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Although the perennially fascinating question of how a work of art
comes into being is less a purely literary topic than a psychological
one, we have already seen attempts by various poets and philosophers
—Plato (in The Ion), Young, Coleridge, Keats, Shelley, and Poe, among
others—to define the literary imagination. It remained for Sigmund
Freud, the father of psychoanalysis, to attempt an explanation of the
mysterious process of artistic creation on scientific grounds. It is not
necessary to study either Freudian theory in its entirety or Freud’s
terminology in order to understand this theoretical account of the
origin and nature of literary works and the reasons why they affect us
so strongly.

From childhood play to fantasies to dreams to works of art, Freud
establishes a common element: the human desire to alter the existing
and often unsatisfactory or unpleasant world of reality. Mental activity
is directed toward inventing a situation in which unsatisfied wishes
will be fulfilled. When this activity becomes too powerful (when the
person, as we say, “loses touch with reality”), the individual is close
to mental illness. Plato identifies the poet as a madman, but Freud
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significantly stops short of the boundary line of pathology. Artists are
not mad, but they are unsatisfied. However, if the impulse to creaie
fantasies is universally present, as Freud indicates, what distinguishes
the creative writer from the rest of us? Is Freud’s position, as has been
charged, that the artist is merely a successful neurotic?

The writer’s choice of subject matter then seems to be dictated by
unfulfilled childhood wishes as well as by a “recent provoking occa-
sion”’; past and present are projected toward the future through the
medium of art. The artist dreams aloud and in public. But what is it
that makes for the special pleasure we dervive from the artist’s depic-
tion of painful or unpleasant events? Despite Freud’s emphasis on the
content or inner meaning of a work of art, he does deal with what he
calls “poetical effects”: the source of our pleasure is the formal control
that the writer exercises over his day-deams. Freud calls this aesthetic
response a “bribe”. which enables us to overcome our repulsion and
which frees us from our own anxieties. Sidney likewise uses a metaphor
(the cherry-flavored medicine) to describe the relationship between
form and content. But compare this theory with other statements about
the relationship between pleasure and pain as put forth by Aristotle,
Dr. Johnson, and Keats (see Letter 45).

In constructing his theory, Freud chooses to discuss not the “most
highly esteemed writers” but those with the greatest mass appeal. The
basis for this choice should be studied in the light of what Freud says
about the effect of literature upon the audience. What effect, if any,
would the contrary choice have on his theory?

WE LAYMEN have always been intensely curious to know—like the
Cardinal who put a similar question to Ariosto !—from what sources
that strange being, the creative writer, draws his material, and how
he manages to make such an impression on us with it and to arouse
in us emotions of which, perhaps, we had not even thought ourselves
capable. Our interest is only heightened the more by the fact that, if
we ask him, the writer himself gives us no explanation, or none that
is satisfactory; and it is not at all weakened by our knowledge that not
even the clearest insight into the determinants of his choice of ma-
terial and into the nature of the art of creating imaginative form will
ever help to make creative writers of wus.

1 Cardinal Ippolito d’Este was Ariosto’s first patron, to whom he dedicated the
Orlando Furioso. The poet’s only reward was the question: “Where did you find
so many stories, Lodovico?” [The footnotes for this essay were supplied by the
translator, I. F. Grant Duff)
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If we could at least discover in ourselves or in people like ourselves
an activity which was in some way akin to creative writing! An exam-
ination of it would then give us a hope of obtaining the beginnings of
an explanation of the creative work of writers. And, indeed, there is
some prospect of this being possible. After all, creative writers them-
selves like to lessen the distance between their kind and the common
run of humanity; they so often assure us that every man is a poet at
heart and that the last poet will not perish till the last man does.

Should we not look for the first traces of imaginative activity as
early as in childhood? The child’s best-loved and most intense occu-
pation is with his play or games. Might we not say that every child at
play behaves like a creative writer, in that he creates a world of his
own, or rather, rearranges the things of his world in a new way which
pleases him? It would be wrong to think he does not take that world
seriously; on the contrary, he takes his play very seriously and he ex-
pends large amounts of emotion on it. The opposite of play is not
what is serious but what is real. In spite of all the emotion with which
he cathects his world of play, the child distinguishes it quite well from
reality; and he likes to link his imagined objects and situations to the
tangible and visible things in the real world. This linking is all that
differentiates the child’s “play” from ‘“phantasying.”

The creative writer does the same as the child at play. He creates a
world of phantasy which he takes very seriously—that is, which he in-
vests with large amounts of emotion—while separating it sharply from
reality. Language has preserved this relationship between children’s
play and poetic creation. It gives [in German] the name of “Spiel”
[“play”] to those forms of imaginative writing which require to be
linked to tangible objects and which are capable of representation. It
speaks of a “Lustspiel” or “Trauerspiel” [“comedy” or “tragedy”: lit-
erally, “pleasure play” or “mourning play”] and describes those who
carry out the representation as “Schauspieler” [“players”: literally
“show-players”]. The unreality of the writer’s imaginative world, how-
ever, has very important consequences for the technique of his art;
for many things which, if they were real, could give no enjoyment,
can do so in the play of phantasy, and many excitements which, in
themselves, are actually distressing, can become a source of pleasure
for the hearers and spectators at the performance of a writer’s work.

There is another consideration for the sake of which we will dwell a
moment longer on this contrast between reality and play. When the
child has grown up and has ceased to play, and after he has been la-
bouring for decades to envisage the realities of life with proper seri-
ousness, he may one day find himself in a mental situation which once
more undoes the contrast between play and reality. As an adult he can
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look back on the intense seriousness with which he once carried on his
games in childhood; and, by equating his ostensibly serious occupa-
tions of to-day with his childhood games, he can throw off the too
heavy burden imposed on him by life and win the high yield of pleas-
ure afforded by humour.

As people grow up, then, they cease to play, and they seem to give
up the yield of pleasure which they gained from playing. But whoever
understands the human mind knows that hardly anything is harder
for a man than to give up a pleasure which he has once experienced.
Actually, we can never give anything up; we only exchange one thing
for another. What appears to be a renunciation is really the forma-
tion of a substitute or surrogate. In the same way, the growing child,
When he stops playing, gives up nothing but the link with real ob-
Jects; instead of playing, he now phantasies. He builds castles in the
air and creates what are called day-dreams. 1 believe that most people
construct phantasies .at times in their lives. This is a fact which has
long been overlooked and whose importance has therefore not been
sufficiently appreciated.

