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. INTRODUCTION

In t-he course of any artist's career there usually are changes in
the attimdes towards hﬂ.m. I;t‘ he is developing, the changes should be a
.t‘act, espeoially if the times are changing also. If the artist does not
show any di.fferencee duri.ng his career, there 1s 1ittle point in his
creating after the first product.. The more important the artist, the
moxe li.kely ha is to have an effect on his times and on the field of
art in which he worka. It is possible that the times may change as a
result of his work and influence. The times may change more precipi-
tately than he, and he nay be 1eft behind4 Probably for him to have the
maadmum inﬁnence he ahould develop much nore rapidly than the tines,
leav:\.ng a gmat deal for future generations to “discover® in his work,
This heritage for the i‘uture may, of course, prevent his own generation
i‘rom ﬂ.nding him particularly int.erest-ing or worthwhile, and may even
cause him nat to make a livi.ng
| Soma critics during his career seened to have resented their not
being able to get inaide James' rmind to dissect him more easily than
they ware able to do. One of the greatest canges of grievances against
hizn was ‘oheir not being able to comprehend him, Critios have responded
'm.th abuse, derision, accusations of both too great a morality for
realistic m'iting ’ and of imorality, and they have also hinted that he
was a grea’c. deal of Bound and fury signifying nothing,
o Other critics contemporary vwith James treated his indlviduality
wi'ch more respect than those who found many faults in him. Without



by-passing the tricks of phrases end the obscurities, they willingly
gave hin credit for using all these characteristics as implements of
innovation., They even agreed that the innovation might be valuable,

That there was any sort of gradual bullding up to his present-day
reputation on all phases of his writing does not show in the reviews.
From the firs} some were favorable, and some otherwise, without any pare
ticular decline of either types, The things for which he was praised and
the ones for which he was taken to task did change during his carser,
This change, of course, was a reflection of his own technical develop-
ments and of the temper of the period!s belng changed also,

In the early days James! style and manner of writing were often
praised, but as time went on, these came in for less favorable commend
from various quarters. iany of the critics felt that he was becoming
too inbroverted to commnicate effectively with an audience,

The earlier reviews contain phrases such as observations on his
flight touch” and on his "economy," which never appear in later motices.
These phrases denote changes in James' style, of course, as well as in
the critics' opinions of him, One strong characteristic which was
observed falxly early in his works and which continued throughout, was
his obscurity., The changes in types of comments on this were intensie
fied rather than veering off in any other direction,

One thing that seemed apparent in the reviews, the feeling that
critics rarely expressed in so many words but which pervaded their
writing, was the impression that James was a writer whe could not be

dismissed lightly or ignored. His talents might not be comprehended,
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but he demanded some sort of reaction. Any of the crities who attempted
to show themselves as infinitoly superior were the losers by straining
at the effort.

Several of the more popular notions about James should be dige
pelled by this paper., One of them 1g that James moved to England and
found that country more receptive than America. He did find it a better
place in which to work, but the critical notices in the two countries
show that he was not more fully appreciated in England, The American
press was sometimes more harsh than the British, it is true. On the
whole, however, reviews in American periodicals were Jjust as perceptive,
if not more soy as the English, Further, they took more favorable note
of him on many occasions, and thelr awareness of James' abilities came
earlier in some instances than in England,

The average reading person is apt to think of Henry Jares only in
terms of the style of his later years. This styley which is full of
layers of meaning and buttressed with heavy words and sentence struce
ture, is undoubtedly the easiest to spot and imitate, But it was not
his style in the first part of his career, as can be seen through the
eyes of the reviewers in those days. It 1s hoped that this realization
will destroy another misconception about James.

A popular noticn about Jares, that he was a psychological novele
ist, is one that should not be at all modified by this paper. Through
the reactions of the critics who variocusly berated him for the lack of
action in his stories or who were delighted with his probing of the

interior life of his characters, it can be seen that this is Jjust what



he was,

An important thing thet should be borne in mind is that even
though the eritics in the periodicals have a great influence in shaping
taste, they are not sble to foist poor material off on the public, nor
are they always able to kill the potential of a good work of arte. The
mogt that can be said in a generalizing sort of way is that they are
usually a reflection of the thinking of the more thinking people.

The morals of James! stories and the thinking of his critics
about them are testimony to the changing times, James was often
dencunced for his hints of immoraiity. In the novels of the 1960's,
such as works by Faulkner, Steinbeck, or the highly mblicized lirs.
Hetalious and Mr, Nabakov, immoral goings-on are never merely hinted.
They are spelled out, either in sturdy AngloeSaxon tems or ccuched in
more sophisticated languzge. Often such elements of "rum, rape, and
rebellion®” are the only claim the novels have to literary distinction.
Poblishers have found that they can sell books which are so cauposed,
and the public acceptance bears them out,

There has been of late a movement to dissuade authors from overw
loading their stories with all varieties of carnage, as in 2 speech by
John }Mason Brown before the Richmond (Virginia) Book and Author Dimner
in April, 1962, which was strongly critical of novels which bear such a
heavy burden of immorality. Whether thls movement will spread widely is
a matter that camnot be predicted.

To return to nore specific matters, Hemry James was not an author

whose stories were consistently best sellers, He was able to support
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himself by his writing, but because of certain characteristics, which
were noted by his critics, he did not become a novelist of the common
people, What these characteristics were and how the critics felt about
them are the foundation for this paper. During his lifetime and since
his death a change has taken place in his literary status. The quali-
ties of thal change are also a component of this paper.

This study has been an attempt to give a survey of the present
state of the literary reputation of Henry James and to trace 1ts developw
ment through the years,

The first chapter deals with the critical reviews which appeared
about James during his creative career (from 1877 to 190L). Excerpts of
these reviews have been quoted and analyzed to some degree. The general
purpose has been Lo try to discover if there have been definite trends
in critical thought which have led to the present feeling about hinm,

The second chapter conbains trends in criticlism on James during
the years since 19l3. That year was picked as a starting point because
it was the mndredth year since James! birth, 18L3. With the notice
teken of that fact in the press, some renewed interest in him was
stirred, Scholars had not actually been neglecting him durdng the
interim between his death in 1916 and this centennial, but the general
public, it seems, had paid him litile notice,

In the third chapter are divisions based on sonme of the more cute
standing characteristics James displayed, as they have been commented on
by the critics. These comments include observations on his abilities as

a literary critic, his qualities as an observer, his morality, his



characterization and plots, his obscurity, and a division of the English
and American thinking on Jarmes.

This sort of study has involved some digressions on the crafﬁ of
criticism, To accept evem which has been written about Henry
James as absolutely true would be folly., Some sort of assessment of the
statements is necessary.

There has been, also, selectivity involved in the criticisms
which have been includeds Some which have seemed intelligent, or
noticeably un~intelligent, significant in pointing out certain qualities,
or have had some other point of interest have been chosen over ones
which seemed to be bits of hackwork.

Certain questions are bound to arise in the course of any amount
of reading about James, especlally in reading the current pieces about:
him, There is a highly defensive tone which is quite apparent in the
majority of it. What has led to this feeling? Has it been a tendency
which was bullt up over the years or is it more the product of a literary
accident of some sorit?

In studying the reviews which were published concerning James!
work during his life time, it 1s evident that his critics then saw quite
different qualities in his work than those which present-day evaluators
have discovered. The noticeable major qualities which eritics then and

now have found are the main body of this paper.



CHAPTER I
CRITICAL REACTION TO HENRY JAMES 1877 TO 190l

This chapter deals wlth reviews of works by Henry James beginning
in 1877 and contiming through 190h., The first date was chosen because
it is the year of the first review which could be foundj the second,
because it is the date of the last major novel produced by James, Later
works appeared, but they need not be considered significant for this
paper.

It should be noted that the reviews of James in the earlier years
regarded him largely as a commentator on the international scene, and as
‘time pasged, it was felt by many of the reviewers that he was developing
some defects of style which interfered with his audience’s full appre-
ciation of him, The first chapter does not deal with these defects
except as they appear chronologically in the eyes of his critics. These
quirks of James! writing are discussed more fully in the tidird chapter.

This chapter is designed to portray the fiction of Hem'ylfames as
it was seen by the people who lived in his time and who regarded him not
as an historical figure but as a writer whose work was in need of
reviewing because it was being published with some frequency, The vary-
ing attitudes of the reviewers beyond their realization of the need of
Jemes' works for reviewing are shown in the excerpts which have been
quoted.

In the great majority of the reviews the articles were unsigned.

In such cases, the page, date, and name of the magazine in which the
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roeview appeared are the only pieces of infarmation included in the foobe
notes, |

In one of the earliest available reviews of work by James, the

eritic was writirg sbout The Amorican in 1877, Though the element of

passion was found wanting, the critic was not entirely displeased, for

he wrote!

s » » Apart from this how much there is to admire in the novell
The different threads are managed with rare skill, . . » There is
great completeness and skill in these chapters. But the best thing
of ally in our opinion, is the delicacy with which Madame de Cintre
i drawn, with her shyness and generous delicacy, The gucceas here,
attained as it is by that apparent simplicity which is the height
of art, gives the novel a place among the best modern studies of
society,; and makes it an honorable example of !Mr. James' serious
endeavor to attain excellence only by careful choice of methodsel
This critic showed sympathy with James! thinking, and let it be
knmown that he knew something of the author's aims in writing, too. He
was no stranger to good critieism, which should have some more stable
base for remarks than the reviewer's personal opinions. Though these
points enter into the final judgment, they cannot be applied fairly if
no conception of the purposes of the author are gained first, This
eritic knew that James was serious in trying to "attain excellence only
by careful cholce of methods,® and this knowledge enabled the critic to
make some decislon as to whether that goal had been reached,
One of the characteristic marks of criticism on James is his
seriousness about his work., A good rumber of people apbreciated this

approach to his professionj others felt that he could have improved had

1_;‘1‘}_1_(3 Nation, May 31, 1877, p. 325.



he eased up &8 bit in his zeal,
'In 1878 an English reviewer writing sbout James' book, French

Poets and Novelists, praised hin for a work which showed that he could

write and think, though the critic admitted to being uncertain about the
meaning of some of the words. He wrote:
There has of late years appeared nothing upon French literature
so intelligent as this book « « « acg’ce, full of good sense, free
from affectation and protence. « o . »
That this book is praised for its Mlack of pretence™ might sure
prise some readers who are more familiar with James! later style, which
has been condemned more than once for being altogether too full of pre-
tence, and pretentiousness as well, This may poin’p to a definite
developmental trend in James' style.
A facet of his writing which many critics deplored was what they

felt was Jares! lack of moral quality, Hore specific citations will be

made later. However, in 1879, a reviever criticizing The Madonna of The
Future wrote that James was quite similar to Balzac in his studies of
relations between the sexes, except that James, be felv, was pmhibite_d
from some of Balzac'!s freedom by his M"Angle~-Saxon reticence.“3 " That
this reviewer was English is obvious from his rext remarks.

To say that they are written in an excellent style, with scarcely

a trace of what Englishmen are wont to emsider Americanisms, and

that' they abound in charming bits of description and shrewd conceits
neatbly expregsed, is only to say that they are by Mr. James; but it

%Ine Athenaeun, March 16, 1678, p. 339,

BThe Athenaeun, November 8, 1879, p, 593.
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1s to be hoped that he is not yet at the end of his invention. « Wb
The English perheps could never forgive James for coming over and
writing about them more percepbtively than most of thelr native writers
could do., They took, on the whole, a gomewhat condescending attitude,
such as characterized sbove by Yscarcely a trace, . + of Americanisms,”
Maturally bits of Americanisms were to be avoided at all costs, Any
clear=~thinking Englishman knew that. If James could manage to shake off
his faintly unsavory background of America, it was so much the better
for him,
Anocther point which naturally comes under consideration in dise
cussing a novelist is his development of the chéracters in his stories.
Are they merely names on the page, or do they have more meaning for the

reader than that? In a review of "Daisy Miller" amd The Europeans, the

first a short story and the second a novet which were published in 1878
and 1879, an early critic said that he felt James described street
scenes, houses, gardens, and the like, better than people, probably
because
« « o the former are conscientious coples from a model, while his
meén and women are fictiona of the intellect merely, whom he makes
lmown t6 ug by descriptions and assertion instead of by the natural
unfolding of their dispositions and characters through the medium
of thinkings and sayings and doings. . « « interesting portra.i'gures
e ¢ « but » o « not sufficiently real to rouse our sympathies.

To this critic's mind, James rmust not have passed the test of breathing

brpsa,

SHarper's Weekly, Jamary, 1679, pp. 309-10.




reality into his people, Whether this is a result of James! methods!
being too radical for the critic to fall in line with his thinking or
whether the critic simply rejected the characters while understanding
their exposition is not known, James at this time was probably not
inportant enough to merlt a separate review for each story.

Another review of "Daisy Miller® in 1879 praised the author and
also named the two other writers the critic felt had influenced James:

He is 1little more than a begimer, and he already writes gith
the aplomb of a veteran; he has almost acquired a mamer,

The critic continued by saying that he could see the influence of Balzac
and Trollope in James and he thought James should take care to avoid
beconing merely a reflection of Trollope, who was go easy to follow, It
should be noted that another ecritic had slready mentioned the similari-
ties of James and Balgac, in a review of The lMadonna of The Future.

In 1880 a critic evidenced some reluctance to discuss James, say=-
ing that his novels “are better fitted to be read and enjoyed than to be
eriticized.”! This may, perhaps, be attributed to a feeling on the
reviewert!s part that James was saying more than he was understanding;
his :en;arks are not disparaging in the least, and seem to show that he
approved of James'! writing:

« .+ « a8 imponderable but yet as delightful to the observer as

the tail of Donati's comet . « , that seemingly light but really
careful touch of which Mr, James more than any living English

6Tha Athenasum, Harch 1, 1879, p. 275.

7The Athenseum, Jamary 3, 1880, p. 16,




writer possesses the secreb.a

It may be mentioned that this was appearing in an English magazine,
rather making the compliments stronger, especially as the reviewer gave
James credit for belng an Englishman, or 1f he were mat saying that, he
placed him above his English contemporaries, which is generous also.
The "light touch® mentioned by this reviewer ;s' an interesting phrase,
It denotes a quality later critics seemed often to find lacking in James,
How was Henry James as a literary ocritic? Two opinions of his
‘work, Hawthorne, for the Inglish Men of Letters series, show that he did
not appear the same to all his beholders.
Fron The Athenaeum; an English magazine?

o » » hardly more than a taskwork, done cleverly no doubt . + » but
not especially interesting and not in the least important as throw-
ing new light on its subject.?

From Harper's, an American magazines

e o » Will nmot suffer in comparison with the best of its predeces-
S0rs &+ ¢ ¢ Fulfills the design of the series , . « the effect of
the whole being to make the reader thoroughly asquainted with all
the phases of Hawthorne's life and character . . . admirable
faculty of cholce and selection 4 » . artistic disposition and
arrangement of raterials. . . « occasional interjections of sneering
disparagements of American literature , . « detract from the other
‘substantial merits of his performance,l0. .-

That an American reviewoer should be more sensitive to "sneering

Vdi‘sparagements“ of ‘the literature of his country is quite natural.

B1pid.
9Ibid., ppe =15,
yarperts, March, 1880, p. 16.



While the English critic seemed to take no notice of such an attitude,
it rose up to canse offense to the American., The fact that the American
thought the book would compare favorably with the best of its predeces-
sors does not signify a great deal unless one has studied those prede-
cessors, The others may not themselves have made an important contribue
tion to literary papers.

Probably one of the words most frequently associated with Henry
James is Mobscure.? Was thils quality one which flourished early in his
career or did it come about after long years of maturing? It was noted

in 1881 in a review of Washington Square:

* « o ONCE oil‘wi.ce the desire to put things smartly had nade
him obscure.

and though the reviewer carmented that it was not a new story,'Mr. James
has contrived as he usually does, to throw a new charm over the old
s’aary."lz The attractions of the story were not masked by the cbscurity
thisg t'im. Washington Square has been dramatized many tines, sometimes
appearing under the name of The Heiress.

The Portrait of a Lady has been mother of James' more famous

novels, How good was the portrait of the main character and the lesser
ones in the eyes of contemporary critics? One of them reacted to the
“paintings® of James this way:

s & ¢ 8 vivid and lii‘elike portrait of a woman at different stages
of her 1ife . . « other portraits , + . painted in rich but delicate

nThe Athenaeum, February 12, 1881, p. 228,

ryig,



colors, and are noteworthy for the clcamess and definiteness of
their outlines, and for their display of emphatic but not violent
contrasts,

This eritic sensed that James did not deal in Yviolent contrasts' and
ééns’equently did not feel that they were required in order to present
‘descriptions of the personag of his story.

In 1890 the story The Tragic Muse was published, Instead of the

somewhat spotty coverage by reviewers of his earlier stories, this
received notice in at least four magaszines, one English arnd three Amerie
can, James was becoming a writer whose name attached to a new book had
neaning for a growing public, Instead of seening to include hin only ir
there were roomy the book editors were making sure he got attention,

Was this story 51' an actress universally appealing? Vere the more
notable Jamesian characteristies becoming apparent to the critics?
These excerpts may help one to see how he stood in their respective
vieus,

From The Athenacum:

o o« [the book/ has a good deal of the ingemity and careful accom-
plishment which one expects from him, but little or none of the
keenness of perception and discernment, the delicacy and distinetion
of touech which marked Daisy Miller., . « « Jameg still shows himself
ford of working round a situation . . . but alvays receding without
ever carrying awey the barrier « . « a good deal aboub painting . .
« about Part for art's sake® goint of view, which the British public
is struggling to graspe o s o L

Here the critic obvicusly has some acquaintance with James'

BdarEr's, February, 1882, p. L7h.
l"'l’he Athenaeun, July 26, 1890, p. 12l.
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earlier works, for a comparison is made, not particularly favorable, to

The Tragic Muse. This' seems to be a favorite gambit of book-reviewers,

referring to earlier works as somevhat superior to the one under discuse
gion in the review, It may be & perfectly legitinate and honest attempt
to offer compardsons as an effective mecans of judgment, but it somehow

acts to make the critic seem superior to both the writer and the readerx

£ the review,

In the threo reviews in American magazires, Uhe story fared as

indicated below:

¢« « « 1t 13 & finer power which discerns the crumbling of the
interior defenses of the human citadel and discloses the ruin by
glimpses through the fair exterior, OSurely the art of tho novelist
is acquiring a wider range when to the novel of adventure, the
novel of dramatic completeness, the novel of character is added the
novel which gives us a picture of human life as it passes before
the spectator who . . . attempts something like the generalization
of the sub oxder to wuich it belongs. « « o technique o « 4 at
first « + « Seems inconsistent with breadth of handling, but on
closer serutiny proves to be the facile instrument of a master worke
men who 13 thinking of the soul of his arb , . «F

This alone should form some sort of proof that James was not appreciated
in England before he found an andience in America. This has been a popu-
lar supposition about James. One review is not sufficient to form the
conclusion, however. What was being said about this story in the other
American magagines?
The traditional roundup when each character receives his just
deserts is honored in the breach here, a novel which makes the
farthest departure from the old ideal of the_novel.  + « the

question never was what they /The characters/ were going to do,
but what they were. . . « as for literature, what grace, what

15At1antic Marazine, September, 1890, p. l19.
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strength! The style is sweetness on the tongue, a rmsic in the
ears The whole picture of life is a vision of Lordon aspects
such as no Englishman has yet been able to givet so broad, sol,
absolutey 8o fresd from all necessities of reserve or falsity.

