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INTRODUCTION

It is a critical cliché to start a book on literatyeory and criticism
by bringing into discussion the name of Matthew ddhand to claim that
what has shown itself as a modality capable enolaglreassure and
strengthen the role of literature as an agent &blgatisfy the intellectual
needs of humans is the permanent re-evaluatiomefpaist national and
international literary heritage, and the study loé ttcontemporary literary
practice, in the context of what Matthew Arnold mdhan one hundred
years ago described as a disinterested effortatm land propagate the best
that is known and thought in the world. This endemy the Victorian
scholar believes, is the ‘real estimate’, the eggiroach to literature, leading
to its true understanding and to “a sense for g, lthe really excellent, and
of the strength and joy” to be drawn from literdext. These ideas seem
nowadays superfluous and obsolete, being long gjgoted and replaced by
the more scientific and methodological critical gpctives of formalism,
structuralism, psychoanalysis, deconstruction, aother approaches
developed by the twentieth century literary theamg criticism.

In the most general terms, the previous and sulesg¢da Matthew
Arnold periods have developed in the field of Btgr studies three major
perspectives of approach to literature, three toes offering theoretical
and practical possibilities to study and understi#tedature, and which are
commonly referred to as critical, theoretical, ahidtorical. The three
approaches to literature — literary theory (theothieof literature), literary
criticism, and literary history (the history ofdiature) — despite the huge
debates over their functions and even necessityesent three distinct
scientific disciplines having their own definitignscharacteristics,
terminology, objects of study, and methodologiégytare interconnected,
having obvious points of identification and separat

The standard dictionary definition regards histofyiterature as the
diachronic approach to literature (including litgrgperiods, movements,
trends, doctrines, and writing practice). Literamriticism is the
study/analysis/investigation/approach to particuiterary texts on both
thematic and structural levels. Literary theory éleps and offers general
methodologies and principles of research of tleedity phenomena.

If the first approach embarks on a diachronic pesspe in literary
studies and investigates the development of a matiand world literature,
the second is considered synchronic, and the thirel is referred to as
universal. In matters of subjectivism and objestj the history of literature
and, especially, literary theory are designated sagences, requiring
normative and methodological objectivism, wherdasdry criticism allows
subjectivism to intermingle with objective reasapiart with science, fusing
in one discourse the personal responses to literatmd the scientific



research, but what the critical discourse requirest is the accurate balance
between the subjective and objective component.

Literary theory, literary criticism, and literarystory are interrelated
and interdependent, and co-exist in the field tefrdiry studies as bound by
their major and common object of study, which is titerary work. Their
interrelationship and interdependence form a peemianircular movement
from the historically placed literary practice tietary criticism, from
literary criticism to literary theory and from Iy theory back to criticism.
The text — either produced recently or representingearlier period in
literary history — is subject to literary criticiswhose concluding reflections
(the necessary outcome of literary criticism), #ngrally accepted and
proved valid in connection to other thematicallydastructurally similar
literary texts, emerge into the domain of literéimgory, become its general
principles of approach to literature, and are aalie to the study of
literature in general.

Literary criticism uses them in practical matter§ msearch
whenever the study of particular literary worksrégjuired, adding to the
objective theory the critic’s individual responsetiie text, and the expected
result is, on one hand, the development of newlt@rrative theoretical
perspectives, and, on the other hand, the changgpion, discouragement,
revival or in some other ways the influence upaom literary practice of its
own historical period, and the influence upon therdry attitude of the
reading audience concerning the contemporary astidiperary tradition.

Literary criticism is thus not to be regarded ast jine analysis or
evaluation of particular literary works but alsoths formulation of general
principles of approach to such works. Co-existingthe field of literary
studies with literary history and literary theotierary criticism combines
the theoretical/scientific and practical levelditdrary analysis. Criticism as
science follows and applies the general principled methods of research
from literary theory, but it also reveals an aitisispect when the critic
personalizes the discourse by his/her own opinidheg. true literary critic
uses literary theory to evaluate the literary textg out of the synthesis of
the borrowed theory with his/her personal opinitives critic develops other
theoretical perspectives while keeping the propelarce between the
objective and subjective component, between theotifeeory and personal
contribution. This relationship of the three apmtoes to literature suggests
that literary history is more of a distinct diséiy@, standing apart, whereas
literary theory and literary criticism are strongewnnected, hence their
consideration as one discipline under the genaximenof ‘literary theory
and criticism’. However, this relationship of thérde approaches to
literature also points to the fact that literargahy, literary criticism, and the
history of literature are parts of a single cogmitsystem, a single discourse
whose aim is to form or facilitate a particular éypf communication which
involves the producer of literature and its receive



Literature, a cultural phenomenon, one of the dnis,verbal art, is
in the simplest way defined as imaginative writiaigd is likewise better
understood as a system of elements framed withén btbundaries of a
communicative situation. The six elements in comication, in general, as
identified by Roman Jakobsonlimguistics and Poetic€1963), are

Context

Addresser Message Addressee
Contact
Code

In his book on literary criticistp Raman Selden gives an interesting
interpretation of Jakobson’s diagram, and changeaccording to the
purpose of literary criticism. Considering that ntact’ can be omitted in
discussing literature, “since contact is usuallyotlyh the printed word
(except in drama)”, Selden rewrites the diagram as

Context

Writer Writing Reader

Code
and then places a number of critical theories aliogrto their focus on a
particular element in the diagram:

Marxist

Romantic Formalistic Reader-oriented
Structuralist

Indeed, the six elements in communication, as ifietditby Roman
Jakobson, each having a corresponding functionanfjuage (referential,
emotive, poetic, conative, phatic, and metalinguadceive in literary
communication their equivalent parts (‘addressersender’ is the ‘author’
or ‘writer’, ‘message’ is the ‘text’, ‘addressee’ veceiver’ is the ‘reader’,
and so on) which constitute the elements of tleedity system.

Guy Cook identifies and places these elements single but
comprehensive structure of the literary communiessituatiof:

Society
Author Text (Performer) Reader
Texts Language

Every literary work represents a text, the prodottan author,
known to us or anonymous; the literary work addesssreader; its material
is language; it is produced in relation to a carsicial background; and it
always exists in relation to other texts that reprg previous literary
traditions or the contemporary to the given litgraork period. The literary
work in itself and the different relations betwehg text and other elements
of the literary system gave birth to different thes, trends and schools in
modern literary theory and criticism. As a resthie contemporary literary

! Raman SelderA Reader’s Guide to Contemporary Literary Thedtew York:
Harvester Wheatsheaf, 1989, pp. 3-4.
2 Guy CookDiscourse and Literature: The Interplay of Form avichd. Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1995, p. 128.



critic faces a multitude of schools and theorieat thorrespond to the
categories from the structure of the literary systdnstead of heavily
borrowing ideas and providing quotations from thésténg critical and
theoretical studies, the critic may relate and ypipém to his/her particular
matters of concern. A more skilled critic considdrs essence of different
theories, modifying it according to the specifictf the research, and, by
providing personal points of view and ideas, th@ccprogresses to certain
interpretative modalities of his/her own.

Concerning the most important critical theoriesntts and schools,
and according to Guy Cook’s literary communicatsieiation, in the field
of literary theory and criticism the ‘author’ isethmatter of concern of
literary scholarship and biography; ‘text’ is stediby formalism, linguistics,
linguistic criticism, and stylistics; ‘performer'ybacting theory; ‘reader’ by
phenomenology, hermeneutics, reception theory ereadented and reader-
response theory, as well as by psychoanalysis, nfemj and post-
structuralism; ‘society’ by Marxist theories, culili materialism, new
historicism, and feminism; ‘texts’ by structuralisipoststructuralism, and
deconstruction; and corresponding to ‘language’ #me theories of
linguistics and stylistics. Literature on the whaled the particular elements
of the literary system are also the matters oficalitconcern of rhetoric,
semiotics, Bakhtinian criticism, archetypal and Imgtiticism, ethnic literary
studies, racial studies, colonial, postcolonial anansnational studies,
cultural studies, environmentalism and ecocritigiamd other contemporary
trends and schools in humanities and in literaepii and criticism.

These theories, trends and schools represent tetigth century
and the contemporary scientific, objective, and hmdblogical literary
theory and criticism. The process of developmentvofid literary theory
and criticism has its origins in ancient period,endas concerning the rise
and development of the theoretical and criticatalisse on literature in
Britain, one should consider Renaissance and ltsexuent periods until the
rise of the formal approach to literature at thgilmeing of the twentieth
century. All the way through the periods, includitvgentieth century, the
field of literary theory and criticism reveals ardbfold perspective of
development. First, one may argue that the devedopmof literary criticism
is dependent on literary genres and movementsathalominant in different
periods. This is the case of literary criticism esplly for the periods until
twentieth century. Douwe Fokkema and Elrud 18sekemplify this aspect
by the theory of Classicism that “should be underdtas a generalization of
the drama and epic of the time”. Similarly, the dsephical method in
criticism is viewed as “one of the effects of Romigiam, which drew

% Douwe Fokkema and Elrud IbscFheories of Literature in the Twentieth Century:
Structuralism, Marxism, Aesthetics of ReceptiomiBtcs New York: St Martin's
Press, 1995, p. 1-2.
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largely on autobiographical material’. Another exdenwould be that the
psychological novel which “is responsible for thsyghological approach in
literary criticism”. Also, “the view has been deflmd that Russian
Formalism is indebted to the ideals and slogarfautiirism.” Second, which
is mainly the case of literary scholarship in nesgtth and twentieth
centuries, trends and schools in literary criticesr also related to, or rather
determined by, the new developments in sciencdogiphy, and society.
Douwe Fokkema and Elrud Ibsch again: “There isramistakable influence
of Freudian psychology in psychologically-orient@drary criticism” and
“Marxist literary criticism has been intertwinedtiiparticular political and
sociological views.” Also, the “search for a liteyasystem or structure has
certainly been inspired b¢estalt psychology. Russian Formalism is not
only indebted to Futurism, but also to new develepts in linguistics.
Third, argue these critics, where some trendgtendiy criticism “are closer
to new trends in creative literature, others amedly related to current
developments in scholarship and society”, there taeeds which “are
somewhere in between” or rather emerging, as sametieth century trends
in literary criticism, from within the interpretag perspectives of the
discipline of literary theory and criticism itseffor instance, Narratology
developed from within Structuralism).

In most general terms, with focus on art and irs thespect on
literature as one of the arts, it is art criticishat provides the analysis,
study, and evaluation of individual works of ag,eell as the formulation of
general principles for the examination of such wgomd. H. Abrams, in his
celebratedThe Mirror and the Lamp: Romantic Theory and theti€al
Tradition (1953), has pointed out that all critical theorias different as they
could be, concentrate around four constituentsmajor elements, that
represent “the total situation of a work of artheke are (1) theork, that is,
the artist product, the thing made by the makey;tli2 artist, that is, the
creator of the work; (3) thaniverse that is, the nature which is imitated,
and, if art is viewed as imitation, the materidishea real world or the world
of ideas which become the substance of the worloahadf which the work
may be thought to take its subjects; and (4) deience that is, the
addressee, to whom the work is addressed. Accortbng\brams, the
concern with one of these four elements resulesspecial critical theory on
art. Thus, the critic that focuses exclusively ba work of art and views it
as a self-contained entity, approaching art bdgigalits own terms, follows
the so-calledbjective theorylf art is discussed in relation to the artisg th
work being understood as the expression of the rimak&n psychological
and emotional states, the approach is callecexpeessive theoryTo view
art in terms of universe, which is in terms of wisimitated in the work of
art, is to follow themimetic theory Finally, to regard art in relation to
audience, studying the effects of the work of artlee receiver, is to follow
therhetorical or pragmatic theory



Furthermore, Abrams believes, when viewed diackadly, the
development of art and art criticism in the Westerorld reveals these
theories as dominant in different historical pesiobh ancient classical age,
the most characteristic theory was the mimetic ihewith Aristotle as its
promoter; however, with Horace’s idea of artutite et dulce as instruction
and pleasure, the pragmatic theory emerged in maingieriod as another
dominant perspective to view art in critical terrfsom Antiquity through
the most of the eighteenth century these two theoemained dominant, in
particular the pragmatic theory with its focus be fart's usefulness and its
effects on audience, although in Renaissance gretiedly in Neoclassical
period the principle of imitation was also centmthe evaluation of art.

The linearity of the aesthetic attitude of the Veestworld governed
by the view of art as a major source of instructisingled with delight and
pleasure — and thus subject to normative presongti- and by the
confidence in the imitative nature of art was brokey the Romantic
rejection of tradition and rules by the claim oftlfreedom of artistic
expression, the revival of the innovative principlert, and the emphasis on
the artist's own emotional and psychological stat¥gh Romanticism, the
artist became the centre of attention, his/her paf/@magination, creative
flight, sensibility, subjective and psychologicaiperience expressed in the
work of art, and the expressive theory emergedhasriost characteristic of
the Romantic attitudes towards art. Also dominarthe nineteenth century
and later in the twentieth century was the objectiveory on art, based on
the idea of art for its own sake, pdr se the work being viewed as separate
entity, complex enough in its range of symbols mnagery, and its patterns
of structure and form, to be a matter of criticahcern in itself. However,
the present diversity of approaches to art keepsctimtemporary critic
aware of all the four major theories in his/hereangbur to evaluate art.

A closer look at the rise of the critical traditiom Britain reveals a
process of development during certain periods ages generally
corresponding to periods and movements in Englisaral literature. British
literary criticism, in particular, reveals some cems with literature in
medieval period, but its actual beginnings are tbimRenaissance, and its
development and consolidation occurred during thiesequent periods of
Restoration, Neoclassicism, Romanticism, and ViatoAge, as to establish
itself in the twentieth century as a scientificailidine.

The major twentieth century and contemporary apgres to
literature reified by certain trends include thenfial approach to literature
(Formalism, New Criticism and Structuralism), agmio through reading
(hermeneutics, phenomenology, and reader-orietiearies), the approach
through socio-cultural context (Marxist theories)taral materialism, and
New Historicism), the feminist approach, the psyralytical approach,
poststructuralism and deconstruction, receptiolrhestylistics, semiotics,
archetypal and myth criticism, cultural studieshnit¢ and racial studies,
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postcolonial and transnational studies, environalemh and ecocriticism,
and others. Indeed an age of criticism, the twéntentury gave rise to a
great number of critical schools and trends offgdhthe beginning of a new
millennium a great number of approaches charaetbrisy complexity of

methods and objects of study, richness of theitesys, scientific rigour of

theory and its practical application to the elerganitthe literary system.

The present book is a survey tracing the developrokiVestern,
with a special emphasis on English, literary theawg criticism. It should be
useful to a more general reader or anyone conceavitdhe theoretical and
practical consideration and understanding of liteey in general, and of
English literary phenomenon, in particular, and sgn&nowledge on certain
aspects of literature and literary criticism intBim might be enriched by the
reading of the present book. However, the primamy @ the book regards
the needs of students in their literature classesing at introducing them to
the domain of literary theory and criticism, ande thbhook meets the
requirements of a teaching aid, while also reprasgnan attempt of
academic research in the field of literary thearg ariticism.

The book is conceived in two distinct parts. Figinsidering the
development of English literary theory and critigig relation to the history
of literary practice, the present book focuses Htiawically on English
literary criticism from its beginnings to the enfdmneteenth century, and it
covers some of the most important periods and éeqpazs of English
critical history, including Renaissance, Neocldassic Romanticism, and
Victorian Age. In this respect, besides acquiring knowledge of literary
terminology, theoretical and critical perspectives textual and critical
typology belonging to different periods, movemeinitends and genres, the
reader of the present book learns the charactariatid literary conventions
of certain movements, trends and genres, the maiargrand major works,
and the literary interaction and continuity of thigen periods. Second, the
present book regards the twentieth century critiistourse, and the reader
of the present book is invited to discover its mdtoiropean and not only
trends and schools, with a special emphasis on cAAgierican critical
tradition in literary studies, and the reader Ieathe basic terminology,
major concerns, methods of research and objedidy, the theoretical and
critical perspectives of certain critics, and thegios, continuity and
interaction of the main approaches to literatuiyireg a number of schools
and trends in contemporary literary theory andaisitn.

In both cases, the major texts in the history d@fcal thought are
placed in the contexts of their time, and the mxiand trends in literary
criticism are presented in relation to their orjgmepresentatives, critical
concerns, terminology, methodology, importance effieictiveness. In both
cases, the special emphasis is on the growth ofidBniiterature-related
critical and theoretical thought leading to theerisdevelopment and
consolidation of a national critical tradition.
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The
Foundations
of
Literary
Criticism

Petru Golban



Preliminaries

All the way throughout its history, literary criigtn reveals a
threefold perspective of development: first, foe theriods before twentieth
century, literary criticism is dependent on somenih@ant in those periods
trends and movements of creative literature (fostance, classical or
Neoclassical criticism, Romantic criticism, andeart); second, especially in
nineteenth and twentieth centuries, emerge trandsticism which are also
related to new developments in science, philosomng society (for
instance, historical criticism, realistic criticismMarxist criticism,
psychoanalytical criticism, feminist criticism, anthers); third, in twentieth
century, some trends in literary criticism were eleped from within the
critical practice itself (for instance, narratologythe structuralist approach,
or deconstruction in the poststructuralist apprdaditerature).

Starting from the hypothesis that from its begigsiin Renaissance
to the end of nineteenth century, British literamticism is dependent on
and closely connected to literary practice, or eeensidered as part of
literary world, the main stages in the history afgksh criticism correspond
actually to the main phases of the literary phenwnerepresented by
periods and movements. Until twentieth centuryerdity criticism is
conceived as belonging to a literary movementemdr as being determined
by literary activity and in its turn determiningetHiterary practice, and
finally as representing a process of rise and dgweént through certain
stages which correspond to the major periods ofi@ndterature, where for
the most of the periods, with some exceptions ictdfian Age, the major
critics were also the major writers of those pesiod movements.

Namely, Renaissance period and Renaissance enficepresented
by Philip Sidney the writer and critic; Restoratipariod and Restoration
criticism represented by John Dryden; he is folldwg Alexander Pope and
Henry Fielding, who, among others, represent tghteenth century English
literature: the former as a Neoclassical poet aitit @nd the latter as one of
the founders of the English novel writing traditicthe criticism of both
revealing the peculiarities of their particulaefary experience. The major
Romantic writers William Wordsworth, Samuel Tayl@oleridge, and Percy
Bysshe Shelley are also the exponents of the Racraesthetic doctrine. In
Victorian Age, Matthew Arnold is a poet and a majdtical voice, but the
period already gave professional critics on art #edature, who, like John
Ruskin and Walter Pater, without being writers, aevetheoreticians
advocating different literary and critical movenemt the second half of the
nineteenth century.

Renaissance, Restoration, the eighteenth centuoglaisicism and
the rise of the novel, Romanticism, and VictoriageA- the major periods in
the history of English literature — represent alse major stages in the
history of English literary criticism preceding theentieth century. The

13



study of the development of criticism in Englandnfr its beginnings in
Renaissance until its consolidation as a sciendifiproach in the twentieth
century is to be conceived in two directions: (t@sent diachronically the
affirmation of certain critical doctrines, the majoritical voices, their
interdependence and influence, their similaritied differences; and (2) the
critical act in itself by the textual approach e tfragments from a number
of major critical works discussing their originsyiin, concern, main critical
ideas and the characteristics of the critical dise®, where metacriticism is
the method of critical examination of criticism al§ the criticism of
criticism, the analysis of meaning and organizatibthe critical reasoning.

In the examination of the critical texts that reganet the periods in
English literary criticism from Renaissance to ditan Age, one may
consider four steps: the period, the critic, thiicad text in general, and
some fragments from the critical text. First, givitle interdependence of
criticism and literature, the focus is on the perand its literary practice,
where the condition and characteristics of literatare discussed not in
general, but in relation to those aspects that evbatter reveal the condition
of criticism. For instance, in relation to PhilipdBey and his critical text
Defence of Poesi¢he focus is not on Renaissance or Elizabethandg
general, but on the condition of lyrical poetntliat period, namely pastoral
poems and the sonnet from the second half of ttieesith century, and the
rise of the Puritan movement.

Second, given the fact that most of the critics as® writers, the
focus is on the literary activity of the critic,shplace and interaction in
contemporary literature, again concerning only ¢haspects that are related
to and revelatory for the critical discourse. Iseaf Sidney, for example,
the major characteristics of his poetry and thet&®uattacks on his writings
would help the understanding of his critical treabefence of Poesie

Third, the critical text must be known in generia¢luding the
origin, form, influences, and the main ideas exgedsin it. Finally, some
fragments would certainly provide a more clear usidading of the critical
judgement and reveal its main characteristics &edtype of criticism it
belongs to.

The approach to these critical texts, followingaassively the focus
on the period, critic, text in general, and fragtsefnom the texts, would
provide answers to a number of questions aboutrikieal texts, which are
judged both diachronically as well as from a coratige perspective: (1)
Can we consider a given text to be of literaryicistm?, (2) Did the critic
make conscious attempts at writing literary crgiti? (3) What is the origin
of the critical text? (4) What is the form of the critical text®5) What are
the main characteristics of English literary crissn for the periods
preceding twentieth centuryand (6)What is the prevalence of the main
characteristics in relation to each text?
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In this respect, one may start with Sir Philip ®&gand hiDefence
of Poesieto understand the condition of English criticiamits first phase,
which is Renaissance. John Dryden andArsEssay of Dramatic Poesy
would better show the condition of English critaisn Restoration. The
eighteenth century criticism dependent on Neodassprinciples can be
better seen in Alexander Pop&ssay on CriticismandEssay on Manand
the rise of the English novel in the same centugeives a critical
expression in Henry Fielding’s Preface Joseph AndrewsThe Romantic
period in the history of English literary criticiswould be better revealed by
focusing on William Wordsworth’s Preface to thgrical Ballads Samuel
Taylor Coleridge’sBiographia Literaria and Percy Bysshe Shelley’s
Defence of PoetryThe condition of literary criticism in the lasefore
twentieth century stage in the development of Ehglriticism, which is
Victorian Age, might be better disclosed by theeasment of Matthew
Arnold’s The Study of Poetrylohn Ruskin’sModern Paintersand Walter
Pater'sThe Renaissance

In the Western world, the literary theory and cidin originated in
ancient Greece and Rome, continued in Middle Agdsch also showed
some attempts at criticism in other countries afoge, including England.
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Ancient and Medieval Criticism

In the Western tradition, the first expounderstd tritical theories
on literature were the ancient scholars Aristd@ato, Longinus, Dionysius
of Halicarnassus, Plutarch, and Lucian among theekd; and Horace,
Cicero, Seneca, Petronius, Quintilian, and Mac®@mong the Romans.
Among them all, paving the way for the future systestudies on literature,
the foremost and highly influential were Aristotiato, and Horace.

In ancient period, the literary criticism emergetien first verbal
artworks of imaginative invention originally perfoed orally were encoded
in written texts, which occurred in classical Geeeo the sixth to fourth
centuries BCE. The verbal works of art becameditae, and this led to
coming into being of literary criticism, says thetic Andrea Nightingale.
Concerning the first critical voices raising quest about the value of
literary texts, and apart from the fourth centut@B Athenian philosopher
Plato and his pupil Aristotle, there were the Greeitics namedkritai
(‘judges’) emerging in the same fourth century BCAS described by
Andrea Nightingale, these critics

were elite, cultured men who studied literary tex¢sartistic, social, and
ideological discourses. These individuals set oudlefine the differences
between good and bad literature, and indeed, tlysséhe very nature and
status of literary fiction. They raised the questichat have dominated
literary criticism right up to the current day: Whas fictional
representation, and how does it differ from thd ve@rld? Can fiction tell
the truth? If so, what is the nature of fictionaith? How does the reader or
audience affect the reception of artistic texts® Aow, in turn, does a text
or artwork influence the audience’s response? Wéidgs, and on what
grounds, which texts are good and worth canonizifgiould good
literature be defined in technical and aesthetim$® Or should we judge
artworks in their social and political contexts, @iscourses embedded
within ideological system&?

The first articulation and examination of the issueslated to
imaginative writing were done in a highly theoratitashion as embodied in
the philosophical discourse, and also an integudl gif this literary criticism
— since in ancient Greece the epics, plays, and edge performed to
audiences — was the art of rhetoric, the disciplieeeloping as the result of
the great attention given by the ancients to oyatmong the proponents of
this rhetorical criticism the most important wereerbetrius, Cicero,
Dionysius of Halicarnassus, and the Sophists.

4 Andrea Nightingale. “Mimesis: ancient Greek litgréheory” in Patricia Waugh,
ed.Literary Theory and Criticism: An Oxford Guid®xford: Oxford University
Press, 2006, p. 37.
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In the Greek world, the fourth centuPpeticsby Aristotle (384-322
BCE) was the first important critical treatise @erature and for centuries to
come has proved to be the most influential oneg@afly starting with
Renaissance due to the revival of ancient classiadition in that period. It
is said that Aristotle also wrote a critical treaton Homer’s epic, which has
not survived. InPoetics applying a scientific method of analysis to
literature, the ancient Greek philosopher discuep@sin relation to tragedy,
as well as poetry, which Aristotle treats as thealsed representation of
human action.

The main focus is on tragedy, and Aristotle disanates a number
of major elements, such as tragic character aatiectko its statugeripeteia
(‘reversal of fortune’),anagnorisis(‘recognition of an unknown person or
fact’), andhamartia (‘tragic mistake’). Aristotle also discusses thaty of
action in the genre of tragedy, for which a unifizad complete structure
with a beginning, middle and end is required, ardctv is represented by
literary mimesiq‘imitation’). For Aristotle, tragedy is

an imitation of an action that is serious, and cletep and of a certain
magnitude; in language embellished with every kificartistic ornament,
the various kinds being found in different partstioé play; it represents
men in action rather than using narrative, thropigyrand fear affecting the
propercatharsisof these emotions.

The most important term in Aristotle’s theory dEhary imitation is
catharsis(‘purgation’ or ‘purification’). Unlike poetry, &gic literature is a
serious representation or imitation of some hunwioias or experiences of
universal, mythic relevance for human conditioneTihagic projection of
human life arouses a set of emotions — namely dadrpity for the tragic
hero’s experience consisting of a reversal of fugfua fall into misery —
leading the audience to the pleasurable and, atséime time, healthy
experience otatharsis Subject to critical debate for centuries, thentéias
received medical, ethical and cognitive interpiete, but for Andrea
Nightingalecatharsisis

an emotional rather than a cognitive experience.tlis view, the tragic
plot and characters arouse our pity and fear terg kigh degree, but end
up releasing and purging these very emotions, phoducing pleasure.

Different from Aristotle is Plato (ca. 427-347 BCBE)hose perhaps
most difficult concept is ‘idealism’, naming theadone of an eternal realm
of perpetual Forms that shape the material and geadbie world of the
humans. Contrary to his pupil's, that is, Aristtsleemphasis on material
aspects of the world, and against the notions ®f3bphists, Plato develops

®|bid., p. 45.
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a dualistic philosophy in which he differentiatestveeen a metaphysical
sphere and a physical realm, emphasising the sgitdtver the concrete, the
superiority of the metaphysical over the physicdla ‘world of ideas’ in
relation to which the parts and aspects of the mJmaaterial world are
nothing but mere copies. The ‘really real’, as ®lputs it, meaning true
reality, exists only in the metaphysical, spiriteaistence that is beyond the
physical world of the humans, which is a world dfe¢oming’ or
‘appearance’ that resembles only the true reatityding in the metaphysical
realm of ideas.

In other words, the metaphysical world — that camytasped only by
the philosophical activity of the mind — is thelyrueal sphere of existence
and represents the realm of reality, whereas tlysigdl world just appears
to be real and represents the realm of appearance.

Literature is viewed by Plato in relation to theypical, material,
human realm of appearance, and, in discussingtitex and writers, Plato
introduces the concept ofimesiswhich proved to be his major contribution
to the rise of the discipline of literary criticisithe term is difficult to
translate since Plato himself uses it in severfiémdint ways. The term is
often translated as ‘imitation’ or ‘miming’, andorf Andrea Nightingale,
Plato meant by it imitation or, more precisely,isddit representation of
events and agents in the world in the medium ofuage, where “artistic
representation has a different status from the lpe@bjects, and events in
the ordinary world: literature does not depict tkality of its objects, but
rather portrays the way theppear”® Mimesisrepresents thus things in the
realm of appearance, of non-reality; literature doet represent the real,
metaphysical world, and literature msmesisis just another appearance of
appearances in the physical world, another imagdhef things in the
physical world, a copy or imitation of the copigsappearances forming the
physical, material world. Using the example of a be in that divinity
creates the idea of the bed, the craftsman createstual bed, and the artist
imitates that actual bed — Plato argues that thet, pwr artist in general,
offers, as understood by Richard Dutton, the veobpalisual versions of the
bed, which are “less satisfactory even than thectima reality of the
carpenter’'s bed and infinitely far-removed from theellectual truth of the
idea of the bed”. In other words, according to &fattheory of ideas or
forms’, “everything that exists in this world is amperfect copy of an
‘ideal’ object” that exists intellectually, metamigally, mathematically,
outside the world as humans perceive it; in thspeet, artists and poets
produce creations that are “mere copies of cofdiédenl’ reality, are third-
hand distortions of truth, valueless and indeeemally misleading”.

6 .

Ibid., p. 38.
" Richard DuttonAn Introduction to Literary CriticismLondon: Longman, 1984, p.
17.
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In this way, by representing false, not real valsews ideas,
literature is morally and theologically harmful, daloes damage to the
receiver of literature, who accepts and internaltténgs which are false but
taken as true. Thus, Plato confers to poets anianfstatus, aggravated also
by using ‘untrustworthy’ intuition rather than reas and banishes them
from his Republic. Towards the end of Book 2 arellthginning of Book 3
of the Republi¢ Plato also attacks poets for suggesting thanityimight
not be perfect in all respects:

he [the poet] must say that what gods did was rglot just, and that those
who suffered were the better for being punished i) most expressly to

be denied that gods, being good, can be the cduseéldo anyone — this

may neither be said nor sung, in either prose mseyéby any person either
young or old, if our commonwealth is to be propetywerned. Such a story
would be impious, injurious and ill-conceived.

Aristotle defended the poets against his teachacsusations,
asserting that the more one imitates the bettepéinson becomes, and that
the poet does not merely imitate things in natbreg,presents them as they
should be, coming nearer the ideal. By his famastsndtion between poetry
and history — in that “poetry, therefore, is a mph#losophical and a higher
thing than history: for poetry tends to express timéversal, history the
particular” — Aristotle emphasises that poetry dewlith the universal,
having universal characters and plots. Also, unkkato, who conceives art
and literature in relation to the socio-politicadhere and their effects on
audiences in Athens, claiming that art should ggd by political and
ethical standards, Aristotle separates art anchtitee from politics, ideology
and ethics. According to Andrea Nightingale, Arilgto

introduces a powerful new idea, one that has hatafor impact on
Western thinking. As he suggests, we should najguderature in ethical
or political terms; rather, literature occupiesphere that is separate from
that of ethics and politics. Good literature is atter of technique and form,
and should not be assessed in terms of politicalectmess. Literature
inhabits an aesthetic sphere that has its own ardstandards.

Apart from founding the main critical precepts foe theorising of
drama, Aristotle and Plato provide antecedentheéabntemporary narrative
approach. PlatoRepublic Book 3) and Aristotle Hoetics chapters 5, 24,
and 26) trace the opposition between dramatic paatd narrative poetry,
or dramatic modenfimesi} and narrative modediegesi}, these modes
standing for the manner of telling a story,lexis for Plato, as opposed to

8 Andrea Nightingale. “Mimesis: ancient Greek litgréheory” in Patricia Waugh,
ed.Literary Theory and Criticism: An Oxford Guid®xford: Oxford University
Press, 2006, p. 40.
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logos representing everything that is to be told. TH&eknce between the
two scholars is that Plato distinguishes three moafe poetic discourse:
mimesis(the drama, that is the construction of the dramapresentation
within stage conditions), pumiegesisor narrative form (represented by the
dithyramb, a Greek choric hymn describing the atwers of Dionysius),
and the mixed mode (the epic, where the authcs thl story in his own
name, that is, the pure narrative form of the stagmbined with the
imitative principle of drama, that is the direchdering of events by the poet
who assumes the role of the character and spedilis irameggipHomer’'s
dialogues, for example), whereas Aristotle hypd#tessabout the existence
of only two, ignoring the pure form. Both of thehgwever, have a common
point in showing the opposition between the dracnétiore imitative) and
narrative mode of the literary discourse as story.

The general differences between Plato’s and Atesgobpinions on
art and literature have given the dichotomy ‘Platoversus ‘Aristotelian’ in
naming two types of literary criticism, the formaging extrinsic, idealistic,
moralistic, concerned with the usefulness of therkwfor non-artistic
purposes, and the latter intrinsic, judicial, fotptaxt-centred, and ignoring
the social and moral context.

Different from Plato and Aristotle is Longinus, tfiest important
critic of the Christian era, who, in the criticaksay On the Sublime
(probably third century AD or earlier), acclaimsagination, passion, high
concepts, eloquent style and elevated diction, fanmtts them as the major
sources of the sublime in literature. AccordingDtavid H. Richter, unlike
Plato,

who concerned himself with common features of tictiworks in general,

Longinus is interested in a special quality, sulijmor elevation, which is

possessed by some works but not others. Unliketollés whose poetics
dealt with the particular characteristics of difet literary forms,

Longinus’s sublimity is a quality that transcen@sneric boundaries. It can
be found in drama or epic or lyric — or even intdnie or history or

theology?

Conversant in Greek, Latin, and Hebrew, Longinustes from
Genesis, introducing in the critical discussioneavrand different literary
tradition. Longinus is also the first critic to def a literary classic and
attach importance to a single element in the tebet.is not interested in
tragedy, epic, or natural history of literaturet b a single element, a
phrase, or a passage in the text, which gives ypleand is the source of the
sublime. As defined by Longinus, the sublime cdssief “a certain
distinction and excellence in expression, and ithit from no other source

° David H. Richter, edThe Critical Tradition: Classic Texts and Contermgmyr
Trends New York: St Martin’s Press, 1989, p. 78.
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than this that the greatest poets and writers davieed their eminence and
gained an immortality of renown”.

Longinus gives the impression that he ‘preaches’stiblime, which
he considers in relation to the expression of girieelings as well as a
matter of reader response, his theory being thub lexpressive and
affective. Longinus has been considered by marijie@afirst Romantic critic
and the first comparative critic, as Vernon Hallegoin emphasising
Longinus’ assessment of Greek, Latin, and Hebreeraliure, and in
summarising Longinus’ five sources of the true droee in literature as “a
firm grasp of ideas”, “vehement and inspired emutio“the proper
construction of figures”; “notable language”; argeheral effects of dignity
and elevation®.

In the Latin world, the most important and influahtcritic was
Horace (65-8 BCE), or Quintus Horatius Flaccushwits celebratedrs
Poetica(‘Art of Poetry’), also referred to d3e Arte PoeticaandEpistle to
the Pisos Written as an epistle in verse, as a letter @icedto two young
men having poetic ambitions, Horace’s text is tiadally divided, as by
David H. Richter, into three parts: “lines 1-41 aye poesis or subject
matter; lines 42-294 on poema or technique; aresl295-476 on poeta or
the poet”; but “in fact, Horace’s wildfire ideasnalys outrace any system or
organization that can be devised, and the readeidlbe prepared for rapid
and unexpected transitions from one topic to ambtte

Horace’s critical treatise acclaims the Greek medeald prescribes
ways of writing to the poet. But, unlike Plato aAdistotle, who were
primarily theoreticians and educationalists, Horagecording to Richard
Dutton, is “less subtle, less concerned with ploipddc niceties, more
practical and, in many ways, more directly infliatit? and more
normative and prescriptive, one could add. Unlikatd® dealing with
literature as imitation and its value, and Arigtotliscussing tragedy and
literature in their constituent parts and functémtatharsis Horace is rather
concerned with nature and art in literary compositin relation to the latter
aspect the primary concept being that of literatgcorum’, meaning the
suitability of the form, style, tone, metre, sulbjetatter, character in relation
to the nature and content of the literary work ashele. The concepts of
decorum,dues ex machinacraftsmanship, as well as the respect to the
genre, order, plausibility, common sense, morali@abnd other principles
postulated by Horace, are actually rules laid ddevrthe poets, as Horace
himself, as a rhetorical or pragmatic critic, deeta

9yernon Hall.A Short History of Literary Criticism_ondon: The Merlin Press,
1964, pp. 16-19.

" David H. Richter, edThe Critical Tradition: Classic Texts and Contermgugr
Trends New York: St Martin’s Press, 1989, p. 66.

12 Richard DuttonAn Introduction to Literary CriticismLondon: Longman, 1984,
p. 24.
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| will teach the poet his duties and obligationsyill tell him where to find
his resources, what will nourish and mould his jogift, what he may,
and may not, do with propriety, where the right rseuwill take him, and
where the wrong.

Horace agrees with Aristotle that a particular gesinould have its
proper themes, techniques, and effects, but forthergenre does not come
into existence by the laws of nature and from ratuman impulses, as for
Aristotle, it just exists as predefined by traditiand rules that every author
must obey. Horace is, unlike Plato and Aristotlejaaldlier philosopher, for
whom the author’s reward is not material, but spaf, namely fame and
praise, since Horace regards the poet not as ateriman but as a public
figure with a definite social status and as subjectiles and conventions.

Horace’s concepts and rules prescribed to the goestame guiding
principles and normative prescriptions for theréty practice of the later
Renaissance period and, especially, of the Classiand Neoclassicism of
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Apamh filecorum, mention
should be made of Horace’s emphasis on the impwmetahtradition, which,
if followed, gives credibility and consistency thet poet's work. Thus,
where imitation for Plato and Aristotle means thetation of nature, for
Horace it also means imitation of the writers wlavén established literary
patterns and traditions. According to Richard Hadla

Horace’s importance to the history of literary thedies not in any
profoundly original ideas, but in the new twistttlhe gave to the ideas of
Aristotle. When the concepts of Classical criticigrere taken up again in
the Renaissance and Neoclassical periods, it wasigh Horace that the
Poeticswas viewed; and Horace’s reinterpretation of Auistthen came to
be carried even further in the same directfon.

Apart from emphasising the importance of decorum petic
composition and that of tradition, Horace’'s workaabliscusses the nature
and function of poetry, examines the types of poasr well as of character,
and, while discussing art and poetry primarilyemts of their effects on the
audience, it introduces the idea of instruction amdertainment, where
phrases likeutile et dulce (‘'useful and sweet) andaut prodesse aut
delectare('either to profit or to please’) have definitedptered the language
of literary criticism, or language in general asyarbs and catch phrases.

The Middle Ages saw a theological interpretationirobginative
writing, which contributed to the decline of thetical interest in literature
and even to the distrust of literature. The poatry literature on the whole
were attacked by the ecclesiastical theologiangngmvhom St. Augustine

13 Richard HarlandLiterary Theory from Plato to Barthes: An Introdant History.
New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 1999, p. 18.
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(354-430), on moral and religious grounds, andenegal were regarded as
subdued to theology and philosophy, as by Isiddr&eville (sixth and
seventh centuries) who discussed types of litezadbased on biblical forms.
Rejecting the classical literary tradition as tiheduct of a pagan culture, the
ecclesiastical critics gave rise to hermeneuticsabguming the task to
achieve the proper interpretation of the Holly Bibivhich they saw together
with nature — the ‘Great Book of God’ — and allggas the main ways to
know and understand God. The allegory, in particidpplied as a reading
technique and a method of literary interpretation order to find the
symbolic meanings of the holly texts, is importdot being the earliest
manifestation of the hermeneutical approach. Rittéarland attributes the
development of allegorical criticism to Alexandrigheologians, mainly
Orige, and later to St. Augustine, and sees tlegatical interpretation as a
system

established for reading the Bible on three, theuwr,feeparate levels of
meaning. But on any level above that of literal meg, several different
readings could be equally valid. The only criteribmiting possible

interpretations was Augustine’s ‘principle of clgti according to which

all interpretations had to be consistent with Glaisteaching. (...) such
wide allowance made perfect sense in terms of thwral Christian

assumption that Holy Scripture had been written mlownder direct
inspiration from the Holy Spirit. The intentions carknowledges of a
particular human writer were irrelevant when thdtevrwas merely the
channel for a higher authorit§.

However, it is not to be forgotten the fact that gitempts made by
the medieval scholars to develop true interpratatiof the Scriptures
resulted in original ideas, as to mention just/&tgustine’s speculation on
the basic elements of signification, or his advameat of a theory of signs
to a theory of language in interpreting the HollpdRs, offering, inOn
Christian Doctrine the famous distinction between things and sigingre a
sign is a thing which causes us to think of sonmgttieyond the impression
that the thing itself makes upon the senses.

Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274), another important mediieleric
and scholar, revived some of the abandoned Aristateleas and combined
them with the contemporary Christian principles. nG&rning literary
criticism, he is known for having developed thecatled notion of ‘fourfold
typology’, which is summarized as the ‘first literwhat happens at the
level of the words themselves), ‘second allegori¢die correspondence
between scripture and the physical world), ‘thirdrat’ (the moral message
of scripture) and the ‘fourth anagogic’ (the intetation of scripture which
points to the end of this world and the eternahyglehich lies beyond it).

*bid., pp. 24-28.
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Also, in the context of the general concern witierlture-related
religious issues, there were strong concerns viagtoric and grammar, in
relation to which the medieval critical discussinoluded also the problems
of dialects and vernacular literature, and develogecific concerns related
to the structural level of poetry, namely the orgation of versification in
Latin, the verse structure, and different technieapects, including
beginning, amplification, condensation, ending, anbers. Of a special
critical interest were also the problems of figivatianguage, diction, style
and its adaptation to a particular type of literanyrk.

Among the critics dealing with such structural reegt of poetic
composition were the major poets of the late medigeriod, in particular
the fourteenth century lItalian writers Petrarch,nf@a (in De Vulgari
Eloquentia c. 1305), and Boccaccio ({Benealogia Decorum Gentiliyne.
1366). They discussed not only the problems of uagg appropriate to
poetry, the structure of poetry and the nature edkification, but also the
nature of the poet, and poetry as a form of phpbgo Against theological
teachings, these writers-critics defended the vatfe poetry as an
independent art, argued that the moral-religious l@garary attitude should
be separated and that the ancient models shoufdllbeved, in this way
reflecting the interest in classical ideas of immta and decorum, and
actuating Renaissance criticism.

It has been pointed, however, that many of the ewadlicritics
might have known little or nothing of classical éde as is the case of Dante
(1265-1321) who employed scholastic modes of thbagH its terminology
to discuss his own work (in a letter to Can Grabgdla Scala, which was
meant as an introduction tBaradisg and the frequently examined in
medieval period problem of whether the native, seutar language, rather
than Latin, is suitable for producing literature wdlue (in De Vulgari
Eloquentig. In the same manner, Giovanni Boccaccio (1313%},3%he
father of Italian prose, is original in his ideas poetry, which for him is
independent art, not an imitation, but the creatafnworlds otherwise
unknown, as he statesTime Definition of Poetry

[poetry] proceeds from the bosom of God, and fefind, are the souls in
whom this gift is born; indeed so wonderful a gfifis that true poets have
always been the rarest of men. This fervour of pdsssublime in its
effects: it implies the soul to a longing for uttece; it brings forth strange
and unheard-of creations of the mind.

Still, one may argue, as Vernon Hall does, there wivid
connections between Dante’s views of literature amcient criticism, as to
mention just the simplification of the distinctidmetween tragedy and
comedy when Dante calls his work a comedy becdusegins horribly with
Hell and ends pleasingly with Heaven; also, inrolag that the purpose of
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his poem is to “remove those living in this lif@fn the state of misery and
lead them to the state of felicity”, Dante fulfil;cording to Hall,

the Horatian prescription to teach and delight he Middle Ages
understood it. The teaching is ethical or Christidue delight comes from
the adornment of words and from the fact that gesdnin itself is
delightful

In England, criticism was of little note in mediéyzeriod, except
some attempts at literary theory belonging to BE8IE3-735), the most
important of early English scholars, and to Johisalisbury (c.1115-1180),
one of the most important Latin scholars of theiqukrRelated to literary
criticism are Bede’®©e Orthographia(a Latin glossary)De Arte Metrica
(examines versification, rhythm, metre, and typlegoetry), and @ Figures
and Tropes of Holy Wriidiscusses different devices and figures of speech
According to Harry Blamires, Bede’s ideas have

no great intrinsic significance. But in building e does on predecessors
such as Donatus, and in drawing his illustrationsmf Latin poetry
(especially Christian poets), he inaugurated adivaof study in England
and he made a notable development in applyingatlitheory to the books
of the Bible™®

John of Salisbury played an important part in tleglimval revival of
Latin scholarship, his workg$olicraticus and Metalogicon showing a
medieval scholar conversant in classics, influertpedvristotle and Horace,
and openly declaring his love for the classicsnJohSalisbury wrote about
the allegorical and literal interpretation of theriftures, but also about the
interpretation of the classical literature that dmxlaimed as a source of
pleasure and moral instruction, which shows theesaof a new critical
tradition, that of Renaissance, whose glories esieover the horizon.

'3 Vernon Hall.A Short History of Literary Criticism_ondon: The Merlin Press,
1964, p. 22-23.
' Harry BlamiresA History of Literary CriticismLondon: Macmillan, 1991, p. 36.
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Renaissance and Philip Sidney

The medieval period is rejected and replaced by dlge of
Renaissance, which is considered either as thepfirs of the modern period
that lasted until the middle of the twentieth ceptuor as a period of
transition from Middle Ages to modern period, noanceived as lasting
from the seventeenth century Enlightenment to tiedi® of the twentieth
century. The art and literature of Renaissanceadirereveal the two
contradictory but co-existing aspects of ‘innovatifor instance, sonnet in
poetry) and ‘tradition’ (the revival of ancient nedd, as, for example, in
Renaissance tragedy).

The emergence of the innovative spirit in literat@ontinues after
Renaissance as Baroque art (metaphysical poetgngtish literature, also
considered by some critics as the last manifestatfdBritish Renaissance),
but this cultural extravaganza is rejected and sgged by the much
stronger and dominant traditional element thatebtasn the revival of
ancient classical artistic doctrine and practics;dmes itself a period and
dominates as Enlightenment and Classicism (or Meeidism in England)
the entire social as well as cultural and literbackground of Europe for
more than one hundred years starting with the reiddlthe seventeenth
century to the last decades of the eighteenth petthat witnessed the rise
of a new, Romantic literary sensibility.

Concerning the general development of literary figzacand critical
thought, the component of ‘innovation’ in literanjstory has its origins in
Renaissance, continues in Baroque, is suppressethgsical tradition, but
is revived by Romanticism, then developed by labeteenth century avant-
garde trends and diversified by the twentieth agniodernism and Post-
Modernism. The component of ‘tradition’ in literanjstory has its origins in
ancient period, is revived in Renaissance, themgdd, developed and
institutionalised in the seventeenth and eighteeettituries Enlightenment
and Neoclassicism, rejected and replaced by Rooiamti but present again
on the literary scene as the nineteenth centuryidR@aand continued and
diversified by the twentieth century writers of md@nd realistic concern.

Based on the humanistic views, the Renaissancedoesvived the
ancient classical tradition attempting to develbgoties and doctrines
reminiscent of classical ideals, and to judge ditiere by literary, not
religious, values. There was the theory of epicnpo&s in Torquato Tasso’'s
Discourses on the Heroic Poeifi594), which asserts the four major
elements in epic poetry (the story or fable, thealiy of the characters, the
purpose behind the story, and the language), angulpose of epic poetry
to delight the reader and as a source of intel&é@nd moral improvement,
since for Tasso “delight is the cause why no ors t® obtain benefit,
because delight induces him to read more gladly”.
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At odds with ancient principles of epic writing diaion were
romances as proto-novel inventions of the periadhsas Ariosto’©Orlando
Furioso (1516) or SpenserBaerie Queeng¢l1596), and the literary criticism
of the period that focused on such texts attemppegistify their literary
validity. For instance, as Ariosto introduces fatita and marvellous
elements in his romance, so Giovambattista Giréldi04-1573, better
known as Cinthio), i©On the Composition of Romandéd$54), explains and
defends the use of the supernatural beings anohaatiromances, as well as
a great variety of characters and events, as teeptitat romance is a totally
different from both epic and tragedy genre and khba judged as such.

The most discussed genre in Renaissance literatigim was
drama, where, according to Gilbert Highet,

modern standards of dramatic criticism were beindt up through the
Renaissance, partly by experiments in new formd, @artly by study and
discussion of Greco-Roman literary theory — repwesid chiefly by
Aristotle’s Poetics Horace'sArt of Poetry and, much less influentially, by
Longinus’s essapn the SublimeMuch of Renaissance drama was created
by the lofty standards of Renaissance critics, vilapite of their frequent
pedantry, would not tolerate slovenly wdrk.

The most discussed issues in relation to drama Werenature of
tragedy and the concept of the tragic hero, as aslthe doctrine of the
‘three unities’ in the dramatic structure involvinige principles of time,
place, and action. The theory of the ‘unity of awtiin the play was
developed by Aristotle, and Gilbert Highet showat tihe unities of time and
place (the former just mentioned by Aristotle ahd latter not mentioned at
all) were largely the creation of the Renaissamt®lsrs Cinthio, Robortelli,
Segni, Castelvetro, and others in sixteenth centalltythree unities being
very useful in the period as

an attempt to strengthen and discipline the hapHazad amateurish
methods of contemporary dramatists — not simplyoiider to copy the
ancients, but in order to make drama more intemgee realistic, and more
truly dramatic'®

In Renaissance criticism, there was also much detwatpoetry as
philosophy and imitation, the doctrine of verisiititle in poetry, the poetic
diction and decorum, and the twofold purpose oftpyo¢o please and
instruct.

There was also the debate on the language of padetparticular,
and of literature, in general: as Renaissance haperiod of the revival of

7 Gilbert Highet.The Classical Tradition: Greek and Roman InfluenmesVestern
Literature Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1976, p. 142.
18 i

Ibid.
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ancient classical tradition, there was no quesdloout imitating the classical
models, but about the language used in writing,thdreit should be Latin,
the language of the classics, or the vernaculaytbeeuse of the latter being
earlier defended by Dante (in the unfinisti2el Vulgari Eloquentipand in
Renaissance by, among others, Du BellayD@ience and lllustration of the
French Languagel549). The question of language emerged by tthe
the growing national consciousness correspondinght rise of new
European nation-states, for which a common natilamgjuage, among other
factors, would provide grounds for a national idtgnt

During Renaissance the major European criticalesiwgere Italian
(Vida, Robortelli, Daniello, Minturno, Scaliger, §alvetro), whereas the
mid-sixteenth century throughout the seventeentmtucg saw the
dominance of the French critical works, which, likese of late medieval
and Renaissance periods, were first rhetorical @uetrical, guiding the
growth of classicism already supported by Humani8nstotelianism, and
Rationalism. Minturno inDe Poetica(1559), Scaliger inPoetices libri
septen(1561), and Castelvetro Poetica d'Aristotele vulgarizzata et sposta
(1570) are accredited for having rediscovered ant/ed in Renaissance the
Poeticsof Aristotle, which became very influential aftezing translated into
Italian in 1549.

Richard Harland calls them ‘the Italian Aristotelsa and praises
them for having developed the theory of the ‘umfytime’ (Minturno and
Scaliger) and that of the ‘unity of place’ (Casttho), and for having
developed the principle of verisimilitude, deriving from Aristotle’s
concept of mimesis With the principle of verisimilitude, the Italian
Aristotelians pointed to the achieving of likenésgeality in literature and,
unlike Aristotle, “gave more weight to believabhjlitless to emotional
effect”, thus prefiguring the later, “modern notsomf realism and the
realistic™®.

Concerning French Renaissance criticism, mentiaulshbe made
of Art of Poetry(1548) by Sibilet, and the writings of Pierre denRard and
Joachim Du Bellay as representatives of the grallea ‘Pleiade’, which
attempted to refine French literature, as wellaagylage, by following the
classical models. Pierre de Ronsard, in particalttempts in this respect to
combine classical poetics with Christian beliefsyeintion with imitation,
and to adjudicate the claims of competing languagelsdialects.

In English Renaissance, criticism was first conedrwith rhetoric
and diction (Caxton, Leonard Cox, and Thomas Wijsand then moved to
iIssues concerning the development of a natioreablitire in native language
(for instance, Sir Thomas Elyot Book Named the Governqurs31), which
received a strong opposition from the humanists amndhornists who

19 Richard HarlandLiterary Theory from Plato to Barthes: An Introdant History.
New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 1999, pp. 36-39.
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searched to adopt Latin words instead of developingative lexicon. The
use of English in writing required the building apthe English vocabulary
and the development of different technical devicesersification, such as
rhyme and meter, the first work on versification English being
Gascoigne’€ertain Notes of Instructio(1L575).

The development of the verse devices that woula thg use of
English in poetic composition followed two diregi®d one theoretical,
insisting on the imitation of the classical fornmych as the unrhymed
hexameter, and on decorum and imitation, and afterdlemning the rhyme
(as in Campion’®©bservations in the Art of English Poesl®02, promptly
answered by Samuel Daniel & Defence of Rimpand, another, practical
direction, perfecting English versification by meaof the creative activity
of the poets, where the same Campion and othes piet Pierre Corneille
some decades later in relation to drama, wouldnodtitempt at originality
against the prevailing insistence on classical form

Perhaps the main advocate of the classical traditias Ben Jonson
who turned a critic inTimber: Or Discoveriesrepresenting together with
Dryden some twenty years later the promoters ofchNessicism in English
literature and criticism. Some noteworthy criticd¢as are also to be found
in Francis Bacon'&\dvancement of Learnind.605), but the master critic of
English Renaissance is Philip Sidney (1554-1586).

Owing it to Philip Sidney'Defence of PoesiRenaissance marks
the actual beginnings of literary criticism in Biit. Sidney’s critical text is
to be considered in relation to the co-existingtlie period innovative
element in literature, represented, among othersSibdney himself as the
writer of sonnets and pastoral poetry, and theitiomdl element in
literature, standing for the revival of the ancielassical tradition. The text
is also to be considered in relation to the faet the poetry of the period,
both pastoral and sonnet writing tradition, andithaginative writing on the
whole, where often attacked on moral grounds byigieg Puritanism.

Scholar, poet, courtier, and soldier, Sidney isahthor of the most
significant critical treatise of the period, thes@gDefence of Poesiélso
entitledApologie for Poetrig which was published in 1595, but was written
much earlier as an answer to the Puritan ministept&n Gosson’'3he
School of Abusél579), a Puritan moralistic attack on imaginatmréing of
the period, dedicated to Sidney himself.

Philip Sidney was one of the most prominent authofsthe
Elizabethan Age as a part of English Renaissameaodis not only for his
critical treatise but also for his pastoral poeand sonnetsAstrophel and
Stella(published in an authorised edition in 1598, lamposed probably in
the early 1580s and circulating in manuscript fang years) is the first
important of English sonnet sequences, containd®sbnnets and 11 songs.
Attempted as English versions of the Italian mdeetrarch, the poems deal
with emotion and love, the relationship betweerelsy some philosophical
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speculation and reflections on the act of poetieatton, while, on the
structural level, succeeding in freeing the Engishnet from the strict rules
of the Italian form.Countess of Pembroke’s Arcadiar simplyArcadia, is
Sidney’s most ambitious work, representing a roraaincwhich the Greek
model of Heliodorus combined with pastoral elememsigpport the
Renaissance idealisation of a shepherd's life, tuickv Sidney adds,
following the Hellenistic model, narratives of kim battle, rape, political
treachery, and other stories which are interweavethe whole of the
narrative sequence.

There were these literary genres of the period weae attacked by
the rising Puritanism, including Stephen Gossorb415624), a Puritan who
was earlier a poet, a playwright, and probably aguayer, and who later
took Holy Orders and became Rector of the ChurclistofBotolph’s in
Bishopsgate, London.

Concerning the form of Sidney’s critical treatiaecording to David
H. Richter,

in constructing hispologia— Greek for a legal defence — Sidney addressed
himself less to Gosson than to Plato, whBspublicprovides most of the
ammunition the Puritan divine expended againstrgo&idney’sApology
is structured according to the principles of medienhetoric like a good
legal brief, with an introduction that draws thader into the case while
offering reassurance of the ethical rightness & #peaker, a central
argumentative section, a set of answers to objesti@nd a glowing
peroratior?’

By answering the objections and attacks on etlgoalinds against
poetry and drama of the period, which were regalye8tephen Gosson and
other Puritans as vehicles for moral degradatiagney was successful not
only in achieving his purpose to defend literaturehe face of Puritanism,
but also assigned much praise to poets and thé mrét arguing about the
superiority of poetry over history, philosophy aonther disciplines, and
about the prophetic and moral function of poetnhilev examining its
typology and imaginative essence. Among the historiexcessively
concerned with particular facts, and the obscurel d@no abstract
philosopher, Sidney claims that

is our poet the Monarch. For he doth not only shiegvway, but giveth so
sweet a prospect into the way as will entice ang toaenter into it (...). He
beginneth not with obscure definitions, which mbktr the margent with
interpretations, and load the memory with doub#ghk but he cometh to
you with words set in delightful proportion, eitheccompanied with, or
prepared for the well enchanting skill of musicdamith a tale forsooth he

? David H. Richter, edThe Critical Tradition: Classic Texts and Contermgugr
Trends New York: St Martin’s Press, 1989, p. 131.
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cometh unto you, with a tale which holdeth childfiesm play, and old men
from the chimney corner; and pretending no mor¢h daend the winning
of the mind from wickedness to virtue.

Because of the religious condemnation voiced byitéhs in
England in the second half of the sixteenth cent8igney’s defence and
evaluation of poetry are done on moral grounds,céwral concept being
virtue, where, unlike philosopher’s or theologiamsitings that can teach
virtue only in abstract terms, poetry both teachigsie and ‘moves’ reader
to it, that is, makes the reader virtuous by mezmnsoral instruction based
on catharsisand mimesis here imitation of the ethical manner, that is, on
creating examples of ideal characters and condund, thus poetry being
superior to other disciplines.

Like many Renaissance theorists, Sidney relieshenideas of the
ancients, appealing to Plato’s metaphysics, Atsttmimesis — for
instance, at the beginning, when defining poetign&y calls it “an art of
imitation, for so Aristotle termeth it in his womimesis — and Horace's
aesthetic principles, for instance, Sidney conclgdhis essay with the
famous Horatian statement on the purpose of poetrich for Sidney is the
same: “with this end, to teach and delight”, othes, given the moralistic
perspective, to delight in order to teach.

Sidney’s critical treatise shows that the purpofalafending the
value of poetry against the accusations made byudtaR mind is
remarkably completed by the expression of Sidneys observations and
ideas on poetry, thus developing a critical traditbased on the works of
ancient as well as modern writers.

Sidney’s defence of poetry makes Renaissance tiedpaf the rise
of a critical tradition in English and Philip Sidnthe first important English
literary critic, acclaimed for his “intellectual ergy and stylistic vitality”, to
use Harry Blamires’ words, who continues:

Ideas flow from his pen. Apt illustrations, imadiive turns of thought and
neat dialectical thrusts crowd his pages. And ttesey largely free of arid
modish turgidities and superfluous contrivancesii@a the reader eagerly
forward !

Philip Sidney’s critical text clearly shows thelirdnce of Horace’s
The Art of Poetrywhich, according to Gilbert Highet, “was a vemyportant
formative factor in Renaissance literary theoryging translated for the first
time into Italian by Dolce in 1535, then “into Fanby Grandichan in 1541
and by Peletier du Mans in 1544; into Spanish i821by Luis Zapata; and
into English, along with the othdrettersand theSatires by T. Drant in

L Harry BlamiresA History of Literary CriticismLondon: Macmillan, 1991, p. 55.
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1567.% The rise of the literary criticism in England rel& through
Sidney’s text obvious moral and defensive featundgere, as an answer to
Puritanism, Sidney defends poetry as a discoutenthkes man a virtuous
being, while giving a famous definition of poetny clearly neo-Horatian
terms as an art of imitation that teaches and llslig

Poesie therefore, is an Art of Imitation: for soistotle termeth it in the
word mimesis that is to say, a representing, counterfeiting,figuring
forth; to speak Metaphorically, a speaking Pictwwéh this end to teach
and delight.

%2 Gilbert Highet.The Classical Tradition: Greek and Roman InfluenmesVestern
Literature Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1976, p. 142.
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Restoration and John Dryden

The seventeenth century further extended the direct classicism
in European criticism, owing it to the major Frencfitics of the period,
among whom Francois de Malherbe and Michel de Mgnéaseeking to
achieve the purification of native language foracleommunication, and
Chapelain, Corneille, d’Aubignac, Rapin, and Baileahe last two,
especially, as the real founders of the classieddp referred to as
‘Neoclassical’, theory. In general, the Europearituce has become
centralised in France, and with French contributimid France as its main
source, in particular with the foundation of themeh Academy in 1635 and
the courses taught at the Academy, the classieasichre dominant and
classicism is now an institutionalised cultural wioe throughout Europe.

However, it is to be remembered that the severtiesamd eighteenth
centuries saw classicism being attacked by the émwsd, who challenged
the view that writers should admire and imitate gineat ancient Greek and
Latin models because civilization had not produaegthing better or more
excellent to surpass the great classical tradifitre main arguments of the
moderns against the rule of the classics, as gétdod explained by Gilbert
Highet, were (1) “the ancients were pagan; we dmas@ans. Therefore our
poetry is inspired by nobler emotions and dealsh wibbler subjects.
Therefore it is better poetry”; (2) “Human knowledgs constantly
advancing. We live in a later age (...) therefore ave wiser. Therefore
anything we write, or make, is better than thedhiwritten and made by the
ancient Greeks and Romans”; (3) “Nature does nangé (...) therefore the
works of men are as good to-day as they were ssitlal times”; and (4) the
works of the classics “were badly written and fumeatally illogical”?

The attacks on art and literature of the classigéters agitated the
spirits of the literary world and initiated the ¢lct between the defenders
of the classics (Dacier, Racine, Boileau), who tm@aa deeper
understanding of ancient literature and expandeditigrary traditions of the
Renaissance, and the ‘moderns’ (Tassoni, de SaititsPerrault), who
argued that modern literature possesses aestlatiesvas high as those of
the classical Greece and Rome.

The conflict is remembered as ‘the battle of theksd and ‘la
querelle des anciens et des modernes’, and itlisare battle in the war
between innovation and tradition, between origtgand authority, between
classicism and modernism; the war started in Aitiguwvas reinforced in
Renaissance, raged at highest in France and thengtiout Europe at the
turn of the seventeenth century and is still gaing

The outcome of the conflict in the seventeenth aighteenth
centuries was first beneficial for the developmafitterary criticism, whose

2 bid., pp. 261-288.
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standards improved, and ideas, though sharpenedmae more refined.
Concerning literary practice, the real benefitlod battle for both sides was,
according to Gilbert Highet, “that it discouragédalvish respect for tradition,
and made it more difficult for future writers toopiuce ‘Chinese copies’ of
classical masterpieces, in which exact imitatioousth be a virtue and
original invention a sin®

Concerning English critical thought of the periafter Sidney there
were, unfortunately, no important critical voicesassess the great literary
achievements of the Elizabethan and Jacobean pedod it was only with
John Dryden that English literary criticism stoadnty again on its path.
Meanwhile, the history of criticism mentions Johnltbh (1608-1674)
defending poetry and theatre against Puritan atatikring Commonwealth
period, and earlier Ben Jonson (1573-1637) emphgsigles and decorum
in the prologues written to his many plays and he book Timber, or
Discoveries

The most important seventeenth century Englishiccritas John
Dryden (1631-1700), of whose many literary and hitmmary works the
most famous one being the critical treat®se Essay of Dramatic Poesy
(1668), written in dialogue form and derived fromyBen’s own practical
experience as a playwright in many areas of drama.

In English literary history, the last period of teeventeenth century
was the ‘Restoration Age’ between 1660 and 1700gchwiiollowed the
Puritan rule (‘Commonwealth Interregnum’) betweeddd and 1660, and
which started from the restoration of the Stuawigh( Charles II) to the
throne of England in 1660. This political event gas name to a period that
lasted for about forty years, during which thereswsagradual restoration of
arts and literature as well, a ‘second RenaissamteBritish culture
following the ‘Dark Ages’ of Puritanism, as somdtics prefer to call it.

In literature and thought, the main representatifvthe Restoration
period was John Dryden, the poet, the playwright #Hre theoretician of
early Neoclassicism, but the period had also Mitdraradise Los(1667),
John Bunyan’s Pilgrim’s Progress (1658), and John Locke'€ssay
Concerning the Human Understandirf{$690). The period also saw the
foundation of the Royal Society in 1662, the reropg of the theatres with
the accession of Charles II, and the rebirth af and literature in general.

On the general literary level, there are two maipests usually
brought into discussion: first, concerning therlitg doctrine, Restoration
was the period of the revival and institutionaliaat of the classical
principles, which make Restoration represent theginmings of
Neoclassicism in Britain; second, concerning ttexdiry practice, and due to
the reaction against the rigid Puritan rules, trestBration literature was
characterized by pleasure-seeking and valiant $me;oi kind of hedonistic

*|bid., p. 288.
34



atmosphere that manifested itself mainly in dracmatmedy, and became
the stylized version of sophisticated upper claksce in which elegance,
abstractness, and wit represented the ideal dRéstoration literature. Wit,

in particular, which followed the refinement anghistication of the court,

became the reflection of a new respect for reasdrchrity, and the criteria
of judgement of the aesthetic value of the litettasst, being defined by John
Dryden, in the preface to his poénnus Mirabilis(1667), as “the faculty of

imagination in the writer”.

The main genre of Restoration literature was dramtéch, written
now by both men and women, was concerned with géheman and social
interests, and was represented mainly by comedigslays generally
designated as ‘comedy of manners’ — most of whiemd French and
Spanish adaptations, and some ridiculing the Fhita provincialism. The
Restoration theatre was a cultural phenomenon iockqgise and decline, its
major representative being John Dryden (1637-178@)0f whose twenty-
eight dramatic works the play entitledarriage A-la-Mode (1672) is
considered to be the most important and subtlésisdcial satire, revealing
at best the Restoration attitudes towards youthame] love and marriage,
vanity and affection.

Among other representatives of the Restoration dramention
should be made of Sir George Etherege (1634-16%b) w The Comical
Revenge, or, Love in a T{h664),She Would if She Cou(d668), andThe
Man of Mode, or, Sir Fopling Flutte1676), attempted to reveal the
Restoration character with its conflicting wayslitd, torn between wit and
virtue, surrender to passion and desire for freeddfiliam Wycherley
(1640-1716), who inThe Country Wife(1675) andThe Plain Dealer
revealed a critical spirit not entirely compatiblith the Restoration ethos,
but reacting against tricksters and bullies, digstyy selfishness, cruelty,
lust, and obsessive compulsion; William Congrev&/(t1729), whoseove
for Love (1695) andThe Way of the Worl¢L700) granted him the status of
the true master of the ‘comedy of manners’ concgrroth the character
representation strategies and the sophisticatidheoplot construction in the
dramatic expression of some of the dominant in dtasbn thematic
perspectives, such as the contrast between prhet@aviour and public
reputation, strong emotion and artificial loyalty.

The Restoration comedy of manners is a type ofst&alcomedy
that displays a witty, satiric atmosphere, layingpbasis on social comment
rather than characterization. The plot of the comefdmanners, elaborate,
artificial, and often concerned with an illicit levaffair, or some other
scandal, is generally less important than the eatind the witty,
epigrammatic, and often bawdy dialogue.

Apart from the comedy of manners, another typelay popular in
Restoration, though it lasted only a short periadrdy the 1670s, was the
‘heroic drama’, also called ‘heroic tragedy’, devmed by Dryden and
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followed by other writers, such as Sir George Etgerand Sir Robert
Howard. Distinguished by both verse structure angjest matter from the
comedy of manners, the heroic drama is composduetioic verse (closed
couplets in iambic pentameter) and focuses on stfjelated to national
history, mythological events, or other importantttexs, and the hero is of
epic significance, powerful and decisive, and ottan between passion and
honour. This type of tragedy is characterised bynimastic dialogue,
excessive spectacle, elaborate scenery, and gratdn,ausually the
conquest of a country. The term ‘heroic drama’ viagented by John
Dryden for his play entitted’he Conquest of Granad@d670), in whose
Preface to the printed version Dryden develope@r&ées of rules for this
type of drama, arguing that the drama was a spetiepic poetry for the
stage, and that the heroic drama was to other @laybke epic was to other
poetry. The attempt to produce a dramatic entertam about the serious
subjects of national history and the failure of dhamatists to create credible
powerful and military dominating heroes were thasmns of the attacks on
the heroic drama by, among others, George Villigne, second Duke of
Buckingham, whose satifthe Rehearsakas successful enough to make the
heroic drama largely disappear from English litgiszene.

Although the Restoration drama aimed at reviving emitating the
Elizabethan dramatic tradition, it actually maniéssa violent break with
Elizabethan drama in matters of both thematic cdntnd theatrical
representation, and even concerning the size dhtare.

Unlike drama, the poetry of the Restoration pedatinot manifest
such a violent break with Elizabethan traditiongd ahe metaphysical style
that dominated the poetic production of the firaif of the seventeenth
century, being largely a continuation of certainftiots that began to disturb
the Elizabethanstatus qug continued to influence the poetry of the
Restoration period, which relied on concentratiod atraightforwardness,
paradox and antithesis. There was the search torgblden mean’ that
starting with the Restoration period would juxtagdise internal conflicts of
the metaphysical poets upon the philosophical icerta and satirical
comments in the poetry of some Neoclassical writdithe late seventeenth
century and the next eighteenth century.

On the other hand, the rising in Restoration Nessital spirit
manifested a strong reaction against the cultusdtagagances of the
Baroque and metaphysical poetry, along with the ivaedv and
institutionalization of the classical principleshieh make Restoration, the
last part of the seventeenth century, to be tret fiart of the Neoclassical
period in British literature. As part of British Nelassicism, the Restoration
period was followed by the ‘Augustan Age’ (alsoereéd to as the ‘Age of
Reason’) in the first half of the eighteenth ceptuand by the ‘Age of
Johnson’ that between 1750s and 1780s represemteddecline of
Neoclassicism. The eighteenth century in Europgeneral is commonly
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referred to as the ‘Age of Enlightenment’, and imstrespect the term
‘Enlightenment’ is often used to name the periodetmg most of the
eighteenth century Britain as well, namely both ‘yegustan Age’ and the
‘Age of Johnson’ preceding the rise of Romanticiar780s.

The beginnings of Enlightenment and NeoclassicismBritish
cultural background, which took place during thesteeation period as the
result of some major Continental influences, wergo athe direct
consequences of some major changes in the natemaryi taste which
occurred in that period, and the Neoclassical duetitself should be
regarded primarily as a new literary attitude ttehe to influence the rise of
the English novel in the eighteenth century anddéminate the poetic
production for over a hundred years during the kggenteenth century
(represented at best by John Dryden) and mosteofetphteenth century
(dominated by the work of Alexander Pope and Sadoiehson).

John Dryden, born in 1631 in Aldwinkle, Northampmhire,
England, received a classical education at Westarirtschool and Trinity
College, Cambridge, and then moved to London in71@5begin his career
as a professional writer. His first playhe Wild Gallant(1663), was a
failure when first presented, but Dryden soon foumate success witlihe
Indian Queen(1664), which he co-authored with Sir Robert Hadvand
which served as his initial attempt at foundingesvritheatrical genre, the so-
called ‘heroic tragedy’ or ‘heroic drama’. The tertreroic drama’ was
actually invented by Dryden himself for his latéaypentittedThe Conquest
of Granada(1670). As if sensing the failure of his shortelivgenre, Dryden
turned his creativity to comedy and produced in2L@fle famous play
entitled Marriage A-la-Mode However, another of Dryden’s heroic plays,
All for Love is nowadays one of the best-known and most peddrof all
Dryden’s plays. In his later years, Dryden turnegdetry and solidified his
reputation as the leading writer of the day witltclsumasterpieces as
Absalom and Achitophel: A PoeandReligio Laici Two months before his
death, Dryden producdeables Ancient and Moderprefaced by one of his
greatest critical essays. John Dryden was made [Raeteate and
Historiographer, and as a sign of supreme recagnitivhen he died in
London on May 12, 1700, Dryden was buried in Wesstgr Abbey in the
Poets’ Corner, next to Chaucer.

The literary activity of John Dryden includes pgetis well as
drama of which almost thirty plays for the stageyden is also one of the
founders of British literary criticism, highly a@tined for the critical study
entitted An Essay of Dramatic Poesf{l668). Dryden also produced a
number of translations, including the works of Virdde actually wrote in
all the important contemporary literary forms — ealy, tragedy, heroic
play, ode, satire, translation, and critical essand every important aspect
of the social life in his time (political, artistiphilosophical, and religious)
finds expression somewhere in his writings.
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John Dryden as a poet and dramatist would domitredliterary
efforts of the Restoration period and of Englishoblassicism at its
beginnings. His importance as comic dramatist ikerasmall compared to
that of a man of letters and poet, and much ofirtiiortance of Dryden’s
poetry lies in his occasional pieces. As a poeydBn is totally impersonal,
he is not concerned with personal feelings butea@s a poetic comment on
matters of public concern, writing at best in thmdition of verse
compliment, in addressing particular people onigalgr occasions. And it
was not in drama but in poetry and, especiallyliterary criticism that
Dryden established a pattern of writing and a numbg theoretical
principles that determined the character of the ddmsical doctrine and
literature in the next century, as he establishatka style in prose and
poetry that influenced, among others, AlexandereRdpe most brilliant
writer among the Augustans.

One of the major proponents of the classical ide&s England
during the Restoration period, John Dryden wasnttost prolific English
writer of the second half of the seventeenth cemtbut he was chiefly
acclaimed for being a prominent literary critic, &amuel Johnson did in
Prefaces, Biographical and Critical, to the Workglee English Poets

Dryden may be properly considered as the fath&ngfish criticism, as the
writer who first taught us to determine upon pnites the merit of
composition. Of our former poets, the greatest @itéh wrote without

rules, conducted through life and nature by a gethat rarely misled, and
rarely deserted him. Of the rest; those who knealadlws of propriety had
neglected to teach them. (...) Twots of English Poetryvere written in

the days of Elizabeth by Webb and Puttenham, frohicliv something

might be learned, and a few hints had been giveddmgon and Cowley;
but Dryden’'s An Essay of Dramatic Poeswas the first regular and
valuable treatise on the art of writing.

This passage shows that Dryden was probably tke tfr write a
treatise, that isAn Essay of Dramatic Poe§¥668), on the art of writing in a
systematised way. Dryden’s critical masterpiecejctwhwas written to
prescribe the ways authors should follow in writidter recovering
themselves from Puritanism, also defended and caedp@anglish literature
in relation to the general European one, and, imiqo#ar, to the recent
French drama, and in some respects proved the lexcel of English
literature in the general literary background ofdpe.

Imitating Plato in its form, Dryden’s critical texs written as a
fictitious dialogue, a formal debate on drama amfing characters placed
in a boat on the Thames and hearing the noisenakal battle, probably an
English victory over Dutch army in 1665, which offea sense of patriotic
pride to the context. Also, in the course of calticlebate, the character
called Neander (‘the new man’) — the voice of Drydemself and as such
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the defender of English drama — argues in favoun ofational, English
literary tradition: for instance, when asked by &nigs, Neander states, at
the beginning of his discussion on English playwisg Shakespeare,
Beaumont, Fletcher, and Jonson, that in doing shall draw a little envy
upon my self’, and, after arguing in favour of thealue, he claims that “we
have as many and profitable Rules for perfectiegStage as any wherewith
the French can furnish us”.

Apart from Neander, representing English literatanel defending
the native dramatic practice of the recent past,particular English
tragicomedy, as well as the rhymed heroic dramdaciwryden considers to
be the greatest achievement of English drama, tlaeee other three
characters as speakers in the essay. Of coursh, drlzates could not
actually take place, but each speaker can be fabzhtvith a contemporary
person, and certainly each has his own topicale@onio discuss and defend
in front of the others.

Crites, whose name suggests a critical mind, and might have
been modelled after Dryden’s collaborator and keocth-law Sir Robert
Howard, defends ancient dramatic tradition andifedar the rules of the
unities of time, place, and action. Eugenius, whuame means ‘well-born’,
referring probably to the famous Cavalier poet Ld&@Harles Sackville,
defends the moderns against the ancients on thendsoof scientific
progress that might make poetry attain greater llexm®. Lisideus, whose
name is a Latinised anagram of ‘Sedley’, is Sir&saSedley, and defends
the recent French dramatic practice, which, duRitielieu’s protection of
arts, has reached almost perfection by keepingulles, measure, and order,
and by using rhyme instead of blank verse. Fordkisis, and for Dryden
himself, ancient theories are no less viable. Rstance, Lisideius defines a
play as “a just and lively image of human natuegresenting its passions
and humours, and the changes of fortune to whids gubject; for the
delight and instruction of mankind”. The first paft the definition clearly
derives from Avristotle’sPoetics and the last clause derives from Horace's
Ars Poetica

The perspective of binary oppositions — moderngnagancients
(Eugenius versus Crites) and English against Frefidbdander versus
Lisideius) — is congenial for embarking on a catidebate about drama in
general, types of drama, and thematic and strdgbaréicularities of drama
from four different perspectives.

However, Neander turns from a general discussiahdaience of
English drama to a critical, and, at certain momgentomparative
appreciation of Renaissance playwrights, in padiciShakespeare and
Jonson. For Dryden, Shakespeare has the “the targed most
comprehensive soul”, and he is naturally gifteanbming in his works both
the innovative spirit of Renaissance and the révofaancient classical
models. When compared to Shakespeare, Jonsonesnitist learned and
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judicious writer” which any theatre ever had, abeling “deeply conversant
in the Ancients, both Greek and Latin”, Jonson @agd boldly from the
ancient writers. Finally, when comparing the twayprights, Dryden
concludes that Jonson is “the more correct PoétShakespeare the greater
wit. Shakespeare was the Homer or father of oundt& poets; Jonson was
the Virgil, the pattern of elaborate writing; | aien him, but | love
Shakespeare”.

In Restoration period, following the Puritan Commeaalth, Dryden
defined drama as “a just and lively image of humature” and assumed in
his critical text the task to defend and revive lighgdrama, and, in this
respect, to prescribe the future ways of literagyedopment based on the
great predecessors, on the best dramatic tradiiortihe Renaissance
playwrights. Also, as Restoration marked the begusof Neoclassicism in
English literature, Dryden’s contribution to thaasvimmense, and he is
commonly approached as the first of English Necotass.

One may notice it also in Dryden’s admiration fondon and his
thorough critical appreciation of Jonson, as comgao the more general
and superficial one on Shakespeare, which showd$ahBryden Jonson is a
kind of prototype found in Renaissance of a congpleoclassical man,
whose plays should be taken as models of dramaitiicgv

Dryden’s An Essay of Dramatic Poeswith its dramatic structure
and critical focus on particular writers and litgravorks — the treatise also
revealing the major aspects of the ancient Gredik.atin, and the ‘modern’
English and French drama — appears to be lessetiwsirthan practical in a
period (Restoration) of consolidation of the Neeslaal principles that were
to dominate English art and criticism for over atoey preceding the rise of
Romanticism in 1780s. Apart from being theoreticatyden’s literary
criticism reveals a relative fidelity to classic§é @ critic who might be
considered, as Richard Dutton does, a pragmatitiberal Neoclassical
critic, because his

discussions are naturally cast in terms of Aridimte‘rules’ and Horatian
doctrine, but common sense and experience teach than there are
exceptions, some of them dictated by the irrefetakill of the audience:
classical precedent is all very well as a starpiogyt, but the moderns must
be free to improve upon it when the situation dessan

Concerning the main aspects of the Restoratiorratitee and
thought, there was, according to Andrew Sandeesnétessity of a tradition

% Richard DuttonAn Introduction to Literary CriticismLondon: Longman, 1984,
p. 36.
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“to be re-established which was both responsivéhérecent past and a
reflection of new tastes and fashioRS”.

In this respect, it was John Dryden who, in higbedtedAn Essay
of Dramatic Poesycombining dramatic expression and practical asimn,
and pleading for European recognition of his natiterature and for the
synchronization of British with the general Europeliterature, clearly
prescribed to his fellow writers the classical aodtemporary, in particular
French, doctrines to be followed in thought and Hiigabethan drama of
Shakespeare and Jonson to be revived and the quovi@m European
models to be imitated in literature.

The growth of British literature in the next eightgh century
reveals that the first aspect was a triumphant raptiehment, since it
successfully came to dominate as Neoclassicism Ehglish cultural
background for a long period that ended around 4.7&bncerning the
second aspect, though the writers of Restoratitemgted to recapture the
status of drama as a major literary tradition, pratluced a huge amount of
dramatic works, they never succeeded in revivinghz eighteenth century
British literature consisting mainly in Neoclassiead later Pre-Romantic
poetry, and at the same time witnessing the rigeeoEnglish novel.

% Andrew SandersThe Short Oxford History of English Literatu@xford:
Clarendon Press, 1994, p. 266.
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Neoclassicism and Alexander Pope

The British cultural background of the last decad#s the
seventeenth century and most of the eighteenthuigerdr, more precisely,
the period from 1660s to 1780s (that is, from Redton to the rise
Romanticism), was dominated by the classical deetthat continued and
institutionalised the revival of ancient classit@dition that had started in
Renaissance, and which prescribed styles and ofilesiting to writers and
ways of critical thinking to the literary scholakthe period, thus promoting
the dependence of literature upon the ancient ,modéke leading country in
Europe, both politically and culturally, France aew® the source of
spreading the classical ideas in other countrreduding Britain, pleading
for what is natural and reasonable, and for ruteder, clarity, measure,
sense of proportion, and good taste.

The condition of English literature in the eightdenentury reveals
three directions in literary history: (1) Neoclassm, (2) Pre-Romanticism,
and (3) the rise of the English novel. Each of ¢hés of particular
significance in the future development of Engligbrature: Neoclassicism,
the dominant theory of the period whose correspanditerary practice
includes satirical and philosophical poetry, wouhdluence not only the
consolidation of the novel writing tradition in theghteenth century, but
also the later, in particular of Victorian Realismpvels of the socially
concerned, realistic, traditional, normative, andorah type; Pre-
Romanticism would mark the transition of literatdrem Neoclassical to
Romantic period; and the rise of the novel (withritalistic element, moral
didacticism, and comic features) would signify tbensolidation of an
almost entirely new genre in English literaturegttbf imaginative prose, as
well as the later flourishing of fiction, both ndvand short story, in
Victorian and later periods.

In general cultural terms, the beginning of theht#gnth century
was marked by the principles of Neoclassicism,uditlg the emphasis on
reason, rules, and ancient classical models; tHedseof Queen Anne and
of George | and George |l were marked by a deepanch for rules because
of the conviction that there must be some ordéhénuniverse; the latter part
of the century proved to be of increasing subjémtivand individualism
which reflected the decline and end of Neoclassicibe decline co-existing
with the emerging Romantic forces.

The most important literary forms of the eighteeogémtury British
literature were poetry (Neoclassical and Pre-Romjpr@nd novel. More
precisely, English literature consisted mainly céddlassical satirical and
philosophical poetry, and, with the weakening ofoblassicism by the
1750s, the Pre-Romantic poetry, at the same timmudfmout the century
witnessing the rise and consolidation of the Bmitrovel writing tradition,
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which, though influenced by the Neoclassical theamarked its own
process of development.

