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The literary critics have witnessed various
activitiés of both critical and creative powers all
over ages . Through their survey , they discuss the .
different aspects of critical activity , to the extent
that 4 ctitic fike Northrop ¥rye entitled one of his
books Amatbmy of Criticim . The function of
criticism is consideréd one important theme in the
discustions > amd writings of Mterary critics ,

peclally theorist dritics . Kkt is difficult, to find
one com:eptlbn o6t the functioh of literary criticiym

. The coti¢éption may be different according to
the ditiber of the approaches of criticism.

m ‘paper* ‘aiths 40 examine the d,lfﬁercnt
conceptioh¥ of the function of criticism through
the thegries of five eritics . Rather , it hopes to
trace the developmient of this conception if there
is any development . The critics are:
| S 'Muattliew Arnold  : (1822-1888)

T - | (Poet and critic)

-T.S. Eliot : (1888 - 1965)

( Poet, critic and
playwright)




- Alln’l‘ﬂfi‘ - fm'mf"i c}m

One wiiEitmelly; the essays according to their
titles into three groups :

cemngeiayal o

P f¥ids w3



A- Aryold and Frye use the same title , but not
the same content

B- Eliot and winters use the same title , but not
.the same content .

C- Tate uses a dlfferent title , but it is relevant
to the group (A) , since he has defined the’
fynction with the adjective ( present ).

Therefore , it is better to re-classify the essays
into two groups only , group(A) includes : Arnold,
Frye,. and. Tate , the ermes who deal with the
- urgent: pmble;us of theu' own times , and theorize
~ to their own gontemporaries , assuring this by the |
ad;geqme “present” group (B) includes both Eliot
and Winters who pever use the adjective “present
“ to define a certain penod of time . But when
one reads ‘their essays , he fi;uls the reference to
their own contemporaries , especially winters ,

who exerts his efforts to criticize the crifics pf his

generation but Eliot and Frye, are the only
~ exception. among these five critics who write not
only for their own generations but for other
generations as well .

When one comes close to these critics , one
finds that Matthew Arnold is the ome who
represents what is called traditional criticism.
Being a Victorian, he belongs to the old attitudes
“of criticism more than the other four critics, who
are eonsud.ered modernist critics whatever the
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essay deals withithis problem . He comes to the
conclusion that he must compare the literary
product of his contemporaries with other
generations in English history, on one hand and
with-German-and French literature on the other .
It is espeeted o, evaluate the literature of his
English eontemporaries to be imferior to others),
he adds:. = '

It has long seemed to me that the

burst’ of creative activity in our

. diserature , through the first quarter

of" this cemtwy , had abowut it in fact

something  prematured and that

- from this cause its production are

- doameed, most of them in spite of the

- sanguine hapes which accompanied

ot csandde  still accompany them, to

prove hardly more lasting thun the

production of far less splendid
efmc&s . (3) -

Aﬂmld may lexaggerate when he connects the
grewe opochs of literature with the existence of
;--“="*great epochks of history, and according to this
view, he criticizes the literature of his ‘time
( Arnold himself was s poet ) . This gives
implication . that Arnold criticizes the pohﬁcal
and ‘social: affairs of hig time . When he praises
the French , it means the same thing , he adds
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or “systematic” ' ( such as Tate and Winters).
But Frye is the oniy critic among them who
adopts a very atliva_nced and “may be” practical
terms ( science and art).

Matthew .-nold is the one- it is mentioned
- prevnously ‘#ho has put the foundations for a
kind of “scientific® or rather “ objective
“criticism . That Arnold is a Victorian , it means
-again - that he is the representative of a
_:transmon period between what is traditional and
__'non-tradgtmnal ( new ) in criticism.

~ In his essay “The Funct:on of the Criticism at -
the Present Tlme” he discusses the relations
between criticism and creativity of art saying:

“..criticism first ; a time of true
creative activity ,perhaps -which
as, Ihave said, must inevitably be
preceded amongst us by a time of
criticism , hereafter , when
criticism has done its work . (6)

Arnold continues to conmsider criticism an
important activity as well as creativity , and
_ critigism  -again- must precede the creativity
process .Then » he refers to his point of view
concerning the objectwlty of criticism or at least
what must be:
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of Eliot , “depersonalization” . It is a serious
step towards objectivity and scientific criticism.

The school -of criticism which Arnold
belongs to , is neo-classical one , anditisan
expression of the urgent needs of his generation
» S0 he defines“ at the present time” because
Arnold is considered one of social reformers of
- Jis mge, he connects the social and political
- disasters -of his time with the chaos permeated
- in. the: literary field . He assures that the
¢riticions - of his | contemporaries is not the
~“disinterssted one”: .

