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PREFACE 

This book is directed at an area of the literary catalogue which may 
seem already rather crowded: there are many ‘dictionaries’ and 
‘encyclopaedias’ of literature and of critical terminology available, 
some of them excellent in their own way. But their ways are charac¬ 
teristically different from the approach adopted here. This is not an 
encyclopaedia, so it does not attempt a comprehensive survey of 
authors, periods, or genres—though it does explore a number of 
‘isms’ which have been peculiarly vital in the growth of modern 
literary thought, and it takes a look at some of the major genres which 
have ordered and shaped European, English and American literature. 
Nor is this a ‘dictionary’ in the usual sense, in that its primary con¬ 
cern is not to provide brief working definitions of critical terms. For 
this reason, the student will miss the scores of terms for the labelling 
of verbal detail, from acatalectic to zeugma. Although I would not 
deny that a precise, comprehensible and agreed descriptive vocabu¬ 
lary is essential to the practice of criticism, I have decided to exclude 
the majority of such terms from this book: there are many other 
sources where the student can look them up, for example, Babette 
Deutsch, Poetry Handbook (1961), Alex Preminger (ed.), Encyclo¬ 
pedia of Poetry and Poetics (1965), Joseph T. Shipley, Dictionary of 
World Literary Terms (3rd ed., 1970). The present work is not 
designed to replace these terminological handbooks, but to add to 
and qualify such aids by encouraging a new perspective on literary 
terminology: to stimulate curiosity about how literary terms work 
actively for us, rather than to satisfy a utilitarian desire to gain access 
to their traditional meanings. 

Reliable definitions and illustrations of rhetorical terms are not 
hard to come by. Rhetorical figures and schemes result from certain 
traditional arrangements of elements of language; the basic elements 
of language (i.e. language in general) remain constant from age to age, 
and are unvarying from one individual language to another, thus the 
range of language devices available to the verbal artist is limited and 
universal. Though some devices may go out of fashion while others 
attain a temporary popularity, the verbal bases of style and rhetoric, 
of the chief and characteristic devices of style and rhetoric, are not 
really vulnerable to the passage of time. It is difficult to imagine a 
language, or a stage in a language’s history, in which metaphor, or 
paradox, or rhythm, would not be possible, or in which the linguistic 
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PREFACE 

causes of these literary devices would need to be completely redefined. 
For instance, a paradox is a paradox because it embodies one particu¬ 
lar type of clash of meanings. Such a semantic discord is achievable 
today by using a type of linguistic structure which was available four 
centuries ago to poets writing according to the rules of rhetoricians 
such as Puttenham and Wilson or, earlier still, to Cicero writing in 
Latin. Rhetorical possibilities do not alter substantially, so there is no 
need for a new glossary of rhetorical terms for each new literary 
generation. But there are other areas of critical terminology which 
are more flexible and so more creative. A concept such as ‘tension’ or 
‘irony’ or ‘baroque’, for instance, is not tied down by any immutable 
linguistic rule, and it is such terms which are used creatively by 
literary communities to explore and define their attitudes to poetic 
and fictional experience. These terms should receive close scrutiny, 
and they are the major subject of the present book. New terms sud¬ 
denly emerge—‘apocalypse’ and Tabulation’ are modern examples— 
as critics or writers strive to find a focus for some new perception, 
some new orientation towards the literary corpus of their culture. 
Where neologisms or borrowings from non-literary discourse are 
concerned, it is easy to see that terms are primarily the instruments 
of investigation and conceptualization, that they are not mere labels 
for pre-existent components of literature and criticism. It is not so 
obvious that many established critical terms, perhaps most terms of 
greater abstractness than the rhetorical ones, are exploratory rather 
than definitive: that they are used not to fix concepts in utter security, 
but to derive and to comprehend concepts. Also, of course, as 
instruments in the process of reading: what particular literary struc¬ 
ture a reader perceives depends to a considerable extent on the con¬ 
cepts he has developed in his general, more distant thoughts about 
literature, his participation in the universe of critical discourse. So the 
commonest, ostensibly most agreed critical terms may be conceptually 
‘active’ in a reader or critic. What spatial metaphors is he willing to 
attach to plot: simple line, maze, or meander? How concrete is a 
theme: is it a string of images at the surface of a work, or a more 
abstract, underlying stream of thought? 

It seems to me that, if we are going to be. at all self-conscious about 
our critical terminology—and this book implicitly argues for self- 
consciousness—we must take an openly flexible view about its nature. 
We should not ask ‘what does such-and-such a term mean?’, expect¬ 
ing some incontrovertible and memorizable definition, but ‘what are 
the potentialities of this term? What can I do with it?’ The contributors 
to this book were invited to write their entries in this questioning, 
analytic spirit. Wherever a more or less stable usage is found we have, 
of course, aimed to reflect it. But we are much more interested in 
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writing about critical concepts in such a way as to open up their 
potentialities for literary enquiry than we are in providing finished 
definitions which may give a false impression of the completeness of 
some line of thought about literature. 

We have attempted to be suggestive, informative, but not authori¬ 
tarian. The book cannot be used as a source of instant definitions, nor 
as a reference against which one’s own use of literary terms can be 
checked for ‘correctness’. The attitudes to literary terminology 
reflected in a desire to use a book in such ways are, we believe, rather 
suspect: the student wants an authority to disperse his insecurity; he 
is unwilling to become conscious of the power of critical terminology 
to enrich his literary awareness. 

Although this book does not aim at complete and definitive cover¬ 
age of the world of critical terminology, it can nevertheless claim to 
be ‘representative’ in a significant way. I have put together essays by a 
fairly large and varied gathering of critics and teachers: men and 
women who received their literary education at a range of different 
universities and in different countries; also—and I regard this as very 
important—people of different generations. This diversity results in 
heterogeneity of critical standpoint; but the group is large enough to 
engender something more valuable than mere disagreement: it is a 
cross-section of critical attitudes and, I believe, a dramatic representa¬ 
tion of the richness of contemporary criticism. This ‘dictionary’ of 
the critical lexicon is designed to be read as well as consulted; and it 
can be read as a picture of literary criticism entering the 1970s as a 
vital and professional humane discipline. 

Note on the style of references 

Cross-references give the article to which the reader is referred in 
SMALL CAPITALS. 

Further reading is suggested wherever appropriate, sometimes 
within the text and sometimes at the end of articles, whichever is 
stylistically more suitable. Dates of first editions are given when they 
are significant, but usually the most accessible and convenient 
modern reprintings and translations are cited. 
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A 
absurd The theatre of the absurd was a term, derived from Camus 
and popularized by Martin Esslin’s book The Theatre of the Absurd 
(1961), applied to a group of dramatists whose work emerged during 
the eaily fifties (though Beckett’s Waiting for Godot and Ionesco’s 
The Bald Prima Donna were actually written in the late forties). In 
The Myth of Sisyphus (1942) Camus defined the absurd as the tension 
which emerges from man’s determination to discover purpose and 
order in a world which steadfastly refuses to evidence either. To 
writers like Ionesco and Beckett this paradox leaves man’s actions, 
aspirations and emotions merely ironical. The redeeming message no 
longer comes from God but is delivered by a deaf mute to a collection 
of empty chairs {The Chairs, 1952); human qualities, such as per¬ 
severance and courage, no longer function except as derisory 
comments on man’s impotence {Happy Days, 1961); basic instincts 
and responses, the motor forces of the individual, become the source 
of his misery {Act Without Words, 1957). Camus himself could see a 
limited transcendence in man’s ability to recognize and even exalt in 
the absurd {The Outsider, 1942) or in the minimal consolation of 
stoicism {Cross Purpose, 1944). But he came to feel that absurdity 
implied a world which appeared to sanction Nazi brutality as easily 
as it did individual acts of violence. From an examination of the 
nature of absurdity, therefore, he moved towards liberal humanism: 
‘The end of the movement of absurdity, of rebellion, etc. ... is 
compassion . . . that is to say, in the last analysis, love’. For writers 
like Beckett and Ionesco such a dialectical shift was simply bad faith. 
For to the ‘absurd’ dramatist it is axiomatic that man lives in an 
entropic world in which communication is impossible and illusion 
preferred to reality. The individual has no genuine scope for action 
(Hamm sits lame and blind in Endgame, 1958; Winnie is buried to the 
neck in sand in Happy Days', the protagonist of Ionesco’s The New 
Tenant (written 1953, produced 1957) is submerged beneath prolifera¬ 
ting furniture); he is the victim of his metaphysical situation. 
Logically, the plays abandon linear plot, plausible character develop¬ 
ment and rational language. In contrast to Camus’ work their style 
directly reflects their subject. 

The term ‘absurd drama’, applied by Esslin to dramatists as 
diverse as Beckett, Ionesco, Adamov, Genet, Arrabal and Simpson, 
is something of a blunt weapon. Esslin had a disturbing if under- 
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standable tendency to trace the origins of the absurd in an incredible 
array of writers some of whom do not properly belong in a theatre 
which is convinced of the unbridgeable gulf between aspiration and 
fulfilment, the impossibility of communication, or the futility of 
human relationships. In other words he is not always completely 
scrupulous in distinguishing between style and content. In a more 
recent revision of his book, however, he has shown a commendable 
desire to underline the deficiencies of a term which, while proving a 
useful means of approaching dramatists intent on forging new drama, 
was never intended as a substitute for stringent analysis of the work 
of individual writers. 

C WEB 

action, actor see drama 

Aestheticism A sensibility, a philosophy of life and of art, and an 
English literary and artistic movement, culminating in the 1890s, 
with Oscar Wilde as its most extravagant exponent and Walter Pater 
its acknowledged philosopher. Other names commonly associated 
are those of the members of the Pre-Raphaelite Brotherhood, 
Swinburne, Arthur Symons, Ernest Dowson, Lionel Johnson, 
Andrew Lang, William Sharp, John Addington Symonds and the 
early Yeats. Aubrey Beardsley and J. McNeill Whistler are repre¬ 
sentative of the same trend in the fine arts. 

For the Aesthete, if his creed is to be derived from Pater’s con¬ 
clusion to The Renaissance (1873), reality amounts to sharp, fleeting 
impressions, images and sensations arrested by the creative individual 
from an experience in constant flux. The life of art, or the art of life, 
which the Aesthete wishes to equate, is ideally a form of purified 
ecstasy that flourishes only when removed from the roughness of the 
stereotyped world of actuality and the orthodoxy of philosophical 
systems and fixed points of view. The quest of unadulterated beauty 
is recommended as the finest occupation man can find for himself 
during the ‘indefinite reprieve’ from death which his life is. Pater’s 
phrase, ‘the love of art for its own sake’, a version of the French 
Fart pour Fart, has served the Aesthetes as a slogan, implying the 
repudiation of the ‘heresy of instruction’ (Baudelaire’s Fheresie de 
Fenseignement). Art, Whistler wrote in his ‘Ten o’clock’ lecture 
(1885), is ‘selfishly occupied with her own perfection only’ and has 
‘no desire to teach’. As a fashionable fad, English Aestheticism was 
brought to a halt with the trial of Oscar Wilde in 1896. 

Aestheticism, as a stage in the development of Romanticism, is not 
limited to England. Profoundly a movement of reaction and protest, 
it reflects the growing apprehension of the nineteenth-century artist 
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at the vulgarization of values and commercialization of art accom¬ 
panying the rise of the middle class and the spread of democracy (‘a 
new class, who discovered the cheap, and foresaw fortune in the 
facture of the sham’—Whistler). The hostility of an alienated minority 
towards bourgeois ‘Religion of Progress’ (‘Industry and Progress,’ 
Baudelaire wrote, ‘those despotic enemies of all poetry’) prompted 
an indulgence in the decadent, the archaic and the morbid. The Death 
of God, as proclaimed by Nietzsche among others, turned the 
Aesthete towards the occult and the transcendental in an attempt to 
make a thoroughly spiritualized art substitute for the old faith. The 
fin-de-siecle witnesses the proclamation of an elitist ‘new hedonism’ 
determined, in the words of Oscar Wilde, ‘never to accept any theory 
or system that would involve the sacrifice of any mode of passionate 
experience’. 

Philosophy provides the theoretical mainstay of the prevalent 
moods. Kant’s postulate (Critique of Judgement, 1790) of the dis¬ 
interestedness of the aesthetical judgment, and the irrelevance of 
concepts to the intuitions of the imagination, is taken up and carried 
further by Schopenhauer. In the latter’s thought, an ‘absolute’ Art 
removes the mind from a despicable life and frees it from its bondage 
to the will. Since music is the most immaterial art, as well as the 
most removed from quotidian reality, it becomes the ideal. Schopen¬ 
hauer declares that ‘to become like music is the aspiration of all 
arts’, which is echoed by Nietzsche in The Birth of Tragedy from the 
Spirit of Music (1872); by Verlaine in lde la musique avant toute 
chose', and by Pater in his equally famous ‘All art constantly aspires 
towards the condition of music’ (The Renaissance, 1873). The 
ensuing cult of pure or ‘essential’ form is as characteristic of sym¬ 
bolism and literary Impressionism as it is of the entire English 
1890s. This, in turn, leads to the devaluation of the subject-matter 
in favour of personal, innovatory techniques and the subtleties of 
exquisite execution. 

See Madeleine L. Cazamian, Le Roman et les idees en Angleterre, 
vol. 2: L'Anti-intellectualisme et Testheticisme (1880-1900) (1935); 
L. Eckhoff, The Aesthetic Movement in English Literature (1959); 
J. Farmer, Le Mouvement esthetique et ‘decadent' en Angleterre (1931); 
W. Gaunt, The Aesthetic Movement (1945); Graham Hough, The 
Last Romantics (1949); H. Jackson, The Eighteen-Nineties (1913); 
R. V. Johnson, Aestheticism (1969); Louise Rosenblatt, L'Idee de 
Tart pour Tart dans la litterature anglaise pendant la periode vic- 
torienne (1931); Ruth Zabriskie Temple, The Critic's Alchemy: A 
Study of the Introduction of French Symbolism into England (1953). 

NZ 
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aesthetics (the study bf the beautiful) has developed, especially in 
Germany, into a formidable subject. Lack of space forbids any 
attempt to deal with its philosophical and psychological problems 
here; but some discriminations may be made to clarify and amplify 
its use as a critical term. 

First, aesthetic pleasure may be distinguished from other pleasures 
—according to the Kantian definition now widely accepted—as that 
which is disinterested, the result of perceiving something not as a 
means but as an end in itself, not as useful but as ornamental, not as 
instrument but as achievement. To perceive it so is to perceive its 
‘beauty’ (if it turns out to have any). Such beauty, being the counter¬ 
part to use or purpose, which largely depend on content, must spring 
from formal qualities, as must the special pleasures its perception 
gives rise to. Non-moral, non-utilitarian, and non-acquisitive, this is 
the purest of the pleasures, the one least exposed to bias from areas 
outside the work of art (and therefore the one most appropriate for 
defining what ‘art’ is; see art). Second, aesthetic pleasure may be 
distinguished from aesthetic appreciation. The former emphasizes 
one’s experience of the work, which may be mistaken, untutored or 
injudicious; the latter emphasizes the characteristics of the work, 
and implies a critical assessment of their ‘beauty’. Third, both 
presuppose aesthetic attention. Unless a work is regarded in the way 
indicated above—for what it is, not for what it is up to—its aesthetic 
qualities, if any, are likely to go unperceived. For this reason works 
where the subject, or manner, deeply involve the reader are less 
likely to give aesthetic pleasure or to prompt aesthetic appreciation 
than those that encourage aesthetic attention by formal devices that 
lend aesthetic distance. 

Finally, aesthetic merit should be distinguished from aesthetic 
qualities and reactions, for a work might possess genuine aesthetic 
qualities, properly provide for their appreciation, yet in fact be a poor 
specimen of its kind. Merit and pleasure, too, are not necessarily 
related. An untrained or naturally crude sensibility could clearly be 
aesthetically pleased by a crude work—and so, in certain circum¬ 
stances, could a trained and refined sensibility (though it would 
appreciate the work for what it was). 

Aesthesis (aesthetic perception) is normally a blend of aesthetic 
pleasure and appreciation, and may be of three kinds: aesthesis of 
composition, resulting from purely formal harmonies of-part and 
part, or parts and whole, and more characteristic of the fine arts 
than of literature; aesthesis of complementarity, resulting from the 
matching of form and content; and aesthesis of condensation, resulting 
from the perception of aesthetic qualities in part of a work only (a 
minimal instance, strictly speaking, of either of the other two modes). 
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The Aesthetic Movement, or Art for art's sake, which started in 
France during the latter part of the nineteenth century and flourished 
in England in the 1880s and 1890s, was less concerned with such 
niceties than with a general reaction against the Art for morality’s 
sake so characteristic of the earlier part of the century. When Wilde 
averred that ‘all art is quite useless’ he spoke truly—if art is defined 
in aesthetic terms. But the pleasures of literature are usually multiple 
and its proper appreciation therefore rarely limited to the aesthetic. 

See Monroe C. Beardsley, Aesthetics (1958); E. F. Carritt, An 
Introduction to Aesthetics (1949); W. Gaunt, The Aesthetic Adventure 
(1945); John Hospers (ed.), Introductory Readings in Aesthetics 
(1969); H. Osborne, Aesthetics and Art Theory (1968); Eliseo Vivas 
and Murray Krieger (eds), The Problems of Aesthetics (1954); British 
Journal of Aesthetics (passim). 

AER 

affective fallacy see effect 

allegory is a major symbolic mode which has fallen into some 
critical disrepute this century (‘dissociated’, ‘naive’, ‘mechanical’, 
‘abstract’) though it flourishes in satire, underground literature and 
science fiction. It is often defined as an ‘extended metaphor’ in which 
characters, actions and scenery are systematically symbolic, referring 
to spiritual, political, psychological confrontations (Bunyan’s 
Pilgrim's Progress, Orwell’s 1984). Historically the rise of allegory 
accompanies the inward-looking psychologizing tendencies of late 
antiquity and medieval Christianity (see C. S. Lewis, The Allegory 
of Love, 1938). The ‘hero’ is typically a cypher (Spenser’s Guyon, 
Christian in Bunyan, Winston Smith in 1984), a proxy for the reader, 
because the action is assumed to take place in the mind and imagina¬ 
tion of the audience; ‘characters’ other than the hero are, rather like 
Jonsonian ‘humours’, daemonically possessed by fear, desire or need. 
(It is often misleadingly suggested that they ‘represent’ vices and 
virtues, but when successful they are jealousy, greed, modesty, etc. 
with intervals of neutrality where they get the plot moving or are 
spectators to the obsessions of other characters.) Allegory’s distinc¬ 
tive feature is that it is a structural, rather than a textural symbolism; 
it is a large-scale exposition in which problems are conceptualized 
and analysed into their constituent parts in order to be stated, if not 
solved. The typical plot is one in which the ‘innocent’—Gulliver, 
Alice, the Lady in Milton’s ‘Comus’, K. in Kafka’s The Castle—is ‘put 
through’ a series of experiences (tests, traps, fantasy gratifications) 
which add up to an imaginative analysis of contemporary ‘reality’. 

Many of the attitudes which characterize ‘modernism’ and ‘new 
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criticism’ are explicitly hostile to the intentionalist and individualist 
assumptions allegory makes—that the emotive power of literature 
can be channelled and directed, that the work itself is the means to 
an end (saving souls, ‘to fashion a gentleman’, etc.). Pound’s 
strictures against the abstract (‘dim lands of peace')-, Richards’s 
insistence that poetry is ‘data’ not rationalist scaffolding; Yeats’s 
stress on the mysteriousness of the genuine literary symbol—all 
seem to label allegory as the product of a now untenable idealism. 
But the clear-cut distinction between ‘the music of ideas’ (Richards 
on Eliot) and the ‘dark conceit’ of allegory is harder to make in 
practice than in theory: Yeats’s A Vision systematizes and expounds 
the mystery of his symbols much as Spenser did in The Faerie 
Queene. Cleanth Brooks in The Well Wrought Urn (1947) allegorizes 
all the poems he explicates, so that they become ‘parables about the 
nature of poetry’, and Northrop Frye in The Anatomy of Criticism 
(1957) summed up this tendency by pointing out that all analysis 
was covert allegorizing. But though the common distinction between 
allegory and symbolism falsifies the facts of literary experience when 
it claims an impossible instantaneity and universality for the symbol 
(symbolism can be grossly schematic—cf. Hemingway or Steinbeck), 
and accuses allegory of arid rationalism, there is a genuine distinction 
to be made. 

Two main strands in the modernist aesthetic, the doctrine of the 
autonomy of the artefact, and the association of literature with 
collective and recurrent ‘myth’, combine to leave little room and 
few terms for allegory. We are equipped to talk about the textural 
enactment of content, and about the largest (mythic) patterns into 
which literature falls, but we are not at ease in the area between the 
two where form and content are often increasingly at odds, and 
which involves argument, discursiveness, paraphrasable opinion. 
Allegorists, like satirists (and the two are often the same) employ 
myths rhetorically, rather than respectfully embodying them (John 
Barth, Giles Goat Boy, 1966). Scholarly analysts—e.g. those dealing 
with Spenser’s political or sexual allegory—are defensive, aware 
that critical theory somehow contrives to discount their conclusions, 
because it is embarrassed by meanings in literature that are neither 
formal nor universal. See also myth, symbol. 

See Angus Fletcher, Allegory, the Theory of a Symbolic Mode 
(1964); Northrop Frye, ‘Levels of meaning in literature’, Kenyon 
Review, 1950, 246-62; A. D. Nuttall, Two Concepts of Allegory 
(1967); Edmund Spenser, ‘A Letter of the Author’s... to Sir Walter 
Raleigh’ (1596); Rosemond Tuve, Allegorical Imagery (1967); Edgar 
Wind, Pagan Mysteries in the Renaissance (1958). 

LS 
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alliteration see texture 

ambiguity Opposed to ‘clarity’, ambiguity would be considered a 
fault. Modern criticism has turned it into a virtue, equivalent roughly 
to ‘richness’ or ‘wit’. This reversal of normal connotations has been 
made possible by two factors: I. A. Richards’s argument that what is 
required of scientific language (e.g. lucidity) is not necessarily 
demanded in poetry (see language); and William Empson’s 
promotion of the concept in Seven Types of Ambiguity, first published 
in 1930. Since Empson, ambiguity has come to be regarded as a 
defining linguistic characteristic of poetry. 

Ambiguity is not a specific figurative device which may be chosen 
at will for decoration; it is not, says Empson, ‘a thing to be attemp¬ 
ted’. Rather, it is a natural characteristic of language which becomes 
heightened and significant in verse. The link between content and 
form is indirect and arbitrary; hence syntactic ‘accidents’ may occur, 
syntax realizing two or more meanings in the same signal. Linguists 
say that one ‘surface structure’ may conceal two or more ‘deep 
structures’ (the reverse situation is paraphrase). Ambiguity is 
common in ordinary language, but we do not notice it because 
context usually selects just one of the alternative meanings (‘dis¬ 
ambiguates’). It is of several kinds: homophony, the convergence of 
unrelated meanings in one form (bank, plane)-, polysemy, a scatter 
of more or less connected meanings around one word (bachelor, 
record)-, purely syntactic ambiguity, as in Visiting relatives can be 
boring or old men and women. 

Verse tends to be more ambiguous than prose or conversation, 
for several reasons: it is less redundant; context is inaccessible or 
irrelevant; verse displays extra levels of structure and can be ‘parsed’ 
more ways. Empson sums this up: ‘ambiguity is a phenomenon of 
compression’. Deletion of words for metrical/stylistic reasons leads 
to ambivalence, as in Empson’s example from Browning: 

I want to know a butcher paints, 
A baker rhymes for his pursuit. . . 

So does a line-break at a crucial syntactic point: 

If it were done, when ’tis done, then ’twere well 
It were done quickly. 

Since we are disposed to assume multiple meaning in verse, we 
consent to read in extra meanings. The leaves in Shakespeare’s 
Sonnet 73 (‘yellow ... or none, or few’) are simultaneously the 
leaves of the autumn metaphor and the poet’s writings—leaves of a 
book. The problem is justification, selection; Empson’s reading of 
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‘trammel up the consequence’ is clearly fantastic. What control is 
there over the desire to spawn meanings? 

The doctrine of ambiguity is not a licence for self-indulgence, free 
association producing a mushy poem, an arbitrary heap of meanings. 
Multiple meanings must be justified by their interrelationships. We 
must neither impose meanings without control, nor reject all mean¬ 
ings but one; instead, we must reject all meanings but those which 
interact wittily. In the same sonnet we find ‘those boughs which 
shake against the cold’. Shake is either passive—the boughs being 
ravaged by the cold wind—or active and defiant, the shaking of a 
fist, a gesture against approaching death. This is a common syntactic 
ambiguity, and the right one for the poem: the diametrically opposed 
meanings capture the conflict between decay and energy which the 
poem embodies. Here we have not merely mentioned the double 
meaning, but used it in relation to the poem’s theme. Ambiguity in 
this usage resembles (and is the real father of) the New Critics’ 
tension, irony, paradox; it comes nearer than any of them to 
providing a linguistic explanation for poetic complexity and wit, for 
it springs from the familiar resources of ordinary language. 

RGF 

analysis The purpose of analysis, according to William Empson, 
‘is to show the modes of action of a poetical effect’. And since the 
work of Empson (Seven Types of Ambiguity, 1930) and Richards 
{Practical Criticism, 1929) it has been a conviction of criticism that 
these effects are accessible to reason, and not mysteries reserved for 
silent appreciation. ‘The reasons that make a line of verse likely to 
give pleasure . . . are like the reasons for anything else; one can 
reason about them’ {Seven Types). Empson’s major achievement was 
his demonstration that these modes of action were capable of 
description in terms of effects of language. The conviction that the 
forms and meanings of literature are linguistically generated gives to 
the business of analysis its modern centrality. For the classical idea of 
language as the dress of thought had for long limited literary analysis 
to the categorization of stylistic features, the description of decorative 
externals. So long as the reality of the work, lay ‘beyond’ language it 
had no objective existence, it could not be analysed. Traditional 
stylistics concerned itself with classification and comparison of types 
of prosody, diction, imagery, etc. without attempting to show how 
these features co-operated in creating the ‘meaning’ of a work. The 
tradition of explication de texte in French education, in which the 
‘texte’ often seems almost incidental to the categorized information 
that is hung about it, demonstrates the consequences of this dualistic 
form-content model of language. What is offered is what Ian Watt 

8 



ANALYSIS 

calls ‘explanation ... a mere making plain by spreading out’; 
modern critical analysis demands, on the other hand, ‘explication 
... a progressive unfolding of a series of literary implications’ (‘The 
first paragraph of The Ambassadors', Essays in Criticism, 10, 1960). 
But explication, or as W. K. Wimsatt refines it ‘the explicit&tion of 
the implicit or the interpretation of the structural and formal, the 
truth of the poem under its aspect of coherence’ (The Verbal Icon, 
1954), had to wait upon a language theory that would abandon this 
dualism and re-define ‘meaning’ as a totality of linguistic relation¬ 
ships (see language). If language in poetry could be conceived of 
not as the dress but as the body of meaning, then analysis had access 
to the fact of the poem, not simply to its incidentals. It could account 
for its ‘modes of action’. 

In fact the essential conceptual metaphors had been available to 
criticism since Coleridge; Romantic theories of poetry as holistic 
and organic, with their controlling analogies of plants and trees, had 
supplanted the classical form-content dichotomies. But so long as 
these vitally interdependent ‘parts and whole’ were unlocated except 
as metaphysical abstractions, their relationships remained un¬ 
analysable. However, the revolutions in philosophy of Frege and 
Wittgenstein, and in linguistics of Saussure, substituted for the 
‘referential’ or ‘representational’ model of language an idea of 
meaning as a result of complex interaction. Criticism took the 
point that if the meaning of a word is everything it does in a par¬ 
ticular context, then analysis of the words of a poem, of their total 
interinanimation, would be nothing less than an account of the poem 
itself. The metaphysical abstractions which Romantic theory identi¬ 
fied as the form of poetry could now be located as linguistic realities, 
and since language has a public existence, independent of the 
psychologies of poet or reader, they were open to analysis. 

The analytic tradition that descended from Richards and Empson, 
known in England (and particularly at the University of Cambridge) 
as Practical Criticism and in America as the new criticism, was 
primarily concerned with semantic explorations. Its key terms— 
ambiguity, paradox, tension, gesture—emerged from a new 
awareness of multiplicity and complexity of meaning in literature. 
This tradition (and its modern offshoot which relies explicitly on the 
techniques and conceptual framework of linguistics: see language) 

has been attacked for its tendency to stick close to the lower levels of 
verbal structure; for its apparent neglect of value-judgments; for its 
alleged inability to account for the larger-scale structures of long 
works; for a necessary preference for short, complex, highly-textured 
lyric poems. Some of these objections are well-founded; some are 
based on misconceptions. For instance, Winifred Nowottny’s The 
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Language Poets Use (1962), although devoted to investigation of 
arguably ‘external’ features such as sound-values, rhyme, syntax, 
diction and lineation, nevertheless succeeds in providing generous 
and valuable criticism. Moreover, the ideal and the utility of close 
analysis do not stand or fall by the case for verbal analysis. Language 
provides a stable reference-point (arguably lacking in the work of 
the Chicago critics) and a point of departure for broader structural 
observations. For one classic and one contemporary example of 
structural analysis freed from the trammels of purely verbal structure, 
see Vladimir Propp, The Morphology of the Folk-Tale (1st Russian 
ed., 1928; English trans., 1958; French trans., of the 2nd Russian 
ed., 1970); Roland Barthes, SjZ (1970). 

PM 

anticlimax see denouement 

anti-hero see hero 

apocalyptic literature There exists a body of biblical literature, 
canonical and apocryphal, conventionally called apocalyptic (from 
the Greek, meaning unveiling, uncovering). The Old Testament 
Book of Daniel and the New Testament Book of Revelation are the 
best known of these. They are characterized by an interest in the 
revelation of future events, as in prophecy. As a kind of systematized 
prophetic writing, the literature of apocalypse takes a wide view of 
human history, which it schematizes and periodizes, and an especial 
interest in eschatology in the ‘latter days’, the end of historical time, 
the last judgment. These revelations are part of a hitherto secret 
knowledge. They tend to affect an esoteric, visionary, symbolic and 
fantastic scenario, a cast of animals, angels, stars and numbers, 
which are to be understood symbolically. The struggle between good 
and evil powers in the latter days of a terminal period culminates in a 

final judgment, the resurrection of the dead and the installation of a 

messianic kingdom. All these elements are not necessarily present 
in any one work, and it can be convenient to use the term even 
where a deliberate frustration of a conventional apocalyptic expecta¬ 
tion may be at issue. 

Apocalyptic types characterize historical periods of upheaval and 
crisis, and interest in apocalyptic literature of the past has also 
occurred in such periods. Similarly, in recent years critics of secular 
literature have become sensitized to the apocalyptic elements in 
works not formally of the type, but whose language, particularly 
imagery, touches on the themes of revelation, renovation and 
ending. Frank Kermode’s The Sense of an Ending (1967) is the most 
notable of these, using the ‘ways in which ... we have imagined the 
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ends of the world’ as a taking-off point for a study of fictional 
endings and fictional structures generally. For him, the literature of 
apocalypse is a ‘radical instance’ of fiction, depending ‘on a concord 
of imaginatively recorded past and imaginatively predicted future’. 
Recent awareness of apocalyptic types in fiction, he claims, has 
concentrated on ‘crisis, decadence and empire, and ... the division 
of history into mutually significant phases and transitions; and . . . 
disconfirmation, the inevitable fate of detailed eschatological pre¬ 
dictions’ 

In using apocalypse as a type of fiction recent criticism may 
merely be using a congenial language to define the literature of its 
own time—including that of the past felt to be ‘relevant’—in terms 
acceptable to its own sense of crisis. It seems also true that there has 
been a social history of apocalyptic fictions in Anglo-American 
literature, for while apocalypse seems almost allied with ‘progressive’ 
forces in Elizabethan times, as in Spenser’s The Faerie Queene, it is 
entertained later with mixed fascination and horror by writers who 
project the Final End as an image of the abortion rather than the 
consummation of current trends of history. In his essay, ‘The end of 
the world’, reprinted in Errand Into The Wilderness (1964), Perry 
Miller has provided not only a summary of English and American 
apocalyptic literature, but an insight into the gradual transition in 
expectations and reasons for the desirability of this typology. He 
focuses particularly on the period between the Elizabethan and the 
Modern and on the figures of Jonathan Edwards, ‘the greatest artist 
of the apocalypse’ in America, and Edgar Allan Poe, whose escha¬ 
tological stories pinpoint a transition in the handling of apocalyptic 
materials, foreshadowing more modern attitudes to a world¬ 
consuming holocaust. 

AMG 

appreciation see aesthetics, evaluation 

archaism is the use of forms whose obsoleteness or obsolescence is 
manifest and thus immediately subject to the reader’s scrutiny. It 
can be mere whimsical display: Thackeray sometimes lapses into 
language quaint in his own time and irrelevant to the cast of mind of 
his characters, his gratuitous mischief evoking a simple, ultimately 
repetitious response and impeding any probing of the more complex 
implications of characters and plot. In general, archaism’s tendency 
is to be a simplifying device: one’s experience of the language of 
one’s own time and place is of something richly and variously 
suggestive, closely related to one’s experience and knowledge, capable 
of complexity of organization and delicate flexibility, spontaneously 
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understandable and usable, whereas archaism refers back to a 
linguistic or cultural system which it cannot totally reconstruct, and 
archaic forms may thus seem impoverished, rigid and ponderous. 
The consistent archaism of the Authorized Version (1611) interposes 
a unified tone of solemnity between the varied subject-matter and 
the audience, making its response more uniform because more 
uncomplex. More sophisticated, and richly fruitful, uses of archaic 
language are commonly found in great authors, invoking and in¬ 
corporating the values of older literary traditions: Spenser, Shake¬ 
speare, Milton, Wordsworth, T. S. Eliot provide many examples. 

Since we imagine earlier cultural states to have been, like our 
childhood, simpler, more manageable, perhaps more desirable than 
the present, archaism can arouse an often vague delight in the 
familiar but long forgotten, yet as it refers back to the unknown can 
also be made frightening: Thomas Manii, in Doctor Faustus (1947), 
exploits this paradox to reveal affinities between cautious, conser¬ 
vative habits of mind and dangerous primitivism. 

Except in regionalist writers, cultural archaism is not commonly 
combined with consistent linguistic archaism, but it too can be a 
simplifying device: many historical novels exploit our unfamiliarity 
with the culture described to give an uncomplex, idealized, and some¬ 
times (as in C. F. Meyer) monumental and intriguingly remote 
impression of human emotions such as heroism, nostalgic yearning 
and guilt. 

See Cahiers de VAssociation internationale des etudes frangaises, 19 
(1967). 

MHP 

archetype see myth 

Aristotelian criticism see Chicago critics 

art Nobody has yet defined art to anyone else’s satisfaction. There 
is general agreement on what art is rtot; none on what it is. Art, as 
all know who are in the know, is not Life. Similarly, informed 
opinion is unanimous in contrasting Art and Craft, Art and Pro¬ 
paganda, Art and Entertainment. But here the difficulties start, since 
it is evident that if these things are not congruent with art they may 
well overlap it. 

‘Art’, it seems, like ‘good’, must be simply a commendatory word 
covering a multitude of incompatible meanings. The commendatory 
component is surely what fires controversy in the quest for some 
common essence to be distilled from the multiplicity of admirable 
works—a quest inevitably vain. What commends itself to one taste 
is to another distasteful, for such commendation is subjective: ‘de 
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gustibus . . Nor can there be agreement about objectively com¬ 
mendatory characteristics, for qualities perfectly appropriate to a 
good comic drama cannot be so to a love lyric or a tragic novel. In 
any case commendatory definitions are persuasive, and therefore 
however descriptive they purport to be are always prescriptive, and 
thus provocative, in effect. 

The pull of common usage is probably too strong to allow this 
distracting commendatory element to be eliminated, but if the 
unanswerable question ‘What is Art?’ were to be dropped in favour 
of the practical question ‘How can “Art” be most usefully defined?’ 
it might be easier to diminish and control it. Anyway, it is clearly 
more useful to go along with common usage as far as it is consonant 
with the requirements already implied than to flout it completely. 
Perhaps the following stipulative definition will meet the case: any 
work characterized by an obvious aesthetic element is to be deemed a 
work of art. This definition is minimally commendatory, for it does 
not imply that the aesthetic element defining a literary work as ‘art’ 
need be its most valuable characteristic, or that all works, even of 
creative literature, ought to be works of ‘art’ as defined. It is not 
essentialist in so far as any form, whether in drama, narrative or 
lyric, and any content in combination with it, may give rise to 
aesthetic effects, so allowing dissimilar works all to be classed as 
works of art yet without the disrespect to their differences that comes 
from concentrating attention on some alleged metaphysical common 
property. It is descriptive rather than prescriptive in so far as 
aesthetic appreciation depends on describable formal qualities (see 
aesthetics). Finally, such a definition is consonant with the com¬ 
monest use of this word in literary history, ‘Art for art’s sake’. Nor 
is it entirely inconsistent with the common contrasts mentioned. 
Craft, Propaganda, and Entertainment, being intended for use, not 
ornament, are less likely to be characterized by an obvious aesthetic 
element than those less instrumental works that can afford to treat 
the reader more formally, keep him at a little distance. 

The usefulness of this definition is both negative and positive. 
Negatively, by drastically reducing the value-connotations of ‘art’, 
it avoids that metaphysical discussion which distracts attention from 
more concrete critical issues. Positively, by leaving open the possi¬ 
bility of good, bad or indifferent art (according to the quality of the 
aesthetic element) and also by not pre-empting the possibility of 
factors other than ‘art’ being more pleasurable or important, it 
encourages full and varied critical appreciation. 

See E. H. Gombrich, Art and Illusion (1960); R. Wollheim, Art 
and its Objects (1968). 

AER 

13 



ATMOSPHERE 

assonance see texture 

atmosphere The word ‘atmosphere’ often occurs in non-literary 
contexts in vague senses difficult to distinguish satisfactorily from 
literary uses. Indeed, perhaps its very vagueness makes it a necessary 
critical term. Unlike almost all others, it reminds us not of the 
human propensity to arrange phenomena in patterns and think in 
structures, but of our ability to suspend analytical awareness: 
‘atmospheric’ writing perhaps exploits our delight in an apparent 
temporary escape from structure. 

Atmosphere is created where the overtones of the words and ideas 
employed reinforce one another; the avoidance of challenging 
disharmonies reduces the amount of intellectual effort required 
from the reader and prevents disruption of his sense of the uniformity 
and continuity of the work. The paradox of ‘atmospheric’ literature 
is that although (like almost all writing) it is linear, one word follow¬ 
ing another, it gives an appearance of stasis. Such German Romantics 
as Brentano and Eichendorff often use rhyme-words closely related 
in emotional colouring, so that the second rhyme-word, in recalling 
the first, includes it; thus a progressively all-engulfing sense of 
expansion is achieved. This, combined with effects of ebb and flow 
as one rhyme is replaced by another, eliminates a risk of‘atmospheric’ 
writing, namely that it will seem aimless and meagrely repetitious, 
and sustains the paradox (exploited more complexly by some 
authors, e.g. Hardy) of a movement which is no movement. 

Atmosphere is often created by the viewing of ordinary events 
from an unusual angle, giving them an air of mystery: in Alain- 
Fournier’s Le Grand Meaulnes (1913) even everyday happenings at 
school (which themselves evoke nostalgia in the reader) are myster¬ 
ious because the child’s understanding is insufficiently developed to 
work out to his own satisfaction how they are affecting him. 

MHP 

A 

author Literature of unknown authorship makes many readers 
uneasy; similarly, literature by authors about whose lives we know 
very little. We are justifiably curious about the personal biographies 
of the creators of literature, for it is evident that, in many cases where 
such information is available, it is of value in helping us to an 
understanding of the writers’ works: Milton, Keats, Dickens, D. H. 
Lawrence are obvious examples. 

Granting so far that knowledge of an author’s life, his views, etc. 
may help us understand his work, we must enter certain reservations. 
The case of Keats illustrates well the fact that knowledge of an 
author’s life may sometimes be an embarrassment to the critic. 
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Keats’s letters (and other documents) portray him as a man tor¬ 
mented by physical and emotional ills, and therefore pitiable; but 
self-indulgent and intensely self-pitying, and therefore not wholly 
endearing. We recognize that much of his greatest verse takes its 
themes and passion from his inner psychological life. Knowing this 
causal relationship benefits us, superficially, for we thereby possess a 
partial explanation of the quality of the poetry; but this knowledge 
may also disadvantage us, since we may feel warmth or distaste for the 
verse according to the degree of sympathy we entertain for the man. 
For myself, Keats’s personality is less admirable than his poetry; I 
must take care that my dislike for the author does not prejudice 
my assessment of his work. 

Shakespeare criticism exemplifies another kind of danger. We 
know almost nothing about his personal life, so it is tempting to 
mine his plays and poems for evidence of the way he lived and the 
opinions he held. The fact that this kind of enquiry at best distracts 
critical attention from the plays and at worst warps their meaning is 
generally admitted today, but the nineteenth century grievously 
misused his plays for questionable biographical speculations. The 
Sonnets have fared even worse: tantalizingly personal in tone and 
allusions, they cannot be connected with any known events in 
Shakespeare’s life, and a contemptible personalizing industry has 
grown up around them. The only first-rate criticism of these poems 
comes from writers who have determinedly rejected Shakespearean 
biographical fantasy, thus asserting a modern reliance on ‘the 
poem itself’ as source of its own identity. 

The temptation to forget the poem for the poet, or to read the poet 
into his work too literally, is compounded by the tendency to talk, in 
critical as well as in biographical discussions, about ‘the author’, or 
even to use his proper name: ‘the author/Keats here laments the 
mutability of all life’. This tendency is virtually ineradicable in 
students, and very difficult for mature critics to avoid totally, be¬ 
cause clumsy circumlocutions have to be substituted for the simple 
name or phrase. The terms persona and implied author (Wayne C. 
Booth) serve to remind us that the real author assumes a mask, or 
voice, distinct from his proper character, when he writes, so that his 
own personality is not answerable for, or relatable in any simple 
way to, the opinions or allusions which a reader may derive from the 
work itself. These terms do indicate an aesthetic reality: a level of 
statement or commentary separate from the real author’s views and, 
in fiction, from the views of the narrator. Like Wimsatt and 
Beardsley’s exposure of the intentional fallacy, the concept of 
the ‘implied author’ draws attention to the literary work’s autonomy, 
its freedom from its sources. 
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This ‘autonomy’ is a commonplace in modern critical theory. It is 
particularly associated with the name of W. K. Wimsatt, Jr, but 
an early, and influential, statement is found in T. S. Eliot’s ‘Tradition 
and the individual talent’ (1919), according to which, the more 
perfect the artist, the more complete will be the separation of ‘the 
man who suffers’ from ‘the mind which creates’. Then there comes 
Eliot’s famous comparison of the mind of the poet with a catalyst, 
causing a chemical transmutation yet untraceable in the new 
chemical. This is surely an exaggeration and an oversimplification. 
The work must to some extent bear the stamp of the man, and the 
man’s life, if accessible, may illuminate his work. We need the 
doctrine of autonomy to remind us of the potential follies of per¬ 
sonalizing criticism, but it would be foolish to insist on it to the 
exclusion of helpful biographical information. 

In James Joyce’s Portrait of the Artist as a Young Man (1916) we 
find a creed which seems to chime with Eliot’s theory. Stephen 
maintains that ‘The personality of the artist. . . finally refines itself 
out of existence, impersonalises itself, so to speak.... The artist, 
like the God of the creation, remains within or behind or beyond or 
above his handiwork, invisible, refined out of existence, indifferent, 
paring his fingernails.’ But this is voiced in a multiply ironic context: 
Joyce is not out of his work, for the Portrait is a self-portrait; nor 
is Stephen out of his own literary creation, the wretchedly adolescent 
and self-abusing ‘villanelle’. Joyce deals with Stephen ironically, 
makes the reader feel that the implied author is separate from the 
real author, or that Stephen is not the real Joyce. This is an example 
of the paradox frequently achieved by great art, where the author 
creates objectivity through subjectivity. Keats’s Odes work in this 
way, so do Yeats’s poems and, very probably, Shakespeare’s Sonnets. 
We can guess that Shakespeare’s Sonnets flow from genuine personal 
experience and we need not indulge in prurient or defensive bio¬ 
graphizing once we have made that assumption. ‘Author’ is not to 
be so easily exorcised as some modern' critics believe; but we may do 
harm if we conjure him warts and all. See also narrative, persona, 

point of view, and references therein. 
See Wayne C. Booth, The Rhetoric of Fiction (1961). 

RGF 

autobiography see biography 
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ballad The term has three meanings of different scope. The widest, 
of no literary significance, is that of any set of words for a tune. The 
narrowest refers to the English and Scottish traditional ballad, a 
specific form of narrative poem which became a part of the larger 
world of folk-song. The ballad is not peculiar to England and 
Scotland, but is found throughout Europe and in post-settlement 
America. In Britain, the traditional ballad first appears in the later 
Middle Ages, probably in the fifteenth century, when the minstrels, 
declining in social status and circulation, began to carry to a wider 
audience their narrative art in folk-songs based on strong symmetri¬ 
cally constructed stories in a simplified four-line stanza. Then 
ballads were increasingly sung at every level of society by non- 
professionals. By the end of the seventeenth century, emphasis had 
shifted to the music as the prime formative constituent and more 
ballads used refrains, meaningless vocables like ‘fal-lal’, common¬ 
places and formulae, ‘filler lines’ to give the singer time to arrange 
the next stanza, and the peculiarly effective structure known as 
‘incremental repetition’: 

He was a braw gallant, 
And he rade at the ring; 

And the bonny Earl of Murray 
Oh he might have been a king! 

He was a braw gallant 
And he played at the ba; 

And the bonny Earl of Murray 
Was the flower among them a’. 

The traditional ballads as a whole have certain well-marked and 
justly admired characteristics. They deal with episodes of well- 
known stories, condensed and impersonally presented, often by 
means of juxtaposed pictures or direct speech of the persons 
involved: 

The king sits in Dunfermline town 
Drinking the blude-red wine; 

‘O whare will I get a skeely skipper 
To sail this new ship o’ mine?’ . .. 
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Our king has written a braid letter, 
And seal’d it with his hand, 

And sent it to Sir Patrick Spens, 
Was walking on the strand . . . 

There is little psychological comment, and the ‘meaning’ is realized 
through directly rendered action, and cryptic references to the 
larger context of related events. There is a ‘ballad form’ and a 
‘ballad world’, both of supreme imaginative interest. The traditional 
ballads became admired literary objects in the eighteenth century, 
and numerous collections were made and published from then on. 
The most famous is Francis J. Child’s five volumes of The English 
and Scottish Popular Ballads (1882-98). Such study tended to treat 
the ballads as timeless, though later discussion, based on the in¬ 
valuable work of scores of collectors such as Bishop Percy (Reliques 
of Ancient English Poetry, 1765), Sir Walter Scott (Minstrelsy of the 
Scottish Borders, 1802-3) and Child himself, has begun to establish 
one of the most complex and interesting socio-aesthetic facts in 
English art, the evolution of style in the ballads. The Romantics 
were interested in the ballads as folk-art and monuments of the 
heroic past. The literary ballad, with no music, had a vogue at the 
end of the eighteenth century and for another century, the best- 
known of such works being Coleridge’s Ancient Mariner and 
Keats’s ‘La Belle Dame sans Merci’. The older study of ballads had 
the disadvantage of treating ‘collected’ ballads both as written texts 
—though any written form poorly represents the ‘performed’ ballad 
in its musical and dramatic strength—and as fossil objects of a dead 
art. A revival of popular interest in traditional song, dating in 
Britain from the 1950s, has however brought to general attention 
the fact that traditional ballads are still being sung by expert per¬ 
formers, and are still being composed and renewed. 

Before the end of the eighteenth century the third meaning of the 
word was the most common: any doggerel verses set to one of several 
well-known tunes such as ‘Packington’s Pound’. These were the 
sheet ballads, broadside ballads sold in roughly printed sheets, or 
stall-ballads hawked around the countryside at fairs or from door to 
door. The ballad-singer sang to collect customers for his wares, which 
dealt with murders, political events, prodigies. Such ballads were 
‘low-falutin’, mostly realistic, irreverent, ironic, sometimes seditious. 
From this kind of production come the miners’ ballads, work songs, 
protest songs, party political attacks which have had popular revival 
on the contemporary ‘folk scene’. 

The European settlement of America has also produced large 
bodies of distinctive ballads in the New World, particularly in the 
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United States. The ballads in English consist either of transplanted 
traditional ballads which successive waves of immigrants, to Virginia 
in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, for example, have 
taken with them, or of indigenous ballads which have been and still 
are produced among West Virginian miners, the cowboys of the 
South West or the blacks. Many versions of traditional ballads have 
been collected in the remoter parts and more isolated communities 
of the United States, such as portions of the Atlantic coast and the 
Central West, or the mountain people of the Appalachians, and 
these have been an important source for British as well as American 
ballad scholars. The changes which took place in the texts by trans¬ 
mission in America, modifications, for example, of the importance 
of rank in the narrative and modulations of names, provide valuable 
material for the study of ballad tradition. American sources often 
preserve archaic forms of European tunes, and musical works are 
rich and distinguished. The words, it has been said, are often 
preserved in relatively impoverished forms. An interesting reverse 
transplanting of traditional material is to be noticed in the way 
modern American recordings frequently introduce Scottish and 
English listeners and singers to forgotten or half-forgotten ballads. 
Indigenous American ballads include broadsides of the Revolutionary 
Period and the Civil War. 

See B. H. Bronson, The Traditional Tunes of the Child Ballads 
(1959-62); W. J. Entwistle, European Balladry (revised ed., 1951); 
D. C. Fowler, A Literary History of the Popular Ballad (1968); 
Hamish Henderson, ‘Scots ballad and folk song recordings’, Scottish 
Literary News, 1 (2), January 1971; M. J. C. Hodgart, The Ballads 
(1950); V. de Sola Pinto and A. E. Rodway, The Common Muse 
(1950). 

AMR 

baroque A term denoting a distinctive style deeply characteristic 
of the seventeenth century, long since firmly established for critics 
of art and music, whose usefulness for literary critics must still be 
regarded as problematic and controversial. However, its increasing 
popularity amongst critics of many persuasions seems likely to make 
it a word, like ‘Romanticism’, that must at least be lived with; it 
offers possibilities for exciting analysis of a broadly cultural nature, 
and all the attendant dangers. Like romanticism again, it submits 
to an enormous number of seemingly disconnected and even con¬ 
tradictory usages, as phrases like ‘Baroque grandeur’, ‘Baroque 
eccentricity’, ‘Baroque mysticism’, ‘Baroque exuberance’ attest; it is 
even more polymorphously perverse in its frequent appearances 
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outside the seventeenth century in labels like ‘The Contemporary 

Baroque’. 
Art historians generally now agree to regard the Baroque as the 

third Renaissance style, setting in around 1600, with its centre in 
Rome and its quintessential representative in Bernini, and with 
important Catholic and post-tridentine tendencies. Musicologists 
associate the Baroque with the advent of Monteverdi, the birth of 
operatic recitative and concertante style, and with figured bass. The 
essential features of the works of art produced can perhaps best be 
suggested in a short space by means of semantic clusters, obviously 
shading into each other, with appropriate illustrations: solidity, 
massiveness, size, intimidation (St Peter’s, Rome); ornament, playful¬ 
ness, wit, fancifulness (Bavarian and Austrian Baroque); mysticism, 
ecstasy, inwardness, transcendence (Bernini’s St Teresa); drama, 
human warmth, fleshliness (the paintings of Caravaggio); illusion, 
trompe Voeil (the Heaven Room in Burghley House). It is important 
to add, as a further defining feature, that Baroque works of art 
unify, or attempt to unify, such elements in simple, massive organiza¬ 
tion: solidity carries ornament, for instance, rather than being 
swamped by it (consider Baroque columns, or the function of the 
figured bass in Bach). 

Most critical importers of the term fall down on one of two counts. 
On the one hand, the temptation to be over-cautious and literal: the 
study of reference to works of art (establishing for instance that 
Pandemonium is a Baroque building) or of relations between literary 
and pictorial iconography is a very useful but limited activity. On 
the other hand, the opposite danger of over-ambition, betraying 
itself very often in loose metaphoric talk of the ‘architecture’ of a 
poem, its ‘illusory perspectives’, its use of space or light. The most 
fruitful approach to the relations between literature and other arts 
is likely to be one that attempts to ‘translate’ the stylistic elements 
of one art form into those of another. To give examples: it seems 
legitimate and useful to regard the frequent literary use of oxymoron 
and paradox in the seventeenth century as a counterpart to the 
dramatic use of chiaroscuro in Baroque painting, or to see a corres¬ 
pondence between the ‘play within a play’ form in seventeenth- 
century drama and the construction of Bernini’s St Teresa chapel. 
But a great deal of systematic work along these lines needs to be 
done. 

In the case of Baroque, however, having got this far in his im¬ 
portations, the critic may need to go further—to explore in particular 
the term mannerism. A good deal of vagueness or confusion is often 
disseminated by the literary critic’s ignorance of this concept; the 
features of Donne’s poetry, for instance, that are sometimes referred 
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to as ‘Baroque’ might more fruitfully be considered in relation to the 
art of Parmigianino or Giulio Romano. 

Besides setting a challenge of an interdisciplinary nature, the use 
of the word baroque outside the seventeenth-century context involves 
other problems that reach out as far as the theory of history. Some 
critics (e.g. Hauser, Mannerism, 1965) see ‘Baroque’ as a recurrent 
phenomenon, a constant tendency of the human spirit. This requires 
very cautious handling indeed; if one can posit a ‘Baroque spirit’ it 
seems most fruitful to regard it as historically activated, as a last 
energetic assertion of the Renaissance faith in the fundamental 
interconnectedness of phenomena—one that is conveyed above all 
in a fleshly solidity of realization, accessible (and unavoidable!) to a 
wider audience than were the arcanae of Florentine neo-Platonists. 

There is none the less a contemporary vogue of Baroque imitation 
and pastiche, with exemplars like John Barth, Iris Murdoch, Gunther 
Grass; our current self-conscious preoccupation with illusion and 
sham make this unsurprising. In many ways, however, it is failed 
Baroque—the inflated or sentimental rhetoric that generated, for 
instance, the stylistic conventions of religious kitsch—that fascinates 
and stimulates the camp use of the self-evidently bad or hollow. 
The best Baroque art—the work of Bernini, Rembrandt, Milton, 
Monteverdi, Bach—is of a different order of intensity and coherent 
grandeur altogether, and one should not readily assume its re¬ 
currence. 

See L. L. Martz, The Wit of Love (1969); W. Sypher, Four Stages 
of Renaissance Style (1955); Rene Wellek, ‘The concept of Baroque in 
literary scholarship’, Journal of Aesthetics and Art Criticism, 5 (1946), 
77-109, reprinted with a Postscript in Concepts of Criticism (1963). 

MAH 

belief Reading is a conscious or unconscious confrontation or 
symbiosis of one’s own beliefs, assumptions and angle of vision with 
another’s. A writer may seek to disguise this (e.g. by concealing his 
attitudes, adopting uncontroversial ones, or appealing to apparently 
non-moral desires), but even his omissions may imply much. 

Since I. A. Richards’s Principles of Literary Criticism (1924), 
critics have usually been wary of detailed explorations into reader 
psychology: ‘willing suspension of disbelief’ (Coleridge) is now more 
often alluded to than investigated. It implies a contract between 
author and reader: the reader is encouraged to imagine that what is 
portrayed is real or possible rather than remain querulously aware 
of its fictionality and impossibility, and hopes thereby to attain 
satisfactions and discoveries for which involvement, not distance, is 
required. Total delusion is rarely achieved (we do not rush on stage to 
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whisper in the tragic'hero’s ear) and would probably be psycho¬ 
logically damaging: literature may help us to recognize and explore 
our fantasies without giving way to them. But as J. R. R. Tolkien’s 
current popularity and some early reactions to the philosophizing 
of Wordsworth and Lamartine show, the desire to believe is often 
strong, even (as sceptics would see it) manipulate into extreme 
gullibility or regressive escapism. Perhaps an opportunity to believe 
in something, even hypothetically and with only part of oneself, is suf¬ 
ficient palliation for human insecurity to be a desired goal. The wish 
to participate in a beautiful, perfectly ordered universe, where one’s 
expectations are harmoniously satisfied even though what will come 
next is not fully predictable and thus preserves the charm of surprise, 
a wish some requite by listening to Mozart, can also be satisfied by 
literature. Some would attach a religious significance to this. 

The means by which belief is encouraged are diverse. Perhaps the 
best known is verisimilitude, an attempt to satisfy even the rational, 
sceptical reader that the events and characters portrayed are very 
possible (e.g. typical of a certain milieu or recurrent human 
tendencies). Other means are less rational, e.g. ‘metaphysical pathos’ 
(A. O. Lovejoy, The Great Chain of Being, 1936 reprinted 1961, 
10-14), the non-intellectual appeal of intellectual ideas, sometimes 
reinforced by incidental sensuous and motor attractiveness (e.g. the 
power, lilt and sound-quality of Hugo’s verse is sometimes seen as 
giving convincingness—ultimately spurious—to his ideas). Another, 
frequent in tragedy and linked to wish-fulfilment, is an appeal to the 
desire to believe in human dignity and value. Belief may be sustained 
by the continuous presentation of a coherent universe (Tolkien’s 
Middle Earth has a highly complex and detailed coherence); some¬ 
times (as in Kafka) the coherence is strongly marked but (as in some 
dreams) difficult to identify, thus creating an impression of threat. 

The human willingness to believe provides various possibilities 
for manipulating responses. Some writers (e.g. Arnim and Hoffmann 
in their use of ‘Romantic irony’, an'd many comic novelists in their 
alternations of sympathy and mocking distance) use techniques 
which destroy belief, or which continually play off our wish to 
believe against our wish to be sceptical, calling both in question and 
requiring a complex, questioning response. Some (e.g. Celine) 
display an innocuousness which at first creates uncritical belief but 
of whose implications the reader becomes increasingly suspicious. 
Others, by undermining confidence in the world presented, induce 
us to transfer our belief to the narrator or author as the only reliable 
authority. In short, it is difficult to imagine a form of literature to 
which the concept of belief would be irrelevant. 

MHP 
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biography In post-classical Europe the literary recording of people’s 
lives begins with the search for example in the Lives of the Saints and 
the stories of the rise and fall of princes. Medieval historians like 
Geoffrey of Monmouth, Matthew Paris and others, bring a concern 
with human failings and strengths to their histories which often 
overrides their objectivity. But it is not until the sixteenth century 
that the first recognizable biographies appear. Cardinal Morton’s 
Life of Richard III (1513?), wrongly attributed to Thomas More; 
Roper’s Life of More (1535?); and Cavendish’s Life of Wolsey 
(1554-7) are variously claimed as the first true biography, though 
no one could claim that the genre was established in the eyes of a 
readership. The seventeenth century saw Bacon’s Life of Henry VIII 
(1621), Walton’s Lives (1640-78) and, best known of all perhaps, 
Aubrey’s Minutes of Lives which he began collecting in the 1660s 
and in which he persisted till his death. It is in Aubrey that we first 
hear the real human voice commenting with a sly smugness, a 
gossipy humour and a delight in the oddity of human nature on the 
affairs and misalliances of those he minuted. But it is in the eighteenth 
century with Dr Johnson’s Lives of the Poets (1779-81) that the form 
is established beyond a doubt with his claim for its recognition as a 
literary form in its own right and his insistence on its peculiar virtue 
being that it alone of literary forms seeks to tell the literal, un¬ 
varnished truth. It was fitting that the founder of the form should be 
repaid by becoming the subject of what is perhaps the best known 
of all biographies, Boswell’s Life of Johnson (1791). 

