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PREFACE 

Archetypal criticism is the most recently bur

geoning area of literary scholarship. It was born of 

the application of concepts developed in mythology and 

psychoanalysis to the study of literature. It found 

both a name and a considerable application in the 

analysis of literature in the work of Maud Bodkin and 

William Troy, and the rudiments of a system in the 

theories of Lord Raglan, 

Its typological approach to literary characters 

suggests an affinity with an ancient tradition, which 

moves from Plato, Aristotle, and Theophrastus to Chaucer, 

Overbury, and Ben Jonson, and thence to Tylor, Frazer, 

and the "Cambridge school" of mythology which attempted 

to establish the origin of literature in ritual and the 

fundamental patterns of myth. 

The central tendency of this approach to criti

cism seems analogous to the early conception of form 

in Western thought. Platonic realism, wholly rational 

and lacking any empirical support, maintained the 

existence of a world of ideal forms which conditioned 

the shape of all things earthly; Aristotelian realism 

repudiated the world of ideal forms and proposed that 

form existed in the particular object. Although the 

Aristotelian concept was developed by largely rational 

iv 



methods, it nevertheless was based to a degree on 

experience, and therefore established a more tenable 

position. 

The early work in archetypal criticism was 

based on Jung's "collective unconscious," which suppos

edly conditioned the emergence of certain basic patterns 

in literature. Whether a world of ideal forms or a "col

lective unconscious" exists is a moot point; geometric 

figures are extant, along with patterns such as the 

"quest" and the "rebirth" motifs/ in literature. By 

basing its observations on observable tendencies in liter

ature instead of upon a fanciful theory, archetypal 

criticism has afforded itself a much firmer foundation 

than it might otherwise achieve. 



CHAPTER I 

GROUNDBREAKERS IN ARCHETYPAL CRITICISM 

In 1934, with the publication of Archetypal Pat

terns in Poetry, Maud Bodkin introduced a new term to lit

erary criticism. In stating the central concern of her 

book. Miss Bodkin concluded, "Our question is whether 

there are some literary motifs whose 'almost eternal dura

bility '... justifies us in applying to them the term arche

typal, and renders them of special interest and importance 

to the student of psychology and of literature."^ To the 

extent that her study is restricted to the examination of 

recurrent literary motifs as archetypes—basic plot pat

terns and character types--it is the seminal work of arche

typal criticism.2 The importance of Archetypal Patterns 

in Poetry as the initial work in archetypal criticism 

requires its examination in detail. 

The primary topic of the first major division of 

the book, "Archetypal Patterns in Tragic Poetry," concerns 

the dramatic device of the "'splitting' of a type figure." 

Referring to Ernest Jones' psychoanalytic study of Hamlet, 

^Maud Bodkin, Archetypal Patterns in Poetry: Psy
chological Studies of Imagination (London, 1965), p. 5. 

^To the extent that her study assumes the tenuous 
hypotheses of Jungian and Freudian psychology--hypotheses 
which admittedly inspired her critical approach—it is 
liable to the criticisms leveled at "depth psychology," 
which are the basis of most objections to this critical 
approach. This issue is considered at length in Chapter 
III and need not be of further concern at this point. 



Miss Bodkin notes that 

perhaps the most important contribution that has been 
made by the Freudian theory of dream interpretation 
to the understanding of the emotional symbolism of 
poetic themes is that concerned with the 'splitting' 
of type figures. In comparing the Hamlet story with 
the story of Oedipus, Dr. Jones asserts that both are 
variants of the same motif, but in one the father 
figure remains single, while in the other it is 'split 
into two'--the father loved and revered, and the hated 
tyrannical usurper.3 

Miss Bodkin then proceeds to consider variants of the motif. 

The Orestes dramas are considered another example of the 

imaginative expression of the ambivalent attitude of child 

toward parent, and King Lear is offered as an example of 

the "splitting" of the child figure--with Goneril and 

Regan opposed to Cordilia and Edmund to Edgar--parallel to 

the "splitting" of the father figure in Hamlet. 

In the next section, "A Study of 'The Ancient 

Mariner' and of the Rebirth Archetype," Miss Bodkin con

siders the significance of the rebirth motif in literature. 

The kind of mental or spiritual rebirth experienced by the 

Mariner is a dramatic reformulation of Weltanschauung, 

which results in a better integrated approach to life. 

Miss Bodkin points to a similar pattern in Lord Jim, and 

after some doubtful psychologizing, she suggests that the 

patterns under consideration may "be regarded in two ways— 

as recurring themes or image-sequences in poetry, and 

as configurations of forces or tendencies within the 

^Bodkin, op. cit,, p. 13. 



responding mind."4 it is, of course, the former point of 

view which is endorsed here, but the nature of Miss Bodkin's 

study would be misrepresented if the Jungian bias of many 

of her remarks was not acknowledged. 

In the succeeding section, "The Archetype of Para

dise-Hades, or of Heaven and Hell," Miss Bodkin compares 

Paradise Lost, the sixth book of the Aeneid, the Divine 

Comedy, and Kubla Khan in an attempt to establish the 

universality of this motif. Her statement on Paradise 

Lost is characteristic: 

When the tempter appears, to lead Eve to the fruit of 
that forbidden tree whose taste 'brought death into 
the world,' he finds her, as Proserpine was found by 
gloomy Dis, among the flowers, herself the 'fairest 
unsupported flower.' The pattern is evidently repro
duced deliberately by Milton, and one discerns in it, 
I think, the kind of significance I have called arche
typal. As Proserpine moved in beauty through the 
flowery field of Enna, a symbol of transient spring 
loveliness threatened by the powers of the underworld— 
of dark, cold, and death—so Milton's Eve also stands 
amid flowers, a symbol of the frailty of earthly joy 
and loveliness before the Powers of Evil. It is as 
though the poet's feeling divined the relation of the 
concepts of Heaven and Hell to the images of spring's 
beauty and of the darkness under the earth whence 
beauty comes forth and to which it returns.^ 

Miss Bodkin concludes this section with the verdict that 

"within the poems studied the image of cavern or abyss, 

with the accompanying horror of fall or descent, does 

constitute a satisfying symbol for a certain phase of 

experience..."; and that "a recurring phase and permanent 

element of lived experience is symbolized by the image of 

^Ibid., p. 70. ^Ibid., p. 97. 



the high garden-land, sunlit, watered, blossoming, of the 

earthly Paradise," and also "by the heavenly heights be

yond, infinitely remote, radiant, and commanding an infi

nitely far-ranging prospect."6 Thus, another recurrent 

literary motif, which might be appropriately labeled a 

type of spatial symbolism, is brought under the aegis of 

archetypal criticism. 