“For what is at present the bane
- of criticism in this country ?1Itis
that , practical , considerations
cling toitand stifle it ; it subserves
interests not its own ;| our organs of
criticism are organs of men and
parties . kaving ends to serve and
with them those practical ends is all
that is wanted An organ like the
- Revue Des Deux Mondes , having
Jor its main function to understand
and utter the best that is known and
thought in the world, existing , it
may be said, as Just an organ for a
free play of the mind , we have not
but we have the Edinburgh Review .
existing as an organ of the old
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as axiomatic that a creation , a work of art,is
autatelic. that criticism , by definition , is about
something other than itself”. (1) o

Ellot dlgcnsses tlﬂese terms on other standard-
of thought . His interest is not social and political
as. ‘Arngld, ,. bu: more rel!glous The work of art
_ is the eg.sgp,t:al text, one must depend on . Ad
the creativity process mcludes a critical effort ,
So , the writer is a critic at the same fime - at
least - whth his work of art. But these attitudes
never neglect his view that “criticism and creation
are co- operatwg laqwour (12)

' Eliot. agr.ees, wltll Arnold that ¢riticism must
avoid psn:;qnal m;tﬁmsts of the critie, he develops
Arnold’s vnew when he defines the work of the
eritic:

. ‘The crmc one would suppose
_ gf he is to _]ustrﬁv his existence,
should endeavour to d:sc:plme his
personal _prejudices and cranks-
- . tares ta which we are all subject -
 and comgose his differences with as
.. _many Qf his fé!lows as possible , in
the common pursuit  of true
t:;;JHdg’"em 13} |

| Seapghmg for “trne judgment” is the same
| ldea of lmpersoqal criticism .But Eliot differs
. from Araold in the sense of knowing that one

188
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the ‘“sense of fact” and “true Judgment”. He
discusses the - effort which must be exerted by the
artist to gain the sense of tradition. He adds:

“there remains to define this
. process of depersonakization and its
relation | to the sense of tradition . It
Is im this depersonalization that art
‘may ‘be -said to. approach the
: o eondtﬁon of science”. (15}

’Phe artistfor Eliot, represents both the author
_and critic .Here , he uses , for the first time , the
word' science , siying “the condition of sciemde”
and not puré science , and this seems miore -
convincing because it is hardly to believe that
human activity ‘like art (ie. creativity and.
crltleism} beconiés pare science but . it may take
the’ eundttnon or the colour of science.

It is better'to use in this centext , the adjective
“scientifie” instead of the noun “science”. Eliot

. gives an analegy with a chemical equation and the
use of the meutral catalyst. . He clarifies his-
- attitude of “depersonsiization” which is differemt-

to some estent, from the attitude of Arnold . Hiat
shows the honest criticism which is
“depersonalized” as follows
“Honest criticism and sensitive
appreciation is directed not upon
the poet but upon the poetry”. (16}
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communicated at the level of the
procedure and the program ; the
point of view here , then , is that
historicism | scienticism
pshychologism , biologism , in
general . the confident use of the
scientific  vocabularies in the
spiritual, realm , has created, or at
any rate is the expression of a
spiritual disorder’. (17)

Jt seems that Tate is against ( what he calls )
“sciensicism” , but he supports “inowledge, not
histarical documentation and information”. (18)

When he dliscusses the contribution of the
critics of his generatlon, he criticizes them all,
seversly . Even I . A . Richards who is
considered one of the pioneers who wuse
psychelogical semantic and stylistic approaches
». 18 alse qr;nplzed by Tate for his use of a
scientific approach in crltlclsm of poetry :

“ when we think of the
powerful semi-scientific method of
studying poetry associated with the
name of I.A. Richards , we may say
that there is a certain ambiguity of
critical focus.. the role I have in
mind here is that of The Principles
of Literary Criticism ... it is ina

15
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which must be studied as history is studied , through
certain scientific analogies”. (24)

This situation of Tate necessitates a certain
deﬁmtlon oi‘ the concept of the functlon of
criticism . Althoujgh he entitles his chapter“The
Present Funcﬁon of for Criticism” , one couldn’t
define somethmg S[peclﬁc by lns “present” time.

lee Allen Tate wmters criticizes the efforts
of dt(ferent crlths o

“what have the crifics done
besides asking important questions
propounding incomplete or
untenable theories , attacking each
other’s theories , and defending
 their preferenczes Jor particular