People’s phantasies are less easy to observe than the play of chil-
dren. The child, it is true, plays by himself or forms a closed psychical
system with other children for the purposes of a game; but even
though he may not play his game in front of the grown-ups, he does
not, on the other hand, conceal it from them. The adult, on the con-
trary, is ashamed of his phantasies and hides them from other people.
He cherishes his phantasies as his most intimate possessions, and as a
rul.e he would rather confess his misdeeds than tell anyone his phan-
tasies. It may come about that for that reason he believes he is the only
person who invents such phantasies and has no idea that creations of
this kind are widespread among other people. This difference in the
behaviour of a person who plays and a person who phantasies is ac-
counted for by the motives of these two activities, which are neverthe-
less adjuncts to each other. :

.A child’s play is determined by wishes: in point of fact by a single
wish—one that helps in his upbringing—the wish to be big and grown
}Jp: He is always playing at being “grown up,” and in his games he
Imitates what he knows about the lives of his elders. He has no reason
to conceal this wish. With the adult, the case is different. On the one
hand, he knows that he is expected not to 80 on playing or phantasying
any longer, but to act in the real world; on the other hand, some of
the wishes which give rise to his phantasies are of a kind which it is
essential to conceal. Thus he is ashamed of his phantasies as being
childish and as being unpermissible.

But, you will ask, if people make such a mystery of their phantasy-
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ing, how is it that we know such a lot about it} Well, there is a class of
human beings upon whom, not a god, indeed, but a stern goddess—
Necessity—has allotted the task of telling what they suffer and what
things give them happiness.2 These are the victims of nervous illness,
who are obliged to tell their phantasies, among other things, to the
doctor by whom they expect to be cured by mental treatment. This is
our best source of knowledge, and we have since found good reason
to suppose that our patients tell us nothing that we might not also
hear from healthy people.

Let us now make ourselves acquainted with a few of the character-
istics of phantasying. We may lay it down that a happy person never
phantasies, only an unsatisfied one. The motive forces of phantasies
are unsatisfied wishes, and every single phantasy is the fulfillment of a
wish, a correlation of unsatisfying reality. These motivating wishes
vary according to the sex, character and circumstances of the person
who is having the phantasy; but they fall naturally into two main
groups. They are either ambitious wishes, which serve to elevate the
subject’s personality; or they are erotic ones. In young women the
erotic wishes predominate almost exclusively, for their ambition is as
a rule absorbed by erotic trends. In young men egoistic and ambitious
wishes come to the fore clearly enough alongside of erotic ones. But
we will not lay stress on the opposition between the two trends; we
would rather emphasize the fact that they are often united. Just as, in
many altarpieces, the portrait of the donor is to be seen in a corner of
the picture, so, in the majority of ambitious phantasies, we can dis-
cover in some corner or other the lady for whom the creator of the
phantasy performs all his heroic deeds and at whose feet all his tri-
umphs are laid. Here, as you see, there are strong enough motives for
concealment; the well-brought-up young woman is only allowed a
minimum of erotic desire, and the young man has to learn to suppress
the excess of self-regard which he brings with him from the spoilt days
of his childhood, so that he may find his place in a society which is full
of other individuals making equally strong demands.

We must not suppose that the products of this imaginative activity
—the various phantasies, castles in the air and day-dreams—are stereo-
typed or unalterable. On the contrary, they fit themselves in to the
subject’s shifting impressions of life, change with every change in his

2This is an allusion to some well-known lines spoken by the poet-hero in the
final scene of Goethe’s Torquato Tasso:
Und wenn der Mensch in seiner Qual verstummt,
Gab mir ein Gott, zu sagen, wie ich leide.
“And when mankind is dumb in its torment, a god granted me to tell how I suffer.”
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situation, and receive from every fresh active impression what might
be called a “date-mark.” The relation of a phantasy to time is in
general very important, We may say that it hovers, as it were, between
three times—the three moments of time which our ideation involves.
Mental work is linked to some current impression, some provoking
occasion in the present which has been able to arouse one of the sub-
ject’s major wishes. From there it harks back to a memory of an earlier
experience (usually an infantile one) in which this wish was fulfilled;
and it now creates a situation relating to the future which represents
a fulfillment of the wish. What it thus creates is a day-dream or phan-
tasy, which carries about it traces of its origin from the occasion which
provoked it and from the memory. Thus past, present and future are
strung together, as it were, on the thread of the wish that runs through
them.

A very ordinary example may serve to make what I have said clear.
Let us take the case of a poor orphan boy to whom you have given the
address of some employer where he may perhaps find a job. On his
way there he may indulge in a day-dream appropriate to the situation
from which it arises. The content of his phantasy will perhaps be
something like this. He is given a job, finds favour with his new em-
ployer, makes himself indispensable in the business, is taken into his
employer’s family, marries the charming young daughter of the house,
and then himself becomes a director of the business, first as his em-
ployer’s partner and then as his successor. In this phantasy, the dreamer
has regained what he possessed in his happy childhood—the protecting
house, the loving parents and the first objects of his affectionate feel-
ings. You will see from this example the way in which the wish makes
use of an occasion in the present to construct, on the pattern of the
past, a picture of the future.

There is a great deal more that could be said about phantasies; but
I will only allude as briefly as possible to certain points. If phantasies
become over-luxuriant and over-powerful, the conditions are laid for
an onset of neurosis or psychosis. Phantasies, moreover, are the im-
mediate mental precursors of the distressing symptoms complained of
by our patients. Here a broad by-path branches off into pathology.

I cannot pass over the relation of phantasies to dreams. Our dreams
at night are nothing else than phantasies like these, as we can demon-
strate from the interpretation of dreams. Language, in its unrivalled
wisdom, long ago decided the question of the essential nature of
dreams by giving the name of ‘“day-dreams” to the airy creations of
phantasy. If the meaning of our dreams usually remains obscure to us
in spite of this pointer, it is because of the circumstance that at night
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there also arise in us wishes of which we are ashamed; these we must
conceal from ourselves, and they have consequently been repressed,
pushed into the unconscious. Repressed wishes of this sort and their
derivatives are only allowed to come to expression in a very distorted
form. When scientific work had succeeded in elucidating this factor of
dream-distortion, it was no longer difficult to recognize that night-
dreams are wish-fulfilments in just the same way as day-dreams—the
phantasies which we all know so well.

