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I

In this essay I wish to discuss criticism as a form of allegory and the
personality of the critic as akey to allegorical interpretation. Angus
Fletcher reminds us that Quintilian is the first to define allegory as inversio
(“inversion”); it “either presents one. thing in words and another in
meaning, or else something absolutely opposed to the meaning of the
words.”! This broad definition is incorporated within Coleridge’s expanded
description of allegorical writing as “the employment of one set of agents
and images . . . so as to convey, while in disguise, either moral qualities or
conceptions of the mind that are not in themselves objects of the senses

. .”2 In other words, at its simplest level of expression, allegory is a form
of inversion whereby a text or an author implies: by this is meant that.
Bearing in mind Northrop Frye’s statement that “all commentary is
allegorical interpretation,”® I should like to expand upon these widely

" held Western notions of allegory and investigate certain writings by Chou
Tsojen (1885-1966) and Wang Kuo-wei (1877-1927) as types of allegorical
criticism. My claim is that both critics find in literature “one thing in words
‘and another in meaning,” and that both use in their own literary criticism
“agents and images” to convey “moral qualities or conceptions of the
mind” that are not self-evident in literary texts and at times are not self-
evident to the critics themselves.

If we grant that in a very broad and general sense criticism may be
looked upon as a type of inversion, a formal means whereby a reader states
that this (the literary text) means that (the interpretation), it may prove
helpful for the purposes of limitation to focus on a particular aspect of
allegorical interpretation. The dimension that I should like to consider is
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the personality of the critic: the conscious or unconscious interplay
between public and private personae of the critic that occurs in the act of
critical writing.

My reasons for this choice of emphasis may be explained as follows.
Recently, while translating an essay by a well known contemporary Chinese
critic who writes in both Chinese and English, I was struck by a marked
contrast between his persona (his public personality) in Chinese and his
persona in English. This contrast may not be entirely accounted for by
differences in audience or by the varying purposes for which the particular
essays were written. My feeling, and it is only an impression, is
that significant differences may be explained in terms of the personality of
the critic as it appears through diverse personae. In other words, as the
critic interprets a text (the #his) and explains to us kow it means or what
it means (the that), there is an intimate relation taking place between the
subjective aspect of criticism (the personality of the critic) and the objective
(the text). Furthermore, the personality of the critic may.change depending
on what public or private role (persona) it plays in the act of criticism.
While it is fruitless to speculate further on this particular critic since his
work lies beyond the scope of the present paper, it is an interesting question
whether the persona of a critic is a function of the language in which he
writes.

The questions which will concern us here are related to the former:
what is the role of the personality of the critic in the interpretation of
literature and how does his critical persona affect that interpretation? In
the case of Chou Tso4jen or Wang Kuo-wei, it would appear that the critic
maintains masks or roles (personae) which do alter the meaning and
function of literature. In order to discuss essays by these writers in terms
of the personality of the critic, it is necessary first to clarify further what is
meant by this critical approach. I shall also need to review the importance
of moral allegory in traditional Chinese criticism to determine what part
this plays in shaping the persona of the modern Chinese literary critic.

Is it possible for a critic to read literature objectively, or does he
always view a text as a reflection or extension of himself? To what extent
might the critic’s insight be personal?® We might assume that the critic
attempts to reveal the aesthetics of a work without the distortion of his
own personal preferences and values, yet critics themselves have sometimes
argued that all criticism is a combination of subjectivity and objectivity and
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that it is not possible to be purely objective. All reading involves the
personadlity of the critic and therefore a prerequisite to critical judgment is
an awareness of the subjective' dimension. In his work, The Scholar-Critic,
F. W. Bateson identifies nine steps in a literary cycle leading from a work’s
creation by its author to the reader’s evaluation. Steps one through four
involve the writer’s progression from theme, to symbol, style, and finally
language, ending in the work itself (step 5). The critic enters at this point
and successively pursues the remaining four steps of the literary cycle.
He proceeds in a reverse direction from the one taken by the artist and
moves from language to style, symbol, and finally theme (steps six through
nine).” In remarking on Bateson’s notion of the literarv cycle, Joseph P.
Strelka observes: “Although Bateson does not point it out explicitly, it
is obvious that from steps six to nine the role of the critic’s personality
increases constantly and that the act of intergration at step number nine
can be accomplished only in terms of the critic’s (or the reader’s) unique
personality.”® The evolving presence of the personality of the critic in
criticism is a given in Strelka’s view, and attains a dominant position in the
final act of judgment when the critic evaluates what he takes to be the
work’s theme.

Strelka’s stress on the obviousness of the personality of the critic is
elucidated in another way by Eugene H. Falk in his article “A Critical
Stance.” According to Falk, every critical stance pre-supposes some
concept of beauty which in turn is determined by the critic’s conditioned
view of life, his emotions, tastes, and experiences. “In all these considera-
tions the personality of the critic towers over the work.”” Falk argues
for an objective criticism which is unencumbered by personality. His
principle is that man can ‘“divest himself of the burden of acquired tastes
and direct his pure consciousness towards essential structures and
meanings.””® The realization of this “pure consciousness” is dependent
upon one’s ability to “bracket” all systems of law, religion, science, or
history, “so that an object may be clarified before it is explained.” In
short, for Falk, the personality of the critic is a given limitation within
critical activity which prohibits objectivity. Falk’s interest in “pure
consciousness” as a prerequisite to seeing an object in its “self-givenness”'®
reminds one of the Ming philosopher, Li Chih ( Z=# , 1527-1602), who
stresses the importance of maintaining the “mind of the child” ( E i,
t’'ung-hsin) in imaginative writing and critical evaluation—a mind that is
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“genuine, spontaneous, unbiased, and unobstructed by experience and ideas
acquired through contacts with other pecple or through book leaming.”!
I shall retum to this interesting parallel between Falk and Li Chih when
I discuss essays by Chou Tso4en and Wang Kuo-wei. At this point I should
simply like to suggest that this emphasis on bracketing and the concomitant
attraction to “pure consciousness” or the “mind of the child” are signs of
an effort to move away from allegorical interpretation. The question which
remains is whether such a movement is possible.