I think it is fair that we should
ask more and I think that they have
done very little more” .(25)
But unlike him , winters prefers the use of
scientific approaches in literary criticism to be
systematic and more objective . He goes on
forward to discuss this point asserting its
importance in the literary field . He says:

“If we are to have any kind of
critical guidance , we shall have to
have some kind of critical method

17
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that Winters does not follow his predecessor;
Tate , to neglect the s:pientific methods of literary
‘criticissa but he assures the importance of these
methods. N

As for the contributions which exerted by
Northrop Frye ,in modern criticism , in general
and to develop this point ,in particular, then,
one may say that Frye has deep roots in modern
criticism . “Frye considers it the responsibility of
the critic to systematize the previously unorganized
study of literature”. (28) Frye, asserts from the
very beginning of his career as a critic , that the
methods and systems of criticism must be
followed . He begins his essay “The Function of
Criticism at The Present Time” by saying :

“ To truly understand literature,
requires seeing it as a system af
word-symbpls , not  unlike
mathematics, which must be
considered as part of its greater
structure , separate from the world
that gave rise to the ideas it
depicts”. (29)

One believes that Frye comes to a great
maturity in understanding and evaluating the
theories of literary criticism . Therefore the
development of his conception of literary
criticissn as a science or non-science ,which in
turn, is connecting with his conception of the

19
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not feel that that sort of procedure should be
encouraged”. (31) “Statistics” should notbean
end in itself , but a means to another effort , that a
critic should exert fo analyse the work of art.
Frye criticizes the present scene of literary
criticism saying :
“ 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 alone
possesses ...”". (32) _
At last Frye gives his opinion saying 7
suggest that it is time for criticism to leap to new
ground from which it can discover what the
organizing or containing forms of its conceptual
Jframework are”. (33) '

Four critics agree that scientific approach is
important for literary criticism , especially at the
present time but Allen Tate’s conception is an
ambignous one, he refuses the scientific
approaches , and he gives no substitute. By
scientific approach they mean a kind of
“disinterestedness ,  depersonalization
objectivity , or systematic procedures”. These
terms mean to avoid the external environment of
the artist and his’art, to read the text itself and

12
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from the eariy beginning . Pope and Frye adopt
~ the same idea , with one different issue which is
the change of the terms . At the time of Pope no
one couid think that the term “ science” may be
an adjective for criticism . It is the beginning of
Pope that Frye advocaies now , and this is what
the researcher supports and believes in .

Now , it is logieal to discuss the kernel point
of this study , which is the function of literary
" criticism  departing from the different
" conceptions of theé scientific procedures of
‘eriticism . ‘

- IX1 -

It was impossible to begin the discussion of
the fumction of literary criticism before one
knows the points of view of these critics towards
literary criticism itself . And itis important to
know what they mean by scientific approach of
literary criticism . -

Matthew Arnold connects the function of his
present time with the general attitudes of that
time ; the Victorian age which witnessed the
beginning of realism . He says that criticism is :

“to see the object as in itself it really is ”. (34)
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“.....criticism must be sincere ,
simple ., Flexible ardent , ever
widening its knowledge”. (36)

These characteristics of criticism made by
Arnold , are clear but not specific , in other
words , any kind of criticism may be deseribed as
“flexible , ardent ....etc”. But the use of “sincere”
refers to its value and objectivity , and “simple”
is developed , later , by Frye that criticism must
be understood by the common people to enable
them to read well and understand the work of
art.

AMthougi the conception of the function of
criticism according to Arneld seems simple and
may be “naive”, and general , but it is
considered a valuable one by the measures of the
Victorian age . And it bears the seeds of
development which made by the coming
generations of ¢ritics . B

T.S. Eliot - as it is expected - gives more
accurate and pertinent conception of the
function of eriticism that he considers a problem
of order when he discusses the sense of tradition:

"Tate used the same word when he criticized contemporary
critics of his gensration .
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‘. .. .. The past should be altered by
the present as much as presentis
directed by thepast.............
........... - { was dealing then with
* - the artist , and the sevive-of rudition
.. which . it- seemed 0 me the qriist- ... .
o should have ;:dutit was genetally a
- problem -of ovder ; and the fenction.
of criticism - saems sobe essemially
_apmb}maﬁﬂm” {37) '

- Thie- mmumwm
the importance of scientific procedures . But when
Eliot discusses the conception of the fametion of
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L in wiew; thh mz@hiyspc_c&ng,

