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- ABSTRACT

<
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P

v
ur

Approximately every. ten years a new generation of schoiars and
critics cha]]enges the 'truth" about Anglo—American: New Criticism.
Both the theoretical and the historica] aspects of the movement are . DAl

exﬁmined from a new perspective, but re-evaiuations usually do not_ go

- too far because of the critics

o and contradictions between ‘the Ne Critics theory and practice,'as f

{_';-“—a\\g

' sregard for the natural;discrepancies- ”

U weli as in the writings of the preVious interpretators. It seems tb be

a rather fruitless, and tota]iy uninspiring\task to establish the "real

truth“ about New CritiCism, or to ask new questions about the dJs-
coveries of preVious schoiarship about the New Critics such as their )
contextuaiism (Krieger), Neo-RomantiCism (Foster), OrganiCism (weilek) B

%
: Kantianism (Handy), closeness to RuSSian Formalism (Ewa Thompson), or

i_v-”\ . '.,

more receht]y, the, influence and the ref]ection “of dogma and Byiitics $ ﬁ?

inithe New‘Critics writings;AGraff) Many have a]ready conc]uded that

ﬂ * "

the New Crwéjcs represent a group of indivioua|51wno oery any standard—“f~~—*———f~f%e~

ahd firm definition. ihey share a’very Simiiar/litera%y”taste, but R ': if

have totally different ideas as to what their task is, and how it ;,

should be carri" out.' However, this. Simple truth has,not made. the

' .scho]ars JOb much eaSier. Pn the contrary, many have gone in the .

wrong direction tryi' ' reconCile the contradictions,»or to find i

- non-existent S]mi]aritie. The paradeical nature of the New CritiCism

/

- does not - require claSSification, it requires verification. Flooded o

'N

' with different interpretations, the traditional academic textbooks

inherit too many of the‘iegendary misconceptions and conCIUSions of the :
: 2 } o . , ' n,;
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.0 past.’ For 1natance, the trad1t1onal def1n1tion of New Cr1t1c1sm is

RV

based on the fo]lowing (somet1mes twofold) concepts. critical monism
fﬁﬁ”; and*critical re]atjvism or critica] subgect1v1sm and the return to
¢r1t1ca1 aestheticism and Neo-Kantianism cr1t1cal 0rgan1cism or
| interpretat1We form“of structuH311sm, and so on.' However, all these

zf concepts need reevaluat1on for two ma1n reasons. First of a]]
,a e

sp1te of many consctously formulated concepts such as l1terature as e
o

knowledge the\Form 1s the mean1ng, the poetic structure ex1sts as\thp
K

‘*

parts and as the whole the New Crit1ca1 theory has been 1nfluenced by

» &S, S
S?_ the New Cr1t1cs ana]ytha} conce&ts as we]l (1 e. by concepts such as

\

| metaphor, symbol, arony, paradox, types of amb1gu1ty, etc. ), This.

<

pract1cpl]y means that ‘in the case of critica1 mon1sm, for 1nstance,‘we
o
can say that lt is 1ndeed true that the Nen»Cr1t1c1sm seeks to find and

deve]op a Mn1que method for 1nterpret1ng d1terature, but to achleve

’f B

th1s goa] needs to establ1sh a var1ety of def1n1t1ons ‘of poem and

poetry, ‘which will become a ma1n reason forNd\screpancies and contra-

“d1ct1ons in the1r thought. Second]y, trad1t1onal cr1t1c1sm usual]

fafﬂs to fu]]y recogn1ze the rea] nature of New Cr1t1cxsm because of

e

: 1ts overly ser1ous and presumptuous treatment of everyth1ng that the

[

New. Cr1t1cs have sald about themse1ves and the1r theories. The un1que-

\\

ness of the New Cr1t1c1sm lies in the fact that th}s was the only

modern critical movement which tr1ed to combine and reconc11e the two

I ce

opp051ng schoois of cr1t1c1sm, the intr1nsic or textua] cr1t1c1sm w1th~

= \

”1ve cr1t1c1sﬁ? uSIng ‘the two opposing: phi]-vi

R

the extr1ns1c or 1nterprh,
l\\
~050ph1ca1 theor1es. 1iterature as an aesthetic and autonomous obJect,
P kY
AN and l1terature as a supreme knowledge. In addition to this, somehow



’ R4 _-.' '

“the scholars have forgotten that most . New Critics were creative writers
vand poets.- Thus, the New Critical undecstanding of an interpretation
as. provocation can have 1ts legitimate value in spite of tts basically

non-acaoemic motivations or conclusions.

vi
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I. Introduction v

~During any thjtial stage of‘studyfhéwNew Criticism, one ques-
tidn‘soon becomes\predOminant in the hdge.and‘vast area of the explora-
‘tory research:_ "Nhat is the rea];cu]tural and ideational background of
.New Criticish7“ | lef1cu1t1es in def1n1ng the field of study equal
‘those referr1ng to the 1n1t1a1 sources. and influences; in add1t10n are
the attempts to define thevmaJor pr1nc1ples of the movement. This
problem dccurs‘maih]y.because of the.controversia] nature of the basic
thedries of New Critics;l ‘

| Of the many infTuences on New Criticism, two are particu]arly
imbortant. One ]eads'frpm the roots of French Symbolism, throughrthe
o writingsvof T.E. Hulme, T.S. Eliot and;Ezra Pound, representing the:_
Ne07C1assical version bf]Berésohiahvviews; ‘The other derives" |
~ essentially from"thelﬁo]eriddean and.Arnﬁldian tradition;~through [.A.
'R1¢n55q§, Wi Empsoh and American Pragmatism (Dewey in.particular), but
‘rebresehtihg the Neo-Rdmantic version of Crbce's Hegelo~Kantianism.
‘Naturally, ttiis always pgssib]e to draw other pairs of significant
_oqposftes,'such(as Plato and Aristotle, Kant and Hegel, Sir Phi]ip
"Sidhey ahd Shejley in opposition to Wordsworth and Keatsf Blake, E.A.
Poe, and so'dn. However,'the~essentialbpair, the Neo-Ciassica] VS; the
Neo- Romant1c, create the bas1s for-all the controversies of the move-
"ment, At the same’ t1me, they are the main obstac]e in the reconcx]a-
ztory attempts of ‘New Cr1t1cs to break,through and find other ways 1n
'the1r theoret1ca] speculat1ons. 'The"New Critics have never succeeded

"1n their efforts to overcome the\maaor 1nfluence of T S. E]iot and I, A.;

‘*.».R1chards.-‘T.S.-Eliot and -the Imagists *place_their ant1pathy towards

P i By



science into the New Critical doctrine of literature as knowledge. |
Richards openly admiring the Romantics combines the Romantic theories .
with his concentration on language referential meaning and psychology
,in order to- emphasize the role of literature as a means of communica-
tion. Therefore the second foundation of the New Critical doctrines,
as opposed to the Eliotian line, deals with the classical dispute
“between the rational and irrational nature of literature i.e., logic
kvs. emotions, intellect vs. feelings, mind vs. imagination. 'The recon-
-cilatory factor between these two approaches is based on the New °
Critical principle that literature offers knowledge but, at the same
time the work of literature exists as an aesthetic, i.e., autonomous
object. In spite of the contradictory character of this principle to
- challenge it would mean to challenge everything lmportant that the New

-Criticism stands for. -

: Defining the Area of Study

‘To date, academics and literary critics have failed to agree—in
defining what the major issues of the New Criticism are. - Sharing the
-same taste and ideas, the New Critics usually take very distinct stand-
points. This has been'an issue in itself, and the scholars are unable
to provide'us with better~than a “working definition" as to what are
the major principles of the movement. " The cOntroversy usually starts~
with the attempt to classify the movement according to already well- '

| known types of criticism. The whole movement has been described )
;,.«‘fvariously, and individually each\New Critic has been classified in very

unexpected ways;- sometimes one. is ‘taken quite apart from the others.



" The critics eVen disagree asrto which ones should be legitimate]y

I

|
included in the proper list of the members.1 Many have trled with"

more or less success, to prove even that the New Cr1t1cs d1d not have"

anything 1n common, or that the movement actually never ex1sted.2

Despite this fact' the battles are notlover yet, and the New Critics—_\\\\_;ae

will probab]y cont1nue for a long per1od of time to be called

Arnold1ans and Hege11ans, Coler1dg1ans or R1ghards1ans, Neo Kantlans

o

(Croceans -or Bergsonians), and also,Fu91t1ves, New' Metaphysicals,
Pragmatists,.Neo~C1assiCists or Romanticists, Forma]ists, quasi-

intellectuals, literary conserVétives'and impressionists. Po]itically,

\,

they were c]éss1f1ed accord1ng ‘to their geograph1ca1 and 1deolog1ca1

roots as Southern Agrar1ans, Mid-Western ]1berals, and two of them even

as Marx1sts. The'range of the New Cr1t1cs-41nterests and activities is

,‘extremely large. It starts with po11t1cs, econom1cs, the1r social

11fe, education, the publishing and ur1t1ng of poetry, the1r ed1torsh1p

_and influence in university and 11terary commun1tjes and 1t ends with

_wtheir{]iterary theory; their close reading methods and interest 1n

aesthetics =

Historically;*thé New Critics started as literery revolutionar-

~1es and political react1onar1es.\'At the'same time, they were educa-

tional reform1sts and rebels, aga1nst the academ1c estab11shment but

- also they were strong supporters of the mgvement of the Southern

Agrarians. The1r flPSt 11terary contrlbu 10ns co1nc1de w1th the1r
po]1t1ca1 campa1gns, and . 1f they ‘are pra1sed as the founders and i:“
edltors of a number of respectab]e 11terary rev1ews 3 the1r reactwon-

ary activ1t1es in other rev1ews4 aroused remarkab]e protest and
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In spite of that the1r persistent effort in- introducing

animositv.5\ 1' 1
courses dealing with crdticismtgnd literary analys1s at American
the appearange of textbooks such as Seven Types of

universities,ggg:

Amb19u1tx (1930), Understand1ng“Poetrv, 1938) and The New Cr1t1c15m
(1941) resu]ted in the fulT and permanent recognition of the movement .
Th1s will remain a fadt desp1te the same type of ob3ect1ons which

appear at the very beglnn1ng and towards the end of the movement.y The

New Cr1t1cs began and ended by be1ng accused of s1ns such as “1nte11ec-

tual (or esoter1c) elitism", "quas1-aesthet1c1sm“, “crude and frankly . B
react1onary forma]lsm "critical mon1sm“, "nebulous" and "faulty"' \\\\T\\\\\;\\\

W
Vﬂ' t
termlno]ogy, "obscurant1sm", replacement ‘of the genu1ne system or

/]
conceptua] framework w1th the “rhetorlc of specu]at1on", "bxg words or

“1nte]]ectua] punning”. 6 Their except1ona1 product1veness, the1r

1nto]erant and polem1cal tone, ant1-h1stor1c1sm, and obscure and
dogmat1c analytical methods caused cons1derable damage to the movement .

The negative aspect of their r1ght-w1ng "radica]ISm 5 militant att1tude
towards anyone who did not share the same view about““ontolog1ca]

cr1t1;1sm , the "cogn1t1ve funct1on of l1terature"uor "organ1c un1ty

as.well as their aggress1veness ‘and the1r arrogant treatment of the1r

v

opponents counterbalanced pr v1ously sympathet1c and positlve att1tudes
Th oret1cal]y, New Cr1t1c1sm came to 1ts end

towards the New Cr1t1cs.
11terature by 1ntroduc1ng a Tong l1st of fallacies, and by "co1ning

when the New Cr1t1cs starte to r1d1cu1e the extr1ns1c appﬁ%%ch to
aphorist1c genera11t1es that were near car1catures“ 7 However, for

the most part, the New Cr tTCS were not dinectly respons1b1e for the

reasons why these att1tu es and the movement changed so drast1ca11y,

—~
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.‘“nor why ~the precepts of New Critigism became "vulgarized and 1ts biases

T
~-.

grew more conspicuous“wﬁ\\gecause, before then, very often, and

—

.
depending ‘only on the determinatio\\oi\their supporters or Opponents,

the New Critics had been praised or criticized\?Or\almggt\identical
vreasons. As a matter of fact, at the very beginning, no one had even__ -
notited any discrepancy or inconsistency in the New Critical teachings.
In their‘programmatic texts the New Critics indeed made a pledge to
.fight against the Neo-Humanists,‘yulgar Marxists, moralistic and
biographJcal ZritiCism, as well as against psychologism, historical '
' positivism and impressionism. But most of them probably never serious-
‘lytintended to, keep this promise permanently. Y. Winters openly .
.admiredil 'Babbitt and P.E.»More; Ransom and Tate said several times ™~ -
that they did not know “"what is meant nowadays by a. ‘new' critic";
almost all New Critics read and used Freud, even accepting certain
ideas from Richards psychologism. Burke and Empson were openly Marx-
ists. Burke even wrote in support of Van Wyck Brooks, etc. ‘Of§all the
'New Critics, only Burke was not a poet. The others, even R.P. Awarren,
who was also a famous novelist con51dered themselves . firstly as poets.
Thus, theirvcr1t1c15m"1s a cr1t1c1sm of poet-critics,vmore or less
.metaphorical and 1nconSistent as is to be ‘expected.
o This fact is usually overlooked, but as a matter of fact, none
of the New Critics ever had any academic degree or profeSSional |
' training in'criticism or in literature. Many of them‘were just gOOd
| readers, self-educated, but with enormous gaps in their knowledge of

' _literature, philosophy, lingu1stics.and languages. Only their reputa-

tions as creative writers«saved them from l051ng their academic

N\



pos1t10ns as un1ver51ty professors. Ransan, for example; had only two
- other undergraduate courses which were: not on Plato s or Ar1stot1e $

‘ph1losophy, and had never taken any course in the h1story of litera-

. ture. Empsonywas a student of mathematics when he wrote Seven Types of
Ambiguitzv(1930),_etc. FOnly Burke had knowledge and experience as a-

literary critic but he was neither an academician, nor had he ever

taught in a university.

\‘\\\\\\\‘if7§ﬂﬂrﬂﬁ%4ﬁuy_ _pgag of the1r influence, at the time when they

experienced ‘the greatest success in their careers, partlcularly in
‘teaching cr1t1c1sm and publish1ng poetry, no one expected«the New

' cCritics“to offer a coherent andvelaborate system'of'criticai principles
and too]s. They were indeed accused of being hardliners,'of intro—
'duc1ng and propagat1ng on]y one. type of poetry, but apart from the
critique of the1r ‘taste and their “shorts1ghted and narrow approach to
1iterature", nobody spoke about anything e]se.9 The first serious ;

‘theoretica] remarks came frOm the new generation of scho]ars and

: 11terary theoreticians who had grown up at a time when the New Cr1t1cs
felt too powerful and secure to make any changes. Soon many th1ngs
came under attack. Both the1r supporters and thewr better educated
opponents were 1rr1tated by the New Critics' permanent carelessness in
quotat1ons, the1r uncorrected errors or even in de11berate d1stort1ons

- of the text. Academ1c studies po1nted out the1r confused obscure and
home-made termlnology, a]so the1r abstract ‘and unc]ear def1n1t10ns of
11terary concepts or thEIF contrad1ctory and unconv1nc1ng presentat10n

. of arguments. - Nhat was once pra1sed as qua11ty now became shortcom1ng.

The New Critic1sm at its very end was,descrlbed-as the tool ofjan_-

¢
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"educational bureaucracy fathered by aUvanced industrial critiCiSm , or
'as “the epitomk of all that was constricting and deadening about the‘

academic study of literathe“ 10 surprisingly or not, the most

seyere attacks were directed againstttheir interpretative methods.

Finally, the very same New CriticS/Who had previously-been”praised for
: their most ingenlous/a’alyses were now accused of triVialiZing

—~*~iiferature by “turning interpretation into an over- intellectualized
game whose obJect was to solVe petty interpretative puzzles“ 11

TI. Conceptual Framework:

Focus and Direction of the Approach to be Used | | .

~ This short survey_pf the long list of controversial opinions
§ about New Criticism was intended only to showvover how large an area,
}the New Critics fought their battles. Partially, these multiple
;' choices and the constant interaCtion»of contradictory premises aré the -
main reason for the failure both of the New. Critics to survive and of
the scholars to find proper solutions for identifying ‘the real issues -
_of the movement . Equally, in theory as well as‘in practice, the New
Critics show the same. ﬁ‘hbility to decide between two opposing and
excluding concepts: e. g., in theory, between the text- oriented and the
reader-oriented critiCiSms, in practice,_btheen obJective close
’ readings and tendenCies to adJust the analytical methods accbrding to |
- personal theories and taste. As some critics have pointed out 12
the troubles of the New Critics start with their attempt to answer

fundamental questions such ﬁs, “Nhat is the nature of. literature?"
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Instead of offérihg.an answer, they constant]y condee it, or de]iber-
ately try to subst1tute for it by answerlng the questlon, "what is the
_funct1on of 11terature?", or else by say1ng that “llterature is not
conceptual knowlege but exper1ence“ and that the "poem is not para- 4

' phrasable“. They have diffIcu]tIes in sound1ng conv1nc1ng later, in
thewr search for h1dden mean1ngs, and in the1r attempts to defend the
aesthetjc autonomy of ]1terature. The1r amb1t1ons and expectat1ons are
too highhwhen they'try~to solve the.problem of re]at1onsh1p between'
]iterature and reality; but their speculations are insufficient when
they dovnot make the necessary:distinctioh between the definit:;n§ of
the poem and of poetry. This'shows'not'on]y that none of‘the discus-
sions on New Cr1t1c15m can. be restr1cted to only one p051t1on, but also
that the controversial nature of the movement in 1tse1f has to be a
part of any‘serious study -of New Criticism.

Therefore, the study of New Cr1t1c1sm creates a problem in
choosing its adequate d1rect10n and focus w1th1n two poss1b1e concep-
ftual frameworks, i.e., whether o

(A) Te put the initial emphas1s ‘on the conflxcts occurring fre-
quent]y between the New Critics' proposed theory and their ana]yt1ca1' .
methods, as well as to.stress the study of the contrad1ct1ons occurrlng
in. the New Cr1t1ca1 theor1z1ng and analyz1ng, or

(B) To focus the study on the formulat1on of the major :
theoret1ca1 principles regardless of their possible interactions or D
~ controversial nature; and to avoid a direct confrontation of theory and
practice, or any. mult1pl1c1ty of compar1sons, cross-references and
" polemics. : ‘

A dlfferent subJect-matter requ1res a d1fferent approach,.but

too many and frequent changes in the methodology nelther s1mp11fy nor

‘guarantee a_proper_solutlon. Obvnously, in our case, each approach,hasﬂﬁ



its own potentially good and bad aspects in eachﬁspecitic situation.
The firstftendsktovstress the importance of studying problems in their
fina]'tomm:.,i.e., their interactions at the utmost (controversial)
designations._ The second serves its purpose hest as-a chronologica}
review of the‘de9e10pment of the major concepts. In spite of a natural
‘exclus1veness between the two approaches, the complex1ty and con- -
‘trovers1a1 nature “of New Cr1t1c1sm allows the poss1b1]1ty for the1r:
1nteract1on under-certain conditions. For example, h1stor1ca11y, New
'Criticism_can be seen as gradua]]y shifting its.focus back-and forth'on
‘ three'bastc sets of'problems: those belonging‘to,aestheties,.poetics
and'sémanttcs. Thts means that if the study of a sing1e«QSpect of the
_movement is to be conducted, approach "A" is as valid as approach "B"'
However, if the 1nd1v1dua1 study of one part1cu1ar New Critic is the
focus, or if one wants to study a set of problems which be]ong to one
of the three basic f1e1ds of 1nterest, ) e., aesthet1cs, poet1cs or
.semant1CS; it is’hard to beltieve that these two patterns could be-
tcompletefy adequate. - |
N F1rst of all, each New Cr1t1c has his own preferences and
“personal taste. - Therefore, the d1scuss1on of Ransom s teach1ngs would
necessar1]y emphas1ze his maJor 1nterests in aesthet1cs, the study of
Brooks would stress h1s theory of organ1c -poetry, while the ert1ng on
‘Empson would log1ca11y be more or1ented towards his typo]ogy of -
amb1gu1ty, etc. - Second]y, ser1ous problems also occur when one -
attempts to summarize or classify the resu}ts of individual studies in

regard to their h1stor1ca1 or conceptua] inter In th1s case as

ions.

:well, no one approach neTther "A" nor "B",‘could serve -on
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satisfactori]y; because any'compariSOn of the;cross-references
pimmediate1y mdltip]ies the conduct»ot thousands‘of conceptual
interre1atjonsh1ps; in'the,same°way'as any comparison of theory'with
practice would create’thousandS‘of:new rhetorical ambiguities,awaitingp
- to foreShadowvany attempt to.study New Criticism in fts totality.
. In other words, the controversial nature of New Critictsmf
creates'two basic problems for literary crittCs.”-First direct con-

f11cts and 1nterre1ated contrad1ct1ons prevent critics from f1nd1ng the

COmmon features and pr1nc1p1es of\the movement, secondly, the study of "

o

.separate issues and requ1re two comp]etely d1fferent approaches. 3In
.pract1ce, th1s has been manlfested as the predominance of one type of
,wr1t1ng about New Cr1t1c1sm over the other. For 1nstance, the power-
lessness of the cr1t1cs to 1so]ate a s1ng]e concept accepted by al the_
New’ Cr1t1cs led most scholars either to study 1nd1v1dua1 New Cr1t1cs or
‘1to study part1cu]ar problems regardless of their impact on the who]e [Q
.Vmovement.‘ Since the,controvers1a1_nature4of New'Cr1t1c1sm co1nc1des~
with its hjstoricalrand‘ideatjonaf-or conceptual aspects; the study of
the movement in,its tota]ity'has’most often been set aside.

-

IIl. Concrete Problems :

2

The Subgect Matter and Thesis Des1gn

-

If for the moment we 1gnore the need to s1ngle out the common
pr1nc1p1es of the New £r1t1cs, offer1ng 1nstead an initial descr1pt10n'.

of the SUbJECt matters which were of greater 1nterest to the New
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Critics, we‘should be able to combine the study of contradictions in-
theories d&nd confllcts between the New Cr1t1ca1 theory and its |

. practnee Jieen, epproach “A“, comb1ned w1th the study of individual -
theoretica]‘and ana]ytlca] concepts, i.e., approach,"B“. For examp]e,A
' by se]ecting and contrasting the_various groops of prob]ems; it is"
possibje‘to.form four basic sets of problems:that'most_interest the New -

‘ Critics:

.1)' Problems re]ated to 1anguage; its use ahd eftectiyeness;
‘.elther as a d1fference between ord1nary language and poetlc 1anguage,
‘or as a referent1a1.jnd‘emot1ona] functlon of ]anguage, ‘; _ 'W;'

) o
2) Problemsxrelated to the general questlon of. aesthet1Ls and:
;the funct1on of 11terature theory of knowledge, llterature as commun-
ication, autonomy of llterature, funct1on of cr1t1c1sm, sc1ence versus

- Jiterature; §§ .

P

3). Problems related to the pract1ca1 ana]ys1s of poetry and to
. poetic dev1ces poetlc mean1ng, metaphor, mu]t1pl1c1ty of mean1ng,
tens1ons, 1rony, symbol1c act1on, etc.; | A
" ‘ ) .

d) Problems related to the def1n1t1ons of . poetry and poet1c
strdcture' theory of 1mpersona11ty, duallst1c theory of poetlc struc-

"_;ture, 0rgan1cwsm, the poem as a set of statements, etc.
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Jlf these four sets of probiems are combined with approaches ’A'
and “B* we shouid as a direct result, have the first outiine of " the 1
New Critics concepts. In contrasting personai theories with the gen-
eral achievements of the movement the historica] dimension naturaiiy _
'foccupies the first pian' in emphasizing‘the connections and interac- |

tions between various probiems ‘a background khowledge of the initiai

| ideas wiil he]p us to understand the reasons for the deve]opment of
certain theories.. Therefore this thesis is going to deal criticaliy
 with the theoretical and analytical achievements of the three represen- ;f
tatives of the three main. branches of New Criticism. -

, 1) John Crowe Ransom the theoretician and 1eading phiIOSOph-
* er" of the movement, mostly interested 1n aesthetics and responsible -

~ for some crucial theories of the movement as we]] as fop1 ontradic-
~ tions; '; RERE _ e

2) Cleanth Brooks the defender of the New Critics' jor

doctrines more interested in analytical methods, but kn
,pr0ponent of Organicism in the New Critical poetics~

3) Niiiiam Empson, the practician and the most originai figure ,
 of the movement, mostly interested in semantics, offering an expiana-.,

- tion of his own anaiyticai methods, very unusuai for the time.r c
v Furthermore the theoreticai concepts of these three critics “
~'wii'l be aiso compared with appropriate efampies of their poetic anaiy-
",sis in o deg to verify their potentia1 usefulness and validity. “This |
_should, a the same time, provide some insight into the controversialf

- nature of\the movement and heip to define its major principies.v,“‘

also'gs the;/fﬁs_'°'
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JOHN CROWE RANSOM'S AESTHETIC, POETICVANﬁnCRITICAL CONCEPTS

v

"Introduction

John Crowe Ransom's wr1t1ng in criticism may be descr1bed under‘
three ma1n head1ngs. aesthet1cs, poetﬂcs and the function of cr1t1-

cism. Since he was already a ‘well known poet when he wrote his first

~

-essays, Ransom entered the field of cr1t1c1sm with already formed
]1terary taste and poet1c~v1ews»wh1ch wou]d later grow along w1th his
- own deve]opment as poet and as reader of the criticism. of others.
Therefore, his cr1t1c1sm is a more or less genu1ne reflect1on of his
literary career, as‘well as-being ‘the result of other act1v1t1es, sych

as ‘his contribution in the Agrarian movement, his editorship ‘at
’ a . L .

Fugitive (1922-1925) and the Kenyon Révﬁew (1939-1959); or his profes--
SOrships‘at‘various universities andbcolleges.‘ Acoording]y, the first
’.bookeand the first essays were heayily oriented politically, flooded
withAAgrarian theorjes and sooial philosophy which were to have a

‘ Sjmi]araeffect on his first literary articles as well.

However, in‘the period 1931-1932, Ransom wrote'a']ong two-part

essay, “A Poem Nearly Anonymous“, wh1ch was published in the American

.A'Rev1ew (1933) and later 1ncluded in The World' . Body (1938) as two .

separate essays: the second part appeared as "Forms- and Cit1zens" 1

Thisvwas a ‘breaking point 1n'RanSOm~SIWr1t1ng,on crmtl¢15m.~ If God‘.

_ Without Thunder (1930) and the first essay in aesthet1cs,_"Flux and d
."B]ur in Contemporary Art" (1929) 2 were S0, s1gn1f1cant for Ransom s;'

first 11terary doctr1ne, i.e., of literature as,know1edge,'"A Poem

“ .

P oo e e s w v . - 3 o -

s



‘\\\x\\ N i . ‘ . - 1 8

arly Anonymous" meant the same as Ransom S f1rst maJor essay on

poet1cs. Soon he followed it w1th h1s most 1mportant essays on the

~ nature of poetry: “Poetry' A Note on Onto]ogy“ (1934),‘"Poets wlthoot

Laurels“, "The Cathartic Pr1nc1p1e" and “The Mimetic Pr1nc1p1e", all

wr1tten in 1935 and included in The Worid's Body. In sp1te of the fact

that Ransom was later to change hjs views, these first essays on B
‘poetics equal on]y_"Criticism-as Pure Speculation" (1941) and "Wanted: '
An Ontological Critic" (1941) for their historical significance, A

Poen Nearly Anonymous" deals with Eliot's and Keats' idea of the

impersonality of the poet but apparently Ransom's analysis of M11ton s

"Lycidas" comes to the forefront as one of his best. interpretations of

poetry. Let us look firSt at the theoret1ca] aspect of the essay.3

« , : A
.I. RANSOM'S. THEORY IN THE PERIOD 1930-1938

1) The Concept of Impersonal1sm

In the "Preface" for The World's Body,4 Ransom descr1bes the

type of poetry that'interests him as "the act of an adult mind", or -
“tne act of a fallen mind". He goes on: "It has oeen'forgotten by
most of the forma] aestheticians that poetry is an .event jn time.

" Under the present circumstances it is an inexcitab]e and-perhaps
spectacular event, which fnterrupts the history of nen officially

- committed under civiltzation'tO'their effective actions and abstract
Tstudfes; It is revolsive, orlrevolutionary, bylintention?, Qﬂ@; PP.
viii=ix) But tnisrdoes‘not mean that the poet has anrioht to dissoci-
ate frombreality and’invent“his;own‘private world. "The'poetry I am |

soen i e IS e
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d1sparag1ng > Says Rans0m,‘“1s a heart's-desire poetry . « . Written by
romantics.. ._. . It den1es the real world by 1dea11z1ng it: the act of
t'a sick mind". And furthermore, he continues: "The true poetry has no
great fnterest=in improving or idea]izing.the wor]d; .« « » [t only
wants to rea11ze the wor]d to see it better. Poetry is the kind of
know]eoge by wh1ch we must know what we have arranged thats we shall not
‘know otherwise' ;‘“(!g, p. x) "The world is made of "whole and indefeas-
ible oojeetsj\and its solfd substance; its "body", rests-in the full-

~
~

ness of memofy, out-of which "we construct the fullness of poetry,

which is counterpart to the 1d's fullness”. In order to counteract

the modern technologica] society ano<the racticality of science, the

nowadays poetry must be modern, 1 €ay 1t\ia;\to\envct the return and »
regeneratlon of its powers as the "fullness of theawor;o“\\\gﬂg,’p. Xi) _
These are briefly the main principles of Ransom's poetics expressea\$n\\\\\\\\!\
The World's Body, some of them'appearing for the first-time in "A Poem.

ftNearly Anonymous" . However, the most important parts of the essay'are

quite different from most of the theories that Ransom was to deve]op
later on. At the time when the essay was written, Ransom was st111
act1ve in the Agrar1an movement and still 1mpressed w1th T.S. E]1ot s -
cr1t1c1sm.‘ As Lee T. Lemon pointed out, Eliot had a doubie re]atron-_
-ship to the theory of impersona]ity:. “After ear1y rebe]lion against
any kind of‘mimetic standard, he has come to p1aoe:progressive1y great-
er emphasis upon the personality of thebpoet‘and the meaning of the
poem".5 Eliot sees the poem as an expression of "a general truth”
‘which somehow retains “alllthe particularity“ of the poet's experi-

_ence.6 Ransom is more radical, and he insists on the “anonymity" of -
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poetry; thus, he sees the pqem as the result of restbaint, rather than
as a simple reflection-of the poet's experience.’ ‘He agrees with
Eliot's VieWSion““general truth" and "particularity", but. he believes
‘that the role of the poet is in more than that. Like Shelley, Ransom
believes in the enormous power of poetry, ahd for him poets are like
prophets: they state eternal truth, not their own experience. There-
foré, the first condition of poetry is anbnxmitz:
A good poem, even if it is signed with a full and well-known name,
intends as a work of art to lose the identity of the author; that
is, it means to represent him not actualized, like an eye-witness,
testifying in court and held strictly by zealous counsel to the
point at issue, but freed from his juridical or prose self and
taking an igeal or fictitious personality; otherwise his evidence
amounts less to poetry. (WB, p..2) - : =
Secondly, as he finds it in Milton’s Lycidas, art is the result
- of the author's‘rebeliion against the conventions of tradition, and_ it
reflects -his desire to be mpd#rn. ‘}n Milton, this_desire‘for ﬁOdérnity_.._A“
* has been realized through the application of certqiﬁ poetic devices,
such as irregular stanzas, rhymeless lines, rough meter, etc. Ransom

" thinks that Milton did this.deliberately, that the poem was writfen

first in verse, and ACCording to the traditional requfrements, and that

1 - od, the poet purposely changed it to achieVe a new effect, “How-

-

ever, Ransom™also believes that these *defianees" show something else.

jwhich.he‘considers to f the utmost importance. iThey'are a proof of
the'pqet's}restraint from his in pi:gzjg?,'“showing the manvunwilling
. to giye:way to the poet’; ihey are not-ba§€6fupgg special issues but

.gpon:surliness,_and'general bfincibleé“. }(!g, éj\Ii.

_‘More accurately, Ransom describes this problem in "Forms

ACifizehs”, (!g,_pp; 29-54) introducing the'ébhcépt'bf’"éésthetid
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} " T o '_‘,3‘;‘. . I~ “E“ . i A N
distance"J In "Forms and C1t1zens", Ransom 1eaves M11ton s ana1ysxs
- [

_'“f aS1de o a while 1h”order ‘to- dascuss the relat1onsh1ps between the

poet (or poetry) and soc1ety. The ear]ler_thpughts from God Wlthout

l

' Thunder~are present aga1n. forms and ceremonies (or rituals and

. manners)'are'pure‘artistry. Poetry 1s one of the aesthet1c forms that

g
<.

soc1ety tr1es to hand down because, un]ike the. economic forms, these do

L9,

- not serve the pr1nc1p1e of ut111ty“.:‘(wB, p.‘29) In other words,

they are “p]ay forms“, ‘not "work forms ;'and‘modern.society; according

-to Ransom, favars the econom1cvforms dn the same way as primitive

i soCiety does- as “"the rec1pes of max1mum eff1c1ency, short routes to B

sUccess ,_to welfare, to the atta1nment ‘of natural sat1sfact1on and

o

nd h1gh technolog1ca]

comfort"“ (NB p. 30) Before 1ndustr1a]1zat1on

e

SRR forms were as 1mportant as the economlc forms. “In moderh soc1ety, the

c1t1zens have forgotten how to emp]qy‘the:"techn1ques of. restraint"’
wh1ch stand "between the 1nd1v1dua1 and h]S natural obJect" in: order to
1mpose “a check of his act10n"' (wB p. 31) According to Ransom,
modern soc1ety 15, in a certaln way, a step backwards, because gt
1mposes empty forms and ceremontes those wh1ch are the resu]t of

sc1ende and hlgh technology, and offer only more pleaSUres w1thout

contemp]at1on. Furthermore._Ransom conc]udes, science favors .the.same

animalistic instiricts of the natyral man by emﬁhasiiing“his economic

'deSire to possess; as the sophisticated techno]ogy is aimed‘at just

" more eff1c1ent economic possession, and at the better service of the

natural animal for more p]easures.

Ky

\ h1ch the aesthet1c»v
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.“The only soiution that is, possible, 51nce the economic
' so]ution is not possib]e says Ransom, "is the aesthetic one“. <(WB, -
‘p. 43) Oniy a soc1ety which has well- estabiished forms, rituals, and
ceremonies might stand against. the animalistic de51res of its citizens,_'
in order to make p0551bie a higher rank of aesthetic pieasure which
must be accompanied\with contempiation, not oniy with a deSire to
possess. The imp]ication of Ransom's idea of the civilized man seen as
artist is that cu]tUre and economics are a]ways going to be at opp051te
poles. The main function of art 1s to “frustrate the natura] man and

induce the aesthetic one". (yg, p. 39) Like manners or rituai, art

imposes an aesthetic distance-between individual and obgect. In other -

words, al] of them rest on formaiism.‘

| For instance manners require that a gentieman approach the
' :womanfwith(“ceremony, and pay her a fastidious courtship". This arti-
ficiat Jformaiistic approach would repress the covetous desires of the
naturai man, and ‘under restraint ‘the woman wouid be contempiated as ”a'

-person and an aesthetic obJect therefore a richer ObJECt" Similariy,

'1n‘the case of the reiigious ceremony such as the.funerai through

Tii.fritual and form, religion forces the ind1v1dua1 to. contemp]ate his 1oss,f |

j1,;and grief during the ceremony by giving him the ,gratefu] sense that

fhis community supports ‘him- in a dreadfui hour ' In the same way, art B

proposes. its own fonm unlike science, which studies obJects in order to o

have full control over them. "Thus, according to &ansom, the caveman f"
“and the economic man behave exactly the same: - they use scientific
knowlege on]y to obtain one u]timate obJective to possess something.

Art proposes to contemp]ate the obJect, but neither for immediate nor,

-
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future'possession. This feature Ransom calls the "aesthetic distance“,b
and he considers it to be the main;objective of difference between art

and science, or between science and other “forms". Unlike science, art

ﬁwants us to enjoy life, to taste and reflect as we drink“, rather than

e qulp it down". Like the technique of fine‘manners, or.of‘rituaf,_g

technique of art must be unprepossessing, because "heroic intentions

or heroic measures".m, pp. 39-40) Thus, aesthetic pleasure,
c contemp]ation, and “civi]ization" (in the-European'senSe,
)Ransom emphasizes) have the same foundation as the three soc1al insti-
tutions,,i.e., art;.manners~and reiigion: "A natura] affi]iation binds
together the gentieman, the religious:man; and the artist.- punctilious
~characters, all of them; in their formalism". (Ibid.) Furthermore,_wé}
:discover'that'Ransom'refers herefto Eliot's famous phrase: "In poli-
tics,‘royaiism{ inlreiigion, Ang]o—Catholic; in.iiterature,'c1assicai“:'
.comparing'it:with a-sioganhOf his oWn:'““In manners, aristocratic; in

"reiigion, ritualistic- in art, traditionai" (wB, Pp. 41;42) ,

'Qf“ At this point we might want to ask a few questions.“ FirSt'ofi DI

all, how one should re1ate all these to Ransom S preVious discussion of

;”*fMiiton and secondiy, why was it so 1mportant for Ransom to introduce

“the concept of aesthetic distance in his theory of forms and artistry7

e Obvioukly, the contrast between religious and aesthetic know]edge on -

. .'one side, and scientific and economic knowledge on the other side, 1s

only a.part of Ransom s early theories of 11terature as knowledge.,--'
However here we come ‘to the most interesting part of Ransom s explana-‘
jtion° “The obJect of a proper society is to inftruct its members how

-'; to transform instinctive experience into aesthetic expergence . (593‘

e
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p. 42) In other words, in order to humanlze the natural man, soc1ety

has to comp]icate his natura1 functions w1th sensib1lity, and make them

aesthetic. Ransom 1nsists several t1mes on the tension or struggle

between .the anima]istic naturé of the natura] man, and on the ab111ty

to restra1n the emotions. through the aesthet1c d1stance of . the c1v11- ,
o _—

ized man. This bas1ca1]y Cartesian 1dea of body_and.mind-as the oppos-

ition of ‘the 1nstinet1ve.or«sensuallas'dpposed to the mental or‘logica]

«is a’repetitive'motif‘1n'Ransom‘s~writing; but here it appéars for‘the

first time in’ connect1on w1th T S. E]iot S theory of the d1ssociat1on
of sens1b1]1ty in order to become a pretext for Ransom s dual1stic
theory of poetry, based ma1n1y on., the same~pr1nc1p]es of oppos1t1on

between emotions and 1nte11ect fee11ngs and logic. In The woer S

Body, Ransom still does not speak about dua]istic poet1c structure in

< o

the same’ sense as he wou]d 1ater do in The New Cr1t1cism, but he speaks .

about form as body wh1ch would capture the poet's passion: “If the

passion burns too hot in the poet to endure the damping of the form, he

h might be advised that poetry can: exercise no‘undUe compu]s1on upon h1s

.'.,h

“ spir1t since, after a11 there 1s prose”. Q_. p. 40)

Com1ng back to .our 1n1t1a1 question about the 1mportance w1th
whichnthe essay “Forms and c1tizens“ is treated in connection wtth ‘the -
ana]ysis -of Mi]ton 1n “A Poem Nearly Anonymous", one can say that
Ransom needed to write "Forms and Citizens" in order to expand and ~
theoretica11y verify the arguments 1ntroduced in “A Poem Near]y Anony-.
mous*. For examp]e when Ransom says that Milton behaves 11ke a modern

poet he wants to say that M1lton v1o]ated the forms w1thin the .poem in

. order to call attention to himse]f as artist 8. Like the modern poet
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T fearfu1 of monotony, Milton violated the’mono1ogue convention ef-the—
poem, or itsvelegiac form in order to assert_his,own»individua1ity.

' "Lycidas, for the most part a work of'great‘art.~is‘50metimes artful
'and.tricky“; says Ransom (!E} p. 28).'}The,reason that"Milton sometimes ‘
fai1s‘is.direct1y related tovthe tact that he violates the artistic
illusion and mahes.his readers "disturbingly conscious'of man behind

the artist". On the other hand, he is at his best when he is able to

establish the aesthetic distance between‘himself and the‘object'ot'the

poem, i. e., the death of Edward King, a ta]ented young fellow- student
';Ransom needs to 1ntroduce the idea of anonymity, which he borrowed from
‘;fKeats' theory of 1mpersonalismﬂand from T. S. Eliot s teaching about

"dissociation of sen31b111ty, in order to combine it with. his own o

PIE S

-‘:theories about the natural man, the economic man and‘the c1v1lized man.
which are a ref]ection of the 1deas of Agrarianism the movement in
which Ransom was so much involved at the time.: The idea of anonymity

_i'vwas a]ready known and popular among the Fugitives and the Agrarians.ﬂ,_t‘,
jThere was even an agreement and common practice that editorship and all
'contributions in poetry, as we]] as the articles related to Agrarian<

o ism;-should'nOt be” signed 1nd1vidua11y, but co]lectiveiy. This was not

-‘only a protective measure; the Fugitives honestly be]ieved that poetry
'should not have authorship because of its universality- all great

' poetry be]ongs to everyone,,not to one person even one author.

;, Agrarianism propagated the idea of a common spirit which was“shared by
”the people living on the same. soi] and under the same agrarian

conditions, a regionalism against anything new or imported from other.

"nlaracs +hie mamman tn‘ip'rf- nf' t+hao rnmmunifv rroatac tha ru’lhnnn .
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. folklore, poetry and the "CiVilized" man. in 1931 Ransom 1ived
_abroad, in England and France, and at that time he Tead much of E.A.

| Poe Baude]aire, the French Symboiists, the Imagists, Pound Hulme and

1.5. Eliot. The idea of aesthetic distance is the resu]t of these

readings; it being particularly important for Ransom, it fits perfectiy'

with his already: accepted idea- of anonymity and E]iot s idea of the
sensibility of great poets. But in spite of that on’the other hand
Ransom's idea of anonymity'is closer to Flaubert's concept of the

‘ impersona]itg of'the writer, or to Keats' and Poe's concepts of dis-

';soc1ation from persona] experiences through ‘the fulfiliment of the

~ formal reqUirements of the .poem. SimiTar]y, the concept of aesthetic
'distance serves more’ purposes than being a part of Just one theory. In

addition to being ab]e»to,connect.the idea of aesthetic distance with

Agrarianism and the'concept of anonymity, Ransom was to use it to

o estab]ish the main prinCiples of two other theorieS'- the autotelic

*function of poetry and the ontological status of critiCism. Regard]ess-
of the fact that Ransom would later abandon the theory of impersonalism
by attacking Eliot's theory of dissociation of sensibility in The New
Criticism, the concept'of aesthetic distance wou]d'stayias one of the

moSt_significant innovations in Ransom's theory. In addition to'its

“:ro]e in the theories mentioned above,'this concept has also traced the

,‘path for one of the most important teachings in the New CritiCism the.u;ipv .

P

T’“postulate of literature being treated ‘as an aesthetic obJect. Partial-.'

1y, bits and pieces of Ransom s early theory of impersonalism can be

'«recognized also in his theory of . the dualistic nature of the poetie

i structure, as weﬂ] as in the" theory-of 1iterature as know]edge.
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2) " The Autotelic Function of Literature: The Poem aS‘anuAesthetie,j

Object; the Concept of "Ontological®: The “Stuff" of Poetry as- '

Realization of its Ontology

‘\*=\ae\jn\The World's Body, Ransom had already introduced most-of is

T~ A

" major theoreticaT“tonceptS' aesthet1c exper1ence, aesthet1c distance,

“his critical wr1t1ng, i.e., in the period between the late 1930‘svand ‘

early 1940's, his theories became more elaborate and mature, so'that‘_

finally in The New Criticism (1941), .they_show t_-hei.r de'f'i'ni-ti'v;e f'or'm.'
New cohcepts becomevpredomfnant' but some'of the earlier ideas were
_‘expanded and became a part of a new milieu. For instanee, at this
_’t1me, Ransom wrote a series of his most important essays on the func-
tion of criticism10~in which'he'expanded his 1n1t1a]'1dea\of the
autotelism of literature by combining the Kantian concept‘of art as an
‘autonomous aesthetic object with the He§e11an concept of"Onto]ogy.p
This meant a newﬂbreakdng'point in Ransom's writing ot criticism,~‘“.
'specause, for the first time, he was able to offer.a more"flexibie
theory that all New Critics would agree upon. Natura]]y, within the
“framework of their own understand1ng of the autonomous value of 11tera-

ture, all New Cr1tics draw the1r own conclusions about . the limits of

;Ransom S theory. For'examp}e, “Winters; ‘Burke~and Empson were a]ways

very scept1cal about Ransom's Kant1an1sm, opposing the 1dea of the _ln:lw ;

str1ct autonomy of 11terature because of the fear that 1t cou]d lead .

towards the 1solat1on of 11terature from other forms of human activi-

""fvtles.ll However, Ransom s ‘concept of the "onto]og1ca] cr1t1c was,v--'"”‘

in turn, general]y better.rece1ved and more propagated by a]] New T
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'amb1gu1ty.

Critics than'any»otheritheory,_exCluding maybe only Empson's types’of

v 3,

The notions, of "ontology“, “ontolog1ca]" ‘or even the tautolog1- .

Ccal’ express1on “ontolog1caT be1ng" are Ransom's most. favored theoret1-

caT concepts. . They appeared for the’ f1rst t1me in "Poetry T A Note on-

Ontology“ (1934), to: s1gn1fy d1fferent k1nds of rea]1t1es and d1fferent

types of. subJect-matter in poetry. However, accordlng to the develop-

€

ment of h1s bas1c theory: qf poet1c structure, Ransom uses theSe terms o

~1in a much broader sense_later on. For example, in "Cr1t1c1sm, Inc.™ ‘
" (1937) and in “Criticism as Pure Speculation’ (1940-1941), .Ransom s |
duaT1st1c theory expla1ns the total poet1c structure as fus1on of '

"paraphrasab]e core"' i.e., “log1ca1 structure" 1n The New Cr1t1c1sm,

"
r “prose argument“ in "The Inorganic Muses'- "tissue of 1rrelevahCes“,

ie€a, “Tocal texture“ in The New Cr1t1c1Sm, or unStructured detail“ in_u'

'"The Inorganic Muses". 12 Accord1ng]y, the metaphys1ca1 sense of the

J

term'"OntoTogicaT" varies from‘a]pure deschpt1on of the reTatlonsh1p’

of the two poles in Ransom' S poet1c theory. (i e., ‘structure and
texture) to the Toose d1$t1nct1ohs between prose and poetry based on

‘d1fferences between the1r use of 1deas, things and 1mages as manifesta—

't1ons of truth, i. e., everyth1ng based on a gnoseo]og1ca] pr1nc1p1e..

-In other words, s1nce the poet1c pecul1ar1t1es (or d1fferent1a

‘ pgc1f1ca "of poetry) are reflected in the 1rrelevant tissues wh1ch

-Ransom aTso ca]ls ontologlcal" materlals of poetny‘l!he poet1c mean1ng

(eor texture-mean1n9) cannot. be adequately 1solated from 1ts onto]ogIcal

‘_éht1ty, because it falTs “outs1de the pOSSTb]e range of science" whlch

is factual and paraphrasablef13
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Consequently, Ransom bel1eves that 1mag1nat1on has a function

@a

paralle1 to that of s{ght the poet contemplates the part1cular1ty of

-,

I‘\,.thq aesthetmc obJect dealing w1th 1ts 1mages whlch he“cons1ders tofbe

“ex«

truthful to the subJect-matter, rather than to thenobJect 1tself - SR ‘*'*‘11
Therefore, here l1es the ma1n d1fference betweet sc1ence and poetry, or;

between modern poetry and metaphys1cal poetry. Modern man 1s more
R e M s ,\w ' B
1nterested ln thlngs, 1 e., obJects, than*1n 1deas, thus he ﬁﬁeds to be

:\:, lured far away from the factS'of sc1encew,:1n'other words whenﬁhe'-T

D

.

feels\unsat1sf1ed with the general1zat1ons of sc1ence, he should turn
N ,:'1:0',:,

to art. ‘\Because the only. genu1ne pleasure and truth is-in the arts,

“j.e., in the'con\Emp]ated lmages of,the real; Ransom would say T e e
; ' - ./ . '

\

"familiar’ or pPeClOUS" obJects. This creative process Ransom calls

N

N
the “concret1zat10n of the un1versals“, or the "un1versal1zat10n of the ,

- partlculars". TlThe task of the ontolog1cal cr1t1c 1s in do1ng the whole_

~
~

process 1n reverse. _“The cr1t1c should f1nd a poet1c or 1nd1v1dual SR S
obJect wh1ch tends to be un1veral1zed“; says Ransom. \\Hls 1dent1f1ca-
t1on of the poet1c obJect is 1n terms of the un1versal or commonplace

obJect to wh1ch 1t tends, and of the t1ssue, or totaltﬁgezr connota-o-

o t1on, which holds 1t secure : (NB PP 41 42) In other words, Ransom‘ KT\\\
. e i
expla1ns tﬁe dualistic nature of the poem also as man1fested through . N
its prose obJect“ (1 e.,,subJectamatter) wh1ch def1nes the character ;

?ﬁ’the poet, andelts “poetlc ob;ect" (1.e., tlssue of 1rrelevances)

'_whlch defines the character of ‘the. po

(NB p« 42) The cr1t1c . jﬂaf
5T'dec1des wh1ch part he wants to analyze, A
";;would dissect the - “t1ssue of irrelevances“ regardless of the fact that

(,1 v

'.its meanIng cannot be. isolated or fully comprehended
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form an “aesthetic experience" or a higher,nsuperior ranﬁ of knowl-

edge.
T Ransom av01ds offering an answer to that question but he
v-offers several explanations -as to- how the poem operates. One of the

"most famous examples 1s hlS analogy of the poem w1th a Christmas cake,

- or w1th a house ThlS metaphorical c0mparison appears in Ransom 5

first discu5510n of three kinds of crit1c15m (moralistic, traditional-

h‘jfistic and P&Ychologlstlc) as OPPOSed to the ontological type of Crltl-

‘ClSm.ls In discu551ng the intent of the real (aesthetic) type of ;

N

Ai literary critic RanSom p01nts out that hlS first concern is to define

-
N

the poem'“with respect to jts structure and 1ts texture".' The poem is’

1

not_a 'mere moment 1n-time, nor a mere p01nt in,space"; It is rather

',_siiable_like~a;house.t‘lt has’its plan and logic} "a central'frame" and

va huge wealth of local detail”. " Sometimes the details fit the plan

":f perfectly and functionally, SOmetimes they do not but "in either case o

w®

the house stood up“. ("CPS", p 239) This logical substance of- the
."»poem-is called'“looical structure" or “prose core“, and it 1s‘para-_
phrasable' and the local detail is called "local texture” or "tissue of
1irrelevances"'and it cannot be paraphrased To distingu1sh further )
"macroscopically and microscopically" the construction of-thevpoem, |

K .Ransom introduces a few’ examples to: empha51ze the structural “and func-v

tional interaCtion of the elements. -

First of all the relationship between the poet and’ the poem is<

’described~as‘a sort of epicure“ looking at a nice "Christmas pudding,

'_’stuffed with what_daintieSrit will-hold“, t(”CPS“, p. 240) The pastry. \

'orlcake‘itselfuis not so important as is the "stuffing" which gives the

-

31
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definitive ‘flavor “and specific taste to the cake._ If we’exchange‘the
pudding for a house the qua]ity or va]ue of the house would 1mmed1ate-

1y include the vaiue of its furnishings. This means. according to

Ransom, that "the va]ues of the poem wou]d be intrinsic or immediate,

| and they wou]d incJude not oniy %%e va]ue of the structure, but also

\ the inc1denta1 value to be found 1n the texture (Ibid ) This
combination,of two kinds of va]ues, those of structure which - Ransom

aiso calls the main vaiue (the cake or the house itse]f), “and those of

texture which he ca]]s the incidental va]ues (i.e., the values of

ﬁstuffing" or "furnishings") is actua]ly the main characteristic of

e

poetry, "for prose has but a 51ngle vaiue, being about one thing only," o

its parts have no vaiues of their oWn, but on]y instrumental values".
. I

(Ibid ) In other words, according to Ransom, prose (which means
:‘r-science here) is "one-va]ued" because it refers to. the particular and
g,the poem: (which means poetry actually) is “many va]ued" because 1t

¢

.refers to both the particular and the universal How does this

7

'operate7 Through the duaiity of structure-in each discourse, explains

Ransom.. For instance in muSical discourse, “we grasp the effects of
h both kinds of va]ues from both structure [referring to the particu]ars]
' "and text [referring to the. universals]“ As. we grOw in our, musical

understanding, “the structures become aiways more e]aborate and sus-;

tained and the texture which interrupts them and 1mperils them becomes

M |

more bo]d and unpredictabie ‘(“CPS“, p. 241)
, Paradoxica]]y enough it seems that Ransom is speaking here
,about the difference between prose and poetry based on the degree of

" our awareness of the medium and 1ts instruments being used 1n the -

~
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process of presentation (or reception). In other words, in music as in

the other arts, our feelings respond to the particularwpiece'Of art as

a structura]‘composition rather than a set of tones, words, and SO on;
: i.e., this is pOSsibie'because we are not usually aware that in music
we deal with tones_and accords,‘as.in poetry we are not aware that we
deal hith wordsvand 50 on. Or, once more ‘to use Ransom's terminology,
in.the areaslthe:onto]ogicai being is hidden in their texture which

“contains many'precious objects and aggregates'a~greater'vaTue than the

‘ structure ,"("CPS", p. 24L) However,‘regardiess of. the differences 1n T

T "their respective worid-v1ews or ontological. bases“; it is not c]ear

how, in RanSOm s comparison of music- with mathematics mu51c happens to
be "better informed about the nature of the worid and more realistic
and less naive than mathematics.". (“CPS", p 241)

Ransom 1ndeed suggests that there are "perhaps" other kinds of

&A‘rr.\‘ o Lo

“f'ontoiogicai differences between sc1ence and art based on'“ontoiogicai
vocati/n “ontological temperaments”, ("CPSEhap. 241) and so on; but
this does not seem to be a suff1c1ent1y satisfactory counterba]ance to

cover up the obv1ous conflict in his theory. H1S gnoseo]ogicai demands

of poetry directly oppose his deniands. for ontoiogica] criticism and for

the autote]ic status of poetry. This prob]em is reflected also in

" Ransom's definition of poetic discourse as weii as in his exp]anation

g e

‘ of the dua]istic nature of poetic structure. Therefore Ransom s

theoretical dualism -exists as a permanent contradictio in adJecto,

vtauto]ogica]]y raising the same point back and forth without any real

N

solution.
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II.t RANSOM.S THEORY OF POETIC STRUCTURE

’One of the most important teachings in Ransom s criticism is

‘a - his theoryonf the dua]istic nature of the poetic structure.l In 0pp0$1~e'”g‘ L

tion to Brooks and other New Critics Ransom insists onathe non-organic ‘jp;lh;?

unity of~ the poem. Accordingly,na 1iterary uork of art consists of ;p

first a 1ogica1 structure (i e., paraphrasabie idea-or theme), and

-

then of a 1oca1 texture (i e., a free fiow of metaphors, images,

symbo]s and ‘other poetic and n0npoetic eiements) 16 - Therefore

Ransom S theory of the duaiistic nature of poetic structure (as a’

who]e) can be expiained in terms of his opposition to T.S. Eiiot s *:'**:?[°""

teachings about emotions and feeiings and Richards theory of emotive ‘

1anguage

THE ROLE OF EMOTIONS IN POETRY  ~

. LR L S

Q. o
T o G TSeE | oamo o e €0 : oo L T i DR < TN
) § oo R T I e :

- 1) Arguments Against‘E]iot’s’Points.of'View

-In "Criticism as Pure Speculation" Ransom madg’ for the first
time some critical remarks against T S, E
objections are based on two arguments. fFT_st of all, “Ransom opposes ,'
T.S.. Eliot 's viewpoints that poets have “to feel their thought“ .and :
' search‘for a speciaixkind of experience in which feeiing cannot be
distinguished from thinking. ,(“CPS“, p. 229) Then apart from his

P

earlier views expressed in his theory of the impersonaiity of the

poet Ransom is now against Eiiot s theories i particuiar his separaft

tion of emotions from feelings.

avoringgfeeiings, ‘His,

LN



-1f:ffrf¢;' Ransom agrees that in every experience there is an impact of

feelings even he Sﬂys-él“No discourse can~sustain itself without ;_“ R

interest which is fee]ing But he continues, all critics are

T e

: “bluffing“ when they refer to the ”tone",“"quality" or "value" of the
:i.*o feeling analyzed in the poem, “as is: T S, Eliot when he regards the poem :ld%
SRS s the “structure of emotion and feeling e("CPS", pp 230 231)

According to Ransom, it is wrong tO‘assume either thatathere is any

quality of feeling separate from- the quality of the poem,lor that many"” s

o feelings are’ combined in One emotion. Because says Ransom,rthere is:i.f,

C no single central “logic" or “paraphrasable core" 1n the poem to which-.:‘

an appropriate interest is. attached R 'fff‘ f:~‘ v R R B

In The New'CritiCism (1941) Ransom expresses Similar reserva- .

tions about Eliot s teaching on emotions and feelings but he slightly
‘ _, changes his explanation about the role of emotions and feelings within' |
the poetic structure.' Now Ran'som was to say that poetry indeed startsf_;

- PRIV

with emotions and feelings, but only'in order to "find and explore the
d appropriate obJects“, SO that they can be obJectified and dlS-
appear.17 Since in Ransom s interpretation "logical structure is

the only part of the. poem that ‘can be. paraphrasable emotions belong to

logical structure, Jointly with theme meter, rhyme, rhythm etc.i On
the other hand “in addition ‘to ‘metaphors, images, symbols, etc.,
feelings are a part of "localwtexture : However the new element in
Ransom s theory now is hlS changed attitude towards the status of |
j thoughts in the poem. It is equally improper to favor thoughts instead

o of feelings, says Ransom in his critique of Yvor Hinters critical

P approach (NC pp. 211 279) Being impressed by French Symbolism,



.. texture;. and secondly, it is inseparabl'

"*fMisled'also by Hinters special usage.of the terms moral“ and

S of interpretation.18
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.

”'of feeling is the most peculiar element of the poem and even more it
‘.represents ‘the most wanting element Tn prose too.’ There are’ two

reasons for: this first the “fringe 1; feeling constitutes a- viv1d

from this rational contentr
.

. ity . Ransom criticizes Ninters favoring of- thoughts and logic as am;,;;jgmn '

moral evaluation of poetry, calling it a misunderstanding of the role

e
f

2) Arguments Against Richards Affgb)hve Theory 'Poeticv
Meaning & | \
- _ Ransom s arguments_against Richardsbare more complexrand elab-

“orated. They are based'not only'on'the function of emotiOns and feel-

_.ings -in the. poem nor only on ‘the separation. of feelings and thoughtsi--r =

but also they are a part of Ransom s other teachings sugh -as. those

related to poetic meaning, language and the role of literature. Firsti'.

oﬁ,all,_Ransom claims that one of the most important peculiarities of

moral-

"-5ﬁmeaning, and a fringe of feeling,,' According to winters this “fringe BRI

poetry is the'metaphysical;naturevof_poetic\meaning;, The beauty of the -

_poetic‘text‘is‘in~its unparaphrasability. ‘According to-Ransom, there ‘

~ are two kinds ofemeaning related'to ‘the poetic text: first, ~the'.

"meaning of the" logical structure which represents the prose argument

* of the poem and makes its framework (this is equivalent to scientific

. meaning and factual truth), and secondly, the meaning of ‘the local

_ texture, which is irrelevant either for the understanding of the. poetic\.
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structure, or far- the. analySis of the poem.~ Un]ike the ogica

d”fistructure-meaning, which is ‘not.-only’ paraphrasab]e but can be isolated )

"from other parts of the poetic discourse ‘the texture-meaning is ‘always

iijincoherent and heterogeneous, and it cannot be isoTated or-even
hicomprehended as an ontoiogical entity.

R Speaking specificaTTy about Richards, Ransom 1s against
’?Richards incTusion of . “feeiings in the concept of the four meanings '

-ffreflected in.metaphor.rg Ransom S understanding of the toncept of

~"metaphor 1§ based on’his understanding of the two functions of - Tanguage?f e

and on. his critique\of Richards theory of Tanguage (othenuise referredi,ﬁ,iut "”:

to as the Affective Theory or as the theory of emotivism) Therefore
. there is a certain congruency in both Ransom's teachings on metaphor
and his critique of Richards viewpoints on metaphor_andvemotive :
language, in spite of the fact that, according to him they are two
separate issues. _The one is reiated to the poetic meaning, the other
reTated‘to cognition and the roTe of literature.

‘ First of all, Ransom believes that poetic devices such as meta-
phor, images, symbals, even meter or rhythm do not serve to contribute
to the semantic or psycho]ogical impacts of the poetic discourse as
:Richards suggests., On the contrary, says Ransom the effect of empioy—
ing poetic devices is not restricted onTy to one singie purpose For
instance vthe effect of meter is rather to serve as part of many.other

effects and can be described also as‘plain and objective (or cognitive)

effect entering into the total cognitive effect. (NC, p. 30. See a150'

'pp. 27-28, and 77.) Therefore, the function of metaphor is.also ‘to-be

' unexpected; to dominate the logic or to diffuse the interest of the
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'reader as a sort of meta-poem, or inner (second) form within the poetic

discourse. Similarly Ransom speaks about creative imagination 20
“which he understands as a part of. poetic strategy adding ambiguity to
* the- poetic discourse (cf his comments about pure - and impure poetry)

fHowever, since the textuai pecuiiarity of the paoem is refiected on]y A‘

'_throughout the properties of the iocai texture (which overwhe]ms aii

“zh“morality, religion, pSychoiogy or iogic are actua]]y incompetent

because deaiing with these properties of the text means deaiing with )

\-4,

G the properties of the prose (i e., with the iog&cai structure which is

r.

the on]y paraphrasabie part of the poem).21 -

*:Thus;'when"Ransom'says;'i“Probabiy the most stubborn popular

" -error which'aestheticians arefagreedvupongin;fighting;is the notion

that the work of art deals immediately with passions, instead of
_mediateiy : (NC pp. 16- 17) he arques with Richards’ statement that art
' is based on emotions and sc1ence on thoughts. On the contrary,,ciaims

Ransom, “art is among the highiy refiective or cognitive actiVities in

h_-which emotions have functions only to be the “correiative of the cogni-ﬂ,,

tive objects". Consequently, difference between SCience and poetry

shou]d not. be based on differences between thoughts and emotions, but

"“v_on the fundamenta1 differences between poetic (1ogica1) strdcture and

f(]oca]) texture. » _
However, Ransom gives full credit to Richards' discussion of
metaphor in terms of “tenor" and vehicie", although he believes the
“terms ‘should have the reverse roies. The "tenor" should serve as a

“theme" of the poem, and the poet’ s mind is the actual “vehicie“. Even

N
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- . .
with th1s correct1on, says Ransom we d1d not exhaust all the complex-
1ty of the ro]e whlch metaphor plays in the poet1c structure, and
ARichardsv-explanations are tooJS1mpIist1c and’ insufficient to cover
N euenlthe major.facu1tfes; "hécordfng to Ransom, Richards' discussion of
‘metaphor 1s part1cu1ar1y unsatlsfactory in dealxng w1th two questtons ,,f,
'Vf1rst why metaphor shou]d be the "omntpresent princxp]e“ of poetry, |
and then, why “fee11ngs (besides sense, tone and intention) shou]d be
inc]uded in the 11st of the four 1mportant mean1ngs of metaphor. W
Ransom disagrees w1th Richards and some New Critics (Brooks, R. P

Narren, Empson)- that” metaphor should be treated as the major poetic

',deyicehif it is not a “"differentia specifica" that belongs only to the
- poetic discourse. If someone claims that metaphorica]'speech ts the
main characteristic of language in general; it is hard to accept that
it should be the main characteristic'of poeticldtspourse too. Ransom
believes that the main task of poetry is éogn;tdon,'not communication.
Therefore he cr1t1cizes R1chards 1nc1us1on of "fee]lngs“ with the

‘ argument that "feelings" convey certain "%nformat1on" (i.e., emotions
instead of E;oerience) in order to serve a;~a means of comgunica-

AN

tion. (NC, pp. 67-73, 76- 79, and 84-85.) o 1\
| | E110t s ideas are much closer to Ransom s 1n\§b\te of h1s‘
rejection of Eliot's theory of the sens1b)11ty‘of the great poets, as
well as,E]iot'sbfavoring feelings above thoughts; 1In his_critique of
Richards, Ransom accepts‘kliotfs attitude that sentimental responses to
the'poem do not warrant the explanation of what the’poems are ‘indeed.

_ . , B
‘ On_the_othen hand, he is also critical of Winters' favoring thoughts

and logic, despite thedfact that he said a lot of appreciative things
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‘about winters;.analytical nethods;zzr heverthe]ess:vRansom's criti-
cism of E]fot and Winters isrnever:so.strict and disprovable in compar-
~ison to his"crftictsn of“R%chards-'becausel‘desbﬁte sone.differenlest
»and disagreements, Ransom shares Eliot's ]1terary taste and w1nters
admirat1on for ]ogic. Therefore, 1t 1s qu1te understandable why Ransom -
even confronts Eliot's theories w1th those of R1chards

’,

Probab]y the most important thing in Eliot's statement [about the

creative act] is his recognition of big emotions as set off against

little feelings. = (NC, pp. 155- 156)
Unlike Eliot, according to: Ransom R1chards 1s unab]e to seize the -
fusion of feelings, phrases and-images.1nto one compound of poet1c
discourse. Richards' explanation that emotions be]ong to poetry and
cognitions to scienCe'seems to irritate Ransom constantly. He re-
sponded d1fferent1y, but f1na]1y he offered Qne coungsr-argument which
'corresponded to h1s theory of the dua11st1c nature of poetic structure:
emotions are attached to the lTogical structure, and feelings to the

local texture. It is obvious that Ransom was never too happy with this

exp]anat1on, because in The New Criticism alone there are more than

twelve different def1n1t1ons of the poem.23 However, posing the
‘quest1ons "what s the purpose“ and "what 1s the nature“ of 11terature, :
Ransom 1mmed1ate1y has to accept the R1chardsian comparisan between
different roles for poetry and science. S1nce this conf11ct between
poetry and science is based on the1r relat1onsh1p with exper1ence and
icognition, the discussion of poetic structure'leads RanSan,quite_

naturally back towards his theory of literature as knowledge.

~
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© ITI. RANSOM'S DOCTRINE.OF LITERATURE ASKNOWLEDGE: "

Devéiopment and HiStbriéa1'Background :

Ransom's doctrine of poetry as knowledge represents the
earliest theonyvof»New'CtiticiSm; Already. in February'ot'1914, Ransom 5

outlined in a letter to‘his father a. "theory of poetics" which would be

='based on- the un1que means of poetry ‘to express an “onto]ogica]ly

' jdlst1nct" type of know]edge 24 Th1s very theory, e]aborated and

-expanded would cont1nue to be 1n the focus of Ransom's attention -

throughout his whole 11terary career for the next half century.

Started firstly as the claim that human experience cannot be fully

‘realized or comprehended without art, later on this doctrine was to

- encompass also the main principles of Ransom s theory of language, h1s

definition of the poem, as we]l as his antagon1st1£ posttion’ towards

- science and the critique of R1chards psychologism.