An essay by Murray Krieger provides a critical methoddlogy by which
I might approach the personality of the critic in Chou Tso4en and Wang
Kuo-wei. Krieger goes beyond the description of the given found in Strelka
and Falk and presents the reader with definitions and criteria by which he
might examine personality, persona, and person in literary criticism. At
the outset of “The Critic as Person and Persona,” Kieger raises a series
of questions which delineate the problem of the personality of the critic:

Yet there is a nagging skepticism that tugs at every honest critic, even after
he has done his best. He must candidly ask himself, as a stand-n for all
critics: Are the literary works we read our teachers, shapers of our visions
and our persons, or are they reflections of our needs? Do they seize upon
us and mold us, creating for us and in us the forms which become the forms
of all our imaginations, or do we seize upon them, forcing them to be what
our persons require them to be, puttiing them into a rude service for us?
And, if the latter, do we then, worst of all, read these caterings to our needs
back into the works and claim that they have been there all the time for us
to discover them where they lay? Are we doomed only to project our own
imaginative forms outward, peopling all works with the single cast of
monsters created by our own imagination, and so turning all works into
essentially the same work, even though we persuade ourselves we are but
responding to a variety of external features whose uniformity of pattern
seems to confirm our hypothesis about them? In his hermeneutic circulari-
ty, does the critic’s every claim to objectivity reduce to this charade played
out by his own personality in order to deceive—most of all-himself?

Because self plays a vital role in determining and constituting the object,
there cannot be any “pure” work which the eritic.can know apart from his
person and persona. The critic “has access t0 no works but only to versions
of works.”*?

Krieger speaks of the totality of the critic in terms of “the critic’s
doubleness’:ahd: of the dialogue that takes place in a critical work between

two antithetical ‘personae. Persona is defined as the public personality. of
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the critic which he adopts in his critical writings. It is “a kind of superego”
which stands for the critic’s system and perspective. Persona is the critic’s
official, authorized, and dominant voice. At the same time within the
sensitive critic there is present another antisystematic persona, the person,
which Krieger types as “the critic’s id.” ” This person may be the critic’s
actual “inner self” or “an artificial role” which he creates because he is
sensitive to limitations in his public persona or has reservations about it.*
At any rate, there is dialogue between persona and person: “The persona
says, ‘I am right about this object and about our general experience with
literary objects, of which this object is an instructive example. You ought
to agree with me.” The person (or the apparent person) rather insists,
‘It is exclusively  who is having this experience, which has never occurred
before. I must guard its authenticity and my private investment in it,
whether or not others will agree with what I find in it and even whether
or not it accords with other experiences of my own.””*® In addition
to this pattern in which the person acts as antagonist to the persona (the
critical system), there is another process whereby the person’s existential
needs create the persona and the literary theory and criticism necessary to
justify the persona.’® Whether the person is antagonist or reinforcer of
persona, there is a conscious or unconscious relation (depending on the
critic’s sensitivity) between persona and person in the critical act.

At the base of this dialogue, the fact of the critic’s doubleness is what
Krieger calls “metaphysical pathos”: “one’s conceptual assumptions
(conscious or unconscious, but probably unexamined) about the nature of
reality, assumptions which his primary existential stance requires him to
make.”!” It is this metaphysical pathos which is behind the person’s
establishment of critical systems and personae and his identification of
certain works as calling for his attention. The literature he prefers may
be that which supports or fits his critical persona.’® In the examination
of Chou Tso-jen and Wang Kuo-wei, we shall find very useful Krieger’s
identification of the signs of the personality of the critic: the doubleness
of persona and person, inconsistencies and paradoxes, polemics, alien and
challenging elements, dialogue both conscious and unconscious, an
underlying metaphysical pathos, and how and why a thing is said rather
than what is said. As Krieger notes, critics are paradoxically dramatic
figures, “self-conscious makers of metaphor.”’® In the play between
persona and person ainong exemplars of modem Chinese literary criticism,
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we may detect the “agents and images™ which embody critical systems and
which are signs of the Chinesé critic as a maker of particular types of
allegory.

Keeping in mind the preceding review of critical opinion on the
personality of the critic, let us now remind ourselves of the existence
of one feature of pre-modern Chinese literary criticism which may affect
the critical personae of Chou Tso{en and Wang Kuo-wei. The element
which I should like to single out is ethical or moral allegory. While both
Chou Tso-jen and Wang Kuo-wei react against moral allegory in their own
criticism, nevertheless their ethical stance indicates that they are strongly
influenced by its presence in the Chinese literary tradition. It is well known
that the tradition of allegorical interpretation of literary texts is very
ancient in China, going back as far as the moral readings of the Shik ching
(Book of Songs, 600 B.C.) love lyrics. Confucian commentators in the Han
dynasty, for instance, identified the lover in romantic poetry with the Xing
and the beloved with the prime minister. Adsle Rickett notes that
traditionally one of the reasons why the Chinese critic wrote was ““to
correct decadent tendencies in literature” and ‘that this often led to
allegorical interpretation.”® This emphasis on the ethical role of literature
has been traced from Confucius’ Lun yii (dnalects) to contemporary
communist China and is perhaps best summarized in a phrase coined by a
Sung dynasty Neo-Confucian philosopher, Chou Tun-i { FZE ) weni
tsai tao ( SCLAERSE | literature as a vehicle for the Way), according to
which literature is written in the service of moral education.?*

Traditional Chinse fiction has been similarly subjected to interpretive
allegory. During the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, Dream of the Red
Chamber ( #1182, Hunglou meng) was variously interpreted as a
political satire, an imperial love story, a patriotic dirge to the fallen Ming
dynasty, an autobiography, or a work of socialist realism.”> Anthony C.
Yu has noted the lack of discerning criticism of Monkey ( V8 ¥ ¢ , Hsi-yu
chi) at the beginning of this century due to the lingering influence of the
Ch’irig scholastic tradition. In contemporary China, Monkey is read “as
an allegory of Marxist dialectic.”®® In Mao Tun and Modern Chinese
Literary Criticism, Marian Galik points out the “unconscious influence”
of traditional Chinese ethical philosophy on modern Chinese critics such
as Mao Tun and other participants in the May Fourth (1919) movement.
During the movement itself there was aconstant concern expressed in

