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ABSTRACT 

The claim that literature is a mode of knowledge meets with 

objections on two grounds# In the first place, Northrop Frye, a 

literary critic, maintains that the relation between literature and 

literary criticism parallels the relation between nature and the 

natural sciences# The result of the attitude is the removal of litera¬ 

ture from the class of writing which can be considered true or false; 

as natural phenomena are data for the scientist, so works of literature 

are data for the critic. 

Since literature does not present a conceptualized view of the 

world, the claim is made that the knowledge of the world contained through 

it is a direct knowledge# The second objection deals with the application 

of the word ’’knowledge”• It involves the notion that cases in which a 

knowledge of something is claimed must be cases in which there is a 

possibility of error# This situation does not exist in the case of know¬ 

ledge through literature and therefore it cannot legitimately b® called 

knowledge# This objection is met by showing that this view of knowledge 

leads ultimately to a point at which ’’knowledge” becomes meaningless. 

The remainder of the paper is a counter to1 Frye’s objection. 

It is developed through a comparison of scientific writing and literature 

both as verbal structures and in their relation to the world and through 

an alternative statemsnt of the function of criticism# 

With regard to the features of scientific writing and literature 

considered as verbal structures, three distinctions are made# The first 

distinction, which treats of causation, is that causation in scientific 



writing is proximate and testable whereas causation in literature is 

ultimate and non-testable* The second distinction is that the universe 

of a scientific treatise is the objective universe, while the universe of a 

work of literature is in a sense discontinuous with that universe* The 

third distinction is that scientific writing is objective (not from a 

particular point of view) while literature is subjective* i* e* the 

imitation of an action or an evaluation* It is shown how these views 

are related to the claim that literature is evaluative and science is not* 

With regard to their relation to the world it is shown that, 

because of its abstractness,scientific writing offers a clarification of 

the relationship of entities in the world* Literature, on the other hand, 

is concrete and particular and, rather than involving conceptual knowledge, 

involves knowledge through connatural! ty* Literature clarifies the world 

by structuring an experience* The particular and general levels of works 

of literature are discussed with a view to demonstrating the extent to 

which the experience of a work of literature is a cognitive one* 

The theory of criticism which follows from the proceeding is one 

in which explication plays the important role* By making explication the 

central critical act, the value judgment dn the work is avoided* In 

addition, it is held that the critic should abstain from judgment on philo¬ 

sophical issues abstracted from the work and limit his consideration of 

these issues to showing how they are involved in the work* According to this 

theory of criticism, criticism and the direct experience of the work are 

integrally related. 

With regard to the science of criticism, a systematic body of 

knowledge about literature, it is suggested that if one is possible it 



need not involve the separation between the direct experience of literature 

and criticism which Frye advocates* In conclusion, a distinction is drawn 

between literature and philosophy on the basis of the latter* s being, like 

science, conceptual knowledge* 
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I 

The complementarity of science and literature which Matthew 

Arnold envisaged has not come about* The reasons are perhaps obvious in 

Arnold’s formulation of the situation* The scientist was to be the 

executor of the objective realm; the imaginative writer, of the subjective 

realm and of the assimilation of the one to the other* To state the pro¬ 

blem thus is manifestly to betray the writer to the scientist with his 

passion for fact* If the subjective is indeed an articulable realm, then 

it is amenable to the methods of science; if it is not, then the writer 

is flirting with a chimera* Whatever the choice,the imbalance between 

science and literature is evident* 

As late as 1941 Allen Tate said: 

Arnold is still the great critical influence in 

the universities, and it is perhaps not an 

exaggeration of his influence to say that debased 

Arnold is the main stream of popular appreciation 
of poetry*-*- 

If this is true today, then even if Tate is correct in stating that the 

science - literature comparison no longer concerns the public at large^, 

it remains as a theoretical problem, the solution of xtfhich could clarify 

the nature of the object of literary art, 

A literary work is, in the first place, a linguistic structure* 

As such, it purports to tell the reader something. This being said, it is 

obvious that this “something” is not factual in the same sense that the 

information contained in a Geological Society of America Bulletin is 

factual* If literature tells something, and in a way which is not merely 

self-referential (e* g* if Hamlet conveys more than information about 

characters and situations which have their existence only in the play), 
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then it does not do so at the surface level* 

It night be held that a literary work tells the reader some¬ 

thing about the author — is, so to speak, 3X1 embodiment of his views 

on a subject defined by the work. With authors such as Frank Norris, 

D* H. Lawrence, and Albert Camus the temptation to embrace such a view 

is great; with Shakespeare and Melville the problem becomes more difficult. 

In either case, however, there are definite reasons for avoiding such a 

position, In addition to the technical objections examined by Wirasatt and 

Beardsley^, there is the consideration that this view does violence to 

literature considered as art. Philosophy and (imaginative) literature can 

be distinguished; and, although there may be, and usually are, admixtures 

of the former in the latter, these serve a purpose which is not strictly 

hortatory. The Myth of Sisyphus is philosophy, The Stranger art. 

If then, literature is neither primarily factual description nor 

philosophy, the conclusion would seem to be that, in a very real sense, 

literature tells the reader nothing at all. This, for the purpose of 

literary criticism, is the conclusion reached by Northrop Frye. In 

Anatomy of Criticism Frye draws a parallel between the study of physios 

and the study of literature. 'When the student studies physics, he is not 

studying nature but rather "an organized body of knowledge about nature." 

Likewise, Frye holds: 

Art, like nature, has to be distinguished from the 

systematic study of it, which is criticism.^- 

The effect of this attitude is readily discernible. Nature, 

being a mere datum, is in itself neither true nor false; only a statement 

about nature, a statement of physics, can be that. When art is likened 
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to nature it also becomes mute; its mouthpiece is criticism* In terms of 

the artifact then, there i3 no longer an complementing of science by lit¬ 

erature (although there may still be one as far as creation, i* e. the 

writer*s and the scientist*s activities, are concerned)* Science is 

voluble and literature dumb* 

VJhat is literature then? It would be expected that aesthetics 

could suggest answers, but Frye closes the door on this possibility. 

Poetics being the critical organization of the literary art, it; 

••» will form a part of aesthetics as soon as 
aesthetics becomes the unified criticism of all 
the arts instead of whatever it is now.5 

And the science of criticism which Frye foresees is a science which under¬ 

stands literature in terms of its total structure. The new aesthetics, 

then,will understand literature in terms of the total structure of the 

literary realm. 

We think of literature at first as a coimentary 
on external "life” or "reality**. But just as in 
mathematics we have to go from three apples to 3*** 
so in reading a novel we have to go from literature 
as reflection to literature as autonomous language... 
pure literature, like pure mathematics, contains its 
own meaning.6 

Given the corpus of literature, Frye speaks of the student’s 

increasing "sense of the unity of the subject" and explains this in terms 

of a 

... form of criticism... logically and scientifically 
organized, some of which the student unconsciously 
learns as he goes on, but the main principles of 
which are as yet unknown..•' 

The unity of the subject, it seems, is the unity of pure literature. 

Prior to this explanation of the unity of literature Frye has 

rejected the possibility that the unity is a result of "an ineffable 
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mystery at the heart of being” because it ”seems vague”.® It is true that 

it seems vague; it is a parody, apparently designed to discredit any extra¬ 

literary explanation of the unity. That does not mean, however, that an 

explanation which took the philosophical option would necessarily be vague* 

It could, in fact, have two signal results} 

(1) a reassessment of literature in terms of its value 
as knowledge rather than its ’’palpableness and 
muteness” and 

(2) a clarification of the relation of the direct ex¬ 
perience of literature, which Frye claims is 
central to criticism (the structure of literature 
as autonomous language) but always excluded from 
it, and criticism. 

There is an objection which militates strongly against the possi¬ 

bility of a study such as is here proposed and which must be examined at 

the outset if the study is to be seriously considered. The objection is 

one which arises from certain considerations of the nature of language. 

If the attempt is made to study and determine the essence of a class of 

things all called by the same name (as for instance all works of literature 

are called ’’literature1'), the attempt is likely to fail; it is likely to 

fail, as Ludwig Wittgenstein indicates, because the class may not have the 

unity which is implied by the fact that all members may be called by the 

same name. Suppose, to use Wittgenstein* s example, that we were to attempt 

to determine what is common to all things called ”gamss”. Some games have 

rules and some do not (chess and a game of catch); some are played as a 

pastime and some in all seriousness (tag and professional football); some 

games are coirpetitive and some are not (races and leapfrog). The listing 

could be extended, but, in general, it looks as though all games do not have 



5 

one single thing in common which entitles them to be called games* Rather, 

Wittgenstein says, they are games because the members of the class of 

things called games exhibit family resemblences. Chess, races, and foot¬ 

ball resemble each other in that all involve competition according to rules* 

Tag would be called a game because like chess, races and football it is 

played according to rules, although there is no winner; and leapfrog and 

catch would be called games because, like tag, they involve gratuitous 

physical activity* The unity of games, according to this analysis, is 

not a single relation but a number of relations which hold differentially 

among the various things called games* 

It is conceivable that the sane sort of analysis could be made 

of works of literature. Some literature is the result of painstaking labor 

or inspiration, some of neither (Rimbaud’s Illuminations and some Dada 

poetry); some is metrical and some not (Idylls of the King and An American 

Tragedy): some deals with the human situation, and some, if it does, does 

so only indirectly (Hamlet and On the Mature of Things)* Idylls of the 

King* An American Tragedy, and Hamlet resemble each other in being narra¬ 

tions concerning imaginary or quasi-historical characters* The Illuminations 

811(1 the Mature of Things resemble Idylls of the King in their being 

metrical* Finally the Dada poetry resembles The Uluminations in its 

arising from a context of revolt against accepted poetic standards* As 

was the case with games, there is no unvarying essence of literature* 

How can one deal with a position such as this, which threatens 

to undermine any theory of literature and to make ary attempt to construct 

one futile from the beginning? One method - one which might be Frye’s - 

would be to admit that, as far as the analysis goes, it is true* In a 
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Wittgenstein!an analysis such as that just given we are, presumably, deal¬ 

ing with the mechanics of convention and social acceptance of a verbal 

structure as literature* 

•••the question of whether a thing "is" a work of 
art or not is one which cannot be settled by ap¬ 
pealing to something in the nature of the thing itself* 
It is convention, social acceptance, and the work of 
criticism in the broadest sense that , determines where it 
belongs*® 

For Frys, however, literature forms only a segment of the total 

universe of verbal structures* All members of this larger universe are 

characterised by an element of rhetoric, the literary element**® Thus ary 

verbal structure might come to be considered literature, and to speak of 

the essence of literature Is only to speak of a way of considering a verbal 

structure with regard to its rhetorical character* As was noted before,, 

the technical definition of literature is couched in terms of literacy 

criticism* by thus potentially expanding the literary universe so that it 

is coincident with the verbal universe and by focussing his attention on 

a characteristic so broad that it is exhibited by every meirtoer of this 

universe, Frye is able to minimize the dangers of the Wittgenstein!an 

objection* 

The alternative of assimilating the objection is not the only alter¬ 

native, however; one could dispute the ultimate relevance of the family re¬ 

semblances and of the analysis which presumed to show that any attempt to 

divine the essence of literature must fail* One concomitant of such an 

answer is obvious: whereas the Wittgenstein!an analysis of the term is de¬ 

scriptive, an opposing analysis would be prescriptive. Frye, since hd is 

easily able to agree with Wittgenstein, should be able to deal with any 

work called, for any minimal reason, literature; in fact, he considers the 
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catholicity of his theory to be one of its major merits* A prescriptive 

analysis, on the other hand — an analysis which presumed to distinguish 

the essence of literature — one would not expect to be so generous* Certain 

works would fall within and others without the compass of the definition. 

Presumably, also, once the field of literature were delineated by such a 

definition there would exist, as a possibility at least, an evaluation of 

various literary works according as they did or did not fulfill their poten¬ 

tialities as literature. 

At this point an inport ant distinction must be made. Frye is, 

quite justifiably, opposed to the importation of evaluation into the realm 

of criticism. But it is a fact that the evaluation of literature cannot 

be avoided; that one reads or chooses to comment on a certain novel rather 

than on others is itself an act of evaluation. To explain evaluation as a 

result of culture (as Frye does) is not to explain it at all for, given the 

cultural conditions and the literature, it is still necessary that the 

relation between the two be explained. That is, it is necessary that those 

features of the literary work which enable it to serve its purpose as lit¬ 

erature be clearly in view if evaluation is to be explained. This explora¬ 

tion of the essence of literature is the domain of aesthetics; ideally it 

serves as a basis for the evaluation of various works. The task of the 

critic, on the other hand, is the explanation of individual works, not in 

terms of their aesthetic value, but rather in terms of their being verbal 

structures of a certain type. In so doing the critic assumes, but leaves 

behind, the work of the aesthetidan. 