And from the third source:
By far the most brilliant and faithful representation of the suce-
cessful modern actress that has sver been achieved in English
riction.]'?

Allowing for the possible intended slur in the last remark about

the achievements of English fiction, these two seem to concur with the

first from an American magazine, The general notion has been that Janes

did not find an audience in America until well after he had tecome

establisﬁed in England., 1f the fmerican audience were tardy, it was at

least as enthusiastic, and even more so, than the English,

Two reviews of the Lesson of the lMaster, a collection of short

stories published in 1892, brought forth these two differing comments:

Mr. James often shows at his best in the short story, where
space does not allow of circumlocution or prolonged fencing with
direct isgsues, « » o Often admirably interpreted as only a keen
understanding and a vivid sympathy with such pr-blems may inter~
pret, Yet there lacks something, Is 1t a want of substance
that in some places verges on thinnegs? » » o rather the echoes
of feeling than the feeling 1tgelf,t

This one had been published in an English magazine in larch, and

the next comes from an American one in April of 1892:

To stand apart and watch the fight (or even the small scrimmages)
and then to tell, neither approving nor conderninge-~that is the

16Hax'-per’s Magazine, September, 1890, p. 639,

17@33 Nation, December 25, 1890, pp. 1016,
18rpe Athenaeum, March 19, 1892, p. 369.




lofty and lonely function of the modern artist in fiction, To

attain this height he mst not become a monster incapable of

emotion or sympathy, but he must feel for all the participamts

in the conflict and not with any,l9

Again the contrast between the Inglish and American attitudes

finds the American rore enthusiastic. The English review also brings up
a question which has plazued critics of James for years, ¥Was he better
at writing short stories or novels? There have been proponents for both

sides.

A concurring answer appeared in The Athenaesum in 1893, perhaps by

the same reviewer, who wrote that he preferred to read James' short
stories and felt James was wise to stick to writing them because it was
obvious that "his meagreness of incident and lack of motive are less
apparent.”zo Other conclusions on the shortestory or novel question
will be noted as time passes in criticisms of James' career,

In Pictures and Text James chatted about some of the magazine

illustrators of the day. His interest in art was well known; many of
his stories concerned artists of various sorts, and his manipulations of
the English language were coming to be fanous, too,
Even if he had nothing to say, his perfection of saying it
would commend him to the artistic soul.s But he sees both with
eyes and imagination, and describes with the true art sense,2l
wrote one reviewer in 1693, The book pleased him on the score of con-

tent and mebthod.

197he Nation, April 28, 1892, p. 3%.
®m.e sthensewn, May 13, 1893, p. 60L.

21Harper's Magagine, June, 1893, p. 3.
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Another eritic bowed to Jams! reputation while humorously cane
menting on his style:

Of Mr, James's quality as an essaylst we need not speak.

Even those who do not care for him rmst admit his painstaking
fidelity to his modelsy and at the worst, he may serve to
sharpen the reader's appetite for a bit of downright Anglo-
Saxon,

While James remained a stylistic enigma to many throughout his
career, he amused otherg, and bored still others. Experimenters in any
field must come to expect that their attempts to change things will not
always be welcomed heartily, and Jares, who claimed that he did not
allow reviews to influence him one way or another, should not have been
particularly swayed from his course by any such roemarks.

While it is obvious from the foregoing quotations that reviewers
rarely concur in their opinions of various points in the works of art
which they criticize, it may be somewhal less noticeable that they often
discuss completely different aspects of the same work, What may inter-
est, one in plot determination may be lost on another who studies charac-
terization or dialogue. Of course, some authors have qualities that are
so outstanding that the reader's attention is forced on them no matter
where his chief interests may lie, Henry James was an exhibitor of cor-
tain attention-getting features, some of which have already been men-
tioned in this paper.

In a review of The Private Life (1893), the critic remarked on

some of James! outstanding characteristics and noted some others which

221 Dial, July 16, 1893, p. L7.
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struck him, saying that James had a tendency to make his reader feel
dull because ha cannot discover what the story really was all about.
The stories, the reviewer fellt, had conversations which had
s » o all the terseness and actuality which are always assoclated
with Mré Jdames! representation of modern men and women's convers
sation,

Laurence Hutton, reviewing the same book, showed thst he had been
affected similarly to the other critic by some thinps and took note of
soms others in which he was interesteds

Henry James is a sure refuge in time of trouble from Problems of
Poverty and Socialistioc Questions, and all the disturbing interro-
gatio'nﬁ which the daily newspaper and the daily conversation pre-
sent,2 ‘

Of course, this, without actually saying so, seemed to be telling
James that he was ocut of date, that there was nothing of contemporary
interest in his stories. Hutton was not the first nor the last to
insinuate that James was not abreast of his times. The review continues:

He has an artistic reticence which is admirable, he has habits of
obgervation and thought which are unerring; he has a brilliancy
of method which is almost dazzling, and he has an umusual clever~
ness.25

What promised to be a review with rather sly damning by faint
praise, or more accurately, reverse praise, proved to have actually more

appreciation than many critics seem to have had, 7The method, the quali~-

ties of observation are all mentioned with approval, VWithout trying for

23The Athenaeunm, July 8, 1893, pp. 60-61.

21’La:ir'ence Hutton, Hag;er's Hagazine, September, 1893, p. ke

251\31(1'.
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t00 many special effects of his owm, lMr. Hutton managed to give a rather
acute sunmary,

James managed to produce a variety of writings during the same

periods of his career, Oome essays followed A Private Life very quickly.

Two criticiams, one English and the other American, will demonstrate the

reaction to these Essays in London and Elsewhere on both sides of the

Atlantic.
From the English viewpoint in 1893:
« » » Bub the main drawback to the volume is the tortuous English
which ¥Mr, James has chosen to write, evidently under the impres=
sion that he ought to evolve a style of his own, Some of his

bizarre phrases are ha}gpy; but usually they are the reverse . « .
pitiful affectations,?

The stylistic chenges again came under fire. That these were not
‘a product solely of his later development is shown from their being
noted here. The "bizarre phrases" bave caused perhaps as much telk as
-any other facst of James' writing, particularly among those who have not
read a great deal of his work.

From the American side of the ocean and of the li’derary table:

. No writer of fiction has suffered more from the people who won't
‘or can't understand what he is trying for, while none has more

' ponsistently directed his energy toward one issue--the perfection
of expression,?7

This much alone should have given James some thoughts about where

he wés really eppreciated. The American critic has again proved more

2604 Athenaeun, July 29, 1893; pe 156,

27_’;‘_}13 Nation, November 30, 1693, p, L16.
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sympathetic and receptive to the aims James had set for himseclf, Had
James returned to America to live, however, his creative instincts might
have been changed so that he would not have written the same things
which he did write, or he may not have written at all.

f In the same review, the critic assessed same of the reasons for
James' lack of »‘i)oﬁmlar appeals
P @ameg? failed to apply hils exquisite method to subjects
~woll in the range of common e:»periencg and that appeal with some
‘passion to intelligence and emotion,2

The 1aclc of passion also has been noted in James' fiction. This

does no’t. i.nda.cate tha’c. passion is not hinted at or that the evidences of

it do not. abound, but that 1t is rarcly described, even in vague terms,

'D:f James.

In reviewing The Wheellgg Time (1893), a critic slipped in his
opinion on whose literary daséendant James was, Nob Balzac this time,
not Hawthorne, nor even Trollope, but a new addition was put on the
ist, accompanied by reasons. This critic thought that it was Washing=
ton Irving, and he quoted a letter of Irving's to Henry Brevoorts

" « » I consider a story merely as a frame on which to stretch

my materials. It is the play of thought and sentiment and lan-
8uage; the weaving in of characters, Lf’h‘oly but expressively
delineated; the familiar and faithful exhibition of scenes in
Cormon 1ife. o o ."29

It was the reviewer's idea that James followed alorg the same
Lines ‘quite well, and that as Irving had said of himself that he followed

i ————

28__1'1‘1:_9_' Nation, November 30, 1893, p. l17.

zgﬁ_amr's Magazine, Qctober, 1893, pp. 2-3.
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his own "achool," so did James, However, if the writer of the review
had believed that James followed in Irving's footsteps, it seems incone
gruous that he should also think that James followed his own school.

The two theories appear to oppose each other,

Another collection of short stories, The Heal Thing, also

appeared in 1893, and a eritic in writing about this volume helped to
give a surmary of the picture of James' productions up to that time as
viewed by a thoughtful and analytical contemporary:
His work of today varies from his earlier work, does so through
the natural process by which the subtle grous more impenetrable,
and ths delicacy of shade is divided by still finer discrimination.
We confess to liking this author best in his larger books, beccuse
with greater space there is more room for his characters, built up
out of an infinity of particulars . . . and because we think Mr.
James himself therein brings into play powers of composition which
scarcely have scope in his shorter stories. . . « Nevertheless, he
remains today, in sone respects, the consummate artist in miniature
story-telling of this generation,30
This critic also chalked up a vote in the long-or-short story
controversy while discussing the merits of James, which evidently were
found to be profuse, Not to be outdone by anyone who might favor the
short stories, this writer commends Jamss' skill in that department,
100,

In the same review of "The Real Thing," the writer admits a cer-
tain amount of bewilderment with good grace. This is notable in the
face of some of the oriticism of James which displayed degrees of hos-

t1lity ranging from irritation to wrath.

30tne atlantic, Hovembor, 1893, pp. 695=96.




17
We /reach an interpretation/ boldly, though ten to one the
author of the tale could find us a dogen other intarpretations
of the parable, ‘That is the bewlldering and teasing eifect of
Kr. James'! recent fiction. . « o IS it not the result of
steadfast search for the real thing that Mr, James has rinally
come very near to squaring the circle in fiction?3l
Here again the critic shows a knowledge of Some amount of James'
work. In such revelations by thcse who were writing about him in his
own day are the grounds for belleving that he had gained an audience, at
least among the more literate members of the population,

In 1695 another collection of short stories by James, Terminations,

was published, It was becoming even more apparent that James had reached
the posltion of an auwthor whose works commanded attention, and possibly
even some study cf previous works prior to delivering'judgment. The
critic thought highly of James! particular tzlents, saying:
Scarce any other contemporary man of letters could have brought
the same qualities to bear in like degrec and proportion, or
bestowed the rare and delicate handling he has lavished on this
picture of the isolation of two souls, If it at all fail of
its full effect, we need nct dwell on shortcomings to which the
author is himself more keenly alive than we can be,

This is not blind admiration, but it does determinedly refrain
from emmerating the "shortcomings,"” Whether the critic truly admired
James as much as he seemed or if it were the author's reputation which
drew forth these words would be hard to say. For the rcason that
eritics seem generally only too happy to prick holes in the reputations

of writers, it seems safe to assume that this one was gincerely

3ipid,, p. 696,
326, Athenacum, June 15, 1895, pe 769
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enthusiastic about Henry James.

The same review contimied, latei-'\:‘discussixig some of the aspeots
of the story, and also pointing out some of the characteristics which
other critics have found typlcal of Jamess

This submerged and elusive consciousness (that is not exactly

sentiment and is certainly not incident) is never suffered to
emerge clearly, nor yet to sink completely. The consequence is
the reader, and we_suspect the writer also, experience a sense cf
strain and effort.33 _
Could this be taken as an example of nineteenth century brinksmanship?
That a writer could keep hls reader so poised and simltaneously trying
to decide whether sentiment or incident were the point in question seems
a tribute to skills of a sort. The critic continmued, noting a quality
which is rarely thought of in commection with J ames" stories:
With such passages of trenchant wit and sparkling observation,
surely in his best manner, Mr. Janes ought to be as satisfied
as his readers cannot fail to be,3

It might be well to note that this review came from an English
magazine, and does not hold to the line of faint superciliousness which
can be detected in many of the criticisms of James by other Englishmen.

In an American magazine of 1695, the critic also showed himself
to be acquainted with James' works and style, saying that it was "dis-
tinctly his peculiar quality" and that his "touch in studies in the

American character is brilljiant and secure."35

31b1d,, po. 769-70,
Shrbsq,

35Ha1fper’s Weekly, July 27, 1895, p, 701,
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This critic was somewhat less effusive in his discussion, and
presented a more reserved opinion:

« ¢ « Wise and sensitive reticence, which sometimes shades inbo

the defect of his virtue, perhaps; I am not sure of this, + « »

One quits his company with a sense of life which has been lived,
and will be lived again.36

Some critiecs have been urmsually afflicted with uncertainty in
discussing James! works. Such lack of wishing to cormit oneaelfxﬁo any
final statement can be sesn in the excerpt above. It elnmost seems as if
thers were a desire to keep from going out on a limb, ospeciallylin the
direction of condemning any feature. .

During the middle of the 1890's Henry James was possesscd of a
strong ambition to write for the theatre. Few 1f any crlties had seen
dramatic qualities in his other writings, and it was surprising, no
doubt, that he should undertake this new medium,

In 189L he published Theatricals, a collection ot plays which, he
amounced, were written for a certain company of English actors. Such
plays accompanied by such an announcement brought forth a torrent of
condermation., An American critic seemed to express the general aﬁtitude
vhen he called the fitting of plays to actors or companies of actors
"talloring" which Yencourages bad acting," and felt that they wore 'more
likely to meet with judiclous appreciation in their present form" than

on a 8tage.37 While the fact that they were adapted to certain actors

361114,
37The Natlon, June 28, 189L, p. 517.

—
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and companies attracted the most unfavorable attention, the unsuitability
of the plays to the stage was almost universally commented upon.

« » » [These plays/ justify the hope that the suthor may yet pro-
duce a play wgose dramatic may be equal to its literary excel-
lence, + » o3

wrote the same American critic, He, then, did not despair of Janes!
ability to write something that could be done in the theatre, which
implies some sort of confidence in James,
English reaction found that there was

« «» » nothing in them to conderm them, but (if representation were

attempted) they would have been regarded as drawingeroom entertaine

ments thrust on a stage too big for theme o « « The dialopue is

always pleasant and occasionally brilliant, The motlves to action

are, however, inadequate. . o « Lot lr, James go on writing and

publishing plays of this kind, . « . Let him, however, abandon the

hope « + « Of beholding them on stage till he can inform them with

more vigour and 1ife,3

It was clear that the general feeling ran strongly against their

ever being successfully presented on the stage. James had stated, how=
ever, that he did not let the opinions of his contemporaries affect him,
and he proved it by publishing a second volume of Theatricals in 1895,
His hopes, if he had entertained any, of these being a greater success
mist have been somewhat dampened by reviews euch as this American one of
Jamary, 1895

» « » James' management of the whole testamentery business is

unconvineing . . o inherent feebleness as plays . . « unworthy of
Mr. James! reputation and undisputed abilities . . . a shocking

38114,

39The Athenaeum, November 17, 189k, p. 621,
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waste of real talent and a terrible encouragement to bad acting .
« « nothing more than tailor work,40

The critic éi&kacknowledge here that James had talent; he was not
trying to intimate otherwise. It was felt that he was simpiy nisdirect~
ing the abilities he possesseds The idea of their being "tailor work®
appears here aiso. Whether this critic was the same as the ofher who
used the same phrase is'nét known, but it seans a strong possibility.

) The English critical reaction was again not as stern, but it was
no less firm in its insistence that these "plays" lacked drama, This
appeared in Jamuary of 1895 also.
The absence of strain after wit is one of their
They have not, however, the slightest claim to b

characterization is so weak that it is difficult to be certain

- who is spealking, + « « We have rarely encountered s th
ting of which to stoge production would be more imgzzgziggglgiﬁi
L}

greatest charns,
e dramatic;-tho

A second English review referred to a play (undoubtedly Guy Done

ville, which had been produced at St, Jancs Theatre, London, in January,

1895, and which will be discussed later) recently staged by James which
~ e

had met with rescunding failure. In liarch, 1895, ne critic quoted
quo

James! comment about ". . o the perverted man of letters fresn) v
Shly trying
his hand at an art in which . + » he hag ir Possible even
nore to
unlearn than‘learn,“h2 and he intimated tnay Jamegt

Bttitude was perhaps
a little too patronizing.

hoThe Hation, Jamary 3, 1895, p, 18,

Mwme sthenacun, January 19, 1895, p, ¢4

he_T_tle_‘Dial, HMarch 1, 1895, p, 156,
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Also in lfarch, 1895, Lawrence iHutiton wrote about both series of
Theatricals notlng that they vere

¢ o » excellent reading--bright, sparkling, brilliont, well worth

careful study, well worth preserving. Dut as he reads them he is

utterly at a loss to know how they would act., + « « As literature

they are, without question, eminently successful and satisfactory

experimente, and they are coxdially recommended to those who study
drana--~at home.

It should be obvious that if these pleces of literature were
designated as plays and they did not fulfill that title in the eyes of
the critics, they should not have received any commendation, If an
author does not declare his intentions about the goals for a certain
piece, then the critic can only assess it by the external appearances
with any degree of certainty. However, if the author does state that
this writing is designed to meet such and such a requirement and it does
not, in the eyes of the critic, meet those requlrements, then it should
not be recommended, It is possible here again that the critics may have
wished to protect themseives by avoiding complete deprecation of the
works in the event that they should prove workable on the stage some
day. Thexre is the possibilibty, also, that there was hesitation in finde
ing too much fault with a writer whose talents were sensed to be of
great proportions,

That James was not & born dramatist, however, and that his art

was most decidedly not fitted for the theatre of his times seems conclu-

sively proven by this review of Guy Domville which appeared in Harch,

mLawrence Iatton, Harper's Hagazine, larch, 1895, p. 1.
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1895, The play had been produced in January of that year, It was
reported that the audience were silenced by the first act and after the
second had reviled James loudly,
A, B. Waliley, writing what he called "An Appreciation" of Guy
saids

+ » o the characters were all of a plece, Eﬁc passions too sube
dued, the love-making spiritualized. « o

and though he admitted that the play was not flawless the second act
was weak, for instance he asserted that

o « o @ scrupulous fastidlousness, an emotional frugality, as it

were, mark the pley as an experiment in what I will take leave to

call dramatic quietisms » « o The public, with its almost blood-

thirsty clinging to the external ard the material casts imward and

spiritual things og? of the playhouss-=and it cast out Mre lHenry

James! PlaTe o ¢ o 5

Walkley went on to say that the play had "rare distinction® and

was a "delicate refreshment for the spirit,” perhaps placing himself
several cuts above the common herd who had attended the performsnce and
hooted the play and ids astounded author, The people of the times were
definitely not ready for such "refresghnments," and they did not hesitate
to inform him of it in a positive nmanner,

The reception the public gave to Cuy Demville abated James!

enthusiasm for the theatre, and he began to turn to other foms of

expressions The next year the story The Other House was published, and

it was obvious to many of the critics that his writing for the theatre

hh v
A, B. VWalkley, Harper's VWeekly, March 2, 1895, p. 199,

M1psa,
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had affected his other fiction.
An English critic wrote that the story contained
e ¢ o dramatic situations, but is a play in all save name and
externals « + » @ very notable and distinguished piece of work
« » o though a feeling of artificiality is present in the
repartee, « « o 6
Another critic, Edith Baker Brown, betrayed no profound feeling
in favor of James and did not seem to find the dramatic qualities of

The Other House a meritorious attribute, She felt that his works had

shown a steady decline in their "retreat from 1life," and continued:

HMerely in point of construction The Other House is as artificial

as the stages, « « « 1ts general failure in emotion has spoiled a

conception whiﬁh might have been pootic, and made it artistically
unpleasurable. 1

At least this female reviewer was quite unafraid of giiing vent
to her disapproval of Mr, James, Whether she was actually being vindic.
tive, attempting to be different by her vituperative remarks, or if
indeed she was sincers in her expressed ideas, she presents quite a con-
trast to the general tenor of articles written about James during the
period.