384



critical writing with the problems of ethics.?*

The persistence of the habit of moral allegory may be detected in
the work of the translator as well. Lin Shu ( #%¥, 1852-1924), the most
famous and influential translator in modern China, has been described
by Leo Ou-fan Lee ( Z=2EK ¥ ) as an odd combination of traditional scholar -
and Neo-Taoist Bohemian.?® His Confucian persuasion sometimes leads
to the unconscious projection of his ethical concerns into the text he is
translating. A case in point is to be found in his translation of a passage.
from Charles Dickens’ Oliver Twist.- Mr. Bumble is upraiding Mrs.
Sowerberry for giving Oliver “some dainty viands that the dog had
neglected.” The English original reads as follows:

“Meat, ma’am, meat,” replied Bumble, with stern emphasis. “You've
overfed him, ma’am. You've raised a artificial soul and spirit in him, ma’am,
unbecoming a person of his condition . . . what have paupers to do with soul
or spirit? It’s quite enough that we let ‘em.have live bodies. If you had
kept the boy on gruel, ma’am, this would never have happened.”’

“Dear, dear!”” ejaculated Mrs. Sowerberry, piously raising her eyes to the
kitchen ceiling: “this comes of being liberal!”

Lin Shu translates the latter passage as follows:

HETADBENEBERTERLEZEDRERAKE

(The lady, raising her eyes toward Heaven, said: “Isit really true that people
with good conscience will never be rewarded by Heaven?"'? [Leo Lee's
English re-translation])

The distortion here of the original is a humorous sign of moralizing and in
general Lin Shu’s translations provide interesting examples of allegorical
interpretation which exercised an enormous influence on modern Chinese
literary critics.®® While he translated some one hundred and eighty Western
works into Chinese, it is fascinating that he did not know a single Western
language.”® As translator, his irresponsible innocence is evidence of the
sometime dominant importance of personality and subjectivity which
override basic demands of objectivity.

When we turn from the tradition of moral allegorical interpretation
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in commentary and translation to modern Chinese literary criticism as
represented by Chou Tso-jen and Wang Kuo-wei, we discover a new and
intriguing type of inversion appearing in the form of the personality of
the critic. '

It

The literary criticism of Chou Tso4en is almost entirely personal and
subjective. One does not encounter in him Li Chih’s “mind of the child”
or the “pure consciousness™ and ‘‘bracketing” which Eugene Falk demands
of a critic. Indeed, Chou Tsojen’s writing often appears as an explicit
statement of his personal tastes and feelings and as such is very conditioned
by personality. Emst Wolff suggests that Chou Tso4en’s understanding of
the role of the critic is best exemplified in Anatole France—a critic with
whom Chou was familiar. In a passage from “La vie littéraire” which Chou
quotes at length, the French critic characterizes literary criticism as 2 blend
of romance and autobiography in which the critic tells of his personal
adventures among works of world literature. To France there is no such
thing as objective criticism.*® If we are looking for essential structures
and meanings in literature as Falk insists we should, Chou’s criticism may
well represent the very reverse of our expectations. In a sense, Chou’s
“impure” subjectivity is very curious since we know that he reacts strongly
against the kind of personal interpolations of texts made by commentators
of the allegorical tradition who read literature as a vehicle for the Way
(= VI & 38, wen [ tsai tao). In a series of lectures on the new literature
given at Fudjen University in 1932, the critic makes it clear that he
is opposed to literature which is.forced to serve ideology.>!

The importance of subjectivity in Chou Tso-en is partially explained
in these same lectures where the author discusses an ancient view of
literature to which he is attracted: “poetry expresses the heart’s wishes”
(5FEF, shih yen chih)®* As David Pollard notes, Chou interprets this
phrase to mean that literature is an expression of an author’s feelings and
a projection of his personality.® Chou’s identification with shi yen chih
may account for the dominant presence of subjectivity and personality in
his own critical writings, but does not explain the moral didacticism (wen
i tsai tao) which is equally present, especially in his earlier writings. His
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essays as a whole, as well as individual pieces, often present a curious
mixture. On the one hand there is an antipathy towards a subjective,
purposive didacticism in literature or criticism, and on the other hand his
own writing is often an expression of personal ethics which he appears
to want to inculcate in his readers.

David Pollard has documented a major shift in Chou Tso<jen from

“his early positive essays in which literature has a constructive use to alater
anti-purposive view of literature. According to Pollard, this change may
be attributed to Chou’s failure to foster social reform through the essay
Gradually, he adopts the view that literature is useless. Its only function is
that it may help the reader to relax and ease tensions, and even then its
appeal is limited: “It seems as if only the weaklings defeated in society
need literature. For those who are well placed and quite satisfied, and
can do what they will when they will, literature is naturally unnecessary.”* -
Pollard notes that Chou Tso<en himself pointed to a bipolarity in his
interests and a split in his personality between that of the rebel and that
of the recluse.3®

Chou Tsojen’s own acknowledgment of bipolarity has been
accounted for by Pollard in terms of the critic’s relation to society and his
reaction to external conditions. Once his ambitions to reform society
were denied, he withdrew from an active public role. I should like to
suggest that there is another factor which is more critical and which appears
within the essays themselves: the personality of the critic. The change
in Chou Tso4en is not merely an attitudinal transition from one pole to
another over the course of a writing career, but rather is found in the
shifting relation between persona and person in individual essays. If one
compares persona and person in essays written at different periods, he finds
that the relationship shifts significantly so that the persona of an early
critical piece becomes the person of another later essay. My view is that
Chou Tsojen was seldom certain about the relation between these two
voices of his critical personality, let alone fully aware of them, and that
the tension between them contributed as much to his critical stance as did
his relation to society and his frustrations with it.

In their studies of Chog Tsosen, both’ Ernst Wolff and David Pollard -
characterize the essayist in similar terms. Wolff speaks of Chou’s “devotion
to truth” and his ¢ emotlonal restraint.”*” " He finds that a “mood of cool
reserve and gentle aloofness” is encountered throughout the essays.>® Chou
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is celebrated for his “contemplative, nontendentious, nondogmatic™ essays
which are informed with a “well-adjusted, relaxed, good-humored, and
optimistic frame of mind.”* In “Chou Tsojen and Cultivating One’s
Garden,” David Pollard identifies Chou as the traditional scholar figure
found throughout Chinese history, “the sane, aloof, scholarly, humani-
tarian, unimpressionable, sceptical observer of the oddities and idiocies of
his age.”® Writing of the middle and, to some extent, the later period of
Chou’s career, Pollard notes that Chou’s antipathy towards writing useful
literature is based on his principle of individualism: an aggregate of
sincerity, truth, genuineness, spontaneity, and naturalness.”