' During‘his campaign for Agrarianisn and activities in the

Fugitive_group,'in the late 1920's and the early 1930's, Ransom had
. ' v L . : o
already outlined his understanding”of'art in regard to sc;ence and

" progress. God Without Thunder (1930), the first published book, was a

natural“resu1ttof these oolitica1 views. - Like re1fgion at the time,'

Ransom def1nes art f1rstly as a r1ght att1tude towards nature and

" reality in opposition to science as man's effort to dominate his

1env1ronment 25 Th1s neq-romantic def1n1t1on of art of a Southern

conservative was later reformu]ated tw1ce. 0nce- at the time when the-

‘major essays of The wor]d s Body (1938) were pub]ished (from 1933 to

1937), and the second time, when its. f1nal version appeared in The New
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Criticism (1941) Thus, Ransom S second defin1t1on of art -as the

fusion of re11g1on and“r1tua], wh1ch would become the uTtImate cho1ce

v o

and repTacement for sc1ence, is reformulated for the third time as that

of art being “tota] experIence“ versus the part1a1 knowledge of .
science. .Th1s_gradua] development,andnthe changes in Ransom's def1n1-'
tions are caused by the compTekjty of the new aspects_that}RanSOm' -
fntroduced each time. The‘early outline still persisted in the«second'
7_;formulat10n of the_doctrlne, but the f1nal shape of the theory was -
“complete when the . concepts of “exper1ence and/"cogn1t1on by 1mages
were 1ntroduced to counteract the arguments of R1chards and his
Affect1ve Theory.' In_other words, to summarize, we can say the» v
Ransom‘s;doctrine ofiTiterature;as'knowlédgeiwent throuoh the following '
phases:. o - I ' |
1) Early period - poetry as a specia] type of knowTedge;

2) God w1thout Thunder - the first definition based on:the _
~difference between poetry and science: art is a right attitude towards

42 .

reality; the second def1n1tlon offers art as an alternative to science; - -

o

A 3) - The World's Body def1n1t1ons based e1ther on the d1ffer-~‘
ences between feeJings and emotions, or between knowledge of science

versus knowledge offered by poetry still art is seen as the fu510n-ofJ7J

religion and ritual (symbolic images, collective images, etc.);

- 4) The New Criticism and later on - definitions of the doc- A
‘trine are .based primarily on the definitions of art as an expression of
experience: icons (or 1mages) versus symbols: cognition images versus
partial ‘cognitions of science; the definition of the poem as “total '
~ experience" (or:-metapherical knowledge of the world), versus R1chards
- defipition of the poem as "pseudo statement“

T' 0bv1ously, the flnal shape of Ransom s theory, part1cular]y 1n'
‘the form later accepted by Tate, Brooks and R.P. warren did not come
. about in its pure form 1mmed1ate]y. The theory grew up together with

Ransom 5 other teach1ngs such as his v1ews on language, poet!c
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aemotions and thoughts in poet;y., However there are essays, )
earlier and later, which show th!'EOE‘istency in Ransom s § %ught‘asiitgf
was progressing towards its finai form. These are: "A Psychpiogist -
" Looks at Poetry“ (1935) Criticism Inc.“ (1937) “”Poetry as Pure -
. Specuiation“ (1941) "I A. Richards' A Psychoiogical Critic“ (1941),
'}',and "The Communities of Letters“ (1952) According“to the common

_topics, the material in these essays can be divided into two major

"’vfgroups one reiated to Ransom S understanding of the function of

poetry -as knowledge without desire (a Neo-Kantian variation ‘of Bergson

and Croce); and the. ‘other serving Ransom 3 arguments against Richards‘

A

-psycho]ogism and»hisvrejection-of literary cognition or experience.

‘1) Poetry as Knowledge without ‘Desire

Sl
P
R

. -1 Ransom-s theory of poetry as knowiedge without deSire couid not

..'be separated from his teachings about the autoteiic function of poetry,

the concrete universai and the iunction of criticism (i e., onto]ogi-

| ”1_‘ca1 criticism“). In addition to the early teaching of impersonaiism, .

this iseone of the few theories that Ransom did not expand it stayed

Aaimost the same as when it was initialiy formulated. The theory shares
f*gthe same initiai premise with: the theories mentioned above ( the poem '

| 5dtis an aesthetdc obJect ) ut further than’ that it does not offer any
"jnew ground for discussion which wouhd not be deveioped better in. the ‘
1{ other teachings.‘ However, since it offers some metaphysicai arguments

3";usefui for understanding Ransom s, teachings in generai it ﬂs necessary

to mention briefiy the main points of this theory as weii.zi
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Regardless of the fact that the phrase "a t asvknow1edge-

w1thout des1re" appears first 1n the essay "Art and Mr. Santayana"

\

(1937), 26 the 1dea of\poetry as pbject1ve know]edge is discussed :
~ for ‘the f1rst time in "F]ux and B]un 1n Contemporary Art" (1929) 27
In these essays and in a few others,,Ransom pays’ tr1bute to Kaﬁt and-

Croce, pra1s1ng Croce partwcularly for th1nk1ng that art should be

treated d1fferent1y, regard1ng its own authent1c value, 1nstead of be-

t

H

“in defend1ng the abso]uteness or . part1cu1ar1ty of 1ts representa-
t10ns",28 says Ransom. But 1t is not on]y that art 1mp11es an

aesthet1c distance from any k1nd of mora]qsm, emot1ons, sens1b1]1ty of

express1ons and so on, art also 1mp11es an order of exlstence (as

Ransom wou]d Say later, in The New Cr1t1c1sm), a spec1a1 status in.

regard to rea11ty "The work of art 1s 1ts own 1nf1n1t1ve self,

onta1n1ng that mean1ng, but not at a]l reduc1ble to 1t keep1ng its -

mean1ngs 11ke any other part1cu1ar. It woutld seem that the art]st as y

| well as the metaphys1c1an has a g1ft for 1ook1ng upon real1ty" 29

Th1s “]ook1ng upon real1ty“ 1s golng to be the most 1mportant part of

Ransom s understanding of the re]at1onsh1p between l1terdture and

R

| rea11ty. Modlfy1ng sl1ght]y the NeoﬂPlatonlc m1met1c theory, for.1n‘

hlS ver510n 11terature 1s the 1m1tatxon of sp1r1tual1zed part1cu1ars, |

Ransqm is closer to Aristot]e in h1s acceptance of a Crocean adaptatlon

T of Kant s ep1stemo]ogy of two k1nds of know]edge (1 e., 1ntu1t1ve or a

ErIori and log1cal or 4_poster1or1) Accord1ng to Croce the artist

can: br1ng out the un1versal truth only through the rea11zat1on of
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part1cular obgects, .04, a pr1or1 knowledge der1ves from the 1ntu1t1ve
grasp of truth, go1ng fcgm'the part1cu1ars to the un1versals. Th1s is’
quTte\\nm1lar to Aristotle's d1st1nct1on between/p1stor1ography and
E 11teratur\‘\h\stor1ography dea]s w1th the un1versals and l]terature '
‘deals with the partacu]ars.
| However, there 1s\a po1nt where Ransom m1sreads Croce, try1ng
-\to be ‘even more rad1ca1 than he 1n h1s own: cr1t1c1sm of romant1c1sm and‘
\emot1onal1sm in poetry. Ransom mls1nterprets Croce severa] t1mes, but
‘a]ways “for the same reason, concern1ng the effect\of 1ntu1t1on and a

pr10r1 know]edge~on the statu?’of art Slnce Ransom coquxQ\t accept

©an 1nfer1or Status for 11terature under any c1rcumstances, and, at\\he

S~

same t1me, because he wanted to reJect the 1deas of those like’ George \\\\

Moore who said that “most men read and write poetry" only in the pre-
-_adu]t stage (3 .e., be1ng between f1fteen and thirty- four, when they are .
fattracted by 1deqs“), he is forced to modi fy Croce 'S teach1ng. F1rst
of a]l, since he disagrees w1th'¢roce about the role of 1ntu1t1on in

' regard to log1c, and accepts h1s teach1ng about the 1mportance of
;ntu1t1on in creat1ng images (when 1ntu1t1on equa]s cogn1t1ons), Ransom

has to reverse the roles of 1ntu1t1on:and lTogic e1ther in regard to

~creating images, or in regard'to.know]edge. Since,_unlike Bergson, who_

" favors intuitiye knowledge.as a_posteriori orofinaltknowledge; Croce
\'j_Speaks on]y;about'intuitivevknowledge as a priori knowﬂedge_(still in“a -
Kantian‘tradjtiona]’sense),-and Jung interprets the primordial or col- |
“lective images as . our knowledge-ofhthe past (when a society was stii]
"jyoung and pr1m1t1ve, i.e., in the preaadult stage), Ransom at th1s :

po1nt mistakenly comblnes these two qu1te d1fferent teach1ngs 30. He
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beheves that any acceptance of 1ntu1t10n as.an. prﬂor or pre log1cal‘
knowledge means def1n1te]y 1ower1ng the rank or status of poetry to the
pre-adu]t stage, 'in Moore s sense. Therefore, from now on he would

b

1ns1st on the mature, mascu11ne and og1ca] ‘type of poetry, repeat1ng

1t in a]most every essay.31

' However, in. “Flux and Blur in- Contemporary Art“ Ransom says
on]y that Croce is “1n error" when he favors intuition 1nstead of «
1og1c.n The compar1son with a ch11d S exper1ence would- come later on,

in The world S Body and in Poems and Essays. At th1s t1me, Ransom 15

still sat1sf1ed w1th the exp]anat1on that bes1des be1ng the "repre- -
_ sentat1on of the part1cu1ar1ty whﬂCh rea] thlngs possess“, art is also .
fee11ng’“converted 1nto 1mages“, as-Croce-wou]d‘say. But he: 1s def1n-

itely aga1nst Croce s concept of a pr10r1 rea11ty wh1ch “does not ex1st :

by itself, but on]y 1n 1nd1v1dual products whlch it generates" 32

because Ransom s pos1t10n does not allow the poss1b111ty for art to

be the representat1on of only one type of real1ty, part1cu1ar1y not one‘
™~ of a pre -logicatl nature. Croce 1ndeed lauds art and he should be g1ven

cre for emphas1z1ng the ro]e ofv1mages in creating experlence, but,

| accord1ng tO‘R nsbm, th1s is not enough, and Croce d1d not fo]]ow all.
the way through 1n\attk3but1ng the- supreme role to art as offer1ng the
T
obJectlve type of know]edge:\\iherefore, Ransmm’feels strong]y in h1s o
reJect1on of Croce S pr1or1sm of\art}\fgr\the same.reason thatvhe

rejects any type’of poetny or cr1t1c1sm that would\favor fee]rngs above

thoughts and 1og1c. Accord1ng1y, he ts ‘even more . rad1ca han Croce,'
. Hu]me or. El1ot in hls cr1t1cism of Romant1c15m.‘ Ransom is aga1ns 1t

' because “Romantvc literature is 1mpé/tect 1n ob;egt1v1ty, or. aesthetic

o
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‘distance', and . .- out of this jmperfeCtion comes its weakness_of
structure;. . . . the Romanticvpoet‘does not quite rea]ize'the aesthetic
attitude and is not the puré artist“° (WB, p. 333) But the main |
concern of Ransom is st111 his obJect1on that Romant1c1sm deals w1th
.emot1ons rather than with logic. Th1s thought will be repeated over
and over, appear1ng almost in each of Ransom's teachxngs, with only a
s]1ght1y different d1spos1t1on-tn the theory of impersonalism, as
OppOSed to ]ater teachings related totFreud or the COntrete uniyersal.
» Ransom's rejection of sensibility and emptions as a main ;ehicle-of
poetry wasvalways‘very firm and eonsistent, even in the cases where he
tried. to modify and improve(his:basic theories.

: For 1nstance, after reading T E. Hulme and the French Symbo]-

\the

1sts, E. Pound E.A. Poe and. T.S. Elidt, Ransom gradua]]y sh1fts
focus of his attent1on from Kant and Croce towards Bergson, Hegel
Schell1ng and the brothers Sch]ege] (through the readings of .Richards

"~ and Co]er1dge). Thus, after The World's Body (1938), Ransom would be

- ¢loser to,Bergsonian conoepts of cognition.and imaéinationi‘and closer
to the‘Imagist definition of poetry'propagated;by Hulme, or shared hy
- Poet.fhoweuer, in spite of Using the same anti-sciefice arguments,‘
"‘Rahgom wouid'still remain suspicious about’anyone'propagating intuition
kor feelings\ahove 1ogic‘and cognition; The same paradoxica].di]emma,'
'"what~to‘ehoose:and'favor, ClaSSiciSm or Romanticism;33lwou]d re-

ma1n, but Ransom was a]ready suff1c1ently c]oser to Bergson S position.

“in The New Cr1t1c1sm (1941) to be able to drift away from Croce com-

:pletely in Poems and Essays (1955) " He could no longer>aecept Crocean

.aesthetics, because he sees them 1n the same way as he sees Romanticism
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and T.S;_Eiiot.. Kantian aestheticsgemphasize the fact that art seeks

to forpulate SenSations«(i.e., emotions and feelings, as taught by the

Romanticists and T.S.  Eliot, Croce and Richards) -in order to particu-

larize without pretensions,either to imitate or yerify'the truth.:

Accordingly, cognition is possib]e on]yvthrough reasoning and by the

_USe of logical concepts.v This is the main reason why Ransom attempts

to reverse the prinCipdes of Kantian aesthetics. It is true, he says,
that art deals with particuiars first but its final 1ntention is to

universa]ize, not to particu]arize. This is because, according to

"_Ransom, art offers the universal truth, and sc1ence on]y the partial

truth; thus, oh the contrary, 1iterature universaiizes, and science
particularizes. However, Ransom claims that even iniliterature this

process happens a]ways on the rationa] level.: SecondTy, combining A

Bergson ‘s princ1ples w1th Hu]me s definition of poetry,34 Ransom

’c]aims that the quality of the artistic 1mitation %r presentation of

real obJects 1s a]ways of a higher rank than that of the originals,
because, says Ransom, the poetic images are the perfect equ1valent of
reality, representing on]y its most substantial features.35

However, being probab]y aware of the fact that the prob]em of

'v'universal truth could not be/so]ved so eaSily by a 51mple reconc111ng

of . the perception theory w1th the theory of cognition, Ransom dec1ded
to introduce an additional metaphysical argument to support his theony

the concept of the concrete universal. In Ransom 'S 1nterpretation this

,,—\

foriginally Hegelian concept is explained from the Neo Kantian position.

'
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'Z)A Poetry as Knowledge of the World's Body " The Contept'of_the

v Concrete Universal

' fA poetry may be distinguished tromfa poetry by virtue of
4subject-matter, and.subjecchatter may‘be difterentiated with respect .
to its ontology,.or the,reality.of'its being", says Ransom;~ (ﬂg,'
'p. 111) This "reality"'of the poem comes intovbeing through the poet's
- full control of emotions (by. d1ffus1ng them) and by h1s 1ntellectual
| retationship towards the obJects of his observation. Ransom cr1t1c12es
.Millay*s'poetry,35hsaying thatlshe»has fallen victim to the tyranny
of emotions and neter. “There need not be an‘incompatibility between
. the man of intellect and the man of imagination" 37 says Ransomb
furthermore. The reason why M1llay s poetry is bad has its foundatlons
in her failure to achieve the strong grasp of real1ty as the 1ntellec—'
.'tual or great poets do., In other words,-her poetry did not “concret-
l 1ze" the un1versals of the real world wh1ch is to be achieved through
the 1ntellectual power to d1ssoc1ate from 1rrelevant things. However,»
it seems;that Ransom understanos this “concretization of the universal"
“rather as a “"fusion" or “unity", than as a_selective process.on the".
. part\of the poet‘.38 As the_crltic John E. Magner says;,'"Ransom's :
artiSt'ls Aristotelian . . " he contemplates.only the ‘wOrld'srbody‘ in
- its infinite particularityfand'tries to cohe to a”knoﬂledge which

resultS'ln structure and a feeling wh1ch results in: 'tlSSUES of

- 1rrelevanqy' “39

From th1s early d1scu5510n of the concrete un1versal, wh1ch

‘_;appears more of less complete in The Norld s Body,40 we have learnt Jfg-

'n;about Ransom 3 ded1cation to the part1culars, about his notlons of
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_“obJects" (or "th!ngs“) as "ontolog1ca1 be1ngS", and about the Un1ver-
.sals, or “th\ngness“; as "onto]og1ca1 rea11ty in itself",, Accord1ng to
Ransom s theory of the ontolog1ca] nature of poecry,41 ‘the onto-~ '
1ogica1 be1ng of the poem is actual]y the pre-themat1c or 1ntel]ectua1
'awareness of the rea] world (i .e., wor]d s body) Ror examp]e. when-
ever weaspeak about a person, a poem or anyth1ng else, we ﬂecessar1ly
‘understand these th1ngs as__glngs, 1.e., as real1t1es 1h.themselyeS,
existing as something very-concrete:and-spécific, but differec from

anything else. . Therefore, things‘or rea]‘objects differ from ideas not

only by hav1ng def1ned common\features, but also by be1ng very unique
-and partlcular. On the contrary;\the un1ver5a11ty of 1deaS is a]ways
in- their undef1ned vagueness. .However, to undetstand Comp1ete1y what fi‘
Ransom means by “ontolog1ca] be1ng", we have to. cons1der also'h1s a
d1scuss1on of the re]at1onsh1p between “1dea5 and “1mages wh1ch is,
'very much re]ated to ‘the Med1eval dispute . between “the Nom1na]1sts and
the Rea11sts.- Un]]ke the1r opponents, the Realysts who 61a1m that

only 1deas (i.e., universals) -extst, because th1ngs are only copies or
images of the un1versals, the Nom1nalxsts be11eve that, on the con-
'trary, only. the part1culars are .real, i.e., only things can eszt.

~ However, Ransom borrows the concept of i _mgggg from croce and says that
“th1ngs" can ex1st only as _mgggs, and "every Droperty d1scovered in

. the 1mage is a universal property“ which may easlly be p1nned down

! “histor1cally-andqstatlsttcally as a s1ngle 1nstance . (HB p.v115)
Fo]lowing again in the footsteps of Croce,'Ransom sigggthat the 1mages o
should be understood as pre 1nte11ectua1 and independent of 1deas, they

"are always in the natural or "w11d“ state therethe, they possess a
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_primordial freShness;which ideas_can‘never claim, bucrdespite this, the
images wii] always:repreSenb only the.raw material of-ideas.

As Y. Nintersvand J.E. Magner pointed'out in their criticism of
Ransom as nominalist and partfcularist,42 Ransom'é understandinp of
_che relatjonships between mind and_rea]ity,.ideaS'and things, or things f\”“‘4~
and images,‘etc;, is quite misleading. In spite of many exp]ana;ions
and examples for “know]edgebwithout desire", "knowledge of the world's
’ body", Fknowledge by images", ﬁknow]edge of the concrete,univeasa1f,
“supreme or total knowledge", "knowledge of a higher rank than
lreality","etc.; Ransom‘s definitions of poetry as knowledge lack the
bnecessary bridge between the concepts of intellect and intuition,'logic
‘and-ﬁﬁpt1ons, cog!§t1pns and experlence perception and know]edge,.
'etc.,‘1n order to overcome the 1n1t1a1 gap between such conf]1ct1ng

prem1ses as the. autote11c status of 11terature (i.e., the ‘poem as an

aesthet1c,-non referentng%z Ject) and literature as knowledge (1 e.,

dualistic theory of poet1c structure wh1ch gupposed]y shoqu«not favon

b
. either log1c or feelings. But, paradOX1ca11y enough, he would very ¥ d

i

- easily forget this, describing the poet's primary task as the intellec-

tual inyOTvement in diffusing emotions, and spirituaijzing the “pre-

S

~ cious and beloved objects" Or, on the other thand, he would put some

restr1ct10ns on the funct1on1ng of the concrete unlversa] 1n reveal1ng

-

the truth, but at the same t1me,‘he wou]d not make any effort to
, exp]ain-why and how 1t happens. For 1nstance, he is very categor1ca1
in saying that th1s cannot ‘be. done by emot10ns or. 1og1c, moral1sm or

'pure sense,’ through abstract1ons or reco]lect1ons, etc., but there is
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‘no’answer as how it can'be done; ‘Finally,‘and for the Jast time, in

'Poems and Essays (1955), Ransom tries once more to mod1fy and 1mprove

his doctrlne by 1ntroduc1ng three new Elements in “construct1ng"*>
poetry" the pure un1versal, wh1ch ex1sts on]y in m1nd, as 1deat1ona1
the mota] un1versa1, and the concrete up1versa1 43. 1In the ]ate
1940's, Ransom wrote a series of artic1es which showed the 1nf1uence}of..
Freud; therefore, mow hevsees the»poem as referential to-~the poet's
state:of,mind: the poemlis verbally concretized out of the tension
between the Id and the Ego.‘i4 In the early 1950's, this concretiza-
jtion takes place as the tension between the moral universal and'the
concrete un1versa1, and it is verba]]y ach1eved through metaphor, meter
and logIC, three new and very: 1mportant elements in the poetic struc-
ture.45 zOnce.aga1n, the concrete unjversal represents the “fusion",
thefﬁnly "unity? that the poet'is able to<;chieve in his presentation
-(or.imitation) of'realityt45 According to Ransom, the poetic mate- -
rial ewists in reality in its raw form,’and only ‘needs to. be recognized |
and picked up by the poet, who will not|transform it into something -
else, but put-some clothing on it, and present’it in fts natural
beauty.47 Therefore'the'01d'ideas are sti]llpresent'»Ran;on sti]]i
has the same natural1st att1tude towards real1ty, and 'still speaks
'about “prec1ous and beloved ObJeCtS" wh1ch, in his term1no]ogy, mean
v

‘ “chosen out of the fam111ar . But,,after.startjng to read Freud, he

introduces two new concepts of "tension“ and moral universal which

@
T

;confront the concrete unwversal, now beipg some k1nd of Super Ego or
S

hrgher consc1ence, wh1ch would now replace his ear11er concept of

i

“1og1c.; Thus, since his conceptlon of art changed SO drast1cal]y, a]]_
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‘_his other concepts now haVe to be changedtandimodified. For tnstance,
the concept of “images", which‘he borrowed from Ccoce,vnow is inter-
preted according t0'the JUngian.concept of primordial; collective
imaoes,“and quite wrongly, Ransom comes'to the conclusion that Croce's )
definition of art'means.lowecing the status of literature to a “pre;
~adult stage ofhexperience“.48 Again, sfnce he cannot‘aceept Crocefs
'Tposition that act peppesents intuitive knowledge, because imagesvoffer?
-only an a priori.typevof experience; Ransom mistakenly understands thfs

‘as putting the arts and the aesthetic ekperience into a very subordin-

ate position versus, science ahd its rational (i.e., a posteriori)
ekperience. This‘is‘probably the same reason'that led Ransom to re-
‘ model his conception of poetry in the f1rst ptace, because the. concept
of tens:on, elther between the Id and the Ego, or later on between the
‘moral un]versa] and thefconcrete un1versal, has a reconc1]atoFy
‘fnnction. Since he still believes that logic is the only answer to the
process of creation and experiencing the tcuth .which he constant]y;"
tries to- reconc1le, Ransom once again exp]alns "concret1zat10n" as a
pure]y rational act which happens when the poet s mind is in a stage of
~ tension between an1mallst1c affection and specu1at1ve apprecxat1on for
_ the objects in rea]1ty. In "The Inorganic Muses" (1943), this is-
| descr1bed in the compar1son of the dog with the poet
The dog is like a poet in doing more than to expect and calculate
his creature benefits from the objects; for example, the smell of
the master's tobacco must be vivid' to him yet without organic
meaning. And the dog is a sort of re]1g1onlst in the degree that

- the master's purposes and techniques remain inscrutable, and the
dog's regard for them is specutive and humble.49
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3) Poetry-as SUpreme KnOwledge: Science versus: Poetry as Symbo]s )

versus Icons, Arguments agalnst Richards ' PsycholoQISm

r

Apart from metaphys1ca1 arguments, Ransom uses aesthet1c or
‘theoret1ca1 arguments to back up his vmewpo1nts on the role of litera-
ture as knowledge. Besides Ransom's polemical-critique of T.S. Eliot;
Y. Winters or Romant1c1sm, one of h1s most famous disputes 1s w1th
R1chards. Th1s dispute has the broadest sca]e of perspect1ves, and it
A covers the range from language to aesthet1cs, from psychology to meta-
physics, from ep]stemo]ogy to axiology, and so on.f However th: bas1c :
d1sagreement starts with d1fferent ways of defining poetry and human
experience. ; )

‘ Uniike Ransom, Richards defines poetry as a human- activity not
different from-any other human activity, havtng its basis in oerceiving
things, and 1ts resu]t in commumcatwn.50 Therefore, R1cnards is 1n
favor of the percept1on theory a]] the way through »in the poet' s g
re]at1onsh1p to reality, and in regard to the relat1onsh1p between the
reader and poetry. Furthermore, following the tradition of Kantian
nhi]osophy, Richards separates perceiving things (based on sensations
and;the senses) from‘exoériencing things.(based on rationali;ation;

: memory and know]edge); 'Accordingctofhim; there is aIways'only one
rea11ty in its tota]lty, as there is only one exper1ence and one.tgtal
know]edge wh1ch includes know1ng all the d1fferent th1ngs at the same
t1me. This 1nseparab1l1ty of experwenc1ng and knowrng th1ngs means

that there are, on the othervhand many ways of»perce1v1ng th1ngs.

because there are many emotions. and sensatlons which could lead towards

+has came fvno nf fnohnnc- fhprnf'nrp hv dpf1n1f1nn erionra
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@
v represents experiencing things, offering the actual knowledge based on
experience and logic; and the‘arts,represent perceiving things.,

offering to convey experience based on pseudo-statements and-emotions.’

Thus, according to Richards: the function of the arts is inycommUnica—
tion, rather thanv1n offer1ng concrete knowledge. The‘Arts are
“supposed to organize our impulses and att1tudes in ordqr to communicate
the poet's feelings and sensations to the reader. Secondly, unlike
Ransom, Richards does not believe that.there is such a thing as. an
faesthetic experience", becaose he does’not'accepf‘discussing a liter-
ary"work as an aesthetic'object,pand he is against the sepération.of‘v
',“experiences“. According to Richards, the so-cal]ed “aesthetic experi-
ence” is to be found in the aud1ence, not in the 11terary work” the ”
reader responds to the 11terary wOrk in the same way as "Pav]ov s dog
would respond to the particular sign-kituation". 51 Therefore,_therev
are many responses to the same type f stimulus, just as there are many
: mpu]ses to produce the same type o emot1ons and feel1ngs.

| Ransom 1mmed1ate]y responded to th]S type of psycho]ogIsm.
First of all, he obJected that the on]y business of .the l1terary critic
is to stay "exc]us1ve1y w1th_an aesthetic cr1t:c1sm ("cps", p. 233)
Second]y; Richards‘ theoryjof impu]ses-and sign-situation can- be critj-,
;cc1zed also as an. example of the pos1t1v1st1c formu]a applied to the |
psycholog1ca1 approach to 11terature, 1.e., that one th1ng necessarlly

jder1ves from another. Acdord1ng]y, th1s time Ransom-was ‘to criticize

Richards for u51ng the‘cause-effect formula to expla1n the:relat1onsh1p

between ‘the reader and. the 11terary work. Since he thinks that psycho-
o \J., .
loglcal concepts such as st1mulus and mpulses should be replaced with




g aesthet1c concepts, Ransom descr1bes st1mulus as an att1tude represggte

1ng the o;gan1zed conatlve 1mage, whose effect 1s the cogn1t1on image,

th1s be1ng an equ1valent for R1chards s1gn s1tuation. The function of

, the organ1zed conatlvetdmage is to look outward 1n drder to "invade the :

" external world" and “make use. of ittt (__ pp. 27 28 et passim)

- both the emotlve dnd conat1ve elements, ie e.l 1mpulses.

; -pass1m) And f1nally, unl1ke poetry, which uses more complex way of

the other hand - the cogn]tlon 1mages represent the external world in’

Ransom's third. argument is based on the dlfferences between

-

P

“,1tself whose funct1on 1s to penetrate “throbghout the experlence as L

. T oad
. e

science and poetry in comprehend1ng and express1ng the real worlda At';f7'“ |

th1s po1nt Ransom 1ntroduces a few new- arguments to support h1$ theory.m

)

of poetry belng above sc1ence. F1rst-of all,. the worid in wh1ch we
l1ve is d1fferent from the world whlch we treat in our sc1ent1fic
studieS' therefore, already at the level of the subJect matter, sc1ence
deals w1th a partial percept1on and understandlng of the world _
Secondly, the poet1c d1scourse, because of the ontolog1cal nature of
poetry,‘always 1mpl1es an order of ex1stence, a grade of obJect1v1ty

wh1ch cannot be- treated’1n sc1ent1fic dIScourse“ (NC p. 281, et

-

comprehens1on and express1on, l.e., 1cons or cogn1tlon images, sc1ence &

"utilizes a very part1al and lelted means of express1ons. sﬂg§§s1v1
\\/ﬂl/ / C !

' Tak1ng over from Charles w Morrls and h1s tgachlng about three
kinds of discourse (501ence, art and technb}ogyf, (__, pp. 282, 283, et
pa551m) Ransom expla1ns that each d1scourse operates on. its own

SN _ :
d1fferent level of mean1ng, using the apprOpriate kind of sxgns as 1ts

proper expre551on. Therefore, sc1ence employs ygbols which have “no .

3 M

P - .
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, other character than that of referr1ng to another obJect . In other

3.
SR

words, sc1ent1f1c d1scourse operates ma1nly on the semantic level

~wh1le poetlc dlscourse operates on the sxntact1ca and technolog1cal

d1scourse on the Eragmat1cal lEVel('*lhe val1d1ty of art seems to be in -

ll 1nclud1ng both the emotional and rat1oﬁal comprehending of the real

° ‘o

) world wh1ch 1s reflected in the use of 1cons, therefore, the ma1n

SNy

>

d1st1nctlon is to be made based -on the complex1ty of 1con1c SIgns o

<

versus-the 51ngular1ty of symbol1c s1gns., Furthermorék the complexity

-

of art 1s reflected also 1n its relat1onsh1p to realIty.' Like technol- .

o ogy, art 15 more "concerned w1th mak1ng someth1ng, as well as know1ng

somethlng, wh1le pure sc1ence seems concerned only w1th know1ng some-

o th1ng“ (NC pp. 283 284) Unl1ke symbols, the iconic or aesthetlc
<,

51gns have a»two-fold funct1on': to resemble and to 1m1tate the obJectsﬁ
(or art1st1c 1mages) to wh1ch they refer as: semant1c obgects._ Thus, at
th1s po1nt Ransom goes back to Plato and Aristotle,’ expla1n1ng the
1con1c character of aesthet1c s1gns by the mlmet]c pr1nc1ples of thev
anc1ent poet1cs.:;~ IR : \

S However, Ransom real1zes that somet1mes 1t m1ght be d1ff1cult
to diStlﬂgUlSh between d1fferent klnds of icons or between what one '
particular 1con represents in- dlfferent klnds of art, pa1nt1ng, poetry,’t
music, etc.i For 1nstance, poetry 1s a d1scourse in words wheresoever |
1cons occur as evoked mental 1mages w1thout any specxfic or necessary
reference to the concrete material obgects. “The techn1cal use of
language Qy the poet lS one that l1fts words out of the!r symbollc or
definite uses into- 1mag1nat1ve ar lmage-provoklng uses, says Ransom.

(__,.p. 287) Thus, the d1fferent1a specifica between sc1ence and

e

'.q
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> N
l1terature is discussed firstly on its pragmat1cal level. Besides
be1ng an’ obJect1ve knowledge, aesthet1c discourse embod1es certaln

, value propert1es as well, says Charles W. Morr1s. (Cf NC pp.
288 289) Ransom is not qu1te sat1sf1ed Wlth this: part of Professor
Morr1s theories, and he remarks that the aesthet1c value propert1es v:
should be conS1dered qu1te d1fferently from those in science. Ga1ety

- and| subl1m1ty are, among others, says Ransom, the most: 1mportant
aesthet1c value-propertjes, whereas mass and velocity belong to
sc1ent1f1c ones. | ~ » L

However,’ aesthetlc ‘value- propert1es are not 1ndeed affect1ve
' ones; neither are the sc1ent1f1c value propert1es objective physical
” ones, argues Ransom. "The val1d1ty of . a sc1ent1f1c drscourse depends
in part we should say, on 1ts semant1cal pur1ty. That 1s, each symbol
should refer to an obJect spec1f1cally defifed, or ha¥1ng a spec1f1c k |
value-aspect for the d1scourse -and throughout the d1scourse 1t should
have exactly that reference and no other.. The reference of a s1ngle
symbol is l1m1ted and un1form. (NC pp. 290-291) T
a- . In scient1f1c d1scourse, accord1ngly,‘we deal‘w1th a s1ngle

value-system, wh1ch in-art has 1ts equ1valent only 1n ‘the paraphrase,,

in. ther"moral W oin the theme, or 1s ‘the prose-argument of the d1scourse f"

(
wh1ch/all offer the s1ngle-value system. The work of art is beyond 1ts

/

paraphrase because the 1cons represent the part1cular1ty of concrete
obgects referr1ng to the whole at the same t1me, and embody1ng "too

many propert1es, and t00° many values. ) The icon 1s always a part1cu-

lar, and 1t exceeds def1n1t10n., In the play, for example, the 1con 1s

e

' our 1mage of Prince Hamlet and 1t is\neVer twice the sdme.

-



Unl]ke sc1ence, which is statemental and whose statements have
predictive values.,the world of art does not to]erate restr1ct1ons.'
The composition of a poem is des1gned by two 1ntended e]ements
'h meaning and meter. Language possesses two propert1es, says Ransom one
is semant1c, the other is phonet1c. Thesetpropert1es are best employed

- dn pbetr}._ Ransom explains th1s phenomenon as. the range of work ‘as -

fmeanIng and as the range of. words as sound. The critic has to fol]ow

this pattern 1n his analysis‘11terally, becauSe the onto]ogital nature
“of'poetry'is reflected in its texture.. -
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IV, RANSOM'S CONCEPT OF PLATONISM AND THREE TYPES OF POETRY: .

-

1) Ransom S Definitions of the Poem and Poetry

' One of the major problems raised by Ransom S criticism is its _
, relationship to the writing of other critics, not only because he o
quotes them extensively in all of his books and essays but because-
- every detail shows how much he assimilates and accepts from the orig—
“inal texts of the others. His approach indEEd shows also that he tries |
tohforce his way thrOugh, but,:at-the same.time, his incredibly intol-
"erant‘and*preaching,tone says'that most'of:the time,he ishbpinionated |
on grounds of taste, rather’than‘becaUse'he:has‘a'neu'piece of'evidence
to offer. Thus in order to defenﬁ weak points in his theories “he is
willing to construct the most complicated mechanisms of defense arOUnd »;f
some quite simple premises.. This initial obsession became a necessity,
and soon all his theories were chained one ‘to another so that there is
no theory now in his critical system that is nqx a part of several |

s B
others all of them outlined to defend. some-dubious position' they are

'interrelated and protecting each- other at the same time. One. of many o

-tasks of this type is his applogy for poetry, i e., his fight, against 8
g o-called “Platonism .-f _ f R -"‘ | . A_‘ |

In addition to the . already partially discussed problems appear—‘
:ing in 'Poetry. A Note on Ontology ,52 Ransom S major theme, howl

to distinguish three types of modern poetry, has not\yet been discussed ‘,1~1

: ﬂhere. According to their relationship to reality, i e., the ontologi-
-‘7'cal nature of poetry, there are three types of poetry._ 1) Physica
P oetry or poetry of things, represented by Imagism- 2) Platonic -
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I3

Poetry, or poetry‘of'ideas, written in the manner of Victorian Poetry; -

‘and 3) Metaphysita] Poetry; or poetry of images, represented by the
:.inteﬂﬂectual'poetry’of the seventeenth century as his-modelf John
vDonne and so-called Metaphys1ca]s. |

| Ransom cr1t1c1zes the f1rst two types of poetry from the p01nts
of view of Aristotle's conqeptlon of imitation and'Kant:svconcept1on of
the aesthetic beautiful.: According to the application of the first |
principle, Ransom says that we value art because it is an imitation,
and "we value 1m1tat1on because it gives us p]easure" by being the

irepresentat1on of natural beauty. 'In

rms ‘of validity, the aesthetic
beautiful'is‘a]ways_of a h1gher~rank then the origina] object. (E§3
pp. 196-197, et,passim) This_has its expla ‘
‘ﬂ]iterature as knouledges;but also in his-teaching about‘imagination
?Which is completely differentuthan in-the.case oeriehards' or the
other New Crftics who. all, moré or less, follow in the footsteps of
- the Co]er1dglan trad1t1on. | .
Probably the most surpr1s1ng element in h1s wr1t1ng on imagina-

tlon is his descr1pt1on of it as "sp1r1tua] happen1ngs Accord1ng to

Ransom, “1nte]lect in the spec1a1 sense is supposed to be. pure thought

, be lntellectual 1s to be- d1sc1p11ned in techntque ‘and stocked with
;learnlng,'a very great advantage for every purpose,(and even for

' _fert111z1ng the pleasures of 1mag1nat1on (NB pp. 196-197, et
’pass1m) Therefore, 1maglnat1on is the facu]ty “by which we are able to

contemp]ate th1ngs as they are in their r1ch and cont1ngent mater1a1-

‘1tyf; (!g, pp. 100-101) ‘The other charactertst1c'of 1mag1nat1on, in

ion in Ransom's theory of

3

B ,-engaged ina ser1es of techn1ca1 or abstract processes ‘ Moreover, "to
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 Ransom's opinion,'is in being““an organ of know]edge whose technioue is
B fmages. It presents to the ref]ect1ve mind the part1cu1ar1ty of
nature." The 1mage presented by 1mag1nat1on “ord1nar1]y means to«be
true" ’ (NB p. 156) For RanSOm, 1mag1nat1on is the brgan by whlch we
"secure the part1cu]ar1ty of obJects“, whereas there is qu1te another
organ, “work1ng by a techn1que of‘un1yersals to,serve science. ‘(253-
. PP. 156,»162) Thus,‘jmagination is "a faculty of‘excessiyerversatilf
ity: equally ready to'take'the photographlof objective'reality; or to
reproduce'it'from‘memony,jor to create it originally tn‘alpaintfng;
and; if.the iast the detai] is perceptua1 but not‘actu311y perceivedP
P(WB p. 292) It seems that Ransom S 1n51stence on the reconc1l1atory
. character of 1mag1nat1on represents his’ ]ast effort. to solve the con-
:f11ct between the two po]es in his theory of poet1c (dua]) structure.
Therefore even feel1ngs become control]ed by 1nte]1ectual construc—
t1ons; but they “f1nd approprlate act10ns-through 1mag1nat1on »Qﬂg
-p. 291) Howeveﬂ altogether, 1mag1nat1on must be representative,.or

rea11st1c, An order that “poetry may speak the truth" (__ p. 293)

That is the most 1mportant ‘task of 1mag1nat1on, says Ransom.

Appl1ed to the chosen types_of.poetry,~these explanatlons be-
more s1gn1f1cant. slight]y changlng the meanlng of the def1n1tlonstiv
'ocus., For 1nstance, Ransom would cr1t1c1ze both Phy51ca] Poetry
or being s1mpllst1c and too realistic in deallng wlth th1ngs,53

- and\Platonic Poetry for be1ng too 1dea11st1c and 1ack1ng pur1ty in -

_ dea11n- w1th th1ngs whlch are translatable 1nto 1deas*'54 but he

uld pralse Metaphysical Poetry for deal1ng with reality through

‘ima es;55 ,Paradoxjcal]y, for h1m~any P]aton1sm 1sra.hybr1d<
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_.performance, rather than Metaphys1ca] Poetry, just as Imag1st poetry 1s
'about th1ngs, not about 1magesr' Accordingly, there is a connect1on

between Platonism and Imagism;'and P]aton1c‘Poetry is on]y.an imitation
of:Physical Poetry, whieh means "not really a poetry". .Theretore, |
"P]atonists‘practise'their bogus poetry”intorder to shon'that an image
wi]}iprove an idea, but the'literatqre nhiCh succeeds.in this delicate
mission does not contain real 1maoes, but illustrations”, concludes

However, in cr1t1c1z1ng P]ato by quoting the statement “The

Ransom. (NB p. 128)

1great forces are persxstent in P1ato .the love of truth ang/;ea] for

. human 1mprovementu, (NB p. 123) Ransom does - not riiﬂ///z \Jbé same

forces in himself and the great expectatlonS‘that e always had ofi'

'literatOre: to be truthful more than anything e]ée; and to enable
people to”getato know more by reading poetry than by\studying scien;e.
.Th1s Neo-PTatonic 1dea11sm is present even more 1n Ransom s next
remark wh1ch comp1a1ns that Platonism has fa11ed because it has shown

the SIgns of an 1nab1l1ty to reconc1le the world of idea w1th the world
‘ .

- of percept1on. (wB p. 123) HIS ironic statement that the only

, d1fference between a sc1ent1f1c document and\a poet1c "text. 15 that the

document cons1sts of “on]y abstract 1deas w1th no . images" (__ p..120

has the same type of terr1b]e understatement as do h1s c]ass1f1cat10ns

of a]legory, Romant1c Irony, and all kinds of "e]aboratlons“ of
7patr1ot1c, relig1ous mora] or social ideas,_ as P]aton1sms., (!g}
’p. 122, 126, 121) 9B |

| - The 1dea1 type of poetry is Metaphy51ca1 Poetry wh1ch refers

o perhaps almost ent1rely to the so~-called conce1ts that const1tute

oY
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y1ts style“.a (NB P. 132) To def1ne the conceit means\to def1ne sma]l-
scale Metaphys1ca1 Poetry, 1 e.,‘1ts effects._ A conce1t h(gg1nates in
a metaphor thus, all Metaphys1cal Poetry is an extenSIOn of rhetor1ca1

'Qdev1ces such as metaphorlcal speech tropes, meter, and f1ct1on. (W8,

. Cf. throughout pages 130-134, et pass1m, pe 137) The 111us10n of rea]-

ity is. obta1ned by keep1ng the customary demand to be "true-to 11fe
ftherefore, f1ct1on as the dev1ce 1s extreme]y 1mportant because "1t is

genera]ly easier. to obta1n ‘our aesthetic exper1ence from art than from

- nature, because nature-js actual, and [its] commun1cat1on’1s forbid-

den". (WB, p.‘132) At this point, it is not very c1ear'Why Ransom is
against Platonic Poetry which utilizes the same techn1que while, at
" the same time, Metaphys1cal Poetry is being def1ned as “the most or1g-

inal and exc1t1ng, and lntellectua]ly perhaps the most 'seasoned" type

Y

of poetry. (NB p. 135) Many cr1t1cs have poxnted out that Ransom S
; explanatlons are not always satisfactory; one of them, Ch1cago cr1t1c

R.S. Crane, summar1zes the main comp1a1nts aga]nst Ransom in the
: v : :
fol]ow1ng way: N

In sp1te of - the fact that Mr. ‘Ransom writes in fu]] awareness of
Johnson's use of the term (metaphysical poetry) and that both
critics refer to some of the same seventeenth-century poets, the.
real object of discussion ‘in the two is only minimally. identical,
‘the obJect env15aged by Johnson belng a historically determlnate
.+ 'race' of poets in the generation before Dryden, to whom he
" attributes -certain excesses and defects in the’ 11ght of his general
‘,crlter1a for poetry of any kind, whereas the object of concern for
Mr. Ransom,.as constituted in the terms of his essay, is str1ct1y
not a particular school of poets'at all but a universal kind of
poetry, the nature of which is determined, in his definition, by
-the oppos1t10n he established between it and the two contrasting
- extremes of ‘physical goetry on the one ‘hand, and platon1c
poetry' on the other.5
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In Ransom S explanation, this meant that Platonic Poetry was

Ptoo 1dea11st1c", while Phys1ca1 Poetry was "too rea11st1c" to be good..

. The}contrjbut1on of the Metaphys1ca]s was in introducing the "psycho-
" logical device" of.mirac]e which permits a predication different from a-
predication of scienoe. The scientific pred1cat1on conc]udes “an act
. of -attention, but miraculism 1n1t1ates one." (WB, p. 142. see also pp,A
.139 and 140 ) Thus, the pred1cat1on of Metaphys1ca1 poetry is not true
11ke history, because poetry can be true only in a certa1n pragmat1c
sense like some_of the generalizations of sc1encef In;other words,
there is no‘poetry that can be true in the senSe of the truth of
h1story, but even science is ‘only partially true in that sense..

It is obv1ous that Ransom thinks here in terms of Ar1stot1e S
d1st1nct1on between the universal and the partlcular, referr1ng even to
the same Arlstotellan example of the d1fferences between h1storlography
and poetry His speculations are an 1ncred1b1e mixture of Platonism
and Ar1stotel1an1sm, more than of Hege11an1sm and Kantianism, on whose‘
sjde,he wou]d prefer to be d1scovered._ Start1ng w1th the Neo-~ P]aton1st'
teaching about ideaS’(things do not exist, they are images ), Ransom was

f ab]e to shift the d1scu551on to the NeouAr1stotel1an d1st1nct1on :
between universals and part1cu]ars.~ However, it should be po1nted out

that in P1ato demytho]oglzat1on p]ays a comp]ete]y d1fferent or nega-

»tTve ro1e. Plato accuses poets of hav1ng a bad effect on young people o

by us1ng myth to obscure the truth. Agansom prefers the term "mlracu]-

w-,1sm" 1nstead of myth or mytholog1zatlon, but contrary to Plato, he -

"bel1eves that poets do say the truth about real1ty.

R
B

*
4
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The conf]xct 1n ‘Ransom's specu]at10n ex1sts asia conflict
between his teaching about i mages, which. are cop1es of ideas, and his
ambition to prove that‘poetry offers a know]edge about the wor]d, and o
even to show that know]edge is universal rather than part1cu1ar. ‘He
sympath1zes more w1th the hard-headed Aristotle than with the poetlc
Plato, but his logic is far f rom hav1ng e1ther an Ar1stotellan or a
~P1aton1c_specu]atiye ab111ty:i The problem of the d1st1hct1on between
SCientific knowledge and~poet1c“know1edge may be traced back much -

~earlier than Hulme's or'Richards; discussion, on Romanticists concerning'
scjence‘and‘poetry. ActuaTTy; this problem is:one’of‘the major prob-
Tems of hermeneutics,.the modern as weTT‘as the old one. The idea of

two kinds of truth is para]]e] in some ways to the medieval d1st1nct1on

between sacra and profana, the Thom1st d1st1nct1on between d1v1ne

' science and poet ¢ knowledge, and also t0fthe distinction made by the
Eniightenment between reason and spirit. However, unlike those of New:
ACriticiSm; most modern theories.of art set aside the concept of truth
as be1ng irrelevant to thewr subject matter. Ransom in a sense accepts
Ar1stot1e S aesthet1cs, but’ he does not accept h1s reJection of the
concept of truth as 1rre1evant for poetry.u ‘Quite on the contrary, he
accepts PTato S p051t1on that saying the truth not only is relevant,
but 1s the most important issue of the arts. Thus, in f1ght1ng
P]aton1sm, Ransom never actual]y succeeded because h1s poet1cs are
essent1ally Platonist, 1.e., based on the theory\of 1m1tatlon and the
representat1on of truth.» _j ;“.L

The result of th1s tgbefof att1tude is that thére are too many

var1atlons and-. unnecessary changes in Ransom s definitions of “poem and



poetr3. They‘yary'too often hecause'they were preconditioned to'be
modified in order to ‘serve omly one purpose: to further explain the
specific aspetts of.Ransomfs‘preferences tor one type of critical
thinking,,one-directton,nand one specific set of demands.whichiwere.not
'based on-the natural- deve]opment of his theor1es. In other‘WOrds, eaow
Vof Ransom S maJor cr1t1ca] doctrines creates the poss1b111ty for a new
.set of definitions which might legitimize to the greatest extent
'Ransom's intimate support for certain types of criticfsm. This
‘exp]a1ns, on’ the one hand, why Ransom has to discuss more of his own
cr1t1ca1 pos1t1ons, rather than to give more examp]es of h1s analyses
of d1fferent types of poetry, and, on the other ‘hand, that is why he
has to offer SO many def1n1t10ns of poetry which are based on the
'ubgect-matter, the end of the poem, or\on ‘the quality of the poetic
structure.57 More 1nterested in defending his views than in defining
more prec1se]y what he means by compos1t1on .and poetic devices, Ransom
makes his theor1es even more d1ff1cu]t to understand by father1ng
dozens and dozens of new. var1atlons of the same theory. Qu1te often,
he would start a]] over aga1n, go1ng through hundreds of d1st1nct1ve
aspects of certa1n problems, not in. order to bring c]arlty or truth to
the so]ut1on of the_prob]em,.but‘to revea] h1s specific mot1ves for |
creating those veryvsame'theories; 'Before ue discuss this aspect~ot‘

' Ransom, let us f1rst see a few examples of Ransom s def1n1t1ons. v

' Ransom's def1n1t10ns of poetry are usual]y made w1th1n the
framework of a- few f1xed predom1nants which are 1nterre]ated. These

: are four. the poet the poem, rea11ty, and the d1fference~between

fpoetry and prose. “The poet perpetuates in his pdem an order of



existence which in actua]‘]ife fs_eanstantly crumbling,beneath his
touch", -says Ransom. "His poem'celebrates the object‘which'ﬁs rea],
individual, and qualitatively ﬁnfihite.“ (!é,:p. 384) “Since, on the.
technical side; “Poetry djstihguishes itself from prose" by devices'
"which are, precisely, itsimeans of escaping from prose", the'crftic
has to reverse the poet's_proceeding by taking the poem apart "for the'
sake of uncovering-these featuresf.“(gg, p.:349); To identify the

™
w?

poetic object»means to find dut~the universal or commonplace object,to

s

which the poem refers, as well as to pin down the'totaTity of ‘connota-

tion, which holds it secure."(ﬂg! pP. 348) Since it is ‘much easiervto
discover the universa]vobjeCt,’whieh is‘"a kind”df story, character,
"thing, scene, or moral'priheipleh,.kygg p. 348) many criticsvstay at,
themlézei of paraphraseesg’ The character of the poem resides "in its
"hay of exhibiting the residuary qua]fty";'(ﬂg,;p. 349) &na Ransom
thinks that its comp]ete explanation is impossib}e. o ] '2,
' Howevér, there are some preconditions which help the'critic_to
d1st1ngu1sh between the bad and the good things in poetry. Some of
these are already ment1oned in the d1scu551on\pf the three types of

poetry. S1nce the others are spread arounq in ;;FTBUS essays, let us

compare a few def1n1t1ons of good and bad ‘poetry wh1ch happen to appear

in The New Criticism. F1rst, the “beaut iful ‘poem: 29+
1) A beautiful poem is”pne whix h proceeds to the complet1on of a-
logical structure, but n Fithout attent1on to the local
particularity of its components."‘ -

2) A beautiful poem’ is a democratic state, so to speak which
realizes the ends of a state without sacr1f1cﬁng the personal
character of its c1t1zens. S



3)

A beautiful poem is an obJectlve d1scourse which we approve
containing objective detai] which we like.

Next come the spec1a1 definitions of the poem's structure, or the

structural definitions of the poem:60

1)

2)

3)

The poem is a 1oo§e,1ogica1 structure with an irrelevant local
texture. :

The poem must have logic, meaning, sense; that is its charac-

~ ter, but not the immediate character of the poet.

The poem is a complex of meaning, with 1ts two distinguishable
featlires: "a logical structure and a local texture; and a com-
plex of sound, with'its two corresponding features' a meter,
and a musical phrasing of the poem.. One may assume that all
these features are interrelated; thus we can speak about
phonetic and musical phrases, structura1 and textural meanings,
phonetic meaning of the texture, etc. However, meter would
mark the poetic quality of the poem.

And finally, 1et us see some definitions of “bad" poetry, or poetry in

general:61

1)

- 2)

3)

A great deal of poetry is analogous to ordinary painting; it

. simply presents its objects in detail without ever-exceeding

actual observation. This is poetry of a primary or of the
simplest order, which does not give us scientific truth but
every detail in it is accurate. This poetry lacks contemp]a—

~tion" (wh1ch is'Ransom's- equivalent for imagination).

Poetry is a form of knowledge. Imagination, whose technique is

“images, is an organ of knowledge which supplies the form of -

knowledge for poetry:. The image presented by imagination means
to be ver1f1ab1e to be true, sed on observation. -

Poetry d1st1nguishes 1tse1f by an act of will from prose, both
being based on language and experience, but ppegry; taking the
technical effects of prose, which are hard, s ns them or

" dissolves them in a total experience.

”

And now, when we have nine different definitions of the poem

and poetry, along with the three previously diécussed types of poetry,

let us see how they are reflected in Ransom's analysis of poetry. The

questions which we are seeking to justffy are as follows: Are these-
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7 , N |
edef1n1t1ons real precond1t10ns for Ransom S ana]ys1s? How much can
they effect Ransom's conclus1on about partlcular poetry? »Does Ransom '

violate the text in order to adjust his theories to the ana]ysis'Of

N

particular poems?

L3)

2) Ransom's Analysis-Of Poetry:

aYRMﬂtmﬂslyddu
N One of the first, and probab]y the best, of'Ransom‘s:analjeee
of poetry is hlS analysis of Milton's Lyc1das.62 THRs c]ever and |
conven1ent choice of one of Ml]ton s most controvers1a1 and most

amb1guous poems serves Ransom by back1ng up the f1rst c1a1m 1n h1s

poetics that. anonym1ty is the-first precond1t1on of great poetry

Accord1ng to the trad1t10na1 1nterpretat1ons of M1lton,§3 |
this amb]gulty 1s based on severa] factors 1) the restr1ct1ons and
d1ff1cu]t1es in def1n1ng precfsely the rea] and proper subJect -matter '
of the poem: ls Lyc1das a poem‘about EdwandhK1ng? Is 1t about Ml]ton7
About the fear of dyfng young?iAbout-“waterR? About-archetypes? etc.;\? 1‘

~2) the unconventional (or the conVentiona]) form of pastora] 3) " B

]anguage, 4) 1magery and symbo]s i e.; a semant1c 1eve1 of the poem.
Accord1ng to the 1nd1v1dual preference for one of these four - top1cs,
Ransom s ana]ys1s ‘could not be c]ass1f1ed as unusual, not as too arig-
"1na1, even if al] four factors are ‘taken into cons1derat1on. 'Thus, the -
:va11d1ty of Ransom 3 1nterpretat1on 1s not in ltS or1g1nal1ty, but 1n»

its pre;entat1on. He also examines language, imagery .and symbo]s; he

speaks about'conventionality-or unconventionaljty of‘form;,the on]yt
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d1fference is that he does not find anyth1ng amb1guous about the top1c-.
of the‘poem. |

Ransom s approach is quite d1fferent. 'Hg be11eves that Lyc1das
P Lyelaas

o 1s a 11terary exerc1se, as we]] as. an exerc1se in "pure linguistic

techn1que", and in “po1nt of v1ew". -"So 1s a]most any other poem

,earl1er than the e1ghteenth century, the craftsmansh1p, the formal:
: qua]1ty which 1s wr1tten on it, is meant to have high visibility", says )
’ ’ :
. Ransom. (The World' s-Body, pP.. 4) From the:1n1t1a] premlse Ransom

draws two conc1u51ons A) being on]y a p1ece of craftsmansh1p, or exer-
c1se, Lyc1das does not need the amb1gu1ty of the subJect-matter,pon the
“'contrary. 1t needs the anonym1ty of the poet, and B) Ml]ton S, 1ntent1on
.to be anonymous and his dec1510n to wrlte 3 poetlc exercise result in a
“hot qu1te reso]vable dua]1sm"; (NB p. 3) that 1s, "the poet must sup-
‘ press the man, or the man would suppress the poet“ (W8, -p.=3) A]so,
o th1s1conf11ct is actually the main source of the ambtgu1t1es that ‘occur
?:uh1n the ‘poem. “ o | !
._ | Accord1ng to Ransom, th1s approach of the poet s anonym1ty ns/
't’the best and only way to express e11g1b1y anythlng that the poet wants.
. Instead“of behav1ng l1ke today s young men who try to. become poets by

-f.writIng some of their 1ntenser exper1ences their loves, p1t1es,_

'~;~griefs, and relig!ous ecstasxes, but too 11tera11y, faxthfully, pious-

. ly, 1ngenuously .- by putttng on the maskfof anonym1ty, Mllton instead

15creates the opportunity of expre551ng whatever he wants to say for T,

o ﬁh1mse1f or_ for his prlncnples._ Ransom flnds this to, be a regular

'ﬂ?practice of seventeenth century poetry. Anonym)ty and craftsmansh1p

"“ﬁj:aaré needed according to the gentle and extremely mascul1ne trad1t10n :
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of'elegy, because the.performantevof‘the poet;“is not rated by rending
of garments;\heartbreak, yerisjmilitude of‘desolationf. RanSOmv |
»compares it with the pomp at the foneral of the'king, "whom everybody
mourns pub]1c]y and nobody pr1vate}y (HB‘ pp. 4-5, 5)' And'he:goes_
on to prove it .by f1rst exam1n1ng the meter of Lyc1das. 'He finds the
-‘f\whole poem to be_extreme]y unconventional, "a very free adaptat10n of
" the canzone" with stanzas Qf-“tndeterminate length“, uneven.rhythm and
- "intricate-rhyminglscheme“. (!g,ipp. 7ae9).'ThiS'“destr0ctive freedom"
of Milton;s is deliberate, says'Ransom, and it is needed.to diffuse and
neutra11ze the natura] man 1n the poet, on the one hand and\to rebe]
against the formailSm and conventlons of his tlme, on the other hand..
Lyc1das “was written Smooth and rewr1tten rough wh1ch was treason
th1nks Ransom.. (NB pp. a1, 12 in compar1son with 7, 9) Accord1ng t0‘
him, vers 11bre is a]ways 1nferior in compar1son to rhyme, and breaklng
~‘metric” qpnvent1ons 1s the characterist1c of a modern poet.
| Apart from Ransom s conclus1ons,‘which w11] be d1scussed ]ater :
on, most of h1s assumpttons sound very fam111ar._ ‘The term1nology is
h sl1ght]y d1fferent, s1nce this 1s his f1rst essay in poet1cs. but the. 'v
o maJor 1deas are exactly the same as those expressed many years later
f-on. For 1nstance, when Ransom speaks about suppress1ng emot!ons and
the "natura] man“" in M11ton s case, by using meter, by a d1fferent
rhythm and the unconvent1ona1 ]ength of. hlS stanzas, as well as’ by
putt1ng on the mask of anonym1ty in order to be ab]e to speak about hlS
own exper1ence Ransom is actua]]y for the first tlme expre551ng the :__‘
,maln.po1nts “of h1s‘future poetics. For example, let us ment1on the
-Vi"essays'"the*TensefofiPoetry"fKISSS) and.{Yvor Ninters."The.Logaoal,

-
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Critic" (1941), which both discuss'the problems of meter and under what

rules the poet works. Here Ransom says that “the poet requires.a tech4

nique for escaping techniques", which he does by putting on the mask.

(WB,. pp. 256, 257)“ Since poetry is an artifice; practised‘with an

adult cunn1ng, and since meter is an art1f1c1a1 language; th1$ mask is

4

the meter, "The more accurate the meters, the freer and more incalcul-

- able the d1scourse“, claims Ransonm. (__, PP. 256, 257-258) Unfortun-

. t
ately, "Milton elected to sacr1f1cev1t“.

L i . . s T
" The second prescript, or technique, for writing poetry is to

. put-on the'costume;-i.e.,‘to impersonate the period, or the character;

or probably both at once, in order to unify the poem and to: b1nd ‘the
play of sen51b1l1ty in 1t. Aga1n the same idea of p]ay1ng the
character-part. And Ransom makes th1s conc]u510n
The. advantage of the mask is negative,’ 1nhib1t1ng the prose func-
tion .and -releasing the aesthetic function, but the advantage of the
-.costume 1s positive, g1v1ng form to the aesthetic activity. (NB
p. 259)

‘Ransom's position in “Yvor Winters: The Logical Critic" has

{slightly changed' Because he now believes that meter belongs to the

~loca] texture, and it does not have a d1rect effect on the total mean-

1ng of the poem, 1ts function is explalned now as dua] f1rst to serve

as a regular pattern such as may be def1ned for the g1ven poem and

f.secondly,'to be .under the regu]ar pattern as 1ts var1at1ons, in order

lto make a specia] mark on the poem 1f metrxca] effects are wanted.

~z

- (NC, pp. 259—261 262,'et pass1m)- However,.Ransom once more expressed»'

the regret that “the poets of our tlme have been 1nsen51t1ve to metri--

s

' cal n1cet1es as the poets of "no earlier perlod have been“ before.»

% ’

S
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(NC, p. 254) He,still'thinks that "one of the'values of free verse is

to send us back re301c1ng to fixed meters", (NC p. 269) and that we -

should agree with Ninters who said that "the meter is the frame of

reference against which we can locate and define the phrase . '(§§5

p. 269) ObViously, there are other pOSSible examples, but these

already mentioned above should prove thatARansom s analySis of Milton's
Lycidas is indeed compatible with his theoretical concepts. Then, let

us see now how his interpretationfperforms on the scale of literary

Avhistory'and’the other interpretations of the ‘poem. =~

In spite of the fact that many‘critics'disagree'about'the
validity and obJect1v1ty of Ransom s 1nterpretations,64 in” general

hlS analysws of. Lyc1das was well received and praised even aque the

o

'standards of usual interpretations of Milton. 'However, one a the best .

experts and connOisseurs of Ransom s theory, Louis ‘B, Rubin, has made
some very strong objections against Ransom S analysis, clai ing that
instead of interpreting Milton, “Ransom was pondering his n situa-

'tion“ 65 Rubin was particularly ahgry about Ransom s biogra' i

' sketches of Milton and in regard to other personal assumptions ‘Which

were incorporated in the analySIS, such as Milton's goin
“smoothly written poem and deliberately coarsening 1t“- being 'capable
of perfect logic", but being a strongly passionate man w1th “1ntense

personal, moral- and political princ1ples as well. 66 Rubin com--"
A

~:~pla1ned that Ransom wanted to see himself in Milton therefore he

- Y

-prOJected and attrlbuted his own desires,‘behav1or and characte?ﬁsticsil

-

-'7~ impaét on his analysis. ‘Rubin saysi
b

-'that jt is completely 1rrelevant to introduce biographical data, when
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it is obv1ous that the cr1t1c introduces them because they c01nc1de
‘w1th his own personal data, or when he can 1dent1fy w1th them-as a’ part
of his own life. He says. “I am not at all conv1nced that Ransom s
depiction of ﬁilton corresponds to—the biographical John M1lton, but
| beyond,a doubt it torresponds to the situation of-JohnTCrowe Ransom in
the early 1930s."67 The second argument_of Rubin's was that Milton -
'was not the'only»Eng]ish,poet who nrote oastorals, behaved\and had the

. type of»]ife as described by Ransom,_and so‘if Ransom depicts it as -

something .very unusua1; he must have a good reason for so'd01ng. Since .

' the'apparent reason‘couid‘not be found in the poem, this reason is a
part of Ransom's personal mot1vat1on. : B
Many others have agreed wlth Rubln, but a st1]l more serious
criticism came from M.H. Abrams. He sa1d_not only that Milton was not
the only Eng]ish.poet who_has-takeniliberties toﬂde]iberately.dfstorted‘
]the conventional form of the oastoral out,-as’a matter of fact::Ransom
is the most mistaken when he c1a1ms that the uses of free Verse.
del1berate]y cutt1ng off the rhythm, changing the length of. stanzas and
'-other techn1ca] novelt1es shou]d be understood "as arrogant gestures of
Milton's or1g1nality . On the contrary, says Abrams, these are ex-
amples“1n whlch Milton “closely followﬂ\estab11shed convent1ons“ 68 |
Scholar]y ‘studies have proved that the model for M1lton s e]aborate
h Ttanzone, w1th the same var1able structure unrhymed lines and unusual
'hvstanzas, was emp]oyed by “severa] Italian 1yr1c1sts of the sixteenth
Lcentury . Therefore, h1sto\Ttally, Ransom s comments on meter and form
]

do not have approprlate back1ng. He 1s wrong also about the sat1re o

| 'agalnst the clergy, wh1ch was. ne1ther M1lton s spec1alty, Qor h1$
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inhovation. As a matter offfa;t, Petrarch was respthibie for ‘this

.widespyead convehtioh; and he was "hardly vulgar, nor a.Puritan;fnor

"even a Protestant®. According to Abrams, only once was Ransom com-

pletely right: in his pointing out that Milton‘sprtting elegy dnto

narrat]ve conc1u51on wlthout match1ng the narratlve 1ntroduct1on of the

poem at the very b;g1nn1ng is not tradit1onal But even so. this is o

not at any rate enough “to make Mi]ton out to assert his own eg01sm

- and to change him from'"the entirely conventlona] rural s1nger of a ‘-‘

pastoral elégy" into something else.

b) Edna St. Vincent Millay

-

From a strictly literary point of view;hﬁansom's,essayffThe

" Poet as Noman“'(1937)59 is one of his best and mostnihteresting'

literary writings. ‘It is aﬁbiased, one;sided; and very dogmatic piece

' of Criticism"but'as a literary"essay it represents'a charmihg'and

‘artful p1ece of llterature which says some dramat1c truths about poetry

v 1

by 1ts overly subJective understatements. Indeed th1s ‘paradox - 1s

_underest1mated. f' - E ' _ - - B ' ‘.‘:‘ 4

I

<

B} many t1mes 1n his theory, Ransom is. aga1hst any k1nd of emqt1ona11sm,.

o

vposs1ble. and general]y speak1ng, the essay is overlooked and qu1te -

: e SRS N i
In spwﬁﬁ'of hav1ng aﬂa%rfErent topic;'Ransom.uses the same /

cr1t1cal approach as in his analy515 of Lyc1das. ‘The central topft is

Ransom s ant1 affect1onlsm. As 1n»the case. of~Eycidas,’he WOh1d critiir

c1ze £dna St. V1ncent M1l]ay 3 poetry for the same reasons as he had .
N

crittc12ed M11ton 3 modernity both Mlllay and: M1lton 1et thelr affec-

tlons and meter get in the way- of the1r 1ogic. As was mentloned SO -

L
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his‘idea}'is'Johéfponne-as-the epitome of3the*inte]]ectua1, no-nonsense
‘masculine type b% poetry.7q Ransom's taste 1snthe same as.that of
1T.S; Eliot or T;E.'Hnlmef ‘he.lihes dry and restrainedv’mind-contro]led
poetry" dissociation of sensibility. - However, th1s 1s on]y the start-
ing point, the theoret1ca1 background of Ransom S. analyses, and it does
not represent what one should_assume.to bevthe best part of the poems
1 which are lnterpreted. |

The best parts of the essay are when Ransom analyzes the poeticv
imagery and when he confronts a few examplesvof bad poetry. with .
»’examp]es of good poetry; Let us 1gnore for the moment the theoretlcal
aspects of the essay.71 and see how Ransom comments on Mlss
VVM1llay 3 poetry. He starts his analysxs by d1sput1ng the 1nf1uence of
yDonne on M111ay s poetry as E]izabeth Atk1ns had suggested in her
exten51ve book on M1ss M1llay. Here/1s the example, f1rst by Miss
;'M1llay, second by Donne -
1) 1 burn my candle at both ends,

It will not Tast the night,

But ah; my foes, and oh, my friends,
“it.gives a ]ovely 11ght -

_ 2)‘ Ne are tapers too, and at our own.cost die.
| _.h f.Ransom th1nks that any compar1son fa1ls because of the last two’
linez in M11lay s quatra1n. Donne s;mply cou]d not have endured for
their foolish eJaculatIOns, SO twlnned yet laborlously varleu and for
?.the poverty of the vulgar _g!glyf This is overwr1t1ng, cont1nues ‘ |
'ftRansom. -“*o wish to make ‘a th1ng look pretty or look smart is to th1nk
4poor1y of 1t 1n 1tself and to want it more convent1onal, and to try to

'vfimprove it.ls to weaken and perhaps destroy 1t” (HB pp. 81 82)

Al .
v
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Ransom's_critiCism'isdsharp, but he is right; particularly when
- his writing is a direct close-reading of the teXt; not affected by his
obscure theories. He is on the right track, and the second example

vhshoys it even more. Being a:poet himself, and a good poet indeed,
Ransﬂm 1ndicates the 1mportance of the poet ' s wel] -defined poetic

[N

language and phraseology, show1ng how the language reflects the
spec1f1c features of the part1cular poet. For 1nstance, he.quotes the
sonnet wh1ch beglns like Donne, but later on it ends w1thout hav1ng the

. same 1mpact. “His idea is to make a comparison on the larger scale and

N

show what was m1ssing in M1llay S poetry to permit her to represent the
'same type of genulné lntellectual poetry as’ Donne's. Here 1s Miss
M1llay s sonnet with Ransom's cho1ce of words under11ned M1ss M11\ay s

own mark1ng of her translat1on from the Latin is represented by

‘ /

-lndented Tines:

- Heart, have no plty on th1s house of bone:
Shake it wkgh dancing, break it down with joy.
" No man holds mortgage on it; it is your own;
To give, to- sell at auction, to destroy.
when you are blind to moonlight on the bed;
when you are deaf to gravel on ‘the pane,
" Shall -quaverin caut1on from this house 1nstead
]C]uck gortﬁ at 'summer mischief in the lane? .
“that delightful youth forbears to spend
Molestful age inherits, and the ground 4 S
Will have us; therefore, while we're young, my. friend -
 The Latin's vu]gar, but the advice is sound. '
~Youth, have no pity, leave no farthing here -
For age to 1nvest in compromise and Tear. (HB. p. 82)

3

F1rst of a]l, according to Ransom, it 1s obv1ous that Miss
Millay is an ec]ect1c rather than an’ 1nte]1ectua1 poet 72 Her
} expressions are s]1ght1y overdone and 1nferior to the direct" expres-
o 51ons which would be chosen by Donne (cf. “b]1nd to moon11ght" and |

) . .
. )



- “deaf to gravel" versus the simpler and more direct see not the moon-

light and hear not the'gravel). (WB, p. 83) The caution oersonified

‘in-these lines is pretty but weak,_and'though "its quality might be

quaverjgg_and clucking," the prediction for this'caution in line 8°

(which is the whole emphasis of the quatrain) is trifling. It would be . °

possible to choose cluck, c]uck'up or cluok out, but Miss Millay's

expression cluck forth is a “miscegenation, from which -issue is unlike-

_ ]y . Furthermore, the passage from the Latin, i.e., the three indented

_11nes, is too I1terary “and “impeaches the genu1neness of the passion®, - -

In th1$ Amerlcan idyll, the expression farthIng is also got of,place.
The last line has to be completely rewritten because fear is better
“alone thah;compoonded with oomgromise“. Thus, the 1ast Tine should-
be: | o

'“For age to 1nvest 1t, and in what but fear";
wh1ch 1s obv10us]y more effect1ve than the line written by Miss M1l]ay.