In the nineteenth century, biography continued to flourish (e.g. 
Lockhart’s Life of Scott (1837, 1838), Gilchrist’s Life of Blake (1863)) 
but now it was also showing its potential influence on the structures 
of fiction. Wordsworth’s Prelude, the novels of Dickens and those 
of the Brontes all show in various ways the intimacy which grew up 
between experience and invention during and after the Romantic 
period. This process continued until the end of the century, culminat¬ 
ing perhaps in that most literary of biographies, Gosse’s Father and 
Son (1907) and that most biographical of novels, Butler’s The Way 
of All Flesh (1903). But if the hybrids flourished so did the thing itself, 
and Lytton Strachey’s Eminent Victorians (1918) established the 
standards both in reasoned objectivity and in witty skill for all those 
who were to follow him. The modem biography was established. 

The main claim of the modern biographer is his objectivity towards 
his subject. He asserts by choosing the form that he deals in fact, not 
fiction. This claim may seem dubious if we compare his methods 
and presuppositions with his close relation, the autobiographer, who 
also claims to tell the whole truth and nothing but the truth. (Vladi¬ 
mir Nabokov has great fun with this claim in his autobiography 
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Speak Memory, 1966). A much more naive judgment emerges from 
H. G. Wells’s Experiment in Autobiography (1934) when he wishes 
the novel could more closely resemble the biography since the latter 
is more ‘truthful’: ‘Who would read a novel if we were permitted to 
write biography all out?’ This completely begs the question of the 
selection and presentation of the material; it presupposes that the 
only limitations to the biographer’s truth-telling are the range of his 
knowledge and licence of his society to publish it. It ignores the 
central issue of what kind of reality language can sustain. 

Recently a wide interest has been shown in the interchangeability 
of fictional and documentary techniques. Novelists have experi¬ 
mented with ‘factual subjects’ (e.g. Truman Capote’s In Cold Blood, 
1966), while social scientists have gone to the novel for structures 
which enable them to relate patterns of behaviour not amenable to 
the sequential logic of analytic prose discourse (e.g. Oscar Lewis, 
The Children of Sanchez, 1962). The traditional distinctions between 
biography, personal history (diary/confession) and novel (especially 
first-person narrative and/or tape-recorded novels) are coming to be 
questioned. For many new writers—for example in the emerging 
African countries (Achebe, Ngugi, Soyinka) and in Negro American 
circles (Baldwin, John Williams, Jean Tooner)—autobiographical 
art is not a device for summing up the accumulated wisdom of a life¬ 
time but a means of defining identity. The distinction between novel 
and autobiography becomes almost meaningless in this context. A 
novel like Ralph Ellison’s Invisible Man (1965) and an autobiography 
like J. P. Clark’s America, Their America (1964) are united beyond 
their different forms in a single gesture of passionate self-exposure. 

Recent work in England has begun to show this influence too: 
Alexander Trocchi’s Cain’s Book (I960) and Jeff Nuttall’s Bomb 
Culture (1968) continue a tradition whose roots run back through 
Kerouac to Henry Miller. It seems likely that this trend will continue 
and that the future will see an extension of the ‘hybrid’ book whose 
format disdains to answer the query{fact or fiction ? See also fiction, 

novel. 

See Leon Edel, Literary Biography (1957); Paul Murray Kendall, 
The Art of Biography (1965); H. G. Nicholson, The Development of 
English Biography (1959); Lytton StraChey, Biographical Essays 
(modern collection, 1969). 

GG 

burlesque see parody 
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cacophony see texture 

caricature see parody 

catastrophe see denouement, drama 

catharsis The most disputed part of Aristotle’s definition of 
tragedy is his statement that it is an action ‘through pity and fear 
effecting a catharsis of these emotions’. Traditionally catharsis is 
rendered as ‘purgation’ and refers to the psychological effect of 
tragedy on the audience. Against Plato’s condemnation of art for 
unhealthily stimulating emotions which should be suppressed, 
Aristotle argues that audiences are not inflamed or depressed by 
the spectacle of suffering in tragedy, but in some way released. Our 
subjective, potentially morbid, emotions are extended outward, 
through pity for the tragic hero, in an enlargement, a leading out, 
of the soul (psychogogia). So tragedy moves us towards psychic 
harmony. A related, but less psychological, interpretation puts 
catharsis into the context of Aristotle’s argument that the pleasure 
peculiar to tragedy arises from the fact that our emotion is authorized 
and released by an intellectually conditioned structure of action. In 
fiction, unlike reality, we feel the emotion and see its place in a 
sequence of probability and necessity. 

Alternatively catharsis may be seen, as by G. Else {Aristotle’s 
*Poetics', 1957), not as the end result, but as a process operating 
through the ‘structure of events’ which purifies, not the audience, 
but the events themselves. The tragic hero’s pollution (typically 
from the murder of a blood-relation) which makes him abhorrent is 
shown, through the structure of discovery and recognition, and his 
subsequent remorse, to be in some measure undeserved. So catharsis 
is the purification of the hero which enables us to go beyond fear, 
our horror at the events, to pity born of understanding; the poet’s 
structure leads our reason to judge our emotion. See also plot, 

TRAGEDY. 

See Humphry House, Aristotle's ‘Poetics' (1956). 
PM 

cento(nism) see pastiche 
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character, the fictional representation of a person, is likely to change, 
both as a presence in literature and as an object of critical attention, 
much as it changes in society. Ideas of the place of man in the social 
order, of his individuality, his capacity to determine his own fortunes, 
the extent to which he is assumed to dominate his own life and 
motives or be dominated by forces outside himself—the entire basis 
of identity in short—clearly shift historically; and this is often 
mimed in literature by the relation of characters to actions or webs 
of story. The idea of character often attaches, therefore, to the 
personalizing or humanizing dimension of literature; thus naturalism, 
which tends to create plots in which men are not self-determining 
agents but in ironic relationships to larger sequences of force, seems 
a remarkably impersonal writing. Yet individual identity is often 
partly an attribute of social interaction, of the play of the social 
drama; this too is mimed in the dramatic character of much litera¬ 
ture. In plays the paradox is compounded by the fact that characters 
are not simply represented verbally but impersonated by actors—a 
situation often used (as in much Shakespearean drama) to explore 
the paradoxes of being or identity themselves. 

If the idea of character undergoes variation in different phases of 
literature, so it does in criticism. Neo-classical criticism tends to 
interpret characters as representatives of general human types and 
roles; romantic, to isolate and humanize them (see A. C. Bradley, 
Shakespearean Tragedy, 1904) and even separate them from the 
surrounding fictional determinants or dramatic design as ‘living’ 
people; modern, to regard them as humanized outcroppings from 
some larger verbal design. ‘Characters’ are by definition in deter¬ 
mined contexts (i.e. they are parts of a literary sequence, involved in 
a plot), and can hence arouse liberal issues about the individualism 
of selves: as has happened latterly (in, e.g. John Bayley, The 
Characters of Love, 1960 and W. J. Harvey, Character and the Novel, 
1965) where an intrinsic association between humanist realism and 
literature has been suggested, and the loss in contemporary fiction 
of what Iris Murdoch has called ‘the difficulty and complexity of the 
moral life and the opacity of persons’ explored. Indeed ‘liberal’ 
character has been a central aspect of artistic attention: hence, 
perhaps, Henry James’s attempt (in parallel to that of his character 
Ralph Touchett) to set Isobel Archer ‘free’ in The Portrait of a Lady. 
Many fictional actions are in this sense portraits, aspects of the 
tendency of literature to personalize experience, in which the 
following out of the growth of a character is a primary cause of the 
work, the basis of its form. 

But (as James indicates) there are characters and characters in 
fiction; we recognize some as of the centre and others as of the 
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circumference. Some are characters in the Aristotelian sense (i.e. 
detailed figures with their own motives and capacity for distinctive 
speech and independent action); some are enabling aspects of story, 
minor figures, stereotypes; there are some to whose perceptions we 
give credence (from poetic speakers to characters like Anne Elliot 
in Persuasion) and some we regard as a contextual society; some who 
partake in and are changed in the action (heroes, protagonists) and 
confidantes or devices. Literature is dramatic as well as personal; 
and the dramatic play of characters in a sequence frequently involves 
various levels of aesthetic impersonality. Hence there are always 
variables of closeness to and distance from them (a fact which has 
enabled much Shakespearean criticism). The complex of impersona¬ 
tion, role and mask; the complex of the personality and impersonality 
of identity or of the dimensions of the unconscious; the complex of 
that spectrum running from character as separate existence to 
character as qualities, moral attributes: all of these have been 
essential areas of exploration for drama, poetry, fiction. 

‘Character’ is perhaps the most mimetic term in the critical 
vocabulary, and hence one of the most difficult to contain within the 
fictional environment; yet it is an essential condition of fictional 
existence that a character is so contained. In this sense the repre¬ 
sentation of persons in literature is a simultaneous process of their 
humanization and their dehumanization. See also hero, narrative. 

See Northrop Frye, Anatomy of Criticism (1957); Erving Goffman, 
The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life (1959); Leo Lowenthal, 
Literature and the Image of Man (1957); Ortega y Gasset, The 
Dehumanisation of Art (1948). 

MSB 

Chicago critics A group of critics, literary scholars and philosophers 
who came together first at the University of Chicago in the middle 
1930s; included R. S. Crane, W. R. Keast, Richard McKeon, 
Norman Maclean, Elder Olson and Bernard Weinberg; are best- 
known through the collective volume Critics and Criticism (1952); 
and have had a strong and continuing influence on modern criticism. 
Their contribution to literary study lies in the philosophical clarity 
with which they attempted two main tasks. One was a close analysis, 
historical and synchronic, of criticism itself, to find out the kind of 
thing it was and the kind of thing it was studying; the second was an 
attempt to derive from that analysis a usable, coherent poetics. 
Participating in the general tendency of modern American criticism 
toward theory (as compared with the English tendency toward 
critical pragmatism), these critics dissented from several new criti¬ 

cal emphases—stress on symbolism, paradox and the iconic nature 

27 



CHICAGO CRITICS 

of literature and the. pre-eminent concern with lyric rather than 
narrative or dramatic forms. What distinguishes ‘Chicago’ theory is 
that it is holistic (concerned with the complete, dynamic structure of 
works) and typificatory (concerned to identify general kinds or 
species of works). It is thus that it is neo-Aristotelian: following 
Aristotle’s ideal of a poetics always being derived from existing works, 
it is empirically plural, regarding criticism as secondary analysis, and 
so continually opened by the ever-growing variety of literature. Neo- 
Aristotelian poetics goes beyond the Aristotelian base to the extent 
that it draws on a vastly larger and more various literary corpus than 
Aristotle knew. 

The neo-Aristotelian attitude in criticism is this: critical discourse, 
ostensibly a dialogue, actually conceals a multitude of differing 
presumptions about the genesis, nature and effect of a poem (i.e. any 
fiction) and sees it according to a wide variety of metaphors and 
analogies, often derived from extra-literary schemes of knowledge, 
and often dependent on self-invigorating dialectical pairs (form- 
content, tenor-vehicle, structure-texture) which are at best local 
expedients of composition rather than central features of artistic 
ordering. For critical dialogue, we have to know what kind of thing 
a poem is, to have a poetics based on the nature of the object. Hence 
the need for a pluralizable and pragmatic poetics which is still a 
poetics capable of emerging with general principles, a responsive 
theory of parts which are capable of creating concrete wholes in the 
given case, but will not predetermine the basis of coherence according 
to prescriptive assumption. The neo-Aristotelian poetics turns 
primarily on the notion of plot as a complex of matter and means: the 
basis of unifying coherence which has reference both to composition, 
to significant authorial choice, and the range of matters imitated. 
The result is a remarkably sophisticated notion of the relation of 
parts to wholes—one of the most promising modern bases for 
deriving a literary (as opposed to a linguistically or scientifically 
based) ontology. The risk is that the approach can become a pon¬ 
derous applied method rather than a critical sympathy; it has led to 
some rather heavy works (Sheldon Sacks, Fiction and the Shape of 
Belief, 1964) as well as some very elegant critical endeavours (Wayne 
C. Booth, The Rhetoric of Fiction, 1961): Crane, especially in The 
Languages of Criticism and the Structure of Poetry (1953) and some 
essays in The Idea of the Humanities (1966), remains the best exemplar; 
also see Elder Olson, The Poetry of Dylan Thomas (1962) and Tragedy 
and the Theory of Drama (1961) and Bernard Weinberg, History of 
Literary Criticism in the Italian Renaissance (1961). For an unsym¬ 
pathetic view see W. K. Wimsatt, Jr, The Verbal Icon (1954), 41-65. 

MSB 
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chorus A band of dancers and singers at the festivals of the gods; 
also, their song. According to Aristotle, Greek tragedy evolved 
from the choric song of the Dithyramb. Incorporated in fifth- 
century drama, the chorus, male or female, represents the voice of a 
collective personality commenting on events and interpreting the 
moral and religious wisdom of the play. In Aeschylus, it still has 
some direct influence on the action. With Euripides, who curtailed 
its function, it loses some of its mythic solemnity but takes on a new 
lyrical beauty. In post-Euripidean tragedy, it apparently became 
mere ornamental interlude. 

In later drama, the chorus was never to regain its original signifi¬ 
cance. In Elizabethan tragedy, it is sometimes reduced to a single 
actor, but larger choruses also exist (e.g. Norton and Sackville’s 
Gorboduc). Milton (Samson Agonistes), Racine (Esther, Athalie) and 
in the nineteenth century, Swinburne (Atalanta in Calydon, Erectheus) 
use it in an attempt to revive or imitate the spirit and procedures of 
the Greek theatre. Rare in twentieth-century drama, it appears in 
Eliot’s Murder in the Cathedral, and in The Family Reunion, where 
the cast itself assumes the role of chorus. But it survives in the opera. 

Interpretations of the nature and function of the chorus vary. 
A. W. Schlegel considered it the ‘idealized spectator’. Nietzsche, 
who attacked the democratic conception of the chorus as represent¬ 
ing the populace over and against the noble realm of the play, 
maintained that it posits a reality set apart from quotidian reality, 
affirming the timeless, indestructible force of Nature. English critics, 
such as Lowes Dickinson and Gilbert Murray, point out that through 
the chorus the poet could speak in his own person and impose upon 
the whole tragedy any tone he desired. 

NZ 

classic Matthew Arnold, in The Study of Poetry, says that ‘the true 
and right meaning of the world classic, classical, is that the work in 
question belongs to the class of the very best’; and as T. S. Eliot 
observed (What is a Classic?) classic status can be known ‘only by 
hindsight and in historical perspective’. A critic for whom the term 
classic is important is likely to be a conserver of the canons of art: 
and the scholars of Alexandria who invented the classic status of 
earlier Greek literature held it fast in an elaborate mesh of formal 
rules which they then tried to use as the basis of their own work, 
thus ensuring its own classic status. The Romans, inheriting this 
classificatory system of rhetorical terms, based their own upon them 
and reinforced the ‘classic’ status of Greek literature, which they 
imitated with a recurrent sense of inferiority. For us ‘the classics’ 
means first the literature of both Greece and Rome: but ‘a classic’ is 
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nowadays likely to signify a work about the status of which there is 
general agreement, often unenthusiastic (Arnold perhaps used the 
term thus when he called Dryden and Pope ‘classics of our prose’). 
A turning-point in the conception of classic status may have occurred 
in the neo-classical eighteenth century when deference to the rules of 
rhetoric, enshrined in the much-imitated Ars Poetica of Horace and 
in Aristotle’s Poetics and sustaining an aristocratic culture, gave way 
to that sense of cultural diffusion that enabled Dr Johnson to invoke 
the general admiration for Gray’s ‘Elegy’ as real evidence of its 
excellence. Since Arnold’s time the term classic has lost effectiveness 
in proportion as moral criticism has waned. Where there is no 
critical consensus or (in Johnson’s phrase) ‘common pursuit of true 
judgement’ the term is of doubtful use. Eliot, in What is a Classic ? 
cites ‘a very interesting book called A Guide to the Classics which 
tells you how to pick the Derby winner’: and his own argument for 
the classic status of Virgil is clearly shaped by extra-literary concerns. 
In general the term is too readily used as a substitute for criticism, 
and to endorse received judgments. 

Nevertheless an impulse towards classicism as fostering the virtues 
of formal discipline, impersonality, objectivity, and the eschewal of 
the eccentric and self-indulgent has since the time of Goethe (who 
defined the classical as the healthy, the romantic as the sick) served 
to check the individualistic aesthetics of romantic conceptions of 
‘genius’. Pushkin’s work displays a classicism of this kind, often 
manifesting itself through satire, as in the case of much eighteenth- 
century neo-classical writing. The revolt of many twentieth-century 
writers against their late romantic predecessors either enlisted the 
literature of classical antiquity as an aid to objectivity or universality 
(Joyce’s use of Homer in Ulysses, or Pound’s of Sextus Propertius) 
or contained lyric sensibility within the disciplined forms of a 
deliberate doctrine of classical impersonality. Eliot’s theory of the 
objective correlative is neo-classical in this sense, as is his in¬ 
sistence on the separation in great literature of the man who suffers 
from the mind which creates. A neo-classicism of this kind also 
underlies imagist theory and practice. It was Eliot’s elaboration of 
this new classicism into a Virgilian absolutism and orthodoxy ex¬ 
tending beyond the frontiers of literature that prompted D. H. 
Lawrence’s expostulation that ‘This classiosity is bunkum, and still 
more cowardice’ (Collected Letters, p. 753); and it is true that such 
modern neo-classical phenomena as neo-Aristotelianism in criticism, 
of J. V. Cunningham’s homage to Horace in ‘The quest of the opal’ 
run deliberately counter to the eclecticism of the culture they spring 
from, rather than constituting an authoritative definition of literary 
norms (as did the neo-classicism of Dryden, Pope and Boileau). Such 
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phenomena amount in essence to a renewed emphasis on the 
importance of careful craftsmanship and technique. 

See Matthew Arnold, Essays in Criticism, Second Series (1888); 
J. V. Cunningham, ‘The quest of the opal’, in The Journal of John 
Cardan (1964); T. S. Eliot, Selected Essays (3rd ed., 1951); T. S. 
Eliot, What is a Classic? (1945); H. M. Peyre, Qu'est-ce que le 
classicisme ? (1933); S. Vines, The Course of English Classicism (1930). 

GMH 

comedy arouses and vicariously satisfies the human instinct for 
mischief. The playing of tricks on unsuspecting victims, whether by 
other characters (e.g. Palaestrio in Plautus’ Miles Gloriosus) or 
quirks of chance (e.g. Goldoni’s I due Gemelli veneziani) or both, 
recurs continually in comedy. The tendency to derive delight from 
watching characters who come to find situations difficult and 
problematical (although to the audience they are clear and simple) 
can go beyond mischief and draw on more dubious emotions, such 
as delight in sadistic and voyeuristic observation of another’s 
discomfiture. A situation which to a comic character seems dangerous 
(likely to erode or destroy his self-esteem, comfort, amatory adven¬ 
tures or worldly success), but which implies no great threat to the 
audience or humanity in general, is a typical comic situation. Indeed, 
one characteristic of comedy (especially of comic drama, since it is 
frequently enacted at speed) is its ability to blur the distinction 
between harmless mischievous enjoyment and sado-voyeuristic 
satisfaction. When (as frequently in Moliere) a master beats his 
servant, or when a fop is humiliated in a Restoration comedy, our 
amusement is spontaneous and unreflecting. This casts doubt on the 
supposedly intellectual and unemotional appeal of comedy which, 
according to some, derives from the absence of any deep sympathy 
and the distance which comedy sets up between characters and 
audience. The tempo leaves us no time to puzzle over our reactions 
and motives. 

Rapidity can also be exploited more positively. If we are made to 
associate things which at first seemed dissimilar, the enjoyment of 
comedy can become more than an exercise in self-indulgence. A 
comic dramatist may choose simply to indulge our preconceptions 
of the comic: those who watch a third Whitehall farce know from the 
previous two exactly what forms of enjoyment to expect. But he 
may also aim to extend our awareness of comedy, so that we see 
analogies between what we regard as ridiculous and what previously 
we regarded as having value. The effect of this may sometimes be to 
blur distinctions (e.g. Aristophanes, in The Clouds, falsely equates 
Socrates’s style of philosophy with that of the sophists); at other 

31 



COMEDY 

times self-seeking and self-adulation can be revealed behind an 
impressive exterior (Moliere’s treatment of a hypocrite in Tartuffe, 
and Kleist’s of a village magistrate in Der zerbrochene Krug, illustrate 
ways in which respected social roles can be manipulated and misused). 
Comedy in itself is thus neither morally .useful nor immoral: it can 
perpetuate and extend misconceptions as well as ridicule them. 
Sometimes, however, dramatists use the irresponsible instinctual 
speed of comedy to lead the audience to a more complex intellectual 
awareness. Besides manipulating audience responses, many comic 
writers have developed various devices for making us conscious that 
manipulations of various sorts are taking place and roles being 
adopted: the use of disguise and masks is an obvious example {Love's 
Labour's Lost). 

Such awareness of complexities, when it occurs, is normally 
available only to the audience; rarely does it leave an imprint of 
uneasiness on the language of the plays. The language of comedy is 
fluent and articulate: characters do not feel a need to develop 
exploratory, stretching uses of language to account for themselves 
and the world around them, but are satisfied that the relationships 
between them and the world are simple and comprehensible. Unlike 
the tragic hero, the comic character does not face up to the task of 
reconciling inconsistencies in his own nature (Harpagon, in Moliere’s 
L'Avare, feels no discrepancy between his selfish avarice and his 
desire to marry an emotionally lively young woman). The comic 
character is, however, usually more than willing to face up to the 
task of defending himself, particularly in the cut-and-thrust of 
dramatic dialogue. Even comic butts share this articulateness: they 
may be fools, but they are normally capable of speaking the same 
language as their more perspicacious opponents (e.g. the language 
of abuse in Moli&re or the language of pun and conceit in Shake¬ 
speare). Comic dialogue is frequently a battle which needs evenly 
balanced opponents to sustain its momentum. With dialogue and 
characterization, as with other aspects of comedy, it is perhaps by 
examining an author’s capacity to generate pace, and the repetitive¬ 
ness or increasing subtlety of the ways in which he exploits it, that 
one can best arrive at an assessment of him as a comic dramatist. 
See also farce. 

See Henri Bergson, Le Rire (1899); Northrop Frye, ‘The argument 
of comedy’ in Alan Downer (ed.), English Institute Essays, 1948 
(1949); Paul Lauter (ed.), Theories of Comedy (1964); Elder Olson, 
The Theory of Comedy (1968). 

MHP 

comedy of manners see manners 
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comparative literature Techniques of comparison form a natural 
part of the literary critic’s analytic and evaluative process: in dis¬ 
cussing one work, critics frequently have in mind, and almost as 
frequently appeal to, works in the same or another language. Com¬ 
parative literature systematically extends this latter tendency, aiming 
to enhance awareness of the qualities of one work by using the 
products of another linguistic culture as an illuminating context; or 
studying some broad topic or theme as it is realized (‘transformed’) 
in the literatures of different languages. It is worth insisting on 
comparative literature’s kinship with criticism in general, for there 
is evidently a danger that its exponents may seek to argue an un¬ 
natural distinctiveness in their activities (this urge to establish a 
distinct identity is the source of many unfruitfully abstract justifica¬ 
tions of comparative literature); and on the other hand a danger 
that its opponents may regard the discipline as nothing more than 
demonstration of ‘affinities’ and ‘influences’ among different litera¬ 
tures—an activity which is not critical at all, belonging rather to 
the categorizing spirit of literary history. 

Comparative literature is often discussed as if it were analogous 
with comparative philology or comparative religion: but it lacks, 
fortunately or unfortunately, the academic establishment of these 
disciplines. The idea that a work of literature yields a richer signifi¬ 
cance when placed alongside another, each serving as a way of 
talking about the other, has more to do with the new criticism, 

and with Eliot’s assertion that ‘comparison and analysis are the 
chief tools of the critic’, than with traditional literary scholarship, 
since intrinsic criteria of value help to shape such comparisons. This 
is not to deny, of course, that an imposing family tree is available 
to show how a shared European culture in medieval times (and later) 
took for granted what must now be painfully recreated: a culture in 
which to consider Chaucer, for instance, only in an English context 
would have seemed as senseless as to explain him away by reference 
to his French or Italian sources. On the world-historical showing 
the nationalist nineteenth century and the critical aftermath, stressing 
the need for a high degree of linguistic and cultural inwardness on 
the part of the reader—who cannot, the argument goes, be expected 
to attain this in a foreign culture except in unusual circumstances— 
can be seen as a Romantic aberration, wrongly at odds with the 
internationalist aspirations of European man which received their 
supreme formulation in the Enlightenment. But although an ideology 
of internationalism underlies comparative literary studies, and many 
of its more impressive exponents have been European Marxists, such 
studies clearly need to assimilate, not reject, the admirable critical 
work done, for example, in England by critics whose high degree of 
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sensitivity to literature^ in their own language has not been accom¬ 
panied by a developed critical interest in another literature. There 
seems little hope of a rapprochement between cultural history and 
practical criticism: yet this is the area where the need for discussion 
is most urgent. Practical criticism becomes niggling and circum¬ 
scribed if it lacks authoritative generalization; cross-cultural literary 
history becomes pompous and empty if its practitioners are not 
critics. Tolstoy matters to an English reader at least as much as 
George Eliot does, and the objection that he is not truly accessible 
to the reader without Russian seems trifling. But how does one 
resolve the methodological problems involved in comparing the 
work of the English novelist with the translated work of the Russian 
with whom she has so much in common ? Must we try to forget that 
Tolstoy did not write in English? 

The presumptuousness of this may 'be avoided if emphasis is 
shifted from the smaller units of the literary work (‘texture’) to the 
larger (‘structure’). Style can be described in terms of chapters as 
well as sentences: and the failure of many critics who approach 
novels as ‘dramatic poems’ can be explained as a consequence of 
over-insistent application to the minutiae of metaphoric language. 
The analogy with linguistics is fruitful: one needs as exact as possible 
an apparatus for describing the structure of a literary work, its 
‘grammar’. The term ‘morphology’ was appropriated by the Russian 
anthropologist Vladimir Propp (The Morphology of the Folk-Tale, 
first published 1928, translated 1958) to describe the large metamor¬ 
phoses undergone by certain themes or topoi in folk narratives, when 
it became clear to him that it was unproductive to compare (or indeed 
to describe) ‘images’ or ‘characters’—local and partial phenomena. 
He discovered that one tale about a rabbit, for instance, might be 
radically different from another such: but that one could compare 
tales in terms of patterns of activities, what one might call ‘fields’, 
generated by the topos as it underwent changes of role and relation¬ 
ship: its morphology, in fact. It is* evident that where narrative 
fiction is concerned a close study of the style of any given episode 
of a large structure will be of questionable validity unless the analysis 
can refer to the relationship of this episode to the whole work con¬ 
ceived as a coherent utterance: and that this pattern, often un¬ 
perceived, is likely to yield more significance than local texture 
minutely analysed. In other words, a satisfactory account of a novel 
could consist, more than is usually the case, in an account of its 
‘plot’ (the morphology of its fable, the pattern of formal changes), 
and there is no reason why this should not be perceived and described 
in a translated text as well as in a text in the original. Characteristic 
devices can be perceived in works which are products of similar 

34 



COMPARATIVE LITERATURE 

phases of civilization (the devices used by Tolstoy and George Eliot 
to assert the religious significance of life against the small agnostic 
ego are comparable). To such a degree may this comparability exist 
that comparative analysis may need to invoke a concept of an under¬ 
lying myth which has structured the works in a given way: Levi- 
Strauss may become a potent force in literary studies. In the case of 
poetry, too, verbal texture needs to be considered as one manifesta¬ 
tion of the total structure of the poem if comparative criticism is to be 
possible: but since many forms and stanza-patterns are common to 
the whole European tradition, where they engender comparable 
formal problems, comparative analysis will be rewarding to the 
critic who reads the language in question. In many cases the study of 
translations becomes a comparative critical exercise of great value, 
even for readers who lack the original: intelligent students of litera¬ 
ture can benefit from a systematic comparison of three significant 
translations of Homer (e.g. Dryden, Pope and Cowper) even if they 
do not know Greek. The Chomskyan concept of deep structure may 
offer a new impetus to comparative criticism, since it would seem to 
facilitate the comparison of works whose surface structures may be 
dissimilar (an example that springs to mind is Melville’s Bartleby 
and Gogol’s The Overcoat: dissimilar in detail, these two master¬ 
pieces have a profound kinship which seems inadequately described 
in terms of ‘theme’ but may be more convincingly described in terms 
of generative grammar). 

Certainly, we lack comparative studies of the stature of (say) the 
work of Empson or Leavis on English literature: and one must guard 
against throwing into relief the dearth of comparative studies in 
English by pointing to their abundance in French and German, 
since so many of these are unrewarding. Comparative literary studies 
are hampered by self-conscious theoreticians, especially in the English- 
speaking world, where they feel the need to assert themselves in the 
face of an impressive native criticism that is analytic rather than 
synthetic. Against this, the apparent decline of the English tradition 
of severe analysis may be interpreted as symptomatic of the end of 
English isolation in cultural as well as in political matters. 

See Henry Gifford, Comparative Literature (1969); Marius Guyard, 
La Litter ature comparee (1961); Leo Spitzer, Linguistics and Literary 
History (1948); N. P. Stallknecht and H. Frenz, Comparative 
Literature: Method and Perspective (1961); Rene Wellek and Austin 
Warren, Theory of Literature (1963). 

GMH 

complaint see elegy 
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conceit A characteristic feature of much Renaissance lyric poetry, 
the conceit is a way of apprehending and expressing the subject 
which pleases and illuminates by its ingenious aptness. It belongs 
therefore to a kind of poetry which is avowedly artificial, which is 
not ‘the spontaneous overflow of powerful feeling’ but instead 
invites the reader’s appreciation of virtuosity and inventiveness. Like 
wit and ‘fancy’, terms to which it is closely related, the word ‘conceit’ 
itself refers to the mental act of conception or understanding, and it 
implies an artful varying of the ordinary, not only in verbal ex¬ 
pression, but in the way the subject has been conceived. 

Although conceits may take the form of paradox (‘The truest 
poetry is the most feigning’) or hyperbole (‘An hundred years should 
go to praise/Thine Eyes, and on thy Forehead Gaze’), they commonly 
involve metaphorical or analogical correspondences, which may be 
paradoxical or hyperbolical in character, e.g.: 

Full gently now she takes him by the hand, 
A lily prison’d in a gaol of snow, 
Or ivory in an alabaster band; 
So white a friend engirts so white a foe. 

(Shakespeare) 

For I am every dead thing, 
In whom love wrought new Alchimie. 

For his art did expresse 
A quintessence even from nothingnesse, 
From dull privations, and leane emptinesse: 
He ruin’d mee, and I am re-begot 
Of absence, darknesse, death; things which are not. 

(Donne) 

As these examples illustrate, the conceit belongs as much to the 
courtly style of the Elizabethans as .it does to the wit of the Meta¬ 
physical poets; yet the former presents a series of emblematic 
pictures, while the latter realizes its object in the conceptual terms 
of a philosophical definition. 

A single conceit may provide the basis of a whole poem (as in 
Sidney’s sonnet, ‘With how sad steps, O moon, thou climb’st the 
skies’, or in Donne’s ‘The Flea’), or a poem may consist of a string 
of different conceits on a single subject (Crawshaw’s ‘The Weeper’, 
Herbert’s ‘Prayer’). The conceit may be sustained and elaborated at 
length, especially if it derives from a familiar or conventional motif 
(such as the innumerable variations on the ‘blazon’ or descriptive 
praise of the lady in Elizabethan love sonnets), or it may be confined 
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to a single striking figure (such as Marvell’s image of the fishermen 
carrying their coracles over their heads: ‘Have shod their heads in 
their canoes / Like the Antipodes in shoes’). It may even be alto¬ 
gether implicit, like the unspoken pun on ‘host’ which underlies 
Herbert’s ‘Love’. 

The conceit went out of fashion when it was generally felt that 
ingenuity or surprise were effects less suited to poetry than a sense 
of the natural. Like the pun, which suffered disfavour at the same 
time, it came to be regarded as a form of bad taste. But in our own 
age, with its taste for singularity and shock in art, the conceit has 
returned to poetry, nowhere more so than in the work of T. S. Eliot, 
himself a great admirer of seventeenth-century wit. The famous image 
from the beginning of ‘The Love Song of J. Alfred Prufrock’ de¬ 
scribing the evening ‘spread out against the sky / Like a patient 
etherised upon a table’, is a good modern example of the conceit’s 
appeal to the reader’s mental acuity as much as to his feeling. For 
as the Renaissance itself insisted, however far-fetched or elaborate 
the conceit, its success depends upon how appropriate its extra¬ 
vagance and ingenuity are. True artifice in this kind of poetry de¬ 
mands of the poet a precise balance of fancy and judgment. See also 
WIT. 

See M. Praz, Studies in Seventeenth-Century Imagery (1964); K. K. 
Ruthven, The Conceit (1969); R. Tuve, Elizabethan and Metaphysical 
Imagery (1961). 

DJP 

concrete poetry conceives of the poem as ideogram; as an instantly 
assimilable, visually ordered text in which the word stands both as 
physical spatial object, and as a plurality of simultaneously existing 
meanings. Preoccupations with both typographical form and 
semantic content have created confusions in which the text is seen 
as being somehow ‘between poetry and painting’, the reader being 
unsure whether he is confronted with a picture for reading, or a 
poem for looking at. At its mimetic extreme, the structure of the 
concrete poem either echoes its semantic content, in the manner of 
Apollinaire’s 7/ pleut\ or else becomes its semantic content; in the 
words of the painter Stella: ‘a picture of its own structure’: 

8blDW>l0Dd 
The concrete poem’s aesthetic is not that of accumulative, dis¬ 

cursive, linear writing, but that of the ‘constellation’; Max Bense 
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explains: ‘It is not th^ awareness of words following one after the 
other that is its primary constructive principle, but the perception 
of its togetherness. The word is not used as an intentional carrier of 
meaning.’ Bense’s ‘abstract’ texts seem very close to the ‘silence of 
form’ that Roland Barthes believes attainable ‘only by the complete 
abandonment of communication’. 

Despite such formal preoccupations not all concrete poetry rejects 
communication; indeed the semantic extremes of concrete poetry, 
via its spatial ‘grammar’, come closer than any other mode of writing 
to the elusive meaningful semantic simultaneity that Barthes lauds 
as ‘colourless writing’; writing in which each word is ‘an unexpected 
object, a Pandora’s box from which fly all the potentialities of 
language’. The elusiveness of ‘writing degree zero’ may be explained 
by the fact that traditional syntax, and the logical form of linear 
writing, simply do not permit a statement of the several simul¬ 
taneously existing semantic realities making up the ‘potentialities’ 
of the word. 

The eye may perceive two objects, the mind may conceive two 
concepts, but such pluralistic observations transcend the possibilities 
and patterns of linear language which must choose to record first 
one observation and then the other; a distortion which turns simul¬ 
taneity into the sequential. Attempting to simultaneously evoke all 
the potentialities of language, rejecting the internal ordering of 
sequential linear language, yet still working within its confines, the 
Surrealists abandoned logical order for the ‘super-real’ semantic 
impressionism of ‘automatic writing’, while Joyce, Helms, Eliot 
and Burroughs re-mixed fragments of words and phrases in order to 
exchange old semantic potentialities for those of their new hybrid 
creations. Mallarme achieved a relatively non-sequential and non¬ 
linear simultaneity of pluralistic semantic potentialities in his poem 
‘Un Coup de Des ...’ whose pages, though precisely sequentially 
ordered, proffered scattered spatially punctuated words permitting 
permutation in a number of non-sequential readings. 

Concrete Poetry finally attained a truly poly-semantic ‘Pandora’s 
box’ of potentialities of meaning, synthesizing the typographical 
discoveries of the dada and Futurist poetries, and adopting the 
single page as ‘working area’, transcending the sequential, and 
creating simultaneity, by rejecting linear order and spatially punctuat¬ 
ing the liberated word, henceforth an object to be read freely in all 
directions, and as such a semantic object capable of presenting both 
vertical and horizontal linguistic potentialities. Whilst the scale of 
Concrete Poetry (one page) marks this genre with the limitations 
of minimal rather than of epic literature, it is significantly sympto¬ 
matic of a new mode of writing permitting the presentation of 
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unprecedented semantic simultaneity. If Concrete Poetry has yet to 
produce a universally accepted masterpiece, it has offered important 
pointers to a visual writing transcending the limitations of sequential 
language. 

See Stephen Bann (ed.), Concrete Poetry: An International Antho¬ 
logy (1967); Mary Ellen Solt, Concrete Poetry: A World View (1968); 
Emmett Williams (ed.), An Anthology of Concrete Poetry (1967). 

NCPZ 

consonance see texture 

context is a central notion in modern philosophical linguistics and 
by extension, in modern literary criticism too. Contextual theories 
of meaning assert that concept precedes percept; that association 
can only take place between universals, not discrete impressions; 
and that all discourse is over-determined, having a multiplicity of 
meaning. In literary criticism the effect of these doctrines has been to 
extend the use of the word ‘meaning’ to cover all aspects of inter¬ 
pretation and to apply the false dictum ‘The meaning of a word is 
its use in the language’. What should be substituted for this is the 
sentence ‘The interpretation of an utterance is dependent upon a 
knowledge of the contexts within which it occurs’. The problem may 
be seen at its most acute in the use of puns, and is discussed by Paul 
Ziff in his brilliant study, Semantic Analysis (1960). As Ziff points 
out, knowing the meaning of the words will not help one to under¬ 
stand the remark ‘England had at least one laudable bishop’. It is 
also necessary to catch the pun. The range of contexts within which 
utterances occur extends from the narrowly linguistic (phonetic or 
morphological) to the broadly philosophical, and the task of literary 
criticism can be seen, in part, as the need to relate words, phrases, 
sentences and other parts of literary works to their linguistic contexts. 
The other, more open-ended part of criticism involves relating 
literary works themselves to their relevant psychological, social, and 
historical contexts. The obvious difficulty of interpretation arises 
from the need to assess the claims of conflicting contexts. 

The development of contextual theories of meaning has produced, 
in this century, revival of a neo-Romantic criticism which focuses 
primarily on the various kinds of ambiguity in language, such as 
metaphor, symbolism, paradox and irony, and on the techniques 
used for controlling them. Among important contributions to such 
knowledge are William Empson’s Seven Types of Ambiguity (2nd 
ed., 1947), and The Structure of Complex Words (1952), the latter 
book being intended to supplement and extend the function of a 
dictionary in relation to literary language. One of the more important 
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and readable theoretical discussions of the problems dealt with here 
is I. A. Richards’s Philosophy of Rhetoric (1936). 

BCL 

convention is a generalizing term which isolates frequently occurring 
similarities in a large number of works. If the critic is concerned to 
categorize a work, he will describe it as belonging within a conven¬ 
tion which in this sense is a sub-category of tradition. If, on the 
other hand, he is more concerned to describe the individual work, 
he will point out that this or that element is conventional without 
implying that the whole work is thus defined as belonging within 
that convention. As You Like It ‘belongs within the pastoral conven¬ 
tion’; or As You Like It ‘has this or that element of pastoral’, but is 
more usefully categorized in some other way. Clearly it is largely a 
matter of how all-pervasive the conventional element is. 

It is tempting to distinguish between conventions of form and 
conventional content. A convention in the first sense is any accepted 
manner, hallowed by long practice, of conveying meaning. The 
second sense coincides with ordinary usage and means a generally 
accepted, standard, view or attitude. But it is as difficult to keep 
these two meanings separate as it is generally to separate medium 
and meaning. Take an example of what seems a purely technical 
convention: the invisible fourth wall separating the real world of 
the theatre audience from the imaginary world of the play. Even in 
this case it might be argued, as Brecht argues, that the technical 
convention tends to express, and foster as immutable truth, views 
which are mere conventions in the second sense. 

The pastoral convention shows clearly how manner and meaning 
are inextricably entwined, and demonstrates too the positive and 
negative values of both aspects. The conventionality of meaning 
allows for stylistic brilliance. We are so familiar with the broad 
meaning that we can appreciate aesthetically the subtle expression 
of fine nuances—the variations on a'theme—as we cannot so easily 
in new un-assimilated areas of discourse. On the other hand, the 
conventional style or form may function like a shorthand. It allows 
an author to introduce huge areas of meaning very concisely by 
virtue of the accretions of connotation and'resonance it has acquired. 
In a negative way, such manipulation of a literary convention is a 
powerful weapon of the ironist. 

The drawbacks are obvious. The convention may become ex¬ 
hausted, the language and form too mannered: a stylistic rigor 
mortis revealing dead attitudes and emotions (see mannerism). The 
accretions of meaning may be too heavy or centrifugal, so that 
works seem abstruse or vague. The language may be so weighed 
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down by conventional associations that it cannot absorb and 
express new meaning, even through irony. Conventional attitudes 
from the past may blind to present truths. Conventional commonly 
has such perjorative undertones and in this sense is opposed to 
original (see originality). 

See M. C. Bradbrook, Themes and Conventions of Elizabethan 
Tragedy (1952); Bertolt Brecht, trans. and ed. J. Willett, Brecht on 
Theatre (1964); W. Empson, Some Versions of Pastoral (1935). 

EJB 

couplet In English verse, a unit consisting of a pair of lines of the 
same length, linked by rhyme. The couplet may be closed if the 
sense and syntax are complete within the metrical unit, or open if the 
couplet is itself a part of a longer unit. There are two chief kinds of 
couplets; other experiments have proved unsuccessful. The older in 
English is the octosyllabic or four-stress couplet, perhaps based on a 
common Latin hymn metre, which became a staple form of English 
medieval narrative verse in works like The Lay of Havelock the Dane, 
remaining a popular form into the eighteenth century. The two great 
practitioners of the four-stress couplet both show the strengths of 
the couplet as a form: pithy memorability of wit in closed units, and 
sinuous flexibility in the open structure. The craggy couplets of 
Samuel Butler’s influential work, Hudibras (1663-78) became known 
as ‘Hudibrastics’: 

And Pulpit, Drum Ecclesiastick, 
Was beat with Fist, instead of a stick. 

Swift forms a link with the older masters of the shorter couplet in 
his satirical narratives like Baucis and Philemon, or in straight satire 
(‘Verses on the death of Dr Swift’): 

My female Friends, whose tender Hearts 
Have better learn’d to act their Parts, 
Receive the News in doleful Dumps: 
‘The Dean is dead, (and what is Trumps?) 
The Lord have Mercy on his Soul!’ 
(Ladies I’ll venture for the Vole*) * grand slam 

The decasyllabic or five-stress couplet is most commonly thought of 
as the English couplet form. It seems to have been introduced into 
English by Chaucer in the ‘Prologue to the Legend of Good Women’ 
(c. 1375), as an imitation of a French metre. In the Restoration 
theatre, it became the staple equivalent of the French dramatic 
Alexandrines of Racine and others: hence the term, from its associa¬ 
tion with those heroic tragedies, ‘heroic couplet’. Early in the 
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seventeenth century, Waller adjusted and regularized the syllabic 
structure to match English stress structure, and in the hands of 
Dryden and Pope the ‘heroic couplet’ became one of the most 
disciplined and effective verse forms. As with all formalist art, it 
allows great sophistication and power to develop from almost 
imperceptible signals, such as small variations in placing the caesura 
or pause, or from pressing the strict form into unusual uses (Pope, 
‘Epistle to Bathurst’): 

‘God cannot love (says Blunt, with tearless eyes) 
The wretch he starves’—and piously denies: 
But the good Bishop, with a meeker air, 
Admits, and leaves them, Providence’s care. 

AMR 

creative see originality 

criticism ‘To criticize’, etymologically, meant ‘to analyse’ and 
later, ‘to judge’. If today’s usage were to be restricted to both these 
meanings some coherence could be given to a now dangerously over¬ 
extended term. Literary scholarship and literary history, then, should 
be so named and should be regarded as complementary to literary 
criticism, not as part of it. Critical theory too should be distinguished 
from criticism, since it concerns itself with the analysis and judgment 
of concepts rather than works. It is a philosophical activity which 
should underlie criticism but, again, should not be regarded as part 
of it. Similarly, metacriticism is probably the better name for what is 
often called extrinsic criticism: the practice of using literary works 
for some extra-literary end, such as gaining insight into the author 
or his readers or society, amplifying studies of ethics, religion, 
psychology and so on. Modern structural criticism, so called, since 
it regards literature only as a manifestation of its environment and is 
therefore intent on using it merely as evidence—a piece in the 
jigsaw ‘structure’ of society—is a..type of metacriticism, though 
certain critics, especially in France, mistake it for criticism itself, and 
indeed for the whole of it. In fact, (intrinsic) criticism must precede 
metacriticism, as no literary work can constitute valid evidence in 
any more general field until its own nature has been rightly assessed. 
For many works, of course, it is desirable that critical appreciation 
of meaning should be complemented by metacritical study of 
relevant significance; that a grasp of literary identity should lead to 
discussion of extra-literary relationships. But the two activities, 
despite some overlapping, should not be confounded under one 
term; nor should the extra-literary end in view be allowed to bias 
the critical activity (by pre-selecting the aspects considered to be 
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central) or to blind the metacritic to the possibility of other signifi¬ 
cances, other standards (for literary works are multifaceted and 
multivalent). 

‘Extrinsic criticism’ is often used for that criticism which relies 
heavily on information drawn from outside the literary work, and is 
contrasted with an ‘intrinsic criticism’ which does not. Sometimes 
the same terms are also used to distinguish criticism that deals 
mainly with content (attitudes, ideas, subject-matter) from that 
dealing mainly with form. These usages evidently do not correspond 
to the difference between metacriticism and criticism, since a work 
grasped without the aid of external scholarship could then be put to 
some metacritical end and, contrariwise, a good deal of scholarly 
information might be necessary to appreciate a work in and for 
itself. The distinction therefore is between two critical approaches 
to a work, not between a critical and an extra-critical use of it. 
External criticism and internal criticism thus seem to be preferable 
terms. And the second distinction mentioned is made more clearly 
by the terms contentual criticism and formal criticism. The term 
‘extrinsic criticism’ is better used, if at all, only as a synonym for 
metacriticism, and ‘(intrinsic) criticism’, with or without the brackets, 
only as the contrary of metacriticism. 

The distinction of ends, which marks off various kinds of criticism 
from various kinds of metacriticism, may be matched by a broad 
distinction of means: objective or subjective. Metacriticism can 
obviously attain objectivity more easily than criticism (but has to be 
based on the latter). External criticism seems to encourage objectivity, 
internal criticism subjectivity. But within the field of internal 
criticism, though, it is clearly easier to be objective about form (as 
formal criticism is technical) than about content. Equally clearly, 
none of these approaches actually compels the critic to adopt one 
attitude or the other. However, impressionistic criticism and affective 
criticism—since they limit themselves by definition to judgment 
from immediate personal reaction—are necessarily subjective. 
Practical criticism and judicial criticism—since they aim at consensus- 
judgments based on analytical or other evidence—are necessarily 
objective. What is called Freudian criticism, or (to take another 
example) Marxist criticism, usually turns out to be metacriticism, but 
where the critic is in fact moving inwards from Freud or Marx to the 
work itself his (intrinsic) criticism will be objective, though limited. 

As with metacriticism and criticism, there is inevitably some over¬ 
lapping of objective and subjective methods. Objectivity, in the arts, 
can be defined only as the attempt to be unbiased, uneccentric, about 
personal reactions, the attempt to get them right, so that they may 
constitute valid evidence not mere opinion. It cannot imply their 
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exclusion; criticism that excluded them would not be criticism at all, 
for they are much of the literary work. Similarly the most im¬ 
pressionistic of critics must refer, at least implicitly, to some re¬ 
cognizable (and therefore objective) characteristics of the work if his 
impressions of it are to carry any weight as criticism and not be 
discounted as mere autobiography. Nevertheless, the existence of 
objective criticism has led to claims that criticism is, or should be, a 
science. As literary art, unlike nature, is not uniform, not amenable 
to the experimental method, and not mathematically quantifiable, 
it is not, and cannot be. The existence of subjective criticism has led 
to claims that criticism is, or should be, an art, parallel to literature 
rather than a commentary parasitic upon it. But both the etymology 
of the word, its current uses, and all the various traditional practices 
that have come under it, indicate ‘criticism’ to be an activity dealing 
with fictions but not itself fictional; it has never been considered 
strictly creative, but at most re-creative (and then only to aid 
appreciation of the original creative work). So creative writing that 
uses other literature as its raw material in the same way that literature 
uses life should be seen for what it is, a secondary art that is an 
extreme form of subjective metacriticism. This is something quite 
different from the task of analysis or judgment, or both—a task 
already varied enough to strain the viability of ‘criticism’ as a useful 
term. See also analysis, evaluation. 

See E. D. Hirsch, Jr, Validity in Interpretation (1967); Allan 
Rodway, The Truths of Fiction (1970); R. Wellek, A History of 
Modern Criticism (1961); Rene Wellek and Austin Warren, Theory of 
Literature (3rd ed., 1963); W. K. Wimsatt, Jr, and C. Brooks, 
Literary Criticism: A Short History (1962). 

AER 

culture Metaphorically, of cultivation (agri-cultura); the cultivation 
of values; by extension, a body of values cultivated. See Raymond 
Williams, Culture and Society, 1780-1950 (1959) and The Long 
Revolution (1961). More recently, sociologists and anthropologists 
have employed the term to denote the totality of customs and in¬ 
stitutions of a human group (cf. society). 

Literary criticism has traditionally concerned itself with culture 
as a body of values, especially those values transmitted from the 
past to the future through the imaginative works of men. Culture in 
this sense implies the accumulation of discriminations. It implies a 
selective social structure, since it distinguishes passive recipients of 
social perspectives from those who cultivate an awareness of such 
perspectives. This, in turn, implies a teaching and learning process, 
and generates theories of a distinctive class with a duty to protect 
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and disseminate traditions. Such an embodiment of the standards 
reinforces the traditional personal dimension of culture, as implicit 
in the underlying metaphoric skein (a ‘cultivated’ or ‘cultured’ man). 
It becomes simultaneously a code of values and a mode of percep¬ 
tion. So, concepts like sensibility and taste evolve. Matthew Arnold 
(Culture and Anarchy, 1869 and Essays in Criticism, 1889) represents 
the classic statement of this view of culture. 

At first this version of culture seems isolated from the alternative, 
‘scientific’ version, namely, culture as the totality of human habits, 
customs and artefacts. See, for example, M. F. Ashley Montagu, 
Culture and the Evolution of Man (1962) and Culture: Man's Adaptive 
Dimension (1968). But the critical and scientific definitions overlap, 
despite the apparent central difference that one claims to be evalua- 
tory and the other descriptive. It is arguable that the distinctions 
depend on the isolation of certain phenomena as expressions of 
human value, and the false rejection of others (institutions, social 
habits, political movements, etc.). We might ask whether a communal 
act, e.g. the founding of the trades unions, clearly part of the socio¬ 
logical dimension of ‘culture’, is not also an embodiment of cultural 
values as much as a novel or a painting. It certainly involves a radical 
change of sensibility and may be said to be an expression of cultural 
advancement in the widest sense. Judgment of such issues is obscured 
by the tendency to confuse sensibility and manners, in the narrow 
social sense: few objections might be advanced if for the trades 
unions we substituted the English country house! 

Confusion has increased with the growth of mass communication. 
Films, television, paperbacks—the whole range of devices for the 
distribution of images and information—call into question tradi¬ 
tional standards and accepted forms. In the face of this threat to its 
standards, criticism failed to create the necessary models to in¬ 
vestigate the new phenomena. Critics discovered that it was necessary 
to turn to other disciplines, such as sociology, to find tools to aid 
their work. A pioneer in this field was Richard Hoggart, whose The 
Uses of Literacy (1957) led to a widespread interest in what had been 
dismissed by all but the most acute (e.g. George Orwell) as trivial 
pulp-art. Cross-fertilization between mass- and minority-art, and 
between its audiences, necessitated rejection of the old pyramidical 
structure of high-, middle- and low-brow, as conceived by the first 
critical response (e.g. Q. D. Leavis’s Fiction and the Reading Public, 
1932). As all art-forms begin to overlap it becomes increasingly 
apparent that pigeon-holing is not enough. As one critic has said, 
the mass-minority split is not the cure of our plight but its symptom 
(Raymond Williams, Communications, revised ed., 1966). Modern 
cultural discussions stress the rejection of the past, the increasing 
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disengagement of modernist and post-modernist thought (Bernard 
Bergonzi (ed.), Innovations, 1968). Our central cultural metaphor of 
unfolding growth may disappear entirely in an age wedded in¬ 
creasingly to violent change. See also society. 

GG 
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Dada, which received its enigmatic name in February 1916, was a 
reaction against the brutality of war, the expediency of art and 
literature and the dangerous inadequacy of rational thought; in 
fact it spat out its contempt for the spiritual and moral decadence 
of a whole intellectual, cultural and social system. Born in neutral 
Zurich in the middle of the anarchic destruction of modern warfare, 
it expressed its disgust with a morally culpable bourgeoisie and a 
spiritually nerveless art which had no objective beyond a simplistic 
social photography, a faith in its own function as anodyne and a 
reprehensible dedication to self-fulfilment. With unabashed relish 
Dada declared its negative intent: it wished, apparently, to destroy 
art along with bourgeois society. But in truth it opposed itself to the 
abuse of art rather than art itself, to society rather than humanity. 
Its exponents were poets and artists (Marcel Duchamp, Hugo Ball, 
Tristan Tzara, Richard Huelsenbeck, Man Ray, Max Ernst) who 
professed to despise art and literature but who, paradoxically, 
expressed their contempt in terms which identified them as part of 
the modernist movement. Its chief weapons—manifesto, phonetic 
poetry, simultaneous poem, noise music and provocative public 
spectacle—were all borrowed directly from the Futurists and stood 
as an image of the dissolution which seemed the central fact of 
modern existence. Their commitment to experimental modes, and the 
vitality of their performances, however, seemed to indicate a more 
fundamental faith in the possibility of opposing historical entropy 
with energy and concern if not with the self-contained structure of 
art itself. When Dada found itself outflanked by the more coherent 
and purposeful experiments of the Surrealists it was laid to rest in 
1922. But, as an attitude of mind rather than a formal movement, its 
subversive energy could not be contained by the incantations of a 
mock funeral service. In the 1960s American artists, writers, actors 
and musicians laid claim to the excitement and commitment of 
Futurists, Dadaists and Surrealists alike and approximated their 
experiments in the technique of Pop Art, happenings and the multi- 
media performance. See also surrealism. 

See C. W. E. Bigsby, Dada and Surrealism (1972); Hans Richter, 
Dada: Art and Anti-art (1965); William S. Rubin, Dada, Surrealism 
and their Heritage (1968); Willy Verkauf, Dada: Monograph of a 
Movement (1957). cweb 
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decorum —appropriateness of manner to ideas or situation— 
defined by the Elizabethan critic Puttenham as ‘this good grace of 
every thing in his kinde’, is primarily associated with the tradition of 
classical rhetoric and courtly values underlying Renaissance litera¬ 
ture. Nevertheless, as a principle of propriety and appropriateness 
its validity is not confined to one period. It has, too, both aesthetic 
and moral considerations, as a criterion of right relationships whether 
between style and subject-matter or in the fulfilment of social 
obligations. 

Sensitivity to decorum is likely to be greater when and where the 
observance of formal conventions is felt to be important; in art and 
life the concept of what is fitting implies a sense of established or 
accepted values. Thus by the critical canons of neo-classicism, 
decorum regulated the distinctions between literary genres, deter¬ 
mining what kinds of style and subject were in keeping with each 
other: an elevated style for epic, for instance, to match the heroic 
proportions of character and action, but a mean style for comedy, 
in which ignoble vices and follies were ridiculed. By such canons 
Shakespeare’s drama was held to be essentially indecorous, since it 
persistently mingled tragedy with comedy, and high style with low; 
Dr Johnson’s objection to the word ‘blanket’ in Macbeth is a celebra¬ 
ted example of what neo-classical taste felt to be a breach of decorum. 

The vagaries of Shakespeare’s critical reputation illustrate how 
the principle of decorum can atrophy and become mechanical in its 
application. Indeed an application of inappropriate critical criteria 
is in itself a form of indecorum, and in this respect we can under¬ 
stand why writers in any age who depart radically from accepted 
conventions are likely to be judged indecorous by their contemporar¬ 
ies. Donne, whose love poetry ‘perplexes the minds of the fair sex 
with nice speculations about philosophy’, as Dryden put it, de¬ 
liberately flouted the established decorum of courtly tradition, while 
the Wordsworth of Lyrical Ballads and the Eliot of ‘The Waste 
Land’ were felt by most of their first readers not only to be abandon¬ 
ing conventional ideas of decorum but also to be defying any 
principle whatsoever of fitness and formal coherence. Such cases 
remind us that the sense of decorum lies not in the rigid prescription 
of absolute law but in a tactful and flexible judgment. ‘For otherwise 
seemes the decorum,’ wrote Puttenham, ‘to a weake and ignorant 
judgement then it doth to one of better knowledge and experience; 
which sheweth that it resteth in the discerning part of the minde,’ 

DJP 

denouement French metaphor, literally ‘unravelling’, derived from 
the Latin for ‘knot’; synonym ‘catastrophe’. First used in French 
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with reference to drama in 1636, adopted in English in 1752, to 
denote the neat end of a plot, the final resolution of all conflicts in a 
play, the tying up of loose ends, usually in the last act or even scene. 
Like all conclusions, denouements have a reputation for difficulty, 
and even great playwrights (such as Shakespeare and Moliere) have 
been criticized for the unconvincing artificiality of theirs. But as 
with other elements of dramaturgy once thought essential, the 
traditional type of denouement is generally avoided by contemporary 
writers, e.g. Samuel Beckett in Waiting for Godot (1955) and Harold 
Pinter in The Caretaker (1960) both opt for open, ambiguous endings 
which resolve nothing—anticlimax in place of striking climax. By 
extension, the term ‘denouement’ is also applied sometimes to the 
unravelling of plots in narrative fiction. 

See William Archer, Play-Making (1912), 253. 
JWJF 

deviation see foregrounding, poetic licence 

diction Aristotle’s low ranking of diction (lexis) among the six 
elements of tragedy implies an idea of the poet clothing the essential 
form, the structure of action, character and thought, in appropriate 
language: the selection of words is secondary to the imaginative 
design. This dualistic view of language as the dress of thought lies 
behind traditional critical attitudes to diction in poetry. It is 
customary to speak of the archaic diction in The Faerie Queene or 
the Latinate diction of Paradise Lost as if these were stylistic in¬ 
cidentals. In the eighteenth century, the idea of ‘poetic diction’ 
emerged: poets like Thomas Gray asserted that the language of 
poetry was necessarily specialized and remote from ‘ordinary’ 
language. It was this ‘poetic diction’, with its elaborate devices of 
archaism, Latinity and circumlocution, that Wordsworth attacked 
as artificial and unnatural; he denied any ‘essential difference between 
the language of prose and metrical composition’. But the idea that 
there is a special language for poetry persists; I. A. Richards, in 
Principles of Literary Criticism (1924), attempts to separate poetry 
from other forms of discourse in his theory of the emotive and 
scientific uses of language. However, as Elder Olson points out, 
‘there are no necessary differences between poetic diction, as diction, 
and the diction of any other kind of composition. There are no 
devices of language which can be pointed to as distinctively poetic’ 
(‘William Empson, contemporary criticism, and poetic diction’ in 
R. S. Crane’s Critics and Criticism, 1957). But Olson’s neo-Aristote¬ 
lian relegation of language to the least important place among the 
parts of poetry revives the dualism that generated the concept of 
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‘poetic diction’. His argument that ‘the chair is not wood but wooden; 
poetry is not words but verbal’ suggests that the ‘matter’ of poetry, 
language, is as incidental to its essential form as wood to the chair; 
chairs can be made out of many materials and remain chairs. But 
it is difficult to imagine poetry ‘made out of’ anything other than 
language. In fact modern descriptive criticism would prefer the 
organic analogies of Romantic poetics, and assert that language is 
no more incidental to poetry than wood is to trees. 