Among these characteristic features of Chou Tsoden as essayist, one
can identify a persona. The critical stance of the public personality
{persona) is one of cool objectivity and diffidence. Chou is the recluse
and individualist who is against any purposive function in literature and who
favors a scientific approach to criticism. In an essay written in 1945, he
says: “In composing a work of literature one of the easiest faults to commit
is to attitudinize.”*

In contrast to the public persona of the detached observer, there is
an antithetical person (either Chou’s inner self or another artificial role)
whose voice is subjective, non scientific, and didactic. The existence of this
person is seldom made specific within the essays themselves, but Chou Tso-
jen does allude to its presence at various times when he reflects on his own
writing. Pollard brings to our attention Chou’s admission that even in his
middle period the dominant objective of his essays was ideological and issue
orentated.* “In his preface to K'u k'ou kan k'ou ( # [1H [0, Bitter
and Sweet, 1944) he confessed that none of his essays were without their
moral and political import; ‘if you extract this thought from them, what
is left is only empty words and phrases, entirely valueless.””** Despite such
rare candid statements which record the contrast between public and private
personae, Chou Tsojen himself was never comfortable about the am-
bivalence in his personality. In a 1937 essay he speaks of his early writing
in the following words: “Thirty years ago I was given to talking about
literature, as if I had a thorough grasp of the subject, and was willing to
offer wild opinions on many things besides. When I think back on it now I
break out in a sweat.”*

For a more explicit study of the relation between persona and person,
let us take-a closer look at an early well-known essay, “Humane Literature”
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( ABJ3CE2 ,Jen ti wen-hsieh 1918).% Before making any further
generalizations about Chou Tsojen and the pessonality of the critic, allow
me to identify persona and person in this essay and to make some tentative
_ suggestions about the metaphysical pathos which may-lie behind it. The
dominant official voice and public personality of the critic in “Humane
Literature” can be readily characterized as moral and subjective. At the
outset of the essay Chou Tso-jen sounds pietistic and categorical: “Humane
Literature is the new literature which now ought to be advocated while
inhumane literature ought to be condemned.”*” There exists a “correct
road” (IEE&, chenglu) or “humane way” ( A8, jen-teo) which man
should pursue from birth, but unfortunately that which is “humane” in
man was not discovered until the European Renaissance and the Protestant
Reformation. The extreme views of epicureans and religious idealists on
the relation between body and soul disqualify them from being able to
reveal “the correct life” ( IE & H:VE , cheng-tang sheng-huo).*® Humane
literature and its categories are dogmatically defined in moral terms: “In
a word, the difference between humane and inhumane literature is a matter
of the author’s attitude. Either he chooses humane life or denies it. That is
the key point. Content and style are matters of no significance.”*®

Following this emphasis on correct attitude as the definition of
humane literature, Chou Tsojen divides the latter into two types: the
principal form which depicts the ideal life or its realization; and a lesser
variety which presents ordinary existence or, by negative example, life
which is inhumane. Taking upon himself the role of censor, Chou alleges
that the quantity of humane literature in China is meager and he names
ten categories of traditional literature, including Confucian and Taoist
writings along with drama, supematural tales, and porography, “all of
which ought to be condermned.”*°

At this point a brief dialogue ensues within the personality of the
critic between his public persona and his private person. Chou appears
to have some misgivings about rejecting most of the Chinese literary cannon
for moral reasons (it is inhumane), and he grants somewhat grudgingly that
such literature may be extremely useful from the viewpoint of psychology
or literary criticism, but he adds that only the right persons should read
such material: “These categories of literature are actually all of much value
for investigating the national psyche, and from the viewpoint of literary
criticism several types are allowable. But taken as ‘isms,” these are to be
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universally condemned. Now should there be persons of wisdom and a
developed sensitivity, naturally they can be permitted to read such
literature. And if such persons can carry on research and criticism, we
would greatly welcome their work for it would be very beneficial to the
world.”S! However, literature is to be rejected because of “ism”™ or
“ideology.” In other words, what is clear in his argument, despite what
Chou says through the public persona, is that he is talking about content
as the mark of humane literature, and not just about proper attitude.
Among the various categories of traditional literature, it is the subject
matter which he finds morally objectionable and inhumane: eroticism,
scandal, the supernatural, slavery, banditry, ribald humor, and sentimental
romance.

After this brief interlude in which the voice of the objective person
expresses some reservations about the dogmaticism of the persona, the
essayist reverts to the position of didactic moralist. “The basis of humane
literature is humane morality,” Chou flatly states.’ As positive examples
of this humane morality in literature he cites the relationship between the
sexes in Ibsen’s A Doll’s House and The Lady from the Sea, Tolstoy’s
Anna Karening, and Hardy’s Tess of the d’Urbervilles. His evaluation of
these works is devoid of analysis—he simply cites titles and refers to them
as embodying his concept of humane morality: “male-female equality”
and “marriages of love.”s® Chou’s polemical view is then directed against
examples of inhumane morality which he finds in Tagore and Dostoyevsky.
Again his complaint is about content. The Indian writer is derided because
his novels idealize an Indian virtue of female chastity, suttee, according to
which a widow follows her husband to the grave. Dostoyevsky is described
as being “a great humanist,” but certain of his works are objectionable
because of content. “Although Dostoyevsky’s own personal words and
actions are one, we cannot acknowledge that the actions and events [found
in his writings] are attributable to human emotions and human strengths,
and so we are unwilling to advocate them.”** The critic then proceeds
to speak against social practices like kowtowing and bowing and to
condemn various traditional Chinese moral virtues such as female chastity
and filial piety. His effort seems to be to express a mildly revolutionary
ideology of his own; in the case of filial piety, for instance, he reverses
traditional norms and declares: “the existence of the ancestors is in behalf
of their descendants.”