'“For age -to 1nvest in compromise and fear ' N

And Ransom goes on w1th his comments, cr1t1c1z1ng Miss Atk1ns too, for

)

'her illusory discoveries (Ransom remarked correctly that Fathq; Hopklns

» did not influence T.S. Eliot but that the French- Symbolists did),,and

Miss Millay for her preoccupation with sound” and meter. But,'apart

3
Y

-+ from all.the errors of Atkins,'and'all'the limitations of‘Millay;

,Ransom stresses'thebYack of intellectual interest, which he symbo1ical-
ly identifies with a deficientyfin1mascu]inity, as:thermain-problem of -

‘feminine or'sentimenta1 poetry.v.(ﬂg,_pp. §0,’98’etvpassim)AException- '

.

-

“al or exoressive'ooetry, which is popularly called intellectual poetry,

K ;iS’not_so,rare}.Sayskﬁag§om. To find it, it is necessary “to know the !
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.real capac1ty of poetry as an instrument It is a piano, a well-
tempered clav1er and does not have to stick to the ruies of v1olin“.

\Q__ pPp. 98-99) In other words, the exceptiona]lpoetry cannot be

qéduced to the. fol]owing - the piCturization‘of simpie and p]easant

obJects, though it might be valuable for poets to discover them the
»dispiay of generous_human; the worship of Nature; the~ioye of natura]
effects; etc. “These are earlier [juvenile] bits of'poetry”, says

, Ransom, In general, any kind of poetry which describes and needs a

, /

Simple treatment, such as the delight of the sensgs, the concerns of

eiementa] paSSIOH, or even the gui]t of ‘civilized- man, 1s inferior to

" intellectual poetry. (gg, pp. 99, 100) This type of poetry,_emotional

dand simp]e,“Ransom calls “real'poetryf,'accurate but without intellec-

_tual,power. His conception'of poetry is not suited for any kind of

'Y
_poetry that is 51mple, spontaneous, and straightforward in diction,

'according to Ransom, a]l these. represent “indomitable feminine prin- f
‘ciples-. Unfortunately, based on his too personal and too restricted
»taste and preferences, this expianation is theoretically unacceptable,
therefore,,Ransom would try again to find another explanation for this

position.

K

In two essays, "The Tense of Poetry (1935) and “Sentimental

- Exercise (1936) 73 Ransom offers new theoretical arguments to‘ ,

'defend hlS one-sided anti-emotionai poetic fbrmula expressed in "The |
'Poet as Homan“;' His approach is to focus on the definition of “senti-

ment" as-a concept tru]y different from fee]ings or. emotions. Unlike

feelings and emotions, which are’ basically psychologica] concepts, the“'

bconcept of sentiment 1s an aesthetic concept which can be used artful]yir
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)
as a'poetic device;74- In panUing his idea'that poetry is poetic
"reflect1on and recreat1on¢of the past,/d Ransom demonstrates the
d1st1nct1on between sent1men§"and feellngs (or emot1ons) by analyz1ng
Tennyson's poem “Tears, Idle Tears", and.then by»deflnlng the congept
" of sentiment from the final results of the analysis. Quoting “In
loohing on the happy AutUmn-fields,'/.And thinking of the days that are
fino more", Ransom explalns that these l1nes are def1n1tely written by. a
profound, melanchol1c poet "who was nostalg1c almost to the point of |
bitterness, and puzzled about the source of his resentment" because he

- could not<reconcile.himself to the “creature comforts of his‘century“.‘

"~ (Ibid.) The quoted lines are a reflect1on of the poet s home51ckness,

- but " not clearly dlrected" As in the title of the poem. (why the

tears?), it is not.clear what ‘days are referred to. However, Ransom's
analysis lacks anyireal evidence fo® the claims made. As Lee T. Lemon
points out, "when Ransom attempts to apply his version of perception
theory the result is usually a criticism of 1magery" 76 In other
words, Lemon. is say1Ng that Ransom picks up one part1cular detail whichu
mlght be analyzed by 1tself and then he ass1gns 1ts meaning to another
deta1l, another passage or even to the main theme of the poem, w1thout
o any.particular_reason'for doing'so. - Lemon demonstrates th1s by_anotherv>
‘“exa le'of»Ransom's analysis 6?_Tennyson;fshowing how”Ransom‘s pre-
~det rm1nate°theoret1cal assertlons leave out the most: 1mportant parts
fjhof the text 1n -order to emphas1ze others and to persuade the reader of

' ,the valwdity of his analysls But let ug f1rst see Ransom S analys1s..

In the- l1nes "Come into the garden Maud, / For the black bat, n1ght,

'-has flown," regardless of the functIon of the black bat the 1magery
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4

V]

. ,predicates the mood and emOt{ons expressed in»the spanza about
f]owers |
The red rose’ crles, “She is near, she is near";
And the white rose weeps, "She is late";
The larkspur listens, "I hear, I hear";
And the 1ily whispers, "I wait".
~ Ransom th{nks.that the poetic value of the boem‘was destroyedjbj
1ntroduc1ng a few superfluous affect1ve details such as the b]ack bat
eand certain emo;1ona1, “school-girl' s made-up metaphors" in the stanza
about the flowers. In,Ransom's.opinion,Athe line nould'be complete if
bhe poet had said simply "The black night js‘flown“, and according to
' his interpretation, /it is_not clear why the poet needed the plurality
of images in ‘the flouer symbo]ism'whenbthey'"do-not sustain themselves
individually" and their “distinctness is too arbitrary". The floners
‘were introduced earlier to‘stand for the lover's thoughts, and*Ransom,
S : . .
is convinced that it was not necessary to make them distinct by colors.
In other words, as in the case of the "b]ack bat", the lines would be

‘complete even without the reference to red, white, or any other color

of roses: The rose cries instead of “The red rose cries", etc.

Lee T"Lemon objetted that Ransom is using the perception
theory to persuade us, but he 1s unable to. do so, because it 1s Indeed
7

possible to show the funct1onal1ty of Tennyson's symbo]lsm. ‘Different

cpors represent d1fferent'qualit1es and degrees of emot1ons, says
™

Lemon. Red- 1s representing a Eassionate cry, wh1te is 1nnocence, and

. so on. This symbollsm is maybe too “tenuous“, and the cr1t1cal reader

,«may have some mental reseratIons about the images and the1r effe t1ve-
jzg in

ness, but the1r use is qulte ]egitimate, and there is nothlng Wwr
4 . . : .
BN \

-
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‘ Tennyson's usage of the black bat or the'red'rose as poetic symbols.

In other words, Ransom fails to convince us either’that"there is some

'-ﬁ,negat1ve or emot1onal core in these symbo]s, or that emot1ona11sm

‘fnegat1ve]y “affects": the poem. /7

| Ransom must be aware that this posft1on does not sound very.
vconv1nc1ng, because, as already ment1oned he tr1ed to\defend it
theoretically by making the d1st1nct10n between sent1mentallsm and
emot1ona]1sm, 1.e., between sent1ments, on one Slde and feelings and -
emot1ons, on the other. Drawing the final concluswon from his analys1s
of Tennyson and many other poets, Ransom c1a1ms that most poems reflect
the poet's obses ion or nostalg1a for someth1ng that happeﬁéd\1n the
past. Th1s poet1c recreatidn of the past exper1ence can turn out to be
good: (1f it is. based on sent1ments) or bad- (1f it reflects 3yre ‘emo- 5
t1ons), and it generally affects the validity of the poem. 'Obv1ously,
‘as one can see, Ransom is u51ng Nordworth s argument of poetry as an
emotron.recollected in order to fight Colerldge»s and Rlchards emo-
'"‘tiona]ism;- Thts is not a pure Nordstrthian’pOsition, because Ransom
turns'the whole argument upside down, mixing together Nordsworth‘s con-
cept w1th both the concepts of perception theory and those of cognit10n '
: theory. Th1s is demonstrated c]early 1n Ransom S descr!ption of four
-‘poss1ble s1tuations in whlchvsent1ment would occur'78 | ’

1) Sentlment attaches to an old or familiar obJect when it is.

j gone, in other words, sentiment 1s very close to nosta1gla, the remem-»'
rance of the past. . . ,

3

,, 2) Sentlment comes in spontaneous]y and invo]untar1ly, when we
‘ start getting used to something, and then we end Joving it. For ex-

. ampTe, "love is.the Sentiment“, says Ransom, because we could not have

gotten it if the sent1ment had not happened. '

A
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‘ 3) Sent1ment is highly. 1nd1v1dual, and has a great deal of
quality over and above the object’s utility. ‘For example, in the

- comparison of the real value of a house and its sentimental value, the
latter would usually preva1l as belng above monetary value: = -

»

4) Sent1ment requlres of us the cognition of the obJect as an
individual. This means that we have to know everything about the . -
'iject in order tque able to recreate it in our memory.. In other -
~ words, sentiment, is the loving reconstruction of the  past exper1ence of
some famlllar and vanished obJect. ' _

Unfortunately, th1s theor1z1ng fails to prov1de the ev1dence
'f:about any clear d1st1nct1on between sent1ment and emotlon. In sp1te of -
‘Ransom's efforts, ‘none of his examples shows the necess1ty for th1s
d1st1nct10n e1ther. As ‘a matter of fact _to be more prec1se, Ransom s
concept of sent1ment 1s an emot1on in d1sgu1se, only a vers1on or an
’evolut1ve form of a recollected emot1on in the Nordsworth1an sense.

. -

T 0) Shakespeare 's Sonnets l'd T _‘_'“*i¥:l"

The ma1n subJect-matter of Ransom s analys1s of Shakespeare s
L4

‘sonnets is the determ1nacy of mean1ng and the functlon of metaphor.. “In”

" the. ‘essay. “Shakespeare at Sonnets (1938) (NB PP 270-304) Ransom

uuevolved h1s views on: meta hor, and 1ns;ead of’ h1s typ1cal dualtty of o -

l'confront1ng elements glogl VS. emotlons, elements of structure vsao

a

lements of texture, etc ), here he introduces the new function for
metaphor wh1ch ‘takes on most of the qualities that usually belong to

logic. In thlS essay.*metaphor represents the most domlnant element of

i )

-7:-dlrect1ve mental powers o

of he:

1or his- emotions._ Ransom stlll believes :
B ~Q

e 1ntellectively controlled emotions the}efore, he stlll

_:*€<3ntellett, as wéll as be1ng an

Pl e

E

RN : Vo o v " ,

the- poem 's total compositipn. Partly taklng over the functlons of the '.5;‘ ,hi



eXpects the-reader'to prefer the'emOtions which are the~result of~

~'1ntellectual recollection, and he will allow the preignce of emotions

. s .
in the poem only if they offer cognitive results. The main problem of oo

5
this essay lS Ransom s terminology, which beéomes ‘SO ambiguous and

obscure that ittis almost 1mpossible to go through thé’meanderings f

his explanations. The new poetic formula in which metaphor/is/the

measurement of the. quality of. the poem :is JustYanother/pﬁase in the A .
~development of Ransom s analytical ‘methods. - ~. . . - oy )
o : Ransom gSarts by contrasting Shakespeare/;/Sonnet LV with o

onne's famous "Valediction Of the\Booke" in- order to prove that
'Elnne is much superior as a lyric poet to Shakespeare. He goes back
again to define the metaphysical qualities of poetry,@!alling
ShakespeareN;S“careless workman“ who writes “a poetry of wonderful
d_ 1mprec1Sion",~but his main remark is the same as 1n\his argument

) against.T.S. Eliot: Ransom is against any mixture of enotions and kw“:

‘cog//tipns in an "assoc1ation of sen51bility , Thus, Shakespeare is

'accused oF\assoCIat1v1sm and psychologism, but the main reason why he

could never be con51dered the great-poet that Donneris 1s that he never
)

deve{oped consistently and/lﬁgizally the hard-wrought poetic forms of |
metaphy51cal conceits ‘that Donne did.- PreCisely, Ransom sg\;i_,j/

.The impulse to. metaphySical poetry . .. consists in oommitting the
. feelings . . . to their determination within the elected figure.

But Shakespeare was rarely willing to. abandon his feelings to this

;fate, which is another way of saying that he*would not risk the

consequences of his own imagination. 'He censored tifese conse- .

queiices, to give them sweetness, to give them, dignity, he would go-
- ‘a little way with. one figure, usuyally.a reputable -one, then antici-.;_

pate the: consequences, or the best of them, and take up another

figure. (HB pp. 286 287, see also ‘previously 281, 278.) -

On the other hand Donne is in full control of ﬁﬁs imaginatio ; and hlS\r-
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poems perform a complete cognltlve unity. (WB, pp. 289 291, 292, et

<«

“l,pass1m.) As one can see, theoret1cally, ‘there is hardly anythlng new

" here, so_let us now see how Ransom,performs in the real analysls.

The»firstvobjection he makes is that'Shakespeare's sonnets are
“generally "lll-constru;ted“. Bansom eXamines the metrical pattérn of
Shakespeare‘s sonnets and concludes that they do not fol low the usual
metrical pattern knonn for.the,English‘sonnet (ABAB CDSD EFEF GG),
having three‘co-ordinate quatrains and a couplet which relates to the
others collectively. On.the contrary, Shahespeare veryfr;rely respe;ts
the traditional model, and more often, against the;rules,'he uses- "some
acbitnanxslogical»gtggnizgzién,which cla%heé with it". Therefore{
Shakespeare's model for the sonnet consists of three more or Tess loose

'~quatra1ns and one undeveloped couplet or somet1mes the whole sonpet -

-<_turns out to be simply and only a fourteen line poem. Th1s type of

negligence 1rr1tates Ransom, who thinks that Shakespeare should have

«ﬂreverted to.the Italian sonnet, (WB, p. 178) if the English model“

happened to be structurally too difficult to master.

Secondly, Ransom f1nds Shakespeare S 1magery to be too conven-

_tionalrand sweet, ‘closer to the poetry of feel1ngs, which in Ransom s -

R

vacabulary ls negatively described as subject?ve, sentimental and

Gl

distastefully “romantic". 'Ac¢ording to Ransom,. this sort of poetny

| consists of, and relies on, pretty words by which the poet pleases.the '
. N . » . ’ /' .

~ reader, thus increasing the pbem's ass°ciationist'powers. OnZ/of the

»

,examples of assoc1at1on15t poetry is the stanza from sonnet XXXIII:

Full many a glorious morning have I:seen

"Flatter thghmgeﬁf§1n-tops with sovereign eye, . ' w,
- Kissing with“golden face the meadows green,

- Gildi g/pale‘streams with heavenly alchemy. - (WB, pp. 279-280.)

“




-
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In Ransom's interpretation, this is a typical examp]e of "the fallure

of objectivity, ohnperhaps ‘realism'". /The 'sun 'is "weakly 1mag1ned
‘ v ¢

rather, it may be said to be only fely, a ldose chister of images as ; |

- obscure as,;hei’are?p;easant“, and all in all, the'whole»stanza is "a
B . et . . - ‘ . R ’
f:—;—f—‘a?IZZf;;; self defeating.figure", a loose romantic, piece, -furnished by

' the half-conscious memdries attending the pretty words.

*The third group of objections concernsvShakespeare's use of -
language. Ransom believes that Shakespeare's sonnets are’fullfof |
‘ “vi#lence of syntax", free cojnageis, jargon and other abuses .of
language. He does notiapprove when Shakespeare'makes_ahverb of the’

v " adjective “famohs" in'the 1ine “Thewgainful warrior famoused for fight!.

(Sonnet XXv), or when he uses _lﬂﬂﬁr in'the same line, as a quall‘f
- f noun. Ne1ther does he, 1ike the series of adJectlves 1n the 1ine “? é“
| rich.proud cost of outworn buried age" (Sonnet LXIV). A]]"these, as

well as punning,hdeliberate'absurdities; word-play, ambiguities,.etc.,»‘

Ransom cOnSiderQ@as defects common in romantic poetry; there is a great
N

deal of "obscurity" wh1ch does ‘not exist in the intellectualist or

metaphys1cal‘Poetry. (NB p. 283 ) | B
However, the worst type of compla1nts wh1ch could be addressed

to Shakesp are's sonnets deals with a metaphys1ca1 concelt, i.e., meta-
vphor. As wags already ”hown 1n the example of the compar1son of Donne's -

with Shakespeare's. poetry, Ransom is convinced that Shakespeare 1s

unablevto achieve perfectfbn even when working "within the metaphys1cal\
‘style",'because "he is unw1l]1ng to renounce the benefit of his earlier
-style wh1ch cons1sted in the breadth of the assoc1at1ons " that is, he

,wil] not qu1te risk the power of a s1ngle f1gure but compounds the

Y



. )

, . _ -6-:
f19ures".‘ (NB pp. 297 et pass1m ) In other words, Ransom S. argument

1s that even in the case when Shakespeare s metr1cs, 1magery and lan- A

’

'guage are c]osest to’ the standards of: metaphy51ca1 poetry; Shakespeare T

.

¢
‘has st11] l1ttle chance of ach1ev1ng the perfect1on of the effects of

I

‘ ;metaphyswcal poetry because of his treatment of metaphor. For example,.v
'there are sonnets techn1ca1]y perfect (LVII), w1th honest]y reallzed

metaphys1cal 1mages (XXX}“ 1mpress1ve 11nes (LX), or an even better

b s

'frmetaphys1cal sty]e lS ach1eved in a few of the so]1loqu1es such as-

those in Macbeth (Macbeth s famous speech ltT0morrow, and tomorrow

v
"

. : . . in V, ;v) or in Antony and C]eopatra (Anton}“s speechaafter the

defeat, in III, ix). | However, in sp1te of that; Shakespeare could not .2

compose that f1na] and powerful touch because, "1nstead of pfbsent1ng a.

=Y

: f1gure [1 e. metaphor] systemat1ca1]y," he went on present1ng prof

cession of flight of flgures".‘ (w8, pp. 301 302 et pass1m )

_ As many scholars_ have. already pointed out, 1t wou]d be re'
. / '
. hard mo stay obJect1ve and agree w1th Ransom s arguments. H1s c 1tﬁque

of Shakespeare was widely cr1t1c1zed and, in most of the cases,

wrong, however, the main po1nt is that, in his ana]ys1s, he made a . v

i

category-m1stake he was Judg1ng Shakespeare‘? poetry by app]y1ng to
1t the standards of metaphys1cal poetry. In_other words, to use M;H.'
Abrams ' ,phrase, Ransom was extremely unfair‘towards‘Shakespearéfbeéause
‘hé-read‘his poetry'through*the-eyes of‘Donne.. Even Brooks, in%;is“:
attempts to defendaRansom,'had'to admit the poet's right;toﬂghoose any
creative7technique'which'pleases,him._regardlessfof what someone”elseA
nnght'think about ft.79'_fhe~critic’s domainéshou1d not go.further

.than that, and heFShould not interfére with the poet's motivatidn:and

[



'j'wexpected
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crlthue of Shakespeare is less successful than CQufd have been

Based primari]y On the cr1t1c 3 own taste,,Ransom s analys1s

iy

. : &
;fa1]s*to conv1nce the reader 1n 1ts obJect1ves and in 1fs demonstrated

¢ P

techntques.. The conclus1ons(have been forced upon. the reader because

“they had been made before)the analys1s had*been started. “\ij/



V. CONCLUSION -

' 5,AxGeneral Esbimate of Ransom as Critic
. g f .
It is very d1ff1cu1t to say. something ob3ect1ve about Ransom as
a literanyrcr1t1c. The controver51a1 nature and the pTuralIty of the
aspects of his cr1t1c1sm chall enge everyone to take a side and be a
Judge accord1ng to the chosen d1fect1ve or according to persona]
preferendés and be11efs. Ransom S cr1t1c1sm ‘can be 1ooked upon frbm

<many d1fferent perspect1ves, and there are: too many th1ngs which the
literary historians dnd critics either ‘took for granted ory1nher1ted 2
s W

from ear11er scholarsh1p‘§s never ver1f1ed truths. - For‘instance,
P

obvious]y there is- a d1fference between the h1stor1ca1 and real s1gn1f—

lqance of John Crowe Ransom as a New Critic, and as cr1t1c. Beﬂng a ;

New Cr1t1c, his 1mportance 1s much greatgr ‘than that of belng a cr1t' g

- C{‘

Hlstér}cally, h1s 1nf1uence and repqtat1on had an enormous 1mpact on

the whole movement. However, as. a 11terary critic, Ransom can' be -

T ‘
.accused of many é\ns of comm1ssxon, rang1ng from 1ntroduc1ng Qgs own

reactionary’ polltlcal ideas 1nto hlS cr1t1c1sm, to hav1ng an arb1trary;
1ntolerant and preach1ng tone in his writlngs, and from haV1ng a ph1lo—"
_ soph1ca1]y untenable concept1on of 11terature, to manipulat1ng every-
vth1ng and anyth1ng 1n order to Just1fy the va11d1ty of h1s pos1t1ons.
‘Yet confl1cts and contrad1ct1ons between var1ous teachlngs, theory and
‘practjce,aor'with1n the analysis 1tself are very common and‘ordjnaryg‘
‘phenomena.f\hsc.,//f\b | | | | | :

- Scho]ars have pointed gut many academlca]ly 1nto]erab1e errors -

.»and 1naccurac1es, such as 1ncomplete def1n1t1ons, ‘no c]ear d1st1nctlons

_ A . J.
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J*between poetry and poem, .or; between meter and rhythm- forc1ng a dualism .
% ifv . . @

and widening the separation of two things when a distinction is not

.o Lneeded (emotionalism andﬂsentimentalism, concepts of reality, mind,

\ X4 M
knowledge. imagination and $0 on); an overly ‘broad terminology, etc.
'a

" As is evidenced in many examples, one of the most intolerable things

.;-

which the readers of Ransom s essays face is the obscurity of his

language. In his constant attempts tobmeet‘some self-proclaimed .

~ﬁhilosophical requirements and to be an all inclusive scholar, Ransom

%zreated a home-made wocabulary which h&'s been. shown to be the main

bstacle in properly\understanding the real nature of his statements.

-,

~

% metaphorical thanh. clear and logical he created a monster-terminology

B ]

N are either very confusing, partly because their ambigquity is based on
*

which overpowers any’ traditional usage of terms. TIf nothing else,

Ransom is responsible for-at least two unforgivable mifconducts-

ﬁirst for creating controversial and dubious theories “and secondly
‘/\/

for inventing a special terminology“to cover them. Ransom's concepts
i K-

\_‘

' very unusual and overly flexible use’ of language, or elsd their under-

standing is very limited due to a very narrow and too simplistic (or

: literal) use. of previous theoretical concepts. Oversimplification,«'

erroneous or understatement are qualification& used by. critics to

describe Ransom S deliberate adJustments and manipulations in theory

and practice.v His lack of originality is replaced by simple. rearrange-

ments and new terminBTogy,\sometimes even a reversing ‘of the arguments

is enough for Ransom to- launch a new theory.v Being the prophet of the

movement is a more attractive role for Ransom than being the leader,
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thus he would do anything that is in his control to keep this idea

- working. o ) . \ ,
However, I do not wish to sound unfair by 1isting the deficien-

'cies and imprecisions in Ransom S theory and practice. After studying:
the background of Ransom's termino]ogy in regard tomthe deve]ohnent of
his theories,“one,can see that both kinds of literary scholars, sup-
porters and.opponents as well, have done'a grgat deal of injustice to
Ransom. s.There are three basicvtypes of misconCeptionsbabout the place
and-validity of Ransom'S-contribution‘to Anglo-American,CriticiSm. " The
previ0us reputation of‘Ransom as a well-known poet and as~spiritual
leader of the movement has brouﬁhtxgbout some superficia]ity in.
approaching the real 1ssue, and in finding out the rea] reasons for
forming the maJor doctrines of the movement Ransom was overpraised or
underestimated ] many times, w1thout ever being scrutinized for the
‘real motives behind the'sources or the appearance‘of his theories.

More often, the assumptions were made without anybody ever verifying

them. For instance, there are assumptions about Ransom's Kantianism,

hd N

which ‘turns out rather to be a- mixture of Hegelianism, Croceanism and
Bergsonianism. Then critics ta]k about Ru551an Formalism Neo-Romanti-
cism or- Neo-C]assicism~ but‘hobody touches on the American literary and
V~_phi]osophica1 tradition and Ransom's contemporaries. And, on top of
“all this, eyeryone overlooks completely the development_oﬁ Ransom's
>~'}" %deas and the differences ‘between his ear]ier and later teachings, as
| el] as his reading of Freud, and the changes in his views on metaphor

nd poetic structure.

-
.
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. -Secondly; it seems to us that the'critics were sometimes unfair
1n their treatment of Ransom as 11terary scho]ar, rather than s1mply as
being a critic poet. This must sound 1rre1evant but the text of his

_ essays shows over and over that Ransom s meta;horical sty]e was not
_intended to ho]d the balance between his specu]ations"and his ana]yses.
The cr1tics were simp]y misled: by the great. expectations and ambitions
of the New Critics themse]ves. Instead of taktng a pure]y academic
approach, many of the New Cr1tics, ‘and. Ransom is one of them, should be’
treated exc]us1ve1y as critic-poets. More emphas1s on the 11terary
aspects of his essays, 1nstead ofjon the scho]arly accuracy or va11d1ty
of his log1qa1 argumentat1ons, wou]d result ih much more. 1nterest1ng ‘
conclusions about both Ransom and his views about poetry. . _

fhird]y, the mattervof fact is that Ransom hi;;:}$\g22;;dbuted K
better to his critical goal when he was not too subconscious about

'protecting or'elaborat1ng his theories. When act1ng free of any pre-:
disp051t1ons, ‘Ransom was able to state some very dramat1c truths about
literature. Obviously, his theor1es became an nnnecessary.and unforr

“tunate ballast tn-both his ana]yses and his wiews about writing poetry.
Thus“ this shows that there is a certa1n necessity for studying
Ransom s literary 1nterpretations separately from the views and pos1-

‘tionvexpressed 1n hiS'theor1es, as was donevhere, in the three examples:
dealing with Milton's tycidas, the poetry of Edna St.‘v1ncent Millay
and Shakespeare s sonnets. |

In regard to his contr1but10n to the moVement it must definQ

itety be pointed out that, in sptte of the fact that Ransom was not the

irst person to formulate certain doctrines or pr1n61p1es of the
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movement, his forﬁu]ations were those most 1ikely'to be aecepted by the
others, particu]arly the three other Southerners'(Brooks,~Pen Warren

- and Tate) ‘Secondly, .in spite of another fact, that these principles ™

differ from the major pr1nc1p]es of the other New Critics, they remain

.L‘-ta valid document fot defin1ng the area re]evant to New Critictsm. ‘For

example here they are summarized again:
A literary work exists’ autonomous]y as an aesthet1c obJect

-The main concern of the cr1t1c is to respect the autonomy and -
eg1stence of a literary work as an aesthet1c object. -

The poem consists of paraphrasab]e logical structure and 1rre1evant
_local texture i.e., 1t exists as a*tensiop between two poetic
’structures.

*'Literature represents logically ach1eved exper1ence which funct1ons‘
as the most complete kind of know]edge the universal truth about ,
’the reality. _ ! :

The critic's job is to recreate and discover how the poet .has
- achieved this representation of reality, but ‘through the dissection
» of texture rather than by paraphrasing the logical structure.

As one can see, Ransom s five principles~do not ‘constitute a critical

methodology‘ ‘rry1ng out thé analysis, but rather they define his

critical at g e and aestBetic position. This is the main rdason that

ji_t was possible for him to make them flexible enough o adapt to and
!

accept many substitutions end7changesvover a 1939 period of time.
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a step further try1ng to exp]a1n how this

" CLEANTH_BROOKS' LITERARY VIEWS ON ORGANICISM AND CONTEXTUALISM

LR b4

ot

1V.I; A Discussion of the New Critica1 Organicism

)

-

‘That the pOem-existsVas an aesthétic'object;Aaal New Critics |

would agree to w1thoht too much d1spute. Th spl1t starts when they go
,aJZthet1c ex1stence is

achieved, or how it funct1ons in regard tovotge:ﬂaesthet1c or non-- -

aesthet1c obJects._ Th1s means, in other words, that one of the centrat

problems of New. Cr1t1c1sm is. st1ll the relationship of the 11terany

~ work to reality, or to other: ob3ects~of reaT1ty, to beamore prec15e.

5

Thfs has resu]tedgin‘two~major tractions‘of Neh’trfticjsm:_ onelled-byf
Ransom;'who‘sees the final'cause'of'literaturefas.in its gnoseologica]‘;
funct1on, ‘and the other, led- by Empson who ‘sees. ]1terature as another
form of commun1cat1on. Unllke both representat1ves of the two branches |
of Newbtriticism, C]eanth Brooks does not-see the confllct‘between the

two, k1nds of referent1a11t1es of - 11terature,‘nor does he creatéfa th1rd

‘one by reJect1ng the initial- two, as does Kenneth Burke. Burke g1ves o

.some credit to Empson but in general he builds his &octrlne of a -

symbolic action on premises Qpich‘directly'opoose’anybkind of refer-

. entiality, informativity or meaningfulness for literature. Brooks
' admits:open]y'that his goai*is to reconcile the two opposing and almost
: antagon1st1c poles of New Cr1€1c1sm. firSt based oh the rejection of°"

the R1chards1an prlnc1ples of cr1t1c15ﬁ formulated 1n the RanSquan

view as a d1spute between R1chards and T S. Eliot and then based on

the acceptance of the R1chards1an interpretation of the theory of

communmcatlon. This is adequate]y reflected‘in Brooks wr1t1ng 1n two

]
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': different period5°' the first one which consists of his ear]y writings
in which’ he follows in the footsteps of the other New Critics, and the
hperiod of changes when Brooks shows more 1nterest in developing theor-
\'iies of h}S own or in clarifying the princ1pies of his analyses, rather
‘than in the need for defending New Critical be]iefs.

‘ The: maJor doctrine of the ear]y period is related to the

v'prob]em of poetic structure, and. it con51sts, more or less, of Brooks

variation on the concept of organic unity. The'same concept appears 1n..;7

Athe 1ater phase of Brooks riting,~but 1ts~significance &111 change
- ! ' . ¢ . -
-drasticaliy. At the very beginning, Brooks' Organicism grew naturally

- fromfhis-attempts to build a bridge between the New Critics‘.arguments
‘with Richards and'T*S Eliot, and its-primary function was to serve as

‘ the'.ff1c1a1, and .the most reliable doctrine of the movement., Later

hY

' 3ron, whe _Brooks had already deve]oped some of h1S own theorieS' T.e.,
, ”the conce ts of 1rony, paradox, paraphrase etc., the organic theory of
‘poetry, al eady being accepted by some New Critics such as. A Tate,
'NR;P;vwarre . wimsat-and.partially by R. B]ackmur, does not ‘play any
ff;more_a;siénific‘ :roie as a weapbn of defence against:the a@tacks of.

o'_histopponents; butzitftehds to be still very_important in defining the

. individua] or“minor theories related'to the practical analysis of

"NF,*literary texts. or to the essential definition of poetlc structure.

: iThis 1ssue of a proper definition of poetry or poem was never complete—
"1y clarified by the New Critics. But 1n spite offthat the organic
”'ftheory of poetry remains ‘one of. the most acceptable theories for ‘most

New Critics.:
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From a pure]y‘historical viewpoint, the significance of the
‘early Organicism of Brooks might appear more important than<}%s'other
theories. As a part of the New‘Critics' major polemiCS;with'their
opponents, the New Cr1t1cal 0rgan1c1sm has played an: 1mportant role on
’the larger sca]e of their 1nfluence, part1cu1ar1y in Brooks personal
polemics which character1zed hlS early wr1t1ngs. The polemical-over- -
:tonesZWere subdoed‘later on, and the second period}offers a dfﬁferent
image of Brooks, who will be now bettergknown as a'oractising critic
rather than as a theoretician, Dealing now more with interpreting,
rather than nith theorizing, Brooks changes also his temper and
behavior as a critic. . The author.WOuld overpower the New Critic,’and
~as a result Brooks would create his best known theor1es about 1rony,
paraphrase,. paradox; ‘etc. At this t1ne, the new concepts were needed
to‘prove that thelmovement was still alive and,'at-the_same ‘time,
(Brooks became more,independent,_changing?his kiens from being a‘great
adnirer of Ransom and T;S.;Eliotﬂto start synpath}iing with Enpson.and-
Richards. He still did not too. much 1ike Richards' terminology, but he

was now willing to accept his princibIes.l‘ ' S 4

1) The H1stor1ca1 Background of the New Cr1t1ca1 0rgan1c1$m

v Organ1c1sm as a l1terary concept2 has been d1fferent1y formu-
v-]ated from its or1gina1, i.ey, anc1ent Greek def1n1t1on, based on p}afif‘\\
and Ar1stotle. }Flrst the C]a551ca] Greek def1n1t1on usually refers to 4
the: 1dea of form3 as organ1c un1ty based on. the re]at1onsh1p of the

erarts w1th1n the whole and secondly, any alterat1on or change of this

re]at1onshlp‘w111 1mmed1ate1y br1ng about the a]teratlon of-the who}e. -
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The f1rst part of the def1n1t1on was formu]ated by Plato, who paid more ’

attent1on to the relationship among the e]ements as 1nd1v1dua1 ‘parts;
the second part was formulated by Ar1stotle who stressed the impor-
tance of the 1nterre1at1onsh1p and any change in regard to the who]e.

' Class1c1sm, romant1c1sm and modern philosophical trends began introduc-~
ing new foundations for these two basic organic preconditians, raising
some new theoretical questions guch as:

Is it possible to speak about organic unity between form and

content as two parts inseparable from the whole? -
S ) &

" JIs it possible to separate the parts within the whole? If it is,
"what purpose is achieved in so doing? Does it mean that it is pos-
sible to jsolate more important and relevant parts from secondary

and not so important ones?

If there is.a certain rank or hierarchy among the e]ements of the
whole, what purpose is there in "adding" irrelevant parts?

The anc1ent Organ1c1sm asks comp]ete]y different kinds of questions,
.be1ng more 1nterested 1n the compar1son ‘of organic form with mechan1ca1
form.

For {nstante in Theatetus and Phaedrus 4 P1ato stresses two
important principles: first “The all is not the whole"; and second]y
"There shou]d be a m1dd1e, beginning_and end adapted- to one another and

\;'tO'the who]ef. In his Poetics,? Aristotle adds the third principle
to the‘anCient'Organicism: "The who]e is prior to the parts".' How-
" ever, asioe from these three important principles, the classical

' tormula emphasites most that the organic work of art has the same

features as a 11v1ng creature. This fourth principle'sums up all the
&

tothers, stat1ng f1rst any organ1sm cons1sts of ‘many organs wh1ch

function only asfthevwho]e (head, vheart, feet, etc.); second]y, the
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reference‘“beginning, midd]e,and:end" impiies a life cycle, not the

- order of things; therefore, each organic work of art has its birth,
growth from youth to ﬁaturity;'and death. In other words, an organismA
'vd1ffers from a mere mechanism or aggregate by its inner. structure,
which is based on the subord1nate roles of parts wh1ch could not exist
independently. A hand without a 11v1ng body is no longer a hand; any
part of a machine is tue same part regardless whether its(mecuenism is
working or stays motionless, in pieces.

Thus it is clear that in the classical interpretation of
Organicism the idea uf inner form is identical with the idea of‘orgenic
unity, because the concept of totality or wholeness is implied -in botu.
For'Piato,-orgqnic unity consisfs of a mu]tﬁplicity of parts being
reduced to one, i.e., unity. Tuebblafonic concept of the idea as the
One and the Many existing at the‘samevtime %eceives its slightly |
different interpretation.in Aristotle's dis&inction between the partic-
ulars and the universals which appear also as composite wholes. .German
idea]istic philosophy solves the problem of the One and the Many under

the‘categories of a,priorivand a postefiori unity, in the Kantian

sense, or as a synthesis, in the Hegelian sense.

I -

Later thebreticians ogjected to the ancient version of
~0rganicism main]y because of this lack of any clear distinction betueen
,the concepts of 1nner form and organic unity. Aristot]e app]ied the :
pr1nc1p1e of organic un\ty on1§/;;ce, 1n his def1n1t1on of plot as
being_more 1mportaht than_che characters,® but in genera], ancient
'Orgauiciscs never focused tﬁeir full.attehtion to this metter.v‘As.e

matter of fact, until Plotinus, the question of the predominance or

————

R
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val1d1ty of the parts in regard to the whole was never clar1f1ed and
fu]ly d1scussed Plotinus arqued with Plato~who emphasized the

-

. . |
individuality of the work of art, rejecting the partition and hierarch-

ical rules of composition. Now many modern Organiciste agree ith T
Plato c]eiming that each ]iterary'work is individually effecti::jf;b\_“
that -some of them can function, evenvfz}some of the parts are missing,
whj]e_the others function only as a‘combOSite of the whole. Unlike
\P]eto, P]otinus believed that the parts had to have the same character-
| istics as the whole in order to function properiy within the whole:
"The hho]e cannot'oe'made upjof uglyfgarts;‘the beauty must penetrate

&

,keveryth;ng", ssys‘Plotinus jn his Enneads,7 referring to the fact
~ that if the whole is'beautiful;vso must the parts be. Since he was
c]oser to Aristotle on thisdisSue, he’comnared the work of art with the
human face, usihg the princip]e§ of the Poetics. This comparison rules
i out mere.proportibn and symmetry as preconditions for beeuty,.and
._}emphasiies the synthesis of various parts on the principTe of the.
.Aristotelian contept of form, i.e,, the functionality of each part to
form the uhole. This understanding of organic unity as the'inner form
was predom1nant among the rhetor1c1ans and throughout the mediaeval

v

per1od. Even Dante understood orgdn1c un1ty as be1ng the question of
the harmony of form “when the‘member duly answer each other.fg
"During thetRenafssance.and Ciessici » when the revived interest in )
Plato and Ar1stot]e produced def1n1t10ns of ]1terature based on var]ous
def1n1t10ns of the concepts of form and content, the separation of the

‘concepts of 1nner form and organlc un1ty went through a phase where

these werevno longer attributed espec1ally to Organicism. As a matter
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of fact' the cbncept’of manyuunities weakened the position of Organ-
nJ, -

,ic15m during the C]{iglcai period, 1n spite of certain attempts made to

maintain the concept "inner. form as one of the major organic pre-

e

depts. For this- reason, Boileau 'was citing Longinus, Herder and Goethe

traditional Aristotelian copcepts; and shaftesbury P]otinus, etc.

The philosophic movement of the 18th Century was respon51b1e

once more for the revival of the organic idea, transforming the old
&

pr1nc1p1es of ancient 0rgan1c1sm in a more f\exible and essentially
very different way. Leibniz was the first to return the pr1nc1p1es of’
“Organicism in the discussion of various meﬁiﬁh;sical and ‘scientific

problems. His contribution, basically best expressed in his theory of

monads,9 was SO revo]utionary that it inspired more’than one genera-
tion of philosophers; starting with such c1a551ca1 German idealists as
Kant, Fichte, Scheiiing.and Hegel, and ending with the Br1t1Sh prag-
matist Ferdinand C.S. Schiller, and*it included 1iterary:theoreticians

of both persua51ons C1a551c1sts and Ronant1c1sts, Goethe and

’ . ® o, :‘

-??1edrich Schiller, but also J.P. Richter, the brothers gchlege]
*1eck, and so on. The noveity of Leibniz revoiutionary approach lies

~

in his discernment of the Yact that systems of the whole a]so function

~as parts within other s stems and, second]y, that the relationships of :

various wholes (i.e., P rts) within one whole cannot proper]y beéander-

stood w1thout the intr duction of the ‘concept of forces. Leibniz

P

explains this by usin the pr1nc1p1e of monads. The function of

monads, unitary or ¢ p051te, is to form the system, ie@ay the body .

‘Everything that exists is composed of bodies or organisms which exist

in other bodies-or rganiSms, w1thout end. Each body rece1Ves and -

-




-
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4\.
projects various effects on other bodies according to the type of
monads to which they originally belong.‘ Monads ofganize thé'paéts into

the whole, reflecting what has been happening‘within specific bodies

“and defining their interrelationship. These relationships are based on

-

two types of forces: first the forces of the monads, and secondly, the
forces of particular bodies;or “inner forms".

| The§é-forces create Ee}ationsﬁipsfwhich function as éo—cal]ed
“bonds of otder",ki.e. they might. appear as harmony, beauty, etc.
Their type of reflected rea]ity depends on'thé type of monads, which

can be simple or unitary, and complex or composed of many wholes. Both

“worlds, organic and non-organic, can be explained in terms of the

re]atfonshib between the pahts and the whole, even abstract forms such
‘ ' v , ©

as -time and space. However, abstract forms consist of subétances, and

concrete forms consist of monads and organisms, or bodies. Since there

are different kinds of matter as weT]*a§ forces: active, passive,

‘motionless, dynamic, etc., Leibniz explains the principle of relation-

-

'ship between the parts and the whole quite separately from. the question

of organic unity or inner form. He says that in abstract forms the

whole:is prior to thiyparts,-contracy to the situation of concrete

“forms in which the parts are prior to the whole. All these new

explanations and quite origina]-concepts of Organicism have become very

important pretexts for the new approach to the Ofganic Theory in

Lthératuré, particuTar]y during the period of Romanticism.

o

. Kant was not directTy’interested in Organicism, in spite of the

fact that his aesthetics were_ used by the Romantics tourecreate and

reaffirm‘Orgahic ideas. He combinéd Ari§tot]é_and Hume in the idea of
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the pridrity of ]ogica1‘unity,‘but here Organicfsm is only implicit.

4

However, in his Critiqhe of Judgment (1790), using the principles of

Le1bn1z s monado]ogy, he made certa1n valuable d1st1nct10ns between the
organ1c and the mechan1ca]. L1ke Le1bn1z, Kant has shown. c]ear]y that

th1s difference was not based‘én the(re]at1onsh1p between the and
| the who]e, as was thought. in the anc1ent aesthet1ts. F1rsh{o;221l

says Kant, as different to mechanism, the parts of an organism have the'v

abi]ity to produce one another, repairing and reproducing'themselves in

case any one is out of order.10 The same compar1son appliesralso - 3
between art-and nature. An:. artefact’does not have the same qua11ty of
reproduction and se]f—hea]ing as does nature. Therefore,,the ana]ogj
between the two can be only metaphor1ca1,‘not real. Regard1ng the
anc1ent question of the re]at1onsh1p between the parts and the who]e,,
the antithesis between the organic and the_mechan1ca] can be described
as a d1fference between the two who]es, the o:;an1c one, in which -
"every part is’ recﬁbroca}T“\end and means" 5 and the mechan1ca] one, in
which the parts have str1ct]y def1ned and operat!ve functions.

With Schelling's System of Trancendental Ideal1sm (1800), 11

Organicism goes back to art and aesthet1cs, The-German Romant1cs

were particularly fond of Schelling, using his antirationalism,'his
theory of know]edge, 1mag1nat1on, v1ta]15m, and particularly his
Organicism, w1th many other m1nor theor1es, 1n .order to form the basic
princip]es of Romant1c1sm. Sche]]1ng s personal 1nterest in the arts -
;.and h1s friendship with most of the wr1ters of ‘his t1me probab]y had
some 1mpact on his enormous popular1ty in the llterary communItles,

_because even his critique of Kant, who was genera]ly accepted by a]]

- A, -
%
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thé RomantiCS,vhéd its fo]]owers; As many others before him, he was:
\so inf]denced by Leibniz's [ascinafing philosophy of ﬁdnads, trying
33 adjust it to the principlesbof art. Therefore, he introduced two
new concepts to the theory of Organisism: one related to his phi]-
osophy qf the oppositjon between the negative and the positive; ﬁhe
other to his concepF of the origiqs pf the inorganic worfd, i.e., life
"as the basis for-thé inorganic, rathef than for the organic world.
According to Schelling, the main difference between a work of
art and an organism is that whereﬁgrt is qqncerﬁed, intelligence is for_
the first'time comﬁ]étely se]féonscious: Using his inte]]i?ence, the
artist creates the world by contemplating nature and ordering itS
_‘history. As primari]y é productive act}vity, art is ffee from abstrac-
: tions, as opposed to phf]osophy, which depend§>on them. However,.és-
éithe final product of this activity, any individual work of art isyf
ﬁncgnscioUs,,jnfinite and unlimited. That is to say, the artist never
fui]y‘underStands his art. He is even able to create true philosophy,
- but his. lack of theoretical knowledge prevents him from understanding
his creation or from being a‘phi]osopﬁer. This example belongs to the
so-called philosophy of opp&s,_ition between. the negative and the
positive po]eg. According?fa‘Schelling) the two poles are art and the
world of art, because there fs a contrast between art being a conscious
productive activity and fhe work of art as being the hnconscious
~knbﬁlédge or presentation of a thing. On the contraky, the organisms
are the result of an'unconsciouélactivify, which manifésts itself in
* producing 2 finite and limited #orm;v'ln o;hér“wprds, an,oréanjsm is a

finite and limited producf,.but, in-tompaﬁﬁson with a work of art, ‘it
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is based'on a hidden way of'organizﬁng thé 1ntelligence. Therefore,
the re]at1onsh1p beween an organism and art is a]so an examp]e of the
opposition between the aegative and the positive, which brings the work
of art closer.to the organism as both contrast to‘the«conécious activi-
_tiee of the intelligence. Schelling's contept of intelligence cannot
be understood without considering his theory of knowPedge.A Combining -
Kantian pr1nc1ples of exper1enc1ng the wor]d of objects with the
F1chtean concept of ego, Sche111ng arrlved at the idea of consciousness
being the on]y object about wh1ch we have an 1mmed1ate and f1rsthand
‘knowledge.” Consciousness or self- act1v1ty in a limited form has three
ditferent stages: progressiné.from sensation to perception, from
perception to reflection and from ref]ection”to wilPb, Practically, the
difference between will and inte]tigence is only relative because both,
~accordmg to Sche]l1ng, represent the h1ghest stage of consciousness.
As1de from Sche111ng s philosophy of knowledge and his concepts
of w111, 1mag1nat1on and consciousness, the Romant1cs also accepted his
philosophy of nature or, 1n his termlno]ogy‘"the ph1]osophy of iden-

o

t1ty", in oppos1t1on to his “ph11osophy of opp051t10n between the

* ~

. negative and the p051t1ve", wh1ch is essent1a]1y pantheist1c. nature,
universe, God and matter are one, and they need conscious act1v1ty,
i.€4,. knowledge, to be vdent1f1ed but their un1ty is inseparable in
spite of the fact that their identities are d1st1ngu1shab1e one from

“another. A s1m11ar1y paradox1ca] para]lel is made in h1s compar1son
between art and the 1nd1v1dua1 work of art: in 1ts tota11ty art is a )
conscious activity, but a w0rk,ofiart is an unconscious activity. 'That

is because the former needs comprehension, i.e., active consciousness,

4
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un]ike the lattg;, which needs unconscious activity for its creation.
Schel[jng uses ?his type of thinking in his famous assertion that‘
inorganic matter originates in 1ifefj Contrary to the usual beliefs,
‘Schelling c]ajms that“thé_wor]d, Nature and Life, started as the -
organic matter from thch inorgan{c objects¥ﬁere lTater created.
Tﬁerefore organisms érezprior to rocks, water, minerals. Sche1]ing‘s-
concept of Unjty in complexity,“and of simp]icity coming.from multi- -
plicity, had a powerful impact on all 1atef'philosophers and literary
theoreticians. ‘Th;~brothers Schfégel brotht~hisiterminofogy'to liter-
ature, accepfing most of his thebries. The'obposition of fhe negative
and thé po§1tivé‘had its impaét on Hegel's dialectics and on his under-
sfanding of-the organic -unity of fhe poem. _Benedettp Croce adopted
Schelling's inteltectual iﬁtuitjon as the precondition for art, makiﬁg
' the cohcept‘of dynamic form the.precondition for his version of organic
~unity. In his‘Aesfhetics,lz Cfoce says that the qua]iﬁy of the
parfglis determined by the whdle,ﬁénd:the”qua]ity of the fusion deter-
.’mines théir organic unity. 'The quiqn of the parts is effected by the
author's choice of form and dfreétly depends on his intellectual infui—

. . i
tion, i.e,, imagination. It is hard to believe that. someone has ever

r

had the same impact as Schelling without ever being properly recognized

or even read.
Ge}‘{nan Romanticis_n{ in g‘é/neral,. and the brothers Schlegel in
pérticular,,weré résponsible fdr the diffusion of Sche]Ting'é ideas.
August Sch1¢§el's Tecture on drama, -and his analggis ofvShakespeare”in,

particular; have shown. that the neo-classical concepts of unities were

pure mechanical,forms. ’FriedrichchhleQel's contribution was in his
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" reaffirmation of Schell{ng's teaching’on imagination.. Thus, the
Schlege]s comp]etely accepted the’ organ1c theory ‘of 11terature,
claiming that rea] art shou]d possess inner form, organically developed
from within and SO dictating an outward arrangement according to the
subject-matter. b;

However, the fundamengp]Jchange in the Romantic interpretation
of the four basic principlesvof Organicism<came5Withvthe change in the
comparison of aAwork qg art‘wich a "living creature", 'Un]ike Classical
Greek Organicism which compares it wfth_an animal, the Romanfics prefer.
the comparison in whichjthe,work of art”fs compared with a pfant or.l
'treet Secondly, the Ronanc%cs were generally against the ideavof the
parts beind'equa1 within the who]e. AcCording to the list of M.H.
Abrams, five principles of the Romantic version‘of organic form are
summarized here:13 | ~

1) the WHOLE: the priority of the whole aga1nst the parts
without ‘the who]e the parts are insignificant;

'2) GROWTH, whlch is manifested in the "evolution and extension
of the plant";

[N

3) ASSIMILATION: through 1ts roots the plant converts differ-
ent material into a new substance;

4) INTERNALITY. the plant is the spontaneous source: of its
own energy, it is’ shaped from the inner form by the forces within;

5) INTERDEPENDENCE ex1sts between parts and parts, as well
as between the parts and the whole; between the who]e and the most
important parts. o . -

_Later on, Coleridge, Richards and theiNew Critics introduced the sixth

"principle of organic form, formulating it as: tension and reconcilia-

tion of manifold opposites in the poetic structure.l4 -
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OrgdniciSm has played a very different but signiﬁicanttro]e in
the:Ang]o-Ameriqan literary tradition. First of ;11, and unlikevtheir
Eurd;znn literary.counterparts, Ang]o—American theoreticians confuse.f
the term “formalism" with “Organicism"; or they equa11ze the use of the
' ‘tErms “formalistic", fformal“ and "organ1c“; us1ng them as synonyms.

V Secondly, the nét1ve Eng]1sh speaker uses a quite different connotation
'in néntioning the word “organic" than does the speaker of'somé othdf T
n]anguage. His first reference tends to be "to organize" someth1ng )
rather than to understand 'something as be1ng funct1ona1, i.e., a conno--
tation der1v1ng from the relat1onsh1p of *organs" towards "organ1sms

as par s towards the whole. Thus, th1s ord1nary usage of the word

ic" ‘prevails even in those cases when the historical meaning of :

\1iteréry tradition supports or recommends a more specifit and prétiséhw
’usage~of the term. Th1s is the main reason tnst‘modern Eng]1sh ¢
dictionariés of techn1ca] terms for the human1t1ds;§)1l1 do not include
‘the proper mean1ng for thé concepts deriving from "Otgan1c1sm" 15
| Speaking Jn~str1ct1y llterary terms, Co}gtldge and the
Romantics weré'the most resnonsibie for the reéson'why‘thefNew Critics
also had a different;tonteptibn of Organicism from their‘predeceSSOrs.
or cOntemporaries; Coleridge's version of Organicism js based on the

follow1ng pr1nc1p]es :16 .

1) "The sense of beauty consists:in the s1mu]taneous 1ntu1t1on
of the. re]at1on of pants, each to each, and of all to the whole". -

) 2) 0rgan1c unity is in multiplicity’ “which appears in different
- forms as the ynity of contraries, disparates or-even opposites.

: 3): The Imég1nat1on is the inner force, the “esemp]astic" power
~ which functions as- the unifying factor for all parts and for the
““whole. D

] N
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5 -In criticizing Richards \@ffective theory, the New Critics turn

to the Romantjcs to borrow from/fhem their teachings about’ imagination,
intuitive expiiience about literature as knowledge, and in particuiar
about the predominant role of certain poetic.devices within the poetic
whole: metaphor, irony, or ambiguity as the centralieiement.a‘Thereby; |
the poetic whole is in many cases rep]aced by the more general idea of
poetic_]anguage. This drastic detour was.necessary because of the dis-v.,
agreement among the New Critics concerning the definition of the -poem,”
. which was usually con51dered either as experience or as communication.

- Both definitions have their foundation in the comparison of the charac-”
':teristics of the poetic language witﬁ prose ‘Tanguage, Ransom and-.Brooks
.seeing poetic language as an extension of reaiity, Empson seeing the

- plurai significance of the poetic 1anguage as the extension of “human

£

communication beyond the boundaries of ianguage.

2) Cleanth Brooks' Views on Organicism - B : BT

’a) Organicism Seen as Forma]ism

., In spite of the pdpularity of the concept of organic unity in
their writings, the New Critics general]y have had very unclear ideas
. and. mixed fee]ings about the proper definition of Organicism. For 1n-
‘stance, even at the time when the whole issue became totally irreievant
~because the movement was at its end wiliiam K. Himsatt ironically
| answered his opponents by saying | “What are the beginning, midd1e and
nd of a squirre1 or: a tree? . » « What corresponds to the stomach in a

 tragedy?”. 17 Obviousiy, he either ignores the real meaning of the ‘?}.

-



‘orlg1nal metaphor, or he does not know that Plato S reference to the :
-organs, or “beglnn1ng, m1ddle and end", is not a reference to phys1ol;
' ogy or t1me but to the funct1onal1ty of the organs as the parts w1th1n-
| the whole, and,to the‘fact of'the l1fe-cycle of living creatures being
Can evolutiODaryiprocess.~ W1msatt S quest1ons are indeed addressed to
’those who ObJECted to the New Cr1t1cs 0rgan1c1sm, and his main 1dea is
to confound the1r detractors. But somehbw his_replies;show that h%
 does not have completely clear ldeas about-thexmain'dlfferences,between
mechanfcal_and‘organicvform. There fs'indeedia certaln symboliSm{mn |
thelanclentgmetaphor'which compares the work of art to the human' body,
fand the followers of Platonic.OrQaniclsm are not SO far.apart:from the
followers of Pythagorean'aesthetics, for both .celebrate the human body
as’ the ep1tome of beauty;’harmony, proportion, order and symmetry. But
g when ‘the class1cal Organ1c1st speaks about organs, he refers to the
“complex system of symbols and legends wh1ch “explain the funct1onal1ty
. of each accord1ng to the1r mytholog1cal role and context Rel1g1on wasp
| /not only a part of everyday l1fe, bat also a very important part of the -
Jﬂfarts. Th1s 1s st1ll reflected in Plato 3 theory. Therefore, when
'__Plato compares a work of art to the human body, he st1ll remains within
T‘the framework of the prlnc1ples of Pythagorean mechan1cal formal1sm.
-However, when he Speaks about the human body as an organ1sm, he breaks
| “;r)w1th trad1t1on and refers now. to the funct1onal1ty of each part1cular :
lforgan w1th1n the body as the whole therefore, h1s new metaphor no -
"Qlonger 1mplies the character1st1cs of a mechan1cal form: he refers now

. 4

Y the organ1c form as so- called “1nner" form._"



13

. Even Brooks who was the first New Critic ‘jointly with R.P.
: Narren to pose the question of organic unity as the centrai prob]em in
" interpreting poetry, was still uncertain about the differences between
" the mechanical. and the organic form. As eariy as 1932 and 1934 ‘when
" he outiined his first essays on metaphor which were to be pubiished

fiater on in his own book Modern Poetry and the Tradition (1939) 18

’Brooks came out with the idea of organic unity in reading Coleridge

and Richards. The idea graduaiiy deveioped into the complex theory of .

OrganiC'poetry;-starting first with textbooks which taught-students how
. to anaiyze poem. - However, if we compare these first writings on
.Organicism we can easily see that the same dilemma and inconsistency

" which exist. in Brooks, who was a real propounder of New Criticai

Organied m, wou]d reappear in the writings of Wimsatt.

Brooks' un tanding of 0rgahicism goes in-a'quite unorthodox
direction. Not only because he rs quite non-traditionai expiana-“
tions for the organic poetic structure, but | Y se he aiso uses rather
‘unusual concepts to eXplain organic unity, which he ‘'unders
unifying factor, or -the quaiity of one particuiar eiement within the
whoie. Being unabie to distinguish clearly between the mechanicai and
the organic form, which is quite ev1dent from his three different
"fdefinitions of the poetic structure, he reduces the organic structure
to the unifying force of one particuiariy important part; either it is
metaphor, imagery, symbois- or, 1ater on, wit irony or paradox. As a
. matter of fact Brooks mentions the ancient COncept of inner form oniy»‘ |
o once in spite of the fact that he deais very often with probiems of
teﬁsion or confiict within the eiements of the who]e. ‘

T

> v
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Unlike.his other;theoretical-concepts, érooks concept of
brganicism is very ambiguous’and.Changeable. During the -long per1od ofA
his career as a scho]ar and 11terary cht1c, Brooks has changed his
- view only in regard to organic un1ty and the commun1cat1ve role’ of
v poetry (cf. his later teaching about paraphrase in wh1ch he opposes h1s :
early be]1efs re]ated to poetlc meanlng) wh1ch415 probably one of the
reasons that he prefers. to call his k1nd of ‘criticism "formalism"
rather than Organ1c1sm.19 MRS | |
In order to properly understand Brooks' reasons 1t is necessary
to f1rst refer to his famous man1festo essay "My Credo The Formalist
Critic" (1951),20 which sums up the ma1n,pr1nc1p]es of the New
Criticism. At the veryjtop.oﬁ”the list of Brooks' articles of fatth—is
theistatement“that the‘primary’concern of Criticism'should'be to deal
with the problem of organic unity. However;;BrOOks offerSva qutte
_unusua]_explanationyfor his uersion,of organic unity, trying to baseﬁ
.;his concept on. the re]ationshipkbetween‘meaning and formt cf. “form is
v meaning“, "1iterature is metaphoric and symbo]ic".' If we add to this

L T
hlS exp]anat1on of poet1c structure in his early wrifings Understand1ng

\\\\‘\\\cPoetr and Modern Poetry and the Trad1t1on, which’ say that the organlc

unity of-the P Should be understood as the p;tterned whole whose

main functlon is in commun1cat1ng' « ‘ ' c]ear1y

conc]ude that. Brooks sees organ1c un1ty as the ‘reconciliation of the
“‘ftrad1t1bnal1st ‘concept of "the mean1ng of the form" with the concept of

"the meanlng ofpthe.content".ﬂ_ln other*words, in Brooks fVer51on'of_
"Organicism, the main foCus.is'on'the message" wh1ch is conveyed by

"_vform rather than that conveyed by content. _Th1s w1]1 be reJected first
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;S—/////,in the essay "What Does Poetry Communicate?": : t;
~ . The - ‘poem communicates so much and communicates it so richly and
with such delicate qualifications that the thing communicated is
- mauled and distorted.if we -attempt to_convey it by any vehicle less
subtle than that of the poem itself.2l
The very same idea which appears here as the heresy of communication,
. and it is part of Brooks' semantic theory of poetry, will be properly

elaborated and extended in the heresy of paraphrase.22 However, it

,here functions to explain both the semantic dimension of organ1c unity

.and the semantics of the poem as a whole. Accord1ng ‘to Brooks'
interpretation then, it would be false to be]1eve that any part of the
whole can be representatlve of the poem as a whole; and the idea of
paraphrase is a practical 1mposs1b1l1ty, because the poem does not
communicate anyth1ng, it is being communicated itself. '

This'duestion of form being-meaning and, at the same time, the
- ¢

poem being unparaphrasable has been seriously challenged by Kenneth
-Burke.23 Tfn spite of his'acceptance of two other principieSTof
Brooks' formalism, the problem of. organic unfty which Burke understands
as the inner form, and of criticism being description and evaluation
(which is not a real formalist concept) Burke could not go further'and
accept either the semantic explanation of both concepts.of form and

. organic unity,'nor accept that the cdncept of organic-unity is.the

centra1 problem in d1scuss1ng ‘poetic structure. Accord1ng to Burke

the noti complementary but mutual]y ex-

‘clusive; For examp]e, the notion of form ls -defined by 1ts comp]ex1ty,
and it cannot be reduced to 1ts 51ngle unlts. Thls is qu1te oppos1te
to the concept of mean1ng, whlch is defined by 1ts singularity, and its

tljJ;part1cu1ar1ty 1s manl?ested through the dua11ty of 1ts funct1on1ng,,as
LA ‘ ' ' i
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the meaning of_Spechic units ond-the meanino of theiwho]e, i.e., the
nean;pg of metaphors, symbols, etcs; and the meaning of the poem.
‘Therefore, Burke concludes, it would be a methodological'fallacy to’
:equa11ze dﬂfferent manifestations of form, which are progressive,
Irepet1t1ve, convent1ona1, and so on, with d1fferent appearances of.

-

meaning, in symbo]s, image, and so forth. Moreover, regardless of the -

fact that Brooks is myybe right in believing that a poet is naturally

_closer to his poem than\his readers can ever hope to be, he is defin-

ice]y.wrong in being unab]e'to.see that by comparing all ‘available

contexts (both poetic and extra-poetic), we can get deeper glimpses

- than were otherwise possible.2% Accordingly, the organic unity is

not the key to open all kinds of doors, in spife of its high level of
importance in constructing the poem,. Burke 1s'particu1ar1y’keen about
Brooks' attempts to reconcile the Richardsian principle of literature
as being communication with the Ransomian, of even Eliot's principle ’
which says that literature conveys more than any other kind ofcois—
course: »1t conveys the truth. Burke quite rightly saw the contredic/
tion in the whole idea of 11terature as be1ng a statement which cannot

be restated; he rejects both solutions offered by R1chards and Ransom,

saying that “to consider language as a means of information or know1~

edge is to consider it epistemo]ogically, semantica]]y? in terms of

‘science'". His vision of poetry and its difference from other kinds

of discourse is based on his“1dea of the poem being a mode of action, a

symbolic act made by the poet, but an act of such a nature that it

" enables us as readers to re-enact it.25
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" b) Three Definitions of -Poetic Structure

On thrée‘differentnéccasidns.Brooks made three different

metaphorical definitions of'the‘pOem as organic uﬁity. The first.time

was in his Understanding Pdetty (1938); again in "The Poem as Organism:"'

Modern. Critical Procedure" (1990); and thirdly in "Irony as a Principle
_ of Poetic.Structure” (1949).26 Let us now compare thes®# three defin-

itions.. Because Robert Penn Warren was later to disagreé with Brooks

about the functibh of organic unity and its unifying elements, I will

‘assume the views on this subject-matter to be more or less Brooks'

rather than Warren'sy in spite of the fact that Understanding Pbétry

_ ) . ; , ,
was written jointly by both authors. According to the firnst -defini- .

_tion, the poem is not "merely a bundle of things that are 'poetic' in

themselvesﬁ or a group of mechanically. combined é]ements « » . put

together as bricks to make a wall". The authors' statement is indeed
Very firm: “If we must compare a poem to the make-up of some physical
object, it ought to be not a wall but sométhing organic like a plant"

(UP, p. 11). However, the crucial argument of this comparison is still

that “the poem, in its yfta] unity, is a 'formed' thing, having its

“special identity" which makes us “more. aware of life'outside“~(6p.

=

In other words, this means that the definition of the poem as

the organic whole, which appears'in Understandiﬁg Poetry ;- reflects
primarily the authors' understanding of'poétiq‘structure as the organic

unity of various parts, rather'than of the whole depending on “inner"

form. Obviously, the authors do” not make any effort toiexplain how and

why one should accept the claim that the poetic structure ought to be :
- ) - - . . . / .

'organized organically, or what then is the major differehce,bétween the -
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\organ1c and the mechan1ca1 “whole, appear1ng as form, structure, or

organ1zed mater1a]., From the explanat1on offered by Brooks .and, warren,
'f1t is clear that. the authors understand the relationship of the
-_e]ements as be1ng based on the poet s solution to present or rea]ize
h\Sﬂcneat1ve 1ntent1ons, rather than on the 1nner functionality of the
parts w1th1n theL;hole._ Brooks and. Penn Warren constantly om1t
d1scuss1ng the d1fferences between the mechan1ca] unity and the organ1c
un1ty; also the; fa11 to po _t out -why,” 1n:a_part]cu1ar situation, the
‘organization of the elements h ppens to be organic; Their prebcCupa-
"t1on -wWith the concept of opg$n1c un1ty as “the main’ character1st1c of
poet1c stnucture overshadows the1r cons1derat1on of other problems
:i':re]ated to Organ1c1sm and the def1n1t1on of the poem as’ the whole.

var1ous poetic. texts.