The emphasis of Miss Bodkin's book then shifts 

from recurrent motifs to type-characters. The establish

ment of the figures of Beatrice and Francesca in Dante as 

symbols of "phases of love sharply distinguished as heav

enly and earthly, love exalted and condemned," and of 

Virgil's Dido as expressing "the rebellious passion of 

love rejected from the socially ordered life of man"*̂  is 

typical of "The Image of Woman" section. In this section, 

too, is introduced "the Prometheus or Faust figure, pas

sionate for experience, adventure, knowledge; defiant of 

human limitations,"8 which anticipates the matter of the 

next section, "The Images of the Devil, of the Hero, and 

of God." Miss Bodkin considers Shakespeare's lago, 

Goethe's Mephistopheles, and Milton's Satan as manifes

tations of a Devil archetype, while recognizing at the 

same time the early books of Paradise Lost grounds for 

considering Satan as a Promethean figure. This leads to 

6lbid., p. 152. ^ibid., p, 216. ^Ibid., p. 192. 



a study of the rebirth pattern in Shelley's Prometheus 

Unbound similar to the previous discussion of this motif 

in Coleridge's The Ancient Mariner. 

In considering the interplay of the various pat

terns presented thus far in her book, she then suggests 

that in the Divine Comedy—"this supreme poetic ordering 

of social values"—that "God appears as the principle of 

unity penetrating the whole universe that the science of 

the day had constructed, as well as the whole range of 

values aesthetic and moral"; but that since the Renaissance, 

the predominant representation of the "God-pattern" in 

literature is "no longer that of an eternal order, but 

rather of the Divine within the temporal, God as Son—as 

the Hero who suffers death and resurrection," thus lending 

a new dimension to the rebirth motif. 

This latter emphasis carries over to the conclud

ing section of Archetypal Patterns, "The Patterns in Sacred 

and in Contemporary Literature." Here, Miss Bodkin sug

gests that "the image of Divinity in man" is presented 

"in various degrees of clarity through the heroic figures 

of tragic and epic poetry," but that it "appears with 

fullest power in the Gospel portraits of Jesus Christ.."^^ 

An investigation of "those ever-recurring opposites... 

studied in static form [as spatial symbols] under the name 

^Ibid., p. 269. J-Olbid., p. 271. 



of Paradise-Hades, and in transition [as plot pattern] as 

the Rebirth archetype"ll follows with respect to the work 

of D.H. Lawrence. 

In her conclusion. Miss Bodkin suggests that the 

function of poetry is the presentation of an integrated 

Weltanschauung to the human community, and makes a plea 

for this function as the common goal of religion and philos

ophy as well. Although she uses the term "psychological" 

instead of "critical," her remark that there is a need 

"for students, both sensitive to literary values and fa

miliar with psychological and philosophic method, who will 

play a part intermediary between the poet and the philos

opher" clarifies her conception of the role of literary 

criticism,12 if criticism is to be more than a pedantic 

game, then it must do so by distilling the wisdom of lit

erature, by rendering explicit the themes, the human values, 

universally implicit in literature which make it such a 

valuable part of our cultural heritage. The recognition 

of universally-appearing motifs, plot patterns and char

acter types--archetypes--to the extent that it assists 

this function, becomes one of the most valuable approaches 

open to the critic of literature. 

It is an approach, used with sensitivity and per

ception, by the next groundbreaker in the development of 

11 Ibid,, p, 293. ^^Ibid., p, 327. 



archetypal criticism, William Troy. Troy's criticism 

represents a certain refinement of the methods employed by 

Miss Bodkin: his work is free of the doubtful psychology 

which permeates much of her book. His reliance on a def

inition of archetypes simply as recurrent literary motifs 

is evident in the following exerpt from a review of Germinal, 

"The Symbolism of Zola": 

The most moving of these relationships undoubtedly 
is the love affair between Etienne and the girl Cath
arine, in which the last scene, in the depths of the 
collapsed mine, brings us back to an atmosphere and a 
meaning at least as old as the story of Orpheus and 
Eurydice. For what is the mine itself but a re-inte
gration of the Hades-Hell symbol?!^ 

Troy's work appeared in a number of prominent literary 

journals in the late 1930's and early 1940's. It has 

evidently never been collected as a volume, and this ac

count of his methods must consequently rely on selections 

from his articles. 

One article in particular, which appeared in two 

installments in the Partisan Review is especially instruc

tive because of the controversy it generated. Troy con

cluded "Thomas Mann: Myth and Reason" as follows: 

The Myth is the concrete and dynamic image of the human 
microcosm as a whole, of which the movements of the 
mind and the feelings are to be taken as the defining 
processes. It is in this sense, as Mann has recently 
declared, that art supplies us with "the pattern of the 
human." It is in Goethe's phrase, "the scale of 
humanity," on which all of its moral, social, and 

l^miiliam Troy, "The Symbolism of Zola," Partisan 
Review, IV, No. 1 (December, 1937), p. 66. 
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political aspirations must finally be weighed. And 
it is our only Absolute,,.,14 

A later issue of Partisan Review found James Burnham in 

"William Troy's Myths" objecting to certain assumptions of 

what he called Troy's "anthropological approach" to liter

ature—in spite of his admission that Troy had presented 

a "more integrated account of Mann's creative work than has 

yet been done by any other critic,"!^ It is certainly true 

that Troy might have been on more securely discursive 

grounds if he had characterized the universal patterns 

presented by art as our nearest approximation of an abso

lute for guiding conduct. His reply to Burnham, also in 

Partisan Review, clarifies his position: 