Drama, following its decline under the attacks loé Puritans and
the Restoration attempts to bring it to a considleraevival, was a marginal
literary discourse. Paradoxically, with a few rekadole exceptions, such as
Oliver Goldsmith’sShe Stoops to Conquét773) and Richard Sheridan’s
The School of Scanddll777), the dramatic genre, the crown of literary
practice in ancient period, could not be revivedh®s Neoclassicism, which
is in its essence based on ancient classical values

In the field of literary ideas, the first half dig eighteenth century
was dominated by the Neoclassical ideas expresgesldxander Pope in
Essay on CriticismandEssay on Manthe second half of the century was
governed by the personality of Dr Samuel Johnsahhas influentialLives
of the PoetandDictionary of the English Language

The eighteenth century is called ‘Neoclassical AgReactionary
Age’, ‘Augustan Age’, ‘Age of Enlightenment’, ‘Agef Reason’, ‘Age of
Scepticism’, ‘Age of Novel’, and ‘Age of Sensibjlit all these labelling the
period before Romanticism that sought to emulaterawmive the refinement
and taste of the classical era of Caesar Augustilisig such it was pervaded
by the Neoclassical spirit. In the present stateenminology, the term
‘Neoclassicism’, which is used to name a long pkrio the history of
British literature from 1660s to 1780s, is consaieisynonymous to the
terms ‘Classicism’ and ‘Enlightenment’ that are dige name the same
period in Europe in general. The many terms usedatme much of the
seventeenth century and the eighteenth centuryunod® and England —
‘Neoclassical Age’, ‘Age of Enlightenment’, ‘Clasal Age’, ‘Age of
Reason’, ‘Augustan Age’, etc. — remain a topic ebate and a source of
confusion. The more common term is ‘Enlightenmgfifom the German
word Aufklarung, which is applied to a short period, namely tighteenth
century, or used to refer to a longer period iniclgdboth the seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries in Europe between BaragddRomanticism.

It is generally accepted that in England the ctadsdeas emerge as
Neoclassicism during Restoration in the second bélthe seventeenth
century owing it to John Dryden’s contribution asitarary critic, but also
Ben Jonson should not be forgotten as an earlesupsor. Except Dryden,
important Neoclassical writers of the period catig dealing with literary
issues were Alexander Pope, Joseph Addison, andeébawhnson, all three
as major representatives of the eighteenth celritigh criticism.

The Restoration period gave the beginnings of Nesatism in
English literature, or, in other terms, the begngsi of Enlightenment that is
to be considered as reifying a major literary cleandpich occurred during
Restoration and which resumed an earlier Renaissglement of tradition —
at best represented by Ben Jonson — reflectingetiieal of and reliance on
ancient classical values that emphasized ordespreand good sense.
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That is why Neoclassicism is considered as a peabdBritish
literary history dating from 1660s to 1780s anct@gssisting of three parts —
the ‘Restoration Age’ (1660-1700), or the ‘Age afyBen’, followed by the
‘Augustan Age’ (1700-1750s), or the ‘Age of Popehd by the ‘Age of
Johnson’ (1750s-1780s) reflecting the decline ef Neoclassical period —
and, as such, coinciding with the general Europ&ge of Enlightenment’.

The eighteenth century in Europe in general is comiynreferred to
as the ‘Age of Enlightenment’, and in this respbet term ‘Enlightenment’
is often used to name the period covering mosthefdighteenth century
Britain as well, namely both the ‘Augustan Age’ ahe ‘Age of Johnson’
preceding the rise of Romanticism in 1780s.

The ‘Age of Reason’ refers to Neoclassicism in gahehough
others use it to name only the seventeenth cepageding Enlightenment
(if thought of as a short period, which is muchtloé eighteenth century
before Romanticism). The confusion is furthermaoreréased by those who
term only the first half of the eighteenth centdihg ‘Age of Reason’, a
period which is also referred to as the ‘Augustae’A

Given the fact that the Enlightenment advocatedaeas a means
of establishing an authoritative system in the mdields of human life
(ethics, aesthetics, government, etc.) and of atigywhilosophers to obtain
objective truth about the world, it is normal tosase that the
Enlightenment covers a longer period, including #szond half of the
seventeenth century and most of the eighteenthuigerteing followed by
Romanticism.

The Enlightenment thinkers were inspired by theohaton in
physics initiated by Newtonian kinematics and adgtieat the same kind of
systematic thinking could be applied to all fornishaman activity. Hence
Enlightenment is closely linked to the Scientifiewlution, but also to the
moral and philosophical issues in the exploratibthe individual, society,
and the state. The Enlightenment thinkers beliethexy would lead the
world into progress from a long period of supeitit tradition, and tyranny,
and that their works on ethics, natural philosopagd political theory
prepared the intellectual framework for the Frenahd American
Revolutions, and for the rise of democracy, likismaland capitalism. The
Enlightenment also focused on religion, of whichidbe is the most
prominent religious movement and philosophy thatuoed in England,
France, and the United States. Deists rejectedstipernatural events of
prophecy and miracles, as well as the divine réieglaand the holy books,
and asserted that religious beliefs must be founoiedreason and the
observed features of the natural world, which as® ahe sources of
revelation for the existence of God.

The Enlightenment as a movement occurred in GermBrance,
Britain, Spain, Poland, and other countries, bueap beyond Europe and
reached America as well, where many of the ‘Foumdiathers’ of the
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United States were influenced by EnlightenmentsdéaGermany the most
prominent Enlightenment philosophers were the nma#teian and writer
Thomas Abbot (1738-1766); the philosopher, thealogind linguist Johann
Gottfried von Herder (1744-1803), whose ideas aionalism and studies
in philology influenced Goethe and the romantibg political philosopher,
critic, and dramatis Gotthold Ephraim Lessing (1:1281), the promoter of
the middle-class values and attacker of the claksitamatic models,
namely the unities and other mechanical rules itegomto Germany from
French classicism by Gottsched; and the philosoahémphysicist Immanuel
Kant (1724-1804).

The main French representatives of Enlightenmeme ree literary
critic Pierre Bayle (1647-1706); the philosophed amriter Denis Diderot
(1713-1784), the founder of the famobecyclopédigthe philosopher and
composer Jean-Jacques Rousseau (1712-1778), wioeboted much to
education and political studies, and whose politideas influenced the
French Revolution, the development of the socidtisbry and nationalism;
the political thinker and social commentator Moqgtéeu (1689-1755); and
the writer, essayist, satirical polemicist, deistd aphilosopher Voltaire
(Francois-Marie Arouet, 1694-1778). As a philosaplaad polemicist,
Voltaire became known for his wit displayed in ttefence of civil liberties,
including the freedom of religion and the rightadair trial. As a writer,
Voltaire was very prolific and produced works immaist every literary
genre, including drama, poetry, novels, essayritgal writings, scientific
works, pamphlets, and over 20000 letters. Among riugels, the most
famous one iandide or Optimisn{1759) and among his more than fifty
plays the most acclaimed dbedipe(1718) andZaire (1732).

The major British representatives of Enlightenmeate the English
historian Edward Gibbon (1737-1794), best knownThe History of the
Decline and Fall of the Roman Empi(@776-1788), and the empiricist
philosopher John Locke (1632-1704); the Scottisty@y philosopher, and
scholar of language evolution James Burnett (17298}, considered the
founder of the modern comparative historical lirsgjos, and the historian,
economist, and philosopher David Hume (1711-1776¢ promoter of
empiricism, scientific scepticism, and of doctrimdsaturalism and material
causes; and the Irish philosopher and politicabise Edmund Burke (1729-
1797), the promoter of pragmatism.

In America the most important Enlightenment thirskevere the
statesman, scientist, inventor, diplomat, pragmateaist, and political
philosopher Benjamin Franklin (1706-1790), onetef Founding Fathers of
the United States, advocating American independanckinvolved in the
writing of the Declaration of Independenadf 1776 and the Constitution of
1787; the political philosopher and the third Riest of the United States
Thomas Jefferson (1743-1826), the main author ef Dleclaration of
Independencand one of the leading Founding Fathers for hignation of
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Republicanism in the United States; and the Briisd American deist and
polemicist Thomas Paine (1737-1809), a radicalledtial who advocated
the independence of the American colonies from GBz#ain, and who
participated in both American Revolution and FreRavolution.

The Age of Enlightenment owes much of its theoedtioput to the
ideas of Newton, Pascal, Leibniz, Galileo, to batimpiricists and
rationalists, both John Locke’s and Rene Descaptafdsophical works.

As part of the general eighteenth century Europeaitural
movement termed ‘Enlightenment’, the British ‘Agd Reason’ (the
‘Augustan Age’), representing the eighteenth cgniNeoclassicism, started
in the second half of the seventeenth centuryenRhbstoration emphasis on
the power of reason, empiricism, science, ratibpaltlarity, regularity,
normative restraint, elegance, decorum, stylizedtipodiction, urbanity,
and, like in the rest of Europe, owing much oftktsoretical effort to both
empiricists and rationalists, namely John Lockersl &Rene Descartes’
philosophical worksEssay Concerning the Human Understand{t§90)
by John Locke (1632-1704), with its concern with fhundation of human
knowledge and understanding, and the theory ofntivel astabula rasa
(‘blank slate’) filled later through experiencepresented one of the main
sources of the empiricist school of thought in mradehilosophy, and
influenced many British Enlightenment philosophexgch as David Hume
and Bishop Berkeley, and many writers and theaegtscof Neoclassicism,
such as Alexander Pope and Samuel Johnson, amdeofperiods, such as
William Wordsworth in his poetry dealing with theexeelopment of the
poet’'s mind, until its twentieth century rejectity Carl Jung and other
philosophers.

Opposed by Empiricism, but of equal value, wasitflaence of the
philosophical work of René Descartes (1596-165) &nown as Renatus
Cartesius (the Latinized form of his name), a highifluential French
philosopher, scientist and mathematician, reprasgndgether with Baruch
de Spinoza (1632-1677) and Gottfried Leibniz (16486) the seventeenth
century European Rationalism. Descartes’ most itaporphilosophical
writings areDiscourse on Metho@1637),Meditations on First Philosophy
(also known asMetaphysical Meditations 1641), and Principles of
Philosophy(1644). In his philosophical work, in particularMeditations on
First Philosophy Descartes aimed at developing a fundamental Bet
principles that one can know as true without anyldo The method
employed is the so-called ‘methodological sceptitidy which he rejects
any idea that can be doubted in order to acquifena foundation for
genuine knowledge. The only unshakable knowledgeh#& man is a
‘thinking thing’; thinking is the essence of thenhan being, as it is the only
aspect about him that cannot be doubted, and tlyeaotivity of which he is
immediately conscious of, and Descartes defioagitatio (‘thought’) as
“what happens in me such that | am immediately cions of it, insofar as |
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am conscious of it". By what is known as the ‘waglanent’, Descartes
shows the limitations of the senses and provesah@tshould use his mind
to properly grasp the nature of an object or phesrmn, concluding that
“what | thought | had seen with my eyes, | actugigsped solely with the
faculty of judgment, which is in my mind”. In hiystem of knowledge,
Descartes rejects the sensory perception as ulel@and admits only
deduction and reason as the only reliable methédgtaining knowledge
that takes the form of ideas, and the philosophingestigation is the
contemplation of these ideas. The first item ofauttable knowledge that
Descartes argues for is thus thegita or thinking thing, and the first
principle Descartes arrives at is one of his mastdus statements, which is
cogito ergo sum(‘l think, therefore | am’). Other famous statertgety
Descartes arex nihilo nihil fit (‘nothing comes out of nothing”) ardibium
sapientiae initiun{‘doubt is the origin of wisdom’).

English Neoclassicism was mainly influenced by Eherdeas of the
period, France being actually the country thatitinsbnalized classicism in
the second half of the seventeenth century andnied¢he most important
cultural influence in Europe. Thus, apart from tiheoretical input from both
empiricists and rationalists, both John Locke’s aRdne Descartes’
philosophical works, of equal importance to the smidation of the
Neoclassical doctrine in Britain were the leadingrieh ideas from, among
others,L’Art Poetique (1674) by Nicolas Boileau-Despréaux (1636-1711),
commonly called Boileau, ariRéflexions sur la poétique d'Aristote et sur les
ouvrages des poétes anciens et mode(i€36) by Rene Rapin (1621-
1687). The classical views of Boileau and Rapineagamything but original,
largely an extension of Horace and Renaissandes;riiut they managed to
express better than anyone in the period an attitoid common sense,
reverence for rules, the concepts of ‘human natamd’ ‘decorum’, imitation
of the ancient poets, and worship of reason, ateBoistates in higrt of
Poetry.

Whatever you write of pleasant or sublime,
Always let sense accompany your rime;

Falsely they seem each other to oppose, -

Rime must be made with reason’s laws to close;
And when to conquer her you bend your force,
The mind will triumph in the noble course; (...)
Love reason then, and let whatever you write
Borrow from her its beauty, force and light.

On the more general level, the British social anlitucal conditions
of the eighteenth century, in particular betwee@0l@nd 1780s, reflected
new qualitative changes in the human beings’ agisutowards themselves,
the world, and society, expressing a general grgwiglf-consciousness of
an age pleased with its achievements. The histataestiny of Europe was
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actually reshaped by two major social experienbas ¢ccurred during the
second half of the eighteenth century. The firs$ ¥ Industrial Revolution
that began in Britain and soon spread all ovemtbdd, and the second was
the French Revolution of 1789 and its subsequeantsy Among the many
causes for occurrence of the Industrial Revolutienthe social and
institutional changes brought by the seventeentiucg English Civil War;
the scientific revolution of the seventeenth centuhe British colonial
expansion of the seventeenth century and the suéseglevelopment of
international trade, creation of financial markets)d accumulation of
capital; the scientific discovery and technologioaiovation protected by
patents; the printing press, steam engine, and otiportant inventions; the
presence of a large domestic market; and the Eimrelddlovement and the
British Agricultural Revolution that made food pradion more efficient
and less labour-needed, forcing a part of popuilatibat could no longer
find employment in agriculture, to migrate to citiand work in the newly
developed factories — which were complex and reraaopic of debate, one
should not ignore the great intellectual input ohflightenment and
Neoclassicism.

There were Enlightenment and Neoclassicism thawiged an
intellectual framework of practically applying thrige body of scientific
knowledge, which is evident, for instance, in tlystematic development,
guided by scientific analysis, of the steam engamg] in the development of
the political and sociological analyses. In thispect, one would claim that
Neoclassicism is a major source of the modern imdlised society,
because of the rational and empirical developméritnowledge and its
subsequent application in practice. However, Nesatésm being highly
philosophical and theoretical, it was this maté&é&tlon in practice of the
huge amount of theory by the more pragmatic Britiéhd, which, starting
with the middle of the eighteenth century, deteedithe decline and end of
Neoclassicism as a distinct period. It is as if dagsicism became extinct
by its own spreading out of the cultural and adidboundaries and
involvement in the larger social life, the new stiic and economic factors
of the second half of the eighteenth century prguime uselessness of the
Neoclassical highly abstract theory and philosoplsyconfronted by the
rising industrial and materialistic realities, whosne of the most important
causes was Neoclassicism itself.

Rationalization, standardization and the search ftordamental
unities occupied much of the Enlightenment andarguments over proper
methodology and nature of understanding. Amongtheninating efforts of
the Enlightenment, mention should be made of thenewmics of Adam
Smith, the physical chemistry of Antoine Lavoisidte idea of evolution
pursued by Johann Wolfgang Goethe, the declaratfothe inalienable
human rights by Thomas Jefferson.
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Although the philosophical idea of the Enlightenmewmncerning a
completely rational and comprehensible universes waerthrown by,
among others, the metaphysics of Hegel and the eptions of the
Romantics, the Enlightenment has received muchtaite in the next
nineteenth and twentieth centuries, being one®t#ntral models for many
movements in the modern and contemporary periods.

The Enlightenment is an equivalent of the Neoctaggieriod in arts
and literature, both emphasising science, reastionality, and empiricism.
Indeed, as part of the general seventeenth antkeigfhh centuries European
cultural movement termed ‘The Enlightenment’, thitigh ‘Augustan Age’
(also referred to as the ‘Age of Reason’), in tinst half of the eighteenth
century, together with the ‘Age of Johnson’ betwé&&b0s and 1780s, both
representing the eighteenth century Neoclassiasanted in the second half
of the seventeenth century in the Restoration esiphan the power of
reason, empiricism, science, rationality, clarityggularity, normative
restraint, elegance, decorum, stylized poetic alictiand urbanity, owing
much of its theoretical input to both ancient andtemporary developments
in thought, or rather the contemporary trends thke empiricists and
rationalists, rely on ancient tradition. This rgim Restoration Neoclassical
spirit — which revived and institutionalized theagsical principles, while
manifesting a strong reaction against the cultedravagances of the
Baroque and metaphysical poetry — conferred todratsbn, the last part of
the seventeenth century, the status of the firsthef three parts of the
Neoclassical period in British literature.

The beginnings of Enlightenment and NeoclassicismBritish
culture, which took place during the Restoratioriqutas the result of some
major Continental, especially French, influencepresented also the direct
outcome of some major changes in the native |yetaste, which occurred
in that period. The Neoclassical doctrine was fotall a new literary
attitude that came to influence the rise of theliShgiovel in the eighteenth
century and to dominate English poetry, or ratbelog expressed in poetry,
for over a hundred years during the late seventeestury, dominated by
John Dryden, and most of the eighteenth centupresented at best by the
works of Alexander Pope and Samuel Johnson.

The term ‘Neoclassicism’ applied to British culturarts and
literature from the second half of the seventeestfitury to the end of the
eighteenth century (1660s to 1780s) should berdiftégated from the more
philosophical and socially (political and economictoncerned
Enlightenment, as well as from the French mid te Eeventeenth century
Classicism in art, and from the German ‘Weimar €itdsm’ representing a
cultural and literary movement founded by Johannlfydmg von Goethe
and Johann Christoph Friedrich von Schiller betwe&88 and 1832. Unlike
in France and Germany, where the rules of artisgation based on ancient
tradition were more authoritarian and strictly ued, in English literature
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the Neoclassical poet followed these rules in aaasay, or even avoided
some of them, or created new ones, hence the ube girefix ‘neo-’ in the

term ‘Neoclassicism’, meaning not a strict imitatiof the ancient classical
models but a ‘new classicism’. Also, compared t@neh or German
Classicism, the English Neoclassicism is more flexiand less normative
and prescriptive, more concerned with practice tih@ory, more pragmatic
and empirical, applying the classical doctrinedality and materialising the
concept in social, urban environment, which represk actually one of the
main reasons why the beginnings of industrializatfosstly occurred in

England.

The British literature in the eighteenth centurgdd be regarded as
continuing the mid to late seventeenth century &tatibn rebirth of arts and
literature in general, and, as part of British Nassicism, the Restoration
period was followed by the ‘Augustan Age’ in thesfihalf of the eighteenth
century, dominated by Pope, and by the ‘Age of 3ohnhthat between
1750s and 1780s represented the decline of Nea@itassand in literature
the rise of a new poetic sensibility, that of Pr@Rnticism leading to the
rise of Romanticism.

The eighteenth century on the whole expressedlimdeaf cultural
stability reached after the successful reaction insgathe literary
extravaganza of Renaissance and Baroque. The eptinthinking of the
Neoclassical period was based on the confidencéhenvalidity of the
ancient classical doctrine, the belief in the poafereason and experimental
science, the emergence of Deism that sought t@ gbbr question of man’s
relationship to divinity, and the feeling of gratie for what civilization had
achieved. Mention also should be made of the dewadmt of printing, the
preoccupations with improving the English languatle development of
journalism, and other important cultural manifestad.

The British literary Neoclassicism (also referredass the ‘Age of
Reason’ or the ‘Augustan Age’) has its origins Ire tancient classical
period, but started as a regular literary periodl anovement during
Restoration, representing the continuation of teedissance revival and re-
evaluation of the ancient classical tradition. WhaRenaissance was just
one cultural aspect, though a very important oregalme a dominant
movement towards the end of the seventeenth ceandyas such it lasted
until the end of the eighteenth century. As partthed general European
cultural manifestation of the Enlightenment, ariag Imany other doctrines
and trends of the British literary background, EstgiNeoclassicism was
based on ideas and terms (for instance those a$dré and ‘good sense’)
borrowed from France, which was at that time thestmimportant cultural
influence in Europe.

English literary Neoclassicism manifested itselffbim the creation
of a strongly prescriptive cultural doctrine andtlie production of literary
texts, in particular poetry. The major represemégtiwere John Dryden, in
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the seventeenth century, and Alexander Pope andi&aiohnson in the
eighteenth century. Pope, Johnson, and other Neictéd authors wrote a
type of philosophical, didactic and satirical pgetapproaching general
aspects concerning the human nature in relatiomam’'s place in the
universe and in relation to the social background.

The complete Neoclassical writer would combine i Wwork — as
Alexander Pope does iBssay on Man- both these two sides: that of a
theoretician of the doctrine and that of a poeexahder Pope was one of
the few English Neoclassical writers that managedtate in one literary
discourse the Neoclassical ideas in the form dfjaly philosophical poetic
expression. There were, however, separate from gor@oretical writings
containing the Neoclassical ideas and conceptdy asadhe form of essay,
article, or letter.

In the present state of terminology, the standafthiion considers
Neoclassicism synonymous to the Enlightenment,rafets to it mainly as
the revival of the ancient classical tradition ¢ner rules, ideas, and models)
that was re-shaped according to the new culturdlastorical realities of
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Amonghéie characteristics of
Neoclassicism, scholars usually make mention oftlig) emphasis on the
dominance of reason and rationalism in the treatro&ulifferent subjects,
themes, and concerns, while rejecting subjectiasith imagination; (2) the
importance given to rules and norms in the actre&ton, while rejecting
the freedom of artistic expression; (3) the focogte reading public in the
framework of the abstract meditation and the didattpurpose of the
Neoclassical writing, especially concerning mosaues and ethical values
transmitted through the relationship between tiedad the reader; (4) the
concern with the real, actual, social, public issuend the involvement in
the matters of community and the problems of soedbtence, while
rejecting the representation of the personal inldial experience; (5) the
development of a metropolitan type or culture, and literature being
regarded as the product of a conventional urbaletsoc

Neoclassicism was first of all a highly philoso@dicdoctrine,
providing abstract speculation with universal cdasation of certain topics
of general concern, of which the primary one wasrian nature’ and other
philosophically approachable issues. The main ssuof the doctrine were
the contemporary Rationalism, Empiricism, and Deiasmwell as the works
of the great ancient philosophers and theoreticiduast.

As literary theory, the main concerns of the Nessizal thought
included the literary genres, the nature and rolbepoet, and the language
and purpose of poetry. In matters of artistic putitdun, the Neoclassical
thinkers emphasised order, measure, common seimplicy, clarity,
respect to genre, and the importance of rules detrg ‘poetic diction’ and
‘decorum’), the normative aspect reflecting alse thader-oriented quality
of the Neoclassical literature, in particular pgettoncerning the didactic
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and moral purpose of literature. However talentethtellectually gifted, the
poet had to write according to rules and becomactime member of society
by assuming moral duties and spreading moral values

Since lyricism and subjectivity were rejected asurses of
imaginative writing, the main types of the Neocleak poetry included
philosophical and satirical poetry, focusing theosly on some general
aspects concerning human nature, man’s place intheerse, and man'’s
relation to the social background. In the productaf poetry, a special
attention was given to the relationship betweentéte and the reader, and,
following the ancient standards, the main purpddé@esature was to please
(the aesthetic function) and to instruct (didacticral function). The poet
was considered in his double hypostases as gendisnaker (craftsman),
and as such he needed training and disciplinehaddo follow certain rules
of writing. In French literature, these rules wetectly pursued, whereas in
English literature the poet followed them more fyedecause the English
Neoclassical writers believed that the rules miugtermine the poet to lose
both the spirit and the grace of poetry. Howevie, English Neoclassical
writers revealed admiration for Shakespeare, Joreswh other earlier artists
who followed the rules and respected the anciemtatso

The writers of the Neoclassical period, apart flmeing regarded as
subject to rules, training, and discipline, wersalequired to avoid solitude,
become functional parts of the community, and assusocial
responsibilities. Hence the fact that, in mattdrghe thematic organization,
the favourite genre was satire, which the Neodasgdoets preferred in
order to teach moral lessons by attacking the wemagal manifestations.

The main source of inspiration, as well as the nfostuently
discussed topic for the Neoclassical writers, vimsrian nature’, which they
regarded as universal and permanent. In discuskiagsubject matter, the
purpose of the poet was to express in particularaliy texts the universal
and permanent features of the human nature. Thel&&sical interest, or
rather admiration for the ancient Greek and Latiigsophers and writers,
was justified by the fact that the ancient artistghfully represented the
nature of the human being in all its complexity.

Being normative and prescriptive in matters of bdkematic
perspective and poetic techniques, Neoclassicisphasised the importance
to follow two main rules of writing, two main corms central to the
Neoclassical doctrine, which are ‘decorum’ and todiction’. Decorum is
the art of ornamentation of the verse followingtaier standards and norms
similar to those of the rhetorical discourse; poetiction is a means of
creating decorum, requiring a special use of laggua poetry, which is
characterised by stylised expression, metaphorataindance, artificial
arrangement, all of these in order to achieve aelegarelevance, and the
personification of some abstract notions.

52



In short, the Neoclassical spirit in poetry is awaerised by the
reverence for the classics and tradition, the whstrof innovation, the
consideration of literature as an artificial artade by craft — hence the
importance given to rules and tradition — and tierest in the social reality
and the concern with human nature and the natutkirgs or the ways in
which things are and should be. Neoclassicism sgmted a very important
cultural period, a literary movement, and a patéictlype of poetry, which
appeared as a reaction against the cultural exjeaza of the Baroque and
metaphysical poetry, while returning to the reviwélthe ancient classical
tradition, emphasising the power of reason andettperimental, empirical
acquiring of knowledge. Neoclassicism is also todgarded as a product of
an urban society, normative and didactic, andsteece, in general, can be
defined by some two or three main principles —Idal nature’, ‘learn the
ancient rules’, ‘imitate the classics’ — put forédkaand advocated by, among
others, Alexander Pope, the mastermind of all &ritleoclassicists.

In eighteenth century the theoretical principles N#oclassicism
were at the highest set forth by Alexander Poperiefaces,Essay on
Criticism (1711), andEssay on Mar1734), by Joseph Addison in a series of
critical studies entitledPleasures of the Imaginatioand delivered tdarhe
Spectatorin 1711 and 1712, and by Samuel Johnson in esgefaces (for
instance, in the Preface to his editionTble Plays of William Shakespeare
1765), and the celebratédres of the Most Eminent English Pogitg81).

Among these Augustans and many others, the domfitane was
Alexander Pope (1688-1744). He was born in Londors@n of a Roman
Catholic linen merchant at a time when Catholiddesed from repressive
legislation, as, for instance, they were not alldwe enter any universities
or held public employment. Although Pope himselfdhan uneven
education, which was often interrupted, he waselgrgducated at home by
priests and in Catholic seminaries, and by his ogatdings, also learning
Latin, Greek, French, and Italian, as to becomentbet learned person of
the first half of the eighteenth century, giving hame to an epoch, the ‘Age
of Pope’. Pope’s major works include, among othBestorals(1709),An
Essay on Criticisn{1711), The Rape of the Loqd712, 1714)The Temple
of Fame(1713), translation of Homerl§ad (1715-1720, in 6 volumes) and
Odyssey(1726, in 6 volumes, with William Broome and Hhjdenton),
Miscellanies(1727, with Jonathan Swiftl;he Dunciad(1728),Epistles to
Various Persong1731-1735)/mitations of Horacg1733-1739) Essay on
Man (1733-1734)Moral Essayg1733),An Epistle to Dr. Arbuthnatl735),
andThe New Dunciadl742).

It is difficult to settle the exact chronology obfe’s works, but they
can be considered as falling into two main groubps:first is the group of
poems in which the predominant elements are imégmand feeling; the
second group includes intellectual, satirical arthctic poems. Pope’s so-
called ‘Poetry of Feeling and Imagination’ includamong othersyvindsor
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Forest(1713),The Ode on St. Cecilia’'s Dg$713),0de on Solitudél1717),
Elegy to the Memory of an Unfortunate Lad¥717), and his most
accomplished work as an imaginative poete Rape of the Loclexcept
which the rest of the poems represents a kind s€rggtive and meditative
poetry with little structural unity and proper bata of mood and tone. The
so-called ‘Satirical, Philosophical, and DidacticeRy’ of Alexander Pope
owes its importance to the satirical podime Dunciad the didactic poem
Essay on Criticispnand the philosophical poefissay on Man

The Augustans developed an aesthetic theory aggeadf textual
criticism which became more scientific, criticisi ‘@lature methodized’, in
Pope’s terms, criticism bound to the normative @gles of decorum and
poetic diction, and those of imitating nature amel &ncients. ‘Follow nature
and imitate the classics’ is what Pope proclainaang with the emphasis
on the power of reason, rule, common sense, meastder, imitation,
respect to genre and the unities, emphasis onstli@ime’, while rejecting
emotion and imagination.

Joseph Addison, in his magazine articles, also asipbs the need
to conform to the classical ideals, and discus$es riature of poetic
imagination, the psychological origins of tasted #me practice of reading.

Likewise, Samuel Johnson advocates the classidatiples to be
followed and the attention to be given to rulesheatthan inspiration,
although he is acclaimed for the critical approtchearly all British writers
and their works, as ihives of the Most Eminent English Pgeatther than
for developing reliable theoretical principles. dsbn’s critical method
makes use of biography and his interest in theevgitlives, according to
David Daiches, is “quite apart from any criticalniples” in that Johnson
“wrote biographies of each of his subjects befaepeding to criticise their
works, keeping the life and the works of a writeparate”. Thus, continues
Daiches, Johnson was not the founder of the ‘hitozal’ approach — which
was established later in the nineteenth centumyd-vehich “mingles a study
of the man with an interpretation of his works”eks the life and the works
of a writer not separate, but uses “each as aihefperpreting the other”, or
rather interprets the works “with references toltteeand which draws from
the psychology of the author clues for the intagdien and appreciation of
what he has writter®”.

In the normative spirit of Augustan conception iberature, Johnson
views literary criticism as an endeavour to asskesmn a moralising
perspective the extent to which some basic qusildiditerature are present
in a particular text that is representative of gipalar genre. In spite of this,
according to Richard Dutton, the characteristietohJohnson’s criticism is
“magisterial yet often in a liberal cause; autlainte yet sometimes

%" David DaichesCritical Approaches to Literaturd_.ondon: Longman, 1981, p.
250.
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idiosyncratically personal; sweepingly confidenthis generalizations but
sometimes omitting to pursue his insights with ietdllectual curiosity ®

The first half of the eighteenth century in Engllgbrature, known
as the Augustan Age, illustrates the classical siew art and literature at
the highest point of their dominance, where, egdgcfor poetry, having
been developed — based on models of Greece and Romerational
approach and points of view involving absolute sudad principles to be
followed in the critical judgement of literature.

As in earlier criticism, poetry receives a comptlrory involving
the rules of poetic composition, the principlespafetic structure, and the
object of poetry as pleasurable instruction. Ins thespect, the most
revelatory would be Alexander PopeEssay on Criticismrepresenting a
discussion in verse form, based on Neoclassicatrides, in which the
emphasis is placed on rules, order, and good tadteh should govern
poetic composition and lead it to affirm or ratmeraffirm absolute truths
which have already been expressed by ancient cdgsbets. The task of
the literary criticism would be, then, to defendstain, and strengthen the
classical values and to follow the critical tramiitias established by the
ancients. The essay is addressed to critics rétlerto the poets, but Pope
prescribes rules to both critics and poets, of Wwhte highly emphasised
ones include decorum and poetic diction, persaatific of abstractions, and
consolidation of the heroic couplet as the maingpie for versification. A
recurrent image in Pope’s treatise is the confligtween the critic, whom
Pope apparently sides with, and the poet: the foimposes rules on poets
and judges them according to some strict regulgtiovhereas the latter
attempts to flee from the normative prescription.

Written by Pope in his earliest years, the essas dmt provide an
original contribution to literary theory, or to tiphilosophical background of
his period, as his lat&ssay on Manvould do, except that it is addressed to
critics rather than the poets, and, even so, tkieaken shifts its concern
from criticism to poetry and vice versa. Howevaying nothing original in
point of the Neoclassical doctrine, one should m#rsat least the fact that
the poem attempts to argue about the validity isf doctrine by combining
in one poetic discourse the exposition of the thical principles and the
creation of a literary text based on such pringple

A young person in his twenties, Pope longs to digplis learning
and be didactic and moralising, lissay on Criticisnsuggesting a kind of
“critical ethic”, as Geoffrey G. Harpham callslit. this respect, based on the
negation of subjective impulses, the true criticissocording to Pope, is
natural, modest, moderate, and just, resultindid@apham puts it, not only

% Richard DuttonAn Introduction to Literary CriticismLondon: Longman, 1984,
p. 44.
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“from cognitive superiority or acquired learningjtiirst and foremost from
a certain kind of virtue®

Pope’s criticism is also called ‘ethical humanismmgommon feature
of the most of the eighteenth century critical tiot) in that it explores not
only the mind of the poet, but also his conditiamsl environment, as Pope
himself declares that the critic should learn thdter's “Fable, Subject,
scope in every page; / Religion, Country, geniusisfAge”.

The poem, clearly inspired from Horacé&ss Poetica discusses the
principles of poetic art, didactically prescribdse trules of writing and
criticising, states the authority to be attributedthe ancient writers, and
gives a famous definition of the Neoclassical ‘wit’

True wit is nature to advantage dressed,

What oft was thought, but never so well expressed;
Something whose truth convinced as sight we find,
That gives us back the image of our mind.

In short, the rules for criticism and literary ptiae, as prescribed by
Pope, can be summed up as ‘follow Nature and ietteg Classics’.

First follow Nature, and your judgement frame
By her just standard, which is still the same;
Unerring Nature, still divinely bright,

One clear, unchanged, and universal light,

the meaning of ‘Nature’ referring here to order atminmon sense. The
ancients are to be followed because they baseditiezis on Nature, whom
they ‘methodized’ and whose laws they discoveratigafended:

Those rules of old discovered, not devised,
Are Nature still, but Nature methodized;
Nature, like liberty, is but restrained

By the same laws which first herself ordained.

In this respect, Charles E. Bressler asserts that,

by affirming the imitation of the classical writeend through them of
nature itself and by establishing the acceptabktandard criteria of poetic
language, Pope grounds his criticism in both rimetic (imitation) and
rhetoric (patterns of structure) literary theori&s.

? Geoffrey G. Harpham in Knellwolf, C. and Norris, €dsThe Cambridge

History of Literary Criticism, Volume 9: Twentietlentury Historical, Philosophical
and Psychological PerspectivaSambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001, p.
373.

% Charles E. Bressletiterary Criticism: An Introduction to Theory anddttice
Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall Inc., 2007, pp. 38-
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Indeed, in Renaissance and afterwards for neardy tne second
half of the eighteenth century, the major criticalces revived, reinforced
and reshaped the classical tradition along withtrang emphasis on
following the classical rules and imitating the tawf nature, as in Ben
Jonson’sTimber: Or Discoverie$1640), Pierre Corneille’®iscours(1660),
Boileau’'s L'Art Poetique (1673), and Alexander Pope’An Essay on
Criticism (1711). Like Sidney and Boileau, Pope requiremiftbe poet to be
natural genius, possess knowledge of the artistesy acquire an education
based on the classics, and imitate the classic Isiode

However, there were some attempts at critical oalifiy, as in
Vida's Poetica(1527), Du Bellay’'sDefence and lllustration of the French
Language(1549), Lope de VegaNew Art of Making Comedig¢4609), and
John Dryden’An Essay of Dramatic Poe§{668).

There was also the conflict between critical thearyich advocates
the classical principles, and literary practicejckhwould often deviate from
the prescribed classical rules. Pierre Corneill@06t1684), for example,
stimulated with his playe Cid an interesting critical debate known as the
‘quarrel of The Cid, which involved the literate membership of the
Academy and the illiterate common public. The farrblamed the play’'s
deviation from the rules of the classical dramagrehs the latter adored the
play. The playwright himself entered the discussibgy writing Three
Discourses on Dramatic Poet(§660), and thus turning a literary critic who
defended his own dramatic style and personal regoto the canons of the
classical theatre.

A more radical departure from the classical prgsioms found its
expression in the historical approach to literatudeich had its origins in the
eighteenth century critical method proposed by ttedian critic and
philosopher Giambattista Vico (1668-1744) in Ksienza Nuovg1725).
The founder of the scientific study of culture, ¥iconsiders the earliest
stage of the human society to possess what herogttslogical or ‘poetic’
thinking. According to Richard Harland, in hypotlsésg an earlier in
human history developed relation of poetry to mythco rejects the
Neoclassical view of poetry as “something merelgieattion top of ordinary
rational thinking”, claiming, instead, that poetfig not entertainment or
amusement but a mode of thinking — and even thessecy original mode
of thinking”; in other words, poetic thinking “ifh¢ very base from which
rational thinking has evolved With his ideas, Vico foreshadows the
Romantic literary theory, as well as Historicismahich continues to be
influential in the nineteenth century, and of whible major representatives
would be the French Charles Augustin Sainte-Beul®04-1869) and

31 Richard HarlandLiterary Theory from Plato to Barthes: An Introdagt History.
New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 1999, p. 56.
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Hyppolyte Adolphe Taine (1829-1893) — and the tweght century
anthropological studies.

Apart from Vico, a strong rejection of the classioa Neoclassical
perspective came in the second half of the eigktteeantury from those
who, like Denis Diderot and Gotthold Lessing, préesb sentiment and
emotion in a period that is referred to as the ‘AgeSensibility’, and whose
sensory and emotional perspective would change dmdrticism into a
more abstract and idealist perspective.

The strongest opposition, however, to Humanismstatelianism,
Enlightenment, Classicism, Neoclassicism, Empinigigind Rationalism —
these advocating the imitation of the classicsesiRenaissance — was the
rising Romanticism caused by Platonism, medievalisidealism,
sentimentalism, and nationalism, and which emergediominate as a
forceful, dynamic, and influential literary moventeéhe artistic and critical
mind of the period which came to be called ‘Rom&nand which covered
the last decades of the eighteenth century andfitbie decades of the
nineteenth century.

58



The Rise of the English Novel and Henry Fielding

The dominant cultural doctrine in British eightderdentury was
Neoclassicism that may be defined by the two mainciples put forward
by Alexander Pope: imitate the classics and folflbevnature. Neoclassicism
represented a distinct cultural period, literaryveroent, and poetic trend,
which appeared as a reaction against the late Ssamaie cultural
extravaganza of Baroque and metaphysical poetiy,eapressed a revival
of the ancient classical models, the belief in gwver of reason and
experimental science, the tendency to regard aa poduct of the urban
society, the development of normative and didactiesis for the literary
production. In eighteenth century, the literary ditye expressive of
Neoclassicism was embodied by Alexander Pope inptesaces and the
famousEssay on Criticism(1711) andEssay on Man(1734), by Joseph
Addison in a series of critical studies deliveredThe Spectatorand by
Samuel Johnson in his essays, prefaces, and tieratdd_ives of the Most
Eminent English Poefd781).

Apart from the Neoclassical theory and satiricadl ailosophical
poetry, other two important forms of the eighteecghtury British literature
were Pre-Romantic poetry, which emerged with theakeaing of
Neoclassicism by the 1750s, and novel, whose risg¢@ @onsolidation
throughout the century was influenced by the Nessital theory, yet
represented an independent, distinct process @la@went.

The rise of the English novéh the eighteenth century makes this
period, among other things, the ‘Age of the Novalhd this rise of the
English novel is another literary aspect of théntggnth century that, next to
Neoclassicism, provided an impressive amount drdity criticism, in
particular on the part of those authors who wemescimus of being the
founders of a new literary genre.

The novel, together with novella and short stosya literary species
of the narrative genre, a type of text of fictianvariety of imaginative
prose. The standard definition regards novel asng,lextended narrative
consisting of many characters involved in a compémge of events that are
organized by chronotope in narrative sequences. réhbstic element is
considered to represent the most important mafteeference to a text in
prose as novel; it is actually the essence of txigence of novel as a literary
fact. The realistic element is often consideredtim perspectives: the
concern with individual experience and social backgd, and the textual
representation of the concern with individual exgece and social
background, and to be considered a novel both eetisps should be
achieved in the text. The individual experiencetiie novel is expressed
through the literary characters, either highly Wdisalised or presented in
relation to the social background. The expressidhesocial background is
twofold in a physical perspective, reflected by iabgypes (institutions,
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classes, professional groups, etc.), and a noniqaiyserspective, reflected
in moral typology (including social values, custgratandards, rules, etc.),
both made possible again through character repaganstrategies.

The English novelin the eighteenth century passed through
process of rise and consolidation in which realjdtiematic, and structural
elements occurred to survive, be developed, opgisar in accordance with
the tacit requirements of the novel writing traafiti However, in the context
of the epoch, the novel emerged more like a plebgénre, a minor form,
with no classical models and no established coddsgstems of norms. No
doubt, because the novel form was in its incipsate, and there were few
rules to be followed, the diversity of the eightéeicentury imaginative
prose was remarkable.

The eighteenth century British novel is regardethasconsequence
of a long process of development that has its msign ancient Greek and
Latin epic, and ancient Latin novel, and continirethe medieval romance
and the Renaissance picaresque fiction. Some etsrokthe literary system
of the ancient epic appear in the system of theiematiromance, although
the latter is not a direct development of the fatriiée literary system of the
medieval romance changes in Renaissance into stersytermed by the
noun ‘roman’ (‘novel’) preserving such elements eadended narration,
setting, plot, themes, character representatiomt é view, narrator, and
others, which are extended, diversified, and aegairdifferent typology,
whereas others are replaced and become extinct.ndie changes that
occurred in the medieval romance making possibe rike in Spanish
Renaissance of the novel writing tradition — of evhithe first type was
picaresque — were the verse form replaced by tlsepform, and the
fantastic element replaced by the realistic element

English novel, intruding upon such established ggias romance or
epic or picaresque novel, and gradually replachgm, enjoyed a steady
flourishing and an extraordinary success in airaht short period of time.

A similar distinction between novel and romance f{as novel's
most diachronically related text) was drawn by EReeve in 1785:

The romance is a heroic fable, which treats of i@l persons or things.
The novel is a picture of real life and mannersg, ahthe time in which it is
written. The romance, in lofty and elevated langyatpscribes what never
happened nor is likely to happen. The novel givendliar relation to such
things as pass every day before our eyes, suclaghappen to our friend,
or to ourselves; and the perfection of it is toresent every scene in so
easy and natural a manner, and to make them apgpeprobable, as to
deceive us into persuasion (at least while we eagling) that all is real,
until we are affected by the joys or distressethefpersons in the story as
if they were our own.
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The definition may be useful to any attempts t@dréhe realistic
element as the common feature of apparently sufflereit works as
Robinson CrusqeMoll Flanders Joseph Andrewsor Tom Jones The
realistic element — or verisimilitude, meaning $amito reality factual
experience and the concern with the real, famiarld around, with
characters who share their condition with the readeand the turn of
attention from the general and the abstract tactmerete and the particular
— was a result of the whole spiritual context of age built around the
principles of Enlightenment and Neoclassicism.

The century began with an emphasis on reason diteraure of
intelligence, which celebrated the joy of thinkingaderstanding, and of
making others understand, and which was governexhimpirical method,
founded by great philosophers of the previous agnin the investigation of
the world: all knowledge we can possibly get corfresn our senses and
perceptions, which are the basis of reflectiontf@ human intellect; truth
can be discovered by the individual also through &énses, and the
individual experience is then a major test of truth

The rise of the English novel was a late phenomehahoccurred
almost two-hundred years later than in the re&wbpe, and the picaresque
mode would be one of the major influences on tee af the English novel,
although weakened in the eighteenth century becalifiee dominance of
the principles of Enlightenment and Neoclassiciantiterature. One should
also consider the influence of the Enlightenmend dne Neoclassical
principles on the rise of the novel, in particuldth regards to the interest of
the writers in immediate reality, actual social ddions, and the moral
development of the human being.

From a strictly historical perspective, the begiys of the English
novel are regarded in relation to the contempotaagkground and the
antecedents in previous literary periods.

Concerning the former, the novel developed in diqdar context
of complex social and cultural manifestations —hsas the growing interest
in the issues of everyday life, the scientific aachnological developments,
the dominance of reason along with the rise ofismmtalism, the new
geographical discoveries and colonial expansiony athers — which
constituted some of the major reasons for the dityeof fictional forms and
thematic concerns in the eighteenth century novel.

Concerning the latter, the novel's ancestry is ipldtand extremely
diverse, going as far as back as Ancient periogairicular in relation to
epic writing tradition (whose pattern consists ofid extended narratives,
comprising a great number of events and charadiatsalso containing the
supernatural element and the verse form, whichatiem to the fictional
system) and to a number of novels of low esteemnitiquity because of
their prose form and thematic frivolity (Heliodorukthiopian History
Petronius’ Satyricon Apuleius’ Golden Ass and Longus’Daphnis and
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Chloe), but which were imitated during the Italian angh8ish Renaissance,
and inspired Robert Greene and Thomas Nashe dutheg English
Renaissance. Other sources would be the medieramoes, the Spanish
picaresque tales, the Renaissance conduct boolisthanlist could also
include other works in which one may find charaafefineation and an
amount of realism in the observation of human behavand social
background (like in ChaucerBhe Canterbury Talesr John Bunyan'§he
Pilgrim’s Progres$.

With all these antecedents, English novel still eyad as a new type
of literary text, a new literary expression as iimatjve prose, a new genre
of fiction lacking definite models and norms of inrg, which represented a
major reason for the huge diversity of fictionalnfis and thematic concerns
in the eighteenth century novel, as well as fordgenness to different
influences. Highly influential works continued te khe Spanish picaresque
novels over the literary activity of Alain-Rene lage in France, Defoe,
Fielding, and Smollett in England, and Wieland #&woethe in Germany,
these writers assimilating the picaresque elemants at the same time,
developing and diversifying the fictional pattefirtiee picaresque tradition.

The first novels also tried to assume some othaemtitles
(‘memoirs’, travel books, ‘true histories’, collems of letters, found
manuscripts, etc.), that is, any form compatiblehwhe revealing of a
particular view of life. Actually, there was a laok recognisable form — in
that the ‘newness’ in form is paralleled with tinewness’ of concern, as the
individual experience is always unique and theefoew — because one may
often find the same novel under several headi@gsgliver's Travels for
instance, is an imaginary travel book and a satiréten in prose;Moll
Flandersis a pseudo-autobiographical novel, but also arpggue novel;
Joseph Andrewis a comic novel, a parody, and a picaresque n&ahela
is a sentimental novel, epistolary novel, and aehof confession; Fielding's
Tom Joneds a novel of manners, but an important part dbitows the
picaresque mode.

A major reason for this diversity is the lack ofid rules and
traditions of novel writing; picaresque would beeprbut its influence
diminished significantly in the eighteenth centgiyen the dominance of
the Enlightenment and Neoclassicism over the liygpaoduction.

The beginning of the English novel is almost syridabifor the new
ways of literature: the new prose style is plaimpte, devoid of all
ornaments, clear and direct, and serves a clagitiyg and an interested eye
cast upon the surrounding world. This aspect is &sbe noticed in the
rendering of the character, which is governed lagoe and efficient action
(for instance, Robinson Crusoe’s experience orsartkd part of the world).

lan P. Watt remarks that the method of the eighte@entury
realism in novel is “the study of the particularé experience by the
individual investigation”, having as its primanyiterion the “truthfulness to
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individual experienceé®. If the novel sets out to deal with individual
experience, its language has to serve the purpmbe: a source of interest in
its own right and to establish a closer correspooeebetween words and
their objects. The double dependence of the ficbonlanguage and on
reality represents another reason that makes uiffidco classify
morphologically the eighteenth century novels.

The novelist of the eighteenth century was integsin the
individual life as he was concerned with differeagpects of the social
existence in general, and the interested look tireelist cast upon the
aspects of everyday life was both realistic antcati and linked to a kind
of universal criticism exercised in all fields @iature, ethics, politics, and
philosophy).

This is a common aspect of the eighteenth centaglih novel, as
well as of the European novel in general, alondnhie continuation of the
picaresque form, which gave at that time the themand narrative
perspectives most congenial to the fictional exgoesof the concern with
the personal and the social. The picaresque namesents a dynamic
narrative movement that goes over different saoidliums, with characters
whose main features are clearly and definitely eeed, even if the author
fails over psychological aspects.

The protagonist of the picaresque novel narrates dwn life,
colouring it with the presentation of the other reuders’ lives, as well as
with many personal reflections and points of view events, people and
things he meets in his both physical and spirifildrimage. Born in a
provincial town in a family of lower-class parents, sometimes an orphan
educated by relativesel picaro passes through different adventures
consisting in an extraordinary experience of lifietp, abduction, escape,
pursuit, penal servitude, servant of several masteoming into money,
collapse, and final triumph, the hero also showtimg development of his
personality from childhood to manhood.

The experience of life of the picaresque hero jgartant so far as it
changes the inner existence of the protagonisgtheg with his condition,
destiny and social position. The changeglipicards inner life, that is, of
his personality, are based on his understandinmgasél values, on his sense
of right and wrong, and the ability to reconcile thutward and the inward,
revealing how a high social position and money ako contribute to the
character’s true enrichment of spirit.

As a continuation of the seventeenth century fictihe eighteenth
century also saw an increase in autobiographicélngr which might be
related to the rise of the interest in self-analysid individual experience. It

%2 |an P. Watt in the Introduction the Rise of the Novel: Studies in Defoe,
Richardson and FieldingBerkeley: University of California Press, 1957.
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was a form of self-expression open to both menvemen, later leading on
to experiments with fictional first-person narraisv

Apart from being novels of character and sociallisea the
eighteenth century English fiction is in some respehe equivalent of the
Renaissance conduct book, tracing the proceseah#king of a gentleman;
a picaresque story of adventure, tracing the stbey personal experience of
life along with the representation of social backgrd; and, as a
continuation of the seventeenth century fictiorssl@a psychological study
than a representation of the character's developinetie same time with
the influences of the milieu, most of the characiarthe eighteenth century
fiction being flat, but dynamic characters.

On the other hand, given this diversity and the nopss to
influences of different kind, having no models te determined by, and
feeling free with respect to any traditions andm®rthe eighteenth century
English novelists started to create new literargvemtions, which came to
represent the elements of the fictional patterthefnovel writing tradition.
The primary aim of these new conventions was taeaehverisimilitude —
illusion of reality — and to organize the fictionalaterial in a manner of
writing mostly accessible to the reading audietezause of the moralizing
and critical concern of the authors.

The particular way of linguistic representationtbé story — what
lan P. Watt calls ‘the distinctive narrative modehas to do with the sum of
literary techniques, “whereby the novel’s imitatiohhuman life follows the
procedures adopted by the philosophical realisrtsirattempt to ascertain
and report the truth”, and is conventionally calffedmal realism’, that is,

the narrative embodiment of the premise, or prim@gvention, that the
novel is full and authentic report of human expace and is therefore
under an obligation to satisfy its reader with sdelails of the story as to
the individuality of the actors concerned, the igatars of times and places
of their actions, details which are presented thhowa more largely
referential use of language than is common in diterary forms®

Realism became the unifying principle of the nowetgiten in the
eighteenth century; in other words, the first Estglhovelists were pioneers
of realism by assuming the task to give the impoassef fidelity to human
experience, which is always treated in relatiothomilieu and in relation to
the morals, the manners, and the different aspédife of the contemporary
to the writer society. Moreover, the writer's conceavith the everyday life
was critical, that is, the presentation of diffdaraspects of the social and the
personal without exaggeration had to convey cegléments of opposition
to those aspects that appear incompatible with ghesonal or social
accomplishment.

bid., p. 41.
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In the eighteenth century novels, realism represkan important
element in the process of consolidation of the haweting tradition,
whereas in the nineteenth century, after the dedfrRomanticism, Realism
established itself as a trend which continued arehgthened the eighteenth
century concern with the actual social and the agtersonal, and opened
new perspectives of literary representation of thtionship between
individual experience and social background.

There were, however, particular manifestations ha eighteenth
century fiction that depart to a certain extentnfréhe realism-forming
fictional discourse of Defoe, Richardson, and Figjd In this respect,
mention should be made of Laurence Sterne andahis-novel’ Tristram
Shandy of Jane Austen and her domestic realism preséntedgh a unique
blend of the Neoclassical rationalism and the sesntalism of the Romance
(although, in the eighteenth century, sentimentalss such has already
pervaded the prose writings of Richardson, Steane, Goldsmith, not to
mention the Pre-Romantic poetry), and of the Gatloieel.

Concerning the novel-related literary theory andioism in the
eighteenth century, and to be taken separately fh@mrNeoclassical critics,
such as Pope, Addison, and Johnson, also impaeaneésentatives of the
critical thought in the period were the foundershaf novel writing tradition
in English literature, among whom mention shouldriz@le of Daniel Defoe
(1661-1731), Samuel Richardson (1689-1761), andyHeelding.

Henry Fielding (1707-1754) was born at Sharphamk Par
Somerset, his father being a nephew of tieEarl of Denbigh, and his
mother from a famous family of lawyers. Fieldingce®ved his education
first at home and then at Eton, where he becamésekboled in ancient
Greek and Roman literature. Fielding started hieeeraas a writer in
London, writing in 1728 two plays, of whidtove in Several Masquesgas
successful. He, then, resumed his education irsicisliterature at the
University of Leyden in the Netherlands.

Between 1729 and 1737, Fielding wrote some tweintyflays, of
which the most successful beimgm Thumi1730), which is to the present
his most famous and popular drama. Most of Fieldinglays were
comedies, largely satirical, in particular the bedues satirizing the
government, which ‘ended’ Fielding’s dramatic caréat provided many of
the thematic aspects for his later novels, in paldr their comic elements.
Meanwhile, searching for an alternative career,ldifig edited four
periodicals, namelyrhe ChampionThe Covent Garden Journalhe True
Patriot, andJacobite’s Journal

Fielding’s major achievement in English literatigeneither that of
playwright nor editor, but that of a novelist. 174D, Richardson produced
Pamela a novel that has been attacked ever since itpuatished on the
ground of its strong moralizing substratum. It alsspired Fielding to write
Shamelaa parody, which was published in 1741 and whiels @eveloped
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into the theme ofrhe History of the Adventures of Joseph Andréiwg?2),
now a comic and original novel. In 1743, FieldingbishedThe Life of
Jonathan Wild the Greatand the same year saw the appearancé of
Journey from This World to the Nekielding's greatest workihe History
of Tom Jones, a Foundlingvas published in 1749, armelig his last
novel, in 1751. Fielding's travel book Journal of a Voyage to Lisbon
appeared posthumously in 1755.

Joseph Andrewg&he full title beingThe History of the Adventures of
Joseph Andrews, and of His Friend, Mr. Abraham AslaWritten in
Imitation of the Manner of Cervantes, Author of B@uixotg is not the first
English novel and also not Fielding’s first novblt in English literary
history is the first comic novel.

The novel is also important for the history of dtey criticism, as it
contains a celebrated Preface in which Fieldingviges one of the first
critical theories of the novel in English. In hiseanpts to define and explain
fiction as a literary genre, Fielding considerstisel to be a sort of “comic
epic poem written in prose” or a “comic romancelt tapart from the
intertextual relations to epic and romandeseph Andrewswns much of its
narrative material to the ‘manner of Cervantesg thicaresque tales in
general, and, to a lesser extent, to Richarddarsela

Fielding, who, like Richardson, came into novel timg almost
accidentally, was conscious of being the autha véw genre, that of novel,
and understood the great opening of its thematispeetives. ThusJoseph
Andrewsstarts as another parody on Richardson’s noviglithe the source
of the comic being a virtuous male counterpart gomBla, her brother,
Joseph Andrews, but along the novel Fielding seédmdorget’ about
Pamelaand presents the reader with a genuine text aontaits own moral
tenets. The plot is constructed in a double petsge@icaresque narrative
(the chronotope of road involving the charactersaingreat variety of
adventures in various places, and thus offeringraptex picture of English
life) and the burlesque of romances (with its 8tagtturns of events,
revelations of identity, stolen babies, and foumghi restored to their
position and heritage in the last chapters).

Joseph Andrewss, however, less an ethical or a picaresque book
than a comic one: Joseph has to go through a sittiRamela ordeal — he is
the object of desire of Lady Booby and strugglesita preserve his virtue
— but the literary treatment of male chastity wille same seriousness with
which Richardson treated female chastity could arbult in comic effect,
and indeedoseph Andrews the first great comic novel in English.

The comic mode applies firstly to the characterresentation
strategies, and the comic characters are usualat’, ‘fcommon, and
representative of a human or social typology. “Ba#de not men, but
manners, not an individual, but a species”, sagidig, yet his characters
retain an individualism that makes them unforgdétathe most remarkable

66



example of that being Parson Adams, a counterpar€Cdrvantes’ Don
Quixote. However, strictly on the narrative levile novel clearly reveals
the two narrative lines resulting from the two méematic perspectives:
‘parody onPamela and ‘manner of Cervantes’.

The former determines the story of Joseph Andréwrs, Booby,
and Fanny; the latter gives the story of Abrahanaris, the eighteenth
century Don Quixote; both narrative lines contajnthe comic and moral
elements and being linked by the chronotope of.road

The novel displays an interesting typology out tf rielationship
with Richardson’s and Cervantes’ novels. The pextdpe of ‘parody on
Pamela attributes toJoseph Andrewshe status of a comic novel and a
moral novel; the perspective of the ‘manner of @ates’ makesloseph
Andrewsa moral novel (as to mention just the morally petrfAbraham
Adams as a quixotic character), but also a picaesmpvel (as to mention
only the picaresque narrative containing the adwestof arel picaroand
the chronotope of road).

Both perspectives also indicate, by the authoré afsmitation and
contrast, the burlesque of romance as another dgmal feature of this
novel. The burlesque of the romance, together thighuse of parody, satire,
humour, irony, and ridiculous, represents the nmeasar the general
consideration ofloseph Andrewas the first English comic novel, in which
the realistic element is achieved through the conosith individual
experience and social background, and the texepilesentation of this
concern, which, unlike iRamela is extended and made more complex.

It was withTom Joneg1749), however, that the realistic element,
with its concern with individual experience andiabbackground, and the
textual representation of this concern, has beqmmeramic, signifying that
the process of development of the eighteenth cgrfinglish novel has
come to its end and has established itself asiaitdelfterary tradition.

In this novel, Fielding developed further his madaktrine, stating
in the dedicatory Preface that

goodness and innocence hath been my sincere endeavthis history.
(...) I have employed all the wit and humour of whichm master in the
following history; wherein | have endeavoured togh mankind out of
their favourite follies and vices.

With this book, Fielding indeed wrote another maravel, teaching
other moral lessons, and enlarging his moral doetby adding a great
variety of characters. The moral doctrine is exgedsthrough individual
experience of Tom (moral), BIifil (immoral), Allwtnry (like Adams
representing the Quixotic, moral ideal), and ottleracters who are moral
as well as social types. Also, withom Jones Fielding wrote another
picaresque novel, adding more picaresque charadetading a femalesl
picaro, and the chronotope of city to that of road.
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But Tom Jonesloes not simply continue the picaresque tradeion
the moral didacticism ofoseph Andrewsrather, they are extended to a
panoramic mode by the chronotope of road, expandive character
typology and enlarging the range of events anihgetOn both thematic and
structural levels, the novel is highly multifacetecbader-oriented, and
expresses a panoramic social concern, revealingmgplex picture of the
contemporary to writer English life, its valuesstams, manners, and forms
of behaviour. In relation to the adjective ‘panoreimthe term ‘novel of
manners’ is applied tdom Jonesin the novel, the representation of the
eighteenth century British society and people isgpamic, meaning that
Fielding attempted to depict the contemporary tm liingland in all its
diversity and detail, a successful endeavour, sliwce Joness acclaimed as
the second afteCanterbury Talesliterary work that has given such a
complex picture of English society.

‘Cleaning’ itself from alien to the fictional disaose thematic and
narrative elements, the development of the Engisvel in the eighteenth
century, starting with Gulliver's Travels and Robinson Crusoeand
culminating with Fielding’'sJoseph Andrewsnd Tom Jonesgave rise,
according to Watt and other critics, to a socialsmousness of the British
novelist, meaning the concern with the represeanatif the complexity of
social and personal life as to achieve the semblafnceal world, and to an
idea of social reformation, meaning the ethicaladiitism in matters of
spiritual betterment, reforming the manners, bsglieforal values, and the
whole of the society.

The eighteenth century English novelists, like rth¥fictorian
successors, saw themselves responsive for societyral edification, and
both social consciousness and social reformatipnesent interdependent
parts of the element of realism that forms thedasmponent in the literary
pattern of fiction writing, and whose beginningsurid their textual
expression in the eighteenth century novels.

Some of the eighteenth century novelists were a@gticonscious
that what they were writing was something compjetsifferent from the
romance and totally new in English literature, fexample the ideas
expressed by Richardson, Smollett, and Fieldinghan Prefaces to their
novels, when compared to Johnson or Goldsmith, feiled to see any
difference between the novel and the romance, drmawere not conscious
of the appearance of novel as a new type of liget@xt, and also compared
to others who, like Daniel Defoe, refused to coesitheir writings to be of
imaginative prose.

However, there were among the founders of the novétnglish
literature those writers who, like Richardson aniglding, were also
important representatives of the eighteenth centtitical thought, namely
the novel-related literary theory and criticism, igfh is to be taken
separately from the Neoclassical criticism of Pdjdgison, and Johnson.
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Although the classical doctrine had no direct intpat the rise of
the English novel in the eighteenth century, and literary genre of
Neoclassicism being poetry not fiction, it was theoclassical precept of
‘respect to the genre’ that made Swift write Guglliver’s Travels and it was
the Neoclassical emphasis on verisimilitude andhfiainess to fact that
made Defoe declare in his PrefaceRRtibinson Cruso@andMoll Flanders
that the novels are true stories, authentic recofrdstual events.

And it was a Neoclassical convention to align amdnpgare an
original work to some ancient literary precedentsto argue about writing
in well-established and honourable literary traxditithat made Fielding in
his Preface tdoseph Andrewtrace the theoretical foundation of the novel
in general, as a new literary genre, and of theicoovel, in particular, as a
sub-species of the genre of novel. In this resggetding’s contribution to
literary criticism, according to Harry Blamires tigt he

brought a blast of fresh air into the world of icigm, not only because he
so cheerfully exposed pretentiousness, but bedaisame representing a
new genre of literature which was eventually tonsfarm the arena of
critical studies”*

Among the eighteenth century founders of the Ehglisvel, who
also turned literary critics (namely Defoe, Fielflinand Richardson),
Fielding is perhaps the only novelist who, in thief&ce toJoseph Andrews
by comparing his work to epic, comedy, and ‘serioosiance’, not just
assigned a respectable tradition to his new liyefam, but also attempted
to develop a theory of the novel and a proper teofogy, and, defending
the literary value of his novel in theoretical tarnsucceeded in tracing the
characteristics of the novel, in general, and thokex comic novel, in
particular, and in a way that most of them are ictared as true to this day.
For Fielding, a novel is a new genre, whose adsotmore extended and
comprehensive; containing a much larger circlenofdents, and introducing
a greater variety of characters”, including “pessaf inferior rank, and
consequently of inferior manners”.

In the same way, Fielding’s contemporary writer isgbSmollett
formulates in the Preface to hitie Adventures of Ferdinand Count Fathom
(1753) the distinction between romance and the type of fiction of his
day, that is, the novel, which, according to himja large diffused picture,
comprehending the characters of life, disposed ifferdnt groups, and
exhibited in various attitudes for the purposemtaiform plan, and general
occurrence, to which every individual figure is setvient”.

As novel was a new genre in English literature, Ickig,
Richardson, Smollett, and other eighteenth centuanelists, who founded

% Harry BlamiresA History of Literary CriticismLondon: Macmillan, 1991, p.
167.
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the new genre, produced literary criticism by afigéng to provide a solid
theoretical basis for their novels, explain themd alefend their literary
validity in order to make the contemporary readsreat such a new literary
tradition, and therefore be implemented in the wralt background of the
period.

Similarly, the following Romantic period in Englishterature
expanded this type of literary criticism, which,aagst the Neoclassical
principles, assumed the task to explain and defleadalue of the Romantic
poetry as a new literary tradition, and to sectg@liace and development in
the conservative and conventional British culture.
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The Romantic Criticism: Wordsworth, Coleridge, Sheley

Romanticism was a wide-ranging European movemeningaits
origins in Germany, the German Romantic literateing at the forefront of
literary innovation and closely followed by Romantiterature in Britain,
and other countries, whereas French Romanticisne data on scene since
in France the influence of classicism lasted lorilgan in the rest of Europe.

Romanticism was a great period of new developmianthought,
including literary theory and criticism, and of iafic experimentation in
music and poetry, and to a lesser extent in dramdafiation, spreading out
initially from Germany, and co-existing with a galal revolution in France
and an industrial revolution in Britain, as well aith some reactionary
political attitudes of the period.

However, Romanticism is first of all a cultural odwtion and it is
inappropriate to attribute some definite politieedd social grounds to the
new artistic sensibility of Romanticism, or to vidRomanticism as a social
or political movement. It is necessary, on the othend, to consider the
great theoretical input of Romanticism, where Genynaas again the major
source of the most important conceptions in phpbsoand literary theory.
According to Richard Harland, the literary theorgsaproduced

by poets like Goethe and Schiller, by journal-cstilike Friedrich and
August Wilhelm Schlegel (especially in their jourrnthe Athenaeum), and
by academic philosophers like Kant, Schelling, $&mhauer and Hegel.
The last group was especially significant, in ttz¢ advent of German
Idealist philosophy impacted very directly upon Raurtic literary theory®

Also, according to Harland, in Germany, more tharthe rest of
Europe, the “intellectual scene exhibits an unusiedree of interaction
between academics and creative writers throughbig period, often
involving close circles of friendship and persoaeduaintance®.

The critical doctrine of Romanticism was at firstemction against
Classicism, Neoclassicism and Enlightenment, esprgsin turn a newly
discovered interest in national literatures ratttean in those of ancient
Rome and Greece, and, in case of literary criticideveloping a greater
variety of opinions on literature and poetry, tlem’'s thematic content and
language, and broadening the critical concerns, ehamegarding the
processes, sensibility, imagination, and emotidrikewriter.

Against the Neoclassical critical view that the fpisea craftsman,
observing and reproducing nature with the helghefdlassics and rules, the

% Richard HarlandLiterary Theory from Plato to Barthes: An Introdagt History.
New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 1999, p. 61.
36 i

Ibid.
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Romantic critics regard the poet as a man aparssgssing a special
sensibility and a stronger imaginative power thendrdinary man.

In this respect, against the view of literature simply the
representation of nature, Romantic writers andogbiphers developed the
expressive theory of literature and authorship, ftlamental idea being
that the literary work is expressive of the authtbe poet’s own interior,
subjectivity, and sense of the self, where confessaccording to Andrew
Bennett, as “the revelation of an authentic augiovioice, identity, or
experience”, becomes “one of the dominant modelsevéry production®.

In Romanticism, the confession, or confessional mearin poetry,
evokes the author’s own subjectivity, and in the Wwavas declared by Jean-
Jacques Rousseau (1712-1778) by the opening wdrdiss cConfessions
(1770): “1 have resolved on an enterprise which hasprecedent, and
which, once complete, will have no imitator. My pase is to display to my
kind a portrait in every way true to nature, anel ilan | shall portray will be
myself’. Although a philosopher of EnlightenmentpuRseau developed
new approaches to subjectivity, influenced the mdenationalism and
Romantic Movement, and, withConfessions founded the modern
autobiography in which an individual is no longesluctant to express
personal emotional experience. Concerning the aodief the Romantic
author, to whom he addresses his confession, liurean society, as for
Shelley, or humanity in general, as for Friedricdhi8gel, who declares in
his Critical Fragments(1797) that “every honest author writes for nobody
everybody” and that the author who writes onlydagparticular group “does
not deserve to be read”.

In this respect, regarding the role of the critite Romantic literary
theory changes the perspective from the concern thié audience and the
effects of literature on audience to the concerthwhe author and his
relation to the creative act. The relationship lesmwthe poet and text came
thus to replace the relationship of the text todezaand the critic was
required to live in the spirit of the author, tocbene his servant and friend,
to better disclose the literary values, as for lderéror Friedrich Schlegel,
the critic is supposed to evaluate the literary teot by a general ideal, but
by finding the individual ideal in every work. Alsas it was believed that
the origins reveal the real nature of the objdwt, d¢ritic should begin with
what might have been the author’s intention ancbttinue with judging the
development of the intention in the whole of therkiry work. As Friedrich
Schlegel puts it, the critical act, in order to iagk the complete
understanding of a literary work, implies a moveinieom the intuition of
the author’s intention to the intuition of the wldf the work.

37 Andrew Bennett. “Expressivity: the Romantic theofyauthorship” in Patricia
Waugh, edLiterary Theory and Criticism: An Oxford Guid@xford: Oxford
University Press, 2006, p. 50.
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This Romantic critical perspective of tracing titerbry work back
to its origins in the poet, as part of the expressheory of authorship,
influenced much of the nineteenth century criticesna theory on poetry, as,
for instance, the method of Sainte-Beuve, whidhésbiographical approach
involving discussion on both the work and life loé tauthor:

Literature, literary production, as | see it, i bdstinct or separable from
the rest of mankind’s character and activity. | nesayoy a work, but it is
hard for me to judge it independently of my knovgedof the man who
prodslgced it, and | am inclined to sagl arbre, tel fruit— the fruit is like the
tree:

Dominant in nineteenth century, the expressiverthebauthorship
has been rejected by the textuality of the twemtieéntury critics, in
particular Roland Barthes who, in his famous e§day Death of the Author
(1967), declares that the literary text is “a tessi quotations drawn from
the innumerable centres of culture”, that the tesdithor is ‘dead’, absent,
the text being produced by a ‘writer’ or ‘scriptowho originates nothing
and expresses not himself but imitates “a geshatei$ always anterior”.

However, the importance of Romanticism in the depelent of
literary criticism results from the fact that th@rRantic aesthetic doctrine
conferred to criticism a more scientific and theéioed nature, developed
new critical concerns, searched and establishedadelogy.

Although many Romantic critical ideas have beeeateld by the
next generations of critics, the Romantic MovemariEurope has been the
primary source for many twentieth century criticahcepts and principles.
To mention just Coleridge’'s view of the organic nforof poetry, which
becomes an important concept in New Criticism, lhisdspeculations about
the poetic form consisting of the whole and thetawhich prefigure the
formalist approach.

The Romantic critical ideas flourished within thentext of the new
philosophical trends having their origin this timet in Italy or France, but
Germany. Among those who paved the way to Romasthetic doctrine
and literary practice, mention should be made ¢iada Gottfried Herder
(1744-1803) and his student Johann Wolfgang vonigo@ 749-1832), the
two most important representatives of the ‘Sturnd @rang’ (‘storm and
stress’) movement, and of Johann Christoph Friedvien Schiller (1759-
1805) and Karl Wilhelm Friedrich Schlegel (1772-282

As the French Romantic Victor Hugo's phrase 'litsra in
literature’ denotes one of the main traits of thewvnliterary movement,
which came to emphasise the freedom of artistic resgion and
individualism, so the German ‘Sturm und Drang’ mmeat of Herder and

% Sainte-Beuve cited in Richard Harlahdterary Theory from Plato to Barthes: An
Introductory History New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 1999, p. 78.
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Goethe propounded a new literary sensibility byoliwg against the
conventions of French classicism, emphasisingeaust personal sensory
experience and subjectivity, exalting emotion, jmssfragmentariness,
rebelliousness, mysticism, and nationalism, andvimy the interest in
native folk literature.

In relation to some of these aspects, and agaiestlassical style
dominant in that period, were Herder's views aduamncthe interest in folk
literature and rural life, as was his special favfrnthe ‘fragment’, that is,
deliberately incomplete writing (like in Coleridgeyvhich rejected the
Neoclassical systematised writing.

The folk literary production, in particular, coriteted a means of
supporting Herder's own ideas on literature andglage as the main
criterion for distinguishing the particular traiéa given society and period.
Starting from the premise that each period andetptiave some distinctive
qualities, building up their own unique charactghich Herder calls ‘the
collective individuality of a society’ (later in ¢htwentieth century termed by
Michel Foucault as ‘episteme’), language is on¢hefmain decisive factors
in differentiating among the different cultures gretiods. “The language is
its [nation’s] collective treasure, the source ¢ social wisdom and
communal self-respect”, says Herder in his stlitlg Origin of Language
Language, according to Herder, is a living organisith its own rules and
growth, but also the collective treasure of a dgci@ part of culture, and, as
language belongs to a culture and cannot be sepafedm it, literature
produced in that language cannot be separated drqrarticular language
and culture. Literature is thus an expression nmdy @f an individual
creative mind, but also an expression of a givatogesociety and culture,
where folk literature is most revelatory in thispect.

Like Herder, Goethe is at first a part of the Pa¥fantic movement
‘Sturm und Drang’, in, among other things, the tgaof a new type of
character, the young genius and his hopeless lasein the sentimental
novel The Sorrows of Young Werthet774), but later turns a classicist
declaring that “Klassisch ist das Gesunde, Romantias Kranke”
(‘Classicism is health, Romanticism is sicknessijl arguing that with its
emphasis on feelings and personal experience Rarisantfailed to express
the whole of the human nature and to achieve,assiclal writers would do,
the perfect balance between mind and heart, reastemotion.

Goethe together with Friedrich von Schiller (fatirae, like Goethe,
also a notable exponent of ‘Sturm und Drang’) propted during 1788-
1832 the main ideas of the cultural and literaryvement called ‘Weimar
Classicism’, or German Classicism, which coinciéed was in opposition
to the contemporary literary movement of German Ruiism, against
which they promoted the concepts of harmony andeviess, elaborated on
aesthetic form, and acclaimed the ancients fornwpeichieved the balance
between mind and feeling by adopting a great nunafeapproaches to
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reality. InOn Naive and Sentimental Poe(i}796), Friedrich von Schiller
(1759-1805) distinguishes between the ‘naive’ poefr the ancients and
‘sentimental’ poetry of his contemporary Romantidters. His ideas are
indebted to the new theories developed by Kant,alag suggest the later
Idealism of Schelling and Hegel.

The distinction made by Schiller is, according ioHard Harland, a
contrast “between integration and separation” &t th

‘naive’ poets are at one with Nature; ‘sentimentadets admire Nature
precisely because they see it as something amarething lost. ‘Naive’
poets present the object impersonally in concreseiiption; ‘sentimental’
poets present the object always through themsesggectively and self-
consciously?®

The sentimental poet presents the impression mgdineb object
upon him, and, dominated by mind and emotion, #wtisental, that is,
Romantic poet aspires towards idea and ideal intate sof perpetual
unfulfiled desire, in this revealing the conditicof the modern artist
breaking the linearity of literary development daated for centuries by the
rules of the classics.

Later, in 1819, Arthur Schopenhauer assert$ha World as Will
and ldeathat human existence is a movement between threneas of
boredom and want, especially the latter, giverctirapetition among human
wills. Much later, in 1872, iThe Birth of Tragedy from the Spirit of Music
Nietzsche hypothesized that to be in a state dfitanis to be alive, though
what is desired is beyond human grasp, existenreg bim its essence and
from the modern insights into human soul, primatilggic. Similarly, the
poets of the Romantic period, like Byron and Sheltésplayed through the
character of Childe Harold or Manfred, or the lgfizoice inOde to the
West Wind a hunger of human soul for rebelliousness ormscathat is
never attained, but a source of alienation andtrfitisn as aspects of the
tragic existence revealed in modern literature.

Romanticism has been acclaimed since its rise andtsb own
representatives, as for instance by Victor Hug®2t8885), as modern art.
Hugo himself attacks the rules of decorum and thitas of time and place,
claiming that

it would be strange, if in this age, liberty, likiee light, should penetrate
everywhere except to the one place where freedomoist natural — the
domain of thought. Let us take the hammer to tlesoaind poetic systems.
(...) There are neither rules nor models.

% Richard HarlandLiterary Theory from Plato to Barthes: An Introdagt History.
New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 1999, p. 63.
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Hugo's Preface to his dran@romwell(1827) is considered the most
spectacular of the French Romantic treatises, wiieke in general more
polemical though produced rather later in time thlaose of the rest of
Europe, even English.

In France, classicism lasted longer than in thé oé€£urope, and
there were Friedrich Schlegel and his brother Augdihelm Schlegel
(1767-1845), who were in fact the real founderRofanticism as a literary
movement and the critical leaders of German andfaan Romantic school
of poetry. August Wilhelm Schlegel is acclaimed fis organic model
applied to literary form, the organic principle literature, language and
culture being actually a major concern in Romalitizary theory, as in the
works of Goethe, Schelling and Coleridge. @n Dramatic Art and
Literature, August Wilhelm Schlegel distinguishes between meacal and
organic form, the latter being “innate; it unfoldself from within, and
acquires its determination contemporaneously withgerfect development
of the germ”. In other words, the organic form, trehicle of organically
developing literature, is produced when the essefi@n idea or theme is
allowed to unfold according to its own nature.

Friedrich Schlegel's conceptions on literature adersfirst of all the
nature of the poetic genius, the author's ‘selfdasubjectivity as the
paramount vehicles for poetic production and thgresme function of the
individual inner experience in the pursuit of uldite truths. Actually,
Friedrich Schlegel was the first to coin the teRRomantic’ as a derivation
from the German word ‘roman’, naming “a potpouririd of novel which
skips over and between all other genft&s”

Friedrich Schlegel was a major source of influenoe his
contemporary Romantic writers and critics of Europg well as on some
later scholars, as to mention just the name of Td®@arlyle (1795-1881),
for whom Schlegel’s ‘subjective mind’ turns intoethconcept of ‘the
unconscious’, which Carlyle elaborates on in@fsracteristics(1831). As
summarised by Harry Blamires, Carlyle’s ideas, ueficed by those of
Schlegel, point to the fact that

for Carlyle it is not the conscious mind, ‘the miad acquainted with its
strength’ that is the spring of health and vitalfiyr its concern is with the
mechanical and the overt. The unconscious is thececof dynamism, for
it is in touch with the region of meditation, thasgsterious depths that lie
below the level of conscious argument and discotirse

A major source of Romanticism in Europe is alsostdered to be
the German idealist philosophy asserted by GeoilgaMn Friedrich Hegel

“OIbid., p. 70.
“! Harry BlamiresA History of Literary CriticismLondon: Macmillan, 1991, p.
261.
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(1770-1831), Johann Gottlieb Fichte (1762-1814Y &niedrich Wilhelm

Joseph Schelling (1775-1854). Also leading to tlasolidation of the
Romantic principles in literature were the ideasAothur Schopenhauer
(1788-1860) and Immanuel Kant (1724-1804).

Kant’s philosophy, idealist philosophy, and the Rotic Movement
reveal essential similarities in their pursuit ahadern philosophy and view
of art, but there are also certain differences shauld be taken into account.
Andrew Bowie considers that both the German idealsl early Romantic
conceptions originate in “the attempt to overcorhe problems Kant
encountered in grounding knowledge in subjectivityjut the main
difference between them is that “Idealism purshesinetaphysical’ project
of grounding in a systematic manner, whereas dolyanticism renounces
this foundational project and seeks to come to demith the finite nature of
human reason”. Also, Hegel “talks of the ‘end df,drecause art’s capacity
for revealing the truth is being suppressed by dtiences”, whereas the
Romantic thinkers, like Novalis and Schlegel, “ske inexhaustibility of
meaning in art as revealing the essence of mogefit

Although, in general, a follower of Kant's idealismccording to
David H. Richter, Hegel

rejected Kant's aesthetic with its basis in natlreduty and its insistence
on the purposelessness of the beautiful object. IFegel, Nature is
beautiful only by analogy with art, and art is supely useful to man, not
as mere pleasure but for ‘“its ability to representsensuous fornthe
highest ideas, bringing them thus nearer to ... émsas and to feeling®.

There are also differences among the represergatveGerman
idealism. As said by Robert H. Holub, Hegel rejabts subjective idealism
of Fichte's view that subject is “absolute, logigaprior to the world or
nonsubject, and the active agent in asserting armmbhtvorld opposed to it”,
as well as Schelling’s philosophy of nature, pagint instead

an identity of being and thought. He retains thedetoof reflection,
therefore, and by including everything in the moeam of self-
consciousness from the very beginning, he tries {o.)eliminate the
contradiction in the reflection hypothesis that hpthgued it since
Descarted?

42 Andrew Bowie in Knellwolf, C. and Norris, C., edge Cambridge History of
Literary Criticism, Volume 9: Twentieth century tdigcal, Philosophical and
Psychological Perspective€ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 200125. 1
“3David H. RichterThe Critical Tradition: Classic Texts and Contemggr
Trends New York: St Martin’s Press, 1989, p. 343.

“Robert H. HolubCrossing Borders: Reception Theory, Poststructsrali
DeconstructionMadison: The University of Wisconsin Press, 198220.
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In relation to Romantic literary theory, Hegel mportant for his
influential philosophical speculation on art, inialh — based on his own
assumption, developed in his revolution®tyenomenology of Spirji.807),
that art is the sensuous semblance of the Ideahatcdart evolves through
the history of its forms and through the historytloé spirit itself — Hegel
builds the so-called ‘dialectal historical sequefareart’, which consists of
three phases. The first is the ‘symbolic’ phas®©déntal and Egyptian art,
but Hegel draws mainly upon the contrast betweensdtond and the third
phases: the second is the ‘classical’ phase ofwdnich has achieved the
perfect balance, or rather fusion, between ideasanduous embodiment in
what Hegel calls “the concrete spiritual”; the this the ‘romantic’ phase,
which moved art into imbalance, since what is nawdpminant is the
spiritual level.

However different, both the German idealist phijgsp (of
Schelling, Fichte, and Hegel) and the philosophyKait are the main
sources of the new artistic sensibility, which matt of Romanticism.
Especially influential were Immanuel Kant's theorgf knowledge
(epistemology) and his theory of perception exmésim The Critique of
Judgement(1790) and other works, in which he advances im&gn in
literature and argues that the judgements of thédvwase determined by the
subjectivity, and that the comprehension of theubean a work of art
promotes its disinterested contemplation. In otherds, as David H.
Richter puts it,

just as the sensual world is the product of oujestitye mental processes
rather than of objective features, so our judgemait beauty are also
subjective. The beauty of a work of art or a ndtlaamdscape exists
nowhere but in the eye of the beholder. Yet becafs¢heir special
gualities, aesthetics judgements seem to have jectole character and to
reflect universal rather than individual conceths.

In this respect, Kant's aesthetic doctrine is depet within the
context of his analysis of the mental experiendeiciwvis done in a highly
systematic way in relation to the categories ofligyajuantity, relation, and
modality, as to finally disclose the psychologicalalities involved in the
reception of beauty. Concerning the creation olubg&Kant influenced the
Romantic literary doctrine, as for instance Colged, by his ideas on
imagination as the main mental faculty, which isitive and creative rather
than cognitive and rational. Imagination breaksrlies imposed by reason
and creates out of the material provided by achzlire a new product,
“another nature”, or an “aesthetical idea”. Cono®grthe reception of art,
the reader or viewer must also escape the raticoradtraints and employ

“>David H. RichterThe Critical Tradition: Classic Texts and Contemggr
Trends New York: St Martin’s Press, 1989, p. 244.
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imagination as a creative rather than cognitivelltgcand become, in turn, a
producer of aesthetical ideas.

Concerning both the creation of beauty and theptéme of beauty,
Kant influenced not only the Romantics, but alse ldter nineteenth century
promoters of Aestheticism and ‘art for art’s sattectrine.

Kant, the last of the great Enlightenment philossph also
acclaimed as a bridge between the empiricist atiohadist traditions of the
eighteenth century, and as one of the most inflaephilosophers on the
rise of Romanticism, develops his moral philosophythree works —
Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morgl§785), Critique of Practical
Reason(1788), andvetaphysics of Moral§1797) — his aesthetic philosophy
concerned with the subjective nature of aesthetadities and experiences in
Observations on the Feeling of the Beautiful andligwe (1764) and
develops an aesthetic theory in W@atique of Judgemenl790); also, his
political philosophy, namely a version of the denabic peace theory
regarding the condition of constitutional republisscessary for creating a
lasting peace, is developed Rerpetual Peace: A Philosophical Sketch
(1795). Another major contribution is his theoryparception developed in
The Critique of Pure Reasdii781), in which Kant argues that the human
understanding of the external world has its fouiodiat not merely in
experience, but in both experience and a priorm#kadge, thus offering a
non-empiricist critique of rationalist philosophyhis work is claimed to be
the most significant volume of metaphysics and tepislogy in modern
philosophy, and his writings on the whole influethcilie Romantic and
German idealist philosophers of the nineteenthuwgntand had a strong
impact on many of the twentieth century philosopher

Kant’'s psychological rather than metaphysical vigimhe role of
the audience in literature was contrary to anotbeghteenth century
approach, namely the historical one, which arglesiathe importance of
the context for understanding the meaning of thé. t&gainst this view,
Kant promotes and investigates the role of the mimdshaping the
knowledge of the world and the perception of thelkwnaf art. Julie Rivkin
and Michael Ryan summarise Kant's ideas, declatiirag the philosopher
emphasises that

knowledge is shaped by inner mental categoriesdpatate prior to any
sense experience. They determine how we know thilelwknowledge that
was made up of sensory experience alone would haveunity or

coherence. Such ideational unity could be providedy by logical

operations that the mind could produce. One impbcaof this argument
was to shift attention toward the work of the obeerin constructing
knowledge both of the world and of &fft.