-~ This. occurs even 1n the concrete ana]yses of t

'Usua1ly, the authors start the1r analys1s.w1th the warn1ng that a11
‘parts of. the who]e have the same status, and accord1ngly, that the
'“potent1a1 cr1t1c shou]d not search for certa1n e]ements more: “poet1c
“p]eas1ng", or "agreeable", or “va]uab]e“ than the others.'HFor'

.instance," 1n analyz1ng a passage from Shakespearecs Tronlus and

. g,Cress1da, the authors are ready to say that the quest1on of elements

be1ng "poetlc" is rather lrrelevant becaUSe, in a part1cular s1tuat10n,—anyf
. everythIng depends on whether they work “with the other e]ements to -

create the effect intended by,the poet“ ~ Both Brooks and Penn Warren

~were to reJect this p051t1on in their 1ater books, but at this po1nt
they also. supported another concept unusual for the New Criticism: in
- addition to their acceptance of the psychological approach to the -

poet's intentions, i.e., everythjng,depeﬁds_on-the effects intended by

e .
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the poet, the authors also accepted the conceptjof,the-sofcalled'v
“dom1nant“" Prec1sely, they sa1d |

. The p1cture is poet1ca1]y good because it accurate]y 1nd1cates the
attitude which Ulysses wishes Achilles to take toward his. past
achievements. . . . .The use of images 'in this passage, -then, repre-
sents not only a close-knit organization because of the relation of
the images to each other and to the intention of the passage, but
also a. psycho]og1ca1 development, for the images lead from one

attitude and state of mind to another.. One can show the c]oseness
of the organization of the passage even in the use of a single
word. For example, take the word monumental in the last line. A
great deal of the "meaning" is concentrated in th1s one word. (UP,
p. 62)
Following this passage comes the author's final conclusion thatia
potential critic “must‘consider‘not the elements;taken in isolation,
but in relation to the total organization and intention". Obviously,
there is a certa1n contrad1ct1on between the statement wh1ch c]a1ms
that there is “a great dea] of mean1ng concentrated“ in the word -
monumenta], and the c1a1m that the eJements shou]d not be “taken in
xsolat1on" one from another. There are two major: ob3ect1ons to th1s .
th1nk1ng first, if one tends to accept the 0rgan1c1st1c rule that the
- whole is pr1or to the parts; then the concept of one word be1ng-more
mdom}nant because of. 1ts meanlng becomes se]f—exclud1ng, and agaln, 1f
:theJ"cIoseness of the organ12at1on"‘of the elements is man}fested
.7”ﬂﬂhthrough the; 1ntent1ons of the poet, and 1s carrled out by the concen-
'~'5trat1on of the meanlng in one s1ngle ‘word, that a]so exc]udes the b
' fposs1b1]1ty for. organ1c concepts of poetry. Because, as the maJor
pr1nc1p]es say, the whole must be pr1or to the parts the. meanlng can |
_ be manifested on]y as the who]e the meanlng of elements 1solated from

'the1r funct1ons w1th1n the who]e is therefore 1rrelevant, as well as is,

»

P
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the significance of thé poet's intentions ‘in regard to any of the
elements within the whole, or to the whole itself, etc.
Thevcontradictory elements in Brooks' understanding of organic

unity are even more evident in his second discussion of this matter,
e L

which appears in "The Poem as Organism: Modehn Critical Procédure"
(1941). In addition to the previously mentioned‘problem of “dominant",
Brooks' concern is here with the blem of truth, and with the'problem

of the mechanical form which.is confused with the organic one. His

argumentation is built on the following premises:27

1) “The.concept of the poem as an organism should display itself
in_.a renewed respect for the power and independence of words. .~
Words cannot be ordered abqut or deployed perfectly and uni- \
formly. » . . Mathematical symbols submit themselves to this

. ordonnance. . . . The words themselves set up a resistance to
the poet™s will." (pp. 30-31)

2). "I am sure that we can better understand certain buildings if -
we read-a biography of the architect and better understand a
bridge if we have read the diary of the engineer who built it.
But in order to understand the building or the bridge it is.
more important still for one to understand ‘architecture. If L

_ think ofAAkpoem as a fabric with a.unity of its own - an -
~architecture jn which stresses are balanced against each other

and 1nternal strains are reciprocated - .if we think, of..a poemn')§5é

1n these terms, we shall be merely exploring another metaphor, -
but'lt is a very va]uab]e metaphor FOr ‘the purposes of cr1t1-;-
-cism." (p. 36) .: ‘

3) “To conce1ve of a poem as an organwsm s 1ndeed to take- the
only approach from which to attack the problem of imaginative
unity. In emphasizing this epproach_modern criticism has made
its greatest ‘contribution. “27u \P. 37)

‘The f1rst argument has its foundat1on in the Neo Platon1c discussion .
‘wh1ch the neo-classic cr1t1cs enterta1ned with the Romant1cs poetry
is defined as an imperfect scienée,'imperfect philosophy,. and sobforth,
in which the‘poet.canhot‘conscious]j wi]i or control his expression of

»

the truth. According to Coleridge,” whom quqks quotes often from ,
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RichardsF commentaries, the imaginatfve unity is-ajmystical process
which cannot-de]iberately.be recreated by the critic. ' Brooks accepts
this as a starting pointvfor'his theory of paraphrase;’as well‘he
accepts some;ofathe arguments of the neo-classical criticsgfsuChlas the
one.that fiterature is a s&mboTﬁc-or metaphoric representation of
rea11ty, rather than a pure 1m1tat1on or emot1ona1 refleét1on of truth
The idea of res1st1ng forces w1th1n the words themse]ves is taken from
the Romant1cs, and it w1]1 serve perfect]y to. create h1s theories of
1rony,.paradox mu1t1ple meanlngs, and so on. .

In the second argument ‘which cons1sts of the famous comparison
} of the poem w1th a br1dge, Brooks m1sp1aces his: point and confuses the

»

. structure of a brldge w1th an organ1c structure because its elements
are ba]anced against- each other on the bas1s oflthelr 1nterna1 strains-
and rec1procal forces// From thevexplanat1on wh1ch fo]]ows, 1t becomes
clegr that Brooks is actual]y talking about the mechanical or neo-
classica] ideal- of form; partjcu]arly:when he describes the main char-
- acteristjc'ot.organ{c_upity,as,thertotaiitysof'meanings Witﬁout:even.
q’mentioning’howzthe tota]'conteXt‘operates as the'oroanism. MoreoVer,l
-1,,the organic un1ty is rather ca]led “1mag1nat1Ve unity",. and 1ts

character1st1cs are def1ned on the bas1s of the1r d1fferences w1th the _“

v-logica] unity The third argument makes it ciear that the task of the

crltlc 1s to exp]ore only the 1mag1nat1ve unity. 0bvious1y, here
Brooks 1ntroduces again the difference between science and poetry, or, .
in other words, the d1fference between‘ord1nary discourse, prose, and

poetic discourse, ‘i.e., literature.



122

‘It took Brooks nine years to return again to the discussion of

organic unity, now for the first time defining the poetic structure

rganiied on the pri;ﬂip]e of the inner form. His essay "lIrony as a
P .

igciple of Poetic Structure" (1949), represents one of the most
important essays in Brooks' theory and'marks"a;new shift in his
-thought 28 Apart from its function in clearing up many ambiguities
and confus1ons in the early wr1t1ngs, th1s ‘essay serves the purpose
- also of offering the most def1n1t1ue descr1pt1on of Brooks ‘concepts
unity and poetic structure, and of 1ntroduc1ng the analytical notion
'wironxt.tHere As that famous def1n1t1on of poetry o o |

o

L. The ‘elements of a poem are re]ated to each ether, not as

ofs;

of.

blossoms juxtaposed. in a bouquet but as the blossoms are related

to the other parts of a growing plant. The beauty of the poem is ' i
the: flowering of the whole plant and needs the stalk, the Teaf, and

the hidden roots . . ,.the poem is 1ike a Tittle drama.- The tota]
proceeds from all éﬁements in the drama, and in-.a.good poem, as in
good drama, there is no waste motion and there are no superfluous

parts.2
For the flrst t1me Brooks obeys the ru]es of othe traditional concept

B 0rgan1c1sm by mak1ng the references to a. plant ‘as a 11v1ng organ1sm,

of

and to the functionality of the parts which cannot ex1st 1ndependent1y.

-..The comparison between the bouquet,and the_floweringbof the growing

plant shows definitely that, for the first time, Bropgks sees organic

un{ty in connection with the forces of the “inner form; for example, by

his reference to the "hidden roots" as a distinct .characteristic which

is missed in the bouquet, and of the functionality of the parts, onthe

Ar1stote11an prlnc1p1e that the who]e 1s prlor to the parts. “The

3

"compar1son of thé poem with “a 11tt1e drama“ is borrowed from Burke,

but Brooks' intentjon hereljs"to,emphasize~the-functionality of the :

L
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: parts within the who]e,'"no superf]uous parts”, he says; rather than to
compare the poem w1th the-structure of drama, wh1ch Burke uses for the
purposes of his theory of symbolic action. The relat1onsh1p of the

parts is indeed still based on the total effect which proceeds from a]]

elements, but for the fjrst time Brooks understands that this is
neither the only nor the main cheracteristic of organic unity. The
detailed discuSsion'of the function of eacﬁ;particu1ar-e1ement of ‘the ..
poetic structdre which foi]ows‘from.this tpird definition of poetry.
prepares the'gro&hd for Brooks' dost popu]ar concept, the oonoept of

‘Irony;
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11 EARLY PERIOD:

Brooks' Understanding of Poetic Structure through the Concepts of Wit

and Metaphor

A

In his earliest 1ndependent1y wr1tten book: Modern Poetry and

-»the Tradition (1939), besides repeating some basic pr1nc1ples from

Understanding,Poetry, Brooks introduced a few new concepts which would -

ater beoone the skeleton for his best known theories and analytical
hethods. 'in spite pf very broad aspirations at the tine; for Brooks‘
main ambition in his first hook was to>reeva1uete the nho]e histoﬁy of
Eng}ish poetry, this major achievement did riot match his great expecta-
tions. Theoretically s;ﬁil heavily dependent on the critical concepts
and taste of his mentors, T.S. Eliot and Ransom, Broohs indeed
attempted‘to build the bridge between the two poles of his subjects of
admiration, 17th and 20th}century poetry. _However, skipping over most
of thegpoets of the late 17th century, and completely ignoring the
entire 18th century and most of the achievements of the 19th century,
Brooks rewritten h1story of Engl1sh poetry consists of praising Donne’
and the Me;;;hys1ca]s on the one hand (1nc1ud1ng a]so only Ben Jonson
and Herrick), and T.S. Eliot, Pound, Yeats, Hardy, and so on, on-the

. other. - Trying to*find a Bé]énée'betneen'E]ioi‘sfzoneept%ofnérad%ffon,‘
the demand of'Ransom's theory. of 11terature as knowledge,vBrook5'did
“not have too much ch01ce but ¢o accept bOth their taste and their.
11m1tat1ons. Therefore, even h1s new concepts, wh1ch were, be1ng
”1ntroduced for the f1rst tlme, suffer from the same def1c1ency..AEorbﬂ

: 1nstance, even the concept. ‘of . “w1t“ which ‘Brooks uses as a base for his
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prem1ses for the d1st1nct1on between good and bad poetry, representso;-

. only -a strange adaptatlon bf R1chards -way of th1nk1ng of the- llterary

'concepts of Ransom and ‘T.S. E]lot. In other words, shar1ng h1s taste ;”-
_w1th T.5. Eliot, Tate and Ransom, and- the op1n1on about the 1mportance K
of. metaphor w1th R1chards, Empson and the others,.accord1ng]y Brooks

- defines the concept of wit as the most important 1ngred1ent of poetry.,
' Often th1s was to result in sudden changes -of the polar1ty of Brooks'
attention be1ng focused on one or another branch of the ‘New Cr1t1c1sm, -
in spite of h1s efforts not to express any personal preferences for |
either 1dea. Th1s is not a part of any unw11]1ngness to make Judg-
ments,'on the contrary, Brooks is-more often very cr1t1ca1 about h1s
col]eagues but rather 1t .is . Brooks' des1re to be more obJect1ve and
independent in'making final conclusions. Even when,it\seems that he
follows too c]osely in the footsteps'of his predecesSOrshor contempor;
arles, there is the same- 11ne of neutrality in Brooks' opinions. »he

1ndeed echoed the official line of the maJor1ty of the New Cr1t1cs,

particularly those‘frombthe South\\b::;more often his theQ f24QQ repre-
.fsents an attempt to see the problems Anom one particular angle; rather
than an effort to pleaserhis feliow-members of the movement,.VHis sense .
of ]oya1ty‘to the movement was unquestionable and sometimes so extreme
that 1t wou]d cause- h1m to adJust most of his theor1es 1n order to
-“acc0mmodate hlmself to what he be11eved was for the benef1a.?f al] the
New‘Cr1t1cs. But th1s was more a part of Brooks strategy for fighting:
enemles and an enormous number of h1s personal critlcs. Later on, when_

he was to abandon the po]emlcs wr1t1ng most]y for his own profess1onal

satisfaction, Brooks was able to_d1rect his’ attention to more concrete :

. A
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and cruc1a1 aspects of cr1t1c1Sm.- S1m11arly, as in the case of his

.q

poiem1cs Brooks first indeﬁ’ndently made concepts went through the

-~

Q same:type of evo]utlonary changes. Depending on the1r spec1f1c func--'

Y .
25, oy t ‘}.« -

t1ons.1n the scope of Brooks theoret1ca1 system, mOSt of ‘his- concepts.;r
d1rect1y respond to the purpose wh1ch they serve ‘at one speciftc per1od

“jn his cr1t1ca1 career.. In other words, the deve]opment of Brooks

R

cr1t1cal system depends very much on*the purpose and h1ch h1s

polem1c§3hnd theoret1ca1 concepts have p]ayed 1n their hlstor1ca1 con-g ;:'54”

text, as well as w1th1n the context of the deve}opment of the concepts.
of the other New Critics. Therefore, when one’ wants to speak about -
Brooks concept of poet1c strufture, it 1s ev1dent that one is forced
to take 1nto account the following two aspects of the problem f1rst,
the two fold " role of the concept s funct10n1ng in 1ts hlstor1ca1 con-.
text and in relat10nsh1p to the concepts of the other New Cr1t1cs, and
then the s1gn1f1cance of the- concept s role in the scope of Brooks
cr1t1cal system and gts development. " This means in pract1ce three

dlfferent approaches to study1ng the prob]em the flrstvone be1ng g»'
& ST

LS

"';_ydes1gned as;two subd1v1s1ons_wh1ch couldwbe.separated'comp]eteiy, and.
':.“??hé ]ast.onefas"already.meant to-be taken independent]y,‘butnusually ‘

Ajthe‘importance‘of‘the latter, or the.fina1 one, prevai1s.

Brooks Concept of Poet1c Structure°v ‘A GeneraT 0verTook

The ear11est works of Brooks, such ‘as "The Read1ng of Modern

Poetry (1937), and the two books Understand1ng Poetry (1988) and An

Approach to L1terature (1941) 30 were Jo1nt efforts wr1tten with

'j.Robert Penn Narren. S1nce the pr1nc1ple of - organxc unlty played an ,;'4

L La
B
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1mportant ro]e in these works, poet1c structure is def1ned first as a -

coherent and funct1ona] whole. The explanat1on of the who]e would lead

“1natura11y to the dlscuss1on of the content of the whole, wh1ch in- the e
'f;authors 1nterpretat1on was two-fold cons1stlng of meter, d1ct1on, -
smetaphor, 1mages, symbol1c patterns and 'S0 on, ofi: the one hand' and on

fthe other hand, of conf]ICt elements wh1ch the authors descrlbe at

"-f1rst as inner forces, or tens1ons, attwtudes ‘or complex- s1tuat10ns, Cot

;'but wh1ch Tater Brooks ca]ls w1t, 1rony, paradox, amb1gu1t1es or simply. .. .

.

meanIngs ;d However, th1s dua11st1c approach wh1ch ls obv1ous]y the{f“

v,
PR o

resu]t of the1r respect for RanSOm, is rep]aced somet1mes w1th a moref E

|

R1chards1%n approach.- For 1nstance, later ed1t1ons of Understand1ng

) ¢

’-Poetry, or Brooks own ear]y books~show that the pr1nc1ple of organ1c

V 'unxty refers to the patterned who]e, 1.4, a]l symbol1c patterns “such

m'as metaphors, 1mages, symbo]s, etc., but terms such as conflict—

‘elements or conf11ct structures are reserved to descr1be the un1fy1ng

o -.,, PR s awry e P

‘.e]ements or modﬁfy1ng forces w1th1n the whole. Therefore, the f1na11y

: approved concept of poet]c struoture, wh1ch w111 be accepted by both
. authors and carr1ed on in the1r own books w1th on1y a slight d1ffer-
‘ence, is a typlca] R1chards1an one. Here ‘the concept of poetlc struc-

\

. tiire 1§ comp]etely def1ned by the . concepts of the comp]ex of att1tudes.ﬂ

wh1ch represents the common denom1natron for al] e]ements of the- who]e,

~and- by confl1ct-structures wh1ch descr1be the 1nd1vidua1 functlmnlng
, Y &
and part1cu1ar1ty of each element or-a group of e]ements wh1ch act

[

tpgether.

. .} Ve Slnce Brooks understand1ng of poetic structure went through
. the same type of changes, h1s concept depends very much ‘on’ the graduaf 'f,,:
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development of a11‘re1ated édncepts'hﬁdftheiﬁ-évehtua1 replacement“orw

) ‘Yreformulat1on at. the t1me of wr1t1ng.31 One m1ght f1nd th1s var1ety

'yof cr1t1cal terms and concepts unnecessary and confus1ng, part1cular1y
when the same pr1nc1p1es are used to define many d1fferent not1ons.

For 1nstance, 1n formulat1ng his concepts of w1t, 1rony and paradox,

'iBrooks uses the functlon of metaphor as the basis for al] three vary1ng

.

© concepts; therefore, ‘one must wonder- if this is not SImply a gradual or’

'eVQ]ut1onaryuprocess in the deve]opment of only-one single notion hav-
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v_;ing three»ditferent-phases.i Although this‘might be true jn“the5case of

:w1t, 1rony and paradox, the concept of poet1c structure shou]d not be
reduced to the concept of organic un1ty, desp1te the natura] t1es and
s1m11ar1t1es that exist between these two conaepts. In our op1n1on,
there are a ﬁew very valld reasons why these two concepts shou]d be
kept apart f1rstvof a11,»1t is obvlous from so many examp]es in his

;theory and practlce that Brooks d1scusswon of organ1c poetry does not

'-.necessar11y 1ead towards the d1scuss1on of the nature of poetic struc-

ture €4Gyy Brooks uses the concept of organ1c unity in his polemics,

ror- when he needs to defend certa1n types of poetry, and secondly, when

' LBrooks d1scu5510n of the concept of organ1c un]ty leads towards the

" exp]anat1on of poet1c structure, his attent1on is. usual]y l1m1ted ‘only
on focus1ng on what the poet1c structure is not, rather than on what it

2rea11y 15., 0verstress1ng more the d1fferences between the mechan1ca1

A'?anﬁ the organ1C form, 1nstead of def1n1ng properly what the inner form

, 1s, Brooks*very,rarely drscusses"the real prob]ems,of poet1c structure.
Since he-was rather“confused at the very beginning about the proper'f

‘definttion"and'functioning_of the parts within the whole, Brooks was.

.
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unabie adequate]y and consistent]y to use Richards terminologyc\aﬂ‘
prob]em which., forced him either to invent a c0mplete1y new terminotogy
l or to retain it with a somewhat changed sense of meaning

| Finaily, Brooks' interests are directed more or less towards

v P

the resu]ts of reading poe“¢

‘. Therefore, he would very often com--

,pleteiy ignore many important aspects that.are directiy re1ated to the

-.compiexity of the poetic ana]ysis, aside from w1t irony and paradox o
Brooks very seldom d1scusses anything else. Therefore his interpreta-l
.tions of poetry suffer from the same lack of comp1exity as do the

: interpretations of the opponent that he cniticizes. This critica1

'v: monism does not coincide with the changes in the deveIOpment of Brooks

\ i”theoretical doctrines. fhe big shift in Brooks views on the organic ."

:

'theory of poetry which started with the introduction of the’ concept of

' 1rony, “and which was. accompanied by a new reformulated definition of

'“-organic strutture was not foilowed by an immediate change 1n his- - .- ;};.;

ianaiyt1ca1 methods.. Brooks tendencies towards criticai monism were
'r?aiways present in his writinghin one form or another. Thus, one might
conc]ude that the new concepts did not a1ways mean a big change in
f‘Brooks approach to 1iterature but that thEy rather meant a new direc-

tion in approaching prob]ems previously‘discussed Consequentiy, one o
Vmight say that however important it is to respect the chrono1ogica1
¢deve10pment of gradua1 and evo]utionary changes in- Brooks understaad-_

ing of poetry, aimost the same importance is to be attached to the .
'f explanations of his theoretica1 concepts within the scope of their

'indJVidual significance as tools for praoticai anaiysis.- Therefore

fwhen the need occurs we Miil emphasize one approach or the other in
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our discussion of these concepts, leaving aside such controversial

issues such as the possibility of discussing the toncept'of wit as an

earlier versionvof the later concepts of irony and paradox.

The Function of Metaphor and Nit‘in Early Theories

e In-the .,epemgg_essaywof_mwem‘Roetpy.,.and_»th&kaditi.on. en= .

tltled “Metaphor and Tradition",32 Brooks states two precond1t1ons
for d1st1ngu1sh1ng between or for, finding common features between dif-
jferent,typestof,poetny, hgood.and.bad..C]ass1£aJ and Romantic, Modern.
“"and 17tR 'éeh'thr'y‘,"a'h'd“s'o oh.” These preconditions are as follows: -
1) "It 1s h1gh1y important’ to understand the fundamental function
of figurative Tanguage if we are to do justice to poetry which

;frns1sts upon the imaginative process, as-opposed to that poetry

—~"=7" which merely makes agreeable, high- sounding propos1t1ons, or
a wh1ch merely ment1ons 'beautiful ' obJects“.‘ (MPT p. 17) :

2) "The s1gn1f1cant re]at1onsh1p between the modern1st Poets and ..
common concept1on of the use of metaphor... . . The s1gn1f1cant
relationship is indicated by the fact that the metaphys1ca]
poets_and the modernists stand oppgsed to both the neoclassical
and Romantic poets on the issue of-metaphor". (Ibid., p. 11)
The first precondition obviously fmplies the Coleridgean '

distinction between Fancy and imagfnation, as we]] as Brooks' favorite
statement that there are not poet1c th1ngs per se, and nothlng can be

’

'sa1d to be 1ntr1n51ca11y unpoetlc (cf Understanding Poetry, pnev1ous]y

discussed). The exp]anatlon of. the :second. statement is’ based oﬁ\t\e
echoes of R1chards and T S. E11ot s opinions, and their commentar1es\\'
“on the Romant1c poets. Since he gave few add1t1ona1 examples of
;metaphor, conc]ud1ng that it had t9/Be a fundamenta] part of poet1c

discourse, Brooks flnds h1mse1f 1n the position of followlng in the

. ithe “seVentednth- century poets”of wit Ties here. -.ig their: R



,footsteps of R1chards ;and. TS E]IOt 3 commentarles on the Romant1cs. :}]ffif

:iAs regards Co}er1dge, Brooks sharply cr1t1c1zes the theor1es of el

'fwordsworth and Add1son for the1r~condemnatvon o£~1nte11ectua1 poetry as};;r'?w
be1ng 1ntr1nslcally unpoettc and opposed to the truly poetJC one, EF e.. R
© the emot1ona1 type of poetry. . Furthermbre cr1t1c15m~support}ng the ,f,.w‘

'emot1onal type of poetry fa1ls to d1st1ngulsh between good and bad

.types of poetry, thCh should be d1scussed on the bas1s of the d1st1nc-’
tlon between two usages of metaphor as a contrast and as a ompar1- .
.son.; L1ke El1ot who favors comparxsons, Brooks explalns the conceptsb'fif"ﬂf
of’ contrast and ompar1son us1ng Co]er1dge L3 d1st1nct10n between Fancy

- - and Imag1nat1on. '

First of a]]'~metaphor should be-consfdered 1h‘bé1atibn tobthe

‘ total context, and its effect1veness should ‘be judged upon its func--

t1ona11ty w1th1n the poet1c structure. The funct1on of contrast is to

S ey s e o °
=

B 111ustrate, or décorate or’ ennoble the subJect (Y]kefFancy),—asaopposedaf
to the functiOn of comparison which is to intensify "the poet's making" .
(11ke Imag1nat1on) Brooks understands this "maklng", i.e., poetry as
"bu11d1ng a more prec1se sort of language“-than the d1ct1onar1es con-

ta1n. By p]ayjng of f the, connotat1ons aga1nst denotatlons, poets are

| .remaklng the - language, whlcQ has a greater dea] of accuracy ‘than7is™

ordinarily atta1ned (MPT P. 16) Everyth1ng that- the poet wants to .

4emphasize and hlS entire attltude are ﬁstated by the metaphor, and on]y,_;:,f‘

: by the metaphor". Therefore, the comparison 1s the poem in a structur-

-al sense, and a good comparlson 1s one wh1ch is naturai and new. (MPT,:

., ppe 1 ,VIS,_and 7y



f.-ﬂ.f‘_f_.,_.fpattern, and Mﬁ‘taph; W

;' mod1fy1ng and un1fy1ng e]ement in’

~use’ s1m11ar adJect1ves to descrIbe the d1fferences betw
';_'ACIass1ca] and the Romantic mode] of poetry, or to po1nt

j-'tles of Modern poe ry and Metap

Accord1ngly, the def1n1t1on of good poetry fo110us the same

T It

;eﬁolerldge‘ eEaxnxlDQLUlt,;BﬁﬂdkS,OPQQSES,AFHO]d s d15m1ssa1 of,:h*__i.

;that etny which 1acks "h1gh serlousness inforder to favor the poebry
thf{‘wh1ch de ls w1th “a beautlfu] world“': In add1t1on'to-h1s prev1ous]y

hlfmade statemen hat there shou]d not be any restr1ct10ns on\the part of .

L.poetwc subJects, Brooks qsts: on. the ro]e of w1t as the universal o

oqtic structure. Thus, good poetny<

‘ 'IS a poetry of w1t and functxona] metaphors.- Like Elijot, Brooks wlll

“For 1nst nce, Romant1c""

s1ca] poetry.

-

poetry is “w1thout )-1onal“,'mnot

1ntellectual]y calculated" (E]1ot would say ‘ entary“" 1mmature",'

chaot1c ')s as opposed to odern or Metaphy51ca] poetry wh1ch is

: "arch" mature"; “adro1t" _gracefu]“ “(in Eliot' s ver51on-th1s-wi11m'

he “complete“, "adult" 'orderly S,eaking ‘about John Hopkins‘ poem ;.?

' “Absence! s Brooks says
A superflcia] view m1ght d1sm1ss the poem as mere]y a p]easant
sophistry. But closer reading will show that the development of
the wit has succeeded in endowing the poem with a sense of personal
‘tenderness and sincerity lacking in the more abstract opening -
stanzas. The ability to be tender and, at the same time, alert and .
" aware intellectually is a complex attltude, a mature attitude, but
“not” ‘necessarily a self-contradictory attitude. 0n1y a sentimental -
ist -wills it to be so. Moreover, the fenderness is achieved, not
in spite of the wit, but through it. (MPT P. 23) s
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;‘;;;As one mrght conclude. Brooks method of analyz1ng poetry in th1s case

F

”15 more categor1cal]y persuas1ve than factua1 or anaiyt1ca1 ”Like

e Elaot Brooks trfes to convince rather than to make a po1nt or prove .vf,v.'

l'r somethrng.- He ls more concerned to f1nd verbal or: log1ca1 reasons in

. ;order to protect hlS v1ews from cr1t1c1sm, than to’ search for textual uh';..

,:ev1dence wh1ch wou]d support h1s op1n1on and'theoret1ca1 hypothes1s.
7»jTherefore hts ana]yz1ng ls somet1mes st111 on- the 1evel of specu]a-,
.:‘iﬁtwon, rather than on the 1eve1 of 1nterpretat1onr~ Because he bui]ds
- h1s anaiyttca] arguments around a prev1ously assumed theoretica]
| j:assert1on, Brooks most often fa1ls to ach1eve accuracy and conSIStent

L4

E qua]aty in his analytical ertJngs.j
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I11. THE MATURE PERIOD: = - ="

- [

7"The Funct1on of the Cdncepts of Irony and Paradox in Ana]yz1ng Poetry, .

-.the Contextua] Approach

wm - 4. e

,

a) The inner Forces:. Ten51on, Conf]1cts _

1 have already d1scwssed Brooks ,v1ews on Organ1c1sm’and h1s

by '—'- s'<.

h'-early def1n1t1ons of poet1c structure. The funct1on of the concepts of Ai o

’ w1t, Images and metaphor pTayed “an lmportant ro]e in h1s ana1y51s of -

- -

[P

5poetry, as’ we]l as dﬁd his add1t1ona1 teach1ngs about paraphrase, ,v;.”,“;,
:symbols and the forma11st approach to literature. However, the rea]

~ significance of Brooksf contribution to the New Critiealimovement'came'

" Wwith his best written book, The Well Wrought Urn (1947),33 the book
which outlines and precedes the princip]e;,of the new contextual

“approach which would take place in "Irony aeja Principle of Poetic
Structure". Since these'principies'deserue-special attention,‘before

’ showing‘hoh they'&ere'emp]oyed, we wi]l'discuss‘first their theoretical

aspects and implications. | : o

| fhe'first essay in the book, JThe Language of Paradox“, pre-

pares the ground for - the concept of Irony, wh1ch wou]d come two years

later. The Well Wrought Urn is more an ana]ytlcal than a theoret1ca1

book. The book consists of ten detailed interpretations of famous
poems from the Elizabethan period to the modern, but all statements are
é1ear”and free of speculative ambiguities. Brooks starts his analysis

 of Wordsworth'‘s sonnets by introducing the concept of -paradox.
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Accordlngly,‘"the language of poetry is the language/df

- paradox; and "the truth wh1ch the poet utters can be approached only in

”5;fpoetry, not a pervers1on of it" (NNU, p._10) Poets consc1ously employ.f.

L _terms of paradox“, because in science alone "truth requires a language

purged of every trace of. paradox , the latter be1ng s0- "approprlate and_

1nev1table~to poetry“ (WWU, Pe 3) Brooks 1ns1sts on the claim that

" .the poet 1s ““forced into paradoxes by the nature of . hlS 1nstrument"

-~which 1s language understood ‘as “an extension of the normal language of -

Jparadoxes in order to gain. “a compar1son and prec151on otherwlse )

o unobta1nable He po1nts out that all basic metaphorsf as weli as the '

"dom1nant metaphors in Donne s poems, 1nvolve paradox and 1rony wh1ch

. are achieved‘throughrthe confl1ct of Jmage or symbols. Th1s confl1ct

starts with the basic metaphors.which‘ihtrOdUCe theftheme'of the poem,

_and develops further through the dominant metaphor which brings the

‘opposing elements into the focus of the reader s attentlon, S0 that the
final result is irony or paradox as a sort of discovery and fusion of |
all dlscordant or opposite qualltles. For instance, in Donne's

"Canontzatlon"'thls is achieved f1rsb through the basic metaphor which

is in the title-and suggests that both love andvrel1glon, as well as

profane love and divine. love, are go1ng to be treated equally serious-
ly, and 1n the same manner. The domlnant metaphors 1ntroduce the
confl1ct which opens up as the- confllct between the real world and the

world of love as exper1enced by ordwnary lovers. and it reappears ‘as

_the descr1ption of the “unworldly lovers“ and the love of saints "who

have g1ven up the world (but) paradoxlcally ach1eve ‘a more intense

world". (ggu, pp. 12-13 et pass1m.gg
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“In “Irony as a Princip1ert Poetic'StrUCture"; the concept of t;:
irony is exp]ained'in'a morehextended way, but the basic condition'is
still the same. The context dlctates the relatlonsh1p of - the e]ements E
. to each other ‘and to the theme, but the confllct is the major. precond1-
-tion for 1ts p0et1c quality. Brooks explains it as fol]oWS' “The |
;.context -endows. the part1cu1ar word or 1mage or statement/W1th s1gn1fi-

. cance. Images so charged become symbo]s, statements sJ“charged become'_
‘dramatlc utterances.“34 Th1s means -that each element is "mod1f1ed by
the pressure of the context“,'and irony appears as a‘tamp}ete ‘reversal
-of the meaning which is directly effected bykthe.conflicting,poetic -
patterns: metaphors, images, symbols, etc; -ThercircTevis again c]osed
at the‘same point: as a final product irony is understood as the unfon

or’fusion of all discordant and opposite elements. Brooks needs this

type of explanation because it perfectly fits in 'with all the other‘

theories ‘of his teachings: as the organic unity, irony holds all an-

swers of the poem; as the complex of attitudes or‘patterned structures,

it continues the traditional semantic theory of Richards, Empson and
. . _ o , 8

almost all the other New Gritics. Furthermore, Brooks needs this

theory SO bad]y that he goes to extremes and attempts to create a uni-

versal method out of the concept of 1rony, c1a1m1ng proud]y that taken

as the acknowledgment of the pressures of context, irony is to be found

in the poetry of every period and even in simple lyrical poetry.35

Instances,vleveis and forms of»irony can have a wide variety of
“modes. Therefore, there can be tragic -irony, self-irony, playful,

arch, mocking,'gentle irony, and so on; but from the pofnt of view of
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its function in‘the'poem, irony serves only one unique purpose.—‘to be
the unifyng force and crossroads for all other forces in the poem.
HOWever, in spite of some 51milar1t1es 1n the function:of both '
paradox,and irony, there are also certain differences.. For instqnce,
according to Brooks, any.statement-made in-thekpoem bears the pressure
of the context, and has its meaning modified by the context But, inrv

.‘poetic 1rony, none- of .the meanings cancels out the others, because all

‘ become,relevant, and" all- contribute to the_total meaning. _Qne might

wonder what thev"total meaning” is, knowing that Brooks rejects the
possibility of paraphrase. In the case of irony, the‘total meaning is
usually identical with the theme of the poem; it is born‘out of the
conflict of elements. The function of both peredox and irony is to
bring the poem to its most penetrating insights. the difference is
‘that irony represents both contrasting and reconciling elements of the
structure; in opposition to Earadox; which is apparently a contradic-
tory and canceling force within different kinds of meaning. Thus, the -
former is born out of the pressure of the context, and'the latter out
of the conflicts ot.meaning. |

: 0bv10usly,<§?ooks semantic theory,.used here to supportbhis

views on paradox and irony, has 1ts foundations in the. theorias of

a

Coleridge, Richards and Empson. Irony was<one‘of the concepts most
popular among the éomantics, and Brooks simply adjusted his organicA
utheory to the principle of Colerioge‘s teachings about'oppositeg and
-conflicting meanings. Hith Richards teachings about the attitudes and

the twquinds of - structures. the structure of exclusion or extension,

 with 1ts excluding and canceling forces; and also the structure of
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'inclusfon or intensibn, with its including and'unifying _forces,36
' hé_;qmbined.Empson's basic semantié theories about ambigdities as

contraSting;'reédnciling or conflicting factors in poetic structure.
Having in mind all the above mentioned statements made by Brooks,

.Eﬂiﬁoﬁ'sstatement‘id'Some Versions of -Pastoral (1935) sounds so

O

anticipatingly Brooksian:

- The chief point. of the pcgem is to contrast and reconcile conscious

- and unconscious states, intuitive and intellectual modes of appre-

" ‘hension; and yet that distinction is never made, perhap§ could not
have been made; his thought is implied by his metaphor,37

C]ear]y, Brooks was mov{ng'in the same'dfrection, IEavihg Organic%sm
and daccepting cohtéxtualism.38 His approach is still not completely
4_free froﬁ earlieb categories, but'at least his analyzing became in a
"scholarly way more accurate and convinCing, with a better balanced
applfcqfion of theoretical concepts, and fewer adjustments, even when:
thét‘éna1ysfs Becomes too simplified and too much a matter of routine.
Critics ]ike.R.S._Crahe were still to comb]ain about Brooks' criticatl .
monism ahd his lack of fresh ideas, bécause most of Brooks' inter-
vpretqgions are Similar, regand]ess o? the.poéms=or‘the poet§ that he

- analyzes; but in sbite of these Timitations, Brooks has made his point,
offering some of theﬂbest close readings of already véry wel]-known
poetry, chgllenging the previous analyses by strictly textual discover-

ies. .
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b) - Poetic Structure as a Set of Meanings:" Distinction between
: " ' : )
the two Conceptual Frameworks - Poem and Poetry; Brooks'

Contextualism

Before any further dlscu5510n of Brooks ana}ytica] methods,_itl
will be necessary to take a closer 1ook at hlS f1na1 definltions of the
poem and ppetry. Thls is of the utmost Importance not on]y for ‘the

“better understanding of his views and his f1na] analytical conclusions,
but also, and‘particularly, because there are serious objections:among ’
different kinds of crttiCS (originating'with.R.S. Crane,and the‘Chicago '
Cr1t1cs, and cont1nu1ng w1th M. Kr1eger and Paul de Man) ‘that Brooks
analyses usually fa11 because ‘of h1$ inability to properly d1stingu15h
betweenva poem_and poetry. :Leav1ng-out for the moment their arguments_‘A
that he is either confusing or overlooking the differences between th:
two‘concepts, let us see now the final shape of BrookS"detinitions of

\

the poem and poetry, as he formu]ates them in The Well Nrought Urn. As

was already ment1ongd before, he accepted the Burkean concept of drama,
using it to describe the organ1c structure of the poem. . However, com-
b1n1ng th1s with the R1chard51an%concept of inner tens1on or conf]!cts o
,ex1st1ng among e1ements of the poetic structure Brooks came to the |
conclusion that poetry 1s a form of "dramat1zat1on, .« s o @ contro]]ed
exper1ence wh1ch has to be xperlenced“39 by the reader. Th1s'
';sounds qu1te contrad1ctory to Brooks* support}ve statements about
Ransom and the other New Critics who criticized R1chards psycho1ogism,
but, at that tlme, ‘Brooks obJected to anyone who favored the 1091ca1 |
aspects of poetry.. He,argueé_with his opponents,that»there was not a -

"formulaf or “logical process" Whj?hiquaiifiéS”Something'as poetry.:*,.



 The - “essent1al structure" of a poem is compared now w1th “that of

. arch1tecture or pa1nt1ng"; 1%e;* Jt 1s also analogous to ballet an

hid -

: mus1c, as “an action ratﬁer than as a fonHETa for act1on ‘or as f state-
“ment about'act1on . Being drama or act1on the poem has 1ts dura@ﬂon,»

i.e,, its beg1nn1ng, middle and thefen% (this IS a comb1nat1on~of

0rgan1cf3m and Burke s theory of dramat1sm), and 1ts,un1tg Struggling o

"‘f wlth the 1nadequate term1no]ogy, Brooks redef1nes both ﬁhe concept of

-

poet1c structure, which becomes a. set of. "meanﬂngs eva]uat1ons, and

1nterpretat1ons“, and”’ the concept of unity. whfch now has ar funct1on to

a

" ba]ance ‘and harmonize “connotat1ons, att1tudes, and meanings“. (NNU

p. 195) ‘The new key words, ba]ance and harmony are not referrlng to

“homogeneous group1ng pa1r1ng like with like", says Brooks.. The un1ty

1s supposed to happen between “}1ke and ‘unlike. It does not un1te

I

| them, however, by the.s1mp1e-process of-a]low1ng one connotat1onat0”_”

cancelzoutfanother; nor does .it reduce the contradictony‘attitudes to
harmony-by.a‘process of substruction; fThe unity'is not a;unity“oﬁ“thev'

S

sort to be ach1eved by the reductwon and s1mp]1f1cat10n appropr1ate to ., .

an a]gebra1c formu]a. It is a pos1t1ve unlty, not ‘a negat1ve 'it

“

. represents net a res1due but an ach1eved harmony <ww » P. 195)

[v3
ThlS new sh1ft 1n Brooks theoriz1ng 1s go1ng to.be stressed

even more in one of h1s best known essays, h1s text—man1festo "My
Credo. The Formalist Cr1t1c“ (1951), wh1ch summar1zes, 1n'twe1ve
artlcles of fatth the ma1n pr1nc1p1es of‘the New Cr1t1c1sm. A]though
the new d1rection towards Rlchards, Burke and partlcu]arly Empsonj(1n '

his pract1cal ana1y51s) somet1mes meant a direct challenge and oppos1-

t10n to the Ransomian po1nts of vlew, thls change in, the development of -
, , _ . ] ‘ :

o ol
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Brooks cr1t1ca1 system 1s a natura] result of the new lnterest for
practvcal analysis rather than for theor121ng. Focus1ng h1s attent1on
‘more ‘on the ‘mt‘erpretati‘ of poetry, than on the explanation of ms
own and the off1cia] cr1t1ca1 pos1t10n of the movement, which was - -. ”
Fconstantly quest1oned by « h1s detractors. Brooks has f1nal]y“fouhd a :,

' solutlon to, express his op1n1on w1thout belng too much obliged to back
A1t up with a proper argumentatlon based on a. va11d and'perfect]y organ-
1zed theoret1ca] system. This new behav10r of Brooks as a practis1ng
,cr1t1c rather than as a theoret1c1an otvcr1t1c1sm was somet1mes very
effectiVe in creat1ng d1ff1cult1es and confusion among the scholars ‘who

tr1ed to properly def1ne Brooks type of textua] ana]ys1s. Bes1des'the

old accusat1ons such as “lntellectualtaesthetism (Bouglas Bush and

R 13

‘Darrel Abel), “cr1t1ca1 mon1sm" (R S. Crane), which were a]most 1dent1- S

'.cal with’ some later qua11f1cations such as “aesthet1c forma11sm“ J
?(walter Sutton), “0rgan1st1c and symbol1c formallsm” (R Nel]ek), the
'app]1catwon of “rhetorical 1nstruments_of Neo-Romant1c1sm" (R Foster),
Athefmost accurateidescription of. Brooks cr1t1c1sm\came from his most
'seriouS)y dedicated critics' F.A. Pott]e, A. Kaz1n and Herbert Mu]]er

- (who accused Brooks of cr1t1ca1 re]at1v1sm which emphas1zes “techn1que,

mechanISm, outward show", but 1gnores the poet S m1nd and 1ts contrlbu-

< tlon in the reader s dIStlngu1sh1ng a Shakespeare from some m1nor

"h'poet), as we]l as . from Murray Kr1eger (who s1m11arly cr1t1c1zed Brooks

,for attr1but1ng a prem1um stress on complex1ty - "the more comp]ex1ty a
'poem has the better it is").40 | i L

Murray Krleger was respons1b1e,,however, for another accurate : -
"qualif1catwon of Brooks crtt1ca1;methods, ,Tordescrabe Brooks

PR
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.‘analyt1ca] approach to poetry he uses the- term “contextuallsm Brooks
“indeed speaks. abdut the function of context“ on severa] occas1ons, s
part1cu1ar1y in h1s ‘essays on Irony and Paradox. But'Kr1eger has a: |
d1fferent'connotat1on in mJnd ‘ He c]aims that the ‘New Cr1t1cs 1ntro-
‘duced a new aspect in the1r theory of 1anguage, a "contextual“ correla-
t1on between ]anguage and rea]1ty, between the'poet1c language and
life. As different from.other;types of COmmunication, e.é.; science or

eVeryday ]anguage' the WOPd or symbOIS'in?poetry may function referen-

R t1a}1y, but the1r poetlc structure prevents them from sw1tch1ng thelr

" functions. - Thus, considered contextua]]y, words in poetry cannot have
"isolated‘semantic;funct1on1ng as they do have‘1n_everyday.]anguage or
science.v Words in poetry simply correspond to the‘specific poetic' |
.‘”meanlng which the poet 1mplies by creat1ng ;he 1nd1v1dua1 poet1c‘
structure. Accordlng]y, contextﬁal tr1t1c1sm dea]s w1th th1s spec1f1c

poetic mean1ng which is' determtned_by both the.poet1c structure and 1ts

context.4l



N S 'k

lV, BROOKS ' METHOD OF CONTEXTUAL ‘ANALYSIS:

Concepts of Paradox and Irony Applied in the Analys1s of Tennyson,’

Nordsworth and Keats

5

Many cr1t1cs have noticed that Brooks method of analyz1ng
i

poetry works much better when applied to metaphy51cal poetry. The
quest1on is what it does when it is appl1ed to other k1nds_of poetry. i
vInstead of showlng only one. k1nd of Brooks analytical performances, in
'Mall fa1rness to him and his opponents, I have dec1ded to demonstrate
~ how his methgds of close reading fonctjon(under dellberately unexpected
:c1rcumstances. Nhether‘it was satisfactory~or not,fBrooks used to |
choose quite unusual examples for hlS analyses. Rather than to makeq
‘ theoret1cal repl1es to the attacks of his. critlcs, and comm1tted from
the very beg]nning to the 1dea that his methods can be appl1ed un1ver-
sally and regardless oﬁ the.klnd\ofvpoetry 1nvolved,_Brooks counter-
attacks histppOnentstby offering to prove‘that irony and;paradOX can
be.found'eVen in the poetry of'such poets as Tennyson, Nordsworth‘and
erats, poets who might be the last to be accounted for as 1ntellectual
ones. ThlS challenge does ‘not always work properly, but’ it helps to
‘discover both the good points and the lim1tat1ons -of Brooks analytlcal
methods. We have chosen to d1scuss three different 51£;at1ons of
Brooks"analyses B one, when his methods work surpr151ngly well; the

§

other, when he fa1ls to prove h1s point and the last one, when, ina_

very‘well,knowntpoem, he discovers surpris1ngly new meanings.
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_1) Tennyson s “Tears, Idle Tears"

‘The attempts to reply to the' cr1t1c15m of the New Cr1t1cs
methods of interpreting poetry 1ead towards quite unexpected examples.
React1ng agalnst accusations such as 1nte11ectua]1sm, mon1st1c approach

or repet1tive and overs1mp]1f1ed argumentat1ons, in one of the essays

- Qub11shed in- 1944 Brooks decided to use the analySIS of Tennyson s

"Tears, Idle Tears", in order to prove that even poets as Tennyson

‘could be “assoc1ated" with the subtleties of paradox and ambiguity.

“The same essay, "The New Criticism: A Brief for Defense" (1944), is

Iater reprinted in the book The Nell Wrought Urn (1947), under the new

: t1t]e “The Mot1vat1on of Tennyson' s Neeper“ 42 The nhew version,

7however, includes a]so the ana]ySIS of Tennyson's other poem "Break,

’

fBreak Break“ but polemical references and theoretical arguments are

.omitted.- Let us see now how both Brooks' analysis and his arguments-

litwork, as they f1rst ‘appear in the f1rst vers1on of the essay.

- The f1rst account that interests Brooks is to find out how the
poem relates to its\tit}e, and, accordingly, what the main points.of

'unity are 1n each particu]ar'stanza. ‘This approachvmight7100k very

2

- simple, and one must wonder how it was poss1b1e that it has 1rr1tated

all k1nds of scholars even those who were praponents of the trad1t1on~
al themat1c approach to literature. But, in spite of this 1mpress1on,
when the analySIS starts to progress more rapidly, it becomes obv1ous,

particu1ar]y after the first explanations of the symbols of tears,‘that )

vBrooksF,interpretatidn.ofATennyson's,poemiis not ;J imited to a thematic

type of criticism.

d
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‘tion. The second and third stanzas read as foilow1ng
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H1$ method goes deeper than a 31mple search for verification of

the tit]e 1n “the symbo]s or 1magery of the poem. Foliowing the-reading E

v

‘of the first stanza:

- Tears, idle tears, I know not what they mean,
Tears from the depth of some divine despair.
Rise in the heart, and gather to the eyes,

In looking on the happy Autumn-fields, '
And thinking of the days that are no more. .

'Brooks discovers that if we‘want to use ordinary iogic there is a

paradox between the poet s c]aims about "jdle" tears and his statements
that the tears originated "fr0m the depth of some divine despair", and
“rise in the heart" as the result»of “1ook1ng,on the happy.Autumn-

fields". According to Brooks' interpretation; the first stanZa Tecap-

-1tuiates not the reai grief but the surprise and bew1lderment in the

speaker s _own mind, and- sets the problem which the succeeding stanzas

are to analyze. (WWy, p. 189) The poet calls the tears "1d]e" in

<«

spite of his admission that he is nat aware what they mean, even if
they come from “some divine despair" and he realizes that they.are the

result of thinking about the past and "the happy Autumn-fields". The

real meaning is in the 1ast”]ine and in the expression “the happy
- _ . , v

fAutumn-fieids". "The poet wants to suggest'that his tears-are'atpsycho-

1ogicai reflection of the past as the image of something permanent,

- finished, and that is the reason why the poet uses the expression

Autumn-fie]ds, rather than something e]se. The autumn-fie]ds-p01nt
back tofsomething which is over. and would never be repeated. "This

Y

means that the poet s feelings are rea] and deeper than a mere medita-

’



Fresh as the first beam glittering on a sail,
. "That brings our friénds up from the underworld
~Sad as the last which reddens over one =
That sinks.with all we love below the verge; .
So sad, so fresh, the days that are’ no more. )
Ah,.sad and strange as.in dark summer dawns
The earliest pipe of half-awaken'd birds
To dying ears, when unto dying eyes -
Thé casement. slowly grows a glimmering square,
So- sad, so strange, the days that are no more.
’The dramat1c effect of the poem is ach1eved by strengthen1ng the
contrast between the two‘sets of images as.the oppos1ng poles of the
basic metaphor about the tears., One brings the new elements into the
reader S focus of attention . (sad, but fresh days of the past, a ship
br1ngIng the friends from under the world, sad and strange contrast
\ between colors - glitter1ng, the last wh1ch reddens, dark summer dawns,
a,gl1mmer1ng,square), the other creates the thematic contrast between
the symbols of life'and‘death (a ship coming up firstly, then sinking;
half—awaken‘d birds; dying ears and dy;ng eyes).. Both sets of images
are SUpposed to work on two djfferent leyels. “On the surface, the
-v‘compariSOn‘is innocent° the ‘underwdrld' is merely the antipodes, the
' world.wh1ch lles below. the horIZon --an underworld in the sense
= d1splayed in old- fashloned geograph1es w1th sketches 1llustrat1ng the
_effects of the curvature of the earth“, ‘says Brooks.. (wwu, ‘PP, 169-
g 170) But, the poem is not merely a'“gently melancholy rever1e“ on the
.sweet.sadness of the past because the poet conJolns the qual1t1es of

vzthe underworld“ and the quallty of sadness: and freshness with the

symbols of darkness, dylng, and the underworld of Greek mythology as

'_,the realm of the shades and the abode of ‘the dead.

-

7
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Accord1ng to Brooks, the ironic and unexpected reversa]s of the
poet1c meaning reach the1r 1ntens1ty in the last stanza:
~ Dear as’ remember d kisses after death,
And sweet as those by hopeless fancy fe1gn'd.'
On lips that are for others; deep as love,:

Deep as first love, and wild with all regret;
0 Death in Life, the days that are no more.

We have a]red:y witnessed the épparent richness of Brooks' conclusions
through the‘;jvid andlhnconventional'comparjsons of the contpasting
’points in'Tennyson's-poen. }However, thé'most briliiant gzé;Znts of
Brooks' ana]ysis.are reeched here, in his.interpretetion of the irony
~and paradox which occur 1n the conctuding 11nes of the poem. Apart
from the unity achieved 'in each stanza 1nd1v1dua]ly, the cyc]e of the
poem's s1gn1f1cance is closed def1n1te1y in the ]ast stanza{oxﬂ1ntegs1-
fying the accountS'of the .ironic contﬁastrwhfch‘runs-throughAthe.other
stanzeseas the repetitive motive‘of‘tears,-sadness, dying, remembering
and so on.

The mainipoints of Brooks' anaiysis are that the poem'Says‘
sonething totally different than we think that ‘it sdys, and:this'hidden '
mean1ng lS 1nd1cated by certaln key—words which transfer and sum up the
final meanlng of the poem. For instance, the 1nd1cat1on in the third
stanza, how sad and strange the past might be to the poet, while the
: sound of the birds' p1p1ng is heard and unrecognlzed by the man who 1s
dying, is paradoxical. We do not know why the past days are so sad and

strange, for the mere contra ff:etween the l1v1ng birds p1p1ng and the

dying man 115ten1ng is not nec ”sar1lyQparad0x1ca1 and st‘*r'e enough
to create the comp]ete 1mage»of hope]essness and the reversa] of the<v‘

roles. ”This needed irbnic_contrast Ténnyson achieves in ther]ast
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stanza, starting with the imagery ot "dear" and "remember'd kisses

after death", which are compared to thdsef“dear, dead days beyond
recall"..-SuddenIy the poem becomes obscure;because'the poet introduces
metaphors which are quite ambiguous: kisses after death'become sweet .

as those “by hope]ess fancy fe1gn d / On lips that are for others“, the””/—
days that are no more are not merely “dear" ‘and "sweet“, they become _

“deep as love" and "w1]d w1th all regret"; but the cu1m1nat1ng paradox

is achieved in the line "O Death in Life" which 1ndicates that the poet
considers those days of the past to be a kind of death 1n ]1fe..jBrooks"
f1nds these questlons fasc1nat1ng and he uses_ them as the ev1dence to

“\

prove that here was Ten son s consc1ous effort to make the poem more .

Rie ' ’ ~
artfuL and poet1ca11y better organlzed The adJectlves "fresh" ‘*\x

“strange", "deep“ and "w1ld" create amb1gu1ty, and in c0mb1nat1on w1th :

. the adJectlves of a descriptlve nature they suggest the passionate,

. - A S -
- 1rrat10nal and emotional S1de of mgmortpab(“sad" “sweet", "deard, :j*;§g§§
- “hopeless", etc.). However; the qua]véy of the culm1nat1ng lronat‘* ST

- Y : EX ; P

contrast is in the major metaphor of the poem, in the comparison of the & '

days of the‘past being "deep" and "wild" as love. According-to Brooks".
expianatiOn, the-poet uses these two expressions'to suggesgﬂ§hat ther

"~ days (deep and wi]d)iare “buried but not dead - below the surface and
v‘unthought.of;uyet!at the‘deepest core ofvbeing,.secretly a]ive". (!EE

| p; 174 cf. also pp; 171, 172—173 et pas$1m ) The past whlch shou]d

be tame, fettered brought to heel, is capable of breaklng fhrough and

com1ng up to the surface. Accord1ngly, the word “w11d“ is maybe bo]d

but;justjfied;-because, it reasserts and maintainS]the.development of

'

the earlier‘metaphors which are only a preparation for the final line
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"0 Death in L1fe". Brooks makes his po1nt very clear]y A
The ]ast stanza ‘evokes an 1ntense -emotional response from the

reader. The claim could hardly.be made good by the stanza taken in
isolation. The stanza Yeans heavily upon the foregoing stanzas,

and the final paradox draws heavily upon the great metaphors in
Stanzas Il and III. - This is as it should be. The justification N
for emphasizing the fact here is this: the'poem,'for all its ~ -
illusion of impassioned speech - with the looseness and apparent .
confusion of unpremeditated speech - is very tightly organized. It
represents an organic structure; and the intensity of the total

effect is a reflection of the total structure. (WWU, p. 174)

In regard to the roles of ironic contrast and paradox, Brooks limits
his comments to saying'that his aim was to prove that they "do exist
in the poem; and they gg_have a relation to the poem's dramatic

power", (WWU, p.,175)ﬁ "Tears, Id]evTears" is the poempwith.genuine'

lyric qualities because Tennyson was able to analyze his experience,

and in thg‘full light of the disparity and eveqkapparent contradiction

of the various elements,'bring them into a:new unity, securing not only

the ‘richness and depth, but dramatic power as well. (WWU, p. 177)

In‘responding directly to Darre] Abel‘s objections which
appeared 1in "Intellectua] Criticism" (1944) 43 as one of the most
severe attacks on Tate, Ransom and h1mse]f Brooks sums up his answer
in five crltleal pr1nc1p]es. 1). Criticism does not propose to subst1-
tufe itself for the poem; 2) It does- not pretend to'constifute an
‘expression of the‘crific‘s own emotional response to the poem;.3):It
does'nofiprOpose'to “ekp]a{n away the magic ofvthe poem"; 4) It does
| notkpropose to "intellectualizé“ the poem unless talking about'it as, - -
carefully and'sensitively‘asrpossible'eonsiiéﬁtes fnte]]ettuaiiiation' ‘
-and 5) It does not propose to represent the. process by wh1ch the poet -f

. worked out the poem or to constitute a formula by whlch other such
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poems might be written.44 .Furthermore,.Brooks concludes that the
d1ff1cult1es to find “legal" ev1dence of the poet s 1ntentions do not
give the critic “carte blanche" to read into the poem anyth1ng that he-
. wants, All the critic's arguments must be found and recognized in "the
structureoof the poem itself”.

. However, in The Well Nrbught‘Urn, the above mentioned polemical

parts of the_essay are replaced with the additional analysis of another .
poem by Tennyson, “Break,‘Break, Break", Those who feel that this must

" be a very strenge choice'should remember that BrOoks ones»a lot to
Richards, who inspired- h1m most for h1s theory of Irony. As is
'vev1denced in his ana]ys1s of. the poem, Brooks has read Richards'
commentarles ‘on Tennyson's “Break Break, Break“ 45 and he has

'dec1ded to make his viewpoints stronger by expanding and going beyond

Richards' original arguments. In Principles of Literary Criticism

"(1924), Richards speaks about two kinds of poetry. One evolves a

©

definition of uni-directiona] experience or emotions such as Sorrow,
Joy, Pride; attitudes 11Ke Love, Indignation, Adm1rat1on, Hope, or a )
spec1f1c mood as Me1ancho]y, 0pt1m15m or Longing. The examples for
’this type_bf poetry;_according to Richards, are Tennyson's "Break,
| Break, Break" and She]ley“s “Love‘s'PhiIOSOphy“.45 The other type of
poetry is poetry of a superior rank, so-called the poetry of "inclu- -
_sion“,rwhich consists of contrasting groups of impulses that create a
unity of oppoSites‘and despite'its heterogeneity, this type of poetry
provides “the. most valuable aesthetic responses“ 47 This is achieved

by poetic 1maginat10n..’Instead'of_dealing with a plain, single and

definite emotion; as in the first type of.poetry; the poet exposes his



‘experience to an ironical amount of contemp}atlon. The "inclusive"

poetry is the inclusion of irony in ltself, in otHEF\WBFEET*\ns\
examples of genuinely great poetry, Rlchards quotes Keats' "Ode }Q the
Nightingale", W. Scott's “Proug Maisie", Donne s “Nocturnall upon S\
Lucie's Day", and Marvell s "The Definition of Love" and "Sir Patr1ck
Spens". Brooks' choice to analyze Tennyson s "Break, Break, Break“

meant-a direct challenge to R1chards‘anﬁ>a]1 the others who c1a1med

that there were such things as “emotiona]“ “1nte]1ectua1“ poetri%s. T

\’t)"

He wanted to say that what most cr1tics saw 1n Tennyson simply .was* not

there, because that was somethlng that they already wanted to see, not

~what was real]y there. If the.trad1t1ona1'cr1t1c claimed that Tennyson

was not an "intellectual" but»rather "emotional" poet, this type of
critic would look for evidence to prove his point rather than to see
what is in the poem. Therefore, Brooks found this to be cha]]engingb
enough‘just to prove'the opposite.r'The poem "Break, Break,'Break“
foiious the same mood and the same pattern as the already analyzed

"Tetrs, Idle Tears". The same'imagery occurs in bath poems, therefore,

proves that lrony and paradox not on]y ex1st but contribute also to

b ;
the qua11ty of the poems. This conclusion could not be ‘made if one:

accepts the -conventional accounts which * oppose emotion to 1ntellect,

']yrlcal simplicity' to 'thoughtful meditation'", says Brooks. “For

the lyric quality, if it be genuine, is. not the resu]t of some

transparent and 'simple’ redaction of a theme or a s1tuat1on ‘which is .

somehow poetic in 1tself° 1t 1s, rather, the result of an 1maginat1ve

grasp of diverse materials - ?%;_an 1mag1nat1ve grasp so sure that 1t

may show itself to the reader as. unstud1ed and unpredictab]e without v
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-carries," (WWU, p. 177) The point that Brooks triee to hake‘is valid.-
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for a moment relaxing its hold on the intricate and cdmplex.stuff whieh

This time he limits hjs admiratien-for paradox and irony fo the point

that he yants to prove: that they exist, as literary forms or paetic

. e : )
’,‘\\\\~—devTEe;, even in the “thinner" types of poems such as those :of

Tennyson. He is defending poetry against the critics, but in a sense

 he wants to defend the rignt of critics to prove thatlthe solution for

solving the poem’s puzzle is to be found in the'poem itself, The
quest1on of paradox and irony be1ng omnipresent qua]1t1es is present

1ndeed but it is not underl1ned and plays a rather secondaty role.

®

2Brooks says that they exist and obv1ous]y contr1bute to the quallty of

the poem, but he does not 1ns1st, as he usually does, that they have\to

b

exist as the only qualities. . o

2) 'Nordsworth's “Ode : Int1mat1ons f Immorta]1ty from‘

Reco]lect1ons of Early Ch1]dhood“

For‘some_New Cr1t1cs,‘such as Ransom, Brooks and Tate in
particular, Nordswonth‘s poetry, in éddition to his theory, is a topic
almost equally chal]eng1ng as: Co]erldge 's criticism.. As a critic,
theoret1c1an and practltloner, in d1fferent periods of his career,
Brooks-nould cqme back to WOPdSWOrthws*writings looking with a new

intereStnfor,approvai, or for'new arguments against his detractors.

Unfortunate\y, in spite of some valid po1nts made in theory, most of

Brooks' analyses of WOrdsworth cquld not always offer suff1c1ent1y

convincing counter-arguments E%*his ‘opponents. Unlike his. analyses of

T. S. Eliot and Yeats, or of Donne and Milton, which are pra1sed as\

X
kY
v

~

A
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examples of the New Critical best c]ose readings of poetry, Brooks

1nterpretations of - Nordsworth were general]y questioned by such CP]tICS.'

as Murray Krieger, Richard Fpster, or even Nalter Sutton, who are

usually quite sympathetic»towards the Ney.CritiCism.ifThere is onlyfone

interprgtation that'obtainediless approval from critichthan Brooksf _

analyses of Nordsw0rth4 that is his'interpretatiOn'of-Gray's”*Elegy“;\;;

which was chosen by R.S. Crane in his famous attack ‘oA Brooks as an .

) example of the New Critics misreadings and abuses of text.48 How-‘u
ever, 1et us see now why Brooks complex analyses of Nordsworth fail to,r

satisfy the critics, in spite of some good reasoning at the very begin-

> FUEEEN R . . . ~

i
b

Before giv1ng any ana1y51s, Brooks warns the reader that his

interpretation of Nordsworth-s~“0de Intimations“49 1s 901ng to be

based on these two principleS' 1) all external sources or Judgments ,

~f .

~1eading towards, conc1u510ns about the poet's intentions must be com-

Apletely reJected, i.e., no use of Nordsworth (3 biography, letters,

, notes, or even other poems 19 permitted in making Judgments about this

poem; 2) the main and_only criteriavshou]dvstem from,the resu]ts of an

examination of. the full orfpartiai success, or relative failure,,of.the

' poet s presentation of imagery, which shouid in the case of Success,;

' ‘carry on and deve]op further the poet s thought.

comparisons. The argumentation is bui]t up through several different g

- ~7

oL
A

Brooks starts his ana1y51s by examining the introductory motif K

Nordsworth s complex metaphor which consists of severa] parallel

o

in which the poet expresses his feelings- of loss and ]onging for some- o

thing that happened in the past. Thif initial/argument Brooks finds in ‘



;j readings of the same ambiguous passages which suggest ever diiterent .

S, ¥

‘meanings. At this pOint Brooks method is quite similar to that of

. Empson, in his book Seven Types of Ambiguities (1930)

For instance “the imagery of thé f*?st stanza Qf Nordsworth S

»

"Ode" suggests ‘a contrast between two- oppOSites' the earth and the

]

moon, things uncelestial and celestial lights, day and night the o

7memories of the past and the reality of . the present the glory and the

(Y

i~freshness of dreams and the feeling of. the emptiness of real life and
"so on. Brooks'chooses to base his arguments on two expreSSions in this ‘
: imagery, one is the word “apparelled" which describes that the earth |
-was once "apparelled" in celestial Tight (the garment motif as Brooks o

" names’ it), and the other refers directly to the cbmparison between the

b

':‘celestial light and ‘the. glory and the freshness of a dream (WWU, .

ﬁ-p. 127) Brooks argues that there is a paradox iﬁ“ﬂdrdworth S attempt
~‘to reverse the way . of perceiVing familiar obJects. Starting his analy-.
'f:sis of the symboliSm of dream in Hordsworth s poem with the reference

: 7;to~Freud 's claim that dreams “cannot be dissected and analyZed“ because -

A\

‘they reflect strong emotional qualities of familiar (homely) things,

"-,Brooks p0ints Out that Hordsworth achieves this by endowing with

‘strangeness things that are. gone. The insubstantiality of a dream is

fcompared to the insubstantiality of glocy. but the ambiguity of the

’ thole recollection 1s created by the contrast between the child s .
“‘1ﬂ;vision.kwhose dream is remembered by the man°‘ g is not now as. it ,
:Vdﬁhath been of- yore s says the poet. Nhat the speaker ‘has lost belongs B
:7,to the pgst “to that childhood which is duplicated in the imageries of

;b'aydream_and of a- yisionary gleam* -as something impractical,,not.

AT
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V pcompletely real, as well. Brooks p01nts out that this contras//peepens
as the poem progresses, and the relationship between the dppOSites
becomes even more emphasized or intensified. For examp]e, in stanza
II - the v1Sionary gleam-is re]ated to-the man's feeiings of'nature's

—beauty being lost with the poet s emphaSis on. the description of .
various forms of ce]estial ]ight (rainbow, moon, ‘stars, sun, and SO

»'i on) The moon is treated hsfthelchild i.e., as the speaker himself

and the new paradox is created in the image which suggests that the

poet cannot see the v1Sionary gleam, but . the moon is, able to see it -

'“she sheds the g]eam herself she lights up.and thus creates her world" S

(!!_ p. 129)
' Brooks anaiysis goes on very'smoothiy and'quite conuincingly'
-.until he introduces his main argument and explanation of the theme of
the poem as paradoxical. 'From now.on, he will try to.proye that all
' wordsworth;s'poetic-devices']ead towards the central~symbolism‘ofethe,et
' poem,‘which'he ca]Ts “the'parade of'imagination“. " He omits tor the
' moment discussing Stanza 111 and IV saying that the imagery of child
,and Iight represents only the preparation for the maJor theme of the
poem, which appears in the Stanza Vo He refers to the famous lines
"Qur birth is but a s]eep, etc.“, comparing them to the 11nes from
| hStanza Il (“The moon doth with delight '/ Look round her when the
f'heavens are bare“) draw1ng the concluSion that - this comparison of
:]Ight with boy‘iSvthe major symbo]ism of the poem. :For a momentuhe isﬁ
o v'right because Hordworth compares the youth S progress with ‘the r151nge |

" and descending of the sun, or with the final appearance of the moon.f-'

bCBrookS*is right indeed'in hisgcomments-that the child s~moving away

<
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from heaven, which-represents his home, would finally end in the
“shades of the prison-house closing about him", but, at thfs point, he
also introduces his own interpretation of Nordswgrth's-parallel between -

\;_ __ the light and the boy.