What is being done, then, in the attempt to overcome the 

Wittgensteinian objection is aesthetics. If it is successful then it will 
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be shown that the unity of literature is not Frye’s unity of pure literature 

which contains within itself its own meaning, but is rather, a unity by 

virtue of literature’s relation to something extra-literary* 

The refutation of the Wittgenstein!an objection with regard to 

literature will be accomplished by showing that the unity of literature does 

not consist merely of relations aiming the works of literature but rather of 

the relation of literature to something else* That is, it will be accomplish¬ 

ed by the demonstration that the unity is one thing and not another* Since, . 

then, the objection will not be met directly it is necessary that we here 

indicate how it might be dealt with* 'Pie theory of games will serve as 

an example* 

Wittgenstein says that one must not look for something common to 

all things called games but rather for a series of overlapping relations* 

There are obvious objections to the examples given previously and to 

Wittgenstein’s exanples themselves* All games are played according to 

rules; catch involves throwing the ball to rather than away from one another 

and standing dose enough to do so - perhaps mors* If these rules are changed 

the game is a different one; but if the rules are changed so often that one 

would be inclined to say that there were no rules, then there would be no 

game but only play* Secondly, all games involve mental or physical activity* 

Finally, all games are gratuitous, that is, they need not refer beyond 

themselves in order to be games* By this latter restriction it is not meant 

that a game cannot refer beyond itself but that if it does so the reference 

is superadded or is a use of the game for a purpose* 

Games, then, are gratuitous mental or physical activities per¬ 

formed according to rules* It could be objected that this definition is 
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too broad, that almost any human activity might coma within its compass* 

To show that this is not the case we shall distinguish between work and 

play and, within play, between mere play and games* Work is distinguished 

from play by its not being gratuitous, that is, by having an essential 

reference beyond itself* Any work which results in knowledge, such as the 

work of the scientist, has a reference beyond itself to tests that will 

confirm it and to other bodies of knowledge to which it must be related in 

order that its status as knowledge be determined* Work which has as its 

issue a product or a skill has an essential reference beyond itself to the 

use of that product or skill* The definition of a game as gratuitous is 

thus sufficient to distinguish games from work* It has been indicated how 

the distinction between mere play and games would be accomplished by 

examination of whether the activity was not or was performed according to 

rules* 

The aside on games is useful in indicating that the Wittgenstelnian 

objections are not insuperable* It is useful also in indicating how the 

objection with regard to literature will be met, namely by the distinction 

of the essence of literature as a particular type of verbal structure and 

by a demonstration that the distinction is sufficient to distinguish 

literature from other types of writing. 

The difficulties involved in maintaining that literature conveys 

a kind of knowledge have been indicated previously* Here it shall be 

taken for granted that literature is neither scientific knowledge nor a 

sort of embellished philosophy. Over against Frye, however, it shall be 

held that literature has an essential reference beyond the literary universe 



10 

and that no workable theory of literature can neglect this reference* The 

implication of this latter contention is that a piece of literature is a 

comment on something and is thus criticiaable as knowledge about that 

something* In what sense, then, can literature be said to be knowledge? 

In order to answer this question it will be expedient to return 

to the Amoldian theory of science and poetry as dual vehicles of knowledge* 

It is quite obvious that one can speak of knowledge with regard to the 

sciences* I candor example, be said to know that the law of universal 

gravitation applies to freely falling bodies if that law does indeed apply 

to those phenomena* In a similar sense I can be said to know the law of 

universal gravitation if I can write its equation and explain it; and I 

can be said to know freely falling bodies if I can describe them in general 

or point out particular examples (i* e* in the sense that I know what the 

phrase "freely falling bodies” refers to)* In each of these cases the 

knowledge involved is knowledge through concepts* I know a certain fact 

about a large class of phenomena if I know that "the law of universal 

gravitation applies to freely falling bodies*” Likewise, I know a certain 

relation between certain entities if I know the law of universal gravitation; 

and I am able to bring order to a group of distinct phenomena through the 

concept "freely falling body*” 

Knowledge through concepts, then, is one particular type of 

knowledge; it is, in particular the type of knowledge with which the sciences 

are concerned (physics is about nature)* Essentially, this kind of knowledge 

involves the application of language to something for a certain purpose, and, 

since it does,there is always the possibility of error* We can, however, 

imagine another type of knowledge which is not knowledge through concepts 
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but rather a direct knowledge and which, for that reason, does not involve 

error. Of this class of knowledge, what we will tentatively call literary 

knowledge is a type. 

There are objections to calling anything knowledge which does not 

involve the possibility of error. The possibility of error is, according 

to some philosophers, the sine qua non of the application of the word 

♦’knowledge”• Norman Malcolm, in his discussion of Wittgenstein’s 

Philosophical Investigations, says: 

Wherever it is meaningless to speak of ’false belief’ it 
is also meaningless to speak of ’knowledge*$ and where- 
ever you cannot say ’I don’t know...’ you also cannot 
say *1 know...’ 

What is involved here is the notion that knowledge mu3t, in order to be 

genuine, be publicly verifiable in principle at least. That is, knowledge 

must be mediated rather than direct, so that there is the possibility that 

the person who claims to have knowledge may be in error. 

Let us imagine a case, however, in which it occurs to me that a 

person with whom I am dealing is not being truthful with me. The case is 

a common one, and as soon as the doubt has arisen it may become a serious 

problem. What makes it serious is that although in practice it may dis¬ 

appear (that is, be forgotten) it is in principle insoluble. No amount of 

persuasion on the part of the other person can ever make me know that I am 

wrong to distrust him for there will always be the possibility that he is 

practicing a very subtle deception. In principle I can never say ”1 know 

that he is not lying.” 

On the other hand, (if we refer merely to conscious motivation) 

the other person knows (the word is applicable at least when the question 

arises) whether he is lying or not. And, knowing how his purposes and 
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behavior are related it is in principle impossible for him to say "I don’t 

know whether or not I am lying*” In other words it is meaningless for him 

to speak of "false belief” but not meaningless for him to speak of knowledge 

for he has no doubts about something which I may doubt* 

What this example indicates is that there are cases of genuine 

knowledge in which that which is known is not mediated but, rather, known 

directly. There is still the problem, however, that a word “lying” must 

be applied to a behavior which is known directly* That is, there is still 

the question of the correct application of the word; and this question can 

only be answered, if direct knowledge is to be denied, by an appeal to 

public criteria* Let us see what the consequences of this view are* 

Suppose, to use Malcolm’s example, that I wish to say that two 

images of mine are the same* Then either I recognise sameness (embodied) 

without criteria and the case for direct knowledge is proven, or there is 

the problem of the application of the word "same” which can only be solved 

by public criteria* If the latter is the case,then I can be taught that 

“same" is or is not the correct word* 

The right word for what? For a certain character or relation of 

two images of mine. If it is something to which I am applying a word, it 

is something on which I may fix my attention* This something is either 

pre-linguistic or post-linguistic* That is, my knowledge of it either is 

not or is mediated through words* If my knowledge of it is mediated through 

words then the question of how I know that these words are correct must be 

answered,and I am involved in an endless regress* One could say, as 

Wittgenstein does, at this point "My reasons will soon give out* And then 

12 
I shall act, xd.thout reasons*" But if I propeed without reasons to 
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something which I am to call knowledge then I cannot say of another person 

who proceeds from the same point and arrives at a different result than I 

that he is wrong* I must merely say that he proceeds differently. And if 

he arrives at a diametrically opposed result (which may sometimes be the 

case in a mathematical proof) one or the other of us must be wrong. But 

1 cannot say that. Then, since 1 cannot say that one is right and the 

other wrong, I cannot say that either of us has knowledge. 

The insistence on public criteria as the justification of know¬ 

ledge, then, leads ultimately to a point at which "knowledge” no longer 

makes any sense. If, however, the basis of knowledge is held to be an 

act of direct knowledge,then this act is self-justifying and selves as a 

foundation upon which a body of testable knowledge can be built. 

There are obvious objections to the self-justification of an act 

of knowledge. Wherein does this self-justification lie? Malcolm says: 

The proof that I am following a rule must appeal to some¬ 
thing independent of my impression that I am.^3 

Suppose, though, that I am demonstrating a logical proof of a theorem and 

at one step I write 

(1) (x & y) ■—> ((z & w) --> (x & y)), 

and justify it by claiming it as an axiom according to the schema 

(2^ A—> (B-» A). 

Where is the independent critera for claiming that (l) is an axiom according 

to schema (2)? It can*t be another rule for then I would need criteria for 

claiming that I was following that rule correctly. And it can*t be that 

others tell me that I am justified, because their impressions are no more 

justified as criteria than are mind (I should only accept their judgments 
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if they could show me to be wrong). The only alternative is that there 

is no independent criterion and that the claim that (l) is an axiom of 

form (2) is grounded in a self-justifying act of knowledge# 

It has been indicated in this introduction how the objections 

of the Wittgenstein!ans on the one hand and some literary critics 

(exemplified by Frye) on the other,with respect to the consideration of 

literature as knowledge,would be met. In the remainder of the thesis a 

positive theory of literature as knowledge vdll be developed. 
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II 

Literature is above all a structuring of words and therefore of 
> . • 

meanings. From this it follows that the properly literary effect must be 

achieved through meanings? or, in terms of the perceiver, the properly 

literary effect is initially an activity of the Intellect whereby a mean¬ 

ing or meanings are apprehended. (We shall not at the moment inquire as 

to what literature may or must be beyond an intellectual experience, 

although it seems obvious that this (intellection) cannot be a conplete 

account of the experience of literature). 

Scientific writing is also a structuring of meanings. Even at 

this primary level, though, a distinction can be mads between scientific 

and literary writing. First, however, a distinction between what shall be 

called tdie factual and symbolic imagination must be made. This is not so 

much a distinction between men as it is a distinction between idle methods 

proper to science and literature. 

Given a concrete problem, say the question of the origin of man, 

let us imagine two conceivable solutions. The first or factual answer would 

trace the history of man to its beginning in differentiation among the 

Hrimates in the early Pleistocene, then would Indicate certain mammalian 

developments which gave rise to the Primates, then developments which gave 

rise to the mammals and so on in an evolutionary chain from material effect 

to material cause. By the very nature of scientific questioning, what is 

for a certain body of data a cause, becomes absorbed into that body of 

data and thus becomes an effect to be explained by a more ultimate cause. 

It is obvious,though,that the idea of an absolutely ultimate cause is out 

of place in the scheme of material cause and effect of the sciences. A 
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cause is only scientifically serviceable if it is proximate and therefore 

1 
if it is susceptible to treatment in terms of its causes# 

On the other hand let us consider the answer that God created man# 

Here we have what is meant to be an absolutely ultimate cause} that is, a 

further question in the scientific spirit as to the cause of God is readily 

§een io be improper# God serves symbolically as an end to the regress from 

proximate cause to proximate cause* Furthermore,God is held to bs in effsct 

outside tiie chain of proximate material causes# By this it is meant that the 

understanding of man as created by God does not depend upon the scientist* s 

finally reaching an ultimate point of scientific explanation - a point beyond 

■which he cannot go in finding causes for causes, and at which point he must 

say that God created it thus# As an adjunct to the fact that the factual 

and symbolic understanding of man*s origin are not in conflict it is 

necessary that we understand that there are no tests for the symbolic 

explanation# The scientific understanding is based on certain anatomical, 

ontogenetic, and paleontological facts - it stands or falls with these facts# 

The symbolic understanding, however, is based upon a certain personal undeiv 

standing that man has of himself, say, as a free moral agent, which so far 

as the sciences are concerned is neither affirmed nor denied by fact. 

Having made the distinction between the factual imagination which 

understands in terms of proximate, testable causes and the symbolic imagina¬ 

tion which understands in terms of ultimate, non-testable causes,we can 

now understand one difference between scientific and literary writing so 

far as writing is considered ms rely intellectually as a structuring of 

meanings. Scientific writing is that writing which attempts to explain 

its subject matter in terms of its proodmate relationships* Sines scientific 
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writing is a product of the factual imagination it has reference beyond 

itself to tests that will confirm it as an adequate representation of 

objective situations. 

Literature on the other hand, while it may have reference beyond 

itself to a way of understanding the forces governing events within the 

work, does not have reference to tests which will confirm that these forces 

do indeed govern these sorts of events. For instance, it is difficult to 

explain Iago* s actions in any other way than by saying that he is diabolical. 

Evil in this case is an ultimate cause; one would examine Iago*s actions 

and motivations after the manner of psychologists and never arrive at evil 

as a component of his behavior. 