In my essay on Mann I attempted to show that in 
our romantic liberal bourgeois culture the so-called 
artist-type alone has exhibited both in his life and 
his work the problems involved in being and the proper 
mode of their resolution. My final point was that in 
the figure of Joseph this artist-type finally attains 
hi's complete integration through an identification of 
his personal destiny with the highest spiritual ideals 
and aspirations of the race. This was not to suggest 
a too facile identification of the artist as man with 
the artist as symbol. Whatever particular weaknesses, 
follies, or errors of judgement the artist may commit 
as a man does not affect the symbolic value of his 
work. This was what I intended by declaring that, in 
the last analysis, Joseph is a figure of the imagin
ation. And perhaps it would be better to have said— 
the moral imagination. In that realm the potential 
is realized with a purity and vividness with which it 
can never unfortunately be realized in actuality; it 

l^William Troy, "Thomas Mann: Myth and Reason," 
Partisan Review, V, No. 1 (June, 1938), p. 64. 

l^James Burnham, "William Troy's Myths," Partisan 
Review, V, No. 3 (August-September, 1938), p. 65. 



is romantic to think that it might be; and it has 
become time for us to replace our romanticism with a 
recognition of this fact. For without symbols we are 
lost; we are without any means of integrating thought 
and action, therefore without any direction,16 

Troy's criticism, then, is adequate to the severest de

mands made by Maud Bodkin at the conclusion of her Arche

typal Patterns, 

Troy's major contribution to the techniques of 

archetypal criticism is his recognition of type-figures 

and his employment of them for comparative purposes. For 

example, in a study of Stendahl, he suggested that in 

Julian Sorel of The Red and the Black, "the romantic outlaw 

of the Gothic tradition is apotheosized into the sacred 

criminal, "1*̂  An essay on Balzac provides a more illumi

nating example of his approachi 

Vautrin is the supreme example of the first type—a 
lineal descendant of Macheath through the Noble Brigand 
of German romantic drama and the Fatal Man of the 
Gothic novel. The other type is the Man of Sensibility 
of the eighteenth century now appearing under his true 
light as the artist himself suffering at the hands of 
a vulgar and immoral society. In Lucien de Rubempre 
and Raphael de Valentin, Balzac has drawn this type so 
fully that one wonders why so many writers throughout 
the remainder of the century felt impelled to repeat 
the pattern. Although we have stated that the two 
types are distinct, they have a common historical 
origin, and even in Balzac they are continually melt
ing into each other. For the Fatal Man was in the 
beginning a sensitive and even radiant soul. Feeling 
lies at the root of his rebellion against authority; 

l^William Troy, "A Further Note on Myth," Partisan 
Review, VI, No. 1 (Fall, 1938), p. 100. 

17û illiarn Troy, "Stendahl: In Quest of Henri Beyle," 
Partisan Review,IX, No. 1 (January-February, 1942), p. 21. 
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and the intellectual will of a Satan, a Faust, or a 
Manfred can easily enough be interpreted in modern 
psychological terms as inverted love. The Fatal Man— 
with his aspect of fallen angel of light, his harrowed 
countenance, and his addiction to sadism—was an ex
pression of the violent revenge that Feeling began to 
inflict upon Reason by the end of the 18th Century. 
He was the personification of an exasperated sentimen-
talism.l8 

In the remainder of this essay, Troy traces Vautrin through 

Pere Goriot, Splendor and Misery of Courtesans and The Last 

Transformation of Vautrin, and, similarly, Lucien through 

other of Balzac's works. He concludes that "Like Blake, 

whom he so closely resembles, Balzac was forced to invent 

his own mythology—out of the materials of history, how

ever, rather than out of hallucination."1^ 

The emphasis evident in Troy and Maud Bodkin on 

type characters brings us to a more systematic analysis of 

this aspect in the work of Lord Raglan.20 Whereas Maud 

Bodkin pointed out the spatial symbolism of the Paradise-

Hades archetype, the plot pattern of the Rebirth archetype, 

and the type-figures of the Prometheus, Faust and Christ 

archetypes, and William Troy employed these and similar 

patterns to comparative ends in criticism. Lord Raglan was 

8̂ujiiiiam Troy, "On Rereading Balzac: The Artist as 
Scapegoat," The Kenyon Review, II, No. 3 (1940), pp. 336-
337. 

^^Ibid., p. 344. 

20Although Raglan is actually somewhat peripheral 
to archetypal criticism, per se, the similarity of his 
approach to typology and important current typological 
schemes justifies his inclusion here. 
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interested in establishing the nature of the parallels 

between mythic heroes. 

To this end, he devised a checklist of twenty-two 

points which trace the life of the typical mythic hero in 

an attempt to distinguish literary from properly historic 

heroes.21 jhis list, because it represents an attempt to 

approach the archetypal hero systematically is reproduced 

below: 

1) The hero's mother is a royal virgin; 
,2) His father is a King, and 
,3) Often a near relative of his mother, but 
,4) The circumstances of his conception are unusual and 
,5) He is also reputed to be the son of a god. 
,6) At birth an attempt is made, usually by his father 

or his maternal grandfather, to kill him, but 
He is spirited away, and 

,8) Reared by foster-parents in a far country. 
,9} We are told nothing of his childhood, but 
10) On reaching manhood he returns or goes to his 

future kingdom. 
(11) After a victory over the king and/or a giant, 

dragon, or wild beast, 
(12) He marries a princess, often the daughter of his 

predecessor, and 
Becomes king. 
For a time he reigns uneventfully, and 
Prescribes laws, but 
Later he loses favour with the gods and/or his 
subjects, and 
Is driven from the throne and city, after which 
He meets with a mysterious death. 
Often at the top of a hill. 
His children, if any, do not succeed him. 
His body is not buried, but nevertheless 
He has one or more holy sepulchres.22 

2lHis ends, it serves again to note, were anthro
pological, not critical, although his schemata have had 
currency in criticism. 

22Lord Raglan, The Hero: A Study in Tradition, 
Myth, and Drama, (New York, 1956), pp. 174-175. 
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Raglan's commentary on the checklist points out the group

ing of events into three major areas: events related to the 

birth of the hero, those related to his achievement of the 

throne, and those concerned with his death. He suggests 

that these groupings correspond to the three principal rites 

de passage, which are the cultural rites conducted at birth, 

initiation into society and death.23 Raglan's central con

cern is to establish the ritual origin of myth--a tenuous 

matter at best—which need not concern us further here. 