So much for phantasies. And now for the creative writer. May we
really attempt to compare the imaginative writer with the “dreamer
in broad daylight,” and his creations with day-dreams? Here we must
begin by making an initial distinction. We must separate writers
who, like the ancient authors of epics and tragedies, take over their
material ready-made, from writers who seem to originate their own
material. We will keep to the latter kind, and, for the purposes of our
comparison, we will choose not the writers most highly esteemed by
the critics, but the less pretentious authors of novels, romances and
short stories, who nevertheless have the widest and most eager circle
of readers of both sexes. One feature above all cannot fail to strike us
about the creations of these story-writers: each of them has a hero who
is the centre of interest, for whom the writer tries to win our sympathy
by every possible means and whom he seems to place under the pro-
tection of a special Providence. If, at the end of one chapter of my
story, I leave the hero unconscious and bleeding from severe wounds,
I am sure to find him at the beginning of the next being carefully
nursed and on the way to recovery; and if the first volume closes with
the ship he is in going down in a storm at sea, I am certain, at the
opening of the second volume, to read of his miraculous rescue—a
rescue without which the story could not proceed. The feeling of se-
curity with which I follow the hero through his perilous adventures is
the same as the feeling with which a hero in real life throws himself
into the water to save a drowning man or exposes himself to the
enemy’s fire in order to storm a battery. It is the true heroic feeling,
which one of our best writers has expressed in an inimitable phrase:
“Nothing can happen to me!” 3 It seems to me, however, that through
this revealing characteristic or invulnerability we can immediately
recognize His Majesty the Ego, the hero alike of every day-dream and
of every story. '

Other typical features of these egocentric stories point to the same

3“Es kann mir nix g’schehen!” This phrasc from Anzengruber, the Viennese
dramatist, was a favourite one of Freud'’s.
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kinship. The fact that all the women in the novel invariably fall in
love with the hero can hardly be looked on as a portrayal of reality,
but it is easily understood as a necessary constituent of a day-dream.
The same is true of the fact that the other characters in the story are
sharply divided into good and bad, in defiance of the variety of hu-
man characters that are to be observed in real life. The “good” ones
are the helpers, while the “bad” ones are the enemies and rivals, of
the ego which has become the hero of the story.

We are perfectly aware that very many imaginative writings are far
removed from the model of the naive day-dream; and yet I cannot
suppress the suspicion that even the most extreme deviations from
that model could be linked with it through an uninterrupted series of
transitional cases. It has struck me that in many of what are known as
“psychological” novels only one person—once again the hero—is de-
scribed from within. The author sits inside his mind, as it were, and
looks at the other characters from outside. The psychological novel
in general no doubt owes its special nature to the inclination of the
modern writer to split up his ego, by self-observation, into many part-
egos, and, in consequence, to personify the conflicting currents of his
own mental life in several heroes. Certain novels, which might be
described as “eccentric,” seem to stand in quite special contrast to the
type of the day-dream. In these, the person who is introduced as the
hero plays only a very small active part; he sees the actions and suffer-
ings of other people pass before him like a spectator. Many of Zola’s
later works belong to this category. But I must point out that the
psychological analysis of individuals who are not creative writers, and
who diverge in some respects from the so-called norm, has shown us
analogous variations of the day-dream, in which the ego contents itself
with the role of spectator.

If our comparison of the imaginative writer with the day-dreamer,
and of poetical creation with the day-dream, is to be of any value, it
must, above all, show itself in some way or other fruitful, Let us, for
Instance, try to apply to these authors’ works the thesis we laid down
earlier concerning the relation between phantasy and the three peri-
ods of time and the wish which runs through them; and, with its help,
let us try to study the connections that exist between the life of the
writer and his works. No one has known, as a rule, what expectations
to frame in approaching this problem; and often the connection has
been thought of in much too simple terms. In the light of the insight
we have gained from phantasies, we ought to expect the following
state of affairs. A strong experience in the present awakens in the cre-
ative writer a memory of an earlier experience (usually belonging to
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his childhood) from which there now proceeds a wis}.l yvhich finds its
fulfilment in the creative work. The work itself exhibits elements of
the recent provoking occasion as well as of the old memory.

Do not be alarmed at the complexity of this formula. I suspe?t that
in fact it will prove to be too exiguous a pattern. Nevertheless, it may
contain a first approach to the true state of aﬂ?irs; and, fr.om some
experiments I have made, I am inclined to thmk‘ that this way of
looking at creative writings may turn out not un.frm.tful. You.wxl’l r{Ot
forget that the stress it lays on childhood memories m.the writer s.hfe
_a stress which may perhaps seem puzzling—is ultimately derived
from the assumption that a piece of creative writing, like a day-dream,
is a continuation of, and a substitute for, what was once the play of
childhood. . . .

We must not neglect, however, to go back to the kind of .1magma-
tive works which we have to recognize, not as original creations, but
as the refashioning of ready-made and familiar material. Even here,
the writer keeps a certain amount of independence, whic}} can express
itself in the choice of material and in changes in it which are often
quite extensive. In so far as the material is already at hand, however,
it is derived from the popular treasure-house of myths, legends and
fairy tales. The study of constructions of folk-psychology such as these
is far from being complete, but it is extremely probable.that myths,
for instance, are distorted vestiges of the wishful phantasies of whole
nations, the secular dreams of youthful humanity.

You will say that, although I have put the creat%ve writer first in the
title of my paper, I have told you far less about him t.han abo.ut.phan-
tasies. I am aware of that, and I must try to excuse it by pomtm.g to
the present state of our knowledge. All I have been. able to.do is to
throw out some encouragements and suggestions Wth]l,. stz}rtmg.from
a study of phantasies, lead on to the problem of the writer’s choice of
his literary material. As for the other problem—by what means the
creative writer achieves the emotional effects in us that are aroused by
his creations—we have as yet not touched on it at all. But I shotﬂd
like at least to point out to you the path that leads from our discussion
of phantasies to the problems of poetical effects.