2\’)

\ »l Accord1ng to Brooks, wordworth‘s 1dea of man's morta11ty 1s not
/presented here 1n the usual manner of contrast1ng 11ght with darkness,
butv1n contrasting and varying different kinds of light. "We have a ’
.COntrast",hsays Brooks, “between-prosaic daylight and starlight or dawn. -
'v.light", which functions to soogest the opposition between the symbols
'of the mortalfor prosaic with the sympols of the divine'and glorious.
And he qootes these 1ines to support his opinion: ™At 1ength the Man
perceives it die’anay, / And fade@into the light of‘common day" (WWU,
. p. 130). The quotation is from the very end of Stanza V. 4
BrOOks' expettations are quite high His ambition is to conll
; pete w1th prev1ous 1nterpretat1ons of wordworth S poetry, and from that
"' point of view, it would be marve]lous to prove that ‘Wordsworth rea]]y
| bwanted to create “the paradox of 1maginat1on",'us1ng\\ye contrast
'between two kinds ‘of 11ght Sne to suggest. the glory of 11v1ng (1 €.y
‘"the symbol1sm of life represented in the images of ce]estlal ]1ghts),
"¥iand the other»to‘suggest,the plain and “home]y” tr1y1a]ity of existence
(f;e;,>the symbolism‘of_mortality representedinot by darkness but byt‘
Jruncelestia] kinds of lights). Unfortunate]y;lérooks'plays a little g:%’“
; trtCk on. his readers here. To prove»his-pOint Brooks purposely:trans-'
N "poses the me nlng and the order of the 1mages in the poem, by avo1d1ng
,.hto d1scuss t e parts of ‘the poem in which the poet does speak about the-

;symbolism of»darkness, leaving out as,well those topics or detalls

3
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vdifferent than those suggeSted by him (which serye their-purpose in

connecting var1ous e]ements to the main stream of 1magery), or. s1mp1y

' by 1gnor1ng the fact that the 1ntroductory 1magery (1 e., the comparl- .

son and the. paral]e] 1magery of 119ht and child in Stanzas I and II) is

not’ necessar1]y the major theme or symbo]1sm oflthe poem.. But Brooks‘

cla1ms it to. be and that th1s appears in Stanzas v og»IX This‘ |

manoeuvre was necessary, because the 1mmed1ate discussion of Stanzas '

I11 and IV wh1ch offer the contrast between the 1mager1es of light and.

: darkness, would-confl1ct.w1th Brooks_vscheme prepared gr1or .

| It is true that the symbolism of light is one offtheimajor

motifs of the poem. However, this does not meéan that this motif is
necessariiy the only or the most important one; therefore,'to isolate

it and state its %resence as a.condition for all other e1ements
ser1ous1y Jeopard1zes and narrows the cr1t1c S approach to the poem.

As therma1n obJect1on-to Brooks' analyses, this was the most d1ff1cu]t
one for him to defend in rep1y1ng to the cr1t1c1$m of . hlS opponents.

~In. h1s plea at the very beg1nn1ng of the essay, try1ng to outline the

'?standards for h1s ana1y21ng, Brooks says: "It is far more 1mportant to
see whether the’ generalizat1ons proposed about the naturevof_thegpoem »s

are rea]]y borne out by the poem 1tse1f“ (&?g_ p. 126) Unfortunateiy,
v‘by introducing the concept of paradox wh1ch was not “borne out“ natur- |
‘ al]y from his ana]ys1s, Brooks h1mself did not keep the promISe which

. he was preaching, nor- wou]d he pay too much attention in future to the

h@;obJectlons and promises which serious]y /uestion his system of argu-'_v

1_mentation.‘ Brooks rep]y to th1s type of argument is that the poet's’ B

idea is to be followed through the repet1t1veness of a central motif
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‘which in this case"ts the symboTTsm‘of“1ight. According to Brooks'
Understahdtxg of NordSWOrth‘s poem, the motif of ]ightvfuhctions as

both the paradox of imagination, i.e., the central'theme of the poem,
and as the main source'of the poem's symbolic meaning. Brooks builds
the ske]eton for his analysis based on two assumptions: '1)_that there
15 a para1]ellsm between different 1mages, and 2) that:there'js a
counterba]ance‘between the expected and the suggested meaning, tnteoded
purposely by the poet to confuse'the reader, i.e., the contrast'bet;eeh '
.the real meaning ahd the gptential ambigutty as the hidden meaning.

?or instance; Brooks claims that one Of‘the main qua]fties of

~ Wordsworth's’ poem is achieved by-using several parallel compar1sons 1n'
‘order. to create amb1gu1ty. 'As the first example, Brooks chooses to \t
1p01nt'out that there is a metaphorical variatton of the'motif of light .
as the ce]ebratiOn of birth' and growing up, as.we11’as the celebration
of nathre and sunrise, i.ea, the development of the boy in comparison
‘withithe paraflel rising of the sun. Hdwever: even 1h this first
~example Brooks leaves out other possible meanings, such as that this

ce]ebratwon of ]1ght and sunrise might connote the ce]ebrat1on of mind

& and sou], as. we]] as the glory of Ep1phany, partlcularly because the

,sun 1s 1ater on very directly compared to the supreme belng, a God
'(c_f., Nordsworth S metaphors such as "the master of heaven *an eye
that hath kept watch o‘er man's morta]1ty"; etc.). ~As in the case of
the cl1max in the-r1s1ng'of the sun and the equivalent phase ih.the
'ffdeve1opment of.the'boy, Brooks avoids discussihg these problems,tre-
plac1ng them more convenient]y with the d1scuss1on of the sun's descent

and man's mortal1ty. And ‘at this point we face the f1rst 1ntrlgu1ng
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B ) . N
enCOunter With Brooks' theory of paradox. As a]ready ment1oned before,

Brooks connects the sett1ng of the sun wwth Nordsworth s lines about

mortality and ]1ght fad1ng into’ another }1ght. Accord1ng to Brooks,

this 1magery»shou1d be interpreted as the paradoxical‘suggestion that

the descend1ng of the sun (which is a1so ‘associated. nith man's mortal-

ity) does not. end in darkness but fades 1nto the moonl1ght or: star- i

llﬂﬂi-- Th1s is because, Brooks explains further, the sun as a- symbo]
of light becomes a destroyer of ]1fe, and it has to be replaced by |
fanother’1ight, the moon, which is a symbol of celestial and divine
things; Obviously Brooks is trying to say;something that is not in'the

poem} Because, careful read1ng shows that Nordsworth did not 1ntend to

compare the descend1ng of the sun with the fadlng of one light to

another, he was comparing dying to fadlng as the process of the

replacement of one light withianOtherJ Since Wordsworth uses so many
different variations and combinations of comparisons and metaphors to
describe the symbolism behind the imagery of ]ight, obviously it would

be a great error to consider that one meaning should prevail and take

-

'precedence-over the’others.f Therefore, in Stanza V, when wordSWorth

Saysithat;the'viSionvspTéhdid would die away, and fade into the light

~

of common day, he simp1y-wantsfto say that when the time comes to'die,

‘”it wou]d happen 1n day]1ght w1thout any g]ory, dur1ng an ord1nary,

.' ommon day, and nobody would even not1ce that you are gone: light
fad1ng into another.llght,.1.e., a ]1fe beang replaced~w1th another
life. 0bv1ously, Brooks d1d not want to consider this .or other pos-
.'_xSIble explanat1ons because they would endanger his theory. Therefore,

“.5he wou]d,cont1nue to man1pulate the'mean1ng'of the imagery in the
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" following stanzas. using always the same method of extending the mean-
ing of the symbols and metaphors which reSist his type of 1nterpreta-
tion. This-textual resistance would occur more noticeably'in those
cases when hebfinally decides to discuSs‘the preblems which he was
trying to avoid for one reason or another, Usually these reasons are
,either a simple refusal to recognizeltha ekistence of controversial_x
issues, such as.the.imagery of light related toﬂdarkness,:pr'otherj'
images not directly related to the motif of light, but which are
related:to the main stream“of.symbols and metaphors, or they are a
conscious_attempt;to avoid;follouing-the~natural tempo and order in the
~poem's flow of metaphors by grouping;togethé? different stanaas,«such‘
as I,'Il and V; then III, IV and IX, and so on, according to,his,own
'conception‘prepared a priori. This method helps him to achieve his
goal‘very easily. \By avoiding controversial issues he is able better
" to COntrol,{ahd choose the arguments which would support his theory.
’ Since there is no method which is one hundred per cent workable and
fail-proof thus, in spite of his desire to make his methods more
workable and universal, it should be expected that these efforts fail.
;Serious deficieneies in Brooks otherwise very 1nteresting analyses -are »
not caused only by his uncritical application of his own theoretical
} meditations; but also by ingecting-the ideas of Coleridge and Richards
where they should not belong.' For instance, whenever his analyzing

i'ishows ‘the signs of- failure or ga,inability to prove conv1ncingly the

V»,presence of paradox in Hordsworth s poem, Brooks is ready to call on

the authority of Coleridge and Richards (' > Pp. 140~ 141 142 and

.passim) These two gentlemen have their. own ‘reasons in interpreting
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Hordsworth' therefOre; Brookstis obviously mistahen it he believes that

" the recalling of the pneviously made arguments can help his own
»analysis. First of all Coleridge' s analysis of Nordsworth s poetry is
'quite biased expressing more the personal differences between the two‘
\poets (poetically and critically), than really. showing how the poetic
-elements are structured in their functioning. Richards is more inter-
ested in the analysis of particular parts of the poem, regardless of
their eventual_functioning invthe scope of the whole poetic structure._
He is interested in exploring the world of possible and unexpected
meanings in.order to point‘out that there is no‘limitation‘to the pro-
cess of the poetic imagination. Thus,‘SOth these critics.have their
own, and very specific demands in front of them, and those'demandS’are
actually their real goals,_not the interpretation of Nordsworth s
poetry as’ such Accordingly. Brooks usage of Coleridge and Richards
appears unnecessary and inadequate to sufficiently back up hlS own
arguments. However, besides these general reasons,for not accepting
Brooks' inclusiongot somebody else's arguments in his own analysis,
more- serious objections can be made in'reg d to his not so obvious

_ manipulation and distortions of the text. Bro ks’ methods of analyzing |
‘poetny only superficially appear as simple and not too academically

. oriented. His tone is very casual and it seems that he does not pay
too much attention to what he is saying.. On the contrary, the fact is
‘that Brooks analyses are very elaborate and complex.=

First of all it Is important to say that Brooks is very

7systematic and careful in dealing with or choosing, the obaects of his'

‘analyses. His process is:usually well thought_out,galmost perfectly

v L.
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consistent and relatively conVincing if observed isolated, outside the
context, and regardless of other pOSSible connotations, comparisons or

critical approaches. “Although this kind of criticism has a personal

. touch which can be equally appealing and causing of resentment,\its

main weakness is not a lack of ohjectivity..but a lack of further
'alternatives. If one is to attempt a comparison or JUSt a simple
checking of data offered in the results of Brooks' analyses, one would
discover to his surprise that there are serious material omissions and
unusdal gaps in the proceedings of the analyses. If the comparison is
done against the background of another interpretation, it soon becomes
veyident‘that3the reason for these omissions was of an extrinsic nature,
\“and that the same extrinsic element serves as the major postulate
chosen by Brooks in hisxapproach to that particular work of literature.
For instance, if the study of the nature of the omissions shows that
Brooks wanted to avoid the traditional approach, because‘he did not'
want the traditional interpretation as a part of his own analysis, this
reJection and his perSistent efforts to find new explanations for al-
ready accepted symbolism would_immediately:direct ‘his analysis against
any compromise with the traditional explanations._ In other words,'the
omissions are always the result of av01ding the proper arguments which’
- can damage the whole analysis, and the defiCiencies in the analytical ‘
iproceedings are usually motivated by the author's interest in providing
.‘the evidence which would rather prOVe his p01nt, or in making his
"'aqalysis more believable. in producing some answers for the questions
' posed by his analysis_of poetry: As the ‘Chicago Critics have already

v pointed out, Brooks was mdre'interested.in producing evidence for his:
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théories than in looking for the explanations or the results of his
analysis of poetry. For instance, whenever he is in a position to.
"analyze some rore frequently occdrring sydels, particularly those :

which are related to the group of 1mages which create a specific unity
such as the 1magery of light darkness, but which belong to the motif off
darkness (such as. shades , “shadowy » "cloudy®, "clouds" ,bor nght“
- "eye", “blind", “b]indness",:etc.),.Brooks reverses the meenjng of the
material which might directly disprbve his point. As already

. mentioned, this‘is'done byvhiskiso]atingfpreferred details as_being the.
“more important. ones, and by constantly avoiding issues which might show
" that there was no. paradox in Wordsworth's poem. To be quite ‘precise,
e}onelnught make a list of these symbols accord1ng to the suggestionsp

glven by Brooks. Thjre’are two kinds of paral]e] 1mageries, one that

operates on the.level of the paral]elism of ambiguous images and
symbols; the other one operates on-the.1eve1 bf contrasting the ambigu-

ous images and symbols. For example:

BROOKS' TNO LEVELS OF IMAGERIES IN HORDSNORTH S POEM

1. Parallelism 2. Contrast
light - earth . boy - sun
sun - soul . . : sun - earth
boy-sun - moon-earth A - moon - earth >
sun - moon tree-eye - tree-earth
boy - earth _ tree - eart} .
k3 earth - creatures on earth - landscapes - soun s of ]iving :

creatures

Natura1ly, both groups do not stand 1so]ated from each other: they
intermix, further creating more complex.relationships, but Brooks'

point is that these rélationshfpsvare-crueial for us in making a

e
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'decision as to whether they shbu}d'be treated as irony (parallel’
images),.or as paradox (Contrast;ng 1mages}. There is no paiticu]arly
_clear'reéson ﬁow this should be done, espeéiaiiy because there is no. .t
exblénation why onéibarticulqr set of images produces irony instead of
péradqx, when th; same set can be considered at the same time either as
“parallel" or “contrasting" images. ‘For'instaﬁce,:when Brooksidecidés
' té compare images in Stanzas iII and Iv, wjth images in Stanzas- IX, X
and XI, he deals with the description of valleys, mountéinsﬁ meadows,
etc;; as contrasting images in comparison to the -images of the same
1andscapes, but noﬁ full of sound.aﬁd joy. Therefore,~the descripfions
of éound and sight are no longer paral]e].iméges; because they abpear
a]so.on the level of divine and “unattracti&e]y piain“ (or "homely")
1ﬁages. which are uséd as contrasting images. fhis method of the
transposition of meanfng,{s used very ofteh'in'Srooks' analysis, prob-
ably because it gives‘hiﬁ an obportunity’to shift the meaning from the
tfaditiqnally accepted to a, new and unusual Connotafion. Let us see
another example how it is &one. |
- in Stanza VIII;‘this transpbsitibn of meaning opens uﬁ_pdssi-

bi]ities to interpret some_éfherwise we]l-knowﬁaNordsworthian'metaphors
| (such as.“eye*. "tree" or "earth") in a quite unusual and unexpected
"manner. I am referring to-the comparison of thé chj1d and a_Phj]p_
sopher, and those famous lines: “Thou Eye ambng'blihd, / That; deaf
 and silent, read'st the eternal deep . . .“. Iﬁ ﬁis*analysis, after
.quot%ngtth1;3~8rdbks leaves out ten important lines, and continues |
with: “ﬂh} with'such earnest pains dost thou provoke / The yeérs to

~ bring the 1néy1téble yoke. / Thus, blindly with thy bléssedness at

-

F o
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étﬁﬁfe?“. The{omissions arev1mportant‘for Brooks indthi; case, because
‘they make it possible for him to transpose the meaning from one level
‘to the other. The incomplete passaoe.becomes paradoxical, because now
_Brooks can make conc]usions that (A) “blindness and darkness in this
vpoem are not the easy and unexpected antitheses to vision and tight"
~Qﬂ1_ p. 132)3 and that (B) “there is method 1n Nordsworth s paradoxes:
he is trying to state with some sensitiveness the relationship between
the two modes of perception. that of the analytical reason and that of

~ the synthes1zing 1magination (!!g, P. 133). Accord1ng]y, as in his
analysis of the re]ationship between the symbols of “shades®, “shadowy
recollections" and “darkness" and "blindness" in Stanza IX (which pre-
cedes his analysis of Stanza Vili),aBrooks §eesvthe symbd] of “chiid“
exclUSively as the representative of the synthes1z1ng 1mag1ndtion ,
i.e., as the metaphorical presentation of the irrat1ona1 way of knowing B
‘things, wh1ch the New Crit1cs favor as super10r to.the rationa] one.
Therefore, there is a general sh1ft in the meanlng for all images

" related to this sthect matter, and Brooks would 1nterpret “shades“ and
“shadowy'recollections .also as the paradoxical t;\tno\Tﬁj“i.e., as
memories fad1ng into the light of common day; as he will interpret the
chi]d (qpo can see, but does not know that the others are blind, and
tries toobehave as being blind too), as-tﬁf example for "the isolated-‘
~ fact of-vision“ (HNU' PP. 133-134) At. th1s point Brooks strict]y

fo]lows Richards' interpretation of Nordsworth according to the

discussion in Coleridge on Imagination (pp.‘133 ff.). Unfortunate]y.-

~ what comes as very natural in the scope of Coleridge's and Richards*
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analyses, as a part of their theoretical beliefs, immediate]y becomes_
oostac]e and 1nappropr1ate]y fitted in Brooks' system of ana]ysis.
Richards' interest in Wordsworth's poem‘is restricted to his
attempts to correct Coleridge's interpretation of Wordsworth. He
rejects most of Coleridge's charges, with the motivation that they are
a product of a different mind. In other words, originating each in a
different doctrine, bothcthe poetry of Nordsworth and of Coleridge”are
created under the inflpence of coﬁp]etely différent literary concepts

and different~kinds-of imagination. Accordingly, there is a mind of

the poet which penetrates the film of familiarity and se]fish

solicitude, gaining an insight into reality in ordeF‘to see Nature as a

symbol of somethingxbehind or within Nature not ordinarily perceived..

Richards calls this “the realist doctrine“-anq as its realization, he
l'qpotes the passage in Wordswoth's "Ode" where the child sees'Nature as
a celestial light. On the contrary, as the opposition to above, the
projective doctrine operates under different conditionsj i.e., it'

‘occurs when the mind of the poet creates a Natpre into which his-

"feelings, aspirations and-apprehensipns'are projected. In the “Ode*,

this second doctrine can'be recogniied when the child projects his joy
{

over nature as the moon proaects its light over the bare hea?;hs (HHU,
-p. 145) Richards thinks that these two. doctrfhes are in constant
opposition, effecting equa]]y the poem itself as weil as regarding
Nordsworth and Coleridge as authors. Therefore, he could not accept
Coleridge's exp]anations that most of Nordsworth s attributes to the

,child are inappropriate because they are equal]y suitable to a bee, or

to a dog. or a field of corn, or even to a shipg'onyto‘the wind and
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- waves that propel.it“ (WWU, p. 142) -Richards quotes‘from'wordsworth's
1poem “And let the young lambs bound / As to the tabor's. sound",‘saying
| ,that after these lines the poet does not. need to make a distinction
between the attributes of the child and other creatures. dkziously,
;Richards would explain the famous lines where the child is compared to

the Philosopher and a deaf and silent eye, using the same type of

‘reference to Nature, Richards says that’ the expressions 'deaf“ and
"silent“-extend the meaning of the metaphor of»the child~be1ng an |
“eye",’ which is another metaphor for philosopher » too. ‘Richards does
not see anything paradox1cal here on the contrary, silence is a normal f‘
condition for’ both1wisdom and -Nature. 'Quoting Laonlzu.and-Coleridge '
himself,ijchardsfsays that a wise“man;does,not}speak,‘like~Natureiv
which works,in-silence, both knowing the answers withoutfbeing.interro; y~.
gated. B | o R |
‘In comparison with Richards and Coleridge 's 1nterpretations,f

Brooks interpretation seems to be too far fetched - He: uses both |
interpretations a pretext for hlS own spe@ulations, but he reJects'
1acceptqng what comes naturally with it, i.e., Hordsworth s naturalism .
and the obv10us religious connotations of the poem. “In pursuing-his ~
ﬁown idea about Hordsworth favouring light imagery, Brooks sayS' -“The
_eye taken as an organ of sense, is naturally deaf and 51lent.- The

child cannot tell what he reads in the eternal deep, hor hear the iﬁ“
vpoet S warning that he is actually trying to- cast away his vision. lf
the passage seems the. high point of extravagance, it is also the high

-point of ironic qualification. How blind is he who, possessed of rare;.'f

sight blindl! strives to forfeit it and become blind&“ (Ibid...;'
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"p. 134,) This sounds perfectly clear and conv1ncing 1f one does
. .

: consult the ten lines which Brooks omits from his ana]ysis. Her
, these ten lines in context which we wi]]_repeat, underlining the
parts at the beginning and in the end where Brooks ' quotations 1

Thou best Philosopher, who yet dost.keep
‘Thy heritage, thou Eye among blind,
That, deaf and silent, read'st the eternal deep, (here B)
Haunted forever by the eternal mind, v
Mighty Prophet! Seer blest!
On whom these truths do rest, X
Which we are toiling all our lives to find, .
In darkness lost, the darkness of the- grave;
Thou, over whom thy Immortality
Broods like the Day, a Master o'er a Slave,
A Presence which is not to be put. by ;
Thou Little Child, yet glorious in the. night
Of heaven-born freedom-on thy being's height, -
th w1th such earnest pains dost thou provoke. . o (here E

.jAS one m1ght see, Brooks‘1gnores those images with 1mp11cat1ons
f]ight;darkness symbolisn, as well ‘as those which create the dile
 to Whether'the‘poem'isutheistic or pantheistic, the same dilemma
. edUaliy:puzzled,CoIeridge, Richards and a]] the others who triec
ana1yie the poem.'~The‘ambiguity of. the 1ines which saylthat the
in spite of be1ng “deaf ‘and silent", can read “the eterna] deep*
w1th the lines whlch say that the Ch1]d is “Mzghty Prophet' See
blest' / On- whom these truth5¢do rest” Furthermore the poet S

‘that this exceptional Eye s "haunted forever by the eternal min

'._t(Here the poet refers_t0~the reason why the Eye%can see more, an

evenvSOmethfng that'nobody e]se can see, and knows things that‘c
s 4

':4cannot apprehend - these truths wh1ch we are toil1ng all our 1i

find“, and which wil] be found where they were lost "to find ir

"ness Tost. the darkness of the grave +) - This connotat1on of the
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lifeQmortality being comp]etedAis obvious and present throughout the
whole poem. Ihe poet's'nessage is-particularly'clear in the next few
f_lines which follow: “the Immortality broods like the Day, a Master
"o'er a S]ave“; i.e.; over the little Child. who is “glorious in the
_night of heaven-born freedom" which is measured by, or depends on, “his
growing height. However, in Brooks interpretation, the celebration of
the'child as‘the Prophet has a different connotation. Brooks has to \
accept the symbolism of the “divine which is impiied in the imagery of
the child, but he explains it as absolute]y free of any Christian
connotation. For instance, in discussing }he last stanza and the very
end of the poem, Brooks conciudes that “theApoem is about the human -
heart - its‘growth, its nature, its'deveiopment“, and that,“theology:
ethics, education are“ only'?touched upon;'(!!g, p. 146). Brooks
openly rejects the religious connotations of the poem and'its previous'
reputation asbthe representation'of the poet's belief in pre-existence,
} pantheism, and S0 forth He indeed'highly praises Hordsworth's usage
of the contrast between “divine and natural" as the major motif of
the poem, but, at the same time, and despite»his admission that
Hordsworth utiiizes some»very traditional'Christian symbols as the

| background for his images; €.., chiid 1amb. tree, lilies, etc.; he
‘creates comp]eteiy new explanations for them. He is very much aware of
‘the so- calied Hordsworthian natura]ism » but he. purposely tries to |
avoid to debate it by replacing it with ‘the discussion of .some secon-
dary prob]ems; such as the meaning of the contrast between the symbo]s
of sound and sight the function of the’ words shades » “shadowy", and

c]ouds as the paradoxica] reversai of their original connotation



. (dark.!darkness); the symbolism of the‘Child's.prophecy.as an "Eye
among‘blind“ (i.e.. seen rather as a special gift.5a rare tind of
vision), etc. Although the original idea does not seem to be too
“different from Brooks' interpretation..for both Richards and Coleridge
speak about\contrast and the two opposites as characteristics of
Angfo-American poetry, Brooks' idea of paradox’derives from these
: conclusionst .And in spite of some accuracy in Brooks ' initial jdea
‘that the major motif_must'be in the parallelism of a fen different
- images (light-darkness. child-sun, etc.), most of‘the;other material
introduCed by Brooks, in’particular, that related di:ettly to renewals
and adaptations of Coleridge or Richards. only Creates more confusion
and a false image about the poet. In pursuing his own ideas about
'Hordsworth s images. Brooks does not hesitate sometimes to choose " and
follow only one direction. forcefully eliminating all other possible
solutions. Brooks' ideas are not always clear and acceptable, in spite -
of the fact that sometimes his analyses coincide with Coleridge s and
Richards analyses of Wordsworth's poetry. ‘As was~mentioned before.
,'this influence asserted itself more or less at the. expense of much-
better analytical solutions. Brooks analysis of poetry is much better

when»it is not biased and directed by his theories.

3) Keats!‘“Ode on a Greciah Urn® o | |
. The Nen‘CritiCS very often used to analyze the same poets,:f
challenging previous. traditional interpretations by offering several.

"sometimes quite different explanations for the same poems. Regardless

-;‘_a"of the function which these analyses have had in the Né% Critics
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constant struggles with their opponents one might question the seridUs-
need for this procedure. There is no clear reason why\the New Critics
1iked to analyze the same’ poems. over and over, particularly because

' this was not done either fOr the sake of academic pedantry or because

of competitiveness; maybe to satisfy some personal ambitions, but most- ’
ly to challenge the previous interpretations, which can be challenged

in much better and more successful ways than by a few analyses of the
same poems. The New Critics ‘were not scholars in a pure sense “they
were neither trained as such nor did they really attempt to be such
»‘academics. They were poets or creative writers first, who happened to
teach and love literature, and here is perhaps a clue as to why they

tend 0 often to analyze the same poems.- Their creativity asks for ﬁ

more and more proof for the: quantity of the variations. for the sam

arguments which can be missed if only one analysis is made. Howev

the results of these analyses are important to us for two reasons<; One
o

is obviously the fact that they are the New Critics contribution

the history of criticism and English Literature the other becomes
'\important only if one- attempts to understand ‘more deeply the signifi-
cance and mechanism of the New Critical analytical methods. Th
usefulness of these analyses becomes predominantly more’ 1mportant when
'attempts are made to examine the methods of the New Critics in the

scope of their own system. rather than in any comparison with the

o 1results of some other interpretations. Then the whole perspective

;changes and the New Critics

= efforts can be seen 2“ their
o full light. _ R ,*ﬁfil | )
/ f' One of ‘the most brilliant examples of two successful but

d foerent interpretations of the same- poem is to be found in criticism
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,donejby Cleanth Brooks and:Kenneth Burke.50 Coming to:fascinating <
conclusions about the pOSSible meanings'of Keats' “Ode on a GreCian
Urn",51 the two critics were able to convince the reader that even
" in so well known poetry as Keats poetry, one can find ways~for a new
approach. Interestingly enough, the only real connectiontbetween,these'
two analyses is the fact that both critics felt that the genuine chal- .
| lenge to their interpretative capability 1ies hidden in the last two , )
‘lines of the poem ("Beauty is truth . . ."). ‘Thus, both critics have

dedicated most of their time and efforts in-examining.the_functionalityl

of  the. poet's imagery"in relationship‘to its_very:last 1ines. However,
Brooksl approach'also,emphasiaes‘the importance of relating the very
beginning of the poem with its ending, making it a condition'of the
'analysisvbefore'the-analysis has even been started. 'His“immediate
attentionfis'direCted towards the unusual metaphor at the very begin-'
fning of the poems In the opening lines the poet compares his Grecian
urn‘with a ;Sylvan Historian . Brooks points out that this is the most
puzzling attribute among alL that Keats is using to describe the Urn. '
Nhy the comparison with sylvan historian » and what does it mean?

| - Accerding to Brooks, there is,an apparentﬁandiparaﬂoxical

contradiction between the imagery of silence,-i.e.. the Urn is compared

7 to’a "bride of quietness » and called a 'foster-child of silence ’ and

~ the imagery of historian, 1.e., the Urn has the ability to tell a
' ”leafffringid legend“'of “Tempe or the.dales of  Arcady", or-to express
/'A-flowery'tale more sweetly'than‘our-rhyme“t This paradox Keats has

- :to solve by attributing the third. quality to ‘the Urn - being an {:: o
: N
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'historian the Urn does not tell any kind of “truths or stories it
recites the/tales about the forest instead of. those related to formal

- history. (WWU, p.<.155) But,_the fact that therUrn s utterance covers
: forpsts_and fields makes'it'ineVitable that the historian,must'be a
sylvan at the same time. In other words Brooks claims that there are
'two reasons why the poet needs to compare the Urn with a “Sylvan
historian . One 1s based on the assumption that the Urn is a rural
historian, a rustic. a peasant historian who tells stories ‘about

forests and fields. The second reason is based on the quality and type

.gof stories that the Urn recites those stories are like unheard music,

) .sweeter than ‘any audible music played on ye soft pipes “below the

threshold of normal sound but if we listen carefully, we can hear it
(HHU pp. 156- 157) This unheard music'l is the music of god 5: or
godlike men,;or superhuman gods, as Brooks would say, and indeed there )

E ]
is a contrast between it and silence, as there 1s between life and

death gygs and men, violent love-making and soft ecstasy, etc.
Brooks parallel works perfectly because itqdoes not go further or
"beyond the textual evidence. He points out that there is a- paradox in '
the scene which desc!%bes a Bacchanalian love-making and in the imagery_ o
.of a till unravish' d bride who is described- as a 'foster—child“, a
child of silence and sleg,time (WWU, p. 156)
Brooks explanatio} of this paradox is fascinating.» First of

-all, unlike Burke who offers a Freudian explanation. (combining ﬂhe -
B knowlege about Keats‘ illness with these contrasting images, Burke ‘

“claims that their meaning is suSpended sexua]ity), Brooks suggests that_

certain motifs like still unravish d bride . never canst thou» iss~, .

I ¢
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“thou canst not leave / Thy song",-etc., imply.that-thedUrn'sabeauty is
changeless, like the maiden'herself;gnot~even ravished byra kiss;‘ For;
regardleSs of the fact that it constantly'goes on; the action never
touches the actors. For instance the lover isﬁnot'satisfied and :
content. never ‘canst thou kiss*, but he is motionless because the song
will not allow him to leave, and he will. stay in Spiterof this paradox-
ical situation. “thou canst not leave / Thy.song . Similarly. ‘the

__ bride is caught.in her imagery of motionless child unravished by a
“lover 5 kiss. The poet even calls her a 'foster-child“ because as a

child'of‘silence.and'slow time she does not have real parents, but

fostereparents.i ‘Silence:andvslou time" are toolold‘to‘have hornevthe

. child themselyes,”says_Brooks. ‘Accordingly, the.Urn is still young'and

fresh; beCause'all-its antiguity and time (which destroy everything)

have “fostered” it.’ (____ pPp. 157 and 156.) . And the Urn is also .

caught in its silence as is the bride -the silence of storyteller. |
Those and similar implications of meaning: which Brooks finds in

ﬁthe Ode: bring ‘some’ new dimensions to the interpretation of Keats' |

poetry. This time Brooks' searching for paradox works quite success-

1:fully because, here, Brooks primary goal is not to look for evidence

to suppor his dubious theories. Although it is evident thatlBrooks is.

particularly good in explaining details of poems, his analytical .

- . pattern becomes rather inadequate in the analysis of larger and more |
v'complex poetic uhits. For instance, when he is. supposed to sum up all
x“his arguments into one(Yinal conclusion. or to connect different sets

‘of images around one single tqpic, his method fails to provide _f.7

,convincing_results. Paradoxitally enough. he is able to see. that there -
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is a certain type of relationship between various groups of symbols or’
imageries but in ‘spite of it he never produces appropriate ways to :
put themiwhere they belong. One: of the reasons for this lack of
synthesis in Brooks' interpretative-exercises is due to his rejection
of lookingafor some‘additional explanations‘besides those ofva;purely
textual or linguistic nature. ' | |

“For example, throughout the whole analysis of the various forms

of the repetitive motif of silent beauty which parallels the motif of'

‘beauty is'truth the ‘truth is beauty} Brooks never makes an effort to

B connect the conventions of Romanticism with the symbolism and imagery
: -/
of Keats Ode. Because, regardless of their specific functions in his

poem, Keats ' images of silent beauty (like those Romantic images of

sleeping beauty, innocent beauty, beauty and thelbeast.-etc.) are so-
commOnAand typically Romantic (as well as the very slogan 'Beauty is i
truth, truth beautj:? that the intentional omission of. mentioning the
connection between the poet and the traditional symbolismwof Romanti-
-cism not only seriously endangers the validity of Brooks' interpreta- :
tion, but also poses a question of the purposeness and significance of
his analytical efforts. As Burke points out in his analysis, one can
‘easily notice th\t Keats' poem operates on two motivational levels

- there is a contrast between the mdtifs of gods and the motifs of men
_(“deities or mortals 'and pipes and timbrels , etc.). The critic s
task is not only to point them out, ‘but also. to explain their real _p
Asignificance (as Burke was trying to’ do by offering the Freudian

'f'explanation for some symbdls and images) Brooks analysis fails to

vfanswer these fundamental questions properly because he as a cqgtic does

.'/
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'not want to have ‘a cdmpiete answer, nor does he want to ask questions
which need completed‘answers.~-Therefore, for him, the transformation
~of truth to beauty and beautyAto‘truth, whichiis the, real topic of
Keats ' poem, is not a;phiiosophica] question which needs to be answered
in the philosophical manner, but rather it is simply a question of
paradoxical'and contrasting exchanges of imagery in the poetic struc--
ture-which,represents the poetfs.abso]ute free space for making puzzles
. and ambiguouS'gamesiof,speech. This is thefon]y'limitation in Brooks'
otherwise brilliant analysis‘of Keats' "Ode on a Grecian Urn*. - Presum-
: ably;"he.waslfalsely modest when he was”saying that‘the purposb of his.
'analysis is not novelty » Or to differ from past interpretations
(ku.-p.N164) -Summarized, here is his explanation of the poem.
« « o Throughout the poem the poet_has stressed the paradox of the
. speaking urn. First, the urn itself can tell a story, can give a
history. Then, the various figures depicted upon the urn play
music or speak or sing... . . If the urn has been properly drama-
tized, if we have followed the development of the metaphors, if we
have been alive to the paradoxes which work throughout the poem,
perhaps then, we shall be prepared for enigmatic, final paradox
- which the . "silent form utters. ( WWU, p. 165) -
Therefore. the cycle is completed al] paradoxes are like the final
] ) ‘ ,
paradox; but if we have understood the previous paradoxes we shall’
' understand the final paradox‘too. In other words. Brooks purpose]y
'avoids discussing the philosophical impiications of the line “Beauty is™
truth, truth beauty", c]aiming that‘it represents_on]y a speech in o« |
character' and is supported by a dramatic-context' (HNU p. 165) |
According to his theory of the “heresy of paraphrase » We should resist

. the tempt&tion to deal with “the assertions made in a poem by taking
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them in isolation, out of their organic context. He is satisfied'With

general statements like this: “the 'truth' which the sylvan historian

h”gives is the only kind of truth which we are likely to get on this

fearth//nd, furthermore,,it is the only kind that we have to bave.

Because, assumes Brooks, we have to have the‘essential truth which is
‘not in data, nages, special circumstances,,but in. beauty itseif. ~And

Beauty means an insight in the essential truth Therefore, the sylvan

historian tells his story as a history without footnotes (HHU ps 164)

e

What is a history without footnotes? It has the same validity as.a  °°

myth; it is more than a simple make-belief or an idle fancy.kit is a

valid perception of realit;—(lbid e .

So much about the message of the poem which was supposedly to
, be di5covered by the comparison of'the imagery:at the-very beginning‘of
the poem with those at its very end. .Regardless‘of Brooks‘ more
“bbvious attempts to avoid straightforward answers there is a conflict
of interest in his reasoning here. He cannot abandon his theories and
simply analyze the poem regardless of the. theoretical postulates.
because his analysis serves his theories, at the same time. he would
like to continue looking for more paradoxes, but there is a dead end
.here, and he has to stop when he is supposed to determine one- single
".topic which would represent what ‘the poems says._ At this. point his

theory of paraphrase forces him to be consistent and he has to leave

the question of the poem S meaning open, and thus, many answers that he |

: implied that he would obtain from his analysis were to remain
unformulated._ By obeying the rules of his own theories, Brooks has put

limitations on. his analysis even before he started ‘with the reading of

-

S



.178

“the first few lines. This actually causedthim to make‘certain adjust-
‘ments in'qrder'to protect'his ana]ysis from severe critiCisma:iThere-
fore, hiS‘analysis suffers from alm:st an inexcosable incompleteness at
its .very end, after being so promising and imaginative when he intro;-

duced his prerogatives. .

V. THE caxrlcs ON_BROOKS

In comparison with those New Critics ]ike Ransom and Empson who
. were vigorous]y but rightfuily attacked by their opponents, Brooks was
more often unjustly accused for sins which were neither his own nor
signiticant‘enOugh. They were simply minor and almost meaningiess on
the iarger scale. He was a fine target for almost everyone; there was
no critic who did not try, in one way or another, to prove that Brooks
was wrong somewhere. The more Brooks res;tted his critics, the more
eager were they to attack. Even his colleagues, particularly Burke,
Ransom, Tate and Hinters,_were never hesitant;to criticize him and
oppose his views. In spite of~8rodksi reconciliatory efforts to‘bring
the two ooies bf New Criticism together; he was criticized equally by
~ both sides. iIf one might say that Ransom was generaliy overpraised or
' Empson underestimated Brooks nas.pcgpgply the”New Critic who was the
most misunderstood and misinterpreted by his fellow members in. the
'movement. Brooks' intention to be the theoretician of the movement

irritated almost everyone. and each tried to question his abilities and

“his right to do so. Despite the fact that almost each New Critic

- <.assumed a right to play one role or another in the movement, some of

. them even with disastrous resu]ts, (Ransom as a phi]osopher and the

A - - - . . s
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]eader of the movement Tate as an organizer of symposiums and
prqpagator of the New Critica] ideology, R P. Warren as a writer of v
textbooks,_wimsatt as the official interpretor of the main New Critica]

doctrines, Empson as the enfant terrible and left winger [together with

>8urie], Hinters asithe moralist interested in structuralist analysis,
Biackmurvas an obscurantist in theory,‘and=more oriented towards prose
‘in practice, etc ),.Brooks role was always disputed but ; _in the long
" run, his opinion would finally prevail. ". |

' " The miléstones of Brooks‘ftheory'are his teachings about
metaphor, his definition 6f poetry as a conflicting.'paradoxical '
structurerof elementsiuhose~message is not paraphrasable,‘and his
. doctrine of. organic unity. A]most all New tritics have criticized

Brooks on account of at leastvone of these issues. Even Robert Penn
Harren; his closest associate and the joint author with Brooks of quite

a few books, 52 did not agree always with Brooks' ideas. and iater

on he openly’ resented them. Apparently, it seems that the New Critic5‘ /
share the same understandin; and taste about poetry, but their dispute
-starts when ‘they try to make an apo]ogy for the type of poetry which .
_ they favor. For instance, when Ransom attempts‘to define the poetic
structure of the poem, he speaks of a dualism of “]ogical structure

and “iocal texture H Tate speaks of “tensions“‘ Warren . of symbo]s and”
. resistances ; Brooks. about wit“ “irony and paradox H Hinters about

' motives and emotions ; etc. As R. S. Crane has pointed out the New
'Critios definitions of the poem show quite obviously that they see thii“

poem as a one-dimensional, reducible characteristic of one element

regardiess of the multi dimensional structure filied with irre]evant
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meanings. They geny vigorously the idea of critical monism, but it is
alleged that the New Critics' search for either “irony*, or "tensions",
or “"symbols", or “imagery®, and so on, is gonfined to a one-dimensional

~approach to the interpretation of literature. |

According to Crane's arfic]e, “The érititgl Monism of Cleanth
Brooks", it is possible to distinguish four different formé of critical’
monism appearing in the writings of the New Critics:

1) Like most New Critics, Brooks prefers to speak about the struc-
ture of poetry rather than about imagination. The analysis of
the poem 1s reduced to the contextual or Tinguistic analyzing
of “one particular element of the poetic structure, which :
replaces the possibilities for the criticism of other important

elements (plot, theme, idea, characters, etc.) from the points
of view of grammar, logic or psychology, and so on.

2) The New Critics' serious failure is the lack of a clear dis-
tinction between the cohcepts of poetry and the poem, a® well ¢
as between poetry and prose. Critical monism appears here as
the New Critics' obsession with semantic differences between
poetry and prose, which are explained as the two kinds of
1anguage (1.e., symbolic language of science, and emotive

anguage of poetry), two kinds of discourse (prose and poetry),
or two kinds of knowledge 61iterature as saying the truth),
etc. - :

»

"3) Brooks' structural and organic theories completely ignore the
~ fact that there are many different kinds of poetry. According
to Brooks and .other New Critics, it is impossible to see any
structural differences between even so different poems as the
 Odyssey and The Waste Lamd., The New Critics' approach favors
one kind of poetry, and Brooks' decision to ignore the differ-

. ences within poetry itself means an impoverishment of poetic

theor!o : ‘ '

4) The New Critics' failure to deal with other features.of poetry
and with fundamental differences between different kinds of
poetry is apparently caused by the New Critics' greater concern
for likenesses than differences. Theoretically, the New
Critics are closer to Plato than to Aristotle, and their ,
analyses are based on a priori assumg}ionSurather than on logic
and real structural reconstructions.¥3 '

égqvexglain'these bharges against Brooks and other New Critics, Crane

a
\. ) - 1)
A\
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‘uses an argument contrary to the traditional explanation of the

theoreticai backgroUndvof New Criticism. It is true, says Crane, that
the New Critics bui]d up their theories in the tradition of the

RomantiCist idea of the antithesis between poetry and sc1ence, but the

~ ‘reason for the lack of consistency and acceptabiiity is in ‘the New

Critics® departure from the Coleridgean .model of. poetry.. The_JimitaQ
tions of Brooks' definitions of poetry are caused.by-his.refusai to

follow more c]osely in'the footsteps”of‘Coieridge's definitions'of

: poetry and the poem, and, according]y, the reasons for Brooks failure

should. be sought for in his attempts to simp]ify Coieridge s definition o
of the poem. | ;

Unlike the New Critical definitions, Coleridge's _de‘f'initi'on.jof-.
the poem stii] relies on the_definition,of;poetry, but initerms‘of the'

“poet". For example, in Biographia Literatia (chapter XIV), Coleridgeu

‘speaks - about poetic struoturenin ;;;ms of baiancing and reconCIIiatory-

forces, but un]ike:Brooks interp etation, these. are now a part of the

poet’s imaginatiOn.: In other words, Coleridge s definitnon of he poem.

|

is based on the same pn1nc1p1e of opp051tes, but the poet's imagination

edetermines the poem,’ rather “than. the structura] conflict within jts .

e]ements. Therefore, the definition of tbe _poem is equai]y determined
by the definitions of poet and poetry, and Brooks maJor fa]lacy was’ 1n

ignoring the role of the poet._ Accordinghto Crane, Brooks has abol-

;yw§Eproetry and poem as wel],

;Sides (Crane, P 89) 'f" o i S

. : '
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The second major obJective in Crane s criticism of Brooks is in

,Aregard to Brooks acceptance of Richards theory of language. Like

| uiRansom and Tate,.Brooks accepts the doctrine of two different R

'Tff languages.\\The language of science, or symboric language, acts as in.

its pure denotative form qujte uniike the language -of poetry. on

emotive 1anguage, which is altered by tensions and semantic shifts

which have a pure connotative function. Crane s criticism against this },~

;o

theory raises a strong point that its tradipjonal framework restricts R
_the author to abandon sooner or iater the dualistic formula which
v',,treats the problem of truth as based on the degree of exceiience -

'achieved or represented. In other words Brooks is more concerned with .

the concepts of rationai“ and abstract“ in the. case of science (Or

<

'.;scientific discourse), ‘and with the concepts of pf‘asure and struc- |

r‘ture (with its OWR concepts of unity,.irony, paradoxes. etc. ) when :

Nthey apply to poetry, but his main concern remains cognition ‘He is

not’ interested in any degree of difference between various forms;nff

l

"C“pleasures or various forms of rationalizations“, he measures oniy..

!

ithe final resu]t' and accordingiy, for Brooks and other New Critics,

-poetry is a much superior form of cognition than is science.’ Since

Brooks uses\this~explanation only in an anaiogical sense, to clarify;

"chis understanding of- poetic structure, and to point out that the task

.,_?'of the poet is to “unify experience . Crane S criticism of this part ofi‘

"‘Brooks theory becomes more concentrated on\the parailels in thinking

‘_between Brooks and- Coleridge, or between Brooks and Richards. |

Crane s.more concrete comments are addressed to. Brooks usage .

_A,of these theoreticai concepts in. practice. He summariges his'cratical

»
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. was carried on to anotherrpopular obsession - efforts to defend the //
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remarks in a few categories, but two of them prevail as ‘the most

”important ones. 1) Brooks definition of poetic structure derives from

”t.Coleridge S definition not of poem , but of poetry“ (Crane, Pe Q\),

2) In making what remains of . Coleridge s definition of poetry the

definition of “poems* as contrasted with works of science, Brooks has R

“ cut himself of f from any such critical use of the concept of this. One'

consequence of this is that speaking about "poetic structure“, Brooks !

introduces no distinction that depends on a conception of the poetic

~ process (p. 92 Brooks key concepts, “paradox“ and "irony", reflect
| R______

unmistakably their grammatical origin, says Crane (p./§49 At the same'<

‘time, the attempt to make them universally 51gnificant prevents h1m

. from “dealing adequately with poetic works in terms.-of the suff1c1ent

or_distingugshing causeswof their production-and_nature" (p. 105).

f Crane:is more than convinced'that Brooks' fdndamental error is.caused
by the fact that he “theorizes about poetry at the wrong end". Instead

~of dealingﬁwith one of a’ few internal ‘causes of the poem, 1t would be

better if Brooks dec1des_to~deal with “concrete wholes_of various

kinds, the parts of which ‘with their possible interrelationships, can .

‘be inferred as consequences from inductively established pr1nc1ples

.

(p. 105)

Crane was not the: only criti¢ to obJect to the New Critics

.obsession with semantic differences befween poetry and sc1ence which

/

position of poetry against the expansiveness of science. Brobks'was

falmost equally attacked by ‘such prominent critics as Herbert Muller,

" a Frederick Pottle. and Alfred Kazin David Daiches, F.O0. Matthiessen and

<
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ifMurray Krieger .54 as well as by ‘the New Critics themselves Ransom

’and Tate, R.BB Warren ‘and Hinters.. Each group of"these critics deals

184
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‘vwith one specific aspect of Brooks' criticism. For example earlier E E

critics (Muller, Pottle and Kazin) .expressed their dissatisfaction with‘
‘the ack of literary history in Brooks criticism, accusing him of |
AcritiCal mechanicism (Muller) or relativism (Pottle and Kazin) In the_
_essay entitled “Criticism, History and Critical Reﬂativism (HHU o
pp. 815 252), Brooks has -tried to answer these charges. He defended -

, hlS position arguing that he was more 1nterested in the literary work

‘fiﬁself rather than in the poet s mind or literary evolution. _His

maJor argument was ‘that he was against critical relativiSm which Ln his. -

interpretation might lead towards the disappearance oa all Judgments.‘

-~

- He says. _ ,‘

: SuppoJe that we adopt the theory of critical relativism. s
A then -judge Wordsworth, not -by the standards of the Age of 'e.e'nor
those of -the Age of Donne. Each period will be considered sui
generis; we will have criticisms, not CriticiSm. (WWU, p. ?§T)
‘His idea of‘Criticism assumes that tpe critic's ‘choice of perspective
and critical standards should not be restricted by historical circum-
- stances and changes in literary conditions. He believes in the |
; universaldty of his critical system as an- answer to ‘the multiplicity of
Judgments which he sees in critical relativismﬁ\ In his views, the '
.';i'preferéq§e for Metaphy51cal Poetry is a proper counterbalance for

' historicism, becauAe he would rather actept critical monism than the

w

5 adjustment of critical standards according to the requirements of a\new ,

- w
situation. He rejects Pottle s idea that critical relativism appears

‘xas the result of the unhistorical approach to literature with the



critic claiming fuii freedom in choosﬂng standards according to his own

personai taste and preferences. ‘On the contrary, in Brooks' o o

:interpretations historicism equais criticai reiativism. S "q"ffﬁ

Brooks a]iegiance to a comp]éteiy personai definition of .

o

1critica1 reiativiSm was particuiariy irritating to the next generation

s 4'of iiterary scholars which felt aiso very sen51tive to the politicai ;_,_4

{h%\‘siogans that the Southern New Critics were using in their campaigns and
hsociai activ1ties. Aside from the Chicago Critics, David Daiches and
:_tF 0.,Matthiessen aré oniy two of the mosb eminent eritics in the iarg-».ﬁ
iest group of the New Critics' opponents. Uniike Murray Krieger who -y
tried to examine the aesthetic aspects oi the %ew CritiC:T theoreticq} |
faiiures Daiches and Matthiessen made complaints also about the .

\ ,vaesthetic background of New Critic1sm, ciaiming ‘that there shpuid be )

some responsibility on the critic S part for his writ}' In other'

words, Daiches feit that the New Critics went too - far, 1gnori g the

u]timate goa] and function of criticiSm which are not “to train qther

\’dritics to trainrother critics in a: barren academic succession of "

i

& 7
104)

ingenious anaiyzers who talk. only to each other"® (Daiches,‘
' F 0. Matthiessen wrote about the ‘New Critics and Br oks on

severai occasions, but in his essay, "The Responsibility of the Critic
(1952), his maJor remarks were against the exciusiveness and the

| aestheticism of the 1inguistic approach of the New Critics, which
according " to Matthiessen, removed the critic s interest adﬁ responsi-
bility away from man in. his society to the forma] aspectsgbf the text.:
Praising the principies of a Marxist approach Mattheissen~ciaimed that

.

- the aesthetic act was in the same way inseparabie from the sociai act
- A ‘v)' B : ..
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. as are'foﬁn and content. Therefore, the critic’ s responsibility is to .

2'-, recognize,the significance of both, “This double quality of experienc-

'.,ﬁeﬁi ing our'r , time to the full5and yet being able to weigh it in relation

i

,to the other time“‘vs'what the critic must strive for, if he is to be

A ';;sablé to. discern at demand the works of art. that we need the most*
'?; -f(Matthiessen p. 18) As did ‘many critics,;t the time Mattheissen .;g.‘u

T
o gwarned the New Critics‘that they cannot stay in their ivory tower, and

’v“that the central responsibility and duty of critics is thlriden their
o range of interests out of an awareness of some of the world-wide
struggles of our age . (Ibid ) “In the NEW Critics approach to

,literature Mattheissen saw the potential danger of isolating the work
e _1 of ‘art from life, and he perceived the critfc s godl in analy21ng as -
) ,;analysis for the sake of another academdc game.' His distaste for Tate :
. tv\ | .and Ransom is much stronger than for Brooks his remarks are sometimes
| "'.-quite 51milar to“those of A. Kazin, but Mattheisse s criticism is
A"Agenerally unbiasdd and to the point. |
e N 35 Murray Krieger~belongsvto*the earlier group of authorjtleuLjnxe“,m,

v ‘/](." o New Criticism, but -to those who were both sympathetic to and critical

ubof 1ts outcome.,‘His bgpk The New Apologists for Poetry, (1956),
.jbstill considered as the most reliable and obJective Judgment about the ‘
’ movement and its maJor representatives._ However, written in a tradi-
-tional academic style, with obvious innovative ambitions.xo bring more
s than an insight into the subJect matter, Krieger s book is sometimes |
. too’ difficult to deal with, particularly because of the author s very
' specialized terminology (cf the use of terms such as contextualism,

linguistic aestheticism,,etc.) Nevertheless, Krieger s account of

. ; o : [ :
oo - . A \\ .
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Brooks' writings is‘probably thefmost accurate one. Unlike Crane, who

t

sees the reasons for Brooks' ‘failure as an interpre;%r of poetry in

. Brooks‘ inadequately developed theory, Krieger thinks that Brooks fails

mostly because of'his tendency to make a priori assumptions rather than

to use an’ inductive ‘metho ‘Krieger, p. 149). ' -_’ o

Apparently, most of these accusations against Brooks were quite
accurate. ‘As for many other New Critics, for Brooks® theory was only a
'troublesome and misleadingisource of critical errors.' His attitude. .

‘hardly ever Fhanged his analyses were never used as the inspiration

[ 4

~far theoretical speculatibn. On the contrary, he treated theory as a f.

matter of belief and its reflection in the intenpretation and its final
results should not be verified but accepted This tendency towards _”
assumptions made a priori is rather common among the New Critics, and‘k
the deficiencies in New Critical theory and practice are almosb always

. caused by the same thing the great expectation put 1nto ﬁhe initial

working premises. For Brooks and his;colleagﬁes who constantly‘d§eamt

AN

:of \reating universal analyticalcmethods,_theory played the role of an

' additional tool being used only to prov1de the ev1dence that their o

.analyses were properly done. ; _ . #%

| However, this character of polemicism which stays hidden in the
t’background of almost all ;:w Critical texts, has a COmpletely different
,'meaning in the relationship of | _one - New Critic toward another. “Mutual

influence and self-inspiring elements sometimes did not go further than

‘sharing the ‘same topic and eventually, the ‘same taste. Hriting abou%ﬂ

the same ideas meant actually disagreement and a. multiplication of the

YW

differences that already existed in the relationship of the New :‘

N e
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“Critics.' The only«tﬁanges and improvements that the New Critics

o ac&epted appeared as the result of their own interrelated polemics.

. Long disputes with the others never endgd nor—satisfied the rebelliows

New Eritics. On the contrary, the opposition among the New CrlthS was

o ’

W~

ﬁquitegf?uitfui., Ransom has been, oppoﬁing Brooks theories for years,
but finally«im 1950 he abandonedihis own dualiSm, replacing it with a
teaching based on- three elements- lc&c, rhythm and metaphor. Warren

» and,Brooks had-for years been hriting textbooks and articles, sharing

] the ’ame (o] nion abput everyt ing, ‘but- after warren wrote his two most

rtant essays, “The Pn‘y d Impure Poetry (1943) and ’The Rime of

|
the Ancient Mariner (1946) ~the1r opinions fell apart and each one

created theories of his own, Para]lel lines can be drawn between

N
//

> ~ Ransom and Hinters between Hinters and Tate, Brooks and BUrke,

Blackmur and Hinters. Ransom and Empson etc. The confrontation ofy

'?»r ‘1

———____,___‘ppinions among the New Critics was of the utmost importance in the

development of their maJor doctrines without it the. formulation of V

. many New Critical definitions would not be possib\g.»

. ¥

.
. (-
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WILLIAM EMPSON'S SEMANTIC THEORIES -

T Introduction o, : ,,¢~\Q :

~

The true beginning of New Criticism belongs definitely/}o
Nilliam Empson the most controversial figure of the movemen hand one

tof the most underestimated New Critics. After writing his f)rst and

' best known book Seven Types of Ambiguity (1930), 1 Empson became a

-

target for very severe attacks. He was accused regularly in angrily

. ‘written articles of 'crimes‘ true or false, committed against tradition
nd the academic establishment.. 'In. particular, his methods of inter- !

pretation irritated scholars. Almost constantly, Empson s analyses

show unpermissible sl0ppiness and lack of concern for correct data and.
quotations constant omkfsions of. material and deliberate distortionsv

of the text misspellings, changes of word order and punctuation etc.:
unlike his unorthodox theorizing, which had its opponents, but was

still accepted with a certain respect Empson s analyticaf methods

usually. did not get enough credit, in particular becaiise of hlS appli-

L cation of new analytical concepts. The concept of various types of

ambiguitf’;?flnot sufficiently popular in spite of the early praise he

'had're'if,‘-ffrom ‘admirers.2 Because of these unfortunate circum-

stanc\s, two important facts were always ignored in writings about

'.Empson. First of all, the very same scholars who used to criticize
»Empson s theory so severely kept forgetting to consider ‘his analyses@
which were written ‘with a. very strong motivation of provoking and

‘posing some very serious theoretical questions. Secondly, those who .

criticize Empson s analyses kept forgetting that Empson uses different
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types of ambiguity mainly to achieve two things: to propagate the‘tdea'
of multiple meaning ﬂhen.it 1s thious that no . stngle mean1ng Can-be'
pointed out as the only right one-~and the other, much s1mp1er, which’
breflects Empson s wish to revive some. of the c]ass1ca1 disputes about
the 1nterpretation of 11terature. _ ' ,

_ The first quest1on that should be asked in regard to’ Empson 3
approach to literature is whether his methods are useful or not, and
how far the‘textuaI ana]ysis shoqu go. 'General objections to'h1s
method were focused on his favoring only one dimension of the text. 1In
other words the obJections were d1rected against the ana]ysis being
-based. on the 1inguist1c, formalistic, or the more or less structura]
-aspects of the 1iterary text A critic of Empson 'S orientation would
pay. attention on]y to the 1ntr1nsic qua11t1es of the text 1gnor1ng
comp]ete1y its extrinsic 1mp1tcat10ns. Mixed reactions arose as to
whether it was necessary at all to introduce a semantic 1nterpretat10n
“into thevtextual analysis of literature when this meant excluding other_
possible data on the subject matter.' The proponents of this type of -
textual criticism c]aimed.that;textual analysis shouldlincfude the
historica1,5re1igious or mythical aspects of the text as well, and that
the study of the 11terary 1anguage cannot be 1solated from'the"study of
the env1ronment the reflections and changes caused by changes in |
society. etc.. According to those detractors of a more traditionalist
vocation, the major obJection to Empson's approach to cr1t1cism shou]d
be addressed to his refusa1 to discuss the 1ntent10ns of the author.
The propagators of contextualism objected as well that Empson S

1ns1stence on mu]tiple meaning (which 1n his terms meant a11 possib]e
) ‘ _
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" meanings according to the New Oxford Dictionary) actua]iy discredited

the poet's abilitfes and efforts to know exactly what his poem is
about If writing poetry is just piaying with words and making puns
? and witty puzzles then any reading is the right one.’ Thus a-reader 3
can find any meaning and say that it is the reai meaning of the poem,
as a poet- can also write anything and then say that he did not have any
particu]ar meaning in mind ‘when hé ‘wrote that particuiar poem. And
th154wou1d Tead to the absurdity of the conc]usion that all poems areé o
alike, having no particuiar meaning at all, or, having all possib]e
.meanings at the same time. ‘To answer ai] these questions and defend
his position, Empson had to support his ana]ysis with some theoretical
\ekpianations. FortunatQJy, his_choice was not to ]ook for counter-.
arguﬂbnts, but to give a rather simpie explanation of the mechanism of
his own analytical proceedings. ‘ |

Empson's early writings indeed represent an inspiring and
original contribution. to the’ movement born out of the exampies of RS
‘analytical experiments, rather than of abstract theoretica] specu]a-
_tions. Even despite the fact that the New Critics hard]y ever share

-

the same opinion on the same issue, Empson s controversial book Seven

-

Types of Ambiguity, very ‘soon became a model for the New Critica]

‘methods of interpretations, and’ many of his revolutionary ideas became '7
inspiring elements in further theoretica] meditations. Empson wrote
three other books. one about pastorai, another on Mi]ton and the |
third on topics of 1anguage and semantics in genera] but none of themvv

'ever achieved the fame of the first book For the answers to the

~ i

" intriguing questions about the controversial success of Seven Types of
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~ Ambiguity, one must naturally 1ook back to the theoretical background_
~of the book. RN | AR |

RS

1. THE THEORETIGAL BACKGROUND OF EMPSON'S THEGRIES

e 1): L. A Richards as the First Inspiration
| “ATY New Critics very early $how a special interest in studying
the problems of language as one of the priority topics at the very
beginning of their careers. Their very first atteﬁtion is given to

',_-focusing on studies of the difference/A‘etween ordinary and poetic '

S

language; comparisons of prose and poetry, the dual tgnctioning of
“language as symbolic and emotive discburse, etc. In the more advanced”————“———~—
ph&§e of their theoretical development, attention is paid to those more

‘s .
specific studies of poetic language such as studying the specific o

’ featunes of poetic language according to changes in meaning, or accord- .*;
. ing to the functioning of particular elements in the poetic structure.‘

' Since poetic meaning then becomes the centre of investigation the New -
Critics approach the subject matter differently, because their treat--
.ment of the topic depends on their individual definitions of poetry, T;.

_and on how they see the role of literature in. rea]ity. iii . y
| Acconding to the figure c;osen as mentor, the New Criticism can
be divided into two maJor groups- first the pro-Eliotian group _;'1ifl
(Ransom, the early. Brooks. R P. Narren, and Tate), and secondly, the :
: 'ipro-Richardsian school (Empson, the later Brooks, Burke, and Blackmur)
' Since Hinters inclines equally to T. S. Eliot and I.A. Richards, he r

should be considered as a2 kind of transitional figure to be left

i
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f‘unclassified as are the two late-runners Wimsatt (basically pro-
'Ransomian), and Wheelright (pro-Empsonian) Ho&bver, in the case of
_Empson most of these classifications must - ‘be taken very sceptically.
,f. First of- all, unlike his colleagues, Empson is the only New Critic
' 4;f:whose interest in studying poetic meaning as a'specific feature of the .
| ;poetic structure led him to ‘make more general studies of the problgms

’-of language and semantics. This digression from the common practice

A ~starts with the practical analyses in Seven Iypes of Ambiguity (1930),

where, at the ‘same time, Empson also foﬁmulates his first theoretical
'._principles. Partially, these principles were to be adJusted and
“ applied to studying subJectd other than poetry, as it later appeared in
};Enpson s books Some Versions of Pastoral (1935) and Milton s God :

’ ;(1961) But the complete break comes with The Structure of Complex

’ ',Hords (1951) In this'book Empson-already breaks hjs ties with New
Criticism, exploring a larger scale of topics, from general semantics
"”-Vto the different impacts of language from social and historical
| reflections on the meaning of words, to the function of reverse sense.
'fin irony, and so on. Here genuine analyses of literature were almost
e completely abandoned. | T | . | |
In regard to Empson s relationship to Richards, there are many
: things to say. One naturally looks to Richards' Affective Theory, his
'”;”teachings on metaphor and meaning, as well as to his theony of com- ,.cl
l'fg{lmUnication, in order to understand Empson s basic principles of _,'
f~_f7criticism Many explanations look quite the same, and Empson is 3
mistakenly accused of not being .too original However, unlike his B

4'ﬂ{,*; colleagues, those who were the faithful followers of. Richards' ideas,

: P PR . < . . e . E E . , e
(N " . : Do BTN Lo
n e e e T, T A ) : . B : : .o - E
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/ Empson S own re]ationship to Richards is based on a pupil's opposition
'to the teacher, rather than on a full acceptance of Richards theories.
" In other words, both critics, Richards and Empson, start their theoriz-.
~ing from»the same premises and from the same positions, but arrive in
i the end. at different conclusions. For instance, both critics consider
'that there is a dual functioning of language as ‘well as of: poetry. For
‘ both of them poetry is en activity of 1anguage, iﬁ the same way that
1anguage is an activity of 1ife, both 1anguage and poetry can be con-
sidered as referentiai or non referential that depends on their ro]e.
If their roie is to communicate and be communicated their nature is
referentialq if they are supposed to express thoughts and emotions,.
their. role is non- referentiai. At this point Empson and Richards draw
iapart.; Richards propagates semantic positiVism which deals with the -

_ianguage of science as referentiai because it refers to the worid of

Y

'-‘phySicai reaiities, and w1th the 1anguage of poetry as being on a lower

' semantic 1evel because it deais ‘with emotions and feelings. In other
words the roie of poetry is not aimed towards truthfulness, its role

'f‘is in communication, either by expreSSing emotions, or by communicating

‘f thoughts and feeiings.

T

In his essay "Communication and the Artist“,'in Principies of

';Literary CritiCism (1926), Richards makes a distinction between knowi-

*edge and experience communicated by science as being different from

“experience communicated‘hy,thé'artist.‘ The former’ is expiained in

S terms of ognition and the iatter in- terms of values

“, The arts are our storehouse of recorded vaiues. o« o = Both in the
' genesis of a word of art, in the creative moment, and in its aspect
as a vehicie of communication, reasons can be found for giving to :

-
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the arts a very \important place in the theory of value. They . n
record the most “important judgments ' we-possess as to the values of
experience. They\form a body of evidence which . . . has been 1eft
~almost untouched by professed students of value. .. . . The arts, if
. rightly approached, supply the best data avatlable for deciding
what experiences are more valuable than others. (pp. 32-33)
h ‘One might see that Richards evaluates the arts very highly, but for
'-reasons different from'those of Ransom and most of the other New
Critics. For Richards,’referentiaiity‘and knowledge have nothing to do
with the arts, in spite of the fact that both science and the arts (or
poetry) are significant factors in the communication process. Prose
= discourse or the Tanguage ofiscience ‘deals with knowledge agd experi-
;‘ence ‘on the level of referentia]ity, i e. utilizing statements, unlike
the arts which use Judgments or pseudo-statements.
To understand complete]y Richards' theory of communication and
the compiexity of his concept of referentiaiity, ‘one has to refer back
v to his teaching about metaphor and its two major constituents, “tenor"
and vehicie . Besides the differences between.science and ]iterature.
,based-on a duai function of ianguage there is another distinction to
be made, *based on differences between symboi“ and “metaphor®,

- Richards' semantics con51st of a few very comp]ex concepts

which derive directiy from his system of making distinctions between @

< ' -

fami]iarvnotions. For instance, speaking about meaning in genera] ’
jkichardsfsays that a]lvkinds of discourse'are basically metaphoric, but
.’their structure and function depend .on “our sorting this from that®

;(The Phiiosophy of Rhetoric, Lectures V and VI). The specificity of

,the meaning in the arts is created by the contradictory tension between

'<the ordinary meaning of the words, and the symbolic images presented in -
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- a particular work of art. There are four ways to achieve unity'in

sortkaﬂ and organizing the meaning of any discourse, because meaning

depends on one of f/ur aspects of discourse sense, fee]ing, tone and

" {ntention. “A word by {tself apart from an "utterance has no meaning -;‘

-or rather it has too many possible meanings ,'says Richards (Coleridge

on.Imagination, p. 101). One of the most’ common ways of creating

meaning-is the use of metaphor;.'“A metaphor is a shift ‘a carrying

over of a word from its normal use to a new use", says Richards in one

7

of his earlier works (Practica] Criticism, P. 211) However, genera]iy

Richards does hot special]y emphasize the role of’ aétaphor as Empson.

and Brooks do. Nhen he says. that a]l words are - metaphoric and that

»all kinds of discourses are. “communication , he wants to point to the B

prob]em of the functiona]ity and mu]tipiicity of meaning, not to talk

'about its specificity. In opposition to the New Cr itics, Richards

_believes that multip]icity of meaning is bad for a y communication
therefore it is bad for literature too., He corrected his views in his
later books, saying that all kinds: of multiple meanings are not neces- ‘
sari]y bad, but that he has never accepted ‘the New Critics' view that
one of. the maJor differences (or the specificity) of poetic discourse

has to be metaphor .