The last statement is slightly misleading; its clarification 

will bring to light a second distinction between scientific and literary 

writing. One obviously cannot examine Iago*s behavior by means other than 

those presented in the play. Were Iago a real person,however,and were a 

psychologist to examine his behavior in an attempt to understand him, evil 

would not enter into an explanation of his motivation except perhaps as 

Iago thought he was being evil. The distinction afforded by noticing this 

is a distinction between the universe of a scientific treatise and the 

universe of literature. The former is the objective universe - the universe 

arrived at by deletion from the "universe of the natural attitude" or the 

"life world" (lebenswelt) of all particularities of points of view. In a 

very direct way a scientific treatise is a description of the universe- of 

the natural attitudej its truth value is based upon its adequacy of description 

* The terms "universe of the natural attitude and "life world" 
will be explained at the beginning of Chapter three. For the purposes of 
this chapter it will be sufficient to understand the terms to be equivalent 
and to refer to the world as it is presented in ordinary experience. 
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and prediction of phenomena of thi3 universe. 

The universe of a piece of literature, however, is not directly 

continuous with the universe of the natural attitude# In some pieces of 

literature, Tom Jones and War and Peace, for example, the universe in which 

the action takes place has the same characteristics as this universe. In 

others there are discrepancies between the two. Sartre has elucidated the 

differences between time in the objective universe and the time of The 

Sound and The Fury* and the features of the universe of Kafka* s A Country 

Doctor are so bizarre as to make the tale almost unintelligible. 

Initially, then, in reading a work of literature one must make 

the abstraction from the life world to the universe created by the work. 

The characteristic of literature which makes this abstraction necessary we 

shall denote as the opacity of literature. This is to be contrasted with 

the transparency of scientific writing - that characteristic of scientific 

writing which consists of its direct relationship to the ordinary world and 

which requires at the most that we take a slightly different attitude toward 

the entities of this world. 

In maintaining that literature is opaque and that the universe 

which a work creates must be studied with respect to its own features, we 

would seem to be moving toward a position similar to that of Frye - that 

literature is autonomous language. This isfhowever,not the case, as shall 

be shown by a demonstration of the difficulties inherent in such a position. 

Frye says: 

We have several times hinted at an analogy between 
literature and mathematics. Mathematics appears to 
begin in the counting and measuring of objects, as 
a numerical commentary on the outside world. But 
the mathematician does not think of his subject so: 
for him it is autonomous language, and there is a 
point at which it becomes in a measure independent 
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of that common field of experience which w© call the 
objective world or nature or existence, or reality, 
according to our mood*,* 

We think also of literature at first as a commentary 
on an external "life" or "reality”. But just as in 
mathematics we have to go from three apples to three*** 
so in reading a novel we have to go from literature as 
reflection of life to literature as autonomous language 
• ••pure literature like pure mathematics contains its 
own meaning*2 

As far as the statements about mathematics are concerned the account is 

correct* Consider, for instance, any of the many possible group theories* 

Starting from a set of axioms and rules of inference by which these axioms 

may be made to yield theorems, an entire universe may be structured without 

regard a3 to whether any existing entities fulfil the requirements of the 

group* In this sense it is true that mathematics may become autonomous 

language, that is, that there need be no understanding of the theorems and 

rules as anything else than formal requirements of the theory in order to 

operate significantly within the theory* 

Let us consider what should be an analogous case with regard to 

literature by examining the poem "Bells for John Whiteside* s Daughter*’ 

by John Crowe Ransom* Particular attention should be paid to the differences 

of attitude implied in the wording of reminiscences and in the wording of 

the present confrontation with the dead child* 

There was such speed in her little body, 
And such lightness in her footfall', , 
It is no wonder her brown study 
Astonishes us all* 

Her wars were bruited in our high window 
We looked among orchard trees and beyond 
Where she took arms against her shadow, 
Or harried unto the pond 



The lazy geese, like a snow cloud 
Dripping their snow on the green grass, 

Tricking and stopping, sleepy and proud. 

Who cried in goose, Alas, 

For the tireless heart within the little 
Lady with rod that made them rise 

From their noon apple-dreams and scuttle 
Goose fashion under the skiest 

But now go the bells, and we are ready, 

In one house we are sternly stopped 

To say we are vexed at her brown study. 

Lying so primly propped.^ 

The passages dealing with the reminiscence are indicative of the 

liveliness of the child and by implication, of the speaker’s fondness for 

her. For this reason some of the words used in describing the present 

confrontation ("astonishes” “brown-study” “vexed”) seen strangely out of 

place,and a problem of reconciliation arises* There is not, that is, any 

simple continuity between the wholehearted expression of joy of the re¬ 

collection and the extremely detached tone of the sections pertaining to 

the funeral. Whether the reconciliation be accomplished by saying that the 

speaker is unaware of the tragedy of her death, or that he is aware of it 

but chooses to be whimsical, or that all he will allow himself is manly 

understatement, the reader’s understanding of the real nature of love and 

death must be brought to the interpretation. In fact, if the reader’s 

understanding of these realities (which are external to the poem and to 

all of literature for that matter) did not come into play — if the poem 

proceeded by "hypothetical possibilities" or were considered as "autonomous 

language” - there would be no problem of reconciliation for there would be 

no standard by which to judge that there was a tension within the poem. 

The point of the proceeding analysis (which is by no means intended 
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to be a complete one) is this: whereas the mathematician may conceive of 

a universe without regard as to vrhether there is a reality which corresponds 

to it, the literary critic cannot, for the laws of any literary universe 

must be considered in relation to the laws of the universe of human experience 

if only to see how they differ and therefore what is significant about the 

laws of the literary universe* In order to speak of satire, for instance, 

or irony, the critic must have conventional standards of action or evalua¬ 

tion by which to judge that the action or evaluation within the piece of 

literature is somehow deviant* 

The necessity of these standards is indicated by Frye in his 

definition of ironic mode: 

A mode of literature in which the characters exhibit a 
power of action inferior to the one assumed to be normal 
in the reader or audience, or in which the poet*s 
attitude is one of detached objectivity.**^ 

and of mode in general: 

A conventional power of action assumed about the 
chief characters in fictional literature, or the 
corresponding attitude assumed by the poet toward 
his audience in thematic literature*5 

Frye might maintain at this point that the standards by which we 

judge that a work is satirical or ironic are themselves literary standards* 

The recognition, for example, that there is a tension in MBells for John 

Whiteside’s Daughter” is not a result of the fact that the reader knows 

the real nature of love and death but only that he is apprised of the way 

that they are conventionally regarded in literature* Somehow,then, by 

Ransom’s choice of words the reader is referred to this normal way in which 

love and death are regarded and the tension is set up* 

One reply to this argument is that the poem is not so difficult 
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that we cannot imagine a reader reading it as his first piece of literature 

and noticing the tension. Obviously, however, there is soma truth in the 

statement '’Poets are the unacknowledged legislators of the world," That is, 

there is a sense in which ideas contained in literature are abstracted from 

literature and assimilated into common attitudes. It could be that this 

is true of the conventional ways of regarding love and death, and that if 

the reader did understand the poem although it was the first work he ever 

read, he did so because he was acquainted with other literary ideas in a 

round-about way, 

•The defect of this latter argument is that if Frye is to maintain 

that literature is autonomous language and that no reference to the universe 

of the natural attitude is necessary in order to understand literature, 

then he must maintain the absolute truth of Shelley’s dictum. Since this 

claim can by no moans be proven, the more natural assumption, that natural 

attitudes and literary ideas interact, and that ultimately the latter must 

be held to grow out of the former, will be maintained in this thesis* 

Due to the necessity of the reader’s making the comparison between 

the universe of a piece of literature and the universe of the natural 

attitude we can now see that the opacity of a piece of literature is an 

opacity which exists because of the relationship between literature and 

something which is non-literary. That is, literature is not something 

completely separate and autonomous but it achieves a certain degree of 

autonomy in virtue of a certain differentiating relationship which it has 

to human experience in general. The second distinction between literary and 

scientific writing — the opacity of the former as opposed to the trans¬ 

parency of the latter is seen, then, to be not an absolute distinction. 
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Whereas scientific siting illuminates the life world through a conceptual 

orderings literature achieves a comparison of two universes and by virtue 

of this an ordering or illumination of the life world,although not a 

conceptual ordering. 

As a consequence of the fact that a work of literature contains 

its cam universe, it must be recognized that this universe is very highly 

selective. If, for instance, all that we know of a person mentioned in a 

novel is what son© other person describes him to be, and the effects he has 

on other characters, it is useless to try to go beyond that, because, for 

the purposes of the novel, all that he is is the description and the effects 

he has on other characters. In addition, as far as major characters in a 

novel are concerned, Wellek and Warren have made it dear that* 

A character in a novel differs from a historical fig¬ 
ure or a figure in real life. He is made only of the 
sentences describing him or put into his mouth by the 
author. He has no past, no future, and sometimes no 
continuity of life. This elementary reflection 
disposes of much criticism devoted to Hamlet in 
Wittenberg, the influence of Hamlet*s father on his 
son, the slim and young Fal staff, ”the girlhood of 
Shakespeare*s heroines,” the question of ”how many 
children had Lady Macbeth.”^ 

The selectivity or partialness of the universe of a work of 

literature reflects upon the respect in which there must be ultimate causation 

in a work. Using the previous example of Iago, it is evident that to under¬ 

stand him sympathetically one must have access to facts which are beyond 

the scope of Othello. As there are no such facts, the only condusion to be 

drawn in explaining his actions is that he is evil. 

This brings us to a third distinction between literary and 

scientific writing - one which is perhaps inclusive of the other two. This 
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distinction -was hinted at earlier -when it was mentioned that scientific 

-writing is an attempt to attain a freedom from all particularities of 

points of view* Simply stated, the distinction is that scientific writing 

is objective and literature, is subjective* Due to the disrepute into -which 

the term "subjective” has fallen, however, it is necessary that the dis¬ 

tinction be more fully explicated in order that it not be thought that 

literature is ’’merely subjective.” 

To begin with it should be pointed out that to say that literature 

is subjective is to say nothing else than that it is an imitation of action 

or of an attitude* Ey ’’subjective” it is meant that in literary vixiting 

a perspective on the real is presented* By linking the perspectival 

character of literature to action and attitudes, what is enphasized is that 

action must be motivated and that motivation does not arise as a response 

merely to the objective or scientifically verifiable aspects of things and 

situations but is,in large part, a result of the Individual perspective taken 

on the real* 

Let us consider for instance the character of Ahab, the occupant 

of one of the many perspectives which contribute to the overall perspective 

of Moby Dick* It is not a scientifically proven fact that a man who has had 

his leg bitten off by a whale should feel the maniacal hatred for the whale 

that Ahab does; for that matter it is not a fact at all* A psychologist 

who tried to abstract from Ahab’s individuality and, therefore, from Ahab*s 

own perspective on the situation, to those facts verifiable by anyone who 

did not know Ahab would be able to offer only a poor explanation of Ahab's 

behavior* Admittedly no psychologist would do this in trying to understand 

a particular person's behavior* If the psychologist were a scientist, 
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however, he would have a theory of human behavior and would attempt to 

understand Ahab in terms of the concepts of the theory* In so doing he 

would arrive at an coneeptulization of Ahab’s motivations which though 

it might be useful in predicting and ’’correcting” Ahab*s behavior would be, 

nonetheless, foreign to Ahab’s own immediate understanding of himself* It 

would be, in short, an objectification of Ahab’s subjective perspective in 

terms of the concepts of the theory* 

The claim that literature is subjective will meet with opposition 

on the grounds that those poets whom we regard most highly are those who 

are able to attain a breadth of description which is free of the individ¬ 

ualities of a single particular viewpoint* This is a claim often made, for 

axanple, for Shakespeare* To meet this objection it is necessary only to 

point out how this ’’objectivity” is attained* Francis Fergusson in discuss¬ 

ing the multiple plots of Hamlet likens the notion of multiple plot to 

Henry James*s device of the reflector* 

The ’’occasions”, or the more or less peripheral 
intelligences which James used to mirror his action, 
serve to reveal it from various (ironically different) 
angles* Neither the author nor the protagonist is to 
be allowed to break down and ’’tell all”*** The 
situation, the moral and metaphysical ’’scene” of the 
drama, is presented only as one character after another 
sees and reflects it} and the action of the drama as a 
whole is presented only as each character in turn actu¬ 
alizes it in his story and according to his lights*•• 
the drama as a whole is "one by analogy" only* It 
does not have the literal and rational unity of the 
single logically_and causally connected chain of 
events or story*’ 

In other words the objective "core” of the play is revealed only through 

the individual perspectives taken on it and is thus an objectivity attained 

through subjectivity* 



27 

It can now be Indicated in what respect the subjectivity of a 

work of literature implies the notions of ultimate causation and of a 

universe private to the work; Since subjectivity means imitation of an 

action or attitude, the elements of a work become important only as they 

enter into or affect the action and attitudes* The elements, than, take 

on value as they are related to the central facet of the work! and thus 

the idea of ultimate causation enters* Returning once more to Othello it 

can be seen that the action of Iago is presented in connection with the 

central action of the play - Othello* s jealousy and Desdemona*s death, - 

and by virtue of the fact that this is the central action, Iago*s actions 

become evil* Considered from some other point of reference Iago*s action 

might become otherwise explicable and the evil be assigned elsewhere. 