You will remember how 1 have said that the day-dreamer carefully
conceals his phantasies from other people because he feels hft has rea-
sons for being ashamed of them. I should now add that even if h‘? we're
to communicate them to us he could give us no pleasure by his dis-
closures. Such phantasies, when we learn them, repf.:l us or at least
leave us cold. But when a creative writer presents his plays to us or
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tells us what we are inclined to take to be his personal day-dreams,
we experience a great pleasure, and one which probably arises from
the confluence of many sources. How the writer accomplishes this is his
innermost secret; the essential ars poetica lies in the technique of
overcoming the feeling of repulsion in us which is undoubtedly con-
nected with the barriers that rise between each single ego and the
others. We can guess two of the methods used by this technique. The
writer softens the character of his egoistic day-dreams by altering and
disguising it, and he bribes us by the purely formal—that is, aesthetic
—vyield of pleasure which he offers us in the presentation of his phan-
tasies. We give the name of an incentive bonus, or a fore-pleasure, to
a yield of pleasure such as this, which is offered to us so as to make
possible the release of still greater pleasure arising from deeper psy-
chical sources. In my opinion, all the aesthetic pleasure which a cre-
ative writer affords us has the character of a fore-pleasure of this kind,
and our actual enjoyment of an imaginative work proceeds from a
liberation of tensions in our minds. It may even be that not a little of
this effect is due to the writer’s enabling us thenceforward to enjoy
our own day-dreams without self-reproach or shame. This brings us to
the threshold of new, interesting and complicated enquiries; but also,
at least for the moment, to the end of our discussion.
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The Archetypes
of Literature

1951

To see and to study the principles of optics are obviously different
kinds of experiences; to enjoy a novel and to criticize it are equally
different. Seeing and enjoying cannot be taught, but physics and crit-
icism can be. Nobody mistakes the expression “I feel cold” for a state-
ment about the nature of heat, but similar statements applied to
literature are called criticism. Literature, like the physical world, is
“an inexhaustible source” of new discoveries; and criticism, like physics,
can be assumed to be a “totally intelligible” science, an organized body
of knowledge.

This basic assumption underlies Northrop Frye’s prodigious output
of essays and books; this early essay is representative of and wholly
consistent with his theory of archetypes, dealt with more fully in his
Anatomy of Criticism (1957). Like Aristotle, Frye is a supreme sys-
tematizer, attempting nothing less than the creation of a new and com-
prehensive poetics of criticism, “a systematic structure of knowledge”
to replace the “leisure-class conversation” that passes for critical dis-
course. His intention is to supply the missing organizing principle for
criticism, a “central hypothesis” that will put into perspective various
partial or fragmentary critical approaches.

To study the principles of literary form, Frye relies heavily on both
the insights and the methods of anthropology; indeed, he calls the
search for archetypes “a kind of literary anthropology.” As a literary
anthropologist, he relates narrative to the creation of rituals, imagery

From Fables of Identity by Northrop Frye, copyright @ 19638 by Harcourt Brace
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to moments of instantaneous insights, rhythm to natural cycles, and so
forth. The central myth of all literature he identifies as the quest-myth,
seen in four distinct phases that correspond to four aspects of cyclical
recurrence. In his reordering of all literature from epics to comic strips
according to this classification, Frye’s system is clearly not bound by
any sense of historical continuity or development; his ideas on literary
history should be compared with those of Eliot, who also posits a non-
chronological view of the “existing monuments” of literature.

Because Frye’s attempts to organize a systematic and comprehensive
critical theory involve him in schematics, charts, and maps, with classifi-
cations and subclassifications that tend to get increasingly baroque, he
has himself been called a poetic myth-maker and not a scientist; and
indeed his work, which is both bold and imaginative, has had a strong
and continuing influence on criticism as much for the strikingly sug-
gestive quality of his style as his ideas. A frequently voiced criticism of
the archetypal approach is that it ultimately tends to wash out the
specifics of individual works in favor of the universals charted in the
larger patterns. It is worth considering whether, in actual practice, his
classification does tend to stress the system at the expense of particular
uniquenesses.

EvErRy ORGANIZED body of knowledge can be learned progressively;
and experience shows that there is also something progressive about
the learning of literature. Our opening sentence has already got us
into a semantic difficulty. Physics is an organized body of knowledge
about nature, and a student of it says that he is learning physics, not
that he is learning nature. Art, like nature, is the subject of a sys-
tematic study, and has to be distinguished from the study itself,
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 “teach-
ing literature” arises from the fact that it cannot be done: the criti-
cism of literature is all that can be directly taught. So while no one
expects literature itself to behave like a science, there is surely no
reason why criticism, as a systematic and organized study, should not
be, at least partly, a science. Not a “pure” or “exact” science, perhaps,
but these phrases form part of a nineteenth century cosmology which
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is no longer with us. Criticism deals with the arts and may well be
something of an art itself, but it does not follow that it must be un-
systematic. If it is to be related to the sciences too, it does not follow
that it must be deprived of the graces of culture.

Certainly criticism as we find it in learned journals and scholarly
monographs has every characteristic of a science. Evidence is exam-
ined 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. And yet in
studying this kind of critical science the student becomes aware of a
centrifugal movement 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. Criticism so far
ranks only as a subdivision of literature; and hence, for the systematic
mental organization of the subject, the student has to turn to the
conceptual framework of the historian for events, and to that of the
philosopher for ideas. Even the more centrally placed critical sciences,
such as textual editing, seem to be part of a “background” that re-
cedes into history or some other non-literary field. The thought sug-
gests itself that the ancillary critical disciplines may be related to a
central expanding pattern of systematic comprehension which has not
yet been established, but which, if it were established, would prevent
them from being centrifugal. If such a pattern exists, then criticism
would be to art what philosophy is to wisdom and history to action.

Most of the central area of criticism is at present, and doubtless
always will be, the area of commentary. But the commentators have
little sense, unlike the researchers, of being contained within some
sort of scientific discipline: they are chiefly engaged, in the words of
the gospel hymn, in brightening the corner where they are. If we at-
tempt to get a more comprehensive idea of what criticism is about,
we find ourselves wandering over quaking bogs of generalities, judi-
cious pronouncements of value, reflective comments, perorations to
works of research, and other consequences of taking the large view.
But this part of the critical field is so full of pseudo-propositions,
sonorous nonsense that contains no truth and no falsehood, that it
obviously exists only because criticism, like nature, prefers a waste
space to an empty one.