An American review was written in a less negative nood:

Here things happen, and they may, indeed, even arrive at a din

consciouaness of a fascination about certain roads that lead no-
where. + « » Technical devices are so skilful, that things appear

to arrange themselves without direction or superK sion « « &
revealed in dialogue--~light, neat, pointed talk,

bﬁThe Athenaeum, October 31, 1896, p. 203,

WTpasen Baker Brown, The Bookman, December, 1896, pp. 359-60.

Wrne wation, Jamuary 28, 1697, p. 71.
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Another English review contained observations on the dramatic
feeling of the story:

The obvious thing about the book is its dramatic structure « « «
the reader is always conscious that the connective tissue of the
story-~the passages of description and analysis have for their sole
purpose the production of those impreisions that the playgoer gets
through the medium of eyesight. . o o847

Host of the critics found no fault with the elements of a play
which were so apparent in the story. They did not seem to hold his
theatrical infatvation against him, with the noted exception of Miss
Brown, tut on the other hand, they did not seem to feel that his stories
were necessarily improved by it,

By 1897 this "theabrical® phase seemed to have passed. James had
grown into a creator whose name attached to a book prevented any sort of
ordinary criticism, Fach reviewer was affected in a rather powerful
way, though not similarly. The variety of reactions to The Spoils of
Poynton will offer ample demonstration of this,

In May, 1897, an English reviewer, pointing out that things would
have turned out well in a "“well-regulated novel," made it plain that The
Spoils of Poynton had some merit, tub that it was not wholly to his
liking:

The struggle is wellwbalanced, the characters Owen Gereth and

Hona are concrete enough if not very interesting. « « « Mrs., Gereth
is decidedly more of an abstraction « « « the only fault in the
construction of the book is the fire at the end. A catastrophe of

that ki has no business in a novel unless it be either cause or
effect,

Wmme Dial, January 1, 1097, p. 22.
SOThe Athenaeum, March 6, 1897, pp. 308-9,




Another ceritic had boundless praise for the novels

Each situation is a miniaturs, each sentence a plece of thread
lace, With what delicate incisions he approximates to his meaning!
The analyst mst ever be open to the accusation of other-worldliness,
This, because he keeps both eyes on the object, and does not dxrop
his tools now and then to tickle his readers between the ribg. 51

It is hard to realize that these two rcviews are about the same
novel., That one object can appear so different to two people is some
testimony both to its own diverse elements and the tastes of the two
eritics involved. Vhere one found abstractions not very interesting,
another revelled in the delicacy.

In an American magazine in July, 1897, a review of The Spoils of
Poynton held the view that the characters were not very human, somewhat
as stated by the review on the preceding page, and yet it did not matter
that Fleda Vetch and lirs. Gereth were far from natural, because

The fancy is fins enough and the phrases are good enough to

afford a rare pleasure, of a kind which the author alone is able
to give us in perfection,

Some erities, it can be seen here, are quite willing to suspend
their view of the real world in deference to the world of fiction they
enter in a novel. Others insist upon a more sirict adherence to reality.
Enjoyment of a Jacobit953 world is dependent upon the reader's submlt-
ting to all the circumstances of that rarefied atmosphere,

Hore contrasting reactions of James' novels are shown by what has

5ltne Boolman, Yay, 1897, p. 259,

nggg_ﬂation, July 1, 1897, p. 18,

53a Jacobite is a supporter, originally, of King James, now
applied to any supporter of a person named Janes,
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been written about What Maisie Knew, One critic had thought The Spoils

of Poynton hed a situation which was not real enough. In November,

1897, this appeared about Malsie, ", . , situation may be too real . . ."Sh
Had James been trying to please the critics, he might have throwm up his
hands in despair. This review continueds

HMr, James knows so very well what he about that we are probably

in error in holding the belief that the rother rmst for her own
sake have occasionally made some slight attempt to what is called
draw a veil,55

It seems that what shows here is the feeling on the part of the
critic that he is not quite capable of divining all that James has to
say and that he is being apologetic in suggesting what the author meant
by anything he wrote,

In February, 1898, an American critic found the same story "unusu-
ally brilliant™ in phrase and construction tut thought that laisle was

e o« » 80 arbitrary, artificial construction, and the author, fase
cinated by the experiment, did not realize he was being beaten. .
« « & tale, not only without a moral, but without morals,

In the last part of the above quotation is a sign of the growing
feeling on the part of some of the critics that James was not taking the
firm stand on the side of right which an author should take if he is to
be considered worthwhile, This feeling will be mentioned several tines

more in the course of the paper,

Sbine sthenaeun, Novenber 6, 1897, pe 629.

*Ibid,

58Tne Nation, Pebruary 17, 1698, p, 135,
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To the eyes of another critic the story looked entirely differents

e« o« o U1l to overflowing of eager tendemess in ite o » o lre
James keeps his sense of fun, for he knows his 1ittle heroine,
intellipent, uncorrupted, valiant, eager fop life, will come
through with an unbroken and gentle spirit,>T

In July of 1899 William Morton Paine wrote about The Awkward Are
in somewhat of a complaining mood., He felt that James! slice of life was
too narrow, as it consisted so largely of drawing room scenes. Yet he
nade a very revealing statementi

e ¢ o We worry through it from a sense of duty rathsr than for
satisfaction with its message.58

By acknowledging his "sense of duty" to the book he was perhaps
paying unconscious tribute to James. In his thinking James evidently
was in the position to command this sort of respect, a place of eminence.
If he were not, there wovld have been no sense of duty exacted,

Paine did find laudable qualities in the book, too, saying:

There 1s no other living writer who could have written the book,

who could so patiently and delicately labour to make a fine point,
who could deal so gensitively witly fine shadesz, who could analyse
the slight so subbly, 50 Wittily.5d

Without a doubt, the critics in general recognized the peculiar
powers which James wieldeds Thoy found elements which were faulty, but
when being completely honest, they also were sure to mention the quali-
ties in which he surpassed, The foregoing excerpt demonstratss this

vividly,

572__!13 Bookman, February, 1898, p., 562,
e pial, July, 1899, p. 21
5%Tbid, ppe L72-736
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With the appearance of The Sacred Fount in 1901, reviewers found

even meatier substance on which to test their teeth. FPredicting that
the story would have "more purchasers than readers," one critic grudgingly
admitted:

The truth is, Mr. James has done nearly everything that we con-
demn in other writers, not stupidly but gracefully, with the
andaclity of a man who challegges every standard of excellence that
does not conform to his own.

Since it is usually the critics who gset the standards, it is also
they who ars likely to carp most about the failure to meet the standards,
In consequence, even half-hearted praise such as this for ignoring the
criteria is notable on the part of a critic, It 1s another tribute to
the growth of the reputation of Henry James, justified or not. The
critics seemed to feel that he could get away wich such behavior because
of his position.

The sams critic was vexed with James'! being

absorbed in working out his owm theory with the little pin point
of his genius, He leaves his stumbling reader to follow as best
he can. . o after the way we have enjoyed the confidences of
such as Scobt and Bulwer-Lytton, and of recent writers even, th
refusal to recognize us on the part of Mr. James is mortifying.

The attempt on the part of the critic to be superior to James
shows when he uses the term "pin point of his genius." This is certainly
a phrase calculated to belittle the object.

An English critic dismissed the whole business with a sneer:

60?__{1_9‘ Cﬂtic, August, 1899’ Po 75)4.

6
lThe Independent, March 1k, 1901, p, 619,




30
The whole boock is an exarmple of hypochondriacal subtlety run

med « o » absurd attempt to read into /The characters/ gybtle
conditions of soul of which they are totally incapable.

This critic did not concelve the idea that James' characters
might have been more capable of conditions of the socul than he was able
to understand,

Sounding another note in criticism of James, Cornelia Atwood
Pratt, in an article published in April, 1901, was struck with the sense
of the author's being too involved with his story. The fact was not

pleasing to her:

» +» » Dlows an immense, brilliantly variegated brain-bubble and
represents 1t to himself as a world of truth which he has put
together. » + o it is falrly easy to }:egg up at first but it
becomes a nightmare before the end, .

An even more severe condemnation of James on moral grounds came
from another critic whose article appeared in July, 1901:

Henry James is beyond all question in a bad way., He became
morbid and decadent (in What Maisie Xnew and In the Cage) . o o
but even so . . . one could read mm through « « » he really
seens to be sinking into a chronic state of periphrastic perver
s8lty. » » + the endless talk, the innumerable little inmuendoes
and hints and uncompleted sentences , . « analysis of ana.lysis.éh

This critic could not accept the conditions of James! world and
consequently was not able to have sympathetic feelings about the people
in it, nor to understand the situations they encountered, The moral

question raised by James' storles but seemingly left unanswered in them

62The Athenaeum, March 2, 1901, p, 272.

3
Cornelia Atwood Pratt, The Critic, April, 1901, pp, 368-70.
61“'!___}_12 Bookman, July, 1901, p. hli2.
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is to be discussed more fully in the chapter following.
‘ Frank Moore Colby wrote an article entitled "The Queerness of
Henry James® in June, 1902, He felt, along with some other critics,
that perhaps James was getting away with too many hints of immorality.
His attitude, however, was less grumbling than the one just cited, and
he seemed in a more generous frame of mind,
And, indeed it has been a long time since the public ¥new what
Henry James was up to beilnd that verbal hedge of his . . « &
style like that seemed just the place for gullty secrets, He is
the only writer of the day whose moral notions do not seen to mat-
teres o o o His dissolute and complicated mse may say just what
she chooses,65
Mr, Colby goes on to say that James! apparent failure to take up
the cause of righteousness night 1lie in the obscurity of his stordes.
Though the right does not seen té prevail, one cannot be too sure because
the full ramifications of any of the stories are hard to see.
In any case, James! literary stature had increased to the point
of his being recognized in literary circles in fmerica and in England &s
a major figure. Various characteristics were being taken for granted by
the reviewers; they assumed that thelr readers knew about his subtlety,
for instance, whether they had actually read him or not, Such attri-
butes were common knowledge among the greater part of the reading come
minity on both sides of the Atlantic, were the target of some criticism

as well as praise, and were the butt of many jokes. This last is perhaps

the greatest proof of his having become something of a household word,

65Frank loore Colby, The Eookmen, Jure, 1902, pp. 396-97.
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Students of James now often repard the period beginning in 1902

and ending in 190k as the time of his richest production, not in the rume
ber of works he wrote, but in the fullness of each one, The novels

which he wrote during the time are The Wings of the Dove (1902), The

Ambassadors (1903), and The Golden Bowl (150L), Often critics have

gquite different views in retrospect than thoy had contemporaneously, how-
ever, How did these novels appear to the reviewers who had to deliver
Judgment on them at the time they were published?

An English reviow of The Winps of the Dove in September, 1902,

stated that the English in it was "extraordinarily lucid," but that the
motive was "hardly in'belligf!.ble."66 There was the definite feeling that
obscurity clouded rmuch of the story in some respects but that something
was accomplished by the effort:

In the midst of the darkness which he creates there is hardly 6
a page in which he does not throw a flashlight upon human nature. 7

This rather ambiguous effect on the reviewers is typical of James.
The critic quoted above was not alone in experiencing trouble in extriw
cating the meaning from the story, for similar reports came from othexr
quarters:

» » « he has now successiully lost himself in the ultimate aggre
of himself. . . o subtlety that surpasses our comprehension.

It can be seen that varlous critics were searching for ways to express

66
The Athenaeum, September 13, 1902, p. 3L6.

T 1p1a.

68 . ,s
The Critic, November, 1902, pp. 109-10,
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the trouble Janes ceused his readers.

Frank Hoore Colby, in another cleverly titled essay, "In Darkest
Janmes," which appeared in Novermber, 1902, seemed to have less difficulty
in deciding what James was trylng to do:

With James analyeis i3 the end in itself., . « . He writes a
staccato chronicle of things Loth great and small, like a con- 69
stitutional history half made up of the measures that never passed.

Janes! cbscurity gave scme critics a great deal of irritation,
and even prompted some of them to accuse him of contributing to delin-
quency of a sort. In November, 1902, one of them urote:

« « o nothing so prone to depravity as unrelieved speculation.
+ « because it has no issue, it tends to become utterly dissolute
and irresponsible,?0

Such eccusations today might tend to increase the sales of a book
rather than cause people not to read it,

In an fmerican periodical, Harriet Waters Preston came to the

rather singular conclusion that "Roderick Hudson was the highest

achievement®™ of Henry James.7l She also felt that his heroine, Milly

Theale, was

so mich more strong than her creator that he can only explain
her to us in broken phrases, , .12

To her the loter novels did not offer as rmch as his earliest, it

CEeCIS,

69 -
Frank Hoore Colby, The Bookman, November, 1502, p, 259,
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7 The Indopendent, Hovember 13, 1902, p. 2711,
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William Dean Howells, a friend of James for many years, wrote an -
essay published in Jamuary, 1903, which contained many illuminating
remarks on James. It can be fairly safely assumed that Howells knew
more of what he wrote about than the average critic of the times, He
wrote that James
« « « does not analyze /the characters/ for youy rather he synthe-
tizes them, and carefully hands them over to you in a sort of
integrity very uncommon in the characters of fiction,73
Howells also stated that he could see no particular reason why
motives should always be assigned in fiction, for they weren't in real
1ife, nor were reasons. Therefore, why ask "more from the imitator than

we get from the Creator?“7h

Howells was displaying a good deal of com=
mon gense along with his familiarity with James' policies and techniques.
Other critics, wanting James to confom more to familiar patterns, did
not grant him the freedom which Howells was willing to accord hin. They
would have preferred having the characters analyzed and categorized more
fully.

Janes often wrote of artists, and one of his critics responded as
if to a painting in another essay published in 1903. This critic was
full of appreciation for James! work and noted that he was concerned
primarily with effect, to which end he would often subordinate his mater—
ial. He felt that James achieved

» « + an intimacy in association which gives his work a freshness

1317§§illiam Dean Howells, North American Review, Jamary, 1903,
PP. - [

Trpsa., p. 135,




35 "?":I:-‘,': C

of color like that of a canvas painted in the opeg air + + « not
freshness of color, but an effect of atmosphore,?

This sane critic gave his recasons for the lack of general popu=
larity which was James's

The chief preventive to such a popularity [ﬁith the gensral

public/ is a delicate and exquisite style, which, because it
tried to achieve an actuality tg which they were unaccustonmed,
the critics called artificiall.’

By virtually calling the disapproving critics dull, this one was
placing himself in the circle of those favored with enlighterment who
were capable of penetrating into the recesses of such a fairy grotto.
It is undoubtedly beneficial to the ego to find oneself in the group of
people who have a rare quality, even if one has put one's self thers.

In a review printed in an English magazine in November, 1903, a
critic discussed William Wetmore Story and His Friends, a blography of

an American painter who had expatriated himself to Europe. The appre-
ciation here is quite apparents
He touches in his wonderful subtle style, every nuance,
exhibiting every refinement of thought, in dealing with the pre-
cursors, that is, the pioneers who opened Europe to the American, |
This biography was not in the mainline of fiction which James was
writing at the time, but the excerpt was included to show how James!
peculiar style pemeated even his strictly non-fiction works,

In 190L, when Jemes was 61, the critics evidently felt that his

Toyaving Age, March 7, 1903, pp. 5T7-78.
"rb4d., p. 585
MT1ne Athenaeun, November 7, 1903, p. 605,
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creativity might be ending at any time, This may account for the mumber
of "summing up" type of essays which appeared during this period. One
of them was written by Oliver Elton, an English critic, in Jamuary, 190L.
He found that there were in James many influences of Tourgenieif, but
that there was a certain Mrecoil from Balzac and Flaubert." Elton also
said:

+ » « the later stories are more enignatical, someties murkier
storles, which the critics either let off with general empty
praise, or handle with suspicion like some strange fruit that
might appear on a familiar tree, It is really the same fruit
enriched by new graftings,78
Flton's tone showed an easy familiarity with his subject which
indicated a wholesome respect for James without bending too far in the
direction of idolatry. His gensible attitude in combination with a sene
sitive appreciation is the sort of thing valuable in any study of the
author,.
Claude Bragdon, in another 190L essay entitled "The Figure in Mr,
James' Carpet," could not resist saying that though "James was too great
to be ignored, he was too ignored to be great." It is probably as close
to being accurate as such aphorisms can be. In spite of striking such a
note of dilletantism in some of his statements, Bragdon accomplished
some worthwhile statements of insight into James, For instance, he
stated that

what James has lost in popularity he has gained in power, Far fron
prostituting his great talent, he has put it to increasingly finer
uses, and his style, though seemingly difficult and obscure, is

78011ver Elton, Living Age, January 2, 190k, v, 1.
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nevertheless an adeguate vehicle for the impression which he
desires to convey.!

In the same year a reviewer decided that The Ambassadors was a

retelling of Don Juan and proceeded to relate each character to a coun=
Terpart in the older tale, Strether, for instance, was the ghost,
because he had never lived; Chad was Don Juan; and Madame de Viounet,
perhaps because she did not £it too easily into the shoes of any one
particular female in Don Juan, was one of many of the type catalogued by
Leoprello., This critic must surcly have been in a mood of some levity
vhen he had to get the piece off to the press, or else was pressed so
for time that he forced out anything that would come to mind, The
feebleness of such a theory is self-evident,

The third novel of this period, The Colden Eowl, was reviewed

thus in Jamiary, 1905:

If 1t be %rus, as Schopenhauer affirms, that a novel will be
of a high and noble order the more it represents of inner, and the
less it represents of oubter, life, this latest novel of Henry James
rust be given a high place, . Bo° The chronicle is accomplished
with an art beyond all praise.

Though The Ambassadors may have been beyond the grasp of some of

the contemporary critics, The Golden Bowl was not entlrely wastod., The

Wings of the Dove met with some opposition to its form, tut there were

those who understood, or thought they understood, its message. The
critics who lived and wrote at the time these novels were being published

79(3].&111(1(3 Bragdon, The Critic, February, 190k, p. 1L7.

803?}_@_ Critic, Jamary, 1905, p. 22.
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did not seen to have the time necessary to absorb all the refined quali-
ties which later students of the novels have found in them. An artist
often dies unappreciated completely, and he may not be ®discovered"
until generations later, Henry James did not die totally uneppreciated,
to be sure, bubt it has taken a good deal of time and effort for the
critics to discover what they think to be his full meanings.

