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SYNOPSIS

A review of critical opinion past and present demonstrates the degree to which
Stendhal is perceived as the exponent of a clearly defined philosophical tradition.
Generations of scholars have lent support to the assumption that Stendhal made his
own the mechanistic materialism of Hobbes and the hedonistic utilitarianism of
Helvétius, whilst rallying to the sensationalist Ideology of Destutt de Tracy. The
contention of this study is that such a view has been too uncritically endorsed, and that
the definition of Stendhal as a 'philosopher’ calls for substantial revision. Stendhal is
not a philosopher properly so called, namely one engaged in sustained argument;
rather he is a philosopher in the popular sense of an intellectual, who brings
philosophical concepts to bear upon a range of human, social and moral issues, and
who addresses these concepts more from committed standpoints than detached
reflection. The revision which the thesis attempts is, similarly, not a philosophical
argument; it proceeds by documenting the concepts in question and by examining
afresh the treatment which they receive in Stendhal's writings and in the accounts of
his commentators.

Placing Stendhal broadly within the intellectual context of his age, the thesis
examines his reaction to contemporary philosophers and his perception of his own role
as an expounder of ideas (Chapter I). Stendhal's conception of Philosophy as a
discipline is considered in relation to his literary ambitions; for there is early evident in
his writings a dichotomy between the philosopher and the artist which would
re-emerge much later in the composition of his novels (Chapter II). Among the first
and most compelling questions which Stendhal calls upon philosophy to resolve is the
perennial problem of free will and determinism. While affinities with
eighteenth-century radical philosophy are identified, these are shown to be confounded
by )a quite orthodox conception of human motivation and moral responsibility (Chapter
II).

The thesis forsakes the common tendency among scholars to accept at face value
Stendhal's professions of philosophical allegiance, and seeks instead to measure these
against the notes, diaries, letters, and later published writings which attest to his
philosophical development. Hobbes, Helvétius and Tracy provide instructive case
studies, demonstrating the gulf that exists at times between the philosophy which
Stendhal reads and his reading of it. The difficulty which Stendhal encounters in
adhering faithfully to the most fundamental precepts of these thinkers calls into
question the depth of his intellectual commitment to them, while it reveals an
ineradicable attachment to the conventional definition of man with which such
philosophers took issue. The thesis provides the first critical analysis of Stendhal's
reading of Hobbes and of the philosophical treatise which he drafted thereafter in 1804
(Chapter 1V). This abortive treatise evidences both a serious misunderstanding of
Hobbes's philosophy and a failure by Stendhal to break free of traditional dualist
categories in his reasoning on human nature — a problem which will be apparent
again in his reading of Tracy, and which has been overlooked by those many critics
who readily annexe Stendhal to the latter's school of thought.

A very different case is presented by Stendhal's reading of the physiologist
P.-J.-G. Cabanis. Here he would discover a whole new perspective on man as a
living, organic entity. Through the reading of Cabanis, first in 1805, then, more
notably, in 1811, Stendhal's conception of human nature undergoes a critical
development. The thesis seeks to provide the first detailed account of this much
neglected philosophical influence, exploring in particular Stendhal's debt to the notion
of indwelling physiological determinants such as temperament. Stendhal's earlier
writings, with their abstract representation of human nature and their mechanistic
overtones, are heavily indebted to eighteenth-century rationalism. Through the
influence of Cabanis, he comes to embrace a much more concrete definition of man in
which the role of the body is preponderant and in which human nature is held to be




indissociable from Nature in its widest sense (Chapters V and VI). The physiological
determinism of Cabanis furnishes Stendhal with a new means of understanding
himself and those around him. It legitimates the notion that human beings do not
share, as Helvétius had claimed, a common fund of potentiality, but that they are
intrinsically different in their characters and aptitudes. The effect of this idea upon
Stendhal's philosophical, moral, aesthetic and political outlook would be far-reaching.

It is no misnomer to describe what Stendhal derives from Cabanis as a
'naturalistic' philosophy of man. Yet the term sits ill with a novelist so unconcerned to
portray the matural', material world in any detail. Stendhal is considered, therefore, in
relation to the aims and methods of the later Naturalist movement and in the light of
Zola's critical assessment in particular (Chapter VII). The problem of integrating
philosophy into the novel as Stendhal conceived of it is examined, and distinctions are
drawn between the fictional art in which his 'naturalism' is muted and the range of
other writings in which it is given full expression.

Nowhere is this aspect of Stendhal's thought more in evidence than in his studies
of Italy. Here Stendhal's determinism — racial, geographical, social, historical — is
most vividly articulated. Yet the Italy which he rediscovers in 1811, and from which
he subsequently fashions his Italian ideal, is as much the fruit of invention as of
observation. Stendhal's Italian is a persona who owes much to the reading of Cabanis
and of whom some striking adumbrations are to be found in the Rapports du physique
et du moral de I'homme. Inescapable in this context are the notions of human
sensibility and energy. More than the 'moral’ qualities for which they have been taken
almost without exception by critics, these are shown to have firm roots in the
physiological conception of man derived by Stendhal from Cabanis (Chapter VIII).

Dissenting from what has become an established critical tendency, the thesis
insists not upon the permanence of Stendhal's thought, but upon its signal evolution.
A broad consideration of Stendhal's philosophical development invites the conclusion
that his thought progressed far beyond the philosophy which is articulated in his early
writings (Chapters IX and X). Stendhal's definition of man is indebted at the outset to
the optimistic philosophy of the Enlightenment and Revolution; from this he would
graduate to a much more pessimistic view of the human condition. The transition from
a generic conception of Humanity to a cult of the individual 'self’, while it is essential
to the relativism of Stendhal's later aesthetic and moral outlook, betokens a
fundamental revision of his earliest philosophical principles. The fatalistic perspective
in which Stendhal comes to view human nature testifies to no apostolic succession in
the line of Helvétius, Tracy and Cabanis, but to a definitive break with the whole
reformist ethic of the philosophes and Idéologues.

ii
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INTRODUCTION

Much has been written about Stendhal's thought. Few indeed are those commentators
who do not have some occasion to rehearse the classic definitions of Stendhal as a 'man
of the eighteenth century', a votary of Ideology, a defiant materialist and exponent of
hedonistic utilitarianism, a faithful advocate of Helvétius and Destutt de Tracy. The
most cursory review of Stendhal scholarship would throw into relief a number of
recurrent terms, among which ‘rationalism’', 'sensationalism', 'Ideology’,
'materialism', 'determinism', 'utilitarianism', would have a privileged place. While
critics may not agree upon Stendhal's merits as a thinker, the above terms mark out
clearly the ground upon which the question has long come to be addressed.

The reason is not far to seek. As Stendhal's notebooks, diaries and letters attest, he
early declared allegiance to a philosophy which he is held to have espoused with
unfailing conviction throughout his life. It is one thing, however, to assume a
philosophical posture; quite another philosophically to sustain it. We are concerned in
this study to examine a number of the definitions that have been commonly applied to
Stendhal's thought, and to seek out some of the reasoning which informed his
philosophical orientation. By what means, and to what extent, did he rationalise the
principles which underpinned his philosophy? Did he always observe the logic of what
those principles implied? How did he perceive the role of the philosopher, and to what
degree does he keep faith with those thinkers whose influence he underwent?

The problems posed by such questions are many. Stendhal's thought is ambivalent
and resistant to easy categorisation. 'Of all the great French writers,' affirms F.C.
Green, 'Stendhal is least amenable to synthetic treatment.'! The purpose of this thesis
is to attempt no such treatment of Stendhal's thought; nor is it to endeavour to bridge
the distance between divergent critical readings of it. Our objective is rather to-
concentrate upon a number of important questions which are central to any
consideration of Stendhal's philosophy and which, we submit, stand in need of

reassessment.

We begin by considering Stendhal w1tlun the intellectual context of his age, and by
reviewing the critical opinion upon which his reputation as a thinker rests. Our intention
is to demonstrate that, whatever the diversity of opinion over Stendhal's achievement as
a 'philosopher’, there is unanimity in placing him squarely within a well defined
philosophical tradition. To acknowledge as much, however, is to come at once against
a difficulty: For Stendhal's thought is often taxed with being unsystematic and with
lacking a rigorous consistency. While there may be evidence aplenty in Stendhal's
writings to support such a charge, the question must be considered in its wider context.



If Stendhal grew to manhood in an age when the esprit de systéme had fallen from
grace, he took up his pen at a time when synthetic and idealistic rationalism was not
only creeping back into vogue, but was finding new and potent allies in a revived
marriage of convenience between Church and Crown. Between the observation-based
empiricism of the sensationalist tradition and the contemplative rationalism of a new
generation of 'systematists’, Stendhal saw a choice of near-Manichzan proportions. It
is our contention that, in signalling the unsystematic nature of Stendhal's thought,
critics have taken insufficient account of what he himself understood by systematic
reasoning, and of the extent to which his writings reveal a quite conscious effort to
avoid being deemed 'systematic' in the presentation of his ideas.

This is not to resolve, however, the problem which is thereby posed for
assimilating Stendhal to a particular 'school’ of philosophy. Central to this question is
the time-honoured definition of Stendhal as heir to the radical materialist philosophy of
thinkers such as Helvétius and d'Holbach, and acolyte of that group of intellectuals
who have become known as the 'Idéologues' and who are adjudged to have provided a
conduit from the eighteenth-century philosophes to later nineteenth-century positivism.
From the earliest, critics have affirmed the importance — for good or for ill — of such
influences upon Stendhal's intellectual development. From acknowledging Stendhal's
affinities with the Idéologues to reserving a place for him in the history of French
philosophy, moreover, has been but a short step for many of his commentators. The
appraisals of Hippolyte Taine and Paul Bourget in the latter half of the
nineteenth-century set the tone for succeeding generations of critics, who identified in
Stendhal the exponent of a sensationalist philosophy runnir;g from Condillac to the
Idéologues and their later nineteenth-century successors. Frangois Picavet's classic
study of the Idéologues, to cite but one example among many, provides a striking
demonstration of this readiness to annexe Stendhal to the philosophy in question. All of
Stendhal's writings, from the novels through to De I'Amour and the Vie de Henry
Brulard, declares Picavet, 'nous montrent un disciple, méme un successeur et un

défenseur, mutatis mutandis, des idéologues."

The qualification notwithstanding, to claim as much is to invite consideration of
Stendhal as a vehicle for the aims, precepts and methods of a whole philosophical
tradition. The antecedents of Ideology, while they may be 'as old as Epicurus',? find
their most influential expression for the later eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries in
the sensationalist epistemology pioneered by Locke and Condillac. Going further than
either of the latter, the Idéologues sought to develop a thoroughgoing sensationalism
predicated upon a monistic definition of man as a being determined solely by his
physiological organism and its interaction, through sense-experience, with the
environment. The annexation of Stendhal to this school of thought and all it implies has



not only gained widespread and enduring currency: it has assumed the status of a
self-evident truth. 'The connection between Stendhal and Idéologie has so often been
pointed out,' asserts Gilbert Chinard, 'that it would be superfluous to call attention to
it.'"4

Such a statement bears witness to what has become a very real problem in the
approach to Stendhal's thought. For it is all too easy for definitions to petrify,
discouraging scholars from going over ground which, it is assumed, has been amply
covered already. Acknowledging Stendhal's association with Ideology in his scholarly
study of the later French Enlightenment, Sergio Moravia cuts short his discussion of
the question with the remark: 'Ma il rapporto di Stendhal con gli idéologues ¢ cosa
troppo nota perché occorra insistervi ancora.” Yesterday's inquiry thus becomes
today's prcsuﬁposition. The problem is not new. Nor is it restricted to Stendhal's
rapports with the Idéologues specifically. In the Avant-propos of his early study, Les
Idées de Stendhal, Jean Mélia had no hesitation in concluding that, given the range of
influences at work upon his thought from the earliest, Stendhal 'ne pouvait étre que
matérialiste.'s

However apparently conclusive the evidence for such an assertion, it articulates a
view of Stendhal which has never been subjected to critical scrutiny. Instead, it has
proved something of a locus classicus amid a body of scholarly opinion which holds
the nature of Stendhal's philosophical allegiance to be, in its fundamental principles at
least, beyond question. Even those many commentators who, after the fashion of Léon
Blum, insist upon a romantic' counter-tendency to the philosopher in Stendhal, cast no
doubt upon his intellectual adherence to the precepts of the Idéologues and their
eighteenth-century predecessors.” For them, as for Jean Théodorides, Stendhal remains
a confirmed disciple of Ideology, 'un matérialiste convaincu, dans la lignée des

"philosophes" du si¢cle des Lumigres.'s

Burnished by succeeding generations of critics, such definitions, then, have
become the common coinage of Stendhal scholarship. Yet we may ask: what is the
precise nature of the debt which Stendhal contracted to the mechanistic materialism and
sensationalist psychology that are so commonly held to have been his philosophical
stock-in-trade? The question, far from being otiose, is one which becomes all the more
apposite in view of the now established tendency among critics to take Stendhal's
philosophical orientation for granted. For it is only when one proceeds from ezisy
generalities to a more detailed consideration of Stendhal's thought that the problem
which we have intimated above becomes fully apparent. We may cite as a single
illustration of this problem Sergio Moravia when he writes of Stendhal: 'Appassionato
di Hobbes, devoto ammiratore di Helvétius e di d'Holbach, leggera e rileggera piu volte



i testi degli idéologues.” Though it finds endorsement in much of the scholarship
which devotes consideration to Stendhal's thought, such a description of the latter as a
devotee of Hobbes and d'Holbach is highly ﬁmisleading. For Stendhal's 'passion’ for
Hobbes, inspired as it was by an erroneous reading of the latter's philosophy, was
assuredly a thing of the past by 1806. And if his admiration for d'Holbach may be
assumed, it is certainly not borne out by the textual evidence available. Across the
whole range of Stendhal's writings, there is barely a reference to the author of the
Systéme de la nature, and, surprising though this may be, there is no clear indication
that Stendhal ever undertook even the most perfunctory reading of this philosopher.

Upon such grounds alone, the case for some reappraisal of Stendhal's thought can
be made. It becomes the more compelling, however, when one considers those thinkers
whom Stendhal did read and for whom he does reserve his sustained admiration. If
there is much in Helvétius and Destutt de Tracy which explains their appeal for
Stendhal, there is much, too, which must make us question the range and depth of that
appeal. There can be little doubt that Stendhal is indebted to these thinkers for a number
of strong and enduring philosophical principles that he would make his own. Yet, taken
as a whole, the concept of man propounded by Helvétius or Tracy bears decidedly little
resemblance to the concept of man which awaits us in the pages of Stendhal. Nothing,
it seems, could be further removed from the vital, dynamic, energetic self that is so
much an object of admiration for Stendhal than the mechanistic-materialist man posited
by Helvétius. What meaning might be assigned to the notions of 'energy’, 'genius’,
'generosity’, even 'character’ itself, within the definition of man as an inert product of
his environment, a tabula rasa with no inherent dispositions, activated solely by
external stimuli and incapable of seeking anything but his own material gratification?
How might the intrinsic qualities and predispositions that define the human being of
extraordinary cast, the exceptional individual, be accounted for within Helvétius's
conception of a humanity cut from a common cloth to a common standard?

Nor could anything be less suited to accommodate Stendhal's concepts of
'passion’, ‘reason’ or 'will' than the simple 'faculté de sentir’ postulated by Tracy. One
could not embrace in all their scope the subtle hues and rich complexities of human
consciousness while subscribing to the crude, reductionist equation between thought
and sensation upon which the whole edifice of Ideology was founded. The distinction -
between reason and passion itself, a distinction much presciit in Stendhal's construction
of human nature, is conjured away by a doctrine which admits of no substantive
discrimination between the cognitive and affective realms in man. The more such a
distinction could be effaced, the more the traditional concept of a rational faculty
presiding over 'the thoughts and wishes of the individual would be undermined, as
would any obscurely conceived realm of 'heart' — or, a fortiori, 'soul' — invested



with functions arising neither from the body nor from the intellect. If the mind is but a
blank slate upon which sense-experience leaves its impressions, if it has no active
- principle by which to galvanise itself into thinking or willing, then this has radical
implications for the character psychology and moral accountability of human beings.
Man could be seen at last for what he is: a determined material being in whom the
notions of moral conscience and free will, no less than those of divine revelation and an
immortal soul, would be exposed as so much illusion.