What is important in Raglan's scheme, however, is 

that it does, in fact, serve to highlight striking paral

lels in the stories of mythical and legendary heroes, and, 

thereby, to provide substantial basis for considering 

them as type figures as well as individual heroes. Raglan's 

approach may seem somewhat bizarre, and his work tinged 

with that peculiar amalgam of inanity and lucidity typical 

of the initial theorists in a field—Maud Bodkin not ex

cluded—but he did lend an objectivity to the kind of 

criticism which she practiced and, for that reason, is 

valuable to the present study. 

By way of recapitulation it may be observed that 

in a movement beginning in 1934 and extending through the 

remainder of the decade, archetypal criticism was estab

lished as a new approach to the understanding of literature. 

23A. van Gennep had elaborated on this concept in 
La Formation des Legendes (Paris, 1910), 
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Its hallmark is an emphasis on recurrent patterns of set

ting, plot, and characterization which highlight the bases 

of human experience. In Archetypal Patterns in Poetry, 

Maud Bodkin pointed out the recurring spatial pattern of 

Paradise-Hades, the pattern of Rebirth in plot development, 

and defined several type characters, especially Faust and 

Christ, as archetypal. In his articles, William Troy 

employed these patterns and others in the interpretation 

of literature. And in The Hero, Lord Raglan set up an 

objective scheme for the establishment of a type figure. 

In its initial stages, then, the movement both demonstrated 

its value to criticism and acquired the beginnings of a 

system. But if archetypal criticism afforded a novel ap

proach to the understanding of literature, the basic ele

ment in its method--the recognition of type characters--

was certainly no innovation. The criteria behind the 

types—their recurrence in literature--were new, but char

acter typologies established on a basis of moral or social 

criteria are anything but new, and may profitably be 

examined in the next chapter. 



CHAPTER II 

THE HISTORICAL ANTECEDENTS 

A. TYPOLOGY 

Although the archetypal approach to literary criti

cism is a recent innovation, the tendency to classify 

people and literary characters typologically dates into 

antiquity. As in most areas of speculation, Plato antici

pates Aristotle's more practical formulations. In Book VIII 

of The Republic, Plato establishes five fundamental types 

of men. Some men are governed by reason and constitute a 

wisdom-loving, aristocratic class. On the other hand, if 

spirit dominates reason, an honor-loving, timocratic class 

emerges. The transcendence of desire over reason and spirit 

results in the oligarchic man, who is selfish and pleasure 

seeking. The oligarchic or moneymaking man, however, is 

governed by necessary as opposed to unnecessary desires. 

Unnecessary desires control the democratic man, whose li

centious behavior results in anarchy and precipitates the 

emergence of the final class--the tyrannic man. The latter, 

who appears to take charge of the situation, is the least 

admirable of the five types because he is ruled by the low

est of the three elements of the soul which Plato distin

guished in Book IV. 

Characteristic of his approach to philosophy, 

Plato's typology is based on rational speculation with 

14 
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little if any suggestion of an inductive or empirical basis 

for its assumptions. The converse is true of Aristotle's 

typing of literary figures in The Art of Poetry, where 

he supports his observations with examples drawn from his 

own experience. His approach is nicely exemplified by the 

following passage from the second paragraph of The Art of 

Poetry: 

The objects which the poet as mimetic artist represents 
are human beings in action. Such agents must be either 
good or bad, for the diversities of human character 
are nearly always secondary to the primary distinction 
between virtue and vice. Accordingly they must be 
represented as either better than our everyday selves 
or as worse or as similar. It is the same with painters: 
Polygnotus was wont to portray men as better than in 
real life, Pauson as worse, and Dionysius as they ac
tually are. It is clear that each of the modes of 
representation that we have mentioned will admit of 
these differences in the character of the object, and 
that each will become a distinct species of art by 
representing objects that are thus distinct,1 

This passage may seem to indicate that Aristotle 

takes a highly moralistic view of literature, and that his 

three types of characters are somewhat superficial, 

Northrop Frye points out, however, that "Aristotle's words 

for good and bad are spoudaios and phaulos, which have a fig

urative sense of weighty and light," Since in literary fic

tion, the characters' actions constitute the plot, the range 

of the central character's power of action is determined 

"on the level of the postulates made about him by the author 

lAristotle, The Art of Poetry, in Aristotle, trans, 
and ed, by Philip Wheelwright (New York, 19 51), pp, 292-
293. 



16 

and the consequent expectations of the audience. Fictions, 

therefore, may be classified, not morally, but by the hero's 

power of action, which may be greater than ours, less, or 

roughly the same."2 frye goes on to elaborate a system for 

that classification based on Aristotle's seminal suggestions, 

But Aristotle concerns himself with types of men as 

well as literary characters. In The Nicomachean Ethics, he 

typifies men in relation to the "moral mean," character

izing the "prodigal man," the "stingy man," the "ambitious 

man," the "magnificent man," etc.*̂  Later in the same para

graph, he distinguishes four somewhat broader types, which 

Frye again employs for the classification of literary 

characters. 

...A passage in the Ethics...contrasts the first two 
types, the alazons or impostors, the eirons or self-
deprecators, and then goes on to contrast the buffoon 
with a character whom Aristotle calls agroikos or 
churlish, literary rustic. We may reasonably accept 
the churl as a fourth character type, and so we have 
two opposed pairs. The contest of eiron and alazon 
forms the basis of the comic action, and the buffoon 
and the churl polarize the comic mood. 

Thus, Aristotle's typology holds more than historical inter

est to this study for its currency in the archetypal school 

of criticism. The section of the Ethics cited by Professor 

Frye, however, is inadequate as a direct link with the 

2|\)orthrop Frye, Anatomy of Criticism (Princeton, 
N,J., 1957), p, 33. 

3 
Aristotle, The Nicomachean Ethics, in Aristotle 

trans, and ed. by Philip Wheelwright (New York, 1951), p, 193. 

^Frye, Anatomy, p, 172, 
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subsequent developments in character typology and a later 

passage is more valuable for establishing this relationship. 