During the time of Henry James'! writing and publiching his works,
there are few discernible trends in the comments of the critics, Host
of them seem to have been frank to adnit to varying degrees of nystifi=-
cation by his writing, though sorme of them showed more resentment than
others, Few of the reviewers really bried to classify him as a miner
talent, even from the first,

The major qualities which critics found in James are to bo dis-
cussed in Chapter II1. These seem to amount to the nearest thing to a
developmental trend observed in his writing by his critics., Definite
instances of awareness of his appearance on the scene as a major power
are lacking. It rmst be assumed that this did not happen at once but
came about by imperceptible degrees, It has remained for critics who
cane after hin to divide his works into periods relating to various
phases of his intexest,

& certain tenor in the reviews concerning Henry James is gtrik-
ingly different from that of the eritical studies which were published
after his deaths To compare the general feeling apparent in the reace
tion of the critics contemporary with James with the feeling about him

since his death is to witness a remarkable oceurrence, The attitude of
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the critics from 1943 to 1962 is a thing which ssems to have emerged
almost full~blowm, with no normal transition period., Chapter II is con-

cerned with this more recent general attitude,



CHAPTER IT
A SURVEY OF THE PROGRESS OF JAMES! REPUTATION 1913-1962

Since the death of Henry James in 1916, thore has grown around
his neme a quantity of material representing thoughts on singlo vorks,
periods of his development, and on the sum total of all his writing.

The passage of time has allowed appralsals and ree-appraisals, statements
and rebuttals to pile up thick as swarning bees and often quite as full
of sting.

What are the reasons for this welter of critical studies, and
when did they seem to begin? The second part of the question is easior
to answer, With the centennial year of James' birth, 1943, a renewed
interest seemed to be taken in Henry Jamss and his works, As his
writings' effect on readers seems to be a highly diverse one, contro=-
versies were begun at the drop of an opinion, Ko soomer did critlic A
set down his considered and wise opinion than critic B would find that
critic A was so wrong in many respects that it would be necessary to
publish a plece setting the critical and reading world to rights. Since
1943, then, James has been subjected to a large share of critical scru-
tiny, Just what the critics seen to have decided about him, if there
are any really final decisionsy is the province of this chapter.

George Stevens, writing in larch, 1945, took note of the relatione

ship of James and his readerst

The relation of James to his audlence 18 wmsuali it tends to
become highly personal, at least on the reader's side, Although
the relationship is Individual for every reader, the admirers of
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Jamee somehow become quasi-guardians of his reputation, creating
some of the conditions of a cult, which naturally discourages the
general public.l
Other critics have commented on the situation of James and his
public, this one of the earlier observations recogniging any sort of
feulth which may have come into being, Whatever the reasons for such a
group of guardians of his reputation, whether same gemuinely were
inspired to fierce devotion, or whether, perhaps, some were sufficliently
acquainted with his writing to realize the cloudiness of it and by
defending elevate themselvos to the circle of those who could understand
him, there is a distinct tone of defensiveness in mich of the writing of
critics on James,
The motives for defense are hard to discover and would probably
not be admitted by the various writers, were it possible to interview
sach one. Such qualities can be noted and discussed on other topics,

howaver.

The Spring issue of Hound and Horn in 1934 had been devoted

entirely to articles on James. OSome of the artioles had evidently been
adverse in tone, and in an editorial for April 1k of the same year Henry

Seidel Canby, editor of the Saturday Peview of Literature, discussesd the

English magarine and some of the statements made in 1t

The epitaph writerz see Henry James as a symbol of the typical
frustrated American of his time, who repeatedly stated but never

had the courage to solve, the American's probl £ i
tradition,?2 ’ provien of Hnding a

1
Saturday Heview of Literature, March 3, 19L5, 19L5, p. 7.
21bid,, April 1k, 193k, p. 626,
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It can be noted here that there is a faind tinge of British
superiority in mentioning what they felt to bs a lack of tradition in
America and assuming that Americans would emulate the British and try
to have one., It seems almost absurd that it should be axpected that
someone should, or could, find a tradition, Kow does one "find" a
tradition, particularly if there rcally isn't one? Is a tradition not
something which is built up over many years? If James were writing
about the lack of one, he surely could not have had the idea that he
should seek one, though it may possibly have occurrod to him that he was
founding one,
Contimuing the editorial, Canby wrote on the "paradoxical posi-
tion" he felt that James held:
s « o it is that of an author whcm "no one reads," but still has
violent partisans and violent opponents, and who represents dif-

fereng symbols to both campsi truly a Woodrow Wilson among novols
ists,

The varying opinions to which Canby was referring were urdoubtedly
very lergely oral, the sort of talk literalte people make when congre=
gateds The unfavorable brand of comnents have found small outlet for
publication since James' death, The favorable type appear in far
greater profusions The bulk of material concerning him has been written
by definite "partisans,™

Hot a great deal of attention was given James in the press from a

few years after his death until the year of the centenniasl of his birth,

3Ib:i.d.
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19k3. Soms articles would fppear occasionally, but for the most part

his name was mlssing from the critical literary scens. When thore was
general realization thet the centennial of his birth had arrived, intere
est in his works was renewed, An edition of some of his works of fic-
tion was issued and re-appraisals seemed in order., Of course, this was
during World Var IX, and the paper as well as the manpower shortage hold
down the amount of material that could be printed about him at that time,

In 1948 Henry Seidel Canby again wrote about James, In Jamary
an article by him stated that he felt there was a definite James "revi-
val," which had stemmed from the motice taken of James during the con~
tennial year., Canby felt, he said, that James was not any longer "too
difficult for us ,"h and that he was ruch easier to understand than mod-
ern poebtry, for instance., This theory contimues in the vein of thought
that James was ahead of his time. Canby went on to say that he thought
the old ideas of James' difficulty for hie own time lay in his use of
psychology in his novels, and that twentieth century people had been
educated to psychologye

James, Canby thought, "felt the most interesting thing about a
ran or woman was & reaction to a moral problems The whole man morally
is involved."5 Early critics, contemporary with James, who had reviewed
his novels as they were published, often remarked on the lack of moral-
ity in his stories, and on endings in which all the characters were not

hSaturda;f_ Review of Literature, Jamuary 2L, 19L8, p. 9.

5Ipid,
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properly repaid for vhatever behavior they had committed during the
story. That time helped in understanding this sort of finish seems to
be borne out here. Canby could see nore clearly what James was trying
to accomplish from his vantage point of some years. That lookout on
times past has given meny authors a revival which night have surprised
their contemporaries.

| Leon Rdel, one of the most thoroughly grounded of James scholars,
brought out an edition of James' plays in 1949, This was revicwed in
Hovember of that year by Edwin Clark, who drew this conclusiont
o » » the technical virtuosity of his later work is derived from
his experience in the theatre . . o his plays improved over his
earlier efforts, He was gtill short of the knack to compress and
extract the essence of his ideas.®
This idea might also surprise James! contemporaries, for they
were only too aware of James' penchant for writing for the atage and his
failure to produce any popular plays., The general public derided his
work and the critics were hardly wore kind, only more subtle in theiy
thruste, This reaction of the critics was discussed in the first chape
tere
Another literary scholar, F, W, Dupee, who edited James' autom
blography, revieued ths plays, also, He felt that same of the dif{i-
culty with James was caused by his having lived in a time of transition
from one literary age to anothers. BKe thought that the plays had "teche

nical resources® but lacked Pmaturity of substance."7 Further reviewus

6 6Edwin Clark, Saturday Hevigw of Literature, November 12, 199,
P 16,

7

F. W. Dupse, The Nation, July 8, 1950, pp. Li=-L2.
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of the plays have not turned up, and it may be assumed that they did npt
achieve a great popularity on their second appearance before the public,
Perhaps they must awailt further advancements in the dramatic field
before they can be appreciated.

During the 1950%s the feeling about Henry James has been more
intensified,- Those in both carps have tightened their ranks and honed
their weapons. Those who would find fault with the master will discover
how quickly retaliation will follow any untoward remarks. The general
substance of defenses of James seems to be an admission that the man was
human, after all, and capable of mistakes, tut they are either regarded
as so minor as not to be troublesome or else so gargantuan that they are
really only an addition to his charme Usually, though, it 1s asserted
that what someone has pointed out as a flaw is not that at all; it is
the fault of that someone for being so dull as not to understand what
James meants The supposed mistakes are categorically demonstrated to be
actually subtleties within the grasp of only the more refined minds,

Whether it is because of more people writing pro-JacobiteBarticles‘
or fewer publishers'! accepting anti-Jacobite ones, it is difficult to
£ind unfavorable things printed about James in the past two decades.
Why, then, the defensive tone of the articles about James? It is one of
the aims of this paper to discover the cause, if possible,

In The Virginia Quarterly Review for July, 1951, Charles Fire=

baugh wrote an article entitled "The Pragmatism of Henry James," linking

8
Jacobite: a person with strong sympathies towards James, origie
nally, King James,
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the philosophy of his brother William Janes to the author. Firebaugh
stated that he believed that James was capable of portraying human pas-
sion and that he understood it. This was obviously in answer to the
sort of criticism which insimuated that James' characters were generally
of the bloodless type. The old question of whether the form or the con-
tént was more important in James was answered by this writer, too. He
asserted that "content could not be ignored without hypocrisy in study-
ing James."9 Other critics have felt that they had answered this quese
tion also, but have given different answers, In the first statement, it
is not clear to whom Firebaugh is replying that he felt James could por-
tray passion, but it may not have been to amy recent writer. It could
easily.have been some critiec who turned out a review eighty or ninety
years agoe

Canby, who can be considered a true James partisan, or Jacobite,
from his comments previously quoted, assessed in 1951 the reasons for

the failure of The Bostonians (published in 1886). He believed it lay

in a combination of things,

James! ruthless analysis of the pride of Olive and the inno~
cent vanity of Verena was not in the mood of the day « o « his
exchange of a tough reactionary for a romantic southerner ﬁhe
type then popular in flction/ . . « the mixture of underlying
sexugl motives with soclal ildeas was something Americans were not
yet ready tzoaccept e s o &t least a quarter century ahead of hisg
times o o

9Charles Firebaugh, "The Pragmatism of Henry James," The Vir-
ginia Quarterly Review, July, 1951, p. L31.

10

Saturday Review of Literaturs, Noverber 10, 1951, pp. 3L-35,
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As Canby saw it, the trouble resulted from the times not having o

"caught up with James, an idea the editor had expressed before, The cone
cept itself is nod new. The same sort of thing has been sald aboub marw
writers, Shakespeare, for instance, who seem to have spoken more signi-
ficantly to future times than to their owm, Many of the other writers,
however, did not fare as well financially as did James while awaiting
the vindication of time.

Again in the Saturday Review of Literature, a review of Henry

Jamess The Untried Years, by Leon Edel, stated in 1953:

The current scholarly and popular interest in James is far more
than a passing literary fashion for, as many younger critice have .
rointed out, it was James whe first in our time organized the
esthetic sensibility as a defense ggainst the moral dilermmas of
nodern man. The vigorous worldliness . . . of 80 many major Ameri-
can writers--the tempestuous lelville, the brawny Whitman, the
daenmonic Wolfe--is an inevitable by-product of American condltions,
but the reaction to this mood is also American, even though it has
been manifest only now and then in our literary hiatory.l -
While explaining what earlier critics moy have felt was un-imerican
in Janes! attitude—-his reaction to the sort of America he left behind,
this statement bakes in the mabter of James' literary nationality. This
eritic felt that his tone was not alien to the country of his birth,
even though it may be a less frequently encountered attitude., The fact
that he reflected the feeling of reaction may relate to the statement by
F. W. Dupee quoted above that James was living in an age of literary
transition, The fact that other writers living at the same time wvere

not similarly affected proves little. Thelr perscnalities were not like

J‘]'Lecm Edel, Saturday Review of Literature, May 9, 1953, p» 13.
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James', and they should not have teen expectod to be moved as he was by
many circumstances.

F. O, Matthiessen, an important literary scholar who has done
several studies of James, wrote in connoction with the fact of Jamos'
highly individual reaction to his timest

For at this very same time, in the oarly eightecn-fifties, an

incipient American poet had aleo been drinking in the sights of
this same strest roadvq¥7. But Whitnan was to make his poetry
out of passionate identification with everything he saw, not out
of detachment. James, on the other hand, camo to believe that
Uthe only form of riot or revel® his temperament would ever know
would be that "of the visiting mind," and that he could attain
the longed for "otherness" of the world cutside himself only by
imaginative progection vhich, by framing his vision, could give
it permanence,l

This contrast of the qualities of Whitman and James servas to
explain thelr disparate visions of life and its meaning. It also helps
to put James in relation to other writers of his day who may have been
more like Whitman than James, A writer who desires "passionate identi-
fication" 1s never going to sound the same way as one who is "detached®
in his observation of the human drama,

Some of the scholarship concerning James has been spent in trying
to decide the matter of whose pattern he followod when he firat began
writing. T, S, Eliot had declared that as James vas a contimiation of
what Eliot felt was the typical genius of New England, he had beem
affected by Hawthorne, but probsbly no more by him than by others of the

same genre, He gtated that "James was, at a certain period, more moved

12F. Jo Matthiessen, Honry dameg: ‘The lMajor Phase.(New York:
Oxford University Press, 19LLJ, p. 31,
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by Balzac, . ."13 than by Hawtherne or any of the New England group. As
this essay falls well before the span of time covered by this particular
chapter, only this brief excerpt from it will Le included.

Had a decision been reached by the 1940's in reference to the
question of who vas James' literary ancestor? It had not; at least,
there was not an agrecment on the correct answer, In Clifton Fadiman's

troduction to the ilodern Library edition of Thg Short Stories of Honry

James, he made so bold as %o pub in writing, "Jameo began as a mediocre
imitator of Hawthome,"m vhich statement was not really in character
with the rest of his essay, for it was adniring.

The statenent drew rapid fire frem F. 0. Matthiessen, even though
it were surrounded by nore favorable comments, He felt that calling
James an imitator of Hawthorne, mediocre or otherwise, was a grave orror.
In December, 1945, he set the reading public straight in case they had
been misinformed by lir, Fadiman's introduction. Ho sald that Jamss
began as an emulator of Balzau:.,lS Did this settle the question so that
all future students might turn thelr zttention to equally weighty mat-
ters? It would be absurd to think that it did,

Only three years later, as though he had never had the privilege
of being enlightened by Matthiessen, Henry Seidel Canby wrote, "Hawbthorne

13
Ts S, Eliot, The Shock of Recognition (New York: Farrar. Straus
and Cudahy, 1955), Pe m. - ? ’

il
Clifton Fadiman, The Short Stories of Henry James (New York:
Medern Libmy, 19h5)’ Ps X -

1 . .
5 « O. llatthiessen, Hew Republic, Decenber 3, 1945, p. 766.




50
was James' father in ar‘o.":Lé Such disputes could probably contime into
eternity, or at least until all the interested partles could have the
opportunity of consulting the provocateur of the controversy, which
might amount to the same length of time,

Probably any wrlter of English will exhibit some characteristics
of previocus writers, particularly those whom they have read with plea-
sure. Since James had a great interest in French literature as well as
in English, it is natural that some of the qualities of that would be
absorbed into his consciousness, too. The more thoughtful of the critlcs
seem to agree that one of his main purposes in writing was to set down
as great a quantity of the workings and surroundings of the consclousness
as possible. As a well-read person, James was almost bound to have
included his interpretation of the various forms of literature which had
impressed hin favorably,

The realization that James was interested in recording as rmch as
poasible of conscious occurrence has come to more than one critic of the
past two decades. Osborn Andreas, a scholar-businessman from the westem

part of this country, wrote a study entitled Henry James and the Expand-

ing Horizon and had it published by his alma mater, The University of
Washington, in 1918, His theory, or part of it, was that

The fiction of Henry James is an attempt to define the most
conscious man, James believed that, since the contents of the
consclousness are the behavior of man, certain kinds of beha~
vior enhance the vividness of life, while others depress the

16Iienry Seidel Canby, The Saturday Review of Literature, Jamary

2’45 19148, Pe 10,




action and impair the limpidity of mind.17

- This study, a remarkable morunent to a change in the attitude,
has many interesting contributions to make, some of them valid and well
based. Andreas displays a good deal of perception and study in his ana-
lysis, and a devotion to Henry James as well. Though some of his conclue
sions might bear closer investigation, the fact that he bothered to make
the study and write it up is cause for rejolcing,

Mp, Andreas felt that aside from a few incidental themes James!
stories

s« ¢« o have some bearing on, and exist in some relation to, the
central subject of his work: accession or depletion of con-
sclousness,

This matter of accession and depletion of consciousness Andreas
felt constituted the progress of the story; the "villains" were those
who depleted the consciocusness of the others Ly what Andreas termed

!
“emotional cannibalism." Thia intriguing phrase 1s discussed as follows:

What James principally saw in life was the ham which people

inflict-~not only on others tut on themselves--by deeds of emo~
tional cannibalisme « « « Not only does intervention in the
lives of others fail to allay the appetite of the intervener,
it alsow-and this is its chlef deadliness-poisons the sources
of feeling.19

Naturally if the sources of feeling are poisoned, consclousness

can no longer operatej; awarsness is cut off, and the creative function

1l
703born Andreas, Henry James and the Expanding Horizon (Seattles

University of Washington Press, 19L8), p. 2.

lalbid., Pe 1%
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fed by it is stultified. In story after story of James', lir. Androas
analygzes the happenings and finds the same answer.

This thesis seems to provide legitimate resolution until Andrees
begins discussing the love elements in James, and comes to the conclu-
sion stated in the title of Chapter Threst "Love: the Deterrent to the
M1l Life." He briefly sketches some twenty stories to prove his peint
that James did regard love as a deterrcnt. This assumption seems to be
gomewhat feulty, for in most of the stories he mentions, love comes into
the picture merely as a natural consequence of human relations. The
frustration of a happy or even a satisfactory ending is, often, provided
by the mman element itself, the inability of one to understand another
or the lack of awareness of another's situation,

An example of what seems to be Andreas! mistaken idea that James
felt love to be a deterrent, which is the conclusion he draws from a
story such as "The Bench of Desolation,” is that Herbert Dodd has mis-
judged Kate Cookhanm's feeling for hin, During their engagement he had
thought her possessed of a "frightening psychologicel avidity for him."
He had, consequently, broken off their eongagement and married someone
else. Kate had extracted his fortune from him for breach of promise,
and his wife and famlly had suffered deprivations because of so little
money. 7Ten years later, his wife and children dead, he comes into cone
tact with Kate again. It turns out that she had taken the money and
invested it so wulsely that she is many times wealthier than before,
After she deposits the money in his name, he gradually becomes aware

that his diagnosis had been wrong, for she had merely felt fiercely
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protective about him, The c¢lue to the story's not having run smoothly
here is not that love had stepped in and caused their lives to be less
fulls it is that Herbert was not completely conscious of Kate's true
feelings, A lack of full consclousness had been the seat of the trouble.
Ovviously if he had been deeply in love with her, he would have pursued
another course than to spurn her, His love did not deter the full lifej
it was more that his love was not complete and his consclousness was
faulty.