The new attitudes to language of the later Richards {Philosophy of 
Rhetoric, 1936) and William Empson {Seven Types of Ambiguity, 
1930) relocate diction at the centre of critical attention. For if 
‘meaning’ is the result of the total activity of all the words in a 
context, and not something pre-existing expression, then statements 
about the meaning and form of poems are implicitly statements 
about organizations of words: diction, the choice of words, is a 
fundamental element of meaning. Winifred Nowottny {The Language 
Poets Use, 1962) points out that diction determines the personae of 
poetry, the voices the poet adopts, and argues that poetry differs 
from other utterances in its ability to create its own context, to speak 
with any voice. Indeed, far from being restricted to a ‘poetic diction’, 
it is uniquely free ‘to raid other forms of language at will’; poetry 
can take its words from any style of language, literary or other. Once 
in the poem, however, words are characteristically ‘used to induce 
or define attitudes other than those in which everyday language 
allows us inertly to rest’. See also analysis, Chicago critics, 

LANGUAGE, NEW CRITICISM. 

PM 

dirge see elegy 

disbelief see belief 

dissociation of sensibility A term'coined by T. S. Eliot in ‘The 
Metaphysical Poets’, originally an anonymous review in TLS (1921) 
of Grierson’s anthology, Metaphysical Lyrics and Poems of the 
Seventeenth Century. Its success dates from its reprinting under 
Eliot’s name in 1924. The essay concludes: ‘The poets of the seven¬ 
teenth century . . . possessed a mechanism of sensibility which could 
devour any kind of experience. . . . [But with Milton and Dryden] a 
dissociation set in, from which we have never recovered ...’ This 
malady of English poetry allegedly stemmed from a separation of the 
‘thinking’ and ‘feeling’ parts of the poets’ consciousness, an inability 
to accommodate intellection in the poetic synthesis. Thus thought 
and emotion in poetry appeared embarrassingly raw. A unified 
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sensibility, such as Donne’s, was able, on the other hand, to feel a 
thought, ‘as immediately as the odour of a rose’. The poetry of the 
‘moderns’ was to recapture this unified sensibility: ‘The Waste 
Land’ is a kind of pattern for the poetic amalgamation of disparate 
elements. Coleridge’s synthesizing imagination is at the back of this 
idea, but the terms and concept derive from the French symbolist 
critic Remy de Gourmont, and Eliot sees in Baudelaire, Laforgue 
and Corbiere a similar unification (which was also present by 
implication in Pound and Eliot himself). By 1931 Eliot was detecting 
the dissociation even in Donne, but in his last reference to the 
problem (in 1947) he reaffirmed the original doctrine, though in 
more general terms: ‘All we can say is, that something like this did 
happen; that it had something to do with the Civil War . . . that we 
must seek the causes in Europe, not in England alone . . .’ Cleanth 
Brooks attributes the dissociation to Hobbes and L. C. Knights to 
Bacon, but Frank Kermode, in a masterly chapter on the doctrine 
in Romantic Image (1957), may well be right in describing the 
concept as ‘quite useless historically’. 

documentary see biography 

fwb 

double irony see irony 

drama has been studied for centuries as a form of literature, ‘a 
poem written for representation’ (Johnson). In other words, it has 
been judged primarily as a poem, and all that peculiarly belongs to 
the stage—acting, production, scenery, effects—has been subsumed 
under the vague term ‘representation’. The alternative is to invert 
that position, and stress the representation before the poem. In the 
theatre, the poet’s art is only one among many, and it is not an 
essential one: indeed, words at all are not essential. In Greek the 
term meant simply to act or perform, and the definition is still valid; 
all others are derivative and of limited historical significance. The 
dictionary offers ‘a set of events . . . leading to catastrophe or con¬ 
summation’ ; but that relates to Victorian theatre and to a Victorian 
view of Greek tragedy. The dancing and flute-playing which Aristotle 
discussed are not events, and do not lead to catastrophe; nor does 
the Fool in Lear, nor the tramps in Waiting for Godot. Beckett’s 
play is constructed against an expectation of consummation, but its 
positive qualities are vested in the tramps, who are clowns. Their 
performance derives for us from the circus, or more specifically 
from Charlie Chaplin, but the association of clown and outcast is 
ancient, recurrent, and common to most societies. 

The clown invites our laughter, and through it our derision. His 
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opposite is the heroic actor, who invites admiration (naively, emula¬ 
tion or identification). His identity is established by his presence 
on the stage, his physical power to dominate the scene and the 
audience; but he, far more than the clown, depends on words, and 
can use them. For such an actor (Alleyn), Marlowe created the 
language of Tamburlaine. Hamlet’s language rarely displays such 
authority, and readers have doubted Ophelia’s view of him as a noble 
mind o’erthrown; Shakespeare sets what he is (leading actor) against 
what he says, and makes that the focus of his relation to the player 
king. A heroic actor relies on projecting his role through his own 
personality, which means that the ‘character’ he presents depends 
on his own. The clown, on the other hand, like the character actor, 
appears to be quite other than himself. But king and clown are 
equally roles that men play (as fathers do to their children): the 
actor’s relation to his audience is a double one: he must imitate men 
and women as they appear to be, and he must represent our urge to 
play a role—the paradox that we can only ‘be ourselves’ when we 
can find a role to play. For the first, his language must resemble 
speech, for the second it will not; hence the duality observable even 
in Aeschylus, where the reader may concentrate on elements of 
human utterance which the actor will find to be only inflections in a 
poetry whose general condition is close to recitative. Lear can 
attack the storm with tremendous rhetoric; his Fool can use snatches 
of folk song and ballad. The relation of king to fool is profoundly 
disturbing in Hamlet, acutely painful in Lear. 

The range of a great dramatic text, then, derives from the roles 
that actors play. The peculiar richness of Shakespeare’s drama 
depends on the derivation of his company from the multiplicity of 
talents masquerading in the Middle Ages under the general term of 
minstrels (and the status of vagabonds). The impoverishment of 
drama representing upper-middle-class drawing-rooms did not 
derive only from its social narrowness, but also from its lack of 
theatrical range. The problem for' Elizabethan dramatists was to 
unify the diversity at their disposal (dancing and fooling would 
happen whether it was part of the play or not). Marlowe wrote 
great poetry only for those moments when it would be needed; for 
others, only the necessary words for what was largely silent action; 
for the clowns it seems likely that he provided only a scenario to be 
fulfilled with improvisation. Shakespeare seems always to have 
provided a fuller text, but in Romeo and Juliet, Peter and the 
musicians must have been relied on to do more than was set down 
for them; by the time of Hamlet he requires even clowns to perform 
strictly within the ‘necessary questions of the play’, which have 
become too consistently intricate for undisciplined expansion. 
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Drama, then, is not a poem; not even a dramatic poem. But prose 
is only in special circumstances adequate to its nature. It cannot be 
defined in literary terms, or if it must be, they take on a different 
meaning in the theatre. Action in a novel is the journeys and battles 
in which men engage; in drama that is only a secondary sense, action 
must primarily mean the movement of actors on the stage. It is not 
enlightening to offer a map of Scotland in an edition of Macbeth: 
he does not travel from Glamis to Forres, but enters and exits on the 
stage. Drama depends on actors with an audience. Performances, 
even of the same production with the same cast, will vary, sometimes 
radically, from night to night; and the variation will primarily 
depend on the different audiences, and the actors’ response to them. 
There is no such consistent object to abide our criticism as a painting, 
or a printed poem; nor can there be an ‘ideal theatre of the mind’. 
Actual performance is inherent in drama. So King Lear may be one 
night a rather abstract dissertation on Nature, the next an over¬ 
whelming experience whose end is silence. Dramatic criticism has 
to reckon with this variability and actuality; but it must not be 
defeated by it; the variables are neither infinite nor arbitrary. King 
Lear is never Endgame. 

See S. W. Dawson, Drama and the Dramatic (1970); Clifford 
Leech, The Dramatist's Experience (1970); Stanley Wells, Literature 
and Drama (1970). 

NSB 

dramatic irony see irony 
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effect Concentration of critical attention on the psychological 
effect of poetry on the reader is attacked by W. K. Wimsatt and 
Monroe C. Beardsley, in their essay ‘The affective fallacy’ (The 
Verbal Icon, 1954), as encouraging impressionism and relativism 
much as the ‘Intentional Fallacy’ (see intention) encourages bio¬ 
graphy and relativism. They relate the practice to the nineteenth- 
century tradition of affective criticism in which the critic was con¬ 
cerned to exhibit and record his emotional responses, to catch the 
intensity of his experience of a work without bothering to investigate 
the causes of the experience. This habit of regarding poetry as an 
exclusively emotional affair arises from the Romantic distinction of 
psychological events into ‘thought’ and ‘feeling’, ‘reason’ and 
‘emotion’: in such a scheme poetry is always the expression of 
feeling or emotion. I. A. Richards, in Principles of Literary Criticism 
(1924), continued to associate poetry with an ‘emotive’ as opposed to 
a ‘scientific’ use of language, and attempted to apply behavioural 
psychology to analysis of the effects of poetry. His failure to find 
terms in which the psychological processes of the reader could be 
described meant that descriptive criticism had to seek explanations 
not in psychology but in language. Thus Wimsatt and Beardsley 
argue that emotive import depends on the descriptive and con¬ 
textual aspects of a word; it is not something added on but a function 
of meaning. So for an emotion we have not merely a cause, but an 
object, a reason—one is angry because one thinks a thing is false, 
insulting or unjust. The emotion aroused by poetry is felt in response 
to an organization of meaning. The descriptive critic seeks to 
describe the reasons for emotion, 'the meaning of the poem as a 
structure of language. 

An absurd misunderstanding of this argument concludes that 
poems have no effect, no emotional quality, are merely objects to be 
‘objectively’ analysed. But the critic could hardly hope to account 
for an effect he had not experienced. Wimsatt and Beardsley rightly 
insist that in explaining the reasons for his response to a work—in 
any case a more complex mental event than a state of ‘feeling’—the 
critic must seek terms which relate to the public object, the poem as a 
pattern of knowledge. See also feeling, sincerity. 

PM 
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eiron see irony 

elegy Some genres, such as epic and sonnet, are fairly unequivocal 
in classical and/or modern European literature: the first of these two 
examples is identified by its scale, its subject-matter, and its manner 
of handling that subject-matter; the second must obey stringent 
metrical rules. ‘Elegy’ illustrates a different type of genre-term: 
ultimately classical in origin, transplanted into modern European 
terminology only as a word, without the classical formal basis, un¬ 
restricted as to structure (except for the minimal requirement that 
it be a verse composition), overlapping with a number of similarly 
inexplicit terms (complaint, dirge, lament, monody, threnody), yet 
conventionally tied to a limited range of subject-matters and styles 
(death and plaintive musing), and readily comprehensible to educated 
readers. In these respects, a most typical genre-term. 

Elegia in Greek and Latin was a type of metre, not a type of poem 
—a couplet consisting of a dactylic hexameter followed by a penta¬ 
meter. Since this verse-form was used for all kinds of subjects, the 
classical ancestry is relevant to modern elegy principally in an 
etymological way. 

From the English Renaissance, ‘elegy’ or ‘elegie’ referred to a poem 
mourning the death of a particular individual. Spenser’s ‘Daphnaida’ 
(1591) and ‘AstropheP (‘A Pastorall Elegie upon the death of the 
most noble and valorous Knight, Sir Philip Sidney’, 1595) are 
influential early examples; Donne uses the word in the same sense 
(e.g. ‘A Funerall Elegie’ in An Anatomy of the World, and the titles 
of several poems in the collection Epicedes and Obsequies upon the 
Deaths of Sundry Personages); then there are the ‘Elegies upon the 
Author’ by several hands appended to the 1633 edition of Donne’s 
poems. But since Donne also uses the word for his collection of 
twenty ‘Elegies’, casual, erotic and satirical poems on various topics, 
the precise ‘funeral elegy’ sense was obviously not securely established. 

Milton’s ‘Lycidas’ mourning the death of Edward King (1637) 
revives the pastoral form, with its apparatus of shepherds, nymphs 
and satyrs, and sets the pattern for the modern English elegiac 
tradition. The best-known poems in this mode are Shelley’s ‘Adonais’ 
on Keats (1821) and Matthew Arnold’s ‘Thyrsis’ on Clough (1867). 
(Milton and Arnold refer to their poems as ‘monodies’, not ‘elegies’.) 
Tennyson’s ‘In Memoriam’ on the death of Arthur Hallam (1833-50) 
is not pastoral, but introspective and personal. 

The language of funeral elegies provided opportunity for plaintive, 
melancholy generalizations on death or on the state of the world: 
there are signs of this appropriation of the mode for general com¬ 
plaint already in ‘Lycidas’, where the author ‘by occasion foretells 
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the ruin of our corrupted clergy’. Thomas Gray’s ‘Elegy Written in 
a Country Churchyard’ (1750) is the archetypal general meditation 
on the passing of life, unconnected with any particular death. 
Coleridge de-particularized the definition still further when he stated 
that the elegy ‘is the form of poetry natural to the reflective mind’— 
so elegy came to be a mood, or a style, as well as a poem for a 
specific dead person. This second, looser, definition of elegy is 
invoked by literary historians to characterize assorted melancholy 
poems of any period, e.g. the so-called ‘Anglo-Saxon elegies’ in¬ 
cluding ‘The Wanderer’ and ‘The Seafarer’, both tales of personal 
deprivation shading into regretful meditations on the mutability of 
the world and seeking divine consolation. 

As long as we are clear that there is a strict and a loose definition 
of ‘elegy’, that there is slender classical warrant for the term in either 
of its two familiar modern senses, and that we perforce apply it to 
works which were not thought of by their authors as ‘elegies’ 
(remember that the paradigm elegy ‘Lycidas’ is called a ‘monody’), 
we have a useful exploratory genre term. 

See T. P. Harrison, Jr, and H. J. Leon (eds), The Pastoral Elegy: 
An Anthology (1939); Mary Lloyd (ed.), Elegies, Ancient and Modem 
(1903); A. F. Potts, The Elegiac Mode (1967). 

RGF 

emblem ‘Emblem,’ wrote Bacon in 1605, ‘reduceth conceits in¬ 
tellectual to images sensible.’ In its fullest development the emblem 
comprised a symbolic picture plus motto and explanation; familiar 
moral and religious paradoxes were encoded in popular books like 
Francis Quarles’s Emblemes (1635), and poetic emulation of such 
‘silent parables’ (cf. allegory, conceit) helped stimulate ‘con¬ 
creteness’ and palpability in metaphor, and witty, reflexive verbal 
texture. (See J. A. Mazzeo, ‘A critique of some modern theories of 
metaphysical poetry’, 1952, reprinted in W. R. Keast (ed.), 17th 
Century Poetry, 1962.) ‘Emblem’-'or ‘Device’ came to signify a 
complex of meaning enacted through analogy (whether in paint or 
words or spectacle); a compressed poem-within-a-poem, or a central 
motto or hieroglyphic epitomizing the poem’s intention. It might be 
traditional (the insignia of saints or nations) or bizarrely original, 
simultaneously announcing and hiding its meaning, assuming the 
portentousness of a talismanic sign. 

Modern use of the term has been vexed by the ambiguous ‘con¬ 
creteness’ it implies (see image); also by the awareness that, no 
matter how personal its communicative intention, ‘emblem’ suggests 
an arrogantly intentionalist aesthetic at odds with current critical 
thinking (‘a Device’ said Puttenham (1589) ‘such as a man may put 
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into letters of gold and send to his mistresses for a token’). Post- 
romantic distrust of the ‘frigidity’ of calculation, combined with the 
discredit of analogical thinking, has inhibited our reactions to 
emblematic techniques. They exist however: in Coole Park and 
Ballylee, 1931, Yeats exclaims ‘Another emblem there!’ with the 
assurance that characterizes public and explicit image-making. 

See Rosemary Freeman, English Emblem Books (1948); Erwin 
Panofsky, Studies in lconology (1962); George Puttenham, The Art 
of English Poesie (1589), Book 2, ch. 11; Austin Warren, Richard 
Crashaw: A study in Baroque Sensibility (1939); Edgar Wind, Pagan 
Mysteries in the Renaissance (1958). 

LS 

epic European literature was described by Samuel Johnson as a 
series of footnotes to Homer; and Keats’s ‘On first looking into 
Chapman’s Homer’ expresses a delight that has not often been felt 
since by those who have to read Homer in less golden translations. 
The Iliad has remained the type of classical epic ever since Aristotle’s 
Poetics, and the romantic fascinations of the Odyssey have not been 
exhausted by Ulysses and the Cantos. Virgil’s Aeneid, recapitulating 
the themes of Odyssey and Iliad, consecrated the epic as the supreme 
literary form of antiquity, and so it remained for Dante and for the 
Renaissance humanists. The Christian epic Paradise Lost was the con¬ 
summation of Renaissance efforts to soar ‘above the Aonian mount’; 
it was also the last. Dryden and Pope chose to translate rather than 
to emulate Virgil and Homer; Arnold lectured on the Grand Style. 

Victorian definitions of epic used to speak of ‘national themes’ 
(usually war) and invoked Milton’s ‘great argument’ and ‘answerable 
style’. Classically trained critics, expecting art to see life steadily 
and see it whole, look for an idealized realism and debar folklore 
and romance elements. W. P. Ker disqualified Beowulf because its 
hero fights monsters and not men; Tolkien defends it on the same 
grounds. Bowra (Heroic Poetry) held that heroic poetry, for all the 
power of the gods, is centred on the human level, and that magic 
should not play a determining role. Modern advances in the study 
of non-classical heroic and oral poetry (Chadwick, Bowra, Parry, 
Lord) have illuminated the connection of epic with ‘heroic ages’ 
where the warrior-lord of a pastoral society is the shepherd of his 
people in peace, and in war achieves glory by a life of action. 
‘Breaker of cities’ and ‘tamer of horses’ are equally complimentary 
epithets; and death is better than dishonour. So it was with the men 
at Thebes and at Troy; so with Beowulf, with Charlemagne, with 
Myo Cid; so perhaps with Gilgamesh and with King David. So it 
was in the days of our grandfathers, as Nestor reminds us. A heroic 
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age lasts very few generations, and is firmly integrated about a few 
central places and figures. 

The stories of these particular heroes are known to us through 
writing; the heroes of the Old English Widsith remain names. It is 
only recently that the techniques of oral composition were definitively 
analysed by Milman Parry; his work shows in minute detail how the 
text of Homer has the same formal characteristics as the improvised 
oral epics of modern Yugoslavia; both verbal phrase and type-scene 
and overall structural patterning are part of a repertoire of stock 
formulae, a tradition which evolved in response to the conditions of 
oral improvisation. Parry’s methods are being applied to the products 
of other cultures. But the consequences of his work for the poetics 
of an epic written in an ‘oral’ style have not yet been worked out 
critically. There is, after all, a qualitative difference between Homer’s 
epic and the Yugoslav epos', their compositional mechanics may be 
the same, but their aesthetic effects differ, at least in degree, and the 
difference may be due in part to a literate finishing of the epea 
pteroenta, Homer’s ‘winged words’. 

Between Homer and Virgil lies a world of difference, and again 
between Virgil and Milton; critics speak of primary, secondary and 
tertiary epic. The verbal art of Virgil refines and transmutes the 
clear and inevitable directness of Homer into something softer; the 
laughter of his gods, when heard, is less uncontrollable. For all the 
sternness of its ethos and beauty of its surface, his world has a fuller 
moral and psychological dimension, and a more personal reverbera¬ 
tion, than Homer’s. Milton himself and his concerns as a Renaissance 
humanist and Protestant are so powerful in Paradise Lost, and it 
contains in baroque form so much of the extravagance of the so- 
called romantic epics of Ariosto, Tasso and Spenser, that the useful¬ 
ness of the term ‘epic’ may be disputed. The epic surely cannot be 
an individual’s personal view of the world? 

The point about epic, Frye argues, is its encyclopaedic scope and 
its cyclic structure; the anger of Achilles, the journeys of Odysseus 
and Aeneas—these stories in their resolution recapitulate the life of 
the individual and of the race. The note of epic is its objectivity: 

It is hardly possible to overestimate the importance for 
Western literature of the Iliad’s demonstration that the fall of 
an enemy, no less than of a friend or leader, is tragic and not 
comic. With the Iliad, once for all, an objective and dis¬ 
interested element enters into the poet’s vision of human life. 
With this element. . . poetry acquires the authority that since 
the Iliad it has never lost, an authority based, like the authority 
of science, on the vision of nature as an impersonal order. 
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Frye argues well for this pattern and this authority in Virgil and 
Milton; he also considers the Bible an epic. 

It is this objectivity and authority that Joyce sought and Brecht 
wanted in his ‘epic theatre’. The epic qualities achieved by Tolstoy, 
aimed at by Steinbeck and travestied by Cecil B. de Mille are based 
on the idea of epic presenting the whole of the life of a society against 
a natural background with simplicity, grandeur and authority. The 
fate of a character is part of the pattern: like the others, when he 
falls to the ground, his armour clatters upon him; but he comes 
from a particular family and place, had a brother or an orchard. 
‘The lives of men are like the generations of leaves’ or an incident 
in battle is ‘as when a shepherd in the mountains sees a thundercloud 
(or a wolf) . . .’ The coherence of the pattern of life is maintained by 
these traditional epic similes; there is the feeling that the whole is 
more than the part you are reading, and that you know, in general, 
what the whole is like. Aristotle remarks that Homer leaves the 
stage to his characters; this impersonality of narrative technique 
stems from the fact that Frye’s ‘poet’s vision’ is the traditional vision 
of a preliterate society. Hence the aidos of epic, its respect for the 
given facts of nature and human life, which it crystallizes into generic 
type-scenes and verbal formulae; hence its pattern, beauty and 
authority. 

See Erich Auerbach, trans. W. Trask, Mimesis (1953); Maurice 
Bowra, Heroic Poetry (1952); Maurice Bowra, Virgil to Milton 
(1945); H. M. and N. K. Chadwick, The Growth of Literature 
(reprinted 1968); Northrop Frye, Anatomy of Criticism (1957); 
W. P. Ker, Epic and Romance (1896); G. S. Kirk, Homer and the 
Epic (1965); C. S. Lewis, A Preface to Paradise Lost (1942); A. B. 
Lord, The Singer of Tales (1964); Milman Parry, ed. A. Parry, 
The Making of Homeric Verse (1971). 

MJA 

epistle see verse epistle 

essay Both the term and the form were invented by Montaigne 
(1533-92) and adopted soon afterwards into English by Bacon; 
literally the try-out in discursive prose of an idea, judgment or ex¬ 
perience. Although the essay is by definition informal and even 
conversational in manner, the persuasive and rhetorical tradition 
of much Greek and Roman writing was familiar to Bacon and 
Montaigne and lies behind what they write. We therefore find in all 
essays a direct and even intimate appeal to the reader; sometimes, 
as in Swift’s ‘Modest proposal’, this is complex and ambiguous in 
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line with the ironic purpose of engaging the reader in the inter¬ 
pretative process; sometimes, as in George Orwell’s most effective 
essays (e.g. ‘Shooting an elephant’), the rhetoric is all the more 
influential for being muted and oblique. Usually, though, the essay 
is a polished and sophisticated form of fireside chat, a smooth way 
of putting over moral reflections, aphorisms and obiter dicta in a 
less rigorous and rebarbative manner than the treatise or ethical 
disquisition permits. It must appear relaxed but not flabby, non¬ 
chalant but not trivial. In France, Montaigne set the pattern of a 
fundamentally moral argument based on anecdotes and the lessons 
to be drawn from them—the gentle art of egotism, in fact, involving 
autobiography of a sort, if selective and intellectual in style rather 
than frankly confessional. In England William Hazlitt, Charles 
Lamb and others made it more sentimental and whimsical by playing 
down the serious aspect the French have kept to the fore. In America, 
Washington Irving, Emerson and Thoreau wrote in the genre, and 
the form flourishes today, particularly among black writers such as 
James Baldwin and Leroy Jones. In all cases, however, there is no 
formal structure of progression, and little attempt at a final syn¬ 
thesis: the play of the mind in free associations around a given topic 
is what counts. Essays are therefore not debates, but dialogues with 
an assumed reader; but in the finest examples of the art, this does not 
preclude a fruitful and stimulating tension between a frequent high 
seriousness in the theme and the almost casual informality of the 
way in which it is handled. An attempt has been made by Scholes 
and Klaus to subdivide the genre according to its analogies with the 
oration, the poem, the story and the play, but since even they admit 
that ‘any essay may be a combination of the four basic forms’, the 
most sensible approach is that which views the essay as a minor 
art-form in its own right. 

See Robert Scholes and Carl H. Klaus, Elements of the Essay 
(1969). 

JWJF 

euphony see texture 

evaluation When we engage critically with a literary work, we are 
not merely describing it, making it accessible to other readers; at 
the same time we judge it, explicitly or by implication (we would not 
generally write about a work unless we felt it deserved the effort). 
We can hardly avoid communicating some opinion of its merits. 
But the ‘objectivity’ of description is often felt to preclude evaluation, 
which is suspected of being a subjective, authoritarian action. T. S. 
Eliot testifies to the tension between the descriptive and evaluative 
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roles of criticism by arguing for the primacy of both. In 1918 ‘Judge¬ 
ment and appreciation are merely tolerable avocations, no part of 
the critic’s serious business’ {The Egoist, V), while in 1923 the critic 
is urged to ‘the common pursuit of true judgement’ (‘The function of 
criticism’, Selected Essays, p. 25). Eliot’s self-contradiction reflects 
the enduring tendency of criticism to define its ambitions in terms 
of one or the other of these ideally complementary activities. The 
alternative emphases have produced historically distinct traditions, 
and continue to propose sharply differentiated programmes. 

The evaluative tradition is in England rooted in the neo-classic 
criticism of Dryden, Pope and Johnson. They saw themselves as 
arbiters of public taste, interpreting the works of the past and, in 
their light, judging the work of the present. Their concern was the 
preservation and assertion of traditional literary and cultural values; 
the commitment of such criticism to moral and aesthetic standards 
makes public judgment constantly necessary, and belief in them 
makes it possible. This tradition of public criticism, mediating 
between the past and the present, the artists and the public, is 
continued in the nineteenth century by major critics such as Matthew 
Arnold and Henry James, and survives in this century in the work of 
Leavis and the Scrutiny writers. 

The challenge to this tradition, evident in Eliot’s 1918 declaration, 
emerged from the aspirations of many academic disciplines at the 
beginning of this century to the attitudes and procedures of the 
fashionable sciences. The new enthusiasm for objectivity and disin¬ 
terestedness, for precise analysis and comparison, implied the 
irrelevance of the public critic and his concern for judgment. Leslie 
Stephen urged that the critic ‘should endeavour to classify the pheno¬ 
mena with which he is dealing as calmly as if he were ticketing a 
fossil in a museum’. The scientific analogies were ultimately false— 
literature is not, even for critics, fossilized, not so many value-free 
facts—and in practice the ‘objective’ criticism of Eliot and I. A. 
Richards is full of strident value-judgments. But the desire for 
objective procedures led to the development of a descriptive criticism 
whose end was not judgment but knowledge, which took the value 
of the works it examined for granted. Descriptive criticism assumes 
not that judgment is irrelevant but that it is implicit in description and 
analysis; the analysis of a work is a discovery of form, of order, and 
is thus a testimony to value. The public critic asserts and defines 
standards against which any work must be measured, but a descrip¬ 
tive critic like William Empson declares that ‘you must rely on each 
particular poem to show you the way in which it is trying to be 
good; if it fails you cannot know its object’ {Seven Types of Ambi¬ 
guity, 1930). This lack of interest in bad literature and urbanity 
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about problems of evaluation point to the critic’s new role in the 
intellectual and cultural safety of the university: he is distanced from 
contemporary culture and the reading public, while the public 
critic’s mantle is assumed by the weekly reviewer. The professionali¬ 
zation of academic criticism has ensured freedom from the need to 
rush to judgment; but every fine criticism is itself an assertion and a 
revelation of value. And hopefully this achievement should sustain 
public criticism as a force in contemporary culture, correcting its in¬ 
herent tendencies to either reactionary or progressive prescriptivism. 

See W. K. Wimsatt, Jr, ‘Explication as criticism’ and ‘Poetry and 
morals’ in The Verbal Icon (1954). 

PM 

Existentialism Literary and philosophical responses to the ex¬ 
perience of nothingness and absurdity which attempt to discover 
meaning in and through this experience. 

All Existentialist writers begin from a sense that an ontological 
dimension (Being; the Encompassing; Transcendence; the Thou) 
has been forced out of consciousness by the institutions and systems 
of a society which overvalues rationality, will-power, acquisitiveness, 
productivity and technological skill. Because this essential dimension 
properly constitutes the substantial unity between man and man; 
thing and thing; subject and object; and past, present and future, its 
loss is said to cause men to feel that they have been thrown into a 
world of reified fragments which say nothing; into a world of men 
who talk past each other; and into a time-stream of disconnected 
present moments without past or future (see Heidegger, Being and 
Time, 1927). Thus, human institutions, severed from the generative 
source, cease to be ‘sign-structures’ of that source and become 
‘factitious’ structures which engage the surface levels of the per¬ 
sonality and provide no home. Even language, the most self-evident 
institution, is felt to have become a complex of cerebralized structures 
which impede communication and give only limited control over the 
empirical world. Nietzsche called this total experience of forfeiture 
‘the death of God’, and perhaps K.’s vision of the world in Kafka’s 
The Castle (1926) forms its fullest literary expression: long con¬ 
versations lead nowhere; shambling buildings are inhabited by 
beings going through meaningless motions like bees in a hive after 
the removal of the queen; and everything is permeated by a sense of 
groundlessness, grey, opaque featurelessness and futility. K. is there¬ 
fore a menace because his wilfulness perpetually threatens to smash 
this fragile world and precipitate it into the nothingness that under¬ 
lies almost everything. 

At the same time, the Angst which haunts the Existentialist world 
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derives from a conflict between the suppressed dimension of con¬ 
sciousness which seeks to express itself in terms appropriate to itself, 
and the brittle forms in which it is encased. This propensity to self- 
expression (which Heidegger calls ‘care’) is assumed or identified by 
all Existentialists, and it is this power which saves them from 
nihilism, taking refuge in despair and surrendering to the inauthentic, 
‘fallen’ world. Consequently, Sartre’s famous dictum ‘existence 
precedes essence’ means that ‘care’ offers the possibility of living 
‘authentically’, in ‘good faith’, according to self-created and freely- 
accepted values. 

Thus, Kierkegaard, a Christian Existentialist, attempts to achieve 
a breakthrough by ‘subjectivity’, by urging the individual to make 
‘the leap of faith’ and discover within himself the task and the 
responsibility for that task which have been laid upon him even if 
that task ends in failure and absurdity (Kierkegaard, Fear and 
Trembling, 1843). Martin Buber, the Jewish Existentialist, sees 
‘authenticity’ in attunement to and existence according to the time¬ 
less moments which are generated when the ‘eternal Thou’ breaks 
into time through the ‘human Thou’ (Buber, I and Thou, 1923). Karl 
Jaspers, also a theist, counsels men ‘to shatter the logic of the 
understanding’; to alter their ‘consciousness of Being’ and ‘inner 
attitude towards things’ and to listen in an attitude of ‘philosophical 
faith’ for the silence of hidden Transcendence as it emanates into 
experience and overcomes fragmentation, isolation and encrustation 
(Jaspers, The Perennial Scope of Philosophy, 1948). Heidegger sees 
despair at nothingness and the sense of the inescapability of death 
as a secular dark night of the soul which must be undergone and 
‘taken into oneself’ if Being is to be regained and therefore boldly 
asserts that ‘out of Nothingness, Being emerges’. Albert Camus 
finds ‘authenticity’ in the lucid acceptance of the omnipresence of 
absurdity and nothingness; the refusal by ‘man in revolt’ to accept 
or admit to anything whose force he has not known subjectively; and 
the perseverance in the Sisyphean task of opposing anti-human 
powers which must have the last word. Sartre {Existentialism and 
Humanism, 1946) calls on men to create a normative image of 
themselves and to live according to that ‘project’. 

Theistic Existentialism therefore moves towards an inner-worldly 
mysticism where the experience of the Transcendent is discovered 
within and not apart from the world of men; and atheistic Existen¬ 
tialism moves towards an attitude of defiance which is sceptical of 
and yet, paradoxically, open towards the possibility of transcendence. 
For both groups, however, an attitude of ironic restraint is essential; 
all the Existentialists seem to understand that if irony fails them, 
then they are threatened by self-dramatization and sentimental 
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facileness on the one Ijand, and by subjective wilfulness, callousness 
and daemonic despair on the other. See also absurd. 

See W. Barrett, Irrational Man (1961); H. J. Blackham, Six 
Existentialist Thinkers (1961); P. Roubiczek, Existentialism (1964); 
M. Warnock, Existentialism (1970). 

RWS 

experimental works break with the conventions of a dominant 
literary tradition; in our century primarily the conventions of 
mimesis designed to capture the illusion of surface reality charac¬ 
teristic of nineteenth-century realism. However, there may arise a 
secondary experimentation in reaction to the preceding wave of 
experiment. 

Both types of experimental writing can derive much of their effect 
from contrast with the convention they are breaking, a form of 
artistic play. But many experimental techniques grow from the 
struggle to express new ways of looking at man and society. Ex¬ 
perimental work based on revolutionary insight may found a new 
convention. Inner monologue techniques, though originally ex¬ 
perimental—in Joyce and Woolf uncovering scarcely explored 
areas of consciousness—are now the stock in trade of most novelists. 
In its own way, the new objectivity of the nouveau roman also 
rejects this now conventional inner vision. In the theatre, monologue 
expressing what in reality would go beyond the consciousness of a 
character is a once experimental device (see O’Casey’s The Silver 
Tassie) now often used in otherwise non-experimental plays (e.g. 
Pinter’s The Birthday Party). Traditional modes tend to re-emerge 
renewed by the assimilation of some experimental techniques which 
often gain in force when the truths they assert are also proved on the 
pulses through mimetic representation. 

It is difficult to find common attributes in the succeeding waves of 
twentieth-century experimentalism. But perhaps most significant 
works are trying to express new concepts of the nature of reality. 
Consequently theme is elevated over mimesis: the need to express 
forcefully something about reality takes precedence over the creation 
of an illusory secondary reality in the work. Dream intrudes fantasti¬ 
cally into waking life in surrealist works (e.g. the Bunuel-Dali 
films). Yet the apparent fantasy makes a point about the nature of 
reality, about how man is moved by subconscious urges more natural 
and ‘real’ than oppressive social conventions. 

Much experimentalism was in part a reaction to intellectual 
tendencies—the growth of sociology, anthropology, theories of 
economic determinism, Freudian psychology, so that a realistic art 
based on mimetic representation of individual fates seemed in- 
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adequate. Hence the multi-layered identity of a character like Bloom 
in Ulysses. Vast social and economic changes played their part in 
this change of consciousness, and since then the accelerated pace of 
change is probably the main reason for the quickened succession of 
experimental movements. Recent adventures into throw-away art, 
happenings and anti-literate theatre no doubt reflect the stress of 
unassimilated change. See also convention, tradition. 

See R. Brustein, The Theatre of Revolt: An Approach to Modern 
Drama (1965); Bamber Gascoigne, Twentieth-century Drama (1963); 
Allan Rodway, ‘Modernism and form in the esthetic of the novel’, 
The Truths of Fiction (1970). 

EJB 

explication see analysis 

Expressionism A label applied to the avant-garde literature, 
graphics, architecture and cinema which appeared throughout the 
German-speaking world, 1910-25. First used of German painting 
in April 1911, and of literature in July 1911, the term gained rapid 
currency with reference to the visual arts but was probably established 
as a literary critical term only as late as mid-1913. Several important 
early Expressionists died without ever using the term; other import¬ 
ant writers reacted negatively to it; others now deny any validity to 
it or are unwilling to associate themselves with it. 

At the most, Expressionism is a blanket term whose meaning 
evolves and modifies and which does not characterize a uniform 
movement working towards well-defined and commonly accepted 
ends. Most generally, Expressionism started from a personal 
rejection of utilitarianism, functionalism, materialism and pater¬ 
nalism. It then moved to an aesthetic reaction against the representa¬ 
tional and descriptive art of late Romanticism which either clothed a 
vicious reality in beautiful surfaces; celebrated it through a naive 
surface realism; escaped from it to a ‘garden’ of privilege; or attacked 
it in the name of a pre-industrial order and from a point of view 
situated outside the city. 

In contrast, the early Expressionist stands above or on the edge 
of the industrial city in order to envision it as a metaphor of chaotic 
forces which are destructively active beneath a rigid asphalt crust. 
(See the poetry of Georg Heym, Jakob van Hoddis, Alfred Lichten¬ 
stein, Gottfried Benn and Georg Trakl.) Thus, when adjectives are 
used, they do not describe a surface but reveal a metaphorical energy 
which is latent within the noun. The most striking early Expressionist 
literature emerges from a marginal situation where the poets are 
sufficiently within the city to know its subterranean powers, but 
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sufficiently detached from the city not to be overwhelmed by the 
seductiveness of its daemonic substratum. The classic early Ex¬ 
pressionist poem is torn between a desire to remain still and an urge 
to lose itself in chaos, and characterized by a disjunction between a 
rigid verse form and images of rigidity and a vitality which threatens 
to smash these forms and images. Consequently, the inhabitants of 
the Expressionist city are presented as spectral beings, assailed by 
impulses, anxieties and diseases over which they have no control. 

Because the world of the Expressionist poem is the image of the 
poet’s visionary imagination, the poem comes to be seen as an 
ecstatic ‘expression’ of psychic forces normally repressed by con¬ 
vention, and by the outbreak of war, much of the most powerful 
Expressionist poetry is marked by a self-surrender to irrationality 
(especially the poetry of Ernst Wilhelm Lotz and the later verse of 
Ernst Stadler). Consequently, the ‘new syntax’ of Expressionist 
literature removes the noun from its dominant place and replaces 
it with the verb. Bound up with this re-definition of priorities is the 
Ich-Drama: the sustained expressive scream of an isolated individual 
reacting convulsively against his environment because narcosis and 
death appear preferable to continued drabness and boredom 
(Reinhard Sorge, Der Bettler, 1912; Walter Hasenclever, Der Sohn, 
1914). Not surprisingly then, the war was at first greeted enthusiasti¬ 
cally by not a few Expressionists as the experience which would finally 
destroy encrusted forms and revitalize society. This mood, however, 
did not last long, for it became apparent to those writers who 
survived the first six months of the war that something more than 
affective dynamism was necessary for renewal. 

Consequently, Expressionist literature during the war moves on 
the one hand towards a quest for the luminous image which forms a 
point of stasis, order and reference amid chaos; and on the other 
hand towards political engagement. After 1915, however, the former 
aspiration died in the sterility, exclusiveness and aestheticism of the 
Sturm-group, and the latter aspiration becomes prominent. In 1917 
there emerged a sentimental and prosaic literature of utopian humani- 
tarianism which consoled itself with the thought of the new, redeemed 
community which must emerge from the carnage; and in 1918, this 
merged with a sterile literature of political apocalypse which pre¬ 
served a surface of Expressionist rhetoric devoid of vision or depth. 
When the upheavals of 1918-19 failed to result in the hoped-for total 
revolution, a widespread disillusion set in among surviving Ex¬ 
pressionists which frequently ended in suicide, exile or a ‘sell-out’ to 
some totalitarian organization and which is reflected in a drama of 
cultural and political despair. 

Perhaps the real successors of Expressionism are dada and the 
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Bauhaus. Dada refined upon and broadened the terms of the quest 
for the luminous image and evolved sophisticated answers to the 
problem of how art and politics might be reconciled without doing 
violence to either; and the Bauhaus, through the medium of archi¬ 
tecture, investigated how the utopian aspirations of later Expression¬ 
ism might be realized with the new techniques and materials provided 
by the twentieth century. 

Some anthologies on this subject include: R. Huelsenbeck (ed.), 
Dada (1964); V. H. Miesel (ed.), The Voices of German Expressionism 
(1970); K. Pinthus (ed.), Menschheitsdammerung (1964); W. H. Sokel 
(ed.), An Anthology of German Expressionist Drama (1963). Critical 
works include: A. Arnold, Die Literatur des Expressionismus (1966); 
C. Heselhaus, Die Lyric des Expressionismus (1956); W. Rothe (ed.), 
Expressionismus als Literatur (1969); K. L. Schneider, Zerbrochene 
Formen (1967); W. H. Sokel, The Writer in Extremis (1959); F. 
Whitford, Expressionism (1970). 

RWS 
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fable A short moral tale, in verse or prose, in which human situa¬ 
tions and behaviour are depicted through (chiefly) beasts and birds, 
or gods or inanimate objects. Human qualities are projected on to 
animals, according to certain conventions (e.g. malicious craftiness 
for the fox). Fables are ironic and realistic in tone, often satirical, 
their themes usually reflecting on the commonsense ethics of ordinary 
life: they dramatize the futility of relinquishing a small profit for the 
sake of larger (but hypothetical) future gains, of the weak attempting 
to take on the powerful on equal terms, the irony of falling into 
one’s own traps, etc. Such themes are close to the advice of proverbs, 
and the moral point of a fable is usually announced epigrammatically 
by one of the characters at the end. 

The beast fable is extremely ancient, evidenced from Egypt, 
Greece, India and presumably cognate with the development of a 
self-conscious folk-lore in primitive cultures. The Western tradition 
derives largely from the fables of Aesop, a Greek slave who lived in 
Asia Minor in the sixth century B.c. His work is not known directly, 
but has been transmitted through elaborations by such writers as 
Phaedrus and Babrius. Collections were extensively read in medieval 
schools; the tone of the genre became more frankly humorous. The 
most famous medieval example is Chaucer’s ‘Nun’s Priest’s Tale’. 
The fable achieved greater sophistication in the hands of Jean de la 
Fontaine (1621-95), whose verse fables revived the fashion through¬ 
out the Europe of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Eng¬ 
land’s representative in this mode was John Gay (1685-1732). In 
Germany, G. E. Lessing (1729-81) preferred the simpler model of 
Aesop to the refined modern versiori. 

The fable has twentieth-century practitioners, too. George 
Orwell’s Animal Farm (1945) employs the beast fable as the vehicle 
for an extended satire on the totalitarian state. In America, James 
Thurber has written Fables for our Time (1940). 

RGF 

tabulation see fiction 

fancy see conceit, fantasy, imagination, wit 
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fantasy is a loose convention for representing the dreaming or 
subconscious mind; a technique of distortion or irrational associa¬ 
tion. In this sense it permits contrast between different textures in the 
same work. Dickens, for example, will begin a paragraph with a 
plausible piece of naturalism which he will then proceed to exaggerate 
to the point of fantasy—to the point where the reader must accom¬ 
modate himself to a set of flamboyantly irrational associations. 
Fantasy may be a metaphor for verbal style, but fantasies are not 
merely a verbal matter; if a fantasy is powerful, its persuasiveness 
often derives more from the kind or degree of its distortion than its 
verbal means. The shock of the first sentence in Kafka’s ‘Meta¬ 
morphosis’ survives even the most stilted translation. So it is not a 
category per se; satires, comedies, and tragedies may all contain 
fantasy sequences, but their genres will remain unaffected by this 
fact. 

Fantasy can also refer to a complete work or set of works. Here it 
does have the status of a sub-genre term: a group of extravagant or 
implausible inventions. The Faerie Queene and Alice in Wonderland 
are both fantasies in this sense. 

These apparently neutral descriptive usages imply a controlled 
and deliberate use of fantasy. But the history of the term makes it 
difficult to regard as a mode sui generis (contrast fiction). Since the 
end of the eighteenth century we have never quite allowed fantasies 
to have an independent life. After Coleridge gave primacy to 
imagination fantasy became parasitic on individual or collective 
notions of rationality. It began to assume some of the more frivolous 
connotations of its cognate neighbour fancy. The emergence of 
Freudian psychology seems to have given fantasy a new lease of life, 
but in effect has subjected it to the tyranny of systematic rationaliza¬ 
tion—dreams and fantasies are the mere subconscious slaves of our 
waking life, functional symptoms of psychological conditions. 
Fantasies are usually in the process of being rejected as superfluous or 
absorbed as symptomatic. In literary criticism, the currency of the 
term is lamentably unstable. We imply too much or too little by it: 
if fantasy is not reducible to conventions of rationality (in which 
case it is usually superseded by allegory or symbolism) then it 
becomes merely gratuitous or self-indulgent. 

The Greek spelling phantasy is archaic, but the term has always 
figured as a more respectable alternative to rationality. It denotes 
either the faculty, or the object, of supersensory perception. The 
Witches in Macbeth or Demogorgon in Shelley’s Prometheus 
Unbound are phantasies or phantasms. 

VRLS 
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farce Interpolationsdn church liturgy; later, that ‘forced’ between 
the events of liturgical drama, usually comic. Farce is comedy in¬ 
volving physical humour, stock characters and unrealistic plotting. 
It combines elements from pantomime, music-hall and social comedy 
into a theatre of smut, snobbery and slapstick. English farce is 
broader and more physical, with dropped trousers and chamber-pots 
predominant. It stays close to circus and music-hall humour. French 
farce crudities manner comedy (see manners), balancing sexual 
innuendo and social humour, e.g. the plays of Georges Feydeau. 
More literate and polished, it reflects the elegant vulgarity of the 
boulevardier. English music-hall had its counterpart in American 
vaudeville, but this produced no distinctive American farce tradition. 
The American contribution is rather to be found in the visual and 
physical humour of silent films (Chaplin, Keaton) which in their 
turn provided models for the techniques of absurd drama. 

Farce seeks to demonstrate the contiguity of the logical and the 
mad. It explores a closed world where belief is suspended because 
nothing has a real cause. Action is self-generated, once the ground- 
rules are accepted. These rules embody a mechanical, deterministic 
view of life which undermines pretensions to human dignity (free 
will): all women are predatory, all husbands fools, all banisters 
rotten, all doors revelatory. This encapsulated universe encourages 
a comedy of cruelty since the audience is insulated from feeling by the 
absence of motive, and by the response being simultaneously more 
and less aggressive than real-life response, e.g. the custard pie 
routine. 

Recent playwrights, such as the late Joe Orton {Loot, What the 
Butler Saw) have revived the farce conventions and used them to 
force us to rethink our concept of the normal and the abnormal. 
Called ‘high-camp’ comedy, it realizes its ideas through discarded 
fictions, involving its audience in the conscious manipulation of its 
own response. See also comedy. 

See M. E. Coindreau, La Farce est jouee (1942); Leo Hughes, A 
Century of English Farce (1956). 

GG 

feeling Accounts of how a work of literature is created, or of how 
it affects the reader, must touch on two areas of non-literary in¬ 
vestigation. Epistemology, the theory of how we come to know, is an 
ancient philosophical puzzle. Since the late eighteenth century, 
psychology has also approached such problems. It is an axiom in 
epistemology that two processes are involved in knowing: tradi¬ 
tionally, reason and feeling-, philosophy has usually concentrated 
on the former, the latter being left to psychology. The two terms 
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suffer from the woolliness of all traditional labels. Feeling, especially, 
has a wide and confusing range of meanings. It is partly synonymous 
with ‘emotions’. Psychology has a similar axiomatic frame for dis¬ 
cussion: the presentation of a mental event in terms of thought 
(cognition), feeling (the conscious character of the event) and will 
(conation, which may be conscious or unconscious). Feeling is a way 
of considering the general sensibility of the body. 

Aesthetic theory has made use of such philosophical and psycho¬ 
logical thought. In reaction to the Western belief that reason is 
dominant, it has been argued that feeling is itself formulation, that is, 
it prefigures thought or reasoning. Eliseo Vivas argues that literature 
is ‘prior in the order of logic to all knowledge: constitutive of 
culture’ (Creation and Discovery, 1955). The gesta/t-psychologists 
are of this view, and some philosophers have followed their lead, 
arguing that feeling itself somehow participates in knowledge and 
understanding. Art is the area of creative activity in which organic 
sensation plays the strongest controlling part. I. A. Richards ex¬ 
pounds a variant of this idea in his Principles of Literary Criticism 
(1924). He wants to restrict feeling to refer to pleasure/un-pleasure, 
to mean ‘not another and vital way of apprehending’ but a set of 
signs of personal attitudes. As well as people who neatly reason things 
out, there are, he suggests, some who can read these signs (feeling) 
particularly well, better than most of us. Such people are, when they 
create something which allows us to read some of the signs better, 
our great artists. Thus for Richards, it is not the intensity of the 
feeling that matters, but the organization of its impulses, the quality 
of the reading of the signs. 

Another way in which feeling is used in aesthetic theory is 
illustrated in the work of the philosopher Susanne Langer: see 
Philosophy in a New Key (1942) and Feeling and Form (1953). She 
argues that feeling is expressed by ritual and attitude, which in turn 
are embodied by the artist in presentational symbolism. Music is 
the art which fits best with such ideas. Wagner argued that music is 
the representation and formulation of feeling itself. But literature 
has moral, social and rational dimensions that interfere with clear 
exemplification of any feeling-based aesthetic. 

AMR 

fiction is a complex term with many overlapping uses. Although 
often used synonymously with novel, it is a more generic and inclusive 
term, novel has a narrower historical and ideological content than 
fiction—novels did not exist in Greek or Roman culture, but works 
of fiction in prose did. Equally, allegories in prose (like Pilgrim’s 
Progress) are works of fiction, but not novels. ‘Novel’ is thus a 
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genre term, while ‘fiction’ is a generic term. ‘Fiction’ can more easily 
designate hybrid forms than ‘novel’; it can include artistic intentions 
and formal characteristics in prose works (structures and devices 
borrowed from romance or poetry, pastiche of dramatic forms, etc.) 
which indicate either simple unawareness of novels (e.g. the Satyricon) 
or a deliberate questioning of the assumptions of the novel-genre 
(e.g. Tom Jones). Thus, by virtue of this high level of generality, 
‘fiction’ can be opposed to ‘novel’ by both writers and critics alike. 

The two terms also diverge because ‘novel’ must refer to the 
product of imaginative activity, whereas ‘fiction’ can be used to 
describe the activity itself (it derives from the Latin fingo, to fashion 
or form). Fiction thus has a transitive sense that implies a mental 
process; we speak of works of fiction—an ambiguous phrase which 
suggests either the category to which they belong or the activity by 
which they were produced. 

There has always existed a moral and intellectual distrust of 
fiction as a mode of writing which leads people to believe in things 
which are not ‘true’ or which do not exist in nature. However 
hostile to each other’s definition of ‘nature’ (compare Plato’s 
Republic with Bentham’s Theory of Fictions), the perennial opponents 
of fiction equate it with lies and deception. The maker of literary 
fictions may be self-deceived, or he may intend to deceive others. For 
a classic (and ironic) account of this attitude, see George Herbert’s 
platonic poem ‘Jordan I’ (beginning, ‘Who says that fictions only 
and false hair/Become a verse ?’) and for an explicit defence of fiction 
against the pressure of utilitarian ‘fact’, see Dickens’s Hard Times. 
Traditional puritanism or moral scepticism is reflected in the 
pejorative epithet fictitious which derives from the sense of fiction 
as an unnecessary or undesirable deviation from truth; the adjective 
fictional does not normally have the same emotive content. Imagina¬ 
tive literature is of course the primary manifestation of this pernicious 
tendency, and attacks on fiction are usually attacks on literature, but 
clearly there is also a wider sense implied of fiction as an element in 
human thought and action. 

A more positive use of fiction has recently been revived in literary 
criticism (see Hans Vaihinger, The Philosophy of As If 1952 and 
Frank Kermode, The Sense of an Ending, 1967) which would appear 
to make both literature and what the critic wants to say about it 
moie broadly relevant to other ways of writing and thinking and other 
educational disciplines. The assumption behind this use of the term 
is that all mental activity is to be construed on the analogy of 
imaginative creation. A fiction in this sense refers to any ‘mental 
structure’ as opposed to the formless flux existing outside our minds, 
the Pure Contingency which we call nature. Time, for example, is a 
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fiction we impose on nature for the purposes of living. All mental 
activity, it is claimed, is fictional because it involves shaping material 
which is inherently shapeless. We can only make sense of things by 
imposing fictions (shapes or interpretations) on them. ‘Fiction’ thus 
becomes a kind of umbrella, sheltering many different kinds of 
mental activity and cultural institution. The term appears to have 
become the focus of a valuable relativism, an anti-positivistic, anti¬ 
empiricist caveat. The justification for such an extension is not so 
clear; the argument seems flawed and ultimately uninformative. If 
we can only make sense of things through fictions, how do we know 
of the existence of that which is non-fictional ? By the same argument, 
the vitally necessary assumption of Pure Contingency is also a fiction. 
Equally, it is absurd to reduce whatever is true to whatever we 
cannot make sense of. In addition this extension of the term initiates 
a set of general conditions for the operation of fictions which makes 
it either impossible or unnecessary to distinguish between one fiction 
(say, poetry) and another (say, history). 

Another aspect of the fashionable extension of this term needs 
justification. Fictions in general are like legal fictions—suppositions 
known to be false, but accepted as true for the purposes of practical 
or theoretical convenience. Where this usage extends to a description 
of mental processes, it overlaps with the preceding sense, but the 
stricter model gives a more explicit account of the role of belief 
implied in that sense. It is claimed that fictions are mental structures 
which we know to be false, but which we accept as true for the 
purposes of mental coherence and order. Thinking becomes a matter 
of simultaneous belief and disbelief in the truth of our ideas; we 
know that our interpretations of things are ultimately false, but we 
must go on relying at least in part on these fictions because we have 
no other way of making sense of things. The term seems relativistic 
because it sensitizes us to the limitations of our own and other 
people’s viewpoints, but it also tends to imply such mental diffidence 
that it is hard to know how we could take the truth of any idea 
seriously enough to be sceptical about it. There is a danger that the 
unthinking use of the term could lead to a lack of intellectual commit¬ 
ment in criticism, because no fiction will need justification when it 
implies its own falsehood. On the other hand, the term is not really 
relativistic at all, if it implies that all our critical interpretations are 
ultimately invalid in the same way. It then becomes the banner of a 
naive and reactionary fundamentalism, which measures the validity 
of all ideas by a single standard of truth (Pure Contingency or 
Chaos). Perhaps the most telling objection to the extension of this 
term is that it adds to our vocabulary without adding to our under¬ 
standing: except where it can be shown to be false, according to 
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conventional criteria* it makes no difference to an interpretation 

that we call it a ‘fiction’. 
Literary fictions may have various degrees of plausibility. The 

archaic adjective jictive, revived by the American poet Wallace 
Stevens, is used extensively in modern criticism to denote the 
making of fictions which do not suspend the reader’s disbelief, but 
rely upon it to establish an effect of self-confessed arbitrariness. 
Modern neo-symbolist novelists such as Barth, Borges, Beckett, 
Genet and Nabokov often depend for many of their effects on a 
consistent sense of implausibility, and such writers have forced the 
critic to distinguish shades of meaning in his terminology to account 
for this wayward literary self-consciousness. Hence the use of the 
cognate terms fictiveness and fictionality, which differ from fiction 
or fiction-making by their implication of authorial self-consciousness. 
Fabulation is a similar term (see R. Scholes, The Tabulators, 1967) 
but with a more specific reference to the self-conscious creation of 
fictions within fiction. 

VRLS 

figure George Puttenham {The Art of English Poesie, 1589) defines 
‘figurative speech’ as follows: 

a novelty of language evidently (and yet not absurdly) estranged 
from the ordinary habit and manner of our daily talk and 
writing, and figure itself is a certain lively or good grace set 
upon words, speeches, and sentences to some purpose and not 
in vain, giving them ornament or efficacy by many manner of 
alterations in shape, in sound, and also in sense, sometime by 
way of surplusage, sometime by defect, sometime by disorder, 
or mutation, and also by putting into our speeches more pith 
and substance, subtlety, quickness, efficacy, or moderation, in 
this or that sort tuning and tempering them, by amplification, 
abridgement, opening, closing, enforcing, meekening, or 
otherwise disposing them to the best purpose. 

He then devotes a dozen chapters of his treatise to listing, classifying, 
defining and exemplifying figures. In this enterprise he follows the 
venerable tradition of rhetoric, in which literary composition is 
thought of as ‘invention’ (choosing a subject-matter) and ‘amplifica¬ 
tion’ or as Puttenham calls it, ‘exomation’, of the subject by a 
decorous choice from the figures. The hundreds of figures, schemes 
and tropes available for this purpose were listed in many handbooks 
designed to help budding and practising authors to regulate their 
style according to received principles; this tradition of prescriptive 
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rhetoric continued in the school-books long after Puttenham’s day. 
One must say that an unrealistic and mechanical theory of composi¬ 
tion is implied; and authors within this tradition (e.g. Chaucer) 
achieved excellence largely in spite of it, or by a self-consciously 
ironic use of figures. From a critical point of view, very little is to be 
gained by memorizing lists of names for figures, and much is to be 
lost in so far as the attitude encourages students to view literature as 
theme plus ornament. True, some terms have remained current and 
valuable in analysis (e.g. chiasmus, hyperbole, metonymy, synec¬ 
doche, etc.). As mentioned in the Preface, such terms may be looked 
up in the appropriate handbooks. See also rhetoric, scheme. 

RGF 

foot see METRE 

foregrounding (a free translation of the Czech term, aktualisace) 
is a concept evolved by the pre-war Prague school of linguistics and 
poetics, under the influence of Russian formalist doctrines, to 
represent the abnormal use of a medium, its obtrusion against a 
background of ‘automatic’ responses, which is characteristic of much, 
if not all, artistic expression. 

In literature, foregrounding may be most readily identified with 
linguistic deviation: the violation of rules and conventions, by which 
a poet transcends the normal communicative resources of the 
language, and awakens the reader, by freeing him from the grooves 
of cliche expression, to a new perceptivity. Poetic metaphor, a type 
of semantic deviation, is the most important instance of this type of 
foregrounding. 

More generally, foregrounding may include all salient linguistic 
phenomena which in some way cause the reader’s attention to shift 
from the paraphrasable content of a message (‘what is said’) to a 
focus on the message itself (‘how it is said’). One may thus subsume 
under foregrounding the deliberate use of ambiguities (e.g. punning) 
and, more importantly, parallelism, in its widest sense of patterning 
over and above the normal degree of patterning which exists in 
language by virtue of linguistic rules. 

Foregrounding is a useful, even crucial, concept in stylistics, 
providing a bridge between the relative objectivity of linguistic 
description and the relative subjectivity of literary judgment. It is a 
criterion by which we may select, from a mass of linguistic detail, 
those features relevant to literary effect. It is not, however, an 
entirely precise criterion: the contrast between foreground and back¬ 
ground is a relative one, and only subjective response can ultimately 
decide what is and what is not foregrounded. Further unclearnesses 
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are: Is the writer’s intention a relevant indication of foregrounding? 
What is the psychological basis of foregrounding? (Foregrounded 
features can ‘work’ without coming to one’s conscious attention.) 
Can foregrounding be equated with artistic significance? 

One can answer the last question negatively, by pointing out two 
difficulties in the way of any attempt to make foregrounding the 
basis of a comprehensive theory of literary style. (1) Deviations and 
parallelisms often seem to have a background rather than a fore¬ 
ground function, and resist critical justification except in terms of 
vague principles such as euphony and variation. (2) With prose, a 
probabilistic approach to style in terms of a ‘set’ towards certain 
linguistic choices rather than others is often more appropriate than 
an approach via foregrounding, since significance lies not so much in 
individual exceptional features of language as in the density of some 
features relative to others. Foregrounding in prose works applies 
rather at the levels of theme, character, plot, argument, etc. than at 
the level of linguistic choice. See also formalism. 

See V. Erlich, Russian Formalism (1965); Jan Mukarovsky, 
‘Standard language and poetic language’, in P. L. Garvin (ed.), A 
Prague School Reader on Esthetics, Literary Structure and Style 
(1964); G. N. Leech, ‘Linguistics and the figures of rhetoric’ in R. 
Fowler (ed.), Essays on Style and Language (1966). 

GNL 

form is often used to refer to literary kinds or genres (e.g. ‘the 
epic form’). But we prefer to take form as what contrasts with 
‘paraphrasabie content’, as the way something is said in contrast to 
what is said. The word ‘paraphrasabie’ is important since the way 
of saying affects what is being said—imperceptibly in prose works 
of information, vitally at the other end of the spectrum in lyric 
poems. But since authors do in fact often revise their works to 
improve the style rather than the matter, since synopses are written 
and found useful, since writers can Turn prose versions of their work 
into verse (like Ben Jonson), and since it is evident that much the 
same point may be made in plain or figurative language, simple or 
complex sentences, it is clear that even though form and content may 
be inseparable for the ‘full meaning’ of a work, the paraphrasabie 
content may nevertheless be used to enable the concept ofform to be 
discussed (cf. paraphrase). 

