Without Qu Yuan how could the Li sao have appeared?
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- a startling genius and a bold style. The crafted
grace rises (1ike) mist and the panorama is without
1imit. Its structural nature is perfectly worked
out. Gold in appearance but jade in design - it is

dazzling rich (yet) minutely precise.?®®

The chapter clarifies without the slightest doubt Liu’s
progressive values. Though he recognizes the hyperbole or
extremism in Qu’s and Sima’s poetics - including their
romantic and amoral qualities - nevertheless, he places their
literary significance at the very heart of the tradition and
effectively modifies the classical canon. He creates a
synthesis of standards and values deriving from both the Book
of Odes and the Chu ci including the Han fu. The phrase
"structural nature" (qing li;ﬁ%iﬁb.Titera11y signifies "the
formal order of its nature" and is used at the end of the next
chapter to define the common elements shared among the various
poetic modes. The term "1i" (the formal order) represents a
key concept in Liu’s criticism; it expresses a conscious sense

of both order and structure.
WENXIN CHAPTER VI
In chapter six Liu discusses the history and the form of

the shi genre including both the classical four syllable Odes

and the "modern" five syllable gu shi which emerged in the
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late Han in response to the literary revolution brought about
by Qu Yuan and Chu poetry. From the Han period on down Liu is
on firm historical grounds. The chapter presents the first
detailed analysis of both the synchronic and the diachronic
elements of a literary genre and as such can be compared to
Aristotle’s discussions of the developments and evolutions of
the Comic and the Tragic genres. Both critics carefully place
their respective genres within a detailed historical context
and analyze their innovations as developments or articulations
of the past. The 1yric form of the shi genre represents the
focal form within Chinese literature; its poetics stands to
+he overall 1literary tradition as the poetics of the epic
genre stands to European 1iteratgre as a whole i.e. it

represents, in a sense, its telos or essence.
Vi.1) Clarifying the Shi

Shu the Great said (Shu jing):"Verse (shi%ﬁ? words
(yan % ) the mind’s image (zhi = ); song sets the
- LA
discourse to a measure”. As to what the Sage
distinguishes here, its principles have already been
clarified. Therefore, "in the mind one creates the
mind’s image, and setting out the discourse one
creates the poem" (as found in the "Da xu"). Indeed,

this involves both the laying out of literary form

and the conveying of reality (content).?™
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The above statement regarding "what the Sage
distinguishes here" represents, in my opinion, one of Liu’s
most ambiguous remarks. He is obviously not idly saying that
critics in the past have discussed the remark. As we have
seen, he is too careful and too independent a critic for such
an idle statement. He seems to be referring to specific
arguments in the preceding chapters. Why he refuses or fails
to detail these arguments apparently derives from a
conventional tolerance for ellipticalness common to ail
Chinese critical thought. The significant term in the
statement is the verb "xi" (57 ) meaning "to divide" or "to
split” i.e. "to analytically distinguish" . He therefore views
the classical analysis of poetry as critically distinguishing
certain elements which have already been discussed. Liu has
not discussed the critical difference between verse and song,
which he does do later,?’! but he has carefully focused on the
distinction between the poem as a discourse (yan é’) and the
poem as a form (wen ﬁg). In fact, one can argue that all five
preceding chapters in a sense focus on this critical
distinction - it is central to his analysis of the Li sao and
Chu poetry. At the beginning of the first chapter he raises
this distinction when he self-consciously cites and discusses
Confucius’ distinction between yan (é) and wen ( {,z ).
Consequently, he seems to be pointing to the differentiation

within the argument between the "wording” and the “forming”
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of a poem; or, as he puts 1it, the difference between "the
laying out of the literary form and the conveying of reality".
This raises the whole question whether Liu views zhi "the
mind’'s image" as an abstract temperament expressed primarily
by the poem’'s formal elements or as a sentiment defined by its
content. Though, throughout his discussion of 1literary
expression, literature’s formal elements take priority over
content, nevertheless Liu is acutely aware of the necessary
and critical relation between sense and form. This seems to
be exactly what he is insisting on in the following remarks.
At the end of the chapter he defines the shi's catholic
gualities within the terms of it's formal nature where the
emphasis is clearly on the formal co-ordination between sense
and form. The differentiation of form and content is central

to Liu’s criticism throughout the treatise.

Again, the critical speculations which he raises here
require an attention which goes beyond the 1limits of the
dissertation. What is both obvious and important is that Liu’s
critical remarks are carefully phrased and minutely focused -

at times a little bit too minutely focused. The following
equation derives from a traditional formula homologous to the
earlier equation between shi (éé;) and zhi Q;g}). In this case
shi “verse" is defined by the cognate chi ¢ } which means
"to hold" or "to regulate” i.e. "to form" - c.f. Cao Pi’'s use

of the term in the Lun wen as discussed earlier.




VI.2) Shi (verse) signifies "to form” - to form
(mettre en forme) the human temperaments. "As for
the three hundred Odes", the overall principle comes
down to "there being nothing askew". The
interpretation according to “forming” (i.e. the
definition of shi within the terms of chi) contains
the notion of "an adequation” (i.e. a matching of
form and content) and nothing more (i.e. it is not

a matter of regulating moral values.)?'?
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I admit that if one reads the text from a didactic point

of view one arrives at a totally different meaning - viz.

Vincent Shih’'s translation.?’® But, there is nothing 1in

the

preceding or following arguments which Jjustifies such a

reading, and the 1nterpretation reduces the language to

its

least significant level. This is particularly true in the last

statement where Liu developes a critical concept which, as we

have seen, represents a central argument within his criticism.

Consequently, It is evident that Liu reads and interprets
confucian tag in a strictly non-didactic sense. What is
clear is whether such an interpretation was peculiar to
or whether from the Han on down there always were critics
poets who understood the fallacies of Han didacticism
preferred not to talk about them. As argued earlier, my

belief is that - given the obvious a-moral qualities of

the
not
Liu
and
but
own

the
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Chinese 1yric tradition - a healthy formalism and anti-
didacticism must have always existed. Liu now elaborates on
the nature of the relationship or correlation between poetry
and reality. His theory of adequation is not that far from
Eliot’s theory of the poetic 1image as an "objective
correlative” of a feeling.?’® This is followed by a survey of
the earliest recorded poetic discourses as found in various
historical sources. We have absolutely no idea whether these
songs actually represent pre-Zhou compositions and if so when

they were composed.

VI.3) Man is endowed with seven temperaments. He
responds to reality and is moved. To be moved by
reality and to intone a composition - 1is there
anyone who denies that this is quintessentially
human? Formerly 1n'Ge Tian’s generation (prehistory)
they set speech to music; the Xuan niaoc was among
the tunes. As for Huang Di’s Yun men, its formal
arrangement doesn’t miss a note (i.e. there is
nothing idle in its musical elements). Coming down
to Yao’'s time there is the song entitled Da tang;
in Shun’s time they composed the Nan feng Ode. But,
when one examines their two formal aspects (i.e. wen
& yan - the prosodic and discursive elements), the
language only communicates ideas and nothing more

(i.e. though the prosodic form is refined the
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discursive elements lack any coherent poetics.
According to Liu, literary form did not surpass

content until the Zhou period - cf. chpt.I).?™

Liu’'s differentia between musical, discursive, and
literary elements particularly the last two remains somewhat
ambiguous. Exactly what he means by “only communicating ideas"”
and earlier "literary form surpassing content” is only
apparent in the most general of terms. One is inclined to
interpret the statements in modern formalist terms i.e. the
essential difference between the literary and the non-literary
discourse is the difference between language viewed as a
formal media and language viewed simply as a means to
communicate facts and ideas - cf. Xiao Tong’s analysis as
discussed earlier. Though the formalist theory clearly
magnifies Liu’s comments I believe the interpretation is
essentially correct. When Aristotle contrasts poetry to
history within the terms of "universals" versus "particulars”
the critical thought seems, in comparison, less accurate or
only half thought out i.e. poetry can and often does 1in the
Chinese 1}r1c tradition contain a concrete sense of
par"c.icu]ar:s.""'6 Certain areas of literary theory seem more
accessible to Liu than to Aristotle, however Liu’s dialectic

is far less developed.

VI.4) Coming down to the time when Yu the Great had
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completed his projects, the Nine Regulations were
put into song; when Tang Kang was thwarted in virtue
his five brothers composed a Complaint. (Formal)
agreement about beauty or criticism concerning
ugliness indeed takes a long time to be realized.
From the Shang down to the Zhou period (approx. 600
years) the Ya and Song Odes were brought to
perfection. The four divisions (of the Odes) are
both outstanding and elegant, and the six principles
(feng, ya, song, fu, bi, xing) are comprehensive and
profound. Zi Xia scrutinized the 1line about the
white as the ground, and Zi Gong considered the line
about cutting and polishing (i.e. they paid
attention to the language of the poem); as a result
Confucius declared that one could discuss the Odes
with both these disciples.(see earlier discussion

of the same)?"’

whether or not Liu’s historical dates are correct - we
know almost nothing about the history of the Odes before the
Zhou period - the idea that the Odes were perfected over a
long period of experimentation and that their perfection
realized a mature and comprehensive poetics is both reasonable
and true. Liu’'s concept of literary perfection is curiously
close to Aristotle’s thoughts on the same question i.e.

literary history reveals a teleological development.
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VI.5) When the imperial grace had run its course the
court musicians halted their refinements. During the
Spring and Fall period people read compositions
(i.e. they no longer composed them). They intoned
the old compositions when exchanging toasts and
thereby honored their guests; to recite poetic
excerpts was (considered) a part of one’s personal
elegance. In the state of Chu they composed personal
satires and complaints. The Li sao represents such
a satirical allegory. The Chin emperor both burned
the Classics and composed (fanciful) odes on the
immortals (i.e. the period witnessed violent

jconoclassism in both literature and politics).?™

what follows 1is a discussion of the origins and
beginnings of the gu shi or the five sylilable 1yric form which
emerged in the late Han. As noted earlier, the addition of a
single syllable to the classic four syllable Tine
significantly alters the poetics of the shi; it allows for
complex coordination and subordination within the discourse
thereby creating a more dramatic or personal voice. There is
some evidence that the five syllable line was common among
popular songs from the earliest periods, and that the
classical four syllable 1line was transformed through an

influence deriving from this folk tradition. It is significant
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to note that female poets - viz. Ban Jie-yu - were, it seems,

some of the first poets to develope the new genre.

VI.6) At the beginning of the Han there was the
(classic) four syllable discourse. Wei Meng (ca.
300.B.C.?) was the first (after the cessation of
poetic activity) to Chant the form; having adjusted
the principles of the remonstration (a poetic mode)
he reestablished the Zhou poetic tradition. Emperor
Wu (140-87 B.C.) loved literary form; in Bo-liang
Tower he would exchange rhymes (i.e. he played
poetic round robin). The followers of Yan Ji and
Sima Xiangru (179-117 B.C.) composed their language
without equals (i.e. they were exceptionally skilled
in diction and rhetoric). Coming down to when
Emperor Cheng (32-7 B.C.) classified and recorded
(these compositions) - within the more than three
hundred compositions both court and folk poems are
comprehensively arranged. But, among all the
scribblings these poets left not a single five
syllable discourse appears. Therefore, Li Ling’s and
Ban Jie-yu’s (ca. 48 B.C.) (five syllable
compositions) appeared doubtful to later generations
of scholars. However, within the Shao san and the
Xing 1u (sections of the Book of Odes) at the

beginning (the second and third stanzas) half the




1ines are five syllable lines; also the boy’s song
cang lang (found in Mencius), the whole song is five
syllable 1lines; and the Xia yu a jester’s (five
syllable) song appeared a long time ago during the
spring and Autumn period. (Moreover), the Xie jing
a child’s fable in five syllables was current during
Emperor Cheng’s time. Examining the actual history
one finds proof that the five syllable form is
indeed ancient (i.e. there is no good reason to
doubt the Li and Ban attributions). In addition, the
Nineteen Gu shi (a collection of nineteen poems
which represent the earliest exampies of the new
five syllable form - their authorship is a matter
of question and debate) are refined and
aesthetically well proportioned, and some have
attributed them to Mei Shu (ob. 141 B.C.) - except
the Gu zhu composition which is placed among Fu Yi’s
(ca. 80 A.D.) poetry. Comparatively studying their
1iterary refinements one would conjecture that they
are compositions of the Later Han. (Because, ) when
one examines their structural elements and prosaic
forms, they are realistic but not vulgar; their
descriptions are fluent and persuasive, and their
sentiments are vivid and precise (i.e. their
dramatic and psychological qualities are

sophisticated and refined). They truly represent the
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ultimate in the five syllable discourse. Coming down
to Zhang Heng’s (78-139) yuan compositions a clear
classicism is perceivable; his odes on immortals
have a leisurely melody and their (verbal) elegance

has a distinctly new sound.?’®

Liu's careful attention to historical facts and the
implied criticism of simplistic logical arguments reveals an
acute sense of the complex problems involved in tracing the
origins of literary forms. He does not try to push the facts
beyond what they actually indicate and ultimately leaves the
question open. Aristotle reveals the same careful judgement
when discussing the development of comedy where he admits

there is a lack of detailed historical evidence.

On the one hand the transformations of tragedy and
by whom they were realized are evident, but comedy
because it was not taken seriously at the beginning

is not evident.?%®°

The evolution of the five syllable gu shi seems to
represent a classic case of a “picaresque” or vulgar mode
transforming and redefining a classical genre. Liu has traced
the full circle of literary evolution from the iconoclasm of

" the Chu and Han poets back to classicism of the Nineteen Odes

and Zhang Heng. Note how for Liu, as for Eliot, "“newness"
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represents a distinctly classical quality.

VI.7) At the beginning of the Jian-an period (196-
220) the five syllable discourse developed by leaps
and bounds. Cao Pi (187-226) and Cao Zhi (192-232)
joosened the reins and gave free play to its
prosody; Wang Can (177-217), Xu Gan (171-218), Ying
Yang (ob. 217), and Liu Zhen (ob. 217) 1looking
straight ahead competed in the race (for
innovation). They all wail over winds and moons, are
intimate with ponds and gardens, and talk about gay
parties (note the completely a-moral themes); they
are frank and free in their artful voices, and
candid in the employment of their genii. When
creating their emotions they (simply) set out the
facts - never seeking for overly-refined effects,
and when guiding their expression they follow
(reality’s) appearances - striving only for the
force of clarity. In these respects they are all

equal.

Then during the Zheng-shi period (240-248) the Dao
was made prominent. Poetry was mixed up with
thoughts on the immortals. The followers of He Yan
(ob 249) are on the whole superficial and shallow.

