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Bookfeller. O UR verfes, Mr. Botanift, confift of pure de-
JSeription, 1 hope there is fenfe in the notes..

Poer. 1am only a flower-painter, or occafionally attempt a land-
fkip ; and leave the human figure with the fubje@s of hiftory to

abler artifts,

B. It is well to know what fubje&s are within the limits of your
pencil; many have failed of fuccefs from the want of this felf-
knowledge. But pray tell me, what is the eflential difference be-
tween Poetry and Profe? is it folely the melody or meafure of the
language ?

P. T think not folely ; for fome profe has its melody, and even
meafure. And good verfes, well {poken in a language unknown to
the hearer, are not eafily to be diftinguithed from good profe.
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B. Is it the fublimity, beauty, or novelty of the fentiments?

P. Not fo; for fublime fentiments are often better exprefled in
profe. Thus when Warwick in one of the plays of Shakefpear, is
left wounded on the field after the lofs of the battle, and his friend
fays to him, ¢ Oh, could you but fly I” what can be more fublime
than his anfwer, ¢ Why then, I would not fly.” No meafure of
verfe, I imagine, could add dignity to this fentiment. And it would
be eafy to felet examples of the beautiful or new from profe writers,,
which I fuppofe no meafure of verfe could improve..

B. In what then confifts the effential difference between Poetry
and Profe *

P. Next to the meafure of the language, the principal diftintion
appears to me to confift in this: that Poetry admits of but few words
expreflive of very abftracted ideas, whereas Profe abounds with
them. And as our ideas derived from vifible obje@s are more dif-
tin& than thofe derived from the obje&s of our other fenfes, the
words cxpreflive of thefe ideas belonging to vifion make up the
principal part of poetic language. ‘That is, the Poet writes princi-

pally
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pally to the eye, the Profe-writer ufes more abfiracted terms. Mr.
Pope has written a bad verfe in the Windfor Foreft :

¢« And Kennet fwift for filver Eels renown’d.”

The word renown’d does not prefent the idea of a vilible object to
the mind, and is thence profaic. But change this line thus,

¢« And Kennet {wift, where filver Graylings play.”

and it becomes poetry, becaufe the fcenery is then brought before
the eye.

B. This may be done in profe.

P. And when it is done in a fingle word, it animates the profe; fo
it is more agreeable to read in Mr. Gibbon’s Hiftory, ¢ Germany
was at this time cver-fhadowed with extenfive forefts;” than
Germany was at this time fu/l of extenfive forefts. But where this
mode of expreflion occurs too frequently, the profe approaches to
poetry : and in graver works, where we expe to be inftru&ed ras
ther than amufed, it becomes tedious and impertinent. Some parts
of Mr. Burke's eloquent orations become intricate and enervated by
fuperfluity of poetic ornament ; which quantity of ornament would
have been agreeable in a poem, where much ornament is ex-
pected.
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B. Is then the office of Poetry only to amufe ?

P. The Mufes are young ladies, we expe@ to fee them drefled ;
though not like fome modern beauties with fo much gauze and fea-
ther, that ¢ the Lady herfelf is the leaft part of her.” There are
however didaétic pieces of poetry, which are much admired, as the
Georgics of Virgil, Mafon’s Englith Garden, Hayley’s Epiftles ;.
neverthelefs Science is beft delivered in Profe, as its mode of reafon-
ing is from f{triCter analogies than metaphors or fimilies.

B. Do not Perfonifications and Allegories diftinguith poetry ?

P. Thefe are other arts of bringing objects before the eye; or of
exprefling fentiments in the language of vifion ; and are indeed better
{uited to the pen than the pencil..

B. That is ftrange, when you have juft faid they are ufed to bring
their objeéts before the eye..

P. In poetry the perfonification or allegoric figure is generally
indiftin&, and therefore does not ftrike us fo forcibly as to make us
attend to its improbability ; but in painting, the figures being all
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much more diftin@, their improbability becomes apparent, and feizes
our attention to it. Thus the perfon of Concealment is very indif-
tin&, and therefore does not compel us to attend to its improbability,
in the following beautiful lines of Shakefpear :

She never told her love;
But let Concealment, like a worm 1’ th’ bud,
Feed on her damatk cheek.”—

13

But in thefe lines below the perfon of Reafon obtrudes itfelf into our
company, and becomes difagreeable by its diftinétnefs, and confe-
quent improbability.