In the matter of James'! rmuch-discussed "sense of the past,!
Andreas comes to what seems a more balanced conclusion. He says that
James used

the presence of the past to enrich the present moment . « » not
a translation into the past, to cvade the presents + « .20

This conclusion would seen to concur with the rcmarks of Owen
Wister about the layers of impression that he felt James tried to come
municate all ab onceﬁl By using the roots of the past, James could
make the present more meaningful,

IV is somehow surprising to find that Owen iHister was an adnmirer
of James, Another surprising James enthusiagt was James Thurber, who
vrote an article entitled "The Wings of Henry James," for the November 7,
1959, Yew Yorker, It was he who quoted Wister on the subject of layers

of impressions, Wister's thought was that, in the mamer of a painter,

zoxbidt, Pe 12,

2I'J&\mes Thurber, quoting Owen ¥Wister, The New Yorker, Hovember 7,

1959’ Pe 168-
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James sought to achieve
a number of superimposed, similtanecus impressions, He would like
to put several sentences on top of each othexr so that you could
read them all at once, and get all at once the various shadings
and complexities, instead of getting thom separately as the
mechanical nature of his medium compels.

Another observation along this line was made by Matthiesgsen. He
noted that James liked English houses for their Yaccumlations of expros-
sion,” and further felt that James dwelt very little in tho past. ‘"His
impressions and his reading were preponderantly, almost oppressively,
contemporary. ue3

In Mabtthiessen's comments may be sensed the defensive attitude of
many of the Jacobites, which has swollen with the passing of time until
it has become difficult to find any considerable asount of material
which makes responsible tut unfavorable charges concerning James., There
is, of course, always the harshly critical writing which is often rather
irresponsible,

Stephen Spender, a British poet and critic, published a book of

ceriticism, The Destructive Element, in which he gives a certain amount

of abtention to Henry James., In the light of the Socialist-Marxist ten~
dencies of Spender, it is not surprising that he should dwell on the
class-consciousness of James, While Spendcr did not derny that he felt
Janes was a snob, he thought that James' "wulgarity" did not stem from

his snobbism, He thought that James thoroughly understood the class

22114,

23Hatthiessen, oPs cite; p. L0,
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shout which he wrote, and all that he did write about it was “crushing
indictment.“ah

Another theme upon which Spender struck several variations was
that of James' attitude "to the body and the sexual act‘.."25 While seen=
ing to try to discount the story that James had suffered castration,
either physical or psychological, in an accident near the outbreak of
the War Between the States, Spender manages to insimuate it into his
readers! thoughts many times. He repeatedly exhibits the superior feelw
ing he seems to have when he thinkls of James! attitude toward sex, which,
he says, changed 2s he matured from

tastelessness of vwhat is artificial when a comparison is forced
with what is natural, to . . . vhen sex secms to have taken
refuge in fantasy . . » b0 really smazing forms,=26

Spender seema to discount entirely, by never referring to it, the
poasibility that James may not have felt the need to discuss the body
ard the sex act in blatant tems. It was certainly not the vogue to do
s0 in his day, and to go very strongly against the mores might have cost
him a large audience, even larger than the one he forsook by writing in
ﬁhe style which he chose,

In discussing various characters in James' stories, Spender was

careless enough to refer to Merton Densher of The Wings of the Dove as

ahSte hen Spender, The Destructive Flement (Philadelphia: Albsrt

Saifer, 1953), p. 29
251bid., pe 3.

2101d,, ppe 3L-35.
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MMartin® Bensher.27 Had this happened only once, it might have been
attributable to a printer's error; it happens in every instance in which
Spender refers to Densher, Perhaps lir. Spender did not find the name
Merton a euphonious one, for he scems to use every excuse to call ler-
ton's name and always miscalls it, This would seem to be somevwhat more
pernissible in the case of an adeptation of the story (such as that of
its being made into an opera recently., HMerton Densher translated into
Miles Dunster) but such a mistake in identity causes doubts to arise
conceming the thoroughness of Spender's studies and evaluations,

At one point Spender discussed Lambert Strether, in The Ambassa-
dors, the middle~aged New England gentleman who had gone to Paris to
fetch home his friend's son, Chad YNewsome. He felt that the revelation
of the story was that Strether, rather than Chad, had done the living,
ard that he (Strether) realizes "that the life of Wollett and of adver=
tising is not life at all, but death."?'8 Previously, however, Spender
had written that Strether had merely supposed that what the Parisians
and other Europesns in goneral were doing was living, but that he was
rdstaken, for he was drawing his ideas of life from the boulevards and
squares and had not gone to the proper sources, the people themelves.29

Matthiessen, on the other hand, felt that Strether was the kind of

man who received Man amount of experience out of any proportion to his

271bid¢’ PPa 68 f££,

1014, p. 78.
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n30 showing that he thought Strether's consciousness was perw

adventures,
haps in keen working order, so that he did not need actual adventures.
He was able to bulld upon actuality within his brain,

In another instance, as Spender discussed The Wings of the Dove,

he says that Kate Croy and "Martin" Densher are like vultures who swoop
down on the heroine, Milly Theale, However, he does not think that
James was damning Kate and "idartin," btut society, of which they were
exceptionally conscious members. Other less sonscious nembers of their
society often behave as they have done, and do not see that they are
morally dead.Bl The realigation of their moral disintegration bocomes
apparent to Densher before it does to Kate, If this view of Sponder's
is valid, could it not follow that James may have thought himself the
ingtrument of some enlightenment, and that by his writing he could show
the way to this decadent European society?

It is apparent from reading more recent criticisms of James that
time has allowed for discovery of more conplexities than were noticed by
his comtemporary critics, while attermpts have been made to unravel the
nysteries which had been taken into account earlier., tHatthiessen spends
some trouble on the imagery in Henry James,

"The whole bent of his later descriptions," Matthiessen wrote,

tyas to make them more visually complete.“32 And again,

3°£¥iatthiessen, ope cit., p. 38,
318pender, 9op. cite, p. 72
32Matthiessen, EB- 9}2., De 61,
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By the time of his full development James had discovered the
secrot of even more elaborate devices, particularly that he could
’ﬁn‘: :ggeggzkéiz hégd:':?%ginative effects by subtly recurrent images
There is 1ittle or no discussion of imagery in the reviews and
other eriticism which appeared during James' lifetime. This seems to be
a product more of scholarly study than of the reviewer's craft.s The use
of symbols, however, may well be the sorbt of thing which lies very nmch
in the eye of the beholder. What has meaning for one student will nob
for another, and the same symbol may have different connotations for
various readers. This msy be so elenmentary that there is no neced for it
to be said.
There is a point which strikes a note that is slightly sour. It
is the change which a symbol may undergo, in one story, in the cyes of

one observer, HMatthlessen, in discussing The Golden Bowl, declares

first of all that the golden bowl bought by Maggie Verver and from which
the story takes its name, represents the Prince, legpie's mmasband, whom
her father has actually bought for her. ¥hen the bowl is later dis-
covered to have a flaw, then Matthiossen feels that this represents the
flaw in the relationship bebtween Maggie and her 'z‘zr'ince.sll Why should
this not mean that there is a flaw in the Prince himself? There cer-
tainly is, and to change the representation of the bowl seems to destroy

its meaning completely in both cases,

331pid., p. 83,
3lrpig,
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To show that symbols can have meanings as various as are rcaders,
the following quotation from Spender will serve as an illustration,
NThe golden bowl srith its flaw represents, of course, the flaw in the
order of their lives.“as Spender would be more likely to seo the situa-
tion from the sociological point of view,

Some critics have worked themselves into a lather in attemptso to
read meaning and shades of meaning into James! stories, Typlcal of this

is the book The Comic Sense of Henry Jenes, by Richard Poirier, It is,

to say the least, not customary to think of James in the comic tradition,
Just what is meant by "comic" in Mr, Poirler's study may be something
other than that sort of materisl that causes people to srile and laugh,
however., Here is a sample statement of part of his theory:
The question is felt on every page-=who i3 exploiting the Llife
of another human being? Or, to phraso it more relevantly within
the problem /of Jemes' comic sense/, "An I guilty," James seems
always to be asking, "of violating the dramatic freedom of this
character in order to place him in scme system of meaning?936
Into what "system of meaning" does Mr, Poirier fit his theory?
We must read on for some pages before any help is offered to dullards
who cannot absorb the sense of 1t all at once. Before a 1ifelino is
tossed, many may experience a certain amount of floundering about. Some
thirty-six pages later, Mr, Poirier eventually explains, for those who

have persevered that far:

BSSpender, EB. S&., pn 88.

sék?ichérd Poirier,

The Comic Sense of Henry James (Londont
and Windus, 19€0), p. 9. - 22 ( n: Chatto




60
Comedy exposes and evaluates the difference between "free" and
"fixed" characters, while melodrama results from the self-agsertions
of would~be "free" characters,3(
Some fourteen pages later he adds to the explanation, showing
that he beliaves the theory must be taken a bit at a timos

Comedy is thereby a means of temporarily suspending our desire
to make moral gensralizations.

This takes a bit of readjusting of thought, but if one can accept
the premise, it does seem to explain the apparent lack in James of dis-
pensing proper justice to his various characters, It seems ridiculous,
however, at first, to think of this quality of James in the vein of
comedy.

One further quotation from this book may serve to exploit Iir,
Poirierls thinking:

Thus it is that his comic sense lays bare the urgency of his
deeply personal comnitment to the practice of his art, It is his
best weapon in defence of a kind of freedom which, if defenceless
in life, might, he fondly hoped, find an existence this side of
death in the fictive world of his novels.39

1f Henry James were using his comic sense in such a way, he mane
aged to keep it from all searchers until ilr. Polrier came upon ite That
he was deeply committed to his art is not questioned. That his "comic
sense" or any other device dreamed up by 2 critic actually laid any of

his ideas bare is extremely difficult to swallow, To be asked to beligve

Hbid., po LS.
BB’IbidQ, P 590
39Ibid., Pe 604
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that there was really any urgency about his commitment is almost as hard
to accept., James was not of a nature nor were his writings so designed
as to lead to such a conclusion.

That people can spend too long delving into any particular sub-
ject is demonstrated by the foregoing excerpts and by some to follow,

from a book of essays by Robert W, Stallman, The Houses that James Built.

Mr. Stallman took his title from the lead essay, which he wrote on Por-
tralt of a Lady. He began writing the essay by refuting a previous
egsay by a ¥William Troy, who had stated that all the important crises in
the story under discussion had taken place in gardens!

Mr, Staliman says that, on the contrary, the cruclal events took
place in houses, He also see the various situations as houges of dif-
ferent types. The place where the action occurs governs the type of
action as well as the characters' emotions. For instance:

Whereas at St, Pater's she is still free to move through great
spaces and in light (it is the only edifice in Book I that is
lighted), at the opera house she is boxed in, It is a secondary
frienda’sit in ot of the lavgest bareaud

Thig quotation sounds as if Stallman were harking back to the
ancient "pathetic fallacy" theory; however, there may be something to it.
As has been said, one can spend too much time on one subject, and the
inclination is to believe this momumental struggle between Stallman and
Troy over the site of the climaxes in a novel is a graphic result of

such lingering in the mining shafts after the ore has been carried away,

WO0psvert W, Stallman, The Houses that James Built and Other Liters
ary Studies (4nn Arbor: Michigan State University Fress, 1061), Pe 33e
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Stallman's general theory runs that Jares was a novelist of

socieby and the activities which he liked to describe were the sort
which took place in enclosed places, not in open spaces such as gardens.
Algo, as James was a chronicler of events of the mind, the crises were
not external happenings but mental ones, so that Troy's idea about ¢li-
mactic things taking place in gardens was wrong on two counts. Thus do
the academicians wrestle with the problenms of great pith and moment.

In a second essay, on The Ambassadors, Stallman advances the

theory that "the Wollett product® in the wanufacture of which Strether
had been engaged in Massachusetts and about which Miss OGostrey had asked
him several times, was clocks, or perhaps watches, For, he reasons,

If the article were something unimportant, such as button hooks,
there wouldn't be any purpose in having Strether so reluctant to
name it. Why, then, does James make such a mystery about it? Iiis
deliberate intention not to name it was, as I sce it, solely for
artistic purposes. That he uses it as a riddle, that in itagelf
hints at its importance, its thematic importance , . , it corre=
lates with the time-theme, promotes 1t, manifests it.Ll

These samples show what can be done with a fairly small particle

of material. It can be expanded and re~developed countless times until
there is little resemblance to the original substance. This is some-
thing 1ike the process which soap powders undergo when water is added.
There is multiplication beyond belief of the original volume, and the
theories which emerge from watered grains such as the stories of James
are similar to the bubbles, Light and fragile, they hold a good deal of

hot air, and may seem substantial until they are touched.

Mipsa,, pp. 390,
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This age has been termed an age of criticism, rather than one of
any large amount of creativity, Some of the critics seem 4o have taken
this matter to heart and to have outdone themselves in elaborating the
business of criticism practically to death, Once it becams the literary
vogue to "do" Henry James, it seems that there were many critics searche
ing for a subject., They descended upon him full force, and whera there
seemed little for them to dissect, they werc content to work by the
expansion-of=-tiny«particles method, creating flelds for themsclves to
work in and perhaps to make themselves experts in,

In the beginning of the period, at the instance of the James cen-
tennial, there was the attitude of vindicating James to the infidels; 1t
seems to have turned into a matter of making infidels out of the other
ceritics who may have tried to publish conflicting treories,

Probably the most remarkable thing 2bout the pressnt stsge of
criticiam on James is the quality of protectiveness which most writers
take. Each of them seems to be defending James against attackers, but
ib is virtually impossible to f£ind writings by these assailants, The
impression 13 given that those who are defending James are simply fenc-
ing with shadows, This does have the effect of making the cultists look
brave and highly intelligent~-if one does not search too diligently for
the real people casting the shadows.



CHAPTER 11X
CLASSIFICATIONS OF CRITICISM ON JAMES

Throughout the years in writings about James there have been
apparent various trends of thought which have occurred to the many
eritics, These are, upon study, capable of being placed into certain
categories. Of course, there have been those which have been unique in
thought and with respect to the slant at which they examine the subject,
but these are not of concern here, Certain of James! qualities have
impressed themselves rore upon the critics, and these are to be dis-
cussed.

The critical abilities of Henry James have been of interest to
some of his critics, Another of his qualities is that of an observer.
This guality has been apparent to many of the writers about his works.
The stand a writer takes on morals is of interest to many people, and
the attitude that the critics felt that James took will be indicated.
His style is, of course, important, and his techniques of characteriza-
tion and plot as well. These clagsitications will be followed by a dis-
cussion of one of the most notable of James! characteristics, his
obscurity, and by observations on the English and American attitudes
toward James. The various critical attitudes mentioned above are to
serve as headings for this chapter on classifications of the critical
material on Henry James. These sections will cut across chronological
divisions and may often refer to material which has already been quoted

in the paper. In such cases, of course, to avoid duplication of
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material, pege mmbers will be used to indicate whore the excerpts nay

be found.
I. JAMES! LITERARY CHITICISM

In an early review of James' work, the roviewer called James a
eritic who could write and think but mentions his uncertainty absut
", + o the meaning of some of the words.“l Henry James, almost from the
first, confounded his beholders in one way or another. The book in this

case was French Poets and Novelists, and the reviewer disagrees on some

points with James' conclusions but says, "there has of late years
appeared nothing upon French literature so intelligent as this book . .+ «
acvube, full of good sense, free from al{ecbation and pretencc."z The
reviewer contimed with his commendation of the book, saying that it had
common sense, for which he seemed most grateful, for it replaced the
"indiscriminating laudation" formerly given French literature, It would
appear that there had been a surfeit of laudation and that James was
something of a radical in teing a trend-breeakor,

James was evideatly unawed by the literature of TFrance, the coun=
try in which he had thought first of making hls home after expatriating
himsolf from America. His judgments seem to have been balanced enough
to merit the praise of his reviewer, who, naturally, regarded him merely

as another young writer, not as the literary figure he was to become in

]'The Athenaeum, March 16, 1878, p. 339,

21oid,
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the future, This balance of Judgment is an important key to his fiction

as well as to his criticism.

Two years later, 1880, in another review of a baook of James'
ériticisn, a book on Hawthorne for the English lien of Letters Series, a
reviever sald that it was ", ., + hardly more than taskwork, done cleve
erly no doubt .+ « « Lut not ecpecially interesting and not in the least
important as throwing new light on its subject."3

Another critic, however, noted the author's

admirable laculby of choice and sslecction o o A the artistic
disposition and arrangement of matcrials ., o

though he feli that

Hr, James' criticisms , . « are frequently overdone to the
extent of being hypocritical rather than critical,

Ts 5. Ellob, writing an essey on cames in 1910, two years alter
James'® death, expressed the opinion that

James was emphatically not a auccessfu% literary critic, liis
eriticism of books and writers is feeble,

It is all too easy to discover that two or more critics rarely
agree on any particular work, or even on any of its points, With this
inevitable divergence of opinions ccmes the balance of vision which

helps things to be viewed more accurately.

30he Athenaeun, Jamary 3, 1080, pp. 1h-15,

hHarper’s Hagazine, March, 1880, pp. 1L-15,
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II. ORITICAL LOOKS AT JAMIS AS AN OBSERVER

| h The qualities in James' writing which went into making him an
observer and raoorﬁer 6f his impressions were in their turn observed and
recorded by hls crivics. Here, too, is ovident the diverse reactions of
critics to Jacobite methods,
One of thbse secondary observers wrote that the attituds of dis=

passionate observer which James took coused him to Le a

spectacle of pure intellect and artistic sensibility dominating

commoner if not inferior qualities. For all who enjoy this

interesting and singular spectacle, r, Janes! book will be a

source of pure delight,!

This is from a review of The Lesson of the lMaster in 1892, There

are certainly those who would take exception to what this writer has
said about the function of the "modern artist in fiction," and even if
his premise is accepted, there would 8till be those who did not find
Jameg! book delightful., This critic was a thinker in the same stream as
Henry James, and he could therefore find delight in reading him.

A1l eritics, however, did not enjoy the "interosting and cingular

spectacle.” Another, reviewing The iukward ige in 1899, said:

If drawing rooms were the world, and those who have their being
in them the whole of mankind, one could have no reagonable ground
for dissatisfaction with the novels of lenry James.

This writer did not think that drawing-room types were wholly

. satisfactory, and neither could he enjoy the resolving of the action of

Tmhe Nation, April 28, 1892, p. 326,
87ne Dia1, July, 1899, p. 21.
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the story, for he concluded disdainfully:

The ocutcome is naught, as far as we are able to discern, and

not one acquaintance has been made with whom we would desire fur-
ther commerce.?

