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Polemical Introduction

THis BoOK consists of “essays,” in the word’s original sense of a
trial or incomplete attempt, on the possibility of a synoptic view
of the scope, theory, principles, and techniques of literary criticism.
The primary aim of the book is to give my reasons for believing in
such a synoptic view; its secondary aim is to provide a tentative
version of it which will make enough sense to convince my readers
that a view, of the kind that I outline, is attainable. The gaps in
the subject as treated here are too enormous for the book ever to
be regarded as presenting my system, or even my theory. It is to
be regarded rather as an interconnected group of suggestions which
it is hoped will be of some practical use to critics and students of
literature. Whatever is of no practical use to anybody is expendable.
My approach is based on Matthew Arnold’s precept of letting
the mind play freely around a subject in which there has been
much endeavor and little attempt at perspective. All the essays
deal with criticism, but by criticism I mean the whole work of
scholarship and taste concerned with literature which is a part
of what is variously called liberal education, culture, or the study
of the humanities. I start from the principle that criticism is not
simply a part of this larger activity, but an essential part of it.

The subject-matter of literary criticism is an art, and criticism
is evidently something of an art too. This sounds as though criti-
cism were a parasitic form of literary expression, an art based on
pre-existing art, a second-hand imitation of creative power. On
this theory critics are intellectuals who have a taste for art but
lack both the power to produce it and the money to patronize it,
and thus form a class of cultural middlemen, distributing culture
to society at a profit to themselves while exploiting the artist and
increasing the strain on his public. The conception of the critic
as a parasite or artist manqué is still very popular, especially among
artists. It is sometimes reinforced by a dubious analogy between
the creative and the procreative functions, so that we hear about
the “impotence” and “dryness” of the critic, of his hatred for
genuinely creative people, and so on. The golden age of anti-
critical criticism was the latter part of the nineteenth century, but
some of its prejudices are still around.

However, the fate of art that tries to do without criticism is
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instructive. The attempt to reach the public directly through
“popular” art assumes that criticism is -artificial and public taste
natural. Behind this is a further assumption about natural taste
which goes back through Tolstoy to Romantic theories of a spon-
taneously creative “folk.” These theories have had a fair trial;
they have not stood up very well to the facts of literary history
and experience, and it is perhaps time to move beyond them. An
extreme reaction against the primitive view, at one time associated
with the “art for art’s sake” catchword, thinks of art in precisely
the opposite terms, as a mystery, an initiation into an esoterically
civilized community. Here criticism is restricted to ritual masonic
gestures, to raised eyebrows and cryptic comments and other signs
of an understanding too occult for syntax. The fallacy common to
both attitudes is that of a rough correlation between the merit of
art and the degree of public response to it, though the correlation
assumed is direct in one case and inverse in the other.

One can find examples which appear to support both these
views; but it is clearly the simple truth that there is no real cor-
relation either way between the merits of art and its public re-
ception. Shakespeare was more popular than Webster, but not
because he was a greater dramatist; Keats was less popular than
Montgomery, but not because he was a better poet. Consequently
there is no way of preventing the critic from being, for better or
worse, the pioneer of education and the shaper of cultural tradi-
tion. Whatever popularity Shakespeare and Keats have now is
equally the result of the publicity of criticism. A public that tries
to do without criticism, and asserts that it knows what it wants or
likes, brutalizes the arts and loses its cultural memory. Art for art’s
sake is a retreat from criticism which ends in an impoverishment
of civilized life itself. The only way to forestall the work of criti-
cism is through censorship, which has the same relation to criticism
that lynching has to justice.

There is another reason why criticism has to exist. Criticism can
talk, and all the arts are dumb. In painting, sculpture, or music
it is easy enough to see that the art shows forth, but cannot say
anything. And, whatever it sounds like to call the poet inarticulate
or speechless, there is a most important sense in which poems are
as silent as statues. Poetry is a disinterested use of words: it does
not address a reader directly. When it does so, we usually feel that
the poet has some distrust in the capacity of readers and critics to

4

For general queries, contact webmaster@press.princeton.edu



© Copyright, Princeton University Press. No part of this book may be
distributed, posted, or reproduced in any form by digital or mechanical
means without prior written permission of the publisher.

POLEMICAL INTRODUCTION

interpret his meaning without assistance, and has therefore dropped
into the sub-poetic level of metrical talk (“verse” or “doggerel”)
which anybody can learn to produce. It is not only tradition that
impels a poet to invoke a Muse and protest that his utterance is
involuntary. Nor is it strained wit that causes Mr. MacLeish, in
his famous Ars Poetica, to apply the words “mute,” “dumb,” and
“wordless” to a poem. The artist, as John Stuart Mill saw in a
wonderful flash of critical insight, is not heard but overheard. The
axiom of criticism must be, not that the poet does not know what
he is talking about, but that he cannot talk about what he knows.
To defend the right of criticism to exist at all, therefore, is to
assume that criticism is a structure of thought and knowledge
existing in its own right, with some measure of independence from
the art it deals with.

The poet may of course have some critical ability of his own,
and so be able to talk about his own work. But the Dante who
writes a commentary on the first canto of the Paradiso is merely
one more of Dante’s critics. What he says has a peculiar interest,
but not a peculiar authority. It is generally accepted that a critic
is a better judge of the value of a poem than its creator, but there
is still a lingering notion that it is somehow ridiculous to regard
the critic as the final judge of its meaning, even though in practice
it is clear that he must be. The reason for this is an inability to
distinguish literature from the descriptive or assertive writing which
derives from the active will and the conscious mind, and which is
primarily concerned to “say” something.

Part of the critic’s reason for feeling that poets can be properly
assessed only after their death is that they are then unable to pre-
sume on their merits as poets to tease him with hints of inside
knowledge. When Ibsen maintains that Emperor and Galilean is
his greatest play and that certain episodes in Peer Gynt are not
allegorical, one can only say that Ibsen is an indifferent critic of
Ibsen. Wordsworth’s Preface to the Lyrical Ballads is a remarkable
document, but as a piece of Wordsworthian criticism nobody
would give it more than about a B plus. Critics of Shakespeare
are often supposed to be ridiculed by the assertion that if Shake-
speare were to come back from the dead he would not be able to
appreciate or even understand their criticism. This in itself is
likely enough: we have little evidence of Shakespeare’s interest in
criticism, either of himself or of anyone else. Even if there were
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such evidence, his own account of what he was trying to do in
Hamlet would no more be a definitive criticism of that play, clearing
all its puzzles up for good, than a performance of it under his
direction would be a definitive performance. And what is true of
the poet in relation to his own work is still more true of his opinion
of other poets. It is hardly possible for the critical poet to avoid
expanding his own tastes, which are intimately linked to his own
practice, into a general law of literature. But criticism has to be
based on what the whole of literature actually does: in its light,
whatever any highly respected writer thinks literature in general
ought to do will show up in its proper perspective. The poet speak-
ing as critic produces, not criticism, but documents to be examined
by critics. They may well be valuable documents: it is only when
they are accepted as directives for criticism that they are in any
danger of becoming misleading.

The notion that the poet necessarily is or could be the definitive
interpreter of himself or of the theory of literature belongs to the
conception of the critic as a parasite or jackal. Once we admit that
the critic has his own field of activity, and that he has autonomy
within that field, we have to concede that criticism deals with
literature in terms of a specific conceptual framework. The frame-
work is not that of literature itself, for this is the parasite theory
again, but neither is it something outside literature, for in that case
the autonomy of criticism would again disappear, and the whole
subject would be assimilated to something else.

This latter gives us, in criticism, the fallacy of what in history is
called determinism, where a scholar with a special interest in geog-
raphy or economics expresses that interest by the rhetorical device
of putting his favorite study into a causal relationship with what-
ever interests him less. Such a method gives one the illusion of
explaining one’s subject while studying it, thus wasting no time.
It would be easy to compile a long list of such determinisms in
criticism, all of them, whether Marxist, Thomist, liberal-humanist,
neo-Classical, Freudian, Jungian, or existentialist, substituting a
critical attitude for criticism, all proposing, not to find a conceptual
framework for criticism within literature, but to attach criticism
to one of a miscellany of frameworks outside it. The axioms and
postulates of criticism, however, have to grow out of the art it deals
with. The first thing the literary critic has to do is to read literature,
to make an inductive survey of his own field and let his critical
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principles shape themselves solely out of his knowledge of that
field. Critical principles cannot be taken over ready-made from
theology, philosophy, politics, science, or any combination of these.

To subordinate criticism to an externally derived critical attitude
is to exaggerate the values in literature that can be related to the
external source, whatever it is. It is all too easy to impose on litera-
ture an extra-literary schematism, a sort of religio-political color-
filter, which makes some poets leap into prominence and others
show up as dark and faulty. All that the disinterested critic can do
with such a color-filter is to murmur politely that it shows things
in a new light and is indeed a most stimulating contribution to
criticism. Of course such filtering critics usually imply, and often
believe, that they are letting their literary experience speak for
itself and are holding their other attitudes in reserve, the coinci-
dence between their critical valuations and their religious or politi-
cal views being silently gratifying to them but not explicitly forced
on the reader. Such independence of criticism from prejudice, how-
ever, does not invariably occur even with those who best under-
stand criticism. Of their inferiors the less said the better.

If it is insisted that we cannot criticize literature until we have
acquired a coherent philosophy of life with its center of gravity
in something else, the existence of criticism as a separate subject
is still being denied. But there is another possibility. If criticism
exists, it must be an examination of literature in terms of a con-
ceptual framework derivable from an inductive survey of the literary
field. The word “inductive” suggests some sort of scientific pro-
cedure. What if criticism is a science as well as an art? Not a “pure”
or “exact” science, of course, but these phrases belong to a nine-
teenth-century cosmology which is no longer with us. The writing
of history is an art, but no one doubts that scientific principles are
involved in the historian’s treatment of evidence, and that the
presence of this scientific element is what distinguishes history
from legend. It may also be a scientific element in criticism which
distinguishes it from literary parasitism on the one hand, and the
superimposed critical attitude on the other. The presence of science
in any subject changes its character from the casual to the causal,
from the random and intuitive to the systematic, as well as safe-
guarding the integrity of that subject from external invasions.
However, if there are any readers for whom the word “scientific”
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conveys emotional overtones of unimaginative barbarism, they
may substitute “‘systematic” or “progressive” instead.

It seems absurd to say that there may be a scientific element in
criticism when there are dozens of learned journals based on the
assumption that there is, and hundreds of scholars engaged in a
scientific procedure related to literary criticism. Evidence is ex-
amined scientifically; previous authorities are used scientifically;
fields are investigated scientifically; texts are edited scientifically.
Prosody is scientific in structure; so is phonetics; so is philology.
Either literary criticism is scientific, or all these highly trained and
intelligent scholars are wasting their time on some kind of pseudo-
science like phrenology. Yet one is forced to wonder whether schol-
ars realize the implications of the fact that their work is scientific.
In the growing complication of secondary sources one misses that
sense of consolidating progress which belongs to a science. Research
begins in what is known as “background,” and one would expect
it, as it goes on, to start organizing the foreground as well. Telling
us what we should know about literature ought to fulfil itself in
telling us something about what it is. As soon as it comes to this
point, scholarship seems to be dammed by some kind of barrier,
and washes back into further research projects.

So to “appreciate” literature and get more direct contact with
it, we turn to the public critic, the Lamb or Hazlitt or Arnold or
Sainte-Beuve who represents the reading public at its most expert
and judicious. It is the task of the public critic to exemplify how
a man of taste uses and evaluates literature, and thus show how
literature is to be absorbed into society. But here we no longer
have the sense of an impersonal body of consolidating knowledge.
The public critic tends to episodic forms like the lecture and the
familiar essay, and his work is not a science, but another kind of
literary art. He has picked up his ideas from a pragmatic study
of literature, and does not try to create or enter into a theoretical
structure. In Shakespearean criticism we have a fine monument of
Augustan taste in Johnson, of Romantic taste in Coleridge, of Vic-
torian taste in Bradley. The ideal critic of Shakespeare, we feel,
would avoid the Augustan, Romantic, and Victorian limitations
and prejudices respectively of Johnson, Coleridge, and Bradley.
But we have no clear notion of progress in the criticism of Shake-
speare, or of how a critic who read all his predecessors could, as
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a result, become anything better than a monument of contemporary
taste, with all its limitations and prejudices.

In other words, there is as yet no way of distinguishing what is
genuine criticism, and therefore progresses toward making the
whole of literature intelligible, from what belongs only to the
history of taste, and therefore follows the vacillations of fashionable
prejudice. I give an example of the difference between the two
which amounts to a head-on collision. In one of his curious, bril-
liant, scatter-brained footnotes to Munera Pulveris, John Ruskin
says:

Of Shakspeare’s names I will afterwards speak at more length;
they are curiously—often barbarously—mixed out of various tradi-
tions and languages. Three of the clearest in meaning have been
already noticed. Desdemona—*‘3vadaipovia,”miserable fortune—
is also plain enough. Othello is, I believe, “the careful”; all the
calamity of the tragedy arising from the single flaw and error
in his magnificently collected strength. Ophelia, “serviceable-
ness,” the true, lost wife of Hamlet, is marked as having a Greek
name by that of her brother Laertes; and its signification is once
exquisitely alluded to in that brother’s last word of her, where
her gentle preciousness is opposed to the uselessness of the churl-
ish clergy:—“A ministering angel shall my sister be, when thou
liest howling.”

On this passage Matthew Arnold comments as follows:

Now, really, what a piece of extravagance all that is! I will not
say that the meaning of Shakspeare’s names (I put aside the
question as to the correctness of Mr. Ruskin’s etymologies) has
no effect at all, may be entirely lost sight of; but to give it that
degree of prominence is to throw the reins to one’s whim, to
forget all moderation and proportion, to lose the balance of one’s
mind altogether. It is to show in one’s criticism, to the highest
excess, the note of provinciality.