¢ Julie Rivkin and Michael Ryatiterary Theory: An AnthologyOxford:
Blackwell Publishing, 2004, p. 129
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Kant's ideas influenced not only nineteenth centubyt also
twentieth century writers and philosophers, amotngmw Edmund Husserl
and his works on phenomenology of knowledge, wieotlers, like Martin
Heidegger and Hans-Georg Gadamer, “worked out gooomise between
the historicist position and the Kantian one”, anguthat knowledge occurs
in time, and it is interpretation, that is, “a tsée&r of meaning from one
moment of history into another that always inflegtsat is known with the
categories and assumptions of the later monfént”.

In Britain, among the main expounders of the Roigaittleas —
William Blake, William Wordsworth, Samuel Taylor @oidge, Percy
Bysshe Shelley, and John Keats — only Coleridganse® have fully
adopted the German perspective. For example, mfke by the German
philosophical ideas of Kant, Hegel, and Schelli@gleridge develops in
Biographia Literariathe conception of a dynamic imagination as a oreat
and unifying principle in poetic practice, and thkeasure educed from
poetry, unlike in the other genres, emerges fromwhole of the poem as
well as from each component part. Moreover, asrédll.. Guerin declares,

this interrelationship between the whole and thespaas manifested in a
consistently recurring image among the Romantitise-image of growth,

particularly of vegetation. Perhaps because ofRbenantics’ infatuation

with nature, the analogy usually likened the indriife of a painting or

poem to the quintessential unity of parts withitrese, flower, or plant: as
the seed determines, so the organism developswasd®

Also, starting from Schelling’s view of imaginatioras
unconsciously creating the real world and constyogseating the ideal
world of art, and his distinction between primangaecondary imagination,
Coleridge creates his own theory of poetic imagimatin Biographia
Literaria (1817), showing its importance as a vital humaoulty and
arguing about its usefulness of operation not anlypoetry but also in
philosophy and even science.

In Britain, like in the rest of Europe, by the nedshteenth century
the Neoclassical tenets came to be attacked byidimg Romantic spirit in
both literary practice — as in the Pre-Romantic mfully-reflective poetry
of Thomas Gray and other representatives of thev&rard School of
Poetry’ — and literary criticism, which rejectedasen and acclaimed the
imaginative and subjective gqualities of the poat] eejected the imitation of
the classics by arguing about the importance ofntitéve literary heritage
and justifying the gothic form in prose fiction. Amg these proto-Romantic

YT
Ibid.

“8Wilfred L. Guerin in Wilfred L. Gueriret al A Handbook of Critical Approaches

to Literature Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005, p. 98.
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critics and writers, mention should be made of TasnWarton with
Observations on The Faerie Queene of Spefisé&s4), Thomas Young with
Conjectures on Original Compositi¢t759), and Richard Hurd witketters

on Chivalry and Romandd762). Thomas Young, in particular, according to
Richard Harland, proclaims originality as an absoldrtue and

attacks the Neoclassical writers’ acceptance of orsdarity and

subservience to authority. Foreshadowing the Roicgnhe envisages
creative power in organic terms (...) He also forésivegs the Romantics in
describing the creative power as ‘the strangeriwithee’, which may be
unknown to the consciousness of its posseSsor.

Romantic criticism developed into a literary dowgriconsisting of a
complex range of theoretical and practical ideas puinciples reifying the
concerns, especially, with status and role of thet,pas well as the definition
and origin of poetry, subject matter of poetryati@inship of poetry to nature
and mind, language of poetry, imagination and magjan, and the purpose
and function of poetry. The major exponents of Ruwtigacriticism in
England were William Wordsworth with his Prefacdfie second edition of
Lyrical Ballads(1800), Samuel Taylor Coleridge wiBiographia Literaria
(1817), and Percy Bysshe Shelley witibefence of Poetr{1821).

The English Romantic Movement, like its general dpaan
counterpart, is primarily a cultural, artistic aitdrary manifestation, which,
in relation to literature, is to be considered itwafold perspective as a new
type of literary discourse, consisting mainly ofital and narrative poetry,
as well as lyrical drama and imaginative proset@hisal fiction and gothic
narratives), and as an important literary doctrbah emerging as rejecting
the Neoclassical principles on art.

As Romanticism represents a strong reaction aghliestlassicism,
the characteristics of this movement's literarycp®e emerge clearer in
opposition to those of the previous period:

Characteristics of Neoclassicism Characteristics dRomanticism

The revival of ancient classical mode|sThe so-called ‘Romantic Revivall,
traditions, ideas, or rather themeaning the revival of the nationgl
continuation of the Renaissance revivalultural heritage, the new interest in the
of ancient classical tradition. Anglo-Saxon and medieval historicgl
past, popular and folk literary traditio
of which major examples would 4
ballad, gothic tales, and historical nov¢

5 o

The emphasis on reason, rationalisnThe importance given to feeling
calculative thought, empiricism, orderjnspiration, and especially imaginatio
and common sense in the treatment @fhich is regarded as the most important

SO

“9 Richard HarlandLiterary Theory from Plato to Barthes: An Introdagt History.
New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 1999, p. 51.
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different subjects, themes, and concernsuman faculty (creative, cognitive,

while rejecting poet’'s subjectivity andinnovative, unifying, etc.).

imagination.

The importance given to normatiyeThe freedom of artistic expression.

prescriptions (decorum, poetic dictioh)

concerning artistic content and form,

while rejecting the freedom of artistjc

expression.

The importance given to the relationshifhe importance given to the relationship

between text and reader, given thbetween author and text, as literatiire

social, moral and didactical purpose |dfias become the expression of the

the  Neoclassical art, especiallyauthor's own sensibility, emotional

concerning moral topics and ethidastates, and states of the mind.

values transmitted by the focus on the

audience and social issues or issues of

general human interest, and the

involvement in the matters of

community and the problems of social

existence.

The abstract meditation, philosophisingThe ‘Rise of Individualism’ expressed

and theory, while rejecting theby the concern with individual

representation of the personal, privatexperience, both  subjective and

and individual experience. psychological.

In the context of the abstract reasoninghe concern with the non-real,

the main concern being with humanmaginary, fantastic, instinctual,

nature in relation to the general humademonic, and mysterious elements |of

condition, as well as social, real, actuahature and human inner world.

and public issues.

The development of a metropolitan typdhe  concern  with  nature and

or culture, the view of art as thecountryside, the former being not just a

expression and product of |amatter of poetic contemplation and

conventional urban society. description, but rather a mirror of the
human life, a spiritual healer, a major
source of feelings and inspiration, and
even ranked to divinity (Pantheism).

Each of these characteristics displays in its tarrmremarkable
complexity of thematic perspectives. For instarmmcerning the emphasis
on individual experience, the English Romantic atghcreated a special
type of character, or ‘lyrical I', which is a saliy, an alienated being, at
odds with society and human kind, rejecting andhdeiejected by the
community, often above human condition by possgssiutstanding
intellectual skills and imaginative flight, whicHlawvs him to transcend
common human existence and reality. These and natingr thematic
perspectives involve the Romantic persona thasfimichself trapped in the
so-called ‘dualism of existence’ (Blake’'s chimnayegper, Shelley’s lyrical
persona inOde to the West Windand many others), expressing either
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‘Romantic rebelliousness’ (Byron’s Cain) or ‘Romianéscapism’ (Byron’s
Childe Harold). Nature, another major concern inmRotic poetry, also
receives a complex thematic expression, where ijustne poem, as in
Shelley’'sTo a Skylark for example, one may find nature to be divine, an
expression of supreme art, standing for spiritwalstence, having no
equivalent in reality and existing only in the psemind and as textual
representation. Nature is also a source of feelisgsrce of knowledge, and
source of inspiration. Nature is here, as in Romapbetry in general,
opposed to human condition in the dualism of eriste to which Shelley
adds inOde to the West Wintie idea of nature as a source of escapism and
the Romantic claim of immortality possible by enmigrthe natural cycle of
death and rebirth.

Likewise, the Romantic aesthetic doctrine, exhibite the great
documents of Romanticism (among which William Woevdgh'’s Preface to
Lyrical Ballads Samuel Taylor Coleridge'8iographia Literarig Percy
Bysshe Shelley'®\ Defence of Poetryand John Keats’ letters), displays a
complex range of ideas and principles of literdwgary and criticism, whose
common focus is on the definition and origin of ppethe subject matter of
poetry, the relationship of poetry to nature anddnihe language of poetry,
the theory of imagination and inspiration, the roliethe poet, and the
purpose and function of poetry.

William Wordsworth’s Preface tayrical Ballads although by far
the most important critical endeavour undertakerabyEnglish Romantic
writer, is the earliest English attempt to build apRomantic aesthetic
doctrine, representing the first manifesto sustgjrthe rise of a new and
national school of poetry as part of the genergliEh Romantic Movement.
Added to the second, that of 1800, edition ofltiigcal Ballads published
by Wordsworth in his own name, the Preface expl#iespoems from the
volume in matters of their origin, subject mateamd language, as to embark
on a more general critical speculation on the stahd mission of the poet,
the importance of imagination in the act of poetieation, the origin and
definition of poetry, and the purpose of poetry.cé&pt, perhaps, the last
issue, Wordsworth’s literary conception emergesaagaction against the
Neoclassical principles of decorum, poetic dictiparsonification, concern
with human nature, and in general against what &wodth referred to as
the artificial poetic practice of the earlier pes$o in particular the
Neoclassical one, which “depraved” the public taatel made it grow
accustomed to “gross and violent stimulants”.

Thus, as a rejection of the Neoclassical poeticceors with the
general human and the urban, Wordsworth claimsstitgect of poetry, in
general, and of the poems in the volume, in pddictio be “incidents and
situations from common life”, the humble and rustidstence, for “in that
condition the essential passions of the heart dirmktter soil in which they
can attain their maturity, are less under restramd speak a plainer and
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more emphatic language”. As it was set forth by Wi$arorth, an important
role in the task of writing poetry is played by ura, because the “passions
of men are incorporated with the beautiful and @eremt forms of nature”.

Furthermore, the chosen as subject matter “incgddant situations
from common life” will be transfigured by “a cemmaicolouring of
imagination, whereby ordinary things should be @nésd to the mind in an
unusual aspect”, and in which it will be traced€‘thrimary laws of our
nature: chiefly as far as regards the manner irchvivie associate ideas in a
state of excitement”. The subject matter of poetngording to Wordsworth,
is threefold, consisting of common, rural life atite beautiful forms of
nature, which are symbiotically united, and the ivitial subjective
experience, and it appears, as it is also revdglatfordsworth’s own poetic
practice, that of the three components, feelingsesent the primary, or the
actual, subject matter, whereas countryside angeate important so far as
they become the source and embodiment of thosmégitary feelings”, that
is, the source of inspiration for the poet. Theariatization of these aspects
of life in poetic form is possible only by the uskpoetic imagination, in
that what is usual, common, and elementary becamesual, sophisticated,
and universal.

Also, in matters of writing poetry, in general, athg poems in the
volume, in particular, and again against the Nessital ideas on the
language of poetry and on decorum and poetic dictiWordsworth, like
other Romantic writers, emphasized the simplicitytree poetic utterance,
which would eventually remove the “falsehood ofatggtion” in Augustan
poetry. Wordsworth proposes the poems in the voltoniee written “in a
selection of language really used by men” in omilarto deviate from the
ordinary language. Moreover, against the Neoclaksitificial distinction
made between the language of prose and that ofypdle¢ poetic language
must not be opposed to that of prose, but to themational language of
science, or “Matter of Fact”, because “some of st interesting parts of
the best poems will be found to be strictly theglzage of prose when prose
is well written”. One may notice here a number ohttadictory ideas
expressed by Wordsworth on language of poetnhanthe language “really
used by men” is not actually the common languagéhefpeople, but “a
plainer and a more emphatic language”, as well a$ptalosophical
language”, and “if the Poet’s subject be judicigushosen, it will naturally,
and upon fit occasion, lead him to passions thguage of which, if selected
truly and judiciously, must necessarily be digmifend variegated, and alive
with metaphors and figures”.

The most interesting and, at the same time, ofigieat of the
Preface contains Wordsworth’s famous definition pdetry and his
speculations about the origin and nature of thatore act:
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| have said that Poetry is the spontaneous overfibpowerful feelings: it
takes its origin from emotion recollected in traitlify: the emotion is
contemplated till by a species of reaction the dralfity gradually
disappears, and an emotion, kindred to that whiak before the subject of
contemplation, is gradually produced, and doedfitsgtually exist in the
mind.

According to Wordsworth, the revival of some orgig painful
feelings will remove the pain, and the poet’s nmiloling poetic creation will
be in a state of enjoyment. A similar effect shob&lin the reader: “those
passions, if the reader's mind be sound and vigorshould always be
accompanied with an overbalance of pleasure”. Thetien is thus
extremely important to the poem: it gives significa to the action and
setting, and, if powerful enough, it would reveathareligious force the
workings of the human heart. Again, one may nolieee the contradictory
exposition of his critical ideas, in that the suddsverflow of powerful
feelings is not enough for poetic composition, sieenotions, experienced
earlier, must be later recollected in a state ahduillity and pass into the
mind as “elevated thoughts”, which is remarkablypressed inTintern
Abbeyand other Wordsworth’s poems.

Concerning the purpose of poetry, Wordsworth'’s igpirseems to
rely on Horace's concept of poetry asle et dulce and on the classical
doctrine in general, for he considers the purpodeetdivided in three types
of action upon the reader: first is that poetraisource of pleasure, second
is that poetry gives knowledge, where “the undeditay of the Reader must
necessarily be in some degree enlightened”, arallyfirpoetry improves
morally the reader, whose “affections [are] strbeged and purified”.

In relation to the purpose of poetry, Wordswortbcdisses the status
and mission of the poet. In the manner of clagsici¥ordsworth insists that
the true mission of the poet is to spread humaanaattitudes among
mankind; the poet is “the rock of defence for humature” and he must not
only treat and reflect faithfully the human feelndut also rectify them,
make them more pure and permanent, carrying with fglationship and
love. That is to say, the poet should not sepdrmself from humanity; he
must be “a man speaking to men”, but differing frdma common man by
his imaginative power, by having “a dispositionlde affected more than
other men by absent things as if they were presemttl by possessing
“more lively sensibility, more enthusiasm and teméss, who has a greater
knowledge of human nature and a more comprehensod”. The
knowledge acquired by the poet is based on thecipten of pleasure;
knowledge cannot exist without pleasure, which itesoots in a “spirit of
love” and an “acknowledgment of the beauty of thaverse”. In this
respect, the poet can be compared to the maneicxiwhose knowledge is
also based on the same principle of pleasure, atid df them having as
their object truth, but, while the scientific truit individual and local, the
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poetic truth, sought by the poet, is general angeusal, immortal as the
heart of man, and “the first and the last of albwiedge”.

Most of Wordsworth’s critical ideas emerge as actiea against
Neoclassicism, namely the Augustan emphasis oromeasles, imitation,
and decorum. Among them, the object to “choosedertis and situations
from common life”, written in a “selection of langge really used by men”,
where there is “no essential difference betweenldhguage of prose and
metrical composition”, the poet being a “man spegkio men” and poetry
“the spontaneous overflow of powerful feelings”gbmating in “emotion
recollected in tranquillity”. However, the rejeatiof the Neoclassical ideas
based on the ancient ones sometimes turns intargromise with those
Neoclassical principles that correspond to his awaws of poetry or give
validity to his own ideas, as, for example Aristtlidea that poetry is the
most philosophic of all disciplines, and the argateeabout the usefulness
of poetry, its main function being to give aesthglieasure and knowledge,
and thereby to cultivate the sensibility of thedera Apart from rejecting or
accepting classical theory, Wordsworth developsesimieas that are original
and innovative for the contemporary to him critide&dcourse (as to mention
just his ideas about the origin of poetry), anérafits to offer a theoretical
alternative of his own, although, in some of itstpahis Preface gives the
impression of ambiguity and contradiction in thiéical statement.

A much better organized, as well as a more themaletand
methodological critical discourse is Samuel Taylmleridge'sBiographia
Literaria (Biographical Sketches of My Literary Life and Opimg 1815-
1817), perhaps the most important and impressivenument of
philosophical criticism in English language.

Revelatory for Coleridge's complex personality as paet,
philosopher, critic, and theologiaBiographia Literariaconsists of some of
his lectures and a series of articles contributeBristol journals, in which
he discusses his own poems and poetry in gendral,thematic and
structural features of poetry, its origin and pwgadout focuses primarily on
the status of the poet and, in relation to it, ortfe imagination.

Coleridge’s aesthetic doctrine, remarkable for jsecision of
philosophical speculation and sharpness of psygiedb insight into the
nature of the poet, is both plagiaristic and o@agjidrawn from his fruitful
friendship with Wordsworth, but mostly indebted tlve conceptions of
German philosophers like Kant, Schelling and FiciMieose influence had a
decisive role in the formulation of Coleridge’s owdoctrine and is
responsible for the difficulty in understanding soaf his concepts.

According to Coleridge, the essence of poetry i tiuth itself
revealed to man at the moment of illumination. émnnis of Coleridge’s
epistemology, man gets initiated into the mysteaksniverse on the level
of senses, on the level of emotions, on the le¥ehtellect, which is an
analytical faculty, on the level of reason, whiabrnis man’s rational
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generalizations, and on the level of intuition, efhenables the poet to grasp
universal truths.

Unlike William Wordsworth, Coleridge submits his ovcritical
credo not as rejecting or accepting some Neockdsgignciples, but as
finding its sources in the literature and, espégiahilosophy of German
Romanticism. Also, unlike Wordsworth who, as Calgd explains,
proposed “to himself as his object, to give therghaf novelty to things of
every day, and to excite a feeling analogous to shpernatural, by
awakening the mind’s attention to the (...) lovelmesd the wonders of the
world before us”, Coleridge’s preference is forirmdkof poetry that

should be directed to persons and characters satpeah or at least
romantic; yet so as to transfer from our inwardurata human interest and
a semblance of truth sufficient to procure for thehadows of imagination
that willing suspension of disbelief for the momemthich constitutes
poetic faith.

And, unlike other English Romantic writers, Colgaduses the
supernatural element in his poems, as he madeinlBwgraphia Literarig
as a technique of psychological revelation, allgvhe poet to bring into
play the hidden forces of the mind.

The common to all English Romantic writers’ critiaancern is
poetic imagination, the most important for Romasnticman faculty and the
only valuable creative principle for a Romantic terj but only Coleridge
formulates a theory of imagination, which is comesétl to be his most
important contribution to English literary theoryndh criticism. Earlier,
Immanuel Kant and Friedrich Schelling distinguistbetween two forms of
imagination, one unconsciously creating the realrldveand another
consciously creating the ideal world of art. In g@me manner, Coleridge
distinguishes two forms of imagination, which hellsca‘Primary
Imagination’ and ‘Secondary Imagination’. In Cotigé’s opinion, primary
imagination is an ordering principle which enabtean to separate and
synthesize, to divide and order, with the aim okimg perception possible
and intuitively grasp the wholeness of an object.efpressed iBiographia
Literaria, the primary imagination is a common human fagutyrepetition
in the finite mind of the eternal act of creationthe infinite | am”, which
acts independently of human will, making possibidyathe unconscious
perception of objects, and representing the bago@/ of man’s awareness
of himself and the external world.

What Coleridge sees as secondary imagination imkygtthe poetic
imagination, the most important faculty of poetienaus, the creative gift
possessed by a poet, whose genius employs it forpethe act of poetic
creation. The secondary imagination acts dependefthuman will, and
represents the conscious use of man’s power ledadirtge realization of
things and their completeness. It is, in this regpe more superior intuitive
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power, for it helps conceiving the oneness of usaks, such as good,
morality, deity, truth, justice. The secondary immagion would be always

vital for poetic activity, “even if all objects weressentially fixed and dead”,
because it “dissolves, diffuses, dissipates in otderecreate”. Possessing
the secondary imagination, the poetic mind persgiselects, and creatively
shapes the immediate manifestations into a new emaslks, which is of

artistic essence, is the poem itself. As Coleriqpgs it, secondary

imagination is the ‘soul’, the most important fagudf poetic genius, motion

being its life, and good sense its body.

Secondary, that is, poetic imagination differs fropmimary
imagination in degree and mode of operation, agdfirs from ‘Fancy’, the
distinction between imagination and fancy beingetidly drawn by
Coleridge in the thirteenth chapterBibgraphia Literaria Fancy is merely
mechanical and imitative, having “no other counterplay with but fixities
and definities”, and assembles and juxtaposes isagel impressions
without fusing them, constructing surface decoratioout of new
combinations of perceptions and memories. In &tistrms, fancy is allied
to talent and the process of understanding, wheseamndary imagination to
genius and the power of reason. Unlike fancy amthgyy imagination, the
secondary imagination is symbolic and emblematic, if “generates and
produces a form of its own”, transforming and bimgginto unity the nature
of what it perceives. In the act of poetic creatitbre action of the poetic, or
secondary, imagination would be to achieve

the balance or reconciliation of opposite or didemt qualities: of

sameness, with difference; of the general, withdbwecrete; the idea, with
the image; the individual, with the representativez sense of novelty and
freshness, with old and familiar objects; a moanthsual state of emotion,
with more than usual order; judgment ever awake atehdy self-

possession, with enthusiasm and feeling profouncdebement; and while it
blends and harmonizes the natural and the artifisiti subordinates art to
nature; the manner to the matter; and our admiratibthe poet to our

sympathy with the poetry.

Apart from his speculations on the nature of poiatiagination, and
also under German influence, rejecting the presSeeycritical tradition of
the previous Neoclassical age, Coleridge is acédifor his conception of
the ‘organicity’ of the poetic work, which is based the distinction between
the modes of operation of secondary imagination famty involved in
poetic activity. According to Coleridge’s theory tife organic form, the
mode of operation of imagination — whose “shapind enodifying power”
is different from the associative power of fancyis-compared to the
biological (organic) growth, and a poem expresge®iganic form which
results from the immediate employment of secondamggination, and
which is illustrated by the poetic techniques inuad, in particular, special
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use of language. In Coleridge’s literary practiae,example would be the
introduction of the ample cadence of the anapapxing the iambs in
Christabel In Biographia Literarig Coleridge also discusses the importance
and role of meter and rhyme in a poem, mentionimg nothing “can
permanently please which does not contain in itd&lfreason why it is so,
and not otherwise”.

A poem is a source of pleasure by the virtue ofelesments and
characteristics which are not superadded, as irdg§varth, but which form
a unity and are perceived by secondary imaginasowholeness, in relation
to which these elements and characteristics gravwnaturally, while being
integral parts of this wholeness. Here Coleridga Romantic rejecting the
Augustan emphasis on rules and conventions, anddhsideration of the
work of art as an object consciously contrived,ihg\as its goal the mere
gratification of an established taste of the pubhdurn, by his theory of the
organic form, Coleridge renders the work of arfdsing and autonomous
entity, growing, developing and coming into existeras a natural being
does, which is by the laws of its own nature.

Like other Romantics, Coleridge discusse®ingraphia Literaria
the function of poetry, which is to mediate betweaan and nature by
means of secondary imagination. There is a fund&hesciprocity between
mind and nature, where the mind, by the actioneabadary imagination,
infuses beauty and animation into the inanimatd wairld perceived by the
ordinary vision of primary imagination. The worldus animated and alive
would confirm, in its turn, the nature of imagimatiin its pleasurable and
joyous activity, making poetry a major source @gdure to man.

For Coleridge, the purpose of poetry is not didacti moral, but
solely aesthetic pleasure: a poem, insists Coleriggopposed to the work
of science by “proposing for its immediate objeleasure, not truth”. Other
literary genres are also sources of pleasure, baiis object in common
with poetry, but, unlike the rest, poetry proposegself “such delight from
the whole, as is compatible with a distinct graéfion from each component
part’. A poem, unlike other literary works, is auste of pleasure from the
way it is written, from the special arrangementitefcomponent parts by
rhyme and meter, where “the parts of which mutuallpport and explain
each other; all in their proportion harmonizing lwitand supporting the
purpose and known influences of metrical arrangdmethat is, the
communication of pleasure.

A wider purpose, with pregnant social implicatiorssattributed to
poetry by another important English Romantic criBercy Bysshe Shelley.
Shelley’'sA Defence of Poetrig a critical essay written in the early part of
1821, but posthumously published iBssays, Letters from Abroad,
Translations and Fragment®dited by Mary Shelley in 1840. This essay
was conceived as a reply to his friend Thomas LBeacock's magazine
article The Four Ages of Poetrywhich appeared in 1820 and which
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promoted the idea that the revival of imaginatiorRiomantic poetry was a
futile return to the habits of the past, and tte best minds of the future
must turn to economic and social sciences, rathan tpoetry. In turn,
Shelley assumed the role of a defender of the @oetoductions in
contemporary to him society, and, in more genenahs, the defender of the
whole notion of imaginative literature as part ofiadustrial culture.

Against a background of classical and Europeanatitee, Shelley
came to write his own poetic credo with passiorfatee and conviction,
concerning the place of poetry and its importanzethte well-being of
humanity. Shelley also discusses in detail thereatd poetic thought and
inspiration, the value of lyrical poetry, the cootien between poetry and
politics, and other issues, among which Shelleyistnimportant concept is
that of the nature of poetic imagination.

Poetry, the way Shelley conceived of it, is the regpion of
imagination. Poetry has a transfiguring power, ingreverything to love. It
makes familiarity disappear from the external woddd discloses the
beauty, which is embodied in the poetic form. Poé&rthe record “of the
best and happiest moments of the best and happieds”; it recreates the
universe in the human mind, bringing with it freeea and novelty of
perception. Poetry is not possible without love @ndgination, which are
the secret of creation, discovery and goodness.

In Shelley’s opinion, the nature of imaginatioressentially moral:
“the great instrument of moral good is the imagovdtand the great secret
of moral is love. Imagination is the poetical fagubf the human mind, “an
imperial faculty”, a qualitative principle asso@dt with the concept of
sentence, and opposed to reason which is a quatifinciple of analysis.
Imagination is viewed as “mind acting upon thoseutihts so as to colour
them with its own light, and composing from thers,feom elements, other
thoughts, each containing within itself the prideipf its own integrity”.
The function of the poetic imagination consiststle creation of new
materials of power, pleasure and knowledge, andrbation in the mind of
a desire to reproduce and arrange them accordirggdertain rhythm and
order, which would be the expression of the bealuifid the good in things.

Throughout his essay, Shelley also associates yp@éth social
freedom, arguing that the “poetry of life” providédse best retort to the
destructive, isolating, “accumulating and calculgtprocesses” of modern
times. In its social implications, poetry “acts froduce the moral
improvement of man”, but poetry is also somethingne, for it “redeems
from decay the visitation of divinity in man”.

Like for other Romantic critics, for Shelley poetiy superior to
other disciplines, including science, because imds light and fire from
those external regions, where “the owl-winged facaf calculation dare not
even soar”. Poetry's faculty is imagination; scescfaculty is reason.
Poetry is more comprehensive than science, forsitthe centre and
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circumference of the knowledge coming from thedasand outside levels
of human existence, whereas science enlarges tphegesof man over the
external world and circumscribes the internal world

Both imagination and reason are associated withptieciple of
utility, and, in both cases, utility implies therpuit of pleasure. Shelley
distinguishes two kinds of pleasure: first, givep poetry, is general,
universal, permanent, and consists in adding spirithe senses and in
strengthening the affections; second, given bynseeis particular and
transitory, refers mainly to the gratification afimal needs, and is made for
the security of life, serving some personal advgesa

Like other Romantic critics, Shelley discusses theguage of
poetry. For Shelley, language is the material oétpo and as such is
superior to other artistic materials (colour, ours, for instance), because it
gives a more direct representation of the actionsgassions of the human
inner life. Working with this material, the poetrsposes poems having
many arrangements of language, in particular th&icak language created
by imagination. The presence of meter in languaage,a harmonious
recurrence of sound, is the expression of the a@@nce in the human
perception of the order of relation between souwsmd human perception,
and between thoughts, and it is this coincidencd thakes translation
impossible. Also, Shelley made no difference betweerse and prose, but
he made the distinction between the measured amdasured language.

In Shelley’s opinion, language has a direct refatmthought alone,
and there is nothing that interposes between coneegd its textual
expression. In modern terms of ‘concept’, ‘signifiand ‘referent in reality’
of the linguistic sign, as Shelley puts it, thenttatic material of a poem has
no referent in the real world, and the artistimsig purely a creation of the
poet’'s mind, having its referent only in the thougif the poet. This
remarkably modern theory is materialised by Shehdyis own poems, as in
the famousTo a Skylarkin which the skylark is “blithe Spirit / Bird tligh
never wert”.

Shelley’s literary practice reifies, actually, mamiyhis other critical
ideas expressed i Defence of Poetrysuch as the consideration of the poet
as an inspired bard ifio a SkylarkandOde to the West Windvhere a major
source of inspiration is nature. Shelley emphadisesdea of the necessity
of inspiration as a state prior to the poetic cosifpan, and of the poet as a
mechanical agent, an unconscious agency, the wbibe spirit of his age.

According to Shelley, the poets are “the unackndgéel legislators
of the world”, who, like Court’s legislators, disezr the words according to
which present things are to be ordered. Poets lae @ophets, able to
behold the future in the present, and philosopladig to perceive and teach
the truth of things; they are the best, the hapied the most illustrious of
the human beings. Shelley admits the existencerofsein poets’ writings,
because they experience everything to a more iatdagree, but, whatever
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mistakes, they will be “washed in the blood of thediator and redeemer
Time”.

In the history of English literary criticism, a atively late discovery
was John Keats, whose letters, after a more caggéuhination in the 1930s,
revealed a Romantic literary critic whose ideas)kieg with those of
Wordsworth, Coleridge, and Shelley, have been #@melh as ‘really
intuitively contemplative’, direct, detailed, andaere, and as belonging to a
poet of true genius, a writer of great intellectaad moral strength. The
modern readers are impressed by Keats’ clear rampon issues of art and
existence, the relation of art to sensation, thoagtd ethics, as well as on
literary issues, namely poetry, poet, and imagamati

An original approach to imagination is represeritgdKeats’ view
of the stages of imagination — childhood, youthq amaturity — which are,
actually, the main stages in the development ofdwpersonality. During
the progress from childhood to maturity, as expeeel by Keats himself,
one may pass through moments of confusion, a s#nsésdirection, or, at
least, uneasy melancholy. In a letter from April88Keats states that “the
imagination of a boy is healthy, and the maturegimation of man is
healthy; but there is a space of life between, mctv the soul is in a
ferment, the character undecided, the way of lifieettain, the ambition
thick-sighted”. A month later, in a famous letterhis friend John Hamilton
Reynolds, dated May 3, 1818, Keats further extetids discussion on
existence and the states of the human mind, anelajes/the metaphor of
life as a many-chambered mansion:

| compare human life to a large Mansion of Many Apents, two of
which | can only describe, the doors of the regtdas yet shut upon me —
The first we step into we call the infant or thotigks Chamber, in which
we remain as long as we do not think — We remagnetla long while, and
notwithstanding the doors of the second Chamberaiemvide open,
showing a bright appearance, we care not to hdeténbut are at length
imperceptibly impelled by the awakening of the Ky principle — within
us — we no sooner get into the second Chamber,hwhihall call the
Chamber of Maiden-Thought, than we become intogtatith the light
and the atmosphere, we see nothing but pleasandlergmnand think of
delaying there for ever in delight: However amoing ¢ffects this breathing
is father of is that tremendous one of sharpenmgjsovision into the heart
and nature of Man — of convincing ones nerves thatWorld is full of
Misery and Heartbreak, Pain, Sickness and oppmssiovhereby this
Chamber of Maiden-Thought becomes gradually dadkemal at the same
time on all sides of it many doors are set opentab dark — all leading to
dark passages — We see not the balance of gooevdn@/e are in a Mist —
We are now in that state — We feel the ‘burdenhef Mystery’. To this
point was Wordsworth come, as far as | can conceilien he wrote
Tintern Abbeyand it seems to me that his Genius is explorativhose
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dark Passages. Now if we live, and go on thinking,too shall explore
them.

In a letter dated November 22, 1817 (to BenjamineBp Keats
calls imagination the “old wine of heaven, whictall the redigestion of our
most ethereal musings on earth”. Here he distilgsidetween the “simple
imaginative Mind”, which is delighted by the “regin of its own silent
working coming continually on the spirit with a éirsuddenness”, and the
“complex Mind”, which is “imaginative and at thermsa time careful of its
fruits — who would exist partly on sensation, padh thought — to whom it
is necessary that the years should bring the Riftds Mind”. In the same
letter, Keats states that

I am certain of nothing but the holiness of thertigaffections and the
truth of Imagination. What Imagination seizes as8g must be the Truth
— whether it existed before or not — for | have #amne idea of all our
passions as of love — they are all in their sublicneative of essential
beauty.

In the letter of December 21, 1817 (to George and Keats),
Keats exploits further the relationship between gmation, beauty and
truth: “The excellence of every art is its intepsicapable of making all
disagreeables evaporate, from their being in ctetionship with beauty
and truth”. This letter contains the famous theofynegative capability’,
which, Keats claims, has occurred to him in the gany of one Dilke, about
whom he writes: “Dilke was a man who cannot feelHzs a personal
identity unless he has made up his mind about éviegy (...) He will never
come at a truth as long as he lives, because &levag/s trying at it”. Keats
calls this human quality ‘Negative Capability’, whiis very important for
the artist, since it forms “a man of achievemespegially in literature, and
which Shakespeare possessed so enormously”.

According to Keats, negative capability

is when a man is capable of being in uncertaintiegsteries, doubts,
without any irritable reaching after fact and rease Coleridge, for
instance, would let go by a fine isolated verisitude caught from the
Penetralium of mystery, from being incapable of a@nimg content with
half-knowledge. (...) With a great poet, the sensebeduty overcomes
every other consideration, or rather obliteratésaisideration.

Another famous idea refers to what Keats calls tReetical
Character'. In the letter of October 27, 1818 (iohArd Woodhouse), Keats
defines the poetical character as having

no self — it is everything and nothing — It hasamaracter — it enjoys light
and shade; it lives in gusto, be it foul or fairgth or low, rich or poor,
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mean or elevated. It has as much delight in contgia lago as an Imogen.
What shocks the virtuous philosopher delights theneeleon Poet. It does
no harm from its relish of the dark side of thirgsy more than from its
taste for the bright one; because they both esgéculation [not in action].

The poet, then, according to Keats,

is the most unpoetical of anything in existencesduse he has no identity —
he is continually informing — and filling some otheody — the sun, the
moon, the sea; and men and women who are creatfirgspulse are
poetical and have about them an unchangeable wdrib the poet has
none; no identity — he is certainly the most unpeg¢tof all God's
creatures.

Keats declared about himself to possess all theatures of the
‘poetical character’, opposed to the “Wordsworthisregotistical sublime”,
and that he has acquired his own personal idethibugh the experience of
pain, the “crowning” achievement of human life,les claims in the letter
dated February-May, 1819 (to George and Georgiasd

Call the world if you please ‘The vale of soul-madi (...) Soul is
distinguished from an Intelligence. There may lelligences or sparks of
the divinity in millions — but they are not soulstil they acquire identities,
till each one is personally itself;

and, to his own question “How are then souls torlagle?”, Keats answers
with another one: “Do you not see how necessaryoddwof pains and
troubles is to school an intelligence and makesibal?”

In the history of literature, the importance of Rinticism emerges
from breaking the linearity of literary developmatiminated by classical
principles, and from reviving the spirit of origiitg in literature, which
resulted in the co-existence of both innovative aradlitional trends in
Victorian Age and twentieth century.

In the history of literary theory and criticism, Rantic doctrine has
played a similar notable role, providing alternatito classical views of
literature ways of understanding and influencing likerary practice. With
Romanticism, literary criticism was not just import, but became
necessary, for it had assumed the purpose to #ssishplementation in the
cultural background, dominated by classical prilesp of a new type of
literary discourse, which is Romanticism, and whitgtd to survive against
the authority of tradition and rules.

Although determined by the literary practice, ofigthit remains a
faithful exponent, the criticism of the Romanticripd shows serious
attempts to innovate the critical judgement onrditere, and provides an
important step towards the scientific critical discse by means of
developing new critical concerns (the most impdrtare being the concern
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with author) and new theories (to mention just @dge’s theory of poetic
imagination), and establishing a critical methodgl@and terminology by
combining tradition and originality.

However, like the criticism of the previous peripdse Romantic
aesthetic doctrine is dependent on and expresseshédwacteristics of the
type of literature it belongs to, being determirsdand determining in its
turn the literary activity. The Romantic criticisisialso subjective, because
the critics are writers who tend to overrate thtueaof their own literary
works and promote them as models of imaginativeting;i it is also
normative and prescriptive, because it attemptanfmose certain rules of
poetic composition; and, finally, it is defensi@ecause it argues about the
value of its literature in the determent of othgres.

After the Romantic revival of innovation and origlity in arts and
literature, it is the philosophical, scientifictiatic, and literary diversity of
the next period in the history of English literauand criticism, that is,
Victorian Age, which would confer a typology toeliairy criticism, provide
more serious changes in the nature and status itidistn, reveal the
acquiring by criticism of a more theoretical, stiéty and systematic spirit,
and, the last but not the least, the acquiring nafependence from the
determinism of the literary practice and throwingas the dependent,
subjective, defensive, and prescriptive charadiesis
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The Victorian Criticism: Arnold, Ruskin, Pater

In England, like in the rest of Europe, Romantiaa@aptions on art
remain strong and in some respects dominant itatee nineteenth century,
as in the critical essays of Matthew Arnold, bug #xpansion of different
literary movements and trends helped the divestifia of literary criticism.
After Romanticism proclaimed the freedom of antistixpression, by the
second half of the nineteenth century there wenerfeules to be followed,
hence the more artistic experimentation and therdity of trends and
movements (Realism, Naturalism, Impressionism, Wetgtism, the doctrine
of ‘art for art's sake’, Hedonism, Decadence, Sylising), along with a
greater variety of critical approaches to literatur

Contrary to Romanticism is the literary trend aallRealism, but
there was no violent contestation between themfoasnstance, the deep
gap between Romanticism and Neoclassicism. RaRealism co-existed
with the flourishing from within the Romantic litmy tradition
Aestheticism, Symbolism, and other avant-gardedsef the second half of
the nineteenth century. One may also argue thatlisReathough a
continuation of the Neoclassical model, is lesonal and normative, and
that its concerns with psychological issues comtithe individualised and
personalised by the Romantics human character.h&naxample would the
historical concern in literature, but what in Rortieism was a historical
romance dealing with medieval and other earlietirggs, in realistic novels
both history and psychology received a ‘true-teliperspective under the
representation of the contemporary society.

The shift from Romanticism to Realism is thus thétsrom the
subjective to the social, from the individual asstea of his destiny to a
multitude of character types as social units, frim narrow circle of
personal existence to the wide social panoramaagong many social
sectors and character types presented in sootshtiton. But Realism is not
regarded as a wholly unified trend, being ofterid#id into a low-mimetic
perspective (Thackeray, Dickens) and high-mimeBedrge Eliot), or one
may speak about, as Richard Harland does, “therésdistic generation of
Dickens, Gogol and Balzac leading on to the mosdigic generation of
Eliot, Tolstoy and Flaubert, in turn leading on te hyper-realistic
generation of the Naturalists”. Concerning literarificism, Harland argues
that it was not until “the advent of Naturalism tthhe claims of Realism
were articulated in a theoretically confrontatiomanner®.

In this respect, paralleling the shift of the l#sr concern from
subjectivity to society, literary theory moved frdhe expressive theory of
authorship to social theories of literature.

* Richard HarlandLiterary Theory from Plato to Barthes: An Introdagt History.
New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 1999, p. 81.
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However, the critical scene was much more comglar that: in the
field of literary theory and criticism, apart frotine Romantic theory, which
remained influential after Romanticism seized itgsence as a regular
movement from about 1830 onwards, the rest of thet@enth century saw
realistic, naturalistic, impressionistic, aesthethdstorical, biographical,
sociological, and humanistic criticism, offering mmpressive typology that
became more diversified in the twentieth century.

Also, a major change took place about the statukeotritic: it was
on the way of becoming professional, since literenijicism started to be
less produced by writers than by academics (ustiaiy university chairs
for study of literature, doing editing of texts amdoviding scholarly,
historical and biographical research) and jourtalidics (of different
periodicals, producing informative essays and res)e

In nineteenth century, criticism became a genewabfean practice
of literary evaluation, where different critics fnoall over the Continent and
representing different literary groups or philosiophtheories contributed to
the development of literary criticism which becammere scientific and
theoretical, receiving its methodical and methodmlal input from the
rising in that period different scientific, philgsacal, social and literary
movements. In philosophy, politics, society, andidss on art, the
nineteenth century brought in astonishing innovat@and change: the
principles of democracy, feminism, unionization wbrkers, socialism,
Darwin’s evolution, Comte’s view of society, Marx\@ew of history,
Taine’s view of literature, Ruskin’s and Pater'ews of art, and Freud'’s
view of human psyche.

Among the most influential nineteenth century pédphers is
Friedrich Nietzsche (1844-1900), whose work, thonghsystematic, covers
a great number of concerns ranging from the funabidlanguage to theories
on myth. His anti-dogmatic and anti-Christian vieasd most of his ideas —
such as those on subjectivism in human perceptidnsaarch for truth, the
cognitive role of language, art as human most @ffeaneans of dealing
with existence which is essentially tragic, theecgipn of conformity and
dogmas, and the support for the one who has thacitgpto create, to be
“free spirit” or “new philosopher”, and whom Nietdee calls
“Ubermensch”, the ‘superman’ — challenged the \fieto belief in progress
and influenced the literary activity of many conparary and twentieth
century writers, and became important points anezice in later philosophy
and literary criticism, as in Freud, Existentialisamd the poststructuralist
writings of Jacques Derrida and Paul de Man. Fstaince,

deconstructionist criticism, as in Derrida, RolaBdrthes, Paul de Man,
Jean-Francois Lyotard, Gilles Deleuze, and J. $iMiller, has found his
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theothanatology especially virtuous for the propaga of autogeneal,
autotelic, ‘grammarless’ reflection.

Concerning literary criticism, Nietzsche reject® thpinions and
interpretations made according to the values imhbseculture and religion,
and assigns to criticism the task to unmask all greedetermined values
governing the human estimation and understandintheftext. Alexander
Nehamas explains Nietzsche’s belief that

as there is not a single mode of life, good forpalbple, so it is not clear
that there can ever be a single, overarching irgéaipon of a particular text
that everyone will have to accept. “The” world ditide” text are equally
indeterminate. The problem with this approach, ioratity as well as in
literature, is that every unmasking must itself qgged from a particular
point of view, which it must take for granted whitds depending upon it.
Thus, every revelation of the partiality of a pms point of view will
contain within it an unquestioned commitment to sofarther point of
view. The genealogical enterprise therefore caemet be fully completed.
Even the claim that there is no truth, that thelsvand the text are equally
indeterminate, in being claimed, is claimed toroe ¥

In the literary field, reacting against the Romarparadigm was
Realism, one of the most important nineteenth cgdtierary trends, which
was shaped by the ideas of Comte, Taine, Feuerlizaryin, Hegel, and
Marx. Realism manifested itself predominantly inctibn, requiring
faithfulness to actuality in its representatiorg doncentration of the novelist
on everyday events, the environment, the social golidical realities, and
ordinary people. These ideas were largely suggdstedhampfleury irLe
Realismg(1857), the work which actually became the manifed the new
literary doctrine, though the author himself disamed of the term, and in
many respects regarded the newly emerging moveasambdesirable.

Among those who contributed to the consolidatiorReglism as a
literary tradition and critical approach mentiorosll be also made of the
Russian critic and writer Vissarion Grigoryevich liBeky (1811-1848),
whose ideas influenced the Marxist school of litetheory and the literary
practice of Dostoyevsky, Turgenev, and Gogol. FelirBky, literature is a
reflection of life, above all the contemporary Jifeith emphasis on national
and historical features, where, as he claim®iinthe Russian Story and the
Stories of Gogolnot the ideal life is to be expressed, but “&feit is. Be it
good or bad, we do not wish to adorn it”.

*1|. R. Makaryk, edEncyclopedia of Contemporary Literary Theory: Apmebes,
Scholars, TermsToronto: University of Toronto Press, 2000, p543

%2 Alexander Nehamas in Groden, M. and Kreiswirth, &ls The Johns Hopkins
Guide to Literary Theory and CriticisnBaltimore: The Johns Hopkins University
Press, 1994, p. 547.
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The critical realistic view on literature and thealistic novel of the
nineteenth century owe much to the positivist @ufghy of the period, in
particular to the ideas of Hippolyte Taine (182838 who considers
literature to be the product of “la race, le milietule moment”, and Auguste
Comte (1789-1857), whose studies on society aneheeiinfluenced the
realistic writings of the period and, together wiflarx's theories of society
and Taine’s opinions on literature, shaped a newehof literary criticism
combining historical with sociological approacHiterary production.

Where for Arnold criticism would consider the effeof literature
on society, for Taine, Marx and the entire sociaabcriticism of the period
the main interest is in society as the cause efditire and literature as the
product of a society.

According to Taine, the study of literary works shlibconsider the
“forces arising from racial inheritance”, “sociatd political environment”,
and “the moment of time in which the literature tbe historical figure
emerged”. In other words, concerning the estimatbra literary work,
Taine asserts three important factors that arentaéen sources for the
elementary moral state of the human being, andiware to be taken into
consideration in the study of past literature: rédisclosing that the writers
of the same nation share similar emotions and idepeessed in the work),
environment or surroundings (helping the criticzitmerstand the intellectual
and cultural issues expressed in the work), andhlepoffering through the
information on the period’s values, customs, ol$pculture, and science
the true understanding of the meaning expresstgkiwork).

When their influence is revealed, the three factrgsace, milieu,
and moment provide the understanding of any lijepariod, and, when the
focus is on individual literary works, these fast@re also to be taken into
consideration, since the work is determined byaththor's psychology and
the psychology is determined by race, environmant moment of time.
For instance, in hiblistory of English Literatur¢1864), Taine speaks about
the role of the climate as important circumstancing upon race and its
psychological traits, where, in the case of thei®rj “rain, wind, and surge
leave room for naught but gloomy and melancholygfms”.

By subordinating literature to sociology, Tainghe founder of the
sociology of literature, recommending the studyitefature in the direction
to disclose its representation of individual a®eia being, and to construct
from literary texts, which are also literary docuntse the moral and social
history of mankind. In this, literature is supertorhistory, because “a great
poem, a fine novel, the confession of a superion,nage more instructive
than a heap of historians with their histories”dathey are instructive
because “they are beautiful; their utility growdgtwiheir perfection, and if
they furnish documents it is because they are mentsh

But the study of literary authors and texts, am@&aéxplains in his
Introduction to hisHistory of English Literature requires a scientific
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approach, it is better done in a scientific manieparticular by applying
the methods of biology, as to penetrate the “médaaulties and feelings”
that make the inner man, to ‘get inside’ the lifed avorks of an author in
order to better disclose the social and moral ratiren individual features of
the human being. Literary criticism is thus a kimidadd-on to social and
moral history, because, Taine argues, a literatly“te not a mere individual
play of imagination, the isolated caprice of anitdbrain, but a transcript
of contemporary manners, a manifestation of a icekimd of mind” from
which “we might discover (...) a knowledge of the manin which men
thought and felt centuries ago”.

Emphasising the importance of history was alsoGkerg Wilhelm
Friedrich Hegel, although the German philosopheriarily considered in
relation to the late eighteenth and early nineteecénturies German
philosophical movement called ‘Idealism’, whichcissely linked with both
Romanticism and Enlightenment. Influenced by Atisto Descartes,
Goethe, and Kant, Hegel's view of history, idealigreedom and nature,
immanence and transcendence, Master versus Slaletdi, and ‘dialectic
of existence’ (described i&cience of Logiq1811, 1812, and 1816) as
involving ‘Sein’ (‘pure Being’) and ‘Nichts’ (‘Notimg’) united as
‘Becoming’) influenced many writers and philosopherf the nineteenth
century, among whom Schopenhauer, Nietzsche, Hgéledrussell, and
Marx. Karl Heinrich Marx (1818-1883) produced hisvrg Marxist, or
materialistic, dialectics, rejecting, together witfriedrich Engels, the
philosophical idealism of Hegel and claiming that:

My dialectic method is not only different from thkegelian, but is its direct
opposite. To Hegel, the life-process of the humainbi.e., the process of
thinking, which, under the name of ‘the Idea’, he® transforms into an
independent subject, is the demiurgos of the realdyand the real world
is only the external, phenomenal form of ‘the Ide®with me, on the

contrary, the ideal is nothing else than the matevorld reflected by the

human mind, and translated into forms of thought.

Marx’s views of society were highly influential dierary practice
but especially on critical thought, resulting in mMat criticism, which,
according to Malcolm Hicks and Bill Hutchings, sed&

establish the ways in which a text is both a prodard critique of the
society which has given rise to it. (...) Marxistticrirejects any notion that
a text's excellence resides in its universality. )(.Rather, he or she
approves of the social and historical placing oftdeas essential for
demonstrating their relevance to the political mmoeet of their times?

*3 Malcolm Hicks and Bill Hutchingd.iterary Criticism London: Edward Arnold,
1989, p. 8.
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With respects to the realistic literary practicé,goeater influence
was Comte’s six-volum€ours de philosophie positi@830-1842), which
made possible the appearance of the science afleggj the term which he
also invented. The work expresses Positivism ashiiogophy and its
scientific attitude towards social behaviour, theise-and-effect relationship
in economics, religion, culture, and other areashafan existence, and
which explains the human conduct. Indeed, accorttingndrew Milner,
Comte is “credited as the author, not only of slogg, but also of
‘positivism’, that is, the doctrine that societydathe human condition can be
studied by means roughly analogous to the methddghe natural
sciences™’

In his work, Comte traces the famous ‘law of thsteges’, stating
that knowledge begins in theological form, passeehé¢ metaphysical form,
and finally becomes positive, or, in Comte’s owrreég)

The law is this: — that each of our leading conicgyst, — each branch of our
knowledge, — passes successively through threeereift theoretical
conditions: the Theological, or fictitious; the Mphysical, or abstract; and
the Scientific, or positive.

Developing one the first theories of the ‘sociabletionism’, Comte
saw three phases in the development of human goeietheological,
metaphysical, and positivist — claiming that Eurapes in the last of the
three stages, which he calls ‘scientific’ and ‘pigsi, and which is to
embark on scientific research and scientific exglimm of phenomena based
on observation, experiment, and comparison. Thenstic method is a
means of positive affirmation of different theorigdich would offer the
only authentic knowledge, which is the scientifieeo

Comte’s views influenced the realistic and natstadi writings of
Stendhal, Balzac, Flaubert, Zola, Maupassant, Digk&hackeray, George
Eliot, Hardy, and many other writers, of which sotaeed literary critics.
For instance, Emile Zola (1840-1902) in Hxperimental Novel(1879)
explains the literary categories he has come t@ldpvas Naturalism. This
famous essay shows the influence on literatureteckdry the contemporary
naturalistic philosophy and science. Charles Ddsniiheory of Evolution
in particular, prompted the idea that man is a wulze of chemical action
and reaction and thus subject to biological heeitaand the product of the
socio-economic milieu, whose institutions are impracess of evolution
similar to nature itself. To be an experimental élst is then for Zola to
adopt and adapt the newly developed scientific odghin the literary
creative process as to achieve “the study of sepéaats, the anatomy of
special cases, the collecting, classifying, ankktiog, of human data”.

** Andrew Milner.Literature, Culture and Societyzondon: Routledge, 2005, p. 18.
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Zola himself claimed to have applied to his nowkks experimental
scientific method from the experimental medicinevedeped by Claude
Bernard, who

explains the differences which exist between tHenses of observation
and the sciences of experiment. He [Bernard] caledy finally, that
experiment is but provoked observation. All expenal reasoning is
based on doubt, for the experimentalist should hev@reconceived idea,
in the face of nature, and should always retainliberty of thought. He
simply accepts the phenomena which are produceccnwiiney are
produced.

Like a doctor studying the organism, the noveksaiscientist not
only observing but also objectively experimentingbietter understand the
human intellectual and emotional life and the dogidieu which, together
with the biological heritage, shapes the charadtee. novelist then writes in
a realistic manner — developing his plot as a clehiavents linked by the
cause and effect relationship — to reveal the igstir rather the struggle, of
a human being presented with a certain biologieaitdge against specific
socio-economic conditions.

Although Zola’s view of the novelist as a scientstquiring
scientific knowledge of man in both his individuaid social relations are
considered by many as naive and untenable, acgotdibavid Baguley,
Zola's ideas

may be viewed, for example, as an elaborate matiyatystem of fictional
representation, one that is perfectly logical andarstandable in the age of
the prestigious biological episteme on which ib&sed. The scientifically
verified laws of nature provided established, guidisequences of
consequentiality to motivate naturalist fictiondyage domain remained, as
Zola was careful to insist, not the realm of theeisces themselves but the
world of the novelist, of the individual in society

Opposite to Naturalism and Realism, and continuitey Romantic
paradigm, were the principles of Aestheticism, Basmanism, Symbolism,
Decadence, and the entire spectrum of the latete@nth century artistic
avant-garde trends. The major emphasis is on tha tat art must be
autonomous, which has its starting point in 183tk whe French writer,
painter, and critic Théophile Gautier proclaimimg tdoctrine of ‘I'art pour
lart’, or ‘art for art's sake’. Rejecting the Romtéc worship of nature,
Gautier, Baudelaire and other French Symbolisteraghe artistic to be
superior to the natural: “Nature is stupid, with@ainsciousness of itself,

* David Baguley in Groden, M. and Kreiswirth, M. seihe Johns Hopkins Guide
to Literary Theory and CriticistrBaltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press,
1994, p. 750.
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without thought or passion”, declares Gautier, farmore beautiful, more
true, more powerful than nature”.

Also, according to Gautier, the formal, aesthetauty is the very
purpose of a work of art, and, as he claims in Phneface to his novel
Mademoiselle de Maupif1835), art has no utility: “Nothing is really
beautiful unless it is useless, everything usefulgly, for it expresses a
need, and the needs of man are ignoble and diegu$iie his poor nature.
The most useful place in a house is lavatory”. Adtg to Gilbert Highet,
the view of beauty as an independent value andidio&ine of ‘art for art's
sake’ infiltrated into France and the rest of Ewrdpom Kant and his
philosophical successors who developed the idga tha

there is an aesthetic sense by which we apprettiatbeautiful — a sense
quite independent of our moral judgement, independé our intellect. If
that is true, it follows that the artist works thgh this special sense, and
that it is quite irrelevant to introduce moral otellectual standards into the
appreciation of a work of art. Kant said works of laad ‘purposefulness
without propose’, by which he meant that they saktoérave been created
to serve some special end; yet they had no clesiined function like a
chair or a machine: rather, they were like a flaWer

With Gautier claiming that art has no utility, aRde creating the
theory of ‘poemper sé and rejecting “heresy and other critics”, thetbig
of criticism encounters the objective theory of &gt whose standards art is
autonomous, self-sufficient and serves no othepgse (moral, didactic,
political, or propagandist) than the pursuit of theauty, and should be
judged only by aesthetic criteria.

These are actually the main principles of Aestlmatic an important
movement in the second half of the nineteenth cgnthe dominant British
figures being Walter Pater and Oscar Wilde. Unlikatthew Arnold who
believed that art had a power to transform theucaltmilieu, Pater and
Wilde argued that art is self-sufficient and quiseless. Wilde also insisted
on the separation between art and morality — hgld@iriThe Critic as Artist
that art and ethics are “absolutely distinct anpasate” and rejecting any
“ethical sympathy” in the artist — and, followinga@ier, proclaims ifrhe
Decay of Lyingnature to be inferior to art: “what Art really eais to us is
Nature’s lack of design, her curious crudities, Ggtraordinary monotony,
her absolutely unfinished condition”.

Aestheticism developed a theory reflecting the Eneimfluence of
Symbolism — not Mallarme and Valery as much as i8aand Baudelaire —

*% Théophile Gautier cited in Richard Harlahiterary Theory from Plato to
Barthes: An Introductory HistoryNew York: Palgrave Macmillan, 1999, p. 103.
*" Gilbert Highet.The Classical Tradition: Greek and Roman InfluenmesVestern
Literature Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1976, p. 444.

103



combined with native ideas, but its roots go bacthe Romantic doctrine of
Kant, Schiller, Coleridge and others, and its idealp define in Victorian
literature the reverence for beauty of the Pre-Rafites (Dante Gabriel
Rossetti, William Morris, Charles Algernon Swinbajnand the concern
with form of the Parnassians (Lionel Johnson, Awndreang, Ernest
Dowson, Edmund Gosse), and in the first half oftthentieth century some
thematic and structural aspects of the experimemtitings of Modernism.
Aestheticism asserts that art is self-sufficiengttthere is no connection
between art and morality, and that art should pl@wviefined sensuous
pleasure rather than convey moral or sentimentaksages, have a didactic
purpose, or be in some other ways useful.

The main theoretician of Aestheticism in Englands Wdalter Pater
(1839-1894), who coined the phrase ‘art for artakes in English,
introduced the impressionistic methods in criticisamd wrote on style,
beauty, reception, and hedonism. Walter Pater was &t Shadwell, in East
London, the second son of Dr Richard Globe PatdrMaria Hill Pater. All
his life, Pater was a reclusive Oxford scholar, ihatibordinate to Victorian
standards and assumptions, at the same time aitaesteelativist, sceptical
about all fixed and dogmatic doctrines or theorieater’s first essay, on
Coleridge’s philosophy, was published in 1866, angear after, an essay on
Winckelmann, both in th&/estminster Review

Pater’s other critical studies include a numberes$ays, inThe
Guardian The AthenaeumPall Mall Gazette and other periodicals, on
Leonardo, Botticelli, Michelangelo, and other dsgjsas well as on
Wordsworth, Lamb, and Romanticism in general. Hestures were
posthumously published &reek StudiesPater’s contribution to English
thought and literature also includes a volume dfogbphic descriptions of
characters carefully set in their environment, tlxdtilmaginary Portraits
(1887); Appreciations, with an Essay on Sty(#889), a collection of
writings and an essay on his own theory of comfmsita volume of highly
stylized college lectures published Btato and Platonism(1893), and
designed to introduce the ancient philosopher dadfyc his historical
position; andMarius the Epicurean(1885), his most valuable legacy to
imaginative literature, a novel written in the fitaah of the Bildungsroman
to illustrate through elaborate sentences the piofe of prose style and the
ideal of the aesthetic life.

Pater's most famous and influential book wise Studies in the
History of Renaissancgl872), which set the impressionistic criticismaas
new trend in art criticism, and which focused oa #ffects of a work of art
on the viewer. The book is famous for many phrasekpassages of poetic
prose, as the one describing Leonarddana Lisa beginning with “she is
older than the rocks on which she sits”, but thestmiofluential part of the
book is the epilogue, Pater speaking here of “dwird of beauty, the love of
art for art’'s sake”, the phrase ‘art for art’s sakeing coined by Pater in
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relation to the general European aesthetic docthaeart is self-sufficient,
could not or should not be in any way useful, aeédserve no social,
moral, or political purpose.

The Renaissancesnders the author’s conviction that it is in art
where the finest sensations are to be found andeathe human existence
has the possibility of preserving the intense Hettihg moments of
experience. The human life is indeed uncertainfieading, and, instead of
pursuing inaccessible ultimate truths, man shouhives to purify his
sensations and passing impressions, so that, asras it in the conclusion
to The Renaissance

we may well grasp at any exquisite passion, or aagtribution to
knowledge that seems by a lifted horizon to sesthigt free for a moment,
or any stirring of the senses, strange dyes, strammjours, and curious
odours, or work of the artist’s hands, or the fatene’s friend.

The artistic reception is possible when the spmifithe receiver is
free from any constraints of tradition or theorg, at itself is autonomous
and self-sufficient. Pater promotes what Abrams tte ‘objective theory’
of art by asserting the freedom of artistic reaaptover normative and
prescriptive nature of the “philosophical theorigddeas, as points of view,
instruments of criticism”, which determine neithiee artistic production nor
the receiver’s understanding, but only “may helgaigather up what might
otherwise pass unregarded by us”.

The doctrine of ‘art for art's sake’, which domiadt the late
nineteenth century avant-garde culture in Europ Eamgland, made Pater
the leading mastermind of the English aestheticarmmant of the 1880s and
the most important influence on the works of thetlaetic writers of the
closing years of the nineteenth century. Among th&scar Wilde openly
proclaimed himself a disciple of Pater and the ofitart for art's sake’, his
novel The Picture of Dorian Gragxplicitly materialising aesthetic doctrines
and ideas. Pater’s influence also continued iritkeary context of the early
twentieth century, namely that of Modernism, whei® ‘impressions’ and
‘moments’ — “where every moment some form growsfqmrin hand or
face; some tone on the hills or the sea is chadl@ar the rest; some mood of
passion or insight or intellectual excitement rgsistibly real and attractive
to us” — were transformed into the ‘image’ of EBaund and the Imagist
poets, and into the ‘epiphany’ of James Joyce.

Walter Pater and his followers advocated Aestrsticiaesthetic
hedonism, the aesthetic doctrine of ‘art for ast&e’, and the refinement of
sensation in pursuit of an ultimate truth in ard dife, defying conventional
opinion and the social, moral or political purpaseart. Pater’s work was
revered by Wilde, Swinburne, Rossetti, and all dec& and art-centric
writers of the late Victorian period, who develoghbd cult of beauty, which
they considered the basic factor in art, believheg life should copy art; in
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art and literature they prompted suggestion nadiestant, sensuality not
morality, and the use of symbols and synaesthdiects, meaning the
correspondence between words, colours and music.

Pater stated that life had to be lived intensadllpiing an ideal of
beauty, his work showing a change in his thinkirggrf the abstract idealism
of Ruskin to more concrete reflections on beautytHe Preface tdhe
RenaissancePater rejects the use of abstract terms in atittudy, and
argues that beauty is not an abstract concept lbaherete one and should
be defined by concrete terms. Moreover, to undedstawork of art in all its
complexity, the critic should discover the impressi it produces in the
receiver and to discriminate between these imprassand the impressions
produced by experiencing other works of art:

the function of the aesthetic critic is to distimgjy to analyse, and separate
from its adjuncts, the virtue by which a picture,landscape, a fair
personality in life or in a book, produces this@pkimpression of beauty
or pleasure, to indicate what the source of thair@ssion is, and under
what conditions it is experienced. His end is reachwhen he has
disengaged that virtue, and noted it, as a chemigts some natural
element, for himself and others; and the rule imse who would reach this
end is stated with great exactness in the wordsretent critique of Saint-
Beuve: De se borner a connaitre de prés les laleses, et a s’en nourrir
en exquis amateurs, en humanists accomplish.

Likewise, another critic of the century, Henry Jani£843-1916), in
his famousThe Art of Fiction(1884) asserts impression to be an essential
condition of fiction: “A novel is in its broadesefinition a personal, a direct
impression of life; that, to begin with, constitsités value, which is greater
or less according to the intensity of the imprassio

In this respect, Walter Pater, the major Britiskthete, is considered
to be the founder of impressionistic criticism (aiishould be distinguished,
as having little in common, from Impressionist paig). According to Pater
in The Renaissancéhe real understanding of literature is lesssalteof the
objective judgement than of the critic's individuasponses to particular
literary works and the critical act would be a kdally expressed
appreciation of the work. Further developing thisw; Wilde considers the
objective evaluation of literature as irrelevand atevelops inThe Critic as
Artist a type of ‘creative criticism’, which he calls &hetic’ and which,
based on the critic’'s own reading, would “treat tnark of art simply as a
starting-point for a new creation”. From the pecdpe of Aestheticism, the
literary work is independent and self-sufficiemidarom the perspective of
aesthetic or creative criticism, the literary weodveals its value if open to
multiple interpretations. The true criticism, aatiog to Wilde, must not
confine itself to discover the real intention okthrtist and accept that as
final, because “when the work is finished it has,itavere, an independent
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life of its own, and may deliver a message far othan that which was put
into its lips to say”.

Another Victorian critic dealing with art and beguand rejecting
the dogmatic principles of his period, was JohnkRru$1819-1900). Much
of his education was given at home, then at Cliiistrch, Oxford, where he
developed confidence in thgible, stern political views, strong affection for
Romantic literature, attraction to contemporarydssape painting, and what
he claimed to be his main interest: the study efftctts of nature. Ruskin
produced a number of Byronesque poems and shatiestwritten for
Christmas annuals, but he is mainly known for hiswnessays, lectures, and
letters written on a great number of subjects, akwg an astonishing
diversity of concern, including painting, archite, culture, natural history,
travel, geology, war, trade, work, economy in gahehe relationship of art
and work, the status of the human being within englex natural and
industrial environment, and the moral duties of mad women.

Many of these subjects are some of the concerhsimost famous
and important work represented by the five voluofggodern Paintergthe
first appeared in 1834; the second, after seventmbrwork on its
preparation in Italy, appeared in 1846; the thind orth were not published
until 1856; and the final volume appeared in 1860).

But this work expresses, first of all, Ruskin’s ceptions on art,
artist, natural beauty and its representationldo aiscusses the medieval
buildings of Europe before they should be destroysd neglect and
restoration fodern Painters [), the greed as the deadly principle guiding
English life (Modern Painters Y/ and challenges the self-centred and
scientific spirit of his period, promoting instedite recovery of medieval,
heroic and Christian values.

Ruskin’s influence emerges from his critical spioften provocative
and offensive, and highly demonstrative. Believimghe human potential in
art and literature, Ruskin sets for himself theék tasopen the contemporary
Victorian mind to beauty as perceived and represent earlier times, and
to awaken it to both ethical and environmental @ples, although by 1880
he became rather sceptical with regards to theesganf any social changes.

Though exerting pervasive influence on many ofrtbentemporary
writers and, in the first half of the twentieth tany, on writers of
Modernism, Ruskin, Pater, and Wilde were outshimetheir own time by
the critical voice of Matthew Arnold, a major Victan poet and critic, and,
as a critic, the founder of a new school of citigicalled ‘New Humanism’,
or humanistic, and also referred to as ‘moral@stn’.

Matthew Arnold (1822-1888) was born at Laleham ba tpper
Thames, son of Thomas Arnold, an eminent histoedngcator, and a leader
of the Broad Church Movement of the Church of Endlan 1828 Arnold
moved to Rugby School, where his father became fianag an educational
reformer, and in 1844 he took second honours atoB&ollege, Oxford.
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The same year he took post as assistant teaclRugity School for one
year. In 1847 Arnold received appointment to thstd private secretary to
Lord Landsdowne, a liberal peer. In 1851 he marrigdnces Lucy
Whightman, the daughter of an eminent judge. T@sttphis family, Arnold
took post as inspector of schools, a position tpt f@ 35 years. In 1857 he
also became professor of poetry at Oxford, foryears, and in 1867, after
resigning, he gave up his poetic career. Arnold @i€1888 of a heart attack,
and was buried at Laleham beside his three sonssevbarly deaths had
darkened his life.

Arnold published his first volume of poetr¥he Strayed Reveller,
and Other poemsanonymously in 1849. In 1852 he published, also
anonymously, his second volume of veEsapedocles on Etna, and Other
Poems containing, among othergristram and Iseultand some of the
‘Marguerite’ poems, includingfo Marguerite In 1853 Arnold published
another volume of vers€oems containing his famous Preface. The volume
includes extracts from his earlier books, as wellTae Scholar Gipsy
Sohrab and Rusturiviemorial Verses to Wordswortand others. In 1855 he
publishedPoems, Second Serjes volume impregnated with melancholy,
nostalgia, and the sense of loss.

During his work as a professor of poetry at Oxfortnold
published several books of literary criticism, amashich On Translating
Homer (1861), Essays on Criticism(1865, including the famoudhe
Function of Criticism at the Present Tin{&865),0n the Study of Celtic
Literature (1867), The Study of Poetry1888). After he resigned from
Oxford and gave up the poetic career, Arnold’srgge began to include
religious and social criticism, publishinGulture and Anarchy(1868),
Friendship’s Garland(1871), Literature and Dogma1873). In 1873 he
published the essayWordsworth as the Preface torhe Poems of
Wordsworth thus returning to his beginnings in literary icigm. In 1883
Arnold toured for the first time America, for whid¢te prepared lectures on
Literature and Scienc&mersonandNumbers

Having read widely ancient and modern Europearslitee, Arnold
felt the necessity of the contemporary Englistrditg productions to attain
an intellectual and philosophical grasp comparablevhat he admired in
recent German poetry and French criticism. Hensalmost obsession with
the second-rate position of the English literatwed education, the
separation and the cultural gap between the gendmafopean,
Mediterranean culture and the northern one whicgli&m culture belongs
to, and the critic’'s deep conviction of the nedgssif their union. This
aspect is also expressed in some of his poetrynéteince info Marguerite
and Dover Beach where the idea is raised on the philosophicakllev
coloured with a wide range of human concerns andralasymbolism. On
the subject of translations of classical books, ofdnis acclaimed for his
lecturesOn Translating Homeand his essa@n Translating Homer: Last
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Words(1861-1862) in which he prescriptively draws ditamto the fact that
every translator of Homer should remember thatath@ent writer is noble,
rapid, plain, and direct in language and in thoughtl that every translator
should preserve all these qualities in every nawstiation of the classic.

Concerning literary criticism, Arnold’s first imp@amt critical study
was the Preface to the volumeRdemsof 1853. Here he introduced for the
first time the principle that a major concern aticism must be the work’s
effects on the emotional and moral health of tleikeer, in particular, and
of the nation, in general.

Arnold the critic assumed himself a distinctly prgstive role, for
the “confusion of the present time is great”, angbang writer needed both
“a hand to guide him through the confusion” and&® “to prescribe to him
the aim he should keep in view”, Arnold, at thatdia poet at the beginning
of his career, having found yet no guide for hirhsel

Arnold’s most famous critical study wdse Function of Criticism
at the Present Timen which he described the mission of criticismda
argued why his own age was unpropitious for thatawa of some “master-
works” of literature and why he himself turned frqmetry to criticism.
According to Arnold, poetry is a “criticism of lifeand the task of criticism
is “to try to know the best that is known and thiouip the world and by in
its turn making this known, to create a currentroé and fresh ideas”.

In this work, as well as in his later criticismpesially in the essays
which becameCulture and AnarchyArnold argued for an idea of culture
containing within it the combination of past acliewent with fostered
progressive improvement. In his work, he also adgiee an ideal civilized
mind, concentrating it in the phrase ‘sweetnessligihdf, which suggests at
once openness and insight: the habit of perfeattonld direct a divided
society towards a true and satisfying ideal, aucelbf intellectual sweetness
and moral light. Against the threat of popular ahgr he prompted the
concept of culture that should contain the sumathtpoetry and religion,
and should act as a catalyst to the rigid advarafesnodern social,
philosophical, and scientific changes.

In The Study of PoetnArnold extends the discussion on poetry and
its social function:

mankind will discover that we have to turn to pgetr interpret life for us,
to console us, to sustain us. Without poetry, otierge will appear
incomplete; and most of what now passes with us ridigion and
philosophy will be replaced by poetry. Science, dy,swill appear
incomplete without it.

Relying on Wordsworth’'s and Shelley's ideas on poetnd
combining them with those of the classics, ArnatdThe Study of Poetry
might have exaggerated the role of poetry in hitodevhen conferring to it
the place of philosophy and religion, or considgfinan important part of
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scientific research, the best source of knowleadgehtimankind, but it was
his view of criticism as one of the most usefuliaties of mind that
sustained the expansion and appreciation of aiiticin Victorian period.
Arnold gives to poetry, according to Hans Bertean, “almost sacred
function”, building his reflections on

ideas that earlier in the nineteenth century haénbéormulated by
Romantic poets like Percy Bysshe Shelley (1792-],82B0 had attributed
a special, visionary status to poetry, and on g lpadition, going back to
the classics, that likewise gives literature, asgeeially poetry, special
powers. It was only natural, then, for Arnold tot forward poetry as the
major embodiment of ‘culture®

Arnold’s view of criticism is both humanistic andonal, according
to which literary criticism is “a disinterested eadour” whose function is
“to learn and propagate the best that is knownthodght in the world”. The
literary critic is therefore asked to be objectiwencrete and illuminating in
his endeavour to discover the truest values exgdesst only in his native
literature, but also the universal values expregsether literatures, in order
to introduce them to reader and to encourage geegénius. Here Arnold’'s
Culture and Anarchyis revelatory, which shows the Victorian critic's
understanding of modern literature as essentiaypparative rather than
national in its range of critical concerns, an ide#icipated by Goethe
earlier, who stated in 1828 that “our present acépoch with its increasing
communication between nations might soon hope foord literature”.

Apart from Taine, Comte, Marx, Nietzsche, Patersku and
Arnold, a special impact on nineteenth centuryyweal as twentieth century,
literary practice and critical scholarship camenfrthe rising feminism. In
rejecting the patriarchal model of their contemppsociety and the gender
discrimination, a great number of late eighteentintgry and nineteenth
century women writers and thinkers protested agairessupposed physical
and intellectual inferiority of women, on this n&ttproducing theoretical
analyses of women'’s position in society in relatioreducation, profession,
family, art, and other social aspects.

Among them, Mary Wollstonecraft (1759-1797), who,Her best
known A Vindication of the Rights of Woméhr92), according to Christa
Knellwolf, was among the first thinkers to arguehdt the normative
definition of femininity reflects the wish to petpate women’s dependent
position and that the education of girls is abused means of teaching them
to internalise a sense of their intrinsic inferigti>®

8 Hans Bertend.iterary Theory: The Basicsondon: Routledge, 2005, p. 2.
%9 Christa Knellwolf in Knellwolf, C. and Norris, Ceds.The Cambridge History of
Literary Criticism, Volume 9: Twentieth century tdigcal, Philosophical and
Psychological Perspective€ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 200194. 1
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Reflected in the novels of Charlotte Bronte, Gedgtjet, and later
Virginia Woolf, the feminist conceptions give in déntieth century the
feminist school of literary criticism, which contsisn a number of feminist
theories, methodologies, and approaches to litevesyk. Whatever the
approach or method, the feminist criticism analyazesl challenges the
established literary canon — that in a male-domaith@ociety has stereotyped
women into images of physical and moral inferiority and develops
approaches to literary texts from a female pointietv, developing a model
of literary criticism based on a female consciogsnégynocriticism) and
focused on culture and society, in particular thitucal forces in the society
shaping women identities, and on female psychey,badd language as
reflected in literary texts or the ways in whicle aelated to writing process.

Like in the rest of Europe, the Victorian Englarawsa greater
variety of critical approaches to literature: retd, naturalistic,
impressionistic, aesthetic, historical, humanistimral, and other types of
criticism. The Romantic aesthetic doctrine remairilsiential for the rest of
the nineteenth century and many of the Victoriaticsr would follow the
Romantic views of literature, as Matthew Arnold Essays in Criticism
(1865, 1888); others would be more original, likdd Ruskin’s and Walter
Pater’s critical texts on art and culture.

The Victorian criticism marked the transition frothe previous,
dependent on literary practice and literary movesyeas well as subjective,
defensive, normative and prescriptive, literaryticism to the twentieth
century independent and scientific approach todlitee.

The primary cause of the ‘separation’ between asitn and
literature is said to have been the literary diigris Victorian Age, and the
diversity of literary trends was a result of Ronieéism breaking the linearity
of literary development dominated by classical #eweviving the
innovative spirit in art, rejecting tradition andles, and proclaiming the
freedom of artistic expression.

Like in the rest of Europe, the Victorian Age catsd in a number
of movements and trends co-existing during oneodesind as such reifying
the co-existence of the traditional and innovaélement in literature.

The former manifested as Realism which rejected &uitism and
which continued the Neoclassical emphasis on rales ethics, and the
interest in the actual, immediate reality. Thediatt rejecting tradition, rules
and prescriptive doctrines, and as a continuatfathe Romantic rebellious
attitude in art — is the real source of literarynpdexity in Victorian period.

Innovation in literature and arts growing out ofnRanticism had a
twofold perspective: first, innovation from Romargim and heavily
influenced by the Romantic attitude, thus compgsa great number of
Romantic characteristics; and, second, innovatisnod Romanticism, that
is being less influenced by the Romantic attitude &till continuing a
number of its features. The first kind of innovatimanifested as post- and
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neo-Romantic trends, including most of the Victorgoetry as well as some
of the fiction of the period, such as the gothiwelcf Emily Bronte and the
later colonial prose of Kipling, Stevenson, DoWells, and Conrad. The
second type of innovation manifested as Symboliskestheticism,
Impressionism, Expressionism — and other trendstwtepresent the artistic
avant-garde of the second half of the nineteemitucg — and gave, together
with other manifestations of innovation as welltlition, the literary and
artistic diversity in Victorian Age.

Facing a literary diversity, literary criticism ddoped its own
diversity, its own typology which may or may notri@spond to the literary
or artistic one. As diverse as they were — realistiticism, naturalistic
criticism, impressionistic criticism, aesthetictimism, historical criticism,
humanistic criticism, and others — it was a comrpoactice at the time to
attach a general discussion to a particular csiticiOn the whole, Victorian
critics dealt with the nature of culture, art aitdrhture, mainly poetry and
novel, bringing into discussion such topics asdbeial function of art and
literature, hedonism and its relation to art artgrditure, morality and
immorality in art, imaginative faculty of the aitighe style of the literary
work, the theory of the comic genre and the presaridhe comic spirit in
the novel, and many others.

Also, the subjective component in criticism and thatical
dependence on literary practice, together with ghescriptive nature of
criticism, are rejected and become extinct, asmag see in the great works
of Victorian criticism by the leading critics of éhsecond half of the
nineteenth century Matthew Arnold, Thomas Carlydehn Stuart Mill,
George Meredith, John Ruskin, and Walter Pater.

Amid the ravages of “the fierce intellectual lifé @ur century”, as
Arnold puts it, the rise of different literary mawents and trends (Realism,
Naturalism, Impressionism, Symbolism, Aestheticiand the doctrine of
‘art for art’s sake’) co-existing in the secondftalthe nineteenth century —
together with the major discoveries in science atelelopments in
philosophy — helped the rise of different typesliwrary criticism in that
period, many of which already revealing the sejpamadf literary criticism
from the constraints of artistic trends and moveimewhile relying on the
new developments in philosophy, psychology, scieand social studies.

Indeed, where the previous periods reveal thataliyecriticism is
dependent on literary trends and movements whieldaminant in different
periods, the nineteenth century shows that literarjicism is rather
dependent on new developments in science and pphgs of which those
of Comte, Taine, Darwin, Marx, Freud, Nietzsche] &viollstonecraft were
mostly influential on both literary practice antktiary criticism.

However, it was twentieth century to witness theualcexpansion
and diversification of independent from art andrhitture critical approaches
and their typology organized in schools and tremgsesenting the modern
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scientific and methodological literary theory angticism. The twentieth
century criticism neither belongs nor respondsaxigular artistic or literary
trends, but develops its own trends and schoolsngimt approaching
theoretically and critically the literary practickom a multitude of
perspectives.

Still, one may argue, some of these trends, likeliterary criticism
of the previous periods, are dependent on trendgravements of creative
literature (like Formalism on Futurism); others aependent on different
developments in science, philosophy, and societyernfeneutics,
psychoanalysis, Marxist or feminist approach); atiters are somewhere in
between or emerging from within the interpretatparspectives of literary
scholarship itself (like Narratology from Structlisen).

Some of the twentieth century trends in literafyadarship continue
the nineteenth century artistic and philosophicgdut, bur most of them
rejects it, being, as Raman Selden calls them,i-Rmantic, anti-
humanistic, and anti-empiricist” and rejecting “tiévilege of emotion, the
belief in the unity and identity of human subijeittivand the blind faith in
observation and experience as the only sourcesafliedge™°

In fact, the twentieth century begins with a reactiagainst the
nineteenth century traditional humanistic and mamdticism, a reaction
coming from a number of critics focusing on litgraext in itself, its form
and structural organization. This first modernicait perspective represents
the formal approach to literature and includesehmajor schools of literary
criticism: Formalism, New Criticism, and Structusah.

On the other hand, the human and social scienoastfie first half
of the twentieth century, unlike physics or biolpgwere concerned,
according to Lawrence Cahoone, “not merely withtdabut with the
meaningof facts for human subjects”, and a number theoravhich also
gave particular trends in literary theory and cistin — emerged with the task
“to diagnose contemporary alienation”. These theprcontinues Cahoone,
embarked on a historical analysis

of how human society and the human self develop twve, in order to see
how and why modern civilization had gone wrong. Whas needed, it
seemed, was a return to the true, or authentifreer or integrated human
self as the centre of lived experience. This meattan abandonment of
modern industry, technology and secularism, buteseetonstruction of
society (for Marx), or of moral culture (for Freuay of our openness to the
vicissitudes of our own authentic experience (ftreqomenology and
existentialismf*

0 Raman SelderPractising Theory and Reading Literature: An Intuotion New
York: Harvester Wheatsheaf, 1989, p. 4.

®1 Lawrence Cahoone in Introduction to Lawrence Cakped From Modernism to
Postmodernism: An Antholog®xford: Blackwell Publishing, 2003, p. 3.
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These trends, along with the rise of linguistiodgts and some new
philosophical doctrines, as well as the more repestmodernist and other
postist cultural and social attitudes, have maikedughout the century the
rise and consolidation of other approaches tcdlitee.

Nowadays, at the beginning of a new millennium, litezary critic
faces a multitude of such approaches, among whighrt from the formal
approach, mention should be made of the approacbugh reading
(includes hermeneutics, phenomenology, and readented theories), the
approach through socio-cultural context (includesrhist theories, cultural
materialism, and New Historicism), the approactouigh gender (includes
feminist criticism), the psychoanalytical approa@uost-structuralism and
deconstruction, archetypal criticism, ethnic litgraand cultural studies,
racial studies, postcolonial studies, ecocriticiang many others.
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Fragments and Analyses

Renaissance: from Sir Philip Sidney’©efence of Poesie

Now then go we to the most important imputatiorid @ the poor
poets; for aught | can yet learn they are thegwst,Rhat there being many
other more fruitful knowledges, a man might beieend his time in them
than in this. Secondly, that it is the mother ekli Thirdly, that it is the
nurse of abuse, infecting us with many pestilerdirds, with a siren’s
sweetness drawing the mind to the serpent’s tasioful fancies,— and
herein especially comedies give the largest fielakdr, as Chaucer saith;
how, both in other nations and in ours, before poé soften us, we were
full of courage, given to martial exercises, théaps of manlike liberty,
and not lulled asleep in shady idleness with pgestimes. And, lastly and
chiefly, they cry out with an open mouth, as ifythHead overshot Robin
Hood, that Plato banished them out of his Commotfttvedruly this is
much, if there be much truth in it.

First, to the first, that a man might better spéigl time is a reason
indeed; but it doth, as they say, but petere puinoir. For if it be, as |
affirm, that no learning is so good as that whiehcheth and moveth to
virtue, and that none can both teach and move tthe® much as poesy,
then is the conclusion manifest that ink and pagsmot be to a more
profitable purpose employed. And certainly, thowgiman should grant
their first assumption, it should follow, methinkeery unwillingly, that
good is not good because better is better. Butllastd utterly deny that
there is sprung out of earth a more fruitful knaige.