2) The Concept of Poetic Images

Richards early theory of art. is based on the same princip]es

as his theory of 1anguage.. His Understanding of language as different
kinds of. dtscourse based on differeht kinds of exprEssion is quite

"confusing, and sometimes compietely inadequate. Obviously, in
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attributing “Symbols“ to the language of scienCe, and “metaphors“ to
',language in general Richards did not have too much left to describe '
'v‘properly the distinction between "symbolic. language and “emotive |
language . He has'to start again with a dualistic conception of, _
.'language which describes the differences between discourse based on
'_ffunction rather than on the structural characteristics of a particular
.language. For example, according to him,-inqécience language functionse
to refer to something symbolically, in the arts and poetry, language is
a tool to express attitudes and symbolic .images. In .other words, on
the level o(\referentiality we speak about true and false statements \
(or statements and pseudo-statements), on the level -of cognition we
<Vspeak about complete knowledge and partial knowledge, and so forth
| Empson responded differently than the other New Critics to
' Richards{ semantic theories. He generally accepted almost all their |
'premiSes,'but he directed his own speculations in a_completely
_ydifferent way. For instance he rejects, speaking about'literature as

knowledge, but accepts the concept of literature as communication.

'-, Furthermore in opposition to Brooks, who builds his theories based on

Coleridge s teaching about Imagination, and Ransom, who reJects
Richards using Charles Morris' teaching of images and iconic signs
(also 5ubstituting Nordsworth for Coleridge in order to oppose '
‘Richards theory of cognition and images), Empson is closer to

"Shelley s teaching on. images 3 rather ‘than to either Coleridge or -

o Hordsworth This unusual shift has to be explained historically,

rather than as a case of some justified influence. For. centuries, in

Anglo-American literary scholarship, the word “image has been used in
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a very special way, almost as a differentia specifica for literary

.\criticism.- This a]i ‘started with Apologie for Poetrie, when, speaking

-about Ajax,,Sir‘Phiiip.Sidney t&ﬂked about providing,us with an “image

of anger . L&g L ,ﬁﬂ |

Comparing the poet with the phiiosopher, S/dney says that the
poet yie]deth to the powers of the mind an’ image of.that whereof the-
Philosopher bestoweth %ot a woordish description“ 4 The poetic image -

that Sidney refers to here does not necessari]y have to be pictorial.

As a matter of fact, the point is that the reader of the I11liad need
——

" not have any clear 1dea as to what AJax iooked like in order to respond

properiy to the poet s suggestion of Ajax s anger. Because Sidney 3

;
’(}w“

explanation goes on further, the poetic image differs from any visual
e]ements in its presentetion. L jﬁ;?fa

Before Richards, almost all critics had fo]]owed this tradi-

. tional concept of poetic images, which was extended:and made more -

systematic\during Romanticism by the inciusion of the concepts of
irony, irrationality, imagination, and so on. In spite of his effort
to chahge the basis of the traditiona]ist concept pi poetic image as a
substitute for theme or message, Richards has paid hisgtribute to

tradition by the inclusion of intention in the four main aspects of

‘discourse, and by defining the meaning of the sentence%as what the

speaker intends 'to: be unders oéd from it by the 1istener (The Meaning

Empson. accepted th s ear]ier teaching of Richards' semantics,

"trying ‘to combine it with the Romantic theories of poetry, and a Freud-

ian conception ‘of iangua.g, The noveity that appears here is Empson s
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theoretica]“kinship with Shelley's def1n1tdon of try rather than

‘with those of Coleridge or Wordéworth, as was to happen“with other New

. Critics. We are referring here again to She]]ey s famous comparison of |
thetpoet with a “legislator and messenger . Unlike other New |
. Critics, Empson sees the role of poetry as being in its communicative

’ facu]ties.‘ He did not believe in Ransom s theory of literature as _
knowledge a]though'he accepts the Romantic idea of ‘the superiority of
poetry 1n c0mparison with science and other activities of ‘the human

| mind. Empsonrwould rather see this superiority as the result of the

| mystic role of the poets who were supposed to ”communicate" their

messages to the readers as kinds of prayer. from an ethereal world, as

~ shelley would.say. But, at the same time, Shelley's definition is a . .

pre-condition for another concept accepted by Empson. Like Sir PhiTipL.

5

Sidney, Shelley réserves that,special role for poetic {mages also.
Poets use 1mages, says SheTley, to reanimate sensations, experiences or
memories stored away at- particu]ar moments or as a kind of collective
t:zgsury. For most Romanticists the funct#on of poetic 1mages was
almost the same as that of mystic rituals - they were supposed to

»reawaken in the readers the same kind ofafeelings and emotions that the

poet had experienced before or during the moment of creation.

, 3) American semantic and Linguistic Tradition

According to his earlier books, Richards' semantics re]ies on
three basic doctrines: The Affective Theory, the Communication Theory, _
and the Context Theory. This.- strange mixture of behavioristic psychol-

091Sm, logicaT positivism, and contextua]ism in 1ts very. rudimentary

-
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" form focuses mainly on the investigation of utterance'and utterance

meaning utiiizing the concepts of symbolic and emotive 1anguage,
| impuises and attitudes, inclusion and exciusion, symboiism of images,
l'metaphors and contextuai meaning. But thege is one very essential.
difference in understanding the concepts of contextuai" meaning,
meaning in’ generai, and poetic, meaning between Richards and the New
'Critics. For the New Critics, poetic images play a more important role
_1n interpreting 1iterature, and also the poetic meaning is more than-
its psycho]ogica] context suggests. Since Richards'beiieves in a pre-
determined meaning of the word, which cannot be changed but can be made '
more or 1ess subt]e, contextua] meaning for him is the resuit of

‘interaction between words in one: particu]ar situation that 1s,(the

inclusion and exc]usion of e]ements of the general meaning creatE\the :

synthesis of everything of importance for the meaning of the poem.

~0On. the contrary, for most New Critics, poetic meaning depends
on»a contextuai meaning which is created,by poetic.images. Empson, for .
:4examp1e teaches that there is no predetermined but multiple choice of
meanings, and that to singie out one particular meaning would mean
interpreting away the contextua] meaning, the other- New Critics accept
the unspoken rule that the investigation of poetic images means the .
same as the investigation of poetic meaning. -Furthermore, some of them
identify poetic meaning with the meaning of the poem, sonfe. do not; it .« .
o depends on their approach ‘towards Brodks""heresy of paraphrase \\\
| However, regard]ess of the approach, the method of - c]ose reading A

reaffirms the fact that behind specific concepts such as Ransom s loca1~

‘ texture and iogicai structure, Brooks' paradox and irony, R P. Warren's

14

e ¥
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b
symbois, Tate's. tension Winters' motifs, Biackmur s gesture, Burke s

symbolic action, etc., 1ies the investigation of poetic images. Even
"in theory, such as Ransom s teaching on literature as . knowledge poetic
{images ang:%ﬁeir very specified meaning play an important role. For :
exampie, Ransomiuses the\c%ncept of images to establish a distinction
between scientific ianguage and ‘poetic language. To oppose Richards'
teaching about symho]s and imagesl Ransom offers C. Morris‘ teachihg
about icons and cognitions, or cognitive images. iOther New Critics
~also offer their own . versions of approaches to poetic imagery, but
‘behind the theoretical scheme and phraseoiogy there is always a search
for poetic meaning. . - |
k Empson's version of contextualism is a significant departure

from Richards theory, and a siightiy different teaching than those of
;Brooks and other New Critics. To understand how Empson arrived at his
concept of ambiguity, one has to take in account many other additional
,sources besides those from Richards and the Romantics. )
Linguisticaiiy, Empson foiiows the American tradition of A
_Bloomfieid 5 period continuing directly on the path of Bloomfie]d'
structurai iinguistics.5 Before Empson, nobody had considered the
‘problem of muitipie meaning as an important issue the analysis of

”iiterary works. On the contrary, many have thought with Richards,

- that mu]tiple meaning. é!hid create confusion and interfere with the
‘ frelationship of the e]ements of speech, as undesirabie i communication

l as in the. creative process for Richards muitipie meaning is con-g" u

sidered an, obstacie even in metaphor. standing - between 4§nor and.

vehic]e .
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In linguistics, scholars of the Yale School, led by.Bloomfield
used to speak of components of meaning and their different functioning
in the sentence and as single words. Bloomfield himself, whose influ-
ence. and authority stayed unchallenged until Chomsky's revolution 6

\\\\e\‘utilizes a very similar method for analyzing the multiple layers of the
‘ sentence, as did Empson in his search for ambiguity. This method is
based on the dichotomy of lexical and linguistic features in a particu-
‘lar_language structure which correspond to the conceptual differences
‘ between connotation"and denotation, and whiCh in sentence;analysis »
consists of bracketing the multiple components of meaning into its

1mmediate constituents and ultimate constituent5° such as in the

following»example.' _ .

“/The ((boy)s)/ /are ((sleep)ing)/".
The. point of this type of analysis is to isolate not only various
‘meanings, but also to separate 1rrelevant or unanalyzable material from
that which is important and valuable. The procedure goes on many
times, until all responses are exhausted and all implications ‘exam-
ined. Besides providing information, the goal of- this type of analysis
is to verify possibilities for certain hypotheses in regard to ‘the
smaller units of language structure (morphemes, phonemes, etcy ) After
Chomsky s victory, the Saussurian model had more chance of succeeding, ‘
but in practise, Bloomfield's model was never considered really obso-
-lete or completely replaced by the European alternatives, even after o
the 1950 'S, The old model best known as dichoﬁomy of connotation and
denotation, had already its popularity in philosophy and literature as

-well, appearing in various periods as a twofold concept consistiqg of
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sense and reference (Frege), intension and extension (Carnap), or .

recentiy meaning and significance (Hirsch), etc.

As regards Bloomfield's behavioristic theories which are a

. part of his descriptive type of structurai 1inguistics, it is necessary

to mention a significant difference between the theories of Bloomfield
and those of Charles Morris. Charles Morris foiiows directly in the
footsteps of-the'great,American Pragmatists, in particular .Pierce's
teachings on icons,‘symbois and indexes. Bloomfield was strictly a.
.practicianer, interested in the ana]ysis of .morphological and syntacti-
cal forms of~substitutions in 1inguist1c units in order to discover )

both meaningful 1eveis'of communication’and the role of the irrelevant

‘constituents of the sentence during the communication. His method is

~ Jstil1 described as behavioristic, because his interest was not in

3

obtainingvanswerS'for the problems of semantics, but for those in
psycho]ogy. Charies Morris' interest is primari]y in the theory of
discourse, rather than in practica] studies of communication.

Empson S respomse to these theories fs quite unexpected He
agrees with Richards that ianguage is a form of human activity which
carries on ‘more than a simpie act of communication, because obviously,
there are situations when . language creates confusion and prevents us
from comprehending rea]ity.' But he does not‘accept either Ransom's
{soiution (literature as knowledge), or Richards' or Morris' teachings
abo\F poetic discourse. Since only B]oomfie]d's eariy works and - .

.

RichaQ s' theories were known to Empson prior to his pubiishing Seven

_ypeél// Ambiguity (1930), and because the works of Carnap and Cassirer‘

-‘on 1ogica1 symbolism and semantics were only trans]ated into Eng]ish

K
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much later (Carnap in 1937, and Cassirer in 1953), we can assume that
_Empson was indeed)very origina], both'theoreticaiiy and‘analyticaily.
On the theoretical level, his departureffrOm hichards starts with the
’definition of the 1anguage of - poetry. According to Empson, the
dualistic function of 1anguage does not appear as a difference between
symbolic and emotive“ language, but happens in poetry as its specia]

~feature. Empson sees poetic language as a comp]ex activity which
transforms human emotions and feelings, and, at the same ;ime works as
~a synthesizer to change dur re]ationship tOwards reality by the fusion
of ideas, perceptions and _mgggs, Howeuer;fthe psychoiogicai substruc-
ture, with its hidden power of influence, is equaiiy important to its

1inguistic counterpart and, therefore, semantic anaiysis is actUaily a

— B

reverse process in comparison to the process of perception or compre-
hension.. 0bv1ously, EmpSOn introduces a Freudian expignation to indi-
~cate how his methods of investigation work. Accordingly, the anaiyst 3
main concern is to find out the psycho]ogicai impiications of the.mean-i
"ing hidden in. the poem, rather than to invoiue himself in experiencing. i
T al possible connotations of the poem S message. In"other wdrds;fi N
Empson s type ‘of anaiy51s does not mean ana]yzing the message of the
poem, or lpoking to find out.something about the personality of the
author; his main concern is.to trace the infiuence which the subcon-
scious.might have in our creating or comprehending the meaning of the

words. Therefore, Empson is more interested in finding out what the

real choice of meaning is, rather than to figure out “why the choice was -

made. This 1eads towards the investigation of mu]tiple cbmbinations of
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possib]e‘heaningst rather than towards looking'fon‘the real meaning;

and that is what the method of "seven ambiguities"isvall about.

a) An Example of App]ied Analysis for Creating New Theoretical

Concepts _ ‘ 4 -
>In regard to the_assumption that EmpSOn has followed in the'.
footsteps of Bloomfield's 1inguistic tradition, it should be pointed
out that saying this means claiming another departure from Richards'

method of ana]ysis. Empson never mentions B]oomfield in his first

'book, and there are on]y a few references to him in The Structure of

Comp]ex Nords. However the methods which were used in Empson s analy~-

| sis of ambiguity, and later on in the essays on the’ specia] functions

ofﬂuords in Shakespeare s plays, indicate that his first 1nspiration

'was coming from Bloomfield rather than from Richards} B]oomfieid'

method of -so-called “bracketing the meaning in.a particular 1inguistic

"unit was used once by Robert Graves and Laura Riding in Richards'

class, which Empson was also attending at the same time as a student of
@athematiCS, . i

To analyze SOme‘Shakespearean sonnets; Graves and Riding were

experimenting by omitting the punctuation, changing the order of the

words, an iminating some “of the elements in favor of others. This
"methOd of arnew‘ ype of close reading turned out to be SO successfu1 )

3,

that the authors very soon pub]ished two books, A Survey of Modernist

» Poetry (1927) and A Pamphlgt Against Antho]ogies (I928), and both

- graduated with distinction from Professor Richards{ c]ass.‘ The young

Empson, ‘at the tiine a twenty-one year-old undergraduate student of

\
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’ mathematics was so impressed that, after being challenged during a

~discussion with Richards, he wrote the first draft of Seven Types of
~lembiguit in a few weeks, and very soon he switched from mathematics to -
literature and linguistics. . ' |

~It will be necessary to return to the discussion of Empson s

concept of ambiguity Tater on'in this chapter, but for the present time
some other brief remarks are needed. Basically,iEmpson's’ideabfori
different types of ambiguity is a combination of Bloomfield's model for
Tinguistic: analysis (through the example of Robert Graves and Laura
Riding), . some principles of Freudian teachings, and Richards' theories
of emotive language and communication. Before showing how Empson 3
.method works in practice, it {is mecessary to point out some facts which
~are usually ignored when people speak about Empson. - Two'of these‘are E ‘
of particular importance in this case, - First of all EmpSOn was study-
i ing mathematics and only discovered the jntricacies of Bloomfield' |

llingUistics Just prior to finding his major interest in literature as a ;

critic and~creative writer. Richards himself and Cambridge University

‘”ilwere very well known for offering an excellent training in mathematics,

logic, philosophy and linguistics. The Cambridge School of-logical.~
) atomism: with B. Russell as its leader is another form of logical
vpositivism whe?e Richards might also be classified This should be of
.great significance for Empson who, as a student of mathematics but
- taking courses in literature, definitely had different ideas in :
.apprbaching the linguistic model of "bracketing than some fellow
students without thevsame ‘trafning in mathematics, Secondly, Graves‘

~and Riding's experiments, omitting the punctuation,“or‘deliberatelyv
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55.changing the'order of the-words to see how that would affect the‘:f

N structure of the poems, had the strongest impact on Empson s theories ;,V
;of multiple meaning and on his analytical methods. On the other hand
| here is the hidden reason for all the accusations against even Types
- of Ambiguity.

v

Empson s book was scandalous for all orthodox scholars. The
: first edition had more wrong quotations than right and in spite of
ﬂ corrections in the Tater editions many of these still remain.. Nobody
could understand why Empson quotes from facsimiles rather than from

: ‘originally printed Shakespearean texts why he proceeds to misspell

'

5 give wrong line numbers, cheats in punctuation, and even transposes. the '

}'phrases. Famous are the examples of “The Canonization and Eliot s
4T“whispers of Immortality ’ where Empson deliberately leaves out a line
and punctuates the text differently so that the reader could not object
::?to hisninterpretation. He‘copies “can I_see_ where Hood has "there can
be", corrects Pope's fshivering;'to "shuddering“, Ben'donsonis,fif'he
frown* becomes "when'he frowns“, Chaucer's "help" isatmpson's-"pray“,
fand many more (STA pp. 135, 153, 47, 90). |

ﬂ The list of Empson s manipulations and sloppy quotations is too

, long and too obvious to be taken as accidental The academics and

'"-fscholars were irritated Some of them angrily obJected that Empson did

~not show any respect for the text However, they were wrong simply
‘because there never had been an Empson before. Empson ] arguments seem

: to be in the treatment of the analyzed text as a raw, alive material

'.ﬁﬁwhich fights back It should be twisted and squeezed squashed and ™

— mulled until it stops moving and biting back ‘ For Empson the analysis -
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s 1ike taming the mule - one has to know when to show respect and when
‘4'one is supposed. to be tough. Empson does not misquote because he does
 not respect the text on the contrary he respects the text too much
For him, the Shakespearean facsimiies have an almost mystic vaiue. fIn !

eading them he feeis like a prophet who is the oniy one who knows the

-

\holy words. Empson Tives his iiterature.' As a critic he is a creator
- he: sees too much, so that he becomes fascinated with everything that he
sees.f He corrects others not becouse he wants to cheat“ or because
he wouid like to correct them, but because his memory of iines fades
-out and he sees oniy what pleases “him the most. He be]ieves in his
analysis because he feeis a great Tove for the materia] Empson S
analyses are witty and astonishing, non-academic and intuitive. His
'interpretation of Shakespeare S sonnets may be very strained and
inferior, but his readings of Spencer, Chaucer, of Donne 's “Va]ediction X
’of weeping , of an eighteenth century poem, and of the centrai passage
of “Tintern Abbey ‘are famous for their ingenuity. Generally,: Empson

'1s better when deaiing with snippets and minor" literature. His

ana]ysis of Hood Peacock or Zuleika Dobson are better than his

1_ana1yses of Shakespeare, Pope or T. S E]iot He made detaiied ana]yses'
of Shakespeare S versification, but most of his ana]yses are. withih the
boundaries of T. S. Eliot's reading list. Everything that Iies outside ,f
the framework: of the New Critics' favorite three centuries (i. e. poetry
of the sixteenth seventeenth and eighteenth centuries), becomes less

:important as ,an. easy target for the strained verba] exercises. How- T

_ever, in, spite of the fact that aii these reasons might be quite
- '&”“- PR .

ot
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,convincing, there 1s a serious theoretical reason why' Empson § analyses o
suffer from so many academic deficiencies..

First of all, theoretjcaily, Empson is more. interested in.
finding out the reasonS°for muTtiple meanings than in examining their
real functioning in the poetic. structure. Contrary to those schoTars
‘who be]ieve in conceptual ana]ysis or. that a certain amount of proper
knowledge and information is necessary to provide us with an accurate

hpicture of a work of art, Empson wants to feel free during the process

‘v

of . interpretation. AnaTyticaTTy, Empson approaches this prob]em by

~.drawing a strict differential Tine between understandihg poetry and

' finterpreting poetry. The question of understanding poetry is the ques-
tion of the relationship between the reader and the author of the poem._
By its very nature, poetry is 1ndeed 1ndependent from the mentai habits
of the reader, but” its meaning is not. The re]ationship between the
‘reader and the poem varies from case to case, and the reader shoqu be
gabJe to éxtract from his own experience in order to expTain both what
is described by poetry, and the p0551biiities for its meaning. The T\K“
: reasons for ambiguities might then be threefold: first, on the level
,of theureader then, on the TeveT of the autho;, and finaTTy, on the

‘"Tevei of’the poem itseif The conditions are defined by a specific

relationship on each particu]ar level, but in Seven Types of Ambiguity

this relationship is expTained differently. I-shaiildiscuss this"
"Tater.< ;// | -

AnaTyticaTTy, Empson s interest in ambigulty Teads naturaTTy to
a- semantic ana}ysis of: the words that is, to linguistic aspects of the; -

words regardless of their piace and roie in bhe poetic structure.« Thisﬁ
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happened in his book The Structure of Comp1ex Hords,‘1n‘wh1ch.Empson'5r

"K fascinat1on’w1th words preva11s againSt his interest in 1tterature.
' Apparentiy, Empson S search for ambiguity in his earlier ‘works had the
'same tendency, but this was then more or less disguised. The fo]lowing
example of Empson s analysis of the uses of two words in Shakespeare's

plays shows more c]early how this method works.

b) The Ana]ysis of the Uses of 'Honest' and 'Dog' in “Othello"

‘and “Timon of Athens"

In 1937,'Empson published twovinteresting-ana1yses of‘ .
Shakespeare s metaphors regarding the uses of the words “honest*’(or

“honesty" )‘in othello, and "dog" in Timon of Athens.’ He found out

that there are forty eight (or fifty-two) different uses of the word
“hones; and that whenever the word “dog“ is used, the double meaning
of the metaphor shifts the meaning in the play in a different direc-

tion. Besides 1nten fying the meaning of the p1ay, or making 1t more

complex, the metapRorical use of these: two words shows that ‘their major
effect is at fts best when a reversal of the ordinary meaning 1s needed -
or implied. The main point 1n.Empson‘s analysis here, as it will be in

the next book, The Structure of Comp1ex Words, is to. find the solution

for a c]assical di]emma Is there any meaning_ggr_sg in a word, or 1s
the meaning in the genera] purpose of those who use the word? In a
series of essays on Shakespeare, Chaucer, Mjlton, the Metaphys1ca1

‘, poets, F1e1d1ng and s0 on, Empson w111 try to exam1ne the use of the

j English words,g“honest“ (with 1ts variations honesty, honest man,

“honourable, generous, etc.; until the analysis ends 1n 1nvestigating

N
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a1l posstble meaniqﬁs,,numbehed as in a dictionary which he names

“honest numbers“-a;E’exam1ned in a sepahatefénd cdnc1udjng essay);‘.~

. . ' S~
“fool*, “all", “dog", “arch®, “rogue", etc., in order to show how these

o~
" words went through a cycle of slang or “emotive* uses (in his terms),
'S from thg sixteénth‘to}theiéjghteenth centuries. “"The Best Policy" (and |
.1£sfrevisedtvérsion, QHonpst in Othello") is an essay dea]%ng only with
'thé.word,'honest“} “T}mdn's bog‘-is another one dealing with the word
~ “dog", and both arée the subject-matter of our analysis here.
Analytically, Empson's procedure is the reverse in coémparison
with his ané]ysis of ambiguities. This time he knows in advance that
there are many meanings waiting to be discovered,; but hisbpartncular
task is not noﬁ to find outkthe proper meaning of the words "honest" or’
“dog", nor is his intention to see how these two words affect a partic-
ular poetic structure or parts of that poetic structure. There were
'many cases of studies which classified and countéd metaphors or partic-
ular words before Empson. The topic was not anythfng new and unusual,
particularly in regard to studying Shakespeare or the Metaphysical
poets (e.g.fiw. Knight, C. Spurgeon, R. Tuve, etc.). Empson opén]y,
admits that ke is not interested eitfier in the historical context or in.
the duthorfs}intentiéns regarding the play. He says: :
I $ha11 try to show that Shakespeare is both presenting and refus-
< ing a set of feelings about dog as metaphor, making it .in effect a
term of praise, which were already in view and became a stock
‘sentimént after the Restoration (‘you young dog' and so on). It'is
a popular but tactfully suppressed grievance that Shakespeare did
_ not love dogs as he should, and I think the topic is really a large
- one when you call a man a dog with obscure praise, or treat a dog
as half-human, you do not much believe in the Fall of Man, .you

~assume a rationalist view of man as the most ‘triumphant of -the
animals. ("Timon's Dog", p. 24)
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Similarly in hi$ ana]ysis of‘Othelle, Empson tr1esbto prove that there
is an 1ron1cal‘Ivertone etery time the word “honest' 1s‘usedv1n the ’
p1ay,ﬁand that Shakespeare actua11y reverses the meaning of 'honest' to
'dishonest“, -even when the word is used to describe the positive char-

acters of'the}play. He shows how the word changed historically from a

“word of general praise before 1ower1ng its dignity and reaching its new

sense of disbelief and mistrust. Fromvthe original.meaning which
imhlied “generous" and “faithfu] to friends", the new meaning was to

derive from the ambiguous sentence “frank to h1mse1f about h1s own

desires“ ("The' Best Policy s 'PP. 6, 7) To prove his point Empson
-uses the same method of elimination as Bloomfield had used in his .

.bracket1ng the 11nguist1c units.

First of all, EMpson points out that Shakespeare never uses the"» '

: word:“honest" between equals. "“Some low characters get near it, but

. they are made to throw in contemptf, says Empson‘(“The~Best Policy",
) R , .

p. 7). This creates a new dimension for the initial interpretation,

‘according to which "honest" should be a simple opposition:tb‘"being

truthfu]“.' Secondly, there is a strong ‘idea of "manly" in_hgngst,has
well as the idea of irony when it is used tq=mean‘“dishonest“»(i.e;,
“effeminate“). Empsoniil]ustrates this by the following exampTe:
fngp ’ Is he not honest? (Faithful, etc.y |
lago: HeneSt. my lord? (Not' stealing, etc. Shotked,)

QOth: Honest, Ay, honest .('Nhyfrepeat? The word is‘clear
"7 enough.') ‘ : '

lago: My Lord, for aught I know. (éIh some sense . . .')

Tago: For Michael Cassio
' 1 dare be sworn 1 th1nk that he is -honest.
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lago: Men should be what they seem,
o Or those that ‘be’ not, - would. they might seem none.

mug " o

H‘Oth: ‘hCertain men shou]d be what they seem.ih
aIagog“hoy then, I ‘think Cassio S'an ‘honest man, ... ',
7 The above;etample is explainedias~afgradua1,changewof meaning.” Both-

IOtheiio and Iago aretaware‘of the fact that Cassio's social rank is

“dfjmuchvlower, and that he is younger. and without experience. The conver-

]

: sation is. supposed to- provide ‘the answer to the question ~Is he 'not

‘hypocriticai' (i e; iS«he trustwonthy)?_aln other words, is he 'frank
about his nature', or, is he a man? ~Shakespeare builds thefeffect'of
this "scene based on two maJor moments in the speech of'Iagoa ”OnCe, "
'when Iago hesitates (“for aught I know ), and then when he says that
"men should be what. they seem". Empson interprets these two moments in

relation to the characters of both Iago and Cassio. It is important to

1,

-...say that Iago is a]so described as an "honest“ man, and there is no .

7 nieed to question Othello s trust in Iago. Therefore when Iago says

. that he knows more about Cassio and given the fact that he knows g
Cassio is not what he seems to be there {s o need to question 1t

Ironically, Iago wouid agree that Ca551o is an 'honest' man, but it is

‘%

u.clear that he means honest in a different sense.v Empson describes tth

AL

.as’ Cassio s honesty being effeminate ; t ft is, Iimited to being frank -

‘-wwith friends and women. 7'An honest dog of a 5 iow, straightforward

about women', not specia]]y man]y to be chaste says Empson using the :

Restoration idea of language and Iago's description of Cassio. (Ibid., o
p. 12) |
A clearer case of honestvbeing'used in a female sense is

related to Desdemona. Here again is lago's comment:

R
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And what's he then ‘that says I piay the vi]lain,'
When this advice I give free and honest,
_Probal to—thinking, and indeed the course

To win the Moor -again? For.'tis most.easy R .
The inclining Desdemona to.subdue = e - (
In. any honest.suit.. She's framed as fruitful _

As ‘the free elements. <o e

e

0bvious]y, exp]ains Empson, Iago does not have too positive an opinion
of Desdemona.. The adjectives used to describe her (easy, inclining,
fruitful, free) all push the meaning of the word "honest* in the same
way as the adJectives in the description of Cassio (chaste, f]at frank
and natural). Desdemona calls Cassio “an honest fel]ow s which in her.
case. means that he is on an inferior social rank. However, when Iago
calls her "honest" that turns to be an ironicai comment about her ,ﬁf-
virtue, which he questions._

However:,the chain of different connotations for the word
"honest“ does not’stop here. The crueial point'is that all the ¢hars

acters. regardless of their rank (inciuding Iago himself), call lago

 “an. honest man . Empson s method of e]imination of one meaning in.

favor of the other s again consistent]y used Evident]y, Tago is not

‘“honest" in the ‘same sense as Cassio, pesdemona or Othello. His type

of "honesty" starts nhere the others ended' 'There'is no doubt in =

_' :Empson s mind that Iago S honesty is not the &estoration ‘one (i e., the

iﬂiﬁupper class ta]king about the 1ower ciass as an honest fe]]ow of a

7

‘}”:“ifdog*) ‘nor.-a shift in meaning to describe the opposite (dishonest), nor

 various versions of sense from not being manly to niot telliwg the truth:f

(which should. be distinguished from 'befng hypocritical ), etc.,v

Empson interprets Iago's “honesty using three classical ques-

tions about Iago S function and behavior in the play
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(1) Is Iago dishonest because he is Iying, or does he. lie
because he is not: honest? :

(2) Does the question of honesty and dishonesty depend on the'
ana]ys1s of lago's character, or on the function which Iago s character
has in the structure -of the whole play?

(3) Most critics wouId agree that lago's behavior is dictated
by the structure of the play, rather than saying that Iago dictates the
: behavior of the other characters. Certainly, there is a curious ambi-
guity in the motivation of Tago's behavior which creates a dilemma: IS
lago always the same, or has he changed? Was' he once honest, and
later, under the c1rcumstances, he became. d1shonest or does he only
appear to be honest, but actually was always d1shonest?

Obvious]y, there isQertain conflict of interest 1.n answering
. these questions, particu]ar]y because the answer wou]d definite]y d1c-
"tate how the p]ay 1tse1f should be interpreted. Empson was right when
/he conc]uded that, regardIess of the reasons for Iago' s behavior, ‘the
first step shouId be to c0mpare how Iago and the other characters
perceive Iago s honesty." Because, if Iago is supposed to be a villain,;l

- and nobody quest1ons it (on the contrary, even Othello be11eves

- :'sincerely 1n Iago S honesty) therefore there must be another reason

'5why Iago s behavior should correspond to the main- course of. the play.

'-I~Empson exp1a1ns this as a paradoxical situation in spite of the fact

'that 1t might sound qu1te unbeI1evab1e, actua]]y Iago never lies about

d

"~z.Accord1ng to Empson,‘Iago Is fu]]y aware of the 11m1tat10ns of his -

honesty (cf “As hOneste as. I am"; ‘or “I confess, it is my : nature s.
.‘gfplague / To spy « o ) .~ The new question is' 1f’Iago does not lie,

. and we agree ‘that his character is structured to: function as a vil]atn :

"“{n the play, how are.we to describe his honesty within his functioning

:in the play? If the “other characters never question Iago's honesty,

the conclusion is twofold. Either'Iago"Changed; i.e., maybe?he”was
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once honest and still Iives on his previous reputation, which would
make him dishonest for. constantIy trying to present himseIf as he was
in the past or Iago s behavior is dictated by 'some hidden reasons and
desires such as envy, Jeaiousy, hurt feeIings, power hunger, etc.,
Empson eprains this in the foIIowing way: lago “feeIs himself reaIIy,
. -‘honest' as the kind of man who Can see through nonsense® (op. cit.,‘
s pP. 14) This is true: " he. can_ avoid feeIing OtheIIo s Iust but aIso,.

to avoid Cassio's weakness, or Desdemona S social snobbery as well.

Iago s kind of honest,. .‘. is -not vaIued as it shouid be,

there is muchiin Iago of the CIown in RevoIt Empson summarizes his o

—opinion. Everyone mngudges‘Iago because nobody takes what he says -
seriously. Desdemona thinks that Iago 3 opinion about love and woman
' is "a piece of hearty and good-natured fun®. Iago himseIf gives the -
reasons why his honesty is not directly expressed ) "To be direct,and
honest, is not safe"; and- “IIe—Ioue no- friend sith Iove ‘breeds such
offence , or “I shouId be wise for Honestie s a FooIe / And loses that
’it works ‘for". The paradox that comes out here is Iago s unwiliingness
to be taken for %ﬁfool but the dramatic irony is that he faiIs in his
plans and is fooIed by the way that the other characters perceive him.;
Empson anaIyzes in. detaiI many other exampIes to prove that the rela-
tionship between Iago and the other heroes in the pIay is based on this.
S misunderstanding~l Iago is teIIing the truth but for persona] reasons,
; everyone interprets his words according to some individuai motive.~ For f‘
instance, when Iago says that “to ‘be direct and honest is not safe , he.

means "direct and honest' as OtheIIo. But when he says “I should be

wise, for Honestie s a FooIe he is taIking about himsehf and OtheIIo

N
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\\\\misinterprets that ax\talking about him aqd,sayingythat he wi]] lose

4

Desdemona because he is a fool. Foi]owing this 1ogic Othello will
concliude that his wife is. not honest ;- and he wi]i repeat interpreting
this conversation in the same way 1ater on when speaking to Emi]ia.
By a detailed ana]ysis of the words and expre551ons used by
lago in h1$ communication with the other characters of the p]ay, Empson s.
successfu]]y proves that the reversa] of meaning “of certain words con-'

“ tributes to the ambiguity of the piay._ However, Empson a]so prov1des
'enough arguments “for his hypothe51s that there 1s “Tinguistic differ- .
‘ence between what Shakespeare meant. by Iago and what the nineteenth o

century critics saw in. him . He disagrees with those critics who took
Iago “as an abstract tenn 'Ev11' because for. Empson Iago is rather Ma- vf

‘ .critique on an unconscious pun" (" Ihe Best Poiicy",'p. 21) : -
| In his study of the various metaphors of dog in® “Timon of -

*tffAthens s Empson has a different task . Aithough he does speak again A

"about the reversa] of meaning and the use. of -the word “dog" 1n ‘the

positive sense of a term of praise as the word was used after the,

(Restoration (cf Erasmus, in The Praise of Foi]y, where 'f]attery was
.not used as a mere 1ying but beionged to the valuabie kind of fool, andi, :
~because a fool was c0mpared to a young: dog, flattery meant being
“faithful to.a. master), Empson introduces a more compiex mechanism of
- analysis here. ToidistingUishuthe various aspects of function and -

' -~meanings of the word "dog", he speaks.about four kinds of "symbo]s“
~which occur in metaphor.9 | |

The first one occurs in so-calied nonmative or *pregnant*

_metaphor as the fu]] b1ast of symbolism, where metaphorical dogs (i e.h
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men) have the characteristics of humans, being viilains\and°honest at
the same time. This is the case of dog- praise as: wei] because on..one
end of the scale there is Apemantus as-a. dog flatterer and on the other
is Timon as . a cynic (pariah) dog.: Sometimes, there is a paradox such
‘as when Timon ca]ls the cynic a flatterer, but genera]]y there is a

)distinction between the features of men ( honest' as a positive qua]-
ity, but cynica]'oas a negative qua]ity) . This conf1ict of judgment
appears as a “doubie symboi“,ﬂand if 1t implies a way of reconciling ‘
the contradiction, it represents a third type and occurs as master

symbol*. The main difference between the second type (i e., double’

symbo1l) and\the third type (i. e., master symbol) is that the latter

kfconsists of both the reconc111ng contradiction in the word and the
-~ doctrine of the author which is fe]t as absorbed in the who]e sty]e,

.. “but appears whenever heluses this key word -0n the contrary, a doubie

symbol does not carry the meaning of the.author s doctrine, and if it
i

.might suggest a contradiction between the two meanings, this contradic-

4,t10n is never reconc11ed “Dog“ Tn Timon is then a doub]e symbol but

Yy

“y_ not a master symbol c]aims Empson. “As- an exampie of the fourth type, o

Empson on]y mentions that there are very eiaborate kinds of equations
which, if compared to the third type equations, represent pair of

rival pregnancies. Therefore there is a master symbo] of the fourth ’

kind of metaphor which is-a‘pair of rival pregnancies,fand there is a

_double symbo] which is a pair of rival third type equations. Empson s

| theorizing is not quite clear here because the concept of the master

. *7*rsymbol appears in two different types, the ‘third’ and.- ‘fourth, “but the

'distinction betﬁeen the third and the fourth types is based on the
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. distinction between-a doub]e symbol and a‘master.symboi. 'Secondly,
suddenly the concept .of the double symbol occurs as "a bair of'rfva]
third type equations", but a doub]e symbol is a]ready defined as a
conflict of Judgments which is the character1st1c of the second type.
of metaphor. The only 1og1ca1 exp]anation for this confusion is that
Empson wrote and added this theorlz1ng to the second, revised ed1t1on;

’ of the essay "T1mon s Dog" 1n order to classify all cases of ana]yzed
'metaphors whi;h he made in the f1rst edition. He was not over]y sat1s-

. E O L] . ’
fied with the scheme of metaphorical dogs (i.e.,- metaphors of men as

dogs) and actual dogs (i.e., metaphors of dogs as men), which 1ndeed
1mp11ed pos1t1ve and negative senses of the word "dog“, but created
confus1on by the "natura]“ and “unnatura]“ symbo11sm of dogs. -
However the major def1c1ency of Empson's ana]ys1S\1n "Timon's
.DOg“‘is a lack of really clear ideas and the purpose of analyz1ng the
“_ metaphors of dogs. In comparison with thejfunction of "honest® in
90the11o", "dog" in "Timon“ p]aysha“really small role and does not’;
affect.the characterization of the heroes of the play.. Running short
| of examples, Empson is forced to subst1tute the ana]ysis of "dogs" w1th
Ythe ana]ysis of words such as "honest" "fool", etc. Since they are -
not s1gn1f1cant1y related to the function of the word “dog“,wnor do

“they have any importance for the total meaning of the.play, their

validity for serious:interpretation is quite questionable.
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I1. PSYCHOLOGISM AND EMPSON'S CONTEXT THEORY

1) Freudian Implications in Empson S Theory of Contextuai Meaning

According to Empson s context theory, which occurs in Seven

S Types of Ambiguity 10 there are three major pre-conditions for

-forming the meaning of any statement S o , u A:t" ks -fl
| (1) The meaning depends on- the context or fact stated in any -
‘particuiar discourse. X

- (2). The second condition concerns t he person or so-cal]ed addressee
’to whom the statement is addressed. _ ‘

(3) And the last condition is’ detennined-by he purpose 1 €u why
. any particu]ar statement is addressed to someone. , e "

It is interesting to mention that Empson did not 1nciude the ev

_speaker in this aimost classical scheme of the theory of communication.'
According to his approach the first element (context) conditions the
kind of statement the other two (both the purpose and the_pggggg) are
.important as conditions for ambiguity. Stating the same fact, one can
make another sentence it depends only on‘the purpose and the wish of .
the . person<who expiains ‘the facts. The expiainer is not necessari]y

the person to whom the statement is. addreSSed but the differences in

-

.explanation can be described as 2 difference between thought and.
feeling in which the exp]ainer s purpose is aiways subordinated to the
interpretation of. the person to whom the statement is addressed. ,f

‘-Empson thinks that the impiications of this kind are the real subject o

4

: of ]iterary criticism. According to. him, an apprehension of the -

A

y. v
sentence invoives the meaning of the facts (d. e., C text), and the



‘;understanding of the meaning as corresponding to ‘the explainer s

.c,4 ad

= : purpose.. Contradictory associations to the injtia] statement are a

- cgndition for ambiguity in the reader s apprehensiOn. However, Empson

5

xz.:d»_‘

9°yis more c]ear in his example of differendes*betueen the ambiguities Of

‘ ordinary speech qnd those 6t poetry. f = A-“ S . 'J;f

L

Metaphors are very similar to poetic ambiguity, says Empson, . o

ax M N

because every language cansisbs of'numberless dead metaphoﬁ%@&ind our
“fspeech is a]ways metaphorical, even if we. do not want it to be so.i»" .
'1. virtue of this, one may say that each ambiguity is a kind of sugdued or
dead metaphor, but, at the same time, it is aiso true that there are ‘} '
’c]ear poetic metaphors Without any trace of. ambiguity, and consequent-
oy every metaphorica] speech is not. supposed to. be treated as ambigu- B

ous’ automaticai]y.' At this point Empson 1ntroduces Herbert Read'

4'definition of metaphor as the synthesis of severai units of observation

“{into one commanding image and the expre551on of a complex idea by a E

":vsudden perception of an obJective relation (STA, P. 20) ’

: : The ambiguity of metaphor occurs as something hiding in the

= receiver s mind ‘This pre-condition can be described as-a kind of
tse]f—awareness about the stated facts, with its own secret impulses‘

7g_wh1ch create the ‘meaning. - Each comparison or metaphorical speech
'rconsists of two importantlelements of comparison the subJect and the

’-.object. Simi]arities between the subJect ‘and’ the obJect of comparison “/

"_'.create the pre-condition for metaphor their differences are a reason

:';_fOr-the ambi uity of ‘the first type. The ambiguity of the second type

D

Cod .

Zis determined by syntax, coﬂsciousness and psychoiogica] complexity. ”Aﬁ;f : ;T

4feature, common to all types regardles of their particular



, version of positivistic psychologism. 'j ‘ ;’“’ ‘ fl-t ;fﬂ;

ER

.

: characteristics, can be described as a pSychological disorder in ‘the

poet‘s mind during the creative. process, and it oceurs as a conflicting

. situation, creating a split-division and inability to make a proper _j“:ti

choice (or to understand) about the real meaning of the poem., In. otherv

; words this means thataEmpson distinguishes two kinds of meaning

logical and psychological From here to utilizing Freud there was only

-one step. -

.i, P Explicitly, Empson mentions Freud only once “fn The Structure ofh,

i

Canplex Nords, and twice in Some Versions of Pastoral In spite of theug )

v‘

P

fact that many of his analyses bear the mark of the obvious Freudian R
influence (searching for the hidden meaning through the conflict f'
_between unconsciousness and consciousness) and that three out of seven

types of ambigu1ty are directly based on the Freudian principles (the ‘

- second fourth and seventh type) Empson never admitted the importance

.

of Freudian theories for his own speculations. As a matter of fact,
all other types of ambiguity aresin’ dhf way:0r another connected either i?
to the Freudian theory of language, or to his theory of dreams; to the |
psychopathology of everyday life, or to prjnciples of substitutes and

compensation etc. Aside from the seventh chapter of Seven Types of

Ambiguity, Empson never speaks directly about Freud He - neglects to *
acknowledge a direct influence, probably because his psychological ‘

contextualism obviously does not: follow the footsteps of the classical
form of $0-C alled Freudian psychoanalysis, nor is it close to Richards

P i

‘mﬂ? In the “Preface to the Second Edition of Seven Types of

Nnbiguity (1947), Empson responds to the criticism of his psychologism, : o

A

. .
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re3ecting in particuiar the infiuence of Freud Freud wasimentiohedtif

directly in the first edition oniy,in the seventh chapter speaking

-jabout ambiguity based on the conf]ict of ideas 1n the author S mind. S

}Empson s reaction was: “I want now to express my regret ‘that- the topi-

-

-cal interest of Freud distracted me “from giving adequate representationA

in the seventh chapter to the poetry of straightforward mental con- "vil ;‘;f:_.

R

fiict perhaps not the best Kind of poetry, but one 1n which our own "‘t

\f",age has~been very rich " (STA ps 9) As one can see Empson regrets .
'Ethat he was not able to offer more adequate representation -'-.~.td:
v"the poetry of straightforward mentai confiict“ but he admits his
: interest in Freud in spite of has prev1ous c]aim that “the 1ast type -

of ~ambiguity was not’concerned with neurotic disunion but with a fu]ly

pub]ic theoiogicai poem .' However, in spite. of the fact that these “
types of contradictions are a part of Empson s proceeding, and ,‘at he

does think that t those are on]y minor controversies which couid not

fhaffect his approach in generai the use of Freudvan principles in.the

seventh chapter shows cieariy where the roots of Empson s understanding

' of the nature of poetic ianguage rest According to Empson's defini-

- . tion, the seventh type of ambiguity occurs when . the two meanings are so '

},opposite and definitive by context that the tota] effect s to. show a

~fundamenta1 division in the writer s .mind, (STA Pe 224)

As Ogden and Richards in The Meaning of: Meaning,l1 Empson

a expiains this situation by . comparison with primitive ianguages.

: “-Accordingiy, in poetry words have the same function as in primitive

',ianguages. In both’ cases ‘the principie of opposition is used to

express thoughts and feelings.' Sometimes even the same word consists '

&
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LJPTVU Nt

‘loniy one meaning has to be psychoiogical rather than 1ogica1 “For,.<

0

“.of two oppositegmeanings, -and-‘the: main criteria for the. empha5121ng of

ui examp]e, if we.say "2 percent white” this wou]d mean at the same time

T a very black shade of gray. 0150" ObJeCted to this explanation 12

o

J\ .

: ,but Empson actuai]y goes back to t) Freudian ana]ysis of dreams.

. interested in the examination of poetry as the resoiution of & con- L

[

'Freud expiains that the function of opposites is to condense dissatis-

factions. As in the case of the Joint authors Ogden and Richards, the

'emetionai reverberation of words is the most important question for

111iam Empson and he,tries to examine how this manifestation or

activity‘of’]anguage ns ref}ected 1n poetry, but _in this case, he is

f]ict Empson s investigations of a]] kinds of dictionary definitions '

'}show how poeticai anaiysis can sometimes be absurd The process of the ‘

Ab?igexamination of words 1n this way can be very interestihg, but it does

not contribute mucb‘to a better understanding of poetry.

According to Empson s.study of Freud there are two kinds of

[

manifestations of the seventh type of ambiguity.' He mentions the first

one, the case of the opposites which produce ‘a conf]ict in the author S

C mind, but the second manifestation occurs as confusion 1n the statement

-

by negation of words. These two mantfestations are very simiiar, and

, as a matter of fact Empson does not insist so much on their differ-

'_‘dreams;

: wish Likewise, in Freudian terminology. the compiex

ence, as he. insists on their connection with the Freudian theoryfdf

- .' [ % B
; - ,
;

. One bf the basic Freudian categories is Libidolbor the Sexual

rms of

',communication are seen: as a sublimation of*wishes (or instincts)
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Psychoanaiysis also talks of purposive forgetting, particu]arly if the
. Eqo is stronger and controis ‘the unconscious part of the mind : Thus,’
:this can cause a Tot of conflict between the Ego and Libido. On the

‘other hand, in his book Psychopathology of Everyday Life,- Freud ciaimsk

that there dare no facts or information which can be given by chance.
For'eXampie, if we say.any number,;it“must.be a]ways linked with
something-in our unconsciousness which we forgot, or that we want to-
forget. There is no chance that we might say a number which cannot be
' connected with our past iife, our chi]dhood or SOmething hidden in Our

,_mind ’ For instance the number can be a part of some very important

C datey which we usua]iy want to forget because it is’ something very

unpleasant, negative, and frustrating to us.
So aii forms of communication are the subiimation of our uncon-
sciousness, and this is very simiiar to Empson s generai idea of condi-_

tions for ambiguity. This is the reason that in the first chapter,. .

e . E 3 o G o

1y 1 '{’§¢; 3r ""’v‘° wLE e tra € o, T S

R.“Empson says that ambiguity is SOmething hidden in our mind because he'

&

.beiievps that ambigu1ty depends. on the type of conflicts developed
either in the reader or in the author s mind _The beiief that ambigu-‘ -
: ity is a hidden" meaning in each word is indeed based ‘on the Freudian |
iteachings about invoiuntary s]ips of the tongue as well as on the
unconsc1ous lapses, errors and omissions in ordinary speech

" The’ fundamentai eiements of the Freudian interpretation of

o .dreams are condensation and “dispiacement“ but Freud uses the two

;ftenns as overa]i categories aiso in his anaiysis of ‘the poem as a

" dream. The terms are reai]y two different approaches to the same

phenomenon. Condensation, we might say. deals with the ways in which

c Uk
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“house" in a dream may be more than “house 'y or “house p]us” A‘ééxﬂ,~

k4 r'—'. e

displacement deals w1th the way 1n wh1ch “house may be other “than i?jf’ff;'jff:%

"“house s .or “house m1nus“ 13 Empson SﬂyS the same when he d1scusses f:f;Lk

.z - the.opposites.ﬁ The ear1y Egyptians wrote the same sign~for young and

i AD> e

’*'”o]d”, and Empson c1a1ms e W?~'é¢¥l»Lm~e R

;;Hhen a: primitive Egyptian.saw a baby he at once thought of an old :
““man, -and had to -learn not to do. this as his: Tanguage Became” MOTE‘”'*f’7**,~’m
civilized. This certainty shows the-process..of’ attaching. a_word to -
. -an .object as something extraordinary;. nobody ‘would- do it .if. his
language.did. not make him; and {if ‘one’ considers the typical pro- .= R
position which can be applied to-a baby, ‘other than those as to its 7
age, the opposite applies less to ‘an. old man than to’a-man:in- the
~ prime of life. - Evidently there are two ways -in which such a word
. ‘could:be ‘constructed. It may mean,. for 1nstance,.'no good for .
. ‘soldiers, because of age'; it 'may- ‘have-been -thought of in connec-.;\_"
~ tion with some idea which regarded. the very young and. the very o1d
~in the same way... Thus one speaks of the two ends of the stick,
“though from another point of view one ‘of them must be the’ begin-‘
_ning.. Or it may be important to remember that the notion of age .. -
excites conflict in almost all who'use it; between: recognizing the.
. facts ‘about oneself, and feeling grown-up or fee]ing sti]] young
.. and strong.- {STA, pp. 227-228) . .. -

This quoted passage is the best example to show how Empson

S K

T e %

- @,

, must be a conflict between the connotat1on and denotation of words, he _ o
mixes up the 1mp11cation and meanings of words. Even when the early
E _-Egyptians used the same sign “for "young" and “old" they did not think o
'about both meanings at the same time, and ve. do not know whether they -
;used two different words in the spoken form of their 1anguage.' ATso,,

it 1s hot cPear why th1s can be a reason for confusion because we . know
;( T
that we use synonyms 1n ordinary speech only 1n one meaning, and we' - '

_know exactly what we want to express, even if we use a word w1th many -

meanings. The same 1s trne 1n poetry a]so, and though each poet uses..
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_,:,; e,meanings except when he wants to confuse the reader on purpose.

Empson s basic hypothesis about the opposition between thought

"°rds by Chance or 0" nurPQSe. he does not infend'to 1mpiy\ellﬁg9;sibie R R

and feeiing is compieteiy acceptabie if we think about the possibiii-m-wf::;7fx

ties of cTear and understandabie communication, and he is absoiuteiya :

R

';2""“*T49ht when he teies—to‘ciear up. thdswphenomenon,aﬂ_weii as poSsibie as~‘n~rf

- e T

he does in the iater -text. "Emotions in Poem , or. in ‘the book The I

~> L a

Strutture of Cpmpiex Nordst14

o In Seven Types of Ambiguity EmpSon tries-to prove that this -

_‘,r..'.', ~‘.”‘:..A A e egan -

opposition between thought- and- feeiing impiies aiso confiict in fhe el

structure of statement He speaks about different degrees of c0mpiex:.nz
‘ ity of meaning and he says that the reader s buSiness is to. extract the o
- useful meaning or to ignore the meanings he thinks fooiish The .
seventh type of ambiguity invo]ves both the anthropoiogical idea of the
B oppOSite and the psycho]ogicai idea of context ‘However, when Empson
| discusses different kinds of opposites he is more successfui, such. as.

Ry

in examples of the reitgdous ang sexuai 1mpiications of the meaning in.
some of Crashaw's and Herbert s iines, because it is obv1ous that this U
kind of confiict“ can be more reaiistic and convincing than if we
speak about it in the scope of iinguistics. .

| Starting with the idea that there must be" some 1ogicai confiict
between the denotary and connotatory sense of words, or between 2 nega-
tion of the importance of association and necessary emphasis or ‘their
importance in the anaiysis of iiterary works, Empson strives to prove
-that the factor of ambiguity can be the main factor in a 1iterary work.

| Empson s orientation towards the psychoiogicai eiement rather than the

e
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‘thfaesthetic'one is motivated by the use of vaiue«Judgments going to the
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N

3 m?iextent of. extremes. Empson supposes not*oniy that there is always some;'.,
B itﬁcbnfiict ampng different kimds of meaning. but that the question of .
}jf:anbiguity is the question of criticism!and poetic 1anguage.i*This
f?conflict exists aiso as opposition between thought and feeiing, but:

v'ripoetry is an- emotive ianguage which we understand and perceive by-

: associations.' Therefore, 1ogic piays a minor part in our. comprehension.in~f;~’,;

Peopie remember a complex notion as” ‘a sort of feeiing that invoivesA

“'facts and’ judgments; one“canriot -give or “state the feeling directly, =%

any-more than the fee]ing of being able:to-ride.a. bicycle; it .is a.

.« . result of capacity, though. it might be - acquired ‘perhaps by reading’ TR

a Tlist. “But to state the fact:and the judgment (the thought and
. the. feeling) separately, s -two different relevant matters; is @
" bad way of suggesting how they are combined; -it- makes the-reader -
- apprehend- as- two things what he must, in fact, apprehend as one -
thing.. Detailed analysis of this kind might be excellent as
‘psychology, but it would ‘hardly be literary criticism; 1t ‘would "
start much further back; and a reader of the poem wouid have to

" read a grat ‘deal” of it to get. the information he wanted. (STA,

P 275)

-In this passage, Empson polemicized with Richards in order to

sum’ up certain postulates for his’ own,theory of criticism. He is aware '

'that there must be some coherency and unity in the compiex structure of-'»uu- -

a literary work but he thinks,that this umity is~ambiguity. Th‘Sf‘-

' seems to be a paradoxica] conciusion, but Empson has arrived to it in a

‘“‘very 1ogica1 way. He. started with Richards theory of poetry as a form

of communication, but he emphasized different factors as the most

important. According to Empson apart from the importance of knowing :

ihow the creating of literary works happened the maJor task of criti-

cism is to show what is ]ikely to happen (and why) in the reader S

mind because this means reversing the process of creation. :
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v
i

i

,i If we accept that we think not in words but in directed

- phrases, and if we agree that there is a conflict contradiction,

. opposition or djsagreement between our thought and- feeiing in such a '

.-O.J »

kind of statement (although it can be harmony, coherence, and

.Q:sagreement at- the same time), we. couid accept that some aiternative and

*’1; obscure meaning obviously exists in every kind of poetry (a]though this _f

S

L kind of muitip]icity can aiso have another source of reason) A]so, if

PRt

we point out that the “function of ambiguity is to unify all. opposite

v -

and contradictory e]ements: we mdst »in this case, accept Empson s

reasons as weli.

'& vt

- e -

A R

2) Emotions “and: Fee]ings .LL;HQ,,,l_Q;11;!;.t;{;;"fihg_;;_f,”v;,s

Empson was to return to the topic of emotions and fee]ings in.'j
poetry in the essays “Emotions in Poetry" , “Fee]ings in words ,‘"State-

‘ments in’ words“ and ”Sense and Sensibiiity A ail written in the eariy '
0

o 1950 s.15 A1 these essays deal with Richards Emotive Theory of -

language, and represent the c]assica] exampie of the New Critics

. treatment of the subject matter (i e., the New: Critics‘ concepts of .

emotive and cognitiVe as an opposition to Richards concepts of. true R

-

and false statements' or poetic imaggsragainst symbo]s a distinction' o

s bgtween emotions and feelings instead of emotions and thoughts etc ).

Since there are many aspects as to how this topic can be approached
and it has already been discussed how Empson did it in regard to the
. contextua1 meaning and seven types of ambiguity, we. shall now discuss

'1..,_ the psychologicai aspects of this probiem.
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In spite of the fact that Richards' position was not the same
BERTY his later works Empson prefers to refer to the Emotive doctrine :;;,}1

based on the Ogden Richards Meaning of Meaning, an earlier version of

E7Richards' views. According to the early doctrine, there is 2 flat

“.jseparation of Sens__from Emotions, based on the initial desire to '

e disentangle the Emotive from the Cognitive part of the poetic lan-

B uage.15 The authors claim that literary metaphors are Essentially

¢aBnotive. and in a Pure Emotive Language (i ees poetry). the Sense need .Z.?‘

7;~_‘not be considered In ‘the books of the middle period 17 Richards

*:ifﬁ extended the Emotive Theory, introducing two additional principles. :A.g" N

"first the function of poetry is to call out an Attitude which is
jindependent of any belief and then, in opposifion to science, poetry '
eonsists of pseudo-statements which are entirely governed by feelings

_and attitudes, and independent of any logic or truth _ In other words, v

5 apart from the separation of sense’ from Emotions 18’ ‘there 15 a-

-separation of Attitude from Belief and Pseudo-statements from Logic
) ;]and Truth | | . |
Empson s objections to Richards Emotive Theory are based on .

) the principles of Bloomfield's linguistics~ besides linguistic mean-

4>ﬂ'ing, there is also logical meaning in each word- ile., there are many ... .

' uses: of a single word and they are. part of the so-called connota-_.
'f-tion . but in a particular case only one meaning is implied by the N
'i'fylogic of that case. JThis meaning Empson calls Im ]1C3t10ﬂ5 trying to -;,i.-
.v;explain Ats- function by comparison to Sense and Emotion. The term |

.'E_Implication should suggest that sometimes the n;aning is implied'

'~rather than being present in a Sense of the word, but because it comes

)
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*from an‘habituélreonﬁext of the word (not fromfttsifnherent‘mean1Ng)",‘“ :
" the Implication can be 'translated' to an emotion. Furthermbre,".
Emotion and Implication are tied so that each calls up the other.

(SCH, p. 18) L

However, there afe'certaiﬁ‘elementsmin q_xerd which are.hot
eemetjons,for,eien necessarfly’conhected'with emetioné. Accofding to - -
EmpSoe;'these’elemente,are'often called "feelings", and they stand for °
Jetermining:or co]oringAthe'gontextue]:meaning; Speeking ebeuf'
context, Empson_séye;b ”v ;.’ | - A

The context is presumed to be usual among some groups of people; a
merely private fancy would be called an Association of the word.
Of course the 'immediate. context of the use of the word now in view
may also be felt to imply” the extra meaning,. and indeed will
commonly suppert the habit of giving the word this Implication by
providing another example of it. But one case alone would not
produce a stock implication. Sometimes the word itself in most of
$ts uses-will as it were logically imply the extra meaning; I
should think this is true of honest implying ‘courage'; but even
so, past experience is what makes the word able ‘to point it out.
And we do not necessarily attend to past experience; nowadays the
implication of ‘courage' in honesty is I think rather a-remote one,
though it would be a strong one 7T the logical implications from
past contexts merely added themselves up.- (SCW, pp. 15-16)

-

This passage is extremeiy importent for understanding both Empson's
Context Theory and the fundamentals of his concept of meaning. Unlike
Richards, Empson does not'believe in a predetermined meaning of words.

. . . &
This was known already in Seven Types of Ambiguity, but his complex

: deScEiption of:eohtext as a view or experience usually shared by a
graup of people; h*s definition of the Assoc{etion,expefience shared by
one pe;eon‘and his categories of contexte (immediéte context, or the
one debending’oﬁ either a present orﬁpast experience), are comp1ete1y.’

new expianations for the old concepts. Many critics, in particular
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"Elder 01son and Rosemond Tuve 19 po1nted out that two major def1—
ciencies occur frequent]y in Empson s ana]ytical methods. One is that

’ Empson does not distinguish between the implied . or 1ntended meaning and

possible or apparent meaning; and the other one-is’ that he ignores the

differences between the .present and past (1 e., historical) meaning of

' the words. Obviously, here Empson wanted to answer his detractors,
‘1ntroduc1ng the concept of’ Imp]icat1on and three d1fferent kinds of
~ contexts. Unfortunate]y, in pract1ce, Empson continues to dea] with

a11 poss1b1e meanings according to the New Oxford English D1ctionary,

_prefer1ng the contemporary connotat1on even in the cases when the use
Aof the h1stor1ca1 mean1ng would prove that the author meant something
: totally d1fferent than it might at f1rst seem.: However, ‘there 1s a.
third objection which can be addressed to Empson, maybe ewen more

serious than the other two. After Seven Types of.Ambiguity, Empson

shifts the focus of his attention from interpreting ambiguities to
investigatinp the function of single words ;h a particular literary
: work'(cf the analyzing of lhonest"tin Othello or ‘dog' in Ijﬂﬁﬂl’ ’
'fool' in K1ng Lear, etc.). - The real objection is that by choosing, the
topic of his interpretation Empson displays an unh1stor1ca1 concern

with so-called "amphibolies™ (i.e., the usage of an unrepeated word¢1n

at least two senses, as in a double entendre )20 and creatin§ an

‘art1f1c1a1 amb1gu1ty whose presence can be Justified only by the number
of occurrences 1n the text; For examp]e if’ the«word 'honest' oceurs

| fifty-two times in its variations, including 'honesty' ('honourl:and v'
N 'honourable' as weli,'if needed), .in order to.have a'legttimateiy‘

established analysis, this word must have a special structural status
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| and importance which wouid fully Jusiify its choice. Repetetiveness

might be sometimes a goo enough reason for analysis, but in many cases

it has no significance whatsoever. For instance, there might be some

.structural reasons why Shakespeare utilizes the word ‘fooi' so often in

ki g Lear, or 'honest' in Othello, but speaking about 'dog' in Timon,

of AL in Paradise Lost means so little from a pure 1iterary point of

view. The number of times that a word appears in a 1iterary work is

S <
5 quite arbitrary and does not have anything to do with' the construction

‘and organization of the 11terary elements 1n a particu]ar 11terary
structure.. When it rea]]y has a special status, that would be re-
flected already on the iarger scale and in other ways as well.

Taking into account all these remarks, Empson .s arguments about'

different kinds of contextua] meanings and his distinction between

’%emotions and “feeling" are not satisfactory enough to so]ve the prob-

: lem of the role which the meaning shou]d play in 1iterary interpreta- '

' tion., His passing remark that “fee]ings“ are what is behind “emotions

resembles very much’ his definition of ambiguity as something hidden in
/

~a word, - In other words, in both cases, Empson is 1ook1ng for “psycho-

.logical“ meaning, that is, the meaning which is conditioned by the con--

text by the 1istener and bytthe purpose, as Empson defined it in Seven

_ Types of Ambiguity, making the reader respon51b1e for the way in Wh1ch

' the literary work should be read. This tendency of Empson s to claim a

complete freedom of interpretation, was disputed the most by scho]ars,
but’ understood by creative writers. It seems that Empson imp]icit]y

wanted to say that the question is not whether there is one or more

interpretations of the literary work ‘but that any interpretation is L

»

&)
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good if it is convincingly enough written to be logically accepted I
it is possible to seriously study how many children ‘Lady: Macbeth has
had, then there is no reason why someone could‘not take all precautions

to sound convincing inTStudying_how many times the word "honest® occurs = .
' - “ T e o SR

in Shakespeare's plays..

— . -

c

a) The AnaLysis of 'Alice in Wonderland' :

When Empson published Some Versions of Pastoral (1935), every-

'1one expected a continuation of Seven Types of Ambiguity, at least.on
the level of interpreting poetic images, if not on: that of ambiguities.

. In spite of a certain controversy af -the previous kind the book was’ |
more or . less very traditional in itS'top}ES and structural analysis..
.Dealing with prose was’ not the same as dealing with poetry, in spite of
some provocative questions and some unusd// definitions. The book

shows that Empson wanted to avoid attacks and polemics, so ‘there are nd
more theoretical speculagions or explanatory theorizing. with few 4_
exceptions, the book inclines more towards the ahalysis of details as e
its single issue reflecting Empsoh 's: interests at the time Marxism,

Freud, structural analysis, linguistics. Although there is nothing ‘to E

.,resemble the best known princ1ples of the New Criticism, i «€uy @ liter-:

ary work should be analyzed as a whole no detail should be 1solated as':.'

"'representative of the whole analyzing the _poem as poetic discourse,,,
‘_etc., the book still consists of a few excellent literary interpreta-)
tions. - | ﬂ

', Secondly, in spite of the fact that Freud was always present

1implicitly if not explicitly, in Empson s. treatment of literature untilif]}ﬁ'j'

a
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‘Some Versions of Pastorai in "Aiice in: Nonder]and The Ch 1d$§s~;'“

" Empson 3 first Fneudia‘h ina]ys’is*onsidered to be one 9f/
. 3 ‘
interpretations, but paradoxicaiiy enough it stiil bea 'S the mdrk of

'jthoSe anaiyticai methodS%used in Seven Types of Ambiguity.; To dtstin- o

guish between the o]d and the~new methods wouid 'be a quith’difficuit

- task 1 0ld. concepts are. usua]iy welb disguised behand new terminoiogy,

."',,and trying to c1a551fy a]i of them wouid lead virtua]iy nowhere.

":ichoice of examples. - His main concern still is tO’JOOk for

'?Empson S definition of pastoral is quite unorthodox, as we as fis his
he hidden

’ meaning irony. paradox and a genera] reversai of the meaning is once

"'f:yagain the ?ocus of his attention.

'”-*f~parts of the book and how they refiect in the‘most spontaneous and

Empson is aware that Lewis Carroli's Adventures of Aiice in B

L]

;Nonderiand is easiiy translatabie in Freudian terms, because the book
‘_.is about growing up and 1t is ?uil of - symbois of sexua]ity and unCOnL-
‘troiied animai passion' .the Queen of Hearts, for instance ZJ ‘He

o »

bclaims that ‘as regards Freud his interest is in the subconsc1ous‘_.