Thus, Book IV of the Ethics deals with the particular 

virtues of men. At its conclusion appears a sketch of the 

general traits of the "aristocratically proud" or truly 

great man, Aristotle goes into great detail in his delin

eation of this social character's attributes, considering 

everything from his appropriate behavior in various situ

ations to his gait, voice-pitch and diction,^ This detailed 

elaboration of the features of a particular character type 

is roughly the approach of Aristotle's successor in the 

area of character typology, namely Theophrastus. 

Theophrastus (who followed Aristotle as head of the 

Lyceum) initiated a movement which dominated this area for 

several centuries. His character sketches are distinguished 

from those of his predecessors in that, while Plato and 

Aristotle used them discursively to illustrate some philo

sophic point, Theophrastus let them stand alone as an end 

in themselves, and thereby established a literary genre. 

The sketches in the Characters progress in complexity 

through the volume; to demonstrate their general nature, a 

late entry follows: 

XXIX. FRIENDSHIP WITH RASCALS 
Friendship with Rascals is a sympathy with 

vice; and the Friend of Rascals he that will seek the 
company of unsuccessful litigants or persons found 

^Aristotle, Ethics, pp, 219-222, 
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guilty o 
will mak 
afraid o 
remark, 
*No man 
he says 
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pendent 
beit he 
true, 't 
know; he 
too' ; na 
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f crime, and suppose that their acquaintance 
e him a man of the world and somebody to be 
f. Over the grave of an honest man he will 
'As honesty goes,' or 'So they say,' and add 
is honest,' or 'We're all alike'; and when 
•what an honest fellow,' it is a gibe. He 
of a scoundrel that he is a man of inde-
character if one shall only try him; and al-
admits that all they say of him is mostly 
here are some things,' says he, 'they do not 
is a man of parts, a good companion, and able 
y, will have it he has never met a more com-
eing. He is sure, moreover, to take his part 
has to pass scrutiny before the Assembly or 
s trial at law; indeed at such a time he is 
remark to his neighbors, 'We should judge the 
not the person,' and to say that the man is 
le's watchdog; for he keeps off evil-doers; and 
'we shall have nobody to share our burdens for 
ic good if we throw over such men as this.' 
one also to stand patron to worthless foreign-
form juntas on a jury in the support of bad 
and when he is hearing a case, to take the words 
arties in their worst sense.^ 

Most of us, certainly, have known a "Friend of Ras

cals"; lacking Theophrastus' conventional viewpoint, we may 

even have been one. In order to give due recognition both 

to the complexity of human personality and to the selective 

nature of the character sketch, it serves to note, however, 

that one may fit into several of Theophrastus' categories, 

that he may be a "Grumbler" as well as a "Friend of Rascals," 

But the main point to be made concerning Theophrastus is 

that his Characters established the delineation of a psirtic-

ular type as an independent, if minor, literary genre. This 

genre "passed into the medieval curriculum through Byzantine 

^The Characters of Theophrastus, trans. J.M, Edmonds, 
published with Herodes, Cercidas and the Greek Choliambic 
Poets, trans, A.D. Knox (London, 1946), pp, 117-119, "" 
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influence and was then known as a Descriptio." Its major 

employment was as an illustrative device for clergymen in 

their sermons, but it appeared too in books of philosophy 

and morality,*^ 

The character sketch came into vogue in England with 

the publication of Joseph Hall's Characters of Virtues and 

Vices in 1608, followed by Characters or Witty Descriptions 

of the Properties of Sundry Persons in 1614 by Sir Thomas 

Overbury and "other learned gentlemen, his friends," Hall, 

however, did little more for character typology than to con

tinue Theophrastus' tradition of classifying character ac

cording to a particular moral trait and therefore has little 

relevance to a consideration of its development. In con

trast, Overbury cast his characters according to their occu-

pation--"A Serving-Man," "An Host," "An Ostler," "A Whore"--

or according to their relation--"An Elder Brother"; or their 

social station—"A Country Gentleman," In addition to these 

and other roles, of course, he also employed the traditional 

moral categories,8 Overbury's broader range of character 

types has a much closer relationship to the varied character 

sketches which had previously appeared in literature as 

part of larger works, than to the moral sketch as an inde

pendent genre. 

^Richard Aldington, ed., A Book of 'Characters' 
(London, 1924), pp, 6-7, 

Qlbid., pp. 95-167. 
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Earlier, in the Prologue of The Canterbury Tales, 

Chaucer had limned out the portraits of his pilgrims in 

accord with a classification scheme similar to that later 

employed by Overbury, with the notable omission of moral 

categories. But if those categories were absent in Chaucer, 

they flourished in popular literature in the morality plays 

of his day. The influence of the stock characters of the 

morality play on Renaissance drama has been widely remarked; 

but Jonson's modification of those types in accordance with 

medieval humor psychology was a novel variation of the pat-

9 tern. In later centuries, of course, the social types of 

Chaucer and Overbury again appeared in the comedy of manners. 

The factor which unifies the various typologies just 

considered is their common origin in the fundamental assump

tions about human nature--the psychology--peculiar to their 

respective eras and their models are essentially classical 

in origin. 

B. ANTHROPOLOGICAL AND MYTH STUDIES 

After Newton and the British empiricists who followed in his 

wake, those notions about human nature began to change 

rather drastically. But these developments in psychology 

were not of a sort that could be directly related to liter

ature, (Among the Romantics—specifically Coleridge 

^Arthur Sale, "Introduction to Every Man In His 
Humour," in Ben Jonson: A Collection of Critical Essays, ed, 
Jonas A, Barish (Englewood Cliffs, N.J., 1955), p. 81. 
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and Shelley--a rival movement did develop, but it will be 

considered in the following chapter.) Those fundamental 

assumptions began a dramatic metamorphosis, toward the end 

of the nineteenth century, with the emergence of scientific 

anthropology. And with the publication of Edward B, Tyler's 

Primitive CulturelO in 1871 came a new approach to mythology 

with profound implications for literary criticism. The 

central thesis of his book is expressed as follows: 

On the one hand, the uniformity which so largely per
vades civilization may be ascribed, in great measure, 
to the uniform action of uniform causes; while on the 
other hand its various grades may be regarded as stages 
of development or evolution, each the outcome of pre
vious history, and about to do its proper part in shap
ing the history of the future,H 