Only Xi Kang's (223-262) compositions are clear and




rigorous, and Ruan Ji’s (210-263 thoughts are lofty
and profound. Consequently one can use them both as
a standard. As for Ying Ju’s (190-252) Bo yi It
stands out all alone and fearless. Its rhetoric is
artful and its principles are genuine; it also

maintains the directness of the Wei (Jian-an poets).

During the Jin dynasty (226-316) the majority of the
talents gradually tended towards a 1ight and twilled
style. Zhang Zai (ca. 289), Pan Yue (ob.300), Zuo
Si (250-ca.305), and Lu Ji (261-303) moved shoulder
to shoulder on poetry’'s path. Their refinements are
richer than those found in the Zheng-shi period but
their force is weaker than that found in the Jian-
an period. Some of them dissect literary form and
contrive a recherche beauty, while others let go of
the refinements and create a natural grace. These

are the major trends of the pericd.

The compositions of the Jiang-zuo period (317-420)
indulged in obscurities. They scoffed at
compositions which concern themselves with practical
affairs and admired talk of spontaneity and
indifference. Although after Yuan Heng (f1 330-365)

and Sun Chuo (f1 330-365) every poet had a carved
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style, they (the Jiang-zuo poets) took a particular
delight in rhetorical matters; no one competes with
them (in this). Therefore, Guo Pu’s (276~-324) poems

on the immortals are outstanding and preeminent.

At the beginning of the Song period (420-479)
1iterary form, prosody, and structural elements were
radically changed. Zhuang-zi and Lao-zi went into
retirement and the mountain and stream trend began
to flourish (i.e. the metaphysical trend was
replaced by a descriptive formalism - the landscape
tradition in both Chinese painting and poetry
represents an abstract formalist tradition). They
(the Song poets) composed images made of a hundred
patterned words and vied over the eccentricity of
each phrase. As regards the sentiments, it was
necessary to push images to their extremes when
describing reality; and as regards the language, it
was necessary to exhaust its capacity in pursuit of
novelty. These are the trends in which recent
writers have been competing (i.e. literature has
returned to the extremism of the Han writers - Liu’s
period witnessed major innovations in both poetic

form and content).?®!
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Liu’s survey of the history and -evolution of the shi
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genre though brief and at times elliptical nevertheless
reveals a clarity and refinement of literary observation and
analysis to which there are few parallels in either Europe or
China. In his succinct appraisals he never looses sight of
literature’s formal nature nor falls back on vague
impressionistic or didactic standards. Moreover, he reveals
a clear sense of the cyclical trends between classical and
romantic values which are apparent in both European and
Chinese 1literary history. The final observations of the
chapter represent some of the most profound and important
critical remarks in the treatise. Liu is well aware that the
chapter, with its close attention to both the diachronic and
the synchronic elements of literature, represents a paradigm

of critical analysis.

VI.8) Therefore, if one lays out and examines the
order in time, then the logic of the transformations
in nature can be inspected; and if one isolates and
distinguishes these differences and similarities (in
nature), then the principles of the primary
structures can be clarified. In the case where the
(classic) four syllable discourse regulates the
structural form, then formal elegance and polish
make up the essentials, and (in the case where) the
five syllable discourse determines the arrangement,

then dramatic clarity and aesthetic proportion
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constitute the norms. The different ways the formal
details and the content are employed is entirely a
matter of personal penchant or style. Consequently;
Zhang Heng (78-139) perfected its (the shi’s)
elegance; Xi Kang (223-262) defined its polish;
Zhang Hua (232-300) articulated its dramatic
clarity; zZhang Xie (f1 295) set in motion its
aesthetic proportions. Cao Zhi (192-232) and Wang
can (77-217) provide examples (of writers) who
combine all these qualities, while Zuo Si (250-ca.
305) and Liu Zhen (ob. 217) provide examples (of
writers) who exaggerate certain qualities. Although
the shi has a constant abstract form, the thoughts
(expressed) are not fixed (i.e. personal expression
is variable). (Each writer) following his own
temperament realizes something different. Extréme1y
few (writers) are competent in all its aspects. If
one developes a subtle understanding of its
(technical) problems then his fluency will reach a
perfection, but if one is carelessly indifferent to
them and tries to be fluent, then he will have

problems. 2%

Liu’s curious mix of formal and informal remarks often
catches the reader off guard. He moves abruptly between

analytical arguments and personal comments. But, when one
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critically examines each remark the words and the thoughts are
always precise and never idle or rhetorical. As with
Aristotle, such subtleness of thought and expression presents
insurmountable problems in translation where english simply
lacks the same distinctions and relations of ideas. The above
articulation of the diachronic and the synchronic elements and
their function within criticism presents a good example. What
I translate as “the order in time" signifies more literally
"the sequential arrangements in history”; "the logic of the
transformations” signifies literally "the mathematics of the
transformations”; and "“the essentials of the primary
structures" signifies "the essentials of the axial patterns”.
The thought obviously represents a major statement of
methodology which is central to Liu’s criticism. An
examination of the extent to which he applies the method
throughout the treatise would require an analysis which goes
well beyond the 1limits of the dissertation. Nevertheless, Liu
has carefully articulated the critical principle which, in my
opinion, represents the essential premise of any coherent
criticism; even today the significance of the idea remains

within comparative studies only hailf understood.

Though Aristotle never directly discusses the synchronic
and the diachronic elements of Tliterature as such his
examination of the evolutions of Athenian tragedy and comedy

reveals a clear distinction between their formal and their
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historical origins i.e. the 1Iliad and the Odyssey represent
the aesthetic or formal model for tragedy as the Margites does
for comedy, but the former derives historically from the
dithyrambic procession and the later from the phallic
procession. Aristotle also insists, as does Liu, that an
analysis of their historical developments isolates and
articulates their aesthetic principles i.e. the unity of
action etc.. Towards the end of chapter four discussing the

formation of tragedy and comedy Aristotle writes:

For, the Margites are analogous to the Comedies just
as the Iliad and the Odyssey are to the Tragedies...
Both it (tragedy) & comedy were realized at the
beginning by improvisation; the one from those who
1ed off the dithyramb; and the other from those who
jed the phallic processions which still remain a
custom in a number of cities. Little by little it
(tragedy) grew as they (the poets) developed each
aspect of it which came to light, and having passed
through many transformations tragedy reached its end

when it realized its own nature.?®?

Both critics argue that literature reveals its abstract
nature within its historical transformations, and therefore
the facts of history are as significant as the details of

structure. Aristotle is more fascinated by the logic of the
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transformations, while Liu by the continuation of the process.
In a certain sense Aristctle’s description of literary
evolution is incorrect; though literary transformations do
perfect certain forms the process does not stop. Each
perfection, as Eliot points out, simply re—aligns the elements
of the tradition and begins anew the process of
transformation. The final section of the chapter deals with
various modes within the shi genre and the questions

concerning their common qualities.

VI.9) As for the discourses which mix three and six
syllable lines their model derives from the ya and
song Odes; the origins of the centos find their
model in the Apocrypha; the beginnings of the
anagrams first find their model 1in Dao yuan (?);
and, the round robin poems model themselves on the
compositions remaining from the Bo-1iang Tower
gatherings. The majority (of these modes) are
carefully refined; some are eccentric. (But), in
terms of their formal natures they (all) share the
same objectives (norms), (for) they all belong to
the shi genre; therefore, I have not complicated the

discussion (by separately analyzing them).

the Zan
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People (from the time) they are born (begin) to
compose; humming (children) sing their inner
sentiments. (The shi) arose during the time of the
ancient emperors. Its styles were differentiated in
the two Nan sections (the first two sections in the
Book of Odes). In intellectual organization they
(the shi modes) can be collectively matched, and in
historical order they can be mutually collated (i.e.
one can correlate their synchronic and diachronic
elements). Their formal details are finely woven;

and they will forever delight.?8

The total lack of any allusion to the supposed moral
qualities of the Odes or the moral obligations of the poet
throughout the chapter - as in the Poetics - has seldom been
noted. Nevertheless, Liu’s strictly formal analysis of the shi
genre clearly represents the most radical aspect of his
criticism. The fact that there has been absolutely no
discussion of the nature and significance of Liu's methodology
among either traditional or modern commentaries reveals the
extent to which the critical dimensions of the treatise have

been ignored.

It is obviously not mere accident that Liu self-
consciously sets out his methodology in the first of the

twenty chapters which treat the histories and the forms of the
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various literary modes or genres. As stated earlier, the
chapter represents a paradigm of classical criticism focusing
on both the formal and the historical elements of the genre
and analyzing the evolutions and perfection of its forms and
principles. In the following nineteen chapters which treat the
major literary modes Liu developes many of the literary ideas
touched on in the first six chapters. He elucidates his
critical arguments not by logical elaboration but rather
through a complex set of repetitions, variations, and
analogies which resist any simple summary. Each argument needs
to be traced within all its permutations before the over all
logic is clear. When carefully scrutinized - despite the
ellipses - it is both the clarity and the systematic nature
of the thoughts which distinguish Liu’s criticism from
traditional impressionistic criticism as found in Lu Ji’s Wen
fu. The Wenxin contradicts the common assumption that Chinese
criticism is by definition unsystematic and seldom represents

a coherent and unified body of thought.

Having demonstrated Liu’s formal point of view throughout
the first seven chapters including the postface, in the final
section I will examine those arguments in the Wenxin which
reveal most clearly the primary methods and values of
classicism as outlined at the beginning of the dissertation.
Because chapters VII and VIII, which treat respectfully the

yue fu and fu genres, touch particularly upon the problems and
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questions of 1literary evolution their arguments clarify
certain details of Liu’s historical methodology. I will
therefore translate and diséuss all of chapter VII and the

relevant sections of chapter VIII.

Liu’s close attention to the details of 1literary
evolution particularly the major transformations in literary
form and principles clearly represents one of the the most
significant aspects of his criticism. He scrutinizes these
questions more carefully than any other ancient Chinese critic
and thereby clarifies the methods and values of classical

criticism.
WENXIN CHAPTER VII

Yue fu originally referred to the Music Bureau founded
in 117 B.C. during the reign of Emperor Wu of the Han and
abolished by Emperor Ai in 6 B.C.. The bureau appears to
represent an attempt to revive the courtly musical tradition
of the Zhou period. The term, an abbreviation for yue fu shi
(poems of the Music Bureau), became the title for a mixed lot
of ritual, folk, and pseudo-folk songs originally
characterized by their musical settings. Some of the
compositions, as later anthologized, were believed to have
been composed in the earliest historical or pre-historical

periods. As 1is common with most all pre-modern musical
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traditions, by the 1late Han, when the original musical
settings had been lost or forgotten, the genre referred
loosely to a kind of 1literary imitation of the folk song
characterized by certain themes, prosodic elements, and
rhetorical figures. Chinese classical poetry, in contrast to
the popular song as manifest later in Yuan and Ming opera,
after the Han moves progressively away from its original close
association with music. The history of the yue fu as a genre
raises the whole question of the relation and the evolution

of musical and poetic forms.

VII.1) Yue Fu

The yue fu involves vocal tones in accord with a
chanted discourse, or musical pitches harmonizing
with the vocal tones (i.e. the yue fu genre focuses
on the song or the literary discourse accompanied

by musical instruments)?®

Liu cites arguments taken from Emperor shun’s advise to
the Minister of Music as found in the Book of Historical
Documents (discussed eariier) to define the musical and
prosodic elements of the yue fu as a genre and thereby to
distinguish it from the 1lyric genre as set forth in the
preceding chapter. The "vocal tones" refer to the Chinese

linguistic tones which represent one of the primary elements
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of Chinese prosody. Along with Shen Yue, Liu pays particular
attention to poetry’s phonetic nature. He later anlayzes the
phonetic elements of Chinese prosody carefully differentiating
its primary phonemes and distinguishing these elements from
the sound elements of music. He goes on to survey the earliest
examples of such song compositions. Many of the references he

makes are only partially understood today.

VII.2) The "Nine Compositions of the Jun tian" go
back to the time of the (prehistoric) emperors, and
the "Eight Finales of the Ge tian" go back to the
time of the ancient emperors. From what survives of
the Xian and Ying music (prehistoric music) it is
impossiblie to make any analysis. Coming down to the
Tu shan Songs in the Hou ren (?) - they represent
the beginnings of the Southern Song; the Song
Ballads in the Fei yen (?) represent the beginnings
of the Northern Song; during the Xia period Kong-
jia’s Lament in the Dong yang (?) begins the Eastern
song; and (during the Shang period) Yin Zheng’s
Reflections in the Xi he (?) begins the Western
Song. The musical sound (elements) of song are
inclined to (always) change therefore there is not
one proper standard (this is particularly true of
musical traditions which lack a precise system of

notation including a precise means to measure time




and pitch). Ordinary men and woman sang folk songs
and the verse masters (during the Zhou period)
selected the discourses, and together with the music
set them to a meter. (Thereupon), these modal
compositions responded to the string and wind
instruments (i.e. their tonal elements were adjusted
to the harmonics of the melody) and their
“temperaments" modified the brass and stone chimes
(i.e. it set the tempo). By means of these (two
formal elements - harmony and tempo) Music Master
Kuang (a court musician from Qin who in the Spring
& Autumn period played the Airs from each of the
four cardinal districts and noted the Southern Air
Jacked vigor) examined the Airs (Odes) in terms of
their "flourishing" or “withering” qualities; and
Ji-zha (a Prince from Wu who in the Spring & Autumn
period came to the state of Lu and listened to the
music of different dynasties and states) scrutinized
their minutiae in terms of their "rising” and
"declining” gqualities (i.e. both critics used the
formal musical elements of the Odes to judge their
moral qualities). This represents the ultimate of
critical refinement (i.e. the capacity to hear
within the formal elements of a composition a moral
nature). The fundamental principle of the Classical