To the second, therefore, that they should be ttiecipal liars, |
answer paradoxically, but truly, I think truly, thef all writers under the
sun the poet is the least liar; and though he wadd poet can scarcely be
a liar. The astronomer, with his cousin the geoitiatr, can hardly escape
when they take upon them to measure the heighteoktars. How often,
think you, do the physicians lie, when they avéndh good for sicknesses,
which afterwards send Charon a great number ofsinawned in a potion
before they come to his ferry? And no less of st which take upon them
to affirm. Now for the poet, he nothing affirmetimd therefore never lieth.
For, as | take it, to lie is to affirm that to bei¢ which is false; so as the
other artists, and especially the historian, affirgnmany things, can, in the
cloudy knowledge of mankind, hardly escape from yriaes.

But the poet, as | said before, never affirmethe Pbet never maketh
any circles about your imagination, to conjure yowelieve for true what
he writeth. He citeth not authorities of other bigs, but even for his entry
calleth the sweet Muses to inspire into him a goaention; in troth, not
laboring to tell you what is or is not, but whabstd or should not be. And
therefore though he recount things not true, yeaibse he telleth them not
for true he lieth not; without we will say that Man lied in his speech,
before alleged, to David; which, as a wicked marsdscarce say, so think
I none so simple would say that Zsop lied in thestaf his beasts; for who
thinketh that AEsop wrote it for actually true, werell worthy to have his
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name chronicled among the beasts he writeth of.t\Whitéd is there that,
coming to a play, and seeing Thebes written in tgietters upon an old
door, doth believe that it is Thebes? If then a wam arrive at that child’s-
age, to know that the poet's persons and doingsbatepictures what
should be, and not stories what have been, thdynailer give the lie to
things not affirmatively but allegorically and figatively written. And
therefore, as in history looking for truth, they yngo away full-fraught
with falsehood, so in poesy looking but for fictjothey shall use the
narration but as an imaginative grounglot of a profitable invention. (...)

But hereto is replied that the poets give namesén they write of,
which argueth a conceit of an actual truth, andhsb being true, proveth a
falsehood. And doth the lawyer lie then, when, urile names of John of
the Stile, and John of the Nokes, he putteth hge?aBut that is easily
answered: their naming of men is but to make thigiture the more lively,
and not to build any history. Painting men, theyhrz# leave men
nameless. We see we cannot play at chess but thatust give names to
our chess-men; and yet, me thinks, he were a \atigbchampion of truth
that would say we lied for giving a piece of woda treverend title of a
bishop. The poet nameth Cyrus and Aneas no othethaa to show what
men of their fames, fortunes, and estates should do

In the above selected fragment, Sidney statesitiee ticcusations of
the poet haters, that is, the Puritans, againgtypand, using the techniques
of rhetorical argumentation, answers them. The ficsusation is that poetry
teaches nothing, or offers useless knowledge; pastuseless knowledge
and “there being many other more fruitful knowlesige man might better
spend his time in them than in this”. To this aatigs, Sidney’s answer is
that poetry gives the most complete knowledge, @®pared to other
disciplines, because, the critic claims, poetryatteeth and moveth to
virtue”. For Sidney, ‘fruitful knowledge’ is the enthat both teaches what
virtue is and determines the reader to becomet@ouis being.

The second accusation is that poetry does nothelltruth, being
“the mother of lies”. Sidney’s answer to this aliign is paradoxical, the
paradox challenging the validity of the accusatitself. Like with the
previous accusation, and using again rhetoricaicdsy Sidney asks what is
to lie, and answers that to lie is “to affirm thiatbe true which is false”,
which is the matter of history, medicine and ottiisciplines. Unlike them,
Sidney argues, poetry “nothing affirmeth, and thaes never lieth”. Poetry
does not affirm anything for the simple reason @&hp the result of a “good
invention”, the “profitable” product of the poet'$magination, and
allegorically and figuratively written. Hence Sigre paradoxical answer to
this accusation: poetry does not tell of true thingdeed, but, at the same
time, does not lie because it affirms nothing.

The accusation has no validity in its meaning, asg8idney, since
poetry nothing affirms, therefore it never liescéease of its imaginative,
allegorical and figurative essence, and poetry rhasiaken seriously, for it
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helps the mind escape the boundaries of eartheswth reternity by inspiring
and elevating it.

The third accusation is that poetry is sinful, “therse of abuse,
infecting us with many pestilent desires, with eesis sweetness drawing
the mind to the serpent’s tail of sinful fancieShe answer to this accusation
might be found in the answer to the first accusgtishere Sidney claims
that poetry both “teacheth and moveth to virtueie @f the most important,
including to Puritans, ethical principles.

The poetry, in Sidney’s opinion, might have itsgoriin the sinful
experience of mankind, but it ultimately offers tbat vision of freedom and
the sense of strength, both a celebration of mdots# and the hope for
spiritual immortality. Based on the classical viesvgl conceptions, Sidney
emphasizes the importance of poetry for mankind, states its superiority
over other human activities. Sidney also emphastBesimportance of
poetry over other arts: poetry offers delight ardches virtue, but also
moves the man towards this moral category so aetiret Puritan mind. By
both teaching and moving to virtue, that is makimg human being virtuous
and morally strong by means wiimesisandcatharsis poetry becomes the
most complete and useful human knowledge.

The conclusion that emerges from the analysis isf ftagment, as
well as from theDefence of Poesién general, is that Sidney was not
intentionally writing literary criticism, but a defice of poetry against
Puritan attacks. In this respect, Sidney’s crititiss to be considered as
defensive, but also dependent on the period (Resnadig) it belongs to,
expressing its mentality and values.

Being one of the first English works of literanyjtmism, Sidney’s
Defence of Poesikas its origins not in the critical act conceiasia self-
conscious endeavour, but results from within therdiry context and as
being determined by an extra-literary problem. Hesve the three major
components of a critical discourse — concern wahtigular literary texts,
the use of theory and method, and the developnfepérsonal opinions —
are to be found in Sidney’s critical text, in whitdhe main concern is his
own and his contemporary poetry; the theory is faotremoved from the
main principles of imitation and purification, amd usefulness of poetry
found in ancient doctrine; the method is borrowsshtf rhetoric; and the
abundance of personal, often subjective, consideatof the poetry’s
superior status are easily noticeable.

Sidney’s critical treatise resulted as a need swan the accusations
made by Puritans, the poetry haters of the timmetaby Stephen Gosson
in The School of Abus¢€l579), against the poets and poetry of the
Elizabethan period. Sidney, himself a Renaissamiterof pastoral poetry
and sonnets, was the person Stephen Gosson diagoiyl at by addressing
his article to Sidney himself.
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Sidney’s criticism is first of all defensive, and bame to defend not
just his own poetic work, or even the poetry of gexiod, but the entire
imaginative writing from the second half of thetsenth century. While
answering the accusations, Sidney expressed hisideas on poetry, and
thus emerge some genuine parts of literary cnticis type of critical
judgement based on the works of ancients as weathiadern poets. Sidney
also aims at defining the future ways of Englishetpp by offering
prescriptive definitions, his criticism being, ihi¢ respect, also normative
and prescriptive.

Restoration: from John Dryden’s An Essay of Dramatic Poesy

As Neander was beginning to examithe Silent WomanEugenius,
looking earnestly upon him; “I beseech you Neariderid he, “gratifie the
company and me in particular so far, as before gpeak of the Play, to
give us a Character of the Authour; and tell usxdkdy your opinion,
whether you do not think all Writers, both Freneid é&English, ought to
give place to him.

| fear”, replied Neander, “that in obeying your amands | shall draw
a little envy upon my self. Besides, in performitigem, it will be first
necessary to speak somewhat of Shakespeare amtigf|ehis Rivalls in
Poesie; and one of them, in my opinion, at leastdtual, perhaps his
superior. (...)

To begin then with Shakespeare; he was the manoiviatl Modern,
and perhaps Ancient Poets, had the largest and ecoagprehensive soul.
All the Images of Nature were still present to hand he drew them not
laboriously, but luckily: when he describes anynghiyou more than see it,
you feel it too. Those who accuse him to have wahigarning, give him
the greater commendation: he was naturally learm&d;needed not the
spectacles of Books to read Nature; he look'd idgjaand found her there.
| cannot say he is every where alike; were he sbipould do him injury to
compare him with the greatest of Mankind. He is ynames flat, insipid;
his Comick wit degenerating into clenches; his @i swelling into
Bombast. But he is alwayes great, when some goeats®mn is presented to
him: no man can say he ever had a fit subject imiit, and did not then
raise himself as high above the rest of the Poels (

As for Johnson, to whose Character | am now atrif’'de look upon
him while he was himself, (for his last Playes wlut his dotages) | think
him the most learned and judicious Writer which dimgater ever had. He
was a most severe Judge of himself as well as ©oti@are cannot say he
wanted wit, but rather that he was frugal of ithia works you find little to
retrench or alter. Wit and Language, and Humouw mlssome measure we
had before him; but something of Art was wantingthe Drama till he
came. He manag'd his strength to more advantageag who preceded
him. You seldome find him making Love in any of hBcenes, or
endeavouring to move the Passions; his geniusawasuilen and saturnine
to do it gracefully, especially when he knew he eaafter those who had
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performed both to such an height. Humour was higpgr Sphere, and in
that he delighted most to represent Mechanick meoHe was deeply
conversant in the Ancients, both Greek and Latimel he borrow'd boldly
from them: there is scarce a Poet or Historian ajrtbe Roman Authours
of those times whom he has not translate8efanusand Catiline. But he
has done his Robberies so openly, that one mafiesézars not to be taxed
by any Law. He invades Authours like a Monarch, aét would be theft
in other Poets, is onely victory in him. With theols of these Writers he
so represents old Rome to us, in its Rites, Cer@@aand Customs, that if
one of their Poets had written either of his Traggdwe had seen less of it
then in him. If there was any fault in his Languageas that he weav'd it
too closely and laboriously in his serious Playeshaps too, he did a little
to much Romanize our Tongue, leaving the words kwtie translated
almost as much Latine as he found them: whereimghohe learnedly
followed the Idiom of their language, he did nobegh comply with ours.
If I would compare him with Shakespeare, | mustraeidedge him the
more correct Poet, but Shakespeare the greaterShitkespeare was the
Homer, or Father of our Dramatick Poets; Johnsos te Virgil, the
pattern of elaborate writing; | admire him, butdvé Shakespeare. To
conclude of him, as he has given us the most doR&yes, so in the
precepts which he has laid down in Biscoveries we have as many and
profitable Rules for perfecting the Stage as angreWwith the French can
furnish us.

John Dryden, the second in the line of the mosimprent English
literary critics, represents the Restoration peiliodhe history of English
literary criticism, and, like Sidney’s critical wigr Dryden’s An Essay of
Dramatic Poesyeveals the condition of the contemporary to hierdture.
Written in the dialogue form borrowed from Platay®en introduces in his
text four characters as speakers, who represergrdari@reek drama (Crites)
versus modern literary tradition (Eugenius), and tontemporary French
dramatic practice (Lisideus) versus English litgrpractice (Neander). The
voice of Dryden in the text is Neander, who, in ttlosen fragment,
expresses critical ideas by comparing Jonson aaleSpeare, the two most
important English Renaissance writers.

Working on the seventeenth century concept of “ait’'the writer's
creative power, imaginative flight, and the ability create unexpected
imagery, literature of high aesthetic status, Drydembarks on a
comparative critical evaluation of William Shakeaspe and Ben Jonson,
startling in its approach and concluding reflecsion

John Dryden’s criticism on Shakespeare revealsialigf only two
directions of approach: first, that the great Resemice writer is the
complete Renaissance man, having “the largest aost komprehensive
soul”; and, second, that Shakespeare is the gtedtes

Concerning Jonson, Dryden is able to identify aatgenumber of
characteristics, namely that Jonson is (1) subjfectraining, rules and
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discipline: “the most learned and judicious Writelnich any Theatre ever
had”, “a most severe Judge of himself as well &erst; (2) promoter of
common sense and measure, using to a lesser dbegrieaginative faculty,
or ‘wit’: “one cannot say he wanted wit, but ratiieat he was frugal of it”;
(3) rational, ‘saturnine’ and less expressive dlifgs: “you seldom find
him making Love in any of his Scenes, or endeawvgutio move the
Passions; his genius was too sullen and saturpirdotit gracefully”; (4)

satirical in his work: “humour was his proper Sgheand in that he
delighted most to represent Mechanick people”; @yeducated in the spirit
of the ancient tradition and imitative of the amtienodels: “he was deeply
conversant in the Ancients, both Greek and Latimel he borrowed boldly
from them”.

What appears as strange and surprising is thedivigieand, at the
same time, superficial criticism on Shakespeareamspared to the more
objective and profound approach to Jonson. In tris,can easily notice that
Dryden’s preference is for Jonson, “the more cerpmet”, and that the
Restoration critic concentrates more on Jonson ¢ha®hakespeare, and that
his critical ideas on Jonson are better, that i@remsystemic and
comprehensive, than those on Shakespeare.

The question is, then, what has determined Drydefoltow this
critical path, especially that in the history ofit&h literature Shakespeare is
considered to be a more important writer than Jon&byden, certainly,
does not deny Shakespeare’s status, the greateBnhgiish writers, for
whom he claims to feel sincere love, but Jonsanris less important writer,
for whom Dryden expresses his sincere admiration:

If I would compare him [Jonson] with Shakespearequst acknowledge
him the more correct Poet, but Shakespeare thdegredt. Shakespeare
was the Homer, or Father of our Dramatick Poetasdo was the Virgil,
the pattern of elaborate writing; | admire him, bldve Shakespeare.

In these different attitudes, and especially insidering Restoration
— the period in which Dryden wrote his critical texas the period offering
the beginnings of Neoclassicism in England, onefoahthe answer to the
question of what might have been the reason fod&ms critical emphasis
on Jonson rather than on Shakespeare.

Moreover, by the help of realising that the chagdstics of Jonson,
as presented by Dryden, are clear aspects and majuiples of the
Neoclassical doctrine on its way of being implereenin English cultural
background, one may easily give the answer by gaiat Dryden finds and
promotes Ben Jonson as an admirable, if not perfectdel found in
Renaissance of a complete Neoclassical writer.

In more general terms, it is clear again that JOhyden, in hisAn
Essay of Dramatic Poesy work of art in itself, pleading for European
recognition of his native literature and for thedlyronization of British with
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the general European literature, prescribes withjflicious detachment
and open-mindedness to his fellow writers the antcielassical and
contemporary, in particular French, doctrines tddil®wed in thought and
the Elizabethan drama of Shakespeare and espedaibon to be revived,
and, along with the contemporary European modelsetimitated in literary
practice. In this respect, one might consider Dm&leritical discourse to be
first of all prescriptive, then dependent on andhhi expressive of its
literary period, as well as defensive and subjectiv

Neoclassicism: from Alexander Pope’'&ssay on Man

Having proposed to write some pieces on humandifd manners,
such as (to use my lord Bacon's expression) camgeho men’s business
and bosoms, | thought it more satisfactory to begih considering Man
in the abstract, his nature and his state; sircerdve any moral duty, to
enforce any moral precept, or to examine the peoieor imperfection of
any creature whatsoever, it is necessary firstnmwkwhat condition and
relation it is placed in, and what is the propeat and purpose of its being.

The science of human nature is, like all otherrsms, reduced to a
few clear points: there are not many certain truthghis world. It is
therefore in the anatomy of the mind as in thahefbody; more good will
accrue to mankind by attending to the large, ol perceptible parts,
than by studying too much such finer nerves andalesthe conformations
and uses of which will for ever escape our obs@wafl he disputes are all
upon these last, and | will venture to say, theyehass sharpened the wits
than the hearts of men against each other, anddimieished the practice,
more than advanced the theory of morality. If llddflatter myself that this
Essay has any merit, it is in steering betwixt ¢héremes of doctrines
seemingly opposite, in passing over terms utteriintelligible, and in
forming a temperate yet not inconsistent, and atspet not imperfect,
system of ethics.

This | might have done in prose; but | chose veasd, even rhyme, for
two reasons. The one will appear obvious; thatgglas, maxims, or
precepts so written, both strike the reader momengty at first, and are
more easily retained by him afterwards: the othay meem odd, but it is
true; | found I could express them more shortlg thvay than that much of
the force as well as grace of arguments or instmstdepends on their
conciseness. | was unable to treat this part ofsolyject more in detalil,
without becoming dry and tedious; or more poetycalithout sacrificing
perspicuity to ornament, without wandering from finecision, or breaking
the chain of reasoning. If any man can unite a#sth without any
diminution of any of them, | freely confess he wdimpass a thing above
my capacity.

What is now published is only to be considered age@eral map of
Man, marking out no more than the greater partdr #ixtent, their limits,
and their connection, but leaving the particulabéomore fully delineated
in the charts which are to follow. Consequentlyesth Epistles in their
progress (if | have health and leisure to makepmogress) will be less dry,
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and more susceptible of poetical ornament. | ane lwly opening the
fountains, and clearing the passage. To deducevires, to follow them in
their course, and to observe their effects, mag task more agreeable.

Alexander Pope was the dominant figure among thecldssical
writers, his theoretical contribution and poetipedctice exemplifying in the
best way the Neoclassical optimism, self-confidegiog urbanism in an age
pleased with its civilization. Pope expresses asdest the Neoclassical
emphasis on reason, order, common sense, ruldg ioréation of poetry,
and imitation of the classics and of the laws ofure as inEssay on
Criticism andEssay on Man

The former reveals, actually, Pope’s status asacldssical literary
critic, but, being written by Pope in his earligetirs of literary activity, this
work does not provide an original contribution iterary theory, except the
fact that it is addressed to critics and that inbaes in one poetic discourse
the theoretical ideas of the Neoclassical doctrngh the creation of a
literary text based on such ideas.

This is also the principle of composition of a mangginal work
which is the philosophical poefssay on Mar{1730), and which, like the
previous one, displays Pope’s alliance to the Nemsotal doctrine and the
principles of ‘imitate the classics’ and ‘followedhnature’, as well as his
wide knowledge and intellectual brightness combingith a dynamic
literary expression.

Essay on Marconsists of a ‘Design’ in prose followed by four
epistles in verse form addressed to Henry St. Misapunt of Bolingbroke,
a leading Tory figure and himself a writer of plibphical and political
essays. The poem is designed as a philosophic&l fwoused on the task
“to vindicate the ways of God to Man”; it largelyadvs on the poet’s
personal understanding of the philosophy of Le#fndénd examines the
human condition against Miltonic, cosmic backgroudhe may hardly
argue thatEssay on Mans focused on commonplace and the ordinary
aspects of everyday life, as the poem is full ohynand often disputable
doctrines, where the philosophical speculationr&grétic and concrete, the
ideas being transmitted in witty couplets by atixecwording.

In discussing human condition and human naturee Pgipores the
view that the world is not perfect but fallen, athéit men are free agents
responsible for their actions. Instead, Pope attertapprove that everything
is well in the best of the possible worlds, tha #theme of the universe is
the best of all possible schemes, and that thel@sofailure to see the
perfection is caused by their limited vision.

The evil exists in the world, but is limited and e, as “Partial IlI”
is but a part of “Universal Good”, and, in orderachieve happiness and
reach perfection, the human being should transtkeedself-love towards
social-love and then to the love for God, wherdf-ese and social” “All
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are but parts of a stupendous whole, / Whose bautyrl is, and God the
soul”.

The above selected fragment represértte Design that is, the
introductory part, of th&ssay on Manwhich is then followed by the four
epistles written in verse fornThe Designcontains some ideas on poetry
expressed through the argumentation of the reafmmsvhich Pope has
chosen the poetic form for his philosophical work.

First, poetry has stronger effects on the readadihg to a better
understanding of the poet's message: “strike tla@ae more strongly at
first”. Second, the poetic form is characterized doncision, as it “could
express them [ideas] more shortly this way thampriose”. Finally, as a
Neoclassical writer, Pope accepts the necessitypasdtic diction and
decorum in a poetic text, but the use of ornamemtanust not affect the
reasonable, concise expression of ideas: “perdpiamust not be sacrificed
to “ornament” and the poet must not be “wanderirggnf the precision, or
breaking the chain of reasoning”.

In that, one may easily see again Pope expresathgcating, and
promoting the Neoclassical principles concerningetpo writing, which
makes his ideas on literature, as little as theystated in the Design and
scattered throughout the epistles, to be highlyeddpnt on and expressive
of the dominant doctrine of the period, as welpesscriptive, and to a lesser
degree defensive and subjective. Apart from theigbeghroughout the
entire poem, Pope’s literary theory and practisec@mbined in one verbal
discourse, reveal a poet focused on expressingeastribing rules not so
much on poetic composition but existence in geneeabressing the
optimism and self-confidence of an urban societyapéd with its own
civilization. At moments, however, the optimismbssay on Marto-exists
with a satirical resentment as two facets reflectire inner contradictions of
the poet and those of the period itself.

The Rise of the English Novel: from Henry Fieldings Preface toJoseph
Andrews

As it is possible the mere English reader may ladifferent idea of
romance with the author of these little volumesg anay consequently
expect a kind of entertainment, not to be found; which was even
intended, in the following pages; it may not be ioger to premise a few
words concerning this kind of writing, which | dethremember to have
seen hitherto attempted in our language.

The EPIC, as well as the DRAMA, is divided into gedy and
comedy. HOMER, who was the father of this specfgmoetry, gave us the
pattern of both these, tho’ that of the latter kisdentirely lost; which
Aristotle tells us, bore the same relation to coynatiich his Iliad bears to
tragedy. and perhaps, that we have no more insgaotdét among the
writers of antiquity, is owing to the loss of thgseat pattern, which, had it
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survived, would have found its imitators equallythwihe other poems of
this great original.

And farther, as this poetry may be tragic or corhigill not scruple to
say it may be likewise either in verse or prose: tlwo’ it wants one
particular, which the critic enumerates in the ¢ibmsnt parts of an epic
poem, namely, metre; yet, when any kind of writoaptains all its other
parts, such as fable, action, characters, sentamemtd diction, and is
deficient in metre only, it seems, | think, readuieao refer it to the epic; at
least, as no critic hath thought proper to rangesder any other head, nor
to assign it a particular name to itself.

Thus the Telemachus of the archbishop of Cambragas to me of
the epic kind, as well as the Odyssey of Homereéd] it is much fairer
and more reasonable to give it a name common With $pecies from
which it differs only in a single instance, thandonfound it with those
which it resembles in no other. Such are those miolaus works,
commonly called Romances, namely Clelia, Cleopa#streea, Cassandra,
the Grand Cyrus, and innumerable others which aongs | apprehend,
very little instruction or entertainment.

Now, a comic romance is a comic epic-poem in prdgéering from
comedy, as the serious epic from tragedy: its adbeing more extended
and comprehensive; containing a much larger ciafleincidents, and
introducing a greater variety of characters. Itfed from the serious
romance in its fable and action, in this: that mshie one these are grave
and solemn, so in the other they are light anccuidus; it differs in its
characters, by introducing persons of inferiourkreend consequently of
inferiour manners, whereas the grave romance bkethighest before us;
lastly in its sentiments and diction; by preservihg ludicrous instead of
the sublime. In the diction | think, burlesque litsmay be sometimes
admitted; of which many instances will occur insthivork, as in the
description of the battles, and some other placésecessary to be pointed
out to the classical reader; for whose entertairinteose parodies or
burlesque imitations are chiefly calculated.

The rise of the novel, a genre that received aistat popularity
equal to that of Elizabethan drama during the Resaamice, and founded by
such writers as Defoe, Richardson, Fielding, Steanel others, is a major
aspect of the eighteenth century British literatumext to Neoclassicism and
Pre-Romanticism.

The above selected fragment is a part of HenrydFigls preface to
Joseph Andrewdn which he states the general principles thatego his
writing. From the very beginning, Fielding showatthe is aware of the fact
that his writing is a totally new genre, a “new @ps of writing”, which he
does not remember “to have seen hitherto attemptedir language”. He
defines his work as a “comic romance”, which iscarhic epic poem in
prose”. Having read widely in classics, Fieldingés his ideas on them to
find points of contact between the establishedtioadl genres and his new
literary creation.
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In doing so, Fielding proves that he has beenngitithin a highly
respectable tradition — that of the ancient epand the aim would be thus to
prove that his work is important enough to be cder®d as a literary
tradition in itself — that of the comic novel — #etically valuable enough to
be accepted by the reading public and to be impiemde in the
contemporary literary background. In this respEilding claims, in ancient
period both epic and drama had the tragic and comiges, and the ancients
left patterns of those types, except the comic:dgamer is said to have
written one but now it is lost.

Fielding attempts to fill this empty case with leiwn work, which
possesses all the elements of an epic — fablenaatharacter, sentiment,
and diction — except metre, his text being writterprose. Almost all the
elements being similar, except one, then it is ayppate, Fielding believes,
to call his noveloseph Andrewan epic.

Fielding then carefully delimits his text from otHéerary species,
with which it has certain elements in common, nanfedm comedy and
serious romance (including other novels writtehigperiod).

It differs from comedy, “as the serious epic fromgedy”, in that
“its action being more extended and comprehensiegitaining a much
larger circle of incidents, and introducing a geeatariety of characters”.

It also differs from the serious romance in itsléadnd the action,
which are “light and humorous”, whereas in the @eiromance they are
“grave and solemn”; in its characters, by introdigccharacters of different
types, including “persons of inferior rank, and sequently of inferior
manners”, whereas the serious romance “sets hipleéste us”; and finally
in its sentiments and diction by introducing thelitwous instead of the
sublime in sentiment and the burlesque in diction.

Being a playwright before coming to novel writing, particular of
comedies, Fielding is able to delimit clearly thése notions of the comic
genre, as well as that of the ridiculous, which tessource in affectation
arising from hypocrisy and vanity as depicted im ttepresentation of
characters and their feelings.

The comparative approach to his comic novel (whieh calls
“comic romance” and “comic epic poem in prose”) dhd three traditional
genres of epic, comedy, and serious romance resulé®me similarities
betweenloseph Andrewand epic, in a series of differences betwéeseph
Andrews and comedy, and in a number of differences betw#seph
Andrewsand the serious romances.

Here it is interesting to observe that in his corapge assessment
of Joseph AndrewsHenry Fielding, by comparing his text to epic and
comedy, points to the characteristics of the naveleneral and gives a very
modern definition and explanation of what a nogeini the broadest sense,
whereas by comparing his comic novel to the serimmance Fielding

125



draws the comic elements in the novel and thugotfee modern definition
and understanding of what a comic novel is in paldi.

In the eighteenth century, English literary histernessed the rise
and consolidation of the novel writing traditiorielding being not only one
of the founders of this genre but also the fouralea new species of novel,
which is the comic novelJoseph Andrewsoming first in the line. Henry
Fielding is also successful in having proved thiati@nship between his
new, comic type of the novel and some long-estadtiditerary genres, and
thus proving the literary validity of his work, witi makes his literary
criticism first of all defensive, as well as a degent on its period type of
criticism, and finally a criticism which is subjea and to the least degree
prescriptive.

The Romantic Period
From William Wordsworth’s Preface to Lyrical Ballads

The principal object, then, proposed in these Powsas to choose
incidents and situations from common life, andetate or describe them,
throughout, as far as was possible in a selectidanguage really used by
men, and, at the same time, to throw over them rtioecolouring of
imagination, whereby ordinary things should be pnésd to the mind in an
unusual aspect; and, further, and above all, toentakse incidents and
situations interesting by tracing in them, trulpdigh not ostentatiously, the
primary laws of our nature: chiefly, as far as reigahe manner in which
we associate ideas in a state of excitement. Humbt rustic life was
generally chosen, because, in that condition, 8semtial passions of the
heart find a better soil in which they can attdieit maturity, are less under
restraint, and speak a plainer and more emphatgukge; because in that
condition of life our elementary feelings coexist & state of greater
simplicity, and, consequently, may be more acclyatentemplated, and
more forcibly communicated; because the mannersirad life germinate
from those elementary feelings, and, from the reargscharacter of rural
occupations, are more easily comprehended, andnare durable; and,
lastly, because in that condition the passions efi imwre incorporated with
the beautiful and permanent forms of nature. Tinguage, too, of these
men has been adopted (purified indeed from whatappo be its real
defects, from all lasting and rational causes sfiki or disgust) because
such men hourly communicate with the best objeas fwhich the best
part of language is originally derived; and becaudsem their rank in
society and the sameness and narrow circle of ihigircourse, being less
under the influence of social vanity, they conviegit feelings and notions
in simple and unelaborated expressions. Accordjnglich a language,
arising out of repeated experience and regularinigel is a more
permanent, and a far more philosophical langualgen that which is
frequently substituted for it by Poets, who thitatt they are conferring
honour upon themselves and their art, in proportienthey separate
themselves from the sympathies of men, and indubgarbitrary and
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capricious habits of expression, in order to fuwnisod for fickle tastes,
and fickle appetites, of their own creation.

| cannot, however, be insensible to the presentrpuagainst the
triviality and meanness, both of thought and lamgguavhich some of my
contemporaries have occasionally introduced intceirthmetrical
compositions; and | acknowledge that this defettens it exists, is more
dishonourable to the Writer's own character thalsefarefinement or
arbitrary innovation, though | should contend & same time, that it is far
less pernicious in the sum of its consequencesnBich verses the Poems
in these volumes will be found distinguished atstehy one mark of
difference, that each of them has a worthy purpNsethat | always began
to write with a distinct purpose formerly conceiyedut habits of
meditation have, | trust, so prompted and regulatgdfeelings, that my
descriptions of such objects as strongly excitsehfeelings, will be found
to carry along with them a purpose. If this opinlmerroneous, | can have
little right to the name of a Poet. For all goodepy is the spontaneous
overflow of powerful feelings: and though this lbeet, Poems to which any
value can be attached were never produced on aistywaf subjects but
by a man who, being possessed of more than usgahiorsensibility, had
also thought long and deeply. For our continuedukas of feeling are
modified and directed by our thoughts, which adeild the representatives
of all our past feelings; and, as by contemplatihg relation of these
general representatives to each other, we disaghat is really important
to men, so, by the repetition and continuance isfaht, our feelings will be
connected with important subjects, till at length,we be originally
possessed of much sensibility, such habits of miitidbe produced, that,
by obeying blindly and mechanically the impulseghafse habits, we shall
describe objects, and utter sentiments, of suchatare, and in such
connexion with each other, that the understandihdhe Reader must
necessarily be in some degree enlightened, andffeistions strengthened
and purified.

It has been said that each of these poems has pogsur Another
circumstance must be mentioned which distinguishese Poems from the
popular Poetry of the day; it is this, that thelifegtherein developed gives
importance to the action and situation, and notatttion and situation to
the feeling. (...)

Having dwelt thus long on the subjects and ainmheté Poems, | shall
request the Reader’'s permission to apprise him &va circumstances
relating to theirstyle, in order, among other reasons, that he may not
censure me for not having performed what | nevemated. The Reader
will find that personifications of abstract ideaarely occur in these
volumes; and are utterly rejected, as an ordinaryjog to elevate the style,
and raise it above prose. My purpose was to imitaid, as far as possible,
to adopt the very language of men; and assuredily parsonifications do
not make any natural or regular part of that laggual hey are, indeed, a
figure of speech occasionally prompted by passiod, | have made use of
them as such; but have endeavoured utterly totrdjem as a mechanical
device of style, or as a family language which ¥fgtin metre seem to lay
claim to by prescription. (...)
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If in a poem there should be found a series ofsliree even a single
line, in which the language, though naturally agedh and according to the
strict laws of metre, does not differ from thatpwbse, there is a numerous
class of critics, who, when they stumble upon th@esaisms, as they call
them, imagine that they have made a notable disgpaed exult over the
Poet as over a man ignorant of his own professimw these men would
establish a canon of criticism which the Readel wiinclude he must
utterly reject, if he wishes to be pleased withsthgolumes. and it would
be a most easy task to prove to him, that not tmylanguage of a large
portion of every good poem, even of the most ebvatharacter, must
necessarily, except with reference to the metreyarrespect differ from
that of good prose, but likewise that some of thestinteresting parts of
the best poems will be found to be strictly theglaage of prose when
prose is well written. The truth of this assertinight be demonstrated by
innumerable passages from almost all the poeticiéihgs, even of Milton
himself.

From Samuel Taylor Coleridge’sBiographia Literaria:

But in order to render myself intelligible | mustepiously, in as few
words as possible, explain my views, first, of sefp and secondly, of
Poetry itself, in kind, and in essence.

The office of philosophical disquisition consists just distinction;
while it is the privilege of the philosopher to peeve himself constantly
aware, that distinction is not division. In orderabtain adequate notions of
any truth, we must intellectually separate itsidgtishable parts; and this
is the technical process of philosophy. But hawdngdone, we must then
restore them in our conceptions to the unity, incwhthey actually co-
exist; and this is the result of philosophy. A poeontains the same
elements as a prose composition; the differenaefiie must consist in a
different combination of them, in consequence dalifierent object being
proposed. According to the difference of the objeilitbe the difference of
the combination. It is possible, that the objectyrba merely to facilitate
the recollection of any given facts or observatibpsrtificial arrangement;
and the composition will be a poem, merely becatise distinguished
from prose by metre, or by rhyme, or by both camtjgi In this, the lowest
sense, a man might attribute the name of a poerthgowell-known
enumeration of the days in the several months;

“Thirty days hath September, April, June, and Nolent etc.

and others of the same class and purpose. Andbadiaular pleasure
is found in anticipating the recurrence of soundsl auantities, all
compositions that have this charm super-added,evbatbe their contents,
may be entitled poems.

So much for the superficial form. A difference dfject and contents
supplies an additional ground of distinction. Thariediate purpose may
be the communication of truths; either of truthabte and demonstrable,
as in works of science; or of facts experienced r@edrded, as in history.
Pleasure, and that of the highest and most pernh&imah may result from
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the attainment of the end; but it is not itself themediate end. In other
works the communication of pleasure may be the idiate purpose; and
though truth, either moral or intellectual, oughthte the ultimate end, yet
this will distinguish the character of the authoot the class to which the
work belongs. Blest indeed is that state of socigtyvhich the immediate
purpose would be baffled by the perversion of thappr ultimate end; in
which no charm of diction or imagery could exemip¢ BATHYLLUS

even of an Anacreon, or the ALEXIS of Virgil, frodisgust and aversion!

But the communication of pleasure may be the imatedbbject of a
work not metrically composed; and that object mayehbeen in a high
degree attained, as in novels and romances. Wdulth the mere
superaddition of metre, with or without rhyme, #atthese to the name of
poems? The answer is, that nothing can permanplethse, which does not
contain in itself the reason why it is so, and otterwise. If metre be
superadded, all other parts must be made consavitinit. They must be
such, as to justify the perpetual and distinctrai® to each part, which an
exact correspondent recurrence of accent and sanenchlculated to excite.
The final definition then, so deduced, may be tivasded. A poem is that
species of composition, which is opposed to wofksc@nce, by proposing
for its immediate object pleasure, not truth; anehf all other species
(having this object in common with #)it is discriminated by proposing to
itself such delight from the whole, as is compatibkith a distinct
gratification from each component part.

Controversy is not seldom excited in consequencéhefdisputants
attaching each a different meaning to the same ward in few instances
has this been more striking, than in disputes amicg the present subject.
If a man chooses to call every composition a poehich is rhyme, or
measure, or both, | must leave his opinion unceeited. The distinction
is at least competent to characterize the writémtention. If it were
subjoined, that the whole is likewise entertainargaffecting, as a tale, or
as a series of interesting reflections; | of couadenit this as another fit
ingredient of a poem, and an additional merit. Buhe definition sought
for be that of a legitimate poem, | answer, it mhsbne, the parts of which
mutually support and explain each other; all in ith@roportion
harmonizing with, and supporting the purpose andwkm influences of
metrical arrangement. The philosophic critics dfagles coincide with the
ultimate judgment of all countries, in equally demythe praises of a just
poem, on the one hand, to a series of strikingslioe distiches, each of
which, absorbing the whole attention of the reatteritself, becomes
disjoined from its context, and forms a separateoleshinstead of a
harmonizing part; and on the other hand, to an stagwed composition,
from which the reader collects rapidly the geneeallt unattracted by the
component parts. The reader should be carried fdiwaot merely or
chiefly by the mechanical impulse of curiosity, loy a restless desire to
arrive at the final solution; but by the pleasuteadxtivity of mind excited
by the attractions of the journey itself. Like tim@tion of a serpent, which
the Egyptians made the emblem of intellectual powerike the path of

sound through the air: at every step he pauses and half recedes; and from
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the retrogressive movement collects the force wtdgain carries him
onward. Praecipitandus est liber spiritus, saysoRets most happily. The
epithet, liber, here balances the preceding vertd i is not easy to
conceive more meaning condensed in fewer words.

But if this should be admitted as a satisfactorgrabter of a poem, we
have still to seek for a definition of poetry. Theitings of Plato, and
Jeremy Taylor, and Burnet’'s Theory of the Earthnigh undeniable proofs
that poetry of the highest kind may exist withowttra, and even without
the contradistringuishing objects of a poem. Thst fthapter of Isaiah —
(indeed a very large portion of the whole book)s—poetry in the most
emphatic sense; yet it would be not less irratidghah strange to assert,
that pleasure, and not truth was the immediatecblsjé the prophet. In
short, whatever specific import we attach to thedy®oetry, there will be
found involved in it, as a necessary consequeheg at poem of any length
neither can be, nor ought to be, all poetry. Yetifharmonious whole is to
be produced, the remaining parts must be presdarvée@eping with the
poetry; and this can be no otherwise effected thgnsuch a studied
selection and artificial arrangement, as will pletaf one, though not a
peculiar property of poetry. And this again can e other than the
property of exciting a more continuous and equaéngibn than the
language of prose aims at, whether colloquial Gitevr.

My own conclusions on the nature of poetry, in shictest use of the
word, have been in part anticipated in some ofrdmarks on the Fancy
and Imagination in the early part of this work. Wl poetry?— is so
nearly the same question with, what is a peetRat the answer to the one
is involved in the solution of the other. For itaglistinction resulting from
the poetic genius itself, which sustains and medithe images, thoughts,
and emations of the poet's own mind.

The poet, described in ideal perfection, bringswhwle soul of man
into activity, with the subordination of its facels to each other according
to their relative worth and dignity. He diffusegame and spirit of unity,
that blends, and (as it were) fuses, each into,eagthat synthetic and
magical power, to which | would exclusively appriepe the name of
Imagination. This power, first put in action by théll and understanding,
and retained under their irremissive, though geatid unnoticed, control,
laxis effertur habenis, reveals “itself in the laa or reconcilement of
opposite or discordant” qualities: of samenessh vdifference; of the
general with the concrete; the idea with the imabe;individual with the
representative; the sense of novelty and freshnébsold and familiar
objects; a more than usual state of emotion withrentban usual order;
judgment ever awake and steady self-possession aithusiasm and
feeling profound or vehement; and while it blendsl énarmonizes the
natural and the artificial, still subordinates t&rtnature; the manner to the
matter; and our admiration of the poet to our sytmpawith the poetry.
(--))

Finally, Good Sense is the Body of poetic geniwmdy its Drapery,
Motion its Life, and Imagination the Soul that ieeeywhere, and in each;
and forms all into one graceful and intelligent ¥eého
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From Percy Bysshe Shelley’& Defence of Poetry

A poem is the very image of life expressed in femal truth. There is
this difference between a story and a poem, thetbey is a catalogue of
detached facts, which have no other connexion thiare, place,
circumstance, cause and effect; the other is theation of actions
according to the unchangeable forms of human naagexisting in the
mind of the Creator, which is itself the image bfother minds. The one is
partial, and applies only to a definite period ahd, and a certain
combination of events which can never again rethe;other is universal,
and contains within itself the germ of a relatianwhatever motives or
actions have place in the possible varieties of dmumature. Time, which
destroys the beauty and the use of the story dicpéar facts, stripped of
the poetry which should invest them, augments dhgbetry, and for ever
develops new and wonderful applications of the natetruth which it
contains. Hence epitomes have been called the nabthst history; they
eat out the poetry of it. A story of particular fds as a mirror which
obscures and distorts that which should be bedufifbetry is a mirror
which makes beautiful that which is distorted.

The parts of a composition may be poetical, witltbetcomposition as
a whole being a poem. A single sentence may bensidered as a whole,
though it may be found in the midst of a seriesimdissimilated portions: a
single word even may be a spark of inextinguishétdeight. And thus all
the great historians, Herodotus, Plutarch, Livyrevpoets; and although,
the plan of these writers, especially that of Livgstrained them; from
developing this faculty in its highest degree, thegde copious and ample
amends for their subjection, by filling all the énstices of their subjects
with living images. (...)

Having determined what is poetry, and who are pdetsis proceed to
estimate its effects upon society.

Poetry is ever accompanied with pleasure: all tspon which it falls
open themselves to receive the wisdom which is hethguith its delight.
In the infancy of the world, neither poets themsslwor their auditors are
fully aware of the excellence of poetry: for it @cin a divine and
unapprehended manner, beyond and above conscisuaneésit is reserved
for future generations to contemplate and measwenmighty cause and
effect in all the strength and splendour of theaiion. Even in modern
times, no living poet ever arrived at the fullnesis fame; the jury which
sits in judgement upon a poet, belonging as he twesdl time, must be
composed of his peers: it must be impanelled byeTirmm the selectest of
the wise of many generations. A poet is a nightfegaho sits in darkness
and sings to cheer its own solitude with sweet dephis auditors are as
men entranced by the melody of an unseen musisian feel that they are
moved and softened, yet know not whence or why. dwms of Homer
and his contemporaries were the delight of infante@e; they were the
elements of that social system which is the coluapon which all
succeeding civilization has reposed. Homer embothieddeal perfection
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of his age in human character; nor can we doulitttiese who read his
verses were awakened to an ambition of becomirgttikAchilles, Hector,
and Ulysses the truth and beauty of friendshiprigtzgm, and persevering
devotion to an object, were unveiled to the depthghese immortal
creations: the sentiments of the auditors must hasen refined and
enlarged by a sympathy with such great and lovelgersonations, until
from admiring they imitated, and from imitation yhielentified themselves
with the objects of their admiration. Nor let it ldbjected, that these
characters are remote from moral perfection, aatltttey can by no means
be considered as edifying patterns for generahtimit. Every epoch, under
names more or less specious, has deified its peaidiors; Revenge is the
naked idol of the worship of a semi-barbarous aget Self-deceit is the
veiled image of unknown evil, before which luxurydssatiety lie prostrate.
But a poet considers the vices of his contempmwariea temporary dress in
which his creations must be arrayed, and which cexthout concealing
the eternal proportions of their beauty. An epicdoamatic personage is
understood to wear them around his soul, as hethegncient armour or
the modern uniform around his body; whilst it isg&0 conceive a dress
more graceful than either. The beauty of the irdenature cannot be so far
concealed by its accidental vesture, but that gt ©of its form shall
communicate itself to the very disguise, and indiche shape it hides from
the manner in which it is worn. A majestic form agrdiceful motions will
express themselves through the most barbarousasteless costume. Few
poets of the highest class have chosen to exHilgt teauty of their
conceptions in its naked truth and splendour; aimgldoubtful whether the
alloy of costume, habit, be not necessary to terttgetplanetary music for
mortal ears.

The whole objection, however, of the immoralitypafetry rests upon a
misconception of the manner in which poetry actpitoduce the moral
improvement of man. Ethical science arranges thenehts which poetry
has created, and propounds schemes and proposeplesaof civil and
domestic life: nor is it for want of admirable daces that men hate, and
despise, and censure, and deceive, and subjugatarmther. But poetry
acts in another and diviner manner. It awakenseamarges the mind itself
by rendering it the receptacle of a thousand urepprded combinations of
thought. Poetry lifts the veil from the hidden biaof the world, and
makes familiar objects be as if they were not familit reproduces all that
it represents, and the impersonations clothed snEitysian light stand
thenceforward in the minds of those who have omreernplated them as
memorials of that gentle and exalted content wiektends itself over all
thoughts and actions with which it coexists. Theagrsecret of morals is
love; or a going out of our own nature, and an fifieation of ourselves
with the beautiful which exists in thought, action,person, not our own. A
man, to be greatly good, must imagine intensely @wdprehensively; he
must put himself in the place of another and of ynaimers; the pains and
pleasures of his species must become his own. Téa&t gnstrument of
moral good is the imagination; and poetry admimsste the effect by
acting upon the cause. Poetry enlarges the ciraqemte of the imagination
by replenishing it with thought of ever new deligivhich have the power
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of attracting and assimilating to their own natatkother thoughts, and
which form new intervals and interstices whose Voidever craves fresh
food. Poetry strengthens the faculty which is thgao of the moral nature
of man, in the same manner as exercise strengéhkms.

William Wordsworth is firstly approached in the dirof English
Romantic critics, owing it to the Preface addedtie second edition of
Lyrical Ballads (1800). The above selected fragment from the Peefa
contains Wordsworth's critical ideas on the subjecatter of poetry,
language of poetry, poetic imagination, the missidrnthe poet, and the
definition, origin and purpose of poetry. Bringiimgo discussion the subject
matter of poetry, Wordsworth identifies countrysidature, and feelings as
the three distinct aspects of the thematic concérst, “incidents and
situations from common life”, “humble and rustitefi, “rural life”; second,
“the beautiful and permanent forms of nature”; dhifessential passions of
the heart”, “elementary feelings”, and “passions reén”. These three
thematic concerns do not exist separately one foother, but represent a
unity of interrelated and interdependent aspeckgrer elementary feelings,
unaltered by “social vanity”, stand as the dominamd the most important
of all elements of the subject matter of poetrgirttsource being the rustic
life and their highest expression and embodimeimgothe natural objects.

Wordsworth’s literary practice materialises his ogption, where in
Tintern Abbeyfor instance, nature and rural life are symbaiticunited —
“these pastoral farms, / Green to the very docathd represent the source of
poet’'s emotions, a necessary state prior to poetigposition:

These beauteous forms,

Through a long absence, have not been to me
As is a landscape to a blind man’s eye:

But oft, in lonely rooms, and ‘mid the din

Of towns and cities, | have owed to them

In hours of weariness, sensations sweet,

Felt in the blood, and felt along the heart;

And passing even into my purer mind,

With tranquil restoration: — feelings too

Of unremembered pleasure

Wordsworth’sTintern Abbey his long autobiographical poefrhe
Prelude and most of his other poems also clearly show tha main
thematic concern of his poetry is the poet’s owhjesttive experience, his
feelings and states of mind, Wordsworth constawtlging himself into his
poetry and his apprehension of the universe beingely personal.
Wordsworth’'s best poetry renders the growth of tpeet's own
consciousness, which made Keats call it “egotiktstdblime” and others
acclaim Wordsworth as the beginner of modern poéhrg poetry of the
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growing inner self, for, after him, the poets’ maubject has been their own
subjectivity.

Wordsworth’s ideas on the subject matter of poetgrge in the
Preface with those on the language of poetry, whitduld be also found in
the “humble and rustic life”, in which people spéakplainer and a more
emphatic language”. It is necessary, insists Wooddw “to imitate, and, as
far as possible, to adopt the very language of maAlso, in Wordsworth’s
opinion, the language of poetry allows no shargedinces from the
language of prose:

the language of a large portion of every good poewen of the most

elevated character, must necessarily, except wigrence to the metre, in
no respect differ from that of good prose, butwise that some of the most
interesting parts of the best poems will be foumthé strictly the language
of prose when prose is well written.

One may point here to a contradictory expressio@ds about the
language of poetry, in that the language “reallgdusy men”, “a plainer and
a more emphatic” one, a language that would nérdifom the language of
prose, is actually required to be “a more permaremd a far more
philosophical language” and even made complex Hified and variegated,

and alive with metaphors and figures”, or, at least

a figure of speech occasionally prompted by passiad | have made use
of them [figures of speech] as such; but have ermead utterly to reject
them as a mechanical device of style, or as a ydaniguage which Writers
in metre seem to lay claim to by prescription.

In Romanticism, as a reaction against the Neodalksimphasis on
reason and common sense, poets gave value to iatiaginas the most
important human faculty, the primary and the acwralative principle in
poetic activity. Likewise, Wordsworth, in the abogelected fragment,
regards imagination as the creative principle whighen used by the poets,
would modify the simple and common aspects of ifegsen as the subject
matter, where

ordinary things should be presented to the mindrinunusual way; and,
further, and above all, to make these incidentssitu@tions interesting by
tracing in them, truly though not ostentatiouslye tprimary laws of our
nature.

As it is expressed in the Preface, the purposeoefrp is to teach,
purify the soul, and improve morally the human peitthe Reader must
necessarily be in some degree enlightened, andftastions strengthened
and purified”. To this, Wordsworth also adds théngple of pleasure:
“whatever passions he [the poet] communicates ® Reader, those
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passions, if his Reader's mind be sound and viggrehould always be
accompanied with an overbalance of pleasure”.

Bringing into discussion the nature of the poet,rigaorth offers
one of the most famous definitions of poetry andvaay interesting
conception about its origin, claiming that all gquaktry is “the spontaneous
overflow of powerful feelings”, to which later iné Preface he adds the idea
that the emotion, experienced earlier, should beditected in tranquillity”:

Poetry is the spontaneous overflow of powerfulifes: it takes its origin
from emotion recollected in tranquillity: the enwotiis contemplated till by
a species of reaction the tranquillity graduallgagipears, and an emotion,
kindred to that which was before the subject oftemplation, is gradually
produced, and does itself actually exist in thednln this mood successful
composition generally begins, and in a mood sindathis it is carried on;
but the emotion, of whatever kind and in whatevegrde, from various
causes is qualified by various pleasures, so thdescribing any passions
whatsoever, which are voluntarily described, thednwill upon the whole
be in a state of enjoyment.

This theory of origin of poetry is also remarkahtaterialised in his
own poetry, the poenrfintern Abbey for instance, from one interpretative
perspective, apart from its themes of nature, mgnaord the growing poetic
mind, clearly revealing, or rather representingtself, the poetic activity in
progress, a poem about writing a poem, a poem adisg, or
deconstructing, it own process of composition.

Wordsworth’s critical text shows that his ideaspmetry define the
major characteristics of the Romantic poetry in egah and that they
originate mainly as a rejection of the key Neodtadsprinciples while
demonstrating the validity of the new, Romanticetyqf literature. In this
respect, the main characteristic of Wordsworthiticism is its defensive
nature; his criticism is also dependent on andesgive of his own literary
practice, and that of a whole generation, beinghat beginnings of its
consolidation as Romantic literary tradition, asllwes subjective and
prescriptive.

Unlike Wordsworth’s literary criticism, Samuel TaylColeridge’s
estimation of literature inBiographia Literaria (1817) is not simply
Romantic, merely expressive of a new literary dalitsi, but is viewed as
the first important work of philosophical criticisin English. The above
selected fragment clearly shows the philosophliaking of a literary critic
attempting to build up an original conception orefpp, in general, and, in
particular, the definition and purpose of poetrpdahe nature of poetic
imagination.

Remarkable in its unity of concern and logical oigation of ideas
and arguments, the fragment, presenting his viéfivst, of a Poem; and
secondly, of Poetry itself, in kind, and in esséncgtarts from the
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presentation of the philosophical method aimed ftaining “adequate
notions of any truth” and consisting of a “techhipeocess”, by which one
“must intellectually separate” the “distinguishalparts” of the studied
object, followed by the restoration of these pérrisour conceptions to the
unity, in which they actually co-exist”, which ishe result of philosophy”,
that is, the realization of some truth, or knowlkedapbout the object.

On this philosophical premise builds Coleridge tisception on
poetry. A poem, according to him, is also such &pead consisting of
“distinguishable parts”, the different structuraddathematic elements of a
poem, and of their “unity”, the “whole” of the poetext, its message and
meaning expressed by the poet. Starting from thsuraption, Coleridge
develops his own opinions on language and struabuganization of poetry,
on purpose of poetry and the function of imagimatio

Concerning the language and structure, a poem domthe same
elements as a prose composition; the differencefitre must consist in a
different combination of them, in consequence diferent object being
proposed”. Different from prose, as combined in ‘thbole” of the poetic
text, these elements receive an “artificial arranget” by “metre, or by
rhyme, or by both conjointly”.

But this arrangement, though it may produce “aipaldr pleasure”
in “anticipating the recurrence of sounds and qtiast, is not enough to
attribute the name of a poem to such a text. Thpédicial form”, insists
Coleridge, cannot offer the adequate understandinghat poetry is; to do
so, one should focus on the immediate purpose etiyo

In science and history, the immediate purpose ife “t
communication of truths”, “either of truth absolwied demonstrable”, and
from the attainment of this end may result pleaswvhich, however,
whatever “of the highest and most permanent kihdiight be, is still not an
immediate end in itself.

Unlike in science and history, in poetry and litara the
“communication of pleasure” is “the immediate olfjean immediate end in
itself. It is the first and foremost purpose oEldture, in general, and, in
particular, of poetry, as well as of those literamprks that are “not
metrically composed”, such as novels and romantée. difference is,
according to Coleridge, that in novels, romances, drama, the pleasure
results from “the whole”, after reading the textdannderstanding its
meaning; in poetry, unlike in other literary genrd®e pleasure results not
only from “the whole” of the poem, from what it v&itten about, but — as
poetry, unlike other genres, has a special arraageof language by rhyme
and metre — the pleasure emerges also from “eactpawent part”, from
how the poem is written, which is in the processeaiding before coming to
its end and understanding its message.

Concerning imagination, earlier Biographia Literarig one may
find Coleridge’s theory of poetic imagination, whehe distinguishes
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between ‘Primary Imagination’ and ‘Secondary Imagion’, and then
opposes the latter, which is actually the poetiagmation, to ‘Fancy’.
There and in this fragment, Coleridge insists omagmation as the most
important creative principle, as well as unifyingngiple, which “dissolves,
diffuses, dissipates, in order to re-create; orrelthis process is rendered
impossible, yet still at all events it strugglesidealize and to unify”. In
relation to this idea, in the selected fragment cae find — based on
Coleridge’s philosophical distinction of the objécto its parts and unity —
the idea that imagination is the “syntactic and icegpower” that fuses the
parts into the unity of poem:

This power, first put in action by the will and wardtanding, and retained
under their irremissive, though gentle and unndti@®ntrol, laxis effertur
habenis, reveals itself in the balance or recomel® of opposite or
discordant qualities: of sameness, with differerafethe general with the
concrete; the idea with the image; the individudahwhe representative; the
sense of novelty and freshness with old and famidlgects; a more than
usual state of emotion with more than usual orflefgment ever awake
and steady self-possession with enthusiasm andndegdrofound or
vehement; and while it blends and harmonizes theralsand the artificial,
still subordinates art to nature; the manner tontlaéter; and our admiration
of the poet to our sympathy with the poetry.

The person who has the ability to diffuse “a tond apirit of unity,
that blends, and (as it were) fuses, each [patt) Each” is the poet
possessing the power of imagination, and, as siachbe “described in ideal
perfection”, for he “brings the whole soul of mama activity, with the
subordination of its faculties to each other acowydo their relative worth
and dignity”.

In short, by applying the philosophical method aasl,a result, the
consideration of a poem in its ‘parts’ (the companelements of a poem)
and ‘unity’ (the whole of the poem), Coleridge off@ unity of approach to
imagination, language, purpose, and definition adtpy. In this respect, the
language of poetry is characterised by an artlf@reangement of the parts
into the unity by meter and rhyme. The purpose oty is the
communication of pleasure that originates from bhthparts (that is, on the
structural level, from the way the text it is weit) and the whole (that is, on
the thematic level, from understanding its messagemeaning after
finishing the reading) of the poem. Imaginatiorthie creative principle that
assembles, fuses, combines the elements, be tkeayoéwpposite qualities,
into the unity of a poem. The definition of poestynmarises all these ideas:

The final definition then, so deduced, may be tivasded. A poem is that
species of composition, which is opposed to woifksc@nce, by proposing
for its immediate object pleasure, not truth; anshf all other species —
(having this object in common with it) — it is disninated by proposing to
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itself such delight from the whole, as is compatibkith a distinct
gratification from each component part.

Coleridge’s critical discourse on literature istbetorganised than
that of Wordsworth and other English Romantic csitiand he develops his
critical ideas less as a reaction against the MNeemal principles, as
Wordsworth does, than as an attempt to achievenatity of theoretical
opinions and critical reasoning. By applying philpby and its methodology
to the making of literary criticism, Coleridge showimself to be a critic
conscious of the fact that in order to produceicaitideas on poetry and
develop theoretical principles on poetry in geneaale should find and
apply a solid methodological basis, and, indeed¢chvimight be a better one
than that of philosophy, the mother of all disaipk, with its universally
applicable system and method. Relying not on atakgrrinciples to be used
in literary criticism, which would not be approggasince Romantic poetry
is a new type of literature, Coleridge turns to gea philosophy, on one
hand, and, on the other hand, chooses as his mdtelsGerman
philosophers Kant, Schelling, Hegel, Fichte, artierd who paved the way
for the rise of Romanticism.

In this respect, Coleridge is both original and gpastic;
nonetheless, he is aware of the fact that litecatycism is on the way of
freeing itself from the previous classical traditidor which a new and
strong theoretical and methodological basis is irequ Thus Coleridge’s
literary criticism, although dependent on and egpiree of its Romantic
period, is to a lesser degree defensive, subjecive prescriptive.

Unlike Coleridge, Percy Bysshe Shelley, anotherartgnt English
Romantic critic, in his essay entitlddDefence of Poetrys less concerned
with critical originality and relies heavily on thaassical heritage. A non-
conformist in real life, a rebel and radical iretiry practice, the creator of
‘Prometheus unbound’ shows himself to be a traddtist in critical
thinking. This is justified by the fact that Shglleame to write his essay as a
reply to the article entittedhe Four Ages of Poetryn which his friend
Thomas Love Peacock argues that poetry has becesatess, and that the
modern mind must turn instead to scientific anchedogical concerns.
Shelley conceived his essay as an answer to ttiideamwhich offered him
the opportunity to express his own ideas on imdginapoet, language and
purpose of poetry.

The purpose of poetry is, actually, the main aiiticoncern, since
Shelley attempts to defend the value of poetry @richaginative literature,
in general, against the rising industrial cultufée purpose of poetry, as
attributed by Shelley, considers a wide spectrumso€ial and moral
implications, already expressed and argued aboutthm traditional
background of classical literature since Horaadite et dulce Likewise,
throughout his essay, Shelley associates poetry sacial freedom and
defends its status as a moral benefactor for thenmamity, insisting on the
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social function of poetry, on one hand, throughgmation, “to produce the
moral improvement of man”, and, on the other haadaward learning and
pleasure, as it offers to reader “the wisdom whighmingled with its
delight”. Also, poetry acts in

diviner manner. It awakens and enlarges the mselfiby rendering it the
receptacle of a thousand unapprehended combinatibtisought. Poetry
lifts the veil from the hidden beauty of the worland makes familiar
objects be as if they were not familiar; it reproési all that it represents.

The selected fragment reveals that apart from ¢inéiruation of the
Neoclassical views (for instance, the purpose etydo teach, delight, and
strengthen the ethical values, or the subject maitepoetry being “the
unchangeable forms of human nature, as existingh& mind of the
Creator”, or the definition of poetry: “A poem ifet very image of life
expressed in its eternal truth”), Shelley embramesy of the new Romantic
ideas and even develops original critical opinions.

As a Romantic writer, Shelley expands together witbhrdsworth
and Coleridge the expressive theory of authorsimg emphasises the
importance of imagination; poetry, the way Shelbeyceived of it, is the
expression of imagination. Like for other Romautitics, imagination is for
Shelley the most important human power and the radistic principle for
the poet, the most resourcefully creative, unifyiagd ordering principle in
the act of creation, but Shelley’s approach to iimagpn reveals also a
Neoclassical perspective with clear social and imaorplications regarding,
first of all, its function to improve the man, fanagination is “the great
instrument of moral good”:

The great secret of morals is love; or a goingadwtur own nature, and an
identification of ourselves with the beautiful whiexists in thought,

action, or person, not our own. A man, to be gyegtlod, must imagine

intensely and comprehensively; he must put hinigdlfie place of another
and of many others; the pains and pleasures aff@isies must become his
own. The great instrument of moral good is the imatipn; and poetry

administers to the effect by acting upon the calsmetry enlarges the
circumference of the imagination by replenishingvith thought of ever

new delight, which have the power of attracting asgdimilating to their

own nature all other thoughts, and which form netervals and interstices
whose void for ever craves fresh food. Poetry gfteens the faculty which

is the organ of the moral nature of man, in the esamanner as exercise
strengthens a limb.

An example of original critical thought, which algoes against the
classical view of art asimesiswould be Shelley’s ideas on the language of
poetry, which, in his opinion, “is arbitrarily praded by imagination and has
relations to thoughts alone”, that is, the word hasequivalent, or referent
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in reality, and represents the textual expressioth® poet's thoughts and
feelings, or any of the poet’s ideas that are pceduand exist only in his
mind without being reflections of reality. Moreoyeagainst the classical
tradition emphasising harmony and musicality ofuaese, the poet is free to
deviate from tradition and innovate it:

An observation of the regular mode of the recureeat harmony in the
language of poetical minds, together with its ielatto music, produced
metre, or a certain system of traditional formshafmony and language.
Yet it is by no means essential that a poet sh@addommodate his
language to this traditional form, so that the hamgn which is its spirit, be
observed. The practice is indeed convenient andulpgpand to be

preferred, especially in such composition as ingtugnuch action: but
every great poet must inevitably innovate upon the@ample of his

predecessors in the exact structure of his pecudiggification.

However bound to classical tradition, or expresstognanticism, or
being original, Shelley’s critical ideas have onartigular task and are
directed to one end — to demonstrate the utilitypoétry and defend its
aesthetic validity as well as social and moral fiomc — which make
Shelley’s criticism first of all defensive, as wek subjective, prescriptive,
and expressive of its period and literary tradition

The three critics Wordsworth, Coleridge, and Slyetlelong to one
literary movement, displaying similar critical camos, among which of
primary importance stands the nature of the pagtcteative sensibility and
imaginative power, which made Abrams consider theressive theory on
art’ as a new kind of critical theory developedthg Romantics.

Romanticism has proclaimed the freedom of artistigression next
to the freedom in thought, and the critics diffgrtbe ideas and conceptions
developed on similar critical concerns, by the pecsives of approach to
these concerns, and by choosing either to conforon defy tradition. In this
respect, it would be interesting and revelatorpmpgarative arrangement of
the main critical ideas from the fragments, as esped by Wordsworth,
Coleridge, and Shelley, on such common concerrntheasubject matter of
poetry, the language of poetry, poetic imaginattbe, nature and mission of
the poet, the function and the purpose of poefrg,the origin and definition
of poetry:

Preface to| Biographia Literaria | A Defence of Poetry
Lyrical Ballads
Subject “‘incidents  and| “the incidents and “life expressed in itg
matter of | situations from| agents were to be, ineternal truth”,
poetry common life”,| part at least| “unchangeable forms
“ordinary supernatural”, of human nature, as
things”, “humble| “persons and existing in the mind
and rustic life”,| characters of the Creator”,
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“the essentia
passions of the

supernatural, or
> least romantic; yet s

at “[poetry] is universal,

pand contains withir]

heart”, “our| as to transfer from itself the germ of g
elementary our inward nature a relation to whateve
feelings”, “the| human interest and famotives or actions
manners of rural] semblance of truth have place in the
life”, “rural | sufficient to procurg possible varieties of
occupations”, for these shadows afhuman nature”
“passions of| imagination that
men”, “the | willing suspension of
beautiful and| disbelief  for the
permanent forms moment, which
of nature” constitutes poetiq
faith”

Language of| “a selection of| “by artificial | “language, color

poetry language really arrangement (...) byform, and religious
used by men”, “a metre, or by rhyme| and civil habits of
plainer and more or by both| action, are all the
emphatic conjointly”, “a | instruments and
language”, particular pleasure is materials of poetry”,
“feelings and| found in anticipating “poetry in a more
notions in simple the recurrence of restricted sense
and unelaborated sounds and expresses those
expressions”, “g quantities” arrangements of
more permanent, language, anc
and a far more especially  metrica

philosophical

language”, “a
figure of speech
occasionally

prompted by
passion”,  “the
language of 3§

large portion of]
every good
poem, (...) excep,
with reference to
the metre, in ng
respect differ
from that of
good prose, bu
likewise (...) the
best poems will
be found to be
strictly the
language of
prose when pros
is well written”

language, which ar

created by tha
imperial faculty,
whose  throne g

curtained within the
invisible nature of
man”, “language is
arbitrarily produced
by the imagination
and has relation t
thoughts alone”, “the
regular mode of the
recurrence of
harmony in the
language of poeticg
minds, together with
its relation to music
produced metre, or
certain system o
traditional forms of
harmony and
language. Yet it is by

1%

D

no means essenti

Al
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that a poet shoul
accommodate hi
language to  this
traditional form, so
that the harmony,
which is its spirit, be
observed. (...) every
great poet mus
inevitably  innovate
upon the example o
his predecessors i
the exact structure g
his peculiar
versification”

O

—- 5 —h

Imagination

“to throw over
them [aspects o
rural life] a
certain colouring
of imagination,
whereby

ordinary things
should be
presented to th
mind in an
unusual aspect”

“It dissolves,
f diffuses, dissipates
in order to recreate
or where this proces
is rendered
impossible, yet still a
all events it struggle
to idealize and tg
2 unify. It is essentially
vital, even as al
objects (as objectg
are essentially fixeg
and dead”, “a tong
and spirit of unity,
that blends, and (..,
fuses, each [part] int
each”, “magical
power (...), first put
in action by the will

and understanding
and retained unde
their irremissive,

though gentle ang
unnoticed,  control
(...) reveals itself in

the balance or
reconcilement of
opposite or|
discordant" qualities
of sameness, with
difference; of the
general with the
concrete; the ide
with the image; the
individual with the

“mind acting upon
,those thoughts so 3
: to color them with its

sown light, and
composing from
them, as from
5 elements, othe
thoughts, each
containing within
itself the principle of
)its own integrity”,

| “the great instrumen

> of moral good is the
imagination”

)

D

]

t
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representative (...)"

The purpose| “the “pleasure, not truth “poetry is  ever
of poetry understanding of (...) from the whole| accompanied  with
the Reader mugtas is compatible with pleasure: all spirits on
necessarily be in a distinct gratification which it falls open
some degree from each componerntthemselves to receive
enlightened, and part” the wisdom which ig
his affections mingled  with its
strengthened and delight”,  “auditors
purified”, (...) are moved and
“whatever softened”, “poetry
passions he acts to produce the
[poet] moral improvement
communicates tg of man”, “poetry actg
his Reader, those in (-.2) diviner
passions (... manner. It awakens
should always be and enlarges the mind
accompanied itself by rendering it
with an the receptacle of a
overbalance o thousand
pleasure” unapprehended
combinations of
thought”, “poetry lifts
the veil from the
hidden beauty of the
world, and makes
familiar objects be a$
if they were not
familiar; it
reproduces all that it
represents”, “poetry
strengthens the
faculty which is the
organ of the mora
nature of man”
Definition “poetry is the| “a poem is thaf “the expression of the
and origin of | spontaneous species ofl imagination”, “a
poetry overflow of | composition, which ig poem is the very
powerful opposed to works of image of life
feelings: it takeg science, by proposingexpressed in its
its origin from| for its immediatel eternal truth”, “a
emotion object pleasure, ngtpoem (...) is the
recollected in| truth; and from all| creation of actions
tranquillity” other  species +according to the

(having this object in
common with it) — it
is discriminated by
proposing to itself

unchangeable form
of human nature, a
existing in the mind
of the Creator, which

such delight from the

(2L

is itself the image o
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whole, as is| all other minds”,
compatible with a “poetry is a mirror

distinct gratification| which makes
from each componerjtbeautiful that which
part” is distorted”

Although the three critical texts belong to theresgntatives of one
literary movement, they reveal differences in bathtent and form.

On the thematic level, the texts share common aosce such as
the subject matter of poetry, the language of godire purpose of poetry,
and others — of which the status of the poet is nbe&r and the most
discussed topic, especially the concern with theet’poimagination.
However, the perspectives of approach to theseecnaare different: the
poet, for example, is discussed by Wordsworth om phemises of his
emotional experience; Coleridge’s perspective igopbphical as well as
psychological; and Shelley discusses the poet framNeoclassical
perspective, which is in universal terms and witkrorsy moral
considerations.

Also, the critics differ in matters of originaliyf their ideas, in the
different degrees of accepting or rejecting thaldigthed critical tradition of
the classics revived and institutionalized as Nassital. In this respect,
most of Wordsworth’s critical ideas emerge as angfireaction against the
Neoclassical ones, especially those on subjecemattpoetry, language of
poetry, and definition and origin of poetry; Cotiré is rather original in
many of his critical ideas, in particular about jegb matter of poetry,
imagination, the purpose of poetry, and definitaord origin of poetry; and
Shelley the critic, unlike the rebellious and radli€helley the poet, shows
his alliance to the ancient and Neoclassical a#isttdoctrine, namely
through his ideas on subject matter, definitiongior purpose of poetry.

Concerning the form, Wordsworth’s Preface is acotal for its
density of ideas, direct and plain style, and pessue manner. However, the
text, in many of its parts, seems rather disorgghiand loose in the
presentation of ideas which receive little arguragah, the critic often
returning to the same concern and giving differenbt contradictory ideas
on the same matter. Such is the case about thadgagf poetry, or about
the origin of poetry, as if Wordsworth starts thecdssion with the aim to
reject some Neoclassical principles only to retuafterwards with
explanations and additions: for instance, agaimstNeoclassical principles
of decorum and poetic diction, the language of pyoist first simple, plain,
and close to that of prose, but, later in Wordshierttext, it is also
philosophical and open to different stylistic dedcPoetry, as defined at the
beginning of the Preface, is the spontaneous @werdif powerful feelings,
and a few pages later, returning to the idea, Weoods develops a highly
original theory on the origin of poetry, statingtithis is not enough, the
emotions experienced earlier must be recollecteadspecial, poetic state of
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tranquillity, this theory being materialised in hi®etic practice, as, for
instance, it is expressed as a major themEntern Abbeylt is interesting
to notice that in the returning to his earlier sthideas and in their further
development or cancellation by contradictory st&ets stands Wordsworth
real merit as a literary critic.

Unlike Wordsworth, Coleridge’s critical discourse much better
organized, more academic and methodological. Imsethat with great
range of learning and remarkable sense of cridegachment, Coleridge has
realized the importance of literary criticism, itslity and necessity, and its
rise as a distinct discipline. Conscious of thednfee a methodological basis
for such a discipline, the method is borrowed famiosophy, as Coleridge,
himself a philosopher, influenced, in particulaly khe contemporary
German idealistic philosophy, has truly conceivddphilosophy as the
mother of all disciplines and of the philosophicaéthod as universally
applicable, including in the field of literary theycand criticism.

Shelley, on the other hand, writes his essay ietip style with
figures of speech and ornamentation of the phrasesyme of its parts the
essay being a true poem in prose, where, for instathe poet is “a
nightingale, who sits in darkness and sings to icitseown solitude with
sweet sounds; his auditors are as men entranctttbyelody of an unseen
musician”.

In the Romantic period, literary criticism becamere important
and critics self-conscious of their task, becaustcism was needed to
prove the validity of Romanticism as a new typditfrature which broke
the linearity of the literary development dominatsdthe revived classical
tradition. Romantic criticism was the promoter apgresentative of a new
literary sensibility, and thus — like the criticisph Renaissance, Restoration,
and Neoclassicism — the voice of a movement, andugs subjective,
prescriptive and defensive, perhaps to a higheregethan the previous
periods, given the aim to develop and implemerg\a type of literature in a
cultural background still sensible to the Neocleaslsmentality.

Truly, the great majority of the Romantic criticgedéas originated in
a reaction against Neoclassical principles (in Wamtth), although some
Neoclassical ideas prove their validity in the esmtof the new Romantic
doctrine which rejects the previous one (in Shglleyowever, there is also a
strong tendency towards originality of approach lgvhattempting at
establishing methodologies of the critical disceuia Coleridge).

Moreover, there is a strong tendency towards aalginof concern,
as Romantic aesthetic attitude has developed a euafmew critical topics
or subject matters, the focus now being on imaginainspiration, feeling,
emotion, sensibility, and psychological insight®ithe poetic mind. All of
them are reified through the concentration on paldr literary texts, often
combined with attempts at theoretical speculatismcli as the theory of
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imagination) and development of new concepts (sash ‘Secondary
Imagination’ by Coleridge or ‘Negative Capabilityy Keats).

And all of them point to the fact that the majdtical concern is the
poet, that the producer of art has moved to thé&reeh critical attention, the
true function of art being now the expression @& émtist's own subjective
and psychological states. It is what made Abrammiitate the ‘expressive
theory’ as a new critical theory of art coming inexistence with
Romanticism after the long dominance of the mimand pragmatic ones,
which Victorian Age would add to the existing typgy a number of others,
including the objective theory.

The Victorian Age
From Matthew Arnold’s The Study of Poetry

We should conceive of poetry worthily, and morehhygthan it has
been the custom to conceive of it. We should caecef it as capable of
higher uses, and called to higher destinies, thaset which in general men
have assigned to it hitherto. More and more mankiiliddiscover that we
have to turn to poetry to interpret life for us,donsole us, to sustain us.
Without poetry, our science will appear incompletad most of what now
passes with us for religion and philosophy will teplaced by poetry.
Science, | say, will appear incomplete withoufibr finely and truly does
Wordsworth call poetry ‘the impassioned expressishich is in the
countenance of all science’; and what is a coumemawithout its
expression? Again, Wordsworth finely and truly sagtloetry ‘the breath
and finer spirit of all knowledge’; our religionapading evidences such as
those on which the popular mind relies now; outqsuiphy, pluming itself
on its reasonings about causation and finite afidit@ being; what are
they but the shadows and dreams and false sholsoefledge? The day
will come when we shall wonder at ourselves forihgwrusted to them,
for having taken them seriously; and the more weceqiee their
hollowness, the more we shall prize ‘the breath dimeér spirit of
knowledge’ offered to us by poetry.

But if we conceive thus highly of the destiniespoktry, we must also
set our standard for poetry high, since poetrybéocapable of fulfilling
such high destinies, must be poetry of a high oodexcellence. We must
accustom ourselves to a high standard and to et giidgment. Sainte-
Beuve relates that Napoleon one day said, when Isodyewas spoken of
in his presence as a charlatan: ‘Charlatan as rasiglou please; but where
is there not charlatanism? ‘Yes’ answers Sainte-Beuve, ‘in politics, in
the art of governing mankind, that is perhaps t@et in the order of
thought, in art, the glory, the eternal honourhiattcharlatanism shall find
no entrance; herein lies the inviolableness of tiwile portion of man’s
being.’ It is admirably said, and let us hold f&stit. In poetry, which is
thought and art in one, it is the glory, the etehmanour, that charlatanism
shall find no entrance; that this noble sphere lept kinviolate and
inviolable. Charlatanism is for confusing or obi#tng the distinctions
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between excellent and inferior, sound and unsourghly half-sound, true
and untrue or only half-true. It is charlatanismangcious or unconscious,
whenever we confuse or obliterate these. And intrgpemore than
anywhere else, it is unpermissible to confuse ditevhte them. For in
poetry the distinction between excellent and imfersound and unsound or
only half-sound, true and untrue or only half-trus, of paramount
importance. It is of paramount importance becadsbehigh destinies of
poetry. In poetry, as in criticism of life undeetbhonditions fixed for such a
criticism by the laws of poetic truth and poetiabty, the spirit of our race
will find, we have said, as time goes on and asemwthelps fail, its
consolation and stay. But the consolation and stdlybe of power in
proportion to the power of the criticism of lifend the criticism of life will
be of power in proportion as the poetry conveyirig excellent rather than
inferior, sound rather than unsound or half-soting rather than untrue on
half-true.

The best poetry is what we want; the best poethybeifound to have
a power of forming, sustaining, and delighting as,nothing else can. A
clearer, deeper sense of the best in poetry, atlieadtrength and joy to be
drawn from it, is the most precious benefit whick wan gather from a
poetical collection such as the present. And yethim very nature and
conduct of such a collection there is inevitablynsthing which tends to
obscure in us the consciousness of what our beskéitild be, and to
distract us from the pursuit of it. We should ttiere steadily set it before
our minds at the outset, and should compel oursétveevert constantly to
the thought of it as we proceed.

Yes; constantly in reading poetry, a sense for likst, the really
excellent, and of the strength and joy to be driram it, should be present
in our minds and should govern our estimate of wietread. But this real
estimate, the only true one, is liable to be swgmad, if we are not
watchful, by two other kinds of estimate, the histcestimate and the
personal estimate, both of which are fallaciouspdet or a poem may
count to us historically, they may count to us awugds personal to
ourselves, and they may count to us really. They roaunt to us
historically. The course of development of a ndtolanguage, thought,
and poetry, is profoundly interesting; and by relgay a poet’'s work as a
stage in this course of development we may easihglourselves to make
it of more importance as poetry than in itselfetly is, we may come to
use a language of quite exaggerated praise ircisiitg it; in short, to
overrate it. So arises in our poetic judgments filacy caused by the
estimate which we may call historic. Then, agaimogt or poem may
count to us on grounds personal to ourselves. Gusopal affinities,
likings and circumstances, have great power to ssayestimate of this or
that poet’s work, and to make us attach more ingpae to it as poetry than
in itself it really possesses, because to us itoisshas been, of high
importance. Here also we overrate the object ofimterest, and apply to it
a language of praise which is quite exaggerated.thus we get the source
of a second fallacy in our poetic judgmentghe fallacy caused by an
estimate which we may call personal.
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Both fallacies are natural. It is evident how naliyrthe study of the
history and development of poetry may incline a manpause over
reputations and works once conspicuous but nowuses@nd to quarrel
with a careless public for skipping, in obedienoentere tradition and
habit, from one famous name or work in its natiopaktry to another,
ignorant of what it misses, and of the reason &mping what it keeps, and
of the whole process of growth in its poetry.

From John Ruskin’s Modern Painters

The Imaginative artist owns no laws. He defiesradtraint, and cuts
down all hedges. There is nothing within the limifsnatural possibility
that he dares not do, or that he allows the negeskidoing. The laws of
nature he knows; these are to him no restrainty &ine his own nature. All
other laws or limits he sets at utter defiance; joigrney is over an
untrodden and pathless plain. But he sees his eadtbe waste from the
first, and goes straight at it; never losing sighit, nor throwing away a
step. Nothing can stop him, nothing turn him asfdé&sons and lynxes are
of slow and uncertain sight compared with his. ldev dis tree, trunk,
boughs, foliage and all, from the first moment; aoly the tree, but the sky
behind it; not only that tree or sky, but all thiher great features of his
picture; by what intense power of instantaneousectiein and
amalgamation cannot be explained, but by this i b&proved and tested;
that, if we examine the tree of the unimaginatiaénter, we shall find that
on removing any part or parts of it, though the kel indeed suffer, as
being deprived of the proper development of a tes& as involving a
blank space that wants occupation, yet the portiefisare not made
discordant or disagreeable. They are absolutely iandhemselves as
valuable as they can be; ever stem is a perfeat, séad every twig a
graceful twig, or at least as perfect and as gta@S they were before the
removal of the rest. But if we try the same experitnon the imaginative
painter’s work, and break off the merest stem dg tef it, it all goes to
pieces like a Prince Rupert’s drop. There is nomsch as a seed of it but
it lies on the tree’s life, like the grain upon ttemgue of Chaucer’s sainted
child. Take it away, and the boughs will sing tongslonger. All is dead
and cold.

This then is the first sign of the presence of rahgination as
opposed to composition. But here is another natil@portant.

We have seen that as each part is selected aretl fliy the
unimaginative painter, he renders it, in itselfbasautiful as he is able. If it
be ugly it remains so; he is incapable of correriinby theaddition of
another uglinessand therefore he chooses all his features asafathey
may be (at least if his object be beauty). But alsproportion only of the
ideas he has at his disposal will reach his stahdhabsolute beauty. The
others will be of no use to him: and among thoselwhe permits himself
to use, there will be so marked a family likendss the will be more and
more cramped, as his picture advances, for wantatérial, and tormented
by multiplying resemblances, unless disguised besartifice of light and
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shade or other forced difference: and with all thiferences he can
imagine, his tree will yet show a sameness andsiok repetition in all its
parts, and all his trees will be like one anotlecept so far as one leans
east another west, one is broadest at the top aothex at the bottom:
while through all this insipid repetition, the meahy which he forces
contrast, dark boughs opposed to light, ruggedmoath, etc., will be
painfully evident, to the utter destruction of dilgnity and repose. The
imaginative work is necessarily the absolute opposf all this. As all its
parts are imperfect, and as there is an unlimitggbly of imperfection (for
the ways in which things may be wrong are infinitd)e imagination is
never at a loss, nor ever likely to repeat itsetfthing comes amiss to it;
but whatever rude matter it receives, it instastlyarranges that it comes
right: all things fall into their place, and app&athat place perfect, useful,
and evidently not to be spared; so that of its doatipns there is endless
variety, and every intractable and seemingly urakbe fragment that we
give to i, is instantly turned to some brilliargey and made the nucleus of
a new group of glory; however poor or common tHg giwill be thankful
for it, treasure it up, and pay in gold; and it liaat life in it and fire, that
wherever it passes, among the dead bones and fitisings, behold! a
shaking, and the bones come together bone to his. bo

And now we find what noble sympathy and unity there between the
Imaginative and Theoretic faculties. Both agreethiis, that they reject
nothing, and are thankful for all: but the Theardtculty takes out of
everything that which is beautiful, while the Imaafiive faculty takes hold
of the very imperfections which the Theoretic régge@and, by means of
these angles and roughness, it joints and boltséparate stones into a
mighty temple wherein the Theoretic faculty, in ttgn, does deepest
homage. Thus sympathetic in their desires, harmushodiverse in their
operation, each working for the other with what tiher needs not, all
things external to man are by one or other turnegbbd.

From Walter Pater’'s The Renaissance

To regard all things and principles of things asoimstant modes or
fashions has more and more become the tendencydémm thought. Let
us begin with that which is without — our physitid. Fix upon it in one of
its more exquisite intervals, the moment, for ins& of delicious recoil
from the flood of water in summer heat. What is wWiele physical life in
that moment but a combination of natural elememtwhich science gives
their names? But those elements, phosphorus arddimd delicate fibres,
are present not in the human body alone: we débech in places most
remote from it. Our physical life is a perpetual tton of them — the
passage of the blood, the waste and repairingeobthin under every ray
of light and sound — processes which science redtecsimpler and more
elementary forces. Like the elements of which weea@mposed, the action
of these forces extends beyond us: it rusts ir@hrgoens corn. Far out on
every side of us those elements are broadcasgrdiivmany currents; and
birth and gesture and death and the springingalétd from the grave are
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but a few out of ten thousand resultant combinatidihat clear, perpetual
outline of face and limb is but an image of oumsder which we group
them — a design in a web, the actual threads ofhwpass out beyond it.
This at least of flame-like our life has, that & but the concurrence,
renewed from moment to moment, of forces partirgnso or later on their
ways.

Or if we begin with the inward world of thought arfieeling, the
whirlpool is still more rapid, the flame more eagaéd devouring. There it
is no longer the gradual darkening of the eye,gitaelual fading of colour
from the wall — movements of the shore-side, wtibeewater flows down
indeed, though in apparent rest — but the racéefmidstream, a drift of
momentary acts of sight and passion and thoughtirgttsight experience
seems to bury us under a flood of external objgrtssing upon us with a
sharp and importunate reality, calling us out ofselves in a thousand
forms of action. But when reflexion begins to plgyon these objects they
are dissipated under its influence; the cohesiveefeseems suspended like
some trick of magic; each object is loosed intoraug of impressions —
colour, odour, texture — in the mind of the obseryed if we continue to
dwell in thought on this world, not of objects inetsolidity with which
language invests them, but of impressions, unstabliekering,
inconsistent, which burn and are extinguished witin consciousness of
them, it contracts still further: the whole scoffeobservation is dwarfed
into the narrow chamber of the individual mind. Expnce, already
reduced to a group of impressions, is ringed rofondeach one of us by
that thick wall of personality through which no Irgaice has ever pierced
on its way to us, or from us to that which we caryaconjecture to be
without. Every one of those impressions is the Espion of the individual
in his isolation, each mind keeping as a solitaiggmer its own dream of a
world. Analysis goes a step further still, and assuus that those
impressions of the individual mind to which, forchaone of us, experience
dwindles down, are in perpetual flight; that ea€lthem is limited by time,
and that as time is infinitely divisible, each dem is infinitely divisible
also; all that is actual in it being a single motaeyone while we try to
apprehend it, of which it may ever be more trulidgaat it has ceased to
be than that it is. To such a tremulous wisp cambtae-forming itself on
the stream, to a single sharp impression, withnsesén to, a relic more or
less fleeting, of such moments gone by, what iireaur life fines itself
down. It is with this movement, with the passage alissolution of
impressions, images, sensations, that analysisdeaff — that continual
vanishing away, that strange, perpetual, weaving anweaving of
ourselves.