‘»igpoetic parts of the book, Since his definition of pastorai here is

“‘jf“quite open to a Study of neurosis - using the device prior torirony,

.'fffpastoral makes covert judgments about any matter the. author was:

.th.tinterested in22 - Empson attempts to adJust this definition to his .

f:needs. Interested not 50 much in {reud as in a search for the reversa]

r iatof the meaning. i e., contextuai meaning ‘or ambiguities, Empsow‘decides :

’ ‘;iieif'to study the transformation of the child which is presented 1ccording

PR :

to his understanding, on two ieveis. First the basic formuia 1s. .
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‘chiid-become-Judge', and seCondiy, there is a]so a twofold identifica- :

| tion of Lewis Carroii with the chiid and “the writer of the prima(y
- sort ofcpastoral with his magnified version of the swain . Qgﬂi,,

1p. 258) Since this transformation deve}ops in severai different N
’stages. Empson se1ects only the scenes which consist of a more direct/

reference to evo]ution and growing up, making comparisons with simi]ar e
' scenes in other authors. ,;',_ L ‘~f~c? | |

- For instance, a reference to DarwiZiSm occurs in the scenevwhen ‘

Alice gets out of the bath of tears. It is clear, says Empson that

‘_the sa]t water is the sea from which life arose and as a bodi]y

product it is a]so the amniotic f]uid ontogeny repeats phyloggny,

’there is “the disturbing head of a monkey and an extinct bird here

‘vii.and the. whole’ Noah's Ark gets out of' the sea with Aiice. (SVP, p. 255) “‘ :
| élFurthermore, we are back to the history of the species in the scene "
with the‘Mouse and the Conqueror, and the questions of race which turn"
'{into the questions of breeding and there are‘obscure snubs for people .
‘ who . like to boast about their ancestors. The Caucus Race is the o |
reference to locai politics which represents vrunning when yoq 1ike
'and 1eave off when you iike but stiil a]i win and the absurdity of
e'democracy cannot do anything to stop the Naturai Seiection \which is \y
| ,another absurdity.: But there is doub]e symbo]ism here.‘ All animals 'ﬂ,,,. |

’i;win, but Alice as-a Man, supposed]y superior, has to give them comfits. e

'They give her her own e]egant thimbie, the symbol of her 1abor, because 17 o

l':she has won too. But because she is of the highest“rank she shaii be

o the servant of all. A]ice wouid prefer a more aristocratic system ‘

i because she is ridicu]ed and discomfited Poiitically-minded

.“
.'/
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--scientists are a]so ridiculed for their preaching progress through

':t'selection' And theré are other poiitﬂcal al]usions in pointing to '

laissez faire and the anarchy of Christ in the scene of the Ldoking-
glgss_to Disraeli to Tory members and the Crown to the Romans and
Hux]ey s 1ecture of 1893 to the Pope King Frederick, and 'so_on (§!_,
PP« 255- 259 et passim) | l
However, Empson is more interested in Carroll's (or Dodgson s,
.as he prefers to call Lewis Carro]i) strange mixture of Kafkean symbo]-

ism and se]f-consciousness, which are particularly pertinent in the

scene of the Looking G]ass. He makes references to Mother Goose" s

- Melodies (John Newbury, 1760), comparing a chi]dren S.song about Tom _‘

. Tinker s Dog with a mock pastora] .Amphion's Song of Eurydice. Alice

“is a ‘little rogue , like chi]dren who sing a song about the dog. She
s “1oving as a dog e o s and gent]e as a: fawn, then - courteous, -
vcourteous to-all, high and low, grand and grotesque, King or Cater-

pillar o b trustfuT ~with an absolute trust", says Empson quoting
':frOm Carroii s book He p01nts out that Alice represents a child which

*has not yet been put wrong by civilization“ and refers to Nordsworth'

chi]d symboiism in Ode to Intimations and Coieridge s point in we -are

o Seven._ According to Empson, Carroi] envies ‘Alice, who is sex]ess here,

'ﬂ;;not being a grown-up yet. She is often taken for the underdog speaking'

up-. for itseif but the main- suggestion is that there is more in the '

“7achild than any man has been ab]e to keep (SvP, pp._259, 260, 261)

. 7
g Empson continues to compare the imagery of the chi]d in wOrdsworth in

Romantic 1iterature in generai, and the imagery in the Victorian period,?

) ;wittharroii's Alice. The same sentiment of the unity of chi]d with
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vnature exists in Carrol] 's work as in Nordsworth‘s but Carro]l makes aﬁj,

~ Joke. ‘about Nordsworth, parodying Hordsworth in the poem about the whiteo .

Knight and in the scene about the inventions of- new foods.; As. afff.

wine-taster to Coilege, Carroll suspects the High Tabie of over-eating, -

: Food and over-eating are definiteiy Freudian concepts of sexua]ity, and -

as a child A\ice feeis a fear of sensuaiity when she. boasts about

haV1ng dinner instead of saying that 1t was only lunch. The Swiftian

idea of talking animals and of changing the relative 51ze of everythingf -

is different than 1n Carro]\ s book. Swift uses 1t for a satire on

science: by changing 51ze in Guiliver the author makes .you see things

that otherWise are not p0551bPe to see as they are in themse\ves, the
idea that men seem small means that they are Spiritually petty, and -
seen larger means thag,they are ioathsome phySically. Carro\i 'S 1dea

of changing 51ze, the same as the 1dea of A]ice falling through a hole

in the “earth, theaeating scene, and in particular the conversation at

<

- the table when Alice reaiized that al\ poems are about fish, a]l of

-

this is about children becoming grown ups and finding out aboui sex and

o -kensuality. Alice arrives at a piece of now]edge, the trial\{s meant

to be a mystery, she has- to leave the court because as. a child h‘

. />,‘

" ought not to hear the ev1dence, and yet they expect her..to give

kY

ev1dence herself,\ Here is that scenef

7 'Hhat do you know - about this bu51ness? the King ifmd to Aiice.
'Nothing, aid Alice. S ' ‘
"Nothing whatever?' persisted the King.

,"Nothing whatever, said Alice.
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'That s very important ' said the king to the jury. They were just
beginning to write this down on their slates, when the White Rabbit
interrupted: - 'UNimportant, your Majesty means, of course,' he said
“in a very respé—tTul tone, but frowning and making faces as he :
spoke. :

"UNimportant of course, T meant,‘ the King hastily said and went
on to himself in an undertone, ‘important-unimportant-unimportant-
important- as if he were trying which word sounded best.

Empson analyzes this scene as Carroll s attempt to keep Alice innocent

“i

of all knowledge of grown ~ups. . She is not supposed to know what the

"Knave of Hearts (a flashy .1oo0king lady s man) was dOing, but she should

not be told that she is innocent,‘and that is why the King 12 embar-

rassed The refusal to let her stay makes her revolt and break the

' dream, in spite of her thinking 'it does not matter a bit' (a word the 1

:Jury wrote down) But this is also a topic. about death " and as in the

. poem about the Looking Glass where the marriage-bed is the grave, here

, is the connotation of dying incorporated in the idea of growing up,

finding out things and. becoming aware of your own sensuality Although

- Empson was only Joking on the account of Carroll, admitting that the

/&a
'(_., 't or connection between death and the development of sex is not
L

* the ‘major point in 1 presentation of growing up, he finds many
/ .

examples of Freudian symboliSm involved in the imagery about birth" and

A re-birth

For instance, the caterpillar, who gives to Alice a-magic

1~jcontrol over her growth ¥s a creature that has to die to become a

grown-up. Its being a butterfly also implies that Alice is going to

,-grow up as. she would move, from being a pawn to becoming a queen, and

\'”the governess is going to shrink to a: kitten so that Alice can shake

Hher., This is the theme of revenge and re-birth The dream-story,

Vb
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':failing through the deep hole into;the Secrets‘of‘Mother Earth, being

| Vbig and incapable of getting out, and so- on, ail of this is the birth- =

'ctrauma. Carroil wants to say that it is painful and dangerous to be a
.grown-up, his’ message ‘to Alice 1s to stay a Tittie gir] To choose
‘between two Queens is Tike choosing between moral superiority with

B painful: isoTation and an intei]ectua] way. of Tife which is a]so a iife, '

£
of chastity, or choosing its opposite. Empson admits that there is a.

Tot of mockery going on here, but he also points out that certain words.

have different meanings for Carro]T and for us. The chde-cuTt depends
not onTy on Carro]i's distaste. for sexuaiity,_but also-for a rich
emotional Tife. Victorian ideas of passion did. not have anything to do

with sex, but with Christ, and a reference to the thorns of the rOSes

;on the Queen s head," and aiso to the figer-Liiy as-a Passion Fiower are
' references to the ideal paSSion which means alarming fierceness (cha!te-

' ti]i now) and- the iiT temper of the Tife of virtue and seTfssacrifice

typified by the governess (chaste a]ways) Empﬁbn anaiyzes Carroli'

satirical verses against babies, emotions and the Nhite Queen invoTved

- in the Sex War. He emphasizes Carroii's obscure obsession and the

belief of the period that a really nice gir] is 'delicate s paTe' and
111, They say that to be refined woman must be made 111 and to
become desirab]e, she is supposed to look corpse-]ike. By growing up,

Tittle girls lose their name and their personaiity, they shouid\eat

' Tess, and 1earn~nothing. FTamingos, mustard and pepper are ‘iTT-_gvf

. \\\

“Tittle girls shouid eat weak and mild food., Hhen _the three Tittie f'>\f__.
’"sisters were wrongly accused of living on treac]e, Alice said: ‘They : \\\\

AN

/

N
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: couldn't havg done that you know, they'd have been ill ”fiSo they_;'
were,- said the Dormouse, 'very 11, o |
Empson finds a whole series of explanations for: this ‘small .

detail everyone is self-centered and argumentative they stand for
the detachment of the intellect from emotion, potential danger and
warning what little girls should not be ‘doing, a pathetdc example of a
bmartyrdom to the conventions, etc. Similarly, the famous smiling cat
' represents *a very direct symbol of this ideal of intellectual detach-
ment all cats are detached ~and since this one grins it is the amused‘
observer (svp, p. 273) This and many other of Empson's remarks are
"'interesting, but 1n most cases hlS analy51s is incomplete or based on ’
comparisons and logical conclusions 1nstead of on arguments from the
»'text He is better. at interpreting small details than in giving over-
all pictures: of situations or groups of symbols in regard to Carroll
and the book - itself This is the main reason that Empson s trip to
‘ Freudian analysis’ is not always very successful, or at least not so

~successful as his interpretations of seven types of ambiguity. Since

'5"fhe was very much under the influence of Marx at the time of this

analysis that reflects also 1in his interpretation. The analysis of

Alice in Honderland is full of historical and cultural references, and

»_here Empson wants to avoid the prev1ous criticism that he 1gnores the

historical dimension of words in his analyses. They are a rather help-

‘“ifj;ful material but generally, they do not contribute too ‘much to making

rhis arguments more- convincing, because their choice is. in most cases

-quite arbitrary.

:Q@j



1. EMPSON S TYPOLOGY OF AMBIGUITY
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~

Theoretically and analytically, Empson s first book was more

advanced and complex than any other book . of New Criticism published

%

'later on.v There is no single issue ‘of Tater importance that had not

' already been mentioned or discussed in Seven Types of Ambiguity. ThlS

'was indeed theffirst publication of the. movement but-many times it
'functioned as its definitive credo. Apart from the fact that he
//imar-

better theoretic1an than any’ other New Critic, Empson is still

ily a practdtioner rather than a scholar. His analysis is sometimes

%
too irritating for orthodox - academics, but his interpretations are

still among the best achievements 0 the movement " His theory loses a

lot if separated from his analysis more ‘than his analySis would lose

without his theory. This is because the core of Empson S approach to

; literature is, so-to say, from inside out, from the work tQ_the reader, 7

and theory represents for him only a: rational attempt to explain
literature. However “in using theory as’'a logical explanation for his

analytical methods, Empson was/able to reconcile and combine principles

from various and very divergent theories and: fields._i.

For instance, Empson was the first literary critic to propagate
the idea of ambiguity as the universal feature of a literary work of .

art, l.aura Riding and Robert Graves had indeed started to experiment

. in the best- traditions of Bloomfieldian linguistics with their investi-'

‘41'-gation of the layers of meanings of poetic structure- in addition one -

9 .

could probably mention Roman Ingarden, as We l who in Europe diSCUssed:

dthe same topic in his Das literarische Kunstwerk é 931) But neither

Riding and Graves, nor Ingarden, spoke about amb ty as a literary -

©
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Richards emphaSis is on semantics and pﬁyéhology, and Pierce s
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iconcept.' As a matter of fact Ingarden shares the‘same opinion as

Richards in claiming that muitipie meaning can have only a negative ;

' effect on poetic structure. Empson accepted the experience of the

;Bioomfieidian School- of iinguistics, but he combined it also with

Richards theories of 1anguage and communication._
Bioomfieid had aiready formed his views in behaVioristic

1inguistics before he accepted those parts of Richards behavioristic °

'semantics based on the Affective Theory, or theory of emotiv151m. On

the contrary, Empson aimost compieteiy 1gnores Richards' semantios, but

_accepts his. theory of communication which also derives from Richards'
‘theory of emotivism. This- needs to be expiained with additionai

'exampies.

First of alvy Bloomfieid s, Richards "and Empson's semantic

tﬂg%rieS'are qﬁﬁie different fhom those of Charles S Pierce Charies

Morris and John Crowe Ransom. Bloomfield s interest in ‘the concepts of

: 1anguage was. from the‘point of view’ of perception, in comparison to

' Charies Morris"interzg% “h‘eh:¥§§ from the pOint of view of expe- ,

rience, va]ues and Judgments.«a.n the scope of both conceﬂtions,

%5,
4

also from psychoiogy, but with a personai 1nciination towards linguis-

:; tics.‘ Morris 1nspiration is from Pierce, and he&is inciined more.

‘5,and Pierce posthoumiy in 1934 Empson did not know,much either about :

-towards the phi1050phy of 1anguage. Since Bloomfieid and Richards
o pub]ished earlier~in the 1920' s, Morris later and in the eariy 1930 s,_

“

:h_tthe Pragmatism of Pierce and Morris, nor about the future deveiopment of
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Bloomfield S semantics, he was simply attracted by Richards psycholo— ‘
| gism and Bloomfield's linguistic methods. o ' ' :
| Secondly, Richards emotive theory of language, also known as |
‘the Affective Theory, or theory of emotivism is based on the combina-,

,'tion of two theories of language the stimulus-response theory and the

_referential theory.’ In philosophy, mainly in ethics philosophy of
language and psychology, ‘the theory of emotivism ‘occurs near the end
| of the 19th century and at the very beginning of the 20th century.) It
'was introduced by two Scandinavian philosophers A. Hagerstrom and
T. Hedenius. The English version of emotivism was introduced by ‘the

Ogden-Richards Joint books The Meaning of Meaning,(1923) Up until

| the 18th century, the theory of Titerature fafled to discuss the role
‘of . the emotions in the literary work_ of art: from the point of view of °
the author. The Romanticists were the first to abandon the AristotEﬂ- ,
iln view that a good poem arouses strong emotions, ffering instead as
-a better solution discussing the reverse case a good poem is a result
of strong emotion on the part of the poet T.S. Eliot offered a-dis-
tinctJOn between emotions and feelings when speaking about the sensi-
o bility of the great poets, but Richards went a step further' replacing
‘the conventional notions of emotions and 'feelings with his own .
}concept of attitudes and offering a new distinction between the _
i emotive language“ (the relation stimulus—response being caused by
imagery and sign-situation) and symbolic tanguage“ (based on the
'lreferential function of utterance) The introduction of the theory ofv

emotivism meant the revival of discussions on: the cognitive function

ys‘of language, and very soon Richards ftheory became the focus of many
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different'schools and'disciplines.b However, it'should be pointed out
..that emotiVists in general emphasize the distinction between statements -

-.expressing feelings, and utterances stating that a certain feeling has

been experienced. - Empson accepted the first but he was ready to -

question the validity of the~second.' His departure from Richards was
directedvtowards Freud and.studying poetic images by.uSing the
principles of Freudian pSychoanalysis.-

According to the last chapter in Seven Types of Ambiguity, the

poet s attitude toward emotions should play -an important role in invok-
~ing ‘the feelings in the reader's mind. When. speaking earlier about
Freud, we mentioned Empson's approach towards the use of psychology in
order to explain the creative process as a conflict between'thoughts
and feelings, the meaning of words and their verbal implications. The»
"author s mind is of equal importance to the reader s mind, but in the
"-iinterpretation of the work -of literature, the reader has the last word
Empson asks the reader to take an active role, not only in regard to
the poem, but also in regard to the poet s mind. According to Empsgn,_A'
interpretation is_not just another recreation of the creative.process,
as Richardsisuggests, it is in fact the meeting of two minds, ‘the

: reader 3 and the poet S. Empson uses the term “imaginative experience
1to describe the -psychological condition for better understanding
poetry. The reader is asked to imagine the state of the poet's mind in
gordeﬁ'to understand the-things that Ne had personally never’ experienced
beforet But theoretically, this psychological condition plays a much .

‘more- significant role, betause it represents the crucial element of -

other.minor conditions of the occurrence of all kinds\of ambiguity,
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With regard to Freud, we: have already shown how this appeared as the
ba51s for the seventh type of ambiguity. However, Empson is less
interested in .finding out the conditions for the differences between ‘
the various types, or in drawing a strict Tine between prose and poetic
meaning. since he is eager to prove that ‘poetic’ ambiguity is more
than a simple inadequacy of language. |

Empson s semantics were still more than a simple reflection of° '
Freudian concepts, in spite of the fact that he always uses a disorder-
fly ‘conduct of either the poet s or the reader's mind to explain ambi-
‘guity. The major problem in undérstanding Empson s logic lies 1n hlS
distinction between language structure and poetic structure. '%ccording
to his context theory, any meaning depends on‘contekt listener ‘and

purpose. If we compare this with his introductory definition of ambi-

guity, when Empson warns hlS readersvthat will use the term "in an

extended sense_which'gives’room for alterngtive reactions on the same
piece of language“, (§Iﬁ,'p. 9), we can. asily conclude that, besides
the psychological pre-condjtionlior ambigljty, nothing else is left for
~making proper distinctions. .

Actually, Empson repeatedly warned the reader that he would use |
the term ambiguity" to mean anything that he liked, and that any study.
- of distinctions between the Seven Types "would not be worth the atten—-
'tion of a profound thinker". The problem is" ntt how many types of )
ambigu1ty there are, but how they can be used in the practical analysis
of literary works. In spite of all kinds of criticism, Empson contin-
'ued to speak about the implications of sense as. a decisive element in

' determining the poetic meaning, or the poem 's meaning. Although his

=i
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_ opponents claim that his acceptance of the principle that there is a

fconflict between the denotary and the connotatory sense of words; (STA o

@
: 271) his methods of analysis go far beyond that. Accordingly, they -

either result in an ascetism tending to kill language by'stripping'the

-

-words of all associations, or, by dissipating the‘words' sense?underva

. multip]icity of assoc1at10n, they result in a hedonism which tends also

v“to kill languagei: Responding to this, Empson stated that his goal is

to investigate the *{orces which hold all e]ements together in ambi-

guity (STA, p. 271). In\Empson s opinion, all the sub51d1aryvmeanings

$

are relevant, but the totality of the poem is not in the verbal detail:

it.is in the ‘forces"known'to be at work in the poet's mind (STA;vpp.
271, 272 and footnote on page 272) v
_,; o Some critics reacted negatively to this type of explanation,

particu]ar]y because it. is based on psychologicai conditions for ..

L

ambiguity. Lee Lemon, for 1nstance, makes the fo]lowxng remarks

iguity . . . is difficult to deal
inclusive the term is supposed to
ription of the term, the modest
ot of universal importance, and then
. the treatment of it as the prime characteristic of. poetry. .
. ‘Empson's basic assumption, which is both valid and of major
~ importance, is that the effects of a poem cannot be explained in
.terms of its large-scale meaning, that there are in the words of .
“ the poem, besides the obvious meanings, hints that the critic must
_take in- order to discuss the poem 's fu]] effect. (Partial Critics,
‘pe 130)

William Empson‘s standard of a
with because I cannot decide h
be. Once again there is the d
diselaimer that perhaps-it is

o

Obviously, what Lemon cal]s “the poem's ful] effect“ is the .same con-  *
cept as Empson s ";otality of thegpoem . Since Empson’ sees ambiguity
ﬂ"aslthe prime factor ‘which formsfthe unity of the poem, keeping all

other elements dependent and sub51diary, and since there is a psycho-

'.logical pre-condition for ambiguity as a conflict of meanings in the
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poet s mind the leading method in analyzing poetry therefore, is to
find how many possible meanings there are in the poem. Empson does not
say this directly, but his admission that his task is to investiga%; ..
all possible meanings and implications of the meanings in order to find
out the poetiC’meaning or- the poem s effect upon the reader, is defin- _
1tely a sufficiently adequate answer. His psychologisnﬁﬂs the result ;F< .
of his effort to deal, with the reader S, responses to the poetic quali- : -
:ties of the poem, rather than to deal directly w1th the poet s psychol-
_ ogy\separately from his final product. Empson understands the- reading
process ‘as the relationship between the" reader and the poet, which re-
creates in the mind of the reader the totality of the creative process.
'_ Although he is not interested 50 much in fihding out more data from the s
: poet ‘his 1nvestigation deals with the properties of the poem only to a
: certain p01nt. His textual analysis is always focpsed on the effect of
the words rather than on their functioning in the pbetic structure. .w
':This can be one of the maJor obJections to Empson s analytical‘methods.
" Any method that singles out always the same qualities in spec1ally
selected elements, and that does not Justify the reasons for the pre-
:sence of the other elements which do not have the same favorite status,,_';h
is a method which shqyld be taken as an additional tool in a seriously
: done literary'hnalysis. The partiaiity of the perspective is the main\ ~
_problem of Empson s approach to literature.- His treatment. of some*"-

miniscule topic as the most Significant one is very often criticized in:

B

spite of -the ingenuity of his analysis._ The Chicago Critics pointed
' .out that. the maJor error in Empson s typology of ambiguity is that his

analysis starts and ends at the wrong ends.: In other words, if Empson L 1'

B .. S " Cd
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\éhersed his method of investigation and started with t- . anaiysis of .

‘-f;ii ‘meanings and symbois in- order to fiﬁd out something about the function-

ing of the poetic images in the poetic stru\ture,,maybe the re5u1ts
wouid accomp]ish more. _ - - R "

‘0.

1) The°First Type of’Ambiguity

Empson defihes this type of ambiguity as’ the fundamentai situa-T

tion in which a word or grammatical structure is effective in severai

R ways at once,’

[N

- This type of. ambiguity occurs, when the poet cannot decide which
: elements in the fiow of associations he wants to emphaSize or keep |
= cleariy in his mind. Empson quotes the iine from Shakespeare s Sonnet

‘ LXXIII ' "Bare ruined choirs, uhere late the ‘sweet birds sang . and he

expiains that the line 1s ambiguous bECause one cannot see cleariy what“f_:

A\

is more important for the analysis the. ru1ned choirs or‘“the»sweet
“birds* (STA, p. 21). - o -

‘ | However, this definition of ambigu1ty is not yet complete.,~
Each word has - its own meaning, but in the sentence different 1nterrela-.:
tions create different possibilities of meaning. Accordingiy there are hf
three distinct meanings in regard to the. possib]e reiations of the
('ﬁ words in the sentence° o o ' _' ‘

(1) several meanings can be connected one with another, |

(2) several meanings can need one another to complete their meanings,:'
(3} and severai meanings can be united together 'S0 that eachsword means.:

a re]ation or a process. a i¢'{-'2}[ff'. .
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After this conclusion, Empson was ready to correct his defini- -
. tion of the first type of ambiguity

“Ambiguity" itself can mean’ an indecision as to what you mean, an:
intention to mean several:things, a probability that one or other

or both of two things has been meant, and the fact that statement
-has several: meanings.. (STA, P. 21)

' Furthermore, he concludes that there are several manifestations ofhthe.
first type of ambiguity | |

(l)‘Ppre sound, with three subdivisions

(a) echoing the sense |
"(b)'synesthe51a~ o . ( . R
(c) atmosphere (with its special branch: the Pathetic Fallacy),

.(2) Comparison (based on likeness of elements),

(3),AntlthESlS (based on differences of elements)
f(4)’”Comparat1ve" adJectives, ' -
'(5):Subdued,metaphors,v‘ | o
.“(6) Rhythm; |
.(7) Dramatic" Irony. | | '
'As one can see although he has already discussed the various aspects _ }.
e of meaning, Empson lS always ready to offer more’ and more examples,for
| different variations of “ambiguities of the first type. However, the - N
o complexity of this kind of ambiguity does not appear too complicated if ‘
.'-one examines Empson s list carefully. Except Pure Sound Rhythm and- "

\

For example, in the comparisons with several points of likeness as’ in

“,the,antithesis with several points of difference the meaning is not

B Fclear and’ certain‘because there is the serious dilemma of how to choose )

” {among S0 many elements the particular one that buries the real meaning.'7

g

, Dramatic Irony, all other ‘four manifestations create one single group.‘i)_:t;_i:"



263

\ .

It does not really matter if the eiementsiput together are there
because'of *likeness" or “difference", their function would be’ £he
‘same. Furthermore, all adjectives are’ comparative.by their v y
nature; therefore, when Empson tries to explain that the te compara-
tive should apply ‘to the ambiguity created by several adJegkives which .
make obscure:the meaning of the accompanied noun, that is/the same case

~

'3‘of ambiguityzas in "comparison by likeness" or in “antitheSis by
. ' , k

'difference".-‘ ) o T | o »j Aé)
| _ ‘ A 51milar explanation is offered for "subdued of sieeping
'metaphorsv : As those preViousiy ‘mentioned, this source of ambiguity is.
" too genera] to be ciassified as an out. of the/o/dinary example. Al
elianguages are composed of- dead metaphorsmand\all metaphors imp]y com-
’lparisbn. If the original meaning is forgotten that is’ not enough to
create. ambiguity. As in the cases of comparisons, antitheSis, compara-
_tive adJectives, the same.applies to subdued metaphors .’in all of them
ambigu1ty occurs as the resuit of the vagueness of the expressions.
\This is best shown in the ana]ytica] ewamples, when Empson interprets
v’al] these variations of ambigu1ty oé the fir type uSing the Pre-
} Raphaelites metaphors and euphemistic conceits-and the paradoxes of
nineteenth century poetry. - f , o 1‘0‘
However, Empson s discuss1on of the functions of Pure Sound,
Rhythm and. Dramatic Irony in ﬁorming the meaning is rather more
',substantia] and theoreticaliy conv1ncing.b Fo]iowing the traq[fTBE of
.iRomanticism, and us ng Richard Paget s theory of sounds as gestures for

‘his theoretica] bac ground, Empson shows his awarenéss that the naturai



implications-of language make the'question of usinngure Sound for
changing the meaning a particularly important one.

First of all, the sound must be an echo of the sense, says
fmpson. Sounds are valuable because they suggest incidental connec-
tions of various aspects of meaning, but the very same (or’ similar)
‘devices of sound -may quite effectively correspond to the various

<
meanfngs. Therefore, connections of words of similar sounds to SImilar

T

meanings are.the most common and proper way to produce a certain
meaning, _ v.. | s . :
| ' SyneSthesia]represents the reverSe'of the method of(connecting
words with 51milar sound to similar meaning.' Instead of being an
onomatopeic case that repeats the meaning in 1ts sound likeness,
asynestheSia connects words with various meanings to the suggestion of
‘Pure Sound. For example,.certain vowels are supposed to suggest cer-
tain colors or various consonants should have the effect of something
hard and tough 1f they occur in words of the same meaning. BeSides

(1) the sound being an echo of sense, and (2) the function of sound

2 suggesting the connection between different meanings, there is (3) the
third: manifestation of sound creating a spec1al kind of ‘meaning -
:Atmosphere. Empson defines” Atmosphere as the consciousness of what is
1mplied by the meaning, for instance, 1t lS like recogniZing a musical
*fchord as a direct sensation eithe>’felt or thought.4 In other WOrds,
::in this case the. musical chord has a dual meaning one in the scope of
'the whole musical structure, the other as an independent and direct
"suggestion for itself. The Pathetic Fallacy lS one: particular form of

f

Atmosphere. j

254 "
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2) The Other Six Types of Ambiguity

There are two reasons why it is not necessary to discuss at
full Tength the next 51x types of Empson s typo]ogy -of ambiguity., If
' it Fs done proper]y. the exp]anation of the First Type should serveas -
‘suffiCient insight'into the conception of all types. By understanding‘
the - fundamentals of the First Type, one shoqu be abie to understand
the others as weTT . Repeating the same type of anaTySis with the rest
of the book wou1d be a useless task; equal]ed in its uselessness by an

- attempt to compare aii types one to another.. Because the fact is that '

’Mm%’ the following six types are more or less either the Togical extension

'kof the First Type, or the fu]T variation of some other type. There-
fore, this wil] be onTy a brief survey of the remaining 51x types.
The Second Third Fourth and Fifth Types ba51cally describe .

the-situation when two or more meanings, in various .ways, create-a .

lconfTict that will be the reason for ambiguity. . For example:

‘(A) The Second Type of Ambiguity occurs when two or more meanings are
resolved into one, - = . | | \

(B) The Third Type of Ambiguity occurs when two 1deas are given in one S

| word Simultaneously, ‘

| (C) The Fourth Type of Ambigu1ty occurs when two or more meanings do

not agree, but sti]i create a cTear image 1n the complicated state :

of mind | o |

fV(D) The Fifth Type is a Togical extens1on of the Fourth Type and occurs ‘

when the poet, in: the midd]e of the creative act discovers a new ;Sai |

idea so that he is half way between - the first idea is not e

\
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satisfactory any more the new 1dea is not saying enough thus the

_ author is moving back and forth from one‘to another._ ’

-~

~The Sixth and Seventh Types deal also with the act of creating. TT
representing the logical extension of the Fifth Type. The difference
ribetween the Fifth and, Sixth Type is that the author- is unable to say
,,4h\anything substantial, so that he repeats the information (tautology),

B
v

or-gives, wrong and irrelevant information. The ambiguity occurs when

I

the reader invents the statements to create the meaning because of the
-author s 1nability to offer proper information.‘ BT v
The Seventh Type of Ambiguity occurs also as the poet s
dilemma when two meanings are so oppOSite and definitive that the
- total effect is a d1v1s1on which cannot be- overcome. ‘
As one can see. these six types have one feature 1n.common
‘_all of them depend on the psychological disorder in the poet S mind and 1
| occur because of divisions or conflict-situations creating ‘the 1nabil- o §<\\\\;\
iity to make a proper choice (or to understand) what the real meaning
is."~':‘ﬁt"1 ; ) | f y
For example. unlike the First Type which uses a metaphor which
S £ valid in several ways, the Second Type uses several metaphors at
Tonce. However. the ambiguity arises because there is a definite

";disorder between the logical and psychological degree of meaning, which

h,can be manifested through (1) yntax, (2) the role of consciousness,.

and (3) by psychological complexity concerned in each particular case.
| This 1s explored in a most intriguing and unusual way. v
_ Empson s starting point is that in any complexity of meanings there lS's ’

i'always one main meaning which functions as a resultant. Logical
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';.disorder createsfambiguity and-occurs when ‘the balance between the
logical and - psychological degree of meaning is out of order. fGenerally. ,
'speaking, the complexity of logical meaning corresponds to the complex-
'fity of thought. and, contrary to this, psychological meaning ought to

be based on only one and very direct feeling. In other words, grammat-‘
'ical disorder implies that the thought should be complicated or doubt-'

"ful, and the feeling 1s supposed to: be very direct and clear in order

~v,to create the second type of ambiguity. The role of consciousness is

“to create punposely all kinds of ambiguity by puns, uSing homonyms, or
' emphaSiZing certain. types of words (in Shakespeare Latinized words, .
for example) | | ' |

' The Third Type is very Similar to the Second Type and takes
similar topics for the. analysis puns, allegories, ornamental compari- l
sons. Empson chooses again a psychological explanation to show how o
ipuns allegories and ornamental comparisons operate.v A_pgn~is Justi-
fied so long as its two or more parts do not have such strong associa-r
: ‘tive powers to suggest different mode___f Judgments. If the poet wants_'
to say something that can be explained in a few possible ways, ‘he must
_say’ it‘only once, without any repetition._ Because if there are several

_-similar ways of Judging the situation, their clash in a single word

’*'would produce the tension in the whole only if the reader already knowsff'

't'what is relevant for the meaning of the pun. Therefore, the tension'

;»would not .be created by the reader s attempts to understand the pun,_};-

"chrough derivation and commands of language, as it is supposed to be in”f:'p'"

"-,the case of the third 5&?9 of ambiguity.,.
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v'the subject and the object of comparison. This comparison is not

'merely us1ng one thing to illustrate another, but is interes

'Nhen'EmpSon speaks about allegory, it is difficUlt to‘determinevu

'whether the first or the third type of ambiguity would occur. The Pun

itself is not necessarily an ambiguity, but allegories usually are. f

’ 'However, Empson.thinks that we . should distinguish two different func-

_tions .of allegory., (1) Allegory can be used as a creative form, or

Y

"(2) as a statement. Both allegories offer many levels of interpreta-'

‘tions and comparisons, but the first kind of’allegory does not specify

if the main point of allegory is religious, political or even philo-

sophical) This type of allegory is always ambiguous because the poet
leaves the reader to infer his own opinion.’ The second type of alle-

gory is more common and serves. exclusively as a simile, to be effective

-by its point of view.' It is- intended also to offer a few interpreta-

else), but the poet has to. point out very clearly that there is only v

’ one-real meaning.» In this case there is no ambiguity because the i,'

~reader is “totd", what the meaning s.

Speaking about an ornamental comparison Emps n says that this

comparison occurs when the poet works on th mutualv

frfﬂthings at once,ﬁand is making them illustrate one anot . mutually.

TA, P 137)

If these two meanings the meaning of the subJect of comparison

Al

eand the meaning of the obJect of comparison. are complementary, one can

Vask how there can be reason for ambiguity. Empson uses a psychological

e 1“
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'and make clear ‘the real meaning (for example, in: Dante, it is not clear o

dtions (to tell a homely story and ‘make clear that it can mean somethirg_.

ment of both o

&
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’explanation, . B
- The mind has compartment holding opinions and modes of judgment
. which conflict when they come together; that, ‘in fact, is why they
are separated; compartments, therefore, which require attention,.
"‘and one is particularly conscious of anything that mixes them up.
(§I_ pp 139-140)
" If both parts of an'ornamental comparison involve two such
jcompartments- with two different ways of thinking, we have the.condi—
tions for & general ambigu1ty of the third type. iThe clash or conflict.'
- between different modes of feeling is a ‘normal source of pleasure in '
pastoral, where the ornamental comparisons occur the most.

Empson s discu551on of ambiguities is quite often baSed on the
use of Freudian concepts such as Fconflict",v“disorder s “consc10us-v
’ness s pleasure“l “satisfaction“ Even whenvhe-speaks about value
Judgments, he refers to them as dependant on the author s or the
reader 's mind. According to Empson, there are two,functions of value'.'
- judgments, one corresponding to the author ‘who selects the standard for
“more and better poetic effectiveness, and the other concerning the
reader who selects a reason. for ‘and measurement of the validity of the
pleasure caused by poetic. effectiveness.- 1nbother words, EmpSon speaks
f,~about the. author s conscious efforts to use special devices, allegor-

. les, comparisons and puns ‘in producing ambiguities. The reader s role

'is to discover values and pleasure in these ambiguities. Therefore,- o

the state ‘of the. author S mind always plays an important role in creat-'

-

’ ing ambiguity. Speéking about the Fourth Type, Empson shows how-this
'h{gcondition works. - y
| B For instance, analyzing oneﬁof Hordsworth s poems, Empson S sets
foanother example for ambiguity caused by complicated and confused states

. . . : . , .
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ofrthe author's mind AccOrding to Empson, Hordsworth was neither_a'

‘ philosophical nor an ambiguous poet “but his cult of simplicityﬁ

sometimes moved to complexity of the poem back into the subconscious,

p0isoned only the sources of thought and stated as simply as pOSSible '

the fundamental disorders of the‘mind. The reason for the ambiguity of :

Hordsworth s lines in Tiotern Abbgyﬁis in the discrepancy between

Nordsworth S attempts to express his idea of pantheism and the taste of

the reader who can impose gramar Without difficulty to ;ephold his own

views. (STA, p. 180)

a) The.AnalySis of Thomas Nasheis'“Adieu, farewell earth's

-

. bliss"
~ One of the best examples of Empson's analySis is that of an

Elizabethan poem, known sometimes as "In Plague Time," but originally;

r

“ from the alle ical play Summer s Last Nill and Testament by Thomas .
Nashe, (call§§9:lso ‘by the first line "Adieu, farewell earth S
blisse..." ). Empson uses contemporary spelling and punctuation, and;

| the analySis is supposed to be an example for ‘the ambiguity of the.
first type (composed of dead metaphors) ~We will quote first the ,
original with archaic spelling, and then Empson 's verSion because it

is important to know how he comes to his conclusion."

I. The Original Spelling I Empson s Version

Beauty is but a flowere, s s 'Beauty is. but & flower

Which wrinckles will deuoure, - 'Which wrirkles will devour
Brightness falls from the ayre, 'Brightnﬁss falls from the air.
Queenes have died yong faire, »  Queens have died young and fair.
- Dust. hath ‘closde Helens eye. . Dust hath closed Helen's eye. .
I am sick, I must dye: . 71 am sick, I must die. :

‘Lord- have mercy on.vs. ' _ Lord, have mercy on us.
: ' ' : . n{‘
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poem itse]f "In Plague Time," is very Tong and is e

>

dedir\t»d, as the who]e play, to Henry VIII _The word "summer“ which
0ccurs in the title of the play;\and in the text as well, is an
amb1guous pun and allusion to Will Summers, who was Henry VIII's court
jester.‘ The best known part is the first stanza of the poem, also
'known'as the song “Adieu. farewell earth s b]isse,“ but often ‘referred
to as the title of the who]e poem as well. ‘The mOSt'impOrtant part is
the third stanza, quoted here, Empson refers to other parts of the
_song, but ba51ca11y h1S ana1y51$ is concerned with the third stanza.
Because this is the analysis of the first type of ambiguity, "
~let us see what Empson is looking for in this particular case. Accord-

'ing to his definition, we have here a case of ‘'subdued or dead metaphor.

- Empson states that “all languages are composed of dead metaphors as the

's011 of corpses* but English is unique]y ful] of the sort of metaphors,

“which arevnot dead(but s]eeping,,and, while making a direct statement,
'colour it with an.implied comparison” (STA p. 45). | In other words,
'°.analyzing Nashe S poem, Empson is iooking for the ambiguity caused by
' this type of metaphor, effective from several points of view, but
receiving an acquired sense of the words being used in a different way »
in the past.» | . . | ‘

- Empson starts with a subdued metaphor in the word 92!221) .

'suggesting that the real meaning should be efther 'remove’ or replace

- with_no more than an _overtone of cruelty and the unnatura]. Such,as:

-remove . . (crue1ty)
Beauty is but a flower which wrinkles will’ - with™ )
repTace (the unnatural)
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Written in'thisvway,vEmpson‘s-analysis’immediatelyfresembles

'.H‘é Bloomfieldian linguistic model_bf'distribution and bracketing the

meaning. The second word in'Empson‘s'focus is wrinkles which he
3 3‘--explains as time's tooth-marks referring to Ovid 's Time as the edax
rerum, and because of the word flower, wrinkles on the face are com-

pared now to rodent, ulcers, caterpillars on petals, and the worms that

are -to. gnaw it if the grave. Therefore, the key word here is the

;caterpillar (from flower), but the Elizabethean imagination would let

slip no chance of airing its. miraculous corpse worm., (Ibld )

y
A

Empson' s 1nterpretation is as 1nclusive as possible.‘ Instead
of the ordinary connotations such as to destro!, or o eat up for the

word "devour,” he suggests to remove or to replace,‘ by far milder

4

expressions but - needed in combination with hlS 1dea of the. “cater-
pillar" as the Elizabethan corpse-worm. ' No—doubt Empson s references
to the Elizabethan idea of what happens to the body after death are.
accurate. To many Elizabethan writers (Shakespeare, ig_ﬂamlgt, for

~1nstance) human flesﬁ is simply worms meat. However, the problem is/,

how Empson came up with the idea of the caterpillar, when the word does

not appear in the text. The-parallel “beauty-flowerwrinkles" is very.

\

obvious even without the verb “devour“, and the key is the second

T

parallel between “flower and “devour“ on he onE‘hand and “wrinkles

>lmn the other. Nhy did Empson stress so much the function of the word

\\

. ;devour ? The answer is in his paraphrase of Ovid taken fran ’

Metamorphoses (“Tempus edax rerum—x . o which means “Time the greedy

devourer of things H and Empson says "It may make lime the edax rerum.

and-wrinkles only time-svtooth marks?). Empson is not. claiming that

S
/
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Nashe was thinking about grave-worms when he wrote the poem, ‘because he:_ff'

would write “Beauty is like a flower / Which caterpillars will devour s

and that would be-a totally different poem. But Empson suggests that
according to Nashe s choice of words we can assume that there was
another meaning present in his subconscious that he was not aware of,
and this meaning appears in the poem as a subdued or dead metaphor.’

| The rest of Empson' s analySis is devoted to the lines “Bright-
ness falls from the air® and "Qust hath closed Helen s eye" The first
line is an example of ambiguity by vagueness the secOnd line is an
example of ambigu1ty by JuxtapOSition. Empson uses the same method
again, making first the connotatory connections between “brightness

and "air", on ‘the one hand; and "dust“ and "Helen s eyes“, on the other -
hand. The'words “to fall" and "to close“ do not have,metaphoricah
| . meaning here their meaning is direct. |
' According to Empson, the word "brightness“ should nqt be under-
stood as something bright i.e., in its direct one-dimensional sense.'
" The real meaning of “brightness" here is multiple: .something dead and _

exhausted falls down, something flashing falls down, something threat-

gglng_falls down, something ahstract and unsafe falls down, and so on. ‘h
.Therefore, the connotation of “brightness® can be various, frqm stars '
and meteorites,‘to Icarus and the prey of hawks, from hawks themselves
to lightning and ‘the threat of thunder. But Empson's analysis does not ;
: stop here, he connects the meaning of “brightness‘\hiih the meaning of

"air® as two conflicting concepts like,light and darkness, i.e., good

and evil. Referring to the ecclesiastical interpretations, Empson

e



c1tes the following lines “A11 is unsafe, even the heavens are not

sure of their brightness ’ asd "the’ qualities in man that deserve >

respect are not natural to him but brief gifts from God they fall like j

‘manna, and melt as soon”. ln other words, in time of pestilence, with'

-a taint of darkness in the air, the generosity of Nature is mysterious-

ly interrupted by brightness like a sudden thunder. (STA p.- 46)
It is interesting that Empson completely ignores the line
"Queens have died young and fair" and reJects the Suggestion of some

critics that "air" here might mean “hair“ because of the old English

spelling "ayre" and’ “haer" and the pronunc1ation which did not dis- R

tinguish between "air and “hair . If the line should read "Brightuess
- fall from the 'hair'", and it is followed with Qupens have died young
and fair 'y that would suggest that "bcightness means “life ,.and the

)
real parallel 1s “hair _and “fair".' Of course, this would completely

. destroy Empson s analysis and he claims that that would be a,pynical _'

////*EEESF§7:ﬂFatner an impossibility to deal with than to prove. R
' The ambiguity by Juxtaposition in the line "Dust hast closed

Helen s eye lS explained 1n terms of’the parallel betWeen the previous

concentration of “brightness and a new: key word “dust" As mentioned

above, the connection is established by ignoring the line in between ‘

( Queens have died e eM)e According to Empson s interpretation. \7:

there are two elements that create ambiguity here., First of all wé\

have to think about Helen as a statue or an undecaying corpse ’ and

: about dust as something coming from outside. but generated (also) frOm &;

her own corruption v The comparison is in the paralﬂel 'brightness o

falling “and 'dUSt falling ’ 11ke “bright motes dancing in the sunbeams S

L
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which fall and become dust .'. . dirty and infectuous , -and, as the
\

second\alternative. brightness is the lightness, gaity. and activ1ty of

humanity. and dust is the grave, the end, darkness..‘

lhis short example of Empson s analysis shows how brilliant his
interpretations can be, but at. the same .time, it reveals where the
potential dangers of his methods lje. Many scholars have obJected to
this type of analySis as illegitimate fo# two reasons. First Empson
is trying to find help for his analysis outSide the text._ Looking at.
-all possible meanings and implications of meanings, even if they are
' not present .or. impossible to verify. he ignores the contextual meaning o
E and . thé natural limitations of the text. Secondly, Empson s arguments .
i are very difficult or almost impossible to Justify as accurate or
truthful because of the fact that Empson uses: arguments which either

'”j cannot be Justified (such as all possible meanings and implications |

| according to the New Oxford Dictionary) or are pure speculations and do .

not belong to the text, as in the case of caterpillar“ in the analysis ,
of Nashe ‘g poem. o ' f' N ' " o “

.“f- The proponents of Empson 3 approach Burke and Blackmur,
SRS attempted to defend Empson s position responding to the first obgection .
| with h comment that a critic is’ allowed to get any help that he can.
get, regardless whether the infonmation is a part of the text or not._,'

According to them, the critic lS free %o choose and use any fact,
£/

. ‘-ff “knowledge or. information if these will bring any new light into his

interpretation. Sometimes the critic s intuition is a more helpful and
valid tool than all the gathered material which belongs to the poem e

t:: itself. The second argument against Empson. which requires that one

265.
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should be able to prove’ r Justify that the analysis was correct is

false and-easily rejected. If it is true that the final concluSions of :

‘Empson s analysis cannot be proven. one must admit that they also
cannot be disproved. The crux of the matter is not, as E.D. Hirsch
believes, whether some interpretation can. be justified by elements of '
the poetic structure in itself but whether we are ready and convinced
_to accept the. logic and argumentation of someone s interpretation. d
T Empson 3 type of analysis poses a serious theoretical question. -
Hhat is a literary interpretation? This question. cannot be answered
.without posing a series of other questions such as: If we agree that
'there is no right or wrong interpfetation, why should someone impose
the idea that an interpretation is supposed ‘to be justified only by the
;poetic text? Isn't it enough if the critic is able to give the reader :
a few hints about possible interpretations and leave everything else :
- for the reader to decide for himself? Hhether or not one agrees with
Empson s solutions, the matter of fact is that he always inspires the
reader to. find at least one more possible interpretation.‘ Academics |
could never accept the fact that the critic should be allowed to have
the same type of freedom as the author of any literary text, which is.
- the message<that we receive from Empson.tABy allowing himself to
.'distort the text, to misquote, to*change punctuation, and s0 on, Empson
"opens up a completely new field of criticism. ‘a creative and imagina- .
vtive type of criticism which is not impressionistic, but based on three

,types of reality the reality of the poem, the reality of the author :
: %
- and’ the reality of the reader. Each has equal rights and functions,
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which means that the reader is no longer a. passive element of this

' triad but a creative and equally productive factor which makes the

interpretation,possible.

IV, CONCLUSION: CRITICS‘ ESTIMATE OF WILLIAM EMPSON'S CRITICISM

There are quite a number of critics who were challenged

N

intrigued or irritated enough to write about Hilliam Empson. The list

of names is qu1te impressive the New Critics themselves, Bateson,

Daiches, H. Gardner, Glicksberg, Hyman. Olson, Richards, R. Sale,

'Schaar and Rosemond Tuve. There are plenty of polemics as. well the
' most famous two, that one with Geoffrey Grigson in Poetry (1937), and
T the other with John Sparrow ‘earliery in Oxford Out 100k (1930 and 1931),

and the enormous number of books and articles ‘about Empson s interpret- '

bation of Milton is still growing. The fact of the matter is, however,

‘that thére are. no recent publications on Empson's criticism, in spite |

of the. renewed interest in his poetry and a continuing interest in his

~ writings on Milton. Even leaving aside studies of Empson, studies of

NewVCriticism in,general and those which only partially include Empson

i:in the scope of their topics are not Very recent and complete. .
As a matter of fact there are many critics 1ike M. Krieger and“

' L. Lemon in the past, or. R Hellek and G. Graff most recently, who

wrote about Empson s theoretical or analytical concepts, covering only
one or two problems because their maJor topic was dealing either with '

New Criticism, or the theory of literature in general There are, of

o course, the earlier studies of Olson, Hyman and: Roger Sale, as well as ”

'fyaone of the rare finally published doctbral dissertations, written by
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Horst Meller. Das Gedicht als\Einubung Zum»Dichtungsverstandnis

“ Wiliam Empsons (Heidelberg, 1974 but the thesis was. defended in 1968)

: Types of Ambiguity, but did not revise essentially eve '

But, there were no other critical overviews of Empson 'S criticism

specially concerned with providing a complete. accurate and overall

'picture of both Empson 'S theoretical and analytical achievements.
Unfortunately. particularly as a theoretician, Empson was very under—
.;_estimated by critics. His detractors were particularly hostile at the
., very beginning of his career and in the early 1950 s. Empson s
,Aperformance as analyst was much better accepted but a51de from Hyman S

| favorable essay in The Armed Vision (1948) and some writings of the New

Critics practically nobody else supported Empson S analytical methods

vuntil the late 1960 s, when the situation suddenly changed and he

'hbecame a very significant figure in the movement again. -.K'

Empson s reputation as a critic is based mostly on. :is earlier

:works, or on the controversial issues ‘that he discusses wi h a certain '

confidence that was not always appreciated by the critics who were used

to a more traditional approach to literature. For insta ce, one. of the

first articles published by Empson was his analysis of "Sa rifice by

' Herbert, in Experiment (May, 1929), which he included later n Seven

?obJection of Rosemond Tuve in 1950. She published this first in an

‘_vvarticle in Keynon Review,23 then the remarks were’ included in the -

‘book A Reading of George Herbert (1952) The question was more

theoretical than analytical, and Empson responded twice,24 stating

-:2‘

that he did ignore his.'élcal connotations in his analysis of Herbe:t s
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m‘poem, but that he still thought that “Herbert felt the paradox of the
vengeful God of Love to be an extremely severe strain e n [and] he
’had to heighten the paradoxes till a reader is forced to wonder whether
they will manage to balance (§I§_ pp. 17- 18) In other words, Empson
offers an alternative for traditional religious interpretation of the
. line 'Man stole the fruit but 1 must climb the Tree / The Tree of -
'Love, for all but only me'. ‘ N

_ | -The first line might mean Christ is doing the stealing, on -
"behalf of Man, becoming Prometheus and criminal or, he is not sinful
and climbing means that he will take his people to Heaven, climbing
Ubwdfds 1ike the Jack of “Jack:and the Beanstalk . But, that‘is not
lrall; and Empson. suggests another explanation as well. He claims that
',Herbert s poem is a unique example of unorthodox interpretation of ‘
'lChrist as a tragic hero and scapegoat. combining in his act an act of
'supreme virtue and the act of sin, It is possible that the tree
symbolizes the Cross made from the wood of the forbidden trees, but

tchrist is here smaller than Man, or at any rate from Eve, who could

pluck the fruit-without climbi;g, He is a child who steals without -

actually stealing, he is the Son-of God.. 0n the other hand the act of

stealing is the act of sin; the son stealing from the father s orchard

-y

.is a symbol ‘of incest. says’ Empson (STA p. 269). As in his reply to

'Ithe detractors who obJected to his 1nterpretation of Shakespeare, - f
"Empson responded to Miss Tuve's arguments that he was convinced that _
_?the critic should use everything that goes through his mind during the '
lg’reading, because there is more that goes ‘on"in our mind" than can be |

".f suggested:by a‘historicalrsettigg,(STA,vp.»17).
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Rosemond Tuve reJects Empson S analysis by insisting that
climbing the . tree simply means “I must ascend the cross", where the :
phraie must' does not refer to Christ being a little boy, but means a }.
~command of God. According to Tuve. there is nothing unique in this
‘poem; as a matter of fact Herbert is here quite unoriginal because he '

L follows strictly the traditional medieval concepts ~first, that Christ '
is a second Adam and second, that the complaint of Christ is so. typi- .
A cal for that time because it represents a part of liturgical phrasing,
~ and there is no doubt that Herbert simply copied the pattern from one
of the many Middle English and Latin devotional poems or treatises of
the time. Tuve included enormous material to back up her arguments.
but Empson simply answered that no “amount of study of the historical
setting can replace the poetic value found in a simple reading. ,:"'
Obviously, there is a serious theoretical dilemma here. ‘We have on the
) ~ one hand, ‘a fascinating, but historically incorrect analysis. and on
I the other hand, an academic. scholarly study well-done and accurate,
but dull and unappealing in interpretation. Hhich one should be
chosen? This dilemma will become a part of the most common complaints‘.h
against Empson s analytical methods. . e I *.;
Using a purely theoretical argument, E.D. Hirsch takes Empson
-as. a typicaf?@xample for what ha NS in the interpretation uhich does"
Tﬂnot distinguish between possible impliéati:ns that belong to the mean-"~
ing of the ‘text and those that do not belo 9.25 Hirsch criticizes v |

Empson s position with the motivation that Empson treats literature as'

a piece of language » that is,_ s a public object whosetcharacter is

defined by public norms.26 According to Hirsch Empson is wrong in'

Ay

. ,. o X . : .v v_ o - {

-



271

o principle, because the object of interpretation is not the author, but
'the text. Secondly, the textual meaning has nothing to do with the

author s mind but only with his verbal achievements. In.other words,

.,,Empson is so preoccupied with conflicts between the reader 's mind and '

' the author s mind that he no longer distinguishes between the signifi- |

cance .and me aning of the words. In Hirsch's terminology, significance

’implies.the relationship between the textual meaning and'a person, a
conception, a'situation, a period' etc. aning is strictly repre- |
. sented by text, and it implies exactly ‘what the author meant by using a
Zparticular sign sequence.27 |

» The best scrutiny of Empson s approach to literature is still
}.the one done by Elder Olson,28 In spite of the fact that Olson s
‘fbasic premise~is\very Simi?ar to the principal obJections of Tuve and
inrsch his criticisnris‘more elaborate and less arbitrary. Besides
".the same assertion that Empson confuses the implication and meanings of*
the words, Olson 3 maJor point is that Empson does not distinguish
properly between the poetic meaning and prose meaning of the words,'
i for instance, according to Olson, there is no big difference if the
same word is used in prose or in poetry. The New Critics generally
"accepted the Richardsian distinction between prose language and poetic
;;~ anguage based on the Affective theory, whereas the Chicago Critics'
QQZQrongly opposed these views and in particular, Richards theory of

'-emotiviSm. Therefore, Olson attempts here to defend the line of the

"','vChicago Critics against Empson S psychologism and his typology of

ambiguity. _Olson s maJor arguments are in the following quotation
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Language functions very differently in the epigram, the didactic -

verse-treatise, and mimetic tragedy; if you call all of these
‘poetry' and inquire into the nature of poetic language, you will:

_end up with some description which, because it must be common to
all these, will be very general and shed little light upon the :
specific functioning of language in, say, mimetic tragedy. More- ~
over, it was in the nature of the case that certain of these
characteristics, being very general, should turn out to be common .-

: tg‘thjngs-which_were;obvfously‘not_poetry.*in any of the accepted .
senses, at all. For example, language is common to all the things
called ‘poetry'; but nothing is more evident than that scientific
prose, for instance, is very different from poetry, although it too
is language . . .« (Olson, p. 37) : s

L After ten pages de5§t1ng~thé differences between various genres and
~ poetic forms, Otson came to the,conc]ysion: -
: _There are no necessary différencés between poetic dfct1on; as
diction, and the diction of any other kind of composition. There
- are no devices of language which can be pointed out to as distinc-
tively poetic; any other kind of composition may utilize metaphor,
images,; rhythm, meter, rhyme, or any of the ‘devices of poetic
.- language'/ and poetry may utilize any -of the devices associated
. with any ‘other 1iterary kind. (Olson, p. 47) - ' I
- Since he admits that theré can . be some;differehce between prose and.
poetry; but not biséd_bﬁ:the'idea ofi“npétic lanQQage' and ’ppetic
v_qevices“; Olson finds ‘his solution'in”the‘functtohing of language as
material, not as form? “In other words, the differénce should be based

' on'the différence between thezgoéfic and unpoetic functions oflf‘1

,”language, And’fhefdiscussion “ought to proceed;.hqt ffom devices fo‘
Juntfions, but: from functions-ib‘devices*'(OIson;'p. 48). .Unforthaie-" '
1y, it seems that Olson misses the point here, bé-ca_!u:éef- Empson also -
speaks aboﬁt_different‘functions;of‘lgngugdé,»and'meqnihg dependinéﬁOn H
_’céntéXt;'ﬁoetic 1ma§esi$nd‘ment;1 gt§te'6f thé,readqr'Qr‘thgfahfhor;

fThe-faCt ofighe matter i#ffhat Eﬁbsbn‘doe31notihakefa¥¢léar~¢gfin1tton‘_'

of qmbfguity'oCCUrring'in prose, tn_opposition_to,émﬁjgnity bccurrihg'_ .

.
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in poetry; and setondly. he aéceptsfthe idea of emotivism; otherwise he
claims. the same as Olson. o |
After he pointed out the contradictions and discrepancies that
exist either in Empson's theory, or in its application in his analysis.
Olson summarizes his maJor complaints in the following few points.

First of all the Richardsian principle that poetry 1s Simply an aspect

or condition of language differentiated from-other languages by a cer-

tain attribute (in Empson s case by ambiguity) is not satisfactory to

Olson for several reasons. The very first: is that Empson’ is neither

sure what he means by ambiguity, his principles of claSSification are

based on the supposition that poetry is necessaFﬁly ambiguous, but hlS

examples do not always satisfy his conditions for ambdguity, nor are

his analytical methods indeed concerned with ‘the problem of ambiguity
or poetic meaning in general._ (0lson PP. 25 29, 30 31) s
' Secondly, Empson 3 analytical methods are too mechanical, using

U~ simply the techniques of permutations and combinations of  different

meanings, with two assumptions in mind (1) that all kinds of ambigui-
‘ties are a result of a certain mental disorder or conflict either in
the author'’ s mind or in the, reader's mind, or in both; and (2) that
all possible meanings are ‘needed to explain the poetic meaning or -
ambiguity of the’ poem. " (0ison, pp. 27 and 32) R v{/"*\
Speaking about meaning,_Olson is especially critical of {/

Empson s so-called context theory and his confUSion between meaning and

inference or. implication._ He quotes examples to prove that there are S

poems which are ambiguous without reflecting any mental confusion, '

disorder or conflict of the author s mind such as allegory, didactic

4‘ ; ’



and mimetic poetry, etc.. The problemvis that it would be, very diffi-

cult to decide t¥f_this argument is valid enough because Empson also

' speaks -about these same types of poetry, insisting that ambiguity

voccurs only under certain conditions; and 1f Olson says that ambiguity

can occur éven without these conditions, that does not mean that Empson
is completely wrong. (Olson, pp.,44 47)

The most critical part of Olson's essay deals with the discrim-

‘ inationJofkfour conditions of meaning and inference. Olson claims that

1

the major problem with Empson 3 confusions is caused by Empson 3
1nability to define properly the concepts of both meaning and inference
or implication. According to Olson, the first,condition is based.
wholly upon linguistic or other semantic matter, (meanings of the words,

syntactical laws etc. ) Meaning here is simply a result of “the

_significant powers ' of words and their combination and inference, if

presezt at-all, is minimal. Empson calls this the meaning of 'direct'.

statements or expressions.’ Inference occurs when the parts are

‘misunderstood linguistically or interpreted ‘out of the context of the

whole, but basically. the sentences are simple and the meaning is the:

resultant only of verbal 51gns. (0lson, p. 32) ' S >

Secondly, the meaning may be a result of more than verbal

signs, such as inferences based on the character or purpose of the

speaker. the manner of delivery, our presupposed knowledge or opinion,

'the situation, etc. - Usually, these types of inferences are not direct-

]y related to the meaning, they even contradict it in many cases, but

"they still emphasize the changes and modify the utterance. Irony is

' the best example, according to Olson, for this type of meaning, because

!
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we can infer from something over and above the verbal expression to

" mean the opposite of what 1t says. (Ibid ) -
The third type of<meaning, in 0lson s opinion. ‘is produced by

' inference. but in itself,also produces an inference ‘which is not a part
| of the meaning. 'For“instance; an axiom of geometryddoes not mean every
‘theorem which can be drawn from ity regardless of the fact that this
-possibility still exists in the sentence.- Empson is mistaken when he
believes that his sentence “The brown cat sat on the red mat" means at
the same time “Language is possible“‘or “This is a statement about a
cat'.  The sentence in;itself_is a fact, but inferences - drawn from that-
fact'are not a part of itS'meaning;, (01son, p. 32) | |

And finally, the fourth situation: wh;n'there is-inference

‘possible quite apart from meaning. For instance, if you see a bloody

axe, and you infer that something was killed with it, there is no
meaning involved because there is no fact involved. The fact of the
.bloody axe implies the fact of kn;ling, but there is no evidence, there
"'is.an absence of language and meaning involvement, and all arbitrary

y signs are missing. (O1son, pp. 32 33)‘. | A‘

Olson complains that Empson does not make an effective distinc-
';tion between these four cases. - All are equally meaning to him, and

~he uses them in dealing with a single part of poetry, with poetic dic-

o tion. “His. treatment of the cat sentence shows that he assumes that the

,;sentence does not have merél '11) its obvious meaning, (2) that it can
"mean that it is a part of fairy tale or that 1t comes from a primer,
and (3) that it is 2 statement -about the cat. ’0lson ‘does not under-.

o stand how Empson s obsesé#%n with dictionary meaning can be applied in
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the fourth case, because he considers that dictionary meanings are
already too determinative but in Empson s case, presumably. there is ;
certain iooseness,in}the critica] proceeding. (Olson, pp. 32, 33 et |
~passim) | '
| i Obviously,_there is a certain poirit in Oison's'criticism of
Empson's treatment of the implications of words asieguai tobthe mean-

ings of words. But he misses the maJor point when he does not under-

stand Empson s commitment to dictionaries. Empson needs dictionaries'

because they help him to see the body every time he sees a bioody axe.
Asjin the fourth case of Olson's list of meanings.and inferences,-
‘EmpsoanrodUces‘inferences which are apart from the meaning presentvin
the poetic'structure, and by;the.produced inferences hejintroduces a
new poetic meanixg’into the-text. Totverify the iegitimacy of his
methods, Empson'uSes‘dictionaries.i Some'oinlsOn's other remarks stay )
'unjustifiedt Empsonvkoes speak'about'other aspects“of poetry oesides )~}
_poetic‘diction;,but_hecause his major attention’is.concentrated,mostiy'
on the seach for hidden meanings, one gets the impression that his
approach is too simplistic.. He,speaks about'sound, atmosphere,la]ie-
gory, rhythm, meter, irony, puns, imagery, symbols, metaphors, etc.;

but he is iookingyindeed’for.ambiguities being produced hy.these’
devices. L o | o .

But there were schoiars iiko Staniey Edgar Hyman who praised

Empson. In his: book The Armed Vision (1948), Hyman speaks highiy of

}_ i&mpson s categorical criticism N He considers Empson to be one of the

ieading modern critics. Praising al] his books, but being particulariy

fond of Some Versions of Pastorai, Hyman states that in this book

&
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Empson went further than ever before because he;combined his own under-
standing'of ambiguity with the teachings of Marx, Freud, Darwin and

 Frazer. He is more than fascinated by Seven.Typesiof Ambiguity;.but he

v:still considers tha&rsome.new essays on linguistics will be more
appealing to the serious scholars as are the works. from the author $
more mature period.29 He admits that he did not like the second |
~edition of Seven Type (1947) because. after all the corrections and
Empson_; endless apologies,,he found that the-book had 1o6st its charm
and revolutionary amger. He easily dismisses all Charges againSt
Empson's psychologism and the use of intuition to work out some analyt-
ical problems, s aying that Empson's intuition is a result of hard work,
nog,a flash of ‘some irrational power or inspiration. Since Empson was"
'already praised for ‘his analysis of Milton. and criticized for the

: analysis of Shakespeare, Hyman tries to defend.Empson s use of earlier'
‘editions of Shakespeare instead of critical and proof- read editions.

He . claims that Empson is right ‘because, besides all errors and unfor--
‘tunate_comments or corrections, the earlier edition_kept'thevold type

' of‘pUnctuation'which kept all the ambiguities-and the possible real
.meaning of the text. Modern: editions of Shakespeare have modern |
vbpunctuation which changes the meaning of the text. .v‘ ,

In other words. Hyman wants to say that it ‘is almost irrelevant

to speak about different eqitions of Shakespeare because we can only

"3 study and guess in order. to find out. what would be the correct meaning ¥

..

'in Shakespeare. His position towards and estimate of Hilliam Empson is:

- . very radical. in spite of the fact that The Structure of Complex Hords

wi(1951) and Milton S. God (1961) were not published yeta He criticizes
: g

1
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Empson s extreme efforts to use Basic English in interpreting litera-
- “ture as an additional tooi. anticipating similar extremes which wou]d -

~occur in The Structure of CompJex Nords.. .~

However, there were critics like Roger Sale and Gerald
Graff, 30 who wrote on severai occasions about Hilliam Empson and
New Criticism with a sense of critical approval and. obuectivity. Roger

Sale in particu]ar did a very detailed anainis of Empson s anaiyticai

"Amethods in comparison with some other critics. .He pointed out ail

:kinds of mistakes that Empson had made in his ana]ysis. but he also
;found excuses for him: Empson was simply a: unique figure in Anglo- 3
American CritiCism, he is a poet-critic who understands the 1nterpreta-,
tion of literature in a different way from schoiars and members of ‘the =
‘academic estab]ishment. ' _ .

Regard]ess of whether we - accept this as a soiution. or if we

: understand Empson s type “of analysis as a chailenge, a critical and .ii

7Iiterary provocation, it wiil remain without saying that his criticismm\\~

indeed opens up a field and perspective for a rethinking angd. reevalua-‘

"tion of our: view and the rel tionship towards 1iterature and criticism..

NI

Hith Empson, suddenly the reader again becomes the most important, _
-decisive figure in reading and 1nterpreting literature. Maybe that is

~_the way it should be. maybe we are forgetting that the texts exist for

”_ us and because of us. Yes. the author wrote it, but so does a shoé- hE

4 -

"“maker make_shoes. Do we think about him wearing shoes?

S
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A GENERAL OVERVIEW OF THE THREE CRITICS: |

»

Isithere anything in common in the views of Ransom, Brooks and Empson?

"Dealing with the theory and practice of the New Critics.meahs
dealing constant]y with controversiai issuesaidiscrépancies'and contra-
dictions. Comparing the writings of such individuals as Ransom, Brooks
and Empson seems to be an almost useless task, taking into account the
fact that they are so-much apart from each other(that besides taste,
there is hardly anything “in_common between them. However, they do
belong to the same movement, and they did write about the same topics.
They did not share the‘same opinions about everything, but they share
the same way of thinhing, and, more importantly, they use more or less
" the same .analytical methods in ana]yzing‘poetry._ The main problem is
to disEbver what these methods are, and if they are the same, does it ¥
‘mean that they work in the sdme way for each of them?

In conducting the investigation of this thesis, it was obv1ous
that to answer’ai] these questions we would have to deal with some
already estabiished opinions about Ransom,-Brooks and Empson as members
of the New Criticism as a movement, and, separate]y, with the opinions
- of the scholars about their writings as critics. The historiqa] dimen-
"sion was always present,»not only because most of these opinions were
' based on inherited biased and inaccurate premises, but also because the
'-overall picture of the New Critics has been changed so many timed?
Studying individua]]y any of these critics means something totaliy
different than. studying them against the historica] background of the

movement, or in the scope of the traditional framework where they

\



"belOng. Even.a simple comparison of their individual, differences shows
that many of the traditiohal labels, such as that the New Critics are
“formalists > classicists > anti Freudian, Kantians, and so on, simply

. O -n
are not true. R - ‘/ . .

On the contrary, our studies show that both theOretically:and
,analytically, the New Critics were closer to their traditional roots
than to any -European influence, 1f this is present at all. Behind the
" New Critical rhetoric lies a very simple and traditional approach to-
literature. The only novelty was to put the stress on different issues

* and emphasize the nedd to change the direction and the focus of the

critic's attention. Nhat makes the New C?ithlSm unique is~‘--

memberk did more by not being aware of what they were doing .
‘they were trying to pursue their own ambitions and achieve‘some academ
ic results. Their scholarship and academic tasks could not match theﬂ
personal ambitions and motivatioh this discrepancy was reflected in
their theorizing as a major weakneSS\ But their natural talent as
creative writers contributed to their .sense for detail, which shows
\_clearly in their analysis of literary works. Therefore, whenever they
were free, from feeling that they were chosen to propagate their
bel}\fs or that they had to establish some. universal principles of
literature, they yere able to find a proper way to talk about ‘litera-
.ture. -The freshne;s and charm of their best interpretations of poetry
lies in their approach to literature from the point of view of the
poets. - In interpreting poetry they are not so much interested in

_discovering anything about that particular poem, as they are indeed

~interested in finding out the mechanism of the creative process which

'ﬁ;.
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was ‘'used by the guthor to make that ~particul‘ar poem. They would.:never.