Now whether Ruskin is right or wrong, he is attempting genuine
criticism. He is trying to interpret Shakespeare in terms of a con-
ceptual framework which belongs to the critic alone, and yet re-
lates itself to the plays alone. Arnold is perfectly right in feeling
that this is not the sort of material that the public critic can
directly use. But he does not seem even to suspect the existence
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of a systematic criticism as distinct from the history of taste. Here
it is Arnold who is the provincial. Ruskin has learned his trade
from the great iconological tradition which comes down through
Classical and Biblical scholarship into Dante and Spenser, both
of whom he had studied carefully, and which is incorporated in
the medieval cathedrals he had pored over in such detail. Arnold
is assuming, as a universal law of nature, certain “plain sense”
critical axioms which were hardly heard of before Dryden’s time
and which can assuredly not survive the age of Freud and Jung
and Frazer and Cassirer..

What we have so far is, on one side of the “study of literature,”
the work of the scholar who tries to make it possible, and on the
other side the work of the public critic who assumes that it exists.
In between is “literature” itself, a game preserve where the student
wanders with his native intelligence his only guide. The assump-
tion seems to be that the scholar and the public critic are connected
by a common interest in literature alone. The scholar lays down
his materials outside the portals of literature: like other offerings
brought to unseen consumers, a good deal of such scholarship
seems to be the product of a rather touching faith, sometimes only
a hope that some synthetizing critical Messiah of the future will
find it useful. The public critic, or the spokesman of the imposed
critical attitude, is apt to make only a random and haphazard use
of this material, often in fact to treat the scholar as Hamlet did
the grave-digger, ignoring evervthing he throws out except an odd
skull which he can pick up and moralize about.

Those who are concerned with the arts are often asked questions,
not always sympathetic ones, about the use or value of what they
are doing. It is probably impossible to answer such questions di-
rectly, or at any rate to answer the people who ask them. Most
of the answers, such as Newman’s “liberal knowledge is its own
end,” merely appeal to the experience of those who have had the
right experience. Similarly, most “defenses of poetry” are intel-
ligible only to those well within the defenses. The basis of critical
apologetics, therefore, has to be the actual experience of art, and
for those concerned with literature, the first question to answer
is not “What use is the study of literature?” but, “What follows
from the fact that it is possible?”

Everyone who has seriously studied literature knows that the
mental process involved is as coherent and progressive as the study

10

For general queries, contact webmaster@press.princeton.edu



© Copyright, Princeton University Press. No part of this book may be
distributed, posted, or reproduced in any form by digital or mechanical
means without prior written permission of the publisher.

POLEMICAL INTRODUCTION

of science. A precisely similar training of the mind takes place, and
a similar sense of the unity of the subject is built up. If this unity
comes from literature itself, then literature itself must be shaped
like a science, which contradicts our experience of it; or it must
derive some informing power from an ineffable mystery at the
heart of being, which seems vague; or the mental benefits alleged
to be derived from it are imaginary, and are really derived from
other subjects studied incidentally in connection with it.

This is as far as we can get on the assumption that the scholar
and the man of taste are connected by nothing more than a com-
mon interest in literature. If this assumption is true, the high
percentage of sheer futility in all criticism should be honestly
faced, for the percentage can only increase with its bulk, until
criticizing becomes, especially for university teachers, merely an
automatic method of acquiring merit, like turning a prayer-wheel.
But it is only an unconscious assumption—at least, I have never
seen it stated as a doctrine—and it would certainly be convenient if
it turned out to be nonsense. The alternative assumption is that
scholars and public critics are directly related by an intermediate
form of criticism, a coherent and comprehensive theory of litera-
ture, logically and scientifically organized, some of which the stu-
dent unconsciously learns as he goes on, but the main principles
of which are as yet unknown to us. The development of such a
criticism would fulfil the systematic and progressive element in
research by assimilating its work into a unified structure of knowl-
edge, as other sciences do. It would at the same time establish an
authority within criticism for the public critic and the man of
taste.

We should be careful to realize what the possibility of such an
intermediate criticism implies. It implies that at no point is there
any direct learning of literature itself. Physics is an organized body
of knowledge about nature, and a student of it says that he is learn-
ing physics, not nature. Art, like nature, has to be distinguished
from the systematic study of it, which is criticism. It is therefore
impossible to “learn literature”: one learns about it in a certain
way, but what one learns, transitively, is the criticism of literature.
Similarly, the difficulty often felt in “teaching literature” arises
from the fact that it cannot be done: the criticism of literature is
all that can be directly taught. Literature is not a subject of study,
but an object of study: the fact that it consists of words, as we
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have seen, makes us confuse it with the talking verbal disciplines.
The libraries reflect our confusion by cataloguing criticism as one
of the subdivisions of literature. Criticism, rather, is to art what
history is to action and philosophy to wisdom: a verbal imitation
of a human productive power which in itself does not speak. And
just as there is nothing which the philosopher cannot consider
philosophically, and nothing which the historian cannot consider
historically, so the critic should be able to construct and dwell in
a conceptual universe of his own. This critical universe seems to be
one of the things implied in Arnold’s conception of culture.

I am not, therefore, saying that literary criticism at present must
be doing the wrong thing and ought to be doing something else.
I am saying that it should be possible to get a comprehensive view
of what it actually is doing. It is necessary that scholars and public
critics should continue to make their contributions to criticism.
It is not necessary that the thing they contribute to should be
invisible, as the coral island is invisible to the polyp. In the study
of literary scholarship the student becomes aware of an undertow
carrying him away from literature. He finds that literature is the
central division of the humanities, flanked on one side by history
and on the other by philosophy. As literature is not itself an or-
ganized structure of knowledge, the critic has to turn to the con-
ceptual framework of the historian for events, and to that of the
philosopher for ideas. Asked what he is working on, the critic will
invariably say that he is working on Donne, or Shelley’s thought,
or the 1640-1660 period, or give some other answer implying that
history, philosophy, or literature itself is the conceptual basis of
his criticism. In the unlikely event that he was concerned with
the theory of criticism, he would say that he was working on a
“general” topic. It is clear that the absence of systematic criticism
has created a power vacuum, and all the neighboring disciplines
have moved in. Hence the prominence of the Archimedes fallacy
mentioned above: the notion that if we plant our feet solidly
enough in Christian or democratic or Marxist values we shall be able
to lift the whole of criticism at once with a dialectic crowbar. But
if the varied interests of critics could be related to a central expand-
ing pattern of systematic comprehension, this undertow would
disappear, and they would be seen as converging on criticism in-
stead of running away from it.

One proof that a systematic comprehension of a subject actually
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exists is the ability to write an elementary textbook expounding
its fundamental principles. It would be interesting to see what such
a book on criticism would contain. It would not start with a clear
answer to the first question of all: “What is literature?” We have
no real standards to distinguish a verbal structure that is literary
from one that is not, and no idea what to do with the vast penumbra
of books that may be claimed for literature because they are written
with “style,” or are useful as “background,” or have simply got
into a university course of “great books.” We then discover that we
have no word, corresponding to “poem” in poetry or “play” in
drama, to describe a work of literary art. It is all very well for
Blake to say that to generalize is to be an idiot, but when we find
ourselves in the cultural situation of savages who have words for
ash and willow and no word for tree, we wonder if there is not such
a thing as being too deficient in the capacity to generalize.

So much for page one of our handbook. Page two would be the
place to explain what seems the most far-reaching of literary facts,
the distinction in rhythm between verse and prose. But it appears
that a distinction which anyone can make in practice cannot be
made as yet by any critic in theory. We continue to riffle through
the blank pages. The next thing to do is to outline the primary
categories of literature, such as drama, epic, prose fiction, and the
like. This at any rate is what Aristotle assumed to be the obvious
first step in criticism. We discover that the critical theory of
genres is stuck precisely where Aristotle left it. The very word
“genre” sticks out in an English sentence as the unpronounceable
and alien thing it is. Most critical efforts to handle such generic
terms as “epic” and “novel” are chiefly interesting as examples of
the psychology of rumor. Thanks to the Greeks, we can distinguish
tragedy from comedy in drama, and so we still tend to assume that
each is the half of drama that is not the other half. When we come
to deal with such forms as the masque, opera, movie, ballet, puppet-
play, mystery-play, morality, commedia dell’ arte, and Zauberspiel,
we find ourselves in the position of the Renaissance doctors who
refused to treat syphilis because Galen said nothing about it.

The Greeks hardly needed to develop a classification of prose
forms. We do, but have never done so. We have, as usual, no word
for a work of prose fiction, so the word “novel” does duty for every-
thing, and thereby loses its only real meaning as the name of a
genre. The circulating-library distinction between fiction and non-
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fiction, between books which are about things admitted not to be
true and books which are about everything else, is apparently ex-
haustive enough for critics. Asked what form of prose fiction Gul-
liver’s Travels belongs to, there are few critics who, if they could
give the answer “Menippean satire,” would regard it as knowledge
essential for dealing with the book, although some notion of what
a novel is is surely a prerequisite for dealing with a serious novelist.
Other prose forms are even worse off. Western literature has been
more influenced by the Bible than by any other book, but with all
his respect for “sources,” the critic knows little more about that
influence than the fact that it exists. Biblical typology is so dead
a language now that most readers, including scholars, cannot con-
strue the superficial meaning of any poem which employs it. And
so on. If criticism could ever be conceived as a coherent and sys-
tematic study, the elementary principles of which could be ex-
plained to any intelligent nineteen-year-old, then, from the point
of view of such a conception, no critic now knows the first thing
about criticism. What critics now have is a mystery-religion with-
out a gospel, and they are initiates who can communicate, or
quarrel, only with one another.

A theory of criticism whose principles apply to the whole of
literature and account for every valid type of critical procedure is
what I think Aristotle meant by poetics. Aristotle seems to me to
approach poetry as a biologist would approach a system of organ-
isms, picking out its genera and species, formulating the broad laws
of literary experience, and in short writing as though he believed
that there is a totally intelligible structure of knowledge attainable
about poetry which is not poetry itself, or the experience of it,
but poetics. One would imagine that, after two thousand years of
post-Aristotelian literary activity, his views on poetics, like his views
on the generation of animals, could be re-examined in the light
of fresh evidence. Meanwhile, the opening words of the Poetics, in
the Bywater translation, remain as good an introduction to the
subject as ever, and describe the kind of approach that I have tried
to keep in mind for myself:

Our subject being poetry, I propose to speak not only of the
art in general but also of its species and their respective capacities;
of the structure of plot required for a good poem; of the number
and nature of the constituent parts of a poem; and likewise of
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any other matters in the same line of inquiry. Let us follow the
natural order and begin with the primary facts.

Of course literature is only one of many arts, but this book is
compelled to avoid the treatment of aesthetic problems outside of
poetics. Every art, however, needs its own critical organization,
and poetics will form a part of aesthetics as soon as aesthetics be-
comes the unified criticism of all the arts instead of whatever it
is now.

Sciences normally begin in a state of naive induction: they tend
first of all to take the phenomena they are supposed to interpret as
data. Thus physics began by taking the immediate sensations of
experience, classified as hot, cold, moist, and dry, as fundamental
principles. Eventually physics turned inside out, and discovered
that its real function was rather to explain what heat and moisture
were. History began as chronicle; but the difference between the
old chronicler and the modern historian is that to the chronicler
the events he recorded were also the structure of his history, where-
as the historian sees these events as historical phenomena, to be
connected within a conceptual framework not only broader but
different in shape from them. Similarly each modern science has had
to tdke what Bacon calls (though in another context) an induc-
tive leap, occupying a new vantage ground from which it can see
its former data as new things to be explained. As long as astronomers
regarded the movements of heavenly bodies as the structure of as-
tronomy, they naturally regarded their own point of view as fixed.
Once they thought of movement as itself explicable, a mathema-
tical theory of movement became the conceptual framework, and
so the way was cleared for the heliocentric solar system and the
law of gravitation. As long as biology thought of animal and
vegetable forms of life as constituting its subject, the different
branches of biology were largely efforts of cataloguing. As soon as
it was the existence of forms of life themselves that had to be ex-
plained, the theory of evolution and the conceptions of protoplasm
and the cell poured into biology and completely revitalized it.

It occurs to me that literary criticism is now in such a state of
naive induction as we find in a primitive science. Its materials, the
masterpieces of literature, are not yet regarded as phenomena to
be explained in terms of a conceptual framework which criticism
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alone possesses. They are still regarded as somehow constituting
the framework or structure of criticism as well. I suggest that it
is time for criticism to leap to a new ground from which it can
discover what the organizing or containing forms of its conceptual
framework are. Criticism seems to be badly in need of a coordinat-
ing principle, a central hypothesis which, like the theory of evolution
in biology, will see the phenomena it deals with as parts of a whole.

The first postulate of this inductive leap is the same as that of
any science: the assumption of total coherence. Simple as this
assumption appears, it takes a long time for a science to discover
that it is in fact a totally intelligible body of knowledge. Until it
makes this discovery, it has not been born as an individual science
but remains an embryo within the body of some other subject. The
birth of physics from “natural philosophy” and of sociology from
“moral philosophy” will illustrate the process. It is also approxi-
mately true that the modern sciences have developed in the order
of their closeness to mathematics. Thus physics and astronomy
began to assume their modern form in the Renaissance, chemistry
in the eighteenth century, biology in the nineteenth, and the
social sciences in the twentieth. If criticism is a science, it is clearly
a social science, and if it is developing only in our day, the fact
is at least not an anachronism. Meanwhile, the myopia of speciali-
zation remains an inseparable part of naive induction. From such
a perspective, “general” questions are humanly impossible to deal
with, because they involve “covering” a frighteningly large field.
The critic is in the position of a mathematician who has to deal
with numbers so large that it would keep him scribbling digits
until the next ice age even to write them out in their conventional
form as integers. Critic and mathematician alike will have some-
how to invent a less cumbersome notation.