The term “pseudo-proposition” may imply some sort of logical
positivist attitude on my own part. But I would not confuse the signifi-
cant proposition with the factual one; nor should I consider it
advisable to muddle the study of literature with a schizophrenic dichot-
omy between subjective-emotional and objective-descriptive aspects of
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meaning, considering that in order to produce any literary meaning
at all one has to ignore this dichotomy. I say only that the princip]t;s
by which one can distinguish a significant from a meaningless state-
ment in criticism are not clearly defined. Our first step, therefore, is
tf) recognize and get rid of meaningless criticism: that is, talking about
literature in a way that cannot help to build up a systematic structure
of knowledge. Casual value-judgments belong not to criticism but to
!:he history of taste, and reflect, at best, only the social and psycholog-
ical compulsions which prompted their utterance. All judgments in
which the values are not based on literary experience but are senti-
mental or derived from religious or political prejudice may be re-
garded as casual. Sentimental judgments are usually based either on
non-existent categories or antitheses (“Shakespeare studied life, Milton
b.ooks”) or on a visceral reaction to the writer's personality. The
literary chit-chat which makes the reputations of poets boom and
f:rash in an imaginary stock exchange is pseudo-criticism. That wealthy
1r}vestor Mr. Eliot, after dumping Milton on the market, is now buying
him again; Donne has probably reached his peak and will begin t;)
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 sys-
tematic study, for a systematic study can only progress: whatever
dithers or vacillates or reacts is merely leisure-class conversation.

We next meet a more serious group of critics who say: the fore-
ground of criticism is the impact of literature on the reader. Let us,
then, keep the study of literature centripetal, and base the learning
process on a structural analysis of the literary work itself. The texture
of any great work of art is complex and ambiguous, and in unravelling
the complexities we may take in as much history and philosophy as
we please, if the subject of our study remains at the center. If it does
not, we may find that in our anxiety to write about literature we have
forgotten how to read it.

The only weakness in this approach is that it is conceived primarily
as t.he antithesis of centrifugal or “background” criticism, and so lands
us in a somewhat unreal dilemma, like the conflict of internal and
external relations in philosophy. Antitheses are usually resolved, not
by picking one side and refuting the other, or by making eclectic
choices between them, but by trying to get past the antithetical way of
stating the problem. It is right that the first effort of critical apprehen-
sion should take the form of a rhetorical or structural analysis of a
yvork of art. But a purely structural approach has the same limitation
in criticism that it has in biology. In itself it is simply a discreet series
of analyses based on the mere existence of the literary structure, with-
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out developing any explanation of how the structure came to be what
it was and what its nearest relatives are. Structural analysis brings
rhetoric back to criticism, but we need a new poetics as well, and the
attempt to construct a new poetics out of rhetoric alone can hardly
avoid a mere complication of rhetorical terms into a sterile jargon. I
suggest that what is at present missing from literary criticism is a co-
ordinating principle, a central hypothesis which, like the theory of
evolution in biology, will see the phenomena it deals with as parts of
a whole. Such a principle, though it would retain the centripetal
perspective of structural analysis, would try to give the same perspec-
tive to other kinds of criticism too.

The first postulate of this hypothesis is the same as that of any
science: the assumption of total coherence. The assumption refers to
the science, not to what it deals with. A belief in an order of nature 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. Criticism, as a science, is
totally intelligible; literature, as the subject of a science, 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 assertion that the critic
should not look for more in a poem than the poet may safely be as-
sumed to have been conscious of putting there is a common form of
what may be called the fallacy of premature teleology. It corresponds
to the assertion that a natural phenomenon is as it is because Provi-
dence in its inscrutable wisdom made it so.

Simple as the 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 very approx-
imately true that the modern sciences have developed in the order of
their closeness to mathematics. Thus physics and astronomy assumed
their modern form in the Renaissance, chemistry in the eighteenth
century, biology in the nineteenth, and the social sciences in the
twentieth. If systematic criticism, then, is developing only in our day,
the fact is at least not an anachronism.

We are now looking for classifying principles lying in an area be-
tween two points that we have fixed. The first of these is the pre-
liminary effort of criticism, the structural analysis of the work of art.
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The second is the assumption that there is such a subject as criticism,
and that it makes, or could make, complete sense. We may next pro-
ceed inductively from structural analysis, associating the data we col-
lect and trying to see larger patterns in them. Or we may proceed
deductively, with the consequences that follow from postulating the
unity of criticism. It is clear, of course, that neither procedure will
work indefinitely without correction from the other. Pure induction
will get us lost in haphazard guessing; pure deduction will lead to
inflexible and over-simplified pigeon-holing. Let us now attempt a few
tentative steps in each direction, beginning with the inductive one.

I

The unity of a work of art, the basis of structural analysis, has not
been produced solely by the unconditioned will of the artist, for the
artist is only its efficient cause: it has form, and consequently a formal
cause. The fact that revision is possible, that the poet makes changes
not because he likes them better but because they are better, means
that poems, like poets, are born and not made. The poet’s task is to
deliver the poem in as uninjured a state as possible, and if the poem
is alive, it is equally anxious to be rid of him, and screams to be cut
loose from his private memories and associations, his desire for self-
expression, and all the other navelstrings and feeding tubes of his
ego. The critic taKes over where the poet leaves off, and criticism can
hardly do without a kind of literary psychology connecting the poet
with the poem. Part of this may be a psychological study of the poet,
though this is useful chiefly in analysing the failures in his expression,
the things in him which are still attached to his work. More important
is the fact that every poet has his private mythology, his own spectro-
scopic band or peculiar formation of symbols, of much of which he is
quite unconscious. In works with characters of their own, such as
dramas and novels, the same psychological analysis may be extended
to the interplay of characters, though of course literary psychology
would analyse the behavior of such characters only in relation to
literary convention.

There is still before us the problem of the formal cause of the poem,
a problem deeply involved with the question of genres. We cannot say
much about genres, for criticism does not know much about them.
A good many critical efforts to grapple with such words as ‘“‘novel” or
“epic” are chiefly interesting as examples of the psychology of rumor.
Two conceptions of the genre, however, are obviously fallacious, and as
they are opposite extremes, the truth must lie somewhere between
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them. One is the pseudo-Platonic conception of genres as existing prior
to and independently of creation, which confuses them with mere con-
ventions of form like the sonnet. The other is that pseudo-biological
conception of them as evolving species which turns up in so many
surveys of the “development” of this or that form.