Form in this sense is often felt to be either organic or imposed. 
Felt, because this is rather a psychological distinction than a technical 
one. In the one case, manner seems to fit matter like a velvet glove, 
form seems to spring from content; in the other case, the form seems 
an iron gauntlet that the content must accommodate itself to. In 
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some short lyric poems where form and content are inseparable 
anyway, it may be difficult to decide whether, say, apparent oddities 
of metre and rhyme are flaws in an imposed form or examples of 
organic fluidity. In most of these cases, however, the difficulty of 
decision will itself suggest that the decision is irrelevant to a critical 
judgment. For the modern dogma that organic form is better hardly 
stands up to examination. All ‘given patterns’—such as sonnet, 
rondeau, ballade—are imposed forms; and while it is true that the 
content must fit them effortlessly or be faulted, it is also true that the 
form took precedence. In some cases, too—particularly in large 
novels dealing with amorphous material—imposed form may seem a 
beneficial discipline even though the imposition is evident. More¬ 
over, it is easier to encompass aesthetic effects of composition and 
complementarity (see aesthetics) by imposed form than by organic 
form. Organic form tends to emphasize what is said, imposed form 
how it is said. So where neither emphasis is evident other approaches 
to the work will clearly be more profitable. 

Whether organic or imposed, form must be either structural or 
textural, the one being large-scale, a matter of arrangement, the 
other small-scale, a matter of impressionism. Structure at its most 
obvious (plot, story, argument) is the skeleton of a work, texture at 
its most obvious (metre, diction, syntax) is the skin. But certain ele¬ 
ments are comparable to muscles. A motif for instance is structural 
in so far as the images making it up are seen as a chain, textural in 
so far as each is apprehended sensuously as it comes—and con- 
tentual, rather than formal, in so far as the chain carries a meaning 
that one link, an unrepeated image, would not. In the last analysis, 
structure is a matter of memory, texture of immediacy. 

Since structure is a matter of arrangement, it includes the formal 
ordering of the content in time. Temporal form may be linear or 
fugal. Linear form is that of traditional literature, in which first things 
come first, last last, as in life. Fugal form is characteristic of modernist 
experimental writing, which takes liberties with chronology on the 
grounds that literature is not life, and need not resemble it. Linear 
works, of course, may give more or less reading-time to similar 
periods of narrative time, but fugal works, in addition, re-arrange 
temporal sequence so that first and last things come not in order 
but where they will make most impact (usually by standing in 
juxtaposition). Counterpoint takes over from melody, so to speak. 
Such structuring, used well, gains thematic and aesthetic benefits 
in return for the sacrifice of story-line and suspense. Such emphasis 
of temporal form tends to give greater importance to textural 
quality (since the reader is less distracted by an eagerness to see what 
happens next). 
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Works of this kind present themselves more concretely as objects 
in space than as abstract patterns of cause and effect, and it follows 
that the reader’s attention will be directed towards their textural 
rather than their structural qualities. The elaboration of texture 
invariably has the effect of arresting movement—whether of thought 
or action—and substituting the opaque for the transparent in lan¬ 
guage. At its furthest extremes such developments lead to concrete 

poetry or Euphuistic Prose involving a progressive elimination of 
meaning, until a point is reached where the textural devices— 
dependent as they are on the meanings of words—become ineffective. 
In most works, however, where the marriage of sound and sense is 
not perfect, compromises are achieved between denotation and 
connotation, referent and reference. Texture, unlike structure, is an 
inherent (psychological) property of every part of language, and 
therefore less under the control of the'artist. It follows that part of 
his task consists of eliminating or subduing indeterminate textural 
elements in the language he uses. More positively he strives to 
materialize his meanings, and if language were a more subtle 
medium, this imitative function could be classified according to the 
(various) sensory apparatus to which it appealed. As it is, it makes 
more sense to categorize textural qualities according to the known 
properties of language. They may be musical (onomatopoeia, allitera¬ 
tion, etc.); lexical (metaphor, synecdoche, etc.)] syntactic (chiasmus, 
antithesis, etc.). See also organic, structure, texture. 

See Wayne C. Booth, The Rhetoric of Fiction (1961); Wallace C. 
Hildick, Thirteen Types of Narrative (1968); Robie Macauley and 
George Laming, Technique in Fiction (1964); J. C. Ransom, The 
World's Body (1938). For further reading, J. L. Calderwood and 
M. R. Toliver, Forms of Poetry (1968); Allan Rodway, The Truths 
of Fiction (1970). 

bcl and aer 

Formalism ‘Formalist’ has long been a pejorative term in Soviet 
criticism, and it has been much abused. Properly it denotes a school 
of literary criticism that grew up in Russia in the experimental 
twenties and erected on the foundations laid by the symbolist move¬ 
ment a critical method that posited the autonomy of the work of art 
and the discontinuity of the language of literature from other kinds 
of language. The Formalists outdid in purism the English and 
American new critics, with whom they had much in common. 

There were two groups of Formalist critics in the early days: the 
one in St Petersburg called itself Opoyaz, taking its name from the 
initial letters of the Russian words meaning Society for the Study of 
Literary Language, and was founded in 1916. The other, more 
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linguistically oriented (though both derived their basic techniques 
from Saussure) was founded in 1915, and called itself the Moscow 
Linguistic Circle. The Formalists, impatient with the obscurantism 
that disfigured Symbolist poetics, set about the objective and 
‘scientific’ examination of literary style, defining it in terms of its 
departure from established norms by means of identifiable and 
analysable devices. One talented Formalist critic, Victor Shklovsky, 
in the early essay Art as Device (1925), emphasized that the deforma¬ 
tion of reality, or what he called ‘making strange’, was central to all 
art. He recalls Empson in his insistence that art should make difficult, 
and that the perception of difficulty is part of the aesthetic experience. 
Plot in the novel was defined as the devices which defamiliarize the 
story, or ‘make it strange’ (hence the high regard of the Formalists 
for Sterne’s Tristram Shandy). In verse theory, one of the best early 
essays was Osip Brik’s Rhythm and Syntax (1927), which attempted 
to describe all the significant linguistic elements in poetry, correcting 
earlier theorists who had established the primacy of metaphor and 
image. His concept of zvukovoy povtor, sound repetition, was notably 
fruitful. As the Formalists developed, they grew less iconoclastic, 
and often managed to assimilate their linguistic techniques to the 
study of literary history and biography (Eikhenbaum’s work on 
Tolstoy is a notable example): but they took care always to go 
through the necessary adjustments and manoeuvres in passing from 
the literary text to its milieu and back. Through the influence in the 
west of Roman Jakobson, once a member of the Moscow group, 
Formalist aesthetics exerted a powerful influence on later structuralist 
developments in linguistics and literary criticism. The history of the 
movement has been admirably described in Victor Erlich’s book 
Russian Formalism (1965). A collection of the most important texts, 
translated into French by Tzvetan Todorov, is Theorie de la litera¬ 
ture: textes des formalistes russes (1965). Two English anthologies 
are Lee T. Lemon and Marion J. Reis (eds), Russian Formalist 
Criticism (1965); Ladislav Matejka and Krystyna Pomorska (eds), 
Readings in Russian Poetics (1971). 

GMH 

free verse For many, this is a misnomer not only because most free 
verse assimilates itself to at least one of the prosodies—syllable- 
stress (Eliot, ‘Prufrock’), quantitative (Pound), pure-stress (Eliot, 
Four Quartets), syllabic (Marianne Moore)—but also because as a 
term it is dated, too ‘modernistic’. But some word is needed to 
describe speech still deliberate enough to be rhythmic, but not 
patterned enough to be a metre, to describe a poetry in which 
utterance is only an intermittent emergence from speech, and whose 
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complexity derives more from multiplicity of tone than from 
multiplicity of meaning. 

The origins of free verse are variously inferred: poetic prose, 
liberated blank verse (Browning), a specifically free verse tradition 
(Dryden, Milton, Arnold, Henley). There may be other factors. 
Versification re-articulates conventional syntax, releases unsuspected 
expressive dimensions; because we are so accustomed to the written¬ 
ness of poetry, typography alone can be relied upon to perform this 
function (hence a visual prosody). Alternatively, by using a dis¬ 
located syntax (see obscurity), the poet re-articulates language at 
the outset and versification is rendered in this sense otiose. And the 
new apparatus that has facilitated analysis of the recited poem, 
admits the vagaries of personal and regional reading as valid 
prosodic factors; once these are admitted free verse exists without 
anyone having to invent it. 

The casting off of metres in favour of unopposed rhythms— 
particularly in the syntax- and cadence-centred prosodies of Whit¬ 
man and the Imagists—is an attempt to fully develop the expressive 
function of the latter at the expense of the interpretative (pace Pound), 
discriminatory function of the former. It is also designed to more 
fully implicate the reader in the poem as a psychological or emotional 
event by withdrawing the substitute sensibility of an accepted 
prosody and by compelling him to create his own speeds, intonation 
patterns and emphases. In such verse a prosody is not to be dis¬ 
engaged from the linguistic material; in such verse the line is super¬ 
seded by the strophe, the line itself (syntactic unit) becoming the 
measure, and variation in line-length the rhythmic play. What Amy 
Lowell means by cadence is a retrospectively perceived rhythmic 
totality, an overall balance, rather than the continuously disturbed 
and restored balance of regular verse. 

Ironically the need to do away with rhyme as a worn-out conven¬ 
tion coincided with the need to retain it as an inherent part of the 
psychology of creation, the new ‘Muse Association-des-Idees’ 
(Valery). Rhyme becomes the crucial ad-libbing mechanism, suited 
to capturing the miscellaneousness of modern experience. The 
irregular rhyme of free verse is a structuring rather than structural 
device and is a better guide to the tempo of memory, emotion, etc. 
than variation in line-length, which has no fixed relation to reading 
speed. Besides, with rhyme removed, a poem may be deprived of 
much of its magnetic compulsiveness; because nothing is anticipated, 
nothing is looked for. Without this inbuilt momentum, the free 
verse poet has often to fall back pn the syntactic momentum of 
enjambment or the momentum of rhetoric (Whitman, D. H. 
Lawrence) and the concomitant dangers of overintensification and 
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monotony of tone and intonation; the poet’s energies may be too 
much concentrated on the mere sustaining of impetus, rather than 
on using language to explore mental states etc. In this sense at least, 
rhyme is liberating. 

See T. S. Eliot, ‘Reflections on vers libre’ (1917) in To Criticize 
the Critic (1965); H. Gross, Sound and Form in Modern Poetry (1964); 
G. Hough, ‘Free verse’ in Image and Experience (1960); G. Kahn, 
‘Preface sur le vers libre', Premiers Po&mes (1897). 

cs 
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genre There is no agreed equivalent for this word in the vocabulary 
of English criticism-kind’, ‘type’, ‘form’ and ‘genre’ are variously 
used—and this fact alone indicates some of the confusions that 
surround the development of the theory of genres. The attempt to 
classify or describe literary works in terms of shared characteristics 
was begun by Aristotle in the Poetics, and the first sentence of his 
treatise suggests the two main directions genre theory was to follow: 

Our subject being poetry, I propose- to speak not only of the 
art in general, but also of its species and their respective 
capacities; of the structure of plot required for a good poem; 
of the number and nature of the constituent parts of a poem; 
and likewise of any other matters on the same line of enquiry. 

Classical genre theory is regulative and prescriptive, and is based 
upon certain fixed assumptions about psychological and social 
differentiation. Modern genre theory on the other hand tends to be 
purely descriptive, and to avoid any overt assumptions about generic 
hierarchies. In the present century, beginning with such Russian 
Formalists as Roman Jakobson there has been a continuing effort 
to link literary kinds to linguistic structures, but perhaps the most 
significant modern contribution to genre theory is that of Northrop 
Frye whose Anatomy of Criticism (1957) presents a comprehensive 
typology of myth and archetype. At the same time it is true, as 
W. K. Wimsatt and Cleanth Brooks point out in Literary Criticism: 
A Short History (1957), that history has produced at least four genre 
conceptions—dramatic, heroic, satiric, lyric—dominant enough in 
their own times to serve as compositional norms, and it follows that 
all attempts at objectivity have been severely affected by prevailing 
ideals: the dominance of a genre prejudices attempts to characterize 
it dispassionately (cf. current problems in the definition of the novel). 

The second major distinction is that’ between genres defined in 
terms of ‘outer form’ and ‘inner form’. These terms are coined by 
Rene Wellek and Austin Warren in their Theory of Literature (3rd 
ed., 1963) to describe on the one hand specific metres and structures, 
and on the other, attitude, tone and purpose. These authors believe 
that genres ought to be based upon both inner and outer forms 
together: ‘The ostensible basis may be one or the other (e.g. 
“pastoral” and “satire” for the inner form; dipodic verse and 
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Pindaric ode for outer); but the critical problem will then be to find 
the other dimension, to complete the diagram.’ It is only by adopting 
some such definition of genre that the confusions of neo-classical 
criticism can be avoided. In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries 
no attempt was made to discriminate between the quite diverse 
criteria involved in differentiation by subject-matter, structure, 
language, tone, or audience. So not only was it impossible to make 
useful comparisons between particular works, it was not even 
possible to say what did or did not constitute a genre. The advantage 
of Wellek and Warren’s definition is that it allows an important 
distinction between, for example, Novels of the Oxford Movement, 
which do not constitute a genre, and Gothic Novels, which do. See 
also CHICAGO CRITICS. 

See Allan Rodway, ‘Generic criticism: the approach through type, 
mode and kind’, in Malcolm Bradbury and D. J. Palmer (eds), 
Contemporary Criticism (1970). 

BCL 

gothic The gothic romance emerged in England when the novel 
form itself was only a few decades old. Thus when Horace Walpole 
published The Castle of Otranto in 1764, it was in part a reaction 
against limitations which the early novelists seemed to have accepted 
with equanimity. The novel of manners and the novel of didactic 
sensibility are exposed to the whole sub-world of the unconscious. 
Sensibility is shown under pressure. Sexuality, elemental passions 
and fear now moved to the centre of the novelist’s stage. 

The word ‘gothic’ initially conjured up visions of a medieval 
world, of dark passions enacted against the massive and sinister 
architecture of the gothic castle. By the end of the century it implied 
the whole paraphernalia of evil forces and ghostly apparitions. The 
gothic is characterized by a setting which consists of castles, monaster¬ 
ies, ruined houses or suitably picturesque surroundings, by characters 
who are, or seem to be, the quintessence of good or evil (though 
innocence often seems to possess a particular menace of its own); 
sanity and chastity are constantly threatened and over all there 
looms the suggestion, sometimes finally subverted, that irrational 
and evil forces threaten both individual integrity and the material 
order of society. 

On one level the gothic novel was an attempt to stimulate jaded 
sensibilities and as such its descendants are the modern horror film 
and science fiction fantasy. Yet, as the Marquis de Sade detected at 
the time and as the surrealists were to assert later, the gothic mode 
was potentially both socially and artistically revolutionary. The 
iconography of decay and dissolution which filled such novels clearly 

83 



GROTESQUE 

has its social dimension (William Godwin in particular drawing 
political morals from his entropic setting) while the assertion of a 
non-material reality clearly stands as an implicit criticism of the 
literalism of the conventional novel as it does of the rational con¬ 
fidence of the age itself. The debate between rationalism and the 
imagination which came to characterize the age is contained within 
the gothic mode. Horace Walpole was content to leave his terrors 
irrational and unexplained; Ann Radcliffe, or, in America, Charles 
Brockden Brown, felt the need to rationalize the ineffable. 

The ‘classic’ gothic novels spanned the years between 1764 and, 
approximately, 1820, which saw the publication of Maturin’s 
Melmoth the Wanderer. Among the best known examples are: The 
Mysteries of Udolpho by Ann Radcliffe, 1794; The Adventures of 
Caleb Williams by William Godwin, 1794; The Monk, by M. G. 
Lewis, 1795; Frankenstein by Mary Shelley, 1818. The strain has 
continued in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries both in England 
(down to Iris Murdoch, The Unicorn, 1963 and David Storey, 
Radcliffe, 1963) and in America, where it has played an important 
role not merely in the work of such nineteenth-century gothicists as 
Charles Brockden Brown, Edgar Allan Poe and Ambrose Bierce or, 
less directly, Hawthorne, Melville, and James, but also in the work of 
modern authors such as James Purdy, John Hawkes, Kurt Vonnegut. 

See Edith Birkhead, The Tale of Terror (1921, reprinted 1963); 
Leslie Fiedler, Love and Death in the American Novel (1960); 
Montague Summers, The Gothic Quest (New York, 1964). 

C WEB 

grammar see language, syntax 

grotesque The grotesque, in works of art, usually makes us laugh. 
It does so by presenting the human figure in an exaggerated and 
distorted way; Bergson’s theory of comedy as a whole as a deliberate 
dehumanization or mechanization' of observed behaviour seems too 
limiting, but offers a stimulating approach to the grotesque. The 
grotesque exploits similarities between people and animals or things, 
and vice versa. There is a strong critical tendency to regard the 
grotesque as in opposition to realism. Grotesque art, such arguments 
run, is failed realism, its failure determined by social or personal 
inadequacies. Mark Spilka, in Dickens and Kafka (1963) puts 
forward the view that the grotesque is conditioned by ‘oedipal 
arrest’, an inability to realize the roundedness of personality because 
of a fixation with the mother; T. A. Jackson, in Charles Dickens: The 
Progress of a Radical (1938), argues that the flatness of Dickens’s 
characters is determined by the dehumanizing forces of the society 
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that Dickens lived in and depicted. But Wolfgang Kayser’s book 
The Grotesque in Art and Literature (1963), even if it does little else 
but dilute the concept of the grotesque to include anything horrific, 
fantastic, or interesting to Kayser, at least reminds us of the origin 
of the term in the extravagant, whimsical representations of heads 
and faces that ornamented classical decorative friezes, rediscovered 
by Renaissance archaeologists and rapidly imitated by Mannerist 
artists. A definition of the grotesque that omits its unmotivated 
playfulness is likely to be defective. 

The rhetorical strategy of the grotesque in literature is usually 
deadpan; the reader must not be allowed a perspective that permits 
him to explain or reflect upon its incongruity or preposterousness. 
So Kafka’s ‘Metamorphosis’ opens with the matter-of-fact narration 
of Gregor Samsa’s awakening into insecthood, a stratagem that 
enables him to pass off calmly the extraordinary state of mind in 
which the hero reflects that he has felt similarly before and it will 
pass—much more comic in intention than critics normally suggest. 
Likewise Pancks’s breezy insinuation of grotesque comparison in 
Little Dorr it: 

A person who can’t pay, gets another person who can’t pay, to 
guarantee that he can pay. Like a person with two wooden legs 
getting another person with two wooden legs, to guarantee 
that he has got two natural ones. It doesn’t make either of 
them able to do a walking match. And four wooden legs are 
more troublesome to you than two, when you don’t want any. 

Exaggeration and distortion—two separate doubly wooden-legged 
aspirants to walking honours is a bit much—gain their effect by 
being passed off in serious and woodenly correct prose. 

See Arthur Clayborough, The Grotesque in English Literature 
(1965); Philip Thomson, The Grotesque (1972). 

MAH 
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heresy of paraphrase see paraphrase 

hero In classical myth heroes had superhuman powers; they con¬ 
versed with gods (sometimes, like Achilles or Theseus, they were 
demi-gods) and their courses were accompanied by prophecies and 
portents. But when these figures appear in the Homeric epics, their 
status, as Aristotle showed, is changed—they have become aspects 
of literary structure, and ‘Unity of plot does not, as some people 
think, consist in the unity of the hero’ {Poetics). Homer’s heroes, for 
Aristotle, are elements in the unity of an action, not its sole origin 
and end as they had been in the loosely cumulative preliterary 
legends; in epic or tragedy heroes exist for the sake of the literary 
whole. But the hero is not easily demoted from his mythic status: 
Romantic criticism, culminating in A. C. Bradley’s Shakespearean 
Tragedy (1904) is now notorious for the fallacy of considering heroes 
in artificial separation from their dramatic context (see L. C. Knights, 
How Many Children had Lady Macbeth?, 1933). Conversely, the 
New Critics who de-mythologized the hero stressed ‘unity’ to the 
point where plays became ritual re-enactments of order rather than 
actions. The concept of the hero seems inextricably involved with the 
discussion of dramatic structure. Though by an illusion they seem 
so, Shakespeare’s heroes are rarely continuous creations. When the 
hero returns to the scene after an absence we do not take him up 
where we left off, or reconstruct some biographical fiction; we take 
him up from where the play, in the language and action of other 
characters, has got to. This is perhaps the clearest indication of the 
distinction (and the interaction) between dramatic structure and the 
structure of the hero’s consciousness or career; we may in some 
works be more aware of one or the other, but neither can dominate 
without evaporating the drama. 

The critical issues raised by the Protean forms of the hero in 
narrative poetry and novels are more complicated, and have been 
aired less. Paradise Lost provides an example: Milton established a 
distinctive ‘heroic’ diction, but initiated simultaneously a fertile 
debate about who (if anyone) was the ‘hero’. Satan, as Dryden said, 
was technically the hero—but was the concept even relevant to a 
work claiming truth to universal moral and spiritual experience? 
Surely, Addison urged, Milton had no hero in the classical sense 

86 



HERO 

(though if we wanted one, it must be Christ) ? When, in the romantic 
period, Blake and Shelley declared Milton was on the Devil’s side, 
very different valuations of the heroic came into the open: on the 
one side radical individualism (represented diversely by Byron, the 
Brontes and Carlyle), on the other the communal values of re¬ 
straint, civilization, maturity, first in Scott and Austen, later in the 
social novels of Mrs Gaskell and George Eliot. Thackeray, who 
subtitled Vanity Fair (1847-8) ‘A Novel without a Hero’, applied 
in Henry Esmond (1852) the searching perspective of domestic 
realism to the great men of the past. The eighteenth-century epigram, 
‘No man is a hero to his valet’ encapsulated the kind of scrutiny 
that cut the hero down to size. Carlyle argued ‘It is not the Hero’s 
blame, but the Valet’s: that his soul, namely, is a mean valet-souW— 
but his own version of ‘the Hero’ demonstrates grotesquely the vices 
of essentialism: ‘For at bottom the Great Man, as he comes from 
the hand of Nature, is ever the same kind of thing: Odin, Luther, 
Johnson, Burns. . .’ 

Getting rid of ‘the Hero’ seemed a critical necessity: as wielded 
by Carlyle the concept was unmanageable, a barrier to the under¬ 
standing of literary structures. Critics preferred the slippery term 
‘character’, and analysed social and/or verbal detail; rhetoric, 
action, conventional motifs and large-scale effects were systemati¬ 
cally played down. There were, however, many nineteenth-century 
novels where this obviously did not work (e.g. Emily Bronte’s 
Wuthering Heights, 1847, Meredith’s The Egoist, 1879) and recent 
fictional developments, like the absurd, villainous or insane narrator- 
heroes of Beckett or Nabokov, have produced the term ‘anti-hero’ 
to fill a much-felt gap. The hero has re-emerged, in complicity with 
the author against the norms of ‘the whole’; he may be, as in 
Beckett’s title, The Unnameable (1953), but this is of course a precise 
inversion, not a banishment, of his classical archetype. Dickens’s 
Our Mutual Friend (1864-5) exemplifies a continuing ambivalence— 
the sinister yet patronizing attitude of the author introducing ‘our 
hero’. We may agree with T. S. Eliot’s debunking of ‘Sir Philip 
Sidney / And other heroes of that kidney’ but the concept seems 
inescapable despite its extra- or anti-literary overtones. The narrative 
without a hero remains a critical fiction. See also character, epic, 

MYTH. 

See Thomas Carlyle, Heroes and Hero-Worship (1840); Northrop 
Frye, Anatomy of Criticism (1957); R. W. B. Lewis, The Picaresque 
Saint, Representative Figures in Contemporary Fiction (1959); Peter 
Mercer, ‘Othello and heroic tragedy’, Critical Quarterly, 11 (1969); 
Mario Praz, The Hero in Eclipse in Victorian Fiction (1956). 
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heroic couplet see couplet 

historical novel A term which refers to novels set in a period of 
time recognizably ‘historical’ in relation to the time of writing. The 
past tense may be employed in the narration, the account may pur¬ 
port to have been written in that past time, or in some intervening 
time. The subject-matter of the historical novel tends to encompass 
both public and private events, and the protagonist may be either 
an actual figure from the past or an invented figure whose destiny is 
involved with actual events. The major practitioners of this, the 
‘classic’ form of the historical novel in English and American 
literature, were Sir Walter Scott and James Fenimore Cooper. The 
historical actions in Scott’s ‘Waverley’ and Cooper’s ‘Leather¬ 
stocking’ novels largely concerned social changes of great magnitude 
—the destruction of the Scottish clans, the impingement of the 
American settlers on the new land and their conflict with the Red 
man. The protagonist was often a man of mixed loyalties, and the 
diverse pressures which focused upon him mirrored in individual 
struggle the interplay of wider social forces. 

In England, Thackeray carried forward the tradition of the genre, 
but reached back to connect it with the comic novels of Fielding and 
Smollett. Like Scott, Thackeray communicates a sense of momen¬ 
tous and irretrievable social change, but his dissatisfaction with that 
which prevailed in any given situation seems stronger than Scott’s. 
On the Continent, the successors to Scott included Manzoni, 
Pushkin, Gogol, Hugo, Merimee, Stendhal, Balzac and Tolstoy. 
Gradually the interests and techniques of the historical novel began 
to be applied to contemporary events and the genre merged with, 
even as it helped create, the great realistic novels of the nineteenth 
century. A double movement occurred in which the treatment of 
‘history’ in fiction became progressively more exotic and archaeo- 
logically accurate—as in Flaubert’s Salammbo (1862)—while treat¬ 
ment of the present became more'‘naturalistic’. 

The historical novel merges on one side with the realistic novel: 
on the other—as the historical substance generalizes—it merges with 
the national epic, and is perhaps the counter-phenomenon to Field¬ 
ing’s notion of the novel as a comic prose epic. The epic model is 
here Virgil’s Aeneid, in so far as certain events can be seen as in¬ 
augurating and justifying (or failing to justify) the nation state. 

The question of historical psychology—of the motives and feelings 
which can be attributed to people in the past—arises. Some historical 
novelists have attributed to characters in the past substantially the 
same inner lives as their contemporaries. This type of anachronism, 
which can be used to significant and to comic effect, is allied to other 
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‘deteriorated’ forms of the historical novel, including the ‘historical 
romance , where only costume and not substance differentiates the 
period of the fiction from the present. See also archaism. 

See Georg Lukacs, trans. Hannah and Stanley Mitchell, The 
Historical Novel (1962). 

AMG 

historicism Many branches of literary study involve the use of 
historical evidence: questions of textual transmission and authenti¬ 
city, of archaic or obsolete language, of sources and literary borrow¬ 
ing, of relations between an author’s life and work, are all in the 
strict sense ‘historical’. But the term ‘historicism’ is usually reserved 
for that approach to literature which sets it in the context of the ideas, 
conventions and attitudes of the period in which it was written. 
Although good literature is ‘not of an age, but for all time’, the social 
and intellectual climate within which every writer has to work, and 
which his writing reflects in some degree, is subject to change. The 
uninformed modern reader is therefore likely to bring to the literature 
of the past assumptions and associations that may be quite alien to 
the frame of reference from which that literature derives its form 
and meaning. The aim of historicism is to make works of different 
periods more accessible to the modern reader by reconstructing the 
historically appropriate background as it affects an understanding 
and judgment of the work concerned. 

The theory as well as the practice of historicism have not gone 
unchallenged. It has been argued, for instance, that a modern re¬ 
construction of the cultural or ideological identity of a past age must 
still be essentially modern in its point of view. Historicism cannot 
transform a twentieth-century sensibility into that of a seventeenth- 
or nineteenth-century mind; it may only be transferring modern 
preconceptions from the critical to the historical plane of thought. 
Moreover, historicism must inevitably be selective and interpretative 
in treating what evidence there is concerning standards and habits 
of mind that differ from our own; it may tend to impose a falsifying 
uniformity and immobility upon its conception of a literary ‘period’, 
and its findings are themselves demonstrably subject to change from 
generation to generation. Much of the historicism of thirty years ago 
is now as obsolete as other kinds of literary interpretation which 
were merely of their age. In addition, there is a tendency in historicism 
to interpret and measure the work of great and original imagination 
by the commonplaces of its time, reducing the uniqueness and 
subtlety of genius to the lowest common denominator of a recon¬ 
structed idea of ‘period’. If, for instance, a knowledge of Elizabethan 
ideas about kingship, or of their dramatic conventions, helps us to 
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understand Shakespeare’s history plays, we must still remember that 
Shakespeare is hardly to be circumscribed by an abstraction of the 
average mentality of his contemporaries. Conventions that have been 
obliterated by time may be recovered for us by historicism, but the 
great writers of the past are more than conventional. 

Historicism, therefore, cannot provide us with an absolute or 
objective measure of literary meaning or value. It is not a substitute 
for the act of intelligent imagination which we call criticism; but it is, 
properly used, one of the critic’s most valuable tools. Provided its 
limitations are recognized, it can extend and refine our under¬ 
standing of the literature we most admire. The validity of historicism 
rests not upon an antiquarian curiosity about how a writer was 
influenced or interpreted by the world he lived in, but upon the 
endeavour to enrich modern sensibilities by comprehending and 
transmitting those ideas and values which preserve the continuity 
of our civilization. 

See Helen Gardner, The Business of Criticism (1960); Rene 
Wellek, Concepts of Criticism (1963); W. K. Wimsatt, Jr, The Verbal 
Icon (1954). 

DJP 

homophony see ambiguity 

humours In medieval medicine the four humours were the fluids 
whose dominance determined the nature (‘complexion’) of men: 
Blood (sanguine); Phlegm (phlegmatic); Choler (choleric); Black 
Choler or Bile (melancholic). These are used by Ben Jonson to 
construct an idea of character obsession. A humour may ‘so possess 
a man, that it doth draw / All his affects, his spirits and his power, / 
In their conductions, all to run one way’ (Prologue to Every Man 
Out of His Humour, 1600). The obsessional humour riding the 
character is the source of the ‘comedy’. In the early plays the humour 
is ‘spent’ in the course of the action, freeing the character, in a 
literal use of the medical analogy. Later the humours are developed 
as symbolic stances through which the characters are seen to react 
to the values of the world they inhabit, rather than as simple flaws 
or biases in their nature. Thus Morose’s silence (phlegmatic melan¬ 
choly) is simultaneously a cause and a product of his relationship 
with his society. This sophistication of the theory culminates in a 
humour character like Overreach (sanguine/choleric?) where the 
bias is a complex symbol of the general and social values of the 
world of the Fair in Bartholomew Fair (1614? folio 1631) and man’s 
response to them. 

Restoration dramatists continue to insist in their critical responses 
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that humour theory is central to comic effect but in practice the 
increased interest in the presence or absence of the acceptable 
response by which society judges the wit and worth of its members 
makes humour characterization seem too inflexible. Attempts are 
made to distinguish Affectation, with its conscious, social overtones, 
from Humour, where the stress is individual and pathological. As 
Congreve says, ‘what is Humour in one, may be Affectation in 
another; and nothing is more common, than for some to affect 
particular ways of saying, and doing things, peculiar to others, 
whom they admire and imitate’ (Concerning Humour in Comedy, 
1696). But though he seems determined to defend the humour 
concept he rings its knell when he admits in the same work ‘that a 
continued Affectation may in time become a Habit’. For in the world 
which he inhabits and describes it becomes impossible effectively to 
distinguish continued affectation from reality (witness the marriage 
contract in The Way of the World). Humour remains an influence 
in the figures of the Tunbellys and Clumsys of Restoration plays but 
they no longer have the distinction of being vessels of disruptive 
forces who must be freed if others are to escape the shadow of their 
obsessions: they have become mere butts to provoke the humour of 
those who have learned the correct manner to suit the mood of the 
world. See also manners. 

See Alain C. Dessen, Jonson's Moral Comedy (1971); Paul Lauter, 
Theories of Comedy (1964); Kenneth Muir, The Comedy of Manners 
(1970). 

GG 

hyperbole see conceit 
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image In the eighteenth century, one theory of ‘imagination’ was 
that it was a faculty for visualization, so literature was often regarded 
as a medium which promoted visual responses in the reader: that is 
to say, ‘images’. Descriptive poetry flourished. One basic meaning 
for ‘image’ is provided by that context, but other, looser and more 
treacherous, meanings have accreted: any sensuous effect provoked 
by literary language; any striking language; metaphor; symbol; any 
figure. ‘Image’ and ‘imagery’ have also come to be vaguely laudatory 
terms, lazily gesturing a taste for concreteness, richness of texture, in 
verse. Finally, new critical poetics, encouraging us to view poems 
as virtually concrete artefacts, allows whole poems to be regarded 
as ‘images’. Though used apparently without polemical intent, as if 
it is universally accepted currency, the term ‘image’ frequently 
determines the direction of critical thinking, proving that the 
metaphor involved in talking about literary works or verbal effects 
as ‘images’ is not dead at all, but inconveniently alive. 

The great advantage of ‘image’ to lazy criticism, and hence danger 
to serious criticism, is its shifting application: in Macbeth, for 
example, the following might be called ‘images’ or ‘imagery’: 

(1) metaphors, similes, figurative language: ‘Pity like a naked new¬ 
born babe . . .’ 
(2) Lady Macbeth’s children: ‘I have given suck . . .’ 
(3) Macduff’s son, who is a flesh-and-blood character 
(4) The vision ‘Who wears upon his baby brow...’ whom the witches 
show to Macbeth 
(5) All of these, as ‘iterative imagery’, a play-within-the-play where 
distinctions between language, action and character lapse (see 
Cleanth Brooks, The Well Wrought Urn, 1947, ch. 2). 

The point of having one word to do all these jobs is clear: the whole 
play becomes one symbolic utterance, a-‘dramatic poem’ (or, of 
course, an ‘image’), its central preoccupations iterated at every 
level. This New Critical treatment of imagery congratulated itself 
for avoiding the damaging assumption that verbal texture was 
incidental ornament, for having found a way of integrating the 
critical response. 

The effect of over-reliance on the word image is to encourage a 
focus on literature which makes syntax, argument, plot, temporal 
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and relational structures recede into invisibility, while description 
and figurative language become foregrounded to a distorted degree. 
The whole thus isolated becomes a static ‘spatial’ experience, 
imagined as a ‘cluster’ of ‘images’. The very use of the term en¬ 
courages the critic to project his own desire for pattern, while sound¬ 
ing reassuringly objective. It is easy to move on to assertions that 
poems are revelatory, symbolic, ‘icons’, that the process they en¬ 
shrine is ‘miraculism’ or ‘incarnation’, the Word made flesh. What 
starts as a gesture of respect for the texture of literature ends by 
importing a sub- or supra-literary structure. The rejection of the 
work’s overt order (dismissed as abstraction) leads to the search for 
some more esoteric ‘hidden’ pattern. Studies of imagery tend almost 
irresistibly towards the assumption that images are not the expression 
of the artist’s purpose, but of a greater force working through him 
(the Great Mind etc.). 

‘Image’ has not got much to do with verbal analysis, and the most 
persuasive analysts, e.g. Empson, hardly use it. It has become 
associated with the demand that we respect what is ‘there’ in the 
work, but the connection is tenuous, and the empiricism fake. As 
Richards has shown, ‘image’ blurs the verbal facts about metaphor, 
by obscuring the relations that are being made (between ‘tenor’ and 
‘vehicle’) and suggesting that a free-floating ‘emblem’ is being offered. 
The real connection of ‘image’ is with a group of assumptions which 
‘place’ poetry, more or less frankly, in relation to some ‘deeper’ 
structure—depth psychology, Baroque Christianity, etc. This may 
seem to dignify literature, but in the long run it impoverishes, since 
it substitutes for the diversity and fluidity of the literary medium a 
shadow-play of ‘images’ whose resolution lies elsewhere. 

See P. N. Furbank, Reflections on the Word ''Image’ (1970); Frank 
Kermode, Romantic Image (1957); I. A. Richards, The Philosophy 

of Rhetoric (1936). 
LS 

imagination (like ‘tragedy’) leads a double life. In common usage 
it has a very equivocal sense, more often than not trivial, even 
derogatory—‘it’s all in your imagination’. But as soon as it is 
associated with any form of art it becomes one of the highest, 
probably the highest indication of value. The extremes meet in the 
distrust of Art as the enemy of common sense, decency, reason, good 
government or sound business. But the decadent West in the later 
twentieth century seems to live for Art almost as hectically as our 
damned Victorian ancestors did a hundred years ago. 

This ambivalence is ancient, if not universal. In theory, the Renais¬ 
sance assigned Reason and Imagination to different faculties, and 
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reason was certainly the higher. Imagination co-ordinated the 
physical senses on winch alone it depended, and was therefore 
shared by all animals; reason was angelic, free of the body, even 
god-like and therefore peculiar (beneath the moon) to man. Such a 
simplistic version of experience was not really accepted, but the 
problems of over-valuing imagination were illuminated by Theseus 
in A Midsummer Night's Dream: 

The lunatic, the lover, and the poet 
Are of imagination all compact. 

The same trinity bedevilled William Blake in his espousal of Hell. 
Behind him was not only the superb rationalism of the eighteenth 
century, but also its terror of lunacy. Samuel Johnson knew no 
difference between ‘imagination’ and ‘fancy’ and defined them as 
the power of representing things absent-Trom oneself or others; but 
he found no power in either to distinguish the tangibly real from 
dangerous hallucination. It had therefore both the power and the 
danger of mescalin or its synthetic derivatives. Yet Johnson also 
recognized Imagination as one of the three constituents of genius in 
Pope: ‘He had Imagination, which strongly impresses on the writer’s 
mind, and enables him to convey to the reader, the various forms of 
nature, incidents of life, and energies of passion . . .’ Pope had like¬ 
wise Good Sense, but Johnson did not discover any principle to 
reconcile the two. Nor did Blake, who found subservience to reason 
as idiotic as the belief in general truths, and both hostile to the 
energy of particular imaginative experience. 

Coleridge’s early reflections on the problem produced the image 
of an Aeolian harp: the chance play of the wind over a mechanical 
device. It was an old idea, and has been revived since. Automatic 
writing and surrealist theory came close to it, but were usually 
sustained by a Freudian faith in their origins in a subconscious mind 
which offered a concept, but not an explanation, of ultimate meaning. 
A stricter application of the idea is.jn the forms of self-generating 
art that have followed the mobiles of thirty years ago; the closest 
literary equivalent is probably the random association of cut-outs. 
For Coleridge the image served to relate the internal unity of an 
individual human mind to the external multeity of the random 
collection of objects it perceives; and it made a proper (if disturbing) 
allowance for chance. But it allowed of only a very limited relation 
to reason, and none at all to the energy of creative power. His efforts 
to modify the image in revising the poem only produced confusion, 
and he moved towards a fresh epistemology assisted by reading 
German transcendentalists (Kant and others). The eighteenth- 
century propositions that the mind merely received impressions 
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from objects (Locke), and that objects could not be known to exist 
except when contacted by our senses (Berkeley) gave way to the 
proposition that perception depends on an active mind perceiving 
an object which nevertheless exists without us. 

The peculiar achievement here is to re-define all perception as 
imaginative, a creative act of the subjective self; but simultaneously 
the sanity of a perception is guaranteed by the reality of the object 
perceived. Subject and object coalesce; objects are only known sub¬ 
jectively, but equally one’s self is only known in objects. A bush 
may burn in a visionary blaze; but it is not a bear: it is a bush 
perceived in a certain way dependent on one’s imaginative pre¬ 
disposition. The position is reassuring, even if paradoxical. Blake 
placed less confidence in the solidity of objects, far more in sub¬ 
jective vision: he, too, was sane, and knew that a flower was a flower; 
but he might, in contemplating it, see an old man or an angel, and 
the validity of the vision was assured solely by the fact that he saw it. 
For Coleridge, a major difficulty remained in distinguishing art from 
normal perception, which is presumably what he intended by dividing 
‘secondary’ from ‘primary’ imagination (although nothing he says 
about secondary imagination is peculiar to art). 

Coleridge effectively reconciled imagination with Reason, without 
apparently diminishing either. The lighter values of poetry were 
relegated to ‘fancy’; imagination was essential to all knowledge, and 
poetry therefore became a serious form of knowledge. Matthew 
Arnold expected it to replace discredited religion. The study of 
literature eventually became a central discipline in universities. 
‘Object’ was ambiguous: strictly, it meant anything, tangible or in¬ 
tangible, regarded objectively; but Coleridge was deeply involved 
with Wordsworth’s poetry, so that his discussion often seems to imply 
rocks and stones and trees, imagism was therefore a direct derivative 
and through that, T. S. Eliot’s insistence that emotion in art can 
only be expressed through objects, the objective correlative. 

Wallace Stevens’s poetry could fairly be described as a set of varia¬ 
tions on a theme by Coleridge. In Eliot and Stevens the association 
with reason remained dominant; their sanity was never in doubt. 
Yeats was far more ambiguous: teasing rationalists by flirting with all 
forms of the esoteric, including blatant charlatanry, yet retaining an 
ostentatious sanity as well. But Yeats saw imagination as essentially 
hostile to reason, and their relationship rather as fruitful tension 
than reconciliation; his study of Blake was early and lasting, and 
it was supplemented by intense interest in his wife’s automatic 
writing. 

The status of Imagination as a concept owes far more to Coleridge 
than to Blake; but its use nowadays often owes more to Blake. His 

95 



IMAGISM 

celebration of vision has been closely linked (by Ginsberg, for 
instance) with exposure to drugs, in which he is not known to have 
been involved; whereas Coleridge, notoriously, was. 

See J. A. Appleyard, Coleridge's Philosophy of Literature (1965); 
R. L. Brett, Fancy and Imagination (1969); C. C. Clarke, Romantic 
Paradox (1962); S. T. Coleridge, Biographia Liter aria (1817), G. 
Watson (ed.) (1956). 

NSB 

Imagism The term was coined by Ezra Pound to denote the 
principles agreed on by himself and the other members of a literary 
group he formed in London in 1912. As a broad movement, Imagism 
signals the beginning of English and American modernism, and a 
definite break with the Romantic-Victorian tradition. As a stylistic 
programme, it manifests the desire of the post-Symbolist, pre-war 
generation for a harder, more precise and objective medium. As a 
particular school, Les Imagistes are the heirs of T. E. Hulme’s 1909 
group of Impressionist poets who experimented with brief visual 
poems in the Oriental manner. Finally, Imagism shares with Gautier 
and the Parnassians the penchant for sculptural hardness and 
immaculate craftsmanship; with the symbolists—the accent on pure 
poetry to the exclusion of all extra-poetic content, as well as the 
practice of irregular, ‘free’ verse; with realism—the resolve to 
remain close to the outlines of concrete reality. The poem projected 
by Imagism is a laconic complex in which ‘painting or sculpture 
seems as if it were just coming over into speech’. As a model, Pound 
chose the ‘Oread’ by H. D. (Hilda Doolittle), commonly considered 
the most representative of his group: 

Whirl up, sea— 
whirl your pointed pines, 
splash your great pines 
on our rocks, 
hurl your green over us, '' 
cover us with your pools of fir. 

The poetics of Imagism may best be considered as three inter¬ 
locking entities: Hulme’s prognosis of a classical revival, the stylistic 
or workshop prescriptions formulated by Pound and upheld by the 
school even after his departure from it, and Pound’s full-blown 
Doctrine of the Image. Hulme’s brilliant if inconsistent case is 
argued in the few articles and short pieces published during his life¬ 
time and, more elaborately, in his posthumously published work. It 
consists of a repudiation of Romanticism and its aesthetics of the 
Beyond. The new poetry was going to be that of ‘small, dry things’ 
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conveyed by concrete visual metaphor. Rejecting infinity, mystery 
and an indulgence in emotions, he called for a poetry of self-imposed 
limitation, corresponding to a metaphysical attitude which regards 
man as an ‘extraordinarily fixed and limited animal’, and reality as 
something that may only be apprehended in isolated glimpses. 

The stylistic canon of Pound’s school comprises the three principles 
agreed on by its three original members, Pound, H. D. and Richard 
Aldington: 

(1) Direct treatment of the ‘thing’ whether subjective or objective. 
(2) To use absolutely no word that does not contribute to the 
presentation. 
(3) As regarding rhythm: to compose in the sequence of the 
musical phrase, not in sequence of a metronome. 

These are augmented by Pound’s list of ‘Don’ts’, chiefly intended 
for the apprentice poet. They vary in substance from general advice 
(the avoidance of abstraction, rhetoric and non-functional ornament) 
to suggestions of a more technical nature (the practice of enjamb- 
ment to diversify the rhythmical ‘waves’). Central is the emphasis on 
poetry as an acquired art, the mastery of which demands the labours 
of a lifetime. The modern aspect of the programme is reflected in 
Pound’s dictum that ‘no good poetry is ever written in a manner 
twenty years old’. But the Imagist is given a free choice of subject- 
matter, not excluding classical themes, and is counselled to study a 
vast and disparate ‘tradition’ so as ‘to find out what has been done, 
once for all, better than it can ever be done again’. 

Pound’s Doctrine of the Image centres around his successive 
definitions of the term. His earliest attempt—‘an “Image” is that 
which presents an intellectual and emotional complex in an instant 
of time’—yields its full meaning when read in conjunction with later 
pronouncements in which the Image is described as the poet’s 
‘primary pigment’, the hard core of poetry wherein it reveals itself 
as distinct from, and yet basically parallel to, other arts. Only with 
the Image, the ‘word beyond formulated language’, is the poet given 
the medium that is specifically his. The Image may comprise tradi¬ 
tional metaphor, when the latter can be said to be ‘interpretative’ of 
reality, i.e. when it posits a relationship based on inherent, not 
merely fanciful, qualities. Commonly, however, it connotes in Pound 
such modern procedures as juxtaposition and superposition. Pound’s 
illustration is his own haiku-like ‘In a Station of the Metro’: 

The apparition of these faces in the crowd; 
Petals on a wet, black bough. 

Here ‘one idea is set on top of another’ to produce the synthetic 
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complex, also described as language’s ‘point of maximum energy’. 
The two (or more) components of the Image remain faithful to 
objective reality, representing two distinct acts of sense-perceptions, 
yet their fusion is expected to form a higher, governing reality, un¬ 
tainted with photographic realism. In actual Imagist writing, 
stringent conformity is the exception. A shorthand notation of 
impressionistic glimpses, concise metaphoric miniatures and ‘hard’, 
asymmetrical treatments of Hellenic and other motifs constitute 
the bulk of a poetry compatible with, but not necessarily occasioned 
by, the theory. 

Assessments of the significance of Imagism vary greatly. Eliot’s 
opinion was that its accomplishment in verse had been ‘critical rather 
than creative, and as criticism very important’. Leavis, another early 
critic, considered that ‘in itself it amounted to little more than a 
recognition that something was wrong with poetry’. But the formid¬ 
able influence Imagism exercised, and continues to exert, suggests 
that such a judgment is untenable. Other critics consider it of 
importance chiefly as a stage in Pound’s development towards his 
Cantos. Wallace Stevens reproaches Imagism with its belief that all 
objects are equally suited for poetry, and its equation of meaning 
with bare surface. As a critical movement, Imagism’s main signifi¬ 
cance probably resides in its revaluation of Romanticism and of the 
nineteenth century which, with few exceptions, it dismissed as a 
sentimental, blurry, manneristic period. No less significant was its 
insistence on the functional, rather than the merely ornamental, 
potentiality of the poetic image, and the latter’s capacity for convey¬ 
ing the concrete and definite. In this, it ‘isolated the basic unit of the 
modern poem’, as Stephen Spender suggested. But in overstating 
its case, it was ignoring other, no less effective, poetic energies, as 
well as dangerously limiting its own scope. 

See D. Davie, Ezra Pound—Poet as Sculptor (1965); G. Hough, 
Image and Experience (1960); G. Hughes, Imagism and the Imagists 
(1931); A. R. Jones, The Life and Opinions of Thomas Ernest Hulme 
(I960); H. Kenner, The Poetry of Ezra Pound (1951); H. Kenner, 
The Pound Era (1972); F. Kermode, Romantic Image (1957); M. 
Roberts, T. E. Hulme (1938); C. K. Stead, The New Poetic (1964); 
R. Taupin, L'Influence du symbolisme frangais sur lapoesie americaine 
(1929); A. Kingsley Weatherhead, The Edge of the Image (1967). 

NZ 

imitation The first recorded use of ‘imitation’ (mimesis) as an 
aesthetic term is Plato’s: in the Republic it is a derogatory way of 
describing the poet’s counterfeit ‘creations’, which reflect and mimic 
the transient appearances of this world (see platonism). Aristotle in 
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his Poetics stretches the term to give it a radically different and more 
complex application: the poet ‘imitates’ not the accidental features 
of character in action, but the universal type, ‘clothed with generic 
attributes’ (Coleridge). Aristotle is not arguing for a symbolic or 
emblematic function for literature (only that would have satisfied 
Plato) but for a concrete manifestation of the ‘natural’ order he 
asserted was present (though obscured) in ordinary experience. 

Aristotle’s ‘imitation’ combines a sense of the literary work as the 
representation of some pre-existent reality, with a sense of the work 
itself as an object, not merely a reflecting surface. The poet is not 
subservient to the irrationality of the actual: his play or poem has 
its own natural form and objective status. In the Poetics tragedy is 
like an organism—it grows, achieves its prime (with Sophocles) and 
decays. The form has an imperative logic whereby (e.g.) the poet 
chooses a ‘probable impossibility’ rather than an event which though 
possible (even historical) does not follow ‘naturally’ in context. The 
poet ‘imitates’ best by allowing his work to achieve its own fitting 
formal excellence. 

This stress on the imitative function of formal harmony (Aristotle 
says music is the most ‘mimetic’ art) connects with the second major 
use of the term in classical and neo-classical criticism—the ‘imitation’ 
of one writer by another (Homer by Virgil, both by Milton, all three 
by Pope). If Homer’s epics are the fullest realization of the laws of 
epic (and involve therefore the fullest correspondence with the laws 
of reason and nature) then to imitate heroic action and to imitate 
the form and style of the Iliad is one complex process of mimesis. 
Hence Pope’s snappy line on Virgil: 

Nature and Homer were, he found, the same. 

Theoretically there is no conflict between formal imitation and 
representation, but neither ‘nature’ nor language stay ‘the same’, 
and in practice there is tension, issuing in the characteristic neo¬ 
classical forms of mock-epic and parody. 

For the concept of imitation to retain its precision and range, social 
moral and psychological values must seem self-evident: there has to 
be consensus about what is ‘natural’ and ‘probable’, or at least agree¬ 
ment about the value of such generalizations. In the eighteenth 
century an anti-theoretical realism, reflecting a more fluid, frag¬ 
mentary and individual reality (see Ian Watt, The Rise of the Novel, 
1957; and realism) began to erode the assumptions behind imitation. 
The term lost its great virtue of referring to both form and content 
and was used almost synonymously with ‘representation’. Deliberate 
efforts to resurrect Aristotelian usage (see Chicago critics) have 
foundered in stilted and questionable generalization, while more 

99 



INTENTION 

fluent use of the term (e.g. Auerbach’s Mimesis) has had to accom¬ 
modate shifting definitions of reality. 

See Erich Auerbach, trans. W. Trask, Mimesis (1953); S. H. 
Butcher, Aristotle's Theory of Poetry and Fine Art (1907) with an 
introduction by John Gassner (1951); R. S. Crane (ed.), Critics and 
Criticism (1957); G. F. Else, Aristotle's ‘Poetics': the Argument 
(1957); Raymond Williams, The Long Revolution (1961). 

LS 

implied author see author, persona 

intention In their influential essay ‘The intentional fallacy’ (in 
The Verbal Icon, 1954) W. K. Wimsatt, Jr, and Monroe C. Beardsley 
argued that the author’s intentions were not the proper concern 
of the critic. Their argument has produced many misconceptions 
about descriptive criticism—that poems are autonomous, or autotelic, 
that they are discontinuous from language and each other, that any 
external evidence is critically inadmissible. Essentially the essay 
disputed the formulae and terminology of expressive criticism with 
its Romantic concentration on the poet and his inspired utterances, 
and asserted the existence of the poem as a fact in the public language. 
The characteristic vocabulary of expressive or intentionalist criticism, 
its criteria of sincerity, fidelity, spontaneity, originality, pointed to a 
misconception about the mode of existence of a literary work. It 
was not a practical message, a real statement, which could be 
measured for its sincerity against a known context, but a fictional 
utterance by a dramatic speaker; so it was more properly judged in 
terms of coherence, profundity, beauty. Consequently, the essay 
argued, the meaning of a work was better discovered by attention to 
‘internal’ evidence, the language of the poem, which paradoxically, 
because it was language, was public, than to external evidence—the 
private disclosures of poets, their friends or biographers. This 
advice has often been understood to mean the irrelevance to critical 
enquiry of all information that is not derived from the linguistic 
characterististics of the text. Of course it is nonsense to suppose 
that we approach any literature in this kind of vacuum, as if we had 
no literary or cultural experience. We bring to any reading informa¬ 
tion about the period, the poet, the poetic tradition, the language, 
and from our critical experience we have a sense of the work’s 
intentions, of what kind of thing it is doing. But Wimsatt and 
Beardsley do not dispute this; the core of their argument is that our 
ability to use this information depends upon our sense of its relevance, 
and that relevance can be established only in relation to the poem as 
a fact in language. In proposing that the only public existence a 
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work of literature has is its existence in language, they were stating 
an axiom of descriptive criticism. See also effect, analysis, new 

criticism. 

PM 

interior monologue see stream of consciousness 

interpretation see analysis 

irony is a mode of discourse for conveying meanings different from 
—and usually opposite to—the professed or ostensible ones. There 
are several kinds of irony, though they fall into two major categories: 
situational and verbal. All irony, however, depends for its success on 
the exploitation of the distance between words or events and their 
contexts. Since the contexts of situational irony may be primarily 
social, moral, or metaphysical, irony can be further classified as 
comic or tragic, though these adjectives are in a sense inaccurate. In 
tragic irony the ostensible reasons for the hero’s downfall, whether it 
be the anger of the gods or his own relentless pursuit of an ideal, are 
undercut by psychological explanations of a more mundane sort. 
Conrad’s Lord Jim is a good example of this. Comic irony uses 
similar kinds of juxtaposition to describe and deflate the social 
aspirations of its protagonists. In both forms the pivotal character 
tends to be the eiron himself, a dissembler who brings two conflicting 
and contrasting worlds in sharp focus. Examples of such characters 
are Conrad’s Marlow and P. G. Wodehouse’s Jeeves. Without such 
characters there is a danger that an author’s ironies will be completely 
missed, for, unlike the satirist, he tends to suppress any direct atti¬ 
tudes to his subject, and to rely on a shared set of assumptions or 
prejudices, for the establishment of a context. 

It is, however, possible to introduce structural ironies without the 
use of an eiron. Typically, this is the form situational irony takes in 
plays, where narrators—concealed or otherwise—are more difficult 
to employ; hence the term dramatic irony. Here the eiron is replaced 
by the members of the audience who have been apprised of a 
character’s real situation before he knows it himself, and who can 
therefore anticipate and enjoy the frustration of the ideal by the 
actual. Sophocles’s Oedipus Rex uses multiple dramatic ironies to 
criticize naive rationalism, by reversing all the protagonist’s normal 
expectations. Oedipus in attempting to avoid his fate, acts in such a 
way as to seal it inexorably. Within this large irony many others 
operate both to reinforce Sophocles’s view of life and to express it 
with maximum dramatic force. Dramatic irony can take many 
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forms. For a more extended discussion see William Empson’s Seven 
Types of Ambiguity (2nd ed., 1947), 38-47. 

Verbal irony usually operates by exploiting deviations from 
syntactic or semantic norms, and the ability to recognize such irony 
depends upon an appreciation of the particular linguistic, or some¬ 
times more general social or moral, context. In speech it is possible 
to indicate by tone of voice, that the word ‘clever’ in the sentence 
‘He’s a clever chap’ is to be understood to mean ‘stupid’, but as this 
cannot be said to be any of the meanings of the word ‘clever’, the 
writer has to convey his sense obliquely. Irony is thus an art of 
indirection and juxtaposition, relying for its success on such techni¬ 
ques as understatement, paradox, puns and other forms of wit in the 
expression of incongruities. In the following lines from Pope’s 
Rape of the Lock the contrasts between heroic style and banal content 
reflect the opposition within the lines between the spiritual and the 
physical: 

Whether the nymph shall break Diana’s law, 
Or some frail china jar receive a flaw; 
Or stain her honour, or her new brocade; 
Forget her prayers, or miss a masquerade. 

Modern criticism has seen, in the ambiguities of the ironic mode, 
a response to experience particularly sympathetic. Like symbolism, 
allegory and metaphor, irony provides a means for unifying the 
apparent contradictions of experience, but is also uniquely able to 
assert the world’s diversity. Cleanth Brooks’s The Well Wrought Urn 
(1947) is one of the more influential modern studies which makes 
large claims for the prevalence and persistence of the ironic mode. 

See William Empson, ‘Tom Jones’, Kenyon Review, 20 (1958) on 
double irony; Northrop Frye, Anatomy of Criticism (1957) on the 
eiron figure (adapted from Aristotle’s Ethics)-, D. C. Muecke, Irony 
(1970). 

BCL 
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katharsis see catharsis 

kinetic see literature 

lament see elegy 

language is, strictly speaking, not a critical term; but it is a concept 
which is central to one of the major disputes of modern criticism: 
does literature consist of language, or is language simply one com¬ 
ponent of literature? In Aristotle’s enumeration of the six parts of 
tragedy, lexis (diction) is merely one component. The Chicago 

critics extend this analysis to poetry, detecting four ‘parts’ in the 
lyric, among which diction (— language) is the least important. 
Elder Olson (‘An outline of poetic theory’ in R. S. Crane, Critics and 
Criticism, 1957) speaks of ‘such embellishments as rhythm, orna¬ 
mental language’ (other examples of ‘ornaments’ are masques, 
pageants, progresses, in drama). Language may be decorative, but 
it is essentially a means, a medium: ‘the words are the least import¬ 
ant, in that they are governed and determined by every other element 
in the poem’. 

It is curious that Olson gives unobservable elements such as 
‘choice’, ‘thought’ and ‘character’ priority over language. He does 
grant that our access to these elements is through language, but he 
seems not to realize the implications of this concession: that our 
apprehension of the abstract structure and meaning of a piece of 
literature is determined by linguistic arrangements. An intentionalist 
view of literature might claim that the author’s poetic decisions 
control choice of appropriate language, but this neglects the fact that 
language, once chosen, is out of the control of the author—it is 
public property and elicits public responses and perceptions: a word 
in a poem is not simply the poem’s word, but the language’s word 
also—it imports senses and connotations from contexts external to 
the poem. Thus, as the psycho-linguists and semanticists would 
agree, language controls conceptualization and hence apprehension 
of poetic structure. This has been the standpoint of the New Critics: 
in poetry, ‘content’ is inaccessible except in the terms laid down by 
‘form’. And as David Lodge has argued {Language of Fiction, 1966), 
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there is no good reason to propose a different kind of theory for 
prose fiction. Language may exercise a particularly stringent control 
over our responses to lyric poetry because of the foregrounding of 
surface structure, but this control, even if less powerful in fiction, 
cannot be qualitatively different: if language governs meaning, it 

does so in all its usages. 
Although the New Critics have unanimously asserted the prime 

importance of language in literature, they have been uncertain on 
this question of different ‘uses’ of language. I. A. Richards, setting 
up a Romantic, affective, theory of literature, distinguishes two uses 
of language, the ‘scientific’ or ‘referential’ versus the ‘poetic’ or 
‘emotive’. His claim that only scientific language is used ‘for the sake 
of the reference, true or false, that it causes’ is an essential preliminary 
to any theory of the ‘fictionality’ of literature—truth considerations 
must be suspended (cf. belief). But the- distinction as a whole is too 
severe; we must not let it encourage us to think that literature has no 
referential content, or that only literature possesses rhetorical or 
emotive properties. Every piece of language exists on the full range 
of linguistic levels, and most texts perform (simultaneously) a multi¬ 
plicity of communicative functions. 