Such considerations, while they may appear prima facie to echo some of
Stendhal's most cherished principles, in fact suffice to call into question the very
foundations of his debt to the environmentalism of Helvétius or the sensationalism of
Tracy. While Stendhal lends his endorsement in principle to the rationale which they
expound, he will prove recalcitrant in his adherence to just those concepts which it was
the intention of Helvétius and Tracy to abolish. Stendhal, it is true, sets out resolutely
down the path traced by these philosophers, finding in the sensationalist basis of mind,
the pleasure-pain calculus, the self-interest theory, and the utilitarian ethic, important
keys to moral and social man. But he could not be satisfied for long with the essential
passivity upon which such concepts were predicated. The 'will', for Helvétius as for
Tracy, isa process, not an initiative faculty: a result, not a cause in itself. How could
this passive, mechanistic conception of human determination be squared with
Stendhal's insistence upon a self-motive faculté de vouloir? This is but one of the
questions which impresses itself upon the reader who passes from the Elémens
d'idéologie and De I'Esprit to what is often, in Stendhal, a quite radically different
conception of human nature. For as with the 'will', so with the 'mind' in general. The
shift from the definition of all mental operations — cognitive, affective and volitional
alike — as mere modified sense-impressions, to a view of the mind as an independently
defined, self-directing set of faculties, opens up at times an unbridgeable gulf between
Stendhal and his 'mentors'. Through a fundamental change in emphasis — from
passivity to activity, from determinism to spontaneity, from a self bereft of autonomy to
a self with power to arbitrate over its thoughts and desires, from a monistic definition
of man to a quasi-dualistic view of mind and matter, head and heart — Stendhal will
visit distortions upon the most fundamental of the precepts which he holds from
Helvétius and Tracy both. It would be a peculiar reader of the Vie de Henry Brulard
who would come away with the impression of a vacant human nature, an indefinitely
malleable 'self' determined in its every least thought, desire and mode of being by
influences from without. Yet this denial of a permanent, substantial 'self’ was the very
starting-point for Helvétius. It would require a no less peculiar reading of Le Rouge et
le Noir or Lamiel to discover therein a faithful restatement of the theory that the will is
no prime mover but a purposeless receptacle of determined stimuli, an essentially
passive instrument awaiting activation by forces beyond itself. Yet such is the principle



upon which Tracy rests his refutation of volition as a free moral agency in man.

These brief preliminary observations, in arguing the need to bring a critical eye to
bear upon Stendhal's reading of the philosophy with which he is associated, anticipate
a number of the questions which it is our purpose to address in this study. To what
extent does Stendhal's thought square with the definitions that have been affixed by
posterity to his name? What is the precise nature of the materialist philosophy that has
- been so readily ascribed to him by succeeding generations of critics? To what degree do
his writings provide a faithful articulation of the precepts — sensationalist,
deterministic, utilitarian — that are central to the philosophy of the Idéologues and of
their eighteenth-century predecessors? Such questions, though necessarily broad in
their purview, are only part of what must be considered in any study of Stendhal's
thought. For there is a Stendhal who predates the reader of the Idéologues, just as there
is a Stendhal who will go beyond the bounds of what is endorsed by Destutt de Tracy
and his compeers. We propose not to study Stendhal as an idéologue, but to consider
Ideology as part of the broader philosophical development which he underwent. In so
doing, we wish to challenge the widely held view that Stendhal early forged a
philosophy to which he would owe unfaltering allegiance throughout his writing life. It
is our contention that Stendhal's philosophical education stretches far beyond the point
at which it is customarily halted by critics who contrive to discover in the young Henri
Beyle all the essential elements of his later philosophy.

Detailed attention will be given to Stendhal's earliest philosophical ideas as he
records them in his notebooks, diaries and letters. We shall examine in this context the
~ philosophical treatise which he undertook to write in 1804. Though it has been largely
consigned to obscurity by Stendhal scholars, the Filosofia Nova furnishes a valuable
insight into his mind during this early period. The most significant point about this
ill-conceived philosophical venture, we shall argue, is its failure; for it demonstrates
some of the difficulties which Stendhal encountered in handling the precepts of a
philosophy that he is generally held to have espoused with ease. In this respect, we
contend, Stendhal's reading of the English philosopher, Thomas Hobbes, provides a
compelling corrective to his reputation as a philosophical ‘'materialist'.

By considering in detail Stendhal's early philosophical endeavours, we are better
placed to measure the substantial development which his thought was to undergo.
Whatever Stendhal's reputation as a disciple of Hobbes, Helvétius and Tracyi, it is clear
that he became alive to the shortcomings of each in turn. For they did not provide a
complete account of human nature in all its range and diversity. On this question, the
importance of a quite different philosophical preceptor will emerge. The influence of the
physiologist P.-J.-G. Cabanis upon Stendhal has been seriously neglected by scholars.
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Yet Cabanis, as we shall seek to demonstrate, furnishes some of the most crucial
ingredients in Stendhal's conception of human nature. At its most primitive, Stendhal's
philosophy rests upon a highly abstractive and somewhat archaic notion of man, as a
being actuated by the lofty forces of passion and reason, and able, through a judicious
exercise of the latter, to exert control over his character and conduct. In the writings of
Cabanis, by contrast, Stendhal would discover a whole new definition of man as a
physical organism subject to the determining influences of temperament and of the
wider natural environment. Though he would hold tﬁroughout to his division of man
into heart and head — a factor which bedevils from the earliest his concepts of
materialism and determinism alike — the implications of his reading of Cabanis were to
be far-reaching. In the Rapports du physique et du moral de I'homme, Stendhal
discovers what Hobbes, Helvétius and Tracy had failed to provide: a means of
accounting for man as a concrete, living entity.

In this sense, it will be important to draw a distinction between the metaphysical,
mechanistic materialism of Hobbes and the physiological 'materialism' of Cabanis.
Such a distinction is called forth by the fact that so many assessments of Stendhal's
thought appear to rest on the assumption that the thinkers whose influence he
underwent merely retail versions of the same philosophy, and that to align Stendhal
with one is to align him with all. This is far from being the case. The distinctions that
obtain between such thinkers as Hobbes, Helvétius, Destutt de Tracy and Cabanis shed
important light upon Stendhal's philosophical predispositions and evolution. To define
Stendhal as a 'materialist' is insufficient, where it is not misleading. To describe him as
a disciple of Hobbes is quite erroneous. Stendhal is best defined, we shall argue, when
we abandon the attempt to make him fit the mechanistic mould of earlier materialist
philosophy and recognise in his thought a combination of influences, not least among
them the psycho-physiological naturalism of Cabanis and the conception of Nature
advanced by the developing physical sciences in the early nineteenth century.

Yet the term 'naturalism', with all its connotative accretions, appears fraught with
contradiction when applied to a writer so unconcerned to portray the ‘natural’, material
world in any detail. We consider, therefore, the disparity that exists between the
naturalistic philosophy to which Stendhal holds in principle and his conception of the
novel. The refusal to translate his materialist and determinist leanings unambiguously
into the novel raises questions which invite us to consider Zola's ambivalent
appreciation of Stendhal. Despite what the latter might hold in principle to be the
influence of race, milieu and moment, his conception of the novel, we argue, militated
against the obtrusive presence of 'philosophy’. We attempt to take some account of the
conscious choices which Stendhal confronted on this question, and we consider a
number of ways in which determinism may be seen to be at work, through suggestion,



in his novels.

If Stendhal's 'naturalism’ is muted in his novels, it finds unhindered expression
across the range of his other writings. The influence of Cabanis is to the fore not only
in I'Histoire de la peinture en Italie, but in other works, from Rome, Naples et Florence
through De I'’Amour to the Promenades dans Rome and the Mémoires d'un touriste.
Stendhal's private diaries and letters, his biographical and autobiographical writings,
too, are infused with the physiological notions derived from Cabanis. We draw
attention, in this respect, to the importance of the year 1811, which saw the coincidence
of Stendhal's reading of Cabanis with his real discovery of Italy — a 'discovery' in
which there is a substantial element of invention. Central to our interest here, the
questions of energy and sensibility are considered from a physiological point of view,
an aspect which has been neglected by scholars, who have tended to define such
concepts in purely moral terms. The energetic, passionate, natural Italian is, in part at
least, we contend, a construct of Stendhal's imagination who owes much to Cabanis
and of whom we find some clear prefigurations in the Rapports du physique et du
moral de I'homme. ' |

The final éhapters of the thesis seek to provide a broad overview of Stendhal's
philosophical development. From the optimism of his early years, an optimism resting
upon the notion of a common humanity susceptible of improvement through education
and legislation, he gravitates fowards a much bleaker and more fatalistic view of the
human condition. The relativism and individualism that bulk so large in Stendhal's
aesthetic and moral outlook owe much, we argue, to his diminished faith in the
possibility of any real community of interest or experience among men. From the ideal
of a universal humanity to a cult of the exceptional individual, from an endeavour to
mathematise the study of man to a celebration of the irrational, imponderable, 'anarchic’
element in human nature, the transition can be traced through Stendhal's private and
published writings. The effect of such a transition upon his social and political
philosophy is measured against the buoyant civism of his early years. Stendhal's loss
of faith in the moral and political reformism of thinkers such as Helvétius and Cabanis,
far from attesting his place within the tradition which Ideology sustains, foreshadows
his effective renunciation of the idéologue ethic, with all its considerable debt to the
notions of human perfectibility and social regeneration.



NOTES TO INTRODUCTION

Stendhal (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1939), Preface, p. Vvii.

Les Idéologues. Essai sur I'histoire des idées et des théories scientifiques,
philosophiques, religieuses, etc. en France depuis 1789 (Paris: Félix Alcan,
1891), p. 491.

G. Chinard, 'A Neglected Province of Literary History', Introduction, E.
Cailliet, La Tradition littéraire des Idéologues (Philadelphia: The American
Philosophical Society, 1943), p. 2.

Ibid., p. 12.

Il tramonto dell'illuminismo. Filosofia e politica nella societd francese
(1770-1810) (Bari: Laterza, 1968), pp. 28-29. Cf. E.J. Talbot, who cites the
Idéologues as an important influence on Stendhal's thought, only to conclude:
'Stendhal's readings of these ideologues can be and has been thoroughly
documented' (Stendhal and Romantic Esthetics [Lexington, Kentucky French
Forum, 1985] p. 77).

Les Idées de Stendhal (Paris: Mercure de France, 1910), p. 12.

See L. Blum, Stendhal et le beylisme (Paris: Albin Michel, n.d.), pp. 159-162,
171-181 et passim. Cf. H. Delacroix, La Psychologie de Stendhal (Paris: Félix
Alcan, 1918), pp. 68-69; P. Jourda, Etat présent des études stendhaliennes
(Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1930), pp. 1, 96-98; W.H. Fineshriber, Stendhal,
The Romantic Rationalist (Princeton: Princeton UP, 1932), pp. 39-57; P.
Arbelet, La Jeunesse de Stendhal (Geneva: Slatkine Reprints, 1974), vol. I, pp.
7, 283-284; Cailliet, op. cit., pp. 136-152, 212, 259-260; R. Alter, Stendhal
(London: Allen & Unwin, 1980), pp. 28, 64-65.

Stendhal du c6té de la science (Aran: Editions du Grand Chéne, 1972), p. 279. ’

1l tramonto dell'illuminismo, p. 28.



CHAPTER I

STENDHAL AND THE PHILOSOPHY OF HIS AGE

Perceptions of Stendhal as Philosopher
i. Early Criticism: The Polarisation of Opinion,

The question of Stendhal as a thinker has long exercised the minds of his
commentators. In the first major study of Stendhal's thought, published in 1868, Albert
- Collignon presented his subject as nothing less than a 'pionnier philosophique', forging
across the range of his writings 'le vaste ensemble d'une philosophie'. Proclaiming
Stendhal the forerunner of a new intellectual generation, Collignon deﬁnéd him
unstintingly as 'un penseur profond, un observateur pénétrant, philosophe fort instruit, -
logicien rigoureux et original.'! While it contrasted with the tenor of much of the
criticism which had greeted Stendhal's Writings during his lifetime and in the years
immediately following his death, Collignon's encomium found a resonance in others of
his generation. Foremost among these was Hippolyte Taine, who, in the Introduction
to I'Histoire de la littérature anglaise, hails Stendhal as a philosopher ahead of his
time.2 Emile Zola, too, discerned in Stendhal a thinker of some stature, at once a man
of the eighteenth century and a precursor of the later nineteenth. Reserving for him a
place in the van of the Naturalist movement, Zola deemed Stendhal the link between 'la
conceptibn métaphysique du XVIII® siécle et la conception scientifique du ndtre.® As
the apologist of the roman expérimental put it, 'Stendhal appliquait en philosophe des
théories que nous tichons aujourd'hui d'appliquer en savants.*

Zola's assessment, like that of Taine before him, provides something of a
landmark in the appraisal of Stendhal as a philosopher-novelist, much as Balzac's
review of La Chartreuse de Parme serves as an early landmark in the appreciation of -
Stendhal as a literary technician.’ What distinguishes Zola from Taine in his praise of
Stendhal is the point at which he chooses to rest his case. For he stops some way short
of Taine's eulogistic api)raisal of Stendhal as the 'naturaliste' and 'physicien' who had
opened the way towards an understanding of 'les causes fondamentales' — 'les
nationalités, les climats, les tcmpéraments.'6 Zola's criticism, indeed, was that Stendhal
had been roo philosophical, too rationalistic, taking insufficient account of race, milieu
and moment as determining factors in man's character and destiny. Stendhal's was 'une
- étude purement philosophique et morale de I'homme considéré simplement dans ses
facultés intellectuelles et passionnelles, et pris 4 part dans la nature.”” The world
according to Stendhal, Zola concluded, was incomplete as a result; it was, he judged,
'de I'humanité quintessenciée par un procédé philosophique.'
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Despite their different emphases and quite divergent conclusions, Taine and Zola
rested their respective assessments, like Collignon, upon a genuine regard for Stendhal
as a thinker. It is as a thinker, too, that the latter would appeal to Paul Bourget, who, in
his Essais de psychologie contemporaine, gives due praise to the literary artist in
Stendhal, adding:

Mais sous l'artiste il y a un philosophe, et méme le philosophe domine sans cesse.
La faculté souveraine de cette pensée en mouvement réside dans 1'invention d'idées

générales.”

'C'est un philosophe et c'est un idéologue,' insists Bourget, for whom Stendhal is both
a philosopher in his own right and the legatee of an established philosophical
tradition.!? Though such favourable appraisals were penned at a time of renascent
interest in Stendhal, he had early been recognised as an insightful and original thinker.
In a fine obituary article published in January 1843, Auguste Bussiére had put the case
with cogency, presenting Stendhal as a thinker who, the critic claimed, 'a eu plus
d'idées enfin qu'il n'en faut pour planter une banniére a soi dans le champ de
I'invention et tenir état de chef d'école.™ The point is echoed in an article of 1846 by
Hippolyte Babou, who, for all his mandatory recognition of Stendhal's 'aspérités
blessantes', ascribes an incisive rationalism — 'un esprit froid, étendu, sensé,

raisonneur’ — to this 'terrible logicien'.!2

Such a perception of Stendhal was to gain widespread and enduring currency
among future generations of commentators.13 It is one thing, however, to acclaim
Stendhal as a thinker; quite another to define with precision what we are to understand
by this. The point is not an idle one. We argued in our Introduction that a consensus
has crystallised around the question of Stendhal's philosophical orientation. Yet if we
confront a number of the passages in which his thought is discussed, we are presented
with some apparently radical discrepancies. While M.E. Carcassonne rehearses the
classic definition of Stendhal as 'un héritier du XVIII® siécle rationalfste, plein de
confiance dans l'efficacité des idées claires et des théories bien ordonnées’, Robert
Adams can point with equal conviction to the same Stendhal's mockery of intellectual
systems in general, his debunking of ‘rationality itself.14In view of Stendhal's
long-established reputation as a philosopher and idéologue, we may be surprised in
turn to find Alain Girard contending that '1'absence de toute préoccupation
philosophique ou religieuse apparait comme un des traits marquants de son ceuvre.'!3
While J.-C. Alciatore argues that Stendhal, from the earliest, 'se réveéle métaphysicien',
H.-F. Imbert ascribes to him 'le plus beau mépris voltairien pour tout ce qu'il est
commode de ranger sous la rubrique "métaphysique"."® What, then, are we to make of
George Brandes when he grandly proclaims Stendhal 'the metaphysician among the
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French authors of his day, as Leonardo was the metaphysician among the great painters

of the Renaissance'?17

At issue here, as a fuller reading of the critical appraisals in question attests, is not
any fundamental divergence in the interpretation of Stendhal's thought, but rather a
simple failure in each case to clarify the sense of the terms by which it is designated.
We are confronted at the outset, therefore, with the problem of defining, in broad terms
at least, the philosophy to which Stendhal held in the first decades of the nineteenth
century. While we shall have occasion to consider in some detail Stendhal's
understanding of the term philosophie itself, the terms ‘'metaphysics’ and 'rationalism'
owe much of their sense — and much of their ambiguity in the instances cited — to a
long association with aprioristic, speculative philosophy and deductive-rationalist (as
opposed to inductive-experimentalist) thought.!® In the case of a mind so ill-disposed
as Stendhal's to the subtleties of philosophising in vacuo,'® the terms must be handled
with care. Stendhal himself defines la métaphysique, in a letter of 1806, as 'la
connaissance des moyens que nous avons pour connaitre ce qui nous environne, et de
l'action de ces moyens.?® 1t is this epistemological sense which Alciatore and Brandes
clearly have in mind when declaring Stendhal a 'metaphysician' after the fashion of
Helvétius and Condillac.2! Though the term would retain this respectable sense for
Stendhal,?2 it harbours a much more incriminating connotation when applied to that
philosophy for which he would never tire of arraigning German thinkers, and none
moreso than Immanuel Kant: ‘cette métaphysique réveuse et brumeuse,' as he puts it,
'qui passe chez nos bons voisins pour de la philosophie.”? This, broadly, is the sense
" in which Girard, Imbert and Adams employ their terms when they affirm Stendhal's
sweeping disregard for 'philosophy’, 'metaphysics' and even 'rationalism' itself.?*