We next inquire for the origin of the genre, and turn first of all to
the social conditions and cultural demands which produced it—in
other words to the material cause of the work of art. This leads us
into literary history, which differs from ordinary history in that its
containing categories, “Gothic,” “Baroque,” “Romantic,” and the like
are cultural categories, of little use to the ordinary historian. Most
literary history does not get as far as these categories, but even so we
know more about it than about most kinds of critical scholarship.
The historian treats literature and philosophy historically; the phi-
losopher treats history and literature philosophically; and the so-called
“history of ideas” approach marks the beginning of an attempt to treat
history and philosophy from the point of view of an autonomous
criticism.

But still we feel there is something missing. We say that every poet
has his own peculiar formation of images. But when so many poets
use so many of the same images, surely there are much bigger critical
problems involved than biographical ones. As Mr. Auden’s brilliant
essay The Enchaféd Flood shows, an important symbol like the sea
cannot remain within the poetry of Shelley or Keats or Coleridge: it
is bound to expand over many poets into an archetypal symbol of
literature. And if the genre has a historical origin, why does the genre
of drama emerge from medieval religion in a way so strikingly similar
to the way it emerged from Greek religion centuries before? This is a
problem of structure rather than origin, and suggests that there may

* be archetypes of genres as well as of images.

It is clear that criticism cannot be systematic unless there is a qual-
ity in literature which enables it to be so, an order of words corre-
sponding to the order of nature in the natural sciences. An archetype
should be not only a unifying category of criticism, but itself a part of
a total form, and it leads us at once to the question of what sort of
total form criticism can see in literature. Our survey of critical tech-
niques has taken us as far as literary history. Total literary history
moves from the primitive to the sophisticated, and here we glimpse
the possibility of seeing literature as a complication of a relatively
restricted and simple group of formulas that can be studied in primi-
tive culture. If so, then the search for archetypes is a kind of literary
anthropology, concerned with the way that literature is informed by
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pre-literary categories such as ritual, myth and folktale. We 'next
realize that the relation between these categories and literature is by
no means purely one of descent, as we find them reappearing in the
greatest classics—in fact there seems to be a gen.erle tendgncy on Fhe
part of great classics to revert to them. This coincides with a feeling
that we have all had: that the study of mediocre works of art, how-
ever energetic, obstinately remains a random and peripheral form
of critical experience, whereas the profound masterpiece seems to
draw us to a point at which we can see an enormous number of con-
verging patterns of significance. Here 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 unseen center.

This inductive movement towards the archetype is a process of back-
ing up, as it were, from structural analysis, as we back up from a
painting if we want to see composition instead of brus‘hwork. Ir} the
foreground of the grave-digger scene in Hamlet, for instance, is an
intricate verbal texture, ranging from the puns of the first clown to
the danse macabre of the Yorick soliloquy, which we study in the
printed text. One step back, and we are in the Wils.on Kr}ight and
Spurgeon group of critics, listening to the steady rain of 1mf1ges of
corruption and decay. Here too, as the sense of the place of this scene
in the whole play begins to dawn on us, we are in the network of
psychological relationships which were the main interest of. Bradley.
But after all, we say, we are forgetting the genre:- Hamlet is a play,
and an Elizabethan play. So we take another step back into the Stoll
and Shaw group and see the scene conventionally as part of its dra-
matic context. One step more, and we can begin to glimpse the z.lrche»
type of the scene, as the hero’s Liebestod and first unfaqulvoc:?]
declaration of his love, his struggle with Laertes and the sealing of hl.S
own fate, and the sudden sobering of his mood that marks the transi-
tion to the final scene, all take shape around a leap into and return
from the grave that has so weirdly yawned open on the stage.

At each stage of understanding this scene we are dependent on a
certain kind of scholarly organization. We need first an editor to clean
up the text for us, then the rhetorician and phi‘lologist, then the
literary psychologist. We cannot study the genre without the help of
the literary social historian, the literary philosopher and the sfudent
of the “history of ideas,” and for the archetype we need a literary
anthropologist. But now that we have got our central. pattern. of
criticism established, all these interests are seen as converging on.hter-
ary criticism instead of receding from it into psychology and history
and the rest. In particular, the literary anthropologist who chases the
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source of the Hamlet legend from the pre-Shakespeare play to Saxo,
and from Saxo to nature-myths, is not running away from Shakespeare:
he is drawing closer to the archetypal form which Shakespeare re-
created. A minor result of our new perspective is that contradictions
among critics, and assertions that this and not that critical approach
is the right one, show a remarkable tendency to dissolve into unreality.
Let us now see what we can get from the deductive end.

II1

Some arts move in time, like music; others are presented in space,
like painting. In both cases the organizing principle is recurrence,
which is called rhythm when it is temporal and pattern when it is
spatial. Thus we speak of the rhythm of music and the pattern of
painting; but later, to show off our sophistication, we may begin to
speak of the rhythm of painting and the pattern of music. In other
words, all arts may be conceived both temporally and spatially. The
score of a musical composition may be studied all at once; a picture
may be seen as the track of an intricate dance of the eye. Literature
seems to be intermediate between music and painting: its words form
rhythms which approach a musical sequence of sounds at one of its
boundaries, and form patterns which approach the hieroglyphic or
pictorial image at the other. The attempts to get as near to these
boundaries as possible form the main body of what is called experi-
mental writing. We may call the rhythm of literature the narrative,
and the pattern, the simultaneous mental grasp of the verbal structure,
the meaning or significance. We hear or listen to a narrative, but when
we grasp a writer’s total pattern we “see’” what he means.

‘The criticism of literature is much more hampered by the repre-
sentational fallacy than even the criticism of painting. That is why
we are apt to think of narrative as a sequential representation of
events in an outside “life,” and of meaning as a reflection of some
external “idea.” Properly used as critical terms, an author’s narrative
is his linear movement; his meaning is the integrity of his completed
form. Similarly an image is not merely a verbal replica of an external
object, but any unit of a verbal structure seen as part of a total pat-
tern or rhythm. Even the letters an author spells his words with form
part of his imagery, though only in special cases (such as alliteration)
would they call for critical notice. Narrative and meaning thus become
respectively, to borrow musical terms, the melodic and harmonic
contexts of the imagery.