Modern critics have generally parted company with Richards by 
recognizing the continuity of linguistic processes within and outside 
literature. Certainly, there are no linguistic criteria for distinguishing 
literature and non-literature (cf. literature). The consequence of 
these decisions—to grant priority to language and to see language 
in literature as not essentially different from the language of other 
texts—is that we may feed into literary criticism whatever insights 
we gain about language at large. This conclusion has been recognized 
by professional linguists, among others, some of whom have argued 
for the application of linguistic techniques to poems. In this extreme 
form the offering seems dubious—literary critics have not welcomed 
it, and the methodological benefits from linguistic analysis are likely 
to be fragmentary rather than systematic, supplementary rather than 
definitive. Nevertheless, linguistics seems set fair to be a natural 
companion to criticism, educationally and theoretically as well as in 
occasional analysis. 

See Seymour Chatman (ed.), Literary Style: A Symposium (1971); 
R. Fowler (ed.), Essays on Style and Language (1966); R. Fowler, 
The Languages of Literature (1971); D. C. Freeman (ed.), Linguistics 
and Literary Style (1970); T. A. Sebeok, Style in Language (1960), 
especially Roman Jakobson, ‘Linguistics and poetics’, pp. 350-77. 

RGF 
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lexis see diction, language 

literature Editors of literary dictionaries have often failed to offer a 
definition of the central collective term (though definitions sometimes 
slip in under ‘fiction’ or ‘poetry’, in the generalized senses of those 
words). If the greatest literary theorists, from Plato down, have 
failed to find agreement on the nature of their subject-matter, the 
average college professor can be forgiven for shirking. But even 
though no complete definition may present itself, we may at least 
mention some criteria which anyone foolhardy enough to attempt 
the job might consider; and we will find that some qualities are 
beyond dispute. 

In this essay I will restrict myself to the generally current usage of 
the term ‘literature’: that is to say, imaginative compositions, nowa¬ 
days mainly printed but earlier (and -still, in some cultures) oral, 
whether dramatic, metrical or prose in form. This is a relatively 
recent usage, having general acceptance in the European languages 
only from the nineteenth century. Earlier senses have been less 
restricted: e.g. the body of writings in a language, artistic or not; 
and particularly, the study of such a corpus of written materials. For 
an account of the history of the term, see Rene Wellek, ‘The name 
and nature of comparative literature’ in Discriminations (1970), 
especially 3-13. 

No ‘discovery procedure’ is needed for literature. Usually, the 
corpus of literature in any particular community is recognized by 
that culture. We are much less likely to ask ‘is this literature ?’ than 
‘why do I call this “literature”? what holds the category together?’ 
Borderline cases are easier to resolve than at first appears, and their 
manner of resolution is instructive. William McGonagall may be a 
bad poet, but he is clearly a poet: there is craftsmanship, a sense of 
tradition, even if both qualities are precariously fulfilled in his work. 
(We can say he is a poor artist, but that is not the same as asserting 
that he is not an artist: evaluation is quite independent of identifica¬ 
tion as literature.) But the telephone book, though highly crafted, 
fails to be literature because it is ‘real’: a list of people, addresses, 
numerical codes for connection with those actual people. Contrast 
Scott Fitzgerald’s list of Gatsby’s visitors in The Great Gatsby (1925), 
a parodic manipulation in art of a form from mundane life. So the 
criteria seem to be of different kinds, some formal and some 
existential; but they apply fairly clearly in individual cases. 

We may seek the nature of literature from many points of view, 
some intrinsic and some extrinsic. Extrinsically, we will certainly 
want to regard it as a definite cultural institution, an interrelated set 
of semiological systems. We can note the values a society assigns to 
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its literature: these vary from society to society and from age to age, 
ranging from seriousness, ritual, to frivolity, verbal play (and different 
genres have different expectations). Literature is commonly dis¬ 
tinguished from linguistic ephemera, effort being expended to 
preserve it in script or oral tradition; it is regarded as timeless (‘not 
for an age . . .’) or at least as a potent tool in the preservation and 
transmission of traditional values; it is often associated with an elite, 
either conservative or revolutionary, or with an influential and self- 
esteeming bourgeoisie. These are empirical assumptions; they may 
be tested against anthropological and sociological observations. A 
different series of extrinsic criteria involves speculation about the 
relationship between literature and individuals. In relation to authors, 
works have been claimed to be expressive, gestures from the writer’s 
personal character and perceptions (Longinus, Wordsworth) or, 
contrariwise, as impersonal, creations which efface their creators as 
individuals (Yeats, Eliot, new critics). In relation to the reader, 
literature has been supposed to have many different functions and 
effects. Theorists who assume impersonality in respect to origin 
generally assume stasis in respect to effect: if the audience is ‘moved’ 
by the aesthetic experience, it is not moved to action (so propaganda, 
the obscene, etc. are not art because kinetic)-, the experience is of a 
contained, ‘unreal’, sort, irrelevant to personal behaviour. On the 
quality of stasis, the aesthetician would generally concur with the law 
courts: art is that which does not pump our adrenalin. 

More specific psychological theories of literary effect have been 
proposed: the various sophistications of a concept of ‘pleasure’, or 
I. A. Richards’s belief that literature causes stability, harmonization 
of impulses, in a successful reader, or the doctrine of catharsis, 

the essentially harmless release of emotions. Such theories proliferate, 
and escalate: pressed to the extreme, they lead to a belief that 
literature can cleanse and save society (Arnold, Leavis)—but here 
the theory has undermined itself, since on that interpretation 
literature hardly differs from propaganda or sermons. If literature 
is a form of persuasion (as the rhetorical tradition claims) there must 
be supplementary criteria specifying exactly what kind of persuasion 
it is—e.g. persuasion to adopt a certain ‘world-view’ but not per¬ 
suasion to literally fight to change the world. 

Fictionality is one such criterion (see fiction, imitation). Evidently 
literature ‘imitates’, ‘depicts’, ‘represents’, ‘presents’, ‘embodies’ (etc.) 
people, objects, societies, ideas: Mr Micawber, Middlemarch, 
Howards End, Camus’s Plague. Literature is not alone in this 
respect—the telephone book, an inventory of the contents of my 
house, the service manual for my car, are equally representational. 
But my neighbours listed in the directory enjoy spatio-temporal 
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existence, Mr Micawber does not; thus the concept of imitation is 
different for David Copperfield and the Norwich Area telephone 
book. Fiction is creative: its creations are felt to be real, but are 
actually abstract and therefore cannot impinge on one’s worldly 
experience (despite the beliefs and lusts of naive readers). Literature 
is irresponsible in the sense of amoral. Abstractions wrought by 
words stand at a decent aesthetic distance from the reader: I can 
‘love’ Mrs Wilcox or Molly Bloom or Lolita, but I can never make 
love to her, for I can never get around the prohibitive sign which 
reads ‘this road does not go through to action; fictitious’ (J. C. 
Ransom). Compare Archibald Macleish’s dictum that a poem must 
be ‘equal to: not true’ (Ars Poetica). Considerations of truth and 
reality are not relevant to literature; but my car handbook must be 
true, since it is designed to lead to action. 

On the basis of such observations, literature is traditionally dis¬ 
tinguished from science, history, philosophy, etc. The distinction 
can be made with regard to non-literary arts, too: art is opposed to 
non-art. Literature is at the same time like the other arts (in terms of 
form or structure) and unlike them (cf. language). Now we 
appeal to intrinsic criteria, and ‘poem’ creeps in as the general term, 
inviting us to substitute a focus on the individual literary construct 
for the focus on literature as an institution within society or as an 
influence on the psyche. ‘Poem’ retains its etymological connotations 
(Greek poesis, ‘making’) and evokes the literary work as a ‘made 
thing’, an artefact, a single, unique, construct; a hard enduring 
object (and not a pale reflection of something else). As soon as 
we have achieved a definite conception of the poem as a single, 
coherent, aesthetic object, we are instantly involved in ontological 
speculations: what mode of being does a literary work enjoy? Is it, 
in fact, an independent entity, or is it located in, e.g. the writer’s or 
the reader’s consciousness? (see effect, intention, language). If 
it has a mode of separate being, what are its ‘internal’ characteristics ? 
Various styles of ‘intrinsic’ criteria have found fashion in attempts 
at the intrinsic definition of literature or of particular kinds of 
literature. The Chicago critics avoid an overall definition, but 
erect a scheme of‘parts’, abstract structural components (character, 

diction, plot, etc.); a particular selection from this set of com¬ 
ponents, in an appropriate order of importance, serving to define 
the nature of each genre. Thus the complete field of literature is, 
allegedly, mapped out by a set of characterizations of the genres. The 
intrinsic quality (if it exists) remains undefined. A quite different 
approach, though dependent on equally abstract notions, results 
from assuming that any literary work is literary by virtue of possess¬ 
ing certain qualities which are common to the arts as a whole (cf. 
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aesthetics, and the recommended reading below): ‘balance’, 
‘composition’, ‘structure’, etc. My reading of general aesthetics 
leads me to suspect that such properties are inevitably, and regret¬ 
tably, general and mystical by virtue of simplification away from the 
inexorable constraints of the various art media. A definition of 
literature derived from general aesthetics would certainly have to be 
augmented by reference to criteria resulting from the peculiar 
medium of our art: see language. 

See Monroe C. Beardsley, Aesthetics: Problems in the Philosophy 
of Criticism (1958); Roger Fowler, ‘The structure of criticism and the 
languages of poetry’ in Malcolm Bradbury and D. J. Palmer (eds), 
Contemporary Criticism (1970); Eliseo Vivas and Murray Krieger 
(eds), The Problems of Aesthetics (1953); Morris Weitz (ed.), Problems 
in Aesthetics (2nd ed., 1970); Rene Wellek and Austin Warren, 
Theory of Literature (3rd ed., 1963); W. K. Wimsatt, Jr, and Cleanth 
Brooks, Literary Criticism: A Short History (1957). 

RGF 

lyric That the lyric was originally a song set to the lyre, and later 
to other musical instruments, is worth remembering now only 
because the post-Renaissance lyric, or lyrical passage, though not 
often intended to be sung, nevertheless tends to be relatively melli¬ 
fluous in sound and rhythm and to have a flowingly repetitious 
syntax that lends itself to expansive, often exclamatory, expressions 
of intense personal joy, sorrow or contemplative insight. A six¬ 
teenth-century English example is Thomas Wyatt’s ‘Fforget not yet’, 
from which these two verses are taken: 

Fforget not yet the gret assays, 
The cruell wrong, the skornfull ways, 
The paynfull pacyence in denays. 

Fforget not yet! 

Fforget not yet, forget not thys, 
Flow long ago hathe ben and ys 
The mynd, that neuer ment amys, 

Fforget not yet. 

The lyric poem, usually short, was often constructed on a single 
mood. But the twentieth-century lyric is frequently more complex, 
allowing for contrastive themes and for changes, even ambivalences, 
of attitude, though remaining in an emotional rather than intellectual 
mode. A contemporary example, by the Irish poet Richard Weber, 
shows a technical relationship with Wyatt’s song but greater com¬ 
plexity: 
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As my eyes moved thoughtfully 
Over your face 
And your eyes moved thoughtlessly 
Into place 
I knew that all I could not say 
Had been said before 
And left no trace. 

British poetry has on the whole developed in the direction Pater 
suggested (favourable to lyricism) rather than in that which Arnold 
suggested (favourable to the long poem). Life seen as a sequence 
of intensely-felt moments, rather than a structure of interrelated and 
assessed experiences, tends to encourage the use of the first person, 
vivid images and ‘local life’ at the expense of architectonics, anecdo¬ 
tal narrative and intellectual abstraction. The effect on criticism 
(on, say, Leavis’s criteria for evaluating Milton) or on poetry (even 
our longest modern poems tend to be fragmentary, like ‘The Waste 
Land’, or built out of poem-sequences, like Ted Hughes’s ‘Crow’) 
makes it desirable to redress the balance by suggesting that the 
pressure of feeling and intellect which the long poem accommodates 
has considerable human value, and is due to the fact that, while it 
can avail itself of all the devices of lyricism, the long poem builds up, 
in addition, a larger structure of controlling tensions and so may 
achieve a more inclusive intensity than that afforded by isolated 
‘peak moments’. 

See H. J. C. Grierson, Lyrical Poetry of the Nineteenth Century 
(1929); C. M. Ing, Elizabethan Lyrics (1951); J. L. Kinneavy, A 
Study of Three Contemporary Theories of Lyric Poetry (1957); 
Norman Maclean, ‘From action to image: theories of the lyric in the 
eighteenth century’ in R. S. Crane (ed.), Critics and Criticism (1952); 
Edwin Muir, The Estate of Poetry (1962); Gilbert Murray, The 
Classical Tradition in Poetry (1930). 

AAAC 
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mannerism has three different, but related usages: as a fairly narrow 
stylistic term; as a historical period; as a broad literary mode. 

A mannered style is marked by obtrusive ‘mannerisms’ or peculiari¬ 
ties: often an elaborate syntax and elevated diction, remote from a 
colloquial register. Since the manner remains the same irrespective 
of the matter, the twin dangers of monotony and bathos threaten. 
Mannered writers such as Sir Thomas Browne or Walter Pater are 
better taken in small doses. But a mannered style, in drawing atten¬ 
tion to presentation as distinct fromrepresentation, may bring 
aesthetic gains. A test-case is perhaps the late work of Henry James: 
boring, brilliant—or both ? 

By analogy with the mannerist painting of the late sixteenth and 
early seventeenth centuries, mannerism may, as a term for a ‘period’, 
designate the transition between Renaissance and Baroque literature. 
The widespread mannered styles of the period such as Euphuism 
and Gongorism might be called mannerist, rather than just mannered. 

As a literary mode rather than a period, mannerism largely over¬ 
laps with baroque. Indeed Curtius substitutes mannerism for 
baroque altogether, but extends its reference to mean the dialectical 
antithesis of classicism, in whatever period. He defines mode in 
terms of style. Mannerist style is hermetic and ingenious, full of 
paradox and puns, asyndeton, hyperbole and pleonasm. For other 
critics mannerism means, more dubiously, a style reflecting a psycho¬ 
logical type or sociological pressures. The mannerist spirit is cal¬ 
culating yet passionate, disharmonious and modern. In English 
literature the metaphysical poets are the archetypal mannerists and 
parallels are drawn or denied between seventeenth- and twentieth- 
century mannerism, as, for example, in Joyce. The term suffers from 
the reductive tendency of all such vast generalizations. 

See E. R. Curtius, trans. W. Trask, European Literature and the 
Latin Middle Ages (1953); Giorgio Melchiori, ‘The tightrope- 
walkers’, Studies in Mannerism in Modern English Literature (1967); 
W. E. Yuill, ‘Literary potholing’ in German Life and Letters, 14 
(1966). 

EJB 

manners Literature has always sought to define the relationship 
between character and environment. The social context of behaviour 
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makes visible the inner conflicts of men. Thus Hamlet’s antic 
posturing is defined not only against his soliloquizing but also against 
the manners of the court. This becomes of more central importance 
when the society represented is aware of the rules by which it exists; 
when they have attained the status of social conventions. Societies 
create patterns of behaviour by which success or failure can be 
measured, and the writer, too, must react to these either by conform¬ 
ing to them or by attacking and exposing them. These conventions 
are most revered in periods of high social mobility, when outward 
behaviour becomes the ‘sign’ of personal success and social respect¬ 
ability. In such periods literature may become over-preoccupied with 
the recording of mannerisms and behaviour patterns, e.g. in some 
Victorian novels, such as those of Mrs Gaskell. 

The term manners is most frequently employed in the phrase 
‘comedy of manners’, usually referring to Restoration comedy 
(Etherege, Wycherley, Congreve) and sometimes by analogy to the 
work of writers like Oscar Wilde. These plays explore a universe 
where all values are bound up with appearances, where honour is 
synonymous with reputation and truth identified with a glib tongue 
and a steady eye. The veil of conventions shields the action from 
anarchy and despair. By their success or failure at life’s intricate 
play characters separate into true wits or gulls. They, and we, learn 
to live with the precarious balance of forces which govern the way 
of the world. See also culture, society. 

GG 

mask see persona 

metaphor Literally ‘a carrying over’, metaphor has now become 
metaphorical, and thus exemplifies its own meaning. Such a move¬ 
ment is typical of most abstract terms (including ‘typical’ and 
‘abstract’) which usually turn out to be rooted in the physical world. 
Language is deeply metaphorical because people find it difficult to 
grasp new concepts unless they are expressed by a concrete model. 
Not surprisingly, then, metaphor—the co-operative fusion of mean¬ 
ings—appears to be the most important device of ‘creative’ literature. 
Outside literature, most metaphors are dead metaphors—like 
‘metaphor’, ‘typical’, ‘abstract’, ‘rooted’, ‘grasp’, ‘expressed’, and 
‘concrete’. We are no longer aware of the concrete analogy in them. 
Creative literature, on the other hand, is characterized by a higher 
proportion of live metaphors in which we are aware of both physical 
and metaphysical elements—and often of a rich compound meaning 
rather than a simple meaning illustrated by a built-in analogy. 

The most generally accepted terms for the two parts of a metaphor 
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are those introduced by I. A. Richards: tenor (for the abstract or 
literal meaning) and vehicle (for the concrete or figurative one). 
Thus in the phrase ‘Now is the winter of our discontent . . dis¬ 
contentedness is the tenor, and an aspect of winter (for it is itself 
modified by ‘discontent’) the vehicle; as they are separated we can 
hardly avoid being aware of both, but the vehicle does more than 
illustrate the tenor (which is self-explanatory anyway): it adds to it 
ideas of bitterness, barrenness and waiting, to make a richer com¬ 
pound meaning. 

The ideas—bitterness etc.—are more important than the par¬ 
ticular wintry images that happen to conjure them up (for these will 
differ from reader to reader). That is why metaphors can be ‘mixed’ 
without harm, indeed with benefit. What is normally called a mixed 
metaphor (‘Let us iron out this bottleneck’) is one in which for some 
reason the vehicle conjures up an image that promotes an idea in¬ 
congruous with the tenor (in this case the idea of an idiotic and 
useless domestic activity), so that meanings compete more than they 
co-operate. An element of appropriate unlikeness is, of course, 
essential to a successful metaphor, but it need not be that of concrete 
to abstract. Tenor and vehicle, therefore, are better thought of more 
generally as being the literal and the figurative meanings respectively. 

The relationship between them may be much less obvious than 
that of ‘the winter of our discontent’ (which comes as near as 
metaphor can to the explicitness of simile: ‘Our discontent is like a 
winter’). In such cases, it may be difficult to distinguish tenor from 
vehicle; to decide what is literal, what figurative, so close may be the 
fusion. At this point the metaphor is on the verge of becoming a 
symbol (like Blake’s Sick Rose). At the other end of this spectrum 
metaphor merges with literal usage, not in the way dead metaphor 
does, but simply because a word may be metaphorical in one context 
and not in another, or may work in both ways simultaneously. ‘And 
when a man has a wooden leg,’ I. A. Richards asks, ‘is it a meta¬ 
phoric or a literal leg? The answer *. . is that it is both. It is literal 
in one set of respects, metaphoric in another.’ Metaphor, in fact, is 
so central to language that it is not only the most important of literary 
devices but also the most elusive and protean. See also conceit. 

See Christine Brooke-Rose, A Grammar of Metaphor (1958); 
P. N. Furbank, Reflections on the Word ‘Image’ (1970); I. A. 
Richards, The Philosophy of Rhetoric (1936). 

AER 

metaphysical Dr Johnson’s observation in The Life of Cowley 
(1779) that ‘about the beginning of the seventeenth century appeared 
a race of writers that may be termed the metaphysical poets’ gave 
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currency to a label that is convenient though imprecise. Before John¬ 
son, Dryden had remarked in 1693 that Donne’s love poetry ‘affects 
the metaphysics’, and in Donne’s own lifetime William Drummond 
of Hawthornden complained of a new poetical fashion for ‘Meta¬ 
physical Ideas and Scholastical Quiddities’. The twentieth-century 
interest in this ‘race of writers’, which after Donne includes Herbert, 
Crashaw, Vaughan and Marvell, was promoted chiefly by H. J. C. 
Grierson’s anthology, Metaphysical Lyrics and Poems of the Seven¬ 
teenth Century (1921) and by T. S. Eliot’s essay, ‘The Metaphysical 
Poets’, originally a review of that anthology. Modern admiration 
for the intellectual agility and stylistic complexity of this poetry, for 
its analytical and ironic modes, makes a curious contrast with the 
disparaging overtones originally attached to the term ‘metaphysical’. 
But the modern rediscovery of the metaphysicals was part of a 
reaction to the Romantic tradition of nineteenth-century poetry, 
and T. S. Eliot’s critical interest was closely related to the ‘modern’ 
qualities of his own poetry in that period. 

As Grierson pointed out, ‘to call these poets “the school of Donne” 
or “metaphysical” poets may easily mislead if one takes either phrase 
in too full a sense’. Direct imitation of Donne is not the main feature 
of most metaphysical poetry, nor is it ‘metaphysical’ in the sense of 
being philosophical. It is essentially the poetry of ‘wit’, in the 
seventeenth-century sense of wit as the capacity to recognize 
similarity in disparity, and to combine playfulness with seriousness. 
Thus the metaphysical conceit, of which the best known example 
is Donne’s comparison of two lovers to a pair of compasses (in ‘A 
Valediction Forbidding Mourning’) turns upon a surprising and 
ingenious analogy between apparently unrelated areas of experience. 
It is produced not by the arbitrariness of free association or the 
irrational process of the unconscious mind, but by the alertness of a 
mind accustomed to think in terms of correspondences and to reason 
by analogy. In this respect the ‘metaphysic’ underlying metaphysical 
poetry is a traditional but by then obsolescent conception of an 
ordered universe in which correspondences were held to exist 
between all planes of being. The metaphysical conceit, of which Dr 
Johnson said that ‘the most heterogeneous ideas are yoked by 
violence together’, characteristically forms part of an ingeniously 
paradoxical argument in which immediacy of feeling is apprehended 
through conceptual analogies rather than in sensory images. 

Other notable features of metaphysical poetry include a dramatic 
sense of situation, a plain rather than ornate diction, an elliptical 
and condensed syntax, a strong tension between the symmetries of 
metrical form and the asymmetrical rhythms of speech and thought, 
and a capacity for abrupt shifts of tone. Not all metaphysical poetry 
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possesses these qualities in the same degree; on the other hand, they 
are also found in the Jacobean drama, and in the prose of the period. 
The attempt to produce a consistent or exclusive definition of meta¬ 
physical poetry is therefore less profitable than a flexible under¬ 
standing which obscures neither the distinctions between individual 
poets nor the properties of ‘wit’ common to the period as a whole. 
See also conceit, wit. 

See T. S. Eliot, ‘The Metaphysical Poets’, Selected Essays (1961); 
F. R. Lea vis, Revaluation (1962); J. A. Mazzeo, Renaissance and 
Seventeenth-Century Studies (1964); R. Tuve, Elizabethan and Meta¬ 
physical Imagery (1961); G. Williamson, The Donne Tradition (1961). 

DJP 

metre If we are presented with a sequence of events, we tend to 
perceive them rhythmically: they seem to fall into patterns, whatever 
their actual temporal relationships might be. This is true of linguistic 
experiences. Hearing English sentences, we feel that the most 
prominent syllables recur at about the same time-interval, regardless 
of the number of intervening light syllables, verse is metered as well 
as rhythmical: there is a metrical superstructure over the rhythm. 
An additional level of phonetic organization gathers the rhythmical 
groups into metrical units—lines. In prose, the rhythm continues 
sequentially as long as the text lasts, but verse is chopped up into 
regularly repeated metrical units. (It is a nice question whether there 
can be a one-line poem.) 

Metre emerges from the numerical control of rhythm: it entails 
counting. Classical French verse counts syllables; typically, twelve 
define the line. Anglo-Saxon counts stresses, four to a line, ignoring 
the number of light syllables. Modern English measures are based 
on syllabic and stress patterning: the paradigm iambic pentameter 
has five strong stresses—the even syllables out of a total of ten, with 
the odd ones light. Classical metres were equally complex—syllables 
were either long or short, and both.,were counted. In principle, any 
phonological feature of a language may provide the basis for metre; 
but the features available vary from language to language. Length of 
syllable is phonologically inactive in English, so it makes no sense to 
talk about long and short syllables in English metres; in fact, conven¬ 
tional prosodic analysis is meaningless in so far as it relies on such 
terms. 

Scansion is analysis of verse lines by stating the distribution of the 
metrically significant features; it displays the design the poet works 
to, and a set of idealized expectations by the reader: 

x / x / x / x / X/ 

The Sylphs/ thro’ mys/tic maz/es guide/ their way. 
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For a line like this, the reader expects five pairs (‘feet’) of light and 
heavy syllables. Actually, his experience is much more complex than 
this neat up-and-down model suggests. Compare: 

Before, behind, between, above, below 
(Donne) 

Unfolded transitory qualities 
(Wordsworth) 

both instances of the same verse design, but radically different in 
texture. In the first, the natural stress-patterns of the words fulfil 
exactly the reader’s prosodic expectations, his ‘metrical set’; in the 
second, the word- and phrase-stresses run against the expected 
pattern, smoothing out the stress-contrasts of the verse design so 
that there are only three dominant accents. The Pope line presents a 
middle stage, a delicate syncopation of the prose rhythm against the 
verse design. Note the way the words mystic and mazes run across 
the foot boundaries, bridging the junctures between the second and 
third, and third and fourth, feet. The interest of metre, it seems, lies 
in just this tension of the rhythm of prose played against the more 
stylized norms of metre. We cannot neglect the normal stress-patterns 
of speech without destroying meaning; at the same time, we throw 
our prose experience into fruitful conflict with the regularizing 
metre. Since the stress-patterns of language are infinitely variable, so 
is the experience of metrical tension. The complexity of the verse 
experience demands a proportionately discriminating analytic 
apparatus. The abstract metrical patterns described and classified 
by the older historians of metre (G. Saintsbury, History of English 
Prosody, 1906-10; T. S. Osmond, English Metrists, 1921) give too 
little information, failing to capture the intricate interplay between 
the reader’s expectations of verse accents or ‘beats’ and the linguistic 
realities of ordinary stress. Very few of the older prosodists managed 
to convey the ‘feel’ of verse (Robert Bridges, Milton's Prosody, 1921, 
is a brilliant exception). At the other extreme, pure phonetic ex¬ 
positions of verse performances tell us too much—in the physical 
detail, we lose the abstract scheme which orders the phonetic facts 
(see Wilbur Schramm, Approaches to a Science of Verse, 1935). 
Contemporary techniques of phonemic metrical analysis concentrate 
on a display which seeks to show the tension between prose rhythm 
and ideal metre. The aim is to present an account of the internal 
structure of lines as selections from the infinite repertoire of rhythm/ 
verse design juxtapositions which a language affords. 

See Seymour Chatman, A Theory of Meter (1965); Roger Fowler, 
‘ “Prose rhythm” and metre’, Essays on Style and Language (1966); 
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Roger Fowler, ‘What is metrical analysis ?’, The Languages of Litera¬ 
ture (1971); Donald C. Freeman (ed.), Linguistics and Literary Style 
(1970) (the last three essays); Morris Halle and Samuel Jay Keyser, 
English Stress (1971); John Thompson, The Founding of English 
Metre (1961); W. K. Wimsatt and Monroe C. Beardsley, ‘The concept 
of meter’, PMLA, 74 (1959); W. K. Wimsatt (ed.), Versification 
(1972). 

RGF 

mimesis see imitation 

mock-epic In heroic epic, the extraordinary and the trivial can 
coexist and can be respected as part of one another; the trivial has a 
reassuring, integrative, anchoring function. However, in mock-epic 
(e.g. Butler’s Hudibras, 1662-78; Boileau’s Le Lutrin, 1674; Pope’s 
Dunciad, 1728; Zachariae’s Der Renommist, 1744) the poet is less 
interested in an open-minded and discursive treatment than in the 
delights of intellectual penetration and dismissive speed; he leavens 
the even-paced equanimity of epic narration with the unmerciful 
self-assurance of personal satire. In the society he portrays, the 
trivial attempts to usurp the position of the extraordinary but 
manages only to make its pretensions and unrelieved concern with 
itself extraordinary; in mock-epic the ritualistic becomes the fussy, 
dignity becomes pomposity, and respect turns out to be veiled but 
exasperated familiarity. 

Groups are parodied by mock-epic because they suffer from that 
immaturity and falsity which come from self-satisfaction and from 
the use of criteria of evaluation peculiar to an essentially parochial 
society; an obsession with behavioural patterns comes to pre¬ 
dominate over any broader, more humane understanding of social 
activity. The characters are not enlarged by encountering resistance 
to their wishes—actions have the ease and versatility of game and 
the gods, unlike Homer’s, connive with humanity to the point of 
subservience (see especially Pope’s The Rape of the Lock, 1712 and 
1714). But in the poet’s attitude, too, the satirist’s contempt gives 
way to the virtuoso’s unfailingly apt and delightfully varied develop¬ 
ment of his initial stance; the subject, while never ceasing to be a 
target, is exploited as an instrument of a self-consciously formal and 
decorative achievement which, through its own game-like quality, 
its refusal to impoverish a spade by calling it a spade, becomes itself 
increasingly exhilarating and life-affirming. Mock-epic is a developed 
form not so much of sarcasm as of euphemism: it has a paradoxical 
willingness to ‘extract from contemporary life its epic dimension, 
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showing us . . . how grand and poetic we are in our cravats and 
highly-polished boots’ (Baudelaire). 

More recently, mock-epic has functioned less as a generical 
concept and has instead been limited to the area of language, where 
it covers most grandiloquent modes. Here it is a defensive posture 
and a necessary guarantee of the poet’s desire to establish a plausible 
relationship between language and a contemporary environment; 
the image is no longer enhanced by being embedded in a rhetorical 
syntax allegedly equal to it, but rather is given ‘epic’ finality by being 
set against voracious and self-perpetuating dictions. This may account 
for a cyclical mock-epic like Ted Hughes’s ‘Crow’ (1970), a mock- 
epic of short and complete utterances. Other poets have won through 
to an easy and incessant intercourse with the small coinage of 
civilization or to a belief that all cultural coinage is small (e.g. 
Pound in his Cantos)', here the epic is in the amount and the mockery 
not in the pretensions but in the lack of them. 

See R. P. Bond, English Burlesque Poetry, 1700-1750 (1932); J. 
Dixon Hunt (ed.), Pope—The Rape of the Lock (1968); Ian Jack, 
Augustan Satire (1952); L. Rochon, ‘Lautreamont et le style homeri- 
que’, Archives des lettres modernes, 123 (1971); K. Schmidt, Vor- 
studien zu einer Geschichte des komischen Epos (1953). 

mhp and cs 

modernism Though sometimes loosely used as a label for the 
dominant tendency of the twentieth-century arts, as ‘neo-classicism’ 
is for eighteenth- and ‘romanticism’ for nineteenth-century arts, 
‘modernism’ raises problems crucial to the character and destiny of 
those arts. Not only is much modern writing not modernist—so 
Stephen Spender distinguishes between ‘modern’ and ‘contemporary’ 
writers (The Struggle of the Modern, 1963)—but it resists the thesis 
that modernist style and sensibility are inevitable in our age. For 
modernism tends to propose special opportunities and difficulties 
for the arts. Modernist art is, in most critical usage, reckoned to be 
the art of what Harold Rosenburg calls ‘the tradition of the new’. It 
is experimental, formally complex, elliptical, contains elements of 
decreation as well as creation, and tends to associate notions of the 
artist’s freedom from realism, materialism, traditional genre and 
form, with notions of cultural apocalypse and disaster. Its social 
content is characteristically avant-garde or bohemian; hence special¬ 
ized. Its notion of the artist is of a futurist, not the conserver of 
culture but its onward creator; its notion of the audience is that it is 
foolish if potentially redeemable: ‘Artists are the antennae of the 
race, but the bullet-headed many will never learn to trust their great 
artists’ is Ezra Pound’s definition. Beyond art’s specialized enclave, 
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conditions of crisis aje evident: language awry, cultural cohesion 
lost, perception pluralized. 

Further than this, there are several modernisms: an intensifying 
sequence of movements from Symbolism on (Post-impressionism, 
Expressionism, Futurism, Imagism, Vorticism, Dadaism, Surrealism) 
often radically at odds, and sharp differences of cultural interpreta¬ 
tion coming from writers apparently stylistically analogous (e.g. 
T. S. Eliot and William Carlos Williams). A like technique can be 
very differently used (e.g. the use of stream of consciousness in 
Virginia Woolf, James Joyce and William Faulkner) according 
to different notions of underlying order in life or art. The post¬ 
symbolist stress on the ‘hard’ or impersonal image (see imagism) 

can dissolve into the fluidity of Dada or Surrealism or into romantic 
personalization: while the famous ‘classical’ element in modernism, 
emanating particularly from Eliot, its stress on the luminous symbol 
outside time, can be qualified by a wide variety of political attitudes 
and forms of historicism. 

Modernism means the ruffling of the realistic surface of literature 
by underlying forces; the disturbance may arise, though, from logics 
solely aesthetic or highly social. Hence, even if we distinguish 
‘moderns’ from ‘contemporaries’, modernism still remains a loose 
label. We can dispute about when it starts (French symbolism; 
decadence; the break-up of naturalism) and whether it has ended 
(Kermode distinguishes ‘paleo-modernism’ and ‘neo-modernism’ 
and hence a degree of continuity through to post-war art). We can 
regard it as a timebound concept (say 1890 to 1930) or a timeless one 
(including Sterne, Donne, Villon, Ronsard). The best focus remains 
a body of major writers (James, Conrad, Proust, Mann, Gide, 
Kafka, Svevo, Joyce, Musil, Faulkner in fiction; Strindberg, Piran¬ 
dello, Wedekind, Brecht in drama; Mallarme, Yeats, Eliot, Pound, 
Rilke, Apollinaire, Stevens in poetry) whose works are aesthetically 
radical, contain striking technical innovation, emphasize spatial or 
‘fugal’ as opposed to chronologicalform, tend toward ironic modes, 
and involve a certain ‘dehumanization of art’ (Ortega y Gasset). 
Yet they finally manifest not so much one modern style as a perpetual 
pursuit of modern styles for the given creative occasion, in a context 
in which style is presumed absent. Clearly such writers are of the 
highest importance; but we cannot regard them as proof of the 
inevitability and necessity of modernist style, as the true art of a 
century of modernization, though that issue is still being fought in 
creation as well as in criticism. See also classicism, dada, ex¬ 

pressionism, IMAGISM, SYMBOL, SURREALISM. 

See Bernard Bergonzi (ed.), Innovations (1968); Malcolm Brad¬ 
bury, The Social Context of Modern English Literature (1971); 

118 



MYTH 

Richard Ellman and Charles Fiedelson (eds), The Modern Tradition 
(1965), Irving Howe (ed.), The Idea of the Modern in Literature and 
the Arts (1967); Frank Kermode, Modern Essays (1971). 

MSB 

monody see elegy 

motif see form, theme 

myth ‘Myth’ and ‘mythical’ have long been commonly used in 
contexts opposing them to ‘truth’ or ‘reality’, a situation that is now 
considerably altered, in literary criticism at least, for one of two 
reasons: either because the truth content of the insights of myth is 
valued, or because the status of words like ‘truth’ and ‘reality’ is 
considered problematic. Both tendencies ultimately derive from 
romanticism, and its revaluation of primitive and non-Christian 
religions. 

Myths are stories of unascertainable origin or authorship accom¬ 
panying or helping to explain religious beliefs. Often (though not 
necessarily) their subject is the exploits of a god or hero, which may 
be of a fabulous or superhuman nature, and which may have 
instituted a change in the workings of the universe or in the condi¬ 
tions of social life. Critics value myth positively because of its 
apparent spontaneity and collectivity, expressing some lastingly and 
generally satisfying account of the experience of man. Equally 
attractive is the apparent universality and timelessness of myth. The 
tantalizing recurrence of the mythic hero and his exploits, or of 
natural or animal motifs (the moon or water or serpents or horses) 
have activated many ‘Keys to All Mythologies’, of which Frazer’s 
and Jung’s have gained most favour with literary critics. The work of 
Northrop Frye, for instance, reflects the influence of Frazer’s attempt 
to explain myths by reference to rituals designed to ensure the 
continuing fertility of animal and vegetable life; Frye assigns all 
myths to an appropriate place in the cycle of seasons, with their 
alternation of barrenness, growth and fruitfulness. Their ubiquitous 
hero is the corn-god, who passes through stages of growth, decline 
and death in harmony with the turning year. Literature derives from 
myth, and literary history recapitulates the process, as it moves 
through a seasonal cycle in which appropriate modes and genres 
are dominant—comedy belongs to summer, tragedy to autumn, and 
so on. We are now in winter, and the weather is ironic. 

Jung and Frazer have nowadays little standing with professional 
students of mythology and comparative religion; indeed, the 
relations between literary criticism and anthropology practised as a 

119 



MYTH 

social science have been meagre. Though the tendency of social 
anthropologists to explain myths in relation to the social and 
economic conditions from which they allegedly spring may often 
rest on sociological hypotheses as unsatisfying (though not as 
unverifiable) as Jung’s ‘collective unconscious’ or Frazer’s theory of 
magic, the perspective of ethnography at least allows us to perceive 
how much ‘myth’ there is in many of the attempts to explain myth 
swallowed by literary critics. Frazer’s beliefs that primitive societies 
have literal faith in the efficacy of magic, or adopt totems because 
they regard theselves as blood relations of the totemic animal, or 
are ignorant of the connection between sexual relations and birth 
(wittily exploded by Edmund Leach), are checked by ethnographic 
work, and betray the obvious mental furniture of an apologist for 
Christianity, evolution and progress. Frazer’s ethnocentrism is 
paralleled by Frye’s; his cyclical system to contain all myths and all 
literary works as a simultaneous order of the mind projects pro¬ 
clivities for autonomy and timelessness derived from symbolism or 
perhaps, in their enthusiastic embrace of universal identical duplica¬ 
tion, from the optimism of capitalist technology. 

Critics would do well to take account of more up-to-date and less 
‘literary’ approaches to myth, and the work of Levi-Strauss certainly 
offers possibilities to criticism only marginally explored as yet in this 
country, structuralism itself undoubtedly falls foul of the pitfalls 
of ethnocentrism which it only partially negotiates by declaring 
itself as ‘the myth of the mythologies’; Levi-Strauss’s sophisticated 
savages meditating on raw and cooked food bear a suspicious 
resemblance to French intellectuals of discriminating palate. But its 
approach to mythic universal is superior to (say) Jung’s in account¬ 
ing for differences as well as for similarities; it does not seek a 
constant significance for the same motif, but rather a variable 
meaning dependent on its relation to other symbolic elements within 
a mythology. 

The assumption operating here isffhat myth is a language designed 
to communicate thought, amenable to a reconverted form of 
linguistic analysis; the properties common to all myths are not to be 
sought at the level of content but at the level of a structure necessary 
to all forms of communication. Mythic thought is about insoluble 
paradoxes of experience, which appear as ‘gaps’; the elements of a 
mythic message are so arranged as to attempt to mediate the gaps. 
The essential gap is between nature and culture—nature felt as an 
undifferentiated continuity and culture as the institution of difference 
upon which communication (which utilizes it to construct binary 
pairs) rests; the project of myth is therefore an impossibility. The 
primary mythic theme is thus a Rousseauistic version of the Fall. 
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Myth as a language, an abstract, ‘contentless’ system of signs, 
thus becomes closer to literature in a different way; in the words of 
Geoffrey Hartman, ‘literature and myth are both mediators rather 
than media’, presupposing an absence—nature, reality, God, eternity. 
The structuralist approach to myth gives strong impetus to fresh 
thought about the relations between language and ‘the thing itself’ 
in imaginative writing. Myth itself may fruitfully be approached as 
an absence in literature, all the more potent for being so; Romanti¬ 
cism in particular thrives on making poetry out of the longed-for 
return of the lost gods and myths of the childhood of the race or the 
childhood of the individual (the poetry of Holderlin is its major 
expression). Ulysses, ‘The Waste Land’ and similar works of the 
same generation also exploit (in a different spirit) the gap between 
primeval myth and its contemporary parodies and urge a more 
complex approach than the critical tendency to see the presence of a 
myth as a sign of its reincarnation, regardless of context. 

The structural approach to myth as a form of language also makes 
manageable the analysis of secular myth—about race or foreignness 
or ‘them’ or dirt—as a schematic ordering of otherwise unintelligible 
experience similar in its functioning to language. But literary 
criticism is only beginning to cope with this overlapping of dis¬ 
ciplines. See also semiology, structuralism. 

See J. G. Frazer, The Golden Bough (1923); Northrop Frye, 
Anatomy of Criticism (1957); Geoffrey Hartman, ‘Structuralism: the 
Anglo-American adventure’ in Jacques Ehrmann (ed.), Structuralism 
(1970), 137-58; E. Nelson Hayes and Tanya Hayes (eds), Claude 
Levi-Strauss: The Anthropologist as Hero (1970); C. G. Jung, 
Archetypes of the Collective Unconscious (1934; trans. R. F. C. Hull, 
1959); Edmund Leach, Genesis as Myth (1969); Edmund Leach, 
Levi-Strauss (1970); Claude Levi-Strauss, The Savage Mind (1966); 
Claude Levi-Strauss, The Raw and the Cooked (1970); Octavio Paz, 
Claude Levi-Strauss (1971); Thomas A. Sebeok (ed.), Myth: A 
Symposium (1955: reprinted 1958 and 1968). 

MAH 

mythos see plot 
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narrative is the recounting of a series of facts or events and the 
establishing of some connection between them. The word is com¬ 
monly restricted to fiction, ancient epics and romances or modern 
novels and short stories. In imaginative literature the nature of the 
link between the reader and the text is crucial, and here the narrator 
becomes important. This may be the author speaking in his ‘own 
voice’; the author adopting some role towards the reader such as an 
honest friend, a joking companion or a contemptuous enemy; or a 
‘character’ or ‘characters’ introduced to ‘tell the story’. Narrative 
thus has two overlapping aspects. One is a question of content, the 
assemblage of material, the nature of the connections implied. The 
other is rhetorical, how the narrative is presented to the audience. 
Such questions are in literary criticism apt to be considered ex¬ 
clusively in terms of ‘imaginative’ literature, but an examination of 
some non-fictional narratives may illuminate the profound and far- 
reaching power of this art. The word is used in Scots law for the 
recital of facts at the beginning of a deed or agreement. The con¬ 
nection between them is their relevance to some declaration of intent. 
There are no complex rhetorical considerations apart from the legal 
solemnity of the document which claims demonstrable truth for 
some state of affairs. Similar kinds of narrative, in which convention 
suppresses the power of the narrator, are found in accounts of 
scientific experiments or in do-it-yourself books. When we come to 
‘scientific’ eye-witness reports of journeys or travels, the narrator 
becomes of great importance, a fact recognized by early travel 
writers like Captain Dampier who commonly establish their creden¬ 
tials in an Introduction. This key'role of the travel-narrator has 
been exploited by satirists and expert rhetorical writers like Lucian, 
or Swift in Gulliver's Travels. Narrative is also of crucial importance 
in the writing of history: the selection of incidents for recording, the 
treatment of time and its effects, and the kind of connection which the 
historian establishes between events. The latter is a mark of the 
cultural context of the writer and is to a degree outside his conscious 
control. 

All historical narrative seems to take up some position at a point 
in the scale between the demonstration of limited relationships 
between discrete events, and the implication of some vast, non¬ 
human design. Psychological determinism and Marxist apocalypse 
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are only two of the many narrative styles. The rhetorical aspect of 
historical narrative is important, for instance the epigrammatic 
fastidiousness of Tacitus: 

Ubi solitudinem faciunt, pacem appellant: 
When they make a desert, they call it peace: 

or Churchill’s ring-masterly flourishes. In English literature, one of 
the most fascinating instances of historical narrative, in its content, 
selection, discussion of time and rhetorical skill, is Gibbon’s Decline 
and Fall of the Roman Empire (1776-88). Perhaps the particular 
characteristic of the mid-eighteenth-century world is the chaotic 
flux of time and experience. In Gibbon’s vast panorama of fifteen 
centuries, the most lasting imaginative effect on the reader is a sense 
of the way in which the historian’s own mind imposes a pattern on 
the bewildering uncertainties of events. Poets and writers of fiction 
have long exploited these characteristics of narrative. A sophisticated 
example of such expertise, pre-dating the novel, is found at the 
beginning of Chaucer’s ‘Troilus and Criseyde’: 

For I, that god of Loves servaunts serve, 
Ne dar to Love, for myn unlyklinesse, 
Preyen for speed, al sholde I therefor sterve . . . [help . . . even 

if... I die ] 

If this poem was read out by Chaucer to a courtly audience, the dis¬ 
tinction between the poet, a man of worldly accomplishment, and 
this narrator who does not ‘dar to Love’ must have been a witty 
gesture, and of importance to the narrative. There is an added 
complication in the tone, since Chaucer ironically makes the narrator 
describe himself in the same terms as the Pope did in a papal bull, 
‘the servant of the servants of God’. Defoe’s Robinson Crusoe (1719) 
is archetypal both in the fictional development of the narrative, and 
in the rhetoric of the employment of a narrator, Crusoe himself. A 
shadowy ‘editor’ appears in the introduction, and the book is thus 
an early example of the framework of ‘journals’ found in drawers 
and desks, a popular ‘realistic’ device in the next century. As far as 
Moll Flanders (1722) is concerned, controversy has long raged about 
whether the moral doctrine which Moll as narrator expounds is 
ironically intended or whether Defoe is actually speaking through 
his character. Richardson’s novels are rhetorically more complex. 
The employment of a series of ‘narrators’ in letters to rehearse 
accounts of the same events from different points of view enriches 
Richardson’s embodiment of moral imagination, and intensifies the 
reader’s appreciation of the force and ubiquity of obsessional states. 
Sterne’s Tristram Shandy (1760-7) questions the nature of the 
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assumed connections between narrated events. Our assumptions 
about cause and effect, or the relation between thought and action, 
are attacked. Sterne explores another feature of narrative, the fact 
that there is a time-scale of events and a time-scheme of narration 
itself, which are not the same. Each of the characters has his own 
interior cinematograph of events and ‘explanations’ for the connec¬ 
tion between them. Tristram Shandy himself, the narrator, has a 
more complicated picture, but still presents an ‘omniscient’ view. 

The narrator or narrators in a novel may be made puzzled, un¬ 
reliable or misleading. The early years of this century, in the work 
of Freud and others, saw the swift development of certain lines of 
speculation about the self which have fragmented irretrievably the 
certainty which had prevailed that men’s perceptions were pretty 
much the same everywhere. Novelists like Conrad, Ford Maddox 
Ford, Virginia Woolf, Joyce and Faulkner strained the rhetorical 
technique of fiction to present a refracted picture of experience in 
all its complexity as unique mental pictures. The reader was in¬ 
creasingly required to interpret a difficult text, to inspect his own 
responses as he read. There has been a similar strain on the choice 
of events in the narrative and the identification of the connection 
between them. Why does the novelist choose bizarre acts of violence, 
the ‘seamy side of life’, ‘eccentric’ mental lives such as voyeurs or 
other deviants? A discussion of the nature of a narrative and the 
mode of narration can carry us to the heart of the ‘meaning’ of a work 
of fiction, and properly managed to an understanding of the culture 
and context in which it was created. See also character. 

See Erich Auerbach, trans. W. Trask, Mimesis (1953) which 
gives one kind of analysis of narrative-, Wayne C. Booth, The Rhetoric 
of Fiction (1961) provides an exhaustive discussion of modes of 
narration. See also Robert Scholes and Robert Kellogg, The Nature 
of Narrative (1966). 

AMR 

naturalism see realism 

neo-Aristotelianism see Chicago critics 

neo-classicism see classic, decorum, imitation 

neo-Platonism see platonism 

new criticism The term new criticism, originally coined by J. E. 
Spingarn in 1910 in protest against the brutal pedantry of the 
American academic scene (see Creative Criticism, 1917) is now used 
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to refer specifically to the work of the American critics associated 
with the programme announced in John Crowe Ransom’s book The 
New Criticism (1941), notably Cleanth Brooks (The Well Wrought 
Urn, 1947), R. P. Blackmur (Language as Gesture, 1952), Allen Tate 
{Collected Essays, 1959) and Robert Penn Warren (Selected Essays, 
1964). Ransom discovers the stimulus for this movement in T. S. 
Eliot’s urging of a new spirit of objectivity in criticism, and in I. A. 
Richards’s attempt to provide a scientific terminology for describing 
poetic effect. The fundamental effort was to free criticism from the 
impressionism and emotionalism of the amateur tradition and the 
intentionalism of literary-historical scholarship (see effect and 
intention), and to propose an aesthetic that would consider poetry 
‘primarily as poetry and not another thing’ (Eliot). Richards’s 
development of Romantic theories of form as the systemization and 
harmonizing of elements in poetry, with its idea of the poem as a 
complex activity of meaning, inspired many of the key terms and 
concepts of the new criticism: ambiguity, irony, paradox, tension, 
gesture, etc. However, Richards’s attempt to locate this complexity 
in the psychological effects of poetry, rather than in the linguistic 
structure of the work, had failed to produce immediately useful 
descriptive attitudes and terminology. The major stimulus here 
probably came from his pupil William Empson, whose determination 
to prove poetry capable of explanation led to a brilliantly imagina¬ 
tive account of its verbal complexity (see analysis). His demonstra¬ 
tion that poetic effect often arose from a rich exploitation of the 
references and relationships inherent in language lies behind the 
new critical disposition to regard all literary works as structures of 
language, and to be relatively indifferent to concepts like genre, 

CHARACTER Or PLOT. 

However, much of the American new criticism took its ideas about 
language not from Empson but from the semantic work of Richards 
himself. His identification of poetry as an example of the emotive 
use of language, in contrast to the scientific use, perpetuated Roman¬ 
tic thought/feeling dualisms, and encouraged ‘new critics’ to conceive 
of poetry as a special kind of language. This fallacy, attacked by the 
Chicago critics, often led to a narrowly prescriptive view of poetic 
form—such as Brooks’s paradox—and a concentration on the 
rhetorical features of certain kinds of complex, highly concentrated 
poetry. One consequence was a re-writing of literary history; the 
poetry of the early seventeenth century replaced that of the nine¬ 
teenth in critical popularity. Another was a narrowing of descriptive 
procedures; the axiom that the poem as an organization of language 
was the only determinant of the critical relevance of external evidence 
was sometimes modified into meaningless assertions of the ‘autonomy’ 
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of poems, their exjflicability without any external reference or 
knowledge. 

The larger tradition of descriptive criticism in England and 
America derives its assumptions about language in literature from 
the later Richards of Philosophy of Rhetoric (1936), and Empson. It 
identifies poetry not as a kind of language but as a use of language, 
and therefore declares its essential continuity with all language and 
with culture; it rejects distinctions of language function along 
emotive/descriptive lines, and asserts a concept of ‘meaning’ as the 
result of the total linguistic activity of words in a context (see 
analysis). And it rests on the conviction that true descriptive 
criticism must be ultimately a criticism of literature as organized 
language, because it is only as language that the work has an objective 
existence at all. 

See Roger Fowler and Peter Mercer; ‘Criticism and the language 
of literature’, Style 3 (1969), 45-72; reprinted in Fowler, The 
Languages of Literature (1971); Stanley Edgar Hyman, The Armed 
Vision (1947, revised ed., 1955); Murray Krieger, The New Apologists 

for Poetry (1956); Brian Lee, ‘The New Criticism and the language of 
poetry’, in Roger Fowler (ed.), Essays on Style and Language (1966); 
Walter Sutton, Modern American Criticism (1963); W. K. Wimsatt, 
Jr, and Cleanth Brooks, Literary Criticism, A Short History 
(1957). 

PM 

novel Of the three main kinds of literature (poetry, drama, novel), 
the novel is the last to evolve and the hardest to define, for reasons 
suggested in the name. ‘A fiction in prose of a certain extent’: this 
economical definition by a French critic begs more questions than it 
answers. There are many such fictions predating the emergence of the 
species as a recognizable type: that we usually date from Don 
Quixote (1605-15), and in England from the early eighteenth century 
(Defoe, Richardson, Fielding, Sterile), and associate with the rise of 
prose as an empirical, sceptical instrument for probing familiar 
environments. This links the novel with realism and a-genericism; 
Fielding set it up as a mock-species in calling it a ‘comic epic poem 
in prose’, intending to suggest its low (or else mock-heroic) style, its 
width of social range and bagginess of structure, its contingency and 
episodic design. The self-sceptical element is reinforced by Fielding’s 
willingness to parody Richardson, and then Sterne’s to flout the 
emergent conventions of the species in Tristram Shandy (1760-7), 
which mocks beginnings, middles, and ends; chronicity; and reliable 
narrators. The circumstantial and specific elements, and the engrained 
scepticism (Ian Watt’s ‘realism of presentation’ and ‘realism of 
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assessment’, The Rise of the Novel, 1957), easily merge here into self- 
conscious fictiveness, constituents of the novel ever since. Though 
touching on reportage and history at one extreme, taking structure 
from non-fictional prose forms (journalism, history, sociology), the 
novel touches on high literary formalism at its other extreme, taking 
structure from myth, and symbolic or linguistic coherence. Many 
classic debates about fiction (novel versus romance in the nineteenth 
century; life-novel versus art-novel at the turn of the century; 
‘journalistic’ versus ‘crystalline’ novels today) cover this spectrum. 
So does every individual novel. Lacking the metrical-typographical 
and generic conventions of most poetry, and the theatre-audience 
presentation of most drama, and using the most familiar, open and 
deconventionalized form of written language, prose novels are open 
to a wide variety of registers, structures, typologies. This range an 
adequate critical definition must cover too. 

The fascination of the novel is that, because of its representational 
dimension, it raises the problem of the nature of a fiction at a point 
very near to familiar, wnfictionalized versions of reality. The pro¬ 
pensity of novels towards ‘giving to the imaginary the formal 
guarantee of the real’, their dependence on recognition and their 
relative formal contingency, are essential features; though clearly 
‘reality’ is not a stable object. These features have often led critics to 
see it as a basically referential or mimetic species; sometimes (though 
not today) to doubt its critical respectability. The ‘livingness’ of 
fiction—its capacity to give us ‘felt life’, its social density and range, 
its following of loose and lifelike sequences—are valid objects of 
critical attention, so long as we remember that realism is an imagina¬ 
tive creation and that the term itself encourages confusion (cf. 
realism). One consequence of the term was the growth of a critical 
method based on ‘plot’, ‘character’, ‘description’, etc. (i.e. mimetic 
assumptions); against this, there has been a critical tradition of post- 
Jamesian fictional theory, stressing other essential structuring 
features: ‘point of view’, ‘paradox’, ‘symbol’, ‘tension’, and what 
Mark Schorer calls ‘technique as discovery’, a poetic emphasizing 
means of presentation rather than objects of imitation. What seems 
apparent is that, though both approaches stress primary features of 
novels, each often best serves discussion of the kind of fiction con¬ 
temporary with it: the former tends to get us closer to nineteenth- 
century realistic fiction, the latter to twentieth-century neo-symbolist 
fiction. The latter is the more sophisticated, reminding us that all 
fictions are makings, verbal constructs; its weakness is that it tends 
to ascribe all primary structure in fiction to rhetorical and linguistic 
features, rather than to the unfolding of orders perceived in psy¬ 
chology, experience or society (cf. structure). Synthesis is still 
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needed. Some recent criticism (e.g. Frank Kermode, The Sense of an 
Ending, 1967) has sought this through the idea of analogical struc¬ 
ture, resemblance between fictional orders and structures in other 
species of writing (e.g. history-writing), while stressing that all 
writings are implicit plots and hence fictions in some sense. 

The novel, being an ‘institution’ of modern society particularly 
exposed to the contingency of life and prevailing structures of per¬ 
ception (Harry Levin, The Gates of Horn, 1963), has passed through 
marked stages of development; this has encouraged historicist 
criticism. It has been called the ‘burgher epic’; identified with the 
social eminence of its main reading public, the bourgeoisie; seen as a 
manifestation of its perception of reality, the secular, material but 
moralized reality of a particular class; linked with its view of the 
rounded, individuated human character in sequential moral growth; 
tied in with particular notions of cause-and-effect and chronological 
sequence in character and society, a ‘progressive’ view of self and 
history. Such criticism tends to assume that modernism constitutes 
a crisis of the species; hence it often concludes in prophecies of the 
imminent death of the novel. This helps demonstrate that versions of 
reality change over time, and helps explain certain features of novel- 
development: the dominance of the form at its most realistic in the 
nineteenth century, and the later emergence of naturalism, certain 
types of fictional modernism, the anti-novel. It tends, however, to 
encourage the view that the novel of morals-and-manners (see 
Lionel Trilling, ‘Manners, morals, and the novels’, The Liberal 
Imagination, 1961) is the prototypical novel, hardly accurate if we 
take a broad international perspective; to see Tabulation’ as either 
aberrant or a crisis-symptom (cf. fiction); often to undervalue 
contemporary production. Reminding us that realism is a convention, 
it gives that convention a historic-cultural rather than a creative 
explanation. Like much stylistic history, it assumes inevitability and 
undervalues the startling plurality of the novel-form, its remarkable 
endurance in many different cultural circumstances. 

While an effective novel-criticism is likely to attend to such matters 
of historical variation in order to identify the broad species, it needs 
an adequate discourse in order to encounter particular works. This 
will have to retain certain distinctive and inherent features of the 
novel as it conventionally exists: as a species given to neo-comic 
scepticism; as a species in prose and therefore open to plurality of 
languages; as a species normally involving interaction of persons in 
social, often familiar, milieux; as a species of extended length and 
therefore involving large actions and what Conrad called ‘long 
logics’. In considering such matters, criticism still has a long way to 
go; though the present emphasis on novels as objects of critical study 
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suggests the effort is intensifying. See also character, fiction, 

NARRATIVE, PLOT. 

See Miriam Allott (ed.), Novelists on the Novel (1959); Erich 
Auerbach, trans. W. Trask, Mimesis (1953); Wayne C. Booth, The 
Rhetoric of Fiction (1961); Malcolm Bradbury, What is a Novel? 
(1969); Henry James in R. P. Blackmur (ed.), The Art of the Novel 
(1934); Harry Levin, The Gates of Horn (1963); David Lodge, 
Language of Fiction (1966); Mark Schorer, The World We Imagine 
(1969); Philip Stevick (ed.), The Theory of the Novel (1967); Ian Watt, 
The Rise of the Novel (1957). 

MSB 
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objective correlative Popularized by T. S. Eliot (who later admitted 
his astonishment at its success) in 1919 to explain his dissatisfaction 

with Hamlet: 

The only way of expressing emotion in the form of art is by 
finding an ‘objective correlative’; in other words, a set of 
objects, a situation, a chain of events which shall be the 
formula of that particular emotion; such that when the 
external facts ... are given, the emotion is immediately evoked. 

The application to Hamlet now seems fanciful, but as the technical 
procedure in ‘pure poetry’ the general formula is plausible. The 
most serious omission is the creative contribution of the unconscious 
mind. Eliseo Vivas criticizes the concept in detail in Creation and 
Discovery (1955), pointing out that a writer only discovers the 
particular emotion he wishes to express in the act of composition. 

See T. S. Eliot, ‘Hamlet’ (1919) in Selected Essays (3rd ed., 1951), 
145. 

FWB 

obscurity Before we completely understand a poem or a style of 
poetry, we often call it ‘obscure’; the label is a stop-gap reaction 
until critical ingenuity catches up with the poet’s ingenuity. As the 
reader has grown accustomed to extremely ‘wide-angled’ metaphors, 
so his own ability to metaphorize has increased; somewhere, though 
it be at imaginative infinity itself, any two words or collections of 
words can strike up a meaningful relationship. Anything in any way 
organized is intelligible. Poems may' be intelligible in a purely pro¬ 
sodic sense and for this reason one should be wary of calling any 
regular verse obscure. The peculiar charm of nonsense verse is that 
despite its meaninglessness it carries on as if it were meaningful; its 
sheer prosodic regularity endows it with a' patentness, a proof of its 
own comprehensibility. 