. music is the art of the mind. Therefore, its sounds
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penetrate our very marrow and nerves. The early
kings were extremely concerned with it (the
Classical music) and sought to restrain both
excesses and extremes. They taught its principles
to their sons who were required to sing the Qiu de.
Consequently, they (their sons) could sensibly

respond to the seven primary notes and cultivatedly

beat out the eight modes.?®®

As always in the Wenxin the significance of the
"therefore" is both subtle and complex. Liu is saying that it
is the formal elements of the mind which form the base or
foundation for man’s sense of classical musical form and,
therefore, classical musical form affects what is most
intimate to man i.e. his mind. "The art of the mind" obviously
refers to man’s intellectual capacity to respond to the subtile
formal nuances common to all refined art whether music,
literature, or the visual arts as found in both Europe and
China . When he argues that classical music - as distinct from
popular music - s pased in man’s intellectual or
contemplative nature he is defining that nature as essentially
an aesthetic nature. He later asserts that classical poetry
“realizes music’s mind" distinguishing music’s "intellectual”
and "physical” natures. The eight modes appear to refer to the
eight song modes mentioned in Shun’s advise to the Minister

of Music cited above.
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Liu's brief remark concerning the 1lack of source
materials for a critical analysis of the Classical Xian and
Ying music sets him sharply apart from the general critical
tradition. Such a lack of real evidence seldom if ever
inhibited traditional critics from talking at length about the
Classical music. Exactly what Liu has in mind when he refers
to the Southern, Northern, Eastern, and Western song
traditions is not altogether clear besides the fact they
represent traditional regional divisions found in the Book of
Odes. The same is true for the Qiu de (Nine Virtues) which
seems to refer to a musical treatment of the nine aristocratic
virtues (possibly the same song referred to in the preceding
chapter under the title "Nine Regulations”). His point is that
the early kings preserved the classical tradition by reguiring
their sons to learn its formal elements i.e. the seven notes
and the eight modés. The belief that the formal dynamics of
music or literature reveal the active nature of a person or
period, whether true or not, does not involve the didactic

fallacy

VII.3) After the decline of the ya (Classical)
music, music which drowns the soul sprang and welled
up. During the Qin (221-207 B.C.) they burned the
(Confucian) Classic of Music (this represents,

possibly, the most significant loss in the history
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of Chinese aesthetics and criticism). At the
Beginning of the Han it (the Classical music) was
resumed. Zhi recorded the notes and Shu-sun
established the modes and the canon. On account of
this (i.e. the establishing of the notes, modes, and
canon) the Wu de dance arouse during Gao-zu’'s reign
(206-195 B.C.) and the Si shi dance spread in Xiao-
wen’s reign (179-157 B.C.). Although they imitate
the Shao & Xija music (ancient classical
compositions) nevertheless, to some degree, they
incorporate the older (modes) of the Qin region (the
ancient popular modes). The sound of that "Jjust
harmony" (the Classical Music) will never again

cross the threshold - it has been lost forever.?®

Liu is well aware of the fact that both classical and
popular modes existed in ancient times and therefore that the
distinction between the two is not a matter of "ancient”
verses "modern". It is true that the music and the aesthetics
of the Zhou court had been completely lost by Liu’s time.
Chinese aesthetics never again focused as intensively on

musical form.

VII.4) At the time of Emperor Wu (140-87 B.C.) who
venerated the rituals, the Music Bureau (yue fu) was

first established. They collected together the songs




of zZhao and Dai and selected out the "temperaments”
of Qi and Chu. Li Yan-nian (f1. 120 B.C.) unified
a prosodic form with extended or prolonged lines,
and Zhu Ma-chen and Sima Xiangru used the Li sao
structures to compose songs. The Gui hua represents
a mixed musical composition; it 1is aesthetically
well proportioned but not classical, and the
collected Chi yan pieces are refined but they are
not canonical. Prince Xian started up a ya (form)
however it is strangely rigged. Consequently Xi An

with his "heavenly horses"” ridicules it (Xian’s ya).

Coming down to the ya and song compositions of
Emperor Xuan's reign (73-49 B.C.), the Odes imitate
the Lu ming (Ode 161). Around Emperor Yuan (48-33
B.é.) and Emperor Cheng (32-7 B.C.) time vulgar
music became generally wide spread (among the ruling
class). Regulated pitches run against popular taste.
Its difficulties (derive) more or less from this
fact (i.e. the difficulties in maintaining Classical
standards). As for the later sacrificial pieces,
they represent mixed ya compositions; though their
diction is classical in form, nevertheless their
musical standards are not those of Kuei and Kuang

(i.e. not classical).
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Coming down to the three Emperors of the Wei (220-
239), The “"temperaments” are quick witted and their
patterns aesthetically well proportioned. If one
dissects their language and their prosody, the tones
are refined and the structures balanced. (But), if
one examines all their Bei shang tunes or their Qiu
feng and related pieces, they either narrate drunken
parties or grieve over military expeditions; their
modes do not move beyond the "agitated” and the
"reckless" and their language does not depart from
"grievous thoughts”. Although they have the
regulated tones of the San tiao (three Han tunes)
they are in fact (typical) Zheng (the Zheng area had
a reputation for vulgar music) distortions of the

Sshao & Xia music (as noted above).

Coming to the Qin period (265-317), it was then that
Fu Xuan (217-278) (first) clarified the tones. He
composed and regulated the ya songs (Classical
ritual songs) to chant in ancestral worship. And,
Zhang Hua’s (232-300) innovative compositions served
as Yin wan (court dances). Since Du Kui (ca. 220)
had altered the stanza form the tonal elements are
more leisurely and elegant; (and because) Xun Xu
(ca. 250) had altered the pitch intervals the

musical structures are more mournful and hurried.
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Consequently Ruan Xian (ca. 250) criticizes them
(the pitch intervals of Xun Xu) as deviations of the
classical norm. Later scholars verified his tuning

fork.

Melody (the art of setting words to music) is subtile
and refined. Outer and inner forms should be
regulated so that they mutually correspond.
Consequently, it is apparent that Classical poetry
realizes music’s mind (i.e. its inner form and not
its outer form). (For) sound represents music's
outer form or body. (Since) music’s outer form lies
in sound, blind music masters are employed to tune
musical instruments. (But, since) music’s mind
resides in Classical poetry, the literati,

accordingly, regulate its forms.?®

The thought, as always, is complex and subtle. Liu is
saying that music can be divided into its outer and inner
forms i.e. its physical and intellectual structures. The outer
form represents the harmonic accord of pitches, and the inner
form represents the poetic accord of literary forms including
prosodic forms. He is effectively arguing that the phonetic
elements of classical prosody can not be totally disassociated
from the poem’s semantic and intellectual nature i.e. they can

not be analyzed or judged simply as sounds. The main point of
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his argument 1is that classical prosody involves an
intellectual element not found in musical harmony alone and,
therefore, it requires more refined and subtle judgement. To
demonstrate his argument he points to the simpie fact that an
i1literate blind musician can judge musical pitch but only the
1iterati can judge poetic or prosodic accord. The thinking is
somewhat twisty. He jumps between the ideas of melody and
prosody without clearly indicating the distinction, and the
difference between musical and poetic form is only in part a
difference between sounds and words. There 1is also the
question of how the Classical music reflects the "art of the
mind" if musical accord is strictly a matter of the senses -

what Aristotle would define as matter of harmony and rhythm
without any logos. Liu’s discrimination between the physical
senses and the intellect along with his evaluations of the
classical and the popular modes is ultimately simplistic. The
disassociation of prosody from musical harmony represents
essentially Shen Yue’s argument, and the focus on prosody’s
intellectual nature 1is not far from Roman Jakobson’s
observations concerning the semantic elements within rhyme. 289
Throughout the chapter Liu addresses the pervasive confusion

within traditional criticism between music and poetry.

VII.5) "To love music without vulgarity” (a Tine
from Ode 114) - for this reason Ji-zha (as noted

above) praised the beauty in the Airs of Qin. "He
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and she cavorted together" (a line from Ode 95) -
for this reason Ji-zha talked of the downfall of the
Zheng State. Consequently, it is apparent that Ji-
zha scrutinized both the music and the lyrics; he
did not listen only to the musical sounds (i.e. he

jistened to the accord of sense and sound)?®

This is as close as Liu comes to a didactic argument. He
wants to point out that poetic form involves an accord between
sense and sound and can not be analyzed simply in musical
terms but ends up implying that it is the a-moral or immoral
content of the Zheng Airs which signifies the moral decadence
of the State. Confucius says: "Get rid of Zheng music...Zheng
music is excessive". Nevertheless, he leaves the Zheng lyrics
in the Book of Odes. Liu knows the difference between music
and literature and the literary and the non-literary discourse
but from time to time, as Aristotle does, he falls guilty of

simplistic statements and common moral or class prejudices.

VII.6) As for those charming songs which are both
seductive and alluring or those plaintive
compositions which are heartrending - erotic
discourses are found among the tunes. How did a just

consonance emerge (within such a context)??®

Liu is referring to the fact that a considerable
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proportion of the Classical Odes are clearly erotic or
emotional in content. He goes on to discuss the whole question
of vulgar and classical standards in which he reveals typical
class prejudices. Though he recognizes the influence of
popular literature on the evolution of literary form he does
not seem to appreciate its importance. The tendency in China
to excessively isolate the classical traditions of painting
and poetry from their popular forms clearly represents a
weakness. It appears that Chinese Classical music 1like

Japanese Classical music cultivated an extremely slow melody.

VII.7) Since the common people understand what is
quick and fast and only run after what is new and
different, when the ya Odes were intoned in an
elegant and reverential (manner) they, of necessity,
fidgeted and gaped 1ike fishes. But when those
eccentric popular poems reached their climax then
they slapped their thighs and hopped about 1like
sparrows. Within the musical elements of the Odes
all the zZheng (vulgar) qualities derive from this

class (i.e. the popular class).

A11 musical lyrics are called shi (poems). When one
intones the sounds it is called a song. When musical
sounds accompany a lyric discourse (at times) the

complexity of the lyric discourse makes it difficult



to join them. Therefore, Cao Zhi (192-232) praised
Li Yan-nian’'s (a Han musician) skill in adapting the
ancient lyrics (to the new music). When he (Li)
justly simplifies what 1is superfiuous he makes
manifest the value of concision. When one examines
Gao-zu's (206-195 B.C.) chant the Da feng and Xiao
Wu’'s (179-157 B.C.) chant Lai chi, the boys chorus
was accompanied by musical sounds. No one can say
they are not in harmony (the lyrics and the
instrumentation). Cao Zhi and Lu Ji (261-303) both
have excellent song compositions, but in both cases
they were not taught to professional musicians. The
story 1is that they refused string and wind
accompaniment (i.e they wanted classical chimes).
The vulgar Jjudge their tunes discordant simply
because (the vulgar) never think. Coming to the drum
and fife compositions of Xuan and Ji (prehistoric
personages) and the bell and drum compositions of
the Han period, though in the one case they are
marshal and in the other case funereal (music)
nevertheless they both belong amoné the yue fu. Also
the compositions of Miao Xi (ca. 230) can be
considered as belonging to it (the yue fu genre).
Long ago Liu Xiang (77-6 B.C.) authoritatively
classified 1literary form. He distinguished shi

(poetry) from song. Therefore, I have briefly
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discussed the yue fu genre 1in order to clearly

discriminate its boundaries.

the Zan

The eight song modes define the literary (inner)
form; setting out the lyric discourse realizes the
outer form (of the yue fu). Ballads were chanted in
the countryside; brass and stone chimes covered the
palace steps (i.e. the inner and the outer forms).
Shao (classical) music is difficult to maintain, but -
Zheng (vulgar) music is easy to start. How can one
consider it (classical music) only music; with it

one realizes a sense of just proportion.?2%

The argument 1is essentially Confucius’' argument that
1iterature and music function along with ritual as the media
through which man perfects his intellectual nature i.e. his
capacity to perceive and appreciate precise relationships.
Liu's attention to the different structural aspects of the
song and his careful analysis of the complex relationship
between musical and poetic forms represent an important
component of his criticism. He developes the arguments
throughout the other sections of the treatise. I will later
look at his discussion of the phonetic elements of prosody but

within the 1imits of the dissertation I can only outline the
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general nature of his analysis. The whole question of the
nature and the importance of prosodic and phonetic studies
during and just before Liu’s time needs to be examined in
greater detail. In my own opinion, it represents the key
element within the intellectual and literary revolutions which
were taking place in China during the fifth and sixth

centuries.

In chapter VIII Liu discusses the fu genre which, along
with the shi and the yue fu genres, represents one of the
three most important forms of Chinese poetry. The chapter, as
do all the twenty chapters which treat the various literary
modes, surveys the genre’s development and analyzes its
structures. The first part of the argument is of particular
interest because within it Liu discusses the evolution and
significance of the term fu - originally one of the three
rhetorical catagories within Classical Confucian poetics (see
earlier discussion). The argument represents one of the best
examples of Liu’s analyses of a historical transformation and
as such can be closely compared to Aristotle’s discussion of
the origins and evolution of the terms “comedy" and "tragedy”

as found in chapters III and IV of the Poetics.
WENXIN CHAPTER VIII

VIII.1) Explaining the fu



The Classical Odes have six principles, the second
of which is called fu. Fu signifies “"to display"” (to
describe). "To display patterns” defines the
literary (inner) form. The outer form is the
description of reality (i.e. the fu genre represents
an epideictic mode). A long time ago Duke Shao
(early Zhou dynasty) argues: "Dukes and ministers
presented shi (odes), music masters presented zhen
(medleys ?), and blind poets presented fu”
(apparently oral narratives). The Mao commentary (on
the Shi jing) says: "He who climbs the heights and
can fu (describe - both Chinese poetry and painting
reveal a curious fascination with landscapes) can
be made a minister". The preface to the Odes cites
it as one of the six principles, but the various
historical commentaries cite it as a separate genre.
In general they (the two usages) share the same
logic, for they are actually cognates. Liu Xiang
(79-6 B.C.) says that it (the genre) was ciearly not
sung but rather chanted, and Ban Gu (32-92) argues
it was a kind of ancient poem. As for the fu "Da
sui” of Duke ZzZhuang of Zheng (Spring & Autumn
period) and the fu “Hu qgiu” of Shi wei (Spring &
Autumn period). They combined discourses, diminished

the rhymes, and their 1yrics are their own
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fabrication (i.e they created a more fluid and
personal narrative style). Although they contain the
structural elements of the fu, it is obvious that
it’s form was not yet perfected. When Qu Yuan (3407-
278 B.C.) sang the Li sao he iniated the development
of its tonal qualities. Thus, the fu genre received
its mandate with the shi poets and completed its
destiny with the Chu ci. Thereupon, with Xun-zi’s
(300-230 B.C.) "Shi" & "Zhi" and Song Yu’s (290-233
B.C.) "Feng" & "Diao" it was finally conferred its
proper title and divided from the shi genre. Among
the six principles it was a dependent form, but it
ripened into an independent genre. (Xun-zi’s) Shu
ge is its first or original manifestation. (When)
it fully developed its musical nature (with Qu
Yuan), then it perfected its literary form (in the
Han fu). But, the original differentiation from the
shi (as articulated within the six classical
principles) was the real beginning of the "destined"”

fu 293

One might even go so far as to suspect that Liu was
somehow familiar with Aristotle. I don’t believe so. It is
more sensible to point out that literature when critically
examined actually reveals a teleological process, oOr that

1iterary development requires a conscious sense of literary
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principles and structures. Eliot argues that tradition
involves "the historical sense" and forms "an ideal order” in
which all elements of the tradition are inter-related. Liu
traces the same differentiation between the formal and the
historical origins of the fu as Aristotle does with both
comedy and tragedy when he points out that the formal
definition of fu as a rhetorical figure signifying
"description” or “"narration” was the "real beginning"” of the
fu genre though it did not emerge as a literary mode until

Xun-zi’s Shu ge and the Chu poets.