Rhythm, or recurrent movement, is deeply founded on the natural
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cycle, and everything in nature that we think of as having some anal-
ogy with works of art, like the flower or the bird’s song, grows out of
a profound synchronization between an organism and the rhythms of
its environment, especially that of the solar year. With animals some
expressions of synchronization, like the mating dances of birds, could
almost be called rituals. But in human life a ritual seems to be some-
thing of a voluntary effort (hence the magical element in it) to re-
capture a lost rapport with the natural cycle. A farmer must harvest
his crop at a certain time of year, but because this is involuntary,
harvesting itself is not precisely a ritual. It is the deliberate expression
of a will to synchronize human and natural energies at that time
which produces the harvest songs, harvest sacrifices and harvest folk
customs that we call rituals. In ritual, then, we may find the origin of
narrative, a ritual being a temporal sequence of acts in which the
conscious meaning or significance is latent: it can be seen by an ob-
server, but is largely concealed from the participators themselves. The
pull of ritual is toward pure narrative, which, if there could be such a
thing, would be automatic and unconscious repetition. We should
notice too the regular tendency of ritual to become encyclopedic. All
the important recurrences in nature, the day, the phases of the moon,
the seasons and solstices of the year, the crises of existence from birth
to death, get rituals attached to them, and most of the higher religions
are equipped with a definitive total body of rituals suggestive, if we
may put it so, of the entire range of potentially significant actions in
human life.

Patterns of imagery, on the other hand, or fragments of significance,
are oracular in origin, and derive from the epiphanic moment, the
flash of instantaneous comprehension with no direct reference to time,
the importance of which is indicated by Cassirer in Language and
Mpyth. By the time we get them, in the form of proverbs, riddles, com-
mandments and etiological folktales, there is already a considerable
element of narrative in them. They too are encyclopedic in tendency,
building up a total structure of significance, or doctrine, from random
and empiric fragments. And just as pure narrative would be uncon-
scious act, so pure significance would be an incommunicable. state of
consciousness, for communication begins by constructing narrative.

The myth is the central informing power that gives archetypal sig-
nificance to the ritual and archetypal narrative to the oracle. Hence
the myth is the archetype, though it might be convenient to say myth
only when referring to narrative, and archetype when speaking of
significance. In the solar cycle of the day, the seasonal cycle of the
year, and the organic cycle of human life, there is a single pattern of
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significance, out of which myth constructs a central narrative around
a figure who is partly the sun, partly vegetative fertility and partly a
god or archetypal human being. The crucial importance of this myth
has been forced on literary critics by Jung and Frazer in particular,
but the several books now available on it are not always systematic
in their approach, for which reason I supply the following table of
its phases:

1. The dawn, spring and birth phase. Myths of the birth of the
hero, of revival and resurrection, of creation and (because the four
phases are a cycle) of the defeat of the powers of darkness, winter and
death. Subordinate characters: the father and the mother. The arche-
type of romance and of most dithyrambic and rhapsodic poetry.

2. The zenith, summer, and marriage or triumph phase. Myths of
apotheosis, of the sacred marriage, and of entering into Paradise.
Subordinate characters: the companion and the bride. The archetype
of comedy, pastoral and idyll.

3. The sunset, autumn and death phase. Myths of fall, of the dying
god, of violent death and sacrifice and of the isolation of the hero.
Subordinate characters: the traitor and the siren. The archetype of
tragedy and elegy.

4. The darkness, winter and dissolution phase. Myths of the tri-
umph of these powers; myths of floods and the return of chaos, of the
defeat of the hero, and Gétterdimmerung myths. Subordinate char-
acters: the ogre and the witch. The archetype of satire (see, for in-
stance, the conclusion of The Dunciad).

The quest of the hero also tends to assimilate the oracular and
random verbal structures, as we can see when we watch the chaos of
local legends that results from prophetic epiphanies consolidating into
a narrative mythology of departmental gods. In most of the higher
religions this in turn has become the same central quest-myth that
emerges from ritual, as the Messiah myth became the narrative struc-
ture of the oracles of Judaism. A local flood may beget a folktale by
accident, but a comparison of flood stories will show how quickly
such tales become examples of the myth of dissolution. Finally, the
tendency of both ritual and epiphany to become encyclopedic is
realized in the definitive body of myth which constitutes the sacred
scriptures of religions. These sacred scriptures are consequently the
first documents that the literary critic has to study to gain a compre-
hensive view of his subject. After he has understood their structure,
then he can descend from archetypes to genres, and see how the drama
emerges from the ritual side of myth and lyric from the epiphanic or
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fragmented side, while the epic carries on the central encyclopedic
structure.

Some words of caution and encouragement are necessary before
literary criticism has clearly staked out its boundaries in these fields.
It is part of the critic’s business to show how all literary genres are
derived from the quest-myth, but the derivation is a logical one
within the science of criticism: the quest-myth will constitute the first
chapter of whatever future handbooks of criticism may be written that
will be based on enough organized critical knowledge to call them-
selves “introductions” or “outlines” and still be able to live up to their
titles. It is only when we try to expound the derivation chronologically
that we find ourselves writing pseudo-prehistorical fictions and theories
of mythological contract. Again, because psychology and anthropology
are more highly developed sciences, the critic who deals with this kind
of material is bound to appear, for some time, a dilettante of those
subjects. These two phases of criticism are largely undeveloped in
comparison with literary history and rhetoric, the reason being the
later development of the sciences they are related to. But the fascina-
tion which The Golden Bough and Jung’s book on libido symbols
have for literary critics is not based on dilettantism, but on the fact
that these books are primarily studies in literary criticism, and very
important ones.

In any case the critic who is studying the principles of literary form
has a quite different interest from the psychologist’s concern with
states of mind or the anthropologist’s with social institutions. For
instance: the mental response to narrative is mainly passive; to signifi-
cance mainly active. From this fact Ruth Benedict’s Patierns of Cultm*'e
develops a distinction between “Apollonian” cultures based on obedi-
ence to ritual and “Dionysiac” ones based on a tense exposure of the
prophetic mind to epiphany. The critic would tend rather to note
how popular literature which appeals to the inertia of the untrained
mind puts a heavy emphasis on narrative values, whereas a sophisti-
cated attempt to disrupt the connection between the poet and his
environment produces the Rimbaud type of illumination, Joyce's
solitary epiphanies, and Baudelaire’s conception of nature as a source
of oracles. Also how literature, as it develops from the primitive to
the self-conscious, shows a gradual shift of the poet’s attention from
narrative to significant values, this shift of attention being the basis of
Schiller’s distinction between naive and sentimental poetry.

