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¥ehoo literafure™; Cthey talk of it
everywhere, and puss it ronnd among
their anstoerﬂllc avquaintancce ag “'some-
thing too awful, my dear!—do resd it!™
But hardworking women, for whom life
ptil meaws simpie love and faith and
duty. ¢ling to what “A uwan of Lettera”
yightly valls “the splendidly-wise and
tineler-heavted  tradition of  Seott,
Dickens, and Thackeray™ —and. inasmuch
ax the Workers alwaya outmumber the
Drones, it folfows that where the prurient
novel sells from three to five thousand
copies, the clean; sane, wholesomely
human book 2ellx a hundred thousand.
Dickens, called “vulgar™ in hia pwn day,
and even now accused by many affected
atylists of “slipshod Englizh, faulty con-
etTuction, gross exaggeralion, and mawk-
ish sentimentalism,” «till cnmmands his
s of readera, for which those wha
wish to keep buman nature at its best
mn} very heartily thank God, Though,
leing ‘from mntempurnrv criticism, it
would seem that it iz not a sign of am
author's merit if his or her books are
“popular.” 1t ia, on the rontrary. accord-
ing to reviewers, merely a prouf of his
i 1 amt of the “degraded™
taste of the publie. Yet if the “degra-
dation” of the million continues to be
manifested by a love for Dickens as a
novelist, and for Niiakespeare as n drama-
ti=t, it Jooks more like elevatiom to a
bigher zrade of inlellectuality than that
posses<ed by the “eultured” and exciu-
eive classes who delighi in the ethies
of the du<thin. The fact that the de
mand for the prurient novel exists chietty
among the “Upper Ten” shows us that
the Liight seems {o have setthed on the
top of the tree. Whether it will creep
down and eat its way to the care of
our noblest nationed ilealw remains to
be seen: we hope amd ihink and pray
it will not. Bui the current Press cannot
be exonerated fram blame in having
largels assisted to bring abont the atate
s of which A \ldn of lLetters”
eo juitly complains. Ry the eonstant
discouragement of poets, it Las well-nigh
Kilied poeiry, the highest of all arts;
and when a- widely-read journal like the
“iaily Felegraph™ gives special prowmi-
mence to the follewing “advertizement”
of a merely disgusting “hterary sensa-
tion,” we can hardly wonder if the
degraded parties who are concerned in
providing that sen<ation =hould tind their
nnitators anong semi-vducated aml weak-
minded persuis who imagiue that impu-
dence Is geni

“The public are accostemed fo read
love-writers of writers after their deaths,
but it ix an wmusual sen=ation-io read
them while both actors in the love drama
are diving, Not since D' Annunzio, in his
book *The Flamd’ revealed bLis love
passages with Eleaner Duse, hat such a
literary sen-~atiom been roused in ltaly
a9 by ‘Letters to Lydia,” which have
just come out. TFhey are impassioned
love epistles. written in the purest anil

most charming style.  The autior is
Edward Marf ne oi Ttalv’s besd
writers, aml ex-huslamd of the well-
knewn autiores, Matiide Merao.  fyvdia
M the Dearetifuk ACTTOAS, vl
Gauibuer, who, to make the atfair
e pigant, fierself  pulili~hes  the
Tetters. he  Cexpaing lher  aetion
by saying that her friends’ lad e

proached hey for her love of Scarfoglio,
and that he puablishes the letters as
a justification lo prove that after auel
wouly eonald mot help herself”—
“Laily Telepraph” Oetober 15th,

D' Annunzio. when e made capiiat out
of the un-vitish love of Elencora Dusze,
showed himself as nothing but a “vad”

—and the “beautiful acvtre=s™ whoe now
didiberatels gives to the pubhe love-

letiers addressed to herself alone, de-
clar+3 herself to e of a clas: unmen-
tionable to” cars polite.  The poing at
ji=le. howeve s that a repatable jonr-

nal read by the Briish oallien should
pub  this unsavoury item forward as
‘pews” of firstwlass Jwpurtance.  Men

and women who are .o lost to a sense
of devency as ta pallizh each other’s
Inve-letters <hwuldl ratuer be ignered, as
the vulgarians they undoubtediy are.
Baut if the Pres« enconrages and applands
drdeeeney and valgacity, it will Le dili-
enlt wy for authors to keep up the
spandard set before them by the
wn-ullied examples of Seott and Dickens,
Publishers, o course, have a remvedy for
the evil: they can always refuse to
publi-h ebjectionabie books. LU i vaguely
understood that a law exists prolcbiting
the sale of indecont pictures and imfecent
Yiterature; why M this law not brought
to bear on certain eancerous specinmena
al the modern novit? Authors are often
Jeeriagly told by aheir crities that they
“take themselves too perrously,” bat 1t
may be guesitioned whether they take

themaclves seriously enovgh, For their
responnitulity is great,  Fheir husiness
i*» to elevate, in<pire. and help their
readers to a hapeiul and healthy outlook
on life and love, and the greatest reward
that any wriier. however gifted, can win
i the knowledge that be or the has
mfluenced even one, il no more than
one, fellowzereature far poud. Un the
ather hamd, no greater crime can well
he econunitted hy nuthars of haoks than
the deliberate writing of prucieat stuff
caleulated to injure and undermine the
moral sense aml pereéption of  their
readera, amd one dova not envy the con-
dition of mind and conscience in which
auch anihora exist, knowing. as ther
must know. that the werld is the worse
for their *flexhly™ productions, when, if
they were orly true to their high voca-
tion in the spirit of Seott and Dickens,
it ahoulg be infinitely tle better.
MARIE QORELLL

ROBERT HUGH DBEXSUN.

Tt is excelleni to think tlhat “The
Bookman™ has drawn public attention
to a public danger. it does net seem to
me that the primary danger lics so
nawch in the subjects treated of as in the
nanner of treating them. 1o show a
disgusting thing to bhe disgasting may
be a fine amd 3 necessary work; but to
show it as beitg  harmbesa or praise-
warthy, or evem a+ essentially attrae-
tive, appears to mwe simply diabolical
This, it #eews to me, is what rendera
many moderately disereet books so ex-
traordinmarily injuriuum Tt is not mock-
madesty that is wanted, hut cleaniiness
of mind.

RORERT HU'GH BE

|RON,

A, W. PINERO.

T dm't read much fiction nowmlays,
but I have made it my business to glance
5t some novels belonging 1o the Fleshly

and New Zealand Mail for May ]9,

_ a fearsome thi
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School. Qe of these. written by a Indy
and put furwand bodily ax the wuork of
the grrate-l ing  Enszlich  noveliat,
would, in respect uf its compo=ition, re-
Pect rmall cndiv wpon a Kitehenmaid,
As te vertain detailh of the story, few
Kitehenmaids, T trust, could e so  de-
praves as Lo conceive them. Euach
productions ure, in wmy  apinion, mu=t
pernicious. They owe their voyg which
i unguestiomble, te publizhers withont
conscieuer amd  reviewers without hen-
sty ar withont brains.  Let imelligent
and high-mirded  eritics  take a firm
stamd  again<t this  stuff;  or, better
#till. let editors of first-class jouroals
forbid all wention of it in the columns
of their payers, Thea it wonll e strangt
ed in it~ birtl,

ARTHUR Wo I
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THURNEYCROFT ¥EWIER
(Mrs. A. L. Felkin)

ELLEN

T sympathi<e anost heartily with alt
those who dizapprove oi “The Fleshly
Ychool uf Fiction.™”

In the Grst pliee.

I thrk that 1

ahool iz artistically incorreet. Nowa-
day+s the passion for se-called “‘real-
I=m” 15 becon A pusitive vhsession

anl nredern writers seem to forget that
it is po<<ible to be so accurate as o
become untrue.  Art deals with effects
rither than with details: and to paint
A thing exactly as i is frequently makes
it appuar preeizely as it iso’t.  For in-
stanve, a skilfully  touchud-up  photo-
yraph is generally a fay beiter poertrait
than a suap-shot taken by an amateur.
A kodak in the experimeal bands (say)
of an irrespon=ible lnml‘ml 15 a erneland

: it resulix muost in
thc:r very nature and e-senee be realis-
but they certainly are not artis-
and heaven forfeml thai they are

soeoml (aml more impnrlﬂ‘nl)
place. 1 depdecate the inthiciice of “The
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C el because 1 oeonsider thad
it isculeates the dangperous and depres
wing sl deleterions  habit of ulways
i= dimcassn]l aml sinful
Not being a Clristian
.1l mot aleny that there are
Ruch Lhimgr= in the world as discase and

sin: hut they are not the most bnport-
ant mor the most pevmanent  Chines:
hiseare and win are the abmormal, wiils

health and ri;_hl.nu-l
wal comditions o wmankind as orginally
tenl, e why shonld ficGen pre-
wnt Lo the world af large a false and
pernicionz view of life and lwumwn na-
ture. by givine <nch wnlue promincnce
tw the almormal anl the exceptional ard
the transitor g & practical pep
aim. 1o net al in every inhabit.
ated houwse as at present constituted,
there mas? Le o cnadhole aml a dust-
bin. Tz what man in taking & pholo-

nors

)

praph of his own home woeuhl  plave
v Trealities™ in the foreground  of

Jiviure®

Thaose of
enonrk to
that the dark
™t te her
wiler
dremieed ol in
philasophy,
thir woomay
and lews per-onal”
allusinps o anvthing  ahont
i~ meither plessans nor profi
falk, Amd those of us whe veul
mere obl-fe=hicanal writers than [Y
will reember 2hat the Teat pres
ever written for the nral mind i the
suumd Ty ran A< folfows=: --“Whatsa-
over Thes ans pure, whatl<oever things
are lovelv, whatsoever  1hings are of
goud reportz @f There be any virtue, aml
it thers Le any praize, tlonk on these
thing-.

ELLEN

who are old
A IhHekius" v
iz of Mrz2 Wilfer with
‘under pettiwaat” are of
and hroder application than was
that  eacellent Luls's
Foven thowgh we “know il's
find 11 “mere deliente

our part in aveid
which it

THORNEYCROYT FOWLER
(M= AL L. Felkin)

A Jhort Life, buut o Merry One.
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