The question of whether this particular critic's powers of dis-
cerment were as keen 28 they night have baen will be left untouchad.
Hig generel feeling, however, was similar to that expressed by others
who felt that there was not enough of the common touch, or of low life,
as 1t is lived anong the less favored classes. That James' stories con-
tained allusgions to low 1ife did not seem to help much. The Wlow life®
was net lived by common follk, bubt by Jemes' usual arlstocrats and
wealthy peoples This sort of critic deminded more in the way of crises
and vitality, of coming to grips with raw, stack situations,

A review, which has Leesin guoted on page § (footncte 15), described
the firer power James displayed in disccrning "the crurbiing of the
interior defenses of the human clitadel,” and in deing so the revicuer
seemed to discern himself what sort of thing James was trying to do.
The reviever seens to have interpreted Janes' mission, if that word may
be used, as a writer, cccurately. It wus not lute in James' career that
this review was written, yet perhaps hccause the reviewer could look at
his work with eyes unclouded by the critical dust sloms that were to

come, he was able to comprehend nore casily,

Tvid,

“Oneinatg—



69
III, MORAL CRITICISH OF JAMES

‘ The problem of Henry James'! norality, as manifest in his writing,
has been batted a’i‘aaut;'bhe critical forum for some time. The crities
have, one or another of them, found him to be moral, immoral, a Puritan,
a2 nonw-Puritan. Often these conclusions are arrived at with the same
evidence,.

One thorm in the side of some readers is the frustration of their
desire to see virtue and evil receive appropriate rewards., This, they
believe, is a prerequisite to a satisfactory piece of fiction.

An early review noted that the traditional round-up where each
character received his just deserts was honored in the breach by James

in The Tragic Muse, and the reviewer called it, "a novel which marks

the farthest departure from the old idea of a novel."lo The reviewexr
went on to explain this departure, saying ". . . the question never vas
what they Ehe characterg] were going to do, tut what they vmre."n He
mentioned this devslopment in novel form without praise or condemnation.
Pérhape he was awaiting further developments in this trend before making
any decisions about it,

Ancther was less hesitent about stating his opinlons of Jamesian
maraigsj the quotation, which has been written out on page 30 {footnote
6li), states that James had become morbid, decadent, and unreadable. This

ceritic seemed to feel that there was nothing of value to be found in James,

mﬁar‘per‘s Hagazine, September, 1890, p. 639.
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To still another, James showed the other side of the coin, for
this critic felt that in his later novels he was

hampered in his judgment and misled in his observations « o . bg\'
his mystical inheritance e o « deeply overlald with Puritaniam 2

it was common practice among a good many of the critics to trace
James' roots back to New anland, though he had little acquaintance with
the section, and then to relate morals in his stories to what they con-
sildered carry~overs from the4Puritan trends which they felt were typical
of that part of the country.

Were the critics reading things into James' storiles, or was he
actually expressing varied moral stands in his different stories? Both
these points have been affimed by different critics. One, in 1603,
said that "gome gf his storiés have hushehush and fie-fie mathodé,"
while others were "ag full of the covert suggestion of foulness as the
worst French novel of the last forty years."13 That surely was putting
James in a definite spot, by comparing him, unfavorably at that, to
French novels! 8til11, though, it was admitted that the suggestions of
fonlness were covert, A1l the immoral activity takes place off~stage
1n James* novels, no matber how frequently it occurs or seems to occur.
o Another eritic wrote in 1903 that James!

refusal to balance the ledger against extravagance or depravity

pats, the British audience against him because that audience seeks
insbructions Wwith 1its amusemen’o.lh

laThe Atlantic, January, 1903, ps 77,

1311:3.&.




This was probably & sharp insight into the matter, for the notion
of being dosed with insbtruction while being entertained is a hangovgrﬁ
from the very earliest days of fiction., It was felt then that books;f 3
which were expensive to produce, should be as worthwhile as possible;{ :
Somg moral or ethical lesscn would be prominent through the story. édhf
comitant punishment for wrongdoing and rewards for good were necessa;y
to impress upon little minds, children's or adults', that wrongdoing 
will get you nowhere,

Later, the proportion of entertainment was increased, in order teo
make the mixture more palatable. The necessity of meting out justige is
an idea which has persisted, however, and even today the general fiction
directed at the masses has this feature. There is certainly no reaéon
to encourage their baser instincts, is thers?

On the whole, the rewardswofwyirtue doctrine is probably not
harful, but it is thought by many to lead the impressionable to expect
some tangible payment for all their good behavior, even if it consisis
only in not béing actively bad. It does not prepare the readers adg-
quately for a world which may punish the wrong-doer, or nay even allow
the culprit to go free. ZReelity toc often finds that its stories are
not rounded off as neatly as those of fiction,

Another critic interpreted James' moral theories thus:

« » » he has shown an increasing disposition to deal with the
amorous predicaments of people belonging to the most idie and
depraved society of the land of his adoption in a style so ambiw
guous, so over-laden with halfehints and qualifications of every

sort that among several possible meanings one feels at liberty
to choose the worst, and usually does go with the uncomfortable




aterthought that evil 35 who evil thinks,}® :r i
.This is umorous honesty, and it serves as a possible reason for,
some of the demunciations of James on moral g,rounds. The critics wanted ¢
to have the right, the straight and narrow, pon.nted out to them, or even
hamered out. When the choica was left to them, they may not have i‘elt
that they were equal to the task of maldng it.
4s a critic wrote in 1913t
It is the proper business of Mr., James not to affirm sensation
or any experience--he could not do it with sincerity-wbu'o o ques~
~ tion sensationy to question emotion and sentiment; it is his proper
- business %o examine experlence with the amused, aearching gaze of
" one who expects the unexpected.10 N
This critic was thinking scmewhat differently from those who con-
'dem::ed James' lack of morality; he did not feel the need for the old
questians to be answered amther tiresome time, He recOgnized James!
right to ralse them in his own peculiar way, without '}providing answers
' }wﬁéh might be found in any Sunday School pamphlet.v If the author lived
up to his bargain artistically, it was not necessary for him to fit the
_ meuld of all other uriters,
. In March, 1916, a month after James! death, an article appeared
‘ ‘in whieh it was stated that James had broken t,wo moral codes: one, of
,pasgsign that must be kept secret, and the other, of people's having a
strdngfi’eeling about someone and gtill usir;g'j the pe"rfson as a convenience,

~Tet, the writer did not seem convinced that James was thoroughly immoral

lét”}urre'nt Gpinion, Juns, 1913, p. L89,




for having violated the codes. He conceded that James® people were 8o
complex that a sort of paradox was created, and he explained the situa=
tion in this way:
¢ + » & doing wrong which is accompanied and conditioned by the
most sensitive perception of other people's spiritual needs may
easily be a richer moral good than a strict, straight road of
obvious duty,.i7 .

The insight of this critic showed that a new trend in criticiéﬁ
was possible in view of the new trend in literature. The trend could“bé
likened to trying to see around corners and inventing a perlscope to
solve the problem.

Of course, the trouble with this sort of literature 1s the gene
eral lack of enthusiasm on the part of the public for tying up the loose
ends of such "richer moral goods." That sort of thing frankly eiibar
passes over the heads of the public or leaves them cold, for the most
part.

Four years later the argument was still unresolved, for one essay
stated that "James! classification as a puritan was Wronge nl8

An essay published in 1937 entitled "Henry James and the Relation
of Morals to Hanners® by Ivor Winters reeexamined the questlon. The
uriter felt that James'! ideas on a moral gense were that there isvéne
"« o o inherent in human character at best," and through association it

may be enriched and cultivated and that "4t ag an American characteris-

tic may be weakened or in some obther manner petrayed by an excess . , ,

the New Bepublic, Havch 11, 1916, pp, 152-53¢

Bme Boolauan, Hay, 1920, p. 36l,




T
of such association [éenerally referring to 'association’ with the types
of Buropeans with whome James concerned himselﬂ."lg This moral sense
was a rather outstanding one in Americans, but as far as he could tell,
it was not strong‘ enough to withstand the blandishments of clever Luro-
pean tactics which operated from lower motives.

dames saw the moral sense, Winters thought, as an American phe-
nomenon egsentially (this American morality has been commented on by
many foreigners),as an "actual and historical development in the Ameri-
can context,” and "the ultimate and rarefied development of the spiritual
antagonism in whieh the provincial civilization aséerted 1ts moral
superiority over the obviously superior cultivation of the pamnt.“20

VWinters also felt that this moral sense was a result of the
influence of the church on New England life and, through New England, on
the rest of the country. TFurther, this sense had been strongly rooted,
then dameged, by the YWar Detween the States and the westward movement,
go that as manifeated in Henry James' American prototypes it was "a fine,
but & very delicate perception, unsupported by any clear set of ideas."21 ;

Thus, the moral quality of Americans-~those who traveled and
visited in Furcpe, et any rate (perhaps those who stayed at home were
better grounded in morality in ratio to their being grounded at home)ew

was an open invitation to demoralization by the Europeans who came in

1
gfvor Winters, The North imerican Review, October, 1937, p. LS0.
Orpid,, p. 183,

2L1bid., p. LSO,
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contact with it. In the resorts and country houses of Europe were

people who were bored, who Sought diversion., They often were poorer
than they wanted to be. Why not tamper with these Americans, manipulate
them a bit, mightn't the results be interesting, for a time, at any
rate? And who would be hurt by it? At the worst, only an American or
80,

In contrast to Thomas Hardy, James gave the effect of his charac-
ters' having the greatest amount of freedom of choice. He "gought to
create the illusion of unhampered choice,"22 the article contirmues.

Sone of the critics felt that the characters were in play, not apainst
the enticements of the other characters in the story, bul against the
blandishments of James himself. Perhaps the critics felt this was not a
fair struggle.

Somewhat in the manner'of a scientist who transplants ants from
their native colony (the colony idea fits in all to well with America,
also) to study their reactions, James, as Winters thought, created his
Americens as "paradoxes of New England conscience along with an acquired
fortune in a time when it was impossible to acquire a fortune honestly.”
VWhat the writer seemed to regard as a flaw in creative production may be
explained by the theory that James was interested almost wholly in socie
ety and its interplay, His Americans may have gotien thelr fortunes
without allowing their consclences to impede thelr progress; America was

a land where fortunes were Ho be made, Their business ethics had little

21p3d., p. 192,
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to do with thelr soeial behavior. The Turopeens in the stories had no
tusiness ethlos, elither, for they had no businesses. Their fortunes hed
been mede generations before., ‘Men placed in the older scclal atinoge
phore of Burope, the Amerdcans wero beyond their depths People In America
had manners, of coursed Thelr relations with one another were not care
ried on behind a thousand laoyors of devious action, thoughs The vencer
of manners in Amerlca was mmech thirner, not lined with fine cracks of
age and re-application, Thelr consciences may have been imperfact on
the business facel, tut on that of social intercourse they were still
Rrce

In 1960 Leon fdel, one of the foremost James scholurs, wrote thed

James attacked a subject which was adnittedly highly soyhisticated in

writing The Golden Bowl, for ememple, showing that James was aware of
the situstions which he could be stirring ups thot his hints and nods in
his olhor stordes were nob naive provecations of such thoughta, lidel

said that The Goldon Dowd

reveals him breaking new ground amd finding 2 resolution to GUEEw
tions left unresolved in his other novels, 4 « « & subject as
"adulierine” as this Jumes had wanted to treat for many yoars,
complained that the Auerican “femily magazines made him write at
the level of edolescents.” Iut The Uolden Sowl was not serialized,
and ho was free to handls his subJood without eny reservabions,23

These statements show clearly that James knew exectly what he wos
doing when he wrote a story, and that he was compelled to bow o the

decrees of editors i¥ he wished to have publication in frerica, His

23, . |
‘ Leon Zdel, Henry James (iinneapoliss University of Minnesota
Press, 1960}, pe 35, '
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earlier stories might have been quite differvent had he been allowed pexr=

fect freedom, and his development would likely have been different, too.
IV, JAMESY STYLE

After reading "Daisy Miller,” a critic wrote the statement about
James® style, already quoted on page 5 (footnote 6), which said that
Japes was little more than a beginrer, but that he had already "acquired
a mamer,” The manner of the young writer was approved, but the review
ended with the observatlon that lMr. James would have to be careful to
avoid becoming a mere reflection of Trollope, a pitfall which the
reviewer felt would be easy, That James did not become a mere reflec-
tion of Trollope, or of any ons elss, for that matter, hardly needs to
be stated,

Soms short stories which appeared in 1879 also received commenda-
tion for their style, quoted on page L (footnote k). This notice ended
with the hope's belng expressed that "he is not yet at the end of his

invention « . .“2h

Here another apprehension about James'® sliding into
an easy rut appeared, One wonders whether these critics found something
B0 good, so promising in him that they actually did not wish to see hin
descend, or they were merely laying groundwork for future reviews which
might take the tone of mock dismay at beholding what they had forseen to
be happening. The role of prophet may not always make the prophet popu~-

lary, but it tends to increase his reputation for mental prowess.

2bThe Lthenaeum, November 8, 1879, pe 593.
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The hopes expressed in these reviews, if they were sincerely
gishingfwell for James, were rewarded with a surprising amount of invene
ﬁiong'*lt would be interesting to discover what the same reviewers'
féactions would have been to James' later stylistic developments,
whether they would have been grected with delight or despair.

A review of Confidence, a story published in 1880 which receives
little notice now, showed'thé réviewer's pleasure in the "seemingly
1ight but really careful touch of which Mr, James more than any living

English writer possesses the secret.“25

Perhaps this was the reviewer
who worried about James' running low on invention (it is exceedingly
difficuig'éb féll, because almost none of the reviews in any of the
magazihé;&éére signed). It did appear in the same magazine and only
two maﬁths later, At any rate,'theze are few people at present vho
think of Henry James as writing with a light touch, Usually just the
opposite feeling is evoked by his name, In some of his early short
stories, however, his tone was quite different from that of the later
‘works,

The fact of his varying styles in long and short story writing

has precipitated another controversy: whether James was better in brief

or at length. A review of Roderick Hudson (which was being republished
fgﬁ;.ygars after its first appearance) stated that he was better in the
long stories, and another review in the same magazine five years later

said:

'QSTﬁejAthenaeum; January.B, 1880, p. 16,
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¥r. James often shows at his best in the short story, where
space does not allow of circumlocution or prolonged fencing
with direct iasues.eé

In The Atlantic in 1693 another thought appeared on the subject:

We confess to liking this suthor best in his larger books,
because with greater space there 18 more room for his characters,
built up out of an infinity of particulars . . . and because we
think Mr, James himself therein brings into play povers of com=
position which scarcely have scope in his shorter stories,

It would appear that a great deal of the matter rested with the
individual taste of the person writing the review, James went through a
period in which he concentrated more heavily on the production of short
stories, in order to provide income and leisure for working on his
novels, He himself did not regard his short stories as a particularly
important part of his output,

To tﬁe present-day reader of James the following quotation may
come as a8 surprise, rmch as the idea of James' having a "light touch':
Their style is so nearly perfect that in reading them one
rarely gomes upon a weak, an ungraceful, or an inelegant sen=-

tence, 2
- This appeared in 1885, in a review of short stories. Such a
statement might be difficult to accept by someone who has recently
struggled through one of those page-long rambles containing only one

period which James evidently considersd a'sentence. It seems, someshow,

ﬁhatnﬁis stories with the most involved structures are more familiar

26The étrenaenn, Harch 19, 1892, p. 601,

2716 4 Atlantic, Novenber, 1893,.ppe 695-96,

QBHagper g.Uagazine, February, 1885, p. L92.




80 i

than the simpler ones.

Another extract, from a review of The Other House, shows the

unfamiliar side of Janes' style:
e . 80 deftly is it wrought that one scarcely notices economy » « »
Those who consider themselves fairly familiar with Jemes' stories
would be brought up short by the word "economy," unless, of cou:ﬁe, they
had done some reading in the early stories. His style, it is obvious
“through these reviews, underwent considerable change during his long
career, |
By 1893 some reviewers were taking notice of the changes, for in

discuésipg Essays in London and Elsewhere, one of them remarked:

But the main drawback to.the volume is the tortuous English
which Hr. James has chosen to write, evidently under the impres-
sion that he ought to evolve a style of his own.30

Though this eritic took a somewhat sneering attitude about the

matters he was close to the truth about James' trying to evolve a style
of his own. It has been mentioned that James felt he was following his
@‘wn school, in the same way that Irving hed followed his own. Yhat the
éritic may have regarded as simple audacity was.really what ngas wasg
:déliberately trying to accomplish, Innovations are not always looked on
with favor, however, and this time the critic did not welcome Janes'
efforts,

In another review, of William Wetmore Story and His Friends in

2914 Living Age, March, 1903, p. 365.

30The Athenaeum, July 29, 1893, p. 158.
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1903, a eritic took afra‘tht'ar regretful look at the evolution of what he
conaidered
Yhe peculiarly involved and often puzzling style which now tyrane
niges over Hr. James, ‘Long and complex sentences greet the reader,
the very first of thesa occupying nearly half a page.3l
These glimpses of reactions  James! earlier works manifest very
clearly the fact that there was a\discernibla change wrought in his
‘s"hyle 28 he matured, A _greater preoccupation with what one critic
called the "dragnet method," in which he felt that James thought of a
sentence "primarily as a trunk to pack with his own intellectual belong-
111;;@,‘,”‘g came over him, There are those who think it a shame that he
allowed this preoccupation to overcome him; there are those who could
mt care less about it, and there are those who are frankly puzsled by
| it or who may claim to understand it clearly, but who in either case
regard him with wonder and awe because of it,
It is hardly necessary to say that those in the last group com-
prise the Toult" of Henry James entlusiasts, the Jacobites. As time
passes » the believers seem to have become more firmly entrenched in

the:.r positions, and the middle ground between them and the disparagers

haa widened and has become desgerted.

V. JAMES' CHARACTERIZATION AND PLOT

In 1377 a review of The American, already quoted on page 2 (foot=

nobe 3.) gave James a notable bit of praise for a relative newcomer., It

3oy Nation, November 5, 1903, pe 365.
321*16:"0!1 American Review, October, 191k, p. 632,
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mentioned the lack of'ﬁassion in the story but then launched into a long
encomiun WhichfdisbuSsédjhis "rare skill" and "the apparent simplicity
which was the height of art," among other remarkable attributes. It was
evident that this reviewer found James' style worthy of a great deal of
é&miration,.avén'thuugh ﬁelhad not had much opportunity to develop it.

This was before Jamés' period of preoccupation with the proper
words and phrases, and the consequent difficult style. Some (perhaps
more) will bemoan the fact that James did not persevere more to the task
of perfecting his ability to handle plot. There is much to admire in
the unfolding of a well plamned plot. It is a skill which should not be
deprecated, Anyone with even a modest background of reading will agree.

Henry James, however, to the dismay of some of his crities,
showed no particular interest in attaining this type of skill. Though
My, Winters has stated that "all intelligent criticiem of James is
resolved inevitably into a discussion of plot,"33 this does not seem the
case at all, By what the critics have written about him it can be seen
that he was a great deal more concerned with the working out of other
dstails of his stories than withthose of the plot,

If£ there be those who feel thét these other elements suffered
rather then gained from hié‘endeavors, they are entitled to feel as they
do, James was certainly not successful in every attempt he made,

- James wes interested in the people of his novels, but in his own

distinct way. Some of the critical reaction to his characterization

33Yvar'Winter3, Horth American Review, October, 1937, p. 450,
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inclgde‘one from 18795|quted on page L (footnote 5), in which the
criticlsaid that James- did not expose his characters in the usual way,
£he way which the critic"{eltvwas most natural, that James did it by
nging them‘“creatures ofééhe intellect merely." VWhat this crific.may
héve thought of as ”naturai” in character development may'weli ﬁave;been
merely the type to which he had become accustomed, Innovationé ghguld
not be decried merely because'they aren't the usual thing, any mo;é than
they should be heralded joyfully for the same reason, They should:-be
taken for what they are, then judged on the basis of whether they accome
plish their intended purpose.