Naive induction thinks of literature entirely in terms of the
enumerative bibliography of literature: that is, it sees literature
as a huge aggregate or miscellaneous pile of discrete “works.”
Clearly, if literature is nothing more than this, any systematic
mental training based on it becomes impossible. Only one organiz-
ing principle has so far been discovered in literature, the principle
of chronology. This supplies the magic word “tradition,” which
means that when we see the miscellaneous pile strung out along
a chronological line, some coherence is given it by sheer sequence.
But even tradition Joes not answer all our questions. Total literary
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history gives us a glimpse of the possibility of seeing literature as
a complication of a relatively restricted and simple group of
formulas that can be studied in primitive culture. We next realize
that the relation of later literature to these primitive formulas is
by no means purely one of complication, as we find the primitive
formulas reappearing in the greatest classics—in fact there seems
to be a general tendency on the part of great classics to revert to
them. This coincides with a feeling we have all had: that the
study of mediocre works of art remains a random and peripheral
form of critical experience, whereas the profound masterpiece
draws us to a point at which we seem to see an enormous number
of converging patterns of significance. We begin to wonder if we
cannot see literature, not only as complicating itself in time, but
as spread out in conceptual space from some kind of center that
criticism could locate.

It is clear that criticism cannot be a systematic study unless there
is a quality in literature which enables it to be so. We have to adopt
the hypothesis, then, that just as there is an order of nature behind
the natural sciences, so literature is not a piled aggregate of “works,”
but an order of words. A belief in an order of nature, however, is
an inference from the intelligibility of the natural sciences; and if
the natural sciences ever completely demonstrated the order of
nature they would presumably exhaust their subject. Similarly,
criticism, if a science, must be totally intelligible, but literature, as
the order of words which makes the science possible, is, so far as
we know, an inexhaustible source of new critical discoveries, and
would be even if new works of literature ceased to be written. If
so, then the search for a limiting principle in literature in order
to discourage the development of criticism is mistaken. The absurd
quantum formula of criticism, the assertion that the critic should
confine himself to “getting out” of a poem exactly what the poet
may vaguely be assumed to have been aware of “putting in,” is one
of the many slovenly illiteracies that the absence of systematic criti-
cism has allowed to grow up. This quantum theory is the literary
form of what may be called the fallacy of premature teleology. It
corresponds, in the natural sciences, to the assertion that a phe-
nomenon is as it is because Providence in its inscrutable wisdom
made it so. That is, the critic is assumed to have no conceptual
framework: it is simply his job to take a poem into which a poet
has diligently stuffed a specific number of beauties or effects, and
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complacently extract them one by one, like his prototype Little
Jack Horner.

The first step in developing a genuine poetics is to recognize
and get rid of meaningless criticism, or talking about literature in
a way that cannot help to build up a systematic structure of knowl-
edge. This includes all the sonorous nonsense that we so often
find in critical generalities, reflective comments, ideological perora-
tions, and other consequences of taking a large view of an unor-
ganized subject. It includes all lists of the “best” novels or poems
or writers, whether their particular virtue is exclusiveness or in-
clusiveness. It includes all casual, sentimental, and prejudiced value-
judgments, and all the literary chit-chat which makes the reputa-
tions of poets boom and crash in an imaginary stock exchange.
That wealthy investor Mr. Eliot, after dumping Milton on the
market, is now buying him again; Donne has probably reached his
peak and will begin to taper off; Tennyson may be in for a slight
flutter but the Shelley stocks are still bearish. This sort of thing
cannot be part of any systematic study, for a systematic study can
only progress: whatever dithers or vacillates or reacts is merely
leisure-class gossip. The history of taste is no more a part of the
structure of criticism than the Huxley-Wilberforce debate is a part
of the structure of biological science.

I believe that if this distinction is maintained and applied to
the critics of the past, what they have said about real criticism will
show an astonishing amount of agreement, in which the outlines
of a coherent and systematic study will begin to emerge. In the
history of taste, where there are no facts, and where all truths have
been, in Hegelian fashion, split into half-truths in order to sharpen
their cutting edges, we perhaps do feel that the study of literature
is too relative and subjective ever to make any consistent sense. But
as the history of taste has no organic connection with criticism, it
can easily be separated. Mr. Eliot’s essay The Function of Criticism
begins by laying down the principle that the existing monuments
of literature form an ideal order among themselves, and are not
simply collections of the writings of individuals. This is criticism,
and very fundamental criticism. Much of this book attempts to
annotate it. Its solidity is indicated by its consistency with a hun-
dred other statements that could be collected from the better
critics of all ages. There follows a rhetorical debate which makes
tradition and its opposite into personified and contending forces,
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the former dignified with the titles of Catholic and Classical, the
latter ridiculed by the epithet “Whiggery.” This is the sort of
thing that makes for confusion until we realize how easy it is to
snip it off and throw it away. The debate is maintained against
Mr. Middleton Murry, who is spoken of approvingly because “he
is aware that there are definite positions to be taken, and that now
and then one must actually reject something and select something
else.” There are no definite positions to be taken in chemistry or
philology, and if there are any to be taken in criticism, criticism
is not a field of genuine learning. For in any field of genuine learn-
ing, the only sensible response to the challenge ““stand” is Falstaff’s
“so I do, against my will.” One’s “definite position” is one’s weak-
ness, the source of one’s liability to error and prejudice, and to gain
adherents to a definite position is only to multiply one’s weakness
like an infection.

The next step is to realize that criticism has a great variety of
neighbors, and that the critic must enter into relations with them
in any way that guarantees his own independence. He may want
to know something of the natural sciences, but he need waste no
time in emulating their methods. I understand that there is a
Ph.D. thesis somewhere which displays a list of Hardy’s novels
in the order of the percentages of gloom they contain, but one does
not feel that that sort of procedure should be encouraged. The
critic may want to know something of the social sciences, but
there can be no such thing as, for instance, a sociological “approach”
to literature. There is no reason why a sociologist should not work
exclusively on literary material, but if he does he should pay no
attention to literary values. In his field Horatio Alger and the
writer of the Elsie books may well be more important than Haw-
thorne or Melville, and a single issue of the Ladies’ Home Journal
worth all of Henry James. The critic is similarly under no obliga-
tion to sociological values, as the social conditions favorable to the
production of great art are not necessarily those at which the social
sciences aim. The critic may need to know something of religion,
but by theological standards an orthodox religious poem will give
a more satisfactory expression of its content than a heretical one:
this makes nonsense in criticism, and there is nothing to be gained
by confusing the standards of the two subjects.

Literature has been always recognized to be a marketable product,
its producers being the creative writers and its consumers the culti-
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vated readers, with the critics at their head. From this point of
view the critic is, in the metaphor of our opening page, the mid-
dleman. He has some wholesaler’s privileges, such as free review
copies, but his function, as distinct from the bookseller’s, is essen-
tially a form of consumer’s research. I recognize a second division
of labor in literature, which, like other forms of mental construc-
tion, has a theory and a practice. The practitioner of literature and
the producer of literature are not quite the same, though they
overlap a good deal; the theorist of literature and the consumer
of literature are not the same at all, even when they co-exist in
the same man. The present book assumes that the theory of litera-
ture is as primary a humanistic and liberal pursuit as its practice.
Hence, although it takes certain literary values for granted, as
fully established by critical experience, it is not directly concerned
with value-judgements. This fact needs explanation, as the value-
judgement is often, and perhaps rightly for all I know, regarded as
the distinguishing feature of the humanistic and liberal pursuit.

Value-judgements are subjective in the sense that they can be
indirectly but not directly communicated. When they are fashiona-
ble or generally accepted, they look objective, but that is all. The
demonstrable value-judgement is the donkey’s carrot of literary
criticism, and every new critical fashion, such as the current fashion
for elaborate rhetorical analysis, has been accompanied by a belief
that criticism has finally devised a definitive technique for separat-
ing the excellent from the less excellent. But this always turns out
to be an illusion of the history of taste. Value-judgements are
founded on the study of literature; the study of literature can never
be founded on value-judgements. Shakespeare, we say, was one
of a group of English dramatists working around 1600, and also
one of the great poets of the world. The first part of this is a
statement of fact, the second a value-judgement so generally ac-
cepted as to pass for a statement of fact. But it is not a statement
of fact. It remains a value-judgement, and not a shred of systematic
criticism can ever be attached to it.

There are two types of value-judgements, comparative and posi-
tive. Criticism founded on comparative values falls into two main
divisions, according to whether the work of art is regarded as a prod-
uct or as a possession. The former develops biographical criticism,
which relates the work of art primarily to the man who wrote it. The
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latter we may call tropical criticism, and it is primarily concerned
with the contemporary reader. Biographical criticism concerns itself
largely with comparative questions of greatness and personal author-
ity. It regards the poem as the oratory of its creator, and it feels most
secure when it knows of a definite, and preferably heroic, personal-
ity behind the poetry. If it cannot find such a personality, it may
try to project one out of rhetorical ectoplasm, as Carlyle does in
his essay on Shakespeare as a “heroic” poet. Tropical criticism deals
comparatively with style and craftsmanship, with complexity of
meaning and figurative assimilation. It tends to dislike and be-
little the oratorical poets, and it can hardly deal at all with heroic
personality. Both are essentially rhetorical forms of criticism, as
one deals with the rhetoric of persuasive speech and the other with
the rhetoric of verbal ornament, but each distrusts the other’s
kind of rhetoric.

Rhetorical value-judgements are closely related to social values,
and are usually cleared through a customs-house of moral meta-
phors: sincerity, economy, subtlety, simplicity, and the like. But
because poetics is undeveloped, a fallacy arises from the illegiti-
mate extension of rhetoric into the theory of literature. The in-
variable mark of this fallacy is the selected tradition, illustrated
with great clarity in Arnold’s “touchstone” theory, where we pro-
ceed from the intuition of value represented by the touchstone
to a system of ranking poets in classes. The practice of comparing
poets by weighing their lines (no new invention, as it was ridiculed
by Aristophanes in The Frogs) is used by both biographical and
tropical critics, mainly in order to deny first-class rating to those in
favor with the opposite group.

When we examine the touchstone technique in Arnold, how-
ever, certain doubts arise about his motivation. The line from
The Tempest, “In the dark backward and abysm of time,” would
do very well as a touchstone line. One feels that the line “Yet a
tailor might scratch her where’er she did itch” somehow would
not do, though it is equally Shakespearean and equally essential
to the same play. (An extreme form of the same kind of criticism
would, of course, deny this and insist that the line had been inter-
polated by a vulgar hack.) Some principle is clearly at work here
which is much more highly selective than a purely critical experi-
ence of the play would be.

Arnold’s “high seriousness” evidently is closely connected with
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the view that epic and tragedy, because they deal with ruling-
class figures and require the high style of decorum, are the aristo-
crats of literary forms. All his Class One touchstones are from, or
judged by the standards of, epic and tragedy. Hence his demotion
of Chaucer and Burns to Class Two seems to be affected by a
feeling that comedy and satire should be kept in their proper place,
like the moral standards and the social classes which they symbolize.
We begin to suspect that the literary value-judgements are pro-
jections of social ones. Why does Arnold want to rank poets? He
says that we increase our admiration for those who manage to stay
in Class One after we have made it very hard for them to do so.
This being clearly nonsense, we must look further. When we read
“in poetry the distinction between excellent and inferior . . . is of
paramount importance . . . because of the high destinies of poetry,”
we begin to get a clue. We see that Arnold is trying to create a
new scriptural canon out of poetry to serve as a guide for those
social principles which he wants culture to take over from religion.

The treatment of criticism as the application of a social attitude
is a natural enough result of what we have called the power vacuum
in criticism. A systematic study alternates between inductive ex-
perience and deductive principles. In criticism rhetorical analysis
provides some of the induction, and poetics, the theory of criticism,
should be the deductive counterpart. There being no poetics, the
critic is thrown back on prejudice derived from his existence as a
social being. For prejudice is simply inadequate deduction, as a
prejudice in the mind can never be anything but a major premise
which is mostly submerged, like an iceberg.

It is not hard to see prejudice in Arnold, because his views have
dated: it is a little harder when “high seriousness” becomes “ma-
turity,” or some other powerful persuader of more recent critical
rhetoric. It is harder when the old question of what books one
would take to a desert island emerges from parlor games, where it
belongs, into an expensive library alleged to constitute the scrip-
tural canon of democratic values. Rhetorical value-judgements usu-
ally turn on questions of decorum, and the central conception of de-
corum is the difference between high, middle, and low styles. These
styles are suggested by the class structure of society, and criticism,
if it is not to reject half the tacts of literary experience, obviously
has to look at art from the standpoint of an ideally classless society.
Arnold himself points this out when he says that “culture seeks
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to do away with classes.” Every deliberately constructed hierarchy
of values in literature known to me is based on a concealed social,
moral, or intellectual analogy. This applies whether the analogy is
conservative and Romantic, as it is in Arnold, or radical, giving the
top place to comedy, satire, and the values of prose and reason,
as it is in Bernard Shaw. The various pretexts for minimizing the
communicative power of certain writers, that they are obscure or
obscene or nihilistic or reactionary or what not, generally turn out
to be disguises for a feeling that the views of decorum held by the
ascendant social or intellectual class ought to be either maintained
or challenged. These social fixations keep changing, like a fan
turning in front of a light, and the changing inspires the belief
that posterity eventually discovers the whole truth about art.