In his first chapter on mythology, Tylor maintained that 

human experience is the source of myth and, in the third 

and final chapter, advocated: 

two principles of mythologic science. The first is that 
legend, when classified on a sufficient scale, displays 
a regularity of development which the notion of motive
less fancy quite fails to account for, and which must 
be attributed to laws of formation whereby every story, 
old and new, has arisen from its definite origin and 
sufficient cause. So uniform indeed is such develop
ment, that it becomes possible to treat myth as an or
ganic product of mankind at large, in which individual, 
national, and even racial distinctions stand subordinate 
to universal qualities of the human mind. The second 
principle concerns the relation of myth to history. It 
is true that the search for mutilated and mystified 
traditions of real events, which formed so main a part 

l^The complete title of Tyler's study is Primitive 
Culture: Researches into the Development of Mythology, 
Philosophy, Religion, Art and Custom (2 volumes, London), 

l^Ibid*. I. i. 
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has often lost the very memory,12 

The line of development initiated by Dr. Tylor was 

forwarded by Andrew Lang with his Custom and Myth, first 

published in 1884. Lang's work established a principle, a 

method of comparison, upon which subsequent developments 

in comparative mythology were contingent. His sketch of 

this principle follows: 

The metho 
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till retain their meaning. It 
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ivilized race should be of the 
we prove that they were ever in 
er. Similar conditions of mind 
ices, apart from identity of race, 
and manners.13 

Lang's position led him to make the following claim: 

Now the peculiarity of the method of folklore is that 

12lbid., pp. 375-376. 

^^Andrew Lang, Custom and Myth (London, 1893), p, 21. 
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It will venture to compare (with due caution and due 
examination of evidence) the myths of the most widely 
severed races. Holding that myth is a product of the 
early human fancy, working on the most rudimentary 
knowledge of the outer world, the student of folklore 
thinks that differences of race do not much affect the 
early mythopoeic faculty,14 

Lang followed Custom and Myth with a study in comparative 

mythology. Myth, Ritual and Religion, (1887) in which he 

applied the principles outlined in the earlier work. His 

efforts, however, have been largely obscured by the next 

major figure in the field. Sir James George Frazer. 

The new approach advocated in Tyler's exploratory 

studies was siezed upon by Frazer, who acknowledged in his 

preface to the first edition of The Golden Bough (1890) that 

his "interest in the early history of society was first 

excited by the works of Dr. E.B. Tylor, which opened up a 

mental vista undreamed of by me before."^^ And if Tylor 

opened mental vistas for him, Frazer, in turn, staggered 

the intellectual imagination of an entire generation with 

the multiple volumes of The Golden Bough (1890-1915). The 

value of this work to anthropology has since been largely 

discounted by specialists in the field, but its value as 

the first large scale study in comparative mythology cannot 

be underestimated. Also, his emphasis on the recurrent 

pattern of dying and reviving gods struck a chord which has 

^^Ibid., p. 23. 

l^Sir James George Frazer, The Golden Bough: A Study 
in Magic and Religion (12 volumes; London, 1955), I, xiii-
xiv. 
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echoed through virtually all subsequent inquiries of arche

typal criticism. 

Frazer's most pronounced immediate influence was 

upon a group of Cambridge classical scholars--Jane Harrison, 

F.M. Cornford, and Gilbert Murray. In 1912, Jane Harrison 

produced her most important work, Themis, which brought 

the weight of the new anthropological studies to bear upon 

her study of the beginnings of Greek religion. At the 

conclusion of this work, she established the metaphorical 

nature of the goddess, Themis, and of the goddess' actions, 

quite apart from the supernatural aspect of Greek religion. 

Why did men ever accept a doctrine disproved day by 
day, and from the outset preposterous? For a reason 
put very simply by the Greeks, Because Themis was the 
mother of Dike; the social conscience, the social 
structure, gave birth, not of course to the order of 
nature, but to man's conception, his representation, of 
that order. 

To man in the totemistic stage of thinking, Dike 
and Themis, natural order and social order, are not 
distinguished, not even distinguishable. Plants and 
animals are part of his group, factors in his social 
structure. It is not that he takes them under his 
protection; they are his equals, his fellow-tribesmen; 
naturally they obey the same law, or rather, for def
inite law is not yet, they are part of the same social 
structure, they follow the same social custom. If one 
member of that body suffer, or prosper, all the other 
suffer or prosper with him. The oneness of group life 
and collective consciousness makes this axiomatic.1° 

Thus in Jane Harrison's work, the new-found anthro

pological insights were applied to literature, and although 

she was working in a particularly esoteric literary area. 

l^Jane Ellen Harrison, Epilegomena to the Study of 
Greek Religion and Themis (New Hyde Park, N.Y., 1962), 
pp. 533-534. 
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she did, at least, establish a new trend in scholarship. It 

was a trend which bore considerable fruit at Cambridge. 

Approaches similar to Miss Harrison's were taken in Gilbert 

Murray's Euripides and his Aoe (1913) and in F.M. Cornford's 

The Origin of Attic Comedy (1914). The publication of 

"Hamlet and Orestes" by Gilbert Murray in The Classical 

Tradition in Poetry (1927) brought this approach into a vein 

similar in some respects, and tangential in others, to that 

later to be pursued by archetypal critics. At the beginning 

of this study, Murray spoke of an "unconscious tradition in 

poetry" and went on to propose "to consider the influence 

of this unconscious tradition in a region where its presence 

has not been suspected." The region, of course, was the 

relationship between Hamlet and Orestes, "regarded as tra

ditional types." Murray did not, however, "compare play 

with play, but simply character with character,"1*^ And 

in a highly credible, point for point comparison of the two 

characters (in the course of which, he referred the reader 

both to The Golden Bough and to Themis), Murray built a 

case for their parallel development. Displaying remarkable 

erudition, he traced the mythological origins of both char

acters, concluding that ",,,if these arguments are trust

worthy, we finally run the Hamlet-saga to earth in the same 

ground as the Orestes-saga: in that prehistoric and world-

I'̂ Gi.lbert Murray,. "Hamlet and Orestes," in Five 
Approaches of Literary Criticism (New York, 1966), p. 253. 
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wide ritual battle of Summer and Winter, of Life and Death, 

which has played so vast a part in the mental development 

of the human race.,.,"18 Professor Murray's comparison of 

the two characters, to the extent that it is properly the

matic, is valuable and interesting criticism; but his re

marks on a nebulous "unconscious tradition in poetry" and on 

the ritual origins of drama place him beyond the pale of sub

stantial interpretation. His position was redeemed some

what later in the article, however, by his substitution of 

the idea of tradition for his mysterious early speculations. 