Considered scientifically, or with no preferred point of reference; evil 

would drop out of the picture altogether and we would be left with ns rely 

the Interrelations between actions* Since, however, the universe of the 

play as it is, is ordered about a central action it is a universe private 

to the work; and since other things and actions are judged as they contribute 

to that central action, it is a universe in which ultimate causation becomes 

important* 

This is as far as the distinction between literature and scientific 

writing both considered as structure of meanings only will be carried* From 

this examination it has become clear that literature is subjective, is in a 

sense discontinuous with the universe of the natural attitude, and deals 

with ultimate causes! whereas scientific writing is objective, is continuous 

with the universe of the natural attitude, and deals with proximate causes*- 

Thus far, however, nothing has been said about the truth of literature 9 
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although it ha3 been indicated in what respects scientific writing can be 

said to be true# 

It might be thought that the insistence on subjectivity and 

ultimate causation in literature are only a way of reviving the claim that 

literature deals with values and that science does not# In a sense it is 

that claim all over again but approached from a different direction# In 

particular, the approach is calculated to avoid the pitfalls of the position 

that the poet is merely gilding the lily. Sir Philip Sidney says: 

Nature never set forth the earth in so rich tapestry as 
divers poets have done - neither with pleasant rivers, 
fruitful trees, sweets smelling flowers, nor whatsoever else 
may make the too much loved earth more lovely# Her world 
is brazen, the poets only deliver a golden.® 

In so saying, he lends credence to the claim that the poet falsifies the 

true nature of things - the nature that is demonstrable by scientific 

means# According to this view, values are merely in the mind of the beholder 

and are therefore not verifiable# 

If it is maintained, then, that the difference between literature 

and science is merely the difference between an evaluative and a non- 

evaluative approach to the world, it becomes difficult if not impossible 

to explain how literature can in any sense be said to be true. If, however, 

it has been sufficiently demonstrated how evaluation, e# g# the evaluation 

of Iago*s action as evil, arises from the consideration of literature as 

subjective or as imitation then we are well on the way to showing how 

literature can be said to be true# The attempt to complete this demonstra¬ 

tion will be the subject of the next chapter# 
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m 
A great deal of the argument of the last chapter depended on the 

use of the terms "universe of the natural attitude”, "life world”, and 

"natural attitude". It was not there explained, however, just what these 

terms mean. As a preparation for the main problem of this chapter the 

terms will be more explicitly examined. The first two terms will be under¬ 

stood to denote the same thing, the object of the natural attitude. 

The notion of natural attitude or natural standpoint here being 

used is derived from Husserl*s phenomenology. Although the use to which it 

is to be put is not phenomenological, Husserl*s description serves adequately 

to explain the term. 

Our first outlook upon life is that of natural human beings, 
imagining, judging, feeling, willing, "from the natural 
standpoint”... 
I am aware of a world, spread out in space endlessly, and 
in time becoming and become, without end. I am aware of 
it, that means, first of all, I discover it immediately, 
intuitively, I experience it... For me real objects are 
there... I precisely "know" that they are there.•• a 
knowledge which has nothing of conceptual thinking in it, 
and first changes into clear intuiting with the bestowing 
of attention, and even then only partially and for the 
most part imperfectly... In this way, when consciously awake 
I find myself at all times, and without ny ever being able 
to change this, set in relation to a world which, through 
its constant changes, remains one and ever the same. It 
is continually "present” for me, and I nyself am a member 
of it. Therefore this world is not present for me as a 
mere world of facts and affairs (Sachenwelt), but, with 
the same immediacy as a world of values (Wertewelt), a 
world of goods, a practical world. 

The universe of the natural attitude, then, is precisely that imprecise 

world in which we exist. It is no more exclusively the world of the 

scientist than it is the world of the philosopher, the poet, or the green¬ 

grocer. It is, as Husserl says, a universe our first knowledge of which 

"has nothing of conceptual thinking in it”, but which lends itself to 
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clarification upon the bestowal of attention. 

According to Husserl,the business of the phenomanologist is, by 

the device of the epochs to bar himself from the use of "any judgment that 

concerns spatio-temporal existence” and by so doing to concern himself 

with essences or with problems of constitution of the phenomena of the 

natural attitude. This program shall not concern us here, for it remains 

possible to remain at the natural standpoint and to busy ourselves with 

the phenomena as they are presented, without regard to problems of consti¬ 

tution. This, in fact, is the program of the sciences* 

This "fact world” (Wiriklichkeit)... I find to be out there 
and also take it as it gives itself to ns as something that 
exists out there... To know it more comprehensively, more 
trustworthily, more perfectly than the naive lQ,re of 
experience is able to do, and to solve all the problems 
of scientific knowledge which offer themselves upon its 
groundT.' that is tne goal or the sciences of the~naguraI 
staridp'oint.3 

Besides indicating the possibility of examining the universe of the natural 

standpoint while yet remaining at that standpoint, the preceding quotation 

is illuminating in another respect. In order to understand this, however, 

we must refer to Husserl* s discussion of the grounding principle of the 

sciences of the natural standpoint, the empirical sciences. 

Every science has its own object-domain as field of 
research, and to all that it knows. •• to all its 
correct assertions, there correspond.•• certain 
intuitions in which objects of the region appear as 
self-given.•• The object-giving Intuition of the 
first ’’natural” sphere of knowledge and of all its 
sciences is natural experience and the primordial 
dator experience is perception in the ordinary sense of 
the term.*1' 

The fundamental defect of the empiricisms argument lies 
in this, that the basic requirement of a return to the 
facts themselves is.•• confused with the requirement 
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that all knowledge shall be grounded in experience... 
it is only with the fact-world of nature that the 
primordial-dator act which we call experience is 
concerned*'* 

The empirical scientist, thus, deals with the world of the natural 

attitude in respect of its being a world of perceivable things or facts 

(Sachenwelt)* Values, however, are not perceived, and if the scientist is 

to deal with them he must do so at a first remove, that is he must deal 

with the psychical fact of evaluation* If, as Husserl says, the universe 

of the natural attitude Is not only a fact-world, but at the same time is 

a world of values, and if the sciences ax’s based upon the act of perception 

(in particular, not concerned with values per se because they may vaiy from 

person to person), then it follows that the sciences do not completely 

clarify the world of the natural attitude* 

Two alternatives present themselves at this point* Either it is 

impossible while remaining at the natural standpoint to clarify that facet 

of the universe of the natural attitude in virtue of which it is immediately 

presented as a world of values or such a clarification is possible but not 

by the methods of the empirical sciences* The latter choice is in a sense 

the choice Arnold made when he held that literature is a mode of knowledge 

complementary to science* It is the choice which is ultimately more true 

to our naiVe experience of the world, and it is the one being made here* 

In the previous chapter reference was made to the fact that 

literature achieves an illumination or ordering of the world of the natural 

attitude although this is not a conceptual ordering* Because of this it 

^Hereafter the term "world" will, be used instead of the more 
cumbersome terms "universe of the natural attitude" and "life world"* It 
should be remsiribered that this term is being used in the specialized sense 
indicated earlier* 
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was set over against science in respect of the relation to the world, because 

it was held that the scientific ordering of the world was a ’'transparent'* 

conceptual ordering. Just how these orderings are achieved and,thus,how 

science and literature are related to the world must be more explicitly 

examined. 

One of the features of scientific writing elucidated in the second 

chapter was its reference to tests and to other bodies of scientific knowledge 

which will confirm it as true or at least useful. Shis reference is a clue 

to the way in which scientific writing is related to the world. Inasmuch 

as the material of a scientific treatise, and therefore our ways of think¬ 

ing about and dealing with those phenomena to which the treatise ultimately 

refers, must be integrated into the total body of scientific knowledge, we 

conclude that scientific writing is related to the world in virtue of its 

being a clarification of the relationships of that world. 

Let us look for instance at the situation which existed in chemistry 

in the middle of the nineteenth century. A great number of elements and 

their properties were known. Insofar, however, as the data could not be 

integrated and the similarities of properties of certain elements were not 

explained in some way, the situation obviously stood in need of remedy. With 

regard to this situation, the great scientific advance cane in 1869, with 

the publication of Dimiti Mendelyeev* s paper The Relation of toe Properties 

to the Atomic Weights of the Elements. Not only did Mendelyeev* s periodic 

table provide a basis for the systematic classification of the then known 

elements but it also predicted the existence of other elements, which were 

subsequently discovered, and their properties. The essence of Mendelyeev* s 

innovation is what is here being taken to be the essence of scientific 
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writing in general - the systematization of data on the basis of a relatively 

simple relational concept* 

As an example from physics we might consider the development of 

the theory of relativity. As a result of experiments by Roemar, Bradley, 

and Fizeau, the velocity of light was calculated to be in the vicinity of 

186,000 miles per second; Maxwell likewise predicted that the speed of 

electrical waves in space would be 186,000 miles per second* On the basis 

of these and other similarities it was postulated that light waves were 

electro-magnetic in nature. It was commonly held that electro-magnetic 

fields did not exist in vacuo, so it was further postulated that space was 

filled with an ether through which the light waves moved, e*g* from the sun 

to the earth* Now if the various celestral bodies moved through the ether 

also, certain effects should be observed* One of these can be illustrated 

by postulating a telescope focused on a distant star at a tin© in the earth’s 

orbit when the earth is moving toward the star* If the star is in focus at 

this tins (when the approach velocity of the star and earth is about 186,019 

miles per second) then it should be out of focus at another time in the 

earth’s orbit when the earth is moving away from the star (the approach 

velocity then being 38 miles per second less or 185,981 miles per second)* 

This effect, however, was not observed, nor were any of the others which 

were expected* 

Einstein’s innovation was to postulate,first of all,that the 

ether cannot be detected,and secondly,that, relative to an observer, the 

velocity of light is a constant* This second postulate served as an 

explanation of the non-observance of the effect described above; and in 

addition it verified certain hypotheses based upon the ether theory. 

However* 
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Since idle two postulates were so contrary to common 
thought at idle time, they needed much more than mere 
public presentation# For,.without further support, 
they would have been regarded only as interesting and 
would not have proved anything. So, using these pos¬ 
tulates as a starting point, a number of equations 
were derived which not only explained particular 
phenomena but also made certain predictions which 
were later verified by experiment.6 

In other words, the importance of Einstein’s theory, like Mendelyeev’s, 

lay in its unification of diverse data by relation of the data to a central 

concept. 

the purpose of scientific writing, then, is the explanation of 

the multitudinous relationships which exist between idlings. That it does 

so by "relation of the data to a central concept”, should be no reason for 

a confusion of the way in which scientific writing and literature are related 

to the world. In the second chapter it was held that ultimate causation in 

literature arises as a result of the fact that all actions are related to 

a central action. The type and extent of relation in the case of science 

are, however, different from those in the case of literature, as will be 

shown. 

In the first place it must be remembered that no point of refer¬ 

ence is preferred in science^whereas there is a preferred point of refer¬ 

ence in literature. ThQ notion of classification of the elements by refer¬ 

ence to atomic weights is equally applicable to all the elements. The fact 

that hydrogen is chosen as the basic element does not refute the argument, 

because the same scale and interrelationships would be exhibited had another 

element been chosen as basic* On the other hand, the fact that one action 

in a work of literature is basic is an obvious preferment of one point of 

reference over others. In Othello, for instance, the central point of 
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reference being Othello* s fall, the reader knows Iago only as he relates 

to this action. That his other relationships, e.,g. the Mfacts” of his 

childhood, and therefore any extenuating circumstances with regard to his 

action were not known means that he and Othello are differently related 

to the central action. This difference of relation results in the defini¬ 

tion of a particular situation. As indicated in the first chapter,the 

situation (and, thus, the relations between characters) would not have been 

the same had another point of reference been chosen as central. 

Besides being related to the world as a clarification of its 

relationships, scientific writing is also an abstraction from the world. 