Again, enother oritic was moved to give great praise to the char-

acterization of Miriam Routh in The Tragic Muse, calling it "b;:-i:l.'li.arrb,,"l

and lavishing other such generosities on it. The excerpt has been
quoted on page 10 (footnote 17). This represents rmch admiration on the
pait of the eritic and a general progress toward mutual understanding on
both sides. Book roviewers are not generally noted for passiné out
Suparlativga. Whether it indicgtes a high degree of rapport between
Jeames! wiriting and the understanding of the particular critié or merely
that the eritic had a somewhat limited background in reading about
actresses, it is rather remarkable for its agreeable tone.

In 1898, a raview'aiSOIPreéiously quoted, on page 2L (faotnote L6},
stated that Haisie of What Maisie Knew was "an arbitrary, artificial

éﬁeaturé,“'and contimied in this somewhat unflattering vein, There is
little noticeable rapport here, or if thers is, the critic certainly

félt that he had gained superiority over Mr. James, Here was one man
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who refused %o accept characters who were not to his standards of |

naturalness,

A review of The Awkward Age in 1899 showed that the critic who
wrote it appreciated itaiﬁéroine a great deal, in fact, more than any of.
James' other characters,\fdr he wrote of her that "landa, is, in fact,
Mr, James' supreme creation , . ."Bh Human frailty mst be allowed for,
and in thia case, the critic lost out to the Judgment of time. For any
reader who could even place Nanda in her proper novel, there are prob—‘
ably ten or more who could do a fair sketch of Daisy liiller or Isabel
Archer, A questlon which the critics have not tried to answer concsrne
ing this sort of thing is whether the latter two heroines are more |
famous because they appear in superior stories, or whether the heroines
themselves are the important echievements in the books.

James was often berated for the poor job his reviewers felt that

he had done in character portrayal, In The Sacred Fount and ZBE Wings

of the Dove, for instance, two excerpts quoted previously show that in-
the first story he was said to have read Into the characters too subtle
conditions of the suu1,35 and in the second, he had created a character

36 Both of these reviews o

who was thought to be even stronger than he,
disclose rather strong urges to place the reviewers above the author by

their ridicule of him, Nelther of the critics were in sympathy with

3bmme critio, Auguot, 1899, po 75k
35The=Athenaeum, larch 2, 1901, p. 272,

3rne Atlantic, Jamuary, 1903, p. 8l
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James? line of thought_aq& did not submit to the conditions of his world,
It would bé;impoSSibléxkéféfhem to appreciate his characters and their
motives in that case.

The fact that The Wings of the Dove has recently been made into

an opera seems some sort o%,vindication of the attractions of James!
works to modern readers. If Milly Theale had really been 8o ponderous
and Merton Densher's fascination been represented by what a reviewer
called "only the author's rather anxiously reiterated word,"37 it could
not poasibly have held the minds and imaginations of the creators of the
opera long enough for them to have completed the job,

ﬁilliam Dean Howells, a friend of James, wrote an essay on James'
later novels which appeared in Jamuary, 1903. He discussed some of the
female characters at length and said that James was so supremely gifted
in divining women and portraying them that beyon¢ any other great novele
ist he had imagined few heroines acceptable to women. ‘Howells realized
that women generally prefer more noble and attractivé creations to
represent their sex than the types James liked to portray.

Howells also praised James for the way he presénted his charac=
ters to tné reader without analyszing or typing tﬁem. fle felt that such
a practice had added greatly to the craft of fiction-writing.

This practice, of course, was one of the things that caused other
critics to dislike James. They felt that without some soit of labels it

was hard to tell who were the good characters and who‘the evil ones,

M1viq,
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‘ Again, adding to the mental burden of the reader caused James to lose a
3ene¥a1 ‘popularity. It:aiso led to his being charged with obscuri‘oy,‘ ‘
with which subject the next section deals.

VI. JAMES' OBSCURITY

Probably the most familiar, talked-about, joked-about, condeméd',f
and explained feature of Henry James' fiotion is his obscurity. In
mbént times students have spun themsclves into whirlpools of murky
~waters by trying to translate bits or all of the mystery into some mean-
ing for themselves or any readers they might have, The more time one.'
‘hé.sput into studying James, the morc elaborate one's dissection of him
_: baéémes; this elaboration does not necessarily exist in proportion (”c.q
~the validity of the student's theories. Sometimes the validity see:'ns' to
decrease proportionately to the elaboration, in fact, 4

The reviewers who undertook to discuss James! books as they vwiere |
published naturally had less time to dwell on any particular qualities,
an;i of courses their space was quite lizniteé, as opposed to that of_tha
heavy ‘tomes published by some of the scholars. The public wanted come
" ment &i the books rather quickly, so that judgments had to be handé#l
&m_:ﬁzﬁ,th more rapidity than characterized some of the scholars! 1a$ors.
In ;cmiséquence, usually only the more striking points of the stories
w‘ez_fe‘ ;x;’gantianed in the reviews, This mentioning of the highlights would
ngt@z;élly», give a good deal of the space to the discussion of his
obscu?ity, for it was indeed a striking po;nt. A picture of James'

obscu‘rit:i as the critics noted its progress will follow,
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In 1881 a reviewer sald, in an excerpt which: has been quoted,
that "once or 'owice the desire to put things smartly has made him
obscure.“BB Perhaps this waa the reason for the beginning of his
obscurity, his desire to ‘nbe} @fferent and to impress his readers in genw
eral as well as the memberé of the fashionable world in which he enjoyed
mv’m. It may have been bnly this, and it may have certainly bc’eenllmia
more lofty aim to extend the English language and its ramifications.

In 1893 another reviewer wrote that James had a tendency to make
his reader feel stupld because it was so hard to discover what the story
wag all a;bcmt.B 9 Host people are not very willing to let a writer make
them feel that way. It is more pleasant to read the simple things and
have a feeling of superiority,

In a review, quoted previously, appearing in 1893, a critic come
mented that there were "bizarre phrases,” some of which turned out hap-
pily, bub usually "they are the reverse."m It did pob sit well with
this critic that hq‘a should have to go over a sentence several times to
£ind out what was meant, This critic was not alone; either, in his
rebellion against hidden meanings, for even in thosetimes, which are
‘tiheug?l? of as being more leisurely, readers chafed against having to
take bhe time to work out the author's implications,

It is interesting to discover in these reviews that something of

38The Athenaeum, Februarsr 12, 1881, p, 228,

3 9'I'he Athanaeum, July 8, 1893, pp. 60-61.,

WOy Mhenaeum, July 29, 1893, p. 158,
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James?! long sentence-atructnrexseems to have infected‘his reviewers.
One of them once sald that James‘ influenne immediately after reading
hin was tremendous, and it is evident from. such as this, from 18992
There is no other living writer who: could have written the
‘book, who' could so patiently and delicately labour to make a
fine point, who could deal so sensitively with ﬁ%ne shades, who
could anglyze the slight so subtly, so:wittily.
#hat a copy of Jomes! And what a seeming appreciation of his
gqualities) It is not known, of course, whether this is merely a carry-
over from having read James, or whether the imitation is really a con~

scious effort., The styling is unmistakable, however.

In a review of The Real Thing, in 1893, which has been quoted on
page 16 (footnote 30), the wfitérrof the review states that he reached
an iﬁ%erpretation boldly, buﬁ that he was confident, 1t was not the only
one which could be reached, and in fact that he was sure James could
réach a dozen others.ug Unless this critic was being extremely sarcage
tic, his feeling almost of reverence shows in the statement, for he pro-
tested his boldness in reaching a conclusion about it, and called the
story‘azparable, toos Such devotion generally does not appear in criti-
cism o% James until later in his career. Host of his contenporaries
treated h&m ag a talent to be reckoned with, even though the reckoning
might be almost impossible, and they did not reach the feeling uhich
sgems ‘to be-evident in this one. This is not to ignore the mention made

thhe Bookman, July, 1899, pp., 172=73,

hth@ ﬁtlantic, Novenmber, 1893, p. 656,
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in the excerpt about the “bewmldering and ‘teasing effecﬁ.“ Is this
effect, though, not treated as a property of a supﬂrnal sort? It scems
an: attitude of one whOehgs‘heard the oracle, does not‘ggitg understand
its meaning, yet is content to let the understanding come when'it will.

Ancther reviewer'sﬁawéﬁ a good deal of perception in another pre-
viously quoted statement, in saying that though James had suffered a
tremendous amount from people who were either unable or who refused to
understand him, and that all the while he was striving towards "the pers
fection of ezpression.“hB That this wes James' only goal in writing is
deubtful,'but‘it 18 certein that it was one of his serious aims.

The glimpses that have been afforded of James' personality show
him to hsve been the sort of person who could not take such a task
lightly; he was constrained by nature to labor over it and polish it,
 and then to rework-it innumerable times in order to achieve his ends.
In the resulting literaturey all but the most Jobwlike patiences are pub
to a severe tests

Variaussieviewerﬁ, of course, have seen various keys as the solue
tibnito éames; “The one quoted above took perfecting expression; another
thought of the mystery =8 involving a

submerge& and.elusive consclousness {that is not exactly'sentiment
and is certainly not incident) is never suffered to emerge clearly

nor yet to sink completely. The eonsequence is the reader, and wzh
'suspact the writer also, experience & sense of strain and effort.

1311 Mation, November 30, 1893, pp. L16-17.
hhfhé’ifheﬁaeum, June 15, 1895, pp. 769-70,
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: Iu‘ is not quite clear why there should be any confus:.on over
‘whether elements of’ the story are sentiment or inci dent. . How these two
vastly differentvcomponents should need to be distinguishe& is not cer-
téin. This actually aounds aa if the cntic vere t.rying for scme SPE-
c:.al efi‘ecta of his own to confouné the reader. No wonder 'c.hat there is
a sense of strain and. effort‘
A th.u'd eritic thought 3t was more a product of James® maturing
és an artist, “ |
His work of ’oaday varies from his earlier work, does 50 through
the matural process by which the subtle grows more impenetrable, 15
and the- deliaacy of shade 15 divided by still finer di crixﬁnaticn.
- There may be some differing opinions as to whether the subtle
| ‘growing more impenetrable is a8 natural process, but if that premise is
~accepted, the rest of the theory seems to follow, v
8ti11 another critic hints at what he thinke may be the cause of
Jamas‘ obscurity, with less reverence and more wit, perhaps, than others
who have beenaquotedg |

+ « it almost looks as if an attempt were being made to concyeg.l
‘c,hs pmrerty of ‘the idea in vash swaddlmg clo’ches of verbia{,e.

= This critic felt that James was good at’ camouflage, ab 3‘.eas’c. s AT
he did not have much of value to say, He could make it seen as if he
‘did,‘ and 1f he could fool some people into “thinidng that ideés were
bén_eaﬁh all that "verbiage," it would amount to a trimmph of sorte.

l‘SThe Atlaz\tie, Hovember, 1893, p. 695.

ué”he Atuer‘aemn, October. 22, 1893, p. 564
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This, a part of a review of The Turn,3£~the'3crew; continues,

showing that the reviewer did think more highly of James' talents than

it seemed at first; |
+ » « the author makes triumphent use of his subtlety; instead
of obscuring he only adds to the horror of his conception'by
occasionally withholding the actual. facts and’ just indicating
them without unnecessarily ample debails .. . . a’touch which
would have made even Hawbhorne envious on his own ground, ‘4nd
here, too, the style--braced up as it were to the task of not
missing a detall of the suthor's effects--loses its flabbiness
and indistinctness, and only gains in‘ stimulating power where a
curious turn of phrase is substituted for a more hackneyed expres-
5ioN. + « « 3t seems to do him good for once to kick over the
traces of hﬁs over-anxious analyzxng and to indulge 1n a real
frolic,. »

That this reviever was no sbranger to James! works shows here in
the relief he expresses in James' abandomment of his usual practice of
"over-anxious analyzing.” ‘It was this practice which had given so many
readers trouble in trying to follow the story“li%e.

James considered “The Turn of the Screw" as a mere potboiler,
hardly more than an exercise, and yet it has praven to be one of his
most popular and often-dramatized stories. It may well show that an
artist is not always the most perceptive judge of his own worksj it ~
stands to reason that he is not the most.objective. Fossibly in this
ghort story he found a certaiﬁ:perfaetion of expression of which he was
unawarey it is one of his better vehicles of commnication, There have
been suggestions that it has been overdone insofar as dramatizing as

mentioned in Jamary, 1962, by a reviewer who was writing about the

bTpsa., p. 565,
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recent film version, "The Tnnocents, "L If this is the case, more harm',
than good might be done in making James rhéfé ~»familiér,'§b ‘g wider audience,
Another reason for James' obscuré sﬁyle was offered when in 1902
Frank Moore Colby wrote an essay on James"ij ‘w”ork in general, Part of the
piece has been quoted previously, on page" 27 (footnote 55), in which the
critic refers to "that verbal hedge" behii;d which he thought.that per-
haps James was hiding guilty secrets. It_;iéas ‘a matter, then, of the
morality which has also been 2 principal issjﬁe in discussion of James.
The review contimed, after saying that hi.s,"‘diffitmlt and complicated
muse may say just what she chooses," el

This may be because it would be so difficult to expose hlﬁ9
Never did so much vice go with so much aheltering vagueness,

This relates to the review which antioned the many possible
interpretations 'of James, and also the or;e in which.the reviewer said
that one was tempbed always to pick the i?é;st 'meaniﬁg, with the accomw
panying thought that "evil is who evil thinks." Is not Mr, Colby, in
the light of the other review, showing how his own mind ran strongly to
evil interpretations? He concedes that there is a ver’aal hedg,e 2
that it hides something; then he leaps over it intc & cesspool,

Probably anyone who writes any quan’oity about humavx relationships
will be accused of immorality, Henry Jamss came in for a large share of

such accusationsg.

)‘ai‘he New Yorker, Jamary 6, 1962, p. 72.

wi’*‘rank Hoore Colby; The Bookman, June, 1502, pp. 396-97.
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In a. review of 1902, which has: been quoted on. page 28 (footnote

SB) s concerned with The wings of the Dove, Jenes. was said to! have "lost
050

himseli‘ in the ultimate azure of himself,"””" and the raviewer revealed

himaelf as rather disturbed ’m be left behind, He also referred to "bhe
decorated treadmill” which he thought James insisted was a c:ha:;r*icﬂ:,,s'“L
and did not concede for an inatant that his own heavy-footedness. migh‘b
have been smwhat. at fault for his not be;ng in step with the author.
This leads to the question ofupon whom should the respongibility rest
for getting in step, the author or the reader? An attempt will not be
made to answer the question,)ilé;re.

Another writer in re{rieiéing The Wings. of the Dove likened James

o the serving boy in an old story., The boy had his head shaved, then
had someone write an inscription on the bald spot. After this, he went
about asking everyone what it said. They would look at the top of his
head and say, "There is nothing there," His curiosi‘by ’cerribly goaded,
he ﬁna}ly rasorted to rlgg,ing up sone mirrors so that he could gsee for
hi.maelf. Sure enough, the legend read, "There is nothing there." The
| critic felt tha’o tzying to find the meanmgs in James would bring about
the same result. Then, mspired by a fllght of his own fancy, the
critic wrotez L

\ There ia 5 indeed, little else but 1ong » dull, paragraphs.of

‘emobional’ tergz.versation, wherein one loses all. sense of direce
tion for lack of one little clue, _:qge singly clear straightforward

59_?__1:3 ‘Critic, November, 1902, p. L0S.
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word, which would, to be sure, if it were thera, dispel the
greater part of the stary like a mi.rage.5

¢
'}“.‘

The same revieuer divided aovelis’t.s into two greups ’ those who
chose from the two parallel streams of life either t.he strean of circume
a’aance or that of consciousness » and 1t was decided that James kept 'bo
the latter. The revmwer felt that James! procedure didn' t accomplish
ita purpose, that it left tha reader too bewildered, The crit.ic d‘ld no’c.
mention Proust, but it can ba seen that he described James' t.echniqua in
a way that also could describe the French authoris,

Perhaps the reviewer did not feel that the public could handle
the bewildernents in Jaues' atﬁbries » for he brought in the issue of
marality; tying it in with the;‘ confusion by saying, "There is nothing so
prons to depravity as unrelieved gpeculation . . .-"53 Perhapa he had
seen the effects of people's behavior on town gosSips s who, if they have
not the facts to report, fall prey to the depravity of "unrelieved specu-
létiop,'* and end by manufacturing stories. At anyrate, it was James!
fa.ult,in the critic's eyes, that the confusion heé’aused in his storles
led the readers to have immoral thoughts.

‘ | ~ Many reviewers, seemingly distrustful of what they could not con
b:’f éé;'fiPi'éhens‘iqp, took an ‘at@:itude of superiority, They sought to dis-
parage’ James by casting shadowy doubts where they could find nothing
specifically wrong.

SzTha Independent, November 13, 1903, p. 2711.
SBIbld.
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Other critics,. who nay have been .afraid of looking dull should
timﬁ prove them wrong in nat 11k1ng or. understanding James, often gave
his stories 2 sort of general pralse, ‘without mantionlng any particular
peints, seemingly in order to straddle the fence all the way.u_athers.
w&re fond of asserting that they had divined James'.purpose; or that
they had discovered that his novels ware addressed 0 the cognoscenti,
: whose “insigﬁt into those: secret nlaces of uhe human spirit anproaches
“his ouna-Sh This enzbled them to seen twlce brill¢ant, for having found
~ out what the novels were all about, and for_being~ghe of those to whom
tﬁey were addressed. They must have been the addressees, or else how
-cbuld they have understood the stories?
| One of the eritics who took this stand swept himself aleng on a
verbal tidal waves
o Like some microscopist whose instrument,. focuss»d on a'pelm
: 1ucid drop of water, reveals within its depths horrible’ monsters
. feeding on one another, Mr, James shows forth the baffled paasian,
- fear,. jealousy and wounded: pride, the high courage and self=
- ‘sacrifice which:may lurk beneath the fair and shining surface of
* modemn life in its finest and most finished nanifesta“bions.55
| It is interesting that whereas this critic refers to the society
-~ James depicted as the ”finest'and most‘fin;aheﬁ,“ other eritics have
called 1t the most idle and depraved ;Pefﬁaps‘this is an: indication“of
: the critica' attitudes tcwards various strata of society and also of

thair qwn poaitlon.in it,

ShThe Critic, Jamuary, 1905, p. 20,
Sslbid., p. 22,
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The: wthor of anather essay on James' style noted that at that
time (1907) Janes was buay editing some of his novels, He felt that
many peaple would pmbab]y wish that he would clarify them. In view of
Henry James!'  attitude toward his fiction and the people who might read
it, however, he"x;efsignedf’i;imself to the opposite actuality.

But we doubt very‘_f_ﬁsicﬁif he will concede so much to the

Bo vadereakie o aupply them with both oyes ad intellech.56
: ‘ .