Whatever the ambiguities and apparent contradictions that are thrown up by the
foregoing, Stendhal's thought must be recognised to have little in common with
philosophy in any contemplative or strictly rationalistic sense. Nowhere is he concerned
with the first principles or final causes which take the philosopher into the realms of
abstruse speculation: his 'metaphysic' is this-wordly; it begins and ends, as J.-C.
Alciatore observes, with 'la connaissance de I'homme'.2’ If by 'philosophy’ we
understand the wrestling with such traditional metaphysical problems as the existence
of God or the immortality of the Soul, then we shall find little that is philosophical in
Stendhal. Denied outrigit as a foregone conclusion, such concei)ts have a place in his
reasoning only insofar as they provide strongholds against which to deploy a
philosophical militancy that draws its impetus as much from what it denies as from

- what it affirms. To posit a world free of supernatural causation is, of course, to make
an enormous statement from the outset. In sweeping aside so much of the traditional
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stuff of philosophical inquiry, Stendhal might be accused of as much presumption and
prejudice as he denounces in those 'metaphysicians' whom he is tireless in berating.2
But one could not, he held, gain any sure knowledge of man and man's world without
first dispensing with that whole body of presuppositions and gratuitous hypotheses —
rationalistic, supernatural, theological — that had for so long bedevilled the
philosopher.2” Stendhal may, in keeping with the age from which he issues, make of
Reason the summum bonum, the ultimate guarantor of truth and moral well-being alike.
His whole intellectual animus is, however, directed against a particular tradition of
rationalism which, ascribing to the mind a place and function apart within the human
economy, constitutes the very antithesis of the sensationalist school to which he early
professes allegiance. Paul Bourget, in endeavouring to define the contours of
Stendhal's thought, takes account of this essential consideration. 'Beyle n'est pas
seulement un philosophe,’ insists Bourget,
c'est un philosophe de I'école de Condillac, d'Helvétius et de leur continuateur,
Destutt de Tracy. Il a subi, jusque dans les moelles, 1'influence du sensualisme
idéologue, qui est celui de ces théoriciens. Avec eux, il attribue a la sensation
l'origine de toute notre pensée. Avec eux, il résout dans le plaisir tous nos mobiles
d'action et tous nos motifs. Poussant ces premiers principes jusqu'a leur extréme
conséquence, il considére que le tempérament et le milieu font tout I'homme. Sa

métaphysique sommaire le rend implacable pour les subtiles inventions de
l'idéalisme allemand, comme elle le rend féroce sur l'article de la religion.?

Writing in 1914, Léon Blum echoes much of Bourget's assessment. ‘Comme
Helvétius et comme Condillac,' affirms Blum, Stendhal ‘'est empiriste, sensualiste et
rationaliste; comme eux, il met la sensation a la base de toute connaissance; comme eux,
il forme I'idée de sensations contrdlées et généralisées; comme eux, tout en limitant le
role de la raison au classement logique de 'expérience, il croit a sa toute-puissance sur
la nature.”® In Blum's wake, W.H. Fineshriber makes a similar judgment. Drawing
‘the principles of his rationalism' from Condillac, Helvétius, Cabanis, Montesquieu
and Destutt de Tracy, Stendhal is, according to Fineshriber, 'an empiricist and a
sensualist' who despises 'the vague uncertainty of all metaphysics.’*? The same notion
is pushed further still by F.C. Green, according to whom Stendhal represents 'the
extreme limit attained by the anti-Cartesian revolt inspired by Locke early in the

eighteenth century and pursued by two generations of sensualistes.!

Such recognition of Stendhal's status as a thinker and of his place within a broader
philosophical tradition is not restricted to the claims ot a faithful few. In his Essai sur
I"histoire de la philosophie en France au XIX€ siécle, J.-P. Damiron wrote of the
Idéologue movement that it had found its physiologist in Cabanis, its metaphysician in
Tracy and its moralist in Volney.32 To this distinguished group, a number of scholars
would come in turn to annexe the name of Stendhal. Francgois Picavet, in his classic
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study of the Idéologues, devotes serious consideration to Stendhal as a porte-parole of
the movement. Schooled in Cabanis, Tracy, Helvétius and Hobbes, Stendhal is,
according to Picavet, a full-fledged disciple and a continuator of the Idéologues.33 A
distinguished professor of philosophy like Picavet, Henri Delacroix, too, reserves a
place for Stendhal in the annals of the discipline. Delacroix goes so far indeed as to
express the hope that his study, La Psychologie de Stendhal, if it has little to offer the
Stendhalian, might prove of benefit 'aux historiens de la philosophie.3* Admitted thus
to the ranks of philosophical respectability, Stendhal has found his place reserved in
studies of the school of thought with which his name is associated. C.H. Van Duzer, in
his Contribution of the Idéologues to French Revolutionary Thought, rehearses the
view of Stendhal as a mind 'shaped' and 'moulded’' by 'Ideologic influences'.
Borrowing the earlier formula of Paul Arbelet, Van Duzer considers Stendhal to be 'the
"novelist, psychologist and critic" of the Ideologic doctrines. No less does Emile
Cailliet, in La Tradition littéraire des idéologues, acknowledge the idéologue in
Stendhal and credit him as one of the leading lights of the movement. 'De méme que
Condorcet devient 1'historien de 1'Tdéologie,' contends Cailliet, 'Stendhal va s'instituer
son romancier, son essayiste et son critique.3® In his French Philosophies of the
" Romantic Period, George Boas, while likewise ascribing Stendhal's turn of mind to the
influence of Ideology, goes further still. Though he might be said to 'belong to the
ideological tradition,’ argues Boas, Stendhal is, in his psychological analysis and his
admiration for energy, 'more than an Idéologue.’

As such endorsements clearly demonstrate, Stendhal is seen and respected by a
substantial body of informed opinion as a thinker and as a continuator of the
philosophical tradition to which he has been assimilated. It is largely, indeed, through
the ministrations of Stendhal that Ideology has acquired what limited place history has
seen fit to accord it.38 The thought would have been a curious one for that group of
intellectuals who, meeting in the salon of Destutt de Tracy in the 1820s, observed the
portly figure of this dilettante author on their fringes.3? It would, in fact, be a number
of years before the world of philosophy itself was to pay any kind of tribute to Stendhal
as a thinker — and then the compliment was to come not from Hippolyte Taine alone,
but from another and more redoubtable, if not altogether unlikely, source.

Friedrich Nietzsche, whose enthusiastic appreciation of Stendhal is well
documented, was to find something of the fellow philosopher in him.#? 'Wer ha:
recht?', writes Nietzsche in Zur Genealogie der Moral, 'Kant oder Stendhal?'#! The
question relates to Stendhal's definition of beauty as 'une promesse de bonheur' and
- provides Nietzsche with a means of assailing the notion, not only in Karit but in
Schopenhauer too, that beauty affords disinterested pleasure.*? The point is a
significant one, for it underlines Nietzsche's readiness to accord Stendhal a meaningful
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— if polemically expedient — place within Philosophy. 'That he should play off
Stendhal here not only against Kant, whom he has always despised, but also against
Schopenhauer,’ observes W.D. Williams, 'shows the magnitude of the impression
made on him.'*3

The magnitude of the impression made upon Nietzsche by Stendhal is manifest in a
number of similar instances. In Ecce Homo, it is as a thinker of great insight and
perception that Nietzsche upholds Stendhal, 'mit seinem vorwegnehmenden
Psychologen-Auge, mit seinem Tatsachen-Griff.' Here, he claims, was an 'ehrlicher
Atheist', one of a rare breed among the French.4 Though the German philosopher
happened late upon Stendhal, the létter would remain, as W.D. Williams notes, one of
'the happiest discoveries of Nietzsche's life', cherished to the end as 'a defiant
philosopher of energy.*> In Jenseits von Gut und Bése, it is, significantly, to Stendhal
that Nietzsche looks in order to substantiate his contention that the term 'philosopher’
should not be reserved for bookish writers of philosophical treatises. The definition of
the philosopher, Nietzsche argues, should be extended to accommodate those
'free-spirited’ thinkers of whom he cites Stendhal as exemplar.46

Appreciations of Stendhal the 'philosopher’, however, were not always to be so
generous. Writing at the turn of the century, René Doumic would declare Stendhal's to
be 'une philosophie fort courte. C'est celle qu'on pouvait attendre d'un homme qui
tenait Helvétius pour le plus grand des philosophes.” In similar vein, Edouard Rod
contends that the 'ensemble de croyances, d'idées et d'opinions’ which make up
Stendhal's thought 'est assez peu logique, et constitue une pauvre "philosophie"."*®
Stendhal's misfortune, Rod asserts, 'fut de prendre cette "philosophie" au sérieux’,
consigning himself thus to 'le cercle étroit de ses certitudes négatives et stériles."?
Writing half a century before Doumic and Rod, Elme Caro had gone further than both
in denouncing the exiguity of Stendhal's philosophy. 'Toute sa philosophie,' as Caro
has it, 'se réduit a cet axiome fondamental: le plaisir pendant la vie, le néant apres.>°
Such assessments are curios of a particular type of literary criticism which throve in the
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Stendhal criticism in this early period was
often too polemical in its intent, too concerned with moral sanction to provide any
objective appraisal of the author's thought. Bernard Weinberg stresses the degree to
which early critical assessments of Stendhal were non-literary in character, taken up as
they were 'with the philosophy and, still more definitely, with the moral attitude of the
author.”! Thus, for Caro, Stendhal is a 'fanfaron de vices', whose philosophy is
nothing short of 'la corruption rédigée en axiomes, formulée en dogmes.>2 Among the
most unsparing of Stendhal's early critics, Caro was a tireless opponent of the atheistic
materialism with which the latter was associated and a champion of the idealistic
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philosophy in whose name Emile Faguet would in turn engage the impious author of Le
Rouge et le Noir.’3 Faguet, indeed, echoes Caro's charge against Stendhal,
denouncing the same 'fanfaron de vices' as 'un sceptique, puis un contempteur et un

ennemi de toute morale.'>*

These broadsides of moral censure were part of an intellectual, religious and
political reaction against an Enlightenment and Revolutionary philosophy which was
seen to have passed on much of its charge to the positivism of the mid-nineteenth
century.’> A number of critics insist upon Stendhal's role as a conduit from the
philosophes through to the later Positivist and Naturalist movements. 'Stendhal, qui
recut a son arrivée a Paris le coup de foudre de M. de Tracy,' writes Albert Thibaudet,
'reste le féal des idéologues, et c'est de sa main que Taine prend non pas a vrai dire le
flambeau philosophique, mais le bougeoir d'argent du XVIIIe si¢cle.”® Others are less
parsimonious in their assessment of Stendhal's contribution in this respect. '[Des]
Philosophes et des Encyclopédistes aux Idéologues, et de ceux-ci, par l'intermédiaire
des Stendhal et des Taine, aux Positivistes de 1860 et aux Naturalistes de 1880, la
chaine reste tendue,' writes Emile Cailliet, echoing the earlier judgment of Pierre
Martino.57 Matthew Josephson likewise attributes to Stendhal the merit of having
handed on 'the torch of the Enlightenment at a ime when the rationalistic tradition was

in danger of dying out.”?

Not all of Stendhal's cdmmentators, however, saw this achievement as being quite
so creditable. Though it has long been commonplace to refer to Stendhal as a 'man of
the eighteenth century', the designation had decidedly disparaging connotations in the
hands of some of his earliest critics. René Doumic is characteristic of this tendency
when he defines Stendhal as '[un] sensualiste, un athée, un épicurien a la mode du
XVIII® sigcle finissant, mais chez qui l'imagination a regu 1'ébranlement de la gloire
napoléonienne.”® A more censorious note still is struck by Barbey d'Aurevilly, who,
in his essay of 1856, had launched a spirited assault against what he deemed 'un esprit
si particulier, souillé par une détestable philosophie au plus profond de sa source.'?
For the mordant polemicist of the Revue du monde catholique, Stendhal is

ce dernier venu du XVIII® siécle, qui en avait la négation, 1'impiété, 'analyse

meurtriére et orgueilleuse, qui portait enfin dans tout son étre le venin concentré,

froidi 6ct presque solidifié de cette époque empoisonnée et empoisonneuse a la
fois...61

Such attacks ad hominem were long to be a feature of Stendhal criticism.52 In 1876, the

inauspiciously named Charles Bigot published a less than sympathetic portrait of |
Stendhal as 'une conscience malade’, a self-proclaimed reprobéte liable to deprave the
morals of a younger generation.5®> Eugéne-Melchior de Vogiié, in breaking his lance
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against the new Realist school in 1886, deplores in turn the ’inﬂu'ence désastreuse’ of a
Stendhal who, he declares, 'ignore volontairement le mystére qui subsiste par-dela les
explications rationnelles, la duantité possible du divin.'** The publication of Stendhal's
Journal by Casimir Stryienski and Francgois de Nion in 1888 was the occasion for a
tirade of acerbic criticism which saw Stendhal dubbed variously a 'matérialiste a
outrance', a 'sceptique endurci', a 'vilain monsieur', an 'écrivain malsain' and 'un

méchant homme, d'une méchanceté systématique'.5>

Nor was it necessary for Nietzsche to insist upon the esteem in which he held his
'defunct friend'é% in order for parallels to be drawn between the two. The early
twentieth century saw a marked tendency afnong Stendhal's critics to seize upon the
alleged affinities between the creator of Julien Sorel and Nietzsche. 'Toute la
philosophie de Nietzsche est dans Stendhal,’ declares Jean Mélia, according to whom
the same 'culture du moi' passes intact from Stendhal to the German philosopher.®’
Writing in 1911, Mélia echoes Emile Faguet, who had earlier remarked: 'On pourrait
considérer Stendhal comme le premier des Nietzschéens, si le premier des Nietzschéens
n'était pas Voltaire.'® Ernest Seilliere, James Huneker, Horace B. Samuel, Lytton
Strachey,® all retail in turn the same view of Stendhal as 'a prophet of that spirit of
revolt in modern thought which first reached a complete expression in the pages of
Nietzsche.”® Even Léon Blum, in his highly sympathetic study, feels constrained to
give expression to the same idea:

En dépit de toutes les différences, le beylisme repose sur une vue analogue a celle

de Nietzsche. Certaines idées sont nourriture de maitres et les autres pature
d'esclaves.”!

It is against this background that Pierre Sabatier, in his Esquisse de la morale de
Stendhal published in 1920, would recognise in Nietzsche 'un disciple de Stendhal,
avec sa théorie du surhomme et de I'amoralisme. 72 Sabatier goes considerably further
than a number of his fellow-critics, placing Stendhal at the fountain-head of 'une
éthique nouvelle' and discerning a 'communion d'idées' between his thought and that
of 'nombre d'écrivains, comme Schopenhauer et Nietzsche, des moralistes de 1'histoire
comme Taine, des romanciers, comme Mérimée, Zola ou Wilde.”? Thus it is, writes
Sabatier, that, 'ardemment opposé€ au principe chrétien,' Stendhal's guiding principle of
the self surrendered to its primitive impulses 'va devenir la loi de toute une génération
de philosophes et de moralistes.™ .