In artistic creation, as in all the rest of life, the 
traditional element is far larger, the purely inventive 
element far smaller, than the unsophisticated man 
supposes. 

Further, it implies that in the process of tradi-
tio--that is, of being handed on from generation to 
generation, constantly modified and expurgated, refelt 
and rethought--a subject sometimes shows a curious power 
of almost external durability. It can be vastly altered; 
it may seem utterly transformed. Yet some inherent 
quality still remains,... 19 

Nevertheless, Murray's preoccupation with matters more 

properly the province of anthropology calls attention to a 

dangerous tendency in the Cambridge school which carried 

over to the early works in archetypal criticism--a tendency 

to deal in unfounded and mysterious psychological notions: 

a matter that will be considered at length in the next chap

ter. 

The weakness noted in Professor Murray's work does 

not appear in that of Miss Jessie L, Weston, who will now 

^Qlbid,, p, 277, ^^Ibid., pp. 279-280. 
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be considered. 

In Lrom Ritual to Romance (1920), Miss Weston relied 

on exhaustive scholarship rather than on nebulous notions of 

unconscious tradition. Treating the essential symbols and 

events of the Grail legend as the literary expression of an

cient nature rituals, analogous in development to the rit

uals and myths of Tammuz and Adonis, Attis and Mithra, she 

employed a method parallel to that of Charles Darwin in 

founding his theory of evolution. Examining the extant 

evidence for her position, she builds an entirely credible 

case for it. Central to her argument is the establishment 

of the Grail as a eucharistic symbol. Once this point is 

made, she is free to assert of the legend that 

It was the very mystery of Life which lay beneath the 
picturesque wrappings; small wonder that the Quest of 
the Grail became the synonym for the highest achieve
ment that could be set before men, and that when the 
romantic evolution of the Arthurian tradition reached 
its term, this supreme adventure was swept within the 
magic circle. The knowledge of the Grail was the 
utmost man could achieve, Arthur's knights were the 
very flower of manhood, it was fitting that to them 
the supreme test be offered.20 

Thus, by scrutinizing the Grail legend in the light of 

available evidence. Miss Weston provided a new interpre

tation of the tale which serves to account for its mys

terious charm. This revelation is the function of arche

typal criticism at its best. In her study, the task of 

Sir Perceval and Sir Gawain becomes the task of Everyman 

20jessie L[aidlay] Weston, From Ritual to Romance, 
Anchor Books (Garden City, N.Y., 1957), p. 174. 
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and the full significance of the Grail Legend is elucidated. 

Miss Weston's work marks, then, along with the late 

nineteenth century anthropological works and the explora

tions of the Cambridge school, a turning point for the 

development of character typology. The early works con

sidered in this chapter establish the existence of an an

cient tradition in this area. They were based upon the 

fundamental assumptions about the nature of man peculiar 

to their periods. With the development of a scientific 

account of man's origin and of cultural phenomena, those 

assumptions were drastically altered, consequently altering 

the typology based upon them. Thus, the emergence of 

archetypal criticism represents not a wholly novel approach 

to literature, being partly a natural extension of ancient 

tradition. 



CHAPTER III 

THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS 

The importance of Samuel Taylor Coleridge in con

temporary criticism can hardly be underestimated. His an

ticipation of the psychoanalytic concept of unconscious mind 

has long been a matter of scholarly concern. Like his con

temporary, Charles Lamb, who anticipated Jung's archetypes 

of the collective unconscious, Coleridge was particularly 

sensitive to the relationship between psychology and art.l 

Unlike his predecessor, Walter Whiter, who effected the 

marriage of psychology and criticism as early as 1794,2 

however, Coleridge did not make the relationship between his 

psychology and his formal criticism any too clear. This 

obscurity, fomented by the haphazard organization of Bio-

graphia Literaria, has veiled the full implication of 

Coleridge's psychological and formal theories of literature, 

and the relationship of those implications to contemporary 

criticism. 

Independently, however, the two theories have re

ceived considerable commentary. The inherent simplicity of 

Coleridge's theory of organic form in literature, its ex

planation and use in the widely-circulated Understanding 

^Stanley Edgar Hyman, The Armed Vision: A Study in 
the Methods of Modern Literary Criticism (New York, 1955), 
p. 143, 

2lbid., p, 166, 

29 
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P°^^^y ^y Cleanth Brooks and Robert Penn Warren; and its 

thorough analysis in relation to critical epistemology in 

The Mirror and the Lamp, by M.H. Abrams should preclude any 

need for its consideration here. In contrast, the esoteric 

nature of Coleridge's psychology, coupled with its smaller 

currency, necessitates its examination at this point. 

In 1927, John Livingston Lowes established the par

allel between the theories of Coleridge and those of the 

psychoanalysts, as the following quotation demonstrates; 

"The term, (unconscious,) then, as I shall employ it," 

Lowes remarks, "assumes the existence of what Coleridge 

called 'the twilight realms of consciousness';*^ it assumes 

that 'in a shadowy half-being' (as he once put it), 'that 

state of nascent existence in the twilight of imagination 

and just on the vestibule of consciousness,' ideas and 

images exist;^ it assumes (and again I am quoting Coleridge) 

a 'confluence of our reflections,' through which 'we estab

lish a centre, as it were, a sort of nucleus in (this ) 

reservoir of the soul.'"^ 

•7 

S[amuel] T[aylor] Coleridge, Biographia Literaria, 
ed, J, Shawcross (London, 1965), II, 120, 

^S[amuel] T[aylor] Coleridge, Letters of Samuel 
Taylor Coleridge, ed, Ernest Hartley Coleridge (Boston, 
1895), I, 377. 