This concludes the sequential presentation of the first
eight of the twenty five chapters in.which Liu analyzes the
various literary modes. When examined comprehensively the
systematic and analytical nature of Liu’s arguments -
particularly his critical attention ﬁo both the diachronic and
the synchronic aspects of literature - is more than apparent.
The fact that the tradition has on the whole ignored or
misunderstood both the substance and the method of Liu’s
criticism, or reduced its coherent classicism to a series of
idle and arbitrary traditional remarks simply demonstrates a
general tendency found within all cultures to 1imit the sense
of a text to the vulgar standards of the tradition. Such is
often the fate of Chinese criticism where the ellipticail
nature of the discourse easily lends itself to

misinterpretation. Liu, as he indicates in the post-face,
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relies entirely on the reader’'s good will and critical acumen
- read idly the treatise makes 1little sense. This is
particulalry true within the final twenty four chapters where
Liu addresses some of the most problematic questions in

criticism.

Among the twenty four chapters treating various problems
of critical terminology and methodology, and literary
principles and dynamics I will examine the four chapters which
most explicitly reveal the elements of classical criticism as
outlined at the beginning of the dissertation i.e. 1)
1iterature’s formal identity comprises both its diachronic and
its synchronic orders (this principle has been clearly laid
out in the first eight chapters); 2) innovation is essential
to literature; 3) criticism focuses on the literary discourse
per se - not the writer; and 4) literary innovation represents

a development which articulates the past.

The idea of the writer and his relationship to the
1iterary discourse represents one of the most problematic
areas of literary criticgsm. As noted earlier, except in the
most general of terms, Aristotle avoids any detail discussion
of the writer as such and focuses almcst exclusively on the
history and the formal structures of the dramatic discourse.
The questions of the relation between the writer and the

1iterary discourse are most apparent or most problematic
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within the lyric genre where the writer often appears to speak
in his own voice. Traditional European and Chinese critics
have seldom recognized the simple fact that Catullus or Li Bai
rarely tell the truth i.e. their "personal” 1lyrics are
primarily literary fabrications and "~ only secondarily

autobiographies.

Possibly because of this critical ambiguity Aristotle
apparently views the lyric as an early literary form leading
up to the perfection of Homer’s invisible narrator within
Athenian drama. He argues that iambic poets became comic
writers.? From a certain perspective, the dramatic discourse
clearly represents the uitimate perfection of the "impersonal”
recit i.e. neither Sophocles nor Aeschylus ever appear on
stage. Despite the obvious fact that the perfection of both
prosodic and psychological elements within the 1lyric voice
during the sixth and early fifth centuries in Greece must have
significantly influenced both comic and tragic writers
Aristotle pays curiously 1ittle attention to these
developments. Whether this represents simply a critical stance
peculiar to the Poetics or real ignorance of the qualities of

the lyric genre we shall never know.

Liu treats the question of the writer in detail
throughout the Wenxin, and is particularly concerned, as was

Cao Pi, with the critical distinction between the formal and
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the individual elements within the literary discourse. One of
the chapters which deals most explicitly with this problem is
chapter XXVII entitled "Form & Temperament”. A translation of
the most appropriate parts will give some indication of the
complexity and subtleness of Liu’s thoughts regarding
individual talent and outline an area of criticism where Liu

clearly excels Aristotle.

WENXIN CHAPTER XXVII

XXVII.1) Form & Temperament

As to the statement "when the sentiments are moved
then the (literary) discourse is formed" or "when
the inner order seeks realization then 1iﬁerary form
appears” it means that one traces what is hidden by
realizing what is manifest; or, one follows the

internal by matching (fu ) it with the external.?%

The above argument is essentially a paraphrase of the
thought found in the first part of the traditional preface to
the Book of Odes. The idea, as Liu explains, is that 1iterary
form represents effectively an objective correlative of a
temperament or sentiment; it metaphorically expresses the

temperament or sentiment creating a formal adequation.
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XXVII.2) Given the fact that in talent or genius
there are both the "common" and the “outstanding”,
in spirit or temperament there are both the "hard”
and the "soft", in learning or erudition there are
both the “superficial” and the "profound"”, and in
skill or accompiishment there are both the "refined"
and the "vulgar" - they (talent, spirit, learning,
and skill) are all equally formed by one’s inner
nature and by one’s training or experience. In this
manner each writer is assigned a certain artfulness
and the pattern of each literary style is peculiar.
Consequently, in the formal order of one's diction,
whether it be "common" or “"outstanding”, no one is
capable of going against his own genius; 1in the
choice of style, whether it be "hard” or "soft", how
could one change his own spirit; in the substance
of one's materials, whether it be "shallow" or
“profound”, it is near to impossible to force one’s
own erudition; and as concerns structure and form,
whether they be "“refined" or "vulgar", one rarely
contradicts his own training. Each and ail realize
their own mind, and each person is as different as

is his face.?%®

when one compares the above with Aristotlie’s discussion

in chapters IV and V of the "serious"” and the "simple”
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temperaments and their different manifestations within
literature Aristotle’s remarks appear simplistic and overiy
formulaic. Liu is peculiarly aware of the differences of
individual personality. As is the case with Cao Pi, one has
the +impression that his assertion that each individual
realizes his own mind reflects a profound and subtle

understanding of human nature.

XXVII.3) If one summarizes its (1iterature’s)
complete compass then one can differentiate eight
structural forms. The first is called "classic" or

“elegant"; the second is called "arcane" or

“abstruse"; the third 1is called "concise" or
"minimal"; the fourth is called "lucid” or
"logical”; the fifth s called “"baroque” or
"ornate”; the sixth is ~called "noble” or

"symmetric"; the seventh is called "eccentric” or
“novel”; and the eighth is called "light" or
"precious”. The classical and elegant is modeied
after the norms of the Confucian Classics. Its focal
principles are those of the Confucian school. The
arcane and abstruse has complex patterns and
intricate 1literary forms. Its principal logic 1is
that of the mystical school. The concise and minimal
examines and scrutinizes each word and phrase. It

dissects and divides the minutest parts. In the
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lJucid and logical the language is straight forward
and the thoughts are elucidated. 1Its precise
reasoning satiates the mind. The barogue and ornate
plays with parables, metaphors and profuse patterns.
It brightly iliuminates the decorative or secondary
elements. The noble and symmetric sublimely
discourses and spaciously orders its form. It is
both monumental and brilliant in its various
patterns. The eccentric and novel rejects the "ol1d"
and strives for the "modern”. It represent an
iconoclastic and maverick taste for the perverse.
The light and precious meanders in its forms and
dilutes its structures. It is misty and vague and
follows vulgar taste (the common opinion that
Chinese poetry is devoid of grammatical sense
derives from such vulgar habits). Consequeﬁt1y, the
elegant and the eccentric; the abstruse and the
Jucid; the baroque and the minimal; and the noble
and the light are all contrastively opposed. These
are the roots and the 1leafs of the Tliterary

discourse. They all belong to its garden.?®’

Liu’s point is that literature as a whole 1is comprised
of diametrically opposed styles - including both the
"accentric" and the "elegant"” - and that literature evolves

through a dialectical process of contrastive norms. Though Liu
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is acutely aware of the vulgar penchant in Chinese literature
for ambiguity and obscurity he still recognizes such as a
"classical"” standard opposed to and competing with the
"symmetric". Again, in the most general terms the observations
are close to Aristotle’s comments concerning the "noblie"” and
the "vulgar" styles and the three types of reality found in
art with the exception that Liu’s divisions are more strictly

literary divisions and far more precise.

XXVII.4) Since the eight structural forms are
constantly alternating (i.e. literary form moves
from one extreme to the other) proficiency is
realized through careful study (of the eight
styles). The force of literary talent resides within
one and derives from one’s blood or spirit; "through
one's spirit one actualizes one’s volition
(temperament), and through one’s volition one
stipulates the discourse” (quoted from the Zuo
zhuan). When one expressively composes formal
literary patterns who denies that this (reflects)

the inner nature?2?®®

The thought is complex. The stipulation of a literary
discourse represents both the product of one’s innate nature
and an expression of that nature; therefore, as one perfects

l1iterary talent one perfects the expression of one’s inner
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nature. Such stipulation involves an actualizing of one’s
volition (inner temperament) and this in turn expresses the
“force" of one’s talent. This “force" by determining the
quality of one’s studies ultimately determines the quality of
one's skills. The critical nature of Liu’s remarks could not
be farther away from Lu Ji’s or Longinus’ vague and hyperbolic
statements about literary genius. And, Aristotle never touches
on the dynamics of literary genius in such precise critical
terms. This is followed by a glib discussion of the
personalities of various writers which I will skip. As is true
of all such generalities though they may be true, it is all
to easy to fabricate personalities to fit the literary voice
when in fact a writer often writes against his own social
habits - viz. Joyce's bourgeois personality or Proust’s
dandyism. Liu, along with Chinese critics in general, too
glibly equates the formal gqualities of Ruan Ji’s poems with
the individual personality. There is an essential relation
between the inner nature of a writer and the nature of his
writing but it is more complex and subtle than Liu indicates.
Nevertheless, he does recognize that this relationship
represents a formal adequation and not a simple equivalency.

He goes on to summarize the observations.?®

XXVII.5) According to these examples one concludes
that outer and inner forms essentially conform (fu

f&f). If this represents nature’s constant norm how




could it not be the (inner) spirit’s and the (outer)
talent’s principle? (Though) 1literary ta]ent is
bestowed by heaven, in literary studies one must be
careful how one begins his training. As with the
carver or the dyer, the skill lies in the first
transformations. Once the artifact has been realized
or the dye fixed it is difficult to change them.
Therefore when a child begins to trace and carve
(1iterary forms) it is essential that he begins with
“elegant" compositions (first) tracing the root and
(then) seeking the elaborations - 1in his mind
turning over the full circle (of literary styles).
Although these eight structural forms are distinct,
they all derive from a common denominator. (Once)
one has grasped their axis then the spokes and the
rim fit together. Consequently, one should (first)
imitate the (eight) structural forms so as to
establish one's skills, and (then) follow one’s own
disposition so as to develope one’s own talent. They
(the eight styles) represent the compass points of

literary form. By means of them one finds (his) way.
the Zan

Talent is differently assigned and 1literature’s

structures are a complex of opposites. Language
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realizes the 1igaments but temperament actualizes
the bones. Both elegance and proportion are finely
embroidered; however excessive artistry turns true
vermilion 1into vulgar purple. Practice truly
realizes what is genuine and skill follows a step

by step refinement.3%

Though he does distinguish "roots", "branches”, and
“leaves” or primary and secondary forms Liu clearly views all
eight styles as classical norms i.e. he sees literature as
dialectical process involving opposing or contrastive
elements. The focus is on the dynamic process of
transformation and individual synthesis where the principles
remain constant but the actualities always change. In sharp
contrast to Lu Ji and traditional criticism Liu never reveals
a romantic aversion to the formal aspects of literature or of

literary criticism.

In chapter XXIX entitled "Continuous Transformation” Liu
discusses ‘“continuity" and “transformation". Here, he
addresses the questions of whaf is constant and what is
variable in 1literature, and analyzes literary innovation as
a development which articulates the past, or in Eliot's terms
as "a development which abandons nothing en route. "3 As is
the case with all such abstract arguments in the Wenxin,

because of the lack of a mature dialectic, the wording is
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often problematic and ambiguous and the meaning only coherent
if one carefully collates the arguments with parallel
arguments throughout the treatise. The 1limits of the
dissertation do not allow a detailed discussion of all these

parallels.

WENXIN CHAPTER XXIX

XXIX.1) Continuous Transformation

As to the fact that the structures of those literary
forms, which have been set out, have constant
principles while the artistic possibilities of those
literary forms, which (always) change, have no
formal principles - how can one explain their (two)
natures? Regarding all shi, fu, shu, and Ji
compositions, within each genre the formal
structures are consistent. These represent the
structural forms which have constant principles. But
as regards the literary discourse’s (individual)
spirit or force, a continuous transformation has
always been the norm. These represent the artistic
possibilities which are without formal principles.
The genre’s formal structures have constant
principles and their structural forms are

essentially determined by the facts of tradition.
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The “"continuous transformations"” have no formal
principles and their artistic possibilities are
essentially dictated by new musical sounds.
Consequently, (the writer) can gallop forward
without ever exhausting the road and drink without
ever consuming the source. Yet, if the rope is too
short one ends up thirsty or if his legs are weak
one stops on the road. It’s not the artistic
possibilities of 1literature’s formal structures
which have been exhausted but rather the art of
'continuous transformation’ which is deficient.
Consequently, when onhe analyzes the formal
principles of literature one can compare them to
grasses or trees. When they are still attached to
the soil their roots and trunks have (essentially)
the same nature but when they (roots and trunks) are
dried in the sun their fragrance and taste are
distinctly different within each class (i.e. from
a certain perspective, the formal principles of
1iterature are common to all the genres but from
another perspective are unigue to each genre or

period) .30

Chinese 1yric poetry maintained a much closer relation
to music than 1lyric poetry in Europe after the provencal

tradition, and poetic innovation was often brought about
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through the influx and influence of popular and at times
nomadic music coming from the Near East. It is significant to
note how Liu focuses on 1lyric poetry when he discusses
1iterature in its most abstract terms. Though he has discussed
the evolution of a major.literary genre during the Han - i.e.
the fu - Liu reveals, as Aristotle does, little or no sense
of the possibilities for new genres. He appears to restrict
l1iterary innovation to the elements of individual style or
voice within known and fixed genres. Liu is aware, but not to
the same degree as Eliot, that the “facts of tradition”
themselves change. He goes on to discuss the different styles
or qualities within each 1literary period tracing their
evolutions from the earliest periods down to his own times.
I skip over the survey which verges on the purely

impressionistic. He sums up his argument as follows:

XXIX.2) From the fundamental to the heterocliite -
the more recent the more diluted. Why is this? to
compete over what is modern but to be remiss
concerning the past means the end of any style and
the dissipation of any spirit. The outstanding
modern talents who diligently study 1iterature often
skim over the Han (206 B.C.-220 A.D.) compositions
but copy and recopy the Song (420-479) collections
(note that it is the poetic innovations of the Han

and not the earlier Confucian Odes which represent



the classical norm for modern literature). Although
they comprehensive1y read both contemporary and
ancient (literature) the moderns are cherished but
the ancients are neglected. However, blue derives
from indigo and red from crimson. Although (later
transformations) surpass the base colors they cannot
be changed back (to indigo and crimson i.e. one has
to go back to the base colors to create new
compounds). Huan Tan (43-28 B.C.) says: "When I read
recent literature with its advanced symmetry - it
is beautiful but there is nothing gained. But, when
I peruse Liu’s (50 B.C.-23 A.D.) and Yang’s (53
B.C.-18 A.D.) discourses and poems then there is
always something gained". This is its (1iterature’s)
ultimate test. Therefore, to be skilled in the blue
and brilliant with the red one must return to the
indigo and the crimson (i.e. the fundamentals). To
forge new transformations and to get rid of the
superficial go back to and cherish the classical
standards - deliberate and weigh carefully the
interstices betweeﬁ the fundamental forms and (as
a carpenter) level and join within the 1imits of
both the ’'elegant’ and the ’vulgar’'. "With that guy

one can discuss ’'continuous transformations (a
paraphrase of Confucius’ exclamation - see earlier

discussion). A certain par excellence of tonail
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gualities was perfected at the beginning of the Han.
From this time on later generations simply moved
about in a circle one following the other. Though
at times they surpass or excel the standard, in the

end, they all belong to the same basket .39

This is not traditionalism. Liu is not arguing against
innovations or advocating a return to older styles. He is,
though, arguing that 1iterature reveals certain principles and
a critical understanding of these principles in all their
aspects - both the "elegant"” and the "vulgar" - is essential
to any effective or significant innovation. Insipidness
derives from both excessive “elegance” and excessive
“vulgarity". When he insists that the modern writer should go
back to the origins of modern poetry in the Han writers Liu
is simply pointing out that literature perfects certain formal
elements and that, as is true in all arts, often Giotto or
Piero Della Francesca reveal more clearly these elements than
do Leonardo or Raphael. It is not an accident that modernism
in European painting began with the Pre-Raphaelites. I sKip
over his examination of the progressive transformations of a
poetic line by five Han writers. In translation the argument
looses most of its sense. The main point of the analysis is
to demonstrate how poetry imitates itself and selfconsciously

transforms its elements. He goes on to summarize his argument.



XXIX.3) Collating the formal qualities and
correlating one’s innovations (with them) is
(essentially) what the art of 'continuous
transformation’ (i.e. creativity) requires.
Therefore, to critically outline 1iterature’s
governing principles and to sound out its general
structures, first, extensively peruse, then minutely
examine - setting out the matrices so that their
common elements correspond. Subsequently, one (can)
forge (new) paths and establish (new) focal
structures. One (can) loosen the reigns and move on
- let go of the outer features but adhere to the
inner structures - trusting to one’s own nature to
thoroughly penetrate (the form) and relying on one’s
own spirit to fortuitously innovate. Literary
designs are like the rainbow and its hues are 1ike
the spreading wings of the phoenix (i.e. they have
both order and logic). Such are the brush tip’s
(pen’s) literary forms. If one remains like a infant
in his understanding of literature - self satisfied
in his own singular achievements - he will run about

in a circle and never get anywhere.

the Zan

Literature’s standards are cyclical. Day by day it
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renews its beauty. By transforming it is forever
fit; by being a continuum it is never exhausted.
Hastening forward in time it always bears fruit.
(Once) you harness its dynamic structures there is
nothing to fear. With an eye on the moderns create
the 'extra-ordinary’ collating the ancients

determine the principles.3%

The 1literary discourse, being by definition both
traditional and new, is comprised essentially of the
‘ordinary’ and the ’extra-ordinary’ - or in modern structural
terms the ’familiar’ and the ’'strange’. The force of art
represents the force of both its familiarity and its
strangeness together - a simultaneous sense of recognition and
bewilderment. Later, in chapter XLVIII, Liu defines criticism
as essentially the perception of "differences”. He is acutely
aware of the contradiction present in art and is the only
critic in Europe or in China before the Russian formalists to
critically address the problem. There is nothing 1in the
Poetics which comes close to Liu’s discussion of innovation
and continuity. Aristotle seems to be only in a very 1imited
sense aware of literature’s essential "strangeness"” or the

need within art to continually innovate.

As noted earlier, Liu’s critical attention to the

phonetic aspects of literature is peculiar and important. As




391
is the case with Aristotle’s analysis of the grammatical
elements of diction in chapters XX and XXI,3®®® Liu’'s
observations on the prosodic elements mark the degree to which
he abstracts and objectifies the 1literary discourse as a
linguistic phenomena. He elaborates his thoughts on prosody
in chapter XXXIII entitled "Tonal Rules". The argument is
obviously a development of Shen Yue's theory concerning the
prosodic tones. The loss of Shen’s treatise represents, I
believe, one of the most significant 1losses in Chinese
intellectual history. It appears to have contained some of the
most sophisticated reflections on prosody in any tradition.
An examination of the first part of Liu’s discussion of
prosody demonstrates more than any other argument the subtle

nature of his critical thought.

As already seen in chapter VII on the yue fu Liu focuses
on the distinction between music as a composition of pure
sounds and prosody as a composition of linguistic phonemes.
The argument is based on the differentiation and comparison
of yin ( ) musical tones or pitches and sheng ( ) vocal
tones or the four linguistic tones which, along with rhyme,
form the primary elements of Classical Chinese prosody. The
observations are somewhat confusing if one is not familiar

with the tonal elements of the Chinese language.

WENXIN CHAPTER XXXIII
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XXXIII.1) Tonal Rules

As to the pitch rules (of music), whence do they
derive. Their foundation lies in man’'s vocal tones
(i.e. the four linguistic tones). These vocal tones
posses a consonance (of their own) which is rooted
in our blood and spirit. The ancient kings in accord
with these (four linguistic tones) composed musical
songs. Consequently it is evident that the musical
instruments (originally) imitated man’s vocal tones
and that these vocal tones did not (originally)
imitate the musical instruments. Therefore, as
regards the spoken discourse, the key structures of
its literary forms, the fundamental dynamic elements
of 1its inspirétion, and the ‘'scale’ of its
expressiveness are simply a matter of the lips and
the mouth and nothing more (i.e. Prosody in all its
forms represents the Kkey structures, dynamic
elements, or emotive “scale" of the 1literary
discourse, and its effects are produced simply by

the phonemes. )3°°

Liu’s observations concerning the origins of pitch are
interesting; he inverts the conventional or empirical relation

between prosody and music i.e. one normally compares prosody
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to music and not music to prosody. But, Liu is probably
correct when he points out that man first articulated the
tonal consonance within language then deduced from them the
more abstract consonance of music. As we will see, he is well
aware that the real difference between 1linguistic tones and
musical tones is not simply an accidental difference but an
essential difference i.e. they are analogous but not
homologous. The critical point of the last argument is that,
objectively treated, the prosodic effects of literature which
represent the "key structures” of its forms, the "dynamic
elements” of 1its inspiration, and the "scale"” of its
expressiveness are produced by phonemes and these phonemes can
be both identified and analyzed. This represents the primary
critical argument of the Wenxin i.e. literary forms can be

identified and analyzed.

XXXIII.2) Among the ancients instruction in song was
preceded by an investigation of its principles. They
aligned the abrupt syllables with the gong notes and
the level syllables with zhi notes. Zhi and yu are
the'high notes, and gong and shang are the Tow
notes. Also, within the alternation of gutturals and
sibilants or the differentiation of labials and
dentals reciprocal 1levels of “masculine” and
"“feminine" effects can be clearly distinguished

(i.e. the ancient poets were critically conscious




of the phonetic elements of prosody).

Today, when one plays a lute and is out of tune he
is always aware of it and adjusts the strings. But,
when one takes up literary form and errs with his
"strings" he (often) does not know how to "tune"” 1it.
As for musical sounds which reside (externally) in
the strings, one can bring them into harmony. But,
as regards phonetic tones which are rooted in our
mind (i.e. they are part of the semantic structure
of the language), one errs in their harmonic rules.
What are the reasons for this? The primary cause is
that it is easy to be consciously clever with that
which is heard externally, but it is hard to be
consciously aware of that which is heard internally.
Consequently, since external perceptions are easy,
musical strings are adjusted by our hands, but
internal perceptions being problematic, the
linguistic tones are confused within our minds. They
(the linguistic tones) can be researched by means
of systematic observations, but it is difficult to
follow this up with an explanation (this is true of
all prosodic usages - and, I may add, grammatical
usages - one can observe their patterns Dby
systematic comparisons, but these patterns are

extremely difficult to explain.)3"
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Liu’s subtle observations regarding the subjective and
the objective natures of 1literary versus musical forms is
unprecedented until modern European criticism. He is
absolutely correct when he points out that in contrast to
musical form: which can be easily objectified, prosodic form
and literary form in general resist analysis - English prosody
in all its manifestations has never been coherently analyzed.

It is difficult even for well educated native speakers to
accurately identify 1linguistic tones. Linguistic perception
appears to suppress a conscious sense of the phonetic elements
as such, or they are perceived purely within the terms of
their semantic functions. In addition, modern neurology points
out that the musical and the linguistic areas of the brain are
separate and different, and that one can not simultaneously
perceive both musical and linguistic forms. The particular
pleasure derived from song or opera appears, in part, to be
an acute sense of movement between these two modes of
consciousness. The subtle nature of Liu’s reflections and his
precise terminology imply a sophisticated milieu of phonetic
research. The same is true in chapter XXXIV entitled "Stanza
& Sentence" where Liu discusses the problematic elements of
Chinese grammar and its formal nature within poetry. There
appears to have been within the community of Buddhist scholars
during the fifth and sixth centuries a concerted investigation

of the Chinese language in both its phonetic and grammatical
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aspects. The above arguments are followed by a rigorous and
minute examination of classical prosody. The whole analysis
requires far more attention than I can give it here. Liu is
not simply aware of the differences between music and poetry;

he has rigorously examined those differences.

In the second to last chapter entitled "Kenning the
Tones" or "Objective Criticism” Liu reviews the central theme
of the treatise i.e. the problems of realizing a critical
undefstanding of literary history and literary form. The title
zhi yin @fné? which literally means a "critical understanding
of the harmonic tones" is used metonymically throughout the
chapter to signify both “classical criticism” and "the
classical critic". The usage is curious and important. The
expression is first found within the Yue ji (Musical Records)
section of the Li Jji (Ritual Records) —- one of the five
confucian Classics - where it is Jjuxtaposed with the two
corollary expressions zhi sheng (é{,h;% ) a "critical
understanding of the vocal tones” and zhi yue ()5;C§E) a

"eritical understanding of music"” as an intermediary term. The

Classical text reads in part:

Therefore, having investigated the vocal tones one
comes to critically understand the harmonic tones,
and having investigated the harmonic tones one comes

to critically understand music..Consequently, as far
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as one who doesn’t critically understand the vocal
tones is concerned one can not discuss with him the
harmonic tones; and as far as one who doesn’t
critically understand the harmonic tones is

concerned one can not discuss with him music.3%®

"Critically understanding the harmonic tones” within the
context clearly implies a critical understanding of the
accords which determine the harmonic relation between the
musical and the phonetic tones as discussed above in chapter
XXXIII. Liu appears to isolate the expression “zhi yin" to
define the classical critic precisely because it focuses on
the differentiation of the musical and the linguistic tones.
Such a discrimination, as he points out in chapter XXXIII,

represents one of the most problematic areas of criticism.

At the beginning of chapter XLVIII Liu elaborates on Cao
Pi’s notion of "self-awareness" or objectivity. Such critical
attention to literary epistemology finds no real paralliel in
the Poetics. As Liu himself points out at the end of the
postface, the peculiar nature of his own curiosity seems to
reflect a fundamental fact within Liu’s personality. He was
fascinated by the questions of language and literature. Today,
the problems of objectivity within criticism have only begun

to be broached and critically examined.




WENXIN CHAPTER XLVIII

XLVIII.1) Kenning the Tones

To critically know the tones (objective criticism)
is indeed difficult. The reality of the tones are
difficult to perceive. It is difficult (enough) to
find one who is critically conscious of reality; to
find one who is critically conscious of the tones
(i.e. a real critic), (perhaps) there is one in a

thousand years.

The (so-called) critics from earlier times often
belittle their contemporaries and (only) think about
the ancients (this may contain an implied criticism
of Confucius who talked too much about the poetic
accomplishments of the past and too 1ittle about
those of his own age) - just as it is said: "Day
after day he approaches but doesn’t harness (the
horses) in his presence, yet when he hears neighing
from afar his thoughts wonder" (i.e. the “grasé is
greener"” syndrome). Formerly, when Han Fei-zi's (ob.
233 B.C.) Chu shuo was first brought out, or when
Sima Xiang-ru’s (179-117 B.C.) Zi xu appeared, the
Qin emperor and the Han emperor (respectively)

expressed regret at not being their contemporaries.
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But, when it was known that they actually were
contemporaries then Han was thrown into prison and
Sima was belittled. Does this not clearly reflect

a contempt for contemporaries?

Then there is the case (as found in Cao Pi’s Lun
wen) of Ban Gu and Fu Yi who in literature were
almost equals; yet Ban ridicules Fu saying: "Once
he starts writing he can’t control himself." And,
Cao zhi (192-232) in his analysis of talent severely
criticizes Chen Lin (ob. 217) but when Ting Yi (ob.
200) requested that he embellish his composition
(i.e. add some words of his own) he (Cao Zhi) sighs
with pretty talk (i.e. he idly compliments Ting Yi -
.amateurism plagued Chinese criticism) and Liu Ji-
xu (ca.200) loves to censure or deface others. Cao
compares him (Liu) to Tien Ba (ca. 400 B.C. a
sophist who loved to criticize others though he
lacked talent himself). The meaning of his (Cao’s)
opinion is apparent. Consequently, when Cao Pi
declares that the literati tend to belittle each

other this does not represent idle talk.

There is also the case of Lou Hu (ca 20 A.D.) - a
glib tongue but a faulty critic. He states that Sima

Qian (145-85 B.C.) in composing hié history
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consulted Dong-fang Shuo (ca. 100 B.C.). Huan Tan
(43 B.C.- 28 A.D.) and his group after comparatively
examining (the case) judged (Dong-fang’s remark)
ridiculous. Now if such an obvious ’dandy’ is
reproached for his carejess remarks can a serious

scholar afford to speak arbitrarily?