'admit this explicitly; they reject the {dea of discussing the. inten-‘
""tions of the author as well, they refuse to discuss the meaning or mes-

sage of the poem.j But they admit that they be]ieve that the critic s

= approach shouid be the reverse of the creative process, and each\of

their interpretations shows c]early that they are after the meaning ;H-

an -

the words, symboﬂs, images, and other details., .

¥

The structurai ana]ysis of the New Critics shows that their R
s LRI

~ search for the meaning of each particuiar detaii is directed towards
g

.the discovery of the mechanism and compositionai framework~of the poem -
.in spite of their persona]’differences in. understanding the poetic A
vstructure and defining the concepts of” poetic meaning, ]anguage “the

’ ‘function of poetry, and s0 on.; Eachxof the three New Cr'tics discussed
here is convinced that 1iterature in itself shouid be thev eginning and

the end.of any literary criticism. Ransom may propagate ‘,duaiistic

theory of poetic structure Brooks can be in favor of .Or aﬁicism, and
_Empson might consider ‘the. semantic approach to'be the o.ly right one.
But when it comes to the basis of this phiiosophy we: discover that . Ny
behind all their rhetoric ‘there_is the same be}ﬂef in the existence of
-a literary work as a specific phenomenon; and regardiess of all their ;o
differences in defining literature as know]edge, commgpication, or, ”'jv
statement they stiii think that the oniy and proper way to treat
1iterature is from the\point of view of the reader.h w

They are indeed the propagators of textual ana]ysis. However,
their understanding ‘of textual inteﬁpretation is restricted to the

contextuai analysis of poetic meaning. They use indeed different

" a
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methods concepts and techniques in their interpretation of poetry, but

?”?&beneath all these individual procedures there is the same method-

i

4ological approach the same desire and the same motivation. Ransom can

gjcall it cognitions and cognitive images , OF concrete universal“

@fi"aesthetic distance 's or "the meaning of texture and the meaning of

“Tstructurev Brooks can ‘speak about metaphor » "wit®, *drony”, para-

? e

\ v

"dox or paraphrase" and Empson can’ exp]ore seven types of ambigu-

K'

ity”, the function of emotions and feelings or just single words. But

@

when*it comes to the real practical analysis, all of them are actually

‘ exploring the meaning andosymbolism of poetic 1magery.. A1 three

CrlthS ‘share: the,same desire to discover the hidden meaning of the

“poetic images, and their only motivation as literary critics is to-

'prove that a certain detail works or functighszin the presupposed way

which they haye chosen in advance. This is ‘the main reason“why their

.theorizing sometimes gets in the way of their analyzing, or that they

.are forced_touadJustwthejrganalyses_according_to their,theoretica]”i..._A,x

pninciples and beliefs. These discrepancies happen very 6ften, but the
. . { . " ’ I :

conflicts and'contradictions which occur in theory or in'practical o

/{..
analysis are sometimes also the consequence of their efforts to recon-

f'cile disparate conceptions and doctrines. Theé New CriticiSm is the

only modern movement which attempts to reconc1le and put together two
such divergént critical schools as textual criticism and referential

criticism, thus combining two almost completely exclusive theories such

1

vas literature as. knowledge and literature as an autonomous aesthetic

obqect._ The conflicting naturegpf these’ two orientations is reflected ’

o
-
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. in both the definitions”of'crit;}al concepts, and in the application of
'”theoretical concepts to the practical analysis of literary works. ‘
Theoretically, Ransom, Brooks and Empson are so different that . .

‘one might assume that ::ere is nothing in‘common between them to dis- f»ﬂ
cuss. -Even 1ooking at their teachers and the first inspiring models, | “
one can see great différehces. Ransom's ideals were T.S. Eliot, Plato, -

: Nordsworth Kant, Hegel, éroce, bergson and the‘Pragmatists. Brooks

_‘wént through a period,of change, but his. teachers were Ransom and _;e
Empson equally with T. S. Eliot and Richardsx Aristotle, Coleridge, T.E. i?
Hulme, and Imagism and Romanticism in general Empson admires some-of | |
the principles of Richards, Shelley, Bloomfield's: linguistics, E As -

s

. Poe, Pound, French symbolism, Freud and some minor semanttc theoreti-“ :

cians. However, since these three critigs aré interrelated, exchanging

the same. ideas or writing about t@e same topics, these influegces

D . . 3
v“y\\{ntermix and one cannot draw a strict line as to where they start or ' -

) where they end, For instance; French symbolism and—Freud-areAaJsoAvecy,_,__A;e_,e
‘much present in Ransom's or Brooks' theorizing, and thgre are also some ... |
.4reflections of Freudian 1mpact even in their\analyses, but in Empson

this . influence is much stronger and evident Similarly ‘we can talk

about Plato and Aristotle Kant Classicism and. Romantic1sm, as well as‘

about differences that the American Pragmatism or British form of the

Neo-Hegelian version of pragmatism have brought to all these crit |

.Unfortunately, this was not part of the discussion conducted here but

.we can definitely assume that Dewey s- influence, which was very evident
o in Richards writings, and also Bradley's influence, which was very ’

evident in T.S. Eliot s writings are the~ most important ones to be A
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considered in future‘studies on this subject-matter. An echoing of
Bradley s'ideas is present in: Ransom s theory of cognition, and Dewey 3
ideas of art as aesthetic experience are ‘reflected in the writings of
’ almost all the New critics: . ;,q' | ‘
" The fact :f the matter’is that we have found many of the con-
f,‘--bclusions of previous studies on Ransom, Brooks and Empson to be wrong, :
: presumptuous or misleading.‘ Fhis is true equally tor both positive and
. p negative types of criticism.\\For-instance, there is nothing more
| ’ erroneous than the very cgmmon%assumption that New Criticism equgls a
formalistic and aesthetnc approach to literature, and that theoreti-
cally it depends very muth on Neo-Kantian aesthetics. Partially, the i
credit ;;:’this misleading assumption should be given ta . the New
Eahtics themselves, who started calling themselves 'formalists“ and

accepted the echoing of - Kant s aesthetics through two different

h v‘

o .<_ssources through Coleridge and English Romaq\dcism as- the reflection

r~»»~r¥\mof German philosophy and literature, and through Richards, Croce,
v ,ergson, Imagism, T.E. Hulme T S. Eliot £. Pound andemerican ‘ .

-e&?-Pragmatism. The aesthetic principles of prior sources had changed so
much because of the multiplicity of the influences. that there was
nothing left that still resembled Kantian aesthetics. The only New

&

Critics' principle that was left and still resembles 1ts original roots
“literature as an autonomous aesthetic deect" but many besides
Kant have said that.- A\\regards the-New Critics’ analytical methods as
"formalistic , this misleading\terminology got in the way of a proper
definition of the movement from the very beginning. "Feeling that they

were real revolutionaries and rebels against the academic establishment
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as are fonm and content.r.Therefore, the critic's responsibiiity is to
recognize the significance of both. “ihis double quality of experienc--
ing our own time toithe_fuii and yet being able to weighvit in relation
‘to'the other times is what the critic must strive for, if he is to'be"
able to discern and demand the works of art that we need the most"
(Matthiessen, p. 18). As did many critics at the time, Mattheissen -
warned the New Critics that they cannot stay in their ivory tower, and
| _that the’centrai responsibility and duty of critics is to widen their
range of interests out of an “awareness 6f SOme of ‘the world- wide ¢ '
- struggles of our age“;‘ (Ibid. ) In the New riticfi approach to .
iiterature, Mattheissen saw the potentdal dan r of isolating the work -
of art from life, and he perceived the critic's goal in anaiyzingias\
'anaiysiS'for the saLe of another academic game. ins distaste for Tate
and Ransom is much stronger than for Brooks; his remarks‘are sometimes
quite simiiar to those of A. Kazin, but Mattheissen*s cr1t1c15m is
geheraiiy unbiase% and to the point. o

Murray Krieger beiongs to the earlier group of authorities on '

* New Criticism, but to those who were.both sympathetic to and critical

of its outcome. His book The New Apoiogists for Poetry, (1956), i

stiil considered as the most reliable and obJective Judgment about the

+  movement and its major representatives. However written in a tradi-

]
tional academic styie, with obvious innovative ambitions to bring more

: than an insight into the subject matter, Krieger S book is sometimes
"~ too difficu]t to deal with, particulariy because of the author's very
specialized termiriology (cf. the .use of terms such as contextualism,

iinguistic eestheticism, etc.). Nevertheless, Krieger's account.of:
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' to point out again the common characteristicslin their theory and ’
practice. For: instance, Ransom does not believe 1n organic unity.

.Before 1955, he did not be]ieve in the special status'of metaphor,‘and
he‘was always against the paraphrasing 6T the poeﬁ. However,'his
ana]yses have shown that he uses the same methods as Brooks: and Empson
in e11m1nat1ng certain elements of the poem's structure in favor of

. others, looking f0r~the_key words which will bring out the'presupposed
alternatives to thi meaning. Because he is not very certain about his

attitude towards the function of fee]ings thoughts and emotions, by

1
accept1ng T.S. Eliot's approach he sometimes has the same attitu e and

speaks about their fusion or unity. or by reJecting R1chards h
reject the role of emotions’ and speaks about the conflict and tensions
between thoughts and feelings;‘in fact, Ransom's opinion on this .
suhject varies from case to case, but in general he is a]ways,ready to':
1rep1ace;this with his favorite remark that if(the logic of the poem
fails, the poem is not good. In other words, regard]ess of the fact:
that there are three diffefent situations to speak about, in his prac- .
t1cad analysis Ransom looks for'the,conflfcting points between elements
of the poem's structure. Using Richards, he also created three types
of poetry based on the same princip]es of exc]uding and 1nc1ud1ng the
concept of 1dea. |
Secondly, Brooks'is definite1& a proponent of Organicism and
_,ﬁec]ares the onganic‘unity and the whole as priority concepts in definfi
- ing the poetic structure. However, he is also abdefender.of the con-
cepts ot inony.andvparadox; he is a_supporter of contextual ana]ys1s;_

and he fully accepts Coleridge's teaching about the conffict between

the two opposites, as well as Richards' teaching about inclusive and
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exclusive.types_of poetry. This means‘that in practice, Brooks is also
. using the same methoo of confronting the two elements with oppoasing
meanings in order to create paradox or irony. .
| Obviously, Empson is not any exception'tor this rule, he was.
the one that started the whole movement. Empson's theory and practice
imply that the ro]e of the conflicting elements is-a crucia] point for
any type of analysis. Ambiguity could not exist without disorder or
discrepancies in the relationship between the reader_and the text. !
-t\Within the text itself, on the one hand, and between the author and the
text or the author and the reader, on the othe’ hand. The critic con-
siders all possible nings, but the meaning that heA51ngies out must
be equivalent to thé contextual meaning, i.e., it must be verifiable by
its context in one way or. another, kv‘ . ' o
Therefore, in conclUSion we can say that New Criticism as -

ipracticed by these three critics is a spec1a1 kind of textual criticism

which in theory does not acknowl edge the role of the reader, but .in

definite]y shows that the reader is of the utmost importance.

'~ates the major probiem:in defining the New Critics in terms of
contextuaiiSm proper, but, on thecother hand, it opens up the possibi]é
ities of seeing New Criticism as the rudimentary beginnings of. modern

v contextual semantics or as a form of the Continental aesthetics @f
reception. The parallel is maybe too new to be accepted without

( scrutiny: but some.future and advanced studies in the history of ideas,
phiiosophica] sources and impacts might be the proper answer to this

hypothesis, particu]ar]y when taking into account the impact that

Hiiiiam Empson's breakthrough had on the traditiona], one-dimensiona]

v
<

Ve X
b
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N , o
\ understanding of the role of criticism. Starting with this as the

initial premise, it is not so difficuit to go a step further and
___--/ connect Hans Robert Jauss' concept of 'literature as provocati_,/,uith

Empsbn s impiicit message of “eriticism asrprovocation .



'NOTES TO THE INTRODUCTION

laccording:to the ten traditionally most reliable books on--
New Criticism, the most frequently appearing ‘names are R. Blackmur and
J.C. Ransom. R.P. Warren is more often omitted than W. Empson, who is =~
corisidered either as a predecessor or simply as a Britisher. K. Burke '
_ is more often included than is A. Tate. Surprisingly, some other
critics are included, such as,E. Wilson (three times), or EViseo Vivas
(twice) as well as the Chicago Critics. Sometimes Blackmur is
exc]uded.because of his interest in Freud and prose analysis. A -
broader 1ist;includes also the predecessors T1.A. Richards and T. S.
Eliot as we11 as the successors W. Wimsatt and P. Wheelwright, some-

Rl ¥ T

times including even the Fugitives and Southern Agrarians. Cf. M. Vo'

Zabel, Literary Opinion in America (1937, r. ed. 1968)s A. Kazin, On
the Nat1vefGround (1942); R. Spiller, A Laterary History of the U S.
{1949); W. ETton, A Guide to the New Criticism (1951, r. €d.); R.W.
Stallman, Cr1tics and Essays in Criticism (1949); J. Pritchard S A
Cr1tic1sm 1in America 11956) R. West, Essays in Modern Literary o
Criticism (1952); W. 0'Connor, The Age ‘of Criticism (1956); ‘W. Sutton,
‘¥¥aern American Cr1ticism (1963), and J.L. Stewart The Burden of T-ime
965) .

2. Elton thinks that the New Critics only use the same type
of vocabulary; the same opinion is shared as well'by M. Krieger, L.T. .
Lemon and R. Foster. The most critical is Krieger who said. that the
movement lacked a "foundation of aesthetic theory" to be more than a
divergent group of 1nd1v1duals cf. his The New Apologists for Poédtry,
1956. See also M. Krieger, "Creative Criticism: A Broader View of
- gymbolism" (Sewanee Review, Winter 1950); R. Foster, The New Romantics
~( 962); L.T. Lemon, The Partial Critics (1965) W.S. Knickerbocker;
"Wam for Maw: Dogma*Versus Discursiveness in Cr1t1cism (Sewanee ‘
Review, October 1941); and Robert Wiemann, who uses the term "New
Criticism" in a very loose sense, to descr1be any kind of contemporary
textual criticism: cf. his "New Critlcism und die Entwick]ung
bilrgerlicher Literaturwissenschaft, 1962

3rugitive (1922-25) and Kenyon Review:(1939-59) founded and
edited by Ransom; Hound and Horn (1527—1934) edited by Blackmur; ////’
Southern Review (1935—42) founded by Tate,; edited-also later by Brooks

“and R.P. Warren; and from 1944, in Sewanee Review the editors were
- several times Tate Brogks or R P. Narren. .

4React1onary act%vit1es invo]ved several books, symposiums,
and many public debates and campaigns. The worst were I'11 Take My
Stand (1930); The Mind of the South (1941) and the contributions in-
Bookman and American Review, two ultra- rightfst periodicals which
openly supported Naz1sm {cf. A.E. Stone, "Seward Collins and the
American Review: Experiment in Pro-Fascism, 1933-37", in American
Quarterly, 1960, Nop. 1, pp. 4-19). Ezra Pound and T.S. ETiot were

also regular contributors.

290
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~ '5The reactions. varied from mild to very antagonistic. These:
_started with Harry Levin's "Literature as an Institution" (Accent,

1946, No. 2, pp.-159/68) and Robert G. Davis, “The New Criticism and |

the Democratic Tradition®, (The American Scholar, 1949-50, No. 1, pp.

. 9-19); and were continued by F.0. Matthiessen, The Responsibilities of
the Critic (New York, 1952); W. Sutton, Modern American Criticism
q.v.1; R.H. Pearce, “Historicism Once More™ Kenyon Review, {Autumn
1958, pp. 554-91); again W. Sutton, “The Contex%ualisfﬂbiFemma,f or
Fallacy?", Journal of Aesthetics and Art Criticigm (December 1958, pp.
219-29); H.H. Waggoner, "The Current Revoll against the New Criticism",

Criticism (Summer 1959, pp. 211-225); and Mark Spilka, "The Necessary
§tylist§; A New Critical Revision", Modern Fiction Studies (Winter

. 1960-61, pp. 281-297).. . S - ) »

4 6see the polemics betwéenwggge Wellek and Gerald Graff: “The

‘New Criticism Pro and Contra" by Wellek (Critical Inquiry, Summer, ..
1978, pp. 611-24); Graff's response "New Critic¥ém once More" (Critical
Inquiry, Spring, 1979, pp. 569-75); and Wellek's reply "A Rejoinder to
Geralg Graff" (same issue, pp. 576-79). The expression “"crude and =

frankly reactionary formalism”" is used by Bruce Franklin in his essay
"The Teaching of Literature in the Highest Academies of the Empire", 'in
Louis Kampf and Paul“kauter, The Politics of Literatur® (New York, :
1973, p. 113). The same expression was used by George Watson, The
Literary Crities (New York, 1963), p. 172. The following expressions
are by R.S. Crane [critical monism), by Winters (obscurantism), and R. .

 Foster (rhetoric of speculation, etc.). For more recent studies on New

. ‘Criticism see G. Graff, Literature Against Itself: Literary Ideas in
Modern Society (€hicago,-19797;.A. Goldsmith, American Literary
Triticism: 1905-1965.(1979, LII v.); and Lajos Nyiro, Literature and"

Tts Interpretation (The Hague, Mouton, 1979}. T R

. Nyifp, Literature and Its fnterpretatiqh,fp. 123.

o, ¢

81bid., p. 126.

. - ' : 1 :
9apart from Alick West, Crisis and Criticism (London, 1937),
there was no serious attacks on The New Critics. How influential ‘the
New Critics were/ﬁ&,xhe’fﬁﬁé; can be seen from the statement by.Douglas
Bush, who says:-—“No department of English could count itself respect-
able, unless it included at leagt one New Critic". Cf. L1tera5¥‘_ :
History and Literary Criticism.  Acta of the Ninth Congress ot the . .
Tnternational Federation for Modern Languages and Literature; New Yo
1963, ed. Leon Edel (New York, I965), p. 4. v S

 10g, Graff, Literature Against'ltself, (q.v.), p. 129,
TS n
Urbid. - ' |

12¢£. Paul de Man, Blindness and Insight: Essays in the
‘Rhetoric of Contemporary Literary Criticism (New York, I371]. See also-
M. Krieger, 1he New Apologists for Poetry {g.v.) and L.T. Lemon, The
Partial Critics (q.v.). I :
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" (July, 1929), pp. 353-66.
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NOTES TO_CHAPTER ONE

1*p poem Nearly ‘Anonymous” , American Review (May, 1933, voi.

S0, pp. 17-203; "Forms and Citizens“, AR (September, 1933, vol. 1),
. 444-67; both reprinted in The World' s'E_dy {New York and London,

1938)

2"Flux and Blur in Contemporary Art Sewanee Review, Xﬁ&VII

/

) 3The discussion of the analytical aspects of the essay wil]
fol]ow separate]y, at the end of this chapter.

4The World's Body (New York and London, Charles Scribner's
Sons 1938) pp. vii-xi; Loc. cit. viif. Hereafter all references to
'this book will appear in the text under the abbreviation WB. .

5. T Lemon, The Partia] CritiCs, p. 38.

GT S. Eliot, “Yeats", in On Poetry and Poets (London ' Faberf
and Faber, 1957), p.. 255. : v

TThis definition applies only to "A Poem Nearly Anonymous

" and to Ransom's concept of “aesthetic distance .

8¢cf. Louis D. Rubin, “A Critic Almost Anonymous John Crowe

'Ransom Goes North", in Thomas Daniel Young (ed.), Thé New Criticism and

After (Chariottesviile University Press of Virgi“*a 19757, pp. 1- 22

. Rccording to Rubin, Ranso- 's analysis of Milton is sometimes

far-fetched because it is more "Ransom as M11ton or Ransom on Ransom

than a real analysis of Milton.

- 90ne should not forget that The New Criticism was’ the only
one of Ransom's books which was not a re-colliection of previously:

published essays. Ransom indeed had printed parts of this book before,

in different periodicals, as he did earlier, but he wrote these-essays

: f.as parts of ‘the book, f.e., for the first time, as a systematic survey
7 of his theoretical views, according to his project and a contract
*’signed in advance. ;

10The are: “poetry: A Note on Ontoiogy“ (1934);

' -“Criticism Inc."(1937); “Criticism as Pure Specuiation" (1941) and
-~ Wanted: An Ontoiogical Critic” (1941) '

l1ps did many others M. Empson was to openiy oppose the

':'autotelic status of 1iterature later, when the. movement was over, and

'when, under attack or for. other reasons, everyone changed his opinion

- or .no longer ‘cared.  He. says: "No work of literature is a ‘purely’

daesthetic experience, divorced from any moral consideration®. Cf. his

2 “»“Correspondence on King Lear", Critical Inquiry, III (1961), p. 67.
. See also Brooks new position in "Eiterary Criticism Ppet .Poem and
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Reader", reprinted in Perspectives in Contempora c;?ticism, ed. S.N.
Grebstein (New York, 19687, 98-108. Even Ransom would soften in Poems
~ and Essays (1955), and speak about the same problem, fgnoring the
autonomy of literature. . B . _

12¢cf. ”Thé Inorgan1c'Muses“, Kenyon Review, V (Spring, .
1943), pp. 278-300; "Criticism as Pure SpecuTation”, in R. West (ed.),

Essays in Modern Literary Criticism (New. York, 1952), pp. 228-46;
'Cri%icism, Tnc.™, inhTEe WorTd's Body (q.v.), pp. 327-350; “Yvor
_Winters: . The Logical Critic™ and "Wanted: An Ontological Critic",

both in The New Criticism (q.v.), pp. 211-275 and 279-336.

137his s the paraphrase of the most common thought that
appears in almost all of Ransom's essays that are related to the dis-
cussion of poetic structure. See note above. . '

14gansom's essay "Criticism as Pure Speculation” (1941) K
represents in a sense the outline of the bbok The New.Criticism (1941);
the same topic and the same examples occur in Doth. Naturally in the
book they are much more elaborate and expanded., o

.  15"cpiticism as Pure Speculation®, in The Intent of the
Critic, ed. Donald Stauffer (Princeton, 1941), pp. J1-124. However, we

are using the reprinted text in Essays in Modern Literary Criticism,

ed. Ray B. West (New York: Rinehart and (ompany,

de > PP. =30
Hereafter, all references will be in the text under the abbreviation
. "CPS“. . ' . -

16For definit{oﬁs:of “structure" and “texture" in The New
Criticism see pp. 280, 268, 184, 174, as well as particular aspects pp.
06, 324, 260-61, 219 etc. Cf. also note 28 above.

17Ransom, The New Criticism (Norfolk: New Directions, .
1941), p. 16. Hereafter all references to this book will appear in the

.+ text under”the_abbreviation NC.

: 18pansom has a lot of good things to say about Winters,

but he objects to his "moralistic illusion" .and particularly to his
#onstant preoccupations with the phonetic properties of the poem,
meter, etc. He thinks‘that"the phonetic phrases in poetry are not
more partfcularized than are the phrases in prose"; therefore, the
critic should study the poetic strategy or texture, not the arguments
or phonetfc meanings of the poem. Cf. p. 268 et passim.

. 19pansom's views on medaphor are not always the same.

However, here he uses his old argument against the theory of four mean-
ings of metaphorical discourse. In Poems and Essays, or in his
polemics with Brooks in a series of articies published in Kenyon
Review, Ransom was to favor the logical aspect of metaphor, but now not
as a secondary but as a primary element of the texture, i.e., metaphor
s no. longer more a second poem within the poem. .In The New Criticis,
loc. cit., p. 46, pp- 50-51 et passim. B -
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. -20Ransom is against the Coleridge-Richards version of
creative imagination, because he is against an objective-subjective
analogy of understanding of the world's reality. Loc. cit., pp. 73-80.
We will talk about 1ﬁagination once more in Ransom's discussion of
- creative process and interpretation.

. 21This thought is repeated in the discussion under the
title “The Aesthetic Context™, op. cit., p. 91, et passim. Ransom pro-
poses five contexts of discussing poetry: (1) the physiological, (2)
the psychological, (3) the biological-psychological, (4) the biologi-
cal-logical, and (5) the aesthetic. The last seems to be the only
legitimate one. :

22cf. Ransom calls him “a great formalist" in regard to
~ his interest in structural analysis. See pp. 254, 259 et passim.

, 23pccording to W.S. Knickerbocker, there are fourteen _
different definitions of poetry in The New Criticism. (See footnote 2
for the reference in Notes to the I'ntroduction.)

24T homas Daniel Young, (ed.) The New Criticism and After
(Charlottesville, 1976}, p. xvitii. . » . -

25gee God Without Thunder: An Unorthodox Defense of
Orthodoxy, (New York, 1930). The same idea is formulated several times .
“differently: in God Without Thunder and in "Forms and Citizens", or
_elsewhere in The World's Body. Cf. a passage, for example, pp. 327-28
in God Without Thunder which speaks about religion as "a working
definition to the relation of man to nature"; as "humane order”,
devoted to "man's welfare"; and the other which is not usable for man,
Ni.e. "alien" and "unintelligible"), as opposed to the discussion of

“work-forms" and "play-forms" in “Forms and Citizens", p. 30. However,

even earlier, in "Statement of Principles” which was published in I'M
Take My Stand: The South and the Agrarian Tradition (1930, rpt. New
York, 1968, pp. xix-27], Ransom says: “Art depends, in general, like
religion, on a right attitude to nature; and in particular on a free
and disiriterested observation of nature that occurs only in leisure®.
(The underlining is ours.) Industry, economics and science with its
‘technology destroy nature, because their goals are limited to partial,
practical aims. This is Ransom's 1ife-long motto.

26"Art and Mr. Santayana", first in Virginia Quarterly '
Review, XII (Summer 1937, pp. 420-36), then reprinted in The World's
. Body (1938), pp., 304-27. However, Ransom is mistaken in beTieving tha

&

he phrase “know
Schopenhauer, particularly in regard to art as he understands 1t.
Actually, Kant was the first. to speak about the "beautiful without
desire” (so-called the.first moment'of taste), and about unpractical-
~ {ty, unpurposeness, or no moral or logical requirements in the exis-
tence of art. Schopenhauer's adaptation of Kant's teachings should be
- known to Ransom. T ‘

ledge without desire" originated directly in T
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27see_footnote 2 for the réference.'

28vF{ux and Blur*®, p. 363. Quoted according to James E.
* Magner, John Crowe Ransom: Critical Principles and Preoccupations (The
Hague-Paris: Mouton, 1971}, Toc. cit. pp. 38-39.

29"F1ux and Blur*, ibid., p. 39.

. 30For the discussion on images, G.E. Moore and the child's .
experiencing things, see "poetry: A Note in Ontology"; for the discus-
<ion of Croce and the pre-adult stage of knowledge, see "The Tense of
Poetry”: both in The World's Body, Tloc. cit, 116, 128 and passim, and
256 et passim. o '

31cf. "A Poem Nearly Anonymous", “The Poet as Woman“,
"poetry: A Note in Ontology", "The Tense of Poetry", and so on.

" 32rpom Croce's article “Aesthetics" in Encyclopedia
Britannica (pp. 256-66). However, see also the excellent discussion of
Troce and Ransom in regard to Ransom's early essay "Flux and Blur in
Contemporary Art", in J.E. Magner's study entitled John Crowe Ransom:
Critical Principles and Preoccupations, pp. 17-41 et passim. All .
quotations from 'Flux and Blur" are Taken from!this book, as well as

some phrases of Croce's. It happens that we aaree with most things

that Magner has to say, but our- objection is that he does not make
obvious the reasons why Ransom would later pre er Bergson instead of
Croce, as well as that he offers no explanation of Ransom's criticism
of intuitionism. . ! -

33paradoxically or not, most New Critics are very'critical
. about Romanticism, and very fond of .Classicism, but still they are not
able to abandon the main principles of Romanticism. This was pointed
out by several critical studies; cf. Murrdy Krieger, The New Apologists
for Poetry (Minneapolis, 1956); Richard Foster, The New RomanticCs

o?m ngton, 1962); and Lee T. Lemon, The Partial Critics (New York,
1965).

.

~ 34gergson praises arts and Titerature as being of a higher {
level of knowledge than science because intuitive knowledge is the -only
type of knowing things in their totality. T.E. Hulme's definition of
poetry assumes that the poem is the perfect verbal equivalent of real
objects; but he understands the role of the poet as "editor" rather
than as creator, copyist or simple imitator of the real or the -
particular. The reason why Hulme insists on the editing role of the"
" poet s that he believes that the process of thinking and the human
“mind operate on the principle of a selectfon, rather than on the
principle of a collection of data. Ransom accepts both of these
dpinions, with emphasis on Togic instead of on intuition. He would:add
also the Kantian principle of poetry as the representation of natural
beauty which claims that the quality of the poem as imitation is higher
than its original. ’ g
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35The World's Body, pp. 196-97. Lee T. Lemon objects to
this reasoning of Ransom's, saying that Ransom fails to understand the
di fference between real objects and artistic images, or objects™
appearing in the arts. See The Partial Critics, p. 99. '

36“The Poet aéﬁwoman“, The World's Body, pp. 76-111.

371bid., p. 101. Here Ransom also offers an explanation
as to why he thinks so. He says that "to be intellectual® means “to be
disciplined in technique and stocked withQearning", which is "a great
advantage" even for “fertilizing the pleasures of imagination”.

~ 38pansom is definitely against Brooks' idea of organic

unity, and since he accepts Hulme's position of "editing" or of selec-
tivity among irrelevant things, he has to clarify the ambiguity about
.his critique of T.S. Eliot"s concepts of the dissociation and associa-
tion of sensibility which also speak about unity. Therefore, now
Ransom speaks about “fusjon" of relevancies, bu insists that dualism
still stays (The New Criticism, pp. 183-184). However, this is not
clear enough o see how it could be different from Eliot's teaching of
dissociation, against which Ransom started his discussion in the first
place, because Eliot understands both dissociation or disunity of sen-
sibility, and association or unity' of sensibility as the same process
of fusion, but one that is going in an opposite direction from the
other. 1In other words, for Eliot dissociation is the process of elim-
ination of irrelevant things coming to the poet's mind, and association

is the process of collecting relevant things coming from the poet’s

mind. Ransom's critique concerns the end of the process; he claims
that complete fusion or unity is impossible; but, at the same time, he
says that this is the only unity which could be achieved by the method
of concrete universalization. ' '

393.E. Magner, John Crowe Ransom, p. 35.

- 401p spite of the fact that there is no essay dedicated to
the subject-matter of the “concrete universal® in The World's Body or
The New Criticism, Ransom frequently discusses it in regard to the con-
cept of ontology, i.e., the ontological nature of poetry and criticism.
The first essays directly related to the topic appear i Poems and

Essays (1955). , :

41see partfcular]y "Poetry: A Note in Ontology" in The ,
World's Body (pp. 111-143) and “Criticism as Pure Speculation™ in The
Trtent of the Critic (pp. 91-124).

42y, Winters in his essay "John Crowe Ransom or Thunder
Without God", reprinted in In Defense of Reason (Denver, 1943), pp.
502-555; and J.E. Magner, John Crowe Ransom (q.v.), pp. 13-46.

43ror the first time "The Concrete Universal: Observa-
tions on the Understanding of Poetry" was published as a two-part essay
in Kenyon Review, XVI (1954) 554-64; and Kenyon Review, XVII (1955),
. N

&,
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383-407; and then only the sggond part was reprintéd in Poems and
Essays (New York: Vintage Books, 1955), pp. 159-1856’ The first part
of fge_essaygﬁgfers to W. Wimsatt's discussion of the concrete
universal in Wis book The Verbal Icon (1954); the second part, in
"addition to the polemics with Brooks, explains the new point of view
that Ransom has now ‘taken. In Beating the Bushes: Selected Essays

1941- 1970, (New York: New Direction Books, 1372, one finds the last
essay ent1t1e¢/“T e Concrete Unfversal®, written in 1970.
{ ’ =

l\,\

A , L.
44vThe Inorganic Muses", Kenyon Review, V (Spring, 1943),
pp. 278-300; /"The Bases of Criticism”, >ewanee Review, LIT (Autumn,
1944), pp. 556-71, and particularly in "Poetry T: The Formal
. Analysis", Kenyon Review, IX (Summer, 1947), pp. 436-56; "Poetry II:
" The Final.Cause™, Kenyon Review, IX (Autumn, 1947), pp. 640-58.

45"why Critics Don't Go Mad" (1952), reprinted in Poems
and Essays, loc. cit., p. 157. C ‘ ' i -

\;ijg’r‘g - \
* - A4brhis “fusion" is so relative-that the process is
reversed in the case of the reader; i.e., imagery presented by the poem
"diffuses in the ming a multitude of sublime and restful feelings".

Cf. Poems and Essays, p. 175-6, and.see also footnote no. 71.

47*The Inorganic Muses", (q.v.), p. 292, et passim.

48The theme which started in "Poetry:. A Note in Ontology"
and “The Tense of Poetry" (both in The World's Body, loc. cit.,.p. 116
and 256), was to reappear again in "Poetry T: The Formal Analysis"
(q.v., loc. cit., p. 441) was and in "Poetry II: . The Final Cause"
+ (q.v., loc. cit., p. 654). , c

N
:\’ ,
- 4%0p. cit., pp. 291-292. T

50gee I.A. Richards, Principles of Literary Criticism
{1925), chps. IV and XXI, and others. ‘

5lgp.s. Crane, Critﬁcs and Criticism (Chicago, 1952), Pp.
83-107. ] o

52since this important essay .discusses many diffegent
topics, we had to separate the specific problems accordiffg to certain.
units of interest of areas of study regardless of the fact that this -
would interfere with the omplexity of their interrelations, or that it
- might create a certain type of repetition. Since this thesis should
deal primarily with critical concepts and methods, some minor repeti-
tions are inevitable and less damaging than a lack of clarity or miss-
ing information. 7 ’ ' . :
53cf. “Poetry:/ A Note on Ontology", op. cit., pp.
112-120. Loc. cit. 141. ‘
/

541bid., pp. 120-128. Loc. cit., pp. 141 and 122.

/‘,
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551bid., pp. 128-142. 1In general, Ransom would call any
qoetry which is intellectual, “"metaphysical poetry", or poetry “true to
ife". o

56R.S. Crane, The Languages of Criticism and the Structure
of Poetry (Toronto, 1953}, p. 19. 4 ’

57Cf. J.E. Magner, John Crowe Ransom, (q.v.), pp. 68-92.

585ee Ransom's comments at the'very beginning of the :
essay, "Criticism, Inc.", about moralistic, traditionalist and psycho-
logistic critics.

5% he New Criticism, pp. 53-54.

60p, 280. Also in The World's Body, p. 259 (second
definition), and again in The New Criticism, 268.

61The World's Body, 'p. 158 (first definition); pp. 158 and
156, 157 (second definition); and pp. 235-236 (third definition).

GéTA Poem Nearly Anonymous" (1934), (q.v.), pp. 1-28.

63cf. C.A. Patrides (ed.), Milton's Lycidas: The
‘Tradition and the Poem (New York, 1961). |

64p.S. Crane finds in Ransom's.principles a tendency
towards a "monistic reduction of critical concepts™ .(Critics and
Criticism, pp. 83-107); Paul de Man thinks that there 1s a conflict
ﬂl'Befween Ransom's definitions of poetry and the critical concepts which
“he uses; G. Graff claims that his theory contradicts’ his practice; W.
Elton believes that the major problems derive frofi confusing termino-
logy, etc. ~ / '

65see footnote 8, op. cit., b. 13.
661bid., p. 13. /

671bid., p. 147

68M.H. Abrams, “Five Types of Lycidas", in Milton's
Lycidas, ed. C.A. Patrides (New York, , p. 217, ATT the following
quotations are from this'essay. :

69F irst printed in Southern Review, Il (Spring, 1937), pp.
783-806. Reprinted in The World's Body. '

70This 1dea is present-throughout the whole of The World's
Body whenever Ransom reeds to emphasize his preference Tor "1ogic" as a
asic principle in his doctrine of -1iterature as knowledge. Unfortun-
“ately, in "The Poet as Woman" this turns sometimes into such terrifying
definitions as "man is an intellectualized woman" (the medn is
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negative; Ransom wants to say: “"woman is man minus intellect" rather
than the opposite "man is woman [i.e., feelings] plus intellect™); .
"woman 1ives for love, f.e., all tender fixations upon natural objects °
~ of sense"; womanlike poetry lacks intellectual power because woman-

poets are lacking in intellectual interest; “the innocent woman-mind is
not flexible enough to be at ease with its intellectual attainments”;
etc. Ransom's conservativism shows 1ts obvious impact on his literary
views; the inferfority of woman is only a part of fit. Consequently, it
is quite understandable why he tries so hard to prove that the only
great poetry is a poetry written by the intellectual adult male.

TlMost of -the theoretical aspects of this essay have .
already been discussed in the context of other theoretical concepts
presented in the other essays. Theoretically, there is nothing new in
"The Poet as Woman"; as a matter of fact, most of the topics are much

\better explained elsewhere than here, excluding only Ransom's discus-
kjon on imagination -and intellect. . )

T —~I2pansom makes a distinction between "eclectic" (negative
connotation) and “intellectual” (positive connotation) as two opposing
and exclud¥ng concepts. - =

cl

{ 73eprinted 1n The World's Body, pp. 233-261 and pp. 212-
233. 1\\\ o . S

746%; cft., p. 216 et passim. _
N ' L ]
75Ib1d.;\b>~2§9,et passim. -

76Cf. The Workd's Body, pp. 233, 234-35 et passim. L.T.
Lemon, The Partial Critics (q.v.), p. 102.

77Rénsom, op. cit., p. 138. Lembn, op. cit., p. 103.
78The World'&Body, pp. 215-216 and 219-220, et passim.

79¢C. Brooks, The Well Wrought Urn (New York: Harvest
Books, 1947), pp. 215-253. . o

2

Y,
Y

Ly
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NOTES TO CHAPTER TWO

1The origins of Brooks' terminology were discussed by several
“critics in the scope o#‘othen topics (M. Krieger and L. Lemon in regard
to Richards and T.S. Eliot, R. Foster in regard to Romanticism, S.

Hyman 'in regard to trends in criticism, etc.), but very rarely as a ‘
topic for its own sake. The only book that discusses ih detail the New
Critics' terminology as its orly topic is W. Elton's Guide to the New
Criticism, Chicago, 1951 (a revised and enlarged edition of the

previous work entitled A Glossary of the New Criticism, 1949). For
Brooks' personal remarks about the development of his theoretical
concepts see the interview made by R.P. Warren, in The PossibiTities of
Order: Cleanth Brooks and his Work, ed. L.P. Simpson {Baton Rouge,
19767, pp. 1-125. See also, C. Moorman, "The Vocabulary of the New
Criticism", American Quarterly, IX (1957), 180-184. ' »

2The basis for my discussion on Organicism (besides the
original theoretical works) is G.N. Giordano Orsini's. article "Organic-
jsm", in: Dictionary of the History of Ideas, See also, G.N.G.
Orsini, Organic Unity in Ancient and Later Poetics (Carbondale and
EdwardsviTie, 1975); G. McKenzie, Organic Unity in Coleridge (Berkeley,
1939): G.S. Rousseau, Organic Form (London, 1972); and M.H. Abrams, The
Mirror and the Lamp (New York, 1953). A more general list would ~—
JncTude minor articles in dictionaries and encyclopedias.

3The controversial problem of organic unity has been treated
variously by authors‘of different periods. The ancient interpretations
usually did not separate the problem of organic unity from the problem
of inner form. For example, Plato in Phaedrus speaks about the
- funcationality of inner form as inseparable from its organic unity;
Aristotle in his Poetics speaks about the form which functions as the
unity, but rather as the unity of the whole than that of the elements
within it. Modern aesthetics are more inclined to make a distinction
between the two concepts, considering them as not only separated but as
unrelated issues. For instance, Anglo-American scholars tend to
emphasize the importance of organic unity, unl{ke German scholars who
stress the importancg of the inner form in defining Organicism (0.
Walzel, H. Wolfflin,Yetc.). A modern version of Organicism, so called
holism, goes so far that it completely ignores the~tssue of form as
relevant to its teachings (speaking about the whole instgad\ef\gglzi\or
inner form). In our review we had to avoid all these controversi —
mentioning only a few general versions of Organicism, ignoring theories ™~ _
apart from those in aesthetics. Also, it was inevitable to make a ‘ )
clear dividing 1ine between those who oppose and those who accept. the
‘traditional approach, rather than to consider the differences between
modern interpretations.

ATheatetus, 204B; Phaedrus, 259E-265C; and Phfiebus, 648.
The {idea of the unity and the whole appears in Regu511c, 420D, and_in
Gorgias, 503E. Cf. Orsinia .
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Spoetics, chapters 18, 23 and 24. The idea of the organic
unity in chapter 7, referring to Plot. The concept of the whole in
Politics, I.2. 1253a 20; and in Metaphysics, ch. V. Cf. Orsini.

6aristotle speaks only once about organic unity, Poetics, ch.
7; saying that the status of all parts is not equally important:
action, i.e., plot is more important than characters or the other parts
of a tragedy. Instead of the concept of unity, he rather speaks abou
the distinction between the "whole" and the "all”. :

T TEnneads, 1.vi., 1 50; c.f. Orsini.

\ 8G.N.G. Orsini, “Organiéism," Dictionary of the History of
Ideas, ed. P.P. Wiener, (New York, 1973], vol. III, p. 123,

9 eibniz, Gottfried Wilhelm von, Monadology and the Other
Philosophical Essays; trans. P. Schrecker and A.M. Schrecker
TIndianopolis, Bobbs-Merrill Educational Publishing, 11th print 1981,
first ed. 1965), pp. 148-163.

10cf. 1. Kant, The Critique of.Aesthetic Judgement, trans.
J.H. Bernard (London, MacmiTlan & Company, 1931). Cited from Orsini,
p. 425 (in Kant, para. 66). - -

llynfortunately Schelling is not translated into English
adequately; (the main works still remain untranslated). The basis for
my discussion is P. Edwards' Encyclopedia of Philosophy, 8 vols. (New
York, 1967), see, particularly, /, pp. 305-9, and 1, pp. 43 and passim.
Apart from two studies whichr compare Wordsworth's and Coleridge's
aesthetics to Schelling, there are no other studies of Schelling's
influence on Anglo-American criticism and philosophy. 1In spite of the
fact that even the British Hegelians Bradley, Taggart, Bosanquet and
T.H. Green are definitely influenced at least by Schelling's theory of
knowledge, as well as the Pragmatists (F.C.S. Schiller, W. James, J.
Dewey, C.S. Peirce) by his teachings about imagination, beliefs, truth
and reality; there is no more evidence of the direct influence of
Schelling's works because of the lack of knowledge about the original
text. We believe that future studies would definitely show that, even
coming from secondary sources, this influence was very significant in
shaping some of the most popular aesthetic and philosophical theories;
in literature, particularly in the period of Romanticism and New
Criticism, and in philosophy at the very beginning of the 20th century.

Y

_ 128, croce, Aesthetic as Sscience of Expression and General
Linquistics, trans. Douglas Ainsiie, 2nd ed. (London, 1922; tirst ed.
Houston, 1912), pp. 2, 20. Cf. Orsini. ‘

13M.H. Abrams, The Mirror and the Lamp. (Oxford, new ed., '

1974; first ed. 1953); see also, by the same author, "Implications of .
" an Organic Theory of Poetry”, in Literature and Belief, English
Institute Essays, 1957 (New York, 1958), pp. 53-79.
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, “14This is a very controvérsial issue. After Gordon

McKenzie's Organic Unity in Coleridge (Berkeley, 1939), it was accepted
that Coleridge™s contribution to Organicism was in his introduction of
the theory of opposites as the pretext for organic unity. In his
article "Coleridge's Philosophy and Criticism” (The English Romantic
Poets: A Review of Research, ed. T.M. Raysor, New York, 1950, pp.
T09-1397, Rene Wellek objects to this traditional opinion, claiming

- that Coleridge's Organicism should not be &xplained in terms of his -
theory of the polarity of opposites. Unlike the others, Wellek thinks
that there is no basis for connectinggthese two theories, because the
concept of exclusion of elements is contradictory to the concept of
unity in the first place, and, secondly, the concept of opposites deaTs
with matters of structure as such, not necessarily with the
subject-matter of organic unity as such. However Wellek's argument

. becomes invalid when one goes back to the brothers Schlegel and
Schelling, who originated the connection between Organicism and the
concept of opposites. This was one of the most popular concepts in the
Romanticism. For instance, Schelling explains his concept of the
organic origin of the world, based on the principles of his philosophy
of the opposition between the negative and the positive, combining
Spinoza's materialistic, determinstic pantheism with Herder's and -
Goethe's vitalistic view of nature and G. Bruno's vitalistic pantheism.
Speaking about Shakespeare, August Schlegel applies directly ,
Schelling's views, claiming that the intensity and tensions in the play
depend directly on the antagonistic forces introduced in the structure
of tragedy in otder to reflect different (opposite) ideas and

- philosophies. In his later texts, in Concepts of Criticism (New Haven,
Yale, 1963), but also in his History of Criticism (vol. 2; 1955), cf.
chapters "Romanticism Re-examined” and 'Romantic Age", Wellek discusses
the German background of EngTish Romanticism, but this time without
polemical overtones about the contribution of Schelling's theories. We
happen to share the same opinion as is-expressed in G.N.G. Orsini's
"Coleridge and Schlegel Reconsidered', Comparative Literature, 16
(1964, pp. 116-18); and in J. Benziger's 'Organic Unity, Leibniz to
Coleridge"”, PMLA, 66 (1951, pp. 24-48).

15Among more than twenty dictionaries and encyclopedias,
we found only a few that discuss the term "Organicism". (Literary
dictionaries prefer to be more specific, talking about "organic form"
rather than Organicism itself). Paradoxically, even P. Edwards'
Encyclopedia of Philosophy (New York, 1967, 8 vols.) does not Tist
anything on "organic theories" or "Organicism". Literary dictionaries
such as Barnet's Dictionary of Literary Terms (Boston, 1971, first ed.
1962), Beckson's Literary Terms: A Dictionary (1975), the first
edition was entitTed A Reader's Guide to Literary Terms: A Dictionary
(New York, 1960); Scott's Current Literary Terms: A Concise Dictionary
of Their Origin and Use (London, 1965]); Shaw's Dictionary of Literary
Terms (New York, 1972); Shipley's Dictionary of World Literature {rev.
ed. al972, first ed. 1953), etc., «lo not have anything Tisted. Recent
or better known handbooks 1ike Preminger's Encyclopedia, Holman's

N
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Handbook, M.H. Abrams' Glossary of literary terms, and Bullock's

Fontana Dictionary of Modern Thought discuss either the term “Organic-
ism™ or "organic form”, but without historical references, and mention
only Romanticisw, or the basic definition of organic form according to
the modern interpretations. Standard or etymological 1inguistic
dictionaries usyally ignore the issue, or they have definitions 1ike
Webster's New World Dictionary (Second College Edition, 1974, the first
ed. 1953 {n fyeTve reprints): organic - “"3. made up of systematically
interrelated parts; organized . . . cf. Functional". That is, the
distinction is made between "organic" and ™functional”, and the first S
listed meaning {s usually: "having to do with a bodily organ" or ‘
"involving the basic makeup of a thing", “constitutional®, (op. cit.,

p. 1002), which is either a biological or a medical explanation based

on the quality (or the feature) of something-~of being "organic", but

the metaphorical meaning is always being “organized".

~ 165.T., coleridge, Biographica Literaria [1817], ed. J.
Shawcross, 2 vails. (London, 1807; vol. 2, p. 56.

17y.x. wimsatt, "Organic Form: Some Questions about-a
Metaphor", in.G.S. Rousseau, ed., Organic Form: The Life of an [ dea
(London, 1972), p. 70. It seems to me that Wimsatt understands
Organicism too literally, ignoring the historical dspects which defin-
itely determine its concepts. Cf. footnote 15. .

18¢, prooks, Modern Pbefry and'the Tradition,.(Chapel
Hi11, 1939). Cf. "Metaphor and the Tradition", and Wit and High
Seriofsness”, pp. 1-18, and 18-39. ' ,

19The controversial issie of the New Critics' so called
"formalism" is so misleading that there are scholars who compare New -
Criticism to Russian Formalism. Cf. E. Thompsoh, Russian Formalism and
Anglo-American New Criticism: A Comparative Study (The Hague-Paris,
]9?1); and unpyblished Ph.D. thesis Juri Tynjanov and Cleanth prooks:
A Comparative Study in Russian Formalism and Anglo- American New
Criticism", by Barbara Korpan Bundy (Ph.D. 1970, Indiana University).
This seems to contradict the basic principles of New Criticism which
are different from those of Russian Formylism: poetic language as an
extension of ordinary language (the Russians teach that the poetic
language is a distortion of the ordinary language); the search for and
the analysis of the meaning (symbolical or ‘metaphorical), emphasis on
imagery, etc. The Russians start their criticism of the ftraditional
approach by rejecting Potebnja's theory of images, as well as refusing
to look for the meaning; differences in the concepts of “tradition",
“history", "evolution“, the role of truth and knowledge, etc. The
terminology is not adequate, nor does the same connotation apply in
hoth cases because the concepts are totally separate from each other;
and describe completely different critical systems. In addition to
this, the Russjan Formalists have developed few entirely consistent
theoretical doctrines, and in practice, generally, they did not step

down from their earlier positions. )
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20c. Brooks, "My Credo: The Formalist Critic", Kenyon
Review 13 (1951), pp. 72-81.° : '

21¢. Brooks, The Well Wrought Urn: Studies in the
Structure of Poetry (New York, Harvest Books, 1347) pp. 67-80.

221bid., pp. 192-215. Hereafter, references to this book
will be cited in the text under the abbreviation WWU. '

_ 23 enneth Burke, "Formalist Critiéjsm: Its Prfncip1es and
Limits", in Language as Symbolic Action: Essays on Life, Literature,
and Method (Tos Angeles, 1366), pp. 480-507.

241bid., p. 496.

 25¢, Burke, A Grammar of Motives (Prentice Hall,‘1946), p.

447.

26Cf. C. Brooks & R.P. Warren, Understanding Poetry (New
York, 1938). Hereafter, references to This book will be citeq in the
text under the abbreviation "UP". Cf. also, C. Brooks, “The Poem as
Organism: Modern Critical Procedure”, English Institute Annual 1940
(New York, 1941), pp. 20-41; and C. Brooks, "lrony as a princ\ple of .
Structyre”, originally first published in M.D. Zabel's Literabty Opinion
in America (second, revised ed,, New York, 1951), but Tater reprinted
in W.J. Handy & M. Westbrook (eds.), Twentieth Century Criticism (New
York, 1974). References to this essay will be cited according to the
alst edition in 1974, pp. 59-70. -

27¢. Brooks,."The Poem as organism" (q.v., pp. 30-31, 36,
37). ’

28ps a pretext for the essay "Irony as a Principle of -
Structyre", Brooks wrote a shorter outline “Irony and 'Ironic' Poetry",

in College English, IX (1948), pp. 231-37.

29%f. “Irony as a Principle of Structurg", in Twentievh
Century Criticism, p. 60. ‘ ' . ‘

30cf. C. Brooks and R.P. Warren, “The Reading of Modeywr - -
Poetry”, American Review 8 (February 1937), pp. 435-449; An Approach t
‘Literature, jointly with Jack Purser as the third author (NewgsorE: ‘
Kppleton-Century Crafts, 1936; 1938; revised ed. 1943); Undergtandin
poetry (New York, 1938; rev. eds. 1950, 1963 and 1979; an
reprints). L

. e . ) .
3lsee W. Elton's Guide to the New Criticism, (q.v.). See
also footnote 1.

_ '32Modérn Poetry and the Tradition (Chapel Hill: The
‘YUniversity of North Carolina Press, 19397, pp. 1-18. Hereafter, aTt—
references to this book will appear in the text under the abbreviation
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o 33a1most all estays in The Well Wrought yrn had been pub-
““1ished before. However, they were not reprinted in the book in the
same form as they appeaied in reviews and magazines. The book has its
own unity hecause the eysays were, specially selected, edited (i.e.,
appearing shortened and free from polemics, without unnecessary
.allusions and remarks aydressed to the opponents), and theoretically
clarified. Brooks was yery carefut“and did not want any mistakes; and
for these t+easons, this book is more coherent than any other of his
books. .

34Twentieth thtury Criticism (q.v.), p. 60

,351bid-, pp. 62, 63 and passim. This type of thinking
appears also in some other essays before "Irony as a Principle of
Structure"” was published. Cf. particularly essays such as "The
Language of Paradox” in The Well Wrought Urn, Pp. 3-22, and “"Irony and’
‘Ironic' Ppetry" in Colyege English, IX (1948), 'pp. 231-237.

¥ . o 3

. ~ 3brichards speaks abotit concepts of "jnclusign® and :
‘“exclusion" in the.scope of his context theory, which can be related to
language or tG poetry., , Cf. The Foundations of Aesthetics, with C.K.
0gden and J. Wood (fbﬂqbn, 1922); Principles of Criticism (New.York,
1924); Tne Philosophy &f Rhetdric TNew York, 1936). ~

'
"

37y, Empson, Syme Versions ofrPa&toggl_(London: Chato &
Windus, 1968; first ed, 1935), p. 119.

381n spite of the fact that ‘Brooks' contextudlism derives
~ from Richards' context theory, as M. Krieger paints out in The New
- Apologists for Poetry (q.v.), there are some fundamental differences.
One of them, probably the most significant one, is that Richards .
believes in the predetyrminated meaning of words, regardless of-a
possible‘context (predgterminated meaning + interaction of the words =
contextual.meaning). gn the contrary, according to Brooks, contextual
meaning, through the interaction of the words, produces the final " '
(i.e., determinated) Mganing of the words. - Empson's theory of
ambiguity was a departyre from Richards' context theory, propagating
the idea of multipie mganings, which was accepted by Brooks and most
New Critics. L . .

Lo

39The Well Wroyght Urn, pp. 190-191 (definition of the '
poem), and pp..212-213’(definitions of\"dramatjzation" and again of -the
poem as experience). - : B :

- IS

40M. Krieger, jhe Ngw Apologists for Pyetry, p. 139.

41Apart from Krieger's formulation of Brooks" crit1Cism,
the concept of “contextualism" was not generally accepted by other
scholars. It seems tNat.Krieger's“definitidn was too specific and
personal to be considyred as-a proper one, in gpite of the obvious
advantage that the temm had in comparison with the others (formalism,
aestheticism, intellectual criticism, etc.). My usage of ‘the term

<
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~ Scholar 12 (1944), pp. 414-428.

~ beliefs of the authors.
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"contextaal" criticism should:be regarded as a reference to Brooks'
methods of close reading and textual analysis of meaning, which rely

’ exclusively on the contextual function of words.

42cf. C. Brooks, “The New Criticism: - a Brief for _
Defense”, in American Scholar 13 (1944), pp. 285-295; reprinted in The
Well Wrought Urn (19477, 1n revised edition as "The Motivation of° =~
Tennyson's Weeper", pp. 167-178. S '

43parrel Abel, "Intellectual Criticism", in American

#
~ 44c. Brooks, "The New Criticism: A Brief for Defense",

pp. 293-294. v ’ S

451n his analysis of Tennyson, Brooks does not directly
quote Richards, but in Modern Poetry and the Tradition (q.v.), and °

‘particularly in "Problem of Belief and Problem of Cognition" (The Well

Wrought Urn, pp. 252-267), he points out very explicitly the -
Connections between Richards' poetic theory and its application in his
analyzing Tennyson. . ’ E s o
A - e
46Cited according to J. Szili, "The New Criticism", in
Literature and Its Interpretation, ed. Lajos Nyiro (The Hague: Mouton,
19797, pp. 113-163. : .

47ib1d;,,p._152.> In Prificiples of Literary Criticism
(q.v.), see p. 250 and farther. — )

. . » ) '
48cf. R.S. Crane, "The Critical Monism of Cleanth Brooks",

‘Modern Philology (May, 1948); reprinted with minor alterations in

Tritics and Crikicism: Ancient and Modern (Chicago, 1952}, pp. 83-108.

"Hereafter, all references to this essay will appear in the text under

the abbreviation “Crane", and they will be cited from Critics -and

Criticism where the final text has been reprinted.

49¢cf. Brooks, The Well Wrought Urn (q.v.). Hereafter, all
references to the analysis of Wordsworth's Ode “Intimations" will

~ appear in the text, and they are from chapter 7, entitled "Wordsworth

and the Paradox of Imagination“, pp. 124-151.
,»SOSee Foctnotes 18 andv23 for references.

>lgurke's analysis-of Keats' “0Ode on a Grecian Urn" was
published first in Accent (Autumn, 1943), a few months before Brooks

had completed his essay. Brooks claims that he had not read-Burke's -
. article before he finished hi

n analysis. The comparison shows that
the two texts are completely separate so that even if the authors knew
of each other's analysif, they hav deliberately avoided any cross-
references and similar{ties. Both exts reflect the strong individual
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52Besides "The Reading of Modern Poetry", American Review
8 (February, 1937), pp. 435-49 (jointly with C. Brooks); Robert Penn
Warren's two very important articles are: “Pure and Impure Poetry",
Kenyon Review 5 (Spring, 1943), pp. 228-256; and “A Poem of -Pure
Imagination"” (reprinted as “"The Rime of the Ancient Mariner", a long
critical essay in the book on Coleridge), Kenyon Review 8 (Summer,
1946), pp. 391-427. The book The Rime of the Ancient Mariner by -
Coleridge was printed a few months later, in New York (1946). '

53Summarized statements from Crane's."The Critical Monism
of Cleanth Brooks", in Critics and Criticism (q.v.), pp. 83-108.

54¢f. Herbert J. Muller, "The New Criticism in Poetry", .
Southern Review, 6 (Spring, 1941), pp. 811-39; Frederick A. Pottle, The
Idiom of Poetry (Cornell University Press, 1942, rev. ed. 1946); and
"The New Critics and Historical Method", Yale Review (Autumn, 1953); ‘
Al fred Kazin, On Native Ground (1942, rpt. Garden City, 1956); David
Daiches, "The New Criticism", in The Time of Harvest, ed. R. Spiller
(New York, 1962); 'and F.0. Matthiessen "The Responsibilities of the
Critic", in The Responsibilities of the Critic (New York, 1952); M.

" Krieger, The New apologists for Poetry {1956, rev. ed. 1962). Brooks
.rejects the arguments of these critiques in “Criticism, History, and
Critical Relativism", The Well Wrought Urn, (q.v.), pp. 215-252. _
Hereafter, all references to these opinions will be cited in the text
under the name of the author, in addition to the page reference of that
particular book or essay, already mentioned here. ; .
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NOTES JO CHAPTER THREE - . L

lyit11iam Empson, Seven Types of Ambiguity (London: Chatto &
Windus, 1930; fifth ed., Pelican Books, . 1 reference to this
book will be cited from the Pelican-edition which includes revisions,
corrections, and additional text from previous editions: Preface (1947
ed.) and "Note™ (1961 ed.). ' '

2Besides the writings of the New Criticis on Empson (Brooks,
Burke, Ransom), and scholars like Richards, Daiches, Hyman, Olson and
Krieger, there were several early studies of Empson such as M.C.
Bradbrook, “The Criticism of-William Empson®, Scrutiny, 2° (1933), pp.
252-57: H. Mason, "W. Empsen's Criticism", Scrutiny, % (1936), pp.
431-34; D. Hawkins, "ITluminated Texts", The London Mercury, 33
(1935-36), p. 447. The most hostile texts were written in the 1950's,
the best texts in the ‘late 1960's, and the largest number of writings
are related to Empson's discussion of Milton. In the second edition.of
Seven Types of Ambiguity (1947) in the Introduction, Empson responded
to some of his early critics. : '

3A11 following quotations of Shelley's theories-are taken
from his "A Defence of Poetry", printed in English Critical Essays:
Nineteenth Century, ed. E.D. Jones (London:” World's Classics, 19%56),
pp. 102-38. . o '

4cf. The Apology for Poetry by Sir Philip Sidney, ed. Mary
"R. Mohl, the Norwich Manuscript (Rorthridge: San Fernando Valley State
. College, 1969), p. 14; or a modern Canadian edition, Sir Philip Sidney,

An Apologie for Poetrie: Un Plaidoyer pour la Poesie, with French
TransT. by M. Lebel (Quebec, Laval, 1965], p. 4/. '

. 5Cf. Leonard Bloomfield, Lah%uage (London, 1933). 1In spite
of the fact that Bloomfield publishe 1s»cbﬁcia1 book in 1933, his
work and authority were known a few decades before. His dominant role
in American 1inguistics before the 1950's was particularly significant
in morphology and syntax from the point of view of behaviorism and so
called "distributional structure". He studied the units of the
sentence using the methods of distribution, substitution, bracketing
and elimination; therefore, his structural linguistics is also called
“descriptive”, *distributional™, “behavioristic”, etc. The goal of
‘Bloomfield's linguistics is to discover the logic of the human mind -
through the patterns. of speech, which leads to.the study of language as
structural units. Contextual meaning, which varies according to the

- levels of distribution, is not a center of 1inguistic investigation;
the main attention s directed towards the funcationality of S
*constituents®, i.e. phonemes, morphemes, etc. :

. 6The so-called Chomsky revolution started in the 1950's when-
Chomsky published his first works ph,“transformat1ona1'grammar”. Sy
"Chomsky's two books on transformational syntax were a departure from .
Bloomfield in the direction of European linguistics, but closer to the
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_tradition of the Cambridge School of philosophers of logical positiv-
{sm, and-to_the investigation of language from the point of view of
Togical symbolism. ' ,

-T*The Best Policy” and "Timon's Dog" were published first in
Life and Letters, no. 4 and 6 (Summer and Winter, 1936) and reprinted
Tn WilT¥am Empson's and-George Garrett's Shakespeare Survey (London:
Brendin Publishing Company, 1937), pp. 5-87. The two essays were
revised in The Structure of Complex Words (London: Chatto & Windus,
1951), as "Honest in Othello", pp. 218-250; and "Timon's Dog", pp.
175-185. Hereafter, all references will be cited in the text under the
appropriate title of the essay and from Shakespeare's Survey, ‘if
otherwise not specified. This edition {s chosen for 1is clarity and
 emphasis on analytical aspects instead of theoretical.

8*The -Best Policy" appears in its revised version in The
Structure of Complex Words as the first, analytical part of the longer,
Four-part essay. The new essay "Honest in Othello" is no longer .
analytically oriented. Apart from the first part, the rest is a
theoretical discussfon of the play, and it is not relevant for the
“analysis of the word "honest“. -Thus, since minor corrections, few more
examples and more detailed explanations did not basically improve or
change the initial idea of the first version of "The Best Policy”, it
was Guite natural to choose the simpler and clearer versjon of the
essay for analysis. In other words, most references are going to be
from "The Best Policy". '

, SCited ac 6rding to the second edition in The Structure of
Complex Words (qiv.), pp. 176 and 177. The classification of tour
Xinds of metaphors_is only in this edition; the analytical examples are
almost tWe same in a1 editions.

10seven Types of Ambiguity (q.v.), pp. 19-20 and 21-22. |
Cf. also Chapter VIIT for general definitions of meaning and statement.
Basically, all of them have the same premise: the conflict of connota-
tive and denotative elements creates ambiguity. (Hereafter, all refer-
encis to this book will appear in the text under the abbreviation
STA). ' o

11¢.J. 0gden and I.A. Richards, The Meaning of Meaning (New
York, 1923). Cf. chapters "Problem of Meaning in Primitive Languages”
by B: Malinowski, and “The Meaning of Meaning® by Richards.

12e1der 01son, “William Empson, Contemporary Criticism, and
poetic Diction", in Critics and Criticism (g.v.). Hereafter, the fifth
edition is used (Chfcago: Phoenix Books, 1970), and all quotations
will appear in the text under "0l1son*. - -

: 13cf.. Kenneth Burké‘s analysis of Freudién concepts, in
. The Philosophy of Literary Form (3rd ed., London, 1973), pp. 270 et

o 'pasﬁjpﬁfﬁf S R , ‘
/
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14 mpson published "Emotions in Poems* in Kenyon Critics,
ed. J.C. Ransom (Cleveland: World Publishing Comp., 19507), pp.
127-137. The essay was revised and reprinted in The Structure of
Complex Words (q.v.), as the first part of the larger essay 'Feelings
n Words™, pp. 1-39. : o

154, Empson also published "Words with Meaning“, Japan ‘
Chronicle (23 Feb 1933); “Feelings in Words®, Criterion (Jan 1936) and
"Emotions in Words Again®, Kenyon Review (Autumn, 1948). They became

parts of other essays reprinted in The Structure of Complex Words
(q.v.), pp. 1-39, 39-84, 250-270, etc. ~

16The Structure of Complex Words, p. 7.

* 17The Principles of Literary Criticism (1924) and The
Meaning of Meaning (1922) are from the early period; Practical A
Triticism (1920) and Mencius on the Mind (1931) are the middTe period.
The more recent critical works are: Coleridge on Imagination (1934);
The Philosophy of Rhetoric (1936), and Speculative Tnstruments (1955).
£

h period has its own characteristics and significance inithe scope
chards' theory. '

18Bas y, Empson is back to the discussion of the
f thoughts and emotions which he did in Seven Types of
and VIEI.

19R0semond Tuve, Elizabethan and Metaphysical Imagery
(Chicago, 1947). See also Helen Gardner's Business of Criticism
(0xford, 1959) and E.D. Hirsch, Validity in Tnterpretation (New Haven,
1967). Rosemond Tuve proved that certain assumed connotations in
Empson's analysis of Herbert historically could not be true. The other
two critics complained that Empson ignores the fact that the
contemporary meaning of words is different from what it was in the
past. ‘ "

20cf, William Righer, Logic and Criticism (London, 1963),
pp. 100-107; Claes Schaar, "01d Texts and Ambiguity", English Studies
46 (1965),: pp. 157-65. .

2lgome Versions of Pastoral (London: Chatto and Windus,
1935, 3rd rev. ed. 1968]), p. 253. Hereafter, all references will be
cited in the text from this edition under the abbreviation SVP.

22ps with many others, this definition shows that Empson's
pastoral means something other than the concept of the word used in
the history of literary genres, (op. cit., p. 254).

23R. Tuve, “On Herbert's 'Sacrifice'", Kenyon Review, vol.
12, no. 1 (1950) pp. 51-57.
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24w Empson's reply to R. Tuve, "George Herbert and Miss
Tuve", Kenyon Review, vol. 12, no. 4 (Autumn, 1950) pp. 735-8. Parts
of.the same arguments are 4ncluded in "Note to Third Edition", in Seven
Types of Ambiguity (London, 1953). 4

25£.D. Hirsch, Validity in Interpretation (New Haven,
1967), p. 62n.

261bid., p. 224n.
271b1d., p. 8. .

28¢, 01son, "William Empson, Contemporary Criticism and
Poetic Diction”, first published in Modern Philology, 37 (1950) pp.
222-52. Reprinted in Critics and Criticism, ed. R.S. Crane (5th ed.,
Chicago: the Phoenix Books, 1970) pp. 24-62. Hereafter, all C
references will appear in the text under the name “0lson", and from the
5th edition. ‘
: i

: 295 .E. Hyman, Armed Vision (1948). Hyman is talking about
the essays which will Be included later in The Structure of Complex
Words, not yet published at the time Hyman wrote the article.

30cf. Roger Sale, *The Achievement of William Empson”,
Hudson Review, 19 (1966), pp. 369-390, revised and reprinted in Modern

Heroism: Essays on D.H. Lawrence, William Empson and J.R.R. Tolkien - .

{Cos Angeles: Berkeley, 1973). See also Gerald Graff, Poetic Statment
and Critical Dogma.(1970) and Literature Against Itself [1979); and the

1978).
ey

polemics btheen Rene Wellek and G. Graff in Critical Inquiry (Spring
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