Heady criticism indeed. Yet such was the gravamen of the charge brought against
Stendhal by a number of critics in the first decades of the twentieth century. Le
- beylisme became now a term redolent of unbridled individualism and social
domination. Here, it was held, was a philosophy forged from Helvétius and the
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Idéologues, and turned to the service of a practical ethic which threatened to subvert the
moral order. Stendhal's philosophy had been denounced from the first as an intellectual
posture; never had it been presented quite so insistently as a danger to the social fabric.
The new hysteria with which critics sought to combat Stendhal was in direct proportion
to his growing popularity among the reading public and to the increased critical
currency which his works were enjoying both in France and abroad. While Sabatier
went so far as to descry 'une si dangereuse fermentation' of beylisme among the
masses, Jean Carrére, reserving for Stendhal a place of honour in his 'index' of
reprehensible thinkers, Les Mauvais Maitres, found an object of acute concern in the
'fanatiques admirations' which the latter's writings had spawned.” Even the faithful
Pierre Jourda, in his Etat présent des études stendhaliennes of 1930, feels constrained
to insist upon the 'tendances dangereuses de sa morale',’® while endeavouring to
‘absolve' Stendhal, as he puts it, of a predisposition towards theories which seem at

best 'démoralisantes’, at worst 'anarchiques’.”’

ii. Later Criticism: The 'Systematic' Criterion

This brief review of early criticism serves as a useful introduction to the study of
Stendhal's thought. For it demonstrates that, whatever the diversity of opinion over his
merits as a thinker, and whatever the polemical tones in which his name was invoked,
there was broad agreement from the earliest in according Stendhal his place within a
well defined philosophical tradition. All of the foregoing assessments attest clearly to
one thing: the store which was set — from Taine, Zola, Collignon, Bourget and
Nietzsche, through to Caro, Barbey d'Aurevilly, Faguet, Rod and others — by the
philosophy that was held to underpin Stendhal's writing.”® This philosophy was
construed in different ways and to different ends, leaving Stendhal scholarship in the
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries divided, broadly speaking, into two
irreconcilable camps: those who were in sympathy with the aims and methods of the
philosophes and Idéologues, and those who championed the reaction of a new age
against them.”® Though it is perhaps comprehensible in this light, it is nonetheless
remarkable that, almost a century after Stendhal's death, so little had been done to
provide any full and objective account of his thought. While devotees were selective in
what they praised, detractors made virtually no attempt to go beyond the most
superficial condemnation. The charge that Stendhal was an atheistic materialist of
eighteenth-century persuasion, that he was, in the words of René Doumic, 'un éleve
docile de Condillac, d'Helvétius, du baron d'Holbach, de Cabanis et de Tracy,8?
precluded the need, it was clearly felt, for any detailed consideration of his thought.
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The middle and later decades of the twentieth century have witnessed a more
objective response to the question of Stendhal's philosophy. Less concern with the
ethical implications of '‘Beylism' as a practical code of conduct has permitted a more
balanced appreciation of Stendhal's capacities as a thinker. For when one strips away
the moral and political considerations which so determined the response of
commentators in his own century, one is able to turn to the more essential question of
how Stendhal's thought hangs together as an intellectual whole. On this question, the
verdict has not always been a favourable one. As early as 1919, Paul Arbelet, while
being far from unsympathetic towards his subject, divined in Stendhal an 'esprit
simpliste' and a dearth of ideas.8! Stendhal's thought, Arbelet suggests, 'est, comme
un théoréme de géométrie, satisfaisante seulement dans ses bornes étroites.'8% Arbelet,
curiously, feels no need to square this with the contention, advanced elsewhere in the
same study, that Stendhal is both a ‘philosophe’ and an 'idéologue'.83 Robert Adams,
in his Stendhal: Notes on a Novelist, supports the apparent contradiction in Arbelet's
view, describing Stendhal as a 'philosophical novelist' whose 'abstract ideas were few
and almost spectacularly limited.4 Emile Cailliet, too, echoes Arbelet's remarks,
adding the qualification (as Arbelet himself had done) that, if Stendhal's store of ideas
was strictly limited, he held nonetheless with tenacity to those few 'points fixes' which
afforded him his intellectual bearings.®

While in each of these cases the recognised limitations of Stendhal's philosophy do
nothing to diminish its perceived coherence, other commentators have been less
restrained in acknowledging the disjointed character of Stendhal's reasoning. What
emerges most clearly, in fact, from the assessments of those who have sought to arrive
at some synthesis of Stendhal's philosophy, and who have been served in this by the
publication of a substantial body of private writings, is the extent to which his ideas are
deemed to lack a rigorous internal consistency, to be, as Erich Auerbach puts it,
'erratic, arbitrarily advanced, and, despite all their show of boldness, lacking in inward
certainty and continuity.'®® On this point, admirers and detractors alike have found
common cause. 'Peu philosophe,’ wrote Emile Faguet, Stendhal 'n'a pas su ramener
ses tendances & un systéme.'8” Stendhal was 'anything but a systematic writer,' argues
in turn Michael Wood. 'He loved the metaphor of the system, the image of a clean,
ordered, properly explicable world. But it was only the metaphdr he loved.'®® Manuel
Brussaly goes further, deeming Stendhal ‘incapable of maintaining a thesis',3? while
for Victor del Litto the latter remains throughout ‘réfractaire aux idées générales.”? As
Del Litto puts it, Stendhal 'n'a jamais eu du philosophe ni la pénétration ni la puissance
de raisonnement ni 'esprit de systéme.?! A similar interpretation is advanced by
Georges Blin, who finds Stendhal 'inapte a toute gestion méthodique de sa pensée.’
For all the acuity of the latter's philosophical insights, argues Blin, 'il manquait 2 un
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rare degré du génie dialectique et du sens des ensembles.2

It would be difficult, certainly, to exonerate Stendhal from the charge that his
thought is unsystematic, that he was, as Lytton Strachey put it, 'too capricious, too
unmethodical, in spite of his lo-gique, ever to have framed a coherent philosophy.3 It
is a point that is pithily, if somewhat savagely, expressed by the Spanish philosopher,
José€ Ortega y Gasset, when he opens his essay 'Amor en Stendhal' with the assertion:
'Stendhal tenia la cabeza llena de teorfas; pero no tenia las dotes de teorizador.%4 Such
estimable opinions notwithstanding, however, we must be cautious in selecting the
criteria by which Stendhal's thought is to be judged. For a love of paradox and
mystification, a penchant for the ironic sally and the arresting turn of thought or phrase,
a readiness to play defence and prosecution alike in the setting forth of argument,” do
not conduce to the sustained dialectic of the consummate philosopher. It has been said
of Friedrich Nietzsche that his thought does not readily lend itself to generalisation, that
his 'entire output is characterized by what may be called, at best, flashes of
consistency.”® Without going quite so far, the same might well be argued of Stendhal,
whose aphoristic turn of mind and strong sententious reasoning so appealed to the
German philosopher.®’ “

Such a superficial comparison, while open to serious objection, does beg the
question of the relationship between philosophy and systematic reasoning. The problem
is one which Geoffrey Strickland acknowledges when he argues that Stendhal 'was not
himself a systematic thinker or rather did not have a system to offer — which is
different from saying that his thought was lacking in coherence, depth or
consistency.'%8 Though it is not our intention here to consider the full implications of
this judgment as it relates to Stendhal, the qualification which it introduces is apposite.
For the assessments cited above depend for their validity upon what we understand by
'systematic' reasoning; they depend, too, and not least, upon what Stendhal himself
understood by such. The fact is that, of all the questions which give rise to the
introspection of the self-conscious author in Stendhal, none exercises him more than
the nature of his philosophical convictions and the manner in which these should be
expressed through his writings. In this sense, it is important to recognise that the
critical assessments which we have considered make a common point with which
Stendhal himself would not have taken issue. For he would have been the first to
acknowledge the strict limitations of his thought as a ‘philosophical' enterprise. 'Par
instinct', he reflects in the Vie de Henry Brulard, 'ma vie morale s'est passée a
considérer attentivement cinq ou six idées principales, et a ticher de voir la vérité sur
elles.”? This reduction of his whole intellectual life to a handful of ‘idées principales'
. is highly significant. For Stendhal makes no claim to range in his thought. His concern
is, by his own avowal, nowhere that of the synthesist. ‘Comme j'ai toujours creusé les
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mémes idées depuis,' he notes, reflecting on his youth again in the Vie de Henry
Brulard,
comment savoir ou j'en étais alors? Le puits avait dix pieds de profondeur, chaque

année j'ai ajouté cinq pieds, maintenant & cent quatre-vingt-dix pieds comment
avoir l'image de ce qu'il était, en février 1800, quand il n'avait que dix pieds?1%0

The charge by Stendhal's critics that his reasoning is 'unsystematic' stands to be
balanced against remarks such as these. The evidence is that Stendhal, far from
considering it ungenerous, would quite have assented to the suggestion that his thought
escapes the constraints of any rigorous dialectic. In his latter years as in his youth,
Stendhal considered that too many questions remained unanswered, too many doubts
undispelled, for him to be able to subscribe to any neatly ordered, 'systematised' view
of the world. In a letter written to his sister Pauline in August 1804, Stendhal makes a
telling point:

Voila, ma chére Pauline, quatre pages de philosophie que je viens d'écrire sur du
papier a lettres, au lieu de les mettre sur mon cahier. J'avais besoin de trouver une
vérité nouvelle, et voila le chemin pour y parvenir: beaucoup d'exemples. Des
qu'on s'en écarte, on tombe dans les systémes, on réve, et ceux qui vous écoutent
se moque [sic] de vous.10!

This is the triumph of the self-proclaimed empiricist over the rationalist. For Stendhal,
there was something distinctly un-philosophical, something intellectually fraudulent
about 'systematic' reasoning. Truth could not be bent to accommodate any rationalistic
model of reality, but could be founded only on the bedrock of experience and
observation. ‘La philosophie de Condillac invoque sans cesse 'expérience,’ Stendhal
would write in the New Monthly Magazine of May 1825.192 Those thinkers, by
contrast, who — 'sous le nom de systémes de philosophie' — banish experience in
favour of a priori hypotheses, are fit at best to produce 'des romans''%3 Stendhal's
scornful dismissal of Schlegel in the margin of the latter's Cours de littérature
dramatique is typical of such judgments: 'L'auteur admet une philosophie indépendante
de la raison ou de l'expérience. C'est tout dire.' %

Throughout his life, Stendhal retained the same deep-rooted suspicion ‘of
'systematic’ reasoning as a preserve of charlatans and an instrument of dogmatism and
sophistry. His especial disdain was reserved for what he labelled the Germanic and
Greek traditions, with their 'systémes prétendus philosophiques qui ne sont qu'une
poésie obscure et mal écrite.".%% In this, Stendhal echoed the sentiment of philosophes
and Idéologues alike. For his allegiance lies from the earliest with those currents of
empirical philosophy which denounced 'systematic’' reasoning as sterile and
retrogressive. %6 Hostility to systems had been, as F.L. Baumer observes, 'a hallmark
of eighteenth-century philosophy."%7 Destutt de Tracy, in founding the new 'science
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of ideas', was no more sparing than his forebears in denouncing the 'gens de I'école’
and 'sectateurs de certains systémes philosophiques.'1% The latter were in turn to find

an implacable opponent in Stendhal.1®

Though Ideology might be accused of having abolished one type of system only to
erect another in its place,!1? it found its guiding spirit in a relentless opposition to the
esprit de systéme and a cult of observation and 'fact' that was to have realigned
philosophy and science on a new path towards truth.!11 Nowhere, as Sergio Moravia
argues, were the new ideals more in evidence than in the medical sciences as they
developed from the mid-eighteenth century onwards, and in particular under the
impetus of such philosopher-practitioners as P.-J.-G. Cabanis and Philippe Pinel.!1?
The rediscovery of Hippocrates provided a rallying point for the developing science of
physiology and an icon around which the new spirit of empiricism crystallised its
ideal.!’3 As Aram Vartanian observes, the 'ideal philosopher — whom La Mettrie and
Cabanis alike strove to personify for their contemporaries — became the
médecin-philosophe.'* The point is an important one. For in a footnote to one of the
chapters on temperament which appear in I'Histoire de la peinture en Italie, Stendhal in

turn gives a glimpse of what he considers to be the sole enduring model of

philosophical integrity:115

C'est aux médecins idéologues, et par conséquent véritables admirateurs
d'Hippocrate et de sa maniére sévere de ne chercher la science que dans 1'examen
des faits, qu'il faut demander justice de tous ces jugements téméraires sur lesquels
Paris voit batir, tous les vingt ans, quelque science nouvelle. Facta, facta, nihil
praeter facta, sera un jour I'épigraphe de tout ce qu'on écrira sur I'homme.

To this, he adds the further note:

On jugera de tous ces poémes en langue algébrique, qu'en Allemagne un
pédantisme sentimental décore du nom de systémes de philosophie, par un mot: ils
ne s'accordent qu'en un point, le profond mépris pour l'empirisme. Or,
l'empirisme n'est autre chose que 1'expérience.!16

This call for a knowlédge founded on fact rather than on speculation is one of the
pillars of Stendhal's intellectual world. 'La vraie science,' he writes to his sister
Pauline in 1811, 'en tout depuis l'art de faire couver une poule d'Inde jusqu'a celui de
faire le tableau d'Arala, de Girodet, consiste & examiner, avec la plus grande exactitude
possible, les circonstances des faits."" 17 The remark is significant; for it displays the
same faith in a universal method which informed the whole Ideological enterprise and
acted as a unifying principle across the disciplines of philosophy, science and medicine
in the later eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. It is clear from /'Histoire de la
peinture en Italie that, for Stendhal, the whole of modern science and philosophy find
their common model in the empirical method pioneered by Francis Bacon.!!8 For all
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the superficiality of Stendhal's remarks on Bacon, the latter wins his respect as 'un vrai
philosophe', 'un des plus grands hommes des temps modernes',}1? who rescued
philosophy from centuries of obscurantism by making experience — or facts — rather ‘

than a priori hypotheses — or systems — the basis of knowledge.!20

Francis Bacon, if he was in reality little more than a name to Stendhal, embodied
an empiricism which, by the eighteenth century, had become enthroned as a
philosophical ideal.l?! The primacy of fact and observational data, for which
'experiment’ became both a method and a short-hand term, was to be, as Paul Hazard
puts it, 'la puissance bienfaisante qui fera s'écrouler les temples du faux."22 The ideal
was a lofty one, and the use to which Stendhal put it was, as we shall see, fitful. What
matters for our purpose here, however, is that Stendhal should have leapt with such a
will to the support of the empiricists' cause. For, from the outset, he sought — in
principle at least — to draw the whole of his rational sustenance from the same elixir,
what he would come to describe colourfully as 'le jus des faits."23 In this clearly
defined philosophical rationale, it can be argued, lies the source of his abiding
predilection for le petit fait vrai.\?* "Fatti, fatti: des faits, des faits!', he exclaims to his
sister Pauline in a letter of August 1804, enjoining her to furnish him with insights into
the female world. 'T'ai besoin d'exemples, de beaucoup, de beaucoup de faits.".? To
the same Pauline he had observed as early as January 1803: 'Hors la géométrie, il n'y a
qu'une seule maniére de raisonner, celle des faits."26 This latter remark recalls a
journal entry of 16 Decemb¢r 1802, in which Stendhal had noted quite simply: 'Le
raisonnement par les faits est, ce me semble, le meilleur de tous.?”

Nor would the criterion of philosophical rectitude vary with time. It is by the same
standard precisely that Stehdhal will praise Napoléon in 1818 for having been
'philosophical’, not in any 'metaphysical’ sense of the term, but because '[il] jugeait
par les faits.'28 Such, too, will be the yardstick applied to that model of empiricism,
Hippocrates, who, in the margin of MonteSquieu's De I'Esprit des lois, is lauded by
Stendhal for having recognised that 'toute vue générale, qui n'est pas un résultat précis
des faits, n'est qu'une pure hypothése.''2? In 1831 still, in a letter to Adolphe de
Mareste, we find an insistence on the primacy of fact that echoes closely the letters
despatched some three decades earlier to Pauline Beyle. ‘Ecrivez-moi toutes les nuances
des faits,' Stendhal urges his friend:

Il est important [...] de connaitre les nuances des faits. [...] Ne négligez aucune
nuance. Tout est dans les nuances.!30

What is interesting in this latter example is that 'fact’, once held by Stendhal to be the
atom of truth, has itself been atomised. Facts are, it is now suggested, too crude in
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themselves to yield any meaningful truth; for that, one must descend further into the
details — or, in Richard Coe's fine expression, the 'momentous minutiz'3! — of
experience. As truth, ever elusive, takes refuge in smaller particulars and more arcane
circumstance, this 'sectaire du "petit fait" isol€', as Georges Blin dubs him, would have
recourse to 'I'épluchement progressif des nuances.'32 Thus, as Lucien Leuwen
recounts the tale of his electoral mission to Blois and Caen, we will be reminded,
‘through the mouthpiece of his father, of Stendhal's diminished faith in bare fdct as a
means to truth: '

Plus de détails, plus de détails, disait-il a son fils, il n'y a d'originalité et de vérité
que dans les détails...133

Empirical Doubt and Rational 'Faith': Philosophies in Conflict

Whatever the practical difficulties of achieving truth in detail, Stendhal never wavered
in his contention that observation and experience alone could serve as a basis for sure
knowledge. Indissociable from this empirical insistence on fact was the advocation of a
'methodical doubt' which should evacuate the mind of all preconception and prejudice,
leaving it ready to assimilate only those truths that were ratified by experience.
Stendhal's writings from the earliest ring with a quasi-Cartesian injunction to doubt:

Faire I'inventaire de son savoir de temps en temps, et se reprouver tout ce qu'on
croit.

Ne se déterminer jamais quia magister dixit, mais voir les raisons qui
convainquaient le maitre.