390



At the close of “Humane Literature” we again have a glimpse of the
critic’s doubleness. In a concluding reflection on the essay itself, Chou Tso-
jen says: “On the basis of what has been stated it should now be clear
which- literature is to be advocated and which is to be condemned.”’5®
The objective person immediately reappears and questions the polemical
approach of the moralistic persona. A pointed reminder of the evils of
censorship is made in a brief allusion to the Literary Inquisition enacted
by emperor Ch’ien Lung of the Ch’ing dynasty. Supporters of humane
literature will not act so unwisely, retorts Chou: “Our position ought
to include a contemporary viewpoint along with a clear differentiation
between advocacy and criticism. When criticizing writers of past ages, we
shall recognize their historical period so that their contributions may be
fairly considered.”” However, in the sentences which immediately follow
this passage one detects again the presence of the official perspective of the
public persona which has consistently supported a didactic moral view.
While affirming that “one should not be an individual who stakes out
territory and considers himself to be different from mankind as a whole and
superior in virtue,” Chou states emphatically: “When it comes to propaga-
ting what we are advocating, we too must recognize our own times; we
cannot give way to viewpoints which are opposite from our own but have
no other recourse but to condemn them.”%®

One way in which we can appreciate this quality of the critic’s
doubleness in “Humane Literature” is by understanding what Krieger
would call the metaphysical pathos behind it. The essay itself does indicate
that there are certain assumptions Chou Tso-en makes about the nature
of reality. For example, without analysis or definition, he identifies natural-
ness with goodness and whatever is unnatural with evil. When speaking of
an ideal life for man, he assumes that love, wisdom, faith, and courage are
four cardinal virtues required for a basic morality.>® I might suggest that
it is partly due to just such a metaphysical pathos that his public personality
in “Humane Literature” is morally didactic. His assumptions about the
nature of goodness and the meaning of ethics may help to explain his
identification with certain literary works and his rejection of others, for
the literature he prefers appears to support his moral didactic persona.

Before drawing any general conclusions about Chou Tso-jen, there
are two further comments I might make here which may elucidate his
didacticism in “Humane Literature” and the predominance of personality.
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As a critic, Chou Tsoden is well known for his interest in Western realism.
He joined the prestigious Literary Association at its founding in 1920 and
in fact authored its manifesto. Its members and contributors, who include
some of the most prominent names in modern Chinese literature, were
principally attracted to Western realistic literature from the latter half of
the nineteenth century.®® René Wellek reminds us that realism in literature
is not simply the objective representation of reality. Realism is frequently
also didactic, moralistic, and reformist.®" The mozal element in Chou’s
critical writing may be partly a function of his concern for realism. My
second point has to do with a remark Eugene Falk makes about the special
advantages the study of modem art presents to the critic. Falk notes that
because modern art is non-sepresentational, we can no longer say a work
is good because we identify with its subject-matter. We are able to view it
with a pure consciousness.®> This may be precisely where Chou Tsojen
is at a disadvantage. He is atiracted to certain features of realism found
in Western writers such as Ibsen, Tolstoy, and Hardy, for example, because
their characters are representational and because one can identify with
subject matter, content, and, as Chou would argue, with the writer’s
attitude. In short, the importance of the personality of the critic and the
concomitant absence of pure consciousness which we find in “Humane
Literature” may be related to a content oriented fondness for verisimilitude
in Western realism and the ease with which the self is projected into a
reading of representational literature.

Whether or not the critical views of Wellek and Falk on realism
and modem art explain the predominance of subjectivity in Chou Tsojen’s
criticism, the previous discussion should make it evident that the Chou .
Tsojen whom Wolff describes as being restrained, contemplative, or non
dogmatic and whom Pollard finds aloof and unimpressionable, is scarcely
to be recognized in the early essays such as “Humane Literature.” In
“Humane Literature” one encounters a major difference in the relation-
ship between major and minor modes of persona and person which evolves
in the later essays. The personality of the critic seems to change. Instead
of the persona of cool scientific diffidence undercut by the hidden figure
of the didactic person, “Humane Literature” presents the reader with a
persona that is highly subjective and dogmatic and which is countered by
a person who strives to be objective and scientific.

The tension between persona and person in this essay is indicative of
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Chou’s unconscious attempt to establish an agent or image (the critical
persona) in order to convey a moral view of literature which is not
self-evident to his readers. In his later essays, he is not usually conscious of
his prime objective, which remains didactic, and in fact he tries to suppress
any utilitarian or pragmatic motive. In the -early essays, he holds that
literature is morally useful but he is troubled by doubts about the implica-
tions of his beliefs. Personae then may be viewed as allegorical agents which
are not consciously created but which inadvertently emerge when the
critic tries to suppress or to create a moral interpretation. The tension or
conflict between personae is always a sign of the personality of the critic
at work and, especially in the case of Chou Tso<en, is often indicative of
an unconscious didacticism. The important role of the personality of Chou
Tsojen may make objective criticism impossible. His moral didacticism,
whether explicit or latent, is perhaps disturbing to western students of
literature and critical theory.

Interestingly, it is the later Chou about whom Chiness readers
complain—the critic who removes himself from social problems, who
claims literature is unnecessary and has no social use, and who lives himself
like a recluse. Despite the fact that Chou Tso4en privately stated that the
majority of his essays had their moral or political import and that they
were issue-oriented and ideological, the public persona of a detached hermit
proved offensive to his critics.