A selective approach to tradition, then, invariably has some
ultra-critical joker concealed in it. There is no question of accept-
ing the whole of literature as the basis of study, but a tradition
(or, of course, “the” tradition) is abstracted from it and attached
to contemporary social values, being then used to document those
values. The hesitant reader is invited to try the following exercise.
Pick three big names at random, work out the eight possible com-
binations of promotion and demotion (on a simplified, or two-
class, basis) and defend each in turn. Thus if the three names
picked were Shakespeare, Milton, and Shelley, the agenda would
run:

1. Demoting Shelley, on the ground that he is immature in
technique and profundity of thought compared to the others.

2. Demoting Milton, on the ground that his religious obscurant-
ism and heavy doctrinal content impair the spontaneity of his
utterance.

3. Demoting Shakespeare, on the ground that his detachment
from ideas makes his dramas a reflection of life rather than a
creative attempt to improve it.

4. Promoting Shakespeare, on the ground that he preserves an
integrity of poetic vision which in the others is obfuscated by
didacticism.

5. Promoting Milton, on the ground that his penetration of the
highest mysteries of faith raises him above Shakespeare’s unvary-
ing worldliness and Shelley’s callowness.

6. Promoting Shelley, on the ground that his love of freedom
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speaks to the heart of modern man more immediately than poets
who accepted outworn social or religious values.

7. Promoting all three (for this a special style, which we may
call the peroration style, should be used).

8. Demoting all three, on the ground of the untidiness of Eng-
lish genius when examined by French or Classical or Chinese
standards.

The reader may sympathize with some of these “positions,” as
they are called, more than with others, and so be seduced into
thinking that one of them must be right, and that it is important
to decide which one it is. But long before he has finished his assign-
ment he will realize that the whole procedure involved is an anxiety
neurosis prompted by a moral censor, and is totally devoid of
content. Of course, in addition to the moralists, there are poets who
regard only those other poets as authentic who sound like them-
selves; there are critics who enjoy making religious, anti-religious,
or political campaigns with toy soldiers labelled “Milton” or
“Shelley” more than they enjoy studying poetry; there are stu-
dents who have urgent reasons for making as much edifying read-
ing as possible superfluous. But a conspiracy even of all these still
does not make criticism.

The social dialectics applied externally to criticism, then, are,
within criticism, pseudo-dialectics, or false rhetoric. It remains to
try to define the true dialectic of criticism. On this level the bio-
graphical critic becomes the historical critic. He develops from
hero-worship towards total and indiscriminate acceptance: there
is nothing “in his field” that he is not prepared to read with in-
terest. From a purely historical point of view, hewever, cultural phe-
nomena are to be read in their own context without contemporary
application. We study them as we do the stars, seeing their inter-
relationships but not approaching them. Hence historical criticism
needs to be complemented by a corresponding activity growing out
of tropical criticism.

We may call this ethical criticism, interpreting ethics not as a
rthetorical comparison of social facts to predetermined values, but
as the consciousness of the presence of society. As a critical category
this would be the sense of the real presence of culture in the com-
munity. Ethical criticism, then, deals with art as a communication
from the past to the present, and is based on the conception of the
total and simultaneous possession of past culture. An exclusive de-
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votion to it, ignoring historical criticism, would lead to a naive
translation of all cultural phenomena into our own terms without
regard to their original character. As a counterweight to historical
criticism, it is designed to express the contemporary impact of all
art, without selecting a tradition. Every new critical fashion has
increased the appreciation of some poets and depreciated others,
as the increase of interest in the metaphysical poets tended to de-
preciate the Romantics about twenty-five years ago. On the ethical
level we can see that every increase of appreciation has been right,
and every decrease wrong: that criticism has no business to react
against things, but should show a steady advance toward undis-
criminating catholicity. Oscar Wilde said that only an auctioneer
could be equally appreciative of all kinds of art: he had of course
the public critic in mind, but even the public critic’s job of getting
the treasures of culture into the hands of the people who want
them is largely an auctioneer’s job. And if this is true of him, it
is a fortiori true of the scholarly critic.

The dialectic axis of criticism, then, has as one pole the total
acceptance of the data of literature, and as the other the total
acceptance of the potential values of those data. This is the real
level of culture and of liberal education, the fertilizing of life by
learning, in which the systematic progress of scholarship flows into
a systematic progress of taste and understanding. On this level
there is no itch to make weighty judgements, and none of the ill
effects which follow the debauchery of judiciousness, and have
made the word critic a synonym for an educated shrew. Compara-
tive estimates of value are really inferences, most valid when silent
ones, from critical practice, not expressed principles guiding its
practice. The critic will find soon, and constantly, that Milton is
a more rewarding and suggestive poet to work with than Blackmore.
But the more obvious this becomes, the less time he will want to
waste in belaboring the point. For belaboring the point is all he
can do: any criticism motivated by a desire to establish or prove it
will be merely one more document in the history of taste. There is
doubtless much in the culture of the past which will always be of
comparatively slight value to the present. But the difference be-
tween redeemable and irredeemable art, being based on the total
experience of criticism, can never be theoretically formulated.
There are too many Cinderellas among the poets, too many stones
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rejected from one fashionable building that have become heads
of the next corner.

There may, then, be such things as rules of critical procedure,
and laws, in the sense of the patterns of observed phenomena, of
literary practice. All efforts of critics to discover rules or laws in
the sense of moral mandates telling the artist what he ought to do,
or have done, to be an authentic artist, have failed. “Poetry,” said
Shelley, “and the art which professes to regulate and limit its
powers, cannot subsist together.” There is no such art, and there
never has been. The substitution of subordination and value-judge-
ment for coordination and description, the substitution of “all
poets should” for “some poets do,” is only a sign that all the
relevant facts have not yet been considered. Critical statements
with “must” or “should” in their predicates are either pedantries
or tautologies, depending on whether they are taken seriously or
not. Thus a dramatic critic may wish to say “all plays must have
unity of action.” If he is a pedant, he will then try to define unity
of action in specific terms. But creative power is versatile, and he
is sure to find himself sooner or later asserting that some perfectly
reputable dramatist, whose effectiveness on the stage has been
proved over and over again, does not exhibit the unity of action
he has defined, and is consequently not writing what he regards
as plays at all. The critic who attempts to apply such principles in
a more liberal or more cautious spirit will soon have to broaden his
conceptions to the point, not of course of saying, but of trying to
conceal the fact that he is saying, “all plays that have unity of
action must have unity of action,” or, more simply and more com-
monly, “all good plays must be good plays.”

Criticism, in short, and aesthetics generally, must learn to do
what ethics has already done. There was a time when ethics could
take the simple form of comparing what man does with what he
ought to do, known as the good. The “good” invariably turned out
to be whatever the author of the book was accustomed to and
found sanctioned by his community. Ethical writers now, though
they still have values, tend to look at their problems rather dif-
ferently. But a procedure which is hopelessly outmoded in ethics is
still in vogue among writers on aesthetic problems. It is still possible
for a critic to define as authentic art whatever he happens to like,
and to go on to assert that what he happens not to like is, in terms
of that definition, not authentic art. The argument has the great
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advantage of being irrefutable, as all circular arguments are, but it
is shadow and not substance.

The odious comparisons of greatness, then, may be left to take
care of themselves, for even when we feel obliged to assent to them
they are still only unproductive platitudes. The real concern of the
evaluating critic is with positive value, with the goodness, or per-
haps the genuineness, of the poem rather than with the greatness
of its author. Such criticism produces the direct value-judgement
of informed good taste, the proving of art on the pulses, the dis-
ciplined response of a highly organized nervous system to the im-
pact of poetry. No critic in his senses would try to belittle the im-
portance of this; nevertheless there are some caveats even here.
In the first place, it is superstition to believe that the swift intuitive
certainty of good taste is infallible. Good taste follows and is de-
veloped by the study of literature; its precision results from knowl-
edge, but does not produce knowledge. Hence the accuracy of any
critic’s good taste is no guarantee that its inductive basis in literary
experience is adequate. This may still be true even after the critic
has learned to base his judgements on his experience of literature
and not on his social, moral, religious, or personal anxieties. Honest
critics are continually finding blind spots in their taste: they dis-
cover the possibility of recognizing a valid form of poetic experience
without being able to realize it for themselves.

In the second place, the positive value-judgement is founded on
a direct experience which is central to criticism yet forever ex-
cluded from it. Criticism can account for it only in critical terminol-
ogy,-and that terminology can never recapture or include the
original experience. The original experience is like the direct vision
of color, or the direct sensation of heat or cold, that physics “ex-
plains” in what, from the point of view of the experience itself,
is a quite irrelevant way. However disciplined by taste and skill,
the experience of literature is, like literature itself, unable to speak.
“If T feel physically as if the top of my head were taken off,” said
Emily Dickinson, “I know this is poetry.” This remark is perfectly
sound, but it relates only to criticism as experience. The reading
of literature should, like prayer in the Gospels, step out of the
talking world of criticism into the private and secret presence of
literature. Otherwise the reading will not be a genuine literary
experience, but a mere reflection of critical conventions, memories,
and prejudices. The presence of incommunicable experience in the
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center of criticism will always keep criticism an art, as long as the
critic recognizes that criticism comes out of it but cannot be
built on it.

Thus, though the normal development of a critic’s taste is toward
greater tolerance and catholicity, still criticism as knowledge is one
thing, and value-judgements informed by taste are another. The
attempt to bring the direct experience of literature into the struc-
ture of criticism produces the aberrations of the history of taste
already dealt with. The attempt to reverse the procedure and bring
criticism into direct experience will destroy the integrity of both.
Direct experience, even if it is concerned with something already
read hundreds of times, still tries to be a new and fresh experience
each time, which is clearly impossible if the poem itself has been
replaced by a critical view of the poem. To bring my own view
that criticism as knowledge should constantly progress and reject
nothing into direct experience would mean that the latter should
progress toward a general stupor of satisfaction with everything
written, which is not quite what I have in mind.

Finally, the skill developed from constant practice in the direct
experience of literature is a special skill, like playing the piano,
not the expression of a general attitude to life, like singing in the
shower. The critic has a subjective background of experience formed
by his temperament and by every contact with words he has made,
including newspapers, advertisements, conversations, movies, and
whatever he read at the age of nine. He has a specific skill in re-
sponding to literature which is no more like this subjective back-
ground, with all its private memories, associations, and arbitrary
prejudices, than reading a thermometer is like shivering. Again,
there is no one of. critical ability who has not experienced intense
and profound pleasure from something simultaneously with a low
critical valuation of what produced it. There must be several dozen
critical and aesthetic theories based on the assumption that sub-
jective pleasure and the specific response to art are, or develop
from, or ultimately become, the same thing. Yet every cultivated
person who is not suffering from advanced paranoia knows that
they are constantly distinct. Or, again, the ideal value may be quite
different from the actual one. A critic may spend a thesis, a book,
or even a life work on something that he candidly admits to be
third-rate, simply because it is connected with something else
that he thinks sufficiently important for his pains. No critical
theory known to me takes any real account of the different systems
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of valuation implied by one of the most common practices of
criticism.

Now that we have swept out our interpreter’s parlor in the spirit
of the law, and raised the dust, we shall try it again with whatever
unguents of revelation we may possess. It should hardly be neces-
sary to point out that my polemic has been written in the first
person plural, and is quite as much a confession as a polemic. It is
clear, too, that a book of this kind can only be offered to a reader
who has enough sympathy with its aims to overlook, in the sense
not of ignoring but of seeing past, whatever strikes him as in-
adequate or simply wrong. I am convinced that if we wait for a
fully qualified critic to tackle the subjects of these essays, we shall
wait a long time. In order to keep the book within the bounds that
would make it possible to write and publish it, I have proceeded
deductively, and been rigorously selective in examples and illustra-
tions. The deductiveness does not extend further than tactical
method, and so far as I know there is no principle in the book which
is claimed as a perfect major premise, without exceptions or nega-
tive instances. Such expressions as “normally,” “usually,” “regu-
larly,” or “as a rule” are thickly strewn throughout. An objection
of the. “what about so-and-so?” type may always be made by the
reader without necessarily destroying statements based on collective
observations, and there are many questions of the “where would
you put so-and-so?” type that cannot be answered by the present
writer.

Still, the schematic nature of this book is deliberate, and is a
feature of it that I am unable, after long reflection, to apologize for.
There is a place for classification in criticism, as in any other disci-
pline which is more important than an elegant accomplishment
of some mandarin caste. The strong emotional repugnance felt
by many critics toward any form of schematization in poetics is
again the result of a failure to distinguish criticism as a body of
knowledge from the direct experience of literature, where every act
is unique, and classification has no place. Whenever schematization
appears in the following pages, no importance is attached to the
schematic form itself, which may be only the result of my own
lack of ingenuity. Much of it, I expect, and in fact hope, may be
mere scaffolding, to be knocked away when the building is in better
shape. The rest of it belongs to the systematic study of the formal
causes of art.

29

For general queries, contact webmaster@press.princeton.edu



© Copyright, Princeton University Press. No part of this book may be
distributed, posted, or reproduced in any form by digital or mechanical
means without prior written permission of the publisher.