The Symbolist poem is obscure because its meaning is so total, so 
fully and continuously busies all its constituents, that it never settles; 
as Valery puts it, its obscurity lies in its refractive capacity. In a 
situation like this, the poem can be rationalized only in terms of the 
formal demands it makes on itself. Much modern poetry is obscure 
because it never has more than a general sense, compounded of 
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intermittent intuitions and experiential shocks valuable in them¬ 
selves and for which the general sense is merely a pretext. It can be 
argued that much modern poetry has not really outgrown the 
‘symphonies’ and ‘nocturnes’ of the later nineteenth century, it has 
merely augmented their tendentiousness by discouraging language 
from ever being fully literal, a trend that alarmed the imagists. If the 
obscure poet commits a crime, it is not against reason but, paradoxi¬ 
cally, against the inconsequentiality of the world. The poem can no 
longer provide a processional for the rich mereness of existence, the 
patterns run too deep. 

But in both cases, it is exegesis that most obscures; it cannot help 
but separate out those incompatibilities which are the very cohesive 
forces of the composite, cannot but make enumeration out of 
apposition. 

It is perhaps most profitable to think of obscurity as a term 
descriptive of a modern poetic rhetoric of ellipsis, metaphor, typo¬ 
graphic enterprise, as a convention for accuracy and authenticity; 
not a classical accuracy derived from a constant correction and re¬ 
application of ready-authenticated material, but an accuracy of the 
unimaginable, authentic because unchallengeable; not ‘nobody else 
has thought this therefore I must have thought it’ but ‘nobody else 
could have thought this therefore I must have thought it’. For two 
comprehensive and opposing views of the problem see: J. Press, 
The Chequer'd Shade (1958); J. Sparrow, Sense and Poetry (1934). 

cs 

ode In English, a much-practised form of lyric poetry from the 
time of Ben Jonson to that of Tennyson, with sporadic modern 
revivals. The most elevated and complicated species of lyric, the ode 
was often written to celebrate notable public occasions or lofty 
universal themes. It attracted an exalted diction and free metrical 
experimentation, highly formalized stanza-types rather removed 
from the main currents of English versification. The exponents of 
this genre were usually explicitly conscious of their classical models, 
hence the strangeness of the verse forms: many poets attempted to 
render in English metrical patterns which were natural only in 
terms of the sound-structure of Greek. 

The classical models are Pindar (522-442? B.c.) in Greek and 
Horace (65-8 b.c.) in Latin. Although Horace was much more 
familiar to the English, the Pindaric ode interested poets more, 
because it was metrically highly distinctive. Pindar’s odes (derived 
from choral lyrics in drama) were composed to be chanted to music 
by a dancing chorus. The demands of music and dance resulted in a 
highly elaborate stanzaic structure: this type of ode was built on a 
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sequence of sections called strophe, antistrophe and epode, the 
sections constructed from lines of varying length. Such a complicated 
verse-form provided a stimulating challenge to English metrists. 
The Pindaric ode was ‘occasional’, that is to say, composed for a 
specific and important public event (e.g. to honour the victors in 
Greek athletic games). The Horatian ode, though sometimes public, 
was frequently personal and reflective. It shared the solemnity and 
dignity of the Pindaric ode, but was less of a metrist’s virtuoso-piece. 
Its contribution to English poetry was a matter of tone and feeling 
rather than of technical design. 

The English ode begins with Ben Jonson and rises in esteem 
through the period of neo-classicism, culminating in some of the 
more exalted poems of the Romantics and then surviving in public 
Victorian verse. In 1629 appeared Jonson’s ‘Ode to Sir Lucius Cary 
and Sir H. Morison’, a conscious attempt to provide an exact English 
equivalent for the complicated stanza forms of Pindar; Milton’s ‘On 
the Morning of Christ’s Nativity’, written in the same year, though 
not Pindaric in the same way, exercises an extremely complex 
metrical pattern. The Horatian model is represented in the ‘Horatian 
Ode upon Cromwell’s Return from Ireland’ by Milton’s younger 
contemporary Andrew Marvell. In 1656 Abraham Cowley’s collec¬ 
tion Miscellanies made available a number of adaptations as well as 
imitations of Pindar, and set a fashion for a type of free Pindaric 
ode which was to become pleasing to the Augustans. Three odes of 
Dryden were also influential: two of them, odes for St Cecilia’s Day 
(1687 and 1697, the second entitled ‘Alexander’s Feast’), honoured 
the patron saint of music and returned to Pindar at the same time, 
for they were designed to be set to music. William Collins (1721-59) 
and Thomas Gray (1716-71) continued the Pindaric fashion; William 
Cowper (1731-1800) favoured the less spectacular, more quietly 
serious, Horatian manner. Towards the end of the eighteenth century 
burlesques of the ode began to appear, but the genre was taken 
over by the Romantics and employed in several great lyric poems on 
political, emotional and aesthetic themes: Wordsworth’s elaborate 
ode, ‘Intimations of Immortality’ (1803, published 1807) and the 
great odes of Keats published in 1820 (‘Nightingale’, ‘Psyche’, 
‘Grecian Urn’, ‘Autumn’, ‘Melancholy’)' are the best-remembered 
examples in this period: highly philosophical, intense, yet controlled. 
Coleridge (‘France’, ‘Dejection’) and Shelley (‘West Wind’, ‘Liberty’, 
‘Naples’—the last employing an extraordinarily complicated metrical 
arrangement with some claims to Greek heritage) also practised the 
form. 

Although exceptionally diverse in its structural patterns, the ode 
was sustained as a poetic ideal for over two centuries of English 
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verse. Its dignity, classical pedigree and technical potentialities 
endeared it to the Augustans; its intensity and philosophical pre¬ 
tensions made it suitable for the most exalted Romantic verse. Since 
the Romantic era it has declined in fortune, becoming the preroga¬ 
tive of poets laureate and of other writers given to ceremonious 
public utterance. It was the vehicle for high seriousness, and could 
not survive the increasingly cynical modern age; so easy to deflate 
that no great pleasure was to be derived from writing parodies. It 
used to be the mode for metrical experimentation (the classical 
models warranting departure from established English prosodies) but 
the radical experimentalism of Europe and America in this century 
has no need for such an outmoded excuse for metrical licence. 

See John Heath-Stubbs, The Ode (1969); Norman Maclean, 
‘From action to image: theories of the lyric in the eighteenth century’ 
in R. S. Crane, Critics and Criticism (1952); Carol Maddison, 
Apollo and the Nine, A History of the Ode (1960); Robert Shafter, 
The English Ode to 1660 (1918); George N. Shuster, The English Ode 
from Milton to Keats (1940, repr. 1964). 

RGF 

onomatopoeia see texture 

oral composition see epic 

organic The notion of organic form in literature (bequeathed to 
modern Anglo-American criticism by Coleridge, who referred to it 
constantly) appeals to a biological analogy which can be misleading 
as well as revealing. Its revealing aspect is the emphasis it places on 
the overall structure of the work and, consequently, on the relation¬ 
ship of the parts and aspects to each other and to the whole. The 
whole is thought of as being ‘more than the sum of its parts’ in the 
sense that the whole provides impressions which cannot be traced 
back to the parts in isolation. The validity of this notion, as applied 
to the non-biological world of art, receives support from modern 
perceptual psychology. Visual impressions of length, colour, texture, 
prominence and so forth can be altered not by altering the parts 
that appear to produce them, but merely the context in which those 
parts function. A simple example is provided by the four equal 
straight lines below: 

- >-< 

- <-—> 
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It seems likely that similar effects occur in the medium of language. 
The greater the amount of formal and semantic detail we are able to 
describe, as linguists, the more we stand in need, as literary critics, of 
criteria for selecting and organizing those details in ways relevant 
to their role in the individual work. At the time of writing, this is 
undoubtedly the chief problem of stylistics. Until we have discovered 
more about the way language works, we can at least be guided by 
the aim of providing in our descriptions of literary works the 
maximum differentiation of parts and aspects compatible with a 
synthetic view of the whole—and therefore of the true role played 
by its aspects and parts. 

A misleading aspect of the biological analogy is the implication 
that the critic must ‘murder to dissect’. A work may be a gestalt (a 
form open to modification by the creative perceptual dispositions of 
the reader), but it is not a living organism. 

A distinct use of ‘organic form’ opposes organic (irregular, unique) 
forms to inorganic (regular, traditional) forms. Little harm would 
result if the opposition were merely descriptive. But it generally 
involves an evaluative preference for organic (living, natural) as 
against inorganic (mechanical, artificial), the central assumption 
being that organic forms grow from the meaning and embody it 
while inorganic forms pre-exist and therefore act as a strait-jacket to 
meanings (which are, after all, unique). This use of the term ignores 
the fact that both ‘organic’ and ‘inorganic’ forms can be relevantly 
or irrelevantly used. Perhaps a more neutral term, such as ‘structure’ 
will come to replace it, since it has all the advantages and none of the 
disadvantages of the older, Romantic term. See also form, language, 

STRUCTURE. 

See George Rousseau, Organic Form (1972). On organic doctrine 
in criticism, see Murray Krieger, The New Apologists for Poetry 
(1956). 

AAAC 

originality ‘An Original may be said to be of a vegetable nature; it 
rises spontaneously from the vital root of Genius; it grows, it is not 
made: Imitations are often a sort of Manufacture wrought up by those 
Mechanics, Art and Labour, out of pre-existent materials not their 
own’ (Edward Young). The eighteenth-century notion of originality 
rests on an analogy between artistic and natural creation, on a cult 
of individualism and self-expression and, later, a realization that 
nature, indeed all creativity, is evolutionary. Art may then follow 
nature without being unoriginal; may be original without being 
eccentric. What man discovers on looking into himself will be 
original, not just because each individual is both a part of nature 
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and a unique being, but also because the nature and the culture to 
which he belongs are constantly changing. 

These historical connotations still affect current usage. Three 
distinct, though often conflated, senses of ‘originality’ are present in 
this complex of ideas: a psychological theory about the creative act; 
a theory concerning the proper function of art in society; an aesthetic 
theory. 

That the original work is the product of a creative act of self- 
expression is either unprovable or a truism. Unfortunately self- 
expression is often conceived in oversimplified terms. A work 
apparently imbued with the furor poeticus may be the product of 
infinite labour and well-assimilated literary influence. A Petrarchan 
sonnet may be ultimately self-expressive, and indeed original, within 
its convention. Of course the psychological notion of originality 
cannot be a literary criterion; many original productions of immense 
sincerity, uninfluenced by any model, are none the less appalling. 

Should a work be original by treating new issues, expressing con¬ 
temporary sensibility? Would one accept a good Shakespearean 
sonnet written in 1970? On aesthetic grounds, yes. But one might, 
for other than aesthetic reasons, attach greater value to a more 
‘original’ work. But even here, if originality is equated with simple 
‘relevant’ newness of material, it is not an all-important criterion of 
social worth. The new material may be trivial, or a writer may treat 
with original insight material by no means new. 

The third, aesthetic, sense of originality is the most important for 
the critic. If an original work is so because each aspect contributes 
to the internal economy of the whole and is not there only for external 
reasons, then ‘original’ is virtually synonymous with ‘good’. Such a 
work is original irrespective of whether it is conventional or not. If, 
however, a work is original because it breaks with convention or, 
more radically, with tradition, originality in this sense is not an 
evaluative but a descriptive term. 

See Ezra Pound, Make It New (1934); Edward Young, Con¬ 
jectures of Original Composition (1759, repr. 1966). 

EJB 
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paradox An apparently self-contradictory statement, though one 
which is essentially true. Two examples of paradox may help to 
demonstrate its special significance in modern thought (Schopen¬ 
hauer, Shaw): 

The more unintelligent a man is, the less mysterious 
existence seems to him. 

The man who listens to reason is lost: reason enslaves 
all whose minds are not strong enough to master her. 

The movement of twentieth-century philosophy away from 
causal modes of thought towards an acceptance of contrarieties and 
oppositions, seems to be reflected accurately in the present critical 
preoccupation with paradox in literature. An acceptance of the 
radical discontinuity between thought and existence prompts both 
Shaw and Schopenhauer to point to the futility of searching for 
solutions within the unity of thought. Modern criticism, beginning 
with the rehabilitation of the Metaphysical poets and continuing 
with the rediscovery of the Augustans, has gradually progressed from 
the exploration of simple intellectual paradox associated with irony 
and satire, to a discovery of the paradox of wonder in the existential 
poetry of the Romantics. As Cleanth Brooks has shown (The Well 
Wrought Urn, 1947) the paradoxes upon which such poems as 
Wordsworth’s ‘Immortality Ode’ are built represent the basic 
structure of Romantic thought and are far removed from a trivial 
verbal exercise. 

BCL 

paraphrase depends on the possibility of synonymy: the availability 
of more than one expression for the same meaning. The theory of 
style seems to demand belief in the possibility of paraphrase, and 
consequently in a model of language which distinguishes form and 
content, expression and meaning. 

These assumptions have been vigorously challenged by neo- 
Romantic critics, taking as their battle-cry Shelley’s assault on ‘the 
vanity of translation’ and drawing support from the many linguists 
and linguistic philosophers who have denied the existence of synonyms 
or asserted that a word in context has a unique and unmatchable 
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meaning. (Chomsky’s generative-transformational grammar is built 
on a theory which accepts synonymy, but more recent writers such 
as Wallace Chafe are attempting to reconstruct a theory which, while 
admitting ambiguity, is more traditional in rejecting synonymy.) 
The most vocal advocate for the inseparability of form and content 
is Cleanth Brooks, who attacks what he calls ‘The heresy of para¬ 
phrase’ (The Well Wrought Urn, ch. 11): ‘the imagery and the 
rhythm are not merely the instruments by which this fancied core-of- 
meaning-which-can-be-expressed-in-a-paraphrase is directly ren¬ 
dered’. The alleged heresy is a belief that a poem reduces to an 
arbitrary conjunction of a ‘meaning’ (statement, theme, etc.) and a 
decorative surface. Brooks asserts, quite correctly, that the surface 
is not merely decorative: we apprehend meaning by way of the 
‘words on the page’, and changing the words may change our 
conception of the poem. In lyric poetry (Brooks’s paradigm), where 
the concrete properties of language are heightened, this is certainly 
the case—poems are in practical terms unparaphrasable. But it 
would be unwise to deny the validity of the idea of paraphrase on 
the basis of arguments concerning an extreme case. And we would 
do well to scrutinize our own critical techniques. Paraphrase is, 
willy-nilly, part of the critic’s normal procedure. See also content, 

FORM, TEXTURE. 

See David Lodge, Language of Fiction (1966), 18-26, which 
rehearses some of the literary arguments on this issue. 

RGF 

parody is one of the most calculated and analytic literary techniques: 
it searches out, by means of subversive mimicry, any weakness, 
pretension or lack of self-awareness in its original. This ‘original’ 
may be another work, or the collective style of a group of writers, 
but although parody is often talked of as a very clever and inbred 
literary joke, any distinctive and artful use of language—by, for 
example, journalists, politicians, or priests—is susceptible of parodic 
impersonation. Although it is often deflationary and comic, its 
distinguishing characteristic is not deflation, but analytic mimicry. 
The systematic appropriation of the form and imagery of secular 
love poetry by the sacred lyric is an example of parody in this basic 
sense. It is one of the ways for a writer to explore and identify 
available techniques, and may focus on their unused potentialities 
as well as their limitations. As an internal check that literature 
keeps on itself, parody may be parasitic or creative, and is often both. 
Perhaps because parodic works are themselves highly critical, they 
are more frequently annotated than analysed; sometimes the parodist 
is so self-conscious that he pre-empts his would-be critic, providing 
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his own footnotes and explanatory comments (like Vladimir Nabo¬ 
kov in Pale Fire, 1962). The parodist addresses a highly ‘knowing’ 
and literate audience, for whom criticism is merely a part of litera¬ 
ture, not a separate industry. He is often an ironist, affecting admira¬ 
tion of the style he borrows and distorts (Pope ‘compliments’ Milton 
in this way in The Dunciad, 1728); sometimes he explicitly and 
systematically undermines a rival mode (as Jane Austen does with 
the Gothic novel in Northanger Abbey, 1818); impersonation of the 
alien style is always the basic technique. In various periods, par¬ 
ticularly in the eighteenth century, attempts were made to dis¬ 
tinguish different kinds of parodic appropriation: ‘burlesque’ was 
said to be the kind where some new ‘low’ subject was treated in¬ 
congruously in an old ‘high’ style, and ‘travesty’ the opposite (with 
Juno using the language of a fishwife). Such distinctions can seldom 
in practice be sustained, since one parodic work habitually exploits 
a whole range of incongruous juxtapositions, and the categories 
obscure the complex intermingling of parodic effects. Both terms, 
however, are useful to indicate the kind of response a work appeals 
to: ‘travesty’ (as in its popular use) implies something savagely 
reductive, and ‘burlesque’ the comic immediacy of a theatrical 
‘spoof’. A distinction can be made, however, between all forms of 
parodic imitation and ‘caricature’: the analogy between caricature 
in painting and parody in writing (established by Fielding in his 
parodic novel Joseph Andrews, 1742) is misleading. Parody attacks 
its butt indirectly, through style; it ‘quotes’ from and alludes to its 
original, abridging and inverting its characteristic devices. The 
caricaturist’s ‘original’ is not some other already existent style or 
work: he holds a distorting mirror up to life, whereas parody is a 
mirror of a mirror, a critique of a view of life already articulated in 
art. Parody is so common an element in literature precisely because 
it adds this extra level of critical comment which is lacking from 
caricature. See also pastiche, satire. 

pastiche, whether applied to part of a work, or to the whole, 
implies that it is made up largely of phrases, motifs, images, episodes, 
etc. borrowed more or less unchanged from the work(s) of other 
author(s). The term is often used in a loosely derogatory way to 
describe the kind of helpless borrowing that makes an immature or 
unoriginal work read like a mosaic of quotations. More precisely, it 
has two main meanings, corresponding to two different deliberate 
uses of pastiche as a technique. There is a kind of pastiche, often 
serious and loving, which seeks to recreate in a more extreme and 
accessible form the manner of major writers. It tends to eliminate 
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tensions, to produce a more highly-coloured and polished effect, 
picking out and reiterating favourite stylistic mannerisms, and 
welding them into a new whole which has a superficial coherence 
and order. Unlike plagiarism, pastiche of this kind is not intended 
to deceive: it is literature frankly inspired by literature (as in Aken- 
side’s poem ‘The Pleasures of Imagination’, 1744). The second main 
use of pastiche is not reverential and appreciative, but disrespectful 
and sometimes deflationary. Instead of ironing out ambiguities in its 
source(s) it highlights them. It cannot be distinguished absolutely 
from parody, but whereas the parodist need only allude to his 
original intermittently, the writer of pastiche industriously recreates 
it, often concocting a medley of borrowed styles like Flann O’Brien 
in At Swim-Two-Birds (1939). A closely synonymous term, nearly 
obsolete, ‘cento’ or ‘centonism’, is relevant here: in its original 
Latin form it meant a garment of patchwork and, applied to litera¬ 
ture, a poem made up by joining scraps from various authors. Many 
of the specialized uses of pastiche are reminiscent of this literary 
game: it may give encyclopaedic scope to a work, including all 
previous styles (Joyce’s Ulysses); it is used by writers who wish to 
exemplify their ironic sense that language comes to them second¬ 
hand and stylized (George Herbert’s ‘Jordan I’). And a general air of 
pastiche is created by many writers who, for various reasons, refuse 
to evolve a style of their own, and who (like John Barth) employ 
other men’s cast-off phrases with conscious scepticism. Although 
it remains a specialized technique, pastiche has been underplayed 
by Romantic-influenced criticism with its stress on particularity and 
uniqueness in literature. 

LS 

pastoral in classical and neo-classical definitions is a mode with 
conventional prescriptions about setting, characters and diction. In 
drama, poetry or prose it employs stylized properties and idealized 
Arcadian situations from rural life—‘purling streams’, ‘embowering 
shades’; singing contests, mourning processions—as a deliberate 
disguise for the preoccupations of urban, sophisticated people. 
Pastoral focuses on the contrast between the lives of the people who 
write it and read it, and the lives of those country people it portrays 
(both ends of society often appear, as in Shakespearean comedy). It 
relies on conventions shared with the audience: traditional names 
(Corydon, Thyrsis, Adonais), inherited motifs (the flower catalogue), 
plots based on transparent disguises. It may be idyllic, but is more 
often (as in Spenser’s ‘Shepheardes Calender’ or Milton’s ‘Lycidas’) 
tinged with melancholy and satire; because of its dimension of 
reference to contemporary society, pastoral invites allegory and 
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symbolism. The proliferation of stock features made it, in Greece, 
Augustan Rome and Renaissance Europe, an extremely precise 
medium for exploring the attitudes (rural nostalgia, narcissism, 
self-doubt) of consciously civilized and cultured people—poets 
particularly (N.B. the heightened self-consciousness of the pastoral 
elegy for a dead fellow-poet). 

The artificiality of pastoral is not an evasion of realism: its rural 
setting is metaphorical, a means rather than an end. Like other 
conventions, it decays when the means cease to be viable, not because 
it is false (since it was never true). Many uses of the term are distorted 
by criteria adopted from realistic fiction. Documentary ‘truth to the 
object’ is irrelevant in pastoral, which is a mirror reflecting back its 
audience and writer rather than a transparent window. Pastoral is a 
product of pre- or anti-realistic world-views which stress imaginative 
projection (e.g. the pathetic fallacy) rather than passive percep¬ 
tion. Thus it lost its credibility with the rise of empiricism (and of 
the novel) during the eighteenth century, and has been partially re¬ 
instated in the twentieth by writers like the American poet Wallace 
Stevens who argue that ‘Life consists/Of propositions about life’. 
‘Failed realism’ and ‘anything depicting country life’ are both uses 
of ‘pastoral’ based on unexamined realist assumptions. 

Exploratory modern use of the term dates from William Empson’s 
Some Versions of Pastoral (1935), a model for the lively use of 
apparently moribund critical categories. He pointed out that 
essentially pastoral was not a bundle of conventional properties, but 
a particular structural relationship (‘putting the complex into the 
simple’) which survived and extended beyond the limits of the formal 
mode. Empson’s best example was Alice in Wonderland, where the 
heroine, like the ‘shepherd of sixteenth century pastoral, explores 
the anxieties and complacencies of her society’. While retaining its 
function as a label, ‘pastoral’ has acquired an extended application 
which relates to the search for literary myths and archetypes. This 
use of ‘pastoral’ is part of a more' general critical pressure towards 
the mapping and analysis of recurrent structures in literature, which 
is a convincing corrective to the New Critical and modernist erosion 
of generic categories. 

LS 

pathetic fallacy Ruskin introduced this notion {Modern Painters, 
vol. 3, 1856) to-account for the attribution to inanimate nature of 
animate, even human, characteristics. He gives ‘the cruel, crawling 
foam’ as an example. Men, he claims, fall into four categories: those 
who see nature clearly because their emotions are too dull to inter¬ 
fere (non-poets), those whose emotions are too strong for their 
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intellect (second-order poets), those who, having strong intellect 
and passions, achieve a balance between the two (first-order poets), 
and finally those who perceive realities too great for man to bear 
and who revert to expressions which reason no longer controls 
(prophets). The second and last make use of the pathetic fallacy, but 
only the former do so through weakness. Ruskin argues, moreover, 
that the poet who sees nature as having ‘an animation and pathos of 
its own’ (rather than borrowed from man) does not commit the 
fallacy but merely shows ‘an instinctive sense ... of the Divine 
presence’. What constitutes a ‘pathetic fallacy’ must therefore vary 
with the dominant ideas of the time: many would now see in such an 
‘instinctive sense’ a fallacy rather than the perception of a truth. 

It is perhaps more in keeping with modern critical methods to treat 
the pathetic fallacy as a device with special effects on a reader’s 
sensibility (instead of a mode of expression revealing the writer’s 
state of mind). On this view, logical and literal criteria are as in¬ 
appropriate to the evaluation of this figure as they are to the evalua¬ 
tion of metaphor. Literature is, after all, a means of communicating 
truths of experience rather than of inanimate matter. As Erwin 
Schroedinger argues in Mind and Matter (1959), even basic per¬ 
ceptions which few of us question (such as that of colour) are, 
scientifically speaking, fallacious. 

A AAC 

persona Originally used to denote the acting masks of classic Greek 
theatre, the term ‘persona’ has developed extensive critical con¬ 
notations. It is commonly used to indicate the difference between 
the man who sits down to write and the ‘author’ as we realize him 
in and through the words on the page. This persona, or ‘second self’ 
of the author has to be distinguished from the narrator even in first- 
person narration. The degree of correspondence between narrator 
and persona may vary greatly. In Fielding’s Tom Jones (1749), for 
instance, the narrator shares many qualities with the persona— 
tolerance, humour, wide understanding of human behaviour, and 
humanistic learning. But in the case of Swift’s A Modest Proposal 
(1729), to assume continuity between narrator and persona would 
be disastrous. The narrator deliberately heightens and distorts the 
view Swift seeks to expose. The distortion establishes the tone which 
makes us aware of Swift’s voice in the prose. The persona clearly 
recommends the very opposite view, the amelioration of conditions 
and the implementation of social remedies, not the breeding of 
children for food etc. 

As Wayne C. Booth points out in The Rhetoric of Fiction (1961), 
the complex problem of reliable and unreliable narrators involves the 
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persona or, as he calls it, the implied author. Thus, ‘I have called a 
narrator reliable when he speaks for or acts in accordance with the 
norms of the work (which is to say, the implied author’s norms), 
unreliable when he does not.’ Recognizing the persona is therefore 
central to the act of effective reading, since the persona represents 
the sum of all the author’s conscious choices in a realized and more 
complete self as ‘artist’. 

This idea of persona as ‘second self’ incorporates the metaphorical 
roots of the ‘mask’ concept, implying the total being presented to the 
audience, outside and beyond the actor who assumes it. This, in 
turn, is rooted in magic ritual where ‘masks’ are independent beings 
who possess the man who assumes them. Metaphorically, mask be¬ 
longs to the group of concepts which imply that artists discover a 
more fully integrated vision than exists in ‘reality’. It implies, too, a 
way out of the closed world of the ego into an objective vision 
communicable to others. Late Romantics, like Yeats, turn to the 
‘mask’ concept to express a longing for an art which permits the 
artist to objectify his experience and free it from mere subjectivity. 
See also narrative. 

GG 

phantasy see fantasy 

picaresque A kind of realistic fiction which originated in Spain 
with the anonymous Lazarillo de Tormes (1554) and the more 
influential novel by Mateo Aleman, Guzman de Alfarache (1559 and 
1604), which was widely translated. Other important novels in this 
genre include in German, Grimmelshausen’s Simplicissimus (1669), 
and in French, Le Sage’s Gil Bias (1715-35). The Spanish picaro or 
picaron, the anti-hero of such a novel, was translated into English as 
the picaroon; he was a scoundrel of low birth and evil life, at war 
with society. He was on his own, and the form of the novel is 
commonly an autobiographical accbunt of his fortunes, misfortunes, 
punishments and opportunism. The tales are episodic, frequently 
arranged as journeys. The endings are abrupt, either as the picaroon 
sets off for America for a ‘new life’, or for the galleys. This allows a 
sequel to be added; but the mode is not formless. The pessimistic 
judgment of life does not allow a neat denouement. Life is just more 
of the same. The stories inflict physical damage on their characters, 
and the damage is a sign of experience. Experience, however, is only 
more instances for the picaroon of his irrepressible independence 
and society’s unalterable hostility. The novels allow a statement of 
man’s freedom and independence but invoke the counter-balancing, 
restraining oppression of society. All picaroons have a series of 
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tyrannical masters, and the servile relationship which demands 
abasement and allows cheating is a microcosm of the human 
state. 

Picaresque is a term that must refer to the nature of the subject 
matter as well as to the superficial autobiographical and episodic 
features of the fiction. Unfortunately, in English it is the accidental 
arrangements that are usually indicated by picaresque: a low-life 
narrator, a rambling tale. There was plenty of rogue literature in 
England from Nashe’s Unfortunate Traveller (1594) onwards. 
Obviously Defoe in Moll Flanders (1722) has some affinity with the 
picaresque. The novel is episodic; it has an autobiographical narrator 
and it is realistic. Moll, though, does not seem to be a real picaro. 
She is that peculiarly English figure, a temporary declassed). Smol¬ 
lett’s Roderick Random (1748) is similar. Random is only temporarily 
of low estate; he ends by being restored to his own level. He is really a 
master, not a servant. The same author’s The Adventures of Ferdinand 
Count Fathom (1753) is more nearly a real picaresque. Various 
features of the picaresque are found in different English novels: Tom 
Jones is organized along a journey; Dickens’s Nicholas Nickleby 
allows realistic description of scenes of real life; Joyce Cary’s The 
Horse's Mouth presents physical decay as the sign of experience, 
and Gully Jimson enjoys the ‘free life’. 

See Robert Alter, Rogue's Progress: Studies in the Picaresque Novel 
(1964); A. A. Parker, Literature and the Delinquent: A Study of the 
Picaresque Novel (1947). 

AMR 

plagiarism see pastiche 

Platonism In his utopian Republic (written c. 380 B.c.) Plato 
banished the artists, having diagnosed the arts as indulgent imitations 
of a perceptible universe which was itself a misleading shadow of the 
eternal Ideas. He allowed only propagandist myths (‘noble lies’) as a 
concession to the irrationality of the majority, and suggested ironi¬ 
cally that the arts were lower than practical crafts—better make a 
chair than a painting of one. 

But Plato’s own highly fictionalized method, his use of dialogue 
and of myth (the Cave, the Spindle of Necessity) undermined his 
attack on the arts. Plotinus (a.d. 204-70), founder of neo-Platonism, 
reinterpreted Plato in the direction of subjective mysticism (stressing 
the visionary elements in Book 6 of the Republic, and the Symposium) 
—and his version of Plato the myth-maker and votes, mingling with 
the more practical original, became the source of the most far- 
reaching claims for the arts in Western culture. 
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The Platonic artist, whether renaissance or romantic, is a philo¬ 
sopher, who aspires to change the world by changing men’s attitudes 
and values. His ‘poem’ may be an institution or an epic; what 
makes him an artist is ‘that idea or fore-conceit of the work, and not 
. . . the work itself’ (Sidney, Defence of Poesie, 1595). ‘Imitation’ in 
Platonic terminology can be misleading—theoretically at least the 
poet will ‘to imitate borrow nothing of what is, hath been or shall 
be’ (Sidney). Platonism does not distinguish the arts by media: 
metaphors from statecraft are used about poetry—‘Poets are the 
unacknowledged legislators of the world’ (Shelley, Defence of Poetry, 
1821)—and metaphors from poetics about politics or music. 

It follows that Platonic criticism avoids classification of genres or 
of rhetorical figures; the Platonist’s interest in language and form is 
compounded of miraculism and frustration: on the one hand the 
aspiration towards a fixed, innocent,' ‘golden’ language, in which 
metre, image and syntax will embody that essential harmony towards 
which creation strives; on the other a profound scepticism which 
pushes language to its limits, destroys and impoverishes it as if to 
prove its eternal enmity to the ideal. The Platonic theorist is always 
likely to dismiss the product—the words, the rhythms—as ‘a feeble 
shadow of the original conceptions of the poet’ (Shelley). This 
pressure on the medium unites with the idealist yearning towards 
the One to produce hybrid forms (allegorical epics, lyrical dramas). 
Again, this is paradoxical: Platonism produces a subversive multi¬ 
plication of forms in the strife for order. 

In literary history, too, the idealist pressures have proved liberat¬ 
ing: literature is outside space and time, eternally subversive. 
Shelley’s reading of Milton (like Blake’s) is characteristically 
Platonic: 

He mingled . . . the elements of human nature as colours 
upon a single pallet, and arranged them . . . according to the 
laws of epic truth, that is, according to the laws of that 
principle by which a series of actions of the external universe 
and of intelligent and ethical beings is calculated to excite the 
sympathies of succeeding generations of mankind. 

Platonic literary history is repetitious or circular (Yeats), a continual 
return to mythic figures and structures only incidentally clothed in 
the trappings of a particular culture. 

Platonism is the poets’ poetics; more than any other theory it has 
been responsible for poetic self-consciousness (Collins’s ‘Ode on the 
Poetical Character’ (1746), Stevens’s Notes towards a Supreme 
Fiction (1942)). This fact alone indicates its particular freedoms 
and limitations: it may set the poet squarely at the centre of his 
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world (refusing to distinguish between him and the philosopher) but 
it undermines the world’s reality and solidity for him. The result is 
that the psroceses of creativity become what the work itself is about. 
See also imitation. 

See W. H. Auden, The Poet and the City’, The Dyer's Hand(1962); 
Christopher Butler, Number Symbolism (1970); R. S. Crane (ed.), 
Critics and Criticism (1957); Wallace Stevens, The Necessary Angel 
(1942); Edgar Wind, Pagan Mysteries in the Renaissance (1958). 

LS 

pleasure see aesthetics, ff.ft.tno 

plot in criticism is a term of highly varied status. It can mean just 
the paraphrasable story of a work—the simple narrative line which 
we can then flesh out by considering character and description, tone 
and texture, pattern and myth; Forster’s ‘low’, ‘atavistic’ story¬ 
telling. So writing-schools offer compendia of plots; so many works 
(lyric poems, modernist novels) can be ‘without’ it. The usage is 
partly a bastardization of Aristotle’s word mythos in the Poetics, 
commonly translated as ‘plot’; and for a richer sense of the term it is 
worth recalling what he said. Aristotle’s plot was the mimesis (i.e. 
the analogous making) of an action. He distinguished six parts in his 
exemplary species, tragedy, but did not reduce them to equivalence: 
plot constitutes the dynamic whole to which the other parts relate, 
the necessary order as opposed to the enabling features of develop¬ 
ment. It is the distilling centre of the choices available to the author; 
having determined his medium (stage, book) and his mode (lyric, 
dramatic), he must also choose other essential principles of coher¬ 
ence. His plot must have a shape (e.g. a rise in the hero’s fortune 
followed by a descent); it must have a sequence or order determining 
the kind and degree of effort at particular points (beginning, middle, 
end); it must have a size (magnitude, duration) which will help 
determine that shape and sequence. It must have agents and a 
society: for these there must be a language, appropriate not only to 
them but to the other elements of the structure. It must have a 
developing psychology culminating internally in good tragedy in the 
protagonist and externally in an effect on the audience (catharsis) ; 

and it must accord with and seek out general human experience 
(universality). Aristotle’s mythos is close to Henry James’s assump¬ 
tions in his preface to The Portrait of a Lady, when he distinguishes 
a donnee and then sees certain elements as being of the essence and 
others of the provision. This adds what is perhaps implicit in 
Aristotle; that there is play in writing for continuous choice; plot is 
emergent from the selective logic of the writerly act. 
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Few modern critics have taken up this complex usage, viewing 
plot as a necessary order of a fiction. An exception are the Chicago 
Aristotelians (see Chicago critics), who have spoken persuasively 
of its value as a means of distinguishing the determining order of a 
work. (The Russian formalist critics have also usefully explored the 
concept.) What (here to adapt Aristotle considerably) seems apparent 
is that the ‘deep’ definition of plot approximates to the difficulties 
of the writing process before and during composition: it involves 
recognizing an essential relationship, familiar to writers if not 
always to critics, between ‘plot’ in its simple story sense and other 
elements much more complicated than is usually understood— 
characters, local linguistic devices (‘speeches’, ‘descriptions’), general 
linguistic devices (rhetorical strategies, pervasive symbols), generative 
sequence in actions at narrative and tonal levels, starts and finishes. 
The tendency in modern criticism to isolate ‘human plot’ from 
‘verbal plot’ (preferring often the latter) or to regard story as a low, 
summary thread on which to string higher things can be a dangerous, 
diminishing scheme; this is not Aristotle’s predicate, since he would 
assume that plots can be of all kinds (e.g. a lyric poem must have 
one). Plot is a compositional whole. Even then, it can seem a deter¬ 
ministic grid, making the writer of a fiction a God-figure whose 
command over his characters is absolute. (This analogue—character 
as liberal, plot as determinist—has often been a theme in fictions: 
Muriel Spark’s The Driver's Seat, 1970 is a recent example.) This is a 
possible derivative of the concept of plot, and suggests its coherent 
wholeness. But should we separate out character? Do we not, 
generally, need an organizational concept less rigid than this: one 
that presumes the multiplicity of necessary orders in fictions, 
recognizes that these are not all pre-formed but are emergent factors 
of literary creation, yet still assumes that the writer characteristically 
pursues an organizational coherence we can term a ‘plot’ ? See also 
CHARACTER, STRUCTURE. 

See Aristotle, trans. I. Bywater, Poetics (1909); R. S. Crane, 
‘The concept of plot and the plot of Tom Jones' in Crane (ed.), 
Critics and Criticism (1957); E. M. Forster, Aspects of the Novel 
(1927); Henry James, ‘The art of fiction’ (1888), reprinted in Morris 
Roberts (ed.), The Art of Fiction and Other Essays by Henry James 
(1948); Tony Tanner, City of Words (1971). 

MSB 

pluralism see Chicago critics 

poetic diction see diction, poetry 
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poetic licence It has sometimes been argued that, because of the 
difficulty of satisfying the additional voluntary restrictions of poetic 
form, the poet has a ‘licence’ to relax some of the normal restrictions 
of his language-system. But if poetic licence is to be anything more 
than an excuse for technical incompetence, a deeper justification 
must be sought for the tendency of poetic language to deviate from 
the grammatical, and lexical, norms. The most thorough attempt to 
find such a justification was made by the Russian Formalist and Pra¬ 
gue Structuralist critical schools. According to Shklovsky, people 
living by the sea grow impervious to the sound of the waves. ‘By the 
same token, we scarcely ever hear the words which we utter. . . . We 
look at each other, but we do not see each other any more. Our 
perception of the world has withered away, what has remained is 
mere recognition.’ By disturbing language, and therefore the view 
of reality which we receive through language, the poet refreshes 
perception and replaces recognition by an impression of novelty. Or, 
as Roman Jakobson has put it, ‘The function of poetry is to point 
out that the sign is not identical with its referent.’ On this view, the 
kind of ‘licence’ we ought to grant should cover neither technical 
incompetence nor novelty for its own sake, but only deviations which 
bring about a keener sense of inner and outer realities. Many writers, 
even prose-writers, would agree. Conrad, for example, wrote that 
‘the development of. . . phrases from their (so-called) natural order 
is luminous for the mind’. See also foregrounding, formalism, 

ORIGINALITY. 

See Victor Erlich, Russian Formalism (1965) for a general dis¬ 
cussion of the topic and for the quotations from Shklovsky and 
Jakobson above. 

A AAC 

poetry The cluster of terms ‘poem’, ‘poetry’, ‘poetic’ and ‘poetics’ 
seem to be necessarily frequent in critical writing, various in their 
senses, and consequently dangerous. The commonest use of ‘poem’ 
is ‘any composition in verse’: verse referring to a set of technical 
conventions for regulating a composition by line-length, for making 
the line part of the expressive form, and ‘poem’ claiming to be a 
genre-term subsuming any production which utilizes that convention. 
There is some redundancy here, if poetry is equated with verse, but 
perhaps we need the term, for we have no other word, parallel to, say, 
novel in prose, for a complete set of verses. However, poetry is also 
commonly contrasted with verse, both in a quantitative way, as 
using more tropes, more linguistic reverberations, and in a qualitative 
way, as using them better. So there is an implicit value-judgment, 
‘verse’ being a metered production merely mechanically achieved, 
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‘poetry’ being an excellent set of verses. Verse may also be considered 
‘prosy’, that is, mechanically correct but uninspired: this character¬ 
ization merges with the idea of poetry as a metaphysical quality, an 
intangible, romantic, virtue. So the technical, descriptive, distinction 
between prose and verse is blurred: verse may be poetic or prosaic, 
prose may be poetic (ambiguously a good or bad quality) or not. 
The overtly evaluative ‘poetic’ hazardously transcends formal 
categories, except in such usages as ‘poetic diction’ by which is meant 
the artificial vocabulary conventions obeyed in, say, Anglo-Saxon 
or Augustan verse: purling streams, finny tribes and the like. 

The technical imprecision of ‘poem’ and its derivatives is allowed 
by its etymology: Greekpoesis, meaning a ‘making’, in verse or not. 
The contrast invoked is between that which is constructed and that 
which is natural. Traditionally ‘poetry’ has narrowed to the sense of 
a verbal making (as opposed to poesis in the other art media), but is 
still more general than ‘verse’, so again obscuring the distinction 
between metred and unmetred language which common usage 
supports. So ‘poetics’ comes to mean the general aesthetics of 
literature-as-opposed-to-other-arts and, more particularly, literature- 
seen-as-verbal-construct. The latter, more restricted, usage derives 
from the current extension of new critical doctrine, which stipulates 
that the method of analysis must be basically verbal (see David 
Lodge, Language of Fiction, 1966, and articles by several hands in 
early issues of the new periodical Novel)', critics can move easily to 
such apparently self-contradictory phrases as ‘the poetics of fiction’, 
considering the novel as a fundamentally verbal construct and its 
peculiar inner ‘world’ as ultimately linguistically created. So a novel 
can be a ‘poem’, and again the verse criterion for poetry disappears. 
So the unfortunate situation has arisen whereby any literary produc¬ 
tion may be called a poem: the word is short, etymologically un¬ 
impeachable, so various in its presuppositions as to appear to be 
minimally objectionable in any usage. As we have said, the term 
seems unavoidable. But the generalized senses, even if apparently 
etymologically justified, are surely misleading. It would be better if 
‘poem’ were restricted to ‘a complete set of verses’. If critics persist 
in exploiting the semantic variousness of the term, they must not let 
it betray them into a lazy romanticism;' readers of criticism should 
look on it with scepticism (being careful to diagnose presuppositions) 
and students should use it with the utmost caution. Where a technical 
characterization is called for, other labels may be less misleading 
(e.g. ‘verse’, ‘literary artefact’); where evaluation is implied, the 
criteria for judgment are more honestly faced and more securely 
applied if we avoid ‘poetic’ altogether. 

RGF and AER 
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point of view is a term used in the theory and criticism of fiction to 
designate the position from which a story is told. Although a large 
number of these have been distinguished by some critics, there are 
basically only two: first-person and third-person narration. (Michel 
Butor’s virtuoso use of the formal second-person ‘vous’ in his novel 
Second Thoughts, 1957, is an idiosyncratic and isolated exception.) 
Narration from the first-person point of view has some obvious 
advantages in that it enables the author, without artificiality, to enter 
the intimacy of his protagonist’s mind and betray its most secret 
thoughts and feelings to us, in a stream of consciousness manner or 
otherwise. But there are also serious drawbacks to this form of 
narration: if access to the hero is privileged and extensive, by the 
same token, since we are not able to read the minds of other people, 
the thoughts and feelings of the other characters must remain a 
matter of conjecture to hero, author and reader alike. Needless to 
say, some novelists turn this opaqueness to good ironic account (cf. 
The Outsider by Albert Camus (1942) which relies heavily on the 
inscrutability of others). The third person is, however, the more 
natural and widespread mode of narration, and most novelists have 
assumed it grants them licence to virtual omniscience. In a famous 
essay Jean-Paul Sartre pilloried Francois Mauriac for usurping 
wisdom reserved only to God, who—Sartre concluded with cutting 
emphasis—is no artist, ‘any more than Mr Mauriac is’. As if to fore¬ 
stall this sort of broadside, some novelists have followed the example 
of Flaubert in Madame Bovary (1857) and used omniscience with 
such discretion that it passes virtually unnoticed. Others, again, 
have adopted Dickens’s practice in Bleak House (1852-3) (inter¬ 
calating Esther’s narrative with omniscient narrative, and allowing 
Esther occasionally to narrate things not observed by her but 
reported to her by others), or have imitated the skilful manner in 
which Conrad, in Under Western Eyes (1911), employs an intelligent 
first-person narrator having privileged access to the mind of another 
through the perusal of a private diary or correspondence. And some 
contemporary experimental novelists like Alain Robbe-Grillet 
transcend the issue altogether by abrupt and unsignposted shifts 
from one point of view to another, in line with a systematic under¬ 
mining of the entire traditional notion of consistency, and produce 
works which read as William Faulkner’s The Sound and the Fury 
(1929) would, if all its paragraphs were placed in a hat and pulled out 
in random order. See also narrative. 

See Norman Friedman, ‘Point of view in fiction’, PMLA, 70 
(1955), 1160-84, updated by Wayne C. Booth, The Rhetoric of 
Fiction (1961). 

JWJF 
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polysemy see ambiguity 

pornography, classified by the Library of Congress as ‘Literature, 
immoral’, has evaded definition by critics and courts alike precisely 
because of the difficulty of establishing the exact relationship be¬ 
tween literature and morality. Lawyers have tended to describe it in 
terms of its effects—the pornographic is that which tends to deprave 
or corrupt—while recognizing that the pursuit of literary or scientific 
objectives may be held to justify even the potentially corrupting. 

Pornography cannot simply be equated with eroticism, although 
the word originally signified accounts concerned with prostitutes. 
Lawrence, for example, saw eroticism as an essential element in 
human relations and as a reassuring contrast to the sterility of the 
modern environment; the surrealists discovered in the erotic 
evidence of the central role of intuition and evidence of that reconcil¬ 
iation of opposites which was their chief aim. In other words eroticism 
could be seen as an essential aspect of the battle between humanity 
and its social determinants, as a key to mystical experience, and a 
salutary reminder of a non-rational dimension to existence. Porno¬ 
graphy, on the other hand, has no aim beyond sexual stimulation. 
As Lawrence suggested, pornography is a result of the separation of 
sexuality from a notion of the whole man; it stems, at least in part, 
from a refusal, for religious, moral or aesthetic reasons, to admit in a 
public way to the centrality or the detailed reality of the sexual 
impulse. By this argument pornography is the inevitable by-product 
of prudery, and it is scarcely surprising, therefore, to discover the 
extent of pornography during the Victorian years: see Stephen 
Marcus, The Other Victorians (1966). 

Pornography may constitute a conscious defiance of conventional 
standards of taste and propriety; it is thus potentially a subversive, 
even a revolutionary, force. It appears to push sensibility to its limit 
and to stand as an implicit criticism of a society intent on denying 
freedom of thought and expressidn. It is perhaps significant that 
pornography was permitted for a brief period during the French 
Revolution. Yet, if it is subversive in its appeal to anarchic impulses 
it is cathartic in its purgation of such impulses. Finally, therefore, 
pornography is perhaps little more than the perfect consumer 
product, simultaneously creating and doing its best to satisfy a 
specific need. 

See Anon, The Obscenity Laws (1969); John Chandos, To Deprave 
and Corrupt (1962); Ludwig Marcuse, trans. K. Gershon, Obscene: 
The History of an Indignation (1965); Norman St John Stevas, 
Obscenity and the Law (1956). 

CWEB 
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practical criticism see analysis, new criticism 

prose Though apparently the natural antithesis or sibling of verse, 
prose suffers from a lack of the precise definition which readily 
delimits its formal counterpart. From its ‘different’ look on the page, 
verse at first glance announces itself as something formed, pre¬ 
tentious, arresting; the claim to coherence, the inescapable frequency 
of line-endings, the alternate acceptance of and resistance to the 
potentially monolithic control of metre, gives verse a tenseness 
which may render it inadequate to explore modes of experience 
which are untense, only partially coherent, not attainable except by 
free-and-easy groping such as that of Montaigne. But theories of 
prose are heavily outnumbered by those of poetry, many of which, 
willingly blinded by the partially incidental etymological relationship 
between ‘prose’ and ‘prosaic’, are liable to stigmatize prose as 
irredeemably more ordinary, diffuse, unrefined, straightforward, and 
thereby to assume an often unexplained superiority for extraordinari¬ 
ness, compression, and refined obscurity. 

Prose, like the Homeric epic, becomes formulaic if it aims at 
fixity and crystallization. Flaubert, for example, in attempting to 
refine it, eventually subjects it to a near-monolithic discipline, an 
impoverishment of language to a finite, recurring range of devices, 
not unrelated perhaps to the formulaic meagreness of memoranda 
and scientific discourses. His prose can often be read only one way: 
many of his ternary sentences are so clear in structure and cadence, 
so controlled in meaning, that the alert reader’s initial experience of 
them can scarcely avoid being total; this excludes any search for 
alternative groupings of word or idea, and presents us with a bareness 
where language, thought and character lie unrelievedly open to our 
merciless gaze. Indeed, one resource of prose, which makes it an 
eminently suitable vehicle for realism, is the relative looseness of its 
context, its refusal to presuppose the inevitability of complex pattern, 
its ability to acknowledge the right of something to exist as itself and 
not some other thing, as a self-sufficient detail which may be absorbed 
only slowly into an organized perception. 

Stanzas, by their visual shape, announce their separateness and 
monumentality; the appearance of the most frequent prose forms 
(essay, novel, short story) asserts an often reassuring substantiality 
and continuity. A danger, yet also a resource of longer forms, is 
repetition: the early pages of Dostoyevsky’s Crime and Punishment 
(1866), for instance, make much use of adjectives such as ‘petty’, 
‘disgusting’, ‘filthy’, ‘loathsome’, ‘ill-tempered’, ‘weary’, which come 
increasingly to share each other’s overtones, so that the qualitative 
unvariedness of Raskolnikov’s perceptions is rendered, as well as 
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the ebb and flow of\ their intensity. Frequently a variety of strands 
are sustained and repeated during a prose work: throughout 
Mutmassungen iiber Jakob (1959), Uwe Johnson sustains various 
possible interpretations of the central character’s death; none is a 
full interpretation, but no satisfactory unified view emerges either, 
the various strands attempting to fuse but partly failing to do so: 
the book’s continuing hesitation between them generates a highly 
complex view of an insoluble riddle, while also conveying a view of 
East German life as paralysingly slow. Slowness, as prose has 
perhaps realized better than the verse paragraph, is no barrier to 
complexity; the groping centrifugal incompleteness of a vision (e.g. 
in Proust) is no barrier to intensity. 

The reassuring substantiality of prose, its ability to exist at low 
tension (enhanced in some authors by a casual colloquial tone 
approaching everyday speech, or other temporary or permanent 
withdrawals from a consciously literary mode of narration) makes it 
easier for prose to establish clear hierarchies of significance than 
verse: some parts of an essay or novel may be less important without 
being unimportant. Prose can without mockery admit and accept 
that something plays a minor role; it can if it wishes avoid being 
cleverer than life, whereas verse, with its evidently deliberate patterns, 
imposes an air of absoluteness on its material. See also verse. 

See Robert Adolphe, The Rise of Modern Prose Style (1968); 
George Levine and William Madden (eds), The Art of Victorian 
Prose (1968); Tzvetan Todorov, Poetique de la prose (1971). 

MHP 

protagonist see character, hero, plot 

psychogogia see catharsis 

psychology has always been an area of activity for the creative 
writer seen as a kind of amatetir analyst of conscious or semi¬ 
conscious feelings, thoughts or attitudes. The term ‘psychological 
fiction’, for instance, might cover some of the greatest of all novels, 
like Emma (1816) or Madame Bovary (1857) or Anna Karenina 
(1875-7), and ‘psychological drama’ includes such penetrating 
analyses of human emotions as Hamlet and Faust and Hedda Gabler. 
But psychology in this sense—meaning the exposure, dissection and 
acute appraisal of the mind and mood of a fictional but representa¬ 
tive human character by a privileged observer—has tended to give 
ground as a critical term in favour of a more scientific sense drawing 
its inspiration from the development of psychoanalysis by Sigmund 
Freud, and of analytical psychology by C. G. Jung. The writings of 
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these two men and their disciples have exerted a profound influence 
on literary criticism, partly because they were themselves so literate, 
ever-ready to seek their examples and even their terminology within 
the domain of the creative arts in general and literature in particular. 
Freud, for example, gave the name of the protagonist of Sophocles’s 
Oedipus Rex to what he saw as ‘the nuclear complex of the neuroses’, 
and Jung listed Schiller’s essay on naive and sentimental poetry and 
Nietzsche’s Birth of Tragedy among the precedents for his treatise 
on psychological types (the introverted and the extroverted). This 
pioneering study, like Freud’s Interpretation of Dreams (1900), has 
suggested approaches to works of the imagination which pay close 
attention to unconscious motivations and feelings, either on the 
creator’s part (such as Michel Butor’s essay on Baudelaire), or 
within a well-known fictional character (as in Ernest Jones’s Freudian 
analysis of Hamlet). Creative writers themselves have inevitably been 
influenced by the revelations of psychological investigation: works 
as different as The Sound and The Fury (1929), by William Faulkner, 
and Albert Camus’s The Outsider (1942), bear witness to this, as well 
as a host of lesser books like J. D. Salinger’s Catcher in the Rye 
(1951) or Philip Roth’s Portnoy's Complaint (1969). 

The central logical problem which scientific psychology has to 
wrestle with (i.e. that the ‘unconscious’ cannot be observed as such 
and so not demonstrated—by the usual standards of verification— 
to exist) is not necessarily a difficulty for the literary critic, who can 
treat the unconscious as a formal concept or working hypothesis 
rather than a causal entity. Writers can be seen as betraying un¬ 
conscious conflicts (e.g. Baudelaire’s resentment of his mother’s 
second marriage, or Kafka’s ambivalent relationship with his father) 
or, more subtly, as sublimating these feelings in their works (e.g. 
the functioning of incest fantasies in Wuthering Heights, 1847), in 
much the same way as we all refract anxieties and frustrations by 
means of arcane imagery in our dreams. A piece of literature can 
thus be seen as effecting a resolution of unconscious problems—as a 
dream may do, in a less-structured manner—and so be read as a form 
of self-therapy and as evidence, not of neurotic sickness as Freud 
in his more naive moments tended to assert, but of mental health. 

This approach has led to enlightening and suggestive criticism as 
well as to much pseudo-scientific nonsense. Thanks to Jung, for 
example, we can view works of literature not merely as individual 
creations, but also as revealing attitudes, aspiration, myths and so 
on which are common to all the writers of a given period influenced 
by the Zeitgeist, or to men at all times. Naturally, as with all critical 
tools borrowed from other disciplines (cf. linguistics, sociology), 
psychoanalysis has to be handled with discretion and restraint. In 
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the case of psychology tact, too, is essential: even a dead writer has a 
privacy which cannot be lightly invaded, and the critic must be wary 
of succumbing to the intentional fallacy and to the naive confusion 
between an author and his creations. 

In addition to what might be called ‘the psychology of formal 
indications’ of the sort here outlined, i.e. the interpretation of 
structure, characterization, tone, imagery and so forth in the light of 
psychoanalytical theory, useful work has also been done by Norman 
Holland and others on the interaction between a literary work and 
the mind of its reader, in other words on the psychology of literary 
appreciation and response. This is a traditional interest among 
critics, and need not entail committing the ‘affective fallacy’; for all 
his affectism, I. A. Richards in Principles of Literary Criticism (1924) 
was concerned in an honest endeavour, granted the limitations of the 
primitive behavioural psychology available to him, to construct a 
theory of reader-psychology on the basis of the Coleridgean aesthetic. 
This is an enterprise in which we may now expect progress. 

See Maud Bodkin, Archetypal Patterns in Poetry (1934, reprinted 
1963); Leon Edel, ‘Literature and psychology’ in N. P. Stallknecht 
and H. Frenz, Comparative Literature: Method and Perspective (1961), 
ch. 5; Norman H. Holland, ‘The “unconscious” of literature’ in 
Malcolm Bradbury and David Palmer (eds), Contemporary Criticism 
(1970), 131-53 (with a bibliography, 130, listing the most important 
works in the field); Simon O. Lesser, Fiction and the Unconscious 
(1960); F. L. Lucas, Literature and Psychology (1951). 
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realism, in literary history, is usually associated with the effort of 
the novel in the nineteenth century, particularly in France, to 
establish itself as a major literary genre. The realism of Balzac and 
the Goncourt brothers was essentially an assertion that, far from 
being escapist and unreal, the novel was uniquely capable of revealing 
the truth of contemporary life in society. Balzac, in La Comedie 
Humaine, saw himself as a scientific historian, recording and classify¬ 
ing the social life of France in all its aspects. The adoption of this 
role led to detailed reportage of the physical minutiae of everyday 
life—clothes, furniture, food etc.—the cataloguing of men into social 
types or species, and radical analyses of the economic basis of 
society. The virtues pursued were accuracy and completeness of 
description. However, such an effort necessarily begs the question: 
accuracy to what? completeness in what terms? At its extreme the 
realistic programme runs into two difficulties. Technically it becomes 
obsessed with physical detail and topographical accuracy for its 
own, or history’s sake, and so novels may amount to little more than 
guide books or social documents. Secondly, it becomes confused 
about the distinction between art and history or sociology: the 
novelist is only metaphorically and incidentally a historian; what¬ 
ever the relations of his art with the ‘realities’ of society, he is 
finally involved in the making of fictions, and has responsibilities to 
form that the historian or sociologist does not. 

The failure to acknowledge this crucial distinction is evident in the 
development of realistic theory into Naturalism, whose claim for an 
even greater accuracy and inclusiveness rested on an analogy with 
scientific method. Naturalism, notably in the theories of Emile Zola, 
borrowed its terms from post-Darwinian biology and asserted the 
wholly determined character of man and society. Since man was 
simply a higher animal, his nature was controlled by the regular 
forces of heredity and environment. So the novelist as social historian 
now appeared as the taxonomic biologist, displaying his scientific 
objectivity in elaborate documentation and unwonted frankness in 
regard to bodily functions. Fortunately many of Zola’s novels, at 
least, managed to survive their methodology. 

The theory of realism in England was much less coherent and 
scientific. Until the 1880s, when the debate on realism and naturalism 
was imported from France, critics and novelists tended to talk 
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rather of the novel’s duty to be true to ‘life’. The central concern in 
this injunction was not the representation of material reality— 
cataloguing the environment—but the investigation of the moral 
behaviour of man in society. The mechanistic and deterministic 
elements of realism were alien to the temper of Victorian novelists 
and their critics. But the concern for truth, for morality, and for an 
accurate and unromanticized description of contemporary society, 
defined an unmistakably realistic concept of the novel. Of course 
such demands implied a general agreement about the nature of 
reality, about certain self-evident truths concerning man and society, 
for without these there could be no way of identifying the abnormal, 
the deviant, the novels that were untrue to life. At the worst this 
critical demand could narrow to a prescription for a conformist 
fiction of the commonplace, novels .for Mrs Grundy. Dickens, 
George Eliot and James, all major realists in different ways, found it 
necessary to assert a larger idea of realism that might answer to more 
complex views of the possibilities of life. 

All theories of realism, however sophisticated, rest on the assump¬ 
tion that the novel imitates reality, and that that reality is more or 
less stable and commonly accessible. But it is possible to conceive of 
the relationship between art and reality in terms of imaginative 
creation rather than imitation. The artist may be said to imagine, to 
invent a fictional world which is more than a copy of the real one. 
Such a shift in conceptual metaphors produces attitudes to the 
novel, and perhaps even novels, with quite different priorities from 
those of the realist tradition. The emphasis moves from accuracy of 
representation to aspects of form—narrative structuring, symbolic 
patterning, linguistic complexity and so on. Much of the major 
fiction of this century—the later James, Conrad, Joyce, Woolf— 
and many contemporary novels, seems to exist in terms of this 
alternative poetic; they advertise their fictionality. Of course all 
novels relate in some way to the general complex of realism, but 
relatively few can be fully understood in the terms of the specific 
theory of realism. 