At the same time, I doubt that the public personality of his early
essays such as “Humane Literature” was offensive to his Chinese audience;
indeed, his readers may not have been aware of personality as a critical
problem. As we have seen, a didactic stance and a moral allegorical view of
literature belong to a long standing tradition. Furthermore, the majority
of writers of the Literary Revolution (1917-1937) were committed, at least
in the initial stages of the movement, to transforming society through
literature. For Chou Tso-en to go against the Confucian past and to reject
traditional literary forms was not to say there was nothing to uphold. The
reverse is true: to oppose the old for moral reasons was to uphold the new—
again, for moral reasons. This is why I should surmise that what is attractive
in Chou Tso<en is the public personality of the early essays which is not
scientific or objective, but rather moral, didactic, and, above all, traditional.
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When we turn to Wang Kuo-wei, we again encounter the basic features
of the personality of the critic: persona, person, and metaphysical pathos;
but this time we find that the relation between these elements is essentially
different than in Chou Tsojen. Wang’s basic assumptions about the nature
of reality are unclear to himself, while a persona which ostensibly adheres
to a theory of pure consciousness is subverted by a person that does not
know how to be analytical. However, the two critics are similar in that
in Wang, too, persona and person are agents Or images whose presence
evidences a didactic approach to literary criticism. Such a likeness should
not surprise us, for it reflects 2 common concem among critics writing at
the turn of the century. As Anthony C. Yu notes, “Even when China began
to feel the impact of Western culture in the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries, the attention of the littérateurs was captured more
frequently by the ideological than by the aesthetic dimension of the arts.”®

For the purpose of limitation, I should like to focus discussion on one
substantial piece by Wang Kuo-wei, “A Critical Essay on Dream of the
Red Chamber” ( ¥L¥EE 3 , Hung-lou meng plinglun), written in
1904.54 A number of critics have remarked upon the seminal importance
of this essay in Wang Kuo-wei’s writing career and its vital role in the
development of modem Chinese literary criticism. John C. Wang of
Stanford University feels that although “A Critical Essay on Dream of the
Red Chamber” emphasizes content, it is “still one of the best and most
sustained pieces of critical writing ever written during this period. It
advanced Chinese fiction criticism to a new level of sophistication, to which
we can look up even today.”® In “Recognition and Anticipation in Wang
Kuo-wei’s ‘Criticism of Hung-lou meng,”” Chinghsien Wang ( T ¥5#L ) of
the University of Washington has identified Wang Kuo-wei as the first
Chinese comparatist in the study of East-West literary relations and his
essay on the Dream as the source of a modem aesthetics in China. In
philosophical insight and historical awareness, this work of literary criticism
“has hardly been surpassed by the hundreds of Chinese essays on the Red
Chamber Dream.”®

Wang Kuo-wei’s study of Dream of the Red Chamber combines
general philosophical viewpoints held by Arthur Schopenhauer with a
predominantly Buddhist understanding of reality. Indeed, as Chinghsien

394



Wang notes, the German philosopher is the source of many concepts in
Wang Kuo-wei’s early essays such as the aesthetics of pessimism, the ethics
-of suicide, Longinus’ theory of the sublime, and Aristotelian tragedy.®”’
To a certain extent, the critic misinterprets Schopenhauer. Maridan  Galik
finds that while Wang Kuo-wei thinks that “release” or “deliverance”
(#8218 , chiieht0) from desire is the main function of a work of art in
Schopenhauer’s view, actually the German philosopher held that the
negation of the will to live is an important measure of artistic value, but
only in tragedy. Comedy, for instance, affirms the will to live.*® Despite
such minor misconceptions, Wang Kuo-wei’s grasp of Schopenhauer is firm
and his utilization of the latter’s ideas provides us with a fascinating
example of a comparative approach to a major work of Chinese fiction,
Dream of the Red Chamber.

In “Recognition and Anticipation,” Ching-hsien Wang notes that in
general there is a disparity between theory and practice, or between
philosophical principles and actual behavior, in Wang Kuo-wei. The latter’s
suicide in 1927 may itself be viewed as contradicting the main tenor of
thought found in “A Critical Essay” in which suicide is viewed as an
affirmation of the will to live rather than its négation.®® Professor Wang
finds that Wang Kuo-wei has a dual personality; for example, there are,
it seems, two voices in his written work, one in prose and another in poetry.
“In prose essays, he was confident, forceful, and -almost always
iconoclastic.” However, in poetry Wang Kuo-wei takes on another
personality: he appears “uncertain, indecisive, and often . . . self-pitying.”
Mr. Wang concludes: “The robust essayist was a languid poet.”™ This same
duality is found in Wang Kuo-wei’s view of the function of art and in his
approach to literature as a reader. On the one hand he favors objectivity
according to which there is no relativity between subject and object, and on
the other he seems to become captivated by his critical object: “The
essayist involves himself in the fictional world, and tends to compare
himself to the hero therein.””* .

Yet this disparity between theory and practice does not necessarily
mean an absence of intellectual integrity, Professor Wang suggests. While
suicide subverts the point of view affirmed in “A Critical Essay,” Wang Kuo-
wei himself feels the relation between philosophical principles and actual
behavior to be indefinite and relaxed. Speaking of the person of intel-
ligence, he explains himself: “It is not that he can really put theories in
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practice; to formulate them, however, is fun. He does not mean to
communicate them with others, either; he entertains himself with the
theories! But why? For, with one who knows the meaning and the pain
[of life] equally well, it is the only way to comfort himself.””* The illusion
of a unity of theory and practice is fostered by a sense of humor; or, put in
another way, this unity really does not matter anyway since it is all a matter
of fun. Readers ought not to take an apparent disparity so seriously since
critics themselves are only playing games in order to assuage their awareness
of the human condition. The ambiguity in this passage is disturbing in the
light of the serious convictions expressed in “A Critical Essay,” but such
contradictions are to be expected if we keep in mind that in general there
is a similarly ambiguous metaphysical pathos behind all of Wang Kuo-wei’s
essays. As Chinghsien Wang observes: “Between his mind and heart,
there was always a gulf. He was never quite capable of determining whether
the world was will or idea.””

Having reviewed the dichotomy between theory and practice in
Wang Kuo-wei and the duality of his personality in prose and poetry, I
should like to observe the presence of the personality of the critic within
a single work, “A Critical Essay.” There is an intriguing synthesis of
personae in this piece. Perhaps it is better to say that here one finds two
public masks, or that at times it is difficult to identify the private inner
voice of the person as a separate entity. The relation between persona and
person may be viewed as a kind of unconscious allegory—a form of
metaphor or myth making for the sake of a critical interpretation. In
general, I should suggest that what we have in “A Critical Essay™ is the
reversal of the relation between persona and person in Chou Tsojen. In the
latter we find what Murray Krieger calls “an existing systematic attachment
for the persona” which is “subverted by the person.” Whether the persona
is subjective and the person objective, as in the early essays, or the reverse is
true, as in the later pieces, persona and person are often in opposition to
one another. On the other hand, in Wang Kuo-wei we have an example of
another very different process also identified by Krieger. The system
represented by the persona in “A Critical Essay” may be viewed “‘as having
been created to begin with as a rationalization of the person’s existential
needs.”™ The individual personshas certain assumptions about the nature
of reality (metaphysical pathos), he searches for a literary example which
embodies his world view (the Dream), and then creates a persona which

396



fits personal needs (“A Critical Essay™).