Philosophiren, says Novalis, ist dephlegmatisireivificiren. The
service of philosophy, of speculative culture, tosgathe human spirit, is to
rouse, to startle it to a life of constant and eadpeservation. Every moment
some form grows perfect in hand or face; some toméhe hills or the sea
is choicer than the rest; some mood of passiomsight or intellectual
excitement is irresistibly real and attractive & # for that moment only.
Not the fruit of experience, but experience itsélfthe end. A counted
number of pulses only is given to us of a variedatiramatic life. How
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may we see in them all that is to seen in themhiayfinest senses? How
shall we pass most swiftly from point to point, &relpresent always at the
focus where the greatest number of vital forceteunitheir purest energy?
To burn always with this hard, gem-like flame, tcainain this
ecstasy, is success in life. In a sense it mighhdae said that our failure is
to form habits: for, after all, habit is relative & stereotyped world, and
meantime it is only the roughness of the eye thakes two persons,
things, situations, seem alike. While all melts emdur feet, we may well
grasp at any exquisite passion, or any contributicknowledge that seems
by a lifted horizon to set the spirit free for amment, or any stirring of the
sense, strange dyes, strange colours, and curibausrs) or work of the
artist's hands, or the face of one’s friend. Nadiszriminate every moment
some passionate attitude in those about us, anbdeirvery brilliancy of
their gifts some tragic dividing on their ways, @) this short day of frost
and sun, to sleep before evening. With this sefidheosplendour of our
experience and of its awful brevity, gatheringvedl are into one desperate
effort to see and touch, we shall hardly have ttmenake theories about
the things we see and touch. What we have to timbg for ever curiously
testing new opinions and courting new impressioeser acquiescing in a
facile orthodoxy, of Comte, or of Hegel, or of oown. Philosophical
theories or ideas, as points of view, instrumeftgiticism, may help us to
gather up what might otherwise pass unregardedsbyRhilosophy is the
microscope of thought”. The theory or idea or gystghich requires of us
the sacrifice of any part of this experience, insideration of some interest
into which we cannot enter, or some abstract thearjhave not identified
with ourselves, or of what is only conventionals lm® real claim upon us.

The above fragments representing Victorian criticiselected from
Matthew Arnold’sThe Studyof Poetry, John Ruskin’sviodern Paintersand
Walter Pater'sThe Renaissancelo not show any similarities in matters of
ideas expressed in them; moreover, the three ritipresent different
literary and critical trends, and, in matters dittcritical concern, Ruskin’s
and Pater's main focus is on art, in general, amgharticular, on painting,
and not on poetry and literature, as in Arnold,utjio one ought to take
poetry as a literary genre and therefore as orkeoérts, and in this respect
might consider poetry to be indirectly discussedPhyer and Ruskin as well.

The reason behind the selection is that all thragnients contain —
apart from critical ideas on art and artist (Ruskird Pater), and on poetry
and the poet (Arnold) — clear references to csiticiindicating the diversity
of critical thought in Victorian period, and, firahd foremost, revealing the
changes taking place in that period regarding tia¢us and purpose of
criticism.

The condition of literary criticism in Victorian Ay as revealed in the
fragment fromThe Study of Poetrgxpresses a typology, a variety of critical
approaches to poetry, Arnold speaking about thypest of criticism, or
“estimate”: “historic estimate”, “personal estimatend the “real estimate”.
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The ‘real estimate’ is Arnold’s own humanistic amdbral criticism,
“the only true one” in his opinion, since its ais to unveil in poetry “a
clearer, deeper sense of the best in poetry, atldeoftrength and joy to be
drawn from it”, and assist the reader in understapavhat is the best in
poetry. The true criticism, then, has the powediszover, sustain and teach
the moral and humanistic values expressed in poetrich, in its turn, has
“a power of forming, sustaining, and delightingétreader.

Arnold’s view of literary criticism is based on hesvn view of poetry
as “capable of higher uses”, such as “to interifieefor us, to console us, to
sustain us”. As Arnold conceives of it, poetry wittme to replace religion
and philosophy, and become a part of the scierdtfidy: “Without poetry,
our science will appear incomplete; and most oftwioav passes with us for
religion and philosophy will be replaced by poet8cience, | say, will
appear incomplete without it”.

Arnold’s high estimation of poetry parallels thepiontant role given to
literary criticism as intermediary factor betweesefry and reader, between
“the best, the really excellent, and of the streragid joy” in poetry and the
understanding of these elements from poetry bypiliglic. Criticism, as
Arnold conceived of it, resembles the nature andsion of poetry itself,
being reader oriented, having a social and morattfan, and working
together with poetry for the moral and intellectumaprovement of man.

Poetry does it by expressing what “the best, tladlyrexcellent” is;
criticism does it by providing the reader with gense of what “the best, the
really excellent” is, a sense that “should be prege our minds and should
govern our estimate of what we read”.

This is possible, according to Arnold, only if trozitical act is
objective, impartial, and independent from any peas or historical
responses to poetry, being focused exclusivelyherréal poetic values, on
its moral aspect, on what is “the best, the reatigellent” in poetry.

That is why the other two types of criticism, ‘luigt’ and ‘personal’,
are both wrong, both “fallacious”, the main problemboth cases being the
subjective response to poetry, on either histocglersonal grounds. In the
case of historic approach to poetry, one may terekaggerate the value of
a poem especially if the text expresses importantaf nation historical
events or figures:

the course of development of a nation’s languageught, and poetry, is
profoundly interesting; and by regarding a poetsrkvas a stage in this
course of development we may easily bring ourseteemake it of more
importance as poetry than in itself it really i® may come to use a language
of quite exaggerated praise in criticising it; ho#, to overrate it. So arises in
our poetic judgments the fallacy caused by tharedgé which we may call
historic.
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Similarly, one may exaggerate the value of a poem poet when
they

may count to us on grounds personal to ourselves. p@rsonal affinities,
likings and circumstances, have great power to swayestimate of this or
that poet’s work, and to make us attach more ingpae to it as poetry than
in itself it really possesses, because to us itois,has been, of high
importance. Here also we overrate the object ofim@rest, and apply to it a
language of praise which is quite exaggerated. thnd we get the source of
a second fallacy in our poetic judgments — theatallcaused by an estimate
which we may call personal.

Both historic and personal types of criticism girgrue understanding
of poetry, because they both are subjective, usindganguage of quite
exaggerated praise in criticising” poetry and onaiRg its value,
subjectivity resulting from the consideration opeem in relation to some
historical or personal affinities and circumstanogkich the true criticism
must avoid.

Evidence on the status of criticism in VictorianeA® also given in
the fragment fromModern Paintersin which John Ruskin distinguishes
between the ‘Imaginative faculty’ and ‘Theoreticdéy’. The imaginative
faculty belongs to the artist, and the imaginatiwést, the only true one,
unlike the unimaginative artist (who tends only #ods perfection),
embraces perfection and imperfection, beauty arthagg, and defies all
laws and limits:

The Imaginative artist owns no laws. He defiesedtraint, and cuts down all
hedges. There is nothing within the limits of natysossibility that he dares
not do, or that he allows the necessity of doirfie Taws of nature he knows;
these are to him no restraint. They are his owarpat

The theoretic faculty belongs to the critic, ansldescussed in relation
to the theoretic faculty, imagination, the facutfythe artist, “takes hold of
the very imperfections which the Theoretic rejectsS in Coleridge’s view
of imagination as the unifying principle in the aaitistic creation, the
imaginative faculty, according to Ruskin, ascerasnf the imperfection it
takes hold of, and, “by means of these angles andhness”, that is
imperfection, creates artistic perfection which dmees the concern of
criticism: “it [imaginative faculty] joints and bt the separate stones into a
mighty temple wherein the Theoretic faculty, in ti&n, does deepest
homage”. Unlike imagination of the artist, the thetiw faculty of criticism
assumes a different task: it “takes out of evenghthat which is beautiful”
and evaluates, “does deepest homage” to the “mighmtyple”, that is, the
artist product created by imagination.

Criticism, then, according to Ruskin, although idependent and
placed in “noble sympathy and unity” with the imaafive faculty, both
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agreeing in “that they reject nothing, and are kifalrfor all”, is different in
its concern and mode of operation from the imagieatculty and as such
should be considered as an independent from arfistictice discipline:
although “sympathetic in their desires”, the théioreand imaginative
faculties are “harmoniously diverse in their openat each working for the
other with what the other needs not, all thingemdl to man are by one or
other turned to good”.

Arnold rejects subjectivity in criticism, Ruskin rgiders criticism to
be independent from artistic practice, and WaltteR another Victorian art
critic, rejects the normative and prescriptive fieas of criticism. In the
fragment fromThe Renaissancenore precisely from the conclusionTbe
RenaissancePater points to the modern world growing accusibnto
different and continuously changing manners anchotst — “to regard all
things and principles of things as inconstant maddsashions has more and
more become the tendency of modern thought” — wimdght intervene
between art and its perception. In their place,elPadvocates an
impressionist criticism, according to which thastit perception is a private
experience, a personal understanding, consistirgmyriad of impressions
emerging from the individual “inward world of thdugand feeling”, or, as
Pater puts it, in a “race of the midstream, a arifmomentary acts of sight
and passion and thought”. At first it seems thateékperience of observation
of art ‘buries’ the viewer under “a flood of extatrobjects, pressing upon us
with a sharp and importunate reality”, but when ¢hgects of contemplation
start to be reflected upon, the observation, ofiéx@én”, “begins to play
upon these objects” so they “are dissipated untgeinfluence” and “each
object is loosed into a group of impressions —aglodour, texture — in the
mind of the observer”. The artistic perception desfrom an observation
“of objects in the solidity with which language ests them” to an
observation “of impressions, unstable, flickerimggonsistent, which burn
and are extinguished with our consciousness of themd finally “the
whole scope of observation is dwarfed into the owarchamber of the
individual mind”.

The experience of perception, involving observatdon analysis, of
the artistic object is thus reduced to a groupngdressions, these individual
“momentary acts of sight and passion and thougtttich are surrounded by
“that thick wall of personality through which noatevoice has ever pierced
on its way to us”. Each one of these impressioagiie impression of the
individual in his isolation, each mind keeping asaditary prisoner its own
dream of a world”. Moreover, insists Pater, asphecess of analysis goes
on, these impressions of the individual mind

are in perpetual flight; that each of them is leditoy time, and that as time is
infinitely divisible, each of them is infinitely disible also; all that is actual in
it being a single moment, gone while we try to amend it, of which it may
ever be more truly said that it has ceased to &e timat it is.
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It is, then, the human mistake to establish andbviolrules and
convention, or, as Pater puts it, “our failureasfarm habits: for, after all,
habit is relative to a stereotyped world, and meamtit is only the
roughness of the eye that makes two persons, thsitgations, seem alike”.
Instead, one should let himself be taken by thatem@nt of impressions,
that “passage and dissolution of impressions, imagensations”, that
“continual vanishing away, that strange, perpetwaaving and unweaving
of ourselves”. To maintain the spirit connectedttie intense but fleeting
chain of impressions, to the powerful but transitmoments of experience —
where every moment “some form grows perfect in hanthce; some tone
on the hills or the sea is choicer than the restyes mood of passion or
insight or intellectual excitement is irresistibigal and attractive to us” —
represents “what is real in our life” and whatsigccess in life”.

The life itself is fleeting, and, instead of pursgisome ultimate
truths and theories, one should follow impressiamsl let the spirit be free
for at least a moment from any constraints of tiaxial theories, so that,

while all melts under our feet, we may well gras@may exquisite passion,
or any contribution to knowledge that seems byftadihorizon to set the
spirit free for a moment, or any stirring of thases, strange dyes, strange
colours, and curious odours, or work of the asidtands, or the face of
one’s friend.

In the experience of artistic reception, insistéeRaone should be
free in his/her response to the artistic object] amver acquiesce in any
theory or convention, such as that of Comte, orHefjel, or even the
impressionistic one of Pater himself. Instead, “imva have to do is to be
for ever curiously testing new opinions and cogrtirew impressions”.

Criticism, then, with its ‘instruments’, which arghilosophical
theories or ideas, as points of view”, is neededstst the viewer in artistic
reception by helping “us to gather up what miglmeotvise pass unregarded
by us”. And, concludes Pater, rejecting the normeasind prescriptive types
of critical analysis, criticism provides insightanphilosophy, or unknown to
the receiver theories, or conventional opinions tbe object, without
determining or influencing in any way the act ofisdic creation and the
receiver’s reception of the artistic object:

The theory or idea or system which requires ofhesdacrifice of any part
of this experience, in consideration of some irgemto which we cannot
enter, or some abstract theory we have not idedtifiith ourselves, or of
what is only conventional, has no real claim upsn u

The above selected fragments show that in Victohiga the literary
criticism started to become independent from actighd literary practice,
this separation between criticism and a literarwemoent or theory resulting
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in the development by criticism of its own typeswmanistic, historical,
aesthetic, impressionistic, and others — diffeffeon literary ones, and in
the diminution of its previous characteristics asbjsctive, defensive,
prescriptive, and dependent on the literary baakgidt belongs to. Thus, in
The Study of PoetrArnold rejects subjectivity in criticism; ifModern
Painters Ruskin rejects the dependence of criticism on gaerand
movement; and, inThe RenaissancePater rejects the prescriptive and
normative features of criticism. With Arnold, theceiver of art remains an
important literary and critical concern, but witlugkin and Pater, the former
distinguishing between the imaginative faculty dfetartist and the
theoretical faculty of the critic, and the lattésiming that criticism does not
determine the artist’'s production or receiver’s ensthnding, helping only
with some theoretical suggestions, the doctrinearbfas autonomous and
self-sufficient changes the status and purposeriotism as well, which
results in what Abrams calls the ‘objective theawy’art.

Following the Romantic break with linear developinehliterature
dominated by classical principles and the Romangigival of literary
experimentation and originality, and amid the sgbeat literary and
philosophical diversity in the nineteenth centutlye Victorian criticism
represents a period of transition from the dependerbjective, normative,
prescriptive, and defensive criticism of the earperiods to the twentieth
century scientific and methodological literary theand criticism.
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Conclusion

For the periods prior to twentieth century, apaonf the common
considerations as ‘humanistic’ and ‘moral’, theddry criticism in Britain
can be characterised as (1) dependent, meaningriticism represents and
expresses a literary period and/or movement itrgsgdo; (2) prescriptive,
meaning that criticism explains and gives rules simolws the direction for
literary production; (3) subjective, because thidosr are also writers who
would often give more importance and over-evaluditeir own work,
exaggerate or diminish the value of the work beeadghe critic’s personal
responses to the text, or some historical context,because criticism on the
whole lacks the scientific, methodological, and eshive approach; (4)
defensive, meaning that criticism defends the diervalidity of the
literature it belongs to against another type tefrditure or any accusation or
attacks on the type of literature it is represéviadf.

Literary criticism implies the intellectual capacito evaluate and
understand the literary work, the analysis of patér works being the main
aim of the literary criticism, but, though achiev®dmost of the critics prior
to twentieth century, in English background crgéioi has started with some
alien to the nature of critical act purposes. Fatance, Sydney defends,
Dryden prescribes, and Fielding introduces a newegand Wordsworth a
new type of poetry.

The main reasons are given by the main charactsrist criticism
developed in the periods coming before the twemtntury. Criticism,
being dependent on the cultural background it lgddo, expresses the ideas
and principles of the dominant movement or culta@ttrine. In this case,
criticism is also subjective for having a defengigke in relation to a literary
movement or set of ideas, for having not establispet as a normative
discipline, and for being produced by critics whee also the writers
representing a particular literary movement.

However, with Romantic period, criticism marked anportant
phase in its development: criticism became necessad writers became
conscious of the importance of criticism and itsefukiess for the
implementation in the cultural background of a rngpe of literature against
the dominance of the classical ideas.

Romantic criticism, like the criticism of the preus periods, and in
some respects even to a greater degree, remaibgetthee, prescriptive,
defensive, and dependent, that is representatiits tiferary tradition, but it
became more scientific as it started to developorthegfor example,
Coleridge’s theory of poetic imagination) and nerxitical concerns (the
expressive theory of authorship focused on the podtall related to him
aspects involved in poetic creation, such as inaigin, inspiration,
sensibility), to search and establish methodoloGgl€ridge again, who
applied the philosophical method to the discussiopoetry).
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In the rest of nineteenth century, after Romanticibecause of the
Romantic contribution to the field of literary écism, but also because
Romantic literature broke the linearity of literargevelopment and
determined the literary diversity consisting of amier of trends and
movements co-existing during the same period,aditecriticism started to
separate from the field of literature.

First, Victorian criticism rejects the charactddst of the earlier
criticism — subjective, defensive, prescriptive fetsive, normative, and
literature-dependent — as Time Study of Poetrfrnold is against subjective
response to literary practice in critical reasoniRgskin inModern Painters
rejects the dependence on period and movement; Ratdr in The
Renaissancexalts the freedom of artistic reception agaihstgrescriptive,
normative and defensive features of criticism aheoty. With Ruskin’s
distinction between the imaginative faculty of tist and the theoretical
faculty of the critic, and Pater claiming that icigm does not determine the
artist's production or receiver's understanding)pimg only with some
theoretical suggestions, the idea of autonomy aifisafficiency of art
became one of the dominant in the period and egsutt what Abrams calls
the ‘objective theory’ on art.

However, the receiver of art remains an importaitical concern,
and if poetry, as Arnold states, would come to aepl philosophy and
religion, and even become a part of scientific aede then criticism
becomes intermediary between the real value ofraliee and its
comprehension by the reader. Criticism assumesvapnepose, which is to
find in literature what is the best, the most valeaand moral, and help
reader with apprehending all that, and thus becodigactic and reader
oriented. Second, Victorian criticism developed isvn typology -
impressionistic, realistic, aesthetic, historical,moral-humanistic,
biographical, and others — thus also revealing skparation between
literature and criticism.

By the two dominant aspects, the nineteenth certtiticism that
came after the Romantic period marked the tramsitiom the subjective,
prescriptive, defensive and dependent criticismthte twentieth century
modern, independent, objective, scientific, metthagioal literary theory
and criticism with its own trends and schools hgvispecific objects,
principles, and methods of research.

Following the approach to a number of critical $ekielonging to
Renaissance, Restoration, the eighteenth centuoglaksicism and the rise
of the novel, Romanticism, and Victorian Age, as thain periods in the
history of English literary criticism, one may ru#ithat the condition of
criticism in Victorian period is subject to majohanges which make it
different from the criticism of the previous persodnd be taken separately
from the earlier criticism.
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Also, the answers to the questions concerning\egeness of being
a critic and concerning the origin, form, and tiaracteristics of criticism
would then refer to the major critical voices ofrRRiessance, Restoration,
eighteenth century, and Romanticism, rather thahdse of Victorian Age.

The answers resulting from the approach to thealifragments —
from Philip Sidney’s Defence of PoesieJohn Dryden'sAn Essay of
Dramatic PoesyAlexander Pope’&ssay on ManHenry Fielding’s Preface
to Joseph AndrewsWilliam Wordsworth’s Preface to theyrical Ballads
Samuel Taylor Coleridge’sBiographia Literaria and Percy Bysshe
Shelley’'sA Defence of Poetry may be better revealed, diachronically and

comparatively, by the help of a table:

Critic /| Can we| Did the| What is thel What is| What is the
question consider a| critic origin of the| the form| prevalence of
given text to| make critical text? | of the| the main
be of | conscious critical characteristics
literary attempts text? in relation to
criticism? | at writing each text?
literary
criticism?

Sidney yes no to  defendrhetorical | defensive,
and praise argument | dependent,
the value of subjective,
poetry prescriptive

Dryden yes no to prescribedialogue prescriptive,
and defend dependent,

subjective,
defensive

Pope no (it is ano to  express verse dependent,

philosophical and prescriptive,

poem) prescribe defensive,
Neoclassical subjective
principles

Fielding yes yes to defend preface defensive,

(moreover, and dependent,
its main implement a subjective,
concern is 8 new type of prescriptive
particular literature

literary text)

Wordsworth yes yes to rejectpreface defensive,
Neoclassicis dependent,
m and subjective,
defend the prescriptive
value of a
new type of
literature

Coleridge yes yes criticism in articles, dependent
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itself lectures, | defensive,
letters subjective,
prescriptive
(the last threeg
to a small

extent)
Shelley yes yes to  defendessay defensive,
and praise subjective,
the value of dependent,
poetry prescriptive

The table shows that predominant is the defensheracteristic
(three or four times), prescriptive (twice), sulbje (none or once), and
dependent (once). Although all four characteristiosexist in the critical
texts of all periods, the most dependent on itsrdiure is the critical
discourse of Alexander Pope, the most prescriptime is that of John
Dryden, the most subjective one seems to be Skelleynd the most
defensive criticism can be considered that of pHlidney, Henry Fielding
and most of the Romantic critics.

In the second half of the nineteenth century, tlodseacteristics of
criticism diminish and some become extinct, operimgway to the rise, in
the twentieth century, of the first objective andestific approach to
literature, which is the formal approach consistaighree trends: Russian
Formalism, New Criticism, and Structuralism. Othwerentieth century
critical trends include feminism, psychoanalytigticism, reader-oriented
criticism, poststructuralism, deconstruction, cidtu  studies,
postcolonialism, and many other trends and schobla complex and
continually developing contemporary critical discs®y which requires a
separate and a more profound assessment, eventeifityl as the concern
of another, independent study.
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The Formal Approach to Literature

The formal approach to literature includes thregomachools of
literary theory and criticism: Formalism, New Criim, and Structuralism.

Russian Formalism

A. Brief history

Formalism developed in Russia in the early 19208 @®lemical
reaction to what its early practitioners perceiai the obscurantism of
symbolist poetics and an impressionistic methodssfessing literature, but
also in response to Russian futurist poetry. Hettoe,Russian formalists
endeavoured to offer the model of an objectivegrgdic examination of
literary style which they defined in terms of a departure frostablished
linguistic norms by means of identifiable and amable devices.

Two formalist groups emerged, the Moscow LinguisGaocle,
founded in 1915, and the St PetersbOgoyaz(the Russian acronym for
‘The Society for the Study of Poetic Language’\jrided in 1916. Despite
their marked differences in concern, as their veaynes imply, the two
groups had as their common denominator a finguistic grounding(since
both derived their basic techniques from FerdindadSaussure’s theory)
and the belief in the discontinuity of the languaxjditerature from other
kinds of language, which legitimized the formalmibposition about the
autonomy of the literary worfhence their text-orientation). The formalists
posited a qualitative difference between tbferential or denotative use of
everyday and scientific languag®r communicative purposes (e.g. to
communicate ideas, to name facts), hence the taamspy of form in
relation to content, on the one hand, dahd connotative use of literary
language and its foregrounding of forom the other hand. In time, however,
the formalists managed to assimilate their lingeistchniques to the study
of literary history and biography, i.e. to what Haekn the subject matter of
much literary criticism before formalism.

An important formalist concern was defining and aldsng the
specific qualities and characteristics of particugnres and discourses,
from the poetic (the early formalists) to the ndstéd discourse (Bakhtin).
Given their commitment to the formal dimension ibérature (grounded in
the mechanics of the text), the Russian formatistdd subsequently argue
that the history of transformations in literaturaswdue entirely to formal
metamorphoses, and that the evolution of literarynk broadened the scope
of the literary content (i.e. it determined new tamts, e.g. the range of
characters and ideas).

The term ‘formalist’ was used pejoratively by Sdgdtics to imply
limitations, for the formalists’ concern with theephanics of meaning
production independent of the non-literary conteguld be particularly
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suspect in the eyes of Marxist theorists and the pelitical regime.

Because of political frictions, in fact, some o€&tmajor formalist theorists
had either to publish under pseudonym (Bakhtinkooflee from Russia
(Jakobson, Eikhenbaum, Shklovsky, Troubetskoy). Thiter category
provided some of the leading figures of the Pra§adeool of linguistics (or
the Prague Linguistic Circle), founded in 1926 audive until the early
1930s, which united Russian Formalism and Sausslirgauistics.

In recent times, formalism has been criticized freamious quarters
for failing to take into account its own impliciblitics and for not justifying
the separation of formal from other concerns (damigpolitical). Positing
the autonomy of the literary work and the spedifiaf literary language can
be interpreted as maintaining and endorsing lodnt#rest now decried as
expressive of white male-dominated socio-politltiararchies and ideology.

B. Major representatives

a. the Moscow Linguistic Circle:

Roman Jakobson (1896-1982) andPeter Bogatyrey after their
emigration to Czechoslovakia, helped found the &radschool.
Jakobson (who finally emigrated to the U.S. in 194/4s instrumental
there in the dissemination of formalist ideas drebtized their influence
on structuralism; he also paved the way for a newr@ach to
versification. Bogatyrev formulated the principles a functionalist-
structuralist approach to folklore (later furthereg Viadimir Propp in
his structuralist studies of the morphology of tfudk-tale). Other
leading membersYuri Tynyanov — the theory of literary evolution
(1927); Boris Tomashevsky — studies on literary genres and on
versification.

b. the St Petersbur@poyaz
Viktor Shklovsky — Art as Techniquethe formalist manifesto (1917);
Boris Eikhenbaum — an overview of the formalist method as a
scientific approach to literature (1927).

c. Mikhail Bakhtin (1895-1975): In théroblems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics
(1929), he analyzed the novelistic discourse lateroglossic (or
polyphonic, dialogic), in opposition to thmonological discourse of
poetry or even of some novels (i.e. typically ‘méed in a single,
authoritative voice and from a single perspectivéjeteroglossia’
(raznoreci@ in novels refers to their incorporation of diéat modes of
speech through the narrator’'s adoption of a characpoint of view,
through embedded commentary of the fictional eyemtshrough what
the structuralists will later call ‘intertextualityfrom the use of irony
and parody to hidden polemics against other wiitereteroglossia
liberates the characters to speak ‘a plurality oflependent and
unmerged voices and consciousness, a genuine polypf fully valid
voices’ (Bakhtin). This is so because of thelogic principleinforming
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language itself: language precedes subjectivity iandever neutral or
unaddressed, but constitutively intersubjectiveeréfore social. Any
speaking ‘I' always uses simultaneously a polyphariylanguages
derived from diverse social contexts and origiret, Bakhtin celebrates
the novel as the genre whose technical resources ha inherent
capacity to represent languages other than theoisithhence the
novelistic discourse may influence and disrupt thehority of the

authorial voice (that regulates any interplay dfestvoices in the text).
In fact, in an essay iffhe Dialogic Imaginatior{1981), Bakhtin argues
thatall novels are typically dialogic (or polyphonic) iarin. Bakhtin’'s

study of the carnival and the carnivalesque inNhddle Ages, and its
influence on RabelaisR@belais and His Wor|d1965), also reveals
heteroglossia at work.

Key terms

Form (formal): the shape and structure as well as the mannehich a
literary work is made, as opposed to sishstanceor paraphrasable
content(‘what is said’). Shklovsky, Tomashevsky and Jaavbwere
the first to argue that the formal dimension oéritture, from rhythm
patterns in poetry to narrative strategies indictishould be the primary
concern of literary study. In fact, early Russiamialists could go as far
as to assert that content was merely an effectooh,f whereas the
American New Critics (the formalists’ closest canpiarts from the
1930s to the 1960s) deemed form only an essentimiponent of
content. (In everyday parlance budt in formalist readings, the term
‘form’ may be broadly used to refer to literary &sor genres.)
Literariness (Jakobsonljiteraturnos): ‘The subject of literary science is
not literature, but literariness, i.¢hat which makes a given work a
literary work (Roman Jakobson, 1919). Like ‘defamiliarizatioit’js a
concept which emphasizes that the defining featafes literary work
reside in its form.

Defamiliarization (Shklovsky, ostranenie ‘making strange’): broadly
speaking, making new, different, strange, fresh twisaknown and
familiar; in a narrow sense, modifying the readévabitual perceptions
by drawing attention to the artifice of the textahgh literary technique,
i.e. ‘laying bare’ (exposing) the techniques andidkes by which a work
is constructed (e.g. Lawrence SterriEistram Shandy

The purpose of art is to impart the sensation d@figth as they are
perceived, and not as they are known. The techniduet is to make
objects ‘unfamiliar’, to make forms difficult...Art is a way of
experiencing the artfulness of an object; the abigoot important
(Shklovsky,Art as Techniquel917)
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D.

Foregrounding (the pre-war Prague School, Czeaktualisacg: the
abnormal use of a medium relative to the convestishich regulate its
ordinary use, its obtrusion against a backgroundubdématic responses;
the artistic use of devices and techniques pustesadt of expression to
the fore, so that language draws attention tofjtsdhich, in its turn,
draws attention to the way that language represeantiy. According to
Jan Mukdovsky, a Czech linguist originally affiliated withe Prague
School, foregrounding occurs especiallypoetic languagewhich ‘is
not used in the services of communication, butritento place in the
foreground the act of expression, the act of speatsghf’ (Standard
Language and Poetic Langugge

In literature, foregrounding may be most readilgritified with linguistic
deviation the violation of rules and conventions, by whiahpoet
transcends the normal communicative resources @flahguage, and
awakens the reader, by freeing hisic] from the grooves of cliché
expression, to a new perceptivity. Poetic metaphotype of semantic
deviation, is the most important instance of tiaetof deviation.
(Fowler, ed. 1987: 98)

Unlike the romantics’ focus on a similar literarghé&evement (e.g. P. B.
Shelley’s view, inA Defence of Poetnthat ‘poetry lifts the veil from
the hidden beauty of the world and makes familigjects to be as if
they were not familiar’), the formalist concern kwitdefamiliarization
insists on the literary means and effect rathen thracasting a new light
on things. Foregrounding iprose worksapplies rather at the levels of
theme, character, plot, argument, etc. than atldékel of linguistic
choice.

Dominant, the (the Prague School): ‘the focusing component ofoakw
of art: it rules, determines, and transforms thmaiaing components’
(Jakobson, 1935). The dominant gives the work estalt, its organic
unity. This concept emerged as a development amgponse to
Shklovsky’s definition of defamiliarization (wheferm or technique
was itself a defamiliarizing agent), and emphasizied distinction
between those formal elements which function toachéfarize (the
dominant) and those which function passively.

Story (fabul@ vs. plot (syuzhét the logico-chronological order of
events (the raw story material) vs. their narrastreicturing in the text
(i.e. the devices which defamiliarize the story).

Application
Russian Formalism is concerned with describing ghecedures and

techniques of a literary work. In so doing, it Hights how texts disrupt the
reader’s expectations by using language in novgiswdefamiliarization),
so that meaning appears as a function of the wdéok'sal procedures.
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Steps in applying the formalist method:

a. lIdentify the formal devices of the text (e.g. three wf rhyme, rhythm,
euphony and alliteration, figures of speech andhofight in poetry,
and narration and plot construction in fiction).

b. Explain how these formal devices act as defanmtliag agents by
foregrounding the workings of literary language /andstory-telling,
and establish whether or not the defamiliarizifg@é instantiate any
crucial procedures at work throughout the text.

c. Establish the meaning such defamiliarization le¢ads

E. Relevance
The Russian Formalist method has shifted the fotliserary studies

from a superficial, impressionistic approach imredrén biographical data
to a systematic one grounded in the linguisticuiesst of the text. In recent
years it has been able to provide, with emendatithms basis for more
context-orientated approaches, e.g. for feminigiast-colonial readings. In
very practical terms, it has provided studentsieemdf literature the basic
conceptual tools and practical methods of readind appreciation of
literary works that render the student a self-sidfit reader of texts by
focusing of the workings of literary language.

American New Criticism

A. Brief history

New Criticism emerged in the U.S. in the 1920s foutished from
the 1930s to the 1960s, in reaction to what itp@nents regarded as the
literary critics and theorists’ undue emphasisto mind and personality of
the poet, sources, the history of ideas and samitigal implications. The
New Critics shared with the Russian Formalists assethat literary
language, especially poetry, is of a different ratinan ordinary practical
speech, since it possess connotative potentialtheRahan engage in
scientific descriptions of literary forms and gesyreowever, the New Critics
advocated the ‘close reading’ (detailed textualyamimto reveal theéexture
of language and imagery) of individual, especiglyetic, works. Their
method thus favoured the text over both reader @omtext, and made
semantics an important tool in literary analysis.

The New Critics’ ‘ontological’ bias made them fooois the way a
particular literary text expresses universal trutireugh areconciliation of
contraries (language vs. meaning, spirit vs. matter, contesit form,
subsumable under the rubric the universal vs. #nticpilar). Henceparadox
has been seen by Cleanth Brookkg Well-Wrought Urn1947) as the trope
most characteristic of poetry in so far as it emésdhe very reconciliation
of contraries that poetic texts are by their veature.
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B. Major representatives

W. K. Wimsatt and Robert Penn Warren (Understanding Poetry1938,
helped spread the NC principles throughout the Acaaracademe)john
Crowe Ransom (The New Criticism 1941, established the name of the
‘movement’); Cleanth Brooks (The Well-Wrought Urn1947); Kenneth
Burke; Allen Tate; R. P. Blackmur.

C. Keyterms

= Close reading detailed textual analysis to reveal th&tureof language
and imagery of individual (especially poetic) warks

= Reconciliation of opposites/contraries the way a particular literary
text expresses universal truths in dyadic pairagliage vs. meaning,
spirit vs. matter, content vs. form, subsumableeuanthe rubric the
universal vs. the particular).

= Paradox broadly, an apparently self-contradictory (evehswad)
statement which, on closer inspection, is foundctmtain a truth
reconciling the conflicting opposites; from an NE€rgpective, the very
condition of the language of poetry because it wankt a reconciliation
of contraries.

= [rony: broadly, an oblique quality or mode of expressioften the
(un)witting instrument of truth. Most forms of irpninvolve the
perception or awareness of a discrepancy or incaygoetween words
and their meaning, or between actions and theinltsgsor between
appearance and reality, often tinged with an eleroétthe absurd and
the paradoxical. The two basic kinds aexbal irony and situational
irony (or irony of behaviour): at its simplest, the fomm@volves saying
what one does not mean, while the latter may descrihe
precariousness of one’s vantage point especialyarding one’s
assumed superiority.

D. Application

While, like the Russian Formalists, they maintaitteel importance of
form for the literary work, the New Critics onlygarded it as an essential
component of content rather than the latter's vaayse, and argued that
great works are actually characterized by an orgamity of form and
meaning. In order to elucidate the texture of inmgge a literary work it is
necessary to describe its meaning.

Steps in applying the NC method:

a. ldentify the text's texture, i.e. its verbal patter(e.g. tropes and
imagery in poetry, narrative design, dramatic témpha), especially
ironies and paradoxes (at the level of both actown imagery);
highlight especially those image patterns that £rtvwgo opposing
values or terms.
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b. Relate these verbal patterns to the meanings thke bath enunciates
and instantiates, establishing how ironies anddmx®@s in particular
represent a successful reconciliation of contrafiee universal and
the particular).

E. Relevance

The New Ciriticist close reading, with its specideation to the text's
texture, has helped ground otherwise impressienissights regarding the
handling of language for rendering meanings that idate to universal
values. Thus, it highlights the way in which the w$ tropes in a poetic text
can appraise ontological and axiological systemsmobody a sense of the
critical issues of the day.

Its critics have pointed out that, in its ‘ontologii focus on allegedly
universal values, New Criticism can be accusedpbilding a conservative
ideology in response to the ®0century social and artistic changes
challenging precisely such a static view of valuHsis doesn’'t, however,
detract from NC’s value as an analytic shefforeengaging the issue of how
a particular literary text represents, underrepresser misrepresents topical
issues.

Suggestions for a formalist reading

a. John Donne, ‘A Valediction: Forbidding Mourning’ — regular
foregrounding of metaphor/conceit (the dominang: plir of compasses
to identify the lovers) & defamiliarization

b. William Carlos Williams, ‘This Is Just to Say’ — counterintuitive
example in terms of the formalist theory of podgic

Structuralism

A. Brief history
The concept of structuralism should be understaodwm levels of
generality at least:

1. a broad intellectual movement underpinning thengn various human
sciences in the 3Dcentury, from linguistics to cognitive sciences to
cultural anthropology;

2. a particular set of approaches to literature am@éroaspects of culture,
flourishing especially in France in the 1960s.

As its very name implies, structuralism (especidlty the first sense)
addresses structures and the structuring proces$iasic premise is that
human activity and cognitive-perceptual processes ot natural but
constructed Hence, structuralism sees itself as a hus@@ncewhose self-
appointed task is to understand, in a systematig, wige fundamental
structures that underlie all human experience.
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To account for the diversity of human experiendsycsuralism has
postulated the existence of two fundamental le@surfacephenomena
in the visible world, and (bJlepthstructuresunderlying and organizing the
former in the invisible world. Basically, this vielolds that a large but
limited set of elements and a number of rules guwugrtheir selection will
supply the lexicon and grammar of whatever objecinquiry, from a
language system to artistic creation to mental gsses. Structuring
principles, whether or not we are aware of therlgwalus to differentiate
among items within a group and likewise among gsowjthin a domain,
and ultimately to organize and understand (and thymse meaning and
value on) the (natural) world. These structuriniggples are credited to the
human mind, thought of as a structuring mechaniSuch a radical
proposition challenges the view that structuregiiahin the order of things,
and advances the idea that whatever structurepegiceptible in the world
are in fact projections of our mind onto it, nottizal reality: just as beauty,
in a famous turn of phrase/mentality, is in the ®fethe beholder, so,
according to the structuralists, is structure ie ttuman mind when we
mistakenly believe we ‘see’/'find’ it in the world.

The Russian Formalist concern with the study efdity language but
also the form of literary genres — developed andelyi disseminated
especially by Roman Jakobson under the auspicabeofPrague School
(before the Second World War) and then in the USaved the way for
French structuralism. The other major precursatiglisie was linguistics in
the aftermath of Ferdinand de Saussure (1857-191®).Swiss linguist's
theory of the linguistic sign articulated cohergraéind systematically not
only fundamental insights into the conventionafifylanguage — as already
intimated by writers, e.g. Shakespeare or Lewisrdl&" — but also the
relationships that obtain within the linguistic & for meaning to emerge.

®2 Juliet's ‘What's in a name’ tirade or Humpty Dumist oft-quoted words
anticipate Saussure’s proposition about the arbitas of the linguistic sign, yet
always meaningful and stable within widely held wemtions. Such early
intimations of modern linguistic propositions, inm@nt though they may be, do not
qualify as scientific remarks since they lack batbystematic context and especially
emphasis in the economy of the work’s argumentetéee the relevant quotations:
'Tis but thy name, that is my enemy; — / Thou dwyself though, not a
Montague. / What's Montague? it is nor hand, nat,fé Nor arm, nor face, nor
any other part / Belonging to a man. O, be somerottame! / What's in a
name? that which we call a rose, / By any otherenamould smell as sweet; /
So Romeo would, were he not Romeo call'd; / Retia@t dear perfection which
he owes, / Without that title ....
(W. Shakespear&omeo and Julietl.2)
‘I don't know what you mean by “glory,” Alice saiHumpty Dumpty smiled
contemptuously. ‘Of course you don't — till | tglbu. | meant “there’s a nice
knock-down argument for you!” ‘But “glory” doesn’mean “a nice knock-
down argument,” Alice objected. ‘When | use a wotdumpty Dumpty said
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In Cours de linguistique généralgublished posthumously in 1916),
Saussure abandoned the traditional diachronic sifithnguage in favour of
a synchronic one, viz. shifted the focus from leaggi as a collection of
individual words with their history to that of lamgge as a structural system
of relationships among words as they are usedpatrtgcular point in time.
He used the termg$angue (‘language’) to denominatéanguage as a
structural systemand parole (‘speech’) for theindividual utterances that
occur in speech/writingwith the former as the proper object of strudista
study and the latter of interest only inasmuch asviealdangue Saussure’s
structuralist linguistic thus provided both thenter and the theoretical
insights that structuralists would apply to liten&t there is dangue that
structures individual literary workgpdrole) and at the same time structures
the system of literature as a whole.

For Saussure, the components of the (linguistin)csire, i.e. the
(linguistic) signs, can be perceived because of differences from one
another. Such differences are organized by the humiad, according to
structuralism, in terms dbinary oppositionsi.e. as two directly opposed
concepts, each of which is defined by means obpisosition to the other
rather than as a fixed term in its own right.

Saussure defined the linguistic sign as a compafitide signifier(le
signifiand, or ‘sound-image’, anthe signified(le signifid, or the concept to
which the signifier refers. This dyadic view wagmised on the tenet of the
arbitrariness of the linguistic sigrthere is no necessary connection but only
a widely acceptedinguistic conventionthat regulates the association
between a given signifier (e.g. the-e-esequence) and the concept to which
it refers (‘a woody perennial plant that grows tbeaght of several feet and
typically has a single erect main stem with sidanbhes’), as prove the
different signifiers that various languages haveitf¢e.g. the GermaBaum
French arbre, Italian albero, Spanish éarbol). Furthermore, the
signifier/signified definition of the linguistic @nh excluded, at this point, its
relationship with the actual referent, or the ‘diim the world (which later
linguists would attempt to restomsithin the sign structure as a triadic
relationship), and it thereby bolstered the stmadists’ crucial proposition
that it is concepts generated in our mind thatcttine our understanding of
and relation to the world. (Hence, learning a fgmelanguage entails the
potential of learning to see the world in new ways.

Signification then, occurs not as a link between words and non-
linguistic reality, but strictly within the autonams system of signs

in rather a scornful tone, ‘it means just what dbabe it to mean — neither more

nor less.” ‘The question is,’” said Alice, ‘whethgou can make words mean

different things.” ‘The question is,” said HumptyuBpty, ‘which is to be

master — that's all.’

(L. Carroll, Through the Looking Glass and What Alice Found &hgrap. VI:
‘Humpty Dumpty’)
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(language), viz. as the association of signified aignified within the
linguistic sign. Furthermore, as the signifier ienstituted through its
relations with other signifiers within the linguistsystemsuch relations are
of primary interest. They are organized along twesa (a) theparadigmatic
which identifies the vertical axis of possible ditbhge terms from which
only one isselectedfor use at any given place in a sentence, andhg)
syntagmatic which identifies the way in which individual elents are
combinedn contiguous chains to form meaningful senten¥est can think
of aparadigm seeither as a group of nouns (or verbs, respeciitbbt can
fill the subject/object position (or predicate pimsi, respectively) in a
sentence, or as the various forms a noun/verhfrelptonoun, etc. has in a
given language. In the former case, you can thfrkat’, ‘dog’, ‘rabbit’, etc
and ‘fell asleep’, ‘woke up’, ‘was stretching ougfc. respectively. In the
latter case, the paradigm set of ‘cat’ admits tealirations in English, ‘cat’
and ‘cats’, while that of ‘fell asleep’ also inclesl‘fall asleep’, ‘falls asleep’,
‘has fallen asleep’, ‘have fallen asleep’, ‘is ifiad) asleep’, ‘will fall asleep’,
etc. Asyntagmconsists of any one part of the sentence thabeaisolated
from another: in the sentence ‘The dog fell aslegfhin minutes’, the
syntagms are ‘the dog’, ‘fell asleep’ and ‘withinnutes’.

Saussure’s influence on literary and cultural cistin can be noticed in
several important directions:

1. Structuralist critics have shifted attention awayni the relation
between texts and world towards the study of Iesgstematicity, so as
to highlight how texts operate logically or systéicelly, the
mechanisms for meaning production, the structieets thave and share
in common with other texts, the interrelations lextw parts of a text,
etc.

2. Structuralist critics focus on the way the elemarfita text are combined
according to latent logical or grammatical ruleatthan often be also
noticed in other similar texts. For instance, thet pf a text can be
studied as structured by grammatical rules ananbial qualities of the
characters as organized in binary oppositions@fyhe ‘possessing trait
x'I'not possessing trait x’. One of the major cdmiitions has been to
identify ‘grammars’ and ‘invariant structures’ chnious literary genres
or subgenres, e.g. Vladimir Propp’s study of Rusdairy tales (the
Morphology of the Folk Tajea proto-structuralist extension of Russian
Formalism)>

% published in Russian in 1928, this breakthroughysvas generally unnoticed in
the West until it was translated in the 1950snfluenced Claude Lévi-Strauss and
Roland Barthes. Propp identifies the general atrecof the fairy tale as comprised
of thirty-one functions (the ‘language’), e.g. amier of a family leaves home (the
hero is introduced); an interdiction is addressedhe hero; the interdiction is
violated (villain enters the tale); the villain neskan attempt at reconnaissance; etc.
These functions are realized differently in variofaéry tales (the ‘speech’).
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3.

Unlike traditional humanist criticism with its amarch to characters as if
they embodied real moral qualities, structuraligiaism regards texts as
systems of signs wherein a character is a signiifikeed to signified
concept, and what it signifies has meaning onlyédlation to other
signifiers/characters.

Being engaged in structuralist activity, therefodees not involve

describing the structure of a literary text in artteinterpret what the work
means or to evaluate its literary accomplishmentb\alue, but describing
the text's structure to discover how its compositidemonstrates the
underlying principles of a given structural systedlternatively, the
structure of a large number of texts of the samb)@enre can be examined
so as to discover the underlying principles thatego their composition.

B. Major representatives

2.

in literary criticism , genre studiesandarchetypal literary criticism :
Algirdas Julien Greimas (1917-1992) —Sémantique structurale.
Recherche et Méthodgl966), Maupassant. La sémiotique du texte.
Exercices pratiques(1976) / Maupassant: The Semiotics of Text:
Practical Exercise$1988).

Claude Bremond (1929-) — “La logique des possibles narratifs"gap

/ “The Logic of Narrative Possibilities” (1980)ogique du récit(the
actantial model, 1973).

Tzvetan Todorov (1939-) —Grammaire du Decamero(l969) /The
Grammar of the Decamerpmntroduction a la littérature fantastique
(1970) / The Fantastic: A Structural Approach to a Litera@enre
(2973).

Gérard Genette (1930-) — His multi-volume worki-igures -V, is a
demonstration in narratological criticisiite seried=igures I-111 (1966,
1969, 1972), but ndtigures IV (1999) andrigures V(2002), is better
known especially through a selection entiti#idcours du recit: essai de
methodé€ Narrative Discourse: An Essay in Meth@®80) andrigures

of Literary Discourse (1982). Other structuralist studies include:
Introduction a larchitexte(1979) / The Architext: An Introduction
(1992), Palimpsestes: La littérature au second deg(&982) /
Palimpsests: Literature in the Second Deg{#@97),Nouveau discours
du récit (1983) /Narrative Discourse Revisited988), Seuils(1987) /
Paratexts: Thresholds of Interpretatidii997), andFiction et diction
(1991) / Fiction and Diction (1993). Genette has coined the now
widespread terrparatextto refer to prefaces, introductions, illustrations

Furthermore, the fairy tale characters can ultityate classified into several types:
the hero, the villain, the magical helper, the dorthe sought-for person, the
dispatcher, and the false hero.
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notes, book covers, blurbs or any other materieb@panying the text.
He has also reintroduced into circulation the tpatimpses{originally,
‘a written document, usually on vellum or parchmethiat has been
written upon several times, often with remnantefsed writing still
visible’)** to refer to the manifold relationships a text nfewe with
prior texts: a later literary work ohypertextis a graft on earlier
hypotexts e.g. Joyce'dJlyssesis a hypertext in relation to Homer's
Odysseyand Virgil's Aeneid both its hypotext® All texts can be
regarded as hypertextual, though some are moréhao dthers: the
massively hypertextual ones, resulting frdmicolage® show how
literary discourse plays with other discourses aedds them in
unforeseen ways. According to Genette, the projgeco of poetics
should not be the individual text but, in view & palimpsestuols
nature, itsarchitext (1979/1992), i.e. ‘the entire set of general or
transcendent categories — types of discourse, motlemnunciation,
literary genres — from which emerges each indiViderst’ (Palimpsests
1997:1), or rathetranstextuality (1982/1997), i.e. the ‘text’'s textual
transcendence’, which ‘goes beyond, and at the dame subsumes,
architextuality, along with some other kinds of nggextual
relationships’ (ibid.), viz.intertextuality (a term coined by Julia
Kristeva, but restricted by Genette to quotatiolagiarism, allusion),
paratextualityandmetatextualityviz. critical commentary).

Northrop Frye (1912-1991) -The Anatomy of Criticism: Four Essays
(1957) seeks to identify the structural principleslerlying the western
literary tradition by means of four different appobes: (a) the theory of
modes or historical criticism (the tragic, comiadahematic modes); (b)
the theory of symbols or ethical criticism (thesidl/descriptive, formal,
mythical and anagogic phases); (c) the theory ofhepr archetypal
criticism (comedy, romance, tragedy and irony/satis the foumythoi

% Here is the context of palimpsest making in theldltt Ages: ‘In the absence of
writing material, scribes resorted to using oldeanmmscripts of classical authors.
Sometimes the earlier writing was only incompletedgsed or scraped away, and so
can be deciphered by means of modern detectionsaitts as ultraviolet light. The
importance of palimpsest manuscripts is in the emtcivorks that they preserve’
(MicrosoftEncarta Reference Librarp005).

® This rewriing can be achieved either by textimiitation (e.g. pastiche,
caricature, forgery) or byansformation(e.g. parody, travesty, transposition).

% ‘Bricolage’ was originally used by Claude Lévi-&iss (inLa Pensée sauvage
The Savage Mindo refer to a nonspecialist that works by impsation with what

is at hand. Genette uses it Balimpsestsas a metaphor for the work of the literary
critic; defined as ‘the making of something new ofisomething old’pricolageis
then another manifestation of hypertextuality. Teem bricoleur has entered the
metatext of the arts to refer to a creator who drafer her/his work on
heterogeneous models and sources.

®" The adjectivepalimpsestuousias coined by Philippe Lejeune.
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(the plural ofmythog, viz. the narrative patterns or structural prihes
structuring the all-encompassing myth of literatuhe quest); and (d)
the theory of genres or rhetorical criticism (thenges of epos, prose,
drama and lyric).

in semiotics

Roland Barthes (1915-1980) -Le Degré zéro de I'écritur¢1953) /

Writing Degree Zerq1967),Mythologies(1957) / (1972), ‘Introduction
a lanalyse structurale des récits’ (1966) / ‘Antrdmuction to the
Structural Analysis of Narrative’ (19758ysteme de lanode(1967) /

The Fashion Systef1983),Eléments de sémiolog{@964), /Elements
of Semiology(1967), ‘La Mort de I'Auteur’ (1967) / ‘The Deatbf the

Author’ (1977)%

in linguistics:

Ferdinand de Saussurg1857-1913) -Cours de linguistiqgue générale
(1916).

Leonard Bloomfield (1887-1949)- Languageg(1933).

Charles W. Morris (1901-1979)- Foundations of the Theory of Signs
(1938), proposing a threefold division of the lifgiic sign éign vehicle
designatumand interprete, and of semiotics sf/ntacticésyntax (the
formal or structural relations between sigrs®manticqthe relationship
of signs to what they stand for) apthgmatics(the relation of signs to
interpreters) — a distinction that became normdlirdinguistics).

Louis Hjelmslev (1899-1965) helped found tl&ercle Linguistique de
Copenhague (1931); in Prolegomena to a Theory of Language
(1943/1953) he developed a linguistic theory whas& was to discover
and formulate the premises of ‘an immanaligebraof language’, hence
its name Glossematikin English,glossematics coined from the Greek
glossa(‘language’) and patterned on ‘mathematics’.

in structural anthropology:

Claude Lévi-Strauss (1908-) - Structural Anthropology (1958),
Elementary Structures of Kinsh{t962). He considers culture a system
of symbolic communication to be investigated withthods used more
narrowly in the discussion of novels, political spees, etc. so as to

® The essay is symptomatic of Barthes’ poststrutisirinclination in his later
years: Barthes rejects the traditional view that #duthor is the origin of the text,
hence the source of its meaning and the only aityhimr interpretation. Each text
possesses a plurality of meanings actively crelayetthe reader through a process of
textual analysis, an insight which Barthes willteleate on ir5/Z(1970) through an
analysis of Balzac’s ‘Sarrasine’. There, he esthiels five major codes for
determining a plurality of meaning, with numerdesies(i.e. elements that can take
on various meanings for various readers) througtimutext.
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unearth the underlying structures that link all lams together despite
the differences among the surface phenomena (tigl forms, myths)
of the cultures they belong to. He coined the tenytheme(on the
linguistic template ophonemgto refer to the fundamental unit of myths
that represents relations between two or more g@isde.g. ‘the hero
kills a monster’) and consists of all its variarfessg. in the above-
mentioned mytheme, different kinds of heroes, ohsters, of reasons
to kill the monster).

in thecognitive sciences

Edward Bradford Titchener (1867-1927) —Systematic Psychology:
Prolegomeng1929).

Jean Piaget (1896-1980) pioneered structuralist work in cogsit
developmental psychology through his constructitiebry of knowing:
La naissance de lintelligence chez I'enfgi936) / The Origins of
Intelligence in Children(1963),La Psychologie de l'intelligencgl947)

/ The Psychology of Intelligen¢@950), Introduction & I'Epistémologie
Génétique(1950), Structuralism(1970),Psychology and Epistemology:
Towards a Theory of Knowledg&972).

Key terms

Structure: not a physical entity, but@nceptual frameworthat people
use to organize and understand physical entitiestracture is any
conceptual system that has the following three gntigs: (1)wholeness
(i.e. the systenfunctionsas a unit because of the interrelatedness of its
elements, e.g. a sentence is more than the sut® cdmponent words);
(2) transformation(the system is dynamic, i.e. it is a structurd ttan
also always structure new material, e.g. languagecapable of
transforming its basic components, phonemes, irgw structures,
words and sentences); and @)lf-regulation(the transformations of
which a structure is capable according to (2) nézad beyond its own
structural system, e.g. the elements engendered libguistic
transformations, new utterances, always belondn¢oldnguage system
and obey its laws).

Langue vs. parole (Saussure): ‘language’ as a (latesttuctural system
vs. ‘speech’ as the (actualndividual utterances that occur in
speech/writingand are informed by the system’s structures.

Decoding interpreting the ‘structure’ of a culture as a oléh by
studying its interactive systems of signs; suchesgs include literary
texts and genres as well as other cultural formati@.g. advertising,
fashion, taboos on certain forms of behaviour.

Linguistic sign (Saussure): a compound thie signifier (le signifian),
or ‘sound-image’, anthe signified (le signifid, or the concept to which
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the signifier refers; it excludes the linguistigres relationship with the
actual referent, or the ‘thing’ in the world.

Denotative vs. connotative (Barthes): what the signified actually is, its
‘definition’ in brain language vs. what points teetsignified but has a
deeper meaning; e.g. ‘tree’ — denotation: ‘a wopdyennial plant that
grows to a height of several feet and typically hasingle erect main
stem with side branches’; connotation: ‘luxuriargen’, ‘shady’, etc.
Arbitrariness of the linguistic sign (Saussure): there is no necessary
connection but only a widely acceptdihguistic conventionthat
regulates the association between a given sign{ieg. thet-r-e-e
sequence) and the concept to which it refers, asepthe different
signifiers that various languages have for it.

Binary opposition: two ideas/concepts, directly opposed, each otlwvhi
is defined and understood by means of its opposiiiothe other, e.g.
day/night, light/darkness, white/black, good/evil, up/down,
inside/outside, male/female, nature/culture ete $tucturalists simply
assumethe existence of such (‘given’) binaries and, kmlithe
deconstructionistsjo not investigatéhe history of a particular binary
opposition, including its hierarchical and axiolog)i arrangement as
reflecting major societal ideological biases.

Metaphor vs. metonymy (Jakobson): rhetorical figures that in
structuralism provide models for two fundamentalysvaf organizing
discourse which can be traced in every kind ofuraltproduction, i.e.
for the selective and combinative processes, réispdc(or synchronic
vs. syntagmatic/diachronic dimensions). The metaphuode tends to
be foregrounded in poetry, while the metonymic @neharacteristic of
prose.

Semiotics semiosis semiology® the study of signs and signification,
the process of attaching signifieds to signifighg study of signs and
signifying systems. Nowadays the tes®mioticsis more likely to be
used as an umbrella term, despite the differenetsden Saussure’s
term ‘semiology’ 6emiologie from the Greeksemeion ‘sign’),
sometimes still used to refer to the Saussureamlititm of
‘investigat[ing] the nature of signs and the lawsverning them’
(Saussure), and ‘semiotics’, to refer to the Pamcé&adition, where
semeiotiovas the ‘formal doctrine of signs’ which was clgselated to
logic (C.S. Peirce). Semiotics began to become pmapproach to
cultural studies in the late 1960s, partly as altex the work of Roland
Barthes, who claimed that ‘semiology postulateslation between two
terms, a signifier and a signified. This relatiancerns objects which

%9 My brief reference to, and inclusion semioticsin this chapter on structuralism
is only justifiable for didactic reasons concerniligguistic/structuralist roots of
semiotics and the elusiveness of its early advodadéand Barthes, when it comes
to classifications.
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belong to different categories, and this is whisinot one of equality
but one of equivalence’ (‘Myth Today’, irMythologie3. Hence,
‘semiology aims to take in any system of signs, teter their substance
and limits; images, gestures, musical sounds, tfhjend the complex
associations of all of these, which form the contdrritual, convention
or public entertainment: these constitute, if mabhguages at least
systems of signification’ Elements of Semiologyl967: 9). Umberto
Eco’s broad definition of semiotics regards it aoricerned with
everything that can be taken as a sighTheory of Semiotic4976: 7).
Ever since BarthesMythologies semiotics has been employed in the
analysis of texts, with the proviso that the semiahs’ ‘text’ is defined
at its broadest, viz. it can exist in amediumand may be verbal, non-
verbal, or both. Semiotic studies in art, literatuanthropology and the
mass media undertaken by linguists, philosophes/chologists,
sociologists, anthropologists, psychoanalysts,rdite aesthetic and
media theorists, not only display, unsurprisinglgnsiderable variation
amongst leading practitioners as to what semiatigslves, but also,
significantly, broach the moot point of human gsion of significance
to anything in the world.

= Myth (Barthes): a second-order sign. Saussurérgjuistic sign
(comprised of a signifier and a signified) congggimerely the signifier
that will correlate with a certain signified to fora new sign (a ‘myth’)
in a ‘second-order semiological system’. Thuythas a ‘global sign’ is
a correlation of asignifier or the raw material of mythical speech
(comprised of modes of representation, e.g. thguage itself, rituals,
objects, etc.), which constitutes the ‘meaningaddign in its respective
system but only the ‘form’ in the second-order sdogical system of
myth, and asignifiedor ‘concept’, creating together the ‘signification

| 1. Signifier 2. Signified
Language 3. Sign

D. Application

Structuralists analyse mainly prose narrativestirgd the text to larger
containing structures, e.g. the conventions of giquéar literary (sub-)
genre, intertextual network, a notion of narratisgesa complex of recurrent
patterns and motifs, a projected model of an ugohgrluniversal narrative
structure. Furthermore, they apply the conceptysfesnatic structuring to
the whole culture, whether focused on the Westmrss cultures, hence the
relation with semiotics.
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Steps in applying the formalist method on a gipessetext:’

1.

2.

Identify the genre and subgenre the text belongwith their typical
conventions.

Identify the text’'s macro-structure and the platb{siot, double plot)
in functional terms, e.g. ‘the hero is dispatchedescue the victin’,
thus underlining the logical sequencing of function

In the case of prose and sometimes of drama teatifg the text’s
narratological makeup (point of view, voice, foealion, type of
diegesis, representation of time) as a grid thajeeders/allows
certain types of interactions and forestalls others

Identify micro-structures, e.g. parallels, echoesflections,
repetitions, contrasts, patterns, to be found atléwvel of general
structure, plot, characters, situation, languagetefactions of
stylistic registers, dialects, idiolects, neutraldaironical uses of
language) and imagery, and study their interrefati®o as to
highlight how theycreatemeaning.

Discuss characters as signifiers of abstract cdagsmnifieds) that
are organized in oppositional pairs, and studyitieractions and
reconfigurations of such pairs in the signifyinggess.

Identify intertextual and interdiscursive relations the text with
others by the same author, of its genre/subgencegenerally other
literary/cultural ‘texts’, e.g. themes, motifs, eels of characters or
texts, pastiche and parody.

Steps in applying the formalist method on a gigeam

1.

2.

Identify the genre and subgenre the text belongwith their typical
conventions.

Identify the text’s macro-structure: division intnd type(s) of
stanzas, type(s) of rnyme and rhyming scheme, meiscuss any
binary opposition, including the symmetry/asymmetrfor
presence/absence) of a certain feature’s distabuti

Identify micro-structures, e.g. parallels, echoesflections,
repetitions, contrasts, patterns, to be found atléwvel of general
structure or substructures; these concern as muctisvas sounds
and even typographical layout (where created by dhéhor),
language and imagery, figures of speech and figoiréisought, and
neutral, ironical or rhetorical sentences/phras@sganise your

0| am assuming that nowadays a structuralist teatling will merely attempt to

practise the structuralist method on a number pjr@lated texts and possibly also
to study to what extent they conform to genericvemtions (and the horizon of
expectation these engender in readers), rather éhdeavouring to establish new
‘grammars’ of genres.
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findings in oppositional paradigms which list therious realizations
in the text of a particular binary opposition.

4. ldentify any dialogical setting (especially in itglation to the
conventions of the sub-genre) and establish arpatteinteraction
(especially binary oppositions), hence meaningategt by lyrical
voice(s) and/or characters, the presence/invodateocation of
figures.

5. Study the creation of meaning from the interactibatween
‘language’ structures and ‘content’ features, payiparticular
attention to the relation between the paradigmatats and
syntagmatic chains observable in the text.

E. Relevance

Especially in its narrow application on literanftoual texts,
structuralism has enabled a study of (literary}yesysticity that is caused by
and conducive to a propensity for identifying stanes as ultimately
cognitive anchors. The attention given to the gsyatéc operations of
meaning production and to the intertextual andrths$eursive dimensions of
texts has made redundant a liberal humanistic @sgonistic’ reading
which may have promoted the flawed idea of theicalitgenius. From a
broader perspective, structuralist thought has liglgted the relations
between types of ‘discourse’ which otherwise wouldt have been
compared, e.g. myths, kin relations, advertisementthe system of fashion.
In fact, the last element mentioned would neverehbgen regarded as a
system at all, but rather as mere caprice and gethgle: Barthes’ work has
thus paved the way for a more thoughtful integratad fashion in the
‘framework’ of the presentation of the self, to taken up by sociologist
Pierre Bourdieu in his analysis lehbitusand by theorists of postmodernity.

Nonetheless, various objections have been raiseginstg one
structuralist proposition or another, or even agfaine structuralist approach
to literature/culture. They range from doubts aswteether language (in
Saussure’s definition) is exclusively a system iffecences with no fixed
terms, to the imputation of reductionism and me@ieninterpretation, to
that of harmful dehistoricization, hence apolitition, and biased Euro-
Americanocentrism in its privileging of a certainode of thought,
exclusively logical, dichotomous and hierarchic@fhe poststructuralist
historicization and contextualization of binary ogjions has attempted to
correct this structuralist flaw, moving so far asréach an epistemological
aporia with Derrida’s discussion of Western thougind his solution to
place binary oppositiorsous rature
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The Approach through Reading

The Reader-Response Approach to Literature

A. Brief history

Special attention to the reading process and td thieaextdoesto the
reader as a self-conscious critical phenomenon gadein the 1930s but
came into prominence only in the 1970s, mainly @action to some
theories’ tendency to reject the reader’s rolergating meaning (e.g. New
Criticism in the 1940s-1950s). Even though the nawhethis type of
approaches to literature sounds appealing, readpoense criticism does not
legitimize an ‘anything-goes’ appreciation of theerary text, nor does it
jettison any analytical engagement with it. Onc¢batrary, what the plethora
of theories focusing specifically on the readeesponse share in common is
precisely aself-reflexivephase as part of the process of understanding the
experience of readingand the notion that the readers do not passively
consume the meaning presented to them by a litéeatybut actively make
it. (The latter might easily provide prima facigdmnce for the diversity of
interpretations of any text even by critics who rghahe same set of
theoretical tools and practical strategies.)

On the other hand, various types of critical resganto literature can
be easily subsumable under the term ‘reader respamse they focus on
the very act of reading. Culler (1982: 31) and Ty$®999: 154) adduce
examples to support this rather unsurprising oladEm: structuralist
criticism, though one of the most likely approachedy-pass the reader’s
role, could be considered a form of reader-resporigeism when it focuses
on the literary conventions a reader has interedlizand deploys
(un)consciously in order to be able to read a paler text’" More overtly
interested in the reader are, of course, psychgémaleminist, lesbian and
gay criticism, when they investigate, respectivéig psychological motives
for certain kinds of interpretation, the patriaichfame of sexist
interpretation, or the homophobic cultural consiisiwhich blind readers to
the homoeroticism of literary texts.

This should not deceive us, however, into believihgt a certain
interest in the readers’ response to literatura 20" century theoretical
breakthrough, far from it. Ever since Aristotl&setics(composed irc. 330
BCE), there has been an interest in the effeetsaliire may have on readers.
In fact, it is generally assumed that early acceumoached, to various

"L A case in point is Barthet'e Plaisir du textg1973/1975), celebrating as it does
the reader at the moment when s/he takes her/basypie. Ironically, inmage,
Music, Text{(1977), Barthes claims that ‘the birth of the rerachust be at the cost of
the death of the author’ (qtd. in Culler 1982: 3 )leath already theorized in ‘La
Mort de I'Auteur’ (1967/1977).

183



degrees, the affective impact of literature oraitslience, as is the case with
Aristotle’s famous, though controversial, notion cétharsisin Greek
tragedy. Aristotle defines tragedy as the work Whacouses the passions of
pity and feaf” in a powerful way (which is achieved by ultimatéfysting or
finding the limits of what is human’, according 8achs), yet he never
defines the very notion of ‘catharsis’. Brown (2D@&erviews the major
modern responses to the Aristotelian catharsis.eSeritics have explained
catharsis as the purging of pity and fear fromgpbectators during observing
the action on stage, hence the beneficial roleagfedy for the spectators as
it relieves them of harmful emotions. Other critid®wever, fault this
interpretation on being inconsistent with tReeticss focus on dramatic
form: they find it hard to believe that Aristotlaght have defined tragedy in
terms of audience psychology yet by dropping a niémé Hence, critics
like Else and Hardison view catharsis as the réisolwof dramatic tension
within the plot’®

Although most historical overviews of the readers'sponse to
literature tend to gloss over any such concernsxguhe Middle Ages and
jump to the Renaissance interest in the affectiffects of literature on
readers, a glance at the medieval context of aangtrreading would be
quite instructive. While illiteracy was by far the rule in western Europe
around the turn of the first millennium CE — yetttwthe number of the
people who could read in the vernacular steadilyhenincrease — reading
was regarded as a cognitive and didactic tool ewben it concerned
literature, especially the writings of the ‘pagancient world. Particularly in
the latter case, reading a literary piece in Lat@s meant not just as a means

2.« . through pity and fear effecting the proper matign [catharsis] of these

emotions’ (Aristotle PoeticsVI.2, Butcher’s translation).

3 Brown (2005) summarizes this latter explanatiotséEand Hardison) of how
catharsis explains the audience’s experience @dfaetion even from an unhappy
ending, considering that the dramatist depictsdigeis which arouse pity and fear
for the protagonistHuman nature may cause the spectators to hopththgs work
out for the protagonist they sympathize with, thecause of the insurmountable
obstacles in the situation and the ironies of fte,worst is in fact to be expected.
Hence, a happy but contrived conclusion would ntakespectators feel cheated, for
they should have been able to finally recognizepgtabable or necessary relation
between the hero’s actions and their results, gpifegiate the dramatist's honest
depiction of harsh reality.

™ The very notion ofiteracy referred, until the modern times, to being ablee@d
and writein Latin, not simply in one’s vernacular language (e.g. lasaxon, or
Old English, and later Middle English, for the it Isles). In western Europe,
literate people would receive a religious educafioi.atin up to the 12 century
establishment of the first universities. This atempened thenceforward but only as
regards their first stage of education; at a Igteint it could diversify to more
practical concerns (e.g. law or medicine).
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of learning the languadé,but especially as a mechanism for triggering
spiritual thought. Following St Augustine’s integpation of the biblical
Book of Revelation as the closed book of maigascientisandmemoria a
host of medieval writers would focus on the book aasimilitude for
memoria and onconscientiaas a book of things hidden in each soul and
meant to be revealed at the Last Judgement, aogptdiAlanus de Insulis
(Gellrich 1985: 163J° Thus, a famous i2century anonymous distich —
used formnemonicpurposeS — described concisely the four levels of text
interpretation and thus implied the effects it w@bave on readers:

Littera gesta docet, quid credas allegoria,
moralis quid agas, quo tendas anagagia
[The letter teaches the deed, the allegory what byelieve, the moral what
you should do, the anagogy what you strive for.]
(gtd. in Gellrich 1985: 73)

With the exegesis dhe Book — with capital B, viz. the Bible — the medatv
levels of text interpretation were comprised, in ascending order of
complexity, of (1) theliteral (or historical), (2) theallegorical, (3) the
tropological (or moral) and (4) th@nagogical(or spiritual). Accordingly,
any given text, on the pattern of the Bible, cobld read as a historical
account of an event, which, however, spoke allegtlyi about something
else (viz. it was a metaphorical representatiomn)) mnreover encoded a set
of moral values in the story, whose final interptietn should lead the reader
to contemplating the ultimate religious truth. @udbviously, this process
was construed as an upward spiritual progress framdane and visible
facts to spiritual and intelligible ultimate read#, where the epistemological
would finally give way to the ontological on thedbhold of the divine. In a
manner of speaking, our common reading practicdstlagir metalanguages

> Latin was the language of the Catholic Church #mreblogy, scientific pursuits,
royal administration and even entertainment, thotigh last one was a social
activity preferably conducted in the vernaculargiamge so as to reach a broad
audience.

8 Such interest in reading should come as no serpiis fact, considering that
Alanus de Insulis (or Alan of Lille, in vernacularanslation’) could sum up, in the
12" century, the medieval view of the Book of Natu@mnis mundis creatura
Quasi liber et picturd Nobis est, et speculufiThe whole created universe is to us
like a book, and a picture, and a mirror’] (qtdGellrich 1985: 34).

" Reading a text was, due to the scarcity of cogieslable — in its turn due to the
expensive and time-consuming mode of manuscriptiymtion — an affair which
also required committing it to memory. There weagiaus mnemotechnical steps
involved: basically, a text was to be coded intag®s and these in turn were to
structured in ‘scenario’-like configurations; treter could be memorized and later
recalled at will (and reconverted into text) by #taking aspect they had and thus
the powerful impression they produced on one’'dletéve faculties.
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are a far cry from it, despite the endeavours dfopbphers like Martin
Heidegger (inThe Origin of the Work of Artand his pupil Hans-Georg
Gadamer (inTruth and Methoylto argue for the ontological condition of the
work of art and hence its reception too.

Reverting to the 0 century, one can speak, with Jonathan Culler,
about ‘stories of reading’ (1982: 64), viz. how teader experiences reading
and gets engrossed in the interpretation of a tekich accounts for the
various approaches known collectively r@ader-response criticismit is,
like the other types of criticism, not free fromoplematical terms and
practices. Apart from the strategies of interpietaieach theorist deploys
in/as thereading process’, there is also the moot pointhefreader’, all the
more so as traditionally this ‘function’ has beeseched universal, viz.
human, when it is actually male, premised as ibiisa male world of
criticism within a patriarchal society imbued, asminist psychoanalysts
claim, with male fantasies.

Androcentric bias notwithstanding, the very wordinga particular
theory suggests the level of generality the auttegoys (Tyson 1999: 173-
4): the term ‘readers’ (in the plural) refers tduat readers whose reading
experiences the theorist analyzes (e.g. Normanah@]l David Bleich); on
the contrary, ‘the reader’ (in the singular, withwithout an adjective to
qualify it) evokes a hypothetical and ideal figurich covertly or overtly is
enacted by the particular critic deploying the téfrthus, Fish calls the
practitioner of affective stylistics dnformed readersince s/he has attained
the literary competence necessary to experiencéetie- like Fish — in all
its linguistic and literary complexity. Depending the text under scrutiny,
the actual reader may feel her-/himself ‘informedhot. Other terms which
refer to the hypothetical reader in the same texsnBish’s ‘informed reader’
are theeducated readetheoptimal readeror theideal reader At this point,
the very idea of reader response may strike sony@wfas off-putting and
completely at odds with what you may have thoughter-response theory
celebrates: flesh-and-blood readers who are juginbmg to learn the
practice of formal response to texts, and who awenasked whether they
prefer theoretical sophistication over a ‘takeriteave-it' yet ‘heart-felt’
response. A somewhat less off-putting term for thipothetical figure is
used by Wolfgang Iser: thamplied readey i.e. the reader that the text
apparently addresses, whose patrticularities depantthe general make-up
of the text, from style to the ‘attitude’ encoded the narrative. A
synonymous term for Iser’s is thetended readerit evokes even more
explicitly how a specific text positions its reaslen order to guide their

8 n this latter case, ‘the reader’ may be takeprvide a shorthand for the critic
analyzing her/his own reading experience of a $igeteixt, and has been ironically
named after the critic by those who object to spective reader-response theory
(e.g. a Fishean reader, viz. one able to readade$tFish does as he analyzes the
reading process).
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interpretation. It is important here to distinguksttween such a hypothetical
reader as a figurencodedin the text and the narratee (‘you’) explicitly
interpellated by the narrator, though deceivingly positioned asto be
mistaken for you-the-flesh-and-blood-reader-readhegtext.

As Culler perceptively notes, though some theorigfgpear to
celebrate the creative or productive role of tredez (e.g. Norman Holland
in 5 Readers ReadingStanley Fish inls There a Text in This Class?
Wolfgang Iser inThe Act of Readirjg most such accounts can collapse in
the inverse, structuralist-minded, story of ‘thexttgrovoking certain
responses and actively controlling the reader’ I@€UW982: 70). This ‘easy
shift between freedom and constraint’ (ibid.) cacw anywhere, from a
markedly distinct approach of a certain theorisg.(ichel Riffaterre), to
variations within a theorist's work (e.g. Rolandrid&s; Umberto Eco), to
switches back and forth within the same work (Eigh'sls There a Text in
This Class? Roland Barthes’ entry on ‘Texte, théorie du’ fdne
Encyclopaedia UniversalisTo take a famous example: early in his career
Umberto Eco argues, i@pera aperta 1962 The Open Work1989), that
works can be classified into ‘closed works’ (whaigt structures seem to
give readers no creative options of reading) angeroworks’ (whose
unrealized constructions invite creativity). Lateowever, he contends that
the open work also imposes the greatest constranarticular role of the
‘model reader’ and also ‘limits of interpretatiorThus, a ‘text is a place
where the irreducible polysemy of symbols is int feeduced because in a
text symbols are anchored in their contexth¢ Role of the Reader
moreover, polysemy is reduced because the hermenenterprise itself
provides its own lawful limits in order to distingh responsible
interpretations from wild interpretations or ovatdrpretations.

As Culler argues, ‘the more a story [of readinggsses the reader’s
freedom, control, and constitutive activity, the radikely it is to lead to
stories of dramatic encounters and surprises whitray reading as a
process of discovery’ (1982: 72). This raises thestjon of the what-is-‘in’-
the-text which a reader is faced with; the thestrisinswers range from
positing ‘a plenitude’ beyond the reader’s grasp'atdeterminate structure
with some gaps that the reader must fill in’, ts&t of indeterminate marks
on which the reader confers structure and mean{tg82: 73). Such
positions can all be found in Fish’s work, hence bontention that the
reader is ultimately a product of the strategies asf ‘interpretive
community’, viz. is constituted as reader by thentak operation this
community makes available.

In what follows | am relying on Tyson’s (1999: 183} classification
of reader-response criticism, with her proviso @9857) that, though such
an attempt is motivated by didactic purposes, it like all other
classifications, rather artificial, reductive anaspibly misleading: it is quite
likely to find more substantial similarities betweeaepresentatives of
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different types of reader-response criticism thamomrg those within the
same type, on the other hand, and to tuck togétleerists/practitioners who
hold a rather different view of their own work, the other.

According to Tyson (1999: 157), reader-responsgcigin may be
loosely organized under five headings: transaclicseder-response theory,
affective stylistics, subjective reader-responsmii, psychological reader-
response theory and social reader-response theory.

1. Transactional reader-respongéeory

The notion of a ‘transactional’ theory was introddcby Louise
Rosenblatt, yet this type of reader-response theasiso associated with the
work of Wolfgang Iser, though the label usuallyaesated with his name is
phenomenologicarather than ‘transactional’ reader-responseicigin.

Rosenblatt’s influentiaLiterature as Exploration(1938) argues that
the act of reading literature involvesteahsaction (interaction) between the
reader, the writer and the text, where each traiosacs in fact a unique
experience. Her theory of reading as transactiofuither elaborated in
‘Towards a Transactional Theory of Reading’ (1968) The Reader, the
Text, thePoem: The Transactional Theory of the Literary W(iR78). In
this third study, Rosenblatt distinguishes betwdélemree critical notions:
‘readef, ‘text (viz. the printed artefact) angpdem (viz. the literary work
resulting from the transaction between the readdrtlae text).

She contends that during reading the reader resptnthe text-as-
stimulusin a personal way (involving feelings, associati@amd memories),
yet it is the text that ultimately provides @ueprint for ulterior self-
corrections. For this type of transaction to ocdwswever, the approach
should not be efferent but aestheticreadingin theefferent moddocuses
solely on the informational dimension of the tewthereas one in the
aesthetic modenakes the reader experience a personal relatprshihe
text, focusing on themotional subtleties of languagadinviting the reader
to make judgements

By turning literature itself into a mode of reflext, Wolfgang Iser has
contributed to the literary theory and also toréity anthropology a theory of
reception whosaVirkungsasthetik‘aesthetics of effect’) conceives of the
literary text as a structure that ‘elicits aesthe®sponses in its readby
opening up her/his habitual worldvieWan Inschoot 2005; my emphasis).
Iser rethinks ‘literary fiction in terms dictionalizing actsthat transgress
what is real and engage it in interplay with theagmary’ (ibid.): in
Prospecting: From Reader Response to Literary Aogblogy (1989) and
Das Fiktive und das Imaginare. Perspektiven liteseiner Anthropologie
(1991) /The Fictive and the Imaginary: Charting Literary thropology
(1003), literature is ‘recast as a medium that reakeossible to act out the
very groundlessness of our anthropological conitiad virtually explore
what is otherwise inaccessible’ (Van Inschoot 2005)
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This allows Iser to extend his theory into the meadf intercultural
translatability and up to the ‘range of interprigtat by means of which
humans arrange their worl@ii{e Range of Interpretatip2000).

Drawing as it does on the phenomenological worRaian Ingarden,
Iser’s theory of reading iDer Akt des Lesens. Theorie asthetischer Wirkung
(1976) / The Act of Reading: A Theory of Aesthetic RespdhS&8)
redefines the critic’'s task as explaining the d@ffexf a text on the reader. As
Iser aptly notes, previous concerns with eitherabhor’s intentionor the
text’'s meaninghave rendered literary criticism and theory ololiag to the
fact thatthe text can only have a meaning when it is rdddwever, the
phenomenological theory of art (e.g. Hans-Georg a@ad’s Truth and
Method has already drawn attention that central to teysof a literary
work should be the interaction between its strecand its recipient, viz. the
actions involved in responding to that text.

Thus, Iser construes the text as a potential strectwvhich is
‘concretized by the reader in relation to his/her extra-litgranorms and
values but also past experience, which collectivebke up the reader's
‘world-view’. In Iser’s terminological system, Raddatt’s ‘efferent mode’
corresponds to a reading dependent ondiierminate meaningviz. the
clearly stated facts of the plot, while her ‘aeithenode’ is cognate with
both the determinate and the indeterminate meansay's indeterminate
meaning or indeterminacydesignates the gaps in the text (e.g. eitheoasti
that are not clearly explained or those seeminghjirty multiple meanings)
that invite the reader’s own interpretation.

Iser identifies the reader'spresencelsic!] in the text' as the
‘wandering viewpoint viz. the ‘point where memory and expectation
converge, and the resultant dialectic movementgbriabout acontinual
modificationof memory and an increasing complexity of expémtat(lser
1978: 118; my emphasis). These processes providspgudives, or
‘backgrounds’, whose interaction ‘provokes the ezaimto a synthetizing
activity’ (119): it is her/his prerogative to ‘del@ which differences shall be
significant in... the establishment of equivalendést have the character of
‘configurative meaning[s]’ (ibid.). In other words,falls with the reader to
convincingly argue what may count as indetermiriacy certain text.

The ‘wandering viewpoint divides the text up intoteracting
structures, and these give rise to a grouping iactiliat is fundamental to
the grasping of a text’ (Iser 1978: 119). Iser nantige product of this
interaction between text and readeorisistent interpretationor ‘gestalt
(ibid.), and specifies that the reader’s role isidentify the connection
between the signs. He argues that while ghedcorrectionwill prevent the
reader from projecting an arbitrary meaning ontéx, at the same time ‘the
gestalt can only be formed as an identfied eqeived through the
hermeneutic schema of anticipation and fulfilment relation to the
connections perceived between the signs’ (Iser 192@).

189



Like Rosenblatt, then, Iser believes that the tiads guide the reader
through the process of interpretation, viz. thedneg activities of meaning
construction are ‘prestructured’ by the text: teettmay allow a certain
range of interpretations, but it authorizes someentiean others. In fact, Iser
oscillates with respect to the relative weight tdld to the text's
determinacyviz. its power to set the terms on which it iaddoy creating its
own ‘implied’ reader) and to the ‘actual’ reade€gperience of the text's
‘concretizationy but he is usually credited for emphasizing thitelr.

During reading, the interplay between determinaite @determinate
meaning experienced by the reader can lead to abewrmf ongoing
experiences, fromretrospection and revision to anticipation and its
fulfilment or disappointment mainly due to the fact that as the reading
progresses, what originally appeared to be a dé@tatenmeaning can be no
longer ascertained as such, but rather will be ®twas an indeterminate
meaning. Iser accounts for this in terms ofghkectionamade by the reader:
in reading, ‘an overflow of possibilities’ is prockd, that remain virtual (as
opposed to actual). From their virtual presencseattie ‘alien associations’
(1978: 126) that accumulate and challenge the fai®d gestalten to the
point of undermining them, thus bringing about @rientation of the
reader’s acts of apprehension: it is where thearesges characters or events
‘in another light'.

However, Iser contends, this process also ‘lendslfitto being
manipulated by textual strategies’, devised in sackay that the range of
virtual strategies ‘will be eclipsed during the pessing of the text’ (1978:
127) — and the text assumes a didactic tone. Nelest$) if the strategies are
organized so that they increase the pressure exbyteaalien associations,
then the ‘original implications of the signs thetuse become the objects of
critical attention’ (ibid.) — hence the reader'dlusion of having lived
another life’, in Henry James’ description of néiu@ prose (qtd. in ibid.), or
of an ‘involvement’ (of course, only a virtual peation) in the text.