. -appears--to. -be.the glucidation of. . .~
works of art and the correction of
taste”.(38)

This conception by Eliot is more accurate
than that of AfHoId: ANd it i$ also' moré accurate
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than those of Tate and Winters. It is a practical
one that critics can easily understand and apply.
Firstly , he refers to the words of “commentation
and exposition”. They mean that the role of the
critic must be active and positive to comment on
the works of art, at the same t(ime, the critic must
be in close contact with the work of art he deals
with .Secondly, he uses the words “elucidation of
works of art, and the correction of the taste” then
elucidation takes the role of descriptive criticism,
which one follows when he deals with an
experimental work of art .*“Correction of taste”
is the definition as well as the function of criticism
that most people have used to the present day.
Really. one important issue of the function of
criticism is to correct the taste . Eliot belongs toa
" kind of criticism ( New Criticism ) which
considers the role of the critic is the medium
between the text and.the reader of the text, (in
his objective correlative theory , there is more
details concerning this point ) . Eliot gives the
function of criticism  another description;
“interpretation” but it is not the interpretation of
Susan Sontage which calls for hermeneutics .
Eliot’s interpretation clarifies his previous
conception of the function of criticism :

....... interpretation (..) is

only legitimate when it is not
interpretation at all, but merely
putting the reader in possession
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When one discitiés' the ﬂmeﬁbﬁ dfcﬂm
according to Allen Tate coﬂparmg it with the.
previous one of Eliot, one dtscovers a great
difference. Eliot defines what ‘he means clearly
and objectrvely , but Tafe never defines
anything in his essay “Phe Prétent¥Puitetion of
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Criticism” .He is against the conception of
considering literary criticism as a science , and
against following scientific procedures . His
statements seem contrasting and when he gives
definition of the function of criticism ,it seems
an ambiguous one. He says:
| “The function of criticism

should have been , in our time , as

in all times , to maintain and to

demonstrate the special unique ,

and complete knowledge which the

great forms of literature affords

us” . (42)

Then , it is understood that the function of
criticism here . is ' to define the uniqueness of the
knowledge of the work of art . This conception
raises many questions :

First of all : What does he mean by “special
- unique and complete knowledge ?

Does he believe that the function of crltlcrsm is
to know the content of the work of art ? where is
the role of the critic? Is it a passive or positive
one ? Is it a kind of similarity between this
conception of Tate and that of Plato , who believes
in pure knowledge of “pre-birth life in paradise”?
But one ‘understands that Piato’s view stands on
philosophical basis , what is the philosophical
background of Tate ? '

It is repeated that Tate’s conception of the
function of criticism is an ambiguous one as well
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Tate poncledes bis essay sayigg: . ... .
o " This. essqy has..heen Wlﬂen-. S
 from.a paint of vigw. which daes.
not admit the vglidity:ofthe rival
clgims of formalism and-history
and art - art’s. quemdgoczety
Ligeratwre.. is  the . complete
knowledge @f man’s experience
~and by knowledge 1 .mean that
unique. and. jbmedm&@ﬂlm of
the world of which memalone is
capable”. (43)

as Mis: ¢mm dth&“mﬂ”aimm



‘ one gets the impression
ﬁ'om Crane and from his disciple
also that works of one genre can
not be compared wu‘h works of
another vt s impossible

. merely to compare a lyric, say,
with a ftragedy ? . . Such
camparisans would seem to be

- the purpose of the study of forms
to f ind. out which _forms offer the

.. finest medza both in general and

Jor parn_cular purposes , and

 perhaps to modify certain forms
where it is possible by drawing
upon aspects of the other . Yet
this kind of criticism is possible -
only if we have a clear idea of the
function of literature in general ,
so that we may evaluate the
forms in the hight of that final
cause”. (44)

Wmters sugoests to re-evaluate the theory of
literary genres . He adopts a very advanced idea
( that is c_ommon:nowadays )} to compare the
different genres with each other ; to widen the
scope of the function of criticism . The final cause
for Winters is to have a clear idea of the function
of literature . The function of criticism is to
evaluate the literary genres on new bascs and to
have a new function of literature that its
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understandmg muecqug with and departmg\
from the re-ev ' ;“wmﬁﬁéﬁq

This advanced and

EJ;ot ,‘ he focuses 1sl f in fﬂe;pﬁcess&fthé
fun,ctmn of pntlcsm aqd the rﬁlﬂﬁqn df ‘fﬁe
ehments of the cu'cle_ .
~(Text RCritic PReadér)”
( Text ®Critic @ Reader).