In#review of The Qp_p_qa a critic asserted that James' soclal
comedy was “an artificlal creation," and rather pettishly sniffed that
the author might have made some “concession of a more human contact with
his readers,” while calling hm "a patent, if limited, genius."s 4

The critic quoted abmié, as do most of the critics, reveals his
own personallty as he writes, almost as mich as does an author in
writing a book. It is quite interes’aing to f£ind the critics striking
poses of one sort or another, being grand or disdainful, sympathetie or
aggravated with the writer w‘hdm, they write about. In short, they turn
out to be human, and rarely ara they purely objective, no matter how
much they ma.y ‘claim the contréfy
) In the smmner after Jamea died, as essay on "The Art of Henry
Janes" was. published. It made} some suggestions as to the reasons for
Qam;esf' Jack of ’popularity‘ tﬁ.th‘the masses. It likened the psyc.hological‘ ,

nmrel to a game of chess, which some behold in ignorance of the moves

5me Nation, October 17, 1907, p. 33,
5Trhe Booknan, December, 1911, pp. L3le35.
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énd cannct appreciate. It calls for work on the. reader's part, further
" tha.n the mere ach of reading, which i8 too hard for a graaﬁ many. Moree
over, the essaylst said ,that James proved there were more th‘e‘m, the three
‘classic plote, '
L « « » that in. the interylay of any given company of human minds
iigsnﬁ‘;gga%afor cauntleas enthralments, bewildering transitions,

. . by his not employing. the usual type of plois; James was repulaing,
deliberately, the a‘htachment oi‘ a large portion of the general reading
public, The type who prefe;fg l;xaving only slightly different characters
going through practically the : same routines in every story would natur-
~ally find a James story pretty. tough sledding, When the climax is that
bai-d to discover, it doesn't make a lasy sort of reader happy.

| The next year, 1917, another essay appeared, along with a spate
. of summary articles of evaluation. It contained a valuable point cone
¢ernin_g reasons that James failed of his dasired.eﬁ,‘ect,; which was to
have his stories more universally accepted without'changing or diluting
them to fit a more common style.

| « o o 1% is becouse Anglo-&axons are quite unaccustomed %o having

?ﬁﬁfiﬁz | zié:.;gg:: zx;;i?gigé their moral centres, touched
- This was-something earlier eritics had hinted at, but it had not
beenput so accurately before. It was an idea that seemed to come bot-

ter from a slightly retrospective point of view., An 1890 review had

| 555_@3 & iy 2, 1916, p. 261,
e ) Nation, Aprsl 55 197, P 399,
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said of The Tragic Muse that it tal}**ed a good. deal about Part for art's

sake," whz.ch was a concept that the British whlic had not then absorbed
very wall. The- critic had realized then that James' approach came from
‘ the artistic side, which had not formerly been frequanted by many writers.
~The difficulty lay, in some respects, with his readers, who were
urused ‘4o being reached through their “aesthetic nerves" and could not
accept his radical method of addressing his premise to them, 1t is
rather a novelty to think of Henry Jomes with hia Romantic sbtories as a
radicaly yet his methods were decidedly mew and @femgt.

“In other respects, of course, the difficulty 'frs&;s in James himself.
~He would not unbend enough %o try to bridge the gap b/étﬁeen hinself and
the public. 'His style may have been advanced for s times, but it vas
_ disguised by the settings and characters he used, "’P‘h,ere are strong

flavors of lavendar and rose petals, of rather musty drawing roams and
 deep dark closetew~far from modern, even for his own time. It has taken
i;he,passaga of years to bring the public, to any dégre_e s up to the point
‘ of more general sppreciation of James., As Benry 3eidal Canby said in
119314, poetry had become so difficult that reading it had nade reading
LHenry James mch easier. _

The eritic who in 1920 amnounced that he had discoVered the reae
son for Jamea' lack of mass’ appeal was a bit heavy on accenting the
unreality of James' world, but he probably had grasped part of the rea-
~ sans: |
Becorum is what damns James with the larger public N

'people think how much leisure his characters must have had and
what little use they made of it!‘ His beautiful world is in



danger of being demolished by some turly onrush of actuality.60 |

- It is evident that this critic did not think James had simuléted ‘
Ractuality" very well in his fiction, | |
. f ¥Where some stories have levels of enjoyment ranging up to the
§sycholcgical in difficulty, James'! stories seem to begin there and pro-
gress;npwards to higher degrees of intricacy, The reader must climb
with ﬁim or be left dengling, James drew a veil across the naked face v_
of reality so that no sharply defined conclusions could be drawn about _ 
the aituations, the characters, their conversation, or the ultimats
resolution of the story.
| - Who, when witnessing a scene enacted before a lighted window, or
:in:éverhearing a conversation; or even in daily living with one's neigh=
bora; can assign reasons and bases for their actions and words? There
'are‘a;thousand odd influences upon each person, each acting in various
d&greés and with shifting depths of power, Put tuo people together and
these_influences mltiply, working in concord and scmetimes in opposie
tion, Add more people, it intensifies. The influences expand in geo~
metrié progression,

" An observer can be cognizant of cnly a small number of these
influencas; he can cstimate the causes of only the visible effects. i
Henry James knew that only an estimation was possible in real 1ife,band fg
? ha a tempted in his fiction to describe only some of the causes along

With the visible effectsy mch as one might recount the events of a

Opne Nation, October 20, 1920, p, Ml
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dinner par'by of the previous evening. |
Those ‘who discem ev'il in the stories caxmot lay the entire blame

on Henry Jemes, Rarely doas he delineate evil in concise tems; even in

The Turn of the Serew it is“more hinted at than stated. nggs may give
some basis for such mtﬁbprétations, but often much more 18 made of it
than is entirely jus’tifiabiég Perhaps it is only normal human nature to
make such interpretations, . b
Henry James himself gave a vital reason for his lack of general

popularity, in his statement in The Art of Fiction and Other Essays,

that 2 novel should be "an immense and exquisite correspondence with
life." He did not specify a.mirror of life, or the distillation of
1ife; he used the word, "correspondence.” -Correspondence is used for
keeping in contact with those who are at a distance, is it not? Then
James was of the belief that he should correspond with life. He +did not
alm at transeribing vitality, for it was ebkusl;. that part of life
from which he was distant., A writer should be j}@f}ggdﬁ_a‘b 1eas§__ pa:@ially
accoréﬁg to the standards he sets for him.szelf, énd.whether his wri’_c.ing
‘mﬁm them, It is certain that Henry James'should not be judged so
much by what ' the critics had m mind that 'he should do as by what he
mean’o : for his accemplishments,

“He was more of an observer t.han of a. partlcipator in life; he set
dom hi.s obser*;;tions in bis:'own singular MATNET. Jemes did not feel it
was his rzission to ‘interpret life in blaek and white, His colors were
very xmch in the range of pearly and misty greys. For those willing to

pene‘brate those shifting nists, his stories wait.
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A5 a general thing it seems that in the years contemporary with
James there were too few who were willing to attempt this pei%'etrat.ion,-'
and as the years have passed since his death, the balance has‘ :‘Bﬁifted
decidedly in the other direction. The interpreters have grown 1eglon,
and tholr interpretations have become, in some instances, almost tco far-
fetched to deserve study. They have been included in this paper in J
order to demonstrate hcw»i'ar the btusiness has been carried la.n sc_:me quaro
ters, |

It is true that James has needed some sort of intemediaries
between himself and his readers, but some of the recent disserbations on
such things as the settings for the climaxes and the decision as to\wha’c
"the Wollett product” was (in The Ambassadors) might 1ead’ to pec»pié"s

being frightened away from him,
VII, ENGLISH AND AMERICAN ATTITUDES TOWARD Jmasv

Al’c.haugh James did not become a British subject until 1915,
living in England for such a long period time prevented Amaricans fmm
thinking of him exclusively as an American,; while the English oertainly
did not think ef hin as English, It has been thought that Henry Jams
was a sort of prophet without honor in his own country, cansidering his
own country to be Americs, How accurate $hig thought is will be shmm
by the following commenbs from magazines in both countmes. :

An American magazine printed the first review found in this study
of a novel by James. It appeared in The Nation in May, 187%, and took.
approving notice of The Amsrican, In March 1878 an E‘nglish magazine,

ey WY
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The Athenseum, reviewed his work French Poets and Novelists. Though the

books themselves were quite different in nature, the reviews were simi-";"i
lar in their favorable attitudes,
Of The American was said:

s » » how much there is to admire in the novel! . .  The success
here attained as it is by that apparent simplicity which is the
height of arts . .OL

0f French Posts and Novelists:

There has of late years appeargd nothing upon French litera-
ture so intelligent as this book,bl

In both countries, then, he was given credit for having done well
at the tasks, His expatriation did not enter into the matter to cause 1
the American to scorn him for having left his native country or the Eng-
lish because he was not one of them.

It was not long before the fact of his being Amerdcan was
involved, for in 1879 The Athenaeum found his story The Madonna of the

Huture better than it might have been because Jemes hed mansged to write
it with “scarceiy a trace of what Englishmen are wont to consider Amerie
canisms.“éj

Anerican reaction to "Daisy Miller" as represented in Harper's
Weekly in 1879 was that Daisy and her mother were not types really
representative of Ameﬁ.cans.éh This would seem to indieate that James

612&_13 'Hation, May 315 1877,‘ De 325,
62 |

The Athenaeun, March 16, 1878, p, 339,
63Tha Athenaeum, November 8, 1879, p. 593.

6hﬁarper'a Weekly, January, 1879, p. 310,
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was. be:mg too imaginativa or else that he had. forgotten what. his fellow
countrymen were like On the other hand, English opmion felt ‘that in
”confidence" in 1880, he we.s prone to treat marrisge and: divorce more
lightly than the English were accustomed o dc.65 On each’ si.de of the
Atlarr_biche'was, aeeminglg, baing relegated to the.other side in touchy
natters such as national cha;:'acter and marriage mores.

In the matter of literary eriticism James was judged more
Jeniently by an American nagazine than by an English one. His book

Hawthoxne, published in 1879, drew this ‘coment i’roma‘l‘ha Athenaeums

. . + hardly more than a taskwork « o o 0Ot especially interesting
gg in the least imporbant as throwing’ new light on its sube
ject-
The American critic was more pleased with what he read in Hawe
thornes

+ « » the effect of the whole being to.mske the reader thoroughly, Yeq
aequainted with all the phases of Hawthome's 1ifa and character.

Sme dissatisfaction was shown in what the. crit:.c felt was con
descensﬁ.on on James' part, howeverz

e s s OCCasional interjections of sneering disparagmnents of Amerie
can literature , e detract ‘from the other substantial merits of
his perfqmgnea.

Thus it can be seen thet the American reaction was more favorable,

“651*;1@ Athenaeum, January 3, 1880, p. 16,

661b5.d. s Pe 1L.

'67Ha1:per‘s ﬁagazine, March, 1880, p. 633.
681114,
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whether it showed less critical sacumen or not, It was natural that some
resentment should be shown if it were felt that James had disparaged
Anerican literature,

In 1890 two reviews of The Tragic Muse ghow some nationalistic

tendencles on the part of the writers.

An English critic wrote:

. + . we have a picture that is characteristic of 1life as it is
in London drawing rooms, or at any rate in Mr. James' conception
of them, which perhaps comes to the same thing.6?

This appears as reluctant acknowledgement of James'! abllity to
recreate London drawing rooms in his writing., The American view, on the
other hand, held that his job in the novel was excellent:

The whole picture of life is a vision of London aspects such as
no Englishman has yet been able to give: so fine, so broad, so
absolute, so freed from all necessities of reserve of falsity, 70

On the whole, the tendency seems to have been for the English to
withhold any strong enthusiasm, This may be as much expression of a
national charactevistic of reserve as of their feelings about James in

particular, This hesitancy to give accolades shows in this comparison
of an English and an American review of The Lesson of the Master in 1892:

| From The Athenaeumz

Is it a want of substance that in some places verges on thine-
ness? rather the echoes of feeling than feeling itself , , ,
These stories are good as Mr, James' work sometimes 1ls good, and
that is saying nmch.n

69‘1‘}19 Athenacum, July 26, 1890, p. 1214;

70Haz-per's Hagazine, September, 1850, p. 369,
"1he Athenaeun, March 19, 1892, p. 369,
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. The last sentence i.s almost whclehearted praise » but ’t.here was a -

;goad deal of f‘oot-dragg:mg before it could be delmvered. 5 | | J " |

In The Nation, a’ mviewer wrote ' that he thought the stories per-

fect, He sald that James was fulfilling the role of the modem artist
in fietion and,

"He is a spectacls of pure intellect and artistic sensibility
dominating ‘commoner if not inferior qualities.72 S

Bo‘oh English and American opinions wem favorable in dn.scuasing

Plotures and Text in 1893, v:The Anerican opinion fro'a Harper's Magazine:
Nobody will dispute Mr. James! claim to a high, 3.ndeed ’&o a .
unigque place among American novelists, « . « Even if he had nothmg ’
to say, hls perfection of saying it would commend him to the artis~
tic 'soul. But he sees both with eyes and imag:.nation, and describea
with the true art sense,73- R R S
The. English, from The D:.al, took it for granted that everyone
knew of James' abilities: |
oL Mr. James!' quallty as an essaylst ve need not speak. EVeri
thoae who do- noﬁ care for him mst admit his painstaking fidelity
ta,his,models. : e
‘The two schools of thought appeared to be mving closer tﬁgethe:.
They did not. show any spacia}.:_sensﬁ.tivity in cénnéétibﬁﬂ?ait‘.h haﬁ;ohaliiy
or national characteristics, and this may be a reasan for the more gen=
eral agreement. . | o
;«For Terr:rlnationa in 1895, a book of short: stories, there was’

| 72§he~ﬂatidﬁ,=-;qpru‘26, 1692, p. 326,
73ﬂarper'5 ﬂagazine, Junag 1893, P 3.
71&]:116 ﬁial’ Jﬂ,ly 16’ 1893; Do 1‘70
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acclain frcm*batthnglish’and American critics. The English found James'

talents _remarkably gaod.

Sca.rca any other contemporary rian of ' 1etters could have brought -
the same qualities to bear in like ‘degree. and proportion, or
bestowed the rare and dellcate handllng he has lavished on this « 12

The American cm.t:i.c likewise gave’ James recOgnition for hig tal=

ents:

» + » his touch in the American chnracteé is brilliant and secure
. » o Wise and sensitive r&tioence. . ol

The opinion concerning his dealing with the Anerican character
should be compared with the opinion of "Daisy mner" ‘expressed in Har-
perts Weakly in 1879, in whxch the critic s‘aated that Daisy and her

nother aere not at all typleal of real funericans. This may indicate a
chan.gev in James' mammer of tre’aﬁing the subject or a change in critics
on the magazine.

Goncumng views on the good qualities of The Two Eiagics, the

book of short stories conta:‘ming The Turn of the Screw," were expressed
in both an I'nglish and- an &merioan magasine. ‘

| "x“he Enghsh praised James* subtlety and said that he had a touch
- that would make aven riawt»home jealcus: _‘

' Here: the author makes triwmphant use of his. sub’olety; instead

~of obscuring, he only adds to the horror of his conception by
occasmna:lly withholding the actual fact. o ,77

75”116 J\thenaama, Jun:e 15, 1895) P» 7690

76Harpﬂr's ’hiee‘cll, July 27, 1095, ps TOLe

77"’he Athenaem, Cetober 22, 1898, p. 565,
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The Amorican critic thought that his habit of pursuing
the elusive impression i1l he nails it with a famlliar phrase .
« » /20d his/ converting into vivid, exquisite, immensely amusing
pletures of iife stuff t%at. has long been the property of formel
and tedious philosophy,!

Concurring views were found against The Sacred Fount in 1901,

The English called it "an example of hypochondriacal subbtlety run mad. ol
A roview in an American nagazine stated that it would be |
impassible to btell what the book was about without using almost
ags many words as Mr. James has wasted in the telling of it; and
as when told it égn't vworth one's while, we shall prudently
refrain from 1it,

In 1903 James published Williom Wetmore Story and His Friends,

8 biography of an American artist who lived sbroad. Even in dealing
with the facts of a man's 1ife, he presented problems to the critics.
An American reviewer in The Nation decided that there would be two
classes of readers of the book: those who gave up in despailr and those }
who would persevere to "find it the most attractive book of the seasm."&
Agein the English were in accord, One of their crities said in
Blackwood!s: |
e ¢ » 8 loyal but wonderfully intimate and searching critic is
at our ear . . . the goldenuess of appeal to Mr, James [T/ recov-

ered by him with all his art of suggestion. The whole canvas is
brushed with extraordinary delicacy and finesse.82

78}:93 Nation, December 8, 1698, p. L3z,

"97ne Athenacum, Harch 2, 1901, p. 272,
8006 Bootanan, July, 1901, p. M2,
81:1’_&_13 Nation, November 5, 1903, p. 369,

BzBlaclmoed's, Hovember, 1503, p. 668,
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In both instances the critics recognized and peid tribute to
James! powers, In neither case was bthere resentment shown at any diffi-
culty which may have presented itself to them in the story. _

It is plainly evident that Henry James found a response from both
the Inglish and American eritics. It was not identical for eovery novely
or story that he publishedy nor should it have been, How pointless
international comminications would be if the readers of each country
reacted the same way to every plece of literaturel Even worse than if
a1l the people in any one country had the same reaction, There would be
no reason for further atlempis at new foms of communication.

&n obituary notice quoted from The Literary Digest sheds some

light on the qusstion of which should be regarded as James' native coun-
try: |
« « « after he learned from America what imerica had to teach him
he found in Burope his spiritual and intellectual home. o » « There
is a whole school of writers and thinkers, both in America and here, -
which refuses to accept as a model, or even as the right expression
of his own gualities, the later of Hr, Hemnry James! three methods as
a writer. They call him collogquial, invelved, un-English, and mach
elgse, It does not much signify. The man's genius is what signie
fies,B3
Perhaps this is actually the most sensibls abtitude to apply to
James, Vhat difference does it really make, vhether he was more English
or American in his characteristles? It mekes for interesting discussion,
that is twue, but to lose sight of James! larger qualities and signifi-.
cance is to wasta time that might be better spent in writing more meane

ingful criticism.

83The Literary Digest, February 12, 1516, pe 377




109

The American audience, which may have harbored some justifiable
resentment at James! expatriation, did not elther ignore or disparage
his works for that reason. It seemed to accept him often more gener-
ously than did the English, in fact. In the present day, there ars more |
American scholars than English who do work in James! writing it would be o
safe to wager, even though the Americans often must go abread to do so, |
Matthiessen and Edel have done mch more penetrating studies than has
the Englishman, Stephen Spender, for instance., It seems as if the Enge
lish either consider themselves superior to James, in their own conside ’v
erations; or else they ars not sure of his lasting qualities yet, so they
cannot really devote time to him which might be better spent with the |
real old masters.

While each critic sew Henry James in a different light, and no
foreshadowing of the present state of his reputation can be found in the

writings of his contemporaries, there were certain qualities which were

remarked by his critics. These qualities have formed the main structure  "3 .

of the character of James' writing,
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