<¢ 'T'0 Reafon I flew, and intreated her aid,

Who paufed on my cafe, and each circumftance weigh’d ;
Then gravely reply’d in return to my prayer,

That Hebe was faireft of all that were fair.

That’s a truth, reply’d I, I've no need to be taught,

I came to you, Reafon, to find out a fault. o
If that’s all, fays Reafon, return as you came,

To find fault with Hebe would forfeit my name.”

Allegoric figures are on this account in general lefs manageable
in painting and in ftatuary than in poetry : and can feldom be intro-
duced in the two former arts in company with natural figures, as is
evident from the ridiculous effe& of many of the paintings of Rubens
in the Luxemburgh gallery ; and for this reafon, becaufe their im-
probability becomes more ftriking, when there are the figures of

real perfons by their fide to compare them with,
Mrs,
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Mrs. Angelica Kauffman, well apprifed of this circumftance, has
introduced no mortal figures amongft her Cupids and her Graces. And
the great Roubiliac, in his unrivalled monument of Time and Fame
ftruggling for the trophy of General Fleming, has only hung up a
medallion of the head of the hero of the piece. There are however
fome allegoric figures, which we have fo often heard defcribed or
feen delineated, that we almoft forget that they do not exift in-
common. life ; and hence view them without aftonifhment ; as the
figures of the heathen mythology, of angels, devils, death and time ;:
and almoft believe them to be realities, even when they are mixed:
with reprefentations of the natural forms of man. Whence I con-
clude, that a certain degree of probability is neceffary to prevent us.
from revolting with diftafte from uanatural images; unlefs we are
otherwife fo much interefted in the contemplation of them as not to-
perceive their improbability.

B. Ts this reafoning about degrees of probability juft 7—When Sir
Jofhua Reynolds, who 1s unequalled both in the theory and praice
of his art, and who is a great mafter of the pen as well as the pencil,
has afferted in a difcourfe delivered to the Royal Academy, December
11, 1786, that ¢ the higher ftyles of painting, like the higher kinds
«¢ of the Drama, do not aim at any thing like deceptior; or have
¢« any expetation, that the fpe&arors fhould think the events there
« reprefented are really paffing before them.” And he then accufes
Mr. Fielding of bad judgmeut, when he attempts to compliment
M:r. Garrick in one of his novels, by introducing an ignorant man,
miftaking the reprefentation of a-fcene in Hamlet for a reality ; and’

bl ; thinks,.
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thinks, becaufe he was an ignorant man, he was lefs liable to make
fuch a miftake.

P. 1t is a metaphyfical queftion, and requires more attention than
Sir Jofthua has beftowed upon it.—You will allow, that we are per-
fe&ly deceived in our dreams ; and that even in our waking reveries,
we are often {fo much abforbed in the contemplation of what pafles
in our imaginations, that for a while we do not attend to the lapfe
of time or to our own locality ; and thus fuffer a fimilar kind of de-
ception as in our dreams. ‘That is, we believe things prefent before
our eyes, which are not fo. ‘

There are two circumftances, which contribute to this compleat
deception in our dreams. Firft, becaufe in fleep the organs of fenfe
are clofed or inert, and hence the trains of ideas affociated in our
imaginations are never interrupted or diffevered by the irritations of
external objeéts, and can not therefore be contrafted with our fen-
fations. On this account, though we are affe¢ted with a variety of
paffions in our dreams, as anger, love, joy ; yet we never experience
furprize.—For furprize 1s only produced when any external irrita-
tions {uddenly obtrude themfelves, and diffever our paffing trains of
ideas.