This is meant not only in the obvious sense in which any re-creation in 

words of a situation in the world is an abstraction, but also in the sense 

that the entities with which scientific writing deals are taken as types 

of their general species and,thus,their individual peculiarities are mini¬ 

mized. If, for example, an experiment is being described and a piece of 

sodium metal is used, the characteristics peculiar to the sodium used are 

not dwelt upon, but rather the piece is taken as characteristic of sodium 

in general. The purpose of such a description of an experiment would be to 

facilitate the reproduction of, and variations upon, the experiment, and for 

such purposes the unreproducible features of the experiment would not be 

important. An experiment, in which factors, which were in principle 

unreproducible, became important to the outcome, would not be a useful 

scientific experiment* 

The abstraction of scientific writing accounts for the evident 

generality of its truth* That only a certain minimal set of features of 

the entities dealt with are considered important means that the sam9 results 

should obtain for any entity which fulfills these qualifications. With 
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regard to the entities involved, then, science is similar to logic and the 

truths elucidated in a scientific treaties ought to be reformulable in 

logical notation# The entities involved would'be specified by a finite 

list of characteristics and the truth presented would be a truth about any 

entities so specifiable# We shall see that the same is not true of literature# 

This direct mirroring of the relationships of the real world, and 

especially the abstractness of scientific writing, constitutes what was 

earlier called its transparency# It Is by virtue of these that scientific 

writing is readily seen to involve truths about the real world# In main¬ 

taining, however, that literature is opaque to the real world, yet clarifies 

it, it is being held that no such simple relationship accounts for the truth 

of literature# This more complex relationship will now be examined# 

In the first place, literature differs from science in its dealing 

with the particular rather than the general* On an initial level Othello* s 

jealousy and Ahab*s mania are just those — the jealousy and mania of 

particular men# When reading a work of literature, then, one is first of 

all Caught up in it as this very action or this very evaluation# Whatever 

truth literature involves proceeds from this initial, substantial level of 

meaning# 

To say this, however, is not to say that one experiences the action 

of a literary work just as one experiences an action in the real world in 

which one is involved as a spectator# To be sure, there is sympathy for 

Ahab in his quest for Moby Dick# But does not this very sympathy belie 

something about the experience of the novel, namely that we see the action 

from another point of view than from our own as particular human beings 

with this particular set of beliefs? If one, in reading Moby Dick, were 
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to bring all of his beliefs to bear in evaluating the action it is certain 

that the great majority of readers would see the action as Starbuck sees it, 

What happans?rather, is that one sees the action through Ishmael. What 

Charles Feidelson has said about the loss of Ishmael in his symbolic world 

is equally applicable to the character considered as a being in a world of 

action. 

As Ishmael the narrator enters more deeply into tine 
symbolic world, he increasingly becomes a presence, 
a visionary activity, rather than a man} we lose in¬ 
terest in him as an individual, and even Ishmael the 
sailor almost drops from the story*,. In the sequence 
of chapters (xxxvi - ad) from "The Quarter-Deck” to 
"Midnight, Forecastle", there is no narrator to all 
intents and purposes, Ishmael has to re-establish 
his own identity at the beginning of chapter xli,‘ 

What this means, with regard to the action, is that the reader sees it from 

many different angles and, in particular, not from his own as an individual 

existing in the world, 

Cleanth Brooks, following I, A, Richards, has developed this latter 

point in The Well Wrought Urn* 

He (the reader) is not asked to give up his own meanings 
or beliefs or to adopt permanently those of the poet. It 
will be sufficient if he will understand the unit meanings 
with which the poem begins « that is, that he understands 
the meanings of the words which the poet uses - and if he 
will so far suppress his convictions or prejudices as to 
see how the unit meanings or partial meanings are built 
into a total context «•• The point is not that when we 
read a poem we put to sleep all our various interests as 
human beings ,,, The point would be that in "reading well" 
we are willing to allow our various interests as human 
beings to become subordinate to the total experience,® 

This "total experience" of literature (or, specifically, poems 

in Brookses analysis) has been indicated by Brooks to be based upon its 

dramatic character. It is a mode of knowing or wisdom, although Brooks 

objects quite strenuously to the idea that since a poem is an embodiment 
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of, or imparts knowledge, that knowledge must be re-expressible in a general 

rational formula* That is, a work of literature is not an embodiment of 

knowledge in toe sense that it is a "truth” sensuously clothed. Symbols, 

Images, and metaphors do not function merely to deck out a kernal of 

truth in order to make it readily appealing. 

It is in connection with the character of literature as drama, 

then,-with what Brooks calls its "coherence, sensitivity, depth, richness, 
o 

and tough-mindedness" - that we must look for the truth of literature. These 

suggestions of Brooks, while helpful in their clarification of the object 

pole of the act of knowledge, fail to indicate, however, those mental 

processes in virtue of which something is known* In order that the analysis 

be a complete one both the knower and that which is known must be taken 

into account. 

That capacity of toe mind (or that way of knowing) by which some¬ 

thing of the nature of a dramatic action or evaluation is known, though not 

necessarily reducible to conceptual generalities, Jacques Maritain has 

called "knowledge through connatural!ty"• Knowledge through connaturality: 

•••refers to a basic distinction made by Thomas Aquinas, 
when he explains that there are two different ways to 
judge of things pertaining to a moral virtue, say fortitude. 
On the one hand we can possess in our mind moral science, 
the conceptual and rational knowledge of virtues, which 
produces in us a merely intellectual conformity with the 
truths involved* Then, if we are asked a question about 
fortitude, we will give the right answer by merely looking 
at and consulting toe intelligible objects contained in 
our concepts... v 

On toe other hand we can possess the virtue in question 
in our own powers of will and desire, have it embodied 
in ourselves and thus be in accordance with it or 
connatured with it ... Then, if we are asked a question 
about fortitude, we will give the light answer, no 
longer through science, but through inclination ... 
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,, i In this knowledge through ••• connaturality ••• the 
intellect is at play not alone, but together with 

s’; : affective inclinations and the dispositions of the 
yjj.ll and as guided and shaped by them* It is not 
rational knowledge, knowledge through the conceptual, 
logical, and discursive exercise of reason* But it 
is really and genuinely knowledge, though obscure and 
perhaps incapable of giving account of itself*10 

The case in point here is knowledge .of moral virtue* It need not 

be, however* She distinction between knowledge through concepts and know¬ 

ledge through connaturality is applicable to the distinction between science 

and poetryj and, in fact, Mari tain uses it thus* In general, with regard 

to the object known, conceptual knowledge differs from knowledge through 

connaturality in that the former is an uninvolved looking- at and categoriz¬ 

ing while the latter is an involved experiencing of the object, structured 

for the most part by that object* 

Specifically, the knowledge involved in reading literature is 

knowledge through connaturality* Just as in the case of the knowledge of 

fortitude, the intellect is "guided and shaped" by the inclinations and the 

will, so in the case of knowledge of literature, the intellect is connatured 

with the work known* Ibis means that the knowledge of literature is a 

knowledge of something possessed, of something experienced* Returning to 

a distinction made in the introduction, we must say that this knowledge 

is unmediated rather than mediated* 

How can this be so? It will be remembered that the problem of 

this section was to explain the relation of science and literature to the 

world* The relationship of science was explained on the basis of its 

transparency* Obviously, then, scientific knowledge is mediated, which 

accords with the general observation that anything originally non-linguistic 

which reaches us through the vehicle of words is mediated* The same 
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observation does not hold of literature, however, if it is held that 

knowledge of literature is knowledge through connaturality and is therefore 

unmediated, and yet that literature clarifies the world* It would seem 

that one of two corrective alternatives must be chosen* Either it must 

be admitted that knowledge of literature is not knowledge through con¬ 

naturality, in which case it is still possible to maintain that literature 

by mediation clarifies the world, or it must be admitted that literature 

does not clarify the world, in which case it is still possible to maintain 

that knowledge of literature is unmediated* If this latter alternative is 

chosen, however, it must be further admitted that all we have unmedlated 

knowledge of is the work itself* 

It would seem that one of the two alternatives must be chosen* 

It can be shown,though, that the seeming self-contradictoriness of the 

position being argued arises only because literature is being thought of 

in a certain limited way* That- is, the problem arises because the work of 

literature is being thought of as merely a linguistic structure, - as an 

object to be known* then related to the world, - rather than as the object 

pole of an act of knowing* As merely a linguistic structure, literature 

has a certain relation to things (actions and evaluations) in the world 9 

and if it is said to clarify them then it does so by mediation* That is, 

if we see through the imaginary world of the work to the outside world, 

then the knowledge of the outside world thus obtained is a mediated knowledge* 

Two conclusions already reached argue against this latter view, 

however* In the first place it was held that the results of the second 

chapter - the features of the work of literature considered merely as a 

linguistic structure - were not sufficient to characterize the total effect 
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of a work of literature* This means that it is not sufficient, in speaking 

of literature as knowledge, to think of the work as a thing set over against 

the world, to which the world must be self-consciously related in order to 

achieve its clarification* If this were the case, then we would be forced 

to admit the claim which has already been denied, namely that a work of 

literature embodies a general truth about the world* 

Secondly, and of more importance, it has been maintained that 

literature is opague to the world* If this is admitted, then it cannot be 

the case that we see through the imaginary world to the work of the world* 

On the contrary, relating the opacity of the work to knowledge through 

connaturality it must be admitted that we are caught up in the work itself, 

and in this catching-up, the reading of the work serves for us as an experi¬ 

ence* What we know in reading literature, we know as a result of experi¬ 

encing it; the work structures an experience* 

Allen Tate seems to reach the same conclusion when, commenting on 

Richards’s remark that ’•Poetry is the completest mode of utterance”, he says: 

It is neither the world of verifiable science nor a pro¬ 
jection of ourselves; yet it is complete ••* The order of 
completeness that it achieves in the great works of the 
imagination is not the order of experimental completeness 
aimed at by the positivist sciences, whose responsibility 
is directed towards the verification of limited techniques* 
The completeness of science is an abstraction covering an 
ideal of cooperation among specialized methods* No one can 
have an experience of science, or of a single science* For 
the completeness of Hamlet is not of the experimental order, 
but of the experienced order*x^ 

It is incorrect, then, in considering literature as knowledge, 

to think of the work as merely a linguistic structure to be comprehended* 

Rather, it must be taken into account that the work is to be read, and, 

in being read, is experienced. This fact - that a work of literature 
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structures an experience - means that literature is not to be thought of 

as set over against all experiences not of literature, but instead, that 

the reading of literature bears many resemblances to those other experiences# 

The question of the relation of literature to the world, in view 

of the conclusion that literature is not merely to be cognitively apprehended, 

but also experienced, becomes the question of the relation of the experience 

of literature to non-literary experiences# To answer this question we will 

return to a point made earlier - that the truth involved in literature 

proceeds from an initial substantial level of meaning# let us examine, as 

an illustration, Robert Frost* s poem ttThe Onset” 

Always the same when on a fated night 
At last the gathered snow lets down as white 
As may be in dark wood3, and with a song 
It shall not make again all winter long 
Of hissing on the yet uncovered ground, 
I almost stumble looking up and round, 
As one who overtaken by the end 
Gives up his errand and lets death descend 
Upon him where he is with nothing done 
To evil, no important triumph won, 
More than if life had never been begun# 

Yet all the precedent i3 on my side: 
I know that winter death has never tried 
The earth but it has failed: the snow may heap 
In long storms an undrifted four feet deep 
As measured against maple birch and oak 
It cannot check the peeper*s silver croak; 
And I shall see the snow all go down hill 
In water of a slender April rill 
That flashes tail through last year* s withered brake 
And dead weeds like a disappearing snake# 
Nothing will be left white but here a birch 
And there a clump of houses with a church# i2 

The substantial level of meaning (in this poem, the literal level) 

concerns the speaker* s experiencing the first snowfall of the winter# Zt 

moves from his feeling of despair at the fact that everything shall be as 

dead all winter long, to his hope because he knows from previous experience 
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that this death is only an appearance* In the spring the snow will melt 

and everything which was dead during the winter will manifest its life 

again* 

At this level the poem structures an experience, which experience 

the reader, in a sense, undergoes# The experience differs from a non¬ 

literary experience, however, in that it is structured in the imagination. 

That is, the reader does not experience the physical snow nor the stumbl ing 

nor any of the other effects of being caught out in the first snowfall. 

For this reason - that in experiencing the poem, he does not experience 

any of the distracting side effects of the actual event - the reader 

is free to concentrate on what is literally presented and on the broader 

contexts and implications of the event. 

Leaving aside for the moment'these broader implications and 

contexts, we may concentrate on the substantial level of meaning. If 

it is held that literature does not argue a general point^Lt may be asked 

what the value of it is. As to questions such as this, Frye is correct 

when he says that defenses of poetry hold good only for those who are 

•already well vrilthin the defenses. That is, a question as to the value of 

literature cannot be answered in as persuasive a way as a question of, say, 

the value of going to see a dentist. 