INDEX

Works will be found under the author’s name.

accent and stress, 251-58, 261, 270,
279

Achilles, 199

Adam and Eve, 42, 151, 152, 188-g0,
194, 196, 199, 207, 211-13, 217,
220, 316, 319-21

Addison, Joseph, The Spectator, 261

Adler, Alfred, 214

Adonis, 118, 121, 153, 160, 189, 205,
296-97

Aeschylus, 215, Agamemnon, 217,
Oresteia, 209; The Persians, g4,
28¢; Prometheus Bound, 222-23;
The Suppliants, 283

aesthetics, 15, 150, 26, 114-16, 308,
326, 341, 34445, 349-50, 3541

agon, 187, 192

dlazon, 39, 40, 172, 176, 182, 217,
226-28

alchemy, 146, 146n, 157, 195

Aldhelm, 204

Alger, Horatio, 19, 45

allegory, 53, 54, 72, 89-91, 103, 116,
138, 201, 304, 306, 316, 341-42

ambiguity and association, 65, 72,
83, 272, 273, 27578, 29304, 334-

5

Anierican Indians, 55, 332-33

Amory, Thomas, John Buncle, 312

Amos, 300

anagogic meaning, 72, 116-38, 122n,
134, 145

anagnorisis  (cognitio, recognition,
discovery), 41, 52, 163, 170, 180,
184, 186n, 187, 192, 212, 214,
218, 289, 291, 301-02, 316, 346;
see also epiphany

ananke, 210

anatomy, 298, 308-14, 322, 325

Andreyev, Leonid, The Black Mask-
ers, 291

Andromeda, 36, 196

Angelo, 165-67, 171n, 178

Angst, 37, 66, 213

antimasque, 171, 290

Apemantus, 176

apocalypse and apocalyptic symbol-
ism, 119, 125, 139-46, 148, 151,
154-55, 157-68, 162, 185, 191,
104-95, 203-06, 292, 300, 315-17,
319-20, 323-24

Apollo and the Apollonian, 43, 214,
215, 292, 321

Apuleius, 152, 196, 234, 235, 309,
313, 322

Arabian Nights, 35, 186n, 193, 324

archetypes and archetypal criticism,
vii, 72, 950, 99-112, 115-19, 121,
124, 134-35, 136-62, 184, 188n,
200, 20304, 211-14, 220, 227,
293, 297, 30405, 314-16, 321-22,
325, 341-42, 349, 35354 arche-
typal masque, 290-93

architectus, 174, 197, 216

Ariel, 152, 174

Arion, 152

Ariosto, Lodovico, 58, qo, 166, 204;
Orlando Furioso. 58

Aristophanes, 43-46, 65, 163, 174,
177, 215; The Acharnians, 163;
The Birds, 44, 169, 177; The
Clouds, 46; Ecclesiazusae, 169,
177; The Frogs, 21, 163; The
Knights, 183; Lysistrata, 202; The
Peace, 177; The Wasps, 169

Aristotle, 13, 14, 34, 38, 40, 41, 44,
65-67, 71, 72, 95, 123, 131, 156,
172, 206, 207, 210, 212, 243, 244,
255, 259, 292, 326, 326m, 332,
335, 345, 35% Ethics, 40, 172
Physics, 126; Poetics, 14, 15, 151,
33, 51, 52, 82, 124, 166, 245;
Rhetoric, 166, 352

Armstrong, Dr. John, The Art of
Preserving Hedlth, 161

Arnold, Matthew, 3, 8-10, 12, 21-23,
100, 127, 156, 168n, 264, 347;
Thyrsis, 100, 257

Arthur, 145

Athenaeus, The Deipnosophists, 311

Athene, 157, 195, 201, 209, 320-22

Attis, 187

369

For general queries, contact webmaster@press.princeton.edu



© Copyright, Princeton University Press. No part of this book may be
distributed, posted, or reproduced in any form by digital or mechanical
means without prior written permission of the publisher.

INDEX

Auden, W. H., 280; Kairos and Log-
08, 153

Augenblick, 61, 213

Augustine, St., 213, 235, 307, 315

aureate diction, 280

Austen, Jane, 53, 84, 114, 162, 304,
308, 309; Northanger Abbey, 306;
Pride and Prejudice, 49, 226;
Sense and Sensibility, §3

auto, 282-84, 287-92

babble, 275-78, 334

Babel, Tower of, 206, 354

Babylon, 189, 191, 317

Bach, J. S., 104; St. Matthew Pas-
sion, 21§

Bacon, Sir Francis, 15, 125, 161, 32¢;
Essays, 264

Balder, 36

ballad, 57, 251, 296

Balzac, Honoré de, 39, 45

Barbizon school, 132

Bassanio, 166

Baudelaire, Charles, 238, 297; Fleurs
du Madl, 66

Beerbohm, Max, Zuleika Dobson, 87

Becthoven, Ludwig van, 133, 266,
275; Fifth Symphony, 133

Belch, Sir Toby, 175

Benson, Arthur; The Phoenix, 277

Bentham, Jeremy, 263

Beowulf, 36, 37, 186, 191, 198, 221

Bergson, Henri, 333, 335

Bernard of Clairvaux, 316

Bertram, 176, 180

Bible, 14, 34, 43, 54, 56, 76, 87, 96,
101, 108, 116, 125, 140, 141-46,
152, 181, 188-89, 194, 198, 214,
2604, 294, 298, 314, 315-26; Old
Testament, 35, 55, 56, 156, 190,
199, 221, 315, 316, 322; New Tes-
tament, 149, 150, 199, 315, 316,
329; See separate books

Blackmore, Sir Richard, 15

Blackmore, Richard, Lorna Doone,
138

Blacgksmiths, The, 262

Blake, William, vii, 46, 60, 65, 77,
94, 119, 147, 151, 104, 270, 274,
2qgg; The Book of Thel, 200; The
Four Zoas, 302; The Marriage of

370

Heaven and Hell, 298; The Mental
Traveller, 322-23

Blunderbore, 228

Boccaccio, Giovanni, 103; Decamer-
on, 307

Boethius, 317; Consolation of Phi-
losophy, 312

Borrow, George, 304, 313; Lavengro,

303

Boy Bishop, 152

Bradley, A. C., 8

Braque, Georges, 136

Bridges, Robert, 270

Britomart, 151

Britten, Benjamin, 136

Bronte, Charlotte, 178n, 306

Bronte, Emily, 304, 306; Wuthering
Heights, 39, 50, 101, 304

Browne, Sir Thomas, 145, 267; Re-
ligio Medici, 307; Urn Buridl, 264,
2

BrO\?VZling, Robert, 40, 226, 237, 255,
256, 269, 28s5; Caliban upon Sete-
bos, 226; Childe Roland, 149; The
Flight of the Duchess, 255; The
Heretic’s Tragedy, 257; Red Cot-
ton Nightcap Country, 262; The
Ring and the Book, 246; Sludge
the Medium, 231

Brunnhilde, 193

Buddha, 159

buffoon, 172-73, 175, 179, 197, 217,

220

Bunyan, John, qo, 114; Grace
Abounding, 307; The Holy War,
201; The Pilgrim’s Progress, 53,
58, 99, 91, 144, 157, 194, 305, 306

Burke, Edmund, 300

Burns, Robert, 22, 306; Holy Wil-
lie’s Prayer, 232, The Jolly Beggars,

2

Bun‘?o7n, Robert, 153, 230, 236, 266-
67, 311-12, 322; Anatomy of Mel-
ancholy, 311

Busirane, 152

Butler, Samuel, 71n, 230; The Ele-
phant in the Moon, 231; Hudi-
bras, 231, 277

Butler, Samuel, 89, 154, 230, 308;
Erewhon, 154, 229, 231-32, 308;
The Fair Haven, 135; Life and

For general queries, contact webmaster@press.princeton.edu



© Copyright, Princeton University Press. No part of this book may be
distributed, posted, or reproduced in any form by digital or mechanical
means without prior written permission of the publisher.

Habit, 154; The Way of All Flesh,
232, 308

Byron, George Gordon, Lord, 6o;
Don Juan, 234

Calderon de la Barca, Pedro, 282

Caliban, 153, 165, 176

Calpurnius, 295

Camoens, Luis de, Lusiad, 58

Campion, Thomas, 274

Capek, the brothers, 297

Carlyle, Thomas, 21, 92, 154, 236,
306, 328; Sartor Resartus, 88, 267,
303, 313, 325

Carroll, Lewis, Alice books, 225, 310

Cary, Joyce, The Horse’s Mouth, 48

Cassandra, 218

Cassiodorus, 268

Cassirer, Ernst, 10, 350

Castell of Perseveraunce, 201, 291

Castiglione, Baldassare, 93, 166, 310

catachresis, 281

catharsis, 66-67, 93-94, 210, 215,
282, 284, 301, 326, 326n

Cecilia ode, St., 295

Celtic literature, 34, 55, 57, 58

Cervantes Saavedra, Miguel de, Don
Quixote, 163, 180, 197, 223, 225,
229, 300, 313

Cézanne, Paul, 132, 134

chanting, 273-74

Chaplin, Charles, 42, 163, 228, 288;
The Great Dictator, 163

Chardin, Jean Siméon, 132

charm, 278, 280, 295

Chaucer, Geoffrey, 22, 51, 96,
162, 227, 228n, 231, 248,
311; Canterbury Tadles, 51, 201;
The Franklin’s Tale, 202; The
Knight’s Tale, 103, 219; The Leg-
end of Good Women, 262; The
Man of Law’s Tdle, 49, 199; The
Miller’s Tale, 114; The Monk's
Tale, 162, 186n, 212; The Parlia-
ment of Fowls, 299; The Second
Nun’s Tale, 114; The Wife of
Bath’s Tale, 193

Chekhov, Anton, 178, 305; The
Three Sisters, 285 '

Chénier, André de, 320

Chesterfield, Lord, 327

103,
252,

INDEX

Chinese literature, 144, 156, 288, 297

chorus, 175, 218

Christianity, 12, 34, 35, 43, 64, 120,
126-27, 133, 142, 208-09, 212-13

Christmas, 159, 292

Chronicles, 325

Churchill, Sir Winston, 327

churl, 172, 175-76, 197, 218, 227

Cicero, 264, 268

Cinderella archetype, 44

Circe, 149, 157, 323

Classical mythology, 10, 19, 34, 35,
43, 54, 57, 83, 101, 120, 131, 133,
161, 212, 268

Claudel, Paul, 293

Claudian; de Raptu Proserpinae, 49

Cleopatra, 237, 323

Clough, Arthur Hugh, 270

Cocteau, Jean, 138

Coleridge, Samuel Taylor, 8, 41, 72,
103, 125§-27, 235, 326; Christabel,
264; Kubla Khan, 145, 215, 302

Collins, Wilkie, The Woman in
White, 101

Collins, William, Ode on the Poeti-
cal Character, 302

comedy (drama), 13, 40, 75, 112,
114, 117, 269, 282, 284-87, 28¢-
90, 297-98

comedy (mythos), 22, 35, 43-48, 54,
64-65, 105, 157, 162, 163-86, 193-
94, 198, 202, 206-07, 210, 212-14,
218-19, 224, 226-27, 304

commentary, 86-91, 116, 125, 341-
42, 350

confession, 307-08, 312-14

Congreve, William, 48, 252, 26q;
Love for Love, 181

Conrad, Joseph, 100, 140, 155,
237, 247, 267; Heart of Darkness,
40; Lord Jim, 39, 40, 237, 306;
Nostromo, 193

convention, 76, 95-105, 132, 134,
181, 202, 225, 247, 278, 281, 293

Cordelia, 38, 311, 316

Corin, 176

Corneille, Pierre, Le Cid, 283

cosmology, 160-62, 204, 214

Courtly Love, 63, 153, 297

Cowley, Abraham, 257, 260; Davi-
deis, 260

371

For general queries, contact webmaster@press.princeton.edu



© Copyright, Princeton University Press. No part of this book may be
distributed, posted, or reproduced in any form by digital or mechanical
means without prior written permission of the publisher.

INDEX

Crabbe, George, The Learned Boy,
230; The Patron, 227

Crashaw, Richard, 59, 257, 302; Mu-
sick’s Duell, 257

Cupid and Psyche, 152.

culture, 3, 12, 115, 127, 344-49

Cummings, E. E., 278

Cursor Mundi, 57

cyclical symbolism, 158-62, 316-24,
343

Dadaism, 92

Daniel, 149, 150

danse macabre, 233, 297-98

Dante, s, 10, 57, 64, 72, 76, 77, 85,
88, 9o, 100, 116, 117, 121, 145,
152-53, 156, 161-62, 199, 20,
233, 31617, 323; Commedia, 43,
57, 77, 160, 317; Inferno, 58, 147-
48, 150, 223, 239, 321; Paradiso,
45, 94, 124, 144, 185, 204; Purga-
torio, 117, 145, 198-200, 204

Darwin, Erasmus, The Loves of the
Plants, 161

David, 228, 295

decorum, 223, 268-71, 273

Defoe, Daniel, 34, 41, 50, 135, 304;
Journdl of the Plague Year, 135;
Moll Flanders, 307

Degas, H. G. E., 114, 136

Dekker, Thomas, The Shoemaker’s
Holiday, 175

Deloney, Thomas, 303

Demetrius and Lysander, 167

Democritus, 230

demonic symbolism, 139-40, 147-51,
154-68, 162, 178, 187, 226, 290;
demonic modulation, 156-57

Denham, John, 154

Deor, Complaint of, 237

De Quincey, Thomas, 267, 313

descriptive meaning, 73-82, 87, 92,
97, 116, 119, 123

determinism, 6

diagrams in thought, 335-37, 353

dialectic, 24-25, 286, 327, 329, 352

dianoia (theme, meaning), 52, 64,
73 77°79, 83, 104-05, 107, 111,
1111, 120, 136, 140, 158, 166, 243-
44, 246, 271, 280, 286-87

372

Dickens, Charles, 36, 37, 49, 50,
116, 134, 163, 167, 168, 198, 249;
Bleak House, 138; Dombey and
Son, 211; Great Expectations,
178n; Little Dorrit, 306; Oliver
Twist, 51

Dickinson, Emily, 27, 272, 299

diction, 244, 251

Dinadan, Sir, 197

Diogenes, 230, 300

Dionysos and the Dionysiac, 36, 43,
214, 292, 321

direct address, 4, 250

direct experience, 27-28, 188n, 344

displacement, 136-38, 155-56, 188,
190

dithyramb, 295, 302-03

doggerel, 5, 277

Donne, John, 12, 18, 258, 299; An-
niversaries, 298; The Extasie, 143

doodle, 275, 278, 335

Dooley, Mr., 227

Dostoievsky, Feodor, Crime and
Punishment, 46; The Idiot, 48

Douglas, Gavin, 257

Dowland, John, 274

drama, 13, 107-09, 246-50, 262, 268-
70, 272, 282-93; see tragedy, com-
edy, etc.