This is why attempts to use ‘realism’ as a critical term to define 
the essential nature of the novel, rather than as a label for a diverse 
but identifiable tradition, prove unsatisfactory, if initially attractive. 
Ian Watt, in The Rise of the Novel, points out that we find in nearly all 
novels, in comparison to other genres, an accentuation of the 
temporal and spatial dimensions. Novels give us a sense of man exist¬ 
ing in continuous time, and locate him in his physical world more 
specifically than any other kind of literature. In this sense Ulysses is 
the supreme realist novel. The difficulty arises when Watt goes on to 
specify, as a defining element of realism, ‘the adaptation of prose 
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style to give an air of complete authenticity’, and takes, as models of 
authentic report, the novels of Defoe and Richardson. The implica¬ 
tion is that the novelist attempts to divert attention from the fiction- 
ality of his work by avoiding all eloquent and figurative language. He 
writes the neutral prose of the dispassionate reporter so that reality, 
or his image of reality, may seem more purely itself. On this view of 
realism the ideal novel would be a flawless mirror to the world; but 
since language is never neutral, such a novel is impossible. More 
importantly, it is doubtful whether many novels, even within the 
realist tradition, have any such ambitions for linguistic transparency. 
Perhaps Arnold Bennett, Sinclair Lewis, or Theodore Dreiser longed 
for the anonymity of reportage, but there is nothing self-effacing 
about the language of Flaubert, Dickens, or James. 

So as a critical term ‘realism’ identifies some important charac¬ 
teristics of the novel form, but fails to define it Most novels are too 
complex to be accounted for in terms of their representational 
authenticity, and the languages of the novel are too various to be 
subsumed under the model of direct report. The art of the novel is 
rhetorical as well as representational; ‘realism’ gives us an account 
of only one of its dimensions. See also fiction, imitation, novel. 

See Harry Levin, The Gates of Horn: A Study of Five French 
Realists (1963); R. Stang, The Theory of the Novel in England, 1850- 
1870 (1961); Ian Watt, The Rise of the Novel (1957); Rene Wellek, 
‘The concept of realism in literary scholarship’, Neophilologus 44 
(1960), 1—20; reprinted in Concepts of Criticism (1963). 

PM 

reason see feeling, imagination, sensibility 

refrain A refrain is a line, or a group of lines, of verse, repeated in 
its totality so regularly or in such a specific pattern as to become a 
controlling (ballad) or defining (fixed forms) structural factor. 

In the ballad, much of the effect of a refrain depends on the 
narrative not at first comprehending it: each goes its own way. But 
as the poem proceeds, the narrative increasingly invests the refrain 
with circumstance and an awful aptness, while the refrain makes of 
the narrative something pre-ordained and lyrically self-engrossed. 
Ultimately, the poet may anticipate the refrain and explore the 
various opportunities it offers for indulging his self-assurance, 
frustration, morbidity etc. (e.g. Poe’s The Raven). For an exceptional 
reversal of refrain’s irreversibility, see Pound’s Threnos, in which the 
refrain—‘Lo the fair dead!’—is finally ingested into the body of the 
verse, parenthesized by brackets and surmounted by the word 
‘Tintagoel’, which resurrects the lovers, Tristram and Iseult, even 
as it identifies them. 
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In ballads in lighter, or coarser vein, the refrain may act as a verbal 
substitute for knowing laughter, in patriotic ballads (e.g. The 
‘George Aloe’), as a mark of steadfastness in vicissitude and insolent 
complacency in victory. The nonsense refrain—‘Heigh ho! says 
Rowley’, ‘Ay lally, o lilly lally’—seems to be a way of expressing a 
complete acquiescence in the mood of the poem without interfering 
with its meaning, a way even of momentarily backing away from the 
meaning of a song in order to capture its feeling nearer to its pre¬ 
verbal inarticulacy. 

In many ballads and rhymes, the refrain enjoys a typographical 
separation which points to its origin in a dialogue, between the poet 
and chorus. But in many of the fixed forms (rondel, triolet, rondeau) 
the refrain has been absorbed into the poem and thus emerges only 
gradually from it; indeed, it may appear to betray the poem by 
becoming at once the poem’s subject and limitation, formally beauti¬ 
fying but intellectually stultifying. The alternating refrains of the 
villanelle in particular suggest a choking process; the peculiar anguish 
of those villanelles devoted to the theme of time (e.g. Dobson’s ‘Tu 
ne quaesieris’, Henley’s Where's the use of sighing, Auden’s If I 
could tell you), derives from the continual notation of passing time 
within a structure that wastes time and condemns the poet to con¬ 
templative immobility. But the fixed form may equally struggle 
against its refrain, not allow it to settle into a repressive role; it may 
outwit it with an indefatigable novelty or humanity, it may make it 
an instrument of novelty itself, or it may re-integrate the refrain by 
making its lyric intentions unknown to itself, dependent on the 
fancy of the ‘common’ lines. 

cs 
representation see drama 

response see effect 

rhetoric Traditionally, the art of putting a thought over in a par¬ 
ticular manner; command of a number of artfully different manners 
of expression or persuasion. As a result of the diversity of its pro¬ 
ducts, there is and has been no certain orthodoxy in its doctrines, 
although spokesmen from each of its jarring sects will assure you 
of the others’ heresies. On the other hand, in spite of the discord 
which has characterized it both as a subject and as a discipline, 
rhetoric probably does have a boundary or two and, within each of 
its schisms, a surprising amount of homogeneity and tradition. 
There is not all that much difference, for example, between two 
modern textbooks of English composition, say A. M. Tibbett’s The 
Strategies of Rhetoric (1969) and Kane and Peter’s A Practical 
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Rhetoric of Expository Prose (1966). Nor are these two texts entirely 
unrelated to Irving Rein’s The Relevant Rhetoric (1969), although 
the latter work is concerned with teaching speakers rather than 
writers. And in a broader sense, all three of these books are recogniz¬ 
able descendants of such Sophistic handbooks as the Rhetorica ad 
Alexandrian and the Rhetorica ad Herennium. They share a con¬ 
siderable amount of subject-matter and a few attributes with even 
such famous philosophic rhetorics as Aristotle’s or Campbell’s or a 
respectable modern writer’s in this vein, Perelman’s The New 
Rhetoric, a Treatise on Argumentation (1969): a concern for grammar, 
figures, argumentative devices and forms, how an author credentials 
himself, relates to his audience, attempts to persuade—even a few 
pieties about ethical and intellectual truth. At the same time, no 
student who pays a moment’s attention to epistemology, ontology, or 
intellectual history is likely to confuse Rein with Aristotle, a com¬ 
position handbook with a formal theory of discourse, or, for that 
matter, fail to discover that Campbell’s beliefs very often contra¬ 
dict Aristotle’s, that neither man’s first principles would be at ease 
with the reformed positivism of Perelman. 

This inordinately broad range of opinion as to what constitutes 
rhetoric, from a concern with the grammatical or inflectional errors 
of freshmen to the search for the mainsprings of rational discourse, 
is further complicated by the fact that from classical times onwards 
the majority of writers on the subject, despite their own particular 
allegiances, have dealt with rhetoric as something akin to mathe¬ 
matics, a more or less universally applicable tool. That it may 
profitably be viewed as such is perhaps so, but this bias has more 
often led generations of rhetoricians into a marked fondness for 
eccentric eclecticism, vague key terms, untenable and extreme 
generalizations, and a naive enthusiasm for instant social and 
language reform. 

The temptation to consider rhetoric as an all-embracing com¬ 
positional and critical discipline, panacea, and touchstone for 
human motivation has also occasionally led scholars to conclude 
that all writers in all times have succumbed to it, that its universality 
is chronological as well as conceptual. Charles O. McDonald, to 
cite a recent case, argues in his Rhetoric of Tragedy: Form in Stuart 
Drama (1966) that English dramatists from Shakespeare to John 
Ford were thoroughly infected by an ‘antilogistic’ ‘Sophistic’ ‘habit 
of mind’, caught, allegedly, from a somewhat too free association 
with the two thousand years of rhetorical tradition which he out¬ 
lines in a hundred pages of prefatory material. We are left with the 
provocative if eristic implication that Gorgias of Leontini made a 
demonstrable and significant contribution to Hamlet. 
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All of this is not to say that the ‘garden of eloquence’ is naught 
but a jungle of verbiage, nor to disparage the occasional fine flower¬ 
ings in the pioneer work of such moderns as Father Ong, Wayne C. 
Booth, Richard McKeon, and Kenneth Burke. A fair case could even 
be made out to show that the infinite variety and lack of cohesion in 
rhetoric and rhetorical studies is favourable to independent thought, 
original research and heuristic scholarship. And certainly the long 
and complex history of the influence of rhetoric on Western thought 
is too important a subject to be ignored by serious investigators 
into language and literature. Yet the fact remains that the resurgence 
in the past half century of scholarly interest in rhetoric, and the 
noticeable acceleration of that interest in the past decade, have not 
produced a substantial body of important thought or impressive 
research. There is not a single well-regarded general history of the 
subject, there are surprisingly few careful studies of the theories held 
in various periods, and there is-a marked paucity of modern theoreti¬ 
cal treatises which will withstand more than a few minutes’ critical 
scrutiny. And beyond that, the relationships of rhetoric to history, 
literature, linguistics, homiletics, law, and philosophy have seldom 
been investigated in any detail, let alone understood on more than a 
superficial level. 

Looked at from a constructive point of view these all too obvious 
gaps and shortcomings in contemporary rhetorical studies con¬ 
stitute the one major advantage which rhetoric has over many of its 
academic neighbours: it has yet to be exploited to the point where its 
body of knowledge is inevitably repetitious, replete with minuscule 
observations, and haunted by portents of collision with dead ends. 

Cf. style, a term with a similar basic meaning and a similar wide 
range of connotations and thus power to evoke contention. Both 
‘style’ and ‘rhetoric’ signify systems of conventional (hence variously 
prescriptively teachable) verbal devices for the ‘ornamentation’ of 
a discourse. If style often suggests artificiality, self-indulgence or 
preciousness, rhetoric, because it is initially a verbal art for persuasion 
often connotes design, insincerity, even lies. Alternatively, the 
availability of hundreds of rhetorical handbooks—lists and examples 
of figures and schemes—produced over the last two thousand years 
may suggest a mechanical shallowness of linguistic technique. 
Modern attempts to make the term exploratory and critical rather 
than normative and technical (e.g. I. A. Richards, Philosophy of 
Rhetoric, 1936, Wayne C. Booth, The Rhetoric of Fiction, 1961) 
play down the evaluative dimension and the sinister side of ‘per¬ 
suasion’. Booth’s book also shows that it is, unfortunately, all too 
easy to neglect the linguistic aspects of persuasion; here ‘rhetoric’ 
is being used in an essentially untraditional sense. 
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Wimsatt and Beardsley’s Literary Criticism, A Short History 
(1957) provides an elementary account of the classical and medieval 
tradition. For more detailed information, see the many books by 
J. W. H. Atkins, such as Literary Criticism in Antiquity (1934), 
English Literary Criticism: The Medieval Phase (1943) or C. S. 
Baldwin, Ancient Rhetoric and Poetic (1924), Medieval Rhetoric and 
Poetic (1928). 

TGW 

rhyme is a word in a line and a word in a scheme of things that 
transcends the line; and it is by virtue of this duality that it can at 
once act as the line’s ticket to membership of a larger poetic com¬ 
munity and counterpoint the line by suggesting with its rhyme- 
partner meanings extremer than or contradictory to the line’s mean¬ 
ing. Rhyme is also the music that thought and feeling are capable of: 
thought when it is so just as to delight the ear as well as the mind, 
feeling when the consonance it achieves testifies to its participation 
in a principle greater than itself. In the service of rhetoric, rhyme is 
an insidious substitute for causality. In a rhyme like gay: stray, to 
take a simple example, the poet can play on the knowledge that the 
reader, attempting to rationalize the phenomenon of near-homony- 
mity, will see lightheartedness as the necessary source and necessary 
outcome of vagabondage; as Daniel so succinctly puts it: ‘Whilest 
seeking to please our ear, we enthrall our judgment’ (A Defence of 
Rhyme). There is little difference between the poet’s wanting to 
convince a reader and wanting to convince himself; for the poet 
whose song is a way of ‘en-chanting’ his anguish, rhyme is a powerful 
instrument of wish-fulfilment (woes: repose, grief: relief). 

Rhymes in dramatic, and particularly tragic, verse, encode patterns 
of predestination; they are recurrent moments of irrevocability; the 
rhyme-words fit much too snugly for characters to be able to go 
back on them (name: shame, cast: waste, success: distress). It is 
also probable that in the course of a play, the audience will become 
familiar with rhyme-groups in their entirety; in other words rhymes 
act as gravitational centres for dramatic syndromes and create, 
ironically, a sense of freedom which however is at best limited and 
in the very act of rhyming shown to be illusory. The group ‘cacher: 
chercher: attacher: approcher: reprocher: toucher’, for example, which 
we find in Racinian drama, covers a whole behaviour pattern, and 
of the possible combinations most involve contradiction or duplicity. 

It is rhyme that has allowed, encouraged the diversification of 
strophic forms, the rhythmic organization of lines. Rhyme-schemes, 
even in the abstract, execute meaningful gestures. Abab describes the 
thrust and parry, give-and-take of leisurely discursive development; 
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abba describes, apart from its self-stabilizing chiastic structure, an 
aggressive movement in which the aa pair outflanks and envelops 
the bb couplet, so that the bb couplet is ever in danger of becoming 
a mere parenthetic insertion. 

See H. Lanz, The Physical Basis of Rime (1931); C. F. Richardson, 
A Study in English Rhyme (1909); F. Ryder, ‘How rhymed is a poem’, 
Word, 19 (1963); W. K. Wimsatt, Jr, ‘One relation of rhyme to 
reason: Alexander Pope’, in The Verbal Icon (1954). 

cs 

rhythm see metre 

ritual see myth 

romance A term which can encompass the medieval narrative 
poem, Spenser’s Faerie Queene, gothic horrors, and sentimental pap 
for the mass market is bound to be difficult to define. The linguistic 
history of the word (the romance, a romance, romance) reflects a 
movement from the definite to the indefinite which illustrates the 
necessary diffusion which must accompany such linguistic longevity 
and plasticity. As Gillian Beer points out (The Romance, 1970), the 
‘term “romance” in the early Middle Ages meant the new vernacular 
languages derived from Latin, in contradistinction to the learned 
language, Latin itself’. Enromancier, romancar, romanz meant to 
translate or compose books in the vernacular. The book itself was 
then called Romanz, roman, romanzo. The word became associated 
with the content of these diverse works—usually non-didactic 
narratives of ideal love and chivalric adventures such as Sir Gawain 
and the Green Knight or Chretien de Troyes’s Le Chevalier de la 
Charete. Then these medieval romances, which took both poetic 
and prose form and which continued to influence the Elizabethan 
romance, tended to be regarded with some suspicion and even 
contempt by the classically-oriented writers of the seventeenth and 
eighteenth centuries (see Arthur Johnston, Enchanted Ground: The 
Study of Medieval Romance in the Eighteenth Century, 1964). 

The romance is usually concerned with an avowedly Active world, 
though the medieval romance was more directly rooted in con¬ 
temporary fact than might seem apparent from the perspective of the 
twentieth century. At the same time it could be viewed increasingly 
as an imaginative and psychological projection of the ‘real’ world. 
In the nineteenth century, renewed interest in things medieval (cf. 
gothic), together with a growing respect for the power of the 
imagination and the intangible truth of the inner world, gave new 
life to a form which tended now to be counterposed to the apparent 
facticity of the novel (cf. novel, realism). Hawthorne saw the essen- 
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tial difference between the two as lying in the imaginative freedom 
granted to the writer of a romance which enabled him to pursue 
psychological and mythical truth more single-mindedly. 

The main criticism of the romance, from Cervantes to Dr Johnson 
and Jane Austen, has been a moral one. The reader, it is argued, is 
seduced into applying its values, appropriate enough to the artificial 
world treated by the writer, to a real world in which pain has a 
genuine sharpness and the romantic pose is little more than a 
pallid gesture. This sense is retained in modern practice: sentimental 
ideals are presented in the knowledge that their power lies simul¬ 
taneously in their apparent reality and actual ideality. 

See J. M. Nosworthy, introduction to Cymbeline (1955); E. H. 
Pettet, Shakespeare and the Romance Tradition (1949). 

CWEB 

Romanticism The confusion surrounding the term ‘Romanticism’ 
seems only to be deepened by further attempts at definition. A. O. 
Lovejoy’s famous essay ‘On the Discrimination of Romanticisms’ 
insists on the need for discrimination between the meanings of the 
term at various times and in various countries. The danger perceived 
by Lovejoy is that the word will lose all meaning unless we insist on 
defining our references. Other critics, Ren6 Wellek and Northrop 
Frye, have argued that Romanticism is not essentially an idea but ‘a 
historic centre of gravity, which falls somewhere around the 1790- 
1830 period’ (Frye). They accuse Lovejoy of attempting to break 
this historic characteristic into its component parts and of trying to 
insist on a romantic period or character wherever any of these 
components appear. This ‘fallacy of timeless characterization’ of 
Romanticism they see as destructive of the real identity of the 
historic romantic period. They attempt to define the romantic event 
from a more isolatedly critical context. Whereas Lovejoy sees 
Romanticism as the general term for a range of related ideas, poetic, 
philosophic and social, his refuters would lay more stress on the 
characteristic images which haunt the romantic imagination. The 
central distinctive feature of the romantic mode is the search for a 
reconciliation between the inner vision and the outer experience 
expressed through ‘a creative power greater than his own because 
it includes his own’ (Frye); or the synthetic imagination which 
performs this reconciliation and the vision it produces of a life 
drawing upon ‘a sense of the continuity between man and nature 
and the presence of God’ (Wellek). 

The central feature of these attempts to define a Romantic entity 
is the development of romantic theories of the imagination. M. H. 
Abrams has provided an indispensable account of the origin and 
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development of romantic theories of perception and imagination in 
The Mirror and the Lamp (1953). Underlying these theories, from 
the end of the eighteenth century and for the next hundred years or 
more, is the sense that man has become separated from nature. For a 
variety of reasons the romantic writer feels cut off from the world 
about him. The failure to understand the true nature of man and of 
his creative power has led to a false characterization of external 
nature as ‘fixed and dead’. The romantic poet seeks a way to re¬ 
activate the world by discovering in himself the creative perceptive¬ 
ness which will allow him to draw aside the veils which men have 
laid across their senses. He seeks a perception where the false 
separation of Nature (fixed, external objects) and nature (the living 
being of the perceiving man) can be reconciled: a new synthesizing 
vision. The romantic thinker often feels that such a faculty is not an 
invention, but a re-discovery of the truth about the way we perceive 
and create which has been lost in the development of more com¬ 
plicated social forms and the growth of rational and self-conscious 
theories of human thought. This belief leads to a marked historicism, 
to an increased interest in primitivist theories of culture; to a per¬ 
sistent strain of historical reconstruction in romantic writing, a 
medieval element in poetry and the novel, and an idealized resurrec¬ 
tion of ballad and folk-song. 

This attempt to revitalize the perceptive process is also bound up 
with the desire to re-discover a ‘living language’. The search in 
ballads and in the language of the generality of men (Wordsworth) 
is only a side-issue. At root the romantic is trying to find a way back 
—or forward—to the Word, the Logos which is the act it describes. 
The romantic thinkers are finally baffled by their loyalty to the 
traditional concept of art as an embodiment or vitalized representa¬ 
tion of a separate perceptive act in the ‘real’ world. But their struggles 
with this problem prepare the way for the more total concepts of the 
post-romantic artists, the symbolists and imagists who force 
romantic aesthetics to its logical conclusion by identifying a desire 
for complete reconciliation between perception and act: ‘How can 
we know the dancer from the dance?’ (Yeats). The romantic artist 
suffers an agonizing struggle to grasp and.express what he perceives; 
he is continually aware that he cannot objectively ‘trust’ what he 
sees since he is involved in creating what he sees. He is barred from 
the convenient symbolic systems available in existing mythic patterns 
because such public symbols falsify the truth of personal feeling. On 
the one hand lies the quagmire of personal mythology with its 
resulting lack of communicative power (Blake), on the other the 
terrible isolation of the specific and actual: ‘the weary weight of all 
this unintelligible world’ (Wordsworth). 
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The artist feels isolated, unable to discover what must exist, some 
objective form or Form to embody his sense of the continuity of 
his own imagination and the visible world. He is drawn towards 
those experiences which offer a blurred version of the separation of 
ego and event, drug hallucination or the radical innocence of child¬ 
hood perceptions. But such experiences are special and not typical, 
and they are also transient. Thus Wordsworth, looking back at the 
apparent directness of childhood, sees it slipping away as ‘shades 
of the prison house’ close round him. 

Coleridge saw that ‘we receive but what we give’ (‘Dejection 
Ode’), but his poem celebrates this realization in the context of the 
inevitable pressures of time and decay. At the heart of the romantic 
dilemma is the agony of the disappearing dream. Life in nature is 
life in our nature, and that is subject to decay. With the romantic 
thinkers and poets, with Wordsworth’s lost ‘splendour in the grass’, 
Keats’s and Coleridge’s ‘fragments’ (‘The Fall of Hyperion’, ‘Kubla 
Khan’) we have begun the artistic dilemma which leads to Yeats’s 
desire for the immutable permanence of the golden bird of Byzantium 
and the modern, post-Symbolist search for unchanging form in the 
heart of chaos itself. 

See M. H. Abrams (ed.), English Romantic Poetry (1960) (includes 
Lovejoy’s essay cited above); Douglas Bush, Mythology and the 
Romantic Tradition in English Poetry (1937); Northrop Frye (ed.), 
Romanticism Re-considered (1963); J. B. Halstead, Romanticism 
(1969); Frank Kermode, Romantic Image (1957); I. A. Richards, 
Coleridge on Imagination (1934, revised ed., 1950); Rene Wellek, 
A History of Modern Criticism, vols 1 and 2 (1966); Rene Wellek, 
‘The concept of romanticism in literary history’ in Comparative 
Literature 1 (1949), 1-23, 147-72; reprinted in Concepts of Criticism 
(1963). 

GG 

rural novel Works which restrict themselves to portraying rural 
characters in a rural environment are rare before Gotthelf’s Der 
Bauernspiegel (1838). The genre enjoyed a wave of popularity in 
German literature of the middle and later nineteenth century (e.g. 
Ludwig Anzengruber, Wilhelm von Polenz) and in France more 
sporadically but over a longer period (e.g. George Sand, Les Maitres 
Sonneurs, 1853; Maurice Genevoix, Raboliot, 1925). English writers 
often concentrate lop-sidedly on the creation of a mystical, im¬ 
palpable atmosphere: many readers find their ability to suspend 
disbelief cannot cope with the farmers of Sheila Kaye-Smith and 
Mary Webb. 

Habits of mind attributed to peasant communities often assort 
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ill with the modern novel, which tends towards irony rather than 
unequivocal approval or disapproval, which uses plot as an im¬ 
portant element and sets up tensions between and within characters, 
and which has developed a high degree of emotional and intellectual 
sophistication, sensitivity and alertness. Among the features present¬ 
ing problems to the rural novelist are: the usually even pace of 
country life; the central fact of unremitting toil, which may be 
therapeutic where introspection and leisure would exacerbate 
anxieties; the self-sufficiency, resilience and limited ambition of 
many peasants; their frequent inarticulateness and guarded taci¬ 
turnity, which may prevent them from putting their feelings into 
words and thus becoming aware of them, yet which may also make 
them seem possessors of valuable and elemental but incommunicable 
insights and knowledge; their resolute practicality and acceptance 
of things, often without any strong emotional reaction to them; 
and the narrowness of their childhood and adult experience, which 
reduces the possibilities of conflict within the personality between 
different hopes, expectations and desires. 

Almost invariably, rural novels are read by a non-peasant public; 
the notions of ‘distance’ and point of view are therefore important. 
Some novelists avoid ironic tension by presenting peasants as less 
than human, with many potentialities undeveloped and others 
debased (e.g. Zola, La Terre, 1887); similarly others, by making 
them seem more than human in their capacity for contentment and 
stability of personality (e.g. Berthold Auerbach, Schwarzwalder 
Dorfgeschichten, 1843-54), evoke a nostalgia for a mode of feeling 
the reader himself can never enjoy. More subtly conceived novels 
(e.g. many of Gotthelf’s works; Hardy, Tess of the D'Urbervilles, 
1891; Alphonse de Chateaubriant, La Briere, 1923) exploit both 
these reactions and set them in tension with each other. A frequent 
structurally organizing device in rural novels is an intrusion from 
outside the closed community, the provoking of a sudden crisis (e.g. 
by Tess’s loss of virginity, or by the avalanche in C.-F. Ramuz’s 
Derborence, 1936); faced with the unusual or unprecedented, 
characters reveal adequacies and inadequacies different from those 
of urbanized man, exploring areas of endurance and weakness new 
both to themselves and to the cultured reader. 

See Phyllis Bentley, The English Regional Novel (1941); Stella 
Gibbons, Cold Comfort Farm (1932); Paul Meissner, Der Bauer in 
der englischen Literatur (1922); Paul Vernois, Le roman rustique 
de George Sand a Ramuz (1962); Raymond Williams, ‘Literature 
and rural society’, Listener, 16 November 1967, 630-2. 

MHP 
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satire is a genre defined primarily, but not exclusively, in terms of 
its inner form (see genre). In it the author attacks some object, 
using as his means wit or humour that is either fantastic or absurd. 
Denunciation itself is not satire nor, of course, is grotesque humour, 
but the genre allows for a considerable preponderance of either one 
or the other. What distinguishes satire from comedy is its lack of 
tolerance for folly or human imperfection. Its attempt to juxtapose 
the actual with the ideal lifts it above mere invective. 

From this need to project a double vision of the world satire 
derives most of its formal characteristics, irony, which exploits the 
relationship between appearance and reality, is its chief device, but as 
Northrop Frye points out in his essay on satire and irony (Anatomy 
of Criticism, pp. 223-39) it is irony of a militant kind. ‘Irony is 
consistent both with complete realism of content and with the 
suppression of attitude on the part of the author. Satire demands at 
least a token fantasy, a content which the reader recognizes as 
grotesque, and at least an implicit moral standard.’ 

The moral standard referred to here is often only discernible in 
the satirist’s tone of indignation, and in forms which effectively 
deny the author any tone of voice, satire is achieved differently. 
For example, much critical discussion of Restoration Comedy has 
fruitlessly pursued the question of the dramatists’ attitudes towards 
their subjects. Where an author is forced to efface himself from his 
creation, or chooses to mask his own attitude, as Swift does in A 
Modest Proposal (1729), he must rely on the reader to make the 
necessary comparison between the grotesque fantasy he creates and 
the moral norms or ideals by which it is to be judged. The best clue 
to the intentions and the achievements of the Restoration dramatists 
lies in the techniques of distortion they employ—or fail to employ— 
in the creation of a fantasy world. 

In some satires distortion takes the simple form of displacement: 
the substitution of an animal world for the human in Swift’s Gulliver's 
Travels (1726) or Orwell’s Animal Farm (1945). In others, inverted 
values serve to distort reality. This technique makes possible the 
sub-genre of mock-epic. Yet again, writers may use a variety of 
devices—caricature, exaggeration, parallelism, or parody—to achieve 
similar ends. 

See R. C. Elliott, The Power of Satire; Magic, Ritual, Art (1960); 
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John Heath-Stubbs, The Verse Satire (1969); Ronald Paulson, 
Satire and the Novel in Eighteenth Century England (1967); James 
Sutherland, English Satire (1958); David Worcester, The Art of 

Satire (1940). 
BCL 

scheme Redefined by classical rhetoricians and grammarians until 
its meaning became indeterminate, ‘scheme’ in the sixteenth and 
seventeenth centuries was enormously popular in the vocabulary of 
literary and rhetorical theorists who, exploiting their new methods, 
managed to repeat the process. Any reasonably accurate reading of 
the versatile definitions and usages of the term in such works as 
Richard Sherry’s Treatise of Schemes and Tropes (1550), Henry 
Peacham’s Garden of Eloquence (1577), or John Prideaux’s Sacred 
Eloquence (1659) will arm the modern critic with sufficient authority 
to explain and defend as ‘schemes’ all known figures and tropes in 
English and Mandarin Chinese, the ‘conceits’ of seventeenth-century 
poetry, the rhetorical strategies of Robespierre, the designs, foils, 
plots, and prosody of Vladimir Nabokov, and Owen Barfield’s 
theory of metaphor. Or, conversely—and this has been the actual 
trend among twentieth-century scholars from Morris Croll to 
J. W. H. Atkins to Lee Sonnino in her recent Handbook to Sixteenth 
Century Rhetoric (1968)—‘scheme’ has been dealt with as a special 
kind of figure: an ‘easy’ one, a ‘figure of sound’, or, more simply, 
as a hazy synonym for ‘trope’. To support such interpretations of 
Renaissance thought and practice requires the suppression of a 
considerable amount of evidence, not only because of the extreme 
scope of the viewpoint in the original texts, but also because ‘figure’, 
in Renaissance terms, is habitually referred to as a subordinate 
component of ‘scheme’. Fortunately for those who prefer their 
history to be cyclical, the readers of ‘scheme’ as the more narrow 
critical term have thus far cleverly disagreed with each other in 
specifying it, allowing the conception much of the broad domain it 
originally entailed. 

TGW 

semiology or semiotics Difficult to distinguish sharply from 
structuralism; perhaps best seen as different focuses within one 
emergent and as yet unformed complex of disciplines. ‘Semiology’ 
is F. de Saussure’s term (1916) for a projected new science devoted 
to study of ‘the life of signs within society’—‘signs’ including non- 
linguistic signs. R. Barthes follows Saussure, regarding patterns of 
social behaviour (fashion, cooking, architecture, etc.) as ‘languages’ 
—communicative codes. ‘Semiotic’ is a traditional term in those 
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branches of philosophy particularly concerned with signs (especially 
the work of C. S. Pierce and of Charles Morris); more recently, 
Margaret Mead has attached ‘semiotics’ to the study of ‘patterned 
communications in all modalities’: here it closely approximates 
‘semiology’ (as does the French semiotique). If structuralism stresses 
the patterned nature of literature as a cultural institution (thus 
having close affinity with formalism), semiology is particularly 
concerned with literature as code—or, in Barthes’s recent work, as a 
counterpoint of several codes—as an institution which transmits 
and formalizes meanings and values. Whether there is any essential 
difference of method, we must wait and see. There is as yet no large 
body of semiological or structuralist criticism. 

See R. Barthes, trans. A. Lavers and C. Smith, Elements of 
Semiology (1967); R. Barthes, S/Z (Paris, 1970); ‘Recherches semio- 
tiques’ in Social Science Information 6 (1967), nos 2/3, 27-104 and 
no. 4, 63-101; F. de Saussure, trans. W. Baskin, Course in General 
Linguistics (1959; originally published 1916). 

RGF 

sensibility The prestige of mathematical reasoning in seventeenth- 
century Europe was immense, and the end of the century might in 
England be called the Age of Reason. To some thinkers, it looked 
as if having accomplished so much in interpreting the natural world, 
reason could go on to solve problems hitherto left to less clear and 
distinct methods of investigation—matters of values and morals. 
But poets and critics in England never accepted the total primacy 
of reason, and they were very willing to take over a moral and 
aesthetic doctrine which was in reaction against a too great demand 
on reason. Such a doctrine existed: the elaboration of a notion of a 
personal, inner faculty, an emotional consciousness which came to 
be called sensibility. The doctrine assumed great importance in 
English thought in the eighteenth century, so much so that after 
mid-century, the Age of Sensibility would be a better label for the 
critical context of English literature. The book that crystallized this 
idea was the Earl of Shaftesbury’s Characteristics of Men, Manners, 
Opinions, Times (1708-11). Shaftesbury develops a not very clear 
neo-Platonic argument and an ethic, based on this inner aesthetic 
sense, ‘to learn what is just in Society and beautiful in Nature, and 
the Order of the World’. The natural moral sense is also the in¬ 
dividual taste, though Shaftesbury did not abandon all traditional 
restrictions on its free workings. 

It is too neat to see the development of the powerful idea of 
sensibility only as a reaction to prevalent philosophical doctrine, or 
as a component in the history of Western empiricism. Northrop 
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Frye, in a valuable article ‘Towards defining an age of feeling’ 
(reprinted in J. L. Clifford (ed.), Eighteenth-Century English Litera¬ 
ture, 1959) suggests that there are two polar views of literature. One 
is an aesthetic, Aristotelian view that considers works of literature as 
‘products’, that seeks to distance the audience. The other view is 
psychological, seeing the creation of literature as a ‘process’, and 
seeking to involve the audience in this. Longinus’s treatise On the 
Sublime is the classical Greek statement of the latter, and Longinus 
is an important source for eighteenth-century aesthetic theory. 
Sensibility is the important constituent in the eighteenth-century 
form of the second view. There had been a shift in critical interest 
from the late seventeenth century onwards, away from categorizing 
works of literature to investigating the psychological processes 
involved in creating and responding to art. ‘Genius’ is the fascinating 
concept in discussions of the artist, ‘sensibility’ both in discussing 
the artist and analysing the audience’s response. Since ‘process’ is 
also to be seen in history and in nature, sensibility involves a sense 
of the past and is frequently the informing principle of reflective 
‘nature’ poems like Thomson’s Seasons (1726-30). Shaftesbury held 
that ‘the Beautiful, the Fair, the Comely were never in the Matter, 
but in the Art and Design: never in Body it-self, but in the Form and 
forming Power’. 

Wordsworth and Coleridge developed this idea of the ‘aesthetic 
imagination’, which leads to the Coleridgean ‘primary imagination’ 
where sensibility, man’s perception, is ‘a repetition in the finite mind 
of the eternal act of creation in the infinite I AM’. Shaftesbury’s 
‘sensibility’ was a little more modest than that, but it had an all- 
important moral side. This was later developed by Adam Smith in 
his Theory of Moral Sentiment (1759), which had great influence on 
critics in later discussions of sensibility. Smith added a related 
doctrine: the power of sympathy. Sympathy powered the benevolence 
that Shaftesbury advocated, and Shakespeare, it was agreed, had it 
to a sublime degree. A poet to be truly great also needed a con¬ 
comitant of sensibility, the ‘enthusiastic delight’ of imagination. 
Sensibility was the particular faculty that responded to the greatest 
imaginative power, the sublime, another important part of the 
later eighteenth-century critical picture. This whole aesthetic was 
audience-based. Sensibility, though instinctive, could be cultivated, 
and the whole psychological theory gave greater and greater promin¬ 
ence to education, a ‘sentimental education’. Obviously, sensibility 
and sentiment could become a cult. It did, giving rise to a good deal 
of bogus attitudinizing. It is the cult of ‘sensibility’ taken beyond 
the bounds of reason and common sense that Jane Austen portrays 
in Sense and Sensibility (1811), in the character of Marianne Dash- 
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wood, whose selfish concentration on her own feelings is contrasted 
with the self-control and consideration for other people’s feelings 
shown by her ‘sensible’ sister, Elinor. See also imagination. 

See W. J. Bate, ‘The growth of individualism: the premise of 
feeling’ in From Classic to Romantic (1961). 

AMR 

short fiction Probably the most ancient of all literary forms; the 
term covers everything from the fable, folk-tale or fairy-story, to 
such sophisticated and highly-developed structures as the German 
Novelle, via the stories of the Decameron, and Cervantes’s Exemplary 
Tales. Like the epic, short fiction goes back in time far beyond the 
art of writing, and it was not until relatively recently in the history 
of literature that stories arose from anything but a common stock; 
praise went to the art of the teller rather than the originality of his 
material. It was only at the beginning of the nineteenth century that 
short fiction, because of the requirements of magazines of ever- 
widening circulation, came into its own and attracted great writers 
to practise it, like Pushkin, Edgar Allan Poe, Henry James, Anton 
Chekhov, James Joyce, Thomas Mann, Franz Kafka and D. H. 
Lawrence, as well as lesser men (like Maupassant) who excelled in 
this particular genre. 

Perhaps because of its mercurial diversity—and despite its great 
popularity, which has however tended to decline in recent decades— 
short fiction has given rise to surprisingly little theoretical criticism. 
One of the earliest, and the best attempts to define the genre was 
Poe’s, in two reviews (1842 and 1847) of Nathaniel Hawthorne’s 
tales: ‘short prose narrative, requiring from a half-hour to one or 
two hours in its perusal’, working towards a ‘single effect’ created 
by incidents chosen with economy and a rigorous sense of necessity 
in the design. Other critics (most of them in fact themselves practi¬ 
tioners of the art, such as H. E. Bates, Sean O’Faolain and V. S. 
Pritchett) have stressed the fact that short fiction must be exemplary 
and representative, a world in brief compass; that it establishes unity 
of impression and a feeling of totality, by concentrating on a single 
character, event or emotion, and by compression and the avoidance 
of digression or repetition; that it satisfies our craving for paradox 
and shape, our longing to perceive a dramatic pattern and signifi¬ 
cance in experience, even if this means sacrificing plausibility to effect 
(as sometimes in Pushkin and Maupassant, not to mention Poe). 
Truman Capote goes so far as to assert that ‘a story can be wrecked 
by a faulty rhythm in a sentence—especially if it occurs towards the 
end—or a mistake in paragraphing, even punctuation’; James, he 
says, ‘is the maestro of the semicolon’, and Hemingway ‘a first-rate 
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paragrapher’. O’Faoiain argues similarly that the language of short 
fiction should be ‘spare’, and that realistic detail is only a ‘bore’ if it 
simply seeks ‘idle verisimilitude’ rather than ‘general revelation by 
suggestion’. All these theorists insist on meaningful openings (not 
of the anecdotal ‘by the way’ kind), and natural yet appropriate 
endings, either the ‘whimper’ sort as in Chekhov, or the ‘whip-crack’ 
variety practised by Maupassant. The sonorous last phrase of 
Joyce’s closing story in Dubliners, for instance (‘upon all the living 
and the dead’), is effective because it has been prepared for through¬ 
out by gradual and almost imperceptible shifts of tone from the 
breezy opening onwards (‘Lily, the caretaker’s daughter, was literally 
run off her feet’). In this story, as in other masterpieces of the genre 
like Pushkin’s ‘Queen of Spades’ or Kafka’s ‘Metamorphosis’, a 
central, controlling image maintains an essential unity which 
transcends as it complements the unity guaranteed by the more 
obvious devices catalogued by Poe and others. Nevertheless, we 
should not be tempted by enthusiasts of short fiction into the 
fallacious assumption that it requires the same degree of control and 
overall design as the sonnet, for example. It is obviously less diffuse 
than the novel, just as the short story proper differs from the 
folk-tale of the Thousand and One Nights variety in that it does not 
easily tolerate loosely-connected episodes, digressions, and moral or 
bawdy commentary; but the closest analogy for short fiction probably 
lies outside literature proper. As Bates saw, the film and the short 
story are expressions of the same art, that of telling stories by a 
series of gestures, shots and suggestions, with little elaboration or 
explanation. It is certainly no coincidence that some of the most 
effective films are adaptations of short fiction. 

See Caroline Gordon and Allen Tate, The House of Fiction (1960); 
Eugene Current-Garcia and Walton R. Patrick, What is the Short 
Story? (1961); Sean O’Faoiain, The Short 5/ory(1948, reprinted 1964). 

JWJF 
A 

simile While metaphor is a dramatic, absolute and intuited identi¬ 
fication of two phenomena, simile is a comparison, discursive, tenta¬ 
tive, in which the ‘like’ or ‘as . . . as’ suggests, from the viewpoint of 
reason, separateness of the compared items (Marston, Antonio and 
Mellida); 

and thou and I will live— 
Let’s think like what—and thou and I will live 
Like unmatch’d mirrors of calamity. 

Because simile is usually a pointedly rationalized perception, it has 
none of the revelatory suddenness of metaphor nor expresses and 
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demands the same degree of mental commitment to the image. 
Instead it presents itself as a provisional, even optional, aid whose 
function is explanatory or illustrative. Simile appeals to what we 
already know about things, metaphor invites the imagination to 
break new ground; for this reason we can pass an evaluative judg¬ 
ment on simile, whereas we must either take or leave a metaphor. The 
temporariness of simile underlines, in the work of a Baudelaire or a 
Rilke, the fact that the universal analogy is only glimpsed, only 
fragments vouchsafed. And because simile is temporary, it and the 
totality of experience it promises are infinitely renewable. Simile is a 
figure with much stamina. 

Because simile does not upset reality, but merely titillates our 
perception of it, keeping different phenomena discrete, it can be used 
with some irresponsibility. On the one hand this means it can play 
an important alleviatory role, letting air and whimsy into involved 
narrative or analysis (Proust) and on the other that poets not 
prepared to envisage the chaos of metaphor can use simile as the 
repository for their inventive boldnesses and keep their metaphors 
conventional (early Hugo, George). 

The position of the ‘like’ phrase is significant. When it succeeds 
the justificatory adjective or verb (‘thy beauty . .. stings like an 
adder’—Swinburne), we are given a metaphor defused; the figurative 
dimension of ‘stings’ is superseded by its literal dimension. When it 
precedes (‘Mon coeur, comme un oiseau, voltigeait. . .’—Baudelaire), 
the relationship between phenomena is more complete; here the ‘like’ 
phrase not so much explains away the verb as supposes other 
verbs. 

In calling simile provisional, we mean that the comparability is 
provisional, its appositeness dependent on a particular confluence of 
circumstances, and this has made simile a natural vehicle for a 
relativistic view of the world (Proust); the world of simile is a world 
of passing acquaintances, incessant sensory flirtation with objects 
never finally known. But within these limitations the simile, by 
using or implying the present tense, can lift an action or perception 
out of the fleeting and exceptional and install it in the constant and 
familiar. (As A does B, so X did Y.) This is a main function of the 
epic simile, where often a noble or complex sentiment is made 
accessible to the reader through being linked with a familiar external 
state of affairs. The same expository function is performed by those 
fantastic Renaissance conceits which take the form of similes. 
These two notorious stanzas from Donne’s ‘Valediction: Forbidding 
Mourning’, for instance, externalize, in an exploratory fashion, a 
spiritual and emotional state which might be impenetrable without 

the similes: 
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Our two soules therefore, which are one 
Though I must goe, endure not yet 

A breach, but an expansion, 
Like gold to ayery thinnesse beate. 

If they be two, they are two so 
As stiffe twin compasses are two, 

Thy soule the fixt foot, makes no show 
To move, but doth, if th’ other doe. 

cs 

sincerity Prior to the eighteenth century, a term of little significance 
in criticism: the absence or otherwise of dissimulation on the part 
of a writer (though not necessarily of a fictional character such as 
Iago in Othello) was neither questioned nor thought worthy of 
comment. But in the late 1760s Jean-Jacques Rousseau’s Con¬ 
fessions, an unprecedentedly frank if subtly edited autobiography, 
projected a persona of the author which the reader was beguiled or 
bludgeoned into taking at face value. Soon after this Goethe, in his 
early novel The Sorrows of Young Werther (1774), attacked calm 
rationalism and exalted instead sensibility and passionate feelings, 
all in the name of sincerity. Both these works were to prove of 
seminal importance in the Romantic movement, which arose in the 
late eighteenth century and lasted well into the nineteenth. During 
this period writers popularized the image of the poet suffering intense 
emotions of grief and joy which he then proceeded to enshrine 
directly and ‘sincerely’ in his works. But with E. T. A. Hoffmann’s 
allegorical fairy-story The Golden Pot (1813), Byron’s epic satire 
Don Juan (1819-24) and Baudelaire’s figure of the poet as dandy 
(analysed in his essay The Painter of Modern Life, 1863) a new note is 
struck: the idea of pose, show, even outright duplicity begins to 
creep in. In the 1880s Nietzsche perceptively noted that ‘every 
profound spirit needs a mask’. This tendency culminated in the life 
and art of such fin-de-siecle ‘decadents’ as J. K. Huysmans, the 
creator in Against Nature (1884) of the character Des Esseintes, 
whose neurasthenic extravagances fascinated Oscar Wilde and his 
contemporaries. It was Wilde who enunciated the pithiest of anti¬ 
sincerity paradoxes when he wrote that ‘the first duty in life is to be 
as artificial as possible’. Around the same time the discrepancy 
between what a man may say or do in public and what he really 
thinks (betrayed through dreams or by involuntary slips of the 
tongue) attracted Sigmund Freud’s scientific curiosity, and led to 
the publication of such studies as The Psychopathology of Everyday 
Life in 1914 (see psychology). After Freud it was no longer possible 
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to take an innocent attitude towards the issue of sincerity, and this 
deepened awareness of complexity in matters hitherto thought 
relatively simple has been reflected in the work of modern novelists. 
The nocturnal persona of Molly Bloom, the speaker of the closing 
monologue in James Joyce’s Ulysses (1922), is clearly more sincere, 
or at least more authentic, than her everyday self. Similarly, in 
bringing the titanic clashes of ancient tragedy into the demure and 
sedate drawing-rooms of her characters, Ivy Compton-Burnett 
(1892-1969) called into question the ‘sincerity’ of much that passes 
for polite conversation. Her French disciple Nathalie Sarraute (b. 
1902) has concentrated on the phenomenon of ‘sub-conversation’, 
or the level of social intercourse which is never heard aloud but 
conveys unavowed animosities, conflicts and resentments, in fact 
all the unseemly deceptions hidden beneath urbane surfaces. 

The evolution of attitudes towards sincerity in art and life is thus 
a complex one, and examination of it is not assisted by imprecision 
in the term ‘sincerity’ itself. All the intellectual historian can say with 
any assurance is that ‘at a certain point in its history the moral life 
of Europe added to itself a new element, the state or quality of the 
self which we call sincerity’ (Lionel Trilling); and that this point 
occurred somewhere around the middle of the eighteenth century. 
Trilling defines the current meaning of the term as ‘congruence 
between avowal and actual feeling’. In this sense it tends, in dis¬ 
cussions about literature, to become the amateur’s panacea, used as 
a means of explaining or isolating literary excellence; in such naive 
exercises in evaluation it serves as a loose form of approbation (cf. 
‘genuineness’ or, more fashionably, ‘authenticity’). But even where 
it is not positively inaccurate it is rarely a very helpful aid in what 
T. S. Eliot called ‘the common pursuit of true judgment’. On ex¬ 
amination the most apparently ‘sincere’ works usually turn out to 
have reached their final form long after the original emotions which 
gave rise to them, and should ultimately be seen to have more in 
common with a literary tradition than with the feelings of a par¬ 
ticular individual. It is always much more instructive, in fact, to 
consider a work as an artefact more or less consciously fashioned 
and produced, rather than as pure lyrical effusion. Putting it nega¬ 
tively, Leo Tolstoy, himself an almost archetypally sincere man, 
also put it best when he saw ‘poetry in the fact of not lying’, by 
which he meant that the work of art has its own truthfulness, which 
has little or nothing to do with the honest transcription of feeling. 
Sincerity as usually understood is therefore not a very helpful word 
in the literary critic’s vocabulary and should be sparingly employed. 
As Oscar Wilde discerned with his usual acuteness, ‘Man is least 
himself when he talks in his own person. Give him a mask and he 
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will tell you the truth.’ That mask is, in fact, the most genuine of the 
faces the artist presents to us. See also persona. 

See I. A. Richards, Principles of Literary Criticism (1924), chs 23 
and 34; Henri Peyre, Literature and Sincerity (1963); Lionel Trilling, 
Sincerity and Authenticity (1972). 

JWJF 

society In critical usage, a term with two main senses: (1) the 
‘society’ of a novel, play or poem, a social world created or imitated 
within the work, (2) the ‘society’ of literature’s creation and con¬ 
sumption, the world of customs, values, institutions and language- 
habits in which the work is created, published, and read, the culture 
in its broadest definition (cf. culture). In autotelic theories of 
literature (those which assume that literary works are self-sustaining, 
coherent structures) the two usages are commonly held distinct. In 
realistic theories of literature (those which assume that literary 
works in some sense copy life) they blur. In historicist theories of 
literature (those which assume that the literary work is a personalized 
instance of some total complex of artistic expression) they become 
virtually indistinguishable. 

Critics from Plato and Aristotle on have known that literature is 
essentially ‘social’—has social causes, contents, and effects. The 
question is how valuable that insight is. With the personalization of 
romantic art, and the self-subsistence of symbolist art, the tendency 
to stress the distinctiveness of literary expression grew, reacting 
against deterministic social accounts of literature: those which saw 
it as a social mirror, a social product (e.g. Taine), a social criticism 
(e.g. naturalism), or an ideological instrument (e.g. some Marxist 
critics). Criticism tended to substitute median terms: ‘culture’ for 
the milieu, ‘icon’ for the work. But latterly there has been new 
interest in the complex transactions existing between ‘literature’ 
(meaning either the single text, or the entire corpus) and ‘society’ 
(meaning a particular community br the large-scale social meta¬ 
structure). There are various reasons for this: the growth of sociology, 
linguistics, and structuralism; an increasing critical stress on fiction 
as opposed to poetry; a general tendency toward the politicalization 
of thought. 

What is clear is that the term ‘society’ invites—or reveals— 
critical confusion, since it refers to something that can be thought 
of as primarily inside or outside the work. The society of, say, a 
Jane Austen novel can be thought of primarily as a fiction (a de¬ 
liberately selective, conventionalized milieu which is an aspect of 
the composition) or a structure from outside ‘reported’ or analysed. 
Beyond this are larger issues. We can see literary works as social 
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products and agents, and society as an envelope around literature, 
analysable in terms of reading publics, authors’ Weltanschauungen, 
content-analysis, linguistics and ideologies. Or we can see them 
as creative centres lying outside such determinisms, though perhaps 
as potential powers in society. ‘Society’ raises all the problems of the 
territorial boundary separating ‘art’ from ‘reality’; for that reason 
it will always constitute a critical crux, and remain a centre of 
attention for critics interested in the complex relationships between 
the fictional and formal and the world we observe round us. See also 
CULTURE. 

See Malcolm Bradbury, The Social Context of Modern English 
Literature (1971); Richard Hoggart, ‘Literature and society’, Speak¬ 
ing to Each Other (1970); F. R. Leavis, ‘Literature and society’ and 
‘Sociology and literature’, The Common Pursuit (1952); Jacques 
Leenhardt, ‘The sociology of literature: some stages in its history’ 
and Lucien Goldmann, ‘The sociology of literature: status and 
problems of method’, International Social Science Journal, 19, 4 
(1967). 

MSB 

soliloquy is a formal device by which a dramatic character, alone 
on the stage, reveals in speech his feelings, thoughts and motives to 
the audience. In its simplest form, as often in the Elizabethan drama 
before Shakespeare, it can be merely a means of directly com¬ 
municating information that has not emerged in the course of the 
action or dialogue; for unskilful playwrights, therefore, it may be 
no more than a substitute for fully dramatic writing. But while it is 
obviously ‘unrealistic’ to present a character not otherwise out of 
his mind talking aloud while alone, audiences prepared to accept 
that they are in the theatre instead of the high street will no more 
question the dramatist’s right to make audible the inner processes 
of reflection than readers question the novelist’s frequent claim to 
know and articulate what goes on inside the heads and hearts of his 
characters. 

The typical soliloquy is either a passionate speech giving vent to 
the immediate pressure of feeling at a point of crisis, or a deliberative 
speech in which a particular dilemma or choice of action is debated 
and resolved or, since one may lead naturally to the other, a combina¬ 
tion of both. Thus the most effective soliloquies are introduced at 
moments of urgency for the character concerned, particularly when 
there is a reason for privacy and secrecy rather than public display 
of passion or reasoning. Sometimes however the soliloquy may be 
spoken directly to the audience by a character who wishes to take 
them into his confidence. Clowns and villains are inclined to this 
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mode of address: the clowns because they often stand on the 
periphery of the plot and so invite the audience to join them in 
ridiculing situations in which they are not directly involved, and the 
villains (like Shakespeare’s Richard III and Iago) because their 
awareness of the audience’s presence adds to their stature as clever 
rogues in charge of events. 

When the audience is eavesdropping on a meditative or im¬ 
passioned soliloquy, the dramatist has the opportunity to intern¬ 
alize his presentation of character and to trace the dynamics of 
thought and feeling even beyond the level of the character’s own 
awareness. In Shakespeare’s subtlest soliloquies (those of Hamlet 
and Macbeth for instance) the audience is made to recognize ironies 
and ambiguities in what the character says, but of which he is un¬ 
aware. Thus the actor is given the opportunity not only for a virtuoso 
performance of a set speech, but also for suggesting either the 
involuntary direction his thoughts and feelings move in, or the 
painful effort to articulate what lies almost out of reach of his words. 
In both cases the language and style of these great soliloquies do not 
describe the character’s state of mind, they act it out. 

See W. Clemen, English Tragedy Before Shakespeare (1961); L. 
Schiicking, Character Problems in Shakespeare's Plays (1922). 

DJP 

sonnet Technically the sonnet is easy to identify: fourteen lines 
divided (usually) by rhyme and argument into units of eight lines 
(octave) and six (sestet). The metre is normally the prevalent metre 
of the language—in English the iambic pentameter, in French the 
alexandrine, and in Italian (the original language of the sonetto, 
‘little song’) the hendecasyllable. Petrarch (1304-74) was the first 
major sonneteer: his Rime to ‘Laura’ established the essential form 
and matter—a record of the intense and hazardous service of a 
lover, a service offering precarious local triumphs and the certainty 
of final defeat. Petrarch’s rhyme-sCheme (abba, abba, cde, cde, or 
cdc, dcd) was significantly different from Shakespeare’s (abab, cdcd, 
efef, gg) which had more ironic possibilities. But the point of the 
proliferating formal rules which characterize the sonnet convention 
often gets lost in cataloguing variations: every sonnet is a ‘variation’ 
on the norm. What the convention means to the poet is a specialized 
‘vocabulary’ of formal devices in addition to the normal rules of the 
language (cf. metre), and his voluntary subjection to this discipline 
produces (hopefully) a high precision of utterance, a new and 
paradoxical freedom: ‘rhyme is no impediment to his conceit, but 
rather gives him wings to mount and carries him, not out of his 
course, but as it were beyond his power to a far happier flight’ 
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(Samuel Daniel, Defence of Rhyme, 1603). The over-running of 
grammatical logic in the sonnet is analysed in Robert Graves and 
Laura Riding, A Survey of Modernist Poetry (1928) and William 
Empson, Seven Types of Ambiguity (1930), chapter II; the develop¬ 
ment of a sustained metaphoric argument, in Winifred Nowottny, 
The Language Poets Use (1962), and Murray Krieger, A Window to 
Criticism (1964). 

It is clear that sonnets are often technical ‘exercises’, but it by no 
means follows that they are therefore insincere. In exploring his 
medium, the poet is exploring his own capacities to feel and ihink: 
Sidney’s declaration (Astrophel and Stella, c. 1583), ‘I am no pick- 
purse of another’s wit’ has an ironic edge, but is justified in the 
emotional thoroughness of his expropriations. Conventionality can 
be misunderstood, and overstressed; it is perfectly possible to write 
insincere sonnets—to be facile, self-deceived, inexperienced or gross 
(Ben Jonson, ‘An Elegie’): 

Such songsters there are store of; witness he 
That chanced the lace, laid on a smock, to see. 
And straightway spent a sonnet . . . 

The fragile idealism of the convention invited parody and self¬ 
parody (as in Shakespeare’s Love's Labour's Lost), but proved 
inseparable from its ability to endure through time and change. 
Donne’s famous lines from ‘The Canonisation’ catch both the 
permanence and the fragility: 

We’ll build in sonnets pretty rooms; 
As well a well wrought urn becomes 
The greatest ashes, as half-acre tombs . . . 

In the sonnet the individual poet may find a fullness and spaciousness 
of meaning he could not attain in isolation: ‘The true father or 
shaping spirit of the poem is the form of the poem itself, and this 
form is a manifestation of the spirit of poetry, the “onlie begetter” 
of Shakespeare’s sonnets who was not Shakespeare himself, much 
less that depressing ghost Mr W. H., but Shakespeare’s subject, the 
master-mistress of his passion’ (Northrop Frye, Anatomy of Criticism, 
1957). The uncompromising technical discipline of the sonnet 
ensures that only the greatest poets—of the calibre of Shakespeare, 
Milton, Wordsworth—have excelled at it, but the logical and emo¬ 
tional intensity available in this form has preserved its fascination 
for many poets right down to the present day. 

See J. W. Lever, The Elizabethan Love Sonnet (1956); Hallett 
Smith, Elizabethan Poetry (1952). 

LS 
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sound According to Mallarm6, versification (and therefore poetry) 
exists whenever a writer attempts style; when he gives equal promin¬ 
ence to sonority and to clarity of linguistic performance: ‘Touted les 
fois qu'ily a effort au style ily a versification’. But sound is a primary 
aspect of poetry rather than of prose, and Mallarme’s dictum that the 
aesthetic impulse, the ‘effort au style', renders prose and poetry indis¬ 
tinguishable visual vehicles of versification fails to convince: prose is 
a most unsatisfactory medium for writers concerned with sound (and 
for some poets, poetic writing is little better). The writer of prose can 
only control sound and attempt to indicate subtleties of sound, by 
means of punctuation. 

A reviewer of essays by Robert Creeley, a poet obsessed with 
sound, was moved to comment ‘One is puzzled by the exotic syntax’. 
The writer of poetry can not only produce exotic syntax, but can also 
counterpoint punctuation spatially with line endings; the pause at 
the end of the line offers an additional means of scoring sound to 
the comma, the semicolon, etc. Spatial ‘punctuation’, and typo¬ 
graphical variation—innovated by Mallarme in his iUn Coup de 
Des ...’ (1897), and simplified yet more radically by Raoul Haus- 
mann’s Optophonic Poems of 1918—increased the poet’s grammatical/ 
spatial/typographical syntax, and partially solved the problems of 
scoring sound. Such problems are usually restricted to the work of 
poets for whom sound is of the same importance as meaning; work 
where variations of sound result from idiosyncrasies of the specific 
poet’s voice and speech patterns, rather than being sonic variations 
within the confines of some pre-established communal verse structure 
such as the sonnet or the haiku, or variants within some similarly 
pre-established line/rhyme convention. 

Whilst such conventions appeal to the collective ‘mind’s ear’, 
their very visual nature—the fact that such stereotyped symmetrical 
structures can be charted diagrammatically—suggests that the 
poetry of such conventions subordinates sound to visual semantics; 
the extreme product of this tendency being ‘concrete’ poetry, a 
purely visual poetry of silent, spatially punctuated semantics. 

It is thus essential that the visual experience of reading poetry 
motivated by both sonic and semantic considerations be comple¬ 
mented by the audial experience of the poet’s voice. Clearly it is 
impossible to totally appreciate unrecorded poetry of the past, though 
phonetic reconstructions of such works as Beowulf, and reconstructed 
‘period’ readings, such as Basil Bunting’s approximations of Words¬ 
worth’s accent, may offer valuable insights into the sonic values of 
past works. Certainly it would be a mistake to neglect recording 
facilities today, when poets of the revived oral tradition, such as 
Creeley, have told audiences at readings that even to raise their 
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voice would be to spoil the effect of the poem. Whilst it is incon¬ 
testable that poetry exists whenever there is effort towards sonic or 
semantic style, the ear should not be neglected, for poetry aurally 
experienced may well transcend prose, verse, and book. 

See Henri Chopin (ed.), OU, 33 (1968); Hans Richter, Dada, Art 
and Anti-Art (1965), 41-4, 118-21; Philip Steadman (ed.), Form, 3 
(1966); Nicholas Zurbrugg (ed.), Stereo Headphones, 4 (1971). 

NCPZ 

stasis see literature 

story see myth, narrative, picaresque, plot 

stream of consciousness A technique which seeks to record the 
random and apparently illogical flow of impressions passing through 
a character’s mind. The best-known English exponents are Dorothy 
Richardson, Virginia Woolf and James Joyce. Later novelists have 
often employed the technique, though rarely with such thoroughness 
as its early proponents. For them it was a fresh weapon in the 
struggle against intrusive narration. By recording the actual flow of 
thought with its paradoxes and irrelevancies they sought to avoid 
the over-insistent authorial rhetoric of Edwardian novels. They felt 
that the traditional techniques could not meet the social pressures 
of the new age; believing that, in Virginia Woolf’s words, ‘human 
nature had changed ... in or about December 1910’, they rejected 
the socio-descriptive novel in favour of a novel centring on ‘the 
character itself’. Inner thoughts and feelings now occupied the fore¬ 
ground of attention. 