Iser spells out the reader’s involvement as pradeiadf a ‘specific
form of tension that leaves him [sic] suspended..twben total
entanglement and latent detachment’, whose outésntie reader-produced
dialectic between illusion-forming and illusion-lkkeng (ibid.): in more
mundane terms, ‘the reader experiences the teatli@sng event’ to which
s/he relates as both participant and observer (128)

In the process of reading, the reader's previoyserences will be
restructured in accordance with the new experidoeiag acquired; the
process will moreover reveal its very workings, fpviding the reader
insights into the formation of both the aesthetixpegience and its
constitution:

The ability to perceive oneself during the proce$sparticipation is an
essential quality of aesthetic experience; the mesefinds himself in a
strange, halfway position: he is involved, and hatalves himself being
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involved. However, this position is not entirelynpwogrammatic, for it can
only come about when existing codes are transceadewalidated.
(Iser 1978: 134)

2. Subjective reader-response theory

In contrast to the claims of transactional reagsponse theorists,
David Bleich and his followers contend that ‘readeresponsesre the
text’, both in the sense that ‘there is no litertayt beyond the meanings
created by readers’ interpretations’ and in thessghat ‘the text the critic
analyzes is not the literary work but the writtesponses of readers’ (Tyson
1999: 163). Bleich’s contention comes from his ootihat, though the text
is, in its manuscript or printed formreal object the experience of reading
it renders the text aymbolic objectviz. one that occurs in the conceptual
(or mental) world rather than in the physical ombe reader’'s subjective
reaction to the teft is thus calledsymbolization however, when a reader
interprets the text's meaning, s/he actually inetgpthe meaning of her/his
own symbolization, hence aesymbolizationoccurs as a desire for
explanation. The outcome is the production of kmmge about the
experience of reading. Bleich’s name of his appnip&ubjective criticism’
(as it appears in the very titles of his 1975 af@d8lstudies), rests on the
belief that all knowledge is subjective: what isenwd ‘objective’
knowledge is actually comprised of whatever a comitguconventionally
holds as objectively true, e.g. the propositionshef discourse of science at
any given moment. Hence, Bleich’s method focuseshow the truth of
interpretation is constructed in a given communitiz. the ‘subjective
classroom’, by a two-step technique:
1. the students write eesponse statemefin response to a given literary

text), which can be:

a. reader-orientedfocusing on one’s memories, personal experiences,
yet not specifically as they are triggered by atpetthe text;

b. reality-oriented focusing on one’s opinions about political, s@cia
religious issues, etc. raised by the text, but Witle or no explicit
reference to aspects of the text;

c. experience-oriented discussing the reader’'s reactions to and
judgements of specific passages in the text; tadares personal
associations embedded in such judgements permitttiez readers
in the group to see what aspects of the text htigetad that reader,
how and why, and trigger group discussion withincentext
determined by the group.

2. the students write eesponse-analysis statemehat analyzes their own
response statement (in step one), viz. it entaitel&scrutiny by the
reader as reader, where the reader

" Robert J. Graham has traced the roots of Bleiapjsroach to the work of the
psychoanalytic critic Norman N. Holland.
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a. characterizes her/his response to the text as &evg. enjoyment,
satisfaction, discomfort, disappointment, etc., oiming various
emotions, e.g. joy, fear, anger, etc.),

b. identifies the various responses triggered by diffe elements of
the text, and

c. determines why these responses occurred.

Bleich’'s experiments have revealed that studemtsponses to a text
(encompassing both a meaning statement and a sspbatement), when
elicited by the requirements of a traditional ‘attjee’ essay, still produce
statements rooted in their personal responsesakl¢hins concluded that the
sources of interpretation in traditional objectiwgiticism lie in the
readers’/critics’ personal responses evoked byedke even though they are
couched in impersonal metalanguage. Such an apprbanefits the
beginning practitioners of literary studies by seriag them to the
variability of people’s perceptions and to an exaation of taste, as well as
to how the experience of pleasure or displeasurgngiuthe reading
experience can be put to good analytic use forrinifag their understanding
of literature and of sense-making.

3. Psychological reader-response theory
Psychoanalytic critic Norman Holland argues thae theader’s

interpretation of a text is revealing about heméelf rather than about the
text, in that the former only projects upon thdadatone’sidentity theme
Simply put, during the act of reading the readesamsciously re-creates in
the text her/his psychic world, since the same Ipslpgical responses
triggered off by events in ordinary lives also umie one’s defensive
reaction to a particular literary text. As said Bglland, what interpretation
entails, then, is precisely coping psychologicallth the literary text once a
hint at unconscious or forbidden desires, painfad( repressed) past
memories has been perceived in it. Restoring onasychological
equilibrium can be brought about, for instance,nfipimizing the harm a
character experiences or by faulting the innocdwracter. Furthermore,
Holland contends, the reader remains unaware ofhikeressentially
psychological interpretation of the text, for sfisguises it unconsciously
out of a sense of guilt or anxiety: this dissimalattakes on the appearance
of intellectual, aesthetic or moral abstraction the outward, socially
sanctioned, response to that literary text. Holeindew of interpretation
involves threenodeqor stages) that recur as reading proceeds:
1. In the ‘defense mode’, the text raises the readesgchological

defences, which are anxiety-producing.
2. In the ‘fantasy mode’, the reader finds a way terpret the text so as to

defuse the defences and thereby to restore heréad for protection

(conducive to psychological equilibrium).
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3. In the ‘transformation mode’, the reader transfothes first two stages
into an abstract interpretation, an expedient veagivoid the emotional
response to the text.

Holland believes that such an analysis resultsniruaderstanding of the

author’s identity theme and thus engenders theer&sa@mpathic merger

with the author, an experience of the ‘minglingseff and other’ (gtd. in

Tyson 1999: 171).

4. Affective stylistics

As pioneered by Stanley Fish in his early work,eesgly ‘Literature
in the Reader: Affective Stylistics’ (1970), affeet stylistics furthers the
transactional theorists’ claim that the literaryttes an event, by stressing
that it occurs in time, viz. it comes into beingridg reading, rather than
existing in space as an objective, autonomousyeftditimately, Fish claims
that what a text means is the experience thabiywes in the reader, as he
will reiterate later in his career (1980: 32).

Though the main thrust of this approach is affegtive. it examines
‘how (stylistics) [the text]affects (affective) the reader in the process of
reading’, it achieves its goal through a ‘cogniti@ealysis of the mental
processes produced by specific elements in thé (Eyson 1999: 160)
during the process of close reading. Tyson (19%D-@2) uses Fish’s
example in ‘Literature in the Reader’ in order tmypde a step-by-step
account of the methodology of affective stylistics:

a. aclose readingof the text focuses on how the text affects thedee
(rather than inquiring directly what the text's mewy is) and thus how
it leads to meaning-making; the reader's expeatatiof a particular
sentence or part of it narrow the possible meanirighe next, but may
be continually frustrated, thus increasing uncetyaias the reading
progresses; this process should yield an analysith® pattern of
raising/disappointing expectations which ultimatelgscribes the very
experience of reading rather than a singular text;

b. it is habitual to adduce examples of other read@ssually critics’)
responses to the text, so as to problematize a raemreading
assumption, viz. that the goal of reading is techethe stage of certainty
about the meaning of texts;

c. the text itself is summoned to provide thematiadewnce for the fact that
any text ultimately encodes the experience of repdis its ‘meaning’,
e.g. the reader’s experience of uncertainty isaréd in the text in dark
settings or in a character’s failed experiencestefpretation.

5. Social reader-response theory

Like his early affective stylistics, Stanley Fislg'scial reader-response
theory challenges the formalist belief of the Arnan New Critics that the
text alone is the basic, knowable, neutral and angimg component of
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literary experience. Nonetheless, arguing for thghtrof the reader to

interpret and in effect create the literary workynfall back into the trap of

proliferating subjective interpretations (as eneged by the liberal

humanist reading tradition) that New Criticism fbtigo terminate. To avoid

any such presumption, Fish posits that even thaagih reader essentially
participates in the making of the literary textes/lapproaches the literary
work not as an isolated individual but in her/higacity as a member of a
community of readers, viz. an ‘interpretive comntyniso much so that it is

the latter rather than the former the one thamaitely produces meanings.

The term ‘interpretive communities’ was coined kghFin the essay
‘Interpreting the Variorum? (1976), which explores how meanings are
actualized in the process of reading from the a&dgon between two
separate entities: théext and the readefs expectations, projections,
conclusions, judgements and assumptions. In hisdattion tols There a
Text in This Class? The Authority of Interpretiven@nunitieg(1980), Fish
revises his early view of the division between subj(reader) and object
(text), and reverses the polarity of the exertiboantrol (earlier, by the text
over the reader), arguing instead that it isrdeerwho makeghe textwith
the aid of Interpretive strategiésshared among the members of an
‘interpretive communitywherein the reading takes place.

Thus, while the interpretation of a text may dependeach reader’s
own subjectiveexperience in one or more communities (each othviis
defined as a ‘community’ by a distinct epistemolpgyelativism and
subjectivism are, however, precluded by the readdeployment of her/his
interpretive community’s interpretive strategieshieth ensure the know-
how.

Skilled reading is usually thought to be a mattediscerning what is there,
but... it is a matter of knowing how froducewhat can thereafter be said to
be there. Interpretation is not the art of consguibut the art of
constructing. Interpreters do not decode poemgy, rieke them.

(Fish 1980: 327; his emphasis)

By way of consequence, as members of the same -coitynuhe
interpreters constitute, more or less in agreentkatsame text, although the
sameness would be attributable solely to the coramuature of the
interpretive act:

the fact of agreement, rather than being a protfi@fstability of objects, is a

testimony to the power of an interpretive commuidtyconstitute the objects

upon which its members (also and simultaneouslgtitoiied) can then agree.
(Fish 1980: 338)

One of Fish’s examples (1980: 306) will hopefullgnabnstrate what
he means. The practices and assumptions of atutrsti such as a college,
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constrain the interpretive activities of those wogkthere, professors and
students alike, thereby making them produce uttesn statements,
interpretations, etc. consonant with each otheesahse they are already
organized with reference to certain assumed pugp@sel goals of the
institution, their interpretive community, rathéran by virtue of the rules
and fixed meanings of the language system.

[Clommunication occurs within situations and... toibve situation is already
to be in possession of (or to be possessed byuetiste of assumptions, of
practices understood to be relevant in relatiopumoses and goals that are
already in place; and it is within the assumptiénhese purposes and goals

that any utterance is immediately heard.
(Fish 1980: 531)

However, Fish does not dismiss the language syatenrelevant: on
the contrary, it bears upon the very notion tha&tei¥ a certain sentence, e.g.
‘Is there a text in this class?’, does not havestemininate meaning (viz. a
stable meaning irrespective of the change of sitna}, its meaning might
still be imagined as capable, in the course of tiofebeing clarified, by
virtue of thesocial possibilities and norms already encoded in thguage.

[M]eanings come already calculated, not becauseoohs embedded in the
language but because language is always percefvau, the very first,
within a structure of norms. That structure, howevs not abstract and
independent but social; and therefore it is notirmle structure with a
privileged relationship to the process of commutidcaas it occurs in any
situation but a structure that changes when onmtgin, with its assumed
background of practices, purposes, and goals, ikes gvay to another.

(Fish 1980: 531)

It has been objected (Miall 2005) that Fish’s tlyemannot account for
the initial emergence of resistant or heterodoxliregs within a community,
or for how changing membership to a new interpesttommunity and
learning to interpret texts anew might produce meterpretive modes that
either co-occur with or replace older ones. Likewikish's deterministic
account appears to ‘strip agency from both the edaderpreter and the
writer/text, and... denies the transformative efficacf what happens
betweerreader and text or between interpretive commundremodes’.

B. Major representatives
Louise Michelle Rosenblatt(1904-2005): American literary critic.
Wolfgang Iser (1926-2007): German literary scholar whose reader-
response theory began to evolve in 1967, while he working in the
University of Konstanz. Together with Hans Robedusk, he is
considered to be the founder of the ‘Constance @&tlud reception
aesthetics (‘Rezepzionsasthetik’). Der implizite Leser.

195



Kommunikationsformen des Romans von Bunyan biseB€aR72) /
The Implied Reader: Patterns of Communication inger Fiction from
Bunyan to Becke{tl974) elaborates the notion of an implied redhat
he also deploys ifihe Act of Readin(lL978).

Hans Robert Jauss(1921-1997): German academic, notable for his
work in reception theory as well as in medieval anddern French
literature. Toward an Aesthetic of Receptidd982) introduces his
famous notion oErwartungshorizon{‘horizon of expectations’), which
defines an area of collective assumptions, germgerdions and cultural
ideologies shared by texts and readers: variousidkstrategies (e.g.
overt and covert signals, familiar characteristicsimplicit allusions)
‘awaken memories of the familiar, stir particulanaions in the reader’
and with the beginning provided ‘arouse expectatitor the “middle
and end” (Jauss, gtd. in Holden 2003). By evokiog the reader
elements and rules familiar from earlier texts, tidvet thus predisposes
her/him to a very definite type of reception, vizengenders a horizon
of expectations. As reading proceeds, the expeowtaroused at the
beginning relative to how the text will proceed aedd ‘can be
continued intact, changed, re-oriented or evenidedly fulfilled...
according to certain rules of the genre or typeteft’, viz. both
expectations and the generic rules can subsequérly‘varied,
corrected, changed or just reproduced’ (ibid.)otiner words, variation
and correction determine the scope, alteration repdoduction of the
borders and structure of the genre. However, whenext seems to call
up no horizon of expectations, as it happens incdme of your first
encounter with a text belonging to an unfamiliammge or with a
modernist text that disrupts tradition in a radiaay, you will feel that
text an ‘opaque reality’.

Jauss proposes that the study of a text shouldviene ‘reconstruction
of the horizon of expectations on the basis of Wwhacwork in the past
was created and received’ by its original audiefitee modern reader
can thus ‘find the questions to which the text ioiddly answered and
thereby to discover how the reader of that day ewwand understood
the work’ (ibid.). Jauss proposes this approactasdo illuminate the
hermeneutic difference between past and preserd wlaynderstanding
a work, viz. the history of its reception, whichivtiereby ‘challenge as
patronizing dogma’ the notion that a literary wohlas ‘objective
meaning, determined once and or all and directBndp the interpreter
at any time’ (ibid.).

In Cornis-Pope and Woodlief'sc.( 1993) concise formulation, in
retracing the work’s horizon of expectation, regdoan tease out the
socio-cultural contexts activated by a work andtipigate in their
reformulation. Similarly, by identifying her/his owexpectations, a
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reader can begin to understand the assumptionsgrierpes,
preconceptions that s/he brings to the processaafing.

Norman Holland (1927-): American literary critic and theorist.
Stanley Fish (1938-). American literary theorist best known fus
theory of ‘interpretive communities’.

Umberto Eco (1932-). Italian medievalist, semiotician, philokep
literary critic and novelist, whose literary thedrgs changed focus over
time. Initially, Eco was one of the pioneers of dea response: in
proposing the notion of the ‘open worlOpera apertal1962) he argues
that most literary texts are to be understood & pmternally dynamic
and psychologically engaged fields (rather thaimgs) of meaning. Eco
has extended the axis of meaning from the contiynudEferred
meanings of words in an utterance to a play betwsegrectation and
fulfilment of meaning. However, confronted with éhcancer of
uncontrolled interpretation’ and vulgarized decamdion, he has
defended the rights of texts (thententio operi$ in | limiti
dell'interpretazione 1990 {The Limits of Interpretation1990). The
English editionThe Role of the Reader: Explorations in the Sensaif
Texts(1979) collates essays froBpera apertaApocalittici e integrati
(1964), Forme del contenut@1971), Il Superuomo di massél976),
Lector in fabula(1979) and limiti dell'interpretazione

Key terms

Horizon of expectations (Jauss): the collective assumptions, genre
conventions and cultural ideologies shared by texid readers during
reading, which guide the reader during the proceek
reading/interpretation and can be continued irgacitered (adapted).
Interpretive community (Fish): the community in which one lives,
works, etc., which socially conditions the indivadsi knowledge and
thinking, thereby furnishing them a set of preswgipans which ground
and constrain, viz. impose cultural and social tsmion, any
interpretation they undertake so as to ensureoitgocmity within the
community. Such interpretive communities are pupggventional, viz.
they are constructions created by human consenstgeflections of
some transcendental reality.

Interpretive strategies (Fish): the shared property of an interpretive
community, which at once enable and limit the ofjens of each
member’s consciousness and interpretive work.

Indeterminate meaning or indeterminacy (Iser): the gaps in the text
(e.g. either actions that are not clearly explaioedhose seemingly
having multiple meanings) that invite the readewe interpretation in
the process of meaning formation.
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= Determinate meaning(Iser): the reading dependent on clearly stated
facts of the plot, etc., though as reading procelstisrminacies may be
reappraised as indeterminacies.

D. Application
Here is how Tyson (1999: 175-6) summarizes applyiegder-
response criticism to texts:

1. An approach informed by the transactional readsparase theory will
focus on how thdnteraction of text and reader creates meanibyg
looking at how the text's indeterminacy functions a stimulus to
interpretation:

- work out what events/descriptions are unexplainedomplete or
omitted;

- identify what images might have multiple associadio

- explain how the text leads you to correct yourrntetation as you
read.

2. A subjective reader-response approach will pressgponducting your
own study using a group of real readers, e.g. ytagsmates, to learn
about the reading activity: the role of readerteipretive strategies or
expectations, the reading experience produceddaytecular text.

3. Psychological reader-response theory: identify thehor's identity
theme by drawing on a broad spectrum of thoroughbgumented
biographical data, and investigate how that therpeesses itself in the
sum of the author’s literary output. This is a eatldaunting task,
preferably engaged with only in a broad scope papey. a BA
dissertation.

4. Affective stylistics resorts to the close readirigacshort text or of key
passages of a long one to investigate how the rigaelkperience is
prestructured by the text, and how it differs framat the text ‘says’ or
‘means’.

5. A social or psychological reader-response appragidhdraw on the
body of criticism published about a literary text
- to study what it suggests about the critics wherjreted the text

and/or about the reading experience produced by it;
- to contrast critical camps writings during the sapagiod, during
different periods, or both.
This activity should attempt to suggestswerdo the question of how
the text is created by
- the readers’ interpretive strategies,
- the readers’ psychological projections,
- the readers’ ideological projections.
A thought-provoking set of suggestions for prantisieader-response
criticism is available from the Virginia CommonwtalJniversity course in
Critical Reading and Writing, ‘On the Reading PisseNotes on Critical
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Literary Philosophy and Pedagogical Practice’
(<http://www.vcu.edu/engweb/home/theory.html>), eleped by Professors
Marcel Cornis-Pope and Ann Woodlief. (1993). The course envisions its
readerly engagement as an offshoot of reader-resptheory grafted with
post-structuralism, new historicism, semiotics dachinism, and aims to
help students develop their own voices and intégiions. A three-phase
reading protocol is suggested:

1. thepre-reading phaseshould define the reader’s horizon of expectations
by investigating:

- the reader’s assumptions about the text: famijiavith the author’s
other works, with the contemporary rules of getlheme, character
creation, etc.;

- the reader’s feelings about the reading ahead miihg relative to
the social context of reading and personal reaskilts;

2. thefirst readingis meant to disrupt the usual linear progresseafiing
and to foster a critical awareness about the varimperations performed
during reading as the reader tries to make senaditgfrary text; these goals
are achieved by identifying:

- details of plot or character that are emphasizethéntext or that
strike you as significant;

- narrative sequences, their role in foreshadowingl #&uwilding
thematic coherence;

- words or clusters of images that stick in your mgmand your
immediate response to these textual sequences;

- associations, connections, fantasies triggeredhdyext’'s situations;
specific insights they offer about text and reader;

- ‘gaps’, contradictions, unresolved questions in #tery’s plot,
characterization or overall structure;

- what seems to carry forward the flow of reading,aor the contrary,
obstruct it;

- narratorial voices, their authority and trustwangss;

- expectations upon opening this story and how these
fulfilled/thwarted by the text;

- your overall reactions to the story, aspects yaundbchallenging or
hard to accept.

3. there-reading phasés more self-conscious, explorative, reformulaiive

bent than the first reading; it closely examines fhresentational aspect’
(rhetoric, literary strategies, cultural implicatg) in the text and its effects
on readers. At this stage you will retrace and yamalyour first reading

responses, relating them back to the text's geragritcultural features, but
also to the assumptions, biases and experienceyahabring to the text.

Here is an example of a second-reading questianaaveloped by Cornis-
Pope and Woodliefc( 1993):
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- how did the story’s general purport and orientatdrange after
second reading?

- what aspects of the story have you ‘misremembegd’ adapted)
to conform to your first reading?

- what possibilities of the text have you ignoredz(wiot accounted
for) during earlier reading?

- what ‘mysteries’ or ‘gaps’ in the narrative haveuytried to settle
and how successfully?

- what aspects in the story are still unresolved, twhaestions
unanswered?

- who did you identify with during first reading, artbw did this
identification affect your understanding of thergfo

- have your generic or thematic expectations abaustibry changed?

- is the story more or less satisfying after secaadling, and why?

- as you begin to sort out the textual ‘evidence’sirpport of an
interpretation of the story, which details do ydodf useful, and
which seem difficult to resolve with your interpaigon?

- has this approach to reading given you more condidein your
judgements and helped you understand the intridatails of the
text better?

As Cornis-Pope and Woodliet.(1993) note, while ‘ideally the reader
should pursue an uninterrupted interpretative @m®cevith an active,
transformative rereading already implied in firgading..., in common
practice, or in some of the current psychologiaad aemiotic theories of
interpretation, first and second reading are peeckias separate, even
conflicting’. Whereas ‘first reading depends priihapon the expectation of
pleasure (of a vicarious or hermeneutic kind)'eegting draws on ‘critical
(self)jawareness..., refocus[ing] the reader’s ae@ntn the work as an
elaborate structure of discourse, on the text'sorieeand ideology usually
missed in first reading’. Enjoyment in rereadingdlves theransformation
of experiential pleasureinto the analogical pleasure of intellectual
experiencingvhich connects the reader to the broader contéxiss culture
(Northrop Frye)' (Cornis-Pope and Woodl®f1993; my emphasis).

E. Outcome
It has been noticed approvingly that reader-respanisicism is best

qualified to help students of literature make sewfstheir own response to
literary texts and, for those intent on teachirigréiture, it offers valuable
ideas for classroom work. Broadly speaking, stuslgmow aware of their
own reading processes and how these relate nottogecific elements in
the text — as it happens with other approached -alba to their personal life
experiences and likewise to the intellectual comityuor communities

(Fish's ‘interpretive community’) they belong to.uhermore, reader
response criticism may arguably enhance the stisdewareness that
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reading is a purposive activity: merely changirgyptirpose will radically
alter the text under scrutiny.

Cornis-Pope and Woodliefc.( 1993) identify several pedagogical
implications of applying reader-oriented theory &hé reading/rereading
process in actual classes: the students learn glorex‘leading questions
related to each genre/work in order to think cailic about a text’; an
excessivelgubjectivebias is countered by undertaking the interpretask
collectively and comparatively, which fosters théudents’ gradual
understanding of ‘the strengths and weaknessdseofindividual readings,
when challenged by other readings and respongé®itoown reading’, and
so helps them ‘learn to develop stronger and moersyasive
interpretations’. Accordingly, the teacher’s rok ‘more of a coach and
collegial reader than the authoritative establigifénterpretation’: s/he is to
participate ‘as a more knowledgeable rereader tlluasother reader in the
class whose interpretation should be comparatiwelted’ (Cornis-Pope and
Woodliefc. 1993).
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The Approach through Socio-Cultural Context

New Historicism and Cultural Materialism

The approach through socio-cultural and historimahtext includes
three major schools of literary criticism: Marxismew historicism, and
cultural materialism. This type of analysis does mave its origin in Marx,
but rather in the historical criticism of the nieehth century, best
represented by Hippolyte Taine; another source dvdaé¢ Hegel, Marx
himself being influenced by Hegel’s dialectical rmbdViarxist approaches
to literature attempt to provide an understandifghe text as a complex
reworking of socially marked discourses, and fothbeew historicists and
cultural materialists the text is the site wherdtural meanings become
accessible to the reader.

New historicism and cultural materialism, like Memsm before, are
concerned with understanding texts in a social lstbrical context: in
Pope’s (2002: 105) succinct description, they grlasiguage functionally,
viz. for what it does, not what it is, and tre#fature as a problematic, even
suspect, category, given its allegedly natural antersal claims (which
actually mask its privileging of clearly positionedften elitist, views of
society). All three focus, with different emphasasd explicit aims, on
broadly cultural and specifically political issudsy treating culture as an
arena of conflict as well as consensus, whereiresacgor its denial) to
certain modes of communication is of paramount ingree.

Pope (2002: 106) classifies Marxist informed apphes to literary
texts into three distinct but interrelated categgiri
1. ‘socialist realism’, primarily associated with Ggdrukacs (1885-1971);
2. ‘socialist post/modernism’, primarily associatedttwiBertolt Brecht

(1898-1956);

3. ‘democratic multiculturalism’, primarily associatedth new historicism
and cultural materialism, and distinguished byaitkention to cultural
differences and power.

Traditional (‘old’) Marxist approaches to literag¢uand culture tend to
elaborate on the Yocentury political and economic theories of Karl iva
and Friedrich Engels, thus focusing on modes efdity/cultural production
and distribution (viz. technologies and social tielss, e.g. publishing,
releasing, advertising cultural goods, etc.), refet between the economic
base and ideological superstructure (viz. the recigd influences between
economic organizations of labour and institutiang, the state, the law, the
media, education, hence relations between povedyilbteracy, control of
the media and access to political power), and titerplay of power,
powerlessness and empowerment that transpiredtirallgoods. Recently,
neo-Marxist critics (e.g. Fredric Jameson in the b&e moved more into
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studying the politics of power relations in textstlae expense of the old
Marxist interest in modes of production.

1. New Historicism

A. Brief history

New historicism emerged in the US in the late 19T@sname was
coined by Stephen Greenbftto suggest the cultural stakes of this new
critical approach, viz. that it was arientation in Renaissance studies
developedin response towhat its pioneer practitioners perceived as the
shortcomings of a certain application of historisaiidies, henceforward
known as ‘old historicism’. The latter label mw applied to traditional
studies of the historical and socio-cultural backad to a certain literary
work (or any work of art) and its author, which paort to reveal the one-way
influence of the historical context on the work andcrutiny: literature is
analyzed either as reflecting topical events oembodying the worldview
of its contemporary cultuf. ‘Old historicism’ dominated literary
scholarship up until the 1940s; after World War itl,was successfully
replaced by th@ow so-called ‘New Criticism’, the American counteriptr
Russian formalism, which fostered a concern with teans by which the
work of art ensured its autonomy: in the casetefdry studies, this can be
revealed in the process of a close reading thatces the text from its
historical and socio-cultural context. However tle aftermath of political
developments in the 1960s and the emergence o$tpaxtralist thought,
New Criticism’s tendency to treat works of litenaun a historical vacuum
did no longer appeal to some American scholars, wér@ now interested in
a ‘return to history’ as well as a leaning on angmiogy, politics and
economics, in literary studies for a better underding of how literature and
society influence each other. By the early 1980splsn Greenblatt,
Catherine Gallagher and Louis Montrose publishéeidles that challenged
and problematized the then current view not onlyhistory but also of
fictional texts and their interdisciplinary studysimply stated, new
historicists propose the notion that literaturein® discourse or system of
representation — hence also the title chosen foeir thournal,

8 Quite in line with the anecdotal strain of the huet itself, the name was coined
by Greenblatt as aasidein his introduction to a special issue@énrein 1982.

8. Given the interest of new historicists in Renaissastudies, two cases in point are
Ernest Peter Kuhl'Studies in Chaucer and Shakespeflr®71, Festschrift edition
by Elizabeth Kuhl Belting) and E. M. W. TillyardBhe Elizabethan World Picture
(1943); the latter describes the set of consergatiental attitudes to society and the
universe alike that the Z@entury scholar saw as encapsulating the Elizalpeth
outlook as ‘reflected’ in Shakespeare’s dramaturgy.
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Representatiofi§ — that co-exists and has dynamic exchanges withyma
others in a given culture at any historical momeatter than subscribing to
the early proposition of literature as a reflectiadrsociety.

The importance new historicism attaches to reptasen derives
from the combined impact of contemporary theoréticsights on its
practitioners: poststructuralism has been a maitwénce, from Foucault's
analysis of ‘power/knowledge’ to Derrida’s decoustion of language and
philosophical discourse. Equally important has b#enapplication of the
technique of ‘thick description’ initiated by themfrican anthropologist
Clifford Geertz (nterpretation of Cultures1973) in conjunction with an
interest in retrieving the marginalgetites histories(cf. Lyotard’s petits
récits) as pioneered by the French historians affiliatéth the Annales
school. This interest in the marginals is also ethdn common with feminist
studies, and benefits from the psychoanalytic ikabon of repression and
the unconscious. Furthermore, it should be notatribw historicism is as
much a reaction against Marxism as a continuation or rather of the edgy
Marxism of the Frankfurt School, especially of VeéaltBenjamin and
Theodore Adorno: according to Catherine Gallaghgopd criticism
embodies no necessary politics, but is constitlytideiven by fierce debate
and contest (Veeser 1989: xi). The overall resa#t been a new awareness
of the archival policies of historiography, fromctarecording to the
historian’s ulterior interpretation. Hence the néigtorical claim that all
histories are but subjective interpretation ofdhéa available to the historian
only in textual, narrativized form, e.g. policiggpcedures, events, attitudes
recorded in texts underpinned by or that appeaedtst the rhetoric of the
discursive formation that produced them.

Stephen Greenblatt's studies of English RenaissaRemaissance
Self-Fashioning: From More to Shakespea(®980), Shakespearean
Negotiations: The Circulation of Social Energy irrfaissance England
(1988) andMarvelous Possessions: The Wonder of the New Wb8igl1),
have laid out some of the theoretical bases of mstericism: he argues for
a ‘cultural poetics’ whose goal is to study the igbcand cultural
negotiations, transactions and exchanges that limdéwe making of a
literary work. His approach destabilizes the text dhifting the focus of

8 The journal Representations founded by Catherine Gallagher, Stephen
Greenblatt, Walter Benn Michaels and others, wasnndrom its inception to
consolidate new historicism as a set of practitkemes, preoccupations and
attitudes rather than as a doctrine — as Greerdrigthasizes (1989: 1). Some of the
major themes are the idea that autonomous selteattcare mere effects produced
by intersecting institutions, and moreover thatythee defined by their relation to
hostile others (e.g. Blacks, Indians, Jews) andiglisary power (e.g. the king,
religion, masculinity), or that a critique of woighof culture should not substitute
its own grand narrative but rather ‘perform a diffetial analysis of local conflicts
engendered in individual authors and local discesir@/eeser 1989: xiii).
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interest on its neglectedrfepresentedynderepresented anigepresented

margins, the locus of cultural interchange with teomporary discourses.
Thus, Greenblatt grafts the Derridean interestekiual gaps and silences
(the textual unconscious) on the Marxist one in ¢ireumstances of the
text’'s material production and interrelations sgkvérough Foucault’'s

critigue of discursive formations.

As Veeser (1989: xiii) argues, the approach GreghbHvocates ‘can
make a valid claim to have established new waystudying history and a
new awareness of how history and culture defind edlcer’. On the other
hand, his new ‘cultural poetics’ has not been eltiunprecedented: the
concerns of the English Wartburg-Courtauld Institat Art may be said to
have primed the studies of Stephen Orgel, Roy §teomd D. J. Gordon,
whose concern is precisely with the connectionwéet cultural codes and
political power in Renaissance texts.

The new historical method of studying in paralletanonical literary
text and non-literary ones from the same periogl €@-texts), without, in
theory, privileging the forméf deconstructs the hierarchical opposition
between history (traditionally conceived as fagtaaid literature (fictional).
This professed commitment derives from its pramigrs’ combined interest
in ‘the textuality of history’ and ‘the historicitgf text’ (Montrose 1989: 23),
and in its heyday earned them the reputation dfsteflestroyers of the
humanistic disciplines (Montrose 1988assim Veeser 1989: ix-xj’
Typically, the new historicists juxtapose a litgratext (originally
Renaissance, later also Romantic or otherwise) Wgtorical evidence that
documents its contemporary discourse and practwhese policy of ‘the
marginalization and dehumanizing of suppressed ®th&rady, qtd. in
Barry 1995: 173) can also be traced in the litergayt. Often, this
juxtaposition occurs from the very beginning: atdmigal document
(previously of non-canonical importance, now acedrdew interest) is used
anecdotally to introduce the topic in an obligimugh striking, way, viz. by
means of what appears to be lived experience. Tamry text is thus
closely read within an ‘archival continuum’ (Wilsand Dutton, qgtd. in
Barry 1995: 173) where the main emphasis ish@gtory as textnot as

8 Greenblatt explicitly claims that the new histatimethod involves an intensified
willingness to readll of thetextual traces of the pasgtfith the attention traditionally

conferred only on literary texts.

8 While some critics suspect new historicism of vafty incapacitating the

‘scholarly armature of proof and evidence’, others the left ‘distrust the

culturalism and textualism’ that new historicismpeprs to nourish (Veeser 1989:
X). Interestingly, Veeser's reader (1989) collettigether papers by recognized
practitioners of new historicism (e.g. Catherinell&ger, Stephen Greenblatt,
Louis Montrose, Joel Fineman) alongside those Hylsts who would locate

themselves outside the group (e.g. Gayatri ChakmavBpivak, Hayden White,

Stanley Fish, Frank Lentricchia).
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irrecoverably lost ‘events’. In fact, under thelugince of deconstruction,
new historicism claims that the past can only bevkm to us as thrice
processed: (1) througts contemporary discursive practices (the ideology or
worldview), (2) througtours and (3) through the deflections and distortions
engendered by language itself. Accordingly, a nestohical reading of the
past-as-text will re-situate it by means of intetption.

In brief, for all its acknowledged heterogeneityewn historical

analyses share some common assumptions, which te quom Veeser

(1989: xi):

1. every expressive act is embedded in a network ¢éniah practices;

2. every act of unmasking, critique, and oppositioresughe tools it
condemns and risks falling prey to the practi@xposes;

3. 'literary’ and ‘non-literary’ texts circulate insapably;

4. no discourse, imaginary or archival, gives accessnichanging truths,
nor expresses inalterable human nature;

5. a critical method and a language adequate to desaulture under
capitalism participate in the economy they describe

B. Major representatives

Stephen Greenblatt(1943-): American Renaissance scholar, one of the
founders of new historicism. Taking his clue fromuEault, Greenblatt,
unlike cultural materialists, is sceptical of théygersive possibilities of
literary texts: he argues that texts are ultimatesigd to reinforce power,
since they are themselves situated within, not auiththe purview of
power. Major studiesRenaissance Self-Fashioning: From More to
Shakespear€1980); Shakespearean Negotiations: The Circulation of
Social Energy in Renaissance Engla(iP88); Learning to Curse:
Essays in Early Modern Culturél990); Marvelous Possessions: The
Wonder of the New World1991); Redrawing the Boundaries: The
Transformation of English and American Literary @as (1992);
Practicing New Historicism co-authored with Catherine Gallagher
(2000); Will in the World: How Shakespeare Became Shakespea
(2004).

Catherine Gallagher (1945-): American new historicist literary critic
and Victorianist; major studiehe Industrial Reformation of English
Fiction: Social Discourse and Narrative Form, 1882- (1985);
Nobody’'s Story. The Vanishing Acts of Women Writgrsthe
Marketplace, 1670-18201994); The Body Economic: Life, Death, and
Sensation in Political Economy and the Victorianvl@2005).

Louis Adrian Montrose: American Renaissance scholar; major studies:
The Purpose of Playing: Shakespeare and the Cultdditics of the
Elizabethan Theatre(1996); The Subject of Elizabeth: Authority,
Gender, and Representati¢2006).
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Joel Fineman (1947-89): American Shakespearean scholar; major
studies: Shakespeare’s Perjured Eye: The Invention of RBoeti
Subijectivity in the Sonne(d986); The Subijectivity Effect in Western
Literary Tradition: Essays Toward the Release oak&ispeare’'s Will
(1991).

Key terms

Circulation (Greenblatt): power (in Foucauldian terms) doeisraside
with institutions, e.g. the law, the police, etbyt rather follows a
principle of circulation (cf. Derrida): ‘the systatic organization of
ordinary life and consciousness generates the rpaté boundary
making and breaking’ (Greenblatt 1989: 8). Accogtim all levels of
society share in the circulation of power througle production and
distribution of the most elementary social and walt ‘texts’, from
money to knowledge to ‘prestige’ (cf. Bourdieu'silttiral capital’), e.qg.
taste, masculinity, etc. The latter, subsumable ‘sxial assets’,
‘circulate as a form of material currency that tertd go unnoticed
precisely because it cannot be crudely translatgéd liquid assets’
(Veeser 1989: xiv).

Exchange the vehicle by whichpower (in Foucauldian terms)
circulates to and from all social levels, at all times; whzn be
exchanged are (Ihaterial goods(e.g. through the trade business of
buying and selling or bartering, but also througixation, charity,
gambling, theft, etc.), (2)people (e.g. through the institutions of
marriage, adoption, kidnapping, slavery, etc.) &Bpideas (through
various cultural discourses).

Negotiation (Greenblatt): thedynamic interchangdetween acreator
(or class of creators) equipped with a complex, momally shared
repertoire of conventions and tl®ecial institutions and practices of
society whose product is the work of artn order to achieve the
negotiation, artists need to createcarrency (viz. the systematic
adjustments, symbolizations and lines of credigttis valid for a
meaningful, mutually profitablexchange which typically entails that
the artist earns money and prestige (the socielytsinant currencies),
in exchange for enticing society’s pleasure for anolusing its interest
in the work of art and/or the artist.

Discourse (in Foucauldian terms): aocial language created by
particular cultural conditions at a particular tinsed place, which
articulates a particularworldview (or understanding of human
experience), e.g. the discourse of modern sciethee,discourses of
various religions, the discourses of literary créim (e.g. structuralist,
feminist, etc.), etc. It can be used interchangeabth ideology but,
unlike the latter termgliscoursedraws attention to the role of language
as a vehicle. Drawing as it does on various paestitralist theories,
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new historicism does not entertain the possibilitfy a totalizing
explanatory discourse or of its permanence; on dbstrary, it is
committed to studying the dynamic interplay amoisgaurses and how
a discourse wields power for those in charge yet algo engender
opposition.

Representation new historicism attempts to debunk the traditiona
notion that literary texts are autonomous aesthatiefacts mimetic of
reality (viz. they reflect reality mirror-like): me historicists contend,
instead, that literary representation traditionalhyderstood as mimesis
is itself a social relation of production: it is rotected to status
hierarchies, resistances and conflicts elsewhetteeitulture. Texts both
represent (reveal) a society’s behaviour pattens gerpetuate, shape,
or alter that culture’s dominant codes; threpresentation is reflective
as well as productive of powefrhe task of the new historicist is,
accordingly, to trace out the ‘representationalhexges, encodings and
refigurings of social energy and cultural imageryhot reducible to the
terms of economic determinism or referential reftec— that ensure the
connections between historical realms (Ryan 1990).1

Textuality of history (Montrose):a notion inspired by the works of
Derrida, Foucault and Hayden White (who analyzes rhetoric of
historiography as ‘narrative’), thextuality of historyis posited as the
correlative of thenistoricity of texts(viz. the cultural specificity and the
social embedment of all modes of writing, includitige explanatory
ones). Montrose construes textuality at two levalsthat we can have
access to from the lived material existence ofphst is always already
mediated by the survivingextual tracesof that society; furthermore,
those textual traces are themselves subject toequbat textual
mediations when they are construed as dioeumentsupon which
historians ground their own textsstories

Con-text / co-text like cultural materialists, new historicists refjghe
New Critical precept that texts are autonomoussieniid argue that texts
are always intimately connected to their historiaatl social context,
especially the repressed contemporary co-texts rdenting social
history and its practices, mentality, etc., thatéhaurvived from the past.
Anecdote in a new historical analysis, a document (e.g.o#ficial
document, private paper, newspaper clippings, ¢baj is transferred
from one discursive sphere to another to illumirateertain aspect of
social history and mentality also underlying theerkry text it
introduces, accompanies, and puts into perspeetibence its virtual
status as ‘the smallest minimal unit of the higtgraphic fact’ (Fineman
1989: 56). This spectacular feature of new histébrieading practice,
viz. tracing in seemingly trivial anecdotes the e®d beliefs and
strategies that organize an entire society, comes fGreenblatt's
Geertzian informed belief that every social actisnembedded in a
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system of public signification. However, Joel Firsem(1989) describes
the anecdote as an event that is actually neitbgorf nor history but
incongruously privileged as being both: ‘the aneéedbowever literary,
is nevertheless directly pointed towards or rooitedthe real’. The
anecdote, according to Fineman (1989: 61), ‘prosiue effect of the
real”: perceived as an ‘occurrence of contingertwyt punctures the
teleological, timeless narration, the anecdotealdsth[es] an event as
an event within it [the narration] and yet withdbé framing context of
historical successivity’. In other words, the arme® narration both
compromises and refracts the narration it repevtste anecdotes leave
atraceof the real within historical texts, they themssharenot the real
nor do they expose the real.

Self-positioning: the new historicists’ professed methodologicdf- se
consciousness that their interpretation of textsnigvoidably subjective
and biased, both psychologically and ideologicdllyus, they attempt to
sensitize their readers to the human lens througichwhistory is
represented (mediated), i.e. to demystify the ti@ukl view of historical
studies as objective, by stressing the ‘partly mscmus and partly
calculating negotiation of disciplinary, institutal, and societal
demands and expectations’ at work in the schokmterprise (Montrose
1989: 30). Montrose explicitly identifies this selbsitioning as a
personal investmeritin the subject of study: the scholahoosesto
foreground, say, gender politics, the contestadibaultural constraints,
etc., in her/his readings of canonical texts; {piglitical) engagement
Montrose argues, concerns not only a necessarycantinuousre-
inventionof a past culture, but also its contribution te eformationof
the present.

Thick description (anthropologist Clifford Geertz): a term adopteohfr
philosopher Gilbert Ryle and originally applied Ggertz to describe his
own ethnographic/ anthropological method@hé€ Interpretation of
Cultures 1973),thick descriptions now used in a variety of fields (from
the social sciences to the Frengmnales school of the history of
mentalities and to new historicism) to denoteamtextualsearch for
meanings. Unlike the merely descriptivihin description thick
descriptionstarts off by a close reading of a given cultymadduction
pertaining to the personal side of history (e.¢uali ceremonies and
practices, games, penal codes, works of art) twodés the meanings it
had for the members of the community and to revbal social
conventions, cultural codes and worldview (vizcdigrses) that made it
meaningful. The result is a history of family dyrias) of sexual
practices, of child-rearing customs, etc. in rephaent of the traditional
history of outstanding (historic) events and figure

Cultural poetics / poetics of culture(Greenblatt): the name chosen by
Greenblatt for his project to supersede his inlaakl ‘new historicism’
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(including in the naming of his classes); its spegerspective is given
by an ‘emphasis on a dynamic temporal model oucailand ideology’
(Montrose 1989: 22-3).

D. Application

New historicism has evolved a method of descrilwalgure in action
which draws upon the works of Clifford Geertz, \ictTurner and other
cultural anthropologists. Typically, in readingitedary texts new historicists
bring to the forefront a ‘minor’ historical everdnecdotal in appearance
(e.g. a marginal note in a manuscript, a dreamrdecbin a diary, etc.) and
re-read it so as to reveal the behavioural codmgcd and motive forces
controlling a whole society (Veeser 1989: xi) tladdo inform the literary
text under scrutiny.

The new historicists’ emphasis on the simultangas®ricization of
literary texts and textualization of history endad close reading of both
types of texts. Some important steps in applyirggribw historicist method
to literature, for which | am relying in great maes on Barry (1995: 179),
are as follows:

1. establish the corpukr analysis: select a canonical literary text &sd
contemporary historical texts (often anecdotal e very personal in
nature): you can identify the latter either in thary with the aid of
Patterson’d.iterary Research Guider on the Internet with the aid of a
search engine after you have considered a dimemdioine work that
interests you; in effect, the deeper you get ersgrbsn research of co-
texts, the more connections will become apparent;

2. defamiliarize the literary texby detaching it from any previous literary
scholarship and embedding it in its contemporaistonical co-texts:
juxtapose the literary and non-literary texts foclase reading of the
former in the light of the latter;

3. identify how the literary text was shaped by c@tand has shaped in
turn collective fantasiesbring poststructuralist theory to bear on your
close reading (e.g. Derrida’s notion of text aratéy, Foucault’s view of
‘discursive practices’, ‘power/knowledge’ and thenstruction of
normative identity through the identification andanginalization or
repression of ‘deviancy’), so as to focus in bathttand co-texts on
issues of power relations (e.g. state power, patréd structures, the
process of colonization or of identity construcjiand how they are
created and maintained through engendering a ntindse

E. Outcome

New historicism provides, from the outset, fasaéimgiand more easily
readable analyses than other approaches to literatiten do. While its
interpretations of texts can be challenged, thia f&ct a built-in possibility
of new historicism, given its poststructuralist fald premise that there is
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no one correct and accurately representable teutti,that each and every
interpretation is subjective, because of the réad#@uatedness. Unlike ‘old’
Marxism, new historicism is ‘less overtly polemicahd more willing to
allow the historical evidence its own voice’ (Bart995: 178), as well as
maintaining a poststructuralist distance from tbéam of definitive answers
or solutions to the problems identified. From aaligt different theoretical
premise and by deploying different strategies aethods, new historicism,
like reader-response criticism, is interested ie ihterpreter, only that it
formulates its concern in terms of the text's enusebhess in and
transactions with other cultural discourses rathan in terms of the reader’s
self-awareness during reading. Thus, the focusim Imistoricism is on how
a particular event has been interpreted and widt suerpretations reveal
about the interpreters’ culturdrmation

2. Cultural Materialism

A. Brief history

Cultural materialism can be described as ‘a pddigid form of
historiography’ (Graham Holderness, qtd. in Bar®@3: 182), viz. it studies
historical documents (literature included) withipdaliticized framework that
should highlight such texts’ bearing on the shapaigthe present too.
Cultural materialism and new historicism share massumptions in
common: both are interdisciplinary or even anteitiinary approaches,
view human history and culture as a complex ardndynamic forces of
which only a subjective and partial view can bestarcted, and argue that
selfhood develops in an exchange type of relatipnsitth its cultural milieu
(Tyson 1999: 292-3).

The term itself, though inspired by the work of Reyd Williams,
gained currency only with the publication Bblitical Shakespeare: New
Essays in Cultural Materialisn{1985), a collection of essays edited by
British theorists Jonathan Dollimore and Alan Sitdi The term they have
appropriated for their subtitle emphasizes the omoon extent of the
method (Dollimore and Sinfield 1994: vii-viii): isound Marxist tradition,
materialismstands as the opposite of ‘idealism’ in traditiocréticism (e.g.
the material forces and relations of productioty;purview leaves nform
of cultureoutside, whether previously deemed ‘high’ or ‘loi@.g. canonical
art forms as well as popular culture), and ‘inckiseork on the cultures of
subordinate and marginalised groups’ (e.g. schddleim and skinheads).

Dollimore and Sinfield define cultural materialisas a politically
committed critical method that ‘studies the impfioca of literary texts in
history’ (1994: viii) and focuses on four charaidecs at once: historical
context, theoretical method, political commitmemdatextual analysis
(1994: vii). Here is a more elaborate presentaticthe four points:
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1. historical contextthe aim is to allow the literary text to ‘recovies
histories’, viz. the contextual elements that hadly go unrepresented
(e.g. state power and resistance to it), thus ‘uniging] the
transcendent significance traditionally accordedthie literary text’
(1994: vii); cultural materialism focuses more thasw historicism on
the relevance of history from the moment of the kigproduction all
the way to its present-day reproduction and intggtion (e.g. the
institutions through which, say, a Shakespeareay igl now brought to
the public, from theatrical companies and film proers to publishers
and to curricula);

2. theoretical methad in the aftermath of structuralism and
poststructuralism, cultural materialism breaks witie tradition of
liberal humanism, faulted by Dollimore and Sinfielir being
‘immanent criticism which seeks only to reprodude[the work’s
ideology] in its own terms’ (1994 vii);

3. political commitment unlike new historicism, cultural materialism is
more openly committed to highlighting the politiciimension of texts,
especially given its Marxist roots (as mediatedbdigh the work of
Raymond Williams) and feminist commitments too;

4. textual analysis‘locates the critique of traditional approachdseve it
cannot be ignored’ (1994: vii); like new historiziscultural materialism
typically applies the close reading technique toorecal texts to debunk
their allegedly timeless and apolitical stance asitpd by traditional
criticism of the liberal humanist or formalist sort

Dollimore (Dollimore and Sinfield 1994: 2-3) ideints from the
outset the theories that inform cultural materialisfrom Raymond
Williams’ work and the ‘convergence of history, sBagy and English in
cultural studies’, to major developments in fenrmmias well as continental
Marxist-structuralist and poststructuralist theorgspecially Althusser,
Macherey, Gramsci and Foucault. Combined, theserdkieal affinities
explain the cultural materialist interest in theergiions of power as they
surface in literary texts.

The differences between British cultural materralisnd its American
counterpart, new historicism, are worth noting, ybey should be
understood in a didactic context rather than adoumi and predictable
criteria. Resulting as they do, to a large dedirem the theorists’ different
intellectual frameworks, e.g. the new historicistalebtedness to Foucault
and Derrida, the differences between the two amem are perhaps most
obvious in their respective political outlook (Badr995: 185-6):

1. in Marxist tradition, cultural materialist criticsend to seek the
interventions whereby people make their own histamhereas new
historicists focus more on the circumstances of ftriocess, viz. the
power and ideological structures that restrain thehence the political
optimism of the former and the political pessimishthe latter;
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2. cultural materialists often fault new historicister accepting the

sceptical strain of poststructuralism as regardtyssibility of attaining
secure knowledge, hence the impossibility of ovealitical
implications of new historical criticism;

while new historicists tend to focus on the cogexbntemporary with
the moment of the literary text's production, hertbey situate the
literary text in the political situation of its dagultural materialists, by
resorting to any historical co-text that has appeéaver since, situate it
within that of ours: they cite programme notes ¥arious theatrical
productions of a certain Shakespearean play, dqaosatfrom it by
ordinary people or outstanding figures in variouswnstances, or
pronouncements on education by a minister, etc.

Major representatives

Jonathan Dollimore (1948-): British sociologist and social theorist i
Renaissance literature as well as cultural theang gender and queer
studies; major studied?olitical Shakespeare: New Essays in Cultural
Materialism co-edited with Alan Sinfield (1985, 1994Radical
Tragedy: Religion, Ideology and Power in the DranfaShakespeare
and his Contemporariefl984);Sexual Dissidence: Augustine to Wilde,
Freud to Foucault(1991); Death, Desire and Loss in Western Culture
(1998);Sex, Literature, and Censorsh(p001).

Alan Sinfield (1941-): British Shakespeare scholar and thednist
gender and queer studies, and cultural theory; msjmlies:Faultlines:
Cultural Materialism and the Politics of DissideReading(1992); The
Wilde Century: Effeminacy, Oscar Wilde and the @ivement(1994);
Literature, Politics and Culture in Postwar Britaif3® ed. 2004);
Cultural Politics — Queer Reading2™ ed. 2004);0n Sexuality and
Power (2004); Shakespeare, Authority, Sexuality: Unfinished Bassn
in Cultural Materialism(2006).

Catherine Belsey one of Britain's foremost literary theorists and
Renaissance scholars; major studi€se Subject of Traged{i1985);
John Milton: Language, Gender, Pow@r988); Desire: Love Stories in
Western Cultur€1994); Shakespeare and the Loss of E(EID9); The
Feminist Readerco-edited with Jane Moorgl989, 1997);Critical
Practice (1980, 2002);Poststructuralism: A Very Short Introduction
(2002); Culture and the Reg¢R005).

Key terms

Hegemony (Louis Althusser; a notion also shared with vasiou
historians of social sciences): the processes hghatominant culture
maintains its dominant position, e.g. the use sfitations to formalize
power and the employment of a bureaucracy to makeep seem
abstract; the ideals of the hegemonic group araldéated in the
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populace through education, advertising, publicatietc., or, in an
overtly coercive manner, through the mobilizatidhpolice force to
repress opposition.

Ideology (Jonathan Dollimore): a notion that can be deploye
‘trac[ing] the cultural connections between sigration and
legitimation: the way that beliefs, practices andtitutions legitimate
the dominant social order atatus quo— the existing relations of
domination and subordination’, e.g. ‘the represimiaof sectional
interests [white, middle-class, male] as universales’. Through
legitimation the existing social order isaturalized thus ‘appearing to
have the unalterable character of natural law’ [[Dare and Sinfield
1994: 6-7). Cultural materialism figures promingnthree aspects of
historical and cultural process: (@)nsolidation(‘the ideological means
whereby a dominant order seeks to perpetuate’jiqef the subversion
of the dominant order, and (3) ‘tikentainmenbf ostensibly subversive
pressures’ (1994: 10). Dollimore takes up Greetiblatvorking
definition of (radical) subversiveness as ‘not rhetbe attempt to seize
existing authority, but as a challenge to the ppies upon which
authority is based’, and elaborates on it by emghgsthe ‘context of
its articulation’ (1994: 13).

Appropriation : literally, ‘making something one’s own by takiroy
using it forcefully or without permission’. Accordj to Dollimore, the
power structure is made up of different, often cetimgy elements which
produce cultureprecisely through appropriations viz. processes of
‘making or transforming. In the case of subversion-containment,
appropriation can work in either direction: althbusubversion may be
appropriated by authority for its own purposes c®installed it can be
used against authority as well as by it’; converseésubordinate,
dissident or marginal elements could appropriatmidant discourses
and likewise transform them in the process’ (Ddlliem and Sinfield
1994: 12).

Culture: a process (lived experience) rather than a ptodluicas been
defined as @ollection of interactive culturegach of which is growing
and changing, being constituted at any given monritme by the
intersection of gender, race, ethnicity, sexualemstion, socio-
economic class, occupation, etc.; all these fadtmysther contribute to
the experiences of culture’s members (Tyson 1998).2

Cultural work : the ways in which all cultural productions shéypenan
experience by transmitting or transforming ideodsgiviz. their role in
the circulation of power: e.g. the dominant claggtinguishes between
‘high’ and ‘low’ culture so as to reinforce its ovimage of superiority
and thus its own power (Tyson 1999: 293-4).

Structures of feeling (Raymond Williams): ‘meanings and values as
they are lived and felt’ (gtd. in Barry 1995: 18dharacteristically found
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in literature, and which often oppose both explsyistems of values or
beliefs and the dominant (hegemonic) ideologiebiwia society.

D. Application

In what follows | am relying on the suggestionseo#id by Barry
(1995: 187). Cultural materialist critics readaaaonical literary text, often a
Renaissance play, so as to ‘recover its historgecifically the context of
exploitation from which it emerged, and highligliose elements in the
work’s present transmission and contextualizing clvhicaused those
histories to be lost, e.g. the notion of Shakespearthe national bard or a
cultural icon. The method they resort to attairs twofold goal blends, in
fact, a Marxist informed strategy with elementsniréeminist approaches,
which also permits them to ‘fracture the previoomihance of conservative
social, political and religious assumptions in S¥sgeare criticism in
particular’ (Barry). At the same time, however,tathl materialists deploy
the traditional close reading, yet primed with etunalist and
poststructuralist techniques, to better equip thealysis to mark a break
with the traditional ahistorical understanding exts and their cultural and
social assumptions. Some of the cultural matetglipreference for a
canonical text is motivated by its political im@iton: they argue that the
analysis of such a text, rather than a more obsmoge can contribute much
more significantly to the debate about nationahtiig or school curriculum
— a stance particularly at odds with that of festigriticism.

In Pope (2002: 110-112) you can find an extensingsgntation of
Marxist approaches to literary texts, which usgfllends insights from
both new historicism and cultural materialism.

E. Outcome

The political commitment of cultural materialismta&its using the past
to read the present, thus contributing not onlyeav meading method of
literary texts but also ‘revealing the politics mir own society by what we
choose to emphasise or suppress of the past’ (B&9%: 184). Like new
historicism, cultural materialism can help the madsee ‘the ways in which
the circulation of discoursess the circulation of political/social/
intellectual/economic power’ and likewise undergtanow one’s own
cultural positioning influences one’s interpretatiof literary and non-
literary texts (Tyson 1999: 298).
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The Approach through Gender

Feminist Approaches

A. Brief history

Feminist thought had, at its inception, a politicelentation which
soon shifted from individual works to a movementmed at the
emancipation of women.e. first of all for getting universal suffrag€his
early stage, the offshoot tiberalismin the UK, was in full swing in the 19
century on both sides of the Atlantic; in Amerigdayent hand in hand with
the abolitionist movement. In both cases, however, the entif&cEtury
women’s rights movement was a white, middle-clasfjcated women’s
affair that paid little heed to the condition of mven who did not benefit
from either leisure or education, or whose race hwtle them doubly
oppressed. It was only in the"™26entury, with the attainment of their major
political goal® that feminists of various persuasions could aftortake the
time not only to fight for and debate various otlsercio-political and
economic rights for women (including whether or tia vexed question of
equality between the sexes can indeed provide snwerto various societal
and ideological issues concerning women), but tadaroach lessbviously
political issues, e.g. the relationship between e oppression and the
arts (literature included) and sciences, or difiees among women (on
account of class, race, ethnicity, educationalgssibnal accomplishment,
sexual orientation, etc.).

Possibly one of the most critical issues howadsyke very name and
definition. The term ‘feminism’ has often come te bised either in the
plural or in some phrase implicating the idea afrglity (e.g. ‘feminist
thought’). Either way, however, terminology may benducive to false
assumptions about what feminism is or is not, B# tmore so as the
feminists themselves have been debating the apptepess of various
terms. While labels such as ‘liberal’, ‘radicalb@itarian and cultural)’,
‘Marxist-socialist’, ‘psychoanalytic and genderfwuhl’, ‘existentialist’,
‘postmodern’, ‘multicultural and global’, ‘ecologit, to quote one modern
attempt at classification (Putnam Tong 1998), safgevariety of feminist
approaches over time, hence also a history of fisminthere is a danger of

8 |n 1918 British Parliament enfranchised all wontemuseholders, householders’
wives and female university graduates over thiarg of age; in 1928 women’s
voting age was lowered to twenty-one, thus givimgnt complete political equality
with men. On 18 August 1920 the Nineteenth Amendnberthe US Constitution,
specifically intended to extend suffrage to womems ratified: it stipulated that
‘The right of citizens of the United States to vetall not be denied or abridged by
the United States or by any State on account of 3énirty-five states had ratified
the amendment already in 1919 or before 18 Aug@®@01
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mistaking didactic classification for the ‘realnlgi, on the one hand, and of
suggesting the idea of ‘schools’ of feminist thotiglon the other.
Furthermore, such classifications obscure not ffustintertwining between
various persuasions but also the feminist autlapehness to and propensity
for new approaches, which makes their work hartgsifiable under just
one rubric.

Equally crucial is to see the meaning of ‘feminisand ‘feminist’ in
relation to words such as ‘femininity’ and ‘female’ ‘femaleness’. Toril
Moi (1997: 116) insists that such terms should béeustood as ‘labels’ or
operational categoriesfor readers and criticsnot as ‘essences’, and
moreover as provisional and open to debate. In $4di997: 104) succinct
definition, ‘feminism’/‘feminist’ is a political psition, ‘femaleness’ a matter
of biology, and ‘femininity’ a set of culturally fieed characteristics; the
last two are often paired off as ‘sex/gender’. AsiMptly remarks (1997:
106), one’s sex does not perforce make one’s thiearéeanings and critical
discourse supportive of the gender identity andsdtaditionally associated
with that sex, hence a female tradition in literatwr criticism is not
necessarily feminist and the other way round. Nibedess, some feminists
have mistaken female experience for a represeatatiperience, blissfully
oblivious of the fact that any experience is openconflicting political
interpretations (Moi 1997: 107).

The termdeminismfeministare political labels indicating support for
the aims of the new women’s movement which emeigdtie late 1960s’
(Moi 1997: 104; my emphasis). Accordingfgminist criticismis ‘a specific
kind of political discourse: aritical and theoretical practice committed to
the struggle against patriarchy and sexjgmt simply a concern for gender
in literature’, i.e. it must be ‘relevant to thaigdy of the social, institutional
and personalpower relationsbetween the sexegibid.; my emphasis).
Feminist criticism has taken its clue from Kate Ibtifs Sexual Politics
(1969), which argues that ‘patriarchy’ — understabids simplest, viz. ‘male
dominance over females’ — constitutes ‘perhapsrtbst pervasive ideology
if our culture and provides its most fundamentailagpt of power’ (Miller,
gtd. in Moi 1997: 104). In this sense, feministticlkm haspoliticized
existing critical methodsa key practice isappropriation (cf. Michel de
Certeau’s ‘poaching’) as creative transformatiog, the postmodern French
feminists’ deployment of Derrida’s deconstructiortiirn psychoanalysis on
its head so as to make it reveal sexual differeacd the patriarchal
construction of gender.

Feminist theorists have addressed the patriarcbabktauction of
femininity and its imposition of certairsocial standards— through
conditioning or programming (‘nurture’) — on allobmgical women, while
passing them off as natural (‘in one’s nature’)this vein, patriarchy has
fostered the belief iiologismor essentialismviz. the notion that there is
such a thing as aiven female (or male)nature and this ‘essence is
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biologically given’. However, essentialism alsoksirbehind the notion of
gender understood as ‘a historically or sociallyegi female essence’ (Moi
1997: 108-09). Feminism is crucially concerned witle moot point of
whether femininity is to be defined at all, sinagcls an attempt would
actually deploy the very patriarchal mechanismpgression to create a new
form of normative, essentialist confinement.

Feminist theories are often labelled with geogreghhames, which
may result in unrealistic grouping (Barry 124-F)us, the divide between
the ‘Anglo-American’ and the ‘French’ version ofhieism (or the ‘Franco-
American’ divide) may have been suggested so atount both for the
language of the theoretical writings and for themprily critical vs.
theoretical concerns of the two groups, but it etallevel off differences
within each group. Not all ‘members’ of the Anglov&rican group are
British or American, and though they focus priman close reading of
literary texts, seemingly accepting the traditiomahventions of literary
realism, they do address critical political issoégepresentation, e.g. Elaine
Showalter, Sandra Gilbert and Susan Gubar. On ther diand, British
feminist criticism tends to be socialist feminist orientation (e.g. Terry
Lovell, Julia Swindells, Cora Kaplan, Catherine d&sf), aligned with
cultural materialism (the offshoot of Marxism in tiegsis cultural), hence
more theoretical than its American counterparteffeh’ feminism is again a
misleading label, in so far as some of its majqresentatives are not
French at all, but émigrés to France, yet theirggninence has obscured the
work of some of their French colleagues. This @, ihstance, the case of
Catherine Clément, the French authorLek fils de Freud sont fatigués
(1978) / The Weary Sons of Freud987), Vies et légendes de Jacques
Lacan (1981) /The lives and Legends of Jacques La¢H#83), and with
whom Héléne Cixous has co-authotedjeune né€1975) /The Newly Born
Woman (1986) and Julia Kristevde féminin et le sacr€1998) / The
Feminine and the Sacrgf001).

For the sake of a didactically comprehensible syatezation, in what
follows | will resort to the classification of femst thought advanced by
Rosemary Putnam Tong (1998), then | will focus mepecifically on
feminist criticism in its application on women venis.

1. Liberal feminism

Much of contemporary feminist theory defines itséif reaction
against traditional liberal feminism, whose clasgiomulation appeared in
Mary Wollstonecraft’s (1759-1797) Vindication of the Rights of Woman
(1792), John Stuart Mill's (1806-1873ubjection of Wome(iL869) and
Harriet Taylor-Mill's Enfranchisement of Womgi851), and which was
carried out in practice in the ®@entury woman’s suffrage movement.
Liberal feminism (including contemporary groupg.NOW = the National
Organization for Women) views female subordinaté@nrooted in a set of
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customary and legal constraints blocking womentsa@ce to and success
in the public world. This policy of women’s exclusiofirom politics,
economy and higher education rests on the faldeflibat women are by
nature less intellectually and physically capabntmen.

One of the controversial topics on the liberal feisti agenda of
women’s rights groupsn the 28 century was whether women and men
should be treated the same or differently. It isegrevealing to notice Betty
Friedan’s change of heart froffhe Feminine Mystiquél963), where she
claims that the error in the feminine mystique whaat it overvaluedthe
institutions of marriage and motherhood;Ttee Second Stad&981), which
notices that the 1980s ‘superwomen’ were no lepsegsed than their 1960s
‘stay-at-home’ mothers, and advocates an androgyrsmciety, toThe
Fountain of Age(1993), where she moves to a more traditional misha
agenda.

2. Radical feminism

The dual-ontological argument of women’s inferiprito men,
American radical feminism has claimed since the-h8680s, was bolstered
at various times in patriarchal society though iitstitutions and their
discourses, ranging from legal and political stues to social and cultural
institutions (especially the family, the church atite academe). Often
organized inrvomen’s liberation groupgadical feminists have had as their
common goal consciousness-raising and have beedutewmary-minded:
they contend that the patriarchal system is charzetd by power,
dominance, hierarchy and competition; since it canoe reformed, it must
be uprooted in order to achieve women'’s liberationAlison Jaggar and
Paula Rothenberg’s interpretation, women’'s oppoessian be addressed
from several perspectives: historical (the first prgssed group),
geographical (the most widespread), social (theldsirform of oppression
to eradicate), psychological (it causes the moéfiesng to its victims,
although it may often go unrecognized), and haariétt provides a
conceptual model for understanding all other foaingppression).

Radical feminists claim that the ‘sex/gender syst@ayle Rubin) is
the fundamental cause of women’s oppression. Rubiradical-libertarian
feminist, defines the sex/gender system as a fsatrangements by which a
society transforms biological sexuality into protguof human activity'.
Thus, patriarchal society uses certain facts abmaie and female
physiology as the basis for constructing a set@sculine’ and ‘feminine’
identities and behaviours that serve to empower med disempower
women. Furthermore, patriarchal society managepas off its cultural
constructions as ‘natural’ — a process knowmatsiralization accordingly,
one’s ‘normality’ depends on one’s ability to deplthe gender identities
and behaviours that society culturally links witlets biological sex.
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Some radical feminists (theradical-libertarian feminists in
Putnam’s phrase) advocaiedrogyny(viz. they encourage people to exhibit
a full range of masculine and feminine qualities &hieving a sense of
wholeness), women’s sexual experimentation (infélnen of autoeroticism,
lesbianism and heterosexuality) and free use ofodkmtion-controlling
technologies and reproduction-assisting technotogia their own (i.e.
individual women'’s) terms. Others (thedical-cultural feminist§ are anti-
androgynists who affirm women’s essential ‘femag=tethey identify the
problem of women as either thhew value patriarchy assigns to feminine
qualities (and the high value it assigns to maeeutjualities) ofemininity
itself (in so far as it has been constructed by foepatriarchal purposes). If
the latter is the case, then, in order to be lieekawomen must give new
gynocentric meanings to femininity — rather thawegting its patriarchal
definition as what deviates from masculinity — sot@ construe it as a way
of being that needs no external reference pointhEtmore, radical-cultural
feminists regard biological motherhood as the wtensource of woman's
power, hence their exhortation to women to guadiaatebrate it.

Radical-libertarian feminist Kate Millett argues Bexual Politics
(1969) that sex is political primarily because thale/female relationship is
the paradigm for all power relationships. Anotheadical-libertarian
feminist, Shulamith Firestone, identifies Dialectic of Sex(1970) the
material basis for thesexual/political ideologyof female submission and
male domination as rooted in theproductive rolessince adults have been
socialized to view biological reproduction as lffedison d'étre

In Beyond Power: On Women, Men and Mor&l®985), radical-
cultural feminist Marilyn French attributes maleffale differences more to
biology (nature) than to socialization (nurtureyyda like Millet and
Firestone, contends that sexism is the model footlkr -isms (including
racism and classism), sustained as it is by thelodg of ‘power-over’ (viz.
the desire to destroy). French couches women’srliterms of the ideology
of ‘pleasure-with (viz. the ability of one group or person to affirall
others); she advocatesidrogynyas a balance not between ‘pleasure-with’
and ‘power-over’ but between ‘pleasure-with’ andeainizedversion of
‘power-over’ that she callspbwer-td (viz. the desire to create). Radical-
cultural feminist Mary Daly’8Beyond God the Father: Toward a Philosophy
of Women'’s Liberatior{1973) denigrates traditional masculine traitslavhi
valuing the traditional feminine ones. Daly’s stuaappraises God as the
paradigm for all patriarchs, whose ‘power-over ctexp manifest as
‘separation-from’ (transcendence) results in dhalking (viz. in terms of
I/it, subject/object) or self/other relationships.

3. Marxist and socialist feminism

Marxist and socialist feminists were influenced hg"-century
thinkers (mainly Marx and Engels), the former, &yd2d"-century thinkers
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(e.g. Louis Althusser and Jirgen Habermas), thierlathey claim that it is
impossible for women to achieve true freedom inaaszbased society, and
explain women’s oppression as originating in theoiduction of private
property owned by relatively few persons, origipalll male. The source of
women’s oppression is seen by socialist feministbe capitalism (a point
where they agree with Marxist feminists), yet afsdriarchy (cf. radical
feminists).

Some Marxist feminists have advocated the socisdizaof domestic
work as key to woman’s liberation (Margaret Benstofhe Political
Economy of Women'’s Liberation’, 1969), others hdaenched the wages-
for-housework campaign (Mariarosa Dalla Costa agldh& James, ‘Women
and the Subversion of the Community’, 1972), amtlathers have pleaded
for an assessment of the value of work and therfieation of poverty (the
comparable-worth movemegnt

Socialist feminism may be seen as the result ofxMafeminists’
dissatisfaction with the essentially gender-blindaracter of Marxist
thought, hence the combination of an economic atcolcapitalism with a
largely ideological account of patriarchy in the riw of Juliet Mitchell
(Woman's Estatel1971; Psychoanalysis and Feminish974), Iris Young
(‘Beyond the Unhappy Marriage: A Critique of the dBystems Theory’,
1981) or Alison JaggafF€éminist Politics and Human Natyr&983).

4. Existentialist feminism

In Le Deuxiéme Sex€949) /The Second Sefd953), Simone de
Beauvoir, the pioneer philosopfieof existentialist feminism, argues — in
accordance with the existentialist precept #dstence precedes esserce
that one is not born a woman, but becomes®6B® Beauvoir understands
woman’ oppression as deriving from her confected;. ynanmade,
‘othernes’s which can be revealed at play in the man/womantamp
hierarchy: ‘man’ is the free, self-determining lkgimtent on defining the

% Simone de Beauvoir considered herself the ‘midwif@artre’s existential ethics
rather than a thinker in her own right' (Bergoff@dd04), which, to some of the
guardians of the realm of philosophy has been asl @s her very consent to being
excluded from any such candidacy. Furthermore, detated admission into the
ranks of philosophers has also been argued as teemud sexism on two counts.
The first concerns the fact that Beauvoir was a anter philosophical writings
were read as echoes of Sartre rather than explimedheir own contributions
because it was only “natural” to think of a womas @ disciple of her male
companion. The second concerns the fact that sbheewbout womenThe Second
Sex recognized as one of the hundred most importamtksv of the twentieth
century, would not be counted as philosophy becdtudealt with sex, hardly a
burning philosophical issue’ (Bergoffen 2004).

87 Judith Butler (1986: 35) contends that, by ‘sugfifey] that gender is an aspect of
identity gradually acquired’, de Beauvoir’ formutat ultimately adumbrates the
feminist distinction between ‘sex’ and ‘gender’.
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meaning of his existence; by way of consequenceistibe one also to
define ‘woman’ as ‘not-man’, hence the ‘other’, thigect whose meaning is
determined for her. Accordingly, de Beauvoir seesman’'s way to
emancipation — viz. to become a self, a subjeat, fihan — as possible only
through transcending the definitions, labels arskeses, but primarily her
body, that limit her existence as ‘immanence’.

5. PostmodernFrench feminism

Postmodern feminism was initially referred to by ghkstAmerican
feminists as ‘French feminism’ because many o&Xponents were women
living in France, especially Paris. However, pafacly with the aid of
translations, Anglo-American critics came to realithat the French
feminists’ common denominator was their philosophicpostmodern
perspective. The term ‘feminism’ too has causedtafi misunderstanding:
French theorists and practitioners use it to refera specific political
movement in France. Accordingly, when the Frenelmihists’ refuse to be
identified as such, this is, at first glance, acépn of the French feminist
movement, which appears to them to engage in ancklyneeplicate
oppressive bourgeois strategies for gaining pownemetheless, the most
significant rejection of the term ‘feminist’ on thpart of the French
postmodern thinkers derives from their rejectionvdfiat Lyotard calls
‘grand narratives’: they shy away from classifyingrds (-isms) whose
‘phallogocentric drive is to stabilise, organisel aationalise our conceptual
universe’ (Moi 1997: 115).

Thus, postmodern feminists, like all postmoderniseek to avoid in
their writings any re-instantiations of phallogot@én thought (viz. ideas
ordered around an absolute wolatjosor Truth, that is male, or phallic, in
style). They tend to be suspicious of any grandr&hnarratives aiming to
provide an overarching explanation for women’s egpron or a solution for
women’s liberation. Some postmodern feminists gofao as to reject
traditional feminist thought altogether. While symbstmodern stance poses
major problems for feminist theory, it nevertheldsgs address the feminist
concern with plurality, multiplicity and differencén so far as postmodern
feminists do not embrace any one feminist positioextol its unique merits.

There are enormous political differences amongmodern feminists:
while some write primarily to motivate women to oba their attitudes and
activity, others are more theoretically inclinedhigh has made many
Anglo-American feminists dismiss such postmodermifést texts as
academic treatises addressed only to the highlycatdd women and
excluding the vast majority.

To a considerable degree such postmodern femirmistsHéléne
Cixous, Luce Irigaray and Julia Kristeva take thatellectual cues from,
without, however, necessarily also espousing théiqs of, existentialist
Simone de Beauvoir (who focuses on woman's ‘otheste
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deconstructionist Jacques Derrida (who attacksntbteons of authorship,

identity and selfhood in his critique of westerrsegtialism and dualistic-

hierarchical thinking), and psychoanalyst Jacquasah (who interprets

traditionally Freudian thought iconoclastically,ush also suggesting an
‘excluded feminine’). Postmodern feminists haverappated but turned on

its head de Beauvoir's negative view of woman'seatless. Rather than
interpreting this condition as something to be stmmded, they contend that
woman'’s otherness is an advantagengblesndividual women to maintain

the critical distance necessary for deconstructimg norms, values and
practices that the dominant male culture seeksnipose on everyone,
particularly those who live on its periphery.

In a manner of speaking, Héléne Cixous, Luce lagaand Julia
Kristeva have each an ironically postmodern, prolléc relationship to the
French language and western grand narratives. €ixeas born and
brought up in French-occupied Algeria: as the dearghf a French father
and an Austro-German mother, both Jewish, she w&graan-speaking
exile in her own country; she studied English &itare in France, and her
doctoral dissertation focused on another exilerdgdames Joyce. Irigaray
was born and educated in Belgium, but earned nzasgkgrees both there
and in France (an MA in psychology and a PhD igdistics); her second
doctoral dissertationSpeculum de l'autre femm&peculum of the Other
Woman, 1974, criticizing as it does the phallocentrisin Freudian and
Lacanian psychoanalysis, gained her recognitionalaat ostracism, as well
as relieving Irigaray of her teaching post at thaversity of Vincennes.
Kristeva was born and educated in Bulgaria; in#®&0s she went to France
to further her studies and stayed there as an éxita Bulgarian-Soviet
communism: a trained linguist, Kristeva also trdine psychoanalysis in the
1970s, so that her work attempts to give a psydilgao inflection to
poststructuralist criticism.

6. Multicultural and global feminism

Multicultural and global feministagree with postmodern feminists
that the so-called self is divided or even fragradnbut identify the roots of
this fragmentation as cultural, racial and ethnather than sexual,
psychological and literary: the dominant culturesgbe basic parameters for
an ethnic woman’s survival as one of its minorityembers. Most
importantly, they challenge female essentialism atidavow female
chauvinism (viz. the tendency of some women, pgéld on account of
their race or class, to presume to speak on behalf women).

Multicultural feminisnf® is based on the insight that even in one nation
all women are not created or constructed equathenUS, for instance,

8 Multicultural feminism draws upon the ideology wiulticulturalism a social-
intellectual movement currently highly popular etUSthat promotes the value of
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depending on her race, class, sexual preferenee, ratigion, education
attainment, occupation, marital status, health tmm] etc., a woman will
experience her oppression differently. Black festmihave been among the
first to voice their dissatisfaction with ‘whiteéminism systematically and
extensively: one of the most outstanding contridmsiin this respect has
been Gloria Watkins' (aka bell hooks). ¥earning: Race, Gender, and
Cultural Politics (1990), bell hooks’ central claim concerns theeitocking
systems of oppression’, viz. the inseparabilitytref structures and systems
of gender, race and culture, which poses ‘multippardy’ once a member
of some group is defined as other, deviant, infasiovrong.

Global feministssiew the local as global and the global as lotals,
they add to the insights of multicultural feminjstemphasizing the
interconnections among the various kinds of opjpwassach woman faces
in her own life, and likewise highlighting the limlamong the various kinds
of oppression women in all parts of the world exgreze. They stress that a
woman will experience oppression differently, astizen of a nation that is
First World or Third World, formerly colonialist orolonized. Critical as
they are of the oppressive results of colonial aatonalist policies and
practices dividing the world, global feminists aggihat no woman is free
until the conditions of oppression of women arenagiated everywhere.
Many Third-World women are far more concerned abpalitical and
economic than sexual issues, claiming that thgdregsion as women is not
nearly so bad as their oppression as Third-Worlbjee Hence, many of
them reject the label ‘feminist’ in favour of Alid&/alker’'s termwomanist
(In Search of Our Mothers’ Garden$983), viz. a black feminist or woman
of colour committed to the survival and wholenebslbpeople, male and
female alike.

Despite their sometimes divergent interests frofneiotstrands of
feminism, multicultural and global feminists haveggested women two
major ways to achieve unity in diversity: either lyorking towards
sisterhood or friendshijpe.g. Robin Morgan'Sisterhood Is Globa(1984),
or by working towardssisterhood of political (rather than personal)
solidarity, e.g. bell hooks, Audre Lorde, Iris Young.

7. Ecofeminism (or ecological feminisn)

Ecofeminism is a social and political movement whimerges
feminism with environmentalism; the name was coimetid74 by Francoise
d’Eaubonne. Ecofeminist®ffer the broadest conception of the self's
relationship to the other: human beings are corwecbt only to each other
but also to the nhonhuman world, but unfortunatdtgroact in a destructive
way, though self-deludingly identified as controf pature and self-

diversity as a core principle and insists that @lltural groups be treated with
respect and as equals.
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enhancement, hence the ecofeminist criticism ofteraporary western
lifestyle choices. There are different schools eminist thought and
activism that relate to the analysis of the enwvinent, e.g. liberal,
poststructuralist, etc., in so far as feministyafious persuasions (e.g. Alice
Walker, Audre Lorde, Adrienne Rich) have shown aeriest in the
connectedness between feminist and environmenissises.

In ecofeminist studies, women’s oppression is axdré not only in
relation with the degradation of nature but alsthwacism and other -isms
characteristic of social inequality. Accordinglyneo of the self-appointed
missions of ecofeminism (Maria Mies and Vandanav&his to redefine
how societies regard productivity and activity otibowomen and nature, so
as no longer to perpetuate their abuse. Ecofersjriké other scholars, have
noted the linguistic encodation of the twofold aggsion of women and
land, from the originally mythical equation natuveman rendered as Gaia
(Earth Mother) or Mother Nature, to seeing womennalgl’ and ‘untamed’,
to violent, often sexual, imagery of the relatidpsbetween man (sic!) and
nature, e.g. ‘to reap nature’s bounty’, ‘to tametun&l, ‘to penetrate
wilderness’ or the downright abusive ‘to rape thed'.

8. Psychoanalyticand gender feminism

While feminists of the categories identified abdnae a ‘macro’ view
of the sources of women’s oppression, viz. as iflabke in relation to
society (e.g. patriarchy or capitalism), psychogii@land gender feminists
have a ‘micro’ perspective: they endeavour to uhetdre roots of women'’s
oppression in the human psyclrsychoanalytic feministend to focus on
Freudian theory, viz. the Oedipal and especiallg-Qedipal stages of
psychosexual development (e.g. Dorothy Dinnerstéancy Chodorow and
Sherry Ortner). Some have attempted to debunk FFeatention that the
Oedipus complex is the root of patriarchy by claignthat this explanation
is but a product of men’s imagination, hence a pgytrap to escape from.
Others advocate an acceptance of some versiore @edipus complex lest
humanity re-enters into a chaotic state of natdi@vever, they are against
accepting the Freudian version with its privilegioig'male’ attributes (e.g.
autonomy, universalism and authority) over ‘femataies (dependence,
particularism and love); such dichotomous labeks ot essential to the
Oedipus complex, but simply derive from childreatgual experience with
men and women.

In The Mermaid and the Minotaur: Sexual Arrangememid Human
Malaise (1977), Dorothy Dinnerstein argues thatmésshapen set of six
gender arrangements serve as a paradigm for déatrbciman relations in
general; they are the direct result of women’siti@uhl nearly exclusive
role in child-rearing and our subsequent tendermcyblame women for
everything wrong about ourselves. Dinnerstein diessrthe transition from
infancy to adulthood as a slow and painful proadssejecting the mother,
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hence of devaluing women and all things femaleparationfrom the
mother affords the yardstick in measuring of degfeze between males and
females. Her solution to the scapegoating of woliseto propose aual
parenting systenThe same solution is also put forwardlme Reproduction
of Mothering: Psychoanalysis and the Sociology ehder(1978), where
Nancy Chodorow studies the social implications bé tpsychosexual
development of boys and girls. Unlike Dinnerste@hodorow views the
measure of difference between males and femaleswconnectedhey are
to their mothers, since she argues that the irdazdhnection with his/her
mother is not precipitously shattered, but gragualioded, especially for
girls. Accordingly, the boy’s separateness from imisther will cause his
limited ability to relate deeply to others, thugparing him well for work in
the public sphere; on the other hand, the girl'snexztedness to her mother
will foster her ability to relate to others, thugming her for the private
sphere rather than for the public world.

Gender feministsdo not emphasize children’s psycbexual but
psychomoral development: they believe that there may be bickd@s well
as psychological or cultural explanations for memwsculinity and
women’s femininity. Gender feminists tend to fooms the virtues and
values associated with femininity, which they rejas morally better than
those associated with masculinity. Hence theirebehat a newfeminine
ethics of careshould replace the old masculine ethics of jusaseadvocated
by Carol Gilligan,In a Different Voicg1982), and Nel Nodding§aring: A
Feminine Approach to Ethics and Moral Educatid®84) andVomen and
Evil (1989). It has been objected by other feministsugi, that an ethics of
care too is fraught with problems: Sarah Lucia Haad) views dependency
relationships (underlying such an ethics) as elljicaroblematic, and
unequal relationships as often working againstokaity of the interests of
the one caring as well as those of the cared-teil& Mullett has identified
‘distortions of caring: a person cannot truly cdoe someone if she is
economically, socially or psychologically forceddo so, viz. fully authentic
caring cannot occur under patriarchal conditionsratierized by male
domination and female subordination.

Women'’s writing

There have been many attempts at tracing the higsibwomen’s
writing. One of them is Elaine Showalter’s /i Literature of Their Own
(1977), where she discerns three pawtlgrlappingphasesn the shaping of
black, Jewish, Canadian, Anglo-Indian or even Agwrifemale ‘literary
subcultures’
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1. 1840s-1880? femining i.e. ‘a prolonged phase dmmitation of the
prevailing modes of the dominant tradition, anternalization of its
standards of art and its views on social roles’;

2. 1880-1920% feminist i.e. ‘a phase gbrotestagainst these standards and
values, including a demand for autonomy’;

3. 1920 onwardfemale i.e. ‘a phase oself-discoverya turning inward
freed from some of the dependency of oppositiosearch for identity’
(Showalter 1993: 274; her emphasis).