Drayton, Michael, 66; Polyolbion,
26

drearrzx, 57, 105-12, 1050, 118, 120,
137, 183-86, 193, 206, 215, 243,
250, 272, 277-78, 354

Dream of the Rood, 36, 316

Dreiser, Theodore, 80; An American
Tragedy, 49

Dryden, John, 10, 228, 252, 264,
265, 298; Absalom and Achitoph-
el, 322; Alexander’s Feast, 279

Dunbar, William, 257; Ballat of our
Lady, 279; Flyting with Kennedy,
279

Duncan, 217

Easter, 159, 187, 292

ecstasis, 67, 93-94, 301, 326, 326n

Eddas, 54, 56, 306, 314, 317

Eden, 152, 157, 188, 189, 191, 194,
200, 204, 20§

Edgar and Edmund, 216, 217

For general queries, contact webmaster@press.princeton.edu



© Copyright, Princeton University Press. No part of this book may be
distributed, posted, or reproduced in any form by digital or mechanical
means without prior written permission of the publisher.

Egypt, 189, 190; 191, 194, 198, 205

Egyptian literature, 135, 143, 156,
226, 314, 317

eiron, 40, 172-75, 178, 195, 216,
226-28, 232, 299

elegiac, 36, 43, 296-97

Eliot, George, 312; Adam Bede, 199;
Silas Marner, 198

Eliot, T. S., 18, 19, 63, 65, 67, 8o,
92, 98, 102, 269, 280, 324; Ash
Wednesday, 206, 214n, 294; The
Cocktail Party, 136, 174, 178, 270;
The Confidential Clerk, 136, 170;
Four Quartets, 122, 153, 206, 301,
316, 321; The Function of Criti-
cism, 18-19; Gerontion, 351; The
Hollow Men, 206; Marina, 302;
Sweeney Agonistes, 279; Sweeney
among the Nightingales, 102; The
Waste Land, 61, 149, 160, 206,

323

Elizabeth I, 153, 284

emblem, 274, 300-01

Emerson, Ralph Waldo, 235

encyclopaedic form, §5-58, 60-61,
120, 227,.311, 313, 315-26

epic, 12, 22, 54, 56, 246, 248, 304,
314, 315-26, 3170

epigram, 54, 262, 269, 29798, 329

epiphany, 61, 121-22, 208, 215, 292-
93, 208, 316, 321, 326; point of
epiphany, 203-06, 214n, 237, 299,
321, 324; point of demonic epiph-
any, 223, 238, 239

episodic forms, §5-57, 60-61, 293-
303, 324

epitaph, 29697

epithalamium, 295, 318, 324

epos, 248-50, 251-62, 263, 265, 269-
72, 274, 293-303, 320, 324

epyllion, 324

Erasmus, Desiderius, 227, 230-32,
308, 31011

Eros, 181, 205

Esdras, 91

essay, 3, 53, 54, 307

ethos, 52, 73, 120, 243-44, 269, 286

euphuism, 264-65, 267

Euripides, 51, 170, 198, 284; Alces-
tis, 136, 21q; Hippolytus, 216;
Ion, 51, 136; Iphigeneia in Aulis,

INDEX

220; Iphigeneia in Tauris, 109
Everyman, 290
existential projection, 63-65, 139, 211
Exodus, 191, 325
Ezekiel, 146, 149, 191

Fabian Society, 63
Falstaff, 19, 45, 165, 175, 183, 284,
1

farzz, 107, 2Q0, 292

Faulkner, William, The Sound and
the Fury, 98, 238

fiction (genre), 248-50, 269, 27§;
prose fiction, 13-14, 40, 80, 303-
14, 320

fictional literature, 33-52, 53, 63, 75,
107, 134, 136, 138, 154, 277, 293,

2

Fie%d?ng, Henry, 48, 50, 53, 304
Jonathan Wild, 223, 228, Tom
Jones, 51, 53, 71, 167, 172, 178,
179, 181, 248, 306, 309

Firbank, Ronald, 173n

Flaubert, Gustave, 61, 278; Bouvard
et Pecuchet, 311; Madame Bovary,
39, 224, 314; Salammbo, 149-50

Fletcher, Phineas, The Purple Island,
161

Florimell and Marinell, 153

flyting, 223, 278-79

form, 82-94, 82n, 95-98, 111, 115-
16, 119, 131, 341

Forster, E. M., 168

Fort, Charles, 231

Franklin, Benjamin, Poor Richard’s
Almanac, 227

Frazer, Sir James, 10, 108-09, 148,
193, 203n; The Golden Bough,
108-09

Freud, Sigmund, and Freudian criti-
cism, 6, 10, 72, 111, 193, 214,
27678, 353

Fry, Christopher, 269; The Lady’s
Not for Burning, 174, 178

Fuller, Thomas, 75

Galahad, Sir, 151, 196
Galen, 13

Gardens of Adonis, 152, 205
Gawain, Sir, 196

373

For general queries, contact webmaster@press.princeton.edu



© Copyright, Princeton University Press. No part of this book may be
distributed, posted, or reproduced in any form by digital or mechanical
means without prior written permission of the publisher.

INDEX

Gay, John, The Beggar's Opera, 178,
178n

Genesis, 42, 125, 145, 149, 191, 192

genre, 13, 95-99, 111, 246-326

Geoftrey of Monmouth, 214, 222

George, St., 137, 189, 192, 194, 195,

317

George, Stefan, 63

Gethsemane, 213

Gibbon, Edward, 75, 85, 265

Gilbert, Stuart, 266

Gilbert, William S., The Mikado,
46, 109

Gilgamesh epic, 317

Gloucester, 175, 223

Goethe, J. W. von, 65, 9o, 283;
Faust, 6o, 117, 120, 127, 198, 293,
321, 323

Goldsmith, Oliver, 48, 88; The Vicar
of Wakefield, 171

Goliardic satirists, 57

Goliath, 228, 236

Gospels, 27, 149

Gothic romances, 40, 185, 186

Gower, John, 57

Goya, Francisco, 132

gracioso, 173, 1730

Grail romances, 58, 151, 194, 196,
317

grammar, 244-45, 331-35

Graves, Robert, The White Goddess,

323

Gray, Thomas, 257

Greek Anthology, 296

Greene, Graham, 48

Greene, Robert, 182; Friar Bacon,
194; Pandosto, 214

Griselda, 219

hamartia, 36, 38, 41, 162, 210, 213

Hardy, Thomas, 19, 64, 100, 125,
140, 147, 155, 237, 298; The Dy-
nasts, 237; Far from the Madding
Crowd, 19g; Jude the Obscure,
222; Tess of the D’Urbervilles, 38,
41, 219

Hasek, Jaroslav, The Good Soldier
Schweik, 48

Hawthorne, Nathaniel, 19, go, 117,
138, 140, 154, 196, 305, The
Blithedale Romance, 202; The

374

House of the Seven Gables, 306;
The Marble Faun, 101, 137-39,
150; The Scarlet Letter, 41, 92

Hazlitt, William, 8

Heep, Uriah, 134

Hegel, G. W.F, 151,18, 212, 213

Helena, 180, 183

Hemingway, Emest, For Whom the
Bell Tolls, g8

Hephaistos, 193

Herbert, George, 59, 257, 294, 299;
The Altar, 274; Easter Wings,
274; The Pulley, 300

Hercules, 36, 43, 206, 317

Hermione, 138, 183, 219

Herod, 191, 199

Herodas, 285

Herrick, Robert, 299-301

Hesiod, 57, 317

high mimetic, 34, 37-38, 43-44, 50-
51, §8-59, 62-65, 116, 138, 151,
153, 270, 318-19

historical criticism, 24, 343-46

history of taste, 9, 18, 25

history-play, 283-84, 289

Hogarth, William; The Rake’s Prog-
ress, 274

Hogg, James, Confessions of a Justi-
fied Sinner, 312

Homer, 52, 53, 56, 57, 63, 96, 156,
210, 231, 248, 259, 318, 320, 345;
Hymns, 294; Iliad, 142, 219, 246,
248, 318, 310; Odyssey, 52, 159,
248, 313, 318, 319, 321, 322

Hooker, Richard, 119

Hopkins, Gerard Manley, 151, 154,
263, 272, 204, 297

Horace, 65, 292, 299; Carmen Saecu-
lare, 295; Regulus ode, 296

Hosea, 193

Housman, A. E,, 125, 147, 298

Hudson, W. H., 196; Green Man-
sions, 101, 200

Hugo, Victor, 65, 302; Hernani, 283;
Légendes des Siécles, 320

Hulme, T. E., 326

humanities, study of, 3, 126, 333,
342, 349

Hume, David, 85

humors, 168-69, 226-27, 285, 287,
290, 312

For general queries, contact webmaster@press.princeton.edu



© Copyright, Princeton University Press. No part of this book may be
distributed, posted, or reproduced in any form by digital or mechanical
means without prior written permission of the publisher.

Huxley, Aldous, 173n, 230, 308, 310;
Brave New World, 231, 308;
Chrome Yellow, 17g; Point Coun-
terpoint, 308

Huxley, Thomas Henry, 18, 154, 155

Huysmans, Joris Karl, A Rebours,
63, 186

hybris, 36, 210, 213, 218, 282

hymn, 257, 294-95

Tago, 216, 351

Ibsen, Henrik, 3, 9o, 135; Brand, 39;
Emperor and Gadlilean, 5; Ghosts,
181; Little Eyolf, 181, 220; Peer
Gynt, 5, 117, 195, 293; When We
Dead Awaken, 206; The Wild
Duck, 180

ideogram, 123, 275, 333

idyllic, 43

image and imagery, 84-86, 91-92, 99,
103, 123, 158, 244, 246, 274, 281;
imagism, 274

Imogen (Fidele), 138, 183

induction, 7, 15-16

ingenu, 232

initiative, 246, 271, 275, 277-78, 293

inscape, 121

intention, 86-87, 86n, 89, 112-13,
246

Iphigeneia, 211, 220

Irish literature, 269, 324

ironic mode, 34, 40-49, 52, 60-66,
81, 116, 134-35, 138, 148, 131,
154, 162, 271-72, 321-24

irony (mythos), 105, 140, 176-77,
192, 210-25, 210, 221, 223-30,
285-89, 297

Isaiah, 56, 145, 201, 236, 342

Isis, 201, 322

Jacob, 193, 204

James, Henry, 19, 50, 92, 117, 154,
267, 304, 308, 311, 330; The AL
tar of the Dead, 42-43; Daisy Mil-
ler, 38; The Other House, 101;
The Sacred Fount, 180; The Sense
of the Past, 1go; The Spoils of
Poynton, 155; The Turn of the
Screw, 202

Jannequin, Clement, 266

Japanese drama and lyric, 283, 297

INDEX

jargon, 328, 330-31

Jeans, Sir James, The Mysterious
Universe, 352

Jephthah’s daughter, 220

Jesuit poetry, 59

Jesus Christ, 36, 42, 102, 121, 122,
126, 141, 189-91, 19495, 199,
205-08, 211, 213, 215, 232, 282,
292, 293, 300, 316, 318, 320, 325;
see Messiah

Job, Book of, 42, 140, 142, 189, 292,
316, 324, 325

Johnson, Samuel, 8, 67, 257-60, 270,
327; Rasselas, 200

Jonah, 190

Jonson, Ben, 48, 58, 84, 164, 168,
231, 290; The Alchemist, 174,
178, 180, 228; Every Man in His
Humour, 174; The Silent Woman,
168; Volpone, 45, 165, 175

Joshua, 191, 205

Joyce, James, 42, 48, 61, 62, 117,
121, 122, 236, 266, 278, 313, 323,
325, 354; Dubliners, 307; Finne-
gans Wake, 61, 62, 236, 277, 313-
14, 321, 323, 354; Portrait, 77,
249, 308; Ulysses, 222, 266, 313-
14, 323

Jung, C. G., and Jungian criticism,
6, 72, 108, 111, 146n, 1920, 193,
198n, 214, 277, 201

Juno, 142

Juvenal, 229

Kafka, Franz, 42, 138; In the Pendl
Colony, 238; The Tridl, 42

Kalevala, 56

Kant, Immanuel, 15n, 122n

katabasis (nekyia), 321

kataplous, 233

Katharina, 172

Keats, John, 4, 60, 256; Endymion,
151, 160, 200, 205, 321; Hyperion,
59, 262, 321; Ode on a Grecian
Urn, 257, 301

kenning, 81, 280

Kierkegaard, Sgren, 115; Either/Or,
115, 313; Repetition, 345

Kingsley, Charles, 36; The Water-
Babies, 310

375

For general queries, contact webmaster@press.princeton.edu



© Copyright, Princeton University Press. No part of this book may be
distributed, posted, or reproduced in any form by digital or mechanical
means without prior written permission of the publisher.