Therefore, the "brilliant" and the "perspicacious”
who value what is ancient but denigrate what is
modern are just like the two rulers (above); the
"geniuses" and the “extra-ordinary” who venerate
themselves and despise others are just like Ban Gu
and Cao Zhi; and (%1na11y) those who are studious
but (simply) don’t understand 1literature and,
therefore, trust what is fake and are confused by
what is genuine they are the same as Lou Hu. As to
the thought of ending up as a pickle jar cover - how

often this has been the sad case!3%®

A1l three categories of error represent forms of
subjectivism. An obvious limitation in many of the
translations is the fact that they ignore Liu’s irony. A
distinctly agile humor runs throughout the treatise, and Liu
will from time to time ironically mimic romantic hyperbole.
The last allusion is to the all too common phenomena in every

tradition that the best or most significant texts are often
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neglected while minor but more typical works are assiduously
copied. The fact that Shen Yue’s essay was lost while hundreds
of second rate essays were preserved, or, in Europe, during
the twelve and thirteenth centuries almost all the manuscripts
of early Greek lyric poetry were trashed while shelvefuls of
third rate Byzantine poetry were treasured is not simply a
matter of chance. In all cultures second rate poets and
critics are by nature i11 at ease with first rate poetry and
criticism. Amateurism in both China and Greece did real harm

to both literature and literary criticism.

XLVIII.2) The mi deer and the phoenix compared to
the Jjun deer and the pheasant are absolutely
distinct, and pearls and gems compared to pebbles
and stones are extremely different. Nevertheless,
with broad daylight displaying their appearances and
the eye tracing their forms a certain minister of
Lu took a mi deer for a jun deer, a certain fellow
from Chu took a pheasant for a phoenix, a rustic
from Wei took a phosphorescent stone for a precious
gem, and a merchant from Song took a rock from mount
Yen for a precious pearl. (Even when) the substance
of the outer shape can be easily verified one
(stil1) finds such errors. (In contrast), the inner
qualities of literature are difficult to examine -

who says they are easy to analyze?




Literary compositions represent a complex (of
opposites). (The elements) of both content and form
are intertwined and compounded. One’s critical
knowledge is more often than not biased. No one can
be completely comprehensive. Sanguine personalities
will respond to the tones and beat out the rhythms;
refined and intricate personalities will examine the

minutiae and be sublimely oblivious (of all else);

light and clever personalities will gape at

superficial qualities and get all excited; the
eccentric will listen for oddities and prick up
their ears. What conforms to their "selfs” they
recite with enthusiasm but what is at odds with
their egos they denigrate and reject. Each is
1imited in his understanding to one 1little corner
and wants to restrict the transformations, which (in
fact) are without limits. This is called “looking
east and not seeing the west wall”. When one has
practiced a thousand (different) tunes then one is
perceptive in matters of tones, or when one has
examined a thousand (different) swords then one is
knowledgeable in such things. Therefore, the very
nature of catholic comprehension first regquires

extensive observation.
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Wwhen one has both examined high mountains and shaped
tow hills; when one has both considered big waves
and illustrated little ripples (i.e opposites) -
when there is nothing idiosyncratic in one’s
judgments and one is not biased in his evaluations -
then one can weigh the (internal) structures as if
in a scale and reflect on the (external) language

as if in a mirror.

Therefore, when undertaking to examine the qualities
of 1literature - first, examine the articulated
structures; second, examine the arranged language;
third, examine both the "traditional” and the
"transformed”;: fourth, examine both the "deviant"
and the "orthodox"; fifth, examine content and
thought; and sixth, examine the consonances; when
these artistic elements have been outlined then the

strengths and weaknesses will be apparent.3'°

Liu divides criticism into an analysis of structure,
rhetoric, innovation, eccentricity, content, and prosody. Note
how he distinguishes innovation from eccentricity. A writer
‘can innovate without necessarily being eccentric, or he can
be eccentric without necessarily innovating. The whole
represents a clear example of rigorous formalism without the

slightest nod to traditional moralism or romanticism.
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XLVIII.3) As to the writer, first his inner nature
is moved then the discourse is set out, but as to
the reader, first he peruses the literary forms then
he enters their inner nature. Trace the patterns and
seek their sources; though they (the sources) be

obscure they are always evident.3!

As far as I know Liu is the first critic to articulate
the difference between the writer and the reader or to
objectify the act of reading as distinct from the act of

composing.

XLVIII.4) As to those generations which are long
gone and whose faces no one can see, when one scans
their literary forms he suddenly sees their minds.
How can a perfected literary composition be too
profound. The trouble is simply the shallowness of

one’s own critical refliections and nothing more.

— "His focus was on the mountains and the rivers and the lute
expressed their inner natures (a reference to Bo Ya an ancient
musician who could express through his musical composifions
his impressions of mountains or rivers); then, (wichin) the
pen’s arrangement of (aesthetic) forms (i.e. within iiterary

forms), how could it be that intellectual structures are not"
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—» “visible. Consequently, the mind 1illumines intellectual
structures just like the eye illumines visible forms (i.e. the
mind stands to our sense of intellectual structures just as

the eye stands to our sense of visible forms). If one’s eyes

are keen then there are no visible forms which can not be
broken done, and if the mind is intelligent then there are no

1]
intellectual structures which can not be apprehended. 12

The argument, as always, is intricate and subtle. Liu is
pointing out that if music through musical forms can
abstractly express the musician’s inner nature then literature
through 1literary forms can abstractly express the writer’s
inner nature, and that just as the keen eye is capable of
analyzing all visible aesthetic forms so the intelligent mind
is capable of apprehending all intellectual 1literary
structures. The shift from music to the visual arts is
somewhat confusing. Liu may have in mind the Tlandscape
tradition in painting which was perfected during the fourth
and fifth centuries. Contrary to the European tradition, forms
and structures in the Chinese tradition are essentially
aesthetic forms and structures. And, Liu separates neither art

nor literature from the intellect.

XLVIII.5) Nevertheless because common perception is
confused the profound is destroyed and the shallow

is preserved. This is why Zhuang Zhou ridicules zhe
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yang music (popular music) and Song Yu was pained
at the fate (the disappearance) of bai xue music
(ctassical music). Long ago Qu Yuan argued: "the
disposition of literary forms articulates (one’s)
interior (nature), but the majority do not
critically understand my literary patterns (because)
they are different”. To perceive differences is to
be an objective critic - that's it! Yang Xiong (53
B.C.-18 A.D.) critiquing himself says: "My mind
loves literary forms which are extremely erudite and
minutely well proportioned”. It is obvious, from
this, that he does not indulge in what is either

vague or shallow.

"Only that (reader) who with profound consciousness examines

the dinner subtleties will happily arrive at a full
appreciation (of 1literature). This (appreciation) can be
compared to the (appreciation) of a serene crowd on a spring
tower, or of a wayfarer halting his trip to enjoy some
victuals. For, it is said of the magnolia, which is a national
treasure, that only when it is worn for pleasure is it fully
fragrant. Likewise for books, which are also national
treasures, it is only when one is intimate with their graceful
and fluid nature are they (truly) beautifu1; Let the genuine

critic meditate on these matters!"
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the Zan

Huge bells of ten thousand pounds require a Kuei or
a Kuang (master musicians) to be regulated. The best
books may fill the shelves but only when they are
subtly examined can they be arranged 1in an
intelligent order. Vulgar Zheng music satiates men;
without a doubt it destroys (refined) appreciation.
only the principles laid out here do not confuse

the essential clews.3'®

Liu’s last point is not purely rhetorical. The
distinction between the writer and the reader involves a
distinction between the art of writing and the art of reading.
Both arts are essential to literature. Nothing destroys an
aesthetic tradition more quickly than idle and uncritical
appreciation. This fact is particularly apparent within
Chinese painting which greatly increased in popularity during
the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries but at the same time
rapidly declined in quality. The wenxin itself provides an
obvious case in point; it has often been 1idly praised but
seldom critically read. In my own opinion, Liu is excessively
critical of popular taste and fails to understand the subtle
and hecessary relation between popular forms in music,

painting, and literature and real aesthetic innovation.




CHAPTER VI

SUMMARY & CONCLUSION
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SUMMARY & CONCLUSION

I do not pretend in the above transiations to have
accurately interpreted all of Liu’s arguments - I am often
genuinely bewildered by both his language and his reasoning -
but I do claim that the interpretations - which insist that
Liu’s critical thought is as coherent and as comprehensive as
is Aristotle’s - make distinctly more sense of their immediate
and larger contexts than those found in either traditional or
modern treatments of the same.®' As a simple hermeneutic rule
of thumb, within both theoretic and philosophic discourses,
that interpretation which clarifies more precisely an
arguments’s immediate and overall logic clearly represents a
more accurate interpretation. In a recently published history
of Chinese literature which dedicates two complete chapters
to a discussion of Liu’s criticism and influence, the author,
after presenting the Wenxin as a typical example of Chinese
impressionist criticism comparable to Lu Ji’s Wen fu and
asserting that "Liu Xie, tout au long de son livre, n’a jamais
voulu se laisser enfermer dans 1a logique d’un
raisonnement...”, concludes his survey with the following
remark: "(en Chine) 1’esthetique litteraire ne prend jamais
1’aspect systematigue, ideologique qu'elle a pu prendre en
occident. "315 The misconception is as pervasive throughout both
traditional and modern treatments of the Wenxin as is the

Platonic mis-interpretation of mimesis throughout the
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discussions of the Poetics.

Today when one peruses Cicero’s discussions of Aristoctle
the misunderstandings and distortions are more than apparent.
It is evident that certain aspects of Aristotle’s arguments
were not articulated until Hegel and modern European
philosophy re-examined the texts. The best and ultimately most
significant thinkers in all traditions move beyond the limits
of their own cultures. As a consequence, every culture tends -

for the sake of popularization - to reduce the arguments of
its most critical thinkers to its own vulgar standards. The
thoughts of Confucius, Plato, Liu, Aristotle, Dante, and Zhu
Xi when isolated within the 1limits or parochialism of their
own cultures are only partially understood. The critical
nature of their arguments ultimately require a larger or more
developed consciousness to be fully appreciated. In this
regard, it is evident that the force or significance of
Gautama Buddha'’s thoughts was not fully realized until those
thoughts were critically examined and elaborated by non-indian
minds. Yet, even modern interpretations of the Wenxin have,
on the whole, been content to interpret Liu’s treatise within
the vague generalities of traditional Chinese criticism. It

deserves closer scrutiny.

In summary, the Wenxin treats and clarifies elements of

classical criticism which the Poetics does not and vice-versa.
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But, when carefully compared the two treatises reveal certain
common critical methods and theories which are otherwise less
apparent. This is particularly true of the wWenxin, which when
left within the context of traditional Chinese criticism
characterized by a loose and uncritical impressionism both the
nature and the substance of its arguments are nearly
invisible, but when juxtaposed with the Poetics and modern
European formalist criticism the precision and formalism of
those arguments are more than apparent. Nevertheless, Liu’s
essentially paratactical mode of argumentation and his
frequent use of metaphor sharply contrasts with Aristotle’s
dialectical methods. As a consequence, the refinements of
thought and criticism within the Wenxin often seem at odds

with their expression.

The methodological and theoretical elements which are
common to both the Poetics and the Wenxin isolate the major
principles of classicism and articulate 1its fundamental
formalist nature. In both China and Europe classicism was
perfected through an identification and an analysis of both
the diachronic and the synéhronic elements of literature. Each
critic responding to the critical debate within his own
culture systematically rejects the fallacy of traditional
didacticism and the vague 1impressionism of traditional
romanticism and focuses his analysis on the history, the

structures, and the principles of the literary discourse as
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such; and confronted by the complex facts of literary change,
each critic seeks to explain such innovations as representing
both a necessary transformation and a coherent articulation
of ﬁit;rary form. Consequently, both Aristotle and Liu come

closer than any pre-modern critic to a comprehensive theory

of literature.

As argued at the beginning of the dissertation there is
running throughout the analyses a subthesis regarding the
nature and the significance of comparisons between two
essentially independent literary traditions. The idea has been
recently broached by Francois Jullien who at the beginning of
his dissertation on the literary theories found in the Wenxin

remarks:

I1 est une question que recontre necessairement
1’¢sprit occidental qui s’interesse a la realité
chinoise et qui est celle de son alteritd par
rapport a nous...Car il n’est pas douteux que par
rapport d L’Occident le Monde chinois offre les
conditions de possibi1ité d’une distance maximale:
une civilization qui est peut-&tre la seule a s’étre

si continument deve1oppé% en 1’absence de tout

rapport avec notre propre tradition.3'®

it is, as Jullien phrases it, the "alterité" of each
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tradition in respect to the other which gives to such
comparisons their radical nature. But, as he also points out,
such a shift in perspective has seldom if ever been the object
of any critical study. We have yet to consider the real
significance and implications of not only the homologies and

analogies but of the comparisons themselves.

The dissertation in part attempts to set out both a
critical point of view and a methodology which focuses such
comparisons within the terms of the actual texts of the most
significant and articulate critics within each tradition
isolating and comparing in detail the 1logic of their
arguments. Such a juxtaposition, as we have seen, raises
questions of meaning which are otherwise invisible or 1less
evident and ultimately requires and justifies a radical re-
reading of both texts. As is true in other sciences literary
facts and theories only become fully comprehensible when seen

in relation to others both independent and different.

It is apparent that neither the European nor the Chinese
critical tradition can be known and understood without such
a comparison. In a certain sense, each tradition in isolation
remains only half known and half understood. As T.S. Eliot
notes: "The difference between the present and the past is
that the conscious present is an awareness of the past in a

way and to an extent which the past’s awareness of itself can
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not show." So each culture when viewed through the critical
qetai1s of the other for the first time realizes a conscious
awareness of itself. The juxtapositions outline questions and

focus details which are otherwise only half articulated.