The notion of women’subcultureis critical, not only controversial: it
is often construed in negative terms asstodial culturé (Cynthia Ozick),
viz. as a set of opinions, prejudices, tastes aamdeg prescribed for a
subordinate group to perpetuate its subordinationetheless, as some
feminists argue, it should also be seen as a tiyyigind positive entity that
engenders feelings of female solidarity, partidylan the graft of gender
roles (e.g. nurturing) on specifically female plogdi experience (e.qg.
motherhood). Nancy Cott views

women’s group consciousness as a subculture ugigited against itself
by ties to the dominant culture. While [these] tiesre the informing and
restricting ones, they provoke within the subcwdtaertain strengths as well
as weaknesses, enduring values as well as accortiorsda

(Cott, gtd. in Showalter 1993: 274)

Such a consciousness of female solidarity was @&rapparent in Victorian
women novelists’ awareness of their bond with tlieinale audience, e.g.
Sarah Ellis, Dinah Mulock Craik.

Showalter (1993: 277-8) identifies in tHeminine phase of 19"
century women writers an understanding of the jdbnovelist as a
recognizable profession denied to women by virtitheir gender identity
and roles. Hence, the appearance of the male psgmdmarked a historical
shift in women’s efforts to enter into mainstredtarhry culture. Victorian
novelists, e.g. the Bronté sisters, Elizabeth Gjskdizabeth Barrett
Browning, George Eliot, paralleled in the literaphere the efforts of their
contemporaries Florence Nightingale or Mary Carpeat securing women
a professional status, yet their novels pointedthi® woman’s ‘proper’
sphere, viz. domesticity. Not surprisingly, suchiters found themselves in a
‘double bind’ (Showalter 1993: 278): on the one dhathey felt humiliated

8 From the appearance of the male pseudonym toethih @f George Sand.
%1920: the enfranchisement of women in the US.

%1 Showalter’s (1993) labelling system follows Tavibi’'s (1997: 115): Moi defines
as feminine ‘writing which seems to be marginalised (reprdssglenced) by the
ruling social/linguistic order’, ageminist ‘writing which takes a discernible anti-
patriarchal and anti-sexist position’, andfamale ‘writing by women’, yet without
addressing its ‘nature’.
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by the condescension of the male critical estatvestit towards what they
believed to be their vocation, transcending préscrigender identity; on the
other, they were anxious not to appear unwomardycé their professed
antifeminism and likewise their stylistic and dramaself-censorship so as
to make their literary output acceptable (the ‘natuoutcome of the
Victorian policy of conditioning the girls in remsion). What women'’s
literary repression could result in was ostracidnoriginality, verbal force
and wit, hence a reduction of women'’s prose toguaktflatness and the
creation of a ‘feminized language’ of ‘delicacy amerbal fastidiousness’
(Showalter 1993: 281) that precluded a genuine esgion of passion.
Where assertive feminine characters did appeay, Waild be punished,
and their ambition was usually transferred to sssfté male characters, thus
extending the woman writer's male role-playing beygseudonym-taking
to imaginative content (Showalter 1993: 281-2).

The feminist phaseentailed a ‘confrontation with male society that
elevated Victorian stereotypes into a cult’: wometters ‘challenged many
of the restrictions on women'’s self-expression,aderced the gospel of self-
sacrifice, attacked patriarchal religion, and carded a theoretical model of
female oppression’, yet their fiction fell into theap of oversimplification
and emotionalism (Showalter 1993: 282). Some v&itaruld go as radical
as to assume proud pseudonyms, e.g. Sarah Grawdtéa of powerful
studies of female psychology), express their repnlérom sexuality, and
advocate ‘the sexual separatism of Amazon utopiad auffragette
sisterhoods’ (ibid.). Their projection of many pmral experiences onto
successful male characters not only reiterated dtrategy of their
predecessors, but was also consonant with theiteogrorary male
novelists’ tendency to create ‘masculine’ indepemdevomen. The
‘feminist’ writers may not have been important stitially, according to
Showalter, but their insistence on exploring anfindegy womanhood, and
likewise their challenges to the monopoly of thelenastablishment (e.g.
exclusively male publishers), ranked as ‘a dedlamadf independence in the
female tradition’ (1993: 283).

The phase of deliberatefemale aestheticisnforged by Victorian
women writers born between 1880 and 1900 wasnstitked by the ‘double
legacy of feminine self-hatred and feminist withead: its ‘separatist
literature ofinner spack (whose roots could be traced back to Charlotte
Bronté’sJane Eyre 1847) was psychologically rather than sociallgu®ed,
and came to symbolize in ‘the enclosed and seoan'r the very womb
(Showalter 1993: 284). Dorothy Richardson, KatheriMansfield or
Virginia Woolf ‘transformed the feminine code oflfsgacrifice into an
annihilation of the narrative self, and applied thdtural analysis of the
feminists to words, sentences, and structuresngiuage in the novel’, in a
‘version of modernism’ that ‘respond[ed] to the eral culture of male
Edwardian writers’. (Showalter 1993: 284). Theisioh of the world as
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mystically polarized by sex gave a sacred tingthi®articulation of female
sensibility; through its professed androgyny it Idowe aesthetically
appealing, though it may have ranked as a selfuldste rite. Nonetheless,
it was at one remove from exploring the physicalezience of women: in
Woolf's famous trope of ‘a room of one’s own’, ihsisted onartistic
autonomyin a way that implied a ‘disengagement from sociatl sexual
involvement’ (Showalter 1993: 285).

Since the 1960’s, however, the ‘female novel’ hatemred a dynamic
stage, also influenced by the international womenisvements. Iris
Murdoch, Muriel Spark, Doris Lessing, Margaret Oolat) A. S. Byatt, Beryl
Bainbridge have brought about ‘a renaissance in evosnwriting that
responds to the demands... for an authentically feri@rature, providing
“woman’s view of life, woman’s experience™ (Showexd 1993: 285): their
fiction accepts ‘anger and sexuality... as sourceteimiale creative power’
(ibid.).

Showalter's 1977 (1993) study strove, in its day, d reappraisal of
the figures included in the literary canon. Onetsfenduring merits is its
reassessment of ‘literary history’ as a ‘recorctlobices’ (Louise Bernikov,
gtd. in Showalter 1993: 286) that would account ¥asmen’s writing,
whether magnificently accomplished or not so muohterms of personal
choice

Feminist criticism

In its turn, the position of specifically feministiticism has been a
matter of hot debate. Elaine Showalter’'s surveyripést Criticism in the
Wilderness’ (1981) addresses it in the context batnacritics like Matthew
Arnold and Geoffrey Hartman have called ‘wilderrigsise wild territory
which the critic as pioneer is called to tame ailize. As she remarks, the
topos may have some merit, but it obviates the faat is has been an
exclusively masculine domain. One of the deterraginst establishing a
tradition of feminist criticism has been the wahtdheoretical basis, all the
more necessary as applying the masculine arrayritt€at theory only
reveals the degree to which literary writing, whegtauthored by women or
men, conforms to the standards of the male critesthblishment in an
androcentric world of value and power: ‘a conceptcreativity, literary
history, or literary interpretation based entirely male experience and put
forward as universal’ (Showalter 1988: 334). Momgvimporting these
male standards means further neglecting the writimgcerns of black or
Third-World women authors.

Showalter identifies several stages in the emergnaglition of
feminist criticism. For some feminists in the titgah of Virginia Woolf's
anti-theoretical position, e.g. Mary Daly, AdrieniRich and Marguerite
Duras, this lack of a theoretical basis for fentiwmisticism should rather be
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celebrated as a fortunate exclusion from the ‘pathial methodolatry’ and
‘sterile narcissism of male scholarship’, which, byassert[ing] the
authority of experience’ can mount an ‘act of resise to theory’
(Showalter 1988: 332). In universities, howeveis thitial stage has given
way to a stage characterized by ‘anxiety aboutisotation of feminist
criticism from a critical community increasinglyetretical in its interests
and indifferent to women’s writing’ (ibid.).

According to Showalter, there are two distinct nedd feminist
criticism: (1) an ‘ideological’ mode concerned withe feminist ageader,
which offers feminist readings of texts, and (2§ tbtudy of women as
writers, whose concerns are the history, styles, thensseg and structures
of writing by women.

The first mode, which Showalter cafsminist readingor the feminist
critique, addresses ‘the images and stereotypes of wométerature, the
omissions and misconceptions about women in @iticand woman-as-sign
in semiotic systems’ (Showalter 1988: 333). Thereften a ‘revisionary
imperative’ (as voiced by Sandra Gilbert) attactethis mode of criticism,
which, at its most ambitious, ‘wants to decode alainystify all the
disguised questions and answers that have alwaglogled the connections
between textuality and sexuality, genre and gengeychosexual identity
and cultural authority’ (Gilbert, gtd. in Showalt®®88: 334). However, this
revisionism, built as it is upon existing modeleegs feminist literary critics
dependent upon male critical theory, thus ‘retaigl[iour progress in solving
our own theoretical problems’ (Showalter 1988: 334)

Showalter (1988: 335) calls the second mggeocritics with a term
she has coined in order to highlight ttiéerenceof women’s writing. The
shift in emphasis from an androcentric to a gyntreerfieminist criticism,
already apparent to Patricia Meyer Spacks in hscudision of the scarce
attention feminists theorists had accorded womewrising (The Female
Imagination 1975), features most prominently in the writingfs French
postmodern feminists, particularly Héléne Cixouscé Irigaray and Julia
Kristeva. Their concern witlécriture feminine viz. the inscription of the
female body and female difference in language and, tmay appear a
utopian project rather than actual literary pragtiout as a concept it permits
addressing women'’s writing so as to ‘reasserivdlae of the feminine and
identify[y] the theoretical project of feminist ticism as the analysis of
difference’ (Showalter 1988: 336; her emphasis)ov@titer identifies the
main emphasis of gynocritics in the late 1970s eiagboppression, in the
case of Marxist-bent English feminist criticism,pression, for French
psychoanalytic critics, and expression in the aafsan essentially textual
American feminist criticism.

What the diverse critical theories of women’s vagtideploy in their
respective constructs of difference are biologitiajuistic, psychoanalytic
and cultural models, each one also representinghaos of gynocentric
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criticism whose texts, styles and methods may apethut are roughly
sequential: each incorporates the one before. Stevwaentifies these
schools as (1) feminist biocriticism, (2) lingutstand textual feminist
theories, (3) psychoanalytic feminist criticism a) cultural feminist
criticism.

1. Feminist biocriticism (also:organic or biological criticism)

Showalter (1988: 336-7) regardsyanic or biological criticismas ‘the
most extreme statement of gender difference, etihdelibly marked by
the body: anatomy is textuality’. It runs the rigka ‘return to the crude
essentialism, the phallic and ovarian theoriegttlaat oppressed women in
the past’ (ibid.): despite the feminist criticsaflrejection of any attribution
of literal biological inferiority, some theoristsppear to accept the
metaphorical implications of female biological éifénce in writing. It is
here that Showalter classifi@he Madwoman in the Atti¢1979), where
Sandra Gilbert and Susan Gubar examine the armxietypymen’s difference:
lacking as they do phallic authority, women arergebg excluded from
discussions concerning the traditional metaphditefary paternity’” What
other feminist critics have pointed out in regandstich metaphors is the
‘even more oppressive equation between literaratiiey and childbirth’
(Auerbach, gtd. in Showalter 1988: 337). There \aees, e.g. Adrienne
Rich (Of Woman BornMotherhood as Experience and Institutidi®76)
and Alicia Ostriker, who celebrate sexual diffefation and the body as a
source of literary imagery that refuses transceogleance it is not longer
envisaged in accordance with patriarchal thoughtbioflogy. Biological
criticism itself tries to emerge from the bodyisitintimate, confessional and
often innovative in style. However, if can also'trielly prescriptive’: there
IS ‘a sense in which the exhibition of bloody woargecomes an initiation

2 n ‘Literary Paternity’ (1979/1986), Sandra Gilbexamines literary history from
the point of view of the male authors’ metaphonaion between pen and penis:
they attribute their creative capacity directlytheir bodily configuration. Gilbert
convincingly argues that this metaphor, one ofdbminant metaphors of creativity
in western culture for both male and female writénsfact shapes how the process
of writing and creativity in general are concepized. As a creative act, writing has
been appropriated by male authors, in biologicahse as their way of giving birth
to ‘brainchildren’ of an immortal nature (e.g. ideavorks of art), viz. as a process
rooted in the body, though exclusivehale The more obvious version of biological
‘creativity’, indelibly inscribed in the female bpdviz. the potential for giving
birth), however, has been deprecated throughoutewescultural history, and
women have been confined solely to this role, deentardly creative.
Unfortunately, many women have internalized the -penis metaphor: this
exclusion of women, Gilbert argues, has led thesetrching for alternate methods
of writing. Accordingly, Gilbert urges, women'’s wirig should be sought in places
and using instruments not traditionally associateith writing, because those
traditions are defined by male authors.

231



ritual quite separate and disconnected from ctitight’ (Showalter 1988:
338). What Showalter (ibid.) and other feministics object to is biological
criticism’s neglect to address the difference ofwan’'s literary practice, for
no expression of the body goes unmediated by Istigiiisocial and literary
structures.

2. Linguistic and textual feminist theories

Such critical theories broach the question of ‘leetmen and women
use language differently; whether sex differencedanguage use can be
theorized in terms of biology, socialization, oitate; whether women can
create new languages of their own; and whetherkspgareading, and
writing are all gender marked’ (Showalter 1988: 338l these concerns
arise from the realization that male-centred caiegtions predominate in a
language, which will subtly shape its speakers’anathnding and perception
of reality. Hence, some French feminists advocatevalutionary linguism
beyond being just not oppressive, one that ‘dod¢deave speechless’ but
that positively ‘loosens the tongue’ (Leclerc, gtdShowalter 1988: 339) —
which precisely undoes the Pauline injunction agfawomen’s voice in the
church and generally in society, viz. one of theharty sources of the
patriarchal muting of women. However, such an issu¢he feminist critics’
agenda as creating a women'’s language that istbetetical and working
inside the academe, is vulnerable on two countsscase have already
noticed (e.g. Xaviére Gauthier): it either rendeosmen incomprehensibf&,
hence still outside the historical process, or realleem imitate men’s
writing style, so that they will enter history suledl and alienated. In
principle, the solution to this quandary would ag,Mary Jacobus proposes,
to encourage in women'’s writing a deconstructionth male discourse
within which it works. It can well start from a hiof Virginia Woolf
regarding repressed language, so as to undertdi@a@ugh analysis of the
ideological and cultural determinants of expressibat shape women’s
access to language.

3. Psychoanalytic feminist criticism
Feminist critics of psychoanalytic persuasion agieo locate the
difference of women’s writing, quite predictably, their psyche and in the

% As Showalter (1988: 340) wryly remarks, ritualizadd unintelligible female
languages have already had a long history, fromogftaphic evidence of women,
more often than men, speaking in tongues, to th®-Bmerican ‘witch craze’ of
the 16-17" centuries, where female ‘witches’ were burnt & $hake accused of
diabolic practices but tacitly also suspected otersc knowledge — traditionally, the
province of men — and feared for possessing sp&@halso draws a telling parallel
between the feminist politics of ensuring womeaisguage and that of choosing the
official language in former colonies between thetmso tongue and the wide-
currency language of the former colonizer.
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‘relation of gender to the creative process’; tldgyso by ‘incorporat[ing]
the biological and linguistic models of gender @iéince in a theory of the
female psyche or self, shaped by the body, by éveldpment of language,
and by sex-role socialization’ (Showalter 1988: }342uch pursuits have
spilt over into literary criticism, for instance ia new interest in the
mother/daughter relation as a source of creatiagcording to Elizabeth
Abel, in the ‘triadic female pattern’ the Oedipalation to the male
paradigm is balanced by the woman writer's pre-Padrelation to the
female tradition, which requires a ‘theory of [tiey influence] attuned to
female psychology and to women’s dual positionitierdry history’ (Abel,
gtd. in Showalter 1988: 344).

4. Cultural feminist criticism

Showalter believes a theory based on a model ofem&rculture can
be more completely equipped to investigate theipiég and difference of
women’s writing, since it ‘incorporates ideas abaoimen’s body, language
and psyche but interprets them in relation to theiad contexts in which
they occur’ (1988: 345). The notion of women’s uatdt has first been
developed in anthropology, sociology and socialonis it often operates a
distinction between the gender identity and rolesgribed for women (e.g.
themanmade ‘woman’s sphere’ in the Victorian Age), oe tine hand, and
the activities, behaviours and functions actuabgerved in women'’s lives,
on the other. A seminal contribution to the disausf women’s culture
comes from English anthropologist Edwin Ardener. ‘Belief and the
Problem of Women' (1968), enlarged in ‘The “ProbleRevisited’
(1975)%* Ardener advances the notion ofuted group(e.g. women, the
youth) to designate a social group’s condition chrdg or non-existing
discursive self-representatip@as part of the general picture of how social
groups express or represent themselves throwgbe and visibility. It
characteristically links to forms a&ubordination and is defined in contrast
with the ‘articulateness’ of the dominant (malepgp. Ardener argues that
women fall outside the definitions of social systeemade by men, hence
they tend to bednvisible and thusunreadableby anthropologists (whose
assumptions, for both men or women, are informegbdtyiarchal views of
what counts as critical anthropological data).ténday, Ardener’'s argument
raised crucial issues of language and power, ak agebf standpoint and
positionality that adumbrated not only critiquesaothropology’s traditional
stance of neutrality but also, and more topicakh®rays of broaching the
erasure of women'’s voice without recourse to praltiexts.

The crucial point in Ardener’s theory is that thbugpth dominant and
muted groups generate beliefs and ordering idediseatinconscious level,

% His writings were published with the assistancéiefanthropologist wife Shirley
Ardener.
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these can be articulated at the conscious level ionterms and structures
controlled by the dominant group. What is ineligilidr articulate expression
will fall outside the dominant boundary, in the I&i (Ardener) — a wild
zone that some feminist critics also name ‘femalace’ and which they
deem the subject matter of women-centred critiagsmvell as the place for
the revolutionary women'’s language (e.g. Héleneo@sk ‘The Laugh of the
Medusa’, 1976; Monique Wittig'ees Guérilleres1973). A version of the
wild zone also appears in some radical feministgthmlogy of women’s
closeness to nature, e.g. Mary Daly®/n/Ecology: The Metaethics of
Radical Feminism(1978), which promotes the ideal of théld femaleor
natural womarwho dwells beyond masculinity and femininity byifig free
of the man-made women and therefore of the powgatfarchal language
and values. This topos finds its parallel in wornagiters’ Amazon utopias,
e.g. Elizabeth Gaskell's (1810-1868&yanford (1853), Charlotte Perkins
Gilman’s (1860-1935Herland (1979), or Joanna Russ’ (1937-) Whileaway
in The Female Mar{1975). Discussions of women'’s writing as situaited
the wild zone, however, should not overlook the that such writing is a
‘double-voiced discourse’ which ‘embodies the shditerary, and cultural
heritages of both the muted and the dominant’ (Susenser and Evelyn
Torton Beck, gtd. in Showalter 1988: 348).

According to Showalter,

the first task of a gynocentric criticism must loepiot the precise cultural
locus of female literary identity and to descrilhe forces that intersect an
individual woman writer’s cultural field. A gynocgit criticism would also
situate women writers with respect to the varialoleliterary culture, such as
modes of production and distribution, relations afthor and audience,
relations of high to popular art, and hierarchiegemnre.

(Showalter 1988: 349)

Showalter’s description of the tasks of gynocentriicism resonates with
anthropologist Clifford Geertz's ‘thick descriptipnwhich seeks to
understand the meaning of cultural phenomena amdpts by ‘sorting out
the structures of signification... and determinithgir social ground and
import’ (gtd. in Showalter 1988: 350). AccordingBhe claims, ‘a genuinely
“thick” description of women’s writing would insistpon gender and upon a
female literary tradition among the multiple strétat make up the force of
meaning in a text’ (Showalter 1988: 350).

What women’s culture model could contribute to gyemric
criticism, then, is a reappraisal of the femaleréity tradition as both ‘a
positive source of strength and solidarity’ and nagative source of
powerlessness’, rather than continuing to devalwss i‘the obverse of the
male tradition’ (Showalter 1988: 350). In effettistfemale literary tradition
should be analyzed precisely in terms of its dowblee, or ‘palimpsest’
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structure (Gilbert and Gubar), whose dominant antechstories need to be
kept simultaneously in view.

B. Major representatives
HéléneCixous (1937-)

Hélene Cixous regards herself primarily apaet (and playwright),
and only secondarily as a philosopher and litecaitic. She doesn’t favour
the label ‘feminist’, though she is the one to htugght to set up (1974) the
Centre d’Etudes Féminined the University of Paris VIII at Vincennes, the
first one in France to offer an interdisciplinargDP programme in feminist
studies.

In ‘Sorties’ (1975) Cixous critiques masculine #img and writing
because they are cast in binary oppositions, dgeranly in as much as
they are premised on destruction. ‘Death-dealingatyi thought’ (Cixous)
means that privileging one term (concept) of th&popposition over the
other can only occur with the repression of theetatFurthermore, she
contends, all binary oppositions replicate the peendyad, man/woman,
where the second term is conceived as a deviaton the first:

Activity/Passivity
Sun/Moon
Culture/Nature
Day/Night
Speaking/Writing
Parole/Ecriture
High/Low
Thought has always worked through opposition
Through dual, hierarchical oppositions.
(Cixous 1988: 287)

Cixous’s deconstruction of the masculine/feminingasition shows that,
should feminists still dwell in binary thought, théheoretical output will be
counter-intuitive as still entangled in patriarchataphysics.

Cixous is primarily recognized in the Anglo-Amenicavorld for
developing the Derridean inspired concept'&riture féminine(‘feminine
writing’), a method of dealing with subjective difence in writing and
social theory, which is devised to overcome theitimof western
logocentrism. Since the western history of writisgsynonymous with the
history of reasoning, it entails the separatiothefbody from the text, hence
the exclusion of women from writing (and speakinghould the (female)
body enter the text, it will disrupt the masculieeonomy of superimposed
linearity and tyranny: the feminine will contribu margin of excess
eroticism and free-play at odds with the fixed &rehies of masculinity.
With I'écriture féminine addressed most famously in ‘Le Rire de la Méduse’
(1975) / ‘The Laugh of the Medusa’ (1976), Cixoligmately advocates an
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ethical writing style, which women in particulamjtbalso men, can access:
through a phonetic inscription of the woman’s botlywill open up and
embrace the difference of the other.

According to Cixous, writing is to be understoogg®analytically as
rooted in sexuality. Since man’s genital and libadi economy is
phallocentric and singular, masculine writitigt€rature) is ‘phallogocentric
and boring’: men write the same old things withitH@tle pocket signifier’
(viz. the trio of penis/phallus/pen). Fearing theltiplicity and chaos that
exist outside their symbolic order, men always aviit black ink carefully
containing their thoughts in unified, self-centredarply defined and rigidly
structured writing. By contrast, female sexualigy ‘infinite and mobile’,
hence feminine writingl'€criture fémining is open and multiple, varied and
rhythmic, full of pleasures and possibilities, wétimately not to be defined
and thus circumscribed, in phallogocentric fashiaut, only ‘conceived of’
(literally and metaphorically): a woman writesvitite ink(maternal milk is
finally revalued as creative in every respect),thout ever inscribing or
discerning contours.... Her language does not agnitacarries; it does not
hold back, it makes possible’. Cixous ultimatelges women to show men
‘our sext$ a term she has coined by combining ‘sex’ andt4eto convey
her idea of female sexuality as a new form of wgti‘'The Laugh of the
Medusa’ describes how women might write, breakiramf the myth and
rhetoric that have kept them from participatingthie public sphere. It is a
key text as regards her view of the transformatbrsubjectivity, since
Cixous develops a theory of writing based on thalihal economy of the
feminine and calls for a re-examination of biseikyalCixous conceives of
bisexualityas thelocation within oneself of difference, of both sexshe
contends that we are all bisexual, but our printasgxuality is perverted by
phallocentric culture. By way of consequence, wgtshould ultimately not
be masculine or feminine but in-between, bisex@ahlike her, Irigaray
construes bisexuality as the two sexes engaging thieir difference in
discourse.) Cixous’ post-Lacanian discourse, howéhas been charged that
it supports patriarchal and psychoanalytic norniis, an the assumption of
an ‘essential’ femininity in texts, the identifigofjuality that allows feminine
discourse to be named as such in relation to Osdifinn Rosalind Jones).
Conversely, it has been suggested that the casesabécriture féminine
results from a desire to locate it within a deénitategory, to co-opt into a
literary theory that which alwayexceedst (Anu Anegja).

Luce Irigaray (1932-)
Unlike Cixous, Irigaray emphatically claims thetataof philosophey
rather than of ‘writer’ or ‘psychoanalyst’, let ale of feminist” and insists

% Irigaray shies away from being regarded as a fistiwhich is related, to a large
extent, to her critique of the mainstream ‘feminisfrequality’. This she faults for
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that her works are primarilghilosophicaltexts, viz. interventions into the
specific canon of thought ‘by means of which valaes defined’. In doing
so, lrigaray inverts the traditional downplaying wbmen’s place and
importance in western culture. Aware of the primacéythe philosophical
within culture generally, viz. in the historical qoluction of knowledge,
meaning, subjectivity, power, Irigaray attempts tounter precisely
philosophy’s historical and historic exclusion admven from its precincts.

One of Irigaray’s major philosophical themes is trgical issue of
perspective, vision, specularity and speculatianis icompellingly posed
from the very title ofSpeculum de l'autre femn(&974) /Speculum of the
Other Womar(1985a), her provocative doctoral thesis, ases ttelation to
the traditionally male prerogative of knowing andfiding woman. The
‘speculum’ of the title is the Latin word for ‘mar’ no less than the name of
a medical instrument which enables the investigatibor diagnostic
purposes, of inner cavities otherwise impossibleisoalize. Ironically, the
term most likely evokes to a general public theiwvalgspecula, viz. a
gynaecological instrument devised Imale doctors to enable them to hold
open the wvagina for examination. Irigaray takesuasswith the
unacknowledged intent of this apparently innocuatiesmpt at knowledge:
the speculum permits the eye to ‘penetrateintterior. So that the eye can
enter, to see, notably with speculative intent’'83&. 144) This ocular rapt
as rap& implicated by Irigaray (as she immediately remdrkan’s eye —
understood as substitute for the penis’) is osbiyngione for furthering
knowledge, hence speculation too, viz. reasoningopinion (based,
however, on incomplete information), yet it is infeed by the specular (viz.
mirroring) logic of the one-sex model. In Irigaraytueful and sarcastic
commentary, woman is now granted the status ofddject’ worthy of
investigation (‘to be explicitly granted considéoat, 145), and thereby
accedes to theory, or rather to being theorizechupecluded in the theory’
(145). [W]hat there is to beseenof female sexuality’ will replace the
erstwhile central subject of speculation (‘metaptg/}, viz. ‘'some divinity
or other transcendence invisible as such’ (14%jatay doesn’t, however,
miss the essential link in the equation speculuge—penis—vagina:

pursuing a politics of equality yet failing to integate its own categories of thought,
which makes it relatively well accommodated by igathy. Irigaray favours a
‘feminism of difference’ that strives to developn‘autonomous politics’ of the
feminine, yet which cannot but meet with the sae®stance as a woman’s doing
philosophy.

% The adjectiverapt (‘fascinated by, or concentrating on somethingh®exclusion
of everything else’) derives from the same Latiptus(‘seized’), the past participle
of rapere which gave the English womdpe (‘sex forced on an unwilling partner’,
and figuratively ‘violent, destructive or abusivedatment of something’).
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Yes, man’s eye — understood as substitute for #r@sp— will be able to
prospectwoman’s sexual parts, seek there new sourcgsdfit. Which are
equally theoretical. By doing so he furthietishizes(his) desire. But the
desire of the mystery remains, however large aiputas been recruited of
late for hysteroscopy For even if the place of origin, the original dlling,
even if not only the woman but the mother can beeiled to his sight, what
will he make of theexploration of this mine? Exceptusurp even more the
right to look at everything .

(Irigaray 1985a: 145; my emphasis)

Man’s exploration of the (maternal) utetlss at once that of a dark (not
golden) mine opexd (not ‘open’) for theoretical profit (viz. gaining
knowledge about the hidden essence of worhasterahysterig, and an
even darker legitimation of the self-appointed metght to scopophilic
penetration couched in scientific terms.

In both theSpeculurmand her second major worke sexe qui n'en est
pas un(1977) /This Sex Which Is Not Oif#985b), Irigaray’s self-appointed
philosophic goal is to uncover the absence of afesubject positionthe
relegation of all things feminine to nature (m3gtt@and ultimately the
absence of true sexual difference in western altder method to achieve
such a demanding goal is to work from her womawsitpn (traditionally
serving as man’s Unconscious or the Other) botidénand outside the
philosophical system in order tdeconstructits hierarchy. To this end
Irigaray deploydouble-mimesisshe often reproduces a text, fragmenting it
by adding her mimetic reflections of the text, tlilramatizing the place of
the Other that philosophy has assigned to womarugelg it in order to
reflect a distorted and disruptive image of thej8ethof philosophy. This is
the strategy of ‘Cosi Fan Tutti’ (playfully quotindozart’s playj® in This
Sex Which Is Not OndHere Irigaray plays with Lacan’s Seminar XX on
feminine sexuality by repeatedly quoting Lacan withinvoking his name —
ironically, the name of the very theorist of ‘theame of the Father’. She

" The English worditerus(‘womb’) derives from the Greehustera which is also
the source of Englishysterig misconceived athe typical female disease in the
Victorian Age and never publicly combated by Frethadugh he had identified cases
of male hysteria (already a misnomer, now repldnettonversion disorder’).

% Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart8osi fan tuttessiala scuola degli amanfiThey're
All Like That or The School for Loveysiramatizes the late f&entury male view
of women in — typically for western culture — edsdist and either/or terms (viz. as
either paragons of virtue or the very oppositell maches its conclusion in terms of
the old (sage) man proving to the young (inexpeeei) men women’s true
character (fickleness). Irigaray’s postmodern iraeyto deconstruct one of the
‘fathers’ of psychoanalysis under a resonant ftitterowed from an opera that
reaches and ‘teaches’ the male truth about womemdans of a tricksfc!) devised
by an old cynical man and carried out with the @fic treacherous maidservant (in
line with the imperatives of ‘custodial culture’).
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turns his very words against him, sometimes spitiagcommentary with
‘naive’, ‘womanish’ questions:

‘0O]n the subject of female sexuality our lady psychbest colleagues
tell us...not everythingt's quite remarkable. They haven't made thettkgt
progress on the question of female sexuality. Thasst be an internal reason
for this, connected with the structure of the pleasnechanism.’

The question whether, in his logic, they can alditai anything at all,
whether they can be heard, is not even raised....

And to make sure this does not come up, the rigletxperience pleasure
is awarded to a statue. ‘Just go look at Bernisi&tue in Rome, you'll see
right away that St. Theresa is coming, there’s owbd about it.’

In Rome? So far away? To look? At a statue? Ofi@a&culpted by a
man? What pleasure are we talking about? Whoss\piea...

(Irigaray 1985b: 90-91; her emphasis)

In This Sex Which Is Not Onkigaray’s reading of Freud’s definition
of female sexuality in oppositional relation to makxuality comes up with
the binary opposition ‘penis/nothing’. Since theeddtian phallogocentric
model of sexuality iscopophili¢ the kind of sexuality that gets privileged is
one based olooking because the sexual organ that matters to hinpehis,

Is visible and unique. Freud conceives of female desire esidéisire for a
penis to fill her constitutive lack or nothingnes®nce female pleasure is
closely linked with woman’s reproductive capab#i#j and sex becomes
merely a reproductive act whose finality is chiftlbiand child rearing.
Woman, in Freud's view, can and does gain pleasuoen sexual
intercourse, since the child is a penis substitlrigaray wonders what
female desire really is and what it looks likeitifooks like anything at all,
and attempts to divorce female pleasure from a wsnaeproductive
capacities. She is rightly sceptical of the Frendiae-sex model of biology,
which renders woman the opposite, and defectivelichip, of man.
Unsurprisingly, Irigaray invites caution in reapgiag women'’s pleasures
and desires, since, after all, in the sexual imagirof western culture they
have always been but a male fantasy. Accordingrigaray, at present
anything known about woman, including her sexualirge is based on the
male point of view, hence the woman thus known hie tmasculine
feminine’ or the ‘phallic feminine’, instead of Ingj the ‘feminine feminine’,
viz. woman as women see themselves. Nonethelégardy shuns defining
the ‘feminine feminine’ lest the ‘phallic’ femininmight be recreated in the
process. She therefore proposes another systemthameprivileges the
feminine as much as the masculine and that is baseatiemultiplicity of
female sexuality, already alluded to in her titles sex which is not [just]
one — although the suggestion of multiplicity cpias with that obtherness
andnothingness
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Irigaray urges that women should endeavour to esdhp male
imaginary® and search for a female imaginary. Problematizighoit may
be, she advocates to this end ‘speakasy\foman’ parler femmg viz. the
creation of a women’s language beyond the traditiarategories of the
patriarchal linguistic order (‘speakingke a woman’). Patriarchy has
imposed on women a position of non-mastery and asmertiveness:
‘speaking like awoman contrasts with ‘speaking like anari (whatever
one’s sex); the latter assumes a male stance thaiiseprecisely being
assertive and dogmatic, viz. making claims aboubgén control or in
possession of knowledge or truth. ‘Speakiag) fvoman’ parler femmg
unlike ‘speakinglike a woman’, entails first and foremost occupying the
subject positioras much in enunciation as in the realm of the sjimkjin
Lacanian terms), as thmakerof reality. Irigaray conceives gfarler femme
as the paradoxical endeavour to articulate an wwouns unable to speak
itself yet trying to make itself heard, based iarplities and shunning unique
or proper meanings, viz. allowing meaning to bédfland shifting.

Julia Kristeva (1941-)

Julia Kristeva’s work has inspired a lot of diseassand debate in
Anglo-American feminist theory and criticism. Henebry of abjection
deployed in explaining oppression and discrimimgtibut particularly her
focus on the body and the significance of the malesind pre-Oedipal (the
‘semiotic’) in the constitution of subjectivity havengendered further
scholarly elaboration. However, in so far as shgeaps to equate the female
body with motherhood, Kristeva has been suspectédpairiarchal
essentialism.

In ‘Women’s Time’ (1979/1997), an overview of thgeherations’ or
waves of feminist movement, Kristeva advocatescmuigtructive approach
that rejects the man/woman dichotomy as metapHy&iéa7: 214-15), and
therefore challenges the very notion of (sexuadnty. Furthermore, she
sees ‘aesthetic practices’ as the only ones ‘abldemystify the identity of
the symbolic bond itself, therefore, tbemmunityof language as a universal
and unifying tool, one which totalises and equalig&risteva: 1997: 216;
her emphasis). While, in (1997: 113) view, Kristavdeconstruction is
politically irrelevant for feminism, it neverthekesradically transforms our
awareness of the nature of that struggle’ Moi's.

Kristeva argues that ‘femininity’ should not be idefl, but rather
located — which is still an attempt at a definifiomly this time aelational
one: femininity is a position, specifically ‘thatheh is marginalised by the

% In Lacanian terms, thienaginary orderis rooted in the mirror stage of identity
(ego) formation. It is male in the sense that Lageneralizes the male infant’s
experience to account for the female infant’'s adl. Wéhis generalization can be
accounted for by the fact that Lacan’s imaginarstisictured by theymbolic order
viz. patriarchal ‘the Law of the Father’.
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patriarchal symbolic order’ (Kristeva, qtd. in Mb®97: 111). Her notion of
marginality explains the patriarchal repressiorthe feminine in terms of
woman as the limit of the ‘symbolic order’, yet aeded as neither fully
outside and unknown nor fully inside and known. ©mmman is positioned
on the margin, she can be seen either as the espat¢ise of a higher and
purer nature, hence her praise and worship, dieasepresentative of chaos,
hence her vilification and demonization. Yet neitttbe virgin' nor ‘the
whore’ stereotype, though advertised by patriarabythe ‘true’ nature of
woman, can even glimpse at the truth. Such a oslati definition as
Kristeva’'s, shifting as it does with the variousnfs of patriarchy, has the
merit of being historically attuned, and of ideyiifg the patriarchal
construction of its marginality, a marginality whican also include men
(e.g. the ‘unmanly’ effeminate man, the avant-garadist, or the
homosexual). Nonetheless, as Moi (1997: 112) respadace it has
eradicated the ‘female’, ‘femininity’ defined nos aan essence but as
positionality fails to have any political meaning a feminist agenda.

Kristeva's writings on the connection between mipdyche) and
body, culture and nature, matter and representatee brought to the fore
the import of theories of the body for feminist tighit. Historically, western
ideology has associated the body with the feminihe,female or woman
(the terms being used interchangeably), and dedalbeth as weak,
immoral, unclean (viz. symbolically polluted), otearifying memento mori
Kristeva, however, counters that the logic of digation is already
operating in the body. The following overview ofigteva’s major works
draws on Oliver (1998).

Given her training and interest in linguistics &lyoetics) and
psychoanalysis, it should come as no surpriseithla¢r early work Desire
in Language Revolution in Poetic LanguagBowers of Horroy'® Kristeva
develops a distinction between the Lacanian ‘symband her own
‘semiotic’ (the pre-symbolic or pre-Oedipal), thatdrplay of which
underlies all signification. She defines themioticelement of signification
as the bodily drive discharged in significationz.vihe rhythms, tones and
movement of signifying practices, and thereby asses it with the
maternal body the first source of rhythms. Thgymbolic element is
associated with thgrammar and structure of significatiphence it is what
makes signification and reference possible. Theyulsh be regarded as
mutually constitutive: the semiotic gives life teeaming, while the symbolic
precludes babble or delirium.

190 seméiotiké: recherches pour une sémanal(€69) /Desire in Language: A
Semiotic Approach to Literature and Aft980);La Révolution du langage poétique.
L‘avant-garde a la fin du XIXe siécle, LautréamentMallarmé(1974) /Revolution
in Poetic Languag€1984); Pouvoirs de I'horreur. Essai sur I'abjectiofl980) /
Powers of Horror: An Essay on Abjecti¢t982).
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At the same time, however, as bodily drives areldisgged into
signification, the logic of signification is alreadorefigured within the
materiality of the body, operating as it does tigtoudentification and
differentiation, viz. the body’s incorporations asgpulsions. InHistoires
d’amour (1984) / Tales of Love(1987), Kristeva argues that since the
maternal body regulates these bodily operationis betore birth and during
infancy, this ranks as a maternal law prefigurimg paternal law. Following
Melanie Klein, Kristeva thus emphasizes the roléhefmaternal function in
the development of subjectivity and access to ytmebslic order — quite at
odds with the traditional Freudian and Lacanian less solely on the
paternal function. Unsurprisingly, she decries emstculture’s lack of
adequatediscourses of maternitythe only ones available being those of
religion and of science, viz. of exaltation andedfification, respectively.
However, since in patriarchy women have been redluoethe maternal
function and since it is necessary to abject theemal function in order to
become a subject, misplaced abjection is one gausemen’s oppression.

Kristeva’'sPowers of Horror: An Essay on Abjectidevelops a theory
of abjection® very useful in diagnosing the dynamics of oppssi
abjection is the psychic operation through whiclbjective (and group)
identity is constituted by excluding anything thlateats one’s own (or the
group’s) borders; since the main threat to the toi®n of the subject is
his/her dependence upon the maternal body, abjeesiofundamentally
related to the maternal function and results in aoi® marginalization in
the symbolic order.

Kristeva definesabjectionas a powerful and irrational reaction of
dread, horror of, or repulsion ftine abject that anomalous and undefinable
‘thing’ which predates ego-formation and is opposéd ‘I' (in
psychoanalytic terms). She insists that itnst‘lack of cleanliness or health
that causes abjection bahat disturbs identity, system, ord&vhat does not
respect borders, positions, rule§he in-betweenthe ambiguous the
composite (Kristeva 1982: 4; my emphasiSy. The ‘quality’ of abject is
bestowed upon this ‘insignifiable’ instance by #go during the act of self-
constitution, i.e. as an attempt to achieve sejparanhdividuation and
autonomy and thereby enter the symbolic. Pertairdngit does to the
semiotic mode of subjectivity, the abject confoutits symbolic, which will

101 Kristeva’s theory of abjection is indebted to Mdbpuglas’Purity and Danger
(1966), a study where the British anthropologisiradses the import of notions of
and practices againgymbolic pollutionfor creating and maintaining collective
identity.

192 Kristeva (1982: 2-4) explains the abjection othfilwaste, dung, certain items of
food and uppermost of cadavers showing signs @fmiticencen articulo mortis as
an attempt to withstand defilement in life by emgtand maintaining borders
between'l’ within its clearly defined placeandthe place where ‘I' is nofwhere
bodily waste goes) and accordingly permits ‘I' ®m b
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attempt to repress, but can never annihilat&’ iOnce conceived of as
undefinable and inassimilable, the abject can spE®ly be ‘ejected
beyond the scope of the possible, the tolerabkethiimkable’ as that which
‘emanate[s] from arexorbitant outside or insidgKristeva 1982: 1; my
emphasis): this is precisely the work of abjectiblowever, the virtual
return of the repressed abject threatens, at odetlae same time, the
‘integrity of the bodily boundaries of the ego...tlve sense of possessing a
singular, stable identity’ and ‘the symbolic inasthuas it promises to
compromise or violate the social and linguistiausturing systems of the
subject, prohibitions, laws, meanings’ (Hook 2083).

Like her relational definition of femininity, Krista's complex work
is highly valuable and inspiring to feminist stuglieas well as being the
grounds for contestation, particularly when vieviredelation to the work of
Cixous and Irigaray.

Judith Butler (1956-): highly influential American post-struclist
philosopher whose writings address major issudsririnism, queer theory,
political philosophy and ethics. IGender Trouble:Feminism and the
Subversion of Identity1990), she advances the (Foucauldian inspirezd id
that gender (along with sex and sexuality)ésformative viz. it is culturally
constructed through the repetition of stylized astime. The performance
of gender, sex, or sexuality is, however, natuealias an ontological ‘core’.
thus, Butler reconceives the sexed body as itsétially constructed by
regulative discourse as male or female; from thisstruction of binargex
as natural proceeds the construction of the biganderand heterosexuality
as natural tooBodies That Matter: On the Discursive Limits ofxSg993)
looks back onGender Troubleso as to clear up any misprision of
performativity by emphasizing the role of repetitidExcitable Speech: A
Politics of the Performativé€l997) surveys the problems of hate speech and

1931t is precisely in relation to this last aspedttthe notion ofhe abjection of self
assumes its meaning:

The abjection of self would be the culminating foofnthat experience of the
subject to which it is revealed that all its obgeetre based merely on the
inaugurallossthat laid the foundations of its own being. Thereothing like
the abjection of self to show that all abjectiorinidact recognition of thevant
on which any being, meaning, language or desirbousmded.... But if one
imagines... the experience wfant itself as logically preliminary to being and
object... then one understands that abjection, ameh ewore so abjection of
self, is its only signified.

(Kristeva 1982: 5; her emphasis)

The self (as a demarcation of the ‘I' or subjecinirexterior objects via language)
can only be erected on the repudiation (rejectafrthe abject, hence omant (as
lack, and implicitly desire).
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censorshipundoing Gendef2004) addresses issues such as gender, sex and
sexuality as performativity, psychoanalysis and thedical treatment of
intersex, in an approach geared for a more genezaflership than
previously. Some critics (e.g. Susan Bordo) hawiciaed Butler for
reducing gender to language, thus challenging Bsté®nception of gender

as performed, and have moreover argued (e.g. NEraser) that Butler's
focus on language makes her work difficult to bepli@a to real-life
situations.

Susan Bordo(1947-): feminist philosopher whose particularu®adn
feminist and cultural studies is on the body.Time Flight to Objectivity:
Essays on Cartesianism and Culti€®©87), Bordo explores major issues in
philosophical discourse (e.g. rationality, objeityiv Cartesian dualism) to
reflect on the situation of the body within cultunestorically. Unbearable
Weight: Feminism, Western Culture, and the BA®03) studies the impact
of popular culture in shaping both an ideal (viarmative) female body —
hardly ever attainable, despite the plethora ottires aimed at the body,
e.g. cosmetic surgery, physical training and oligestieting — and typical
female disorders (e.g. anorexia nervosa and bylimiaich Bordo regards
as ‘complex crystallizations of culturé’lhe Male Body: A New Look at Men
in Public and in Private(1999) furthers Bordo’'s study of anxieties over
bodily form and beauty, this time by looking at thale body from a female
perspectiveTwilight Zones: The Hidden Life of Cultural Imadgesm Plato
to 0.J.(1997) studies the saturation of cultural imagéhkiw contemporary
culture. Commentators (e.g. Susan Hekman, Vincenteich) have often
remarked that unlike Judith Butler, Bordo is prignaoncerned with the
materiality and locatedness of bodies within westaunlture, and suggests
that knowledge is ‘embodied’ (viz. produced frons&ndpoint’ by a body
that is located as a material entity among othdera entities).

C. Keyterms

7. Womanist (Alice Walker,In Search of Our Mothers’ Garden%983): a
Black feminist or woman of colour committed to tkervival and
wholeness of all people, male and female alikentereferred by Third-
World women to the white, First-World labfieiminist

8. Patriarchy: literally, ‘the rule of the father’, viz. the m@amonopoly on
power, and the correlative disempowerment of womienall fields,
from the economic and socio-political to the idgptal (e.g. ontological
definitions); a term introduced to distinguish tferces maintaining
sexism from other social forces, e.g. capitalisnayl& Rubin (‘The
Traffic in Women’) notices, however, that the gedieed use of
‘patriarchy’ (e.g. Kate Millett's notion that ‘eweravenue of power
within the society... is entirely in male hands’) obses other
distinctions, as happens with the generalized fiseapitalism’ to refer
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to all modes of production. Sometimes ‘patriarchis used
interchangeably with the ‘sex/gender system’ beediisappropriately
captures the notion of hierarchy and male dominavitieh we see as
central to the present system’ (Hartman 2003: 2H®idi Hartman
proposes the following definition of patriarchy:sat of social relations
between men, which have a material base, and whicbugh
hierarchical, establish or create interdependemck salidarity among
men that enable them to dominate women’ (2003:.2118 hierarchy of
patriarchy, she argues, subsists on the arrangewisgrteby ‘all men,
whatever their rank in the patriarchy, are boudhfly men at higher
levels] by being able to control at least some wanfelartman 2003:
212). ‘'The material base of patriarchy is men’stomnover women'’s
labor power’: this control is maintained by ‘exclog women from
access to necessary economically productive ressaned by restricting
women’s sexuality’ (Hartman 2003: 214).

Sex/gender system(Gayle Rubin): ‘gender is a socially imposed
division of the sexes’ (2006: 94). Rubin positsyaamic system through
which thebiological specificities ofsex (male/female) are transformed
into thesocial particularities ofgender(masculine/ feminine): ‘the set of
arrangements by which a society transforms biobdgsexuality into
products of human activity, and in which these ¢farmed sexual needs
are satisfied” (2006: 88). In Judith Butler's (19885) succinct
definition, ‘sex is... the invariant, anatomicallystihct, and factic
aspects of the female body, whereas gender isulhgal meanings and
form that that body acquires, the variable modesthat body's
acculturation’.

Furthermore, in the sex/gender system sexuality s understood as a
by-product of system-produced gender, which regal#lte direction of
sexual desire towards the other sex (viz. compulseterosexuality).

[The sex/gender system refers to] the set of aaauegts by which the
biological raw material of human sex and procraatis shaped by
human, social intervention and satisfied in a cotie@al manner, no
matter how bizarre some of the conventions may.be.
[T]he idea that men and women are two mutually @sigk categories
must arise out of something other than a non-existeatural’
opposition. Far from being an expression of natud#ferences,
exclusive gender identity is the suppression olnstsimilarities. It
requires repression: in men, of whatever is thallgersion of ‘feminine’
traits; in women, of the local version of ‘mascelitraits.

(Rubin 2006: 90, 94-5)

As Judith Butler aptly remarks, the sex/genderirtditibn, already

prefigured in de Beauvoir's ‘one is not born, bather becomes, a
woman’, has been used by feminists ‘to debunk thiencthat anatomy
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10.
11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

is destiny’: ‘with the distinction intact, it is néonger possible to
attribute the values or social functions of womemiblogical necessity,
and neither can we refer meaningfully to naturalionatural gendered
behavior: all gender is, by definition, unnatur@@utler 1986: 35). By
drawing the logical conclusion to the explanatiaotgd above, Butler
argues radically that ‘if the distinction is coneistly applied, it becomes
unclear whether being a given sex has any necessasgequence for
becoming a given gender’; hence, ‘the presumptibra ccausal or
mimetic relation between sex and gender is undexdfiiriat its limit,
the sex/gender distinction implies a radical haterny of natural bodies
and constructed genders with the consequence beatd” female and
“being” a woman are two very different sorts ofriggi(ibid.).

Female feminine: see ‘sex/gender system'.

Naturalization: to present as natural fact something which it an
ideological construction, e.g. gender identity ankks as following of
necessity from one’s biological sex (in the sexéggrsystem).

Muted (Edwin Ardener): women’s condition of scant or rexisting
discursive self-representatipras part of the general picture of how
social groups express or represent themselves tfviaugh voice and
visibility), linked to forms ofubordination

Custodial culture (Cynthia Ozick): a set of opinions, prejudicestea
and values prescribed for a subordinate group tgoepeate its
subordination. A typical case worldwide would beatttof mothers
bringing up their girls to conform to traditionadmmder expectations such
as doing various household chores (e.g. laying dedring the table)
and teaching them that housework is the ‘natunalvimce of women, a
notion to be passed down to the next generation.

Phallogocentrism (Cixous; Irigaray): coinage that blends the words
logocentric (Derrida’s description of western culture as oigad
around the idea of speech/the word as truth) phallocentric (to
suggest that the structure of language is male, cgntred by the
phallus), intended to articulate the feminist ihsithat western cultural
thought and structures are based on the primacegrtdin terms (valued
in relation to masculinity), which appear as thrstfterm in a series of
binary oppositions, e.g. male/female, order/chdasguage/silence,
presence/absence, good/evil.

Gendered language(sexist languagg the condition of language in
patriarchy, viz. its mirroring of the male standam@hd primacy in the
creation of words that are ‘unmarked’ for men-asHtiorm, but
‘marked’ for women-as-deviant-from-the-norm, mosbmpellingly
visible in the use of the so-called inclusive to refer to ‘humankind’
(maleandfemale), e.g.rmanis the measure of all things’ (Protagoras,
490-420 BCE), ‘another specificallyhuman faculty is maris
suggestibility’ (Erich Fromm, ‘The Nature of Viole®', Collier's Year
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16.

Book 1969)!* Some of the most obvious instances refer to nashes
jobs and office titles, in the past unthinkablésastable’ for women — or
for men. Feminist movements and changes in theepsadnal status of
women alike have triggered a political awarenessgender biased
language that has resulted in attempts at replatinly occurrences with
gender neutral language: e.g. ‘chairman’ (now netdionly when the
office holder is indeed male, otherwise replacedchgirwoman’, when
the office holder is female, or the neutral ‘chaingpn’, ‘chair’),
‘fireman’ (replaced by ‘fire-fighter’), ‘stewardeséeplaced by ‘flight-
attendant’). An interesting, though infrequent, ecés the creation of
marked male terms from unmarked female ones to tefeewly created
employment opportunities for men: ‘male nurse’, fengrostitute’.
However, deeply entrenched sexist language, syngitomof patriarchal
sexism, cannot be erased overnight. After all, amyncultures some sort
of primacy may be accorded to the ‘mother tonguéere is no
counterpart to this noun in the languages that figveut the child bears
the ‘surname’ (literally, ‘the sire’s name’, vizd father's) as ‘family
name’, and women, but not men, are traditionallgrassed depending
on their marital status (‘Miss’ vs. ‘Mrs’). Thisdaitem has been revised
through some women'’s adoption of ‘Ms’ as neutraieen the two, yet
it is maligned by some as referring to a ‘feminisBome nouns,
especially when paired off to have male/female rezfee, reveal an
underlying positive/negative valorization: ‘studghdsculine, approving)
vs. ‘slut’ (feminine, disapproving), for ‘a persdraving several sexual
partners’, ‘master’/‘mistress’ (originally a paio refer to the married
couple in their relation to the servants, like imet Latin
dominugdoming; other words change their valorization dependng
their male/female reference in the context: ‘prsi@sal’ (approving, if
it refers to a man; disapproving, ‘prostitute’, afwoman); ‘ambitious’
(traditionally, approving, if it refers to a manutbdisapproving, to a
woman).

Gender neutral language politically correct, non-sexist way of
mentioning human beings without using an inclusivard, otherwise
strictly denoting men, to refer to both men and wamhence the
substitutions: ‘mankind’ > ‘humankindinclusive ‘he’ > ‘he or she’,
‘he/she’, ‘sfthe’ or ‘they’, ‘man-made’ > ‘artificia ‘man-to-man’ >
‘person-to-person’ or ‘personally’. However, langea still retains

104 A problematic occurrence of ‘man’, attributabldyoim part to the text's status as
a translation of the third degree (viz. from Hebriet Greek, then into Latin, then
into the vernacular) appears in the Old Testantéet,Hebrew book incorporated
into the Christian Bible; in one of thwo versions of the story of creation, ‘God
said, “Let Us makeman in Our image, according to Our likeness....” So God
createdman in His own image; in the image of God He creatieel male and
femaleHe created them’ (NKJV, Genesis 1.26-27).
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

gender biased structures assuming male pre-emineage the
compulsory word order in an idiomatic structuresliknan and women’
(yet somehow tacitly accepted as having a counteiipathe polite
address ‘ladies and gentlemen’), ‘the man in theest Moreover, the
general structure of an argument may betray atsixignation despite
the political correctness of individual words argses.

Gendered the assumption of a position deemed neutral,arsdl and
objective, but which is in fact male, viz. it artlates men’s perspective
and experience as meaningful, and thereby exclwd@®en from
meaningful positionality.

Gender-blind (vs. gender-sighted: a category, notion, etc. that is
oblivious to the issue of gender, viz. it assuniesrd is a neutral,
universal, objective position from which to conaegize and use it,
when in fact this is a covert male position.

Stereotype a belief or idea of what a particular type ofgmer or thing
is like (e.g. racial, sexual, cultural stereotypeacist stereotypes;
stereotypes of woman as good mother and cook;otyes about the
elderly). They are often appraised in positive teas the first link one is
provided in the ‘encounter with reality: stereogg ground the
unfamiliar into the familiar, thus helping make senof novelty and
likewise reducing its perceived threat. Howevee atways runs the risk
of taking stereotypes at face value and thus béiigl not only to
categorical diversity but also to the mechanisreaif-conceptualization,
which requires the other as a foil yet unfortunatehds to denigrate it.
Ecriture feminine (Cixous): ethical writing style, which women in
particular can access, that is able, through a gtitomscription of the
feminine body, its pulsions and flows, to embrauoe difference of the
other rather than reducing it, ésriture masculingloes.

Parler femme/ speaking (as) womar(lrigaray): a pun in Frenciparler
femme— which sounds likgpar le femmeg'by women’) — refers to a
language of women created by themselves and gitua¢gond the
categories of language and femininity imposed byigrahy. Irigaray
contrasts the traditional ‘speakidiffe a woman’ with ‘speakingaf
woman’; the former assumes the patriarchally imgageman-position,
viz. one that is not in control nor in possessibkrmwledge or truth —
the very opposite to ‘speaking likenaanri (whatever one’s sex), whose
male stance entails precisely being assertive aghmdtic, making
claims. Converselyparler femmeentails first and foremost occupying
the subject positioras much in enunciation as in social practiceshas
makerof cultural and political reality.

Gynotext vs. androtext (Elaine Showalter): a text/book written by a
woman vs. a text/book written by a man.

Gynocritics (Elaine Showalter): a mode of feminist criticisthat
studies women awriters, and whose concerns are the history, styles,
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themes, genres and structures of writing by wongmowalter (1988:
335) has coined the termynocritics to highlight the difference of
women’s writing. Marxist-bent English feminist décism tends to
emphasize oppression, French psychoanalytic snticiepression and
American feminist criticism expression.

D. Application
Since feminism emphasizes tbenstructedness of femininityeading

a literary text through one feminist lens or anotletails an awareness of
images and representations of femininity in literatand culture, as well as
an interest in revealing the mechanism of theirdpotion and influence.
Barry (1995: 134) suggests the following checkiidt feminist critical
concerns (here sometimes followed by my suggegtiéesninists
1. ‘rethink the canon, aiming at the rediscovery atdevritten by women’.
As a trainee, you can study critical texts abow &mergence of a
feminist counter-canon, and compare the traditioapproach by
male/female critics to ‘androtexts’.
‘revalue women'’s experience’.
‘examine representations of women in literaturentign and women'.
Do it critically, by checking your findings again$te periodization put
forward by Elaine Showalter (1997: 274): does ymxt belong to the
feminine (1840s-1880)feminist (1880-1920), ofemale (1920 onward)
phase viz. (1) does it betray atnternalization of the patriarchal
standards of art and its views on social rolesd{®s itprotestagainst
these standards and values, or (3) is it a phaselfediscovery

4. ‘challenge representations of women as “Other”;lask”, as part of
“nature™.

5. ‘examine power relations which obtain in texts amtife, with a view to
breaking them down, seeing reading as a politiceland showing the
extent of patriarchy’. Power relations may be repreged quite overtly,
e.g. male decision-taking, woman battering, ragejnomore covert
ways, e.g. the male character’'s manifest lack t#rast in his female
partner’'s expressed/perceptible feelings, dest@s;erns, etc.

6. ‘recognise the role of language in making whatisial and constructed
seem transparent and “natural™. Think over thenepigs given under
the rubric ‘Key terms’ under ‘Gendered languaged a@ender neutral
language’ before proceeding. Remember that momndftan not the
‘sex’ of the narrator coincides with that of thethar: consider the
importance of such gendered perspective on hovgshiare seen’ and
articulated in the text.

7. ‘raise the question of whether men and women sseeidially” different
because of biology, or are socially constructedliéisrent’. This is an
issue for you to ponder and read about.

wn
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8. ‘explore the question of whether there is a fentahguage, agcriture
féminine[or a means gbarler femmég and whether this is also available
to men’. Here you can study more of Cixous’, Iregas and Kristeva's
critical readings of literature, especially of thedernist avant-garde.

9. *re-read” psychoanalysis to further explore theuess of female and
male identity’. Again, start by studying more ak@us’, Irigaray’s and
Kristeva’'s critical commentaries on staple psyclabgic propositions,
e.g. Freud’s view of the Oedipal constitution of fieminine in terms of
‘penis-envy’.

10. ‘question the popular notion of the death of thdhau [Barthes,
Foucault], asking whether there are only “subjeabsifons...
constructed in discourse”, or, on the contrary, éRperience (e.g. of a
black or lesbian writer) is central’.

11.'make clear the ideological base of supposedly tira¢u or
“mainstream” literary interpretations’.

Here are further suggestions for a feminist apgraacdhe literary text
(Tyson 1999: 101-102), again organized as a sumuofaigminist positions,
and which can be addressed in whatever combinaiioeader deems
suitable to the particular literary work under sicryt
1. ‘What does the work reveal about the operationsor(emically,

politically, socially, or psychologically) of patichy? How are women
portrayed? How do these portrayals relate to thelgeissues of the
period in which the novel was written or is set®ther words, does the
work reinforce or undermine patriarchal ideology?’

2. ‘What does the work imply about the possibilitiels sisterhood as a
mode of resisting patriarchy and/or about the wiayg/hich women'’s
situations in the world — economic, political, sdcior psychological —
might be improved?’

3. ‘What does the work suggest about the ways in vrace, class, and/or
other cultural factors intersect with gender in ducing women’s
experience?’

4. ‘What does the work suggest about women’s creg#vithis is a matter
of gynocritics and requires research on or faniffiawith the author’s
biography and the historical/cultural backgroundhaf work.

5. ‘What might an examination of the author's stylentibute to the
ongoing efforts to delineate a specifically femmiform of writing
(écriture fémining?’ This is a matter of gynocritics which requires
familiarity with both women writers’ various styleslative to each other
and to men writers’, and with Cixous’ and Irigamyhotions of a
specifically feminine form of writing.

6. ‘What does the history of the work’s reception hg public and by the
critics tell us about the operations of patriarciiés the literary work
been ignored or neglected in the past? Why? Omedbgnized in the
past, is the work ignored or neglected now? Why?’
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7. ‘What role does the work play in terms of womernitsrary history and
literary tradition?’

E. Outcome

Feminist criticism should be seen not as an offsliddeminism at
one remove from the political movement, but rather‘one of its most
practical ways of influencing everyday conduct atititudes’ (Barry 1995:
122), viz. a form of consciousness raising throagtical reading of literary
texts. This will entail realizing ‘the ways in wihhicpatriarchal ideology
blinds us to our own participation in, or at leasimplicity with, sexist
agendas’ (Tyson 1999: 102). Furthermore, ‘simpby/caticism, it can yield
a new understanding of literary texts, no less #raabling a reconfiguration
of the literary canon through its advocacy of antettcanon of women
writers.
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Literature and Psychoanalysis

Psychoanalytic Approaches to Literature
A. Brief history

At first sight, nothing would be less germane todgtng theoretical
approaches to literature than psychoanalysis: & adopts a working
definition like the one provided by Pope (2002:,96ychoanalysis is the
study of mental and emotional processes in indalideeople; given its
family links with both psychology and psychiatrg, dttempt to deploy it in
reading literature may seem excessively pedantonter-productive or
unwarranted, as some critics have objected. Nolesthieas Tyson (1999:
29-32) argues, psychoanalysis attempts to explainciples of human
behaviour whose universality (though challengeddye theorists) may be
revealing for the author’s unconscious no less tharreader’s or society’s.
Furthermore, practising a psychoanalytic readinditefary texts is not a
gratuitous intellectual exercise but a way to Idaow to use the theory.

Psychoanalysis and psychotherapy as modern saepitéctices owe
their existence to Sigmund Freud’'s work at the tafrthe 20" century.
However, the interest in the human psyche as wellinamental and
emotional disorders and their treatment has a hiswry, at times tinged
with the poetic, in the originary, positive view ofadness (or lunacy) as
divinely inspired and creatiV&® and at times stigmatized, as Foucault
suggests in his history of madness in the classicm of ‘the great
confinement’ Freudianism, as the form of psychoanalysis he initiated came
to be called — in the aftermath of various ‘schiswithin the psychoanalytic
camp — emphasizes thedirect expression of unconscious materiafter
World War II, Freudianism was increasingly displhd®y object relations
theory, an adaptation of psychoanalytic theory, whosechbassumption is
that the psychological life of the human being iisated in and through
relations with other human beings. Object relatitresory emphasizes the
internalization of relations to others as a fornvatiforce that creates the
self Accordingly, it puts a high premium on the nee@stablish boundaries
between oneself and others, and focuses on vasiauls realizations, from
the affective dimensions of boundaries to the dogniquality of mental
representations (as ways to posit a subject/oljad), a process in which
language is most instrumentdhcques Lacars work in the latter half of

1% 10 William Shakespeare’s Midsummer Night's Dreanimid-1590s), Theseus

famously points to Hipollyta the trinity of the latic, the lover and the poet: ‘Lovers
and madmen have such seething brains, / Such shégitasies, that apprehend /
More than cool reason ever comprehends. / Theityribe lover, and the poet / Are
of imagination all compact’ (V.1.4-8).
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the 20" century has brought Freud back to centre stageibterpreting his
psychoanalytic theory in structuralist termsspired, among others, by
Claude Lévi-Strauss’ anthropology and Ferdinanddessure’s linguistics.
Unlike Freud, however, Lacan stresses the impoetafiche socio-cultural
context to the formation of the individual.

Freud and Freudianism

A highly original thinker, Freud was neverthelesgply influenced by
both medical practitioners (Jean-Martin Charcot dodeph Breuer) and
diverse factors, first and foremost his family lifim fact, he developed
psychoanalysis sometimes in the form of self-anglysriginating in
moments of emotional crisis, as is the case with tore of The
Interpretation of Dreamshis own life conflicts thus became the personal,
though by no means exclusive, basis for his thebthe Oedipus complex.
Needless to say, Freud’s contemporary scientifinate (Thornton 2006)
had a powerful impact on his thinking too, from @b&sa Darwin's
evolutionary doctrine (that treated the human beis@n object décientific
investigation) to Helmholz’s principle of the congaion of energy. The
latter could conduce to the notion of ‘dynamic pbisgy’, which Freud
eagerly embraced at the University of Vienna. A¢ oemove, Freud posited
the notion of ‘psychic energy’, whose conversionghiw the personality
shape and determine it.

Psychic energy is the very cornerstone of Freudgcipoanalytic
theory, most typically familiar to the non-speaéalpublic, however, in terms
of the discovery othe unconscioysa theory that subsumes his views of
sexuality, and to which | will soon revert. Whatshaeen perceived as the
scandal at the heart of Freudian theory resides hi§ contemporaries and
perhaps for some of his posterity too — ireitstocentrismviz. the centrality
Freud accords to sexual enerdipiflo) in human life ever since infancy.
Freud’s theory actually operates a crucial redeéfiniof the termsexuality
so as to make it covany form of pleasurgvhich is or can beéerived from
the body(Thornton 2006). In brief, Freud posits ttéves® as the principal
motivating forces in the mental realm; yet, despiteir indefinitely large
number, he claims they can be grouped into twodgeneric categories:
Eros (the life drive), which covers all the self-preserving and eratives,
and Thanatos (the death drivg, which covers all the drives towards
aggression, self-destruction and cruelty. Freudntaais that Thanatos
actually tends to override Eros, in that the dehlibe is fundamental to any
living thing, yet at the same time, manifest asisitin the repetition
compulsion, it is, paradoxically, the most poweltiid force.

1% Freud regards the drives as extremely flexibledsr unlike the ‘fixed’ biological
instinct: thus, their objects are contingent anglaeeable, and one drive can
substitute for another.
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Though rooted in Joseph Breuer's earlier discovdat traumatic
childhood events could have devastating effectsaupe adult individual,
outside the academic and psychoanalytic circlesthieory of infantile
sexualityis often credited to Freud alone. Freud develdps@ccount of the
drives to its logical, and rather mechanical, cosidn: since from the
moment of birth the infant is driven in its actiomg a natural tendency to
satisfy its biologically determinedeedsfor food, shelter and warmth yet
their satisfaction is both practical and a waydlease mental energy, such
needs ultimately evolve as a desire for sexual igogleasure. Freud
describes this process nbrmal psycho-sexual development as the gradual
organization of thdibidinal drives centred on the child’s body, which
undergoes three (partly overlapping) stages:

1. in theoral stagesexual pleasure is derived through the act ofisgcht
associates the drive to incorporate objects thrabhghmouth with the
discovery of the mouth as anotogenic zone

2. the anal stagehas as its locus of pleasure the anus: in theohct
defecation the childsadistically takes delight in expulsion and
destruction, as well as associating it with theirdefr retention and
possessiveontrol (as in ‘granting or withholding’ the faece$).

3. the phallic (or Oedipa) stagebrings about thgendered subjecit is
characterized by the young child’s interest in lisrsexual organs as a
site of pleasure combined with a deep sexual ditraor the parent of
the opposite sex and a hatred of the parent cddimee sex (the ‘Oedipus
complex’).

Under normal circumstances, the Oedipal stage elsgsnsocially
derived feelings of guilt in the child, who recomes that s/he can never
supplant the stronger parent. Both the initialaation for the mother and the
hatred for the father are usualigpressedand the child normally resolves
the conflict of the Oedipus complex by coming teritify with the parent of
the same sex at the age of five. After a ‘latenpgtiod, at puberty the
individual enters a mature genital development whitre libidinal drive
refocuses around the genital area.

Freud attempts to distinguish between the boy’'sthadjirl’'s different
responses to the Oedipal conflict, yet unprobleradlyi takes male infant
sexuality as the norm: accordingly, he both derites female infant
sexuality from the male model and deems it devightis, he contends that
the boy will repress the sexual attraction for histher, lest he may be
punished by the father, specifically throughstration for breaking the
incest taboo This castration anxietyis engendered by the boy’s prior

97 The libidinal drives of infantile sexuality durirte first two stages map out the
child’s body as something to be taken erotic delighautoeroticisn), even though
the child cannot view its body as a complete objeas gendered. Later on in life,
the individual will be able to take as an objectdefsire one’s body or egas a
whole(narcissisn).
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‘encounter’ with the female genitalia: he has alsenoticed their difference
from his own genitals and has construed this ims$eof ‘lack’. The girl, who
has originally derived sexual pleasure from hdpdb (deemed by Freud the
female counterpart to the penis) and has hersedh battached to the
mother’'s body, will now also forswear her primagvé-object but will
‘switch’ instead to the father to ‘seduce’ him: dlbe has noticed the male
genitalia as different from hers and thus accototdier ‘lack’ in terms of
the castration complextranslatable socially as thferiority complex The
girl will have therefore to distance herself frorarHinferior’ (castrated)
mother and get attached to her ‘superior’ fathengmvthis fails, she will
return to her mother to embrace her feminine ‘dgstiHowever, she still
experiencepenis envywhich engenders an unconscious desire to have her
father's baby: later in life, her own baby by heishand will substitute for
the one she couldn’t have by her father.

Freud needs this particularly complicated psychodiavith details at
times unaccounted for or downright implausibleasdo have the girl evolve
normal, vaginal sexuality, from what was originally a hmsexual drive
towards the mother — unlike the boy’s ‘natural’ dresexuality from the
outset.Socially compulsory heterosexuality is thoaturalizedby Freud as
the successful resolution of the developmental ggeof psycho-sexual
conflicts where the boy’'s sexuality is ultimately coterminowdith his
father's, yet the girl's has to be radically tranged so as to become
coterminous with her mother’s. This scenario alldwsud to trace many
mental illnesses (particularly hysteria) and hormoaéity alike back to
unresolved conflicts experienced at the Oedipajestar to events which
otherwise disrupt the normal pattern of infantieerelopment.

Freud’'s has been critiqued as a deeply patriarelxglanation of
human sexuality that attempts to naturalize sociedlerced and parentally
controlled heterosexuality. Especially feministsg(e_uce Irigaray, Sarah
Kofman) have faulted Freud for failing to stresgd axtol female infant
bisexuality as the true model of human sexuality, i.e. whaDgrridean
terms could be deconstructed as ‘archi-woman’ @ulB82: 171).

As to Freud’'s ground-breakingrand récit the theory of the
unconsciousit is — unsurprisingly, considering the nature 18-century
science — highlydeterministi¢ though also systematic. Briefly, he argues
that there is no one-to-one correspondence betwish and consciousness
as previously assumed, and that the broad spedafumman behaviour is
explicable only in terms of the mental processestates which determine it
in a cause-and-effect type of interrelatifShHence the significance Freud
attributes to slips of the tongue or pen, obsedsaraviour and dreams, all

19 Thornton (2006) spells out the importance of dateistic thinking for Freud:
the postulate that there are such things as unimurssmental states is required by
the principle of causality, for it is evident tHa¢quently nothing in the conscious
mind can be said to cause neurotic or other abridyefeviour.
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determined by unconscious mental processes anefoherable to reveal in

covert form — and yield themselves to psychoamalyiierpretation — what

would otherwise remain unbeknown.

The Freudian view of the unconscious is now gehedicussed with
respect to his 1928ipartite conceptual mod€¥ of the structure of the mind
or personality: positing permanent interchangesvéen theid, ego and
super-egaallows Freud to construe the mind as a dynamicggreystem.
Briefly,

- the id is the locus of theunconsciousdrives which require instant
gratification (thepleasure principlg

- the super-egois the locus of the moral ‘conscience’, viz. stgia
acquired standards of right/wrong behaviour, whiosé mediators are
the parents or caregivers; once internalized, thak as arunconscious
screening-mechanismhich seeks to limit the pleasure-seeking drivies o
theid by the imposition of restrictive rules;

- the ego is the consciousself created by the dynamic tensions and
interactions between thd and thesuper-egpwhose task is to arbitrate
between their conflicting demands and reconcilemthwith the
requirements of external reality (theality principle).

Freud defines psychological well-being or mentahltie as the
establishment of a harmonious relationship betwettrese three
‘components’. However, if thigl’s pleasure drives are either thwarted by the
external world or their satisfaction transgresdes moral sanctions laid
down by thesuper-egothen an inner conflict occurs in the mind betwien
constituent parts, which, if unresolved, can lead later neurosis.
Freudianism posits the existence défence mechanisins several types of
reactions which were identified during and afternAnFreud’s time — to
account for how healthy persons normally use afierpsychological
strategies throughout their life to prevent condlitom becoming too acute,

and thereby to cope with reality and to maintaifriseage *°

199 There is some debate, though, as to how litefakud intended thitheoretical
model to be taken: he appears to have taken iemely literally himself, viz. as a
frame of referencéo explain the link between early childhood expace and the
mature adult (normal or dysfunctional) persong(itiiornton 2006).

19 |n the wake of Freud’s and Anna Freud’s pioneeshgdies, Freudians have
worked out various classification schemes of defemeechanisms, sometimes
attempting to connect them to psycho-sexual devedopt and mental condition: at
certain ages such defence mechanisms can lesgs¥ssgliand anxiety, yet at others
and if overused they verge on the (severely) patichl. Thus, in a four-level
classification, thepredominanceof some defence mechanisms announces overt
psychosiqthe ‘psychotic’ defences afenial distortion anddelusional projection-
though otherwise healthy mechanisms in dreams faedighout childhood); others
announcedepressiorandpersonality disordergthe ‘immature’ defences normal in
adolescents and often present in adults,fargasy projection idealizatior), while
others still characterizeeurosis(‘neurotic’ defences are fairly common in adults:
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Freud deemsepressionthe most important defence mechanism, for it
pushes back into the unconscious an instinctuallisepthat thesuper-ego
deems reprehensible: thego has thereby successfully avoided internal
conflict and pain as well as reconciling realityttwthe demands of boid
andsuper-ego Repression works from early infancy as a completermal
and integral part of the developmental processdidtiaood: as we have
seen, Freud posits that the first major — and abbity — repression is central
to the Oedipal conflict. However, since any drigean energy-form, it
cannot be destroyed when it is repressed in thensoous: it continues to
exist intact and moreover to exert a determiningdaupon the conscious
mind, which can give rise to the dysfunctional betwar characteristic of
neuroses'! This is ‘thereturn of the repressédalso to be glimpsed in
dreams, when a relaxation in the vigilance of sluper-egopermits the
repressed drives to resurface to the conscious miattansmutedorm.

Positing that thesuper-egdunctions less effectively in sleep enabled
Freud to argue that thdream we remember upon waking, thmanifest
content, is merely the surface: this expresses sljoalily the concealed or
latent content of the dream, viz. its real object and seawlike are
unconscious, repressed desires or wishes. The esardfeam has been
arrived at throughdream work(or dream distortiol: the latent dream-
thoughts are re-worked by the ‘dream-censor’ (r&pom) so as to lessen
their frightening potential, thus forcing them tessame toned-down,
distorted or even unrecognizable forms, by way @pldcement and/or
condensation*? This is theprimary revisionwhich occurs during the dream

repression displacementdissociation isolation, etc.) or simply healthy adult life
(the defences that enhance pleasure and feelingsnadtery: sublimation
suppressionidentificationandintrojection).

11 The difference between ‘normal’ and ‘neurotic’ regsion is one oflegree not
of kind. Psychoanalysis as both theory and clintoehtment seeks to identify the
repressions which are causing the neurotic symptoagngen its deterministic
premise, psychoanalysis purports to bring such mswious repressions to the
forefront of consciousness, which will allow theoetp confront them directly and
thus to discharge them. Freud developed his mathtr@atment (the ‘talking cure’)
from Breuer’s earlier treatment of hysteria. Tdralystencourages the patient (the
analysandl to speak freely and uninhibitedly, thus relying foee associatiorno
conduce to a moderation of the screening mechaafstihe super-ego which will
accordingly allow otherwise repressed (unconscioueerial to filter through from
the id to the consciougga Dreams are particularly important in psychoanalyt
treatment, as are slips of all sorts.

112 breamdisplacemenis a process whereby a safe stand-in (whethersop®r an
object or event) replaces a more threatening peetonso as to transfer elsewhere
(‘displace’) the emotions (‘affect’) associated lwithe threat; accordingly, when
awake we are surprised to note what apparentlyatrelements in the manifest
dream should have caused such incommensurately thstress. Ircondensation
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proper and which needs undoing throudgeam interpretationso as to
recover the latent content. Howeversecondary revisionmay also occur,
unconsciously, when we are awake (and conscious)hwhirther protects
us from the repressed content of the dream: in gheess of fully
remembering and thus interpreting the dream, we faeyet parts of the
manifest dream or alter their sequence, etc.

Given these two types of revision as well as onp&ticular
psychological make-up (in terms of the interacti@tween personality and
the cultural context), the symbols occurring in thanifest dream do not
correspond to any stable meaning in the latentnolrddne interpretation of
dreams, therefore, rests on applying certain pplesj e.g. that a dream
character is actually projection of the dreamer her-/himself, or that the
dreamer’s sexuality and attitudes towards her-/aimaind others are
symbolized througimale imagery(phallic symbols of the ‘stand-upright’ or
‘go-off’ type, from towers to fireworks) diemale imageryfwomb symbols
of the ‘enclosure’/‘container’ type, breast symbalf the ‘food’ type to
connote lack of emotional nurturing, or water imgg® connote anything
from emotions to sexuality to the unconscious fifsel

Dreams can be regarded as a relatively safe datl¢he return of the
repressed. When the breakdown of one’s defencee Isnger temporary,
however, thertrauma has set in, as manifest in neurosis and more sever
psychological conditions.

Thornton (2006) summarizes some of the challenggshpanalysis
has faced. The question of the therapeutic effeadgs of psychoanalysis
remains an open and controversial one. Likewisgclsmnalysis as theory
is, possibly with the sole exception of Darwin’soktionism, virtually the
most controversial one in the past two centuries, lsas been regarded as
anything from secular religion to a deeply misogticiaccount™

multiple dream-thoughts are combined and amalgairiate a single element of the
manifest dream. Usually both processes co-occtireiiream.

13 1ts coherence as a theory is, at the very leaststipnable: serious critique has
been adduced to the psychoanalytic explanatidgheotausal mechanism underlying
psychological conditions as they are expressedumam behaviour, since nothing
can be proved by way of demonstration, as the ipimcof causality implies.
Furthermore, while the advocates of psychoanabhtsige to endorse Freud’s claim
to its scientificity, alleging that it is atrong scientific theory with the capacity to
accommodate and explain every possible form of murbahaviour means,
paradoxically, undermining its very claim to sciéatstatus, and surrendering it to
the principle offalsifiability — Karl Popper’s criterion of demarcation of a geely
scientific theory. Freud has been faulted for gtitstg his theory of the
unconscious for a genuine yet unpalatable discovesystudy of women hysterics
actually proves the extreme prevalence of childuakrbuse, particularly of young
girls, in the late 19 century. Yet the fierce animosity his early ‘setiturt theory’ of
neuroses was responded to made him withdraw itraplce it with descriptions
about childhood fantasy (Masson, qtd. in Thornt6@8&). The theory of the Oedipus
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Jacques Lacan

With Jacques-Marie-Emile Lacan’s psychoanalytic kvax new
interest in re-reading Freud emerged in the 198I08)e more so as his own
theory was buttressed by the structuralist insigtit€laude Lévi-Strauss,
Ferdinand de Saussure and Roman Jakobson, anchém@rpenology of
Georg Wilhelm FriedrichHegel and Martin Heidegger. In a manner of
speaking, Lacan — originally a trained medical doand psychiatrist —
opened up Freud’s theory for textualization andbdstruction.

Lacan’s first major theoretical publication was hpgece ‘On the
Mirror Stage as Formative of the I' (1936); his fror stage’ theory has
been as influential as Freud’s ‘Oedipus complexilyOnuch later, however,
did Lacan begin to challenge Freudian orthodoxgt fof all by famously
urging specialists to go back to basics (1955)wbych he meant a novel
scrutiny of the implications of Freud's notion dktunconscious. While this
soon brought about his expulsion from the Inteorati Psychoanalytic
Association (1959), it paved the way for setting tine Parisian Ecole
Freudienne (1964): here he delivered his now fanseasinars (viz. training
sessions for graduate level students, not for wndduate work), whose
publication asEcrits (1966) constitutes the Lacanian corpus. It hasnoft
been noticed that his writing style — after alle thranscript of his
improvisational and highly coded oral delivery —kas his ideas really
obscure and difficult to come to grips with. Thelyoway to attempt to
understand Lacan is to read and re-read a texeaemeal fashion, not all at
once.

‘The insistence of the letter in the unconscioadsd known as ‘The
agency of the letter in the unconscious or reagmed-reud’) was delivered
(1957) to an audience of philosophy students: appses the now famous
notion thatthe unconscious is structured like a language. as a network
of differences (cf. Saussure). However, Lacan caastthese differences
not in Saussurean but rather Derridean termsdifisrences between
signifiers there is no one-to-one correspondence betweesignéier and
the signified since the latter incessantly slideslar the former, which
makes meaning elusive.

Furthermore, if, according to Freud, ttheeamis ‘the royal road to the
unconscious’, it becomes, for Lacantext he pairs off the dream-work
mechanisms identified by Freud, displacement andleosation, with the

complex thus came to be generated, which, undecitbemstances, begs the social
issue Freud noticed in his contemporary Vienna fepresses it in the ‘order’ of
theory rather than of the unconscious. Furthermasen actual practice thousands
of people have emerged from analysis with ‘recodersemories’ of alleged
childhood sexual abuse by their parents, hithegjorassed, Freud's concept of
repression has been challenged as being noting shamyth, which has subjected
it to more widespread critical scrutiny than evefadoe.
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metonymic and metaphoric poles of language idewtifiby Roman

Jakobson. Just ametonymyworks by the logic opars pro toto(literally,

‘part [taken] for the whole’), so doaksplacementwhen it substitutes a safe

stand-in (in the manifest dream) for the threatgmepressed element (in the

latent dream). Likewisemetaphorblends together two different images, as
doescondensatiorwhen it compresses several repressed element®mieto
symbol to surface in the manifest dream.

With an insight matching Derrida’s, Lacan notest tttee Freudian
work on the importance of puns and slips of theyt@nor pengdarapraxig
are in fact mechanisms which open a window onto uheonscious. Or,
Lacan contends eontrathe Cartesian tradition of western philosophyat th
the essence of selfhood is the unconscious: ‘| &erevl think not’ (Lacan),
not ‘I think, therefore | am’ (Descartes). What &demerely hinted at, viz.
the ‘split’ self (conscious/unconscious), amountslacan’s structuralist-
biased theorizing, to proposing ‘the self-s radieatcentricity to itself’,
which, as Barry (1995: 113) points out, deconstriiiee self to show that it
is merely a linguistic effect.

Another Freudian aspect that gets a novel inteapoet in Lacan (and
has been fruitfully appropriated in literary critim) is the mechanism by
which the young child emerges into consciousneasah reworks the three
stages of psychosexual development in terms ofthinee ‘orders’ (or
realms) of the Imaginary, the Symbolic and the Re#iiough not to match
Freud’s process.

1. Thelmaginary(viz. an order of deceptivienage$ refers to an originary
state ofindistinction self/other, viz. the infant identifies with its ther
by perceiving only a continuum of being, or pledi&u (This largely
corresponds to Freud'gre-Oedipal stageand to Julia Kristeva's
semioti¢c Lacan draws his insight from Melanie Klein's psganalysis
of children.)

Themirror stage(from c. 6 months to 18 months of age) will prime the
infant for entrance into the Symbolic order by aolucing the split and
yet producing the illusion of a coherent, unifiedifg. The child is
helped by its reflection in the ‘mirror’ (anythirfigpom the ‘gaze of the
mother’ to an actual mirror) to begin to see (inhbsenses) and draw
rudimentarydistinctionsbetween ‘itself’ and the ‘mother’, and moreover
to conceive of its mirror reflection as in factrag image of a genuinely
unitary, ideal ‘self’. Thus, the chilohisrecognizestself in the image of a
pleasing unity which it does not actually expereircits own body.