At the end of “A Critical Essay” Wang Kuo-wei’s purpose in writing
is made clear. He criticizes the many studies of the Dream which are textual
rather than literary criticism. He debunks the popular notion that the
novel is a political allegory or the author’s autobiography. Like any
objective critic, he has tried to clear away false subjective readings so that

_the Dream may be appreciated for what it is, Wang Kuo-wei’s confident
position here is typical of the prose personality which Ching-hsien Wang
depicts as follows: ““This is the definitive study of the particular cultural
aspect we are dealing with,” he often-seems to say, ‘and any other pursuit
different from the guideline herewith pointed out will be completely
foolish.”™  Such forcefulness in the critic ought not to surprise us, of
course. As we have noted earlier through Krieger, the obiactive persona
states “I am right about this objéct .. .. You ought to agree with me.”
The reason why such confidende is possible is because the critical persona
is one of commitment to truth and an objective presentation of evidence.
The facts supposedly speak for themselves. And vet, as I have noted in
Chou Tsoden, the personality of the critic is complex and sometimes
impure, and to assume objectivity is critically naive.

Wang Kuo-wei’s own belief in objectivity is fui her exemplified
in his affirmation of Schopenhauer’s theory of art. In reviewing the latter,
Wang considers Schopenhauer’s definitions of beauty and the sublime (by
way of Longinus) to be supremely important. We become aware of beauty
in nature or art when for a brief peaceful moment wé are no longer attached
to the object by our desires and we are unconscious of any relation between
ourselves and the object. The more profound and disturbing sense of the
sublime occurs when the observation of the object obliterates the will to
live.”® Such an experience of beauty or the sublime in which we transcend
the subject-object relationship is described in moving terms by Wang
Kuo-wei:

It is like a full moon above billowing - clouds or the sun bursting forth at
dawn;_’it is as though a capsized boat sinking in high seas were suddenly
blown to its familiar homeland shore, or the good news of a harmonious
blue sky suddeniy appearing among layers of clouds; it is like a fish escaping
its net and falling into the sea or a bird fleeing its cage and flying to
mountain woodlands.””
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In providing this rich experience of the beautiful and the sublime, art is
the embodiment of the ideal of pure consciousness and objectivity.

One would think that given this admiration for art and such a belief
in its value, Wang Kuo-wei would imitate the model in his own criticism.
After all, this is his complaint at the end of “A Critical Essay”: other
critics are merely subjective in making allegorical interpretations of the
Dream. However, Wang’s objective stance is actually exceptional in his
essay considered as a whole, and the impersonal ideal which he finds in art
is not imitated in his own criticism. There are many examples of the
subjective persona in “A Critical Essay,” some of which I shall note, but I
should Iike first to make the point once again that there is not a conflict
between personae in Wang’s study of the Dream—this might be a sign of
the critic’s own self-awareness of his personality—rather, his public persona
is in harmony with his person and is the fruit of an existential need.

“A Critical Essay” begins with a clear revelation of metaphysical
pathos: the first few pages on life and art are actually a personal statement
of a world view. Wang Kuo-wei cites relevant passages from Taoist
philosophy and then goes on to describe his view of the human condition.
“Man’s greatest misfortune is his possession of a body,” Lao-tzu is quoted
as saying in the Tao te ching. Chuangtzu states: “In form I am nothing but
a great clod of dirt and my life is but toil.” To this Wang Kuo-wei adds:
“Long indeed has been the mutual relation between disaster, toil, and
life.”™ Should ‘the individual person live a long or short life, there is the
same common experience of human selfishness about which Wang Kuo-wei
feels completely pessimistic:

During a hundred years of labor by day and worry by night, where there
is poverty and old age but no knowing their end, do you wonder if anyone
Tives beyond self-preservation and making a name? There isnot. And after
the hundred years are over and one looks back at his achievements, had there
been any living beyond self-preservation and making a name? There has
not.”

The source of this unhappiness and self interest in Wang’s opinion is not
the natural mutability of persons and things, but rather the existence of
that which is the essential character of life, that is, desire. When desires
are unfulfilled we are unhappy and when we get what we want we become
bored. “There is never any final relief,” Wang declares. Boredom itself is

398



a form of misery just as is the very struggle for happiness. The advancement
of civilization and the extension of human knowledge only serve to
expand the periphery of desire and to deepen the experience of pain. Since
it is against the nature of life to void itself of suffering, Wang concludes:
“Desire, life, and pain, these three are one.”%

To the reader of Schopenhauer or to one who has some familiarity
with Taoist and Buddhist teachings, there are parallels in Wang Kuo-wei.
While the name of Schopenhauer is not mentioned until the second section
of the essay, one can surmise that Wang is borrowing heavily from the
German philosopher. What is significant from the viewpoint of the
personality of the critic is that the above is a statement of metaphysical
pathos coming from the writer’s person. He assumes the truth of the
assertion that desire, pain, and life are one, just as he accepts uncritically
Schopenhauer’s description of the function of art. Once we are given this
unexamined world view so plainly stated, it is perhaps no surprise that
Wang Kuo-wei discovers a text, Dream of the Red Chamber, which he claims
is patterned after the personal phildsophy he espouses, or that the persona
of the critic who interprets the Dream is a reflection of the person.