Wwhen examined within the perspective of the wenxin and
Chinese poetry the Poetics reveals a fundamental critical
hiatus. Aristotle effectively ignores the lyric tradition or
only explains it as an early and undeveloped form of the
narrative. This is clearly not the result of the fact that
Greek poetry had not, 1in Aristotie’s time, developed and
perfected a sophisticated lyric tradition, but rather, as it
appears, that Aristotle was simply unable to isolate and
identify the elements of the lyric voice independent of the
narrative. As a consequence, European criticism on the whole
has artificially separated fiction from non-fiction and never
really dealt with the theoretic questions of the 1yric.3" In
contrast, Chinese criticism, particularly as seen in the
Wenxin where the fundamental focus is on the lyric, never
isolated or analyzed the elements of plot, time, and character
despite the fact that from the Han period on down Chinese
poetry developed complex and sophisticated modes of narration
- particularly travelogues - and personification in which the
poet often takes on the persona of another including that of
the opposite sex. Each culture remains, even today, curiously

ignorant of the limitations and distortions within its own
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jdea of itself. It is apparent that a full knowledge and
understanding of both Chinese and European literature can only
be realized when each tradition has been examined under the
critical light provided by the historical and the aesthetic
details of the other. Literary criticism requires such a
comparison of historical and aesthetic facts to reach its own

end.
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1. Ludwig Wittgenstein, Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, C.K.
Ogden, London: Routledge & Kegan Ltd., 1881, p.i et passim.
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traditions see Francois Jullien, La valeur allusive, Paris:
Ecole Francais D'Extreme-Orient, 1985, pp.3-15.
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W.D.X..
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7. Critical opinion regarding the subsequent influence of the
Wenxin diaolong on the literary tradition or its immediate
influence on the Wen xuan is contradictory. cf."Wen—hsin tiao-
lung,"” The . Indiana Companion to Traditional Chinese
Literature, ed. William H. Nienhauser, jr., Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, 1986, pp. 889-890; Jacques
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Song periods.
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g. Rene Wellek, "“The Term and Concept of Classicism in
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London: Yale University Press, 1964, pp.55-89.
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tradition of which we know almost nothing the Zhou tradition
of courtly music (ca.1122-600 B.C.) has left substantive
evidence of a sophisticated and articulate community of
critical thought.

12. Noctes Atticae 19,8,15: "Vel oratorum aliquis vel
poetarum, id est classicus assiduusque aliquis scriptor, non
proletarius...”. See Rene Wellek, “"The Term and Concept of

Classicism in Literary History", idem. p.64.
13. Wellek, ibid.

i4. See later discussion of Elijot’s essay "Tradition and the
Individual Talent”.
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Xie.
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to effectively argue that Western critical standards and
thought are irrelevant to Chinese criticism is to argue that
Chinese criticism is not criticism. There are real differences
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and coherent analysis of literary history and form. The vulgar
habits of either culture are not justification for idle or
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23. Eliot, ibid.
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27. An example of such is Rene wellek's study of the concept
of classicism "in literary history"” as cited above. Despite
the title Wellek treats classicism as a uniquely European
phenomena. Such blatant parochialism would not be tolerated
today in comparative linguistics.

28. See Roman Jakopson, "Closing Statements: Linguistics &
Poetics" in T.A. Sebeok, Style in Language, New York: 1960.

29. For a general discussion of the critical and
epistemological diffarences between Europe and China see
Ferenc Tokei, Genre Theory in China in the 3rd-6th Centuries,
Bibliotheca Orientalis Hungarica XV, Budapest: Akademia Kiado,
1971. Despite the confused nature of many of Tokei’s ideas -
the often incoherent English posses a major barrier - his
fundamental point concerning the "undifferentiated condition”
of Chinese thought or the lack of a developed dialectical
tradition in China is sound. He touches upon some of the most
important questions raised in a comparative study of Chinese

criticism.

30. In the 1ight of modern Chinese scholarship this might seem
an exaggeration, but when one compares the most critical or
modern examinations of Confucius with European examinations
of Aristotle, Plato, and the Pre-Socratics since Hegel the
traditionalism or the resistance to questioning certain highly
questionable traditional assumptions among sinologists is more
than apparent. Scholarship in ancient Chinese philosophy,
literature, and art is still characterized by rigid and often
arbitrary notions of the tradition in which the individual or
idijosyncratic elements of Confucius’, Liu Xie’s, and Ni Can’s
thoughts are lost within the generalities concerning "Chinese"”
art, literature, and philosophy. Who today would describe
Aristotle, Virgil, or Da Vinci as conventional Greek, Roman,
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31. To take a simple example - if one compares Zhang Dagian’s
(1899-1983), who is considered one of the best twentieth
century traditional painters, imitations of Zhu Da, Dong
Qichang, and Ni Zan with genuine compositions by the same
artists the lack of aesthetic acuity in Zhang's paintings is
blatant. Attempts to gloss over these differences as simply
a matter of taste only underline the decline in refinement and
sophistication within traditional Chinese aesthetics. The best
of Zhu Da's, Dong Qichang’s, and Ni Zan’'s compositions will
stand on their own when juxtaposed with the best of Cezanne
or Picasso, but Zhang’'s compositions need to be defended when
set along side those of Norman Rockwell.

32. Zhu Xi goes on to say "I have previously imparted my
subjective imposition to my interpretation of the Four Books,
so what I have said is ultimately of no use...only now (he was
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61 years old) have I finally come to see everything with

clarity and objectivity...Had I died last year, dg
would have been a waste." Li De-qing, Yu tan ( 35)
Taipei: 1962, vol. vii, p. 4227. Zhu Xi was one o e first

scholars to critically question the Han d1dact1c
interpretations of the Confucian Odes - cf. his remarks on the
arbitrary nature of the Mao interpretations as found in
Legge's preface to the Book of Odes, p.33.

33. A.O. Poetics, p.1447a8-13. See Greek text in appendix I.

34. Gerald F. Else, Aristotle’s Poetics: The Argument,
Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1957, p.3.

35. Plato, Gorgias 502c. The references to Plato’s texts
follow the standard pagination and page subdivisions of the
1578 edition of Plato by Henri Estienne (Stephanus).

36. Plato, ibid.

37. I use the french term "adequation” as it is found within
the writings of Paul Ricoeur and other French structuralist
to signify a metaphorical egquivalency.

38. W.D.X. chpt.v, p.12.

39. A.0., Metaphysics, 1064a17 & 1025b25.

40. Paul Vicaire, Recherches sur les mots designant la poesie
et 1le poet dans 1'oceuvre de Platon, Paris: Presses
Universitaire de France, 1964.

41. Plato, Ion 532c.

42. Plato, Republic 3%2c-394c.

43, A.0. Poetics 1450b18-20.

44. A.O0., Physics, 195a33-195b3; see also Catagories &
Metphysics.

45. Plato, Ion 533c-535a. See appendix I.
46. Plato, idem 531a.

47. Plato, idem 531e-532b.

48, Plato, idem 537a-e

49. Plato, Gorgias 502c.

50. Plato, idem 449d.
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52. Plato, idem 502b-d. See appendix I.
53. Paul Vicaire, idem, p.3.

54. A1l references to the text of On the Sublime are to the
chapter, page, and line divisions as found 1in the Bude
edition: Du Sublime, Henri Lebegue, Paris: Societe d’Edition
"Les Belles Lettres", 1965 abbreviated D.S.. I ignore the real
problems of authorship for the sake of simplicity.

55. Nicolas Boileau - Despreaux, Oeuvres diverses du Sieur
Dxxx (Despreaux) avec Le traite du sublime ou du merveilleux
dans le discours traduit du grec de Longin, Paris: D.Thierry,
1674.

56. Allen Tate, "Longinus and the New Criticism” in Essays of
Four Decades, London: Oxford University Press, 1970, pp.471~
490.

57. Tate, idem, p.485.

58. Tate, ijdem, p.484.

59, D.S. X.1-3 p.16-18,

60. D.S. XV.1 p.24. See appendix I.

61. Cf. D.S. 1.3, VI, XIV, XXX. The attempts among the
translations to render 1logoi as "elements of style” are
clearly incorrect; Longinus is consistent in his use of the

term to distinguish the rhetorical from both the poetic and
historical discourses.

62. D.S. IX.13 p.15.
63. Tate, idem, p.490.

64. A.O. Poetics, 1459a4-8: "It is a great thing indeed to
make proper use of these poetical forms and also of compounds
and idioms. But, the greatest thing by far is to be a master
of metaphor. It is the one thing which can not be learnt from
another and is the sign of genius, for to create a good
metaphor is to perceive ’equivalents’ (i.e. similars 1in
dissimilars).”

65. Tate, idem, p.489.

66. Tate, idem, p.481.
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67. Cf. The translations and interpretations of the beginning
section of Chapter VI as found in Vincent Shih, The Literary
Mind and the Carving of Dragons, idem, p.60; Donald A. Gibbs,
"Literary Theory in the Wen-hsin tiao-1lung”, unpublished Ph.D.
dissertation, University of Washington, 1970; Jacques
Pimpaneau, Histoire de 1la 1litterature chinoise, ibid; &
William Craig Fisk, "Formal Themes in Medieval Chinese and
Modern Western Literary Theory: Mimesis, Intertextuality,
Figurativeness, and Foregrounding”, unpublished Ph.D.
dissertation, University of Wisconsin, 1876; in addition, the
critical discussions of the beginning sections of Chapter I
as found in Paul Yong-shing Shao’s, "Liu Hsieh As Literary
Theorist, Critic, and Rhetorician”, unpublished Ph.D.
Dissertation, Stanford, University, 1981; & Francois
Jullien’s, La valeur allusive, Paris: Ecole Francaise
D’Extreme~Orient, 1985. When all the above interpretations are
compared it is clear that the language and arguments of the
Wenxin have been treated by otherwise responsible scholars 1in
a totally arbitrary manner. Shao who ends up by transforming
Liu's criticism into an uncritical melange of Neo-Platonic,
Aristotelian, Daoist, and Zen arguments - along with some Han
mumbo-jumbo, Colereidge, Wordsworth, Jakopson, and Heidegger
thrown in - represents, in my opinion, the worst example of
such confusion. See also Jullien’s appraisal of both
traditional and modern Chinese interpretations of the Wenxin,
idem, p.49, n.1. )

68. Donald Holzman, "Confucius and Ancient Chinese criticism"”
in Chinese Approaches to Literature from Confucius to Liang
Ch’i-ch’ao, ed. Adele Austin Rickett, Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1978, pp.21-41.

69. Cf. C.H. Wang’s review article "Naming the Reality of
Chinese Criticism", ibid. For a general discussion of the
1imits of critical thought within both traditional and modern
Chinese commentaries on the Wenxin see Francois Jullien, idem,
p.49, n.1.

70. Holzman, ibid.

71. James Liu, Chinese Theories of Literature, Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1975, p.65.

72. For the sake of convenience I use the "Da xu" text found
in James Legge’s edition of the Odes: James Legge, The Chinese
Classics, Vol. IV The She King, Hong Kong: Hong Kong
University Press, 1960, pp.34-37. See Legge’s discussion of
the sources and the authors of the "Da xu" in which he
translates Zhu Xi's remarks: Legge, idem, prolegomena, pp.23-
33.

73. Liu, ibid.
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74. lLegge, +idem, prolegomena, p.34. See appendix II. Zhi (
Eprepresents one of the most problematic of Chinese literary

2rms. I discuss it history and meanings later. The meaning
of the first sentence is probliematic and my interpretation
unconventional. The sentence is normally read:_ "The Odes
represent "where the zhi (temperament) goes ( )" which
appears to signify the "per-fection" or the "actualization”
of the "temperament"; but the noun phrase suo-zhi (%7 2) can
also be interpreted as a "transfqormation” ¢¥=) as found within
the sentence gl’ 8% 4 L £ T L AR \ % i.e. the
trans-formati ﬁ of 6ne’ s thher “"temperanent” 'into a poem -
c.f. the various readings of suo-zhi as recorded in the
Zhongwen dazidian. The complete 1lack of any critical
discussion of this problematic phrase among both traditional
and modern commentaries is typical of Chinese philology which
seldom examines the syntactic or semantic questions raised by
the text. I translate the term sheng ( ) "vocal sounds” in
contrast to "musical sounds" as the térm is useqg within the
Wenxin but, as is the case with the term yin (éf ) "musical
tone", it 1is not clear whether the argument istinguishes
musical and prosodic forms i.e. prosody and melody. I am using
the term "prosody” in its etymological sense i.e. the musical
or song aspects of poetry - see later discussion of Zhou
poetics.

75. Legge, ibid. See appendix II.

76. Legge, ibid. See appendix II.

77. For the traditional definition of the six principles see
Zhu Xi’'s discussion as translated in Pauline Yu, The Reading
of 1Imagery in the Chinese Poetic Tradition, Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1987, pp.107-108 & later
discussions of the figures.

78. Legge, ibid. See appendix II.

79. Legge, idem, p.i-5. See appendix II.

80. Legge, idem, vol.I, Confucian Analects VIII. 15, p.213.

81. Legge, idem, prolegomena, p.37. See appendix II.

82. Legge, ibid. See appendix.

83. See Pauline Yu, The Reading of Imagery in the Chinese
Poetic Tradition, Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1987,
pp.3-84.

84. See Pauline Yu, ibid.
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85. See Pauline Yu, ibid, & David Hawkes, The Songs of the
South, New York: Viking Penguin, 1985, pp.15-66.

z P
86. See Zhu Zi—q‘ingéﬁ 7} };% , Shi yan zhi bian ’-‘ﬁé,ﬁ ?)1
(1947; rpt. Shanghai: Guji 'chubanshe, 1981), pp.?é7—233.

87. Legge, The Chinese Classics, Vol. III The Shoo King (Shu
jing), idem, p.47-48. See earlier and later discussions sheng
( ) - again the primary problem is the confusion of musical
d poetic forms and trying to determine whether the technical
terms refer to one or the other or both. See appendix II.

88. See zhu Zi-qing, Shi yan zhi bian, idem. & Shih-hsiang
Chen, "The Shih-ching: Its Generic Significance in Chinese
Literary History & Poetics", in Studies in Chinese Literary
Genres, ed. Cyril Birch, Berkley: Univ. of California Press,
1974, pp.8-41. ’

89. Chow Tse-tsung, "The early History of the Chinese Word
shih (Poetry)”, in Wen-1in, Madison: University of Wisconsin
Press, 1968, pp.151-209; & Zhu Zi-ging, ibid.

90. Legge, idem, vol.I, Confucian Analects XI.25, p.249 et
passim. The term is relatively rare within the writings of
Confucius and does not appear at all within the Book of Odes.

91. Legge, ibid, vol1.II, The Works of Mencius II.A.2, p.188-
189.

92. See Shih Hsiang Chen, Ibid.
93. Legge, ibid, vol. III, The She King (Shi jing), p.535.
94, Legge, ibid, p.491.

95. Shisanjing zhushu + = vE y , Li Jji, Beijing:
Zhonghua shuju chuban, vols.I & II, pp.1221-1696. For a
discussion of the readings see Chow Tse-tsung, idem, p.203.