2. The Symbolicis the socio-cultural realmstructured by/adanguage
where the mirror-stage separation between selfahédr evolves to a
linguistic separatiornpremised on the ability to name things as separate
from self. However, the presence of the signifielicates the absence of
the thing, which accounts for the sense of lack Wik be experienced
henceforward. Lacan reformulates in linguistic terfreud’s theory of
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the child’s socialization through the resolutionitefOedipal complex in
its fifth or sixth year. He substitutes thhallusfor the penis in Freud’'s
account, and states that it refers to the symbdlpafriarchal) power
denied to women and men alike, not to the anatdrorgan. The child
perceives the phallus as what the mother desiresuse she lacks it,
and given the child’s own desire of the motH&it will devote itself to
trying to be the phallus for the mother — which sigenbolicfather must
thwart. Lacan conceives aastration not as the threat of a physical
event, but as theenunciationof the aspiration to be the phallus for the
mother: both boys and girls are normally submittedt, which thus
marks the resolution of the Oedipal complex. Thasmalization of the
child through the castration complex here consisteaving the child
perceive that what orders the desire of the mathér fact a Law, not
any visible feature of the biological father: hebdut ‘the Name of the
Father’ (e nom du pére punning on the French homonymy between
nom ‘name’, andnon, the ‘no’ to incestuous union (Sharpe 2006). The
father’s intervention is decisively acknowledged: dcts in his capacity
as the spokesperson of a body of social Law by lwthe mother, as a
socialized being, also abides. The child’s succéssicialization (as the
constitution of the self), then, entails complatbraission to the Law (or
the Name of the Father), or else the child risksgmalization in the
Symbolic order, viz. having no voice. Yet thiormalization (viz.
normality as measured up against socially enforeauhs) comes at a
price: lack (absence of the mother’'s body) and retijoa (difference in
gender).
The Real is opposed to the Imaginary and also located deitshe
Symbolic: it intrudes and disrupts the child’s irmegy pre-Oedipal
harmony, yet, as it resists symbolization (in temse of a play of
differences, e.g. presence/absence), it is implessid imagine and
impossible to integrate into the Symbolic, hencetiaumatic quality
(Seminar Xil).

It appears that the deconstructive bent that C(1l@82: 159-73) reads

into Freud's major insights would have remainedcabs without Lacan’s

prior reading. Freud’s theory of the unconsciouallehges the privilege of
the conscious (in the scientific and popular dissewf his day) by positing
ultimately that the conscious can only be congduby repressing the
unconscious. However, this still relies unprobldoslty on the knowability

solely of the visible, which, in tandem with thentrality Freud accords to
the male and the penis in his account of normalaBmation, renders the
female (and the feminine) the repressed other nex&nowledged as
constitutive. Lacan endeavours somehow to redhesshut he is too much

114 The Frenctdésire de la mérean translate both in the object and in the stbjec
case, viz. ‘desire for the mother’ and ‘the motheatésire’.
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indebted to structuralism not to fall into the trafptaking certain categories
for granted: after all, his entire Symbolic ordeccentred on the Name of the
Father and the symbolic phallus is moulded entioglyhe penis. No wonder
Irigaray chose to entitle one of her studies stodsint that women are the
sex which isnot one (at once nothing and a negation of the one/the
masculine). In fact, feminist theorists (Madan 1983-9) have paid a lot of
attention to Lacan, some choosing to defend hiasidduliet Mitchell, Julia
Kristeva) against objections raised against theso &lom the ranks of the
feminists (Dale Spender, Germaine Greer), whileei@hmaintain a critical
distance (Luce Irigaray, Sarah Kofman, Jane Gallop)

Some of the most important texts for understandioity the Lacanian
method and how it may be appropriated for readiegdlture are, apart from
‘The insistence of the letter in the unconsciouke ‘Seminar onThe
Purloined Letter (E. A. Poe’s story)"® and ‘Desire and the interpretation of
desire inHamlet (from Seminar VI — Desire and Its Interpretatjon

Barry (1995: 113-5) suggests the relevance of Lac#meory to
literary criticism: his Imaginary/Symbolic polarithas inspired various
literary readings, French feminist critics beingtla forefront — also for a
very pragmatic reason: the linguistic accessibility texts before their
English translation was limited to a French-spegkpublic. They (e.qg.
Kristeva) have likened the Imaginary with poeticdaage and have opposed
it to the Symbolic order and logic characteristiqgpmse or realist texts. In
practical terms, a Lacanian reading of a text wawejdct the conventional
view of characterization in literature and attenmstead to demonstrate that
the character is merely a cluster of signifiersapakd around a proper
name. Moreover, it would reject the possibilityreflism in literature and
the arts, since a split, linguistically organizeelf’ standing for a character
cannot but call forth other techniques of fragmeotaand dissolution can
be found in modernism and postmodernism. In badfacanian reading of a
text is actually rooted in an entirely different s¢ literary preferences than
other critical approaches are (the latter oftemaeven require a particular
taste).

B. Major representatives
Sigmund Freud (1856-1939): Austrian physiologist, medical dogctor
psychologist and father gfsychoanalysisnow generally recognized
as one of the most influential and authoritativinkers of the 20
century. Freud articulated the conceptstied unconscioysnfantile
sexuality repression and proposed a tripartite account of the mind’s
structure, all as part of a radically new conceptrad therapeutic

115 The Seminar orThe Purloined Lettér(trans. Jeffrey Mehlmanyale French
Studies 48, 1972) is also available for online reading hacan.com
<http://www.lacan.com/purloined.htm>.
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frame of reference for the understanding of humayclpological
development and the treatment of psychopathologamaiditions
(Thornton 2006). His work’s influence only began lie generally
recognized when the first International PsychoaielCongress was
held (Salzburg, 1908), and was given a boost byniigtion to give
a course of lectures in the US (1909) — which werferm the basis of
his Five Lectures on Psycho-Analy5i$916). From this point on
Freud’s reputation and fame grew enormously. Thnoug his career
Freud critically revised, or even made fundameattrations to, his
most basic principles if scientifically necessagyy. the completely
new tripartite (d, egoandsuper-egd model of the mind proposed in
The Ego and the 1§1923). His outstanding followers Alfred Adler
and Karl Jung were soon to found rival schoolssyichoanalysis, thus
giving rise to the first two of many schisms in timevement. Major
works: The Interpretation of Dream@900); The Psychopathology of
Everyday Lifg(1901);Three Essays on the Theory of Sexuéli§05).
His works are collected in English translationTime Standard Edition
of the Complete Psychological Works of Sigmund dré&4 vols.
(1953-1964).

Anna Freud (1895-1982): Following her father Sigmund Freud’s
lead, Anna Freud developed an early interest irclpsgnalysis, but
her career flourished in England especially aftar death in 1939.
However, already with her influential studyhe Ego and the
Mechanisms of Defen¢#&935), published as the director of the Vienna
Psychoanalytical Training Institute, Anna Freudtady of defence
mechanisms moved away from the traditional bases of
psychoanalytical thought in the drives: the bookamee a founding
work of ego psychologgnd established her reputation as a pioneering
theoretician. Though generally strictly adheringhe rules her father
had set, she also expanded psychoanalytic workeandirection of
child psychoanalysi& relatively uncharted territory in the 1920s and
1930s), which she initiated along with Melanie Klgihough basing it
on radically different assumptions. In 1947 Annauer and Kate
Friedlaender established the Hampstead Child TlheGxurses: her
training of English and American child therapisteajly expanded her
influence in the field, as did from the 1950s oravher regular visits
to the US to lecture and to teach. Other major wo@n Defence
Mechanismg1936);Normality and Pathology in Childhodd 965).

Melanie Klein Trust (1882-1960): Austrian-born British child
psychoanalyst whose pioneering work shed new bgtthe emotional
life of infants and children, especially in the emtanding and
treatment of narcissistic disorders and the psyehdsollowing World
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War |, Melanie Klein developed the techniqueptdy therapy now
used worldwide, as a substitute for Freud’s fresmastion (of which
very young children are incapable), to uncoverdebit’'s unconscious
motivations: the way children play with toys reveslrlier infantile
fantasies and anxieties, which affected a child&vetbping ego,
superego and sexuality to bring about emotionalrdiexs. Her ideas
have been further developed by psychoanalystst 6Gfsall the
‘Kleinian’ faction of the British Psycho-Analyticebociety. Kleinian
theory is still influential as a distinctive straiof psychoanalytic
theory. Furthermore, the basics of Jacques Lacemreept of the
imaginary order of psychosexual development draw Kiein's
studies. Major works:The Psychoanalysis of Childre(il932);
Contributions to Psychoanalysi4921-1945 (1948)Narrative of a
Child Analysig(1961);0ur Adult World and Other Essay$963).

Carl Gustav Jung (1875-1961): among the co-founders of the
psychoanalytic movement and the founderanélytical psychology
Jung was influential in countercultural movememis€Europe and the
US in the 1960s thanks to his emphasis on undelisigithe psyche
through exploring the worlds of dreams, art, mytiggi, religion and
philosophy. He is most familiar to the general pufdr the concept of
archetype which he has advanced as instrumental in anayzin
personality, hence the personality types he anslyrmdhe Archetypes
and the Collective Unconsciobg defines the archetype as an element
of the archaic common substratum of the mind, oHlective
unconscious mind, specifically the universal psgafispositions that
form the substrate from which the basic themesuafidn life emerge.
His archetype theory has inspired both NorthropeBryarchetypal
criticism in The Anatomy of Criticisn1957) and Gilbert Durand’s
The Anthropological Structures of the Imaginét960/1999).

Alfred Adler (1870-1937): among the co-founders of the
psychoanalytic movement and the founder of the acbbindividual
psychology In 1956 Adler developed a scheme of the so-called
personality types, which he took solely as provialoor heuristic.
Major works: The Neurotic Character(1912); The Practice and
Theory of Individual Psychology1927); Understanding Human
Nature(1927);What Life Could Mean to Yda931).

Jacques Lacan(1901-81): English translation&crits (a selection of
the FrenchEcrits), 1977; Ecrits: The First Complete Edition in
English(2006).

C. Keyterms
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Drive vs. instinct: Even though this is not a fundamental opposition
Freud’s theory, he does distinguish between thecoviwepts and Lacan
follows him: a drive (GermTrieb, Fr. pulsion) differs from biological
needs Ipstinkt, instinc) because it can never be satisfied and does not
aim at an object but rather circles perpetuallyncbib.
Electra complex a concept that attempts to address issues ofldema
development, based largely on Freud’s Oedipal certreud referred
to it as the ‘feminine Oedipus attitude’ in his owmitings; it was later
renamed the ‘Electra complex’ by Carl Jung, altholgeud himself
rejected the use of the term because it dangerausiyhasized the
analogy between the attitudes of the two sexes.
Repression(Freud): a major ‘defence mechanism’ (see belowddth
‘normal’ and ‘pathological’ states, it concerns tmgpothetical process
of pushing psychologically harmful material (menesriof events, etc.)
away from the conscious ego into the unconsciout)owt however
being able to delete it altogether from the psyche.
Return of the repressed(Freud): bringing back into the conscious ego
elements formerly repressed in the unconsciousait be noticed at
work in dreams or various pathological conditions.
Dream (Freud): a process whereby elements otherwiseseed in the
unconscious try to resurface to the conscious d¢gough heavily
disguised throughdream-work (viz. censorship) so as to avoid any
harmful effect.
Condensation (Freud): multiple latent dream-thoughts are cormbin
and amalgamated into a single element of the nstrdfeam.
Displacement(Freud): the affect associated with a threatenépgessed
element is transferred elsewhere (displaced), ged telatively safer
stand-in person, object, event.
Screen memory an unimportant memory substituted for, thus
obliterating, a more consequential one, which thereperates as a
defence mechanismarapraxisis one such instance.
Freudian slip (parapraxis): an error in speech/writingsljp of the
tonguépen), in memory or physical action that is believedt caused
by the unconscious release of consciously represisetents.
Defence mechanismghe ‘ways and means by which the ego wards off
unpleasure and anxiety’ (Anna Freud). They canl&ssified in various
ways, such as the following four-level scheme degwedl by George
Eman Vaillant inAdaptation to Lifg1977}*®
1. ‘psychoti¢ defences (though healthy mechanisms in dreams and
throughout childhood):

118 This classification is available under the headiBgfense Mechanisms’ in
Wikipedia <http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Defense_ mechanism>
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- Denial: refusal to accept external reality because ittae
threatening.

- Distortion: a gross reshaping of external reality to meedrirdl
needs.

- Delusional projection grossly frank delusions about external
reality, usually of a persecutory nature.

2. ‘immaturé defences more commonly present in adolescents
(normal) and often present in adults, yet oftenrgsed in severe
depressiorandpersonality disorders

- Projection: reduces anxiety by allowing the unconscious
expression of one’s undesirable impulses or degeesttributed
to another.

- ldealization: perceiving another individual as having more
positive qualities than they may actually have.

3. ‘neurotic defences (fairly common in adults):

- Repression pushing thoughts into the unconscious so as to
prevent painful or dangerous thoughts from entering
consciousness.

- Displacement shifting sexual or aggressive drives to a more
acceptable or less threatening target in ordervimidadealing
directly with what is frightening or threatening.

- Dissociation temporary drastic modification of one’s personal
identity or character to avoid emotional distress.

- Isolation: separation of feelings from ideas and events.

- Intellectualization: a form of isolation where concentrating on the
intellectual components of a situations distanaesself from the
associated anxiety-provoking emotions.

- Reaction formation: converting unconscious wishes or impulses
that are perceived to be dangerous into their ofgsos

4. ‘maturé defences, commonly found among emotionally hegalth
adults, that integrate conflicting emotions andutifits while still
remaining effective, which engenders pleasure aeelings of
mastery; they areftensocially sanctioned as virtues

- Sublimation: channelling negative emotions or drives (e.g. the
sexual drives) into positive actions, behaviour @motion,
manifest, for instance, as achieving socially atatglp goals in the
arts and sciences.

- Suppression the conscious process of pushing thoughts irto th
preconsciouslater, uncomfortable or distressing emotions lsan
access and accepted.

- Identification: the unconscious modelling of one’s self upon
anotherpersoris character and behaviour.

- Introjection : identifying with someidea or objectso deeply that
it becomes a part of that person.
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- Altruism : constructive service to others that brings pleasnd
personal satisfaction.
- Anticipation: realistic planning for future discomfort.

D. Application

Psychoanalytic criticism is a form of literary @ism which uses
some of the techniques of psychoanalysis in therpnétation of literature;
its aim is to see which psychoanalytic conceptgaipan the text and how
identifying them enriches our understanding of Whark. Bearing on the
analysis of a literary text is the notion thatatgert content is comparable to
the conscious mind in its relation to the unconssioHence it is the
unconscious of the text (always manifest indirgcilyhich needs to be
attended to so as to reveal the unconscious matveédeelings as much of
the characters as of the author. Moreover, in 88 ©f a narrative text the
psychoanalytic dimension is to be understood aséhgdriving force of the
plot.

Here are some useful points to consider, in whateombination you
deem suitable, in practising psychoanalytic cstici In structuring them |
have drawn upon Tyson’s (1999: 32-3), Barry's (1998, 115) and Ryan’s
(1999: 38) suggestions:

1. Identify how the operations @épressionstructure or inform the work.
Consider and try to explain:

- what stages of psycho-sexual development are steggisthe main
characters: look for unconscious motives (e.g.asged wounds,
fears, unresolved conflicts, guilty desires, etalanifest as
conflictual moments or relations, dreams, slipgheftongue, etc.;

- what core issues are thereby illustrated;
how these core issues structure or inform the text.

2. Identn‘y anyfamily dynamicgqe.g. the Oedipal conflict) at work in the
text. Consider:

- whether it is possible to relate a character's gpagt of adult
behaviour to early family experiencesrapresentedn the story;

- how these patterns of behaviour and family dynandperate:
identify any issues of boundaries, separation,, Idgsion with
others, the struggle to form a coherent self o ddmaging context
or a traumatic personal history;

- what they reveal, viz. how selves are being shaped.

3. Explain character behaviour, narrative events andfoages in
psychoanalytic terms: defence mechanisms (e.gessm, projection,
sublimation, etc.), trauma, sexuality, fear of asdination with death,
etc. work as a primary indicator gdsychological identityor the
operations of ego—-id—super-ego

4. ldentify if theliterary work is analogous to a drear@onsider:
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- symbols relevant to death, sexuality and the urous;

- how recurrent or striking dream symbols reveal ways in which
the narrator is projecting her/his unconsciousuiltygdesires, fears,
repressed wounds, unresolved conflicts onto otharacters, onto
the setting, or onto events.

5. A Lacanian approaclto a literary text studies its language as a meéns
playing outthe unconscious of the texBuch a reading focuses on the
centrality of the unconscious and the elusivenesghe signified
(characteristic of unconscious processes). In jge&cit resonates with
the deconstructive technigue: you look for contramty undercurrents
of meaning that actually inform the ‘conscious’ tbk text. It can be
applied to an avowedly anti-realist text, viz. dhat overtly challenges
the conventions of literary representation.

6. Explain what the work suggests about gisgchological make-up of its
author. Such psychoanalysis of the author (as still pgeadtby critics
writing psychobiographies) requires extensive neteaf the author's
entire corpus plus personal documents (e.g. leti@gses).

7. Identify what a given interpretation of a literamprk suggests about the
psychological motives of the reader a critical trend about a group of
readers and society as a whole. As we have alrsady, certain
versions of reader-response theory focus on thehopdygy of the reader
and drawing heavily on psychoanalytic insights.

E. Outcome

By an irony of fate, agrand récit such as psychoanalysis must
acknowledge itself as the inheritor of literatutestj about as much as of
medical pursuits: both literary creation (from majbemes to character
delineation) and metatexts ever since the ArigaePoeticss misty
catharsis have continually adumbrated the psychoanalytiwetteof an
unconscious structured like language. Furthermereyd took some of his
major cues from literature itself, if one shouldak only that some his
studies revolve around literary characters, egbiblical MosesNloses and
Monotheisiy, or that his most famous complex bears the narfe o
character, Oedipus, usually familiar from Sophdcl@edipus Rex(5"
century BCE). This complex he then testsThe Interpretation of Dreams
(1900), on another famous character, Hamlet; thigieation is devoted an
entire study,Hamlet and Oedipu$1949), by British psychoanalyst Ernest
Jones, and it also informs the famous psychoacalytiutobiographical
pastiche in James Joycalysses(1922). The irony is complete only if we
also recall the fact that American playwright Euged’Neill created his
famous trilogy, Mourning Becomes Electrg1931), specifically as an
Oedipal drama (illustrating the Electra complex3pimed byThe Oresteia
trilogy of Aeschylus (525-456 BCE). It should coras no surprise that
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critics have attempted to account for puzzlingditg creations or characters
therein in psychoanalytic terms, from William Shseare’sHamlet to
Harold Pinter’s controversidlhe Homecomingl965).

As | have already hinted, psychoanalytic criticisam help enrich our
understanding of the text as well as ultimatelyhaf working of the human
mind (the author’'s and the reader’s alike) — a pwaimere it converges with
reader-response theory. Even if psychoanalysisdeasloped to gauge the
intricacies of the human psyche, its applicatiofitevary works, it has been
argued in refutation to many objections, is no lgasranted than the use of
socially bent theories, e.g. feminist, Marxist asspcolonial studies, to
address literature. There is always a danger, ofsep to generalize one’s
findings in a text to the scale of literature oeewof humanity, as virtually
all theories, literary or otherwise, are prone mgairage. But this implicit
danger cannot detract from the usefulness or retevaf psychoanalytic
criticism any more than from that of any othericat approach to literature.
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Poststructuralism and Deconstruction

A. Brief history

Poststructuralism™’

Poststructuralism is, in many respects, a parriigiere, though one
more paradoxical in nature than it might appedirst, at least because of
the inherent ambiguity of the prefppost. Some definitions capture the sense
of succession (viz. poststructuralism follows, ateborates on, some of the
major insights of structuralism), others of supsssen (viz.
poststructuralism is a reaction to structuralisrhjolv it supersedes). Either
way, ‘poststructuralism’, in effect an umbrellantecovering many practices,
names a most consequential methodological shifyy dwean explanation by
origin, fixed or closed signification, to a concewith the plurality and
instability of meaning, self-disruptive texts ame tcontingency of existence.
It is now widely believed that poststructuralismsamavoured to appear in
the 1960s in France because of the watershed $&8r With its radical and
outspoken politics against thestablishmen{e.g. the student and worker
riots in Paris in May), with which some of the Fehnintelligentsia
associated structuralism itself.

Possibly the most outstanding difference betwean ttho critical
approaches stems from their different theoretilag@mnces: despite the fact
that it too capitalises on the overarching imporf @nguage,
poststructuralism plays up both its suspicion talsathence its departure
from) the foundational theory of structuralism,dinistics, and its various,
sometimes tenuous and subversive, affiliations wathd critique of
philosophy, psychoanalysis, social sciences, etc.

Paul Ricoeur regarded structuralism as ‘Kantianigithout the
transcendental subject’ due to its search for giras of intelligibility
located not in a subject but in cultural systenms.al similar vein, then,
poststructuralism is a response to German postidtamhilosophy, viz. to
Hegel's emphasis on a total histd#§,in that it attempts to debunk the
overarching epistemological claims of totalizingdhies in general, and of
structuralism in particular. Hence the poststruaist coming of age with
Jean-Francois Lyotardsa Condition postmoderne: rapport sur le sayoir
1979"° (The Postmodern Condition: A Report on Knowledt@84): in a

117you may find the term hyphenated in some of theienin literary dictionaries
and studies that address it.

118 | ikewise, Hegel's 28-century follower Georg Lukacs praises the ‘orgamark
of art’ of realist persuasion over avant-garderfragtariness and montage.

1191 yotard’s Report was commissioned by the Conse# tUniversités of the
Quebec government in order to frame the discussigmcorporating computers into
higher education.
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manner of speaking, poststructuralism as a criipproach has worked as a
consciousness-raising device for what Lyotard c#ie postmoderd’
‘incredulity towards meta-narratives’ by challengjiand ultimately breaking
them up. The intertwining between the two has besptured in Sarup’s
concise definition, ‘postmodernism is poststrudism in the arts’ (1993:
133).

Some of the early proponents of poststructuraliserewinitially
among the leading figures of structuralism and s&ns, e.g. Roland
Barthes, and their ‘poststructuralist’ bias is stmes disputed, e.g. Michel
Foucault. Others, however, e.g. Jacques Derriddt their reputation

120 Here are brief definitions of some of the crititedms that are bound to pop up in

this chapter, for which | have relied mainly on MadSarup (1993: 130-133). A

word of caution from the outsetity ending nouns refer to historico-cultural

periodizations, whileism ending nouns refer to cultural movements and aésth

styles.

= Modernityrefers to ‘the cluster of social, economic andtwall systems brought
into being in the west from somewhere around thB @&ntury onwards’; it
‘implies the progressive economic and administetivationalization and
differentiation of the modern world’, e.g. ‘the segtion of fact from value, of the
ethical from the theoretical spheres’ (130).

= Postmodernity(as ambiguous a term as poststructuralism) ‘suggebat came
after modernity’ (chronologically speaking) andfées to the incipient or actual
dissolution of those social forms associated witbdernity’. ‘Instead of the
certainty of progress, associated with “the Enkgimient project”, there is now an
awareness on contingency and ambivalence. ... Puagaeticism has given way
to the pleasure principle’ (130).

= Modernism‘concerns a particular set of cultural and aesths&tlyles associated
with the artistic movement which originated arouhd turn of the [2)] century
and have dominated the various arts until recenttytleveloped ‘in conscious
opposition to classicism’ in its f9century avatar, viz. realism, by emphasizing
experimentation and aiming at ‘finding an innetttrbehind surface appearance’,
yet it is hard to reach a consensus on itsdeéhtury exact beginnings (131). Many
of the features of modernism also appear in déimst of postmodernism, e.g.
aesthetic reflexivity and self-referentiality, fragntation of narrative
(chronological) structure and of the self/subjecfavour of montage, quotation
and pastiche.

= Postmodernisnis ‘the culture of postmodernity’, viz. a ‘movemeantadvanced
capitalist culture, particularly in the arts’ (131gver since Lyotard’s seminal
report,The Postmodern Conditiptpostmodern theory became identified with the
critique of universal knowledge and foundationaligf82). Some of the features
of postmodernism include the blurring of boundadesl hierarchies between art
and everyday life as well as between high and lawauite likely also inspired
by the ready-mades of modernist artist Marcel Doghja stylistic eclecticism and
mixing of codes, parody, pastiche, irony and plindss, and, in the wake of
Foucault and Derrida, an inclination to ‘textualiegerything, i.e. to treat history,
philosophy, sociology, jurisprudence, etc. as ‘kind writing’ or discourses.
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precisely on advocating from the outset a systemdismantling of
structuralist claims. However, poststructuralissoahforms a host of other
theories, e.g. the feminist approaches of Hélén@u3i Luce Irigaray and
Julia Kristeva, which makes ‘poststructuralism’ sohply an umbrella term
but also a mode of thought in its own right, justséructuralism is. A caveat
is necessary at this point: poststructuralism hasuidt-in propensity for
undecidability which structuralism not only lacksbut actually
programmatically attempts to suppress or overcome.

Tel Quel the Parisian avant-garde journal for literatupenfded by
Philippe Sollers, acted as a catalyst for a pagtsiralist direction of inquiry
in French theory for as long as it was publishe@6Qt1982). Its articles
were signed, apart from Sollers, by Roland Barti@eprges Bataille,
Maurice Blanchot, Julia Kristeva, Jacques Derriddichel Foucault,
Tzvetan Todorov, Gérard Genette, Umberto Eco ahdrsf some already
distinguished structuralists and semioticians. @hethe major areas of
concern (for writers like Kristeva and Derrida) wasexplore the signifying
potential of language as a creative way to couateraditional philosophy’'s
and criticism’s engagement with determining trutid aneaning as stable,
circumscribed by singular and unambiguous terms, leading to, rather
than being effects of, signification.

Poststructuralist writers have started to dismahewesterndeology
(largo sensu viz. a system of ideas) of reason, order and hiypras
mediated by various institutions (from systems @obught to state
institutions). Likewise, they have challenged thesuanption that the
sciences describe a world of objective facts, tiey both shun any
subjective interference of the scientist and aremere discourses that, as
Foucault has proved, ‘construct schematic ordepowfer/knowledge out of
a flux of experience’ (Ryan 1999: 68). Startinghniistoire de la folie a
I'age classique1961 Madness and Civilizatigrt*

Michel Foucault did pioneering work in the socialesices, arguing
that the outward rationality and civilization of stern social life are
underpinned by the disciplinary and carceral, tredwes premised on the
banishment of alternate modes of thought. His hisichave provided a
springboard for research in the genealogy of variacademic disciplines,
particularly in the social sciences, inspiring stmgists (Bryan S. Turner,
Arthur W. Frank) and feminist philosophers (Judghtler, Susan Bordo)
alike. A number of feminists have attempted to prtivat the normalizing
institution of Oedipalized heterosexual family t&aships (as posited by
Freudian psychoanalysis) is symptomatic of the wgk of patriarchy,
(hetero)sexism and capitalism as a repressive meshdor disciplining a

121 Histoire de la folie & I'age classique. Folie etrdison (1961) was first published
in English in an abridged versioMadness and Civilization: A History of Insanity in
the Age of Reasqri965), and completely &tistory of Madnes$2006).
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multiplicity of desires, identities, sexual drivego compartmentalized and
stable, hence predictable and more easily manageiablividual identities.

An important train of poststructuralist thought Hasused on the tenuous
relationship between the ‘real’ and simulation: tine wake of Jean
Baudrillard’s studies of ‘simulacra and simulatipresguing as they did that
the West has reached the age of ‘hyperreality’jouar theorists have
considered the condition of the image in late" 2gentury life, and

particularly the ‘aestheticization of everyday 'lifEeatherstone 1991).

It would be wrong, however, to suggest that varipaststructuralist
tenets and directions of inquiry were completelpreécedented: German
philosopher Friedrich Nietzsche is often mentioasdhe most outstanding
precursor, but other names too are important, Ergnch philosopher
Georges Bataille. Nietzsche (1844-1900) famouslyallehged the
universalist claims of western philosophy and ofi§tfanity, both of which
he accused of hegemonic dominance and freezirfgpaght (‘petrifaction’),
i.e. a reduction of the heterogeneous flux of tifeorderly structures and
moral segregatioff’> Confronted with philosophy’s quest for truth,
Nietzsche adopted an ‘attitude of sceptical rigcamd argued that truth
‘preserved itself simply by effacing the metaphas figurative discourse,
which brought it into being’ (Norris 1982: 57). Maover, philosophy’s
tyrannizing imposition of reason destroyed the elemof joy (the
‘Dionysian’ suppressed by classical Greek tragedhdnce life, in the
enterprise of human understanding.

In short, Nietzsche’'s philosophical project revedle need to
problematize philosophy’s taken-for-granted opposg between metaphor
and concept, body and mind, etc., and its leanorgshe second term of
each binary pair as symptomatic of the will to powa his turn, Bataille
(1897-1962) contends that the apparent homogemditwestern society,
organized as it is around the project of rationiditys and appropriation,
comes from the repression of heterogeneity andnthéerial totality of
nature, and likewise of pure enjoyment and exparglit Furthermore,
Bataille construes society’s ‘perverts’, the cepigee of his inquiry, as
explorers of the limits between nature and cultutegse undermining of the
moral values of normative culture exposes therlattepressive bias. Both
philosophers thus adumbrated the poststructutaliciiold concern with the
hegemonic discourse of reason in philosophy ananses, with its
subsequent suppression of heterogeneity, and thmaordeation of
whosoever breaks the norms of rational normality (bcourse to the
rhetoric of defamation).

Deconstruction

122 Hence his famous and often misprized cry that ‘@odead’ (viz. God has been
killed and petrified in sterile discourse).
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Initiated by Jacques Derrida (1930-2062)n France in the late 1960s
as a post-phenomenological and poststructuralisiogaphical activity,
deconstruction has been variously presented asl@gphical position, an
intellectual or political strategy and a mode aidimg. Once deconstruction
was taken up in American academic circles as ‘edppoststructuralism’
(Barry 1995: 70), it attained widespread recognittbanks to Derrida’s
disseminators, disciples and/or translators, Pauldn, Geoffrey Hartman,
Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak and Geoffrey Benning@mong many others.
Some of them, e.g. Barbara John§8mot only applied deconstruction
specifically to literary texts, but also attemptedspell it out as a reading
technique, thus making Derrida’s at times arcaeeriking more accessible
to students of literature in particular, at a timieen deconstruction had just
begun to gain recognition in France.

Derrida’s first three studies, all published in 196De la
grammatologie (Of Grammatology 1974), L'écriture et la différence
(Writing and Difference1978) andLa Voix et le phénomén&peech and
Phenomenaand Other Essays on Husserl's Theory of Sigh873)'%
alongside the 1972 collection of lecturkes, Disséminatior{Dissemination
1983), undertook a critique of major assumptions w@iestern
metaphysics® (like Nietzsche and Heidegger before him), fromt®to J.J.
Rousseau to Husserl's phenomenology, as well asstaicturalism
(Saussure’s linguistics and Lévi-Strauss’ anthrogg) and Freud’s
psychoanalysis. Quite importantly, in all three 29®oks Derrida uses the
word déconstructionin passing to describe his project. At this poias,
remarks David Allison, the translator oSpeech and Phenomena
‘deconstruction’ signifies

a project of critical thought whose task is to kecand ‘take apart’ those
concepts which serve as the axioms or rules foer@og of thought, those
concepts which command the unfolding of an entjppecé of metaphysics.
‘Deconstruction’ is somewhat less negative than theideggerian or
Nietzschean terms ‘destruction’ or ‘reversal’; itggests that certain
foundational concepts of metaphysics will neverehérely eliminated, even
if their importance may seem to be effectively diished.

1231t has been remarked that Derrida’s mixed and matdcolonial) origin — as an
Algerian-born Frenchman of Jewish stock — could oant for the attacks
deconstruction mounts on traditional western tho@ghich he calldogocentrisn.

124 Barbara Johnson is often associated with the “Baleool’ of academic literary
criticism, alongside Paul de Man, Geoffrey HartmdnHillis Miller and Harold
Bloom, although this last critic is anything buil@constructor.

12 The English edition of.a Voix et le phénoméne. Introduction au problérae d
signe dans la phénoménologie de Husggathers together Derrida’s texpeech
and Phenomeng@l967), ‘Form and Meaning’ (1967) and ‘Différan¢&968).

126 Derrida’s ‘western metaphysics’ names philosopsynell as everyday thought
and language.
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(Allison, in Derrida 1973: xxxii n.1)

Quite importantly, though deconstruction purpodsptove that meaning is
ultimately impossible, it does not proceed, asténe might suggest at first
glance, by ‘textual vandalism’ (Johnson, in Derr&f#®4: xv).

Western metaphysicslogocentrisn), according to Derrida, is
predicated on hierarchically organized polar opjessfor dichotomies), e.g.
nature/culture, good/evil, light/darkness, man/womaéhe second term of
the binary pair is in fact devalued as ‘the negatigorrupt, undesirable
version of the first, a fall away from it’ (Johnsan Derrida 2004: viii). For
instance, in the ‘good vs. evil' dichotomy, the diteonal Christian
interpretation of ‘evil’ is ‘the absence of goodgbsence’ is generally
regarded as ‘the lack of presentd .Thus, what is ostensibly a mere
oppositionalpair (e.g. the ‘A vs. B’ dichotomy would be readterms of
Aristotelian logic as ‘B is hon-A’) turns out to Iéerarchical with the first
term privileged over the second, viz. givamority in both the temporal and
qualitative sense; it achieved this status onlglesnoting the other element.
This, Derrida contends, is an operation wherebtageconcepts emerged as
such by obliterating other elements, henceforwarenued the un-thought,
even unthinkable, of western metaphysics.

According to Derrida, dichotomous and hierarchibalught provided
the bedrock of the traditional criteria of certginttruth and identity
characteristic ofogocentrism As Crasnow cogently remarks in his entry on
deconstruction, both aspects of this name — theofdoeingcentred and the
logos as centre— are significant (Fowler, ed. 1987: 54). The wast
philosophical concern with the centre is symptomadf a mode of
conceptualizing the world, but especially concéalsery workings, i.e. the
operations of exclusion by which a self-appointemnm or standard is
created and made the necessary manifestation afetitee. This goes hand
in hand with the appointment of logos as the guaraof the centrality of
the centre, especially in view of the history oé tboncept of logos. The
Greek termlogos (‘word’), with implications of rationality and witbom
(considering Platonic and post-Platonic philosophgncient Greece), was
easy to reify as a cosmic intellectual principled do dub divineSophia
(‘wisdom’) by certain early Christian thinkers, t@aostics.

12" The ‘man/woman’ pair has traditionally been coridedto radical interpretations:
e.g. The female is, as it were, a deformed maldtis(otle’s biologism);
‘Distinguished women... are as exceptional as amnstosity... for example a
gorilla with two heads’ (Le Bon, 1879, about accdistpments dependent on what is
now termed gender identity and roles). Modern disse (illustration included)
abouthumananatomy conceives it imale terms, with female anatomy shown as
different in certain respects; think of the illigton of the lungs and/or heart you are
familiar with from school: the outline of the upgerso is likely to be male in most,
if not all, anatomy books.
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The concept of Sophia was in fact an augmentatidgheofirst verses
of the Gospel after John, equating God with the #/@nce construed as the
originator of discourse (itself originary, truthfahd creative), God, whom
the Judaeo-Christian religion conceived at oncéhasonly self-sufficient
being and as disembodied creator, could therefaeinlvoked as the
guarantor and model of human discourse (viz. thesgdor truth) and
creation. However, the attributes that the divingtymagined with make the
entire process of legitimation of human endeavooe alivorced from
immanence and the material, i.e. one premised amst¢endence and the
spiritual, thereby being deployed to justify hietdcal binary oppositions
that malign corporeality and the material.

By the same token, positing the centrality of tliviGe) Logos
assumes an ostensibly unmediated formresence of the truth in the mind
as the unmistakable source of certainty, hencené®ernmetaphysics of
presence It is precisely this need for positing a unifieding as a self-
knowing reflexive consciousness that could leadh® Cartesianmodus
operandj doubt, famously formulated by Descarteslabito, ergo cogito...
ergo sum(‘l doubt, therefore | think... therefore | existAs Derrida put it
in ‘Structure, Sign and Play in the Discourse oé tHuman Sciences’
(originally a lecture delivered at the Johns Hopkismiversity in 1966 and
subsequently included Writing and Differenck

the entire history of the concept of structure ..strhe thought of as a series
of substitutions of centre for centre, as a linkbdin of determinations of the
centre. Successively, and in a regulated fashi@ngcéentre receives different
forms or names. The history of metaphysics, like lilstory of the West, is
the history of these metaphors and metonymies. mtdrix ... is the
determination of Being gwesencen all senses of this word.

(Writing and Differencel978: 353)

Derrida has most famously critiqued the Saussureadel of the
linguistic sign: there is no such thing as a unailed ‘sign’ simply joining a
signifier and a signified, since there is no on@ite set of correspondences
between them. Hence, the sign isteucture of differencer, in Barbara
Johnson’s (in Derrida 1974: xvii) succinct formidat ‘such is the strange
“being” of the sign: half of it always “not therednd the other half always
“not that”. That the signifier keeps transforminigto signifieds can be
proved by how any word is defined, viz. by meanstbfer words which
themselves need defining by recourse to yet ottmdsy etc., so that no
final signified can be reached which is not a dignin itself. In the process,
the meaning is continually deferredhe structure of the sign, then, is
determined by therace (which in French implies trace, track, footprint,
imprint, mark) of the other which is forever absertis chain of signifiers
has led Derrida to posit the notion différance a coinage that puns, in
French, on the meanings of the velifférer (‘to differ’ and ‘to defer’), to
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suggest the instability of language and signifmatiOn the one hand, the
‘meaning’ of a signifier only emerges after readthg structure it belongs
to, but it can be modified by subsequent signifigds the other hand,
meaning is context-bound, so that a certain sighnever be the same in
different contexts. In either case, the sign bdhes trace of the signs
preceding it and replaced by it, and of the sigdi$i excluded so as to make
meaning in that context. Given this instabilitysignification, it is a fallacy,
according to Derrida, to still subscribe to the weas metaphysics of
presence with its logocentric bias. Traditionajfilosophy has addressed
the certainty of knowledge by recourse to the motbimmediate presence
(e.g. positivism and phenomenology). Furthermogmksn discourse is
believed to capture the immediacy of presence tirdie voice, and to
render it accurately as a true picture of one’'sugfnd honocentrism
Writing is traditionally deemed to be only a re@nestion of speech:

a secondary substitute devised for use only whealspg is impossible ... a
second-rate activity that tries to overcome distabg making use of it: the
writer puts his thought on paper, distancing itnfrbimself, transforming it
into something that can be read ... even after th#éensg death. This
inclusion of death, distance, and difference isgfd to be a corruption of the
self-presence of meaning....

(Johnson, in Derrida 2004: ix)

Once Derrida contends that signs mask an absdmeethiey only refer to
other signs in an endless chain, there can be estiqu of any presence or
‘now’ in the discourse, and with this no origingoignitude of speech, hence
the western tradition of prioritizing speech overitiwg is a gross self-
deception.

Since writing is actually no more mediated or anitil than is speech
itself, this dichotomy obscures an originaasch-écriture (‘arche-writing’),
which indeed makes the object of Derrida’s earlgjgmnt: to elaborate a
science of writinggrammatology- an impossible project under the auspices
of Derrida’s critique of logocentrism. What Derrisl@onundrum highlights
is precisely the inescapability of the categoriekgocentrism: to show that
hierarchical dichotomous thought is erroneousss & show that it cannot
be opposed without in fact repeating the very sarm@neous operation.

Derrida’s coinagearch-écriture refers to a more generalized notion
of writing, wherein the written introduced an ongry breach between what
is intended to be conveyed and what is actuallweped. This breach — that
afflicts everything, including the notion of selfggsence — can be separated
out to reveal two claims regarding spatial diffgriand temporal deferring,
viz. différance Writing is split, is different from itself (hencdiffered, by
the absence that makes it necessary, the empaidiessee: you write
something down lest you should forget it or sooasommunicate something
to someone who is not there.
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Deferral, also typical of the written, captures the notitat the
meaning of a certain text is never entirely preskat constantly subject to
postponement: the meaning is not realised evenuftyy and circumscribe
the future by reference to a specific date or eviat it is subject to yet
another future that can also never be presentidaésarche-writing then,
refers to the way in which the written is possibldy on account of this
originary deferral of meaning that ensures that nitgp can never be
definitively present, alongside its difference fraself.

In his early writings, Derrida describes the gehestategy of
deconstruction as comprised of tywbases First, it operates aeversal of
the ‘violent hierarchy’ in a traditional Platonistibinary opposition
(Positions 1972§?® — an operation which also exposes the decisioh tha
instituted the hierarchy at the beginning of thetaphysical tradition.
Second, itre-inscribesthe previously inferior term, e.glifférance (with a
change in its spelling to indicate the change snstatus) osupplémentas
the ‘origin’ or ‘resource’ of the opposition andeharchy itself into which
metaphysics ‘cut’ in order to make its decision.nel® the second phase
operates ‘a reversal of the classical oppositinda generatlisplacemenof
the system’ Marges de la philosophiel972, Derrida’'s emphasis; qtd. in
Culler 1982: 85-6).

To ‘deconstruct’ philosophy is thus to work throuthle structured genealogy
of its concepts..., but at the same time to deterprfioen a certain external
perspective..., what this history may have conceategkcluded, constituting
itself as history through the repression in whichais a stake.
(Derrida,Positions qtd. in Culler 1982: 86).

Later in his career, Derrida moves to a more palitidefinition of
deconstruction: in ‘Force de loi’, 1989-90 (‘The rE® of Law’, in
Deconstruction and the Possibility of Justic2992), he argues that
deconstruction is practised in twstyles — which, however, do not
correspond to the earlier ‘two-phase’ definitiome)thegenealogical style
(recalling the history of a concept as practisedfnGrammatology, now
concerns the history of justice; the other, a nforenalistic or structural
style of deconstruction, examines a-historical paradateaporias (Lawlor
2006).

In ‘Et cetera... (and so on, und so weiter, and sthfcet ainsi de
suite, und so Uberall, etc.)’, Derrida will fornmdi the principle of

128 n a traditional philosophical opposition we dotrhave a peaceful coexistence
of facing terms but a violent hierarchy. One of tieems dominates the other
(axiologically, logically, etc.), occupies the comnaing position. To deconstruct
the opposition is, above all, at a particular motmea reverse the hierarchy’
(Derrida,Positions qtd. in Culler 1982: 85).
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deconstruction beyond these aporias, thus providnthird definition (‘Et
cetera’, inDeconstruction: a User’'s Guigd@000):

Each time that | say ‘deconstruction and X (regsssllof the concept or the
theme)’, this is the prelude to a very singulaision that turns this X into, or
rather makes appear in this Zn impossibilitythat becomes its proper and
sole possibility, with the result that between ¥as possible and the ‘same’
X as impossible, there is nothing but a relatiorhomonymy, a relation for
which we have to provide an account.... For exampdee referring myself
to demonstrations | have already attempted..., bifspitality, death itself
(and therefore so many other things) can be pa@ssibly as impossibleas
the im-possible, that is, unconditionally.

(Derrida, gtd. in Lawlor 2006; Lawlor's emphasis)

As Lawlor (2006) perceptively remarks, Derrida'seaipts at defining
deconstruction throughout his career suggest ‘theé &f thinking’ in which
this practice engages: one ‘that never finds itaethe end’ because it is at
once ‘impossible’ and therefore necessarily to beerpossible in countless
ways'. Barbara Johnson's work has been decisivalisseminating and
explaining Derrida’s theoretical insights. For ader-friendly exposition of
the major philosophical thrust of deconstructiowill quote her definition
extensively:

If anything is destroyed in a deconstructive regdihis not meaning but the
claim to unequivocal domination of one mode of gigng over another. ...
[Dleconstruction is a form of what has long beeltecbacritique. A critique
of any theoretical system is not an examinatioftsoflaws or imperfections.
... It is an analysis that focuses on the groundsHat system’s possibility.
The critique reads backwards from what seems datlgious, self-evident,
or universal, in order to show that these thingsehtheir history, their
reasons for being what they are, their effects batviollows from them, and
that the starting point is not a (natural) givert lu(cultural) construct,
usually blind to itself. ... Every theory starts sawhere; every critique
exposes what that starting point conceals, anctiyedisplaces all the ideas
that follow from it. The critique does not ask ‘whdoes this statement
mear?’ but ‘where is it being made from? What doesrésuppose? Are its
presuppositions compatible with, independent ofd anterior to the
statement that seems to follow from them, or dy tleeady follow from it,
contradict it, or stand in a relation of mutual degence such that neither can
exist without positing that the other is prior t&'i

(Johnson, in Derrida 2004: xv-xvi; her emphasis)

In an oft-quoted definition from her introduction Dissemination

which she reverted to time and again with minoeralions as below,
Johnson argues that in the actual practice of mga(iterary) texts
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[d]econstruction is not synonymous with ‘destrustiolt is in fact much
closer to the original meaning of the word ‘anaysiwhich etymologically
means ‘to undo’.... Thdeconstruction of a text does not proceed by random
doubt or arbitrary subversion, but by the caretésing out of warring forces
of signification within the text itself

(Johnson 1980: 5, my italics)

Here Johnson resorts to a metaphor of violencer(fywsomewhat echoing
Derrida’s, to spell out what he has attempted talee by coininglifférance
the reader’s activity of ‘teasing out’ may suggestform of benign
structuralist optimism that the hidden may be sssftdly ‘unravelled’, yet
the ‘trace’ of the other meaning of the verb (‘enty move hairs or threads
that are stuck together so that they become loos¢raight again’) recalls
the famous Derridean understanding of taet as texturé” Not only is
significationnot a ‘given’ of/in the text, and stable and uniquehait, but it
is also only to be glimpsed in the ‘strife’ (‘wabetween signifiers in their
chain and likewise between the traces they camryCuller's (1982: 86)
words, ‘the practitioner of deconstruction worksthin the terms of the
system but in order to breach it'. This may appiyaly well, as Derrida’s
work demonstrates, to both philosophical and Itetexts:

to deconstruct a discourse is to show how it undesthe philosophy it
asserts, or the hierarchical oppositions on whictlies, by identifying in the
text the rhetorical operations that produce thegespd ground of argument,
the key concept or premise.

(Culler 1982: 86)

B. Major representatives

Poststructuralism

Roland Barthes(1915-1980). As | have already mentioned in theptér on
structuralism, ‘La Mort de I'Auteur’ (1968) / ‘Th®eath of the Author’
(1977)*° may well be regarded as the watershed in Bartlaseer,

129 A text’s ‘woven texture — a web that envelops &W®isseminatior63), which
anticipates the hypertext of the Internet, makespecific text a small part of a
network of texts (all other texts): not only doetertextuality loom large (maybe too
large for a structuralist), but ‘meaning’ itselfésdlessly deferred from text to text
in a chain of ‘free floating signifiers’ (in Fredrdameson’s phrase).

130 Mention should also be made of the controversiatessor of this Barthesian
essay, Michel Foucault's ‘Qu’est-ce qu'un auteuf®69 (‘What is an Author?’,
1977b). For Foucault, the ‘author’ is merely a fime of discourse, whose
‘existence’ is time-, culture- and discourse-bouather than immanent, and comes
about from a complex operation of projection sympatic of ‘our way of handling
texts’. Thus, the traditional construct of the authefers to a rational entity that is
‘assigned a “realistic” dimension as we speak ofiraividual's “profundity” or
“creative” power, his intentions or the originalspiration manifested in writing’.
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symptomatic as it is of his poststructuralist biadater years: the essay
posits that each text's plurality of meanings aaivcreated by the reader
through a process of textual analysis.Lim plaisir du texte(1973) /The
Pleasure of the Texl975) he contends that although reading for pieas

a kind of social act, it ultimately leads to thésblfouissancg in reading,
i.e. a loss of self (or immersion) within the texdther poststructuralist
studies: ImageMusidText (1977) andLa chambre claire. Note sur la
photographig1980) /Camera Lucida: Reflections on Photogragth$81).
Gilles Deleuze(1925-95) and-élix Guattari (1930-92). An expression of
the political environment in France during May 1968nti-Oedipus:
Capitalism and Schizophreniél972) andA Thousand Plateau$1980)
develop many of Deleuze’s philosophical concerrtg, immanent ontology,
the affirmation of difference over transcendeniatdrchy, and the position
of the social and political at the core of being.

Jean-Francois Lyotard (1924-98).The Postmodern Condition: A Report on
Knowledge presents his initial and highly influential forkation of
postmodernism as ‘incredulity towards metanarratjveiz. those totalizing
stories about history and the goals of the humame rthat ground and
legitimize knowledges and cultural practices. Witbspect to them,
modernity, defined as the age of metanarrativeifegtion, is at odds with
postmodernity as the age metanarrative bankruptoyugh undertaken as a
study of the status of knowledge in computerizecieties (commissioned
by the government of Quebec and published in 19Z9tard’s Report
addresses the focus of its concern, the varialtlearstatus of knowledge, as
a problem oflegitimation viz. a question of knowledge and power, the
intertwining notions that also features prominemmlyoucault's work.

Jean Baudrillard (1929-2007). French ‘transdisciplinary theoristlé end
of modernity’ (Kellner 2007), less influential imdhce than in the English-
speaking world, he moved from a Marxian informedique of consumer
society to a radical departure from traditionalitpmd! economyL’Echange
symbolique et la mqrt1976 Symbolic Exchange and Death993), and
Simulacres et simulatiori981 Simulacra and Simulationd994), articulate
the principle of a fundamental rupture between modend postmodern
societies: if modern societies are organized arothvdproduction and
consumption of commoditiethe postmodern ones are organized around

Nevertheless, according to Foucault, these aspddise ‘author’ derive from the
teleological operations for meaning creation thaividual readers perform, viz. ‘in
the comparisons we make, the traits we extractemsnpnt, the continuities we
assign, or the exclusions we practice’. It has breemarked that both Foucault and
Barthes ultimately derive their ideas from Nietasshproposition of the death of
God Die Frohliche WissenschaftThe Gay Sciengel882;Also Sprach Zarathustra
(Thus Spake Zarathuslal883-84/1892), critiquing the traditional ideflaGod as a
source of a universal moral code or teleology altichately the idea of a cosmic
order and absolute values.
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simulationand theplay of images and signs, i.e. codes, models and signs
the organizing forms of a new social order wheneusation rulesSymbolic
Exchange and Deatlargues that western societies have undergone a
‘precession of simulacra’, in the form of ‘orderfsstmulacra’, from (1) the
era ofthe original to (2) the counterfeitto (3) the mechanical copyand
finally to (4) the simulatedthird order of simulacrg viz. signs of culture
and media that create the perceived reality, whyetled copy has replaced
the original. This insight he elaborates onSmulation and Simulacra
where he addresses the interaction between regjitygbols and society up
to the present day. Baudrillard claims that in pmstern society the human
experience itself can be ranked as a simulatioreality rather than reality
itself: the mode of simulation governs just as miglemtity construction, the
individual's perception, social life, as culturecoaomics and politics.
Accordingly, the postmodern world is characteribyddedifferentiationor
implosion i.e. the collapse of (the power of) previously portant
boundaries and distinctions (e.g. social classesdrs, political leanings)
and the loss of power of the autonomous realmsoofey and culture.
Baudrillard contends that postmodern universe ig @h hyperreality
entertainment, information and communication tetbmes (e.g.
Disneyland and amusement parks, malls and constantxsylands, media
simulations of reality, etc.) provide not just tlkedes and models that
structure everyday life but experiences more iagdnse and involving than
everyday life does, hence the models, images addscof the hyperreal
come to determine thought and behaviour. At a latage in his thought
Baudrillard proposes, irbeduction(1979/1990), a soft alternative to the
bourgeois ideal of production. He advocates agjfgames with signs and a
play with appearances as a challenge against thélydserious labour of
production, thus setting up seduction as a neteargtic aestheticism, an
‘order of sign and ritual’ with its own rules, chas and snares.

Michel Foucault (1926-1984). French thinker variously identified as
historian of social sciences and a philosophercé&oli has encouraged the
postmodern reappraisal of the humanistic and saciahtific disciplines as
well as philosophy. According to Gutting (2003)Imast all of Foucault's
works can be fruitfully read as philosophical ither or both of two ways:
as a carrying out of philosophy’s traditional «di project in a new
(historical) manner; and as a critical engagemeith whe thought of
traditional philosophers’. French avant-garde ditere, with its exploration
of limit-experiences (especially Georges Batailted dMaurice Blanchot),
alongside the French tradition of history and golehy of science, with its
anti-subjective standpoints also reinforced in Satean linguistics and
Lacanian psychoanalysis, not only primed Foucaultaf marginalization of
the subject in his early, structuralist, historicatique, but also suggested
him the ‘archaeological’ and then ‘genealogical’thoels of writing history.
Originating as it does in his academic study ofchsjogy and his work in a
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Parisian mental hospital, Foucault’s first ‘arcHagiwal™*" work, Histoire
de la folie & I'age classiqye? is at once a study of the emergence of the
modern concept of ‘mental illness’ in Europe arsdcititique as a social and
ethical product. It was not so much wiNissance de la cliniqt€ (a
critique of modern clinical medicine) as wittes mots et les chos&s(a
complex and nuanced critique of the origins oftiedern human sciences)
that Foucault already raised controvers@srveiller et punit®® marks the
transition to what is generally characterized aacalt’s ‘genealogical®
period. If archaeology ‘supported a historiographgt did not rest on the
primacy of the consciousness of individual subjef@@utting 2003), its
critical force, however, was restricted to the canmgon of the different
discursive formations of different periods, thuggihg the contingency of a
given way of thinking. Genealogy was intended toedy this deficiency by
investigating the causes of the transition from avey of thinking to
another: ‘The point of a genealogical analysi®ishow that a given system
of thought (itself uncovered in its essential sinoes by archaeology, which
therefore remains part of Foucault's historiogrgplyas the result of
contingent turns of history, not the outcome oforally inevitable trends’
(Gutting 2003). In Discipline and Punish Foucault contends that
imprisonment, the modern form of punishment replgctorture in the
ancien régime affords the blueprint for control of society arde, with
factories, hospitals and schools modelled on thdemoprison. Foucault’'s
genealogical analysis ‘shows how techniques artitutiens, developed for
different and often quite innocuous purposes, cajea to create the
modern system of disciplinary power’ (Gutting 2008jth its three primary
techniques of control: hierarchical observatiore.(\nierarchically ordered

131 Foucault’s structuralist leanings in his initidigse are formulated explicitly in
L'archéologie du savoi(1969) /Archaeology of Knowledg€l972). “The premise
of the archaeological method is that systems afghband knowledgespistemesr
discursive formationsin Foucault’'s terminology) are governed by rulbsyond
those of grammar and logic, that operate beneathctimsciousness of individual
subjects and define a system of conceptual poiigbilthat determines the
boundaries of thought in a given domain and per{@uditting 2003).

132 Histoire de la folie & I'age classique. Folie etradison (1961) /Madness and
Civilization: A History of Insanity in the Age ok&on(trans. R. Howard, 1965) —
abridged;History of Madnesgtrans. Jonathan Murphy and Jean Khalfa, 2006) —
unabridged.

133 Naissance de la clinique. Une archéologie du regadHical(1963) /The Birth
of the Clinic: An Archaeology of Medical Perceptid®73).

134 Les mots et les choses. Une archéologie des ssidnomaineg1966) /The
Order of Things: An Archaeology of the Human Sasiit970).

135 Surveiller et punirNaissance de la priso(l975) /Discipline and Punish: The
Birth of the Prison(1977).

13 Foucault's term ‘genealogy’ was meant to evoketadiehe’'s genealogy of
morals, particularly with its suggestion of complexundane, inglorious origins.
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observers, so that observed data passes from l|oovdrigher levels),
normalizing judgement (viz. discipline through thmeposition of precise
norms) and the examination (viz. a control methddt t combines
hierarchical observation with normative judgemém@nce a prime example
of ‘power/knowledge’). Foucault’s unfinishetistoire de la sexualité’ was
originally projected as a multi-volume work extemglithe genealogical
approach ofiscipline and Punisho the topic of sexuality, with the first
volume intended as the introduction to a seriesstaflies on particular
aspects of modern sexuality (children, women, ‘pes/, population, etc.).
The project was meant to expose ‘the various motedies of knowledge
about sexuality (various “sciences of sexualityicluding psychoanalysis)
[as] hav[ing] an intimate association with the pow&uctures of modern
society’, in that ‘modern control of sexuality pes modern control of
criminality by making sex (like crime) an object aflegedly scientific
disciplines, which simultaneously offer knowledged adomination of their
objects’ (Gutting 2003). Foucault meant to compreient paganThe Use
of PleasureandThe Care of the Sglaind Christian ethicsThe Confessions
of the Fleshunpublished) through the test-case of sexualityta trace the
development of Christian ideas about sex (evil tgelf) from the very
different ideas of the ancients (good, natural m&ckssary, though subject to
abuse).

Deconstruction

Jacques Derrida(1930-2004).
Barbara Johnson (1947-). Any model of difference grounded on a
polarized difference ‘between entities (prose andtry, man and woman,
literature and theory, guilt and innocence)’ is essarily founded upon ‘a
repression of differences within entitie§'he Critical Differencel980: x-
xi). A World of Differenc€1987) not only expands investigation beyond ‘the
white male Euro-American literary, philosophicalyphoanalytical, and
critical canon’ then dominant in the academe (pb@) also questions the
‘sameness’ of this white Euro-American literary andtical tradition
through a thorough interrogation of its boundarigshnson’s inclusion of
black and/or women writers in her ‘canon’ AfWorld of Differencegets a
theoretical correlative iThe Feminist Differenc€l998), a critique of key
feminist terms that examines feminism in termshef differences within and
between various orientations.
Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak (1942-). Indian-born postcolonial theorist
who describes herself as a ‘para-disciplinary, calhphilosopher’, Spivak
debuted with the translation of and preface to idats Of Grammatology

137 Histoire de la sexualité/ol. I: La Volonté de savoif1976),Vol. Il: L'Usage des
plaisirs (1984),Vol. lll: Le Souci de sa{1984) /The History of Sexualityol. I: An
Introduction (1978),Vol. IIl: The Use of Pleasurél985),Vol. lll: The Care of the
Self(1986).
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(1976). She has since been instrumental in dissg¢imghdeconstruction in
the US: her applied deconstruction strategies cawsthing from textual
analyses to various theoretical engagements, egistpucturalist literary
criticism, feminism (‘Displacement and the Discaursf Woman’, 1983),
Marxism (‘Can the Subaltern Speak?: SpeculationdMsdow Sacrifice’,
1985) and postcolonialisnTlie Post-Colonial Critic: Interviews, Strategies,
Dialogues 1990;A Critique of Post-Colonial Reason: Toward a Histaf
the Vanishing Preseni999). As she argues irhe Spivak Readdfi996),
her intellectual pursuits concern ‘the margins ahiclw disciplinary
discourses break down and enter the world of palitiagency’: like
Derrida’'s before, Spivak’s deconstructive intertimas come from a
marginal perspective (viz. the ‘outside’ of a thwdrld womar) while
maintaining the prerogatives of a professional famsiof privilege in the
American academeln Other Worlds: Essays in Cultural Politicd987;
Outside in the Teaching Machin£993). Hence her notion that the centre is
also a margin, with the subsequent reconfigurinthefposition and status of
both the ‘centre’ and ‘margins’.

Paul de Man (1919-1983). A member of the ‘Yale School’ of
deconstruction, de Man elaborated a distinct fofndexonstruction in his
philosophically-oriented literary criticism of Engh and German
Romanticism. There is continuity between his dstic and theoretical
essays in the 1960s and his deconstructive wotker1970s once he posits
a break between the sign and its meanBindness and Insight: Essays in
the Rhetoric of Contemporary Criticisd971) critiques the formalist and
New Criticist assumption that poetry is an orgamtemporal totality of
meaning freed from the intentionalist and affecfiaiéacies brought to bear
on it by readers/criticsAllegories of Reading: Figural Language in
Rousseau, Nietzsche, Rilke, and Proi€79) further elaborates on this
critigue by analyzing passages in philosophy amadiofi alike, whose
metalinguistic function or metacritical implicati®nbest evince the
dependency of figural language on classical phpbgml oppositions
central to western discoursehe Resistance to Theqid986), in preparatory
form at the time of his death and ultimately urdhréd, re-examines the
work of other theorists (M. Bakhtin and W. Benjaingo as to ‘determine
what about the theoretical enterprise itself blimdso the radicalness of
reading and... to disengage this principle of blirsfneor resistance
(Godzich in de Man 1986: xi). The introductory gssahich gives the title
to the collection, addresses the figural dimensilanguage and the way in
which figurative meaning undoes the work perforrbgdhe literal meaning
of the words:

The resistance to theory is a resistance to thenibal or tropological
dimension of language, a dimension which is pertrapee explicitly
in the foreground in literature (broadly conceivéltgn in other verbal
manifestations or- to be somewhat less vague- wtéchbe revealed
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in any verbal event when it is read textually. &igtammar as well as
figuration is an integral part of reading, it fols that reading will be a
negative process in which the grammatical cognitionndone, at all
times, by its rhetorical displacement

(de Man 1986: 17)

J. Hillis Miller (1928-). A member of the ‘Yale School’, Miller igten
introduced to undergraduate students, courtesy afiynreaders of 30
century theory, virtually as the author of one téfihe Critic as Host’
(originally presented at a session of the MLA inf@9and expanded in
1979). This influential essay deconstructs the vamgtoriety of
deconstruction as parasitical on univocal readingchieves its critique by
playing upon the etymological history of key ter(parasite, host, guest) so
as to highlight the ultimate indeterminacy of sfiition as exposed by
deconstruction.

Geoffrey Hartman (1929-). A member of the ‘Yale School’, Hartman
argues inBeyond Formalisn{1970) that despite the period’s exhaustion of
the New Critical model of reading and need for agagement with socially
more relevant criticism, ultimately some kind ofrf@lism will always recur
in criticism. The Fate of Readin(l976) calls for a more creative view of the
critical act, a poetics attempting to avoid thdafeies of structuralism by
highlighting the critic's own style; this generabject of ‘psychoaesthetics’
is further developed i€riticism in the Wildernesgl980). ‘The Interpreter’s
Freud’ (originally presented as the 1984 Freud Wectat Yale, and first
collected inEasy Pieces1985) uses Wordsworth to illuminate Freud at the
same time as it explicitly displays Hartman’s piositas a deconstructionist
and his poetics of psychoaesthetics: the essayogarpo demystify the
Freudian dream of a purified language ‘by accepthgy romantic literary
vision of the curative, but not ultimately curingpwer of “messy” artistic
mediation’ (O’Hara in Hartman 2004: 6).

C. Keyterms

Poststructuralism

= Grand narrative (grands récity / metanarrative / master narrative
(Lyotard): total philosophy of history which regtda decision-making
and the definition of ‘truth’, thereblegitimatingthe status quo. Hence,
by making ethical and political prescriptions foockty (roughly
comparable to the everyday notion of the foundiniggiples of society),
meta-narratives form the basis of tbecial bond e.g. the ideal of a
progressive liberation of humanity through scienden the
Enlightenment), the quest for a universally valithilgsophy for
humanity, or the quest for socio-political and emoit emancipation
and egalitarianism (in Marxism).
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Power/knowledge (Foucault): a reversal of Francis Bacon’'s
‘Knowledge is power’, the Foucauldian phrase derfigstpower as not
being concentrated in repressive institutions anpideverful individuals
(as ordinarily assumed), but rather as being dissgad among a
cacophony of social practices and situations; kewlise demystifies
knowledge as not being neutral nor necessarily @magag. In effect,
Foucault (1980) construes both power and knowledgedecentralized,
relativistic, ubiquitous and unstable systemic mmeena; accordingly,
he needs to investigate the pervasive and insidinashanisms by
which power ‘reaches into the very grain of indiwadk, touches their
bodies and inserts itself into their actions arnduales, their discourses,
learning processes and everyday lives’. In so $akreowledge is linked
to power, it not only assumes the authority of ‘theth’ but has the
power to make itself true; henceliscourse (‘knowledge’) in an
institution (e.g. education, medicine, religiopnstitutes ‘reality’,
‘normality’, ‘the subject’, i.e. it transmits andigileges ideas of what is
normal (‘valuable’, ‘good’, ‘normal’). Working ag does towards the
‘normalization’ of subjects, the discourse implicimarginalizes those
who do not hold those values, hencepberer relationst institutes.

There is no power relation without the correlato@nstitution of a
field of knowledge, nor any knowledge that does metsuppose and
constitute at the same time, power relations.

(Foucault 1977a: 27)

Nonetheless, Foucault does not construe the eftégiswer as entirely
negative (i.e. as excluding, repressing, censarif@t rather as
productive of reality. Moreover, a discourse is never totapure’: it
will always contain some measure of counter-disear&lements or
hide interstices that can potentially engendestasce.

Disciplinary power (Foucault, Discipline and Punishchap. 7): an
internalizedform of surveillance (connected to the rise ofitzdigm)
whose basic goal is to produce docile people, sd #ach person
disciplines him-/herself. Disciplinary power is esfally important in
the policing of sexual confession.

Disciplinary technologies(Foucault): capitalism’s téchniques of
discipliné meant to produce docile people that may be stdjeaised,
transformed and improved.

Discourse formation (Foucault, Archaeology of Knowledgehap. 2): a
system of representatiomhose rules and practices produce meaningful
statements and regulate knowledge in differenphisl periods, i.e. it
provides a language for talking and reasoning abquarticular topic at
a particular historical moment (e.g. hysteria, sdikgji homosexuality in
late 19" century). Hence the famous Foucauldeamstructiviststance:
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the discourse formation constructs the topic {i.defines and produces
the objects of our knowledge) and not the other meayd.

= Simulation (Baudrillard): the creation of a real through oepiual
models presented by the media; as these modelacaspted by the
masses, the simulation becomes our perception aityreviz. in the
process of simulation representations of things ecdm replace the
things being represented (‘substituting signs & tkal for the real
itself’) — so much so that the representation bexmore important
than the ‘real thing’. There are four orders of @iation: (1) the sign
reflects a basic reality, hence representation af the order of
sacrament’; (2) ‘the sign masks and perverts aclrasility’, hence it is
an evil appearance: of the order of malefice’; {8 sign masks the
absence of a basic reality, hence it ‘plays atdpeim appearance: it is of
the order of sorcery’ (e.g. Disneyland ‘is presdras imaginary in order
to make us believe that the rest is real, wheraat &ll of Los Angeles
and the America surrounding it are no longer real,of the order of the
hyperreal and of simulation”); (4) the sign ‘bears relation to any
reality whatever: it is its own pure simulacrumiz.vit simulates a
simulation, hence ‘it is no longer in the ordeappearance at all, but of
simulation’ (e.g. the ‘escalation of the true, bétlived experience’ in
the TV footage of the Gulf War rendered it as uhrea’hyperreal’, as a
video game is, while at once being mistaken for abhtial facts, viz.
‘constituting’ reality rather than ‘informing’ viegrs of actual facts).

= Simulacrum (pl. simulacra) (Baudrillard): a system where empty signs
refer to themselves and where meaning and valuealasent, as the
condition produced through the process of simutatio

= Hyperreality (Baudrillard): a condition in which ‘reality’ hasebn
replaced bysimulacrg i.e. the erstwhile division between ‘real’ and
simulation has collapsed, and the illusion has tecthe reality: ‘The
real is not only what can be reproduced, but tHdthvis always already
reproduced: that is the hyperreal... which is eftim simulation’.

Deconstruction(Derrida)

= Logocentrism: the name Derrida uses for western metaphysies §wy
‘science of presence’, from philosophy to everydimpught). He
critigues the belief that knowledge is rooted rimeval language (now
lost) given to humans by God (or some ottranscendental signifier
the Idea, the Great Spirit, the Self, etc). Logtiem has often been
justified by reference to John 1.1 (‘In the beginivas the Word, and
the Word was with God, and the Word was God’) sdaaslaim an
irrefutable foundation for (and hence to legitimizdl human thought,
language and action as manifestation of the Triitie divinity is
perforce construed as the foundation for dichotasmthought, viz.
thinking in binary oppositions (e.g. God/man, gfrimatter, man/woman,
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good/evil, nature/culture, etc), where the firstrta@s valorized over the
second one.

Binary oppositions (originally used by thestructuralisty: the
hierarchical relation of elements that results flogocentrism Derrida
looks into the margins, the supplements as cotiggtof the centre.
Différance: a term coined by Derrida as ‘an economic concept
designating the production of differing/deferringDf Grammatology
p.23)*® and likewise ‘the source of linguistic value’ (p)5It merges the
(spatial) differing and (temporal) deferring aspeitvolved inarche-
writing by playing upon the distinction (observable solywriting)
between the audible and the written in Derriddiérance and the
French noun différence This move problematizes an entire
philosophico-linguistic tradition of presence, froflato to Saussure,
wherein speech and writing are kept separate, dned latter is
downplayed as an almost unnecessary addition tcechpgsee
supplement Derrida insists, however, thadifféerance cannot be
exhaustively defined, largely because it is ‘naitlze word, nor a
concept’ whose meaning is context-bound.

Arche-writing (Of Grammatology an originary and generalized
writing, the condition of possibility of the nowdtlinct species of writing
and speech; it is still termed ‘writing’ so as taggest that ‘it essentially
communicates with the vulgar concept of writinggt yt can be captured
only as therace from which writing and speech have emerged. Darrid
thus disputes the philosophical proposition of tterivativeness of
writing’, arguing instead for an understanding dfet ‘historical
repression’ manifest as ‘the desire for a speeshlaliing its other and
its double and working to reduce its difference’.

Trace (Of Grammatology not ‘a master-word, [but one] that presents
itself as the mark of an anterior presence, origmaster’ (Spivak, in
Derrida 1974: xv); the trace is the mark of sonmejhabsent that has
never been actually present, it constitutes thegueby its very relation
to what is absent, hence it affords the only wawhich language and
the act of signifying can be understood: languag& iplay of traces’
(Margins of Philosophy

Supplement (Of Grammatology something that, allegedly secondarily
(cf. Rousseau’s definition of theupplémentas an inessential extra
added to something complete in itself), comes aaidrto something
‘original’ or ‘natural’ and thereby points to aoriginary lack (for
otherwise what is complete in itself cannot be ddidg. In the case of
writing vs. speech, the former is traditionally dgated as doubly
derivative (as representative signifier of the first signifier,

138 Both English verbsto differ andto defer are translations of the same French
verb, différer.
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representation of the self-present voice’), while Iatter is valorized as
pure structure of presence-to-self.

The logic of the supplement wrenches apart the nesat of the
metaphysical binary oppositions. Instead of ‘Ajigposed to B’ we have ‘B
is both added to A and replaces A'. A and B ardéomger opposed, nor are
they equivalent. Indeed, they are no longer evernvatent to themselves.
‘Writing’, for example, no longer means simply ‘vdsr on a page’, but
rather any differential trace structure, a struetilratalso inhabits speech.
... Rather, the very notion of their identitiesriting andspeechis put in
guestion.

(Johnson, in Derrida 2004: xiii)

However, considering the meanings of the Frenchdwaupplément
(‘addition’ and ‘substitute’), it is always undeaidle whether the
supplement adds itself (‘is a plenitude enrichimgther plenitude, the
fullest measure of presence’) or substitutes @tingplement adds only to
replace... its place is assigned in the structureth®y mark of an
emptiness’, OG 144): Derrida suggests that thelsommt is both (OG
200).

Transcendental signified in logocentrism, the unquestionable meaning
that exists outside language, hence which is radidito the constant
process of subversion inherent in significationd &m which all human
signs seem to point to, e.g. the deity, the IdeaWorld Spirit, the Self,
etc.: ‘the classical system'’s “outside™... tak[intle form of ‘the sort of
extra-text which would arrest the concatenationwoiting (i.e. that
movement which situates ever signified as a diffea¢ trace)’ (Derrida
2004: 5).

Transcendental signifier in logocentrism, the conceptualization of
language as able to reach the ultimate meaning t(drescendental
signified), which can thereby secure the meaningllobther signs: the
‘lack, the voice, the break, etc., have been gihenvalue of a signified
or, which amounts to the same, of a transcendsidalfier: the self-
presentation of truth (veiled/unveiled) dsgos (Derrida 2004).
Derrida’'s deconstruction attempts to prove thatadieg... cannot
legitimately transgress the text toward somethitigeiothan it, toward
the referent (a reality that is metaphysical, Histd,
psychobiographical, etc.) or toward a signifiersidg the text whose
content... could have taken place outside of languédgerrida 2004:
158).

Sous rature (Eng. under erasurg (Of Grammatology a strategic
philosophical device (originally developed by MartHeidegger with
reference to Being) whereby a word is typographicatossed out
within a text yet still retained so as to highligis simultaneous
inadequacyand necessity, e.g. ‘the s]/‘g( is that iII-name>i<thmgich
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escapes the instituting question of philosophy’r(de, qtd. by Spivak,
in Derrida 1974: xiv). This device is used in destomction to single out
terms whose signifying status, according to Detsidatique of western
philosophy, should be challenged (in an overatique of the signifying
capacities of language) but which cannot be dortbowt for lack of
alternative, since any signifier has as its siguifanother signifier (cf.
dictionary definitions of words), hence it alwaysfets meaning and
carriestracesof other meanings.

Undecidable a radically unstable term which acts to disrupt
systematization (e.glifférancs.

Aporia: according to Niall LucyA Derrida Dictionary 2004, entry on
‘aporia’), ‘a Greek term denoting a logical conicdiebn, “aporia” is
often used by Derrida to refer to what he oftersdale “blind spots” of
any metaphysical argument’ (qtd. in Allen). Grahaiten refines this
definition to ‘a logical contradiction beyond rata resolution'.
Nicholas Royle (inJacques Derrida 2003) writes that “aporia” is
loosely a rhetorical term for “doubt” or “difficyltin choosing”, but
more precisely it means a sort of absolute blockageéNo Way’
("aporia”... coming from ancient Greek, “without”, porous “way” or
“passage”). Aporia, as Derrida has described ig faon-road”. ... [It]
entails “an interminable experience”.... Like the espnce of the
undecidable, “the aporia can never simply be emtasesuch™ (qtd. in
Allen). Calarco offers a brief overview of Derriddplural logic of the
aporia’ informingAporias: Dying—Awaiting (One Another at) the Limits
of Truth aporia operates ‘l) as a nonpassage in the sehsmn
impermeability, an uncrossable border; 2) as a assgge stemming
from the fact that there is no limit, or a limitathis so permeable as to
not limit crossing; 3) and as a nonpassage ine¢hsesof an antinomy or
contradiction without solution, without a method path that would
allow us to find our way through’ (Calarco 2003).

Dissemination the proliferation of textual meaning in all ditens,
thus resisting closure, yet not to be seen as atinegprocess which
must be contained but as the necessary precondlitionriting to exist
at all. In so far as it imports meaning into thettéand not always
accepted meanings), dissemination — which lieshat very core of
language — turns the work into text, opening it fextuality and
intertextuality. In discussing dissemination Deariplays on the double
meanings of ‘seed’/term’/‘germ’ and semantics (ysemy’), all of
which constitute the effect of dissemination. Dms®tion, in its
affinity with the trace, points out that there is no originating moment;
furthermore, it cannot be severed from ginaft.
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= Graft: an understanding dextuality (similar to Kristeva’s notion of
intertextuality’® as only readable within the operation of ‘reinstian’:
‘The heterogeneity of different writings is writiritgelf, the graft. It is
numerous from the first or it is not” (Derrida 200890). Time and
again, Derrida explains text production not as qollnian enterprise
but as ‘an incision that is not apparent in thekhéss of the text’, a
form of ‘sustained, discrete violence’ by means ‘af calculated
insemination of the proliferating allogene throughich the two texts
are transformed, deform each other, contaminath e#wer’s content,
tend at times to reject each other, or pass aipyi into the other and
become regenerated in the repetition, along thesdd an overcast
seam’ (Derrida 2004: 389-390).

D. Application of deconstruction

Deconstruction attempts to dismantle the binaryospjns which
govern a text by focusing on thaporias or impasses of meaning, viz.
inherent contradictions or paradoxes within a {@¥tich work as built-in
deconstruction). A deconstructive reading will #fere identify the

logocentric assumptions of a text and textual @saand hierarchies, with a

view to demonstrating how a logocentric text alwayslercuts its own

system of logic. Of course, there is mioe way of actually deconstructing a

literary text, as there is in fact no one way ofndgoany other type of

reading. Moreover, it depends on one’'s critical addconstructive
experience and sophistication; in what follows Il relying mainly on

Barry (1995: 73-79) to map out how deconstructi@am de applied by

‘beginners’.

The deconstructionist technique is concerned with:

a. an oppositional reading of the text (viz. ‘readihg text against itself’)
So as to expose the ‘textual subconscious’, whosanings may be
directly contrary to the surface meaning;

b. foregrounding the surface meanings of the wordg. (@milarities in
sound, the root meanings of words, a ‘dead’ or glymretaphor) as they
are crucial to the overall meaning;

c. showing that the text is characterized by disunitys is achieved by
‘close reading’, viz. the intensive analysis ofiagke passage, whose
findings will make it impossible to sustain a ‘uotal’ reading, as the
language explodes into multiplicities of meaning;

d. looking for discontinuities, viz. shifts and break$ault lines’) of
various kinds in the text as evidence of what pessed or glossed over
or passed over in silence by the text.

139 ‘Every text takes shape as a mosaic of citatiemsry text is the absorption and
transformation of other texts. The notion of indettiality comes to take the place of
the notion of intersubjectivity’ (Kristev&gemiotikeqtd. in Culler 2002: 163).
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Hence, deconstruction can be applied by followhggteps in a three-
stage model (Barry):

1. attheverbal stagalo an analysis similar to ‘close reading'’:

- look in the text for paradoxes and contradictiohgh& purely verbal
level;

- identify if there is anything in the text which ckad to a reversal of the
polarity of common binary oppositions, so that gexond term will
become privileged and regarded as the more desjrablat you achieve
is an awareness that the text works at once a meige version of the
world we live in and its inversion too, which shothat the signifies are
at war with the signified;

2. at thetextual stagéhave a more overall view of the text: look in tegt
for shifts or breaks in the continuity of the téetg. shifts in the person
of the pronoun or in the verb tense, indicativaahange in viewpoint)
and omissions (e.g. of the subject; of reason danglsomething), which
reveal instabilities of attitude, hence the lackaofixed and unified
position;

3. at thelinguistic stage look for moments in the text when the adequacy
of language itself as a medium of communicatiocaited into question,
viz. implicit or explicit reference to the unrelility of language (e.qg.
saying that something is unsayable; saying thaguage inflates or
deflates or misrepresents its object but contintingse it anyway).

After such a deconstructionist reading, the texy maerge, predictably, as

an ‘angst-ridden, fissured enactment of linguisticd other forms of

indeterminacy’ (Barry 1995: 77). Rob Pope (2003)gasts a deconstructive
reading focused on four main issues:

1. binary opposition and plural differences — throaghexamination of
- main contrasts and tensions, especially binary sifipos,

- hierarchies resulting from polarities preferreddoeftheir opposites,
- other, plural differences expressed or suppressedh@t things are
seen differently);

2. centres and margins — by unravelling
- what is central,

- what is marginal or ignored completely, which chast become an
alternative centre of interest and valuation,

- whether there is any limit to the number of differeentres (de-
centring and re-centring);

3. closed and open structures (or the interplay betwd®les and holes):

- describe the text or language as a whole, viz. tet@@nd unified
in itself,

- identify the text or language as a series of haheeugh which
fragments of other worlds or words can be glimpsed,;

4. ‘grand’ and ‘small’ narratives, local and globalages, factional and
metafictional hi/stories
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- are there any larger narratives (e.g. psychologigadlitical,
scientific, religious) that the text draws on?tfie text an episode in
a global cultural history?)
- on a smaller scale, is the text a configuratiopexuliarly local and
unique effects?
0 is the text fiction or fact (viz. story or histofy)
0 can the text be seen as blending the factionahéstbry?
0 is there a metatextual dimension?
Pope’s model may possibly be more appropriatelyiegy readers who
have already tried their hand at the three-stagdeinproposed by Barry.
Combining the two, plus suggestions from deconstreicriticism, at a later
stage of critical practice will quite likely helpeaders create their own
deconstructive strategy adapted to a particuldistekallenges.

E. Outcome

It has been pointed out that the relevance of daoaction to literary
studies (as pioneered by Paul de Man and J. Milier at Yale) consists in
its theoretical and conceptual insights rather ihaacritical method as such
(hardly explicitly on offer even in Barbara John'sostudies) or in reaching
final interpretations (completely at odds with ltasic premises). Crasnow
argues that many critical issues are open to décmtien, as ‘Derrida’s
way of thinking will radically revise what a read®tpects to do with a text’:
for instance, ‘our concern with authors evincegsirg for origin, to serve as
interpretive closure; and realist representatiorprscisely an illusion of
presence’ (Crasnow, in Fowler 1987: 56). Moreoueigctual practice, ‘the
most effective teaching that would derive from destouction would begin
by emphasizing how much more meaningful the texjhinpotentially be...
by deciding to respect its silences, or respecfoitking paths (instead of
starting immediately on moments of self-reflectio@ohnson, interviewed
in Salusinszky 1987: 162-3). Of course, a mechanisployment of
deconstruction in reading literary texts (like ofyather critical approach, in
fact) risks reducing all texts to simple or mor@lsisticated demonstrations
of logocentrism and aporia. Arguably, practisingatestruction in literary
studies can be an opportunity for learning to as&stjons larger than those
explicitly connected with the text under scrutiiyhile there is no political
program in deconstructive criticism, unlike in athénds of criticism, e.g.
Marxist, there is, as Barbara Johnson has remarkepolitical attitude
which is to examine authority in language, and pghenouncements of any
self-constituted authority for what it is repregsior what it is not saying’
(interviewed in Salusinszky 1987: 167; my emphasi$¢nce Johnson’'s
poststructuralist metacritical rhetorical questioagarding (the Foucauldian)
power/knowledge in the essay ‘Teaching Ignorancen¢erned with the late
20" century inclusion of Moliére’sSchool for Wivesin the French
curriculum):
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Could it be that the pedagogical enterprise as siehways constitutively a
project of teaching ignorance? Are our ways of héag students to assome
guestions always correlative with our ways of téaghhemnot to ask—
indeed, to be unconscious of — others? Does theatidnal system exist in
order to promulgate knowledge, or is its main fiorcrather to universalize a
society’s tacit agreement about what it has decitleibes not and cannot
know? And is there some fundamental correlatiorwbenh the teaching of
ignorance and the question of femininity?
(Johnson 1987: 76-7; her emphasis).

However, according to a leading deconstructionike IBarbara
Johnson herself, deconstruction cannot be applsdl lon to every single
socio-political issue, specifically, ‘where it betfse question to say “it's
undecidable™: ‘You have not, at all, accounted foe fact of fascism, the
fact of disadvantageous conditions of life. ... Winati have to figure out is
how to ask questions that woutdke the impossibility of answering a
question like that, alongside the social systenmt #ws as if there is an
answer, and then analyze the relation between these (Johnson,
interviewed in Salusinszky 1987: 170). Feminism hmhige one of the areas
where deconstruction could meet the need ‘to ddietthe relation between
equality and difference, or between disregardindfedince and re-
articulating it: a system in which things both af#ferent and are not
different. That sort of logic is one that Derridaevdlops’ (Johnson,
interviewed in Salusinszky 1987: 169). Howeverslas perceptively argues,
‘women are socialized to see more than one pointi@k at a time, and
certainly to see more than their own point of view. [W]omen are all
trained, to some extent, to be deconstructorsd(ibiwhich, by having
deconstruction blend in with the very type of sbeaion its female
practitioners have received, may undermine itsss@agnificance.
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