The relation of criticism to religion, when they deal with the same
documents, is more complicated. In criticism, as in history, the divine
is always treated as a human artifact. God for the critic, whether he
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finds him in Paradise Lost or the Bible, is a character in a human
story; and for the critic all epiphanies are explained, not in terms of
the riddle of a possessing god or devil, but as mental phenomena
closely associated in their origin with dreams. This once established,
it is then necessary to say that nothing in criticism or art compels
the critic to take the attitude of ordinary waking consciousness towards
the dream or the god. Art deals not with the real but with the con-
ceivable; and criticism, though it will eventually have to have some
theory of conceivability, can never be justified in trying to develop,
much less assume, any theory of actuality. It is necessary to understand
this before our next and final point can be made.

We have identified the central myth of literature, in its narrative
aspect, with the quest-myth. Now if we wish to see this central myth
as a pattern of meaning also, we have to start with the workings of
the subconscious where the epiphany originates, in other words in the
dream. The human cycle of waking and dreaming corresponds closely
to the natural cycle of light and darkness, and it is perhaps in this
correspondence that all imaginative life begins. The correspondence
is largely an antithesis: it is in daylight that man is really in the power
of darkness, a prey to frustration and weakness; it is in the darkness of
nature that the “libido” or conquering heroic self awakes. Hence art,
which Plato called a dream for awakened minds, seems to have as its
final cause the resolution of the antithesis, the mingling of the sun
and the hero, the realizing of a world in which the inner desire and
the outward circumstance coincide. This is the same goal, of course,
that the attempt to combine human and natural power in ritual has.
The social function of the arts, therefore, seems to be closely connected
with visualizing the goal of work in human life. So in terms of signifi-
cance, the central myth of art must be the vision of the end of social
effort, the innocent world of fulfilled desires, the free human society.
Once this is understood, the integral place of criticism among the
other social sciences, in interpreting and systematizing the vision of the
artist, will be easier to see. It is at this point that we can see how
religious conceptions of the final cause of human effort are as relevant
as any others to criticism.

The importance of the god or hero in the myth lies in the fact that
such characters, who are conceived in human likeness and yet have
more power over nature, gradually build up the vision of an omnipo-
tent personal community beyond an indifferent nature. It is this com-
munity which the hero regularly enters in his apotheosis. The world
of this apotheosis thus begins to pull away from the rotary cycle of the
quest in which all triumph is temporary. Hence if we look at the
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quest-myth as a pattern of imagery, we see the hero’s quest first of all
in terms of its fulfilment. This gives us our central pattern of arche-
typal images, the vision of innocence which sees the world in terms of
total human intelligibility. It corresponds to, and is usually found in
the form of, the vision of the unfallen world or heaven in religion.
We may call it the comic vision of life, in contrast to the tragic vision,
which sees the quest only in the form of its ordained cycle.

We conclude with a second table of contents, in which we shall
attempt to set forth the central pattern of the comic and tragic visions.
One essential principle of archetypal criticism is that the individual
and the universal forms of an image are identical, the reasons being too
complicated for us just now. We proceed according to the general plan
of the game of Twenty Questions, or, if we prefer, of the Great Chain
of Being:

1. In the comic vision the human world is a community, or a hero
who represents the wish-fulfilment of the reader. The archetype of
images of symposium, communion, order, friendship and love. In the
tragic vision the human world is a tyranny or anarchy, or an individual
or isolated man, the leader with his back to his followers, the bullying
giant of romance, the deserted or betrayed hero. Marriage or some
equivalent consummation belongs to the comic vision; the harlot,
witch and other varieties of Jung’s “terrible mother” belong to the
tragic one. All divine, heroic, angelic or other superhuman communi-
ties follow the human pattern.

2. In the comic vision the animal world is a community of domesti-
cated animals, usually a flock of sheep, or a lamb, or one of the gentler
birds, usually a dove. The archetype of pastoral images. In the tragic
vision the animal world is seen in terms of beasts and birds of prey,
wolves, vultures, serpents, dragons and the like.

3. In the comic vision the vegetable world is a garden, grove or park,
or a tree of life, or a rose or lotus. The archetype of Arcadian images,
such as that of Marvell’s green world or of Shakespeare’s forest com-
edies. In the tragic vision it is a sinister forest like the one in Comus
or at the opening of the Inferno or a heath or wilderness, or a tree
of death.

4, In the comic vision the mineral world is a city, or one building
or temple, or one stone, normally a glowing precious stone—in fact the
whole comic series, especially the tree, can be conceived as luminous
or fiery. The archetype of geometrical images: the “starlit dome” be-
longs here. In the tragic vision the mineral world is seen in terms of
deserts, rocks and ruins, or of sinister geometrical images like the cross.

5. In the comic vision the unformed world is a river, traditionally
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fourfold, which influenced the Renaissance image of the temperate
body with its four humors. In the tragic vision this world usually
becomes the sea, as the narrative myth of dissolution is so often a
flood myth. The combination of the sea and beast images gives us the
leviathan and similar water-monsters.

Obvious as this table looks, a great variety of poctic images and
forms will be found to fit it. Yeats’s ““Sailing to Byzantium,” to take a
famous example of the comic vision at random, has the city, the tree,
the bird, the community of sages, the geometrical gyre and the de-
tachment from the cyclic world. It is, of course, only the general comic
or tragic context that determines the interpretation of any symbol:
this is obvious with relatively neutral archetypes like the island, which
may be Prospero’s island or Circe’s.

Our tables are, of course, not only elementary but grossly over-
simplified, just as our inductive approach to the archetype was a mere
hunch. The important point is not the deficiencies of either procedure,
taken by itself, but the fact that, somewhere and somehow, the two are
clearly going to meet in the middle. And if they do meet, the ground
plan of a systematic and comprehensive development of criticism has
been established.