INDEX

Kipling, Rudyard, The Jungle Book,
155

knittelvers, 277

Koran, 55, 56, 204

Korzybsky, Alfred, 350

Lamb, Charles, 8

Lancelot, Sir, 180, 196, 197

Landor, Walter Savage, Imaginary
Conversations, 310

Langland, William, 318

language, 74, 331-37

Latimer, Hugh, 327

Lawes, Henry, 274

Lawrence, D. H,, 145n, 232

Lenin, Nikolai, 349

Leontes, 184

Lethe, 153, 200

leviathan, 144n, 189-92, 194, 292

Lewis, C. S., 117

Lewis, Wyndham, 188n, 267; Men
Without Art, 267

lexis, 244-45, 271, 282

liberal education, 3, 15, 114, 121,
148, 156, 347-49

Lilliputians, 277

Lincoln, Abraham, 327

Lindsay, Vachel, The Congo, 279

literal meaning, 76-82, 92, 97, 116,
123

literature, 8, 13, 17-19, 62, 74, 79,
350-51

Lodge, Thomas, Wits Miserie, 227

logic, 244-45, 329, 331-37, 350-51

Logos, 120-21, 126, 134

Loki, 36

Longfellow, Henry W., Hiawatha,

254

Longinus, 66-67, 326, 326n

low mimetic, 34, 38, 42, 44-45, 49-
52, 58-60, 63, 65, 96, 110, 116,
124, 137-38, 151, 154-55, 270,
272, 281, 320-21, 324

Lowell, James Russell, 281; Biglow
Papers, 227

Lucian, 230, 231, 308, 309; Kata-
plous, 233; Sale of Lives, 230;
True History, 235

Lucifer, 212

Lucretius, 85, 323

376

Lydgate, John, 186n, 252-55, 318;
Danse Macabre, 252

Lyly, John, 182; Campaspe, 230

lyric, 246-47, 249-50, 262, 270-81,
293-303

Macaulay, Thomas Babington, 8s,
26

Machsiavellian villain, 216

MacLeish, Archibald, Ars Poetica, 5

Macrobius, Saturnalia, 311

madrigal, 273-74

Maeterlinck, Maurice, 29o-91

Mahabharata, 56, 317

malcontent, 176, 230

Mallarmé, Stephane, 61, 63, 8o, 87,
92, 122; Coup de Dés, 264

Malory, Sir Thomas, 57, 197

Malvolio, 165, 167, 176

Mammon, Sir Epicure, 180, 228

Manet, Edouard, 132, 136

Mankynd, 291

Mann, Thomas, 110

Mansfield, Katharine, 305

Marlowe, Christopher, 284; Faustus,
39, 222, 292; The Jew of Malta,
222; Tamburlaine, 39, 208, 216,
283

Marston, John, 176, 236

Marvell, Andrew, 144, 301; The Gar-
den, 85, 144; Ode on Cromwell,
296

Marx, Karl, and Marxist criticism, 6,
12, 72, 113, 127, 343, 346

Masaccio, 132

masque, 13, 107, 164, 171, 282, 287-
93, 301

Matelda, 151

mathematics, 16, 76, 93, 287, 329,
333, 350-54; 354N

Maturin, Charles Robert, Melmoth
the Wanderer, 312

medieval art and criticism, 34-35, 51,
57, 62-63, 72, 100, 115-16, 142,
152, 160, 203, 227, 282, 341, 343

Medusa, 196

melodrama, 40, 47, 167

melos, 244, 255-57, 262-63, 266-67,
270, 275, 278-79, 325-26, 328

Melville, Herman, 19, 117, 304; Bil-
ly Budd, 41; Moby Dick, 92, 100,

For general queries, contact webmaster@press.princeton.edu



© Copyright, Princeton University Press. No part of this book may be
distributed, posted, or reproduced in any form by digital or mechanical
means without prior written permission of the publisher.

155, 236, 304, 313; Pierre, 39,
200, 237

Menander, 43, 51, 163, 170, 171,
178, 181, 183

Menippus, 230, 309, 310; Menip-
pean satire, 14, 309-12; see anat-
omy

Mercury, 43

Mercutio, 37

Meredith, George, 304; The Egoist,
304; Love in the Valley, 254

Merlin, 195

Messiah, 55, 189-92, 205, 295, 316-
17, 321, 342

metamorphosis, 144

metaphor, 72, 89, 91, 123-25, 136-
39, 141-44, 150-51, 158, 188-89,
191, 267, 281, 332, 33437, 352
54, 3530 )

metaphysical poetry, 59, 91-92, 204,
257, 281, 299

metre, 56, 246, 248, 251-62, 263-64,
269-72, 324

Micawber, Wilkins, 168, 169, 173

Michael, 191, 213, 320, 321

Middle Comedy, 164, 175

Middleton, Thomas, A Trick to
Catch the Old One, 175

miles gloriosus, 39, 40, 165, 172

Mill, James, Essay on Government,

o

stil% John Stuart, 5, 249, 308; Egsay
on Liberty, 348-49

Milton, John, 18, 23-25, 83, 91, 94-
98, 101, 121, 152, 161, 211-13,
228, 232, 247, 248, 257, 261, 263,
274, 318, 320, 323, 324; Areopa-
gitica, 327, 348-49; Comus, 64,
149-53, 201, 295, 290, 292; L’Al-
legro and Il Penseroso, 66, 81, 301;
Lycidas, 67, 97, 100-02, 121-22,
324; Nativity Ode, 153, 342; Para-
dise Lost, 58, 160, 191, 200, 204,
211, 21618, 24748, 320-21, 324;
Paradise Regained, 96, 191, 205;
prose works, 142, 266, 267; Sam-
son Agonistes, 67, 207, 215, 220,
221, 223

mime, 285-86, 297

mimesis (imitation), 82-84, 93, 95,

INDEX

97, 113, 119, 131, 148, 21415,
250, 269, 285, 289, 301

Minotaur, 190

Miranda, 151

Mirror for Magistrates, 30, 186n

Mohammedanism, 35

moira, 210

Moliere, 48, 112, 163, 167-68; Le
Malade Imaginaire, 112, 114; Le
Misanthrope, 167, 218; Tartuffe,
40, 45, 176, 179, 181

monad, 121

Montaigne, Michel Eyquem de, 53,
232, 307

Montgomery, Robert, 4

Moore, Marianne, Camellia Sabina,
278

Moore, Sturge, 93

morality play, 13, 9o, 290-91

More, St. Thomas, Utopia, 233

Morris, William, 154, 202, 267, 270,
305, 306; The Earthly Paradise,
203; The Sundering Flood, 200

Moses, 51, 146, 19091, 198-99, 204-
o5, 350

motif, 74, 77, 82

movie, 13, 107, 164, 179, 288-8¢

Mozart, W. A,, 290, 343, 344; Don
Giovanni, 173, 28¢; Figaro, 173,
181, 28q; Jupiter Symphony, 133;
The Magic Flute, 145

Murasaki, Lady, Tale of Genji, 186n,

324

Murry, Middleton, 19

Muspilli, 317

myth and the mythical mode, vii, 33,
35-36, 4243, 48-49, 52, 54, 62,
64-65, 72, 75, 106-10, 116-18, 120-
21, 134-239, 270, 282, 294-96,
300, 306, 315, 317, 325-26, 341,
352-54 .

mythoi (generic narratives), 140,
162-239

mythos (plot, narrative, etc.), 52-53,
73 77> 79, 82-83, 10407, 136,
171, 243-44, 271, 285-86, 310,
316, 341

naive, 35, 37-38, 103-04, 107, 109,
186
Napoleon, 110, 237

377

For general queries, contact webmaster@press.princeton.edu



© Copyright, Princeton University Press. No part of this book may be
distributed, posted, or reproduced in any form by digital or mechanical
means without prior written permission of the publisher.

INDEX

Nashe, Thomas, 227, 231, 236, 281;
Pierce Penilesse, 227

naturalism, 42, 49, 79, 80, 116, 136

Nebuchadnezzar, 149, 354

nemesis, 209, 213, 216

neo-Classical art and criticism, 83,
116, 154

New Comedy, 43-45, 163, 215

new criticism, 66, 82, 82n, 86, 116,
140, 273, 334

Newman, John Henry Cardinal, 10;
Apologia, 307

New Yorker, 87, 173n

Nietzsche, Friedrich, 62, g9, 207,
214, 232, 302, 346; Ecce Homo,
99; Also Sprach Zarathustra, 155,
214, 2140

North, Christopher, Noctes Ambrosi-
anae, 312

novel, 13, 247, 303-14, 322

Oberon, 174

O’Casey, Sean, 269; Juno and the
Paycock, 163

Octavia, 219

Oedipus, 107, 137,
see Sophocles

O. Henry, 268

Old Comedy, 43-45, 164, 250

omens, 139

Omphale, 228

O'Neill, Eugene, The Hairy Ape, 238

onomatopoeia, 258-62

opera, 13, 107, 282-83, 288-8¢

Ophelia, 217

opsis, 244, 258-59, 262-63, 267-68,
270, 275, 278, 280, 326

oracles and oracular poetry, 55-56,
81, 260, 271-72, 277-78, 293-94,
2983 302, 316, 324, 353

oratorio, 283

Orpheus, 36, 55, 121, 148, 192

Orwell, George, 1984, 238, 331

Osiris, 192, 317

Ossian, 303

ouroboros, 150, 157

Ovid, 54, 63, 98, 317

Owl and the Nightingale, The, 299

181, 193, 353;

Palestrina, 344
panegyric, 295-g6, 327

378

parable, 53, 56, 300, 324-25

Paracelsus, 235

parasite, 166, 168, 175

parody, 103, 147-50, 157, 177, 184,
202, 223, 23335, 238, 277, 313,
321-24

Parolles, 165

paronomasia, 65, 276, 332

Pascal, Blaise, 326

Passion, 36, 178, 220, 221

pastoral, 43, 9g-101, 143-44,
176, 296-97, 301

pastourelle, 299

Pater, Walter, 238, 267, 272

pathos, 38-39, 217

pathos, 187, 192

Paul, St., 125

Peacock, Thomas Love, 230,
310, 312

Pearl, The, 277, 294

Peele, George, 182; The Arraignment
of Paris, 284

Penclope, 318, 322, 323

Perseus, 51, 137, 189, 195, 198, 199

Petrarch, Francesco, 299

Petronius, 235, 309-10; Satyricon,
236

philosophy, 329-31, 337; philosophus
gloriosus, 39, 173, 229-31

pharmakos, 41, 45, 148-49

picaresque novel, 45, 310

Picasso, Pablo, 344

Pindaric ode, 257, 295

Pirandello, Luigi, 291

plain dealer, 176, 178, 218

Plato, 108, 111, 182, 231, 243, 286,
310, 326, 329, 345, 346, 354
Apology, 46, 211; Cratylus, 6s;
Euthydemus, 286; Ion, 65; Laws,
286; Phaedrus, 65; Republic, 65,
113, 143, 182, 346; Symposium,
63, 65, 289; Platonism, 59, 64,
113, 127

Plautus, 43, 163-65, 174, 178; Casi-
na, 167; Rudens, 191

Podsnap, 347

Poe, Edgar Allan, 116, 139, 140, 243,
276, 277, 305, 326; The Bells,
279; Eleanora, 200; Eureka, 161;
The Gold Bug, 204, 204n; Ligeia,

152,

399,

For general queries, contact webmaster@press.princeton.edu



© Copyright, Princeton University Press. No part of this book may be
distributed, posted, or reproduced in any form by digital or mechanical
means without prior written permission of the publisher.

139; The Poetic Principle, 243,
272, 273, 278; The Raven, 278

poetic etymology, 277, 334

poetics, 14, 22, 71, 132

Polonius, 174-75

Polyphemus, 148, 172, 228

Pope, Alexander, g6, 168, 225, 226,
252, 266, 258-61, 298; The Dun-
ciad, 238; Essay on Criticism, 78,
258, 261n; Essay on Man, 8s5; The
Messiah, 257; The Rape of the
Lock, 183, 256

popular art and literature, 4, 104,
108, 11617, 251, 276

Portia, 174, 182

poulterer’s measure, 263

Pound, Ezra, 80, 123, 136, 244, 272,
275, 326, 349n; Cantos, 61, 272,
324

prayer, 249, 204

primitive art and literature, 17, 104,
108, 116-17, 135, 282

proairesis, 210, 212

Prometheus, 42, 62, 145, 155, 157,
207, 321, 334; see Aeschylus

Promised Land, 191, 194, 204

prose, 13, 71, 79-80, 123, 250, 263-
68, 269-72, 277-78, 293-303, 303-
314, 324-35, 32037

Proserpine, 138, 153, 160, 183

Prospero, 44, 151, 157, 174, 180, 195,
199, 23

Proust, Marcel, 61, 122n, 266, 313,
321, 333

proverb (aphorism), 56, 298, 324

Psalms, 76, 99, 294, 295

Ptolemaic universe, 161, 204, 206

public critic, 8, 10-11

Puck, 153, 173, 174

Purcell, Henry, 136

Pygmalion, 138

Pythagoras, 352

quantity, 251, 258, 262

quest, 187-90, 192-96, 200, 215, 220,
316-24

Quilp, Daniel, 134

Quintilian, 311

Rabelais, Frangois, 230, 232-36, 266,
308-13, 322, 32§

INDEX

Racine, Jean, 37, 95; Athdlie, 219,
221; Esther, 207, 222

Ramayana, 56

Raphael, 151, 213, 320

realism, 42, 49, 80, 131, 134-40, 162,
166, 197, 285, 314

religion, 19, 24, 125-28, 231-32, 337

Renaissance, 13, 16, 34, 44, 58, 59,
84, 92, 101, 116, 131, 160, 165,
166, 172, 175, 186, 196, 208, 273,
283, 288, 310, 341

repetition, 168, 168n, 327-31, 345-
6

Re‘t/elation, Book of, 108, 141, 144,
146, 149-50, 189

Reynard the Fox, 229

thetoric, 21-22, 24, 61, 71n, 72, g5,
166, 244-47, 258-60, 262, 264-67,
269, 271, 277, 280, 294, 326-37,
350-52

Richardson, Samuel, 116; Clarissa,
39; Pamela, 44, 183, 313

riddle, 81, 280, 300

Rilke, Rainer Maria, 61, 61n, 62, 63,
80, 122, 301, 302

Rimbaud, Jean Arthur, 61, 62, 8o,
302; Saison en Enfer, 303

ritual, vii, 55, 72, 105-09, 112, 117-
20, 148, 163, 165, 171, 183, 189,
193, 215, 243, 250, 272, 343

Robin Hood, 196

Robinson, E. A, 152

Rochester, Lord, 114

Rogers, Will, 227

Roland, 36

romance (mode), 33, 36-37, 43, 49-
51, 58, 64-65, 116, 136-37, 151,
154, 211, 270, 272, 301

romance (mythos), 107-08, 117,
162, 177, 182, 185, 186-203, 206,
21416, 219, 223, 225, 235, 237,
300, 316-18

romance (prose fiction),
308-09, 324

Romantic agony, 6o, 157

Romanticism, 4, 23, 25, 35, 56, 60,
63, 80, 89, 96, 110, 114, 157, 247,
272, 306

romantic stylizing, 49, 136, 139-40,
144, 151-53, 157, 162, 283, 321

Romaunt of the Rose, 56

379

304-07,

For general queries, contact webmaster@press.princeton.edu



© Copyright, Princeton University Press. No part of this book may be
distributed, posted, or reproduced in any form by digital or mechanical
means without prior written permission of the publisher.