96. Legge, ibid. The argument that shi (/%) in the sense of
“setting out" a composition represents a loan character and
not a cognate of the word shi meaning "“to mark out” or "to
aim" seems unnecesarrily twisty. There were obvious
correlations within the Zhou court between the arts of poetry
and archery and a number of terms seem to have been borrowed
from archery to express poetic notions. My own belief is that
zhi (,,) represents such a case.

g97. Shisanjing zhushu, idem, p.1537. For the most elaborate
presentation of the idea that musical forms are correlative
or analogous to human virtues see the Zuo zhuan’s (Xiang 29)
account of Ji Zha visit to the state of Lu in 543 and his
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critique of the various musical modes. Again, Ji Zha comments
do not represent didactic arguments; he does not equate either
the musical or the poetic composition with a moral discourse
i.e. he does not say music "teaches"” in the 1literal sense
filial piety nor does he intepret the poetic discourse in
terms of a simple moral discourse. He does, though, discuss
the aesthetic qualities of both the music and the poetry, and
implies that such qualities can both reflect and influence
human nature. It 1is 1important to note that he makes no
distinction between poetry and music - in fact treats poetry
as simply a mode of music.

98. Legge, idem, vol. V, The Ch’un Ts’ew with the Tso Chuen
(The Spring & Autumn Annals with the Zuo-zhuan), p.662.

99. See Chow Tse-tsung, idem, p. 2083.

100, Shisanjing zhushu, idem, p.1284.
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. as found in the 'Da xu’'. See earlier discussion.

102. Legge, idem, vol.I, p.211.

103. Legge, idem, Vol.I, p.323. My translations of "qunYﬁ%}

as "practice grouping”, and "yuan" (;y; ) as "practice
criticism" are distinctly different from the traditional
interpretations which tatk about "socijability"” and
"resentment”. We know that Confucius was particularly
concerned with sorting out and critiquing the traditional
collection of the Odes, and the following two phrases only
make grammatical and semantic sense if they are taken as
explanations of the above phrases; zhi ( ﬁ: ) clearly
represents an object pronoun referring to the Odes, and the
verb yuan g ) 1is used several times by Confucius in
conjunction with yuan (£ ). He appears to treat the two words
as cognates. Qun is often used in Chinese criticism to signify
"literary grouping" cf. X.D.X., chpt. I, p.2.. I admit,
however, that the interpretation of yuan (;%gf) in the sense
of "critiquing the Odes", though the term can mean "to
criticize", is unique. Yet, an honest appraisal of the two
phrases should recognize all possible interpretations and the
real questions each poses. Cf. Odes 35,253, & Analects IX.30,
XVII.25 etc.

104. See William McNaughton, “The Composite Image: Shi jing
Poetics", JAOS 83 (1963): pp.92-106.

105. See Shih-hsiang Chen, idem.
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106. See Christine Brooke-Rose, A Grammar of Metaphor, L.ondon:
secher & Warbourg, 1958, p.35; & H. Morier, “"Metaphore", in
Dictionnaire de poetique et de rhetorique, Paris: Presses
Universitaire de France, 1961.

107. Holzman, idem, p.35.

108. Legge, idem, vol.I, pp.144-145.

109, Legge, idem, p.157.

110. Legge, idem, vol.I, pp.315, 265, 323.
111. Holzman, idem, p.33.

112. Legge, idem, vol.I, p.146.

113. Holzman, fibid.

114. Sui shu (Fé’ % ), Beijing: Zhonghua shuju, 1973. See
appendix II.

115. Legge, idem, vol 1V, p.67.
116. Legge, idem, vol. 1V, p.400.

117. See C.H. Wang, "Naming the Reality of Chinese Criticism”,
ibid.

118. Al11 references to the Wen fu are to the text found 1in
Achilles Fang, trans., "Rhymeprose on Literature, the Wen-fu
of Lu Chi (A.D. 261-303)" in John L. Bishop, ed. Studies in
Chinese Literature, Cambridge: Harvard Univ. Press, 1966,
pp.3-42, abbreviated Fang W.F..

149. See introduction and notes in Fang W.F., ibid; & E.R.
Hughes, The Art of Letters: Lu Chi’s "Wen Fu" A.D.302,
Bollinger Series XXIX, Princeton: Univ. of Princeton Press,
19851.

120. A1l references to the Lun wen are to the text in Wen
xuan, commentary by Li Shan, You Mao ed., 3 vols., rpt.
Beijing: Zhonghua shuju chuban, 1977, Lun wen, pp.720-721,
abbreviated W.X.L.W.. )

121. James R. Hightower, "The Wen Hsuan and Genre Theory", in
studies in Chinese Literature, ed. John L. Bishop, Cambridge:
Harvard Univ. Press, pp.142-163. See also Hightower, "Literary
Criticism through the Six Dynasties”, in his Topics in Chinese
Literature, Cambridge: Harvard Univ. Press, 1971, pp.42-48,

122. Hightower, ibid.
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123. W.X.L.W., idem, p.720. See appendix III.

124. See translation and discussion of Wenxin chpt. XLVIII.

125. W.X.L.W

Vs Jbid. See appendix III. The precise meaning of
the phrase @ \

is problematic. The verb can be read in
either its trafS§itive or causitive sense 1.6 as either jian
meaning "to see" or "to observe", or as xian meaning "to make
apparent"” or “to appear". If one reads zi Jjian (self-
observation) it signifies zi xing jﬁ'i.e. "self-examination”
or if one reads zi xian (self-apparent) it signifies zi Jjue
W¥i.e. "self-awareness". Within the context to interpret, as
has been suggested, zi xian in the sense of "“showing oneself
off" reduces Cao’s arguments to utter nonsense. Throughout the

essay Cao focuses on the problems of "subjectivity" among
writers.

126. W.X.L.W., ibid. See appendix III.

127. W.X.L.W., ibid. See appendix III.

128, W.X.L.W., ibid. See appendix III.

129. W.X.L.W., ibid. See appendix III.

130. W.X.L.W., ibid. See appendix III.

131. W.X.L.W., ibid. See appendix III.

132. W.X.L.W., ibid. See appendix III.

133. See later translation and discussion of Wenxin chpt. VI.
134, W.X.L.W., ibid. See appendix III.

135. W.X.L.W., ibid. See appendix III.

136. Hightower, ibid.

137. W.X.L.W., ibid. See appendix III.

138. W.X.L.W., ibid. See appendix III.

139. W.X.L.W., ibid. See appendix III.

140. W.X.L.W., ibid. See appendix III.

141. W.X.L.W., idem, p.721. See appendix III. The final phrase
can be translated: "Only Xu Gan has composed a treatise (the
Zhong 1lun) that constitutes the discourse of a school of
thought.” What this means and why Cao would choose to mention
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it at the end of his discussion of literary form is not at all
apparent.

142. Da xue (7?£§$ yII.1. See Legge, idem, vol.I, p.361.
143. See Fang, W.F., idem, introduction.

144. The section divisions follow the divisions of the texts
in Fang’'s translation.

145, Fang, W.F. idem, preface, line 7. See appendix 1IV.
146. Fang, W.F., idem, preface, line 6. See appendix IV.
147. Fang, W.F., idem, section A, 1line 1. See appendix IV.

148. Cf. the beginning of Chapter XLIX & Paul Shao, "Liu Hsieh
as Literary Theorist, Critic, and Rhetorician”, unpublished
Ph.D. Dissertation, Stanford University, 1981, p.131.

149, Hightower, idem.
150. Fang W.F., idem, section E, lines 43-47. See appendix IV.
151. Fang W.F., idem, section E, lines 48-49.

152. Fang translates the section: "Different as these forms
are, they all forbid deviation from the straight, and
interdict unbridied licence. Essentially, words must
communicate, and reason must dominate; prolixity and
longwindedness are not commendable."” Fang W.F., ibid. What
"deviation from the straight" signifies is anybody’s guess.

153. Fang W.F., idem, section K, lines 79-93.

154. Kenneth DeWoskin, "Early Chinese Music and the Origins
of Aesthetic Terminology", in Theories of the Arts in China,
ed. Susan Bush & Christian Murck, Princeton: Princeton Univ.
Press, 1983, pp.199-206.

155. Fang W.F., idem, section F, Line 50. See appendix IV.

1566. Viz. Nan shi (History of the Southern Dynasties, 420-
589) 72.1782. ‘

157. See Richard B. Mather, The Poet Shen Yueh (441-513): The
Reticent Marquis, Princeton, Princeton Univ. Press, 1988,
pp.37-84.

158. The reasons for such phonetic precision in the early
Greek alphabet where both 1long and short vowels are
distinguished has never been adequately explained. Such
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precision 1is not required within common or practical
discourses. The fact that the Greek alphabet articulates the
elements of Greek prosody and poetics (viz. the literary use
of dialects) I don’t believe is accidental. Homer and the
Homeridae might well have had a hand in its development.

159. See Mather, idem, pp.44-64.
160. Mather, idem, pp.55-56.
161. Mather, idem, p.60.

162. Wen xuan, idem, Song shu, pp.702-704. See Mather, idem,
Pp.43-44.

163. Wen xuan, idem, Song shu, pp.703-704. See appendix V.
164. See later discussion of the phrase.

165. See Kong Fan ;(\Ji , "Liu Xie yu Foxuepﬂ%é($‘4¢" in
Zhongguo shehui kexue 4, 1983, pp.183-196. For a somewhat
negative appraisal of such attempts to see explicit Buddhist
elements within the Wenxin see Paul Shao, "Liu Hsieh As
Literary Theorist, Critic, and Rhetorician”, unpublished Ph.D.
dissertation, Stanford University, 1981, pp.115-116, n.42.
Shao also discusses the relationship between Shen Yue and Liu
Xie cf. idem, pp.145-146.

166. See David R. Knechtges, idem, pp.4-21.

167. Liangshu 8.167 - see appendix V & David R. Knechtges,
idem, p.7.

168. Wen xuan, idem. p.1. See Knechtges, idem, pp.72-97 &
appendix VI. My translation of the first two phrases is
distinctly different from the standard translation as found
in Knechtges® edition. I treat the initial particle shi

as a concessive coordinate conjunction. The particie is
traditionally explained as the equivalent of yi (p'4d ) or yong
()q ), and as found in both the Shi jing and the shu jing it
often appears to function as a cgordinate particle - cf. Ode
191. The expressigma xuan feng (%)_a_ ) is glossed by Li Shan
as meaning dao (17 ) “the inner logic”. Interpreted in this
manner the two pHrases set forth Xiao’s major premise i.e. an
examination of the origins and the development of a phenomenon
reveals its inner nature; otherwise, the second part of Xiao’'s
observation represents a simple tautology. The idea that
history reveals the inner nature of 1literature through its
transformations represents a major critical premise within the
wWenxin.

169. Wen xuan, ibid. See appendix VI.
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171. Cf. Donald Arthur Gibbs, "Literary Theory in the Wen-
hsin tiao lung", idem, pp.24-39; Paul Shao, "Liu Hsieh As
Literary Theorist, Critic, and Rhetorician”, idem; & Francoise
Jullien, La valeur allusive, idem. A1l three dissertations
attempt to treat the Wenxin in the 1ight of modern critical
thought but fail to establish a coherent and mutually
consistent interpretation of the text. They all tend to
isolate the arguments from their actual context and as a
consequence interpret the meaning arbitrarily. See also
Jacques Pimpaneau, Histoire de la l1itterature chinoise, ibid
and my remarks at the end of the dissertation. The fundamental
error in all the above discussions of the wWenxin lies in the
assumption that the treatise represents a traditional
“Chinese" analysis of 1literature which can, more or less, be
equated with Lu Ji’s Wen fu.
172. Donald Arthur Gibbs, idem, p.3.
173. See appendix IX for listing and summary of chapters.
174. W.D.X., idem, p.127. See appendix VII.
175. Legge, idem, vol.I, p.329.
176. Fang W.F., idem, preface, 1ine 1. See appendix 1IV.
177. W.D.X., ibid. See appendix VII.
178. shi ji, chpt. 74. See appendix V.
179. W.D.X., ibid. See appendix VII.
180. W.D.X., ibid. See appendix VII.
181. W.D.X., idem, pp.127. See appendix VII.
182. W.D.X., ibid. See appendix VII.
183. W.D.X., idem, pp.128-129. See appendix VII.
184. W.D.X., idem, p.129. See appendix VII.
185. W.D.X., ibid. See appendix VII.
186. W.D.X., idem, pp.129-130. See appendix VII.

187. Vincent Shih, idem, p.5. & XXixX-XXXii. Ccf. Gibbs, idem,
pp.25-39.

188. W.D.X., idem, p.1. See appendix VII.
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189. W.D.X., ibid. See appendix VII. For an elaborate but
imprecise discussion of the last thought see Fapcoise Jultien,
La Valeur Allusive, idem, pp.42-51. Wen ( 3¢ ) denotes an
aesthefic form and or a complex of parts and whole; it never
signifies simply the written language.

190. W.D.X., ibid. See appendix VII.

191. W.D.X., ibid. See appendix VII. My interpretation of shen
ming (24 ﬁ)il) as "intellect" is problematic. The phrase is
often used to signify both the divine and the intellectual
realities - cf. Zhongwen dazidian discussion of shen ming;
also see F.S. Couvreur, Dictionnaire classique de la langue
chinoise & H. A. Giles, Chinese -English Dictionary
discussions of shen. My own belief is that Liu is focusing on
the intellectual conotations of the phrase; this would not
exclude the belief that the intellect as a direct
manifestation of the divine intellect represents, in a sense,
man’'s "spiritual aspect”. The introductory clause itself is
an adaptation of a traditional discussion of the composition
of the Book of Changes. The meaning of the phrase along with
the verb zan ( i.e. "to assist” or " to elucidate”) within
the original context is also problematic.

192. W.D.X., idem, pp.1-2. See appendix VII. As wi shen ming
(see note 191) my interpretation shen 1i (W88 ) as "the
intellect’s structures" 1is problematic. The term "shen”
normally signifies "the divine" but it can also signify, as
noted above, "the intellect” or “the intellectual capacities”.
The precise significance of shen ming and shen 1i need to be
examined more closely within Liu’'s overall argument which
clearly articulates a rationalist point of view - cf. Zhongwen
dazidian’s discussion of shen and shen ming.

193. See Vincent Shih, idem, pp.15-17.

194. W.D.X., ibid. See appendix VII.

195. See Vincent Shih, ibid.

196. W.D.X., ibid. See appendix VII.

197. W.D.X., idem, pp.2-3. See appendix VII.

198. See Vincent Shih, idem, p.19.

199. A.0Q., idem 1447a13-18. See appendix I.

200. A.O., idem 1447a18-28. See appendix I.

201. Else, idem, pp.31-32.
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203. cf. A.0., idem 1448a1-3.
204, Tate, ibid.

205. J. Hardy, Aristote Poetique, Bude, Paris: Societe
d’edition "les Belles Lettres”, 1875.

206. Else, idem, pp.90-101.

207. Else, idem, p.93.

208. I am using "recit” not in the sense of a "narration”
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