Theoretically, the aim is inclusiveness: ‘No perception comes amiss’ 
(Woolf). But, in practice, each novelist developed selective principles 
and personal structural procedures. Joyce and Woolf use the 
technique in quite different ways. Woolf’s style is leisurely and 
repetitive, returning constantly to dominant images (e.g. the chimes 
of Big Ben in Mrs D allow ay, 1925). These images have no signifi¬ 
cance outside the novel: the novelist alone makes their meaning by 
the patterning she creates in the flow of recorded experience. Dis¬ 
connected association is heightened and ordered by the passionate 
yet rational mind which conceives and controls it. Joyce’s work, with 
its mastery of the abrupt shift from reflection to reflection, approaches 
the theory more nearly: ‘Not there. In the trousers I left off. Must 
get it. Potato I have. Creaky wardrobe . . .’ But he, too, inevitably 
imposes structures on the random. In Ulysses (1922), the ultimate 
order and meaning of events is related to those primary images 
which span human culture; each event is continuous with all other 
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such events in human history, refracted through language into its 
radical meaning: Bloom/Stephen are Ulysses/Telemachus, as they 
are the eternal type of Father/Son. 

Each writer seeks his own way of organizing, and so communicat¬ 
ing, the arbitrary, and each finally gestures towards the inability of 
any single device to render fully the human condition. 

See Leon Edel, The Modern Psychological Novel (revised ed., 
1964); Melvin J. Friedman, Stream of Consciousness: A Study of 
Literary Method (1955); Robert Humphrey, Stream of Consciousness 
in the Modern Novel (1954). 

GG 

stress see metre 

structuralism is one of the most important and influential of current 
intellectual trends, offering a methodology to disciplines as far apart 
as biology and literary criticism. Essentially based in communications 
theory, and the assumption that species are physiologically designed 
to communicate efficiently in order to ensure survival, it takes the 
computer as its model for analysis: communication is effected 
through various ‘languages’ or symbolic systems united by their 
binary structure. Binary systems are to avoid ambiguity—red must 
mean stop and green must mean go; but borrowing from linguistics, 
structuralism assumes the essentially arbitrary nature of the sign 
itself, and therefore red is not the ‘natural’ symbol of danger or 
green an association of fertility but merely a sufficiently contrasting 
pair within a system of oppositions. As for Melville in Moby Dick, 
white may be the colour of mourning or the colour of life. 

The range of ‘languages’ postulated by structuralism may be 
illustrated: Levi-Strauss considers marriage rules as messages passed 
between brothers-in-law (women are the symbols of the message!) 
conveying a reaffirmation of social order; Barthes studies the langu¬ 
age of clothes, conveying messages about the wearer through 
elements like colour, material, the amount of the body covered or 
exposed, or the language of wrestling-matches conveyed in a recog¬ 
nized system of grunts and groans; Mary Douglas analyses the 
Levitical dietary laws as an articulation of Jewish apartheid. Shell¬ 
fish are prohibited not because of their ‘uncleanness’ but because of 
their ambiguity as signs—they are animals that inhabit the sea but 
do not swim. 

Computers often being anathematical signs, structuralism provokes 
controversy and sometimes fierce opposition, especially in England. 
Certainly its rationalistic echoes of medieval scholasticism—dividing 
the heads of pins and the toenails of angels into finer communicative 
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elements sometimes afford little but recherche aesthetic pleasure. 
But system need not mean enslavement—the structuralist eye for the 
merely positional status of signs is also cast upon their transmitters 
and receivers (including structuralists themselves), and makes an 
important contribution to the intersubjective stress of recent work in 
several fields. The psychologist Ronald Laing, for instance, com¬ 
mitted to the study of interpenetrating perspectives within the family 
‘system’, is in an important sense a structuralist. 

The contribution of structuralism to the analysis of individual 
literary works has been hampered by its extreme tendency to 
spatialize the object of contemplation; certainly Jakobson and Levi- 
Strauss’s analysis of Baudelaire’s 'Les Chats', which places vowels in 
line 12 in opposition to vowels in line 2, stands in need of Riffaterre’s 
judicious sifting (see the anthologies of Lane and Ehrmann, respec¬ 
tively). In any event it is perhaps unlikely that structuralist analysis 
of the language of literary works can do anything that linguists 
cannot do better. The real contribution of structuralism to literary 
criticism probably lies in its opening the way to comparative study of 
the operation of literary communication with other parallel forms of 
communication, of ‘text’ with ‘con-text’. See also myth, semiology. 

See Richard and Fernande DeGeorge (eds), The Structuralists 
(1972); Oswald Ducrot, Tzvetan Todorov, et ah, Qu'est-ce que le 
structuralisme? (1968); Jacques Ehrmann (ed.), Structuralism (1970); 
identical with Yale French Studies, 36-7 (1966); Michael Lane (ed.), 
Structuralism (1970); Richard Macksey and Eugenio Donato (eds), 
The Languages of Criticism and the Sciences of Man (1970); Robert 
Scholes, ‘The contribution of formalism and structuralism to the 
theory of fiction’, Novel, 6 (Winter, 1973), 134-51. 

MAH 

structure All critical theories have some notion of structure: the 
developing unity of a work. But, according to what characteristics 
are emphasized as providing that unity, the terms will vary: pattern, 
plot, story, form, argument, language, rhetoric, paradox, metaphor, 
myth. Starting from these dispositions, the term ‘structure’ then 
becomes an enabling reference; the reader is advised to consult 
potentially parallel entries (e.g. form, where structure is distinguished 
from texture, both being aspects of form) to see how this can be. The 
proposition is reversed here: such features are typologies of structure, 
organizational means for arriving at hypotheses about the principles 
of coherence in a given work. There are many such means, but they 
fall into two main categories: those derived from internal means 
and emphasizing features likely to be found especially in literature, 
and those derived from applying general principles of structure 
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found in language, or the psychology of individuals or communities, 
or in broad areas of style in all the arts and in life, or in social 
structure, to works of literature for typological purposes. 

I here assume what I think must be assumed for criticism effect¬ 
ively to exist: that every work is a distinct and verbally-created 
universe and must have a self-created logic or sequence for which 
the author is responsible. The work will have its own expectations 
and probabilities which constitute the unity of that universe. There 
is likely to be a coherence of social relationships and possibilities of 
relationship, constituting a society; a coherence of action, of probable 
behaviour in development, constituting a plot; coherence of attitude 
or value to these things, constituting a tone; coherence of rhetorical 
tactic, or point of perception and view, constituting a technique or 
(in a local sense) a language; there are likely to be other significant 
blocks of coherence—metrical and Stanzaic features; acts and 
scenes; generic conventions—also inviting our sense of significant 
development. As we begin reading, we recognize that an author, 
starting writing, has made certain committing choices: where to 
commence his action, from which standpoints to see it, which 
language(s) and convention(s) to maintain. As we continue reading, 
we see that from these a logic flows—not a single logic of tone, 
technique, story or metaphor but a compound, total system of 
development or order which enables us to structure our own per¬ 
ceptions, acquire a sense of relevance, see what is persistent and 
significant in this universe. In some structures it will be apparent that 
one particular type of order—story, language, composition (in 
Nabokov’s phrase) as hero—seems dominant. We are not engaged 
similarly from genre to genre or work to work; and as the significant 
dispositions, the sense of primary structure, vary so will our termin¬ 
ology. 

Criticism’s normal business will be to project the selective, one- 
for-all order of a fiction and discourse about it in the light of what is 
common to all fictions, so generalizing features like genre, rhetoric, 
motif and language into recurrent types in order to come to per¬ 
ceptions about what is distinctively literary. But developing order in 
fictions has analogues, deliberate or attributable, in order outside 
fiction. Thus while our typologies of order will concern what is 
distinctive about literary presentation, they are also likely to extend 
to structures in writings not fictional: to those in language in general; 
then to those in forms of expression or consciousness in the par¬ 
ticular human society and then in the human mind at large. These 
things open literature to analogical explanation and to linguistic, 
psychological, sociological and ideological study; and they may 
creatively suggest the recurrence of structure analogously through 
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all human experience (cf. structuralism). The main danger here is 
that of applying methods of structural analysis assumed to be 
‘objective’ because scientific, and derived in the first instance for other 
purposes, to literary works: an interesting case of the application of 
structural fictions to structural fictions. 

See Kenneth Burke, The Philosophy of Literary Form (1957); R. S. 
Crane, The Languages of Criticism and the Structure of Poetry (1953); 
Northrop Frye, Anatomy of Criticism (1957); Frank Kermode, The 
Sense of an Ending (1967). 

MSB 

style is one of the oldest and most tormented terms in literary 
criticism; its meaning is controversial, its relevance disputed. One 
usage can be discarded at once: criticism is not concerned with the 
belief that some authors or books have style (are ‘stylish’) whereas 
others do not. We must assume that all texts manifest style, for style 
is a standard feature of all language, not a de luxe extra peculiar 
to literature or just to some literature. 

A style is a manner of expression, describable in linguistic terms, 
justifiable and valuable in respect of non-linguistic factors. The 
concept ‘manner of expression’ is controversial (see below), but the 
other two parts of the definition seem not to be: that it is a facet of 
language; and that it is given significance by personal or cultural, 
rather than verbal, qualities. 

From ‘style’, ‘stylistics’ is derived as a branch of literary study. 
Some historians of criticism have called any approach to literature 
which pays close attention to aspects of language (imagery, sound- 
structure, syntax, etc.) ‘stylistics’. This is misleading, since stylistics 
is a historically isolable division of criticism with its own principles 
and methods. Most modern criticism is verbally-oriented but, 
lacking the tenets, preoccupations and methodical spirit of figures 
like Auerbach, Croll, Spitzer, it should not be dubbed ‘stylistics’. 
Stylistics is less diffuse, more single-minded, more mechanical, than 
criticism in general. Similarly, the word ‘style’ itself has relatively 
technical connotations; those not involved in (strict) stylistics tend 
to speak of ‘tone’ or, often, ‘rhetoric’. 

Linguistic form is not absolutely controlled by the concepts we 
want to express. There are alternative ways of putting messages into 
words, and the choice among alternatives is exercised along non- 
linguistic principles. Whether I say ‘Shut the door!’ or ‘I wonder if 
you would mind closing the door, please?’ is determined by a 
whole complex of personal and situational facts structuring the 
communicative event of which the sentence is a part. Stylistics posits 
that these extra-textual influences on the form of communication 
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are organized systematically, and that the system brings about 
orderings of linguistic form which are themselves systematic and, 
more important, characteristic, i.e. symptomatic of one particular 
set of extra-verbal factors. This determination of style by context 
works outside literature as well as within it (see D. Crystal and D. 
Davy, Investigating English Style, 1969). Thus styles may be seen as 
characteristic of an author, of a period, of a particular kind of 
persuasion (rhetoric), or a genre. Literary stylisticians have generally 
been concerned to test such hypotheses as these: authors’ styles— 
‘linguistic fingerprints’, allegedly—have been one focus; we also 
find such generalizations as ‘Ciceronian’, ‘Senecan’, ‘Attic’; ‘baro¬ 
que’, ‘mannered’; ‘grand’, ‘middle’, ‘low’; ‘terse’, ‘expansive’, 
‘florid’, ‘periodic’, etc. These labels indicate that stylistics is a 
classificatory mode of literary study, generating categories of text 
arrived at on the basis of many different kinds of taxonomic criteria, 
generally a mixture of linguistic/formal and extra-linguistic/situa¬ 
tional. 

Style depends on a foregrounding of some selected feature, or 
set of features, of linguistic surface structure. A particular diction 
may be prominent, or a persistent rhythm, or a certain reiterated 
syntactic organization. This density in one part of the language 
may not catch our conscious attention, but it causes a certain 
stylistic impression in us: we feel that the text belongs to a familiar 
authorial or cultural milieu. ‘Density’ suggests counting, and indeed 
stylistics (unlike linguistics) is implicitly quantitative, and is some¬ 
times explicitly so. Extreme instances of quantitative stylistics would 
be G. U. Yule’s statistical work on literary vocabulary, and the more 
recent computer-assisted studies in authorship-detection. Here count¬ 
ing is directed to discovery; usually we count to confirm hypotheses 
—that there is a syntactic or lexical tendency which explains our 
perception of a peculiar period-style, for instance (see Josephine 
Miles’s work). 

The idea of style involves an idea bf choice among equivalent ways 
of expressing the same thought. Such a proposal is anathema to the 
new critics (cf. paraphrase), for whom a change of wording is 
inevitably a change of meaning. The New Critical attitude relies 
on a false use of ‘meaning’. Sentences may have the same proposi¬ 
tional content (be synonymous) but express it in different ways so 
that the reader’s mode of apprehending meaning is distinctively 
determined. Richard Ohmann has suggested that this distinction— 
between semantic content and rhetorical form—is explained by the 
division between deep and surface structure found in recent genera¬ 
tive linguistics. (See his ‘Generative grammars and the concept of 
literary style’ in Freeman’s anthology, below.) A modern rapproche- 
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ment between linguistics and criticism over the theory of style would 
be very appropriate, for stylistics as an academic subject was born 
at the time of the birth of modern linguistics, and has continued to 
use some of the techniques of linguistics. Charles Bally, an eminent 
French stylistician, was a student of Saussure’s; Leo Spitzer 
developed his methods in an attempt to heal a gap between linguis¬ 
tics and literary history; and Stephen Ullmann, besides being an 
influential stylistician of French fiction, is an expert on semantics. 

See R. W. Bailey and D. M. Burton, English Stylistics: a Biblio¬ 
graphy (1968); M. W. Croll, ed. J. Max Patrick, Style, Rhetoric 
and Rhythm (1966); D. C. Freeman (ed.), Linguistics and Literary 
Style (1970); H. Hatzfeld, A Critical Bibliography of the New 
Stylistics, Applied to the Romance Languages, 1900-52 (1953); 
Graham Hough, Style and Stylistics (1969); Leo Spitzer, Linguistics 
and Literary History (1948); Stephen Ullmann, Style in the French 
Novel (2nd ed., 1964). 

RGF 

Surrealism grew directly out of dada, its founder and chief spokes¬ 
man, Andre Breton, having played an important role in Dada 
experiments. Yet where Dada reflected a sense of dissolution, 
providing public displays of artistic anarchy and images com¬ 
mensurate with the absurdity and uncertainty of the age, Surrealism 
propounded its own coherent antidote to the cant of nihilism and 
the facile mindlessness of public optimism. It did so with an evan¬ 
gelical enthusiasm which should have forewarned of its subsequent 
commitment to radical politics. Where the Dadaists had seen 
meaningless disorder, the Surrealists saw a synthesis which owed 
something to Hegel, the Romantics, the Symbolists. Breton was 
prepared to acknowledge that Surrealism could be seen as the ‘pre¬ 
hensile tail’ of Romanticism. Certainly it borrowed some of its 
methods—a concern with dreams, madness, hypnosis and hallucina¬ 
tion, deriving in part from Novalis, Coleridge, Nerval and Baude¬ 
laire. But the Surrealists were less dedicated to seeking visible 
evidence of a spiritual world than to creating the marvellous. 
Their aim was to change the world, partly through social revolution 
but more centrally through a revolution in consciousness. The 
techniques devised or borrowed—automatic texts and paintings 
(created in an attempt to evade conscious control and tap the 
intuitive, alogical, power of the subconscious), works inspired and 
shaped by chance, written accounts of dreams and paintings provid¬ 
ing images of dream visions—were all designed to subvert aestheti¬ 
cism and precipitate a fundamental alteration in our understanding 
of ‘reality’. To this end the Surrealists delighted in paradoxical 
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images which mocked the process of rational thought and per¬ 
ception. They juxtaposed unrelated words and objects, thereby 
creating tantalizing images and iridescent verbal effects. Surrealism 
is concerned with re-invigorating language, expanding our definition 
and perception of reality to incorporate the insights of the sub¬ 
conscious, and extending our appreciation of the central and 
liberating role of chance, automatism and eroticism. It proposed the 
release of the imagination and stood as an implicit criticism of a 
restrictive rationalism in society and realism in literature. Though 
international in scope and influence, Surrealism is more firmly rooted 
in France than Dada had been. Its major writers and artists tend to 
be French (Breton, Soupault, Eluard, Aragon, Masson, Tanguy, 
Delvaux). Its impact in England came late (1936) and was largely 
ineffectual. But the United States benefited from the wartime 
presence of some of the leading European Surrealists, and its litera¬ 
ture and art still bear the marks of this cultural transfusion. 

The standard history of Surrealism is Maurice Nadeau, trans. 
R. Howard, The History of Surrealism (1968). For a book which 
counterbalances his tendency to see Surrealism as a movement con¬ 
tained within the years 1922-39, see Roger Cardinal and Robert 
Short, Surrealism: Permanent Revelation (1970). See also Savone 
Alexandrian, Surrealist Art (1970); Ferdinand Algui6, The Philosophy 
of Surrealism (1969); C. W. E. Bigsby, Dada and Surrealism (1972); 
J. H. Matthews, An Introduction to Surrealism (1965); Patrick Wald- 
berg, Surrealism (1965). 

CWEB 

suspension of disbelief see belief 

symbol The literary symbol, defined straightforwardly by Kant 
(who, in his Critique of Judgement, 1790, calls it an ‘aesthetic idea’) 
in terms of the ‘attributes’ of an object ‘which serve the rational 
idea as a substitute for logical presentation, but with the proper 
function of animating the mind by opening out for it a prospect 
into a field of kindred representations stretching beyond its ken’ 
(his examples are the eagle that stands for Jove, and the peacock 
that represents Juno) takes on a special significance for Romantics 
early (Coleridge) and late (Yeats). Yeats indeed goes so far as to 
maintain that a ‘continuous indefinable symbolism’ is ‘the substance 
of all style’ (The Symbolism of Poetry, 1900), and for him the ex¬ 
cellence of a symbol consists in the suggestiveness that derives from 
the suppression of a metaphor’s directly apprehensible terms of 
reference: ‘as a sword-blade may flicker with the light of burning 
towers’, so the symbol evokes unseen worlds. 
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Between Jove’s symbolic eagle (and the symbolism of medieval 
literature, not always distinguishable from allegory), and Yeats’s 
mysticism, lies Blake’s idiosyncratic appropriation of the symbolic 
language of the Bible (‘Bring me my bow of burning gold/Bring me 
my arrows of desire’) and the major literary movement known as 
Symbolism, where the almost autonomous symbol reveals the hidden 
order that lies behind our deceptive everyday reality. 

The elaboration of a language of signs into what Arthur Symons 
(The Symbolist Movement in Literature, 1899) calls ‘a form of ex¬ 
pression ... for an unseen reality apprehended by the conscious¬ 
ness’, a quasi-occult mode of knowledge deliberately opposed to the 
positivism of the age, stems from the work of Baudelaire (his 
Swedenborgian poem ‘Correspondances’, for instance) and from the 
barely sane Gerard de Nerval’s visions of a sentimental world lurking 
beneath natural forms, where (‘ Vers Dores’): 

. . . comme im ceil naissant convert par ses paupidres, 
Un pur esprit s'accroit sous Vecorce des pierres! 

De Nerval’s active world of occult correspondences mocks at free- 
thinking man’s inability to penetrate reality; Baudelaire’s poem is 
devoted to the proposition that nature is a temple wherein man 
hears ‘de confuses paroles' offering an intimation of an order he is 
not equipped to confront face to face. For later Symbolist writers, 
the artist becomes a high priest of this temple, communing with, 
and communicating (to the extent that the profane multitude can 
comprehend) the occult truths hidden by the veil called reality. 
Baudelaire’s highly sensuous ‘Correspondances’, which draws 
attention to the elaborate pattern of synaesthesia by which it isolates 
itself from linear discourse,' foreshadows an autonomous art which, 
in the work of Mallarm6, extends the ritualistic concern with the 
sacrosanct exactness of the incantation in the direction of an extreme 
preoccupation with technique: the connotative and associative 
functions of literary language and the evocative effects manipulated 
by the writer in the creation of a fictional world distinct from (often 
superior to) the world of everyday reality. The Art for art’s sake of 
Gautier’s £maux et Camees (1858) had turned upon analogies 
between literature and the fine arts; the new aestheticism endorsed 
Pater’s belief that ‘all art aspires to the condition of music’, praising 
Wagner’s attempt to express the unconscious of his race in intricate 
structures of myth and symbol. The dedication of the Symbolists 
to the techniques of art which, in Mallarme’s words, ‘purify the 
language of the tribe’, influenced many modern writers, including 
Eliot, Joyce, Valery and Rilke, and engendered a literary criticism 
(that of the Russian Formalists and the English and American New 
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Critics) which, stripping the Symbolist aesthetic of its late Romantic 
elements, evolved critical procedures delicate enough to describe the 
complex inner workings of modernist literature at the same time as 
it brought an unprecedented attention to bear on the linguistic 
devices of earlier writing. See also allegory. 

See Maurice Bowra, The Heritage of Symbolism (1943); Guy 
Michaud (ed.), La Doctrine Symboliste (1947); Guy Michaud, 
Message Poetique du Symbolisme (1961); Arthur Symons, The 
Symbolist Movement in Literature (1899, repr. 1958); Edmund Wil¬ 
son, Axel's Castle (1935, repr. 1961). 

GMH 

synonym see paraphrase 

syntax The ordering of words, phrases'and clauses in the structure 
of sentences: the ‘left-to-right’ principle of linguistic structure. 
Meaning—whatever thoughts we intend to communicate—is 
abstract; it is therefore not transferable from person to person 
directly: the mediation of a physical channel is needed. Meaning 
has to be made concrete, spread out in time and space (‘left-to-right’) 
for speaker, hearer, writer, reader. It is the arrangements of syntax 
which are responsible for this space-time ordering of abstract 
elements of meaning. And syntax is a major influence on style: the 
way meanings are concretized, through syntax, affects the way an 
audience responds to those meanings. 

One property of syntax is its capacity to provide different word- 
orders for the same meaning. Even though word-order is not 
strictly ‘significant’, it is nevertheless valuable and potent because 
it can determine the sequence in which a reader apprehends the 
elements of the complex structure of meanings embodied in a sen¬ 
tence. For example, the second and fifth words of the sentence He 
put the book down form one single meaning (cf. deposit) but are, 
because of the word-order, experienced discontinuously. The mean¬ 
ing of put must be incomplete, provisional, until the sentence is 
completed by down. This interrupted or delayed perception of 
meaning does not occur when we listen to the synonymous sentence 
He put down the book. Meaning is the same, but the mode of ex¬ 
periencing meaning is importantly different, because of the difference 
in syntax. Here, the meaning of put is immediately completed by 
down, there is no suspense, and no subsequent part of the sentence 
disturbs the firmly apprehended meaning (‘deposit’). A different 
kind of syntactic influence on the reader’s reception of meaning is 
illustrated by the sentence He put down the rebellion. It is obvious, 
once one has read the whole sentence, that put down does not mean 
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deposit’ but ‘subdue’. But this fact is obvious only after one has 
taken in the whole of the sentence (unless one guesses from context). 
In the temporal experience of reading, or listening, this figurative 
meaning for put down is supplied retrospectively, the basic, physical 
meaning being assumed first. Here the temporal sequence of mental 
operations demanded by the syntactic order is the reverse of that 
required for the processing of meaning. The ways in which syntax 
determines, assists, or even impedes the reader’s apprehension of 
meaning are manifold. 

To proceed to a literary example, the indirect and interrupted 
first sentence of Henry James’s novel The Ambassadors—‘Strether’s 
first question, when he reached the hotel, was about his friend’— 
appropriately gives one time to wonder what this question is to be, 
sets up the tone of tentative enquiry which characterizes the whole 
narrative. (See Ian Watt’s important paper in Essays in Criticism, 10, 
1960.) Syntax can be mimetic; as the following lines from Paradise 
Lost demonstrate, the contrast between action and guile is imitated 
in first direct, then contorted, syntax: 

My sentence is for open war. Of wiles, 
More unexpert, I boast not: them let those 
Contrive who need, or when they need; not now. 

Because syntax is inevitable and, in a sense, imperceptible, critics 
may fail to attend to its power. But as Winifred Nowottny observes, 
we should not regard syntax as merely ‘ “a harmless, necessary 
drudge” holding open the door while the pageantry of words sweeps 
through’ (The Language Poets Use, 1962, 10). We must recognize 
that syntax exercises a continuous and inexorable control over our 
apprehension of literary meaning and structure—and that its 
influence is not limited to the spectacular grammatical games of 
Pope or Browning or cummings. 

The importance of syntax is acknowledged by the French pedago¬ 
gic tradition of explication de texte, but has only recently received 
proper notice in Anglo-American criticism. Donald Davie’s Articulate 
Energy (1955) is a brilliant exposition of different kinds of poetic 
syntax. 

RGF 

191 



\ 

taste see classic, evaluation 

technique Style as a deliberate procedure; literary and artistic 
craftsmanship, connoting formal rather than affective or expressive 
values. Every writer has, of course, employed a (more or less 
conventional) technique, but the insistence on technique rather 
than on inspiration, or the reverse, has been related to changing 
modes of sensibility. Thus, Rene Wellek follows other critics in 
maintaining that the distrust of inspiration and an accompanying 
faith in technique are the major points which set off Symbolism 
from Romanticism. In this, there exists an unbroken continuity 
from Poe, Baudelaire and Flaubert to Pound, Eliot and Valery. 
Pound has declared that he believes in technique ‘as the test of a 
man’s sincerity’ and Eliot has praised Valery’s On Literary Technique 
for projecting the image of the poet as a ‘cool scientist’ rather than 
as a ‘disheveled madman’. 

NZ 

tenor see metaphor 

tension Conflict or friction between complementaries, converses, 
opposites. In literary criticism, a much-used term relying on its 
context for whatever particular meaning it may have. Endemic in 
dialectic thought, it has been variously employed in the analysis of 
the Romantic sensibility, and in criticism involving such polarizing 
conceptions as the Classicism-Romanticism antithesis, the Freudian 
opposites or L6vi-Strauss’s dynamic dualisms. It is particularly 
common in discussions of twentieth-century poetics, reflecting the 
contemporary writer’s increased awareness of tension, whether 
psychological, social, or that within the frame of his own linguistic 
medium. Thus, Gottfried Benn describes the Expressionist’s medium 
as that of ‘tension-laden words’. Generally, tension has been located 
wherever opposing forces, impulses or meanings could be dis¬ 
tinguished and related to one another. 

The Russian Formalists and their followers describe verse rhythm 
in terms of the tension between the force of the rhythmical impulse 
and that of the syntactical pattern (cf. metre). Other critics have 
pointed to the tensions inherent in metaphor. Empson’s types of 
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ambiguity are studies in different manifestations of tension between 
simultaneous meanings, while Cleanth Brooks’s theory of paradox 
posits the power of the tensions involved in poetry as an evaluative 
criterion, in accord with the notion of a poem as drama. John Crowe 
Ransom defines a tension between the logical argument of a poem 
and its local texture, W. K. Wimsatt implies a tension between the 
concrete and the universal or the particular and the general, and 
Allen Tate attempts a theory in which tension means the simultaneity 
of literal and metaphoric or figurative meaning (exTension and 
^Tension). Such preoccupations with tension are responsible for the 
critical bias in favour of such lyrical or dramatic poetry in which it 
prevails as against poetry of tensionless sentiment or narrative and 
descriptive poetry. 

See Brian Lee, ‘The New Criticism and the language of poetry’ 
in Roger Fowler (ed.), Essays on Style and Language (1966), 29-52, 
and references. 

NZ 

text We should beware of regarding the printed text of a literary 
work as ‘the work itself’. Many interesting questions arise when we 
consider the process of recovering ‘the work’ from ‘the text’. In 
Principles of Literary Criticism (1924) I. A. Richards attempted to 
describe the process of reading and reacting to a text, and his 
analysis is suggestive. Modern descriptive linguistics has, more 
recently, clarified certain aspects of the decoding process, as applied 
to written or spoken ‘text’. Two important points arise for literary 
criticism. First, an adequate understanding of the language-system 
involves a recognition of the important role played by stress, speed, 
loudness, pitch and voice-quality in the communication of mean¬ 
ings. All these features are more or less effaced by transposition 
into the written code, and much of the writer’s work is to find means 
of replacing or reorganizing them. Gerard Manley Hopkins resorted 
to modifications of the written system which are far from precious 
or irrelevant. In fact, the full implications of this point for written 
poetic and prose form have still to be explored. Second, our new 
knowledge of how the members of a community learn the meanings 
of words (through their use in contexts of language and situation) 
leads to a distinction between subjective and intersubjective responses 
to the text. Subjective responses rely on meanings derived from the 
use of a word in special circumstances unique to the individual, while 
intersubjective responses rely on uses which are widespread through¬ 
out the community. Clearly there is nothing so simple as a dichotomy: 
some contexts are peculiar to a section of a community or to a 
family. The possibility of communication, however, in the community 

193 



TEXTURE 

at large depends on the widest type of intersubjective response. And 
literary criticism, if it is not to be local or (at worst) autobio¬ 
graphical, must appeal to that wider system of meanings. It must 
also be remembered that since the socio-linguistic background 
against which we decode a text constantly changes through time, 
marks on paper and recorded sound give only an illusion of total 
stability. But then, as Gombrich shows in Art and Illusion (1960), 
the same applies to the apparent permanence of stone and pigment. 
Attempts to restore the past can be partially successful only and 
cannot govern our overall response to the text. 

AAAC 

texture Strictly, the word texture when applied to language, 
describes the tactile images employed to represent various physical 
surfaces, but by extension has come to mean the representation in 
words of all sensible phenomena. The widespread use of the term 
is based upon the assumption that words have an expressive or 
simulative aspect which helps to illustrate their meanings more 
immediately. This belief in the onomatopoeic properties of language 
has not always gone unchallenged, but the existence of techniques 
for producing particular sensory effects in the reader is undisputed, 
and it is thus possible to describe the texture of language in terms 
either of the means used or the effects obtained. Assonance (identity 
of vowel sounds), consonance (identity of consonant sounds), and 
alliteration (repetition of initial consonants) may each be used to 
produce such effects as cacophony (a sense of strain in pronunciation) 
or euphony (a sense of ease in pronunciation). All are exemplified 
in Pope’s famous exercise ‘An Essay on Criticism’: 

When Ajax strives some rock’s vast weight to throw. 
The line too labours, and the words move slow; 
Not so, when swift Camilla scours the plain, 
Flies o’er th’unbending corn, and skims along the main. 

Samuel Johnson, however, attempting to prove that the mind 
governs the ear and not the reverse, quotes more lines with similar 
textural qualities and demonstrates quite convincingly that not even 
‘the greatest master of numbers can fix the principles of representa¬ 
tive harmony’ {Life of Pope). 

Many other critics and theorists from Aristotle to I. A. Richards 
have disputed the possibility of any natural connection between the 
sound of any language and the things signified. Richards in The 
Philosophy of Rhetoric (1936), 62 asks: 
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What resemblance or natural connection can there be between 
the semantic and phonetic elements in the morpheme? One 
is a sound, the other a reference. Is (fl-) [in flicker, flash, flare] 
really like ‘moving light’ in any way in which (si-) or (gl-) 
is not? Is that not like asking whether the taste of turkey is 
like growing in some way that the taste of mint is not? 

One need not go quite so far as this to agree with his conclusion 
that most expressive words get their feeling of peculiar aptness from 
other words sharing the morpheme and supporting them in the 
background of the reader’s mind. 

The relation of texture to structure is dealt with elsewhere (see 
form) but it should be stated here that Richards’s views on the inter¬ 
inanimation of words avoid the implicit fallacies in the traditional 
notion of texture as verbal decor, and preserve verse analysis as an 
intelligent, and not merely a mechanical exercise. 

BCL 

theme traditionally means a recurrent element of subject-matter, 
but the modern insistence on simultaneous reference to form and 
content emphasizes the formal dimension of the term. A theme is 
always a subject, but a subject is not always a theme: a theme is not 
usually thought of as the occasion of a work of art, but rather a 
branch of the subject which is indirectly expressed through the 
recurrence of certain events, images, or symbols. We apprehend the 
theme by inference—it is the rationale of the images and symbols, 
not their quantity. There is a case for restricting the loosely formal 
use of the term; if we use ‘theme’ to mean a certain quantity of 
features in a work (iterative imagery or stylistic mannerism), we are 
confusing a symptom with a cause. For example, if we talk about 
the ‘theme of drowning’ in Dickens’s Our Mutual Friend, we are 
only saying that it is a novel in which people are repeatedly drowned 
or drowning is frequently mentioned, whereas the ‘theme of Christian 
redemption’ offers an explanation of the significance of drowning. 
Recurrent local features are better designated by the term motif. 

The degree of abstraction of the term depends on the nature of 
the work under consideration. It makes more sense, for example, to 
talk of the ‘theme of waiting’ in Beckett’s Waiting for Godot (1956) 
than the ‘theme of drowning’ in Dickens, because the play offers 
the action itself as an important part of its subject-matter, not 
simply one kind of event which becomes ‘thematic’ by repetition. 
The epithet thematic should thus mean ‘symptomatic of the presence 
of a theme’ rather than merely ‘iterative’ or ‘recurrent’. 

However, the term is sensitive and useful precisely because it 
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admits of degrees of abstract reference; it is neither possible nor 
desirable to restrict all quantitative usages, because theme implies 
the linearity or extension of a work in a way that other subject- 
matter terms do not. Compared, for example, with thesis, a qualita¬ 
tive term meaning the core of argument or attitudes a work promotes 
or reveals, theme is a more concrete and formalistic term with 
structural implications. We think of a theme as a line or thread 
running through a work, linking features which are un- or otherwise 
related (cf. plot). The thesis of a work is paraphrasable, but a theme 
might not be so. Thesis is also an intentionalist term, whereas theme 
may or may not be. Proust’s themes, for example, modelled on the 
analogy of music, are a conscious part of his creative method; but 
in other, less self-conscious cases, to use the term is to talk about 
structure, not intended content. Thus a critic may use ‘theme’ to 
refer to those repeated parts of a subject which control aspects of a 
work which he perceives as formal as well as conceptual. 

‘Theme’ is also used to refer beyond the individual work. We 
speak of ‘perennial themes’ such as the theme of the Fall. Here, 
theme pre-exists the individual work and borders on archetype or 
even myth. On the other hand works of literature may express 
themes which condition other works (e.g. the carpe diem theme) in 
which case the term is starting to overlap with convention. 

VRLS 

threnody see elegy 

topos see comparative literature 

tradition is a historical scheme made up of formal, stylistic and 
ideological attributes common to large numbers of works over a 
long time. It generally implies a causal nexus linking individual 
works. The literary historian may use the idea of tradition either in a 
strictly historical way or as an aid to criticism. In the first case, he 
will use individual works to demonstrate a process of literary change; 
in the second, the procedure will be reversed to illumine the in¬ 
dividual work. 

Tradition tends to be defined either in formal and stylistic terms, 
or in terms of ideas and attitudes: the ‘oral tradition’ and the 
‘radical tradition’, for example. Placing a work raises many questions. 
Can styles determine ways of thinking? In what lies the originality 
of a work? How does the individual work contribute to the evolution 
of the tradition? How far do social changes, how far individual 
genius contribute to changing literary forms? Paradoxically, placing 
a work in an intellectual tradition may draw one’s attention to 
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specifically literary problems to explain why one work is more 
effective than another when both express similar ideas. And vice 
versa: the extra subtlety of thought of one work may become 
obvious through comparison with lesser works in the same conven¬ 
tion. Most basic of all, an awareness of tradition may be in¬ 
dispensable to establish the original meaning of a text, especially if 
works are closely linked by literary influence or imitation, as in 
(say) an oral tradition, or in the ‘Classical tradition’. 

Two methodological problems arise. We derive our definition of 
the tradition from individual works, but we decide which works are 
relevant according to our definition. The way out is the dialectical 
process of measuring the works against the tradition, modifying the 
tradition in the light of the works. 

The second problem concerns how the tradition works (if it 
works at all). Is the tradition all in the eye of the beholder? If not, 
in what way are works linked together? The principal agency is 
surely the author’s mind. To this we have no access, but can deduce 
from the work many of the influences which he has transmitted into 
and transmuted in his work. The causal link between works may be 
the influence of a common environment, including a common literary 
environment of aesthetic conventions and the language itself. It 
may be ideological or religious. It may be the direct link of literary 
borrowing. The attempt to determine the varying proportions of 
such influences by placing a work in a tradition can help immensely 
to reveal the total structure of a literary work. 

Traditional is sometimes opposed to original (see originality), 

or to ‘new-fangled’, with corresponding pejorative or laudatory 
undertones. Such oppositions rest on misconception and misapplica¬ 
tion. Few works, if any, exist in such a vacuum that they cannot be 
related to any sort of tradition. And ‘traditional’ should not be 
equated with the negative sense of ‘conservative’: there are radical 
traditions. ‘Traditional’ is more properly a neutral descriptive term, 
with approving or disapproving undertones depending on one’s 
attitude to the tradition in question. See also convention and 
EXPERIMENTAL. 

See T. S. Eliot, ‘Tradition and the individual talent’. The Sacred 
Wood (1920). 

EJB 

tragedy As a species of drama tragedy can be defined only in the 
most general terms, such as Aristotle’s ‘the imitation of an action 
that is serious. . . with incidents arousing pity and fear’. His Poetics 
attempts a classification of the elements proper to tragedy but, 
despite his inductive methodology, few Greek tragedies conform to 
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his model. However, vhis concept of hamartia, the act of the hero 
which initiates the fatal process, suggests a basis for any more 
developed theory of tragedy. This hamartia may be anything from a 
mistake over identity to deliberate crime or sin, but is always 
horrifyingly out of proportion to the consequences of pain and 
destruction. The act of the hero, a man ‘better than ourselves’, a 
‘great-souled’ man, opens a gap in the fragile fabric of morality and 
civilization through which the primeval forces of anarchy and 
destruction pour. Tragedy is a dramatization of man’s sense of his 
humanity and society as constantly under threat from the arbitrary 
chances of fate and his own innate savagery. In tragedy’s heroic 
phase (e.g. Sophocles’s Oedipus) man accepts a measure of responsi¬ 
bility for the destructive action and asserts against it a quality 
of heroic suffering and knowledge. But in its ironic phase tragedy 
emphasizes the arbitrariness of evil, rather than simply its dis¬ 
proportion to human action, and moves towards a kind of savage 
farce (e.g. Euripides’s Electro) in which the heroic stance degenerates 
into futile posturing. 

The tragic gap and the shift from the heroic to the ironic phase 
are evident in Elizabethan and Jacobean tragedy. The fates of 
Marlow’s Tamburlaine and Faustus are consequent on their hubristic 
error—denial of man’s mortality—but the tragic structure of these 
morality situations insists on the hostility, even the malevolence, of 
the ‘gods’ or ‘God’ that exact their rights. In Shakespeare’s heroic 
tragedies—Othello, Coriolanus, Antony and Cleopatra—the heroes’ 
psychologies are involved in a destruction that is limited in scope— 
domestic or political, not metaphysical—and the hero, in his final 
speech, asserts his enduring virtu against the facts of defeat and death. 
But the psychological factors—pride, lust, jealousy—are the donnees 
of the action, not its significant causes', they provide a context in 
which the forces of destruction can work. Similarly the tragedies of 
Racine are not really explorations of the psychology of ‘passion’; 
in their world a monstrous primeval power infiltrates man’s social and 
moral order through the intoxicating irrationality of sexual desire. 

The gap between human and ultimate causes widens in Elizabethan 
developments of the Senecan tragedy of blood; in Kyd’s Spanish 
Tragedy and Marston’s Antonio's Reverige the revenge structure 
becomes a metaphor for an irruption of evil. Whatever the super¬ 
ficial moral realities of the situation, and the calls of the revenger on 
nature, honour, and blood, the acting out of revenge is a descent 
into a chaos of horror and savagery urged on by a malignant and 
insatiable ghost. The revenger can only carry out his ‘duty’ by 
distancing himself from the reality of the act by elaborate mimes, 
masks, and plays. It is the unbearable knowledge of the nature of 
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revenge that makes Hamlet a prisoner in his own play. T. S. Eliot’s 
complaint that Hamlet’s emotion was ‘in excess of the facts as they 
appear’ is unwitting testimony to the gap between human motive 
and action and the pressure of evil behind them that defines the 
tragic experience. In Macbeth, a revenge structure in reverse, the 
commitment to crime is specific and deliberate, albeit fearful, but 
the tragedy again lies in the enormity and universality of the evil 
that enters through the gap in nature that Macbeth has opened. The 
darkness and chaos of Scotland are not caused by the murder of 
Duncan; the forces that the weird sisters testify to are given licence 
by it. The symbolism of evil is not merely explanatory or emblematic; 
similarly, in King Lear the tempest is not a symbolic extension of 
Lear’s disintegration so much as an expression of the primeval chaos 
that now engulfs him and his action. But at least in Macbeth the act 
and the consequence are still clearly related; in Lear the gap is 
appallingly wide. An act of senile folly precipitates the disintegration 
of human society—the basic ties of nature fall apart to reveal a 
chaos where humanity ‘must prey on itself like monsters of the 
deep’. The causal element, the hamartia, has become almost in¬ 
cidental; evil is immanent and overflows from the smallest breach 
in nature. In this phase of tragedy the protagonist is forbidden even 
the luxury of stoicism; Lear’s pathetic submission to fate is merely 
the prelude to the final cruelty. Beyond this there is only the surrealist 
horror of Webster: in The White Devil and The Duchess of Malfi 
tragedy is a horrible and inconsequential farce relieved only by 
magnificent rhetorical gestures; insanity, disease, and corruption 
inform a world in which man is an arbitrary actor. 

If tragedy has not been an available mode since the eighteenth 
century this may have to do with the growth of rationalism and the 
bourgeoisie. The tradition of realism in the new form of the novel 

was antipathetic to the extraordinary or inexplicable; the great 
English novels in this tradition lack a metaphysical dimension, a 
sense of active evil pressing on the edges of civilization. Evil is 
redefined as moral or social error and the scrutiny of psychology 
and motive becomes the animating structural concern. The tragic 
gap closes and man is wholly responsible for the disorder he creates. 
In this situation the drama of external evil finds expression only in 
the melodramatic modes of the gothic fantasy and, later, the ghost 
story; in these the evil is external to the hero and the ‘normal’ 
society he represents, whereas in tragedy it is inherent. Some of 
the dramas of Ibsen attempt to express a sense of tragic destiny with 
insistent symbolism, but even at its most impressive and dramatic, 
as in Ghosts, the requirements of realism, of explicability, inhibits 
the symbolism of transcendence. Hereditary syphilis is undoubtedly 
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horrific, but as a symbol of evil it lacks universality, it is too speci¬ 
fically a disease. 

In fact a finer sense of tragic structure informs the symbolic 
fictions of Henry James and Conrad. A comparison of the similar 
moral situation in James’s Portrait of a Lady and George Eliot’s 
Middlemarch and Daniel Deronda shows James’s symbolic rhetoric 
creating a sense of active, immanent, evil where Eliot was content 
with terms of moral responsibility and guilt. And Conrad’s work 
is full of pressures from the heart of darkness. Tragedy is a possible 
form for these novelists because they collapse the realistic opposition 
of the ‘real’ and the ‘poetic’; their symbolisms of evil are not illustra¬ 
tive or exemplary, but functions of their language. As Jorge Luis 
Borges said, ‘Conrad and Henry James wrote novels of reality 
because they judged reality to be poetic’. The tragic structure 
depends on such a judgment. See also catharsis, drama. 

See A. C. Bradley, Shakespearean Tragedy (1904); J. Jones, On 
Aristotle and Greek Tragedy (1962); Dorothea Krook, Elements of 
Tragedy (1969); F. L. Lucas, Tragedy: Serious Drama in Relation to 
Aristotle’s Poetics (1927, repr. 1961); F. W. Nietzsche, trans. W. Kauf- 
mann, The Birth of Tragedy (1967); G. Steiner, The Death of Tragedy 
(1961). 

PM 

translations are commonly abused and translators undervalued: 
yet the literary translator has at all times been extremely influential, 
and the branch of literary criticism concerned with translation brings 
close analysis of language to bear on cross-cultural literary questions 
in a way central to comparative literature, since a unique creative 
energy is generated where languages converge. H. A. Mason’s 
Humanism and Poetry in the Early Tudor Period (1959) admirably 
demonstrates the value of such studies. 

In our own time new critical insistence on the inseparability of 
form and content has questioned the possibility of translation: and 
one could cite a number of poets, from Shelley’s likening of transla¬ 
tion to subjecting a violet to chemical analysis to Robert Frost’s 
working definition of poetry as ‘what gets left out in translation’ to 
demonstrate that writers have had grave doubts about it. Yet 
Shelley (for example) was himself an admirable translator: and it 
seems that he was primarily stressing the impossibility of exact 
correspondence between source and target texts, rather than reject¬ 
ing translation; he believed that ‘the plant must spring again from 
the seed, or it will bear no flower’. Some elements in the source text 
elude the net of the target language: others stretch it and call attention 
to the device by which they are admitted: the process is controlled 
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by the translator, who must be a scrupulous critic and a creative 
writer; he locates the-‘seed’ and makes it grow. 

Dryden, regrounding the classics in a contemporary idiom, was 
much concerned with translation. Unaware of modern conceptions 
of the relation between form and content, he could happily advocate 
reasonable freedom, demanding that the translator should first 
‘know what is peculiar to the author’s style’, and then 

’tis time to look into ourselves, to conform our genius to his, to 
give his thoughts either the same turn, if our tongue will bear it, 
of, if not, to vary but the dress, not alter or destroy the 
substance. 

This kind of translation, called by Dryden paraphrase, is, however, 
sharply distinguished from impermissibly free imitations. Modem 
translators, not sharing Dryden’s conviction that human nature is 
everywhere the same, and concerned, like modern critics, with the 
phenomenology of a given work, have paid more attention to 
imitation as a mode of translating at least lyric poetry, and have 
often worked in the territory between two languages, rather than 
offering to reconstruct one on the foundations of another. Lowell’s 
‘Imitations’ are representative or, fifty years earlier, Pound’s ‘Homage 
to Sextus Propertius’. Louis Zukovsky’s recent translations of 
Catullus have created an even more striking synthetic language that 
mimes or mouths the Latin of the original in a way that is deliber¬ 
ately indecent. See also paraphrase. 

See W. Arrowsmith and R. Shattuck (eds), The Craft and Context 
of Translation (1961); W. Benjamin, ‘The Task of the Translator’, in 
Illuminations (1970); R. A. Brower (ed.), On Translation (1966); 
G. Mourin, Les Belles Infideles (1955); E. Nida, Toward a Science of 
Translating (1964); G. Steiner, Introduction to his anthology of 
verse translation first published as The Penguin Book of Modern Verse 
Translation (1966), reissued as Poem into Poem (1971). 

GMH 

travesty see parody 
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value see evaluation 

variation, the calculated avoidance of uniformity of expression, 
seems to be a feature of all art-forms (music, literature, etc.) having 
a time dimension. A pervasive characteristic of literary language, it 
occurs on lexical, syntactic and phonological levels. 

Lexical variation has its most commonplace manifestation in the 
‘elegant variation’ of fictional and journalistic prose: avoidance of 
repeated use of the same expression by choosing an alternative 
expression having the same reference; e.g. by successively referring 
to a character as Parson Smith, the man of God, Mr Smith, our 
clerical friend, etc. Lexical variation is also a stylistic convention of 
much heroic poetry, e.g. Old English verse, where the use of variant 
coreferential phrases is an inseparable part of the technique of 
alliterative composition. Syntactic variation can take the form of 
repeating the same structure but with different ordering (often with a 
chiasmic, or mirror-image pattern), as in Whitman’s Jehovah am // 
Old Brahm I, and I Saturnius am (from ‘Chanting the Square Deific’). 
Phonological variation can take the form of ‘ringing the changes’ 
on stressed vowel sounds (particularly long vowels and diphthongs) 
for euphonious effect (Paradise Lost, 3): 

Then feed on thoughts that voluntary move 
Harmonious numbers; as the wakeful bird . .. 

A further kind of variation is the breaking up of excessive regularity 
in parallelistic patterns, whether these are patterns on a metrical or a 
lexico-syntactic level. Metrical variation is an accepted licence of 
English verse whereby (under certain conditions) the positions of 
stressed and unstressed syllables may be reversed. A similar pheno¬ 
menon is the final twist in the verbal pattern of {Merchant of Venice, 

3, 1): 

If you prick us, do we not bleed? if you tickle us, do 
we not laugh ? if you poison us, do we not die ? and 
if you wrong us, shall we not revenge ? 

Whatever the differences between the above cases, they all illustrate 
enhancement of the element of unpredictability in language, often 
where in ordinary language the orderliness of repetition might have 
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been expected. It is notable that whereas verbal parallelism charac¬ 
teristically follows a strictly predictable pattern in ‘sub-literary’ 
compositions such as folk-songs and language games, it rarely does 
so in literature. Similarly, metrical variation is found in serious 
poetry, but not in doggerel verse or nursery rhymes. Such observa¬ 
tions suggest that variation has a more significant role in literature 
than the mere negative one of avoiding the tedium of mechanical 
repetition. One possible explanation is prompted by the Russian 
formalist thesis that art ‘makes strange’ the experience it describes, 
and hence that the language of art has to be a ‘twisted’, oblique mode 
of discourse. Variation, unexpectedness, establishes a medium or 
‘scenario’ of poetic heightening, in which daring departures from 
linguistic norms become acceptable. See also formalism. 

GNL 

vehicle see metaphor 

verbal irony see irony 

verisimilitude see belief, realism 

vers libre see free verse 

verse is the minimal condition of poetry if poetry is to mean any¬ 
thing even as a metaphor—‘Poetry is only in verse and nowhere 
else’ (Vigny). The degree of expressivity of language depends upon 
the frame of mind in which we approach it and that frame of mind 
is in turn determined by conventions of presentation, lay-out, etc. 
Free verse might perhaps be printed as prose, but, printed as verse, 
‘the words are more poised than in prose’ and ‘are to be attended to, 
in passing, for their own sake’ (MacNeice, Modem Poetry, 1938; 
2nd ed., 1968). 

Verse is the line of poetry; a line of verse differs from the line of 
prose in that it has an active relationship with the page on which it 
may be written; it asks the page to proclaim its self-sufficiency, to 
make it portentous and to make room for its mental and emotional 
extension, the infra-line (Claudel calls the primordial line ‘an idea 
isolated by blank space’); the prose line merely undergoes the 
physical limitations of the page which thwarts its urge for continuous 
linearity (the paragraph is a concession to the page, the stanza 
collusion with it). And the poem differs from the shopping list in that 
the poem turns sequence into the formally consequential. 

A line of verse will be a line of verse as long as it can point to an 
authority of a higher order than grammar. By this standard, many 
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lines need the corroboration of others, derive their ‘lineness’ from 
accompanying evidence. This authority of course need not be metric 
or rhythmic; it may be as arbitrary as it pleases; enjambment is 
enough to suggest an unseen entity imposing itself, to look like 
compliance with a formal structure. Indeed there is a sense in which 
in free verse enjambment is a psychological need for both writer and 
reader, and more a purely formal than an expressive device. 

Perhaps the first fine of a lyric poem is more line than any of the 
subsequent ones. Its formulation is an act of perfect faith, it is 
invocation, libation, abstracted utterance. It can be neither good 
nor bad, because however the poet came by it, it is the absolutely 
given, the only assumption the poem can allow itself. Many poems 
are a making sense of and a giving quality to the first line. And if the 
first line can so often stand in for a title, it is because, while being 
part of the poem, it partakes also of a paradigmatic existence. 

If we call prose ‘poetic’ we must recognize that it is poetic not 
for any intrinsic reasons but because it alludes to itself in a verse 
context. Prose is a manner, verse a form; there is no language called 
poetry, there is only a poetic language in the verse instance. Verse 
is verse before it is anything else, meaning, vision, etc. If highly 
imaged language is called poetic, it is because verse alone has enough 
formal presence to give direction to the caprice of invention and 
equilibrium to semantic violence, just as it has enough formal 
presence to re-animate the semantically sedate. See also metre, 

POETRY, PROSE. 

cs 

verse epistle is one of the neo-classical forms of familiar and com¬ 
plimentary poetry which flourished in England during the seventeenth 
century. Imitating the epistles of the Roman poet Horace, such 
verse was addressed to friends, patrons and fellow-poets in a style 
that approximated to the informal candour and civility of con¬ 
versation, allowing the poet to expatiate freely in a personal manner 
on moral and literary themes. Among the principal themes of the 
Horatian epistle, for instance, are the pleasures and virtues of 
friendship, the values of self-knowledge and integrity of mind, 
the praise of the temperate life in country' retirement, and general or 
specific reflections on the art and status of poetry (Horace’s Ars 
Poetica is in the form of an epistle). Many of the complimentary 
poems with which Jonson and the Tribe of Ben commended and 
appraised each other’s work are related to the epistolary form in 
their tone of personal familiarity. The extravagance of Donne’s 
epistles to noble ladies has not drawn much critical approval, but the 
epistles of Daniel, Drayton, Carew and Herrick are justly admired. 
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The full capacities of the form, however, are best exemplified by 
Jonson and Pope; like Horace himself they are also great satirists, 
and the kinship between verse epistle and satire rests in a common 
emphasis upon moral and critical realism. The Horatian familiar 
epistle should not be confused with the Ovidian elegiac epistle (e.g. 
Drayton’s Englands Heroical! Epistles and Pope’s Eloisa to Abelard) 
in which historical characters are fictitiously supposed to lament 
their misfortunes. 

See R. A. Brower, ‘The Image of Horace’, in Alexander Pope: The 
Poetry of Allusion (1959); D. J. Palmer, ‘The Verse Epistle’ in 
Bradbury and Palmer (eds), Metaphysical Poetry, Stratford-upon- 
Avon Studies, 11 (1970). 

DJP 
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wit The term first comes into critical importance applied to 
literature in the seventeenth century, though it was used in the 
previous century in a general way to denote liveliness and brilliance 
of conversation. ‘Witty Jack Donne’ is an Elizabethan man-about- 
town, but when he turns up in Carew’s ‘Elegie upon the Death of the 
Deane of Pauls’ (1623) as 

... a King, that rul’d as hee thought fit 
The universall Monarchy of wit 

we are moving into a time when wit was a powerful if disputed 
critical concept or basis for value-judgment, though such a time 
was more surely after the Restoration. The clue to the reason for this 
may lie in a meaning of wit which is assigned to the Restoration 
years: ‘the seat of consciousness or thought, the mind’. Dryden, 
living in this critical climate, defined wit as ‘sharpness of conceit’. 
His emphasis is on self-consciousness on the part of both the poet 
and the audience. It is no accident, then, that at this time ‘the wits’ 
emerged—a group of gentlemen, conscious of their nimble minds 
and cultural awareness. Apart from self-consciousness itself, there 
are several other characteristics of Restoration and eighteenth- 
century wit that come from such an in-group attitude. Comparison 
is stressed. The wit demands to be used in a context of accepted 
ideas and reading, though the opposite side of this is also valued, 
namely unexpected justness. Cleverness and quickness are parts of 
it, too, and the idea of the marshalled disposition of material. Lastly, 
ideas are important: the most famous characterization of wit, echoed 
by later critics and poets, is that of the most influential philosopher 
of the age, John Locke, who defines it as ‘the Assemblage of Ideas, 
and putting those together with quickness and variety’. 

Locke is here, however, acting as the spokesman for the new 
highly developed and articulate consciousness of the self in moral 
thinking, scientific observation and poetry, which begins to assume 
special importance in England in the seventeenth century. The 
consciousness of the self as initiator, user and arbiter of ideas 
produced the problem of establishing a communal, standard judg¬ 
ment, a point of rest which became increasingly the goal of the 
succeeding Augustan age. The arrogance of wit was resisted. There 
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was a backlash of sensibility, from men who followed their hearts; 
and there was a conservative backlash from men who distrusted 
unsupported human daring. Addison devoted several Spectator 
papers to discussing wit (see nos 35, 61-3, 140 and 249). In No. 62, 
he elaborates his famous distinctions between ‘true wit’ and ‘false 
wit’ allowing an escape hole of ‘mix’d wit’ to avoid condemning 
writers whom he half admired. There is a see-saw between admiration 
for quick cleverness and admiration for the harmony of the assem¬ 
blage. ‘False wit’ appears to Addison to be ‘Gothick:’, that is without 
proportion, fussy, entertaining but lacking overall control. ‘True 
wit’ he sees as majestic and ‘natural’. 

It would be possible to give a historical account of the use of ‘wit’ 
as a critical term. Pope, for example, makes it one of the primary 
topics of his ‘Essay on Criticism’. Dr Johnson was himself a witty 
writer. His Rasselas depends for much of its powerful and moving 
moral judgment on the witty juxtaposition of ideas and judgments. 
At the same time, he is firmly committed to total control in literature. 
In his Life of Cowley, a ‘witty’ writer of the seventeenth century, he 
gave two of the most widely quoted critical definitions of wit: ‘that 
which though not obvious, is, upon its first production, acknowledged 
to be just; a kind of discordia concors . . .’. It is perhaps more 
important, however, to see the prizing of wit in poetry and writing 
in general as one of the ends of an arc through which taste can 
swing, from admiring the conscious, reasoning, doctrinal side of 
literature to admiring the unconscious, the area of feeling. In the 
1890s, the writers in the Yellow Book very conscious rebels against 
a suffocating Victorian tide of feeling, cultivated wit. T. S. Eliot, 
later, developed a poetic which made use of wit and selected for 
admiration certain seventeenth-century writers such as Donne and 
especially Marvell, in whose work he saw the successful realization 
of wit, which he defines in his essay on ‘Andrew Marvell’ (1921) as 
‘tough reasonableness beneath the slight lyric grace’: knowledgeable 
technical skill united with a total self-consciousness. Here wit is not 
arrogant as in the seventeenth century, but a defensive personal 
attitude. Cleanth Brooks was a member of a group of American 
writers and critics who seized on wit as a personal style of writing 
and of living, in defence against the blanketing megalopolis of 
American capitalism. In The Well Wrought Urn (1947), he refers to 
wit as ‘an awareness of the multiplicity of possible attitudes to be 
taken towards a given situation’. This is also a defensive position 
against the mass ‘feeling’ of communism, or fascism. The value of 
wit as a personal protection and a weapon had been recognized by 
earlier writers, though they also saw its divisive disadvantages. As 
Pope wrote: 
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Thus wit, like faith,vby each man is apply’d 
To one small sect, and all are damned beside ... 

See A. Alvarez, The School of Donne (1961), ch. 6; W. Empson, 
The Structure of Complex Words (1951), ch. 3; C. S. Lewis, Studies 
in Words (1961), ch. 4; D. J. Milbum, The Age of Wit: 1650-1750 
(1966), useful bibliography, 315-16. 
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Literary criticism is unique among disciplines devoted to the arts in 
employing the same medium as the art which is its subject: it is 
language about language. The terminology in which criticism 
conducts itself is of crucial importance, for the words we use to talk 
about literature affect the way we ‘see’ literature. A Dictionary of 
Modern Critical Terms is a guide to literary terminology which 
stresses this creative aspect of critical language. Designed to 
complement other ‘dictionaries of criticism’, it concentrates less on 
the time-honoured rhetorical terms which form the basis of most 
existing books of this type, more on conceptually flexible, powerful 
and contemporary critical terms. The book is intended for 
continuous reading, as well as occasional consultation; using it in 
this way, the reader will encounter the central preoccupations of 
contemporary critical thinking, discussed vitally and professionally 
by a wide range of practising critics and university teachers 
representing a variety of critical persuasions. 

The student and teacher of literature will find here a highly 
informative and stimulating exploration of the major concepts of 
modern criticism. There are about 160 entries, under each of which 
the reader is provided with not just a ‘dictionary’ definition but a 
minor essay, which explores the full significance and history of the 
term and its possibilities in critical discourse. 

‘The project was intelligently conceived and the resulting book 
should prove stimulating and useful, particularly to people engaged 
in fairly high-level literary discussion. It is much more provocative 
than the name dictionary would suggest.’ — Economist 

‘I promise any reader perhaps unexpected pleasure and profit in 
reading A Dictionary of Modern Critical Terms. Yes, reading it, 
because in fact it is less a dictionary than a series of brief explanatory 
essays.’ — Geoffrey Grigson, Country Life 
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