In his discussion of what he calls the “spirit” of the Dream in section
two of “A Critical Essay,” Wang Kuo-wei characterizes Pao-yu as a hero
who liberates himself from desire, and he identifies the jade piece which is
found in Pao-yu’s mouth at birth with desire. The entire fate of the boy is
owing to his foolish desire for life, or what Schopenhauer calls the will to
live. In other words, Wang Kuo-wei adopts Schopenhauer’s philosophy of
life and his concept of the hero and applies these to the Dream and its
characters. When Pao-yu voluntarily returns his piece of jade to a monk in
chapter 117 of the novel, says Wang, this symbolizes the end of desire and
the realization of deliverance. The hero achieves what Schopenhauer terms
the goal of “lifelessness” or “will-lessness.”®*

The treatment here of the Dream is didactic and instructional rather
than analytical. There is little investigation of textual evidence which
supports the interpretation of Pao-yii or of the jade. Rather, Wang Kuo-wei
cites passages which he considers self-evident expressions of the world view
he espouses at the beginning of “A Critical Essay.” His is basically a
“literature as philosophy” stance. Instead of careful exposition of character
and symbol which might support an interpretation, we find that the novel
is simply read single-mindedly.
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Actually, it might be argued that what is unique about Paoyu and
makes him an exceptional “hero” is that he does nothing to merit his
salvation. One could show that he is the most sensitive person in the novel
and that deliverance is a gift which comes to those who are sensitive. But
this does not fit the theme of self-responsibility and self-deliverance which
Wang Kuo-wei envisions in the novel by way of Schopenhauer. As for the
notion that the jade is a symbol of desire, this too needs the demonstration
of evidence rather than simple assertion. It is commonly called Pao-yu’s
“life” (A= 4, sheng-ming) in the novel and is linked to his sensitivity, his
creativity, and his divinity as a stone in the creation myth. While I cannot
go into these various interpretations at this point, I simply wish to paint cut
that there are many altemative views which have been shown to be
consistent with the novel. This is not the kind of consistency we find in
Wang Kuo-wei—the examination of examples and the analysis of passages.
But there is a consistency of persona and person. The public image of
the critic which assumes the validity of a concept of hero and desire is also
one which supports the assumed world view of the person.

There are many examples of a subjective persona assuming the
position of the uncritical person in Wang Kuo-wei’s evaluation of the
aesthetic value of the Dream (section three). Using Schopenhauer and
Aristotle as supports for his generalizations, Wang asserts that the
uniqueness of the Dream in Chinese literature is that it is a tragedy: ithas
an unhappy ending; the characters are identified with a desire for life and
the resultant suffering; it is about ordinary human beings, circumstances,
and moral problems; its unhappy ending is therapeutic for it is consonant
with the novel’s aim which is to liberate the reader from the will to live;
its essence of fear and dread is purgative and therefore its value as a work of
art is one with its ethical purpose.®

Again, whether or not these views are valid, there is very little
demonstration that they are applicable to the Dream. As proof of the
exceptional tragic vision of the novel which runs counter to normal Chinese
expectations of a happy ending or of poetic justice, Wang Kuo-wei quotes
a poem alluding to 1i Wan, the mother of Pao-yu’s nephew, Chia Lan,
which appears in chapter 5 of the novel as one of the twelve poems in the
songcycle called “Dream of the Red Chamber.”® The critic offers no
explication of this poem, but simply notes that the quotation “is sufficient
for one to understand” that the Dream is a tragedy “from start to finish.”®
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To demonstrate that the novel exemplifies the sublime, he merely
cites a long passage from the final meeting between Pao-yi1 and his beloved,
Black Jade (chapter 96), and then comments: “There are many passages
in the Dream like this one. How it moves one’s feelings! Whoever has an
aesthetic sense experiences it here.”% We see from such instances in “A
Critical Essay” that Wang Kuo-wei’s critical persona is not merely didactic
or ideological. What we have in his criticism is the primacy of intuition and
the subjective response to literature. The reader is expected to share the
world view of Wang Kuo-wei just as he is expected to assume the critical
vision of other writers with whom the critic is sympatheﬁc. Once these
givens are accepted by the reader, he will trust his personal experience in
reading the novel and he will share Wang. Kuo-wei’s interpretation by
responding to the Dream directly, immediately, purely, and simply.

This reliance on the intuition of the critical persona is affirmed
in Wang Kuo-wei’s subjective criticism of Schopenhauer which closes his.
discussion of the ethical value of the Dream. Wang insists that from the
viewpoint of ordinary morality, Schopenhauer’s ethical ideal of deliverance
or release is too individualistic and elitest. The emphasis -n personal
responsibility and salvation has to be erroneous, he conjectures, since
chance, accident, and circumstance are really at the base of human
existence. We are all from the same womb, muses Wang, so it must be that
everyone is involved in deliverance. If everyone cannot overcome the will
to live, neither can the individual, for mankind is one in will and desire. A
merely individual rejection of will is nothing but a selfish form of pleasure
which some call “deliverance.” After all, so far as salvation itself is
concerned, Wang laconically notes, we still do not know whether even
Christ or Buddha really achieved deliverance. He concludes by stating
that willlessness is as impossible an ideal as selflessness.®

This final passage is characteristic of the Wang Kuo-wei of “A Critical
Essay.” The Dream and the philosophy of Schopenhauer are used ty the
critic to present at the close of his essay his final assumptions on the 1ature
of reality and his own intuitive response to his questions. Such a cinsing
statement is consonant with his critical persona that effective critic;sm is
subjective and intuitive. The earlier stated thesis that art gives pure
objective knowledge because it excises the relationship of desire and the
attachment of will belongs to Schopenhauer alone. Wang wants to subscribe
to this objective vision, but his person cannot really share it. In reading
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both the Dregm and Schopenhauer he is personally enmeshed in what he
reads. The aesthetic argument is in favor of objectivity, but the actual
critical stance is subjective in keeping with a personality which is
fundamentally intuitive in mode. This paradox is the key to the general
atiractiveness of “A Critical Essay” and the reason why it has continued to
be a touchstone in modern Chinese literary criticism.

In Chou Tso4en and Wang Kuo-wei we see that the claim to truthful
interpretation and the appeal for agréement from the reader include an
element of allegorical inversion. Personae are agents of literary interpreta-
tion and as such are often metaphors for the dialogue between subjective
and objective aspects of the critical personality. The unique interplay
between persona and person within the personalify of each critic informs
-us about the significance of a particular essay and contributes to our general
understanding of the nature of critical activity. As we become aware of the
difficult problem of pure consciousness and objectivity in Chou Tsojen and
Wang Kuo-wei, we rediscover the validity of their critical stance and the
function of intuition, subjectivity, and didacticistn in modem Chinese
literary criticism.
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