"̂ John Livingston Lowes, The Road to Xanadu; A Study 
in the Ways of the Imagination (Cambridge, Mass., 1927), 
p. 55, Lowes quotes here from S.T. Coleridge, Biographia 
Epistolaris, ed, A. Turnbull (London, 1911), II, 182. 
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But Lowes's approach was swept aside by the next 

major commentator on Coleridge's psychology, I.A. Richards. 

Iri Coleridge on Imagination, Richards attempted to deal 

with Coleridge's distinction between Imagination and Fancy 

in terms of their products rather than of the mental oper

ation of the poet. His dismissal of that fertile distinc

tion follows: 
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Thus, in prose fiction, the detective novel is a 
type of Fancy, but any presentation of an integral view 
of life will take the structure of Imagination. The 
units imaginatively disposed may themselves be products 
of fancy; and, conversely, a series of imaginative 
passages may be arranged (as beads on a string) in the 
mode of Fancy--a structure characteristic of Hardy.° 

Richards was "obliged to dissent" from Professor 

Lowes's interpretation of the Fancy-Imagination distinction 

because of Lowes's conviction that the two powers were 

finally one,' Lowes erroneously contended that the dis

tinction between these faculties was one of degree and not 

^I.A. Richards, Coleridge on Imagination (New York, 
1935), pp, 86-87, 95 resp, 

. "̂ Ibid. , p. 31. 
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kind. Despite his failure to understand the Fancy-Imagin

ation formulation, Lowes's recognition of Coleridge as an 

anticipator of the unconscious mind concept nevertheless 

places him in a direct line with later commentators on 

Coleridge's psychology, Richards' interpretation, in 

contrast is patently ingenuous in its attempt to deal with 

products while misunderstanding the forces which created 

them, 

Richards' work resulted for a time in the under

estimation of Coleridge's theorizing. By 1947, however, 

Stanley Edgar Hyman was prepared to state that "the only 

thing that kept Coleridge from achieving full-blown psycho

logical criticism was the same thing that had prevented 

Aristotle, the quantitative and qualitative inadequacy of 

the psychology, Coleridge actually anticipated the uncon

scious, referring to 'those flights of lawless speculation 

which, abandoned by all distinct consciousness, because 

transgressing the bounds and purposes of our intellectual 
D 

faculties, are justly condemned as transcendent,'" In 

more recent works, the sweeping assertions just quoted have 

received heavier support. In The Sacred River, published 

in 1957, James Volant Baker presented a scholarly compen

dium of the arguments for Coleridge as "an early exponent 

of depth psychology, especially of the role of the 

8 Hyman, op. cit., p. 143. 
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unconscious and of dream in imaginative creation."9 Accord

ing to Baker, Coleridge thought the poet to be "in touch 

with secret magic and demonic powers (the Platonic divine 

madness, the modern unconscious), but at the same time what 

he creates is by divine fiat. His power is not to be ex

plained by a simple bag of tricks, the superficial fancy, 

or Hartley's law of association,"10 The central issue of 

Baker's book, the importance of Coleridge's psychology to 

his theory of literary form, had also been dealt with four 

years earlier in The Mirror and the Lamp by M.H. Abrams, 

who called Coleridge's theory of imagination "the keystone 

of his critical system,"H 

The case, then, for Coleridge's anticipation of 

psychoanalytic theories of mental operation is a substantial 

one. But before the direct relation of Coleridge's theory 

of imagination to his formal theories of literature may be 

established, its development requires examination, 

Coleridge's distinction between Imagination and 

Fancy appears to have been first made in 1802 in a letter 

to William Sotheby. In a comparison of Greek and Hebrew 

religious poetry, Coleridge opposes "Fancy, or the 

g 
^Richard Harter Fogle, The Idea of Coleridge's 

Criticism (Berkeley, 1962), p, viii, 

lOjames Volant Baker, The Sacred River (New 
Orleans, 1957), p. 182, 

11M.H. Abrams, The Mirror and the Lamp: Romantic 
Theory and the Critical Tradition (NeuT York, 1958), p, 55. 
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aggregating Faculty of the mind" to "Imagination, or the 

modifying, and co-adunatinq Faculty."12 in an 1804 cor

respondence to Richard Sharp, Coleridge elaborates the 

distinction somewhat, speaking of "Imagination or the 

modifying Power in that highest sense of the word in which 

I have ventured to oppose it to Fancy, or the aggregating 

power—in that sense in which it is a dim Analogue of 

Creation, not all that we can believe but all that we can 

conceive of creation,"13 

These embryonic forms of the Fancy-Imagination con

struct, which finally appeared in Biographia Literaria, 

establish a relatively clear distinction between two mental 

operations. As J.A. Appleyard points out in Coleridge's 

Philosophy of Literature, Coleridge's disenchantment with 

associationist psychology apparently motivated his estab

lishment of that distinction: "Coleridge's various quali

fications of the associative doctrine--that it was too ab

stract, did not tell in the heart, and disallowed the per

sonal element--show him tending toward a distinction which 

would allow him to retain the idea of association itself 

but add to it the superior insight which he discovered as 

a result of extending to their logical conclusion,..the 

12samuel Taylor Coleridge, Collected Letters of 
Samuel Taylor Coleridge, ed. Earl Leslie Griggs (London, 
1956), II, 865-866. 

13coleridge, Collected Letters, II, 1934. 
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associative aspirations toward unity. It seems that the 

same source must be credited as the ultimate origin of the 

distinction between fancy and imagination."^^ 

"The notion of imagination as a modifying and co

ordinating faculty, analogous to the creative capacity of 

God, could only have arisen after (and because) the associ

ative explanation of the mind's operation (that is, by an 

aggregative power, or fancy) was rejected as inadequate to 

experience. "-̂ ^ Coleridge's Fancy-Imagination construct, 

Appleyard suggests, originated from his "dissatisfaction 

with a mechanical, even materialistic, explanation of the 

ind's organization." If Coleridge had stopped here, had m 

simply recognized the inadequacies of associationist psy

chology and had postulated the existence of a mental faculty 

which accounted for the origination as well as the manipu

lation of symbols, scant obscurity would have attