Criticism
Fourth Year-Fist semester
The 3rd lecture:                                                                                                د.نجلاء       
There is a debate that has been never resolved between which comes first, the egg or a hen? Some people the egg comes first to produce a hen and others who say how the egg can be there; there must be hen first to have the egg.  This debate can never be resolved; nobody knows which came first. Arnold here is using the same debate in saying which comes first/ which is more important, criticism or literature? But it is still a debate. At certain period of time, people had to have a literary text to criticize. With Arnold, he says we have first to have criticism that gives rules, so that people who write a work of art would follow those rules. And it is a debate that it cannot be resolved. So, when we study an epoch or a school or an age, we try to figure out how the people of that age were thinking. Matthew Arnold and his school were with the idea that says criticism must come before literature. To show the validity of his point of view, he says if we look through history, we will find that the great epochs/ the great periods of literature were preceded by epochs of criticism. This is Arnold’s idea. Upon this he builds his criticism. He says that criticism helps people to understand, but before understanding, it must help people first to know how to write a work of art because if the work of art is written perfectly, people will be affected by and will understand it and will do what is there told to them in the work of art. So, according to him, criticism has a function. It has to function as something that provides the writer first while the way of writing. So, when the writer writes, he would be able to serve the society. By so doing, criticism will be serving society. How can criticism be beneficent socially? Does it come out and say people do this and do not do that? No. Criticism can never do this. How would criticism benefit people/ benefit life? By trying tell the writer originally how to write. This is how it can serve life and society. In this is this text, he concentrates on his; he says the text is very important because it is the text that teaches people to become better to have to concentrate on this text. So, the writing of this text is very important. The first part which we dealt with last time, he was generally speaking about the importance of the text; the text says something that we have to concentrate on and we have to see the objects as in itself it really is/ what it says and how it is done. But how can this serve society? This is his main concern. In order to serve society, the word which is the text/ the product must be produced according to certain rules to be a perfect one. And he gave us these rules. What is the function of criticism? This is to serve life and society by telling first the writer how to write the text/ his work which will be read by the people and who will be affected by it and in this case they will see what the reality is/ what truth is / what is good and what is bad/ stay away from the evil things and try to imitate the good things and so on. In order to do this, he gives certain qualities or rules for the critic to follow. The first one of them is to be disinterested. The writer must have this quality. Can you tell me what he means by this word? To be free and to be objective. To be free from what? What is the meaning of being disinterested? It means not to be interested in one thing. What is this one thing? Being a social critic, it means that I have to care about life, but at the same time, you should not side with one point and leave the other, especially, at that time there were a very big rouse/ political rouse/ economical rouse. So, he says a critic and automatically the writer should not be siding with the political idea for example or a religious idea or an economic idea because if he adopts an idea, he will only try to defend this idea which will make him subjective. He wants the writer to be objective; to be open for all ideas because ideas are the elements of literature. This brings us back to what the writer is doing. This was said last time in the first part of the essay and that is the writer is doing what? Is he creating something bringing it out of space? He is supposed to be synthesizing/ collecting/ gathering different ideas combining them together to produce new things. He gets these new ideas from anyway. If he belongs to a political party or to an economical system, it means that his ideas are limited. And it means that his works will only be using these limited ideas. But he wants the writer to be free to gather as many ideas as possible. He cannot do this if he is limited to a political party or to an economical system.  He wants the writer and the critic to be free. So, the two things that he mentions here is to be free and to be objective. He says the critic should be disinterested. He says:
“But criticism, real criticism, is essentially the exercise of this very quality; it obeys an instinct prompting it to try to know the best that is known and thought in the world,”

(it to try to know the best that is known and thought in the world, )          knowledge and reason. This is where any writer should be bringing his ideas. (in the world) is very important because later on he says that English people are confining themselves only to English ideas but this is wrong. We have to look for ideas, not only in our immediate surroundings but abroad/ read a foreign literature. And at the end he says that every writer should be familiar with at least another kind of literature/ another foreign literature. If I am English, I should not only stick to the English literature; I should read another foreign kind of literature whether old or new. This is what all critics said before those critics you studied. You remember what Sidney said, what Dryden said and Aristotle said about reading. And you remember Alexander Pope when he said that the critic should not stick to one kind of knowledge/ he should read and read the masterpieces of the ancient Greeks and Romans to be able to know the best way of writing. He mentions Shakespeare and Wordsworth as limiting themselves to only to a particular environment and a particular way of thinking and although he wrote great works, but they would have been greater if they were opened to other ideas and other cultures and other kinds of literature.
“irrespectively of practice, politics, and everything of the kind;”
The word practice is important. I want to draw your attention to something: the use of the words. The word can be used differently from one critic to the other. Every critic in his use of words has particular meaning. So, you must understand what he means by this word. So, do not look it up in the dictionary because this will give you a meaning maybe completely different from what the writer wants to say. The word “practice” here is referring to practicality; the practical man of the age of that time. The practical man of that time was industrial/ tradesmen who were materialistic and they were only thinking of the practical way of getting money; how to make money. Whenever he mentions the practical man or practice, he means materialism. It is completely different from the word when we say practical criticism. When you read any words or any expressions which are used many times by a critic, you have to look for the meaning he wants say; it is not the ordinary meaning you find in the dictionary. So, here he says any critic should be looking for the best kind of knowledge and thought/ the best ideas regardless of the practical people and the politics and everything of that kind that was found at that time. 
(and to value knowledge and thought as they approach this best, without the intrusion of any other considerations whatever.)
This is what he wants a real criticism to be. He says that any critic should be looking for the value of knowledge and thought as they approach the best. When they are looking for the best, they should not be looking for any other thing that would affect them like politics or like materialism, or capitalism. So, why should the critic should only concentrate on the value of knowledge and thought? When he says the business of real criticism is to look for the value of knowledge and thought; the best that is known and the best that is thought/ ideas and knowledge.  This means that criticism should provide the writer with the best intellectual atmosphere that would make the writer finds ideas and write about different things to be able to benefit the society. By saying this criticism according to Matthew Arnold is providing an intellectual atmosphere. This intellectual atmosphere is inspires the creative power. If the writer is genius/ talented by the creative power, he will be inspired by these intellectual atmosphere/ he will find the appropriate ideas/ he will be able to combine/ to find the real essence of the knowledge. By doing this, it will also add to the stirring of ideas. He says that criticism by looking for the best kind of knowledge and providing this intellectual atmosphere will stir ideas and it will stir the cultural atmosphere/ it will provide people with a healthy cultural atmosphere. This will make the creative power grow. It will help in the growth of the creative powers of writing. That is why he says here (period of blight and suppression). Those epochs are always indicating what will happen in the cultural atmosphere. If we have a spiritual atmosphere and people are writing and having new ideas, what will happen in literature? It will flourish. But if people are not thinking and having problem, this will not stir their imagination and their spirits to write good literature. He goes on explaining the details about the word disinterested. 
(It is of the last importance that English criticism should clearly discern what rule for its course, in order to avail itself of the field now opening to it, and to pro− duce fruit for the future, it ought to take.)
The culture of a country in order to produce fruit, it has to depend on criticism. 
(The rule may be summed up in one word,−−disinterestedness.)
We must have basically one rule which is the most important and this is disinterestedness. 
(And how is criticism to show disinterestedness? By keeping aloof from practice;)
By keeping away from practice. Practice is materialism. This is why he is going to repeat it many times. It is something that he has in mind. 
(by resolutely following the law of its own nature )          law of criticism/ of being disinterested/ to look for the nature of being disinterested and follow it. 
(which is to be a free play of the mind on all subjects which it touches;)
What is the free play of the mind? Freedom to think/ freedom to have ideas/ freedom to know any idea, not to be limited to particular ideas. So, it is a very play of the mind on all subjects. If I belong to a particular party, I will be only repeating the ideas of this part. But he wants to be aloof/ to stay away to from a practical way of thinking of that time and to loose our mind freely on all subjects, not only to think of money/ not only to think of what brings money. 
(by steadily refusing to lend itself to any of those ulterior, political, practical con− siderations about ideas which plenty of people will be sure to attach to them, which perhaps ought often to be attached to them, which in this country at any rate are certain to be attached to them quite sufficiently,)
This is what was happening. They were all thinking in this direction; how to make money/ how to progress/ how to science progress/ how technology can develop. They were not thinking of how mentality can develop/ culturally/ intellectually. He says all this is good but criticism should stay away from it. This is not the job of criticism. This is the job of men of industry and man of politics, but it is not the job of criticism. Criticism has really nothing to do with all this. 
(but which criticism has really nothing to do with. Its busi− ness is, as I have said, simply to know the best that is known and thought in the world, and by in its turn making this known, to create a current of true and fresh ideas.)
To read all what have been written about different subjects/ collect the ideas and then let them be known to others to create a current of true and fresh ideas. 
(Its business is to do this with inflexible honesty, with due ability; but its business is to do no more,)

This is the business of criticism; to provide elements which are the elements of literature. So according to Arnold the egg is the criticism which provides the hen with ideas. So, to him criticism comes first because it provides literature with its material.  The material of literature from Arnold’s point of view is ideas. Who provide those ideas? Who stirs the cultural atmosphere and provides it with as many ideas as possible from different kinds of literature, old, new, foreign and local? Criticism. 
(and to leave alone all questions of practical consequences and applications,)

(For what is at present the bane of criticism in this country?)

Criticism should not be concerned of what man can achieve at the end which is money. Why did he leave poetry and started writing criticism? What should be function of criticism? What made him/ urged him to do so? He found at that time the business of criticism in this country in England : (It is that practical considerations cling to it and stifle it). The practicality/ the practical way of thinking/ of how to make money can stifle criticism because it can only direct it towards one goal and it will limit its ideas. Criticism at that time was either for political reasons or economical reasons. So, he was revolting against this and he was calling for new kind of criticism based on the freedom of thought. 



(it subserves interests not its own;)

Criticism at his time was dealing with interests and with ideas and topics which do not belong to criticism; they belong to politics and economics. 
(our organs of criticism are organs of men and parties having practical ends to serve, and with them those
practical ends are the first thing and the play of mind the second; so much play of mind)
This is what criticism was at his time that the critics of his time were men who belonged to particular parties whether political or economic and practiced/ wrote about the ends they want to serve. Each party had an end. So, all the writings of the critics of this party were to serve that end. And he repeats again and he says this is wrong and as I said the main thing of criticism should be the free play of mind. And he gives examples from the Edinburgh Review, the Quarterly Review, the Tories and the political parties of the time, the Times magazine, the Dublin Review, and the Irish Catholicism, all those who wrote for particular issues, but not for the sake of criticism. 
The following paragraph tells us why should criticism be free? / Why should it not be confined to particular party or limited to particular end? 
(It is because criticism has so little kept in the pure intellectual sphere, has so little detached itself from practice, has been so directly polemical and controver− sial, that it has so ill accomplished, in this country, its best spiritual work;)

Criticism was limited/ chained/ stifle. It was directed towards a mission. In this case it is not provide anymore the best spiritual or intellectual kind of atmosphere. What is this best spiritual work that criticism should be doing? 
(which is to keep man from a self− satisfaction which is retarding and vulgarising, to lead him towards
perfection,)
If I have a particular end, it means that I am self-centered; I only want to satisfy this end. So, if criticism is not free, then it ends at self-satisfaction which is purely egoism and this is a purely materialistic quality. All materialistic people think only of themselves/ of how to make money for themselves. They do not think of the profits of others. On the contrary, they exploit others for their own interest/ for their own good. In this case, if criticism which was found at that time was limited to particular issues, then it will not help people to overcome this egoism or this self-satisfaction, but it will increase it. This is not what criticism should be. It should lead towards perfection. If I want something to be perfect, it means that it should be good for everybody, not only for particular people. So, this should be the end of criticism. How can we reach this perfection? 
(by making his mind dwell upon what is excellent in itself,)
How can I perfect? By knowing what is the best to be able to have it. This is how he is advising people or critics. 
(and the absolute beauty and fitness of things.)
This mind dwell upon what is excellent and what is the absolute beauty and fitness. This is what he is aiming at; perfection which cannot be achieved if one is subjective. If I am subjective, I am trying to satisfy myself and I will not be looking for the benefit of others. So, the function of criticism is to keep people away from self-satisfaction which is one of the qualities of materialism and this causes retarding and vulgarizing. When you are not acquainted with different ideas and different kinds of thought and you have only one kind of thought that you are you are thinking of, you are going backward; you are not advancing. 
Criticism should lead men to another way of perfection which English criticism at that time did not fulfill because it has become controversial and to practical. And he gives examples of philosophers or writers. To be perfect, the writer must use another quality which is detachment. He wants the writer or the critics to be detached. What is the meaning of detachment here or what does he mean by it? 
He says he will borrow the expression of the Indian virtue of detachment. What is the Indian virtue of detachment? How do the Indians detach themselves? What is very famous Indian exercise for detachment? Yoga. What is the benefit of yoga? When you exercise yoga, there are certain exercises; you start with something until you reach complete detachment. Those who exercise yoga do not speak to anybody and if you speak to them, they will not answering you because they try to concentrate and by concentrating, they detach themselves from the outer world.   Those who exercise yoga usually say that after those meditative exercises they feel relaxed because everything in the human being is linked to the mind and it is the mind that needs relaxation. Unfortunately, the mind works 24 hours even when we are sleeping. It is the only organ that does not take rest. This is why it is run out quickly. You tended to destroy your cells and they are irreplaceable. So, by exercising those meditative exercises, you give your mind a chance to relax. 
Let us see how he says this and how can yoga or the meditation; the Indian virtue of detachment, can help in criticism. 
It will be said that it is a very subtle and indirect action which I am thus prescribing for criticism,
Prescription= When you go to the doctor and he writes a meditation; a prescription for you. So, he is giving a prescription for criticism.  
and that by embracing in this manner the Indian virtue of detach− ment and abandoning the sphere of practical life, it condemns itself to a slow and obscure work.
(by detaching/ by staying away from the practical reality) 
We said at that time people started to look for refuge away from the ugliness of reality. So, here Arnold is saying people at that time have this problem that everything around them is too practical/ too materialistic/ very ugly way of living. So, what a critic can do in such atmosphere? He should detach himself. This is what he is advising critics to do; to detach and abandon the sphere of practical life/ stay away from it. This is not something easy and it is not something that you switch on and off. It is not done quickly. This is why in yoga exercises there are levels and you tend to go from one level to the other. In yoga you are supposed to control your body through your meditation. This is what he wants the critics here to do. 
(Slow and obscure it may be, but it is the only proper work of criticism.)
Is this something common that all people are doing? The majority are practical and are looking for their benefit. Who is doing this meditation? very few selected people who are supposed to be the critics. 
(The mass of mankind will never have any ardent zeal for seeing things as they are;)
They will not be enthusiastic to do this. They do not want to see reality. They do not want to go outside and see the whole thing from outside; they are living in it and they are part of it. 
(very inadequate ideas will always satisfy them.)
They will never look for new and fresh ideas. Very few ideas would satisfy them and that’s enough for them. 
On these inadequate ideas reposes, and must repose, the general practice of the world.
This is how they think. These are their ideas. 
That is as much as saying that whoever sets himself to see things as they are will find himself one of a very small circle;
When you detach yourself, you tend to see things from the outside and you are able to solve problems and to find solutions. As long as you are inside the problem, you can never find the solution. He says very few people do that; these are the very small circle of people. 
but it is only by this small circle resolutely doing its own work that adequate ideas will ever get current at all.
They are only this small circle of people by detaching themselves and trying to concentrate and meditate and find new ideas. 
The rush and roar of practical life will always have a dizzying and attracting effect upon the most collected spectator,
It was overcoming everything and it was dizzying and attracting effect upon the most collected spectator. The kind of life that people were living at that time was dizzying them; it was affecting them. It does not make them think properly. This will not benefit criticism. And here he explains more and more about the practical man. He says:
 
But it is only by remaining collected, and refusing to lend himself to the point of view of the practical man, that the critic can do the practical man any service;
The critic can serve the practical man if he detaches himself and produces new ideas. 

and it is only by the greatest sincerity in pursuing his own course, and by at last convincing even the practical man of his sincerity, that he can escape misunderstandings which perpetually threaten him.
He is all the time misunderstood by accused of staying in an ivory tower not trying to do this. If a person is thinking of what perfection is and another person who is very materialistic and looking only for money, what would be saying of the other one? عبيط you are not thinking/ you are not getting money. This was the attitude of the people at that time.
So, criticism must be slow. It should be detached from outside reality so that the critic would set himself to see things as they really are and detach himself from the riches of the practical man and the way of thinking of the practical life and in so doing, he will be able to come one of this very small circle of people who really benefit society/ who look for perfection/ who try to make things better. But unfortunately this was not the case because the majority of people were dazzled by what was going on and this makes them dizzy, not able to see clearly the truth of things.  
Now he gives an expression here to describe this practical man/ practical people of that time. He says that those people misunderstand the real job of a critic because the real critic is always misunderstood. 
Do what he will, however, the critic will still remain exposed to frequent misunderstandings, and nowhere so much as in this country. For here people are particu− larly indisposed even to comprehend that without this free disinterested treatment of things, truth and the highest culture are out of the question.
The people of England at that time were not able to see that they cannot reach the highest culture except by being disinterested and detaching themselves and freeing their mind to give their mind a freedom to think. 
So immersed are they in practical life,
The majority of English people are immersed in practical life. 
so accustomed to take all their notions from this life and its processes, that they are apt to think that
truth and culture themselves can be reached by the processes of this life,
They are so immersed in it that they think that they can make their own culture materialistic/ that it is materialism that will make them reach this advancement because materialism makes them reach advancement. So, they think that this is the culture they are doing but according to Arnold, culture was something intellectual far away from this materialism.
(and that it is an impertinent singularity to think of reaching them in any other. "We are all terræ filii," cries their eloquent advocate; "all Philistines together.)
What are the Philistines? 
It is the middle class; people of England at that time who were only directed to their own fanatic way of thinking of making business/ of making money (money making people at that class)/ who were only thinking of a comfortable life (the more you get money the more you will be comfortable. Happiness to them was by making money. 
(Away with the notion of proceed− ing by any other course than the course dear to the Philistines; let us have a social movement, let us organise and combine a party to pursue truth and new thought, let us call it the liberal party, and let us all stick to each other, and back each other up.)
He is asking people to try to change/ to make a new party that is against the old one and that is against these Philistines/ that should be working in a different way. This different way is to peruse truth in a new way, not in the materialistic way. 
(In this way the pursuit of truth becomes really a social, practical, pleasureable affair, almost requiring a
chairman, a secretary, and advertisements; with the excitement of an occasional scandal, with a little resistance to give the happy sense of difficulty overcome;)

He wants to make a party to advocate the search for truth. He is trying to show how this can be done.
Two pages later he goes to another word/ another expression. What does he mean by independence? 
For criticism, these are elementary laws; but they never can be popular, and in this country they have been very little followed, and one meets with immense obstacles in following them.
He will find many obstacles. 
Criticism must maintain its independence of the practical spirit and its aims.
This is very important. What is the meaning of independent? To depend on yourself. We say independent of something/you do not belong to it/ you do not oblige to do what the other is doing. So, here he wants criticism to be independent of practical spirit and its aim. 
Even with well−meant efforts of the practical spirit it must express dissatisfaction,
Criticism must be dissatisfied with practicality. If we are going to be independent from this practicality, what can we do? He gives here certain qualities. 
It must be patient, and know how to wait; and flexible, and know how to attach itself to things and how to withdraw from them. It must be apt to study and praise elements that for the fulness of spiritual perfection are wanted, even though they belong to a power which in the prac− tical sphere may be maleficent.
If there is something that the practical man sees as maleficent or as bad, criticism can use. There is no problem in that. Even when we make use of things, practical people see it wrong. 
( It must be apt to discern the spiritual shortcomings or illusions of powers that in the practical sphere may be beneficent.)
And the opposite: If they see in the practical sphere that there is something beneficent and we have to use it, criticism cannot use/ can be the opposite of it. What does this mean? To be independent of practicality. Whatever the critic would do, he would not think of the consequences from the practical point of view.  This is what he means by being independent (independence of the practical spirit and its aims). 
(Let us try a more dis− interested mode of seeing them; let us betake ourselves more to the serener life of the mind and spirit.)
He wants to concentrate on the spiritual life of the intellect. 
(Let us think of quietly enlarging our stock of true and fresh ideas, and not, as soon as we get an idea or half an idea, be running out with it into the street, and trying to make it rule there. Our ideas will, in the end, shape the world all the better for maturing a little.)
This is his aim. What is perfection for him? What is he aiming at by the word perfection? To become more mature and to make people mature and to have a better world/ to shape the world in a better maturing life. 
If I have insisted so much on the course which criticism must take where politics and religion are con− cemed,
If I am looking for the spiritual life/ if I am looking for the intellectual life, these are two spheres that belong to politics and religion, but he wants here a completely different kind of spiritual life; it is not the religious life and it is not the political life. This brings us to what he is asking the critic to have; to have enthusiasm (to learn and to propagate the best that is known and thought in the world and thus to establish a current of fresh and true ideas).  
Where can we get these ideas from? 
(By the very nature of things, as England is not all the world, much of the best that is known and thought in the world cannot be of English growth, must be foreign; by the nature of things, again, it is just this that we are least likely to know, while English thought is streaming in upon us from all sides and takes excellent care that we shall not be ignorant of its existence; the English critic, therefore, must dwell much on foreign thought, and with particular heed on any part of it,)
English people of that time were thinking of themselves as being superior to others. They thought of themselves that they are the best so why they read about other kind of literate. We are the best, so our culture and our literature is the best so it is enough. Arnold is against this; he said no, this is not enough. The current idea of being superior and of being the best limited the way of thinking/ limited the way of reading of people at that time. And the English literature is not the best literature in the world. There are other kinds of literature; foreign literature. 
(the English critic, therefore, must dwell much on foreign thought, and with particular heed on any part of it,)
He should not limit himself neither to a particular literature, nor to a part of it. He must read from antiquity, from modern throughout history; he must read all kinds and at any time because this is the only way to acquire knowledge and this should be his aim.
(and thus knowledge, and ever fresh knowledge, must be the critic's great concern for himself; and it is by communicating fresh knowledge, and letting his own judgment pass along with it,−−but insensibly, and in
the second place not the first, as a sort of companion and clue, not as an abstract law−giver,−−that he will generally do most good to his readers.)
The aim of the critic is to acquire knowledge and to pass it to the readers. But what’s about the current English criticism at that time? How was it and on what did they concentrate? 
(But stop, some one will say; all this talk is of no practical use to us whatever;)
 Someone will say that this is not practical. 
(this criticism of yours is not what we have in our minds when we speak of cri− ticism; when we speak of critics and criticism, we mean critics and criticism of the current English literature of the day; when you offer to tell criticism its function, it is to this criticism that we expect you to address yourself. I am sorry  expectations. I am bound by my own definition of cri− ticism: a disinterested endeavour to learn and propagate the best that is known and thought in the world. How much of current English literature comes into this "best that is known and thought in the world"?)

(a disinterested endeavour to learn and propagate the best that is known and thought in the world.). This is the definition of criticism of Matthew Arnold. 
English literature is not the best. 
(Not very much, I fear; certainly less, at this moment, than of the current literature of France or Germany.)

He says that literature in France and in Germany is doing much better than the English at that particular time. 
Well, then, am I to alter my definition of criticism, in order to meet the requirements of a number of practising English critics, who, after all, are free in their choice of a business?
Criticism became a kind of business. 
(That would be making criticism lend itself just to one of those alien practical considerations, which, I have said, are so fatal to it.)
So, he is totally against this and he wants the English literature to stand up to the standards of perfection and we should not say that this is the only kind of literature that can be found. 
(One may say, indeed, to those who have to deal with the mass,−−so much better disregarded,−−of
current English literature, that they may at all events endeavour, in dealing with this, to try it, so far as they can, by the standard of the best that is known and thought in the world;)
I f I want to judge any English literary work, I should not measure it because it is English and say that it is the best. I should try to measure it according to the best/ the masterpieces throughout history to find out whether it is really good or not. It is not enough that it is English. It is not enough that the English considered themselves to be the best. We have to measure it up to the standard of the best. 
(one may say, that to get anywhere near this standard, every critic should try and possess one great literature, at least, besides his own; and the more unlike his own, the better.)
Every critic should read about another great literature besides his own to be able to compare and find out whether this literature is really good or not. 
(But, after all, the criticism I am really concerned with,−−the criticism which alone can much help
us for the future,)
If we want to make life better/ if we want to have a better future, criticism can help by having the best standard/ the best ideas/ the best that is known and thought so that people can compare what they have to the masterpieces. And in this case we can help in providing for a better literature. 

the criticism which, through− out Europe, is at the present day meant, when so much stress is
laid on the importance of criticism and the critical spirit,−−is a criticism which regards Europe as being, for intellectual and spiritual purposes, one great confederation, bound to a joint action and working to a common result; and whose members have, for their proper outfit, a knowledge of Greek, Roman, and Eastern antiquity, and of one another.
Confederation= اتحاد كونفدرالي
He wants all Europe to be a confederation concerning the way of thinking/ concerning culture/ concerning literature, so that we can have the critical spirit. 
It is not enough to know the recent but also the knowledge of Greek, Roman, and eastern antiquity, and of one another.So, this is what he calls perfection. This is his aim. 
There is so much inviting us! what are we to take? what will nourish us in growth towards perfection? That is the question which, with the immense field of life and of literature lying before him, the critic has to answer; for himself first, and afterwards for others. In this idea of the critic's business the essays brought together in the following pages have had their origin; in this idea, widely different as are their subjects, they have, perhaps, their unity.
At the end he says if all this happens, this will give happiness. If criticism is able to provide society with perfection and improve the future, it will give happiness and joy to the critics because of achievement. In this case, this is a kind of creation. He will also have this creative power which he started with when he compares the creative power of the man of literature and the critic, saying that the man of literature has the creative power but it is not enough. The critic with the information/ the knowledge and the ideas, this in itself will give them happiness and joy and this is a creative power. So, which is better, to have a creative power alone without free and new ideas or to have the ideas and the knowledge which is considered creative?!
(I conclude with what I said at the beginning: to have the sense of creative activity is the great happiness and the great proof of being alive, and it is not denied to criticism to have it; but then criticism must be sincere, simple, flexible, ardent, ever widening its knowledge. Then it may have, in no contemptible measure, a joyful sense of creative activity; a sense which a man of insight and conscience will prefer to what he might derive from a poor, starved, fragmentary, inadequate creation. And at some epochs no other creation is possible.)
So if man of criticism does all this, he will be better than the writer. He compares here criticism to literature again. At the beginning, he said literature is superior and it is creative power, but now he ends by saying the critic can have creative power. So, it is superior to literature. 
Next time we will have “Tradition and Individual Talent”. I want you to start reading about the background of Eliot. Eliot belongs to the first half of the 20th century. He was affected by Arnold, but he changed and he had differences. What affected him and how was he different? And what were the different historical events that change his mind? 
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