Ne croire que ce que j'aurai vu moi-méme.134

His letters to Pauline read at times like a sceptic's handbook:
Ce que je te recommande, c'est [...] de ne rien croire sans examen.

N'ayez aucun préjugé, c'est-a-dire ne croyez jamais rien parce qu'un autre vous l'a
dit, mais parce qu'on vous l'a prouvé.

Tout homme qui croit, parce que son voisin lui dit: Croyez! est un butor.!3
Though in Stendhal's case this methodical doubt — this 'doute philosophique, état
habituel du sage'13% — is, as we shall argue, little more than a posture, a rhetorical

imperative, it serves as an essential principle in his division of philosophy into the
warring camps of sound reason and charlatanism. In Stendhal's conception of
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philosophy, the place of doubt is always reserved.!37 Thus, in the Promenades dans
Rome, he will remark upon Camuccini's Incredulity of Saint Thomas: 'je suis toujours
surpris que ce grand acte de philosophie soit représenté dans les églises.''38 Stendhal's
jildgment of Descartes is especially interesting in this regard. For he upholds the value
of Descartes's method, while throwing out the whole philosophy in whose service it
was deployed.!3? 'On a vu Descartes,' he writes in I'Histoire de la peinture en Italie,

'déserter une méthode sublime, et, dés le second pas, raisonner comme un moine. 40

Such a judgment was, of course, as caricatural as it was banal, the common
coinage of philosophes and Idéologues bent on abolishing the Cartesian division of
man into material and mental realms, as part of a broader assault on innate ideas and the
incorporeal soul.!4! Yet contained here, too, is the substance of Stendhal's charge
against 'system-builders' in general. For the problem inherent in philosophical systems
is, according to Stendhal, that they come to rely more upon faith than upon reason; as
such, they are seen as an impediment to, rather than an instrument of, intellectual
progress. 'La philosophie allemande a toujours une petite chose qu'elle vous prie de
croire,' he notes in a copy of the Promenades dans Rome. '‘Quand vous lui aurez
accordé cette grice, elle expliquera tout."#2 In a footnote of Rome, Naples et Florence,
Stendhal provides one of the best illustrations of his views on this whole question,
together with an illuminating glimpse of what he recognised as the source of his own
much vaunted empiricism:

J'ai honte de donner si peu de profondeur 2 certains examens; le pédantisme 2 la

mode fait applaudir les phrases vagues sur ce qu'on appelle la philosophie; mais

I'on est moins indulgent pour l'analyse des faits particuliers. Je supprime, par

respect pour l'opinion, un paralléle entre le caractére des Bolonais et celui des bons

habitants de Milan. Deux cents de ces petits examens partiels mettraient & méme
quelque grand philosophe tel qu'Aristote de comparer le caractére des peuples du

Midi et celui des peuples du Nord. Diderot appelait cela commencer par le

commencement. Ce n'est que par des monographies de chaque passion du coeur

humain que l'on pourra parvenir a connaitre I'homme; mais alors tout le monde rira
des phrases louches de Kant et autres grands philosophes spiritualistes. La
métaphysique est si peu avancée parmi nous, que l'on en est encore a l'¢re des
systémes: voyez les progres de la physique et de la chimie, depuis que 1'on a laissé
les systtmes 8 MM. Azais et Bernardin de Saint-Pierre. En fait de logique, les
jeunes Francais arrivés dans les salons depuis la Restauration sont bien moins

avancés que la génération formée dans les Ecoles centrales. 11 faudra revenir a ces
Ecoles dés que nous serons délivrés des jésuites.143 )

Instructive in a number of particulars, this passage serves as a profession of faith,
offering a glimpse of the conflict as Stendhal perceived it in the mid-1820s between the
progressive, enlightened, analytical philosophy of the empiricists and the rationalistic
revival ushered in by Kant and taken up in France by such figures as Pierre-Paul
Royer-Collard and Victor Cousin.1#4 Stendhal's own articulation of the analytic
principle, with the two hundred 'petits examens partiels' which he advocates here as an
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exemplary philosophical method, raises, however, a number of questions. For one
might legitimately ask at what point, and indeed how, individual facts which are
themselves subject to caution — "Il ne faut jamais généraliser le fait dont on tire une
conséquence'™*? — become fused into a compound basis for valid general conclusions.
The problem is adumbrated in an amusingly paradoxical maxim which Stendhal coins
— unwittingly, one suspects — in an early notebook that is replete with like sententiz:
'Toute maxime générale ayant du faux, c'est un mauvais genre d'écrire que les

maximes.'146

Stendhal nowhere addresses the question in a manner which resolves — or even,
indeed, fully rationalises — the problematic transition from the particular to the general;
but it is clear here, as it is elsewhere, that he viewed the accession to truth as a process
of accretion, 'l'examen patient des détails' serving as the first stage in 'la lente
acquisition des vérités générales.#” Stendhal's declared approach is everywhere that
of the observer, nowhere, as we have noted, that of the synthesist. In this sense, he
embraces what Charles Frankel and Owsei Temkin identify as the guiding spirit of the
philosophes and Idéologues alike.*8 Knowledge begins with particular facts, not with
general laws and principles. In 1804, Stendhal had defined knowledge quite simply as
a 'grand nombre d'expériences.''*? Some twenty years later, in an article for the
London Magazine, we find precisely the same notion advanced — in praise of the
newly founded Académie de Médecine in Paris — by a Stendhal for whom the science
of physiology had by then assumed an essential place in the study of man:

Cette Académie a été fondée pour vérifier le principe suivant: la plus haute

philosophie, la logique la plus impeccable sont souvent impropres a découvrir la

cause d'un phénomene physique constaté chez un ou méme chez dix individus.

Observez le méme phénomene dans dix mille individus et la vérité devient
immédiatement évidente.130

It is against this scrupulously empirical principle that Stendhal sets his philosophic
bétes noires. While ironic sallies against 'Kant et autres grands philosophes
spiritualistes' are a common enough feature of his repertoire, German philosophy was a
province of which Stendhal appears to have had little first hand knowledge and which
he was content to view — and to dismiss — from afar.!5! Much, if not all, of his
criticism of thinkers such as Spinoza, Leibniz and Kant is founded on a predisposition
against what he perceives as a certain fype of rationalistic philosophy that is inimical to
his own broadly held principles. Hence the near-Manichzan terms in which, as a
reviewer for the British liberal press in the 1820s, he judges the current state of
philosophy in Europe.!32 If Bacon and Locke stand as symbols of what is most
commendable in philosophy, respect for individual fact and the gradual accumulation of
experiential knowledge, they find a worthy foe for Stendhal in Immanuel Kant. It is not
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just, as Geoffrey Strickland suggests, that Stendhal found the German philosopher
'unreadable’;133 it is that the whole tradition of rationalism for which Kant's name
stands is anathema from the outset to this advocate of Helvétius, Tracy and Cabanis.!>*
The incriminating features of Kant's philosophy as Stendhal perceives it are many: his
obscurity, his idealism, his admission of innate ideas, his defence of intuitive, a priori
perceptions, his style.13 There is also — and this should not be undervalued — a very
important political dimension to Stendhal's judgments in this context. 'On sait assez
que toutes les réveries de Kant, Steding et Cie sont a la lettre renouvelées des Grecs,'
he writes in 1818:

Toute cette philosophie est dans Platon et est fondée sur une sainte horreur pour
Y'expérience. Le parti ultra protége beaucoup cette philosophie...!>%

Such a remark, for all its brevity, affords a glimpse into what might be considered
the substratum of Stendhal's philosophical world. His relentless denigration of German
philosophy — 'la risée de I'Europe'>” — and of Kant as its prime exponent, reflecting
as it does the spirit of the Idéologues, is in large part a rearguard action against an
idealism which had in fact gained considerable ground under the increasingly
favourable conditions of the Empire and Restoration.!8 In his study of Destutt de
Tracy, Emmet Kennedy emphasises the important link between politics, philosophy
and morality during the early years of the nineteenth century. 'The religious revival,
which accompanied the emergence of the Napoleonic Empire,' he writes, 'found its
philosophical counterpart in the nascent philosophical spiritualism, which stressed
nonmaterial cognitive faculties, irreducible to simple sensation.'’® Napoleon's
Concordat with Rome had, already in 1802, done much to smooth the path of a
rehabilitated Catholicism which had the 'secular millenarianism' of the Idéologues in
retreat some time before Stendhal rallied to the latters' cause.1%0

The point is an important one. Stendhal's ready espousal of the anti-systematic,
anti-idealistic philosophy of the eighteenth-century sensationalists and Idéologues not
only defines his philosophical stance from the first: it also dates it. For if the nineteenth
century was to be anything, it was, as D.G. Charlton observes, to be an 'age of
systems', and one in which the climate of opinion would lean heavily towards a revived
religious sensibility.16! Metaphysical and theological systems might, as Owsei Temkin
argues, have been 'denounced as loudly during the 1790s as was the political tyranny
of the kings'";162 but between the last years of the eighteenth ceniury and the first years
of the nineteenth stretches a gulf that belies the short span of time by .which it is
marked. Defining the 'spirit' of any age is a notoriously hazardous business; it is safe
to say, however, that Stendhal's boyhood and manhood were lived out in periods of a
vastly different philosophical temper. If one had to await the Restoration for the stirring
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eloquence of a Victor Cousin, one did not have to look beyond 1802 for Le Génie du
christianisme, or 1803 for the suppression by Napoleon of the Classe des sciences
morales et politiques, the bastion of Ideology at the heart of the Institut National.163
Though Robert Adams's description of Stendhal as a 'philosophical anachronism'
admits of some qualification,!® it underlines clearly the outdated nature of the latter's
allegiance to a tradition of thought which was condemned to increasing disfavour in a
climate of secular and religious reaction. The early decades of the nineteenth century are
described by William Coleman as 'an era of acute spiritualism in religious belief and
systematic idealism in metaphysics.1%? In his philosophical leanings, Stendhal cannot
be divorced from the historical and intellectual context of his age — not because he
articulates what we might define as the spirit of that age, but because he evinces, from
the earliest, a concern, as Philippe Berthier puts it, to 'se définir contre le contexte
‘ambiant":

Clest précisément dans les toutes premicres années de I'Empire que 1'on releve

cette attitude résolument anti-obscurantiste et philosophiquement militante: il est

patent qu'il s'agit pour lui de se fortifier intérieurement contre un déferlement de
religiosité dont 'origine est trop claire et porte un nom, celui de Chateaubriand.166

The passage from Rome, Naples et Florence which we cited earlier is particularly
significant in this respect. For it furnishes one of the rare occasions when Stendhal
invokes his schooling quite so explicitly as the major formative influence on his intellect
and as the abandoned model to which French education should return.!6? While
denouncing the current climate of philosophical degeneracy as he saw it, Stendhal
would hold doggedly still, in the 1820s, to his hope of a new age of enlightenment
founded on the demonstrable truths of the developing sciences. The progress that had
been marked in physics and chemistry — since 'systems' were abandoned in favour of
observation and experiment — was only the beginning, he argued, of a scientific and
philosophical revolution which would re-establish man's knowledge on a new and
unshakeable base:

La vraie philosophie frangaise, celle qui est claire, celle qui est fondée sur

I'expérience, celle qui fut enseignée par Condillac, Cabanis, de Tracy; celle dont |

les pauvres Allemands se plaignent qu'elle les blesse jusqu'a I'dme, parce qu'elle

les ridiculise; celle qui, avant trente ans, sera physiologiquement prouvée par les
travaux anatomiques de MM. Magendie, Gall et Flourens; cette vraie philosophie
triomphera des obscurités boursouflées de Kant, de Steding, de Proclus, et méme

des niaiseries que l'illustre poéte Platon et son traducteur, M. Victor Cousin, ont
habillées d'un si beau langage. 168

The equation that is established here between physiology and 'true philosophy' is in
line with Stendhal's ultimate conviction that the study of human nature had to take as its
starting-point the study of man as a physical entity.16° The refusal of the
'Kanto-Platoniciens' and 'Cousinistes° to take account of this most fundamental
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consideration lent weight to the criticisms tirelessly levelled against them by Stendhal.
Advance in the moral sphere, he held, was intimately linked to advances in the physical
and natural sciences. Long in advance of Ernest Renan, Stendhal would proclaim
science to be the 'religion’ of the nineteenth century.17! It can be clearly observed, he
writes scoffingly in the New Monthly Magazine of September 1824, that

a la suite des découvertes €lectriques de Franklin et de I'usage des paratonnerres,

aucun habitant un peu éclairé de Paris ou de Londres, quand il entend le tonnerre
ou voit un éclair, n'éprouve %lus cette "peur mélée de respect” que M. Constant

nomme sentiment religieux.!

Clarity: The Cardinal Virtue

There was a further, and closely related, reason why Stendhal took up arms against the
'systematists'. The eighteenth century had done much to demystify philosophy, to
make it a function of reason and good sense — and, increasingly, of science — rather
than an impenetrable province of arcane speculation. It is towards this conception of
philosophy that Stendhal leans in the first decades of a century which, he saw too
clearly, was witnessing the return of the philosophical fashion towards realms from
which the philosophes and Idéologues had sought to wrench it.}73 Stendhal's
journalistic writings of the 1820s provide in this sense a valuable, if highly partisan,
commentary on the changing philosophical trends in Restoration France, and in
particular on the conflict between what Emmet Kennedy describes as 'the two most
important philosophical schools in Europe at the beginning of the nineteenth century’,
between Anglo-French sensationalism and German idealism, between
over-confident eighteenth-century French rationalism and the doubting critique of
reason, between nineteenth-century physiological psychology and a pure

psychology, between an "ideological" or unitary conception of the moral and
political sciences and Kantian dualism of pure and practical reason.174

Such, in essence, was the philosophical conflict in which Stendhal found himself an
observer and occasional, if peripheral, participant. In the latter capacity, he provides an
interesting example of what Kennedy describes as the 'use made of Kant in France.'1?
For Kant's name alone provided the ground upon which battle could be joined between
the apostles of the new metaphysics and their philosophical opponents, the dwindling
" circle of Idéologues under the ®&gis of Destutt de Tracy.l76 That it was a battle,
Stendhal leaves us in no doubt when, in 1827, he defines philosophy as a Republic at
war with itself, 'divisée en deux factions, la faction matérialiste et la faction

spiritualiste.'. 77
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What Stendhal condemns above all in philosophical 'systems' like that of Kant is
the studied obscurity which, he claims, is required to sustain their credit. The
contributions to journals such as the London Magazine and New Monthly Magazine
constitute a relentless tirade of abuse against a type of philosophising for which
Stendhal's synonyms are far from generous: 'mysteres’, 'doctrines chimériques’,
'sottes boutades', 'ré€veries', 'spéculations idéales’, 'vagues fantaisies', 'obscurités
boursouflées', 'niaiseries', 'un tas énorme d'absurdités'.!’® Stendhal's objective
throughout is to explode a mystique which has no place in philosophical reasoning and
to reduce the latter to its simplest, most readily apprehensible expression. Clarity is the
cardinal virtue of the philoéopher. 'Rien ne soutient un philosophe comme une langue
forcément claire,' he writes, in a damning appreciation of Kant for the British press in
1822.179 'Celui qui n'est pas capable de se faire entendre, he insists elsewhere, in an
article on Helvétius, 'ne vaut pas d'étre cru.'180 Of the darling of the French spiritualist
revival, Victor Cousin, Stendhal writes disparagingly in the New Monthly Magazine of
January 1823: 'son syst¢eme manque d'une des qualités foncieres de la philosophie: a

savoir le sens commun.'18!

For Stendhal, philosophy should be capable of being framed within simple terms.
Logical reasoning, he wrote to his sister Pauline in 1802, if conducted in a spirit free of
prejudice, 'serait la chose du monde la plus facile.' For the science of logic, he goes
on, 'n'est autre chose que l'art de raisonner.''32 What is significant here is less the
terms of the rather meaningless equation 'logic = reason' than the expression around
which the equation is constructed. For the repeated use of the formula 'ne ... que' in
this context — 'la philosophie, qui n'est que le bien-raisonné'; 'l'empirisme n'est autre
chose que l'expérience'; 'toute science ne consiste qu'a voir les circonstances des faits';
le génie n'est qu'une plus grande dose de bon sens' — is evidence of Stendhal's
desire to reduce the most apparently exacting mental activity to a straightforward
exercise conducted by way of simple rules accessible to all.183 His enthusiasm for
Ideology is due in no small measure to the fact that the reasoning which sustains it is
deemed by Stendhal to be comprehensible. 'Je lis avec la plus grande satisfaction les
cent douze premieres pages de Tracy aussi facilement qu'un roman,' he notes in his
diary on 1 January 1805.184 'La science qui nous occupe', he writes in an 'Ideology
lesson' to Pauline on the same day, 'cet épouvantail si terrible aux tyrans, cette science
si détestée des chiarlatans de toutes les especes, est la chose du monde la plus enfantine,
la plus simple."85 What was true, moreover, of Tracy's Idéologie would hold good
for his Logique, a work which Stendhal, in a letter of 19 November 18085, records he is
reading 'avec autant de plaisir, et autant de facilité que jadis Roland le furieux."86 Nor,
he thought, would this 'science of ideas' be more difficult to implement than it was to
comprehend. 'Les régles que Tracy prescrit,’ he notes in his diary of 12 December
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1805, '[...] sont si simples que je puis fort bien ticher de les mettre en pratique.'87

The distinction between clarity and obfuscation remains fundamental throughout to
Stendhal's appreciation of thinkers and of the theories which they expound. In the New
Monthly Magazine of May 1826, he divides philosophy into two broad schools, the
intelligible and the unintelligible:

M. Victor Cousin a I'honneur d'avoir introduit en France la philosophie mystique -

et visionnaire du sentiment. Cette philosophie étant obscure par définition plait

mieux au gouvemement et au clergé que la philosophie de Condillac que tout le
monde comprend.!8

In a subsequent article for the same review, Destutt de Tracy is praised in like terms for
having expounded — 'd'une fagon on ne peut plus claire' — the thought of Locke and
Condillac.'8® Nor is clarity in such matters to be equated with simplicity. Tracy's
works, Stendhal elsewhere contends, 'sont les ouvrages les plus profonds et les plus
clairs de la langue francgaise sur la formation des idées, 1'art de les exprimer et la fagon

de conduire le raisonnement.’ 190

Philosophy which was not transparent in its basic tenets, which was not
susceptible of easy illustration, was not worthy of the name. In his diary of December
1805, Stendhal enters a curious remark which raises questions about the criteria on
which were based his early philosophical convictions. 'Maintenant,' he reflects, 'l faut
que j'approfondisse un ancien jugement qui n'est, je crois, qu'une idée de Condillac
admise comme vraie sur la recommandation de mon orgueil, uniquement parce que je la
comprenais...'®! Though the 'uniquement' is disconcerting, the remark serves to
underline the premium which Stendhal placed from the outset on clarity and simplicity
in the expression of ideas. This emerges again from a diary entry of June 1807, in
which we find Helvétius's De I'Homme lauded in the following terms: 'Je trouve plus
dans un de ses chapitres que dans des volumes des autres, et énoncé plus clairement, et
mieux prouvé.'? In the Vie de Henry Brulard, it is precisely these qualities which will
prompt Stendhal to recall of a notable passage from Helvétius's other major work, De
I'Esprit: 'moi, je comprenais parfaitement la fagon dont Helvétius explique Régulus, je
faisais tout seul un grand nombre d'applications de ce genre..."'?3 The clarity with
which Helvétius expounds his philosophy is a point upon which we find Stendhal
insisting once more in the draft of an article entitled 'De I'Etat de la philosophie a Paris
en 1827 ‘

Helvétius perfectionné par Jérémie Bentham a fort bien -expliqué ce qui se passe

dans le cceur de I'homme passionné, ou simplement agité par des désirs; ce qui se

passe dans le ceeur de Régulus lorsqu'il quitte Rome pour retourner a
Carthage...!
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These latter exarhples are significant not only for the model of philosophical clarity
which they represent. The legendary tale of Regulus — with its insistence on
self-interest as the motivating force even in the most apparently altruistic of actions —
is of central importance to Stendhal's view of human nature.19> With this in mind, we
find the essential qualities of the true philosopher nowhere better defined by Stendhal
than in the response which he drafted (but never published) in 1829 to some unsparing
criticisms that had appeared in Duvergier de Hauranne's review of the Promenades
dans Rome. In the review, published in Le Globe of 24 October 1829, Stendhal had
been taken to task as an outmoded disciple of Helvétius, 'un écrivain mauvaise téte qui
ne ménage personne et qui ne respecte rien.''?6 Stung by the suggestion that he is 'un
suranné partisan d'Helvétius',197 Stendhal's response is to draft several pages under
the ironic title ‘Philosophie transcendentale','%® in which he recounts the anecdote of a
certain Lieutenant Louaut in an endeavour to demonstrate the simple axiom that all
human actions are motivated by an irresistible impulsion towards pleasure and away
from pain. Stendhal defies the 'Eclectic' school of philosophy to provide an
explanation, other than the enlightened self-interest upheld by Helvétius and Jeremy
Bentham,1% which would account for Louaut's heroism in diving into the Seine to
rescue a drowning boatman. He then goes on to make a telling point in defence of the
hard-nosed cynicism of which he might be accused in attributing thus the noblest of
human actions to self-interest: |

[...] 1a philosophie allemande cherche toujours & émouvoir le coeur et a éblouir

l'imagination par des images d'une beauté céleste. Pour étre bon philosophe, il faut

étre sec, clair, sans illusion. Un banquier qui a fait fortune a une partie du caractére

requis pour faire des découvertes en philosophie, c'est-a-dire voir clair dans ce qui
est; ce qui est un peu différent de parler éloquemment de brillantes chimeres.2%

It is a fitting irony that the one philosopher to have appreciated this definition
should have been Friedrich Nietzsche, who cites it admiringly in Jenseits von Gut und
Bése.201 Sec, clair, sans illusion. Such are the qualities demanded of the philosopher,
qualities which Stendhal had early recognised as a corollary of the 'esprit de commerce,
qui compte tout et ne s'enthousiasme-de rien,2%2 and which he would later incarnate in
the figure of that disabused republican and accomplished Epicurean, Leuwen pére.2%
Such qualities would find a ready model for Stendhal in the ‘'geometric spirit' of the
Abbé de Condillac — 'le sec Condillac',2%4 as Stendhal dubs him — and in the
Idéologue movement of which he was a forerunner.2%° 'Je ne doute aucunement,’
writes Stendhal in the London Magazine of March 1825, 'que d'ici vingt ans, gifce aux
preuves physiologiques des vérités exposées par Condillac et son école, la France ne

donne au monde le systéme philosophique le moins alourdi d'erreurs qui ait jamais

encore été exposé.206
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The least encumbered by error: the wording is significant. For it brings us back
squarely to Stendhal's view of 'systematic' thought. No philosophical theory should be
considered proof against falsehood; the best one can hope for is to minimise the errors
that may find their way into even the soundest reasoning. 'Souvent il se glisse un peu
de faux dans les meilleurs préceptes...' Thus Stendhal in a notebook entry dating from
September 1803.207 The whole history of human thought and the course of man's
intellectual advancement — together with that of his future progress — were founded
for Stendhal on the gradual, painstaking and often piécemeal eradication of falsehood.
Stendhal's scepticism nowhere becomes the self-defeating 'Ne pas conclure' of a
Flaubert; but one must, he urged, be ever on the watch against complacency, ready at
every moment to call into question and, where necessary, to revise one's convictions.

From Theory. to Practice: The Authorial Posture

The foregoing pages provide a very general introductory review of the context within
which Stendhal defined his philosophical direction. It was one thing, however, to
cherish a theory; quite another to put it into practice. As a would-be
philosopher-playwright, Stendhal required from the outset some method for ordering -
and making sense of the world around him, for imposing meaning upon the disparate
data of observation and experience.2%8 C.W. Thompson points rightly to the 'tour tout
systématique' which is evident in the mind of the young Stendhal, and which finds
early expression in his love of mathematics and quest for a rigorous philosophical
method of inquiry.2% 'Je suis dans le plus haut de la philosophie', writes Stendhal in
August 1804, ‘profiter du moment pour me faire un systéme.210 If his writings were
to be readily comprehensible for a future audience, he recognised the need to present
and develop his thoughts in a systematic order, 'pour plaire au vulgaire dont 1'esprit
faible est soulagé par 1a. Que tout soit disposé par ce systéme qui, comme
classification, est bon éternellement.”?!! Stendhal, however, remains fully alive to the
connotations of the term in question, as is evidenced by the following journal entry
from August 1803: 'Toute espéce de systtme annoncée rend méfiant le lecteur
judicieux, il craint qu'on ne plie les faits au systéme.”2!2 Thus, amid the notes for his
planned philosophical treatise in 1804, he resolves: 'Donner tout ce que je pense de
bien, non point comme une suite ou une preuve de mon systéme, mais comme une
chose qui m'est prouvée par le sentiment.”?!3 Nor is there any contradiction between
his search for some 'systematic' means of interpreting and representing reality, on the
one hand, and the denigration of 'systematists' which he sustains with such a will, on
the other. For even the most cherished of his theories were to be no more than
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provisional guides, means of ordering and classifying his view of the world, which
would remain open to doubt and to contrary evidence. If the esprit de systéme was

always to be shunned, the esprit systématique did have its place.214

Such was the principle from which Stendhal early derived a sense of intellectual
probity that was to remain with him. The ambivalence expressed in these instances,
between the need for rational method and the limits within which such method should
be contained, was to be a feature of his later writings. In no work does Stendhal come
closer to framing a 'systematic' argument than in De [I"Amour. 'Il est difficile,’ writes
Léon Blum, 'de pousser plus loin la présomption systématique.”!’ Yet in no work —
and this is the point which Blum wholly overlooks — does Stendhal do more to
undermine the very ideas which he sets forth. A striking illustration of this-is to be
found in Chapter XXVIII, where Stendhal depicts a certain feminine grace as the fruit
of a monarchical régime. The intimate relationship between the government of a society
and the sensibility of its members was a notion close to Stendhal's heart and one which
he never tired of expounding, both in his private and in his published writirigs. In the
case in question, however, he is willing to place his whole theory at risk in order to
take account of what appears to be anomalous evidence. Having evoked that
'délicatesse féminine' which, it is suggested, is a preserve of monarchical society,
Stendhal goes on: -

Cependant, méme dans les républiques du moyen ige, je trouve un admirable

exemple de cette délicatesse, qui semble détruire mon systéme de l'influence des
gouvernements sur les passions, et que je rapporterai avec candeur.216

Stendhal cannot reconcile his theory with the possible objection to it that is raised here;
but he is at pains to demonstrate that intellectual scruple forbids him to duck the issue or
pretend that it poses no problem.

Again in De I'’Amour, we find rehearsed another of Stendhal's favoured themes, '

that of the sharply contrasting influence on the human character of the temperate climes
of the south (the home of love, energy and passion) and the harsher climates of the
north (the home of cant, vanity and emotional sclerosis). Yet, as he now observes,
more women kill themselves for love in Paris than in all the towns of Italy. He
concedes:

Ce fait m'embarrasse beaucou_}); je ne sais qu'y répondre pour le moment, mais il
ne change pas mon opinion.2t”

Unchanged Stendhal's opinion may be; but he is only too aware of the apparent

objection to his theory that has been thrown up. On yet another occasion, in a fragment
dealing with the poet Robert Burns, Stendhal cites an example which, as he
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acknowledges, appears to be at odds with his geheral principle. While classifying the
Scots poet as 'un génie romain', he concedes that 'Edimbourg est 4 la méme latitude
que Moskou, ce qui pourrait déranger un peu mon systéme des climats.”?!® Even in
outlining one of the fundamental principles of De I’Amour — the existence of four
distinct types of love — Stendhal is anxious to avoid distorting a complex reality
through over-adherence to his theory. No sooner, therefore, has he established his four
recognisable categories of love than he goes on to undermine the whole basis of his
contention. The figure of four, he suggests, is arbitrary and provisional; one might as
readily speak in terms of eight, or even ten, types of love. One might, in fact, go much
further still. Tl y a peut-€tre autant de fagons de sentir parmi les hommes,' he ventures,

'que de fagons de voir...”?19 |

De I'’Amour, though it provides a number of telling examples, is far from
exceptional in this respect. Across the range of his writings, one finds the same refusal
by Stendhal to force his ideas irretrievably into a single mould. So it is, for example,
with the celebrated definition of Romanticism which he would erect, in Racine et
Shakespeare, into a first principle of aesthetic good sense. Here again we find a
Stendhal who, for all his posture of theorist and his clarion defence of the nascent
French Romantic movement against the tyranny of the Classical aesthetic, is careful to
avoid replacing one yoke with another. Le romanticisme may, as he contends, be
defined for all as 1'art de présenter aux peuples les ceuvres littéraires qui, dans 1'état
actuel de leurs habitudes et de leurs croyances, sont ,sﬁsceptibles de leur donner le plus
de plaisir possible’;220 but there operates even here an ultimate principle against which
no movement, school or theory has redress. 'Le bon goiit,’ in the final analysis, 'c'est
mon goiit.22! The point is brought home with emphasis in I'Histoire de la peinture en
Italie:

Mais Racine ne pliit-il qu'a un seul homme, tout le reste de I'univers fiit-il pour le

peintre d'Othello, I'univers entier serait ridicule s'il venait dire a cet homme, par la

voix d'un petit pédant vaniteux: "Prenez garde, mon ami, vous vous trompez,

vous donnez dans le mauvais goiit: vous aimez mieux les petits pois que les
asperges, tandis que moi j'aime mieux les asperges que les petits pois.” ‘

To which Stendhal adds the peremptory conclusion:

La préférence dé%agée de tout jugement accessoire, et réduite a la pure sensation,
est inattaquable.2%2

The latter example may appear to be at some remove from our original point. It
demonstrates clearly, however, that theories must capitulate for Stendhal before the
reality of human experience. In none of the cases cited does he presume to provide an
answer for the objections and attenuations which can be brought against his theories.
On the contrary, such apparent contradictions are sought out, embraced, flaunted even,
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as though they served as some ultimate guarantor of the author's integrity. '‘Quelquefois
~ j'entre en doute de mes idées les plus fondamentales,' avows the author of Rome,
Naples et Florence en 181 7.223 In the later edition of the same work, Stendhal evokes
the happy disposition of the Milanese, but prefaces his explanation of this with a caveat -
to his reader: 'Ce qui précéde est évident, l'explication qui suit n'est que probable.'?24
Nor would the suspicion of 'theories' that is paraded by such rémarks diminish over
time. As the author of the Mémoires d'un touriste will put it, T'expérience seule répond
a tout; la théorie n'est qu'un réve.'225

This ostentatious scorn for hermetically sealed certitudes is a defining feature of
Stendhal's writing which, in his more flippant moments, is carried to the point of
parody. 'Comme je ne suis pas ici pour faire 'éducation des niais,’ we read in his notes
for a second edition of Rome, Naples et Florence, 'je saute mille conséquences qui
pourraient servir de preuves...??6 Elsewhere among the same notes, he declares more
flatly still: ‘je ne chercherai pas & prouver cette singulitre assertion.??” The attitude to
‘which such remarks give expression in 1818 will be evident in the second published
edition of the work some years later. There, for example, we find it asserted that the
Roman is superior to the other peoples of Italy, and, potentially, to all the peoples of
Europe. 'C'est ce que je prouverais facilement,’ Stendhal concludes, 's'il me restait
assez de place. Si cette brochure a une autre édition, je donnerai dix anecdotes prouvant
l'assertion qui précede.228

This rdgurrent undermining of authorial convention, for all its irreverent humour,
has a sen'o;_is underside. For it demonstrates Stendhal's refusal to push his ideas
beyond a certain point, to forge the critical link between observation and 'proof’. In a
letter to Ad_blphe de Mareste dated 1 December 1817, the author of the recently
published Rome, Naples et Florence en 1817 writes revealingly of that work: 'j'ai
toujours rempli mon but, qui était de ne pas parler comme auteur.??® This remark,
with its measured emphasis, reveals something of Stendhal's perception of himself
vis-2-vis his subject and his reader both. For, in renouncing the prerogative of the
scient author, Stendhal demonstrates the self-consciousness with which he views his
role as a purveyor of ideas. The letter to Mareste is in tune with those many occasions
when he appeals to his reader's scepticism, or indulgence, in the face of the arguments
which he sets forth. In the chapters on temperament which are adapted from Cabanis
for I'Histoire de la peinture en Italie, the same attitude is cle2rly displayed. Invokin gthe
authority of medical science, Stendhal describes the moral characteristics which attend
upon a given physiological make-up. Here again his conclusions arise from what has
all the appearance of a systematic argument; yet he is careful to stop short of promoting
this to the status of a proven 'theory". "Tout ce que j'avance,' he protests, 'c'est qu'on

trouvera souvent ces circonstances physiques i coté de ces dispositions morales.'230
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The authorial posture that is struck here finds parallels throughout Stendhal's
writings. The distinction between what might be called 'contingent' truth and
'necessary' truth, between observed fact and reasoned principle, remains an important
one. On a visit to Saint Peter's in the Promenades dans Rome, Stendhal takes the
opportunity to air his views on art and architecture, and to discourse on the wider social
context of which these are an expression. Here again, however, he is at pains to parry
in advance any charge of theorising:

Je prie le lecteur de se souvenir que je ne fais que l'office d'avocar général; je

propose des motifs de conviction. J'invite & se méfier de tout le monde et méme de

moi. L'essentiel est de n'admirer que ce qui a fait réellement })laisir, et de croire
toujours que le voisin qui admire est payé pour vous tromper.2>!

A similar spirit is in evidence on those occasions when Stendhal strikes an interrogative
rather than an affirmative posture. 'La constitution des Anglais peut expliquer leur
énergie,’ he observes in ['Histoire de la peinture en Italie; 'mais comment expliquer la
vivacité des cochers russes (moujiks) que nous primes & Moscou??32 The penchant of
the Italian for religion, he muses in the Promenades dans Rome, 'tient-il a la race
d’hommes ou a la fréquence des tremblements de terre et des orages qui, en été, sont
vraiment faits pour inspirer la terreur??33 The answer in these instances, as in others,
is conspicuous by its absence. Far from being embarrassed by inconsistencies and
unanswered questions, Stendhal delights in drawing the reader's attention to them.
Considering the lack of stable judgment which he takes to be a feature of the female
mind, the author of De I'’Amour readily concedes: Il faut qu'il y ait 1a quelque loi
générale que j'ignore.'24 In the Vie de Rossini, he writes in similar vein:
11 y a donc quelque circonstance inconnue et pourtant nécessaire dans 1'ensemble
des mceurs de la belle Italie et de 1'Allemagne. 11 fait moins froid dans la rue Le
Peletier qu'a Dresde ou & Darmstadt. Pourquoi y est-on plus barbare? Pourquoi
I'orchestre de Dresde ou de Reggio exécute-t-il divinement un crescendo de

Rossini, chose impossible a Paris? Pourquoi surtout ces orchestres savent-ils
accompagner?23>

The emphatic repetition of the interrogative form here gives evidence of what seems a
conscious effort to undermine the role of the author as the expounder of clearly
formulated 'truths'. For all Stendhal's ostensibly well defined notions about man and
society, for all his long-held beliefs about the conditions that give rise to the flowering
of genius and artistic creativity, he admits to being quite at a loss when it comes to
accounting for the proliferation of talent which flourished in that brief historical moment
known as the Renaissance. 'Pourquoi la nature, si féconde pendant ce petit espace de
quarante-deux ans, depuis 1452 jusqu'en 1494, que naquirent ces grands hommes,
a-t-elle été depuis d'une stérilit€ si cruelle?' asks the historian of Italian painting. 'C'est

ce qu'apparemment ni vous ni moi ne saurons jamais.'23%
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As in Montaigne, so in Stendhal, concludes Geoffrey Strickland, 'the interrogative
cast of mind proves to be incompatible with systematic thought — that is, thought
which seeks to demonstrate its consistency by defending itself against all possible
objections...237 The greatest objection to Stendhal's thought, it might be added in the
light of the foregoing, is Stendhal himself. For there is an advocatus diaboli, or, as he
puts it in the Vie de Henry Brulard, a 'parti contraire', which stands ever ready (or so,
at least, he would have us believe) to challenge his received ideas.2>® Auguste
Bussiere, as early as 1843, recognised here an essential feature of Stendhal's
philosophical outlook:

Ce serait étre infidele envers les idées de 1'auteur que de vouloir les réduire a une

rigoureuse déduction logique, et donner a cette philosophie légére des allures
d'école que l'auteur a eu surtout A cceur de lui épargner.23?

It is in this sense, one might argue, that Robert Adams's description of Stendhal
(though it rings too categorical still) finds some endorsement. 'He was,' asserts
Adams, 'totally uncommitted; absolutely unfinal; responsive to experience in a way
more fluid than logical categories can ever quite grasp.?*0 While such an assessment
takes no account of the degree to which Stendhal, for all his show of open-mindedness,
remains entrenched in a number of idées fixes, it does recognise his concern to eschew
any suggestion of authorial omniscience in favour of a much vaunted philosophical
doubt. :

The net effect of all of this is to reaffirm the primacy of observation over theory,
and to suggest that truth itself is protean, defined as much at times by exception as by
rule, and always perceived from a particular point of view.2*! 'Je ne prétends pas dire
ce que sont les choses, je raconte la sensation qu'elles me firent,' insists the author of
Rome, Naples et Florence.2*2 Nor is he loath to draw attention to the possible
consequences of such subjectivism: L'auteur a besoin de toute I'indulgence du lecteur;
souvent on trouvera des contradictions apparentes, [...] et méme des fautes plus
graves.'?43 'Truth’, it is suggested in such instances, is not an objective criterion,
ratified by all: it is for each of us to forge his own truth from the raw materials of
observation and reason. There is evident in Stendhal, as Michel Crouzet notes, 'un
souci appliqué de nier les limites entre les vérités de chaque bord', to i)lace himself at a
_ crossroads where various 'truths’, or partial truths, may commend themselves to his —
inescapably subjective — eye.2%* Thus, he protests, he does not purport to represent
views in which his reader can readily acquiesce; 'mais je me manquerais & moi-méme,
si je ne disais pas ce qui me semble vrai.?5 In the Vie de Henry Brulard this important
qualification comes again to the fore, in a manner which brings home clearly Stendhal's
readiness to belittle his own contribution to any objectively defined vision of 'reality":

Je supplie le lecteur, si jamais j'en trouve, de se souvenir que je n'ai de prétention
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a la véracité qu'en ce qui touche mes sentiments; quant aux faits, j'ai toujours eu
peu de mémoire.246

This distinction between subjective and objective fact is highly significant. All
truth, it is clear, is not susceptible of definition by the same means. As Stendhal would
write in the Promenades dans Rome, 'chaque science a un degré de certitude
différent4” — and the 'science of man', of all sciences, is the least subject to precise
verification. 'Moral' truth is, as we read in a letter from Stendhal to Francois Arago
dated 3 April 1836, 'difficile & mettre en équation.'”*8 In an entry penned in his diary
some thirty years earlier, Stendhal had in fact sketched out what he considered to be a
fundamental distinction within the nature of truth itself. 'Ne jamais oublier', he had
noted, 'que les vérités morales ne sont point susceptibles de démonstrations comme
celles qui regardent des propriétés appréciables en nombre exactement.'?#

Any means of looking at the world which took consistency as its ultimate
guarantor was, it is repeatedly suggested by Stendhal, destined to founder in falsehood.
Theories, doctrines, 'systems' exist not because of, but in spite of, the reality they
purport to represent. That Stendhal held unswervingly, obdurately even, to a number of
ideas formulated in his.youth, that he showed himself less than open at times to the
arguments that could be levelled against these, we shall have ample occasion to
confirm. Yet he never relinquished in principle the 'methodical doubt' which we have
sought to illustrate. On the contrary, as Stendhal advanced in years, he became
increasingly convinced that even the finest methods were too crude to establish any
reliable hold on truth. 'J'ai écrit dans ma jeunesse des biographies (Mozart,
Michel-Ange) qui sont une espéce d'histoire,’ he would reflect in 1834. Je m'en
repens. Le vrai sur les plus grandes comme sur les plus petites choses me semble
presque impossible 2 atteindre, du moins un vrai un peu détaillé.>>? This remark,
penned on a copy of Le Rouge et le Noir, bespeaks the scepticism of a Stendhal who,
having tried his hand at a whole gamut of literary genres, had turned to the novel as the
sole remaining means whereby an author might ‘atteindre au vrai'. 'Je vois tous les
jours davantage,' he reflects in the same marginal note, 'que partout ailleurs c'est une
prétention.' Read in conjunction with these remarks, a passage from the Promenades
dans Rome takes on a somewhat fuller significance. On a tour of the Castel San
Angelo, Stendhal describes the magnificent fireworks display which marks the
feast-days of Saints Peter and Paul and which, he informs us, dates back in its
conception to Michaelangelo. Here, however, he stops short, adding the brief but
telling paragraph:

Je me garderais d'en jurer. On frémit quand on songe a ce qu'il faut de recherches
pour arriver 2 la vérité sur le détail le plus futile.2!
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In a letter of 24 November 1805, Frangois Bigillion had reproached his young
friend Henri Beyle for an intellectual capriciousness which, he claimed, prevented the
latter from attaining any firm grip upon reality. 'Toi, Henri, tu as beaucoup vu,
réfléchi, mais d'apres les autres, car & chaque nouvelle lecture, tu changes de fagon de
. penser.”22 The remark must have struck home in a young man only too aware of the
contradictions in his reasoning and of his inability consistently to view the world within
the same perspective.253 In a notebook entry of August 1803, the same Henri had gone
so far as to declare himself beset by 'un pyrrhonisme inquiétant'.25* Some three
decades later, we find a Stendhal who, by his own avowal, is no less susceptible to the
vagaries of his reason. While it does little justice to what consistency there is in
Stendhal's thought, a remark made in the Souvenirs d'égotisme, prefaced by all of the
foregoing, might be read as a final denial of any 'systematic' basis to his reasoning, the
ultimate statement in empirical agnosticism. As a rule, declares this self-styled

Pyrrhonist, 'ma philosophie est du jour ot j'écris.?%’
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[1979], p. 207). See, by contrast, R. Adams's suggestion (p. 139) that the
passages in Stendhal which argue a 'distinct intellectual affinity' with Nietzsche
are 'the exact minimum necessary to make a plural verb.' Nietzsche, we must
assume, was the better judge on this matter,

See Sabatier, p. 3; Carrere, op. cit. (Paris: Plon, 1922), pp. 83-94 [p. 94]. For
a comparison with early Anglo-Saxon criticism, see Huneker; Samuel;
Strachey; A.A. Paton, Henry Beyle (De Stendahl): A Critical and Biographical
Study (London: Triibner & Co., 1874). On the reception of Stendhal's writings
during this period, see also H. Clewes, Stendhal: An Introduction to the
Novelist (London: Arthur Barker, 1950), pp. 9-13.

Etat présent des études stendhaliennes, pp. 96, 98, 99, 122.
Ibid., p. 98.

There were, of course, exceptions. F. Wey, in his review of the Mémoires d'un
touriste (La Presse, 10 July 1838) mocks the work's 'profondes pensées
politico-théo-philosophiques', while T. Muret's review of La Chartreuse de
Parme (La Quotidienne, 24 July 1839) dismisses the author's Voltairean turn of
mind, ‘ce vieux et étroit philosophisme peu digne d'un écrivain distingué.' In
general, however, critics, whether favourable or hostile, paid Stendhal the not
inconsiderable courtesy of taking his thought seriously.

Stendhal criticism, as described by J. Mélia in 1911, was a 'jeu de bascule'
between praise and denigration (Stendhal et ses commentateurs, p. 364). See
also on this point Martino, pp. 308-309.

Op. cit., p. 124,

La Jeunesse de Stendhal, vol. 1, p. iii.

Ibid., p. iv.

Ibid., p. 7.

Op. cit., pp. 71-72.

Op. cit., pp. 259-260. Cf. Arbelet, La Jeunesse de Stendhal, vol. 1, p. iii.

Mimesis: The Representation of Reality in Western Literature, trans. W.R.
Trask (Princeton: Princeton UP, 1974), p. 459.

Op. cit., p. vii. Cf. ibid., p. 11: 'l était trés peu philosophe, presque incapable
d'idées générales.' One can compare here A. Bussiére, who, for all his praise
of Stendhal, deems him a 'dilettante philosophant' rather than a 'véritable
philosophe’ (Talbot, La Critique stendhalienne, p. 93). Cf. L. Ratisbonne, who
declares of Stendhal: ‘c'est un observateur piquant, qui regarde souvent de trés
pres, mais jamais de trés haut, ce n'est pas un vrai philosophe' (Mélia, Stendhal
et ses commentateurs, p. 325)

Stendhal (London: Elek, 1971), p. 23. For 1. Howe likewise, Stendhal 'is not a
systematic thinker' (‘Stendhal: The Politics of Survival', in Stendhal: A
Collection of Critical Essays, ed. V. Brombert [Englewood Cliffs, N.J.:
Prentice-Hall, 1962], p. 79). See in similar vein M. Turnell,
'Novelist-Philosophers—XI: Stendhal—I', Horizon, vol. XVI, no. 90 (1947),
p. 58.
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92.

93.

94.

9s.

96.

97.
98.

99.

© 100.
101.
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The Political Ideas of Stendhal (New York: Russell & Russell, 1975), p. 16.
Brussaly is echoed in this assessment by M.G. Brown, who asserts baldly:
‘Sans doute ce n'est pas par ses idées que Stendhal vivra, et celles-ci pourraient
étre négligées, si I'artiste n'avait écrit Le Rouge et le Noir et La Chartreuse de
Parme'(Les Idées politiques et religieuses de Stendhal [Paris: Jean-Renard,
19391, p. 7).

Preface, JL, I, xvi.

Ibid., xix. 'La dialectique n'est pas le fort de Stendhal,' argues Del Littq in his
article 'Aux sources de I'énergie stendhalienne' (Stendhal Club, 28° année, no.

110 [1986], P 100). Cf. H. Delacroix's assertion (p 4) that Stendhal ‘a écrit,

sinon un traité, du moins des fragments d'idéologie."

Stendhal et les problémes de la personnalité [hereafter referred to as
Personnalité] (Paris: Corti, 1958), p. 523. Stendhal's forte, according to Blin,
lies not in 'la police de 1'unité', but rather 'dans l'infaillible apercu du détail et
dans la saisie péremptoire du "trait" (pp. 523-524). This view is echoed by M.
Crouzet, who signals in turn T'incapacité beyliste a articuler méthodiquement et
a construire avec la moindre patience un ensemble ou un procédé€ logique'
(Raison, p. 908 n.). .

Op. cit., p. 274. Cf. P. Bourget's attempt, in assessing Stendhal's thought (p.
337), to turn a percelved failing into a virtue: 'Son 1ncoherence est un de ses

. charmes. Elle témoigne de son enti¢ére bonne foi.'

Obras Completas, vol. V (Madrid: Revista de Occidente, 1970), p. 563.

'La vérité n'est jamais d'un seul bord chez lui," writes M. Crouzet in an essay
on Stendhal's politics. '[...] C'est l'adversaire qui le conditionne, et chaque
parti est & son tour le parti adverse' (L'Apolitisme stendhalien', Romantisme et

politique, 1815-1851. Colloque de I'Ecole Normale Supérieure de Saint-Cloud

(1966 ) [Paris: Armand Colin, 1969], p. 221).

M. Boulby, 'Nietzsche and the Finis Latinorum', Studies in Nietzsche and the
Classical Tradition , ed. J.C. OFlaherty et al. (Chapel Hill: Umver31ty of North
Carolina Press, 1979), p- 226.

See Williams, Nietzsche and the French, passim.

Stendhal: The Education of a Novelist (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1974), p.
89. Cf. M. Josephson's contention (p. 82) that Stendhal's thought from an
early age amounts to 'an incomplete, unordered, but essentially consistent

system" 'R. Vigneron is of a similar mind, discovering in Stendhal's thought
an 'ingénieux systeme' (‘Beylisme, romanticisme, réalisme', Modern
Philology, vol. LVI, no. 2 [1958], p. 104). See also in this regard H.
Martineau, L'Fuvre de Stendhal. Histoire de ses livres et de sa pensée (Paris:
Albin Michel, 1951), p. 20.

HB, 1, 30.

Ibid., 11, 279-280.

Corr, 1, 143.

CA, 1, 129. 'La philosophie allemande,’ Stendhal goes on, 'proscrit
I'expérience et en appelle sans cesse au sens intime.' Cf. JL, III, 288: 'Pure

philosophie allemande, c'est-a-dire déraison.' On Stendhal's summary
condemnation of German philosophy, see J. Félix-Faure, Stendhal lecteur de
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104.

105.

106.

107.

108.

109.

110.

111.

Mme de Staél. Margmalza inédits sur un exemplaire des 'Considérations sur les
principaux événements de la Révolution frang:azse (Aran: Editions du Grand
Chéne, 1974), pp. 31-32.

CA, 1, 329.

JL, III, 290. For the proximity between Stendhal's attitude as expressed here
and the later positivist ideals of empiricism and relativism, see Charlton,
Positivist Thought in France During the Second Empire, pp. 5-11.

De l'Amour, 11, 25. Cf. Stendhal"‘s ironic assault in the manuscript of Lucien
Leuwen on 'T'Allemagne, ce pays admirable, centre de toute vraie philosophie'
(Romans, 1, 1396). See on this question Delacroix, pp. 78-79 n. 3.

‘Un mot résume tout,’ observes M. Crouzet of Stendhal's posture in this
regard, 'le mot "systeme", appliqué pejoratwement et dans un esprit tout
condillacien, et plus encore, voltairien, aux "romans" philosophiques, édifi€s
par les esprits brumeux ou trompeurs, parmi lesquels il range les Grecs,
Descartes, les Allemands, les Ecossais, les Cousiniens, tous ceux qui de son
temps méme pensent encore comme si 1'""ére des systémes" durait encore'
(Raison, p. 36).

Modern European Thought: Continuity and Change in Ideas, 1600-1950 (New
York: Macmillan, 1977), p. 208. See also P. Gay, The Enlightenment: An
Interpretation, vol. II: The Science of Freedom (London: Wildwood House,
1979), p. 193; C. Frankel, The Faith of Reason: The Idea of Progress in the
French Enlightenment (New York: Octagon, 1969), pp. 44-45, 90-94. Even a
work as radical as Helvétius's De I'Esprit could fall victim to the charge of
being too rationalistic, too systématique. See D.W. Smith, Helvétius: A Study
in Persecution (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1965), pp. 165, 168, 190-193; D.G.
Creighton, 'Man and Mind in Diderot and Helvétius', Publications of the
Modern Language Association of America, vol. LXXI no. 4 (1956), p. 716;

Frankel, p. 91.

Elémens d'idéologie (Paris: Lévi, 1825-27), vol. Ill i: De la Logique, Discours
préliminaire, p. 64. See on this point Kennedy, Destutt de Tracy and the Unity
of the Sciences', pp. 233-234; G. Rosen, 'The Philosophy of Ideology and the
Emergence of Modern Medicine in France', Bulletin of the History of Medicine,
vol. XX (1946), p. 331. What held for philosophy held also in the sciences.
See, for example, R.W. Burkhardt, 'Lamarck, Evolution, and the Politics of
Science', Journal of the History of Biology, vol. III, no. 2 (1970), pp. 283,
286, 292; O. Temkin, 'The Philosophical Background of Magendie's
Physiology', Bulletin of the History of Medicine, vol. XX (1946), pp. 10-35;
E.H. Ackerknecht, 'Elisha Bartlett and the Philosophy of the Paris Clinical
School, ibid., vol. XXIV (1950), pp. 43-60; S. Moravia, 'Philosophie et
médecine en France A la fin du XVIII® siécle', Studies on Voltaire and the
Eighteenth Century, vol. LXXXIX (1972), pp. 1089-1151.

'Les réveurs que l'on appelle communément les philosophes grecs,' Stendhal
writes in 1818, 'batirent mille systémes plus bizarres les uns que les autres sur
la nature de leur intelligence, avant d'avoir seulement examiné les opérations de
cette intelligence. C'est un homme qui veut parler littérature et qui ne sait pas
lire' (JL, I1I, 84). Cf. CA, 1II, 408-414.

See on this point Kennedy, A ‘Philosophe’ in the Age of Revolution, pp. 40,
48, 132, 139, 150, 313, 337; Crouzet, Raison, pp. 128-129; Temkin, ‘The
Philosophical Background of Magendie's Physiology’, pp. 31-34.

On the various senses of the term 'systéme' as employed in eighteenth-century
philosophical discourse, see Vartanian, Diderot and Descartes, pp. 167 ff.
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114.

115.

116.

117.

118.

119.
120.

121.
122.

123.
124.

125.

See 'Philosophie et médecine en France i la fin du X VIII® sigcle.'

Ibid., pp. 1098-1105. On the doctor as supreme philosopher, see P. Hazard,

La Pensee européenne au XVIII®™e si¢cle: De Montesquieu @ Lessing (Paris:
Boivin, 1946), vol. I, pp. 188-189.

'Cabanis and La Mettrie', Studies on Voltaire and the Eighteenth Century, vol.
CLV (1976), p. 2150. See also on this question Crouzet, Raison, p. 617; D.L.
King, LInfluence des sciences physiologiques sur la littérature frangaise, de
1670 a 1870 (Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1929), pp. 83, 118.

Stendhal's admiration for the medical practitioner would come into its own only
when he had progressed from a highly abstractive to a much more concrete
conception of man. By the time he came to write ['Histoire de la peinture en
Italie, he had undergone the very significant influence of Cabanis, who
provided him with some means of accounting for human experience and
character in physiological terms. The debt contracted to Cabanis in this respect
is one which has never been measured by Stendhal scholars. It is a question to
which we shall devote attention in the later chapters of this study.

H de P, 11, 64. See on this point J.-C. Alciatore, 'Stendhal et Pinel', Modern
Philology, vol. XLV, no. 2 (1947), p. 123; King, pp. 124-126.

Corr, I, 604. Empiricism for Stendhal denotes not only scientific
experimentation but random experience and intelligent observation. For the
quasi-scientific sense in which he would conceive of his early literary
enterprise, see below, Chapter II1.

See H de P, 1, 248-249. Stendhal does not appear to have read Bacon, or
indeed to be acquainted with any but the most rudimentary facts about this
philosopher, whom he confuses on occasion with Hobbes and whom he berates
as an unprincipled scoundrel in his private affairs (HB, II, 49, 251; JL, III,
184). It is evident, however, that what significance Bacon has for Stendhal (and
the same could be said, ‘with some qualification, of John Locke and David
Hume) lies not in the substance of his philosophy or science, but in his
celebrated method. Cf., for Locke, Corr, 1, 171; 11, 132; Italie, 441; Rossini,
11, 264; and, for Hume, Corr, 111, 403; JL, 111, 83; M de T, 11, 404.

JL, 11, 79, 184.

See JL, III, 261: 'Les ceuvres philosophiques d'Aristote, Platon, Descartes,
Spinoza, Leibnitz: poémes ennuyeux faits par de grands génies. Bacon seul a
conservé de l'utilité.' See also Corr, I, 93.

See on this point Gay, pp. 18, 23; 146, 159-160, 560; Plongeron, pp.
376-378. On Bacon's importance as a model for Ideology, see Van Duzer, pp.
19-20; Lichtheim, p. 168.

La Pensée européenne au XVIII®™ siécle, vol. 1, p. 37.

JL, 111, 136. '

See on this question Crouzet, Raison, pp. 306-320; King, pp. 124-126. Cf. V.
del Litto's remarks on Stendhal's reading of Volney, in La Vie intellectuelle de
Stendhal. Genése et évolution de ses zdees (1802-1821) (Paris: PUF, 1959), p.
351. .

Corr, 1, 144.
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127.

128.
129.

130.
131.

132.

133.
134.
135.

136.

137.
138.
139.

140.

141.

Ibid., 1, 45. Cf. ibid., 1, 165: 'il n'y a dans le monde que les faits de certains.’

JL, 1, 32. Cf. the letter to Pauline Beyle dated 30 January 1803: 'Je m'en vais te
prouver cela par des faits, c'est la meilleure des vérifications' (Corr, I, 51).

JL, 111, 135. Stendhal adds, significantly: 'et quoique notre gouvernement
actuel soit cent fois plus libéral que le sien, la France a €t€ moins heureuse en
1818 et 1814 qu'en 1800-1812.'

Ibid., 111, 257.
Corr, 11, 214.

'Stendhal, Rousseau and the Search for Self', Australian Journal of French
Studies, vol. XVI, no. 1 (1979), p. 42.

Stendhal et les problémes du roman [hereafter referred to as Roman] (Paris:
Corti, 1958), p. 82. Cf. on this question Crouzet, Raison, pp. 317-328; J.-P.
Richard, 'Connaissance et tendresse chez Stendhal', Littérature et sensation
(Paris: Seuil, 1954), pp. 28-29. It is interesting to note the evolution of
Stendhal's thought on this question. In his earliest writings, he had sought
merely to identify, label, define the passions; some twenty years later, he will
declare that each in turn requires a whole monograph to be devoted to it. See
Italie, 448 n. Cf. JL, 1, 65-66, 82-85, 97-101, 159, 175, 240, 243-244.

Romans, 1, 1275.
JL, 1, 31, 127, 458.

Corr, 1, 54, 62, 48. See also JL, I, 92, 123, 130, 237, 239, 258, 294, 339,
366, 402, 403; II, 18; Corr, 1, 4, 129, Compare however, the mJunctlon to

Pauline in the letter of 14 February 1805: ‘crois en mon expérience’ (Ibid., L
178).

Crouzet, Raison, p. 188. Stendhal is ever anxious to eschew — and to be seen
to eschew — the esprit de systéme, and to place himself instead, as Crouzet
puts it (p. 189), 'dans la tradition de "l'esprit d'examen".'

See on this question Blin, Personnalité, pp. 443-445; Roman, pp. 121-122.
Italie, 704.

‘Descartes a fait preuve de génie au moins dans un de ses ouvrages: le Discours
sur la méthode. Il a malheureusement abandonné, au cours de ses autres écrits,
sa propre méthode pour arriver a la vérité et il s'est égaré dans des spéculations
déréglées et des théories insoutenables' (CA, II, 166). Cf. ibid., V, 209-210:
'Le seul des ouvrages de Descartes qui soit lisible de nos jours est I'admirable
Discours sur la Méthode.' See in this regard Blin, Personnalité, pp. 447-448.

H de P, 1I, 337. On the methodical doubt which Stendhal so esteemed in
Descartes, see J.L. Watling, 'Descartes', A Critical History of Western
Philosophy, ed. D.J. O'Connor (New York and London: Free Press
[Macmillan] 1964), pp. 175-179.

See Cailliet, pp. 92, 104; Van Duzer, pp. 29-30, 36-37; Frankel, 30. P. Gay
(p. 146) describes Descartes as a 'cardboard hero or, far more often, cardboard
villain' for the philosophes. For a concise discussion of Cartesian dualism, see
Watling, pp. 182-186.
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146.
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148.

149.
150.

151.

152.

153.
154.

Italie, 1699 n. For further developments on this theme, see ibid., 826; H de P,
II, 27-28 n. 1.

Italie, 448 n.

See, for example, CA, II, 30-31, 143-144, 166-167, 193-196; 111, 214-215,
408-414, 443; 1V, 330-337. On the place of Victor Cousin in the French
philosophy of the period, see D.G. Charlton, Secular Religions in France,
1815-1870 (London: Oxford UP, 1963), pp. 96-106; 'Victor Cousin and the
French Romantics', French Studies, vol. XVII, no. 4 (1963), pp. 311-323. On
Stendhal's judgment of Cousin, see A. Hoog, 'Un intercesseur du romantisme:
Victor Cousin vu par Stendhal', Problémes du romantisme, ed. M. Levaillant
(Lille: Faculté des -Lettres; Paris: Corti, 1951), spec. issue of Revue des
Sciences Humaines, fasc. 62-63 (1951), pp. 184-200.

JL,1,361; Corr, 1, 109.
JL, I, 304.
CA, 11, 144.

See Frankel, pp. 16-17, 44-45 et passim; Temkin, 'The Philosophical
Background of Magendie's Physiology', pp. 31-32.

JL, 1, 367.

CA, V, 182. On the Académie de Médecine, see Théodorides, Stendhal du cété
de la science, pp. 138-139.

On the 'robuste incompréhension' which Stendhal shows for German
philosophy, see Crouzet, Raison, pp. 238-245. Much of Stendhal's aversion to
Kant in particular is aired in the article 'Exposé du syst¢éme de Kant', published
in the Paris Monthly Review of June 1822. See CA, 1, 327-331; Chroniques
pour I'’Angleterre, ed. K.G. McWatters and R. Dénier (Grenoble: Publications
de I'Université des Langues et Lettres de Grenoble, 1980), I, 125-132.

'Les Allemands, marchant sur les traces de Leibnitz, attaquent Condillac et
Tracy, successeurs de Locke (CA, III, 62); 'MM. Cousin et Royer-Collard [...]
visent a anéantir les vérités établies par Locke, Condillac, Tracy, Cabanis et
Bentham' (Ibid., 111, 443). Cf. ibid., 1, 129; II, 191; III, 214-215, 409-410,
424, TV, 330-333. It is in his journalistic writings of the 1820s that Stendhal's
commentary on contemporary philosophy is at its most caustic. The opposition
that is here evoked between Ideology and German idealism is only one in a
whole series of antitheses — fact versus system, doubt versus credulity, Bacon
and Locke versus Kant, relative versus absolute, material versus spiritual —
upon which Stendhal's philosophical world is predicated. Reason takes its
definition, in the first instance, from what it opposes. It is, as M. Crouzet
rightly points out, 'anti-spéculative’, 'anti-théologique', 'consolation’,
‘contre-poison’, 'remede’, 'tonique’, 'antidote’, ‘refus' (Raison, pp. 34, 105,
195, 371). Hence Stendhal's perception of himself as a 'chargé de mission', a
‘croisé€ du vrai', an 'idéologue [qui] affirme dans la mesure ou il nie' (Ibid., pp.
219-220, 371). It is useful in this regard to recall that it was primarily as a
negator that Stendhal was denounced by many of his earliest critics. See above
the judgments of Rod, Caro, Faguet, etc.

Stendhal: The Education of a Novelist, p. 37.
For a highly readable account of the philosophy which Stendhal so derided in

Kant, see B. Russell, History of Western Philosophy and its Connection with
Political and Social Circumstances from the Earliest Times to the Present Day
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159.

160.

161.

162.
163.
164.
165.

(London: Unwin. Paperbacks, 1982), pp. 675-690.

See respectively CA, 1, 328; Italie, 129, 208, 780; 826, 900; Corr, 1, 773;
Italie, 253-254 n., 826; 448 n. For Destutt de Tracy's opposition to Kant on
similar grounds, see Kennedy, A ‘Philosophe’ in the Age of Revolution, pp.
117-120.

Ibid., 253 n. Cf. CA, 11, 166-167. The close relationship between politics and
philosophy in the period is underlined by D.G. Charlton, who writes: ‘Both
conservatives and reformers assumed that ideas govern history, that political
order can only be built upon philosophical order, and consequently the yearning
for a more stable society transmitted to philosophical dispute a sense of urgent,
practical significance' ('French Thought in the Nineteenth and Twentieth
Centuries', France: A Companion to French Studies, ed. D.G. Charlton
[London: Methuen, 1972], pp. 243-244).

CA, 1V, 31.

'L'influence de d'Alembert, de Diderot, de Voltaire et du baron d'Holbach a
porté trop loin la mode de l'irréligion dans la haute société. Aussi cette mode
fut-elle remplacée par la renaissance de la doctrine des idées innées et par toutes
les absurdités que Locke et Condillac avaient chassées du domaine de la
métaphysique' (/bid., 111, 214-215).

A 'Philosophe’ in the Age of Revolution, p. 112. On the relationship between
Ideology, morality and politics, see ibid., pp. 75-111; "'Ideology" from Destutt

. de Tracy to Marx', pp. 353-368; Van Duzer, pp. 43-83; Cailliet, pp. 165-210;

Boas, pp. 1-22; Crouzet, Raison, pp. 42-45, 95-99; Moravia, Il tramonto
dell'illuminismo, passim. The manner in which this relationship found its
reflection in the literature of the day is discussed by R. Fargher, 'The Literary
Crit6i(6:ism of the "Idéologues™, French Studies, vol. 111, no. 1 (1949), pp.
53-66.

See Kennedy, "Ideology" from Destutt de Tracy to Marx.' Stendhal's diary
entry of 9 December 1804 bears witness to the final stage in this process. Of
Napoleon's coronation by Pius VII he writes acidly: 'Je réfléchissais beaucoup
toute cette journée sur cette alliance si évidente de tous les charlatans. La
religion venant sacrer la tyrannie, et tout cela au nom du bonheur des hommes.
Je me ringai la bouche en lisant un peu la prose d'Alfieri' (OI, I, 156). See on
this point Moravia, Il tramonto dell’illuminismo, pp. 570, 575. On the
rehabilitation of Catholicism at the expense of 'philosophy’, see ibid., pp.
502-551; Van Duzer, pp. 151-154; Cailliet, pp. 256-272; Kennedy, A
'‘Philosophe’ in the Age of Revolution, pp. 81-82, 95; M.S. Staum, Cabanis:
Enlightenment and Medical Philosophy in the French Revolution (Princeton:
Princeton UP, 1980), pp. 5-6 et passim; 'Medical Components in Cabanis's
Science of Man', Studies in the History of Biology, vol. II (1978), p. 4;
Charlton, 'French Thought in the Nineteenth and Twentieth Centuries', p. 256;
Fargher, pp. 59-61. On the Catholic reaction as a factor in the failure of the
pioneering Ecoles Centrales, see Van Duzer, pp. 131-134. :

See Secular Religions in France, pp. 1-12, 24-37; 'French Thought in the
Nineteenth and Twentieth Centuries', pp. 247, 256-270.

'The Philosophical Background of Magendie's Physiology', p. 31.
See Cailliet, pp. 256-259; Van Duzer, pp. 162-163; Boas, pp. 19-22.
Op. cit., p. 72. See below, Chapter V, on this question.

Biology in the Nineteenth Century: Problems of Form, Function, and
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169.
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172.
173.

Transformation (New York: John Wiley, 1971), p. 121.

Stendhal et Chateaubriand. Essai sur les ambiguités d'une antipathie (Geneva:
Droz, 1987), p. 107. The militant spirit of Stendhal's early philosophical
propensities finds some echo in Crouzet's description of Ideology as a
philosophy of 'refusal’, leading Stendhal in turn to engage in a 'mission d'étre
indéfiniment l'opposition' (Raison, pp. 33-34, 39).

The same is implied by Stendhal as early as July 1804, in letters to his sister
Pauline. See Corr, 1, 127, 129, 130. Cf. HB, I, 135, where the Ecoles
Centrales are recalled as '