2
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He gives more details about this process . He
begins by defining the relation between art ( text)
and crific:

“Art is a. continuously
emancipating factor in society,
and the critic whose Job it is to
get as many people in contact
with the best that has been and is
being thought and said , is, at
least , ideally , the pioneer of
education and the sharper of
cultural tradition”. (45)
o
Frye asserts that: criticism , increases the
popularity of the artist , and this is another
function of eriticism , “Most of Shakespeare’s
current popwlarity is due to critical publicity”. (46)

Frye justifies this idea by asking an important
question “Why does criticism have to exist?” he
answers directly saying “ the best and shortest
answer is that it can talk , and all the arts are
dumb”.(47) |

Frye believes that criticism can explain and
grasp what art ¢an not , because art is significant
and criticism can perceive and elucidate this
significance . Criticism also has an enough power
to trace the roots of the significance according to
Frye who maintains that:
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| The poet , as Mill sawina

"lﬂa&ﬁofaﬁwwrun S
Yiig MW&W&M&M”M}: TN

This funttibn - is what mm cntmsm
searches for. Méadds .
"4 [ eriticism ekises., umhshbt
Wéhitve said ; o exomination. of
Iﬂeﬁﬁt:re i1 terms of o condepiual
ﬁ‘b‘mé’work” -devivable: - from. - an
:mfuctive s-mfey oﬂmmy ﬁdd”
49

Mﬁemﬂmndmmnof
crltlé& eﬁi‘ﬁwwswmqrg.

is hil s - aotivity ‘Qf M\

between the artist and his public

AR e ar: ﬁm vasdﬂ&ﬁ,;;q

criﬁcisn‘f” ﬁ5@} - S

R ,133*;;5 qug_:_!i{;

Frye chﬁlﬁw tll& m of » 'fﬁ
according to the role of the critlc-mto m
flmctions as t'ollows :

SRR "'Mrev ‘s ome M Qf "Fm‘iw
‘.. I!Eiit& who - faces the, public;. i'!
“anl “another - wio 35 SHill G,

coﬁ&pmeiy inyelved in Merw )
values as the poet:-himself.. We

aYF i..
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may call the latter type the critic
proper, and the follower the

criticgl reader”.(51)

This c¢lassification of Frye is a very objective
and agreea’ble one because it solves many
problems 'in the field of criticism and its function

. To s:mphfy the work of art or to study its deep
roots and branches , is an old problem . Now , it
is easy to believe that both functions are
important but Frye comsiders most modern
crities  ( including Winters ,Tate , Eliot) as
belonging to the first kind of eritics ( Critical
readers ) . Frye gives the issues which must be
folowed by any literary critic , or the true one as
foliows ;.

“ The first thing that the
- literary critic has to do is to read
htemrwe , to make an inductive
 survey of his own field and let his
critical principles shape
themselves solely out of his
‘kmowledge of that field Critical -
principles can not be taken over
ready-made  from  theology,
philosophy, politics , science or
any cambination of these”.(52)

Although Fr':ye gives the characteristics of the

true critic and the principles he should follow ,
but these principles are not new .
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They were adupted By’ YhS-2ew> critics who
. declared the importance of textual-reading and
s iﬁmm mrzkmmmmt

| “the d’ggmg wp of re&aﬂmm,} -
et dnformatibn albut “a paet should
~ b leady o o steady, comnelidating

PKW s m Ff of}us
A o

faiiure of nerVe in coerIgourof

“ihe < buckgrownd: “imo - the

fawgo&md wid-resewnh seems
3 Yo' prefer to-luoime cemrifugal,

moving away. from. the works of

art into more and.more research

project’ "(53) .
~ Spenser and his Faerie Queen (so far as I know
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there is no book devored ‘to an analysis of the |
Faerie Queen itself). Frye 48ds saying :

“though there are many numbers
on it squrces , and, of course,
background As for Blake , I have
read a whole shelf of books on his
poetry by critics who did not know
what any of his major poems
meant ”".(54)

Them Frye , defines his comception of the
function of criticism, and particularly,. the
practical one. He eoncludes his essay by giving
the critics the important steps that they should
follow . He never negates the value of judgments,
which is relvant to evaluative and not descriptive
criticism “iz follows that arriving at value
Jjudgments is not, as it is so often said to be , part of
the immediate tactic of criticism”. (55) It does not
mean that he prefers the evaluative criticism to
the descriptive one . He is more realistic to adopt
both evaluative and descriptive methods .
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