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THE AUTOCRAT OF
THE BREAKFAST-TABLE

——

1

I was just going to say, when I was interrupted, that
one of the many ways of classifying minds is under the
heads of arithmetical and slgehraical intellects.  All
geonomical and practical wisdom iz an extenzion or
variation of the following arithmetica]l formulea: 242
=4, FEvery philesophical proposition has the more
general charseter of the capresion a+b=¢. We are
mere operalives, empivics, and erolsts, until we learn
to think in letters instead of fgures.

They all stareml. There is a divinity student lately
come among ug o whom I commonly address remarks
like the above, allowing him to talke a certain ghare in
the conversation, =0 far a3 assent or pertinent gquestions
are invalved., He abused his liberty on this occasion
by presuming to =ay that Leibnitz had the same ob-
gervation.—Nn, sir, [ replied, he has not. Put he
zaid a mighty good thing aboul mathematics, that
sounds something like it, amd you found it, not in
the original, bul quntml 'i]],r Dr Thomas Red, 1
E.rﬂ] tell the company what he did say, one of these

AYE.

—— If I belong to a Socloty of Mutual Admira-
tion ’—I blush to say that I do oot at this present
moment. 1 once did, however, Tt was the first
pssociation to which T ever hieard the term applied ;
a body of scientific young men in a great foreign cit
who admired their leacher, snd to some extent eac
other, Many of them deserved it ; Lthey have hecoma
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famous sinee. It amuses me to hear the talk of one
of those beings described by Thackeray—

# Letters four do form his name ®—

ahont a social development which helongs to the very
noblest stage of civilization, All generous companies
of artist, suthors, philanthropists, men of selence, are,
or ought to be, Societies of Mutual Admiration. A
man of geniuvs, or any kind of superiority, is not
debarred from admiring the ssme guality in another,
nor the other from returning hiz admiration. The
may even asseciate together and continue to t'hin{
highly of each other., And a0 of a dozen soch men, if
any one place iz fortunate enough to bold se many.
The heing referred to above assumes several false
premises, First, that men of talent necessarily hate
cach other. Secondly, that inHmate koowlsdge or
habitual association destroys our admiration of persons
whom we esteemed high{j.? at a distapce. Thirdly,
that a circle of elever fellows, who mest togother to
dine and bave a good time, bhave signed a constitutionsl
compact to glonfy themselves, and to put down him
aid the fraction of the human race not belonging to
their number, Fourthly, that it is an outrage that be
is mot asked to join them.

Hera the counpany laoghed a good deal, and the ol
gentleman who sils opposite suid, *° That's it ! that’s i1 !

I continued, for | was in the talking vein. As to
claver peaple’s hating each other, I thiuk a (ifife extra
talent does sometimes make FF!]II].E! _'iE!:iJHI.iE. They
become irritated by perpetus] attempts and failures,
and it hurts their tempers and dispesitions. Unpre-
tending mediocrity is good, and genius is glorious ;
but a weak flavoar of genius v an essentially eommaon
person is detestable, 1t spoils the grand neatrality of
a commonplace characler, as the rinsiogs of an un-
washed wine-glass spoil a draught of fair water. No
wonder the poor fellow we spoke of, whoe always
belongs to this class of slightly Havoured mediocrities,
is purzled and vexed by tﬁc strange sight of a dozen
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men of capacity working and playing together in

harmony. He and his fellows are always fghting.

With them familiarity natorally breeds contempt, If

they ever praisa gach other’s bud drawinga, or hroken-

witided movels, or spavinad verses, nobody ever sup-
wosed it was from admiration ; it was simply a contract
tween themsalvea and a publizher or dea]ila:',

If the Muotuals hove ri.'all}r nothing Arong them
worth admiring, that alters the question.  But if the
are men with noble powers and qualities, let me te
you, that, next to youthful lave sod family affections,
there i2 no homan sentiment better than thal which
onites the Socisties of Motual Admimtion,  And what
would Litersture or art be without such associations ?
Who can tell whal we owe to the Mutual Admiration
Society of which Shakspeare, and Ten Jonson, amd
Beavmont and Fletcher were mombers?  {br to that of
which Addison and Steele formed the cenire, and
which gave u3 the Spectator? Or to that where
Johnson, and (roldsmith, and Durke, and Reynolda,
and Beaucleck, snd Boswell, mest admiring among all
admirers, met together? Was there any greal harm
in the fact that the Irvings and "auldmg wrote in
company P or any unpardonable eabal in the literary
unign of Verplanck and Bryant and Sands, and as
many maore 88 they chosa to associate with them ®

The poor ercalure doea not koow what he is talking
ahont, when he abusez thiz nohblest of institutions.
Let him inapect itsa mysteries through the knot-hole he
Liag seenred, buet not use that orifice a8 8 mediom for
his popgun.  Such a society 13 the crown of a litera
metropolis ; if a town has not material for M, an
spirit and pood feeling enough Lo organize it, it is a
mere caravansary, fit for a man of genius to lodge in,
but not to live in.  Voolish people hate and dread and
envy such an association of men of varied powers and
influence, because it is lofty, serene, impregnable, and,
by the necessity of the case, exclusive.  Wise ones are

rouder of the title M.S. M. A, than of all their other
wnours put together.