Nonetheless, from our examination of the nature of literature 

certain conclusions do follow. If literature does present a subjective 

perspective on a situation (this perspective being not necessarily our 

own on a similar situation) and, if on the substantial level it presents 

it in such a way that the perspective is an imaginatively experienced and 

convincing one, then it would seem that through literature we are enabled 
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to see things in a larger variety of ways than was previously possible. 

T. S. Eliot gives a hint of another value of literature vrhen, 

in speaking of the poet’s work he says: 

When a poet’s mind is perfectly equipped for its work, 
it is constantly amalgamating disparate experience j 
the ordinary man’s experience is chaotic, irregular, 

fragmentary* The latter falls in love, or reads 
Spinoza, and these two experiences have nothing to 
do with each other ... in the mind of the poet these 
experiences are always forming new wholes.^-3 

In other words, through literature, relationships which were not previously 

obvious may become so. 

It is perhaps not wise to press these questions of the value of 

literature for they soon degenerate into questions of its use. While the 

use should follow from the nature, it need not do so univocally; and, in 

general, there may be many valid answers to the question of the use of 

literature. Nevertheless, the two values suggested indicate that even 

the most highly particularized works of literature do not structure what 

is merely one more experience to be considered among all experiences. 

Rather, because an experience of literature is a more coherent experience 

than others, the reader’s understanding of the values involved in a work 

may be broadened beyond just the situation of the work. For instance, a 

poem may be about a particular love 5 but just because it is about a 

particular love, it is about love in general also. And the clarity with 

which love is delineated in the poem may enhance the reader’s understand¬ 

ing of love as it is elsewhere manifested. Just as having been in love 

enables one to understand other situations into which love enters, and to 

understand them in other than scientific sense, so the experience of a par¬ 

ticular love in literature may impart a similar understanding - a knowledge 

through connaturality. 
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Thus far the discussion has concentrated on literature in its 

strictly particular aspects; however, all literature need not, as has been 

indicated, remain at the entirely particular level# Through the use of 

metaphors, images, symbols, and archetypes, what is particular in a work 

may be expanded so that it is seen as part of a larger context# In ”The 

Onset” for instance, though what is literally described is the speaker*s 

attitude toward the coming of winter and his confidence in the temporariness 

of ”winter death,” the poem is not merely about this# An explicit image 

of the snow as a serpent is drawn, and through it "winter death” is brought 

into the larger context of evil in general# 

Once again it should be pointed out that the work, although it 

may have a general level, does not clarify the world by expressing a 

general truth about it# One might say, for instance, that ”The Onset” 

issues in the statement that evil may reign for a time but that it will 

not ultimately triumph# For certain purposes this might be a sufficient 

characterization of the poem# Strictly speaking, however, one would have 

to say that this was only the speaker* s view and, in saying this, would 

have to return to the way in which the speaker said it# 

••• let the reader try to formulate a proposition that 
will say what the poem ”says”# As his proposition 
approaches adequacy, he will find #.# that he has him¬ 
self begun to fall back upon metaphors of his own in 
his attempt to indicate what the poem ”says”# In sum, 
his proposition, as it approaches adequacy, ceases to be 
a proposition# *** 

In other words what the work says is something about the experience which 

it structures?and it says it through the medium of that experience# 

The view on which Brooks is here insisting - that a "prose” 

paraphrase is not sufficient to express entirely the content of a work 
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of literature - suggests a major difference between the language of 

science and the language of literature. The language of science is 

logical. This is to say that when reference is made in scientific writing 

that which is denoted is clear and the reference is univocal. If, for 

example, it is said that chlorine and fluorine are similar in that both 

are halogens, what is referred to is a set of properties possessed by 

both chlorine and fluorine in virtue of which they are species of the 

genus "halogen”. What takes place in the comparison is an abstraction 

of certain of the properties common to both, but this doss not mean that 

chlorine is thought of as fluorine or vice versa; tinder the genus "halogen" 

there are specific differentia which distinguish the two. 

Each separate "specimen" of a species is "contained" 
in the species; but this means also, that they remain 
distinct, they do not coincide. This fundamental 
relation is most readily and clearly expressed in the 
scheme which logicians are wont to use for the 
representation of the hierarchy of concepts, the 
order of inclusion and subsumption obtaining among 
general and species. There, logical determinations 
are represented as geometric determinations ... 
A concept maintains its sphere despite all its 
synthetic supplementation and extension; the new 
relations into which it may enter do not cause 
its boundaries to become effaced, but lead rather 
to their more distinct recognition. 

In literature, however, as Charles Feidelson says; 

Figures of speech fly in the face of logic, their 
structure is ordered on a different plan. They 
cast through the body of language a light which 
erases the lines drawn by logical discourse and 
creates new contours in the same stuff.-*-® 

In other words, to use metaphor as an exanple, the two elements between 

which a likeness is drawn are both qualified in the process. They do 

not maintain their discreteness as logical terms but rather one is seen 
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under the aspect of the other and vice versa. Commenting on Marvell* s 

phrase ”the iron gates of life” Feidelson says! 

The phrase taken as a whole establishes the idea 
of life under the aspect of iron gates, and of 
iron gates under the aspect of 3i.fe* 27 

This means that, unlike the language of science the language of literature 

need not be logical in the sense in which Cassirer uses the word. Rather 

than maintaining the distinction between terms, a metaphor tends to alter 

the way in which each term is seen with the result that the boundaries 

between the two, which are distinct enough in logical discourse, become 

vague. Criticism, like science, depends upon the logical discreteness of 

terms and thus it can be seen that the critical paraphrase cannot exhaust 

the content of the work upon which it is based. 

The importance of thinking of a work of literature as a work to 

be experienced should not overshadow the fact that the experience is in 

large part a cognitive one Mid that literature is therefore quite legitimately 

described as a mode of knowledge. In the first place,as was pointed out 

earlier, if a work of literature is thought of as structuring an experience, 

this experience differs from a non-literary one in its exclusion of what 

is non-essential to the experience. Thus, from this point of view, what 

is known are the essentials of an experience* As the essentials of an 

experience include broad structures and elements which are characteristic 

of other experiences, this knowledge is not merely knowledge of the work, 

but also of the world. 

In the second place, the possibility that the reader may occupy 

a standpoint other than his normal one as an existing human being means 
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that, through literature, a reader may come to recognise that, actions, 

things, and attitudes which 'were not previously valuable for him may 

become so when viewed from another standpoint* It is not necessary that 

these then become valuable for him, but the possibility exists that he may 

recognize that another view than his own is, - paraphrasing Brooks - 

coherent, sensitive, deep, rich, and toughndnded* 

In the third place, as Eliot has pointed out, a work of litera¬ 

ture may develop certain relationships which are not obvious In ordinary 

experience because of the latter*s fragmentariness* It is possible that 

these relationships may reflect upon ordinary experience and in so doing 

give to it a greater degree of coherence than it previously had* 

For these reasons, then, it is being claimed that literature, 

in addition to being "of the experienced order” (and indeed because it 

is of that order), serves as a non-conceptual clarification of the world 

and la thus also of the order of knowledge* 

Having elucidated the reasons for maintaining that literature 

clarifies the world we are now in a position to return to the relationship 
s . * S * , -4 . , 

between scientific writing and literature and to summarize the way in 

which the two are related to the world of the natural attitude and to each 

other* 

It will be remembered that this chapter began with a quotation 

from Husserl to the effect that our first outlook on the world is from the 

natural standpoint, and that this initial glance does not take in a clearly 

conceptualized world* Rather the world is experienced, and moreover, 

although it is experienced as always one and the same, it is also experienced 
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as constantly changing. Through these changes the world manifests at 

least two aspects - its factual and its value aspects. Even at first 

glance, then, there sadists the possibility of one’s relating oneself to 

the world in two different ways, although the object pole of this relation 

is, in both cases, the same world* 

In the second chapter the attenpt was made to show how evaluation 

within a work of literature arises from the fact that in literature a 

subjective perspective is taken on an action or upon something contemplated. 

Scientific writing on the other hand attempts to be free of particular 

perspectives and thus achieves a non-evaluative point of view. By virtue 

of this abstraction from all points of view the scientist is enabled to 

concentrate upon the world as a fact world. 

It will be noticed that there is a parallelism between the two 

aspects of the world (the factual and the evaluated) as it is initially 

presented to one in the natural standpoint and the fact that within the 

Sphere of written material at least two different types of writing (the 

factual and the evaluative) can be distinguished. This parallelism suggests 

that both scientific writing and literature are developments of something 

implicit in the individual’s first outlook on the world. Husserl says 

that the sciences of the natural attitude have as their goal the solution 

of “all the problems of scientific knowledge which offer themselves upon 

its ground” (i.e. the solution of all problems of fact). In other words 

scientific writing is an attempt to clarify the features of the world in 

virtue of which it is a world of facts. On the other hand, literature, 

it has been claimed in this and the preceding chapter, effects a clarifica¬ 

tion of those features of the world which pertain to its being at first 

glance, also a world of values. 
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The parallelism is not a strict one though,, for scientific writr¬ 

ing clarifies the xforld through the use of concepts and literature clarifies 

the world by being an object to be experienced and cognized for its own 

sake. For this reason, that literary knowledge is not scientific knowledge, 

the former is often demeaned as not being knowledge at all* It has been 

demonstrated, however, that literature does effect a clarification of the 

trorld and therefore lays claim to being a mode of knowledge. Furthermore, 

it has been suggested that both literature and scientific writing are 

elaborations of tendencies in one’s initial relation to the world from 

the natural standpoint. If this latter suggestion is true, then it is 

truer to our initial experience of the world to accept literature and 

science as distinct but complementary ways of knowing and, in particular, 

not to criticize literature upon scientific grounds* 

We have now completed the discussion of the first problem of 

the thesis namely the ’’reassessment of literature in terms of its value 

as knowledge rather than its ’palpableness and muteness’”• From this 

discussion it has be corns evident that, contrary to Fry a, a work of litera¬ 

ture is not like a natural phenomenon in that it does not say anything but 

serves merely as a datum for interpretation by criticism or the science 

of literature* Rather,it is one step removed from nature and serves as 

a commentary on nature* Criticism, then, is not in the same position as 

science which is a commentary on a datum* It is instead a commentary on a 

commentary on a datum* This is not to say criticism is superfluous? 

because of the nature of the work of literature, criticism can serve an 

extremely useful function* It can be most useful, however, if it recognizes 

the nature of that object vith which it deals* 
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IV 

The second and final problem of the thesis is the examination of 

the relation between the direct experience of literature and criticism of 

literature. The nature of the direct experience of literature considered 

as knowledge has already been dealt with. It remains then to determine 

what criticism is and the relation which it bears to this experience* 

The insistence upon the inportanee of considering literature as 

structuring an experience should not lead to the conclusion that literary 

criticism is an afterword on the experience and serves only to delineate it* 

In an article on what they call "The Affective Fallacy” W* K* Wimsatt and 

Monroe Beardsley say: 

The Affective Fallacy is a confusion between the 
poem and its results (what it is and what it does). 
It begins by trying to derive the standard of criti¬ 
cism from the psychological effects of the poem and 
ends in impressionism and relativism ••• The report 
of some readers ... that a poem or story induces 
in them vivid images, intense feelings, or heigh¬ 
tened consciousness is neither anything which can 
be refuted nor anything which it is possible for 
the objective critic to take into account. 1 

The critic, if anything, is as objective as possible aid this means that 

he does not report what is merely his experience of the work* Rather, he 

concentrates upon the work as a linguistic structure of the literary type, 

that is, upon those features of the work in virtue of which it is enabled 

to structure an experience* In other words, he concentrates upon the work 

as the objective correlative of a "proper” reader* s experience of it* 

It was earlier remarked that Frye is quite justifiably opposed 

to criticism*s being an evaluative discipline* "Evaluation” there was being 

used in the sense of a conparison and ranking* Criticism then, should not 
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attempt to rate literary vrorks and authors on the basis of the loftiness 

of their thoughts or on the magic of their poetry. To attempt the former 

is to assume that a work of literature is an embodiment of a message which 

can be detached from its context and examined along with other messages so 

derived* In addition to involving this false assumption, the technique 

of ranking by messages makes literary criticism into something other than 

criticism of literature - into ethics perhaps - for the subject of dispute 

will be, not the work, but the truth of a statement* To attempt a ranking 

on the basis of magic or ’’beauties” is to make the opposite mistake - to 

overemphasize the non-rational in literature. 

That evaluation in this sense is not the critical problem does 

not mean, however, that evaluation in all senses is foreign to criticism. 

Focussing upon the work as structuring an experience, it should be possible 

to determine whether its presentation is adequate by reference to the 

features of the work itself. That is, rather than concentrating upon the 

effects of the work in the reader it should be possible to concentrate 

upon the causes of those effects in the work. It was said earlier that 

criticism deals with the work as the objective correlative of the ’’proper” 

reader* s experience of it. The use of the word ’’proper” is perhaps a 

quibbling one* Nevertheless, what is meant by a ’’proper reader” is that 

reader who does not read more into or see less in the work than is there 

and in whom, therefore, the effect of the work is consonant with its content. 

Speaking in terms of the creation of the work, Elder Olson says: 

If he wishes to evoke fear or pity he must set 
before us objeots which are really objects of fear 
or pity. He may make us pity or fear things that 
we never did before; but he will first have to per¬ 
suade us that they are really pitiable or fearful* 2 
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It would seem that we are still enmeshed in a quibble though, 

for the question naturally arises as to hour/ any one can decide just what 

the proper effect of a cause is to be* This question is essentially the 

one of just how much of his own experience the reader is to be allowed to 

bring to the work# If he brings too little it is possible that, say, 

the murder of Duncan by Macbeth will have little of horror in itj if he 

brings too much it is possible that everywhere the word nredw appears it 

will suggest blood# But still we are involved in the quibble of too 

much and too little# 

The way out of the quibble is to insist upon a point made at the 

beginning of the second chapter - that the properly literaiy effect must 

be achieved through meanings. If this point is admitted, then it is 

natural to concentrate first upon the situation structured by the vrork as 

a whole and then to allow as relevant only those associations which con¬ 

tribute to and maintain the coherence of the whole# If too little or too 

much of the reader* s own experience were brought to the work this would 

mean that although it could be shown to structure a coherent experience, 

the reader would not think so. 

Value and disvalue in literature, then, can be discussed in 

terms of the unity of individual works# 

••• a poem can be given an illusion of depth 
through the introduction of apparently real but 
actually phantasmal or irrelevant symbols# In 
such cases explication reveals disvalue by 
explicating the absence of the truly explicable# 
In such cases, there is more (andJLess) than mere 
lack or meagemess of meaning# There is the 
positive and active carelessness and self-deception 
of the human will and imagination# This is disvalue 
and from it comes our experience of displeasure#^ 
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On the other hand, value would exist v;nen the work revealed its coherence 

and depth when explicated. This view - that criticism is explication - 

minimizes (although it cannot entirely delete) the purely subjective in 

criticism and also avoids the misconception that the task of the critic 

is a comparative ranking of authors or works. 

In indicating the direction which explication might take, 

Wimsatt speaks of an ’’abstractly true assertion” being garbled or a false 

assertion being ’’invested with specious forms of coherence" ^ and indicates 

that explication will reveal this. If we are to maintain, however, that 

literature presents a subjective perspective, then the question of objective 

or abstract truth or falsity of an assertion should not enter into the 

explication of literature. One may say (as Cleanth Brooks does) that 

" Corinna* 3 Going A-lfaying” is a development of the carpe diem theme, but 

this does not mean that the tenability in general of the theme must enter 

into the criticism of the poem. Rather, the important questions to be 

asked are ’’does the poet accept the theme? How seriously doss he accept 

it? Within what context? etc, etc." 5 

The view that one can and should speak of abstract truth in a 

work of literature arises from the fact that literature doss have an 

extraordinary persuasive power and that since literature is the presenta¬ 

tion of a subjective perspective it is necessary to place this perspective 

in its proper objective niche. In answer to this charge it must first be 

admitted that a great deal of literature does seem to be explicit ser¬ 

monizing. In such cases it is sometimes necessary that the ethical basis 

of the work be examined. According to the results of the third chapter, 

however, such literature is more than literature in the sense that it is 



57 

a use of literature for esxtra-litorary purposes* The truth of literature 

is known through connaturality - through the experience of the work - and 

specifically, is not philosophic truth* If a general philosophic truth 

about the world is also intended then the work is being used for philosophic 

purposes* That in such cases the literary critic must also function as a 

philosopher does not mean that this is his proper function* 

It might still be maintained that since literature presents a 

subjective perspective and^ criticism is to be objective, it is necessary 

to examine the issues involved objectively* To this it may be answered 

that criticism of the ideas of a work considered as abstract truths is one 

way of being objective in criticism but that it is neither the only nor the 

most appropriate way* A work of literature is indeed a perspective, but 

insofar as a work of literature is considered as a linguistic structure it 

is a subjective perspective objectively presented. And it is upon the work 

as a linguistic structure to be experienced that explicative criticism is 

based* It is thus possible that criticism be objective without a judgment!s 

being passed upon the issues involved in a vrork* 

Once again we seem to be affirming Rye’s claim that literature 

is autonomous language. If all that can be considered in the criticism 

of a work is its internal consistency and coherence, and not its "objective 

truth”, then it would seem that literature does proceed by "hypothetical 

possibilities" and that so far as criticism is concerned, the reference of 

the work to a real world outside of it is negligible. Once again this 

claim must be denied* 

In saying that the proper work of the critic should be explica¬ 

tion, all that has been denied is that it is his job as a critic to pass 
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judgment upon issues abstracted from the work* Nonetheless, if such issues 

are involved in the work, the critic*s understanding as a human being of 

the issues as possibilities in the real world cannot help entering into 

his criticism* The necessity for this understanding is a result of what 

was found to be the essential reference of literature beyond itself to a 

world* 

Cleanth Brooks says of poems (and the observation holds good of 

literature in general) that* 

**• a poem does not deal primarily with ideas and 
events but rather with the way in which a human 
being may come to terms with ideas and events* ° 

This is the same as to say that literature presents a subjective perspective; 

hut since the action or evaluation of a poem is imaginatively experienced, 

it also emphasises the fact that when a poem is read this coining-to-terms 

is experienced by the reader* Now while the critic should not pass 

judgment on a issue abstracted from the work, his understanding as a human 

being of the issue and its implications will come to bear upon his under¬ 

standing and experience of the resolution effected in the work* From 

this understanding will come judgements on the work as a whole, such as, 

sensitive or sentimental (which Wimsatt defines as "an excessive or over- 

simplified feeling about an object"* ) It is impossible that such 

judgments be made without reference to the world beyond the poem. 

The possibility of the critics abstaining from judgment on 

philosophic issues yet judging the work on the basis of the whole experience 

which it structures was indicated earlier when it was said that it was 

possible for the reader of a work of literature to occupy a position other 

than his own as an existing human being with a particular set of beliefs* 

If the work is successful, the question of the reader*s own beliefs should 
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not become important; all that should come into play is his capacity as a 

human being for the experience. If the work is unsuccessful it will either 

be because the work has exceeded the bounds of literature and become 

philosophy, in which case the reader* s beliefs may be directly challenged, 

or because in terms of human capacities the coming-to-terms is a shallow 

or impossible one# In either case, though, in reading the work and con¬ 

centrating on its coherence and consistency there is an essential reference 

beyond the work# 

Wimsatt was earlier quoted as saying that explication reveals 

dlsvalue and that from disvalue comes our experience of displeasure# If, 

from explication, questions of abstract ■truth and falsity of issues involved 

in the work are eliminated, then it will be seen that it is possible to 

be objective in criticism while still considering the work to have a 

reference beyond itself to the world# 

It is now evident that there is a very direct relation between 

the direct experience of a work of literature and the criticism of that 

work. There is of course a very obvious sense in which the direct 

experience of literature must always be excluded from criticism, that is, 

the sense in which the experience is a certain functioning of the organism 

and criticism is a certain structuring of words# It is not true, however, 

as Frye says, that* 

The original experience (of a work of literature) is like 
the direct vision of color, or the direct sensation of 
heat or cold, that ply sics ,,explains,, in what, from the 
point of view of the experience itself, is a quite 
irrelevant way. 8 

To say this is to exclude from the direct experience that cognitive element 
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itfhich we have found to be basic to it. The physical explanation of a 

sensation may seem quite irrelevant because it is an attempt to under¬ 

stand cognitively that which itself is non-cognitive• Criticism, though, 

does not have this problem of irrelevance because that with t-Mch it 

deals is already, in some aspects, cognitive. There is, thus, also a 

sense in which the direct experience of literature can be included in 

criticism or at least explicated by criticism in terms which are not wholly 

foreign to it. 

Let us note the parallelism between the theory of explication 

as criticism and the direct experience of literature. In the first place, 

the critic’s work is possible because, although literature presents a 

subjective perspective, it presents it objectively. A work of literature 

is able to structure an experience in virtue of the fact that the elements 

of its medium, the words of a language, have a certain cognitive content; 

criticism is based upon the work as a linguistic structure to be read. This 

was earlier expressed by saying that criticism deals with the vrork as the 

objective correlative of the proper reader’s experience of it. Thus, 

although, criticism cannot recreate the direct experience of the work, 

both the direct experience and criticism are based on the sams thing - the 

work as a linguistic structure. Since this is true, it would seem that 

an interaction between criticism and the direct experience of literature 

is possible, that is, that the direct experience could suggest the lines 

along which criticism should proceed and that in turn criticism could 

heighten the direct experience by clarifying features which are not obvious 

except on reflection* 

Frye is opposed to a theory which would have the criticism of 

literature inform the direct experience. 
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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 reflec¬ 
tion of critical conventions, memories and pre¬ 
judices ••• Direct experience, even £f it is con¬ 
cerned with something already read hundreds of 
times, still tries to be a new and fresh experience 
each time, which is clearly inpossible if the poem 
itself has been replaced by a critical view of 
the poem* ” 

It should be obvious that the theory of literature and criticism advanced 

in this thesis is not one which would replace the work of literature by 

a criticism of it,however good that criticism might be* According to 

the remarks made shout paraphrase, what the work says can be more or less 

adequately expressed by a paraphrase but can only be completely expressed 

by the work itself* The relation of critical paraphrase to the work is 

similar to that existing between the concept and the aesthetical idea in 

the Kantian philosophy. 

.*• by an aesthetical idea I understand that re¬ 
presentation of the imagination which occasions 
much thought, without, however, any definite 
thought, i*e* any,, concept being capable of being 
adequate to it* ^ 

Nonetheless, since the experience of literature is a cognitive one, it is 

felt that explication can contribute significantly to that experience 

without perverting it* 

This indicates a second point of parallelism between the direct 

experience of literature and criticism* As was emphasised in the third 

chapter, the experience of literature is a cognitive one in which what is 

known is not a general rational truth but rather an experience vrhich is 

structured by the work* In virtue of this the critic will not attempt to 
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judge the truth of a rational statement derived from the work but will 

instead examine the various elements of the work, concentrating upon those 

features which become significant in the experience of it* 

Aa a third and last parallelism it has been suggested that both 

in the direct experience of literature and in the process of explication 

(and hence in the finished critical artifact) there is an essential reference 

beyond the work to the world, in terms of which (reference) the work is 

understood* In turn, and because of this reference, the work clarifies 

aspects of the world by structuring an experience through which these 

aspects are known connaturally. Once again, however, an important difference 

between the work and the criticism of it must be emphasized, that is, that 

though criticism can talk about the reference to the world and the clarifica¬ 

tion afforded by the work, it cannot itself provide this clarification as 

£he work can* ? 
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V 

Bio two problems for which it was the purpose of this paper to 

provide a solution have now been dealt with. The problems arose originally 

as a result of Frye’s attempt to set up a relation between literature and 

criticism in such a way that it would parallel the relation between nature 

and natural science. Such a program has the aim of providing a critical 

framework in terms of which the apparently piecemeal work of various critics 

can be related and in terms of which all works of literature can be con¬ 

veniently categorised, much as the various natural phenomena are categorised 

by the natural sciences in terms of their conceptual frameworks. It has, 

in short, the goal of converting literary criticism into literary science. 

Admirable though this goal may be, it has an important and 

questionable consequence which Frye is quick to point out. Just as for the 

natural sciences, natural phenomena are data to which it makes little sense 

to apply the terms "true" or ’’false”, so a work of literature becomes a 

datum which is not criticisable as knowledge of anything. Diagramatically, 

one might represent the parallelism thus: 

i 
Nature » literature 

t ! t 
Science | Criticism 

The arrows in the diagram point from the discipline to that which it 

clarifies. VJhat is important to note about the diagram is that the paral¬ 

lelism is merely a parallelism (indicated by the dotted line) and that 

for the purposes of criticism there is no need to indicate a reference 

from literature to nature. As there is no such reference, the truth or 

falsity, appropriateness or inappropriateness of literature is not dealt 
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with by criticism* 

It is this view which has been called into question in this paper. 