Secondly, becaufe in fleep there is a total fufpenfion of our volun-
tary power, both over the mufcles of our bodies, and the ideas of our
minds ; for we neither walk about, nor reafon in compleat fleep,
Hence, as the trains of ideas are paffing in our imaginations in dreams,
we cannot compare them with our previous knowledge of things, as
we do in our waking hours; for this is a voluntary exertion; and
thus we cannot perceive their incongruity,

7 Thus
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Thus we are deprived in fleep of the only two means by which we
can diftinguifh the trains of ideas paffing in our imaginations, from
thofe excited by our fenfations ; and are led by their vivacity to be-
lieve them to belong to the latter. For the vivacity of thefe trains
of ideas, paffing in the imagination, is greatly increafed by the caufes
above-mentioned ; that is, by their not being difturbed or diffevered
cither by the appulfes of external bodies, as in furprize ; or by our
voluntary exertions in comparing them with our previous knowledge:
of things, as in reafoning upon them.

B. Now to apply.

P. When by the art of the Painter or Poet a train of ideas is fug~
gefted to our imaginations, which interefts us fo much by the pain
or pleafure it affords, that we ceafe to attend to the irritations of
common external obje&s, and ceafe alfo to ufe any voluntary efforts
to compare thefe interefting trains of ideas with our previous know-
ledge of things, a compleat reverie is produced: during which time,
however fhort, if it be but for a moment, the objefts themfelves
appear to exift before us. This, I think, has been called by an in-
genious critic ¢ the ideal prefence” of fuch obje&ts. (Elements of
Criticifm by Lord Kaimes). And in refpe& to the compliment in-
tended by Mr. Fielding to Mr. Garrick,. it would feem that an ig-
norant Ruftic at the play of Hamlet, who has fome previous belief
in the appearance of Ghofts, would fooner be liable to fall into re-

verie, and continue in it longer, than one who poflefled more know-
K 2 ledge
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ledge of the real nature -of things, and had a greater facility of ex-
.ercifing his reafon.

B. It muft require great art in the Painter or Poet to produce this
tkind of deception ?

P. The matter muft be interefting from its fublimity, beauty, or
aovelty ; this is the {cientific part; and the art confifts in bringing
thefe diftinétly before the eye, fo as to produce (as above-mentioned)
the ideal prefence of the obje&t, in which the great Shakefpear par-
ticularly excells.

B. Then it is not of any confequence whether the reprefentations
«correfpond with nature ?

P. Not if they fo much intereft the reader or fpeftator as to in-
duce the reverie above defcribed. Nature may be feen in the market-
place, or at the card-table; but we expe& fomething more than this
in the play-houfe or piture-room. The further the artifts recedes
from nature, the greater novelty he is likely to produce ; if he rifes
above nature, he produces the fublime; and beauty is probably a
felettion and new combination of her moft agreeable parts. Your-
Telf will be fenfible of the truth of this do&rine by recolle®ing over

in’
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in your mind the works of three of our celebrated artifts. Sir Jothua
Reynolds has introduced fublimity even into its protraits ; we admire
the reprefentation of perfons, whofe reality we fhould have paffed
by unnoticed. Mrs. Angelica Kauffman attra&ts our eyes with
beauty, which I fuppofe no where exifts; certainly few Grecian faces
are f{een in this country. And the daring pencil of Fufeli tranfports
us beyond the boundaries of nature, and ravithes us with the charm
of the moft interefting novelty. And Shakefpear, who excells in all
thefe together, fo far captivates the f{peCator, as to make bhim un-
mindful of every kind of violation of Time, Place, or Exiftence.
As at the firft appearance of the Ghoft of Hamlet, ¢ his ear muft
be dull as the fat weed, which roots itfelf on Lethe’s brink,” who
can attend to the improbality of the exhibition. So in many fcenes
of the Tempeft we perpetually believe the a&ion pafling before our
eyes, and relapfe with fomewhat of diftafte into common life at the
intervals of the reprefentation.

B. 1 fuppofe a poet of lefs ability would find fuch great machi-
nery difficult and cumberfome to manage ¢

P. Juft fo, we fhould be fhocked at the apparent improbabilities.
As in the gardens of a Scicilian nobleman, defcribed in Mr. Brydone’s
and in Mr. Swinburn’s travels, there are faid to be fix hundred ftatues
of imaginary monfters, which fo difguft the fpeQators, that the ftate
had once a ferious defign of deftroying them; and yet the very

improbable
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improbable monfters in Ovid’s Metamorphofes have entertained
the world for many centuries.

B. The monfters in your Botanic Garden, I hope, are of the latter
kind?

P. The candid reader muft determine.

THE