INDEX

Ros, Amanda, 329

Rousseau, Jean Jacques, 6o, 307,
353-54; Emile, 308

Ruskin, John, 9, 10, 36, 93, 114,
154, 267, 328; The King of the
Golden River, 198; The Queen of
the Air, 341

Sade, Marquis de, 114

Sagas, 58, 306

Sainte-Beuve, Charles Augustin, 8

Sakuntala, 171, 191

Sam Slick, 227

Sandburg, Carl, 200

Satan, 189, 191, 205, 206, 212, 218,
238, 239, 320

satire, 22, 54, 56, 63, 127, 156, 162,
166, 177, 192, 206, 223-39, 297-
98, 309-14, 322

Saturnalia, 171

Scarlatti, D., 279

Schelling, F. W. J. von, 337

Schiller, Friedrich, 35, 211, 218, 283

science, 7, 8, 15-17, 19, 231, 243,
277, 337, 354

science fiction, 49, 203

Scott, Sir Walter, 302, 305, 306;
Ivanhoe, 101; St. Ronan’s Well,
173; Waverley, 306

scriptural form, 56, 120, 248, 314,
315-26

Scrooge, Ebenezer, 277

Seneca, 222

“sentimental,” 35, 37

sermon, 249, 296, 326

Shakespeare, William, 4, 5, 8, 20,
21, 23, 24, 37, 44, 52, 58, 86-
88, 91, 94-96, 100, 108, 111, 116-
17, 144, 149, 152, 164, 166, 169,
173, 174, 208, 210, 236, 247, 257,
262, 263, 286, 290, 297, 323, 328,
345; All's Well, 176, 179, 180,
183, 218; Antony and Cleopatra,
51, 218, 236, 237, 292; As You
Like it, 163, 176, 182, 218; Com-
edy of Errors, 166, 175, 179, 184,
185; Coriolanus, 237; Cymbeline,
138, 183, 207, 219; Hamlet, 6, o,
10, 39, 67, 76, 84, 87, 89, 140,
148, 175, 207, 208, 211, 212, 218,
236, 237, 284, 292, 342, 351;

380

Henry V, 221, 284, 328; Henry
VIII, 236; Julius Caesar, 45; King
John, 217; King Lear, 38, 88, 94,
175, 211, 212, 215, 216, 218, 222,
223, 237, 262, 302; Love's Labor’s
Lost, 169, 183; Macbeth, 8s, 88,
94, 208, 211, 212, 213, 223, 284,
292; Measure for Measure, 174,
178, 183, 185, 271; The Merchant
of Venice, 45, 165, 182; The Mer-
ry Wives of Windsor, 165, 167,
175, 182, 183 A Midsummer
Night’s Dream, 66, 166, 182, 287;
Much Ado, 49, 138, 173, 183;
Othello, g, 38, 39, 210, 211, 216,
236, 237, 328, 351; Pericles, 179,
183, 184, 185, 201, 202, 289; The
Phoenix and the Turtle, 143; Rich-
ard 11, 217, 284; Richard III, 284;
Romeo and Juliet, 37, 216, 220,
222; Sonnets, 98, 281, 298; The
Taming of the Shrew, 164, 172,
173; The Tempest, 21, 44, 64,
117, 151, 174, 176, 184, 185, 191,
202, 286, 287, 290; Timon of
Athens, 221; Titus Andronicus,
207, 222, 223, 292; Troilus and
Cressida, 214, 225; Twelfth Night,
184, 185; The Two Gentlemen of
Verona, 117, 182; Venus and Ado-
nis, 36; The Winter's Tale, 117,
138, 181, 182, 183, 184, 214, 219
Shaw, George Bernard, 23, 48, 63,
64, 135, 154, 163, 250, 263, 269,
286; Back to Methuselah, 287;
Getting Married, 286; Heartbreak
House, 178; King Charles, 287;
Major Barbara, 170; Man and Su-
perman, 287; The Quintessence of
Ibsenism, 286; Saint Joan, 220,
284
Shelley, -Percy Bysshe, 12, 18, 18n,
23, 24, 26, 60, 65, 100, 147, 155,
157, 322; Adonais, 121; Epipsy-
chidion, 151, 246; Ode to the
West Wind, 246, 302; Ozyman-
dias, 150; Prometheus Unbound,
321; The Revolt of Islam, 157, 205
Shylock, 45, 148, 166, 169, 176, 178
Sidney, Sir Philip, 58, 62, 303: Apol-
ogy, 58, 62, 76; Arcadia, 100

For general queries, contact webmaster@press.princeton.edu



© Copyright, Princeton University Press. No part of this book may be
distributed, posted, or reproduced in any form by digital or mechanical
means without prior written permission of the publisher.

Siegfried and Siegmund, 193, 219

sign, 73, 78-79, 102, 300, 335, 353

Sisyphus, 259

Sitwell, Dame Edith, 144n, 324

Skelton, John, 257, 279; The Gar-
land of Laurell, 279, 28o; Philip
Sparowe, 253

Sly, Christopher, 184

Smart, Christopher, 302; Jubilate Ag-
no, 276; Song to David, 257

Smiles, Samuel, 45

Smollett, Tobias, Humphry Clinker,

179

Socrates, 40, 46, 286

Sodom, 317

Solveig, 195, 322

Song of Songs, 152, 193, 316

Sophocles, 95, 111, 139, 158; Ajax,
157, 208, 216, 28q; Antigone, 148,
212, 218; Oedipus at Colonus,
218, 221; Oedipus Tyrannus, 95,
111, 168, 209, 212, 219, 222; Phi-
loctetes, 207, 220

Southey, Robert, 257, 318; The Doc-
tor, 312; Thalaba, 257

Southwell, Robert, 145, 146

sparagmos, 148, 192-93, 222

Spengler, Oswald, 160, 343

Spenser, Edmund, 10, 9o, 117, 149,
151-54, 194-97, 229, 258, 261,
263, 277, 317, 323; Epithalamion,
324; The Faerie Queene, vii, 58,
64, 9o-91, 100-101, 138, 144, 148,
149, 151, 194, 195, 200-205, 258-
61, 318, 324; Mutabilitie Cantoes,
140, 204, 299; Shepheards Calen-
der, 62, 99, 260

Spinoza, Baruch, 329, 335

sprezzatura, 93-94

Stein, Gertrude, 266, 329

Steinbeck, John, The Grapes of
Wrath, 53, 98; Of Mice and Men,
238

Stendhal, 45

Sterne, Laurence, 266, 312, 322;
Tristram Shandy, 234, 267, 303,
312, 313, 325

Stevens, Wallace, 144n

Stowe, Harriet Beecher, Uncle Tom’s
Cabin, 38, 39, 53, 199

Strindberg, August, 291

INDEX

Struldbrugs, 235

style, 75, 93, 115, 267-69, 273, 303,
330-31

suppliant, 217

Surrey, Earl of, 257

Sutherland, Graham, 136

Swift, Jonathan, 39, 229-32, 235,
309, 311, 322; Gulliver's Travels,
14, 87, 231, 233, 235, 236, 303,
308, 313, 321; A Modest Proposal,
224; A Tale of a Tub, 234, 325;
poems, 298

Swinburne, Algernon C., 147, 302,

28

syr?lbol and symbolism, vii, 71-122,
243, 300, 316, 333; see image,
archetype, etc.

symbolisme, 6o, 63, 8o, 81, 92, 116,
274, 300

symposium, 59, 63, 143, 286-87, 310-
12

Synge, John Millington, 269; The
Playboy of the Western World,
40; Riders to the Sea, 168

Tasso, Torquato, 9o, 149; Jerusalem
Delivered, 58

Taylor, Jeremy, 265, 267, 268

Teiresias, 216, 218, 323

Tennyson, Alfred Lord, 18, 37, 112,
114, 152, 255, 256, 268, 277; Oe-
none, 255, 258; The Passing of
Arthur, 37

Terence, 43, 163-67, 178; Adelphoi,
169, 181; Eunuchus, 181

texture, 72, 82, 334, 341

Thackeray, William M., Vanity Fair,
34

Thames, 154, 323

thematic literature, g52-62, 66-67,
107, 110, 116, 136, 138, 154, 293,
325-26

Theocritus, g9, 101, 121

Thersites, 176, 225, 230

Theseus, 183, 190

Thomas Aquinas, St., and Thomist
criticism, 6, 72, 85, 329

Thoreau, Henry David, 237

Thurber, James, The Thirteen
Clocks, 193
Tintern Abbey, 154
381

For general queries, contact webmaster@press.princeton.edu



© Copyright, Princeton University Press. No part of this book may be
distributed, posted, or reproduced in any form by digital or mechanical
means without prior written permission of the publisher.

INDEX

Toby, Uncle, 227

Tolstoy, Leo, 4, 237, 311; Anna Ka-
rening, 139; Resurrection, 140;
War and Peace, 237

topoi, 103

Towneley cycle, 282, 292

Tractatus Coislinianus, 166, 169

tragedy (drama), 13, 37, 75, 9495,
117, 147, 164-65, 176, 269, 282,
283-85, 289, 292, 297, 326

tragedy (mythos), 22, 35-42, 54, 64-
65, 95, 105, 148-50, 157, 160, 192,
198, 206-23, 236-37, 239, 304

Traherne, Thomas, Centuries of
Meditation, 302

Trinity, 36, 142

Trollope, Anthony, 305, 307

Trophonius, Cave of, 353

Trotwood, Betsey, 227

Troy, 214, 218, 318

Twain, Mark, Huckleberry Finn,
157, 180, 259; Tom Sawyer, 19o,
259

typology, vii, 14, 191, 204, 315-16

Udall, Nicholas, Ralph Roister Dois-
ter, 173

Ulysses (Odysseus), 214, 319, 320,
334

Una, 194

Upanishads, 124, 143, 329

Urquhart, Sir Thomas, 236

Valéry, Paul, 8o, 122

value-judgements, 18-29, 265, 336,

Vagnzetti, Bartolomeo, 327

Varro, 309, 311

Vaughan, Henry, 145, 302

Vedic hymns, 87, 294

Velasquez, Diego, 132

Venus, 137, 144, 205, 258, 297, 321-
2

vice,3 173-76, 216

Victorians, 63, 134, 156, 249, 328

Vida, Marco Girolamo, Art of Poe-
try, 260

Virgil, 63, 96, 99-101, 142, 149, 157,
212, 239, 318, 323, 342; Aeneid,
248, 318-22; Eclogues, 295, 342

Virgin Mary, 152, 191, 205, 284, 323

382

Voltaire, 230, 309-11; Candide, 231,
308; L'Ingenu, 232

Wagner, Richard, 189, 196, 203, 266,
274, 283; Parsifdl, 189, 283; Tann-
hauser, 152; Tristan, 283; Die Wal-
kiire, 152

Waller, Edmund, 252

Walton, Izaak, 310; The Compleat
Angler, 312

Wanderer, The, 259

Ward, Artemus, 227

Waugh, Evelyn, 48, 173n

Webster, John, 4, 284; The Duchess
of Mdlfi, 219-20, 222; The White
Devil, 216, 220

Wells, H. G., Tono-Bungay, 155

Western story, 43

Weyland, 193

Whitman, Walt, 100-03, 236, 302;
Out of the Cradle, 123-24; When
Lilacs Last, 102

Widsith, 57

Wilberforce, Bishop Samuel, 18

Wilde, Oscar, 25, 48, 173n

Wilder, Thornton, Heaven’s My Des-
tination, 48

Williams, Charles, 117

Williams, Oscar, 281n

wit, 276-77, 281, 294, 298, 329

Wittgenstein, Ludwig, 122, 329

Wodehouse, P. G. 173

Woden, 193

Woolf, Virginia, 140; Between the
Acts, 61, 203; Mrs. Dalloway, 41,
179; To the Lighthouse, 92, 206;
The Waves, 234

Wordsworth, William, s, 39, 60, 61,
85, 94, 124, 154, 225, 257, 271,
296, 298, 299, 301, 306; The Idiot
Boy, 257; Peter Bell, 257;- The
Prelude, 60

Wolfstan, 265, 265n

Wyatt, Sir Thomas, 257, 261, 279

Wycherley, William, 176; The Coun-
try Wife, 181

Yeats, William Butler, 61-64, 66,
93, 102, 103, 124, 12§, 145, 202,
208, 214n, 232, 272, 273, 283,
302; The Countess Cathleen, 293;

For general queries, contact webmaster@press.princeton.edu



© Copyright, Princeton University Press. No part of this book may be
distributed, posted, or reproduced in any form by digital or mechanical
means without prior written permission of the publisher.

INDEX

Zeus, 35, 145, 210, 231, 320
Zion, 317

Leda, 102; Sailing to Byzantium,
66, 146, 206, 302; The Tower,
122, 206, 302; The Two Trees, Zola, Emile, 49, 80, 92; Germindl,
149; A Vision, 161, 323; The 140

Winding Stair, 206

For general queries, contact webmaster@press.princeton.edu