To state the objections to Erye's theory and to develop a theory in opposi¬ 

tion to it, it has been necessary not only to indicate the direction in 

which criticism should move but also to determine the essence of literature, 

upon which the alternative theory of criticism would be based. In order 

to accomplish the latter a return was made to Matthew Arnold's theory of 

science and literature as complementary modes of knowledge* In returning 

to Arnold's position, however, some alterations become necessary, 

Arnold was concerned primarily with the functions of science and 

literature The function of science was the discovery and clarification 

of faots. However; 

„« When they (scientific facts) are propounded to us 
and we receive them, we are still in the sphere of 
intellect and knowledge. And for the generality of 
man there will be found •„ to arise, when they have 
duly taken in the proposition that their ancestor was 
na hairy quadraped furnished with a fail and pointed 
ears, probably arboreal in his habits,” an invincible desire 
to relate this proposition to the sense in us for conduct, 
and to the sense in us for beauty. But this the men of 
science will not do for us,,. They will give us other 
pieces of knowledge,2 

The function of literature is the relation of -these propositions to our 

senses for conduct and beauty - a function of assimilation and completion 

of scientific knowledge. 

So long as we deal only with the function of literature and not 

with what it is in the nature of literature that enables it to perform this 

function, the Wittgensteinian objection is still in force. That is, 

depending upon the writer and also upon the reader, literature may have 

many different functions. The word ’’literature” then, will be applied 
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to various works for various reasons; and, in general, no one essence of 

literature with regard to its use will be discoverable which is broad 

enough to include all of that type of writing commonly called literature* 

In order, then, to construct a theory of literature and criticism using 

Arnold* s notion that literature is a mode of knowledge which is complemen¬ 

tary to science, it was necessary to concentrate not upon the use of the 

two but upon their features as writing and upon their relation to the world 

which it is claimed they clarify* 

The major distinction between scientific writing and literature 

is that the former is objective,whereas the latter is subjective* The 

scientific writer, that is, does not presume to present a particular point 

of view in terns of which various facts are interpreted differently than 

they would be from another point of view* If two theories do offer 

differing interpretations of the same phenomena then either one or both 

of the theories is false or a more comprehensive theory is possible in the 

light of which the two opposing theories are reconcilable* Truth, as the 

scientist conceives it, is the Truths that is, it is unitary and not a 

diversity of conflicting truths* 

The contention that literature is subjective,yet capable of being 

true or false,involves an entirely different conception of truth. To say 

that literature is subjective is to say that a work of literature is an 

imitation of an action or an evaluation* In a work of literature all 

elements are subordinated to the central action or evaluation and thus 

receive a different interpretation than they would were another point 

chosen as the central point of reference* It is thus possible that two 

works which, when paraphrased, present conflicting truths, are yet both 
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true when considered as literature* For example, one might (crudely) 

paraphrase Donne* s sonnet "Death Be Not Proud" as "Death is not an end of 

things, for there will be a life after death" and Swinburne* s "The Garden 

of Proserpine" as "There will be no life after death," Considered merely 

as rational statements, then, the two poems are contradictory. However, 

considered as literature, that is, as imitation, it is possible that both 

of the poems are true, and what is more, would both be considered, true by 

the same reader* 

The concept of literary truth, then, does not involve the notion 

of the unity of all individual truths in the sense in which literature is 

regarded as a series of statements. Precisely because a work of literature 

does present a subjective perspective there may be a multiplicity of 

truths in literature* This does not mean that there is no unity involved 

in the notion of literary truth, but only that the unity is not one 

dictated by logic and the impetus for overall consistency of various 

statements* 

Two results follow from the fact that science is Objective and 

literature subjective* In the first place,there is the consequence that 

science deals with proximate, testable causes while literature deals with 

ultimate, non-testable causes* Since science is objective, the causation 

with which it deals must also be objective. This means that it must be 

testable; given certain specified conditions, certain specified results 

must follow. In addition, in dealing with causes in science there always 

exists the possibility of making what is, for a certain set of data, an 

ultimate cause, the subject of speculation in terms of more ultimate causes* 

It is, for example, possible to use data on social customs to explain 
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individual behavior* If the assumption is made that the individual behaves 

in relation to these customs, then the customs serve in this instance 

as a sort of ultimate cause. It is possible, though (and indeed, natural), 

that the customs themselves should become the object of scrutiny * that 

someone should ask why these customs rather than others are operative. 

In view of this it has been held in this paper that scientific causes are 

always proximate causes. 

In literature, on the other hand, causation is neither proximate 

nor testable. Because a work of literature presente a subjective per¬ 

spective instead of an objective truth, it does not presums to state that 

under such and such conditions such and such results must necessarily 

follow. Also, since all elements are interpreted in the light of a central 

action or evaluation and, since for the purposes of the work this is the 

only interpretation which is relevant, causation or evaluation is ultimate. 

There does not exist the possibility in, say, An American Tragedy of 

explaining the social stratification which plays such an important role 

in the action. As far as the novel is concerned it is an ultimate cause. 

The second consequence of the objective - subjective distinction 

between science and literature is that the former is transparent and the 

latter opaque to the world. Because scientific writing is objective it 

does not deal with aspects of experimentation which are in principle un- 

reprodncible* Rather, when an experiment or a theory is described, only 

exactly specifiable features of the entities involved are included in the 

description and thus the treatise serves to present a truth about any 

entities so specifiable* 
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On the contrary, literature, being subjective, does not aim at 

reproducibility* For this reason,a work of literature does not refer 

directly to things in the world but rather structures a universe and, 

within that universe, an experience which is, in a sense, private to the 

work itself* Because a work of literature does not directly achieve an 

ordering of the world as science does, it is said to be opaque to the world* 

The claim that literature is opaque to the world occasions the 

question of how it is possible, then, for literature to clarify that world* 

By virtue of scientific writing’s abstractness and generality, the question 

of its relation to the world is easily answered* Li ter attire, however, is 

concrete and particular and so the question of its relation to the world 

must be answered differently* 

The answer to this question depends upon our thinking of a work 

of literature not as a work to be read and then related to the world, but 

rather, as Itself structuring an experience which the reader imaginatively 

undergoes* The clarification of the world which literature affords 

proceeds through the experience of the work* The experience of a work of 

literature is similar in many respects to experiences not of literature} 

it differs, however, in being an imaginiative experience, that is, an 

experience of the imagination and not a lived experience* Inasmuch, as 

this is the case, a work of literature need contain only those elements 

essential to an experience and thus it is enabled to present a more dear 

and coherent experience than those not of literature* Since this experience 

will contain dements common to other experiences it can thus lndlredtly 

darify those other experiences. This darification, in view of the fact 
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that the truth of literature is known connaturally, is dissimilar to the 

clarification afforded by science in terms of abstract truths, and yet it 

is a genuine clarification* Literature, then, is a mode of knowledge 

which is complementary to science* 

In contrast to Frye*s theory the alternative presented in this 

paper might be represented as in the following diagram* 

Nature 

What is, in the paper, called the "world of the natural attitude” is here 

being called "nature” for purposes of comparison with Fryers theory* The 

important difference in the theories is the reference in the second from 

literaturerto nature - a reference which is lacking in Frye»s theory* 

afford clarification of the world of the natural attitude is a reflection 

of the fact that this world is immediately presented to one in the natural 

attitude as both a world of things and facts and a world of values* On the 

basis of the data of perception, the sciences explain the thing and fact 

aspect of the world* Values, not being perceived, must be treated, if at 

all, by the sciences as paychic facts* Thus, although the sciences might 

explain the fact that certain values are operative in certain cases, they 

must do so in terms of theoretical concepts - concepts vhich are foreign 

to the values as immediately presented* Literature, on the other hand, 

achieves a clarification of the value aspect of the world through an exploi- 

Science Literature 

Criticism 

That both science and literature are modes of knowledge which 
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tation of this aspect as it is Immediately presented, i* e* through an 

experience* The question, of the essence of literature is thus solved fay 

the demonstration that it is a specific typo of writing with a specific 

relation to the world* 

The problems of the unity of literature and of the possibility 

of a science of literature are, for Frye, the same* 

Everyone who has seriously studied literature knows that 
the mental process involved is as coherent and progressive 
as the study 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 imist be shaped like 
a science, which contradicts our experience of tt*2 

He then states that an alternative explanation of the sense of unity is a,; 

•«« fom of criticism, a coherent and comprehensive theory 
of literature, logically and scientifically organized. •• 
The development of such a criticism would fulfil the sys¬ 
tematic and progressive element in research by assimilating 
its work into a unified structure of knowledge as the other 
sciences do* ** 

inasmuch as Frye holds that when the student studies literature, he learns 

criticism rather than literature itself'*, it is obvious that he feels that 

the unity of literature is the unity of the critical attitude taken toward 

it, an attitude which does not take into account the relation of the work 

to the world* 

It has, in this paper, been argued to the contrary that the unity 

of literature follows from the nature of literature itself and especially 

from its relation to the world* In addition, it was held that the idea 

that the critical problem is education follows whan this reference is 

taken into account* The problems of the unity of literature and of the 
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possibility of a science of criticism are thus, according to this theory, 

distinct ones* What sort of solution for the latter problem should be 

expected in view of the solution presented herein for the former? 

It will be remembered that the idea of truth in the sciences 

involves the notion of unity - that there be one and not many conflicting 

truths* Frye is correct,then,in saying that literature is not shaped like 

a sciences the truth of literature is not the unitary truth of the sciences* 

It need not follow from this though that a criticism which takes into 

account this diversity cannot be a science* Presumably, the idea that 

criticism cannot be a science is based on the view that what the critic 

offers is a value judgment upon the work* Since two critics may differ in 

their judgments on a work and since any attenpt to determine which critic 

is correct can only result in a third value judgment which will itself be 

the subject of further dispute, it is obvious that evaluative criticism 

cannot be a science* 

Explicative criticism, however, both takes into account the refer¬ 

ence of literature to a world beyond the work and avoids the value judgment 

on the work* The demand that a critical statement be based upon a text and 

that it be capable of being judged as true or false in terms of the text, 

can be seen to be an attenpt to introduce the scientific notion of a unitary 

truth into the realm of criticism* 

A series of true statements, though, is not necessarily a science 

even if these statements all refer to the same thing* It win be remembered 

that the essence of scientific writing was earlier held to be the systemati¬ 

zation of diverse data on the basis of a relatively simple relational concept# 

This sort of systematization is what Frye has advocated in Anatomy of Criticism# 
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In order to accomplish this end, however, he requires that literature be 

considered as autonomous language, as not referring to anything beyond the 

literary universe. Such a program, then, eventuates in a separation of 

the direct experience of a work of literature, considered as an act of 

knowledge, and literary science. The latter presumably says nothing, 

about the former. The suggestion is here being made (and it can only be 

a suggestion) that such a separation is not necessary. If the various 

modes,nyths, genres, and symbol phases which Frye proposes to use as 

instruments can legitimately be used in such a way, it is because they play 

an important role in the direct experience of literature. If this is true 

then it is conceivable that a science of criticism is possible and that 

because of the central role of explication in it, that science would clarify 

the literary object as a mode of knowledge. 

In closing,some notice must be taken of a problem, which* although 

it is not central to the paper Is raised as a result of soma of its con¬ 

clusions. That is the question of the difference between literature and 

metaphysics. Specifically,the problem is raised when the statement i3 made 

that a work of literature involves ultimate causation, for this statement 

must then be clarified in the light of Aristotle’s claim that wisdom (or 

what has later been called metaphysics) i3 the science which investigates 

first principles and causes. 

A fundamental difference between the two Is indicated by Aristotle’s 

saying that metaphysics is a science. It is not strictly speaking a science 

as we have earlier used the term for it does not involve experimentation 

and theorizing on the basis of experimental results. It is, however, like 
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science and different from literature in that it purports to be conceptual 

knowledge* For this reason, whereas a work of literature has the truth 

and coherence of an experience, metaphysics must conform to the canons of 

lo;>Le. In addition metaphysics, like science, is an attempt to say some¬ 

thing quite definite about its subject matter and, therefore, like science 

it can be criticized in terms of that subject matter and in terms of its 

further implications. It was earlier said that the social stratification 

in An American TraRady fUnctions~in, the.novel as an ultimate cause. This 

does not mean that the reader must believe that it is in reality an ultimate 

cause, but only that he see it as such for the purposes of the experience 

structured by the novel. A metaphysical analysis in terms of ultimate 

causes, however, is an attempt to win the readers belief* To this end 

arguments are adduced and the attempt is made to show how the view furnishes 

solutions to certain problems. 

A work of literature thus achieves a degree of autonomy which 

neither philosophy nor science has. Literary truth is neither philosophic 

nor scientific truth (although ideally the three should not be in conflict) 

and is, properly, not judged by the standards of either* Nevertheless, it 

is hoped, that this paper has demonstrated that it is a type of truth and 

that it has its own standards* 



NOTES TO CHAPTER FIVE 

1* Tata* The Man of Letters in the Modern World, p. 36. 

2. Bate, Criticism: The Ma jor Texts, pp. 436-87. 

3» Frye. Anatomy of Criticism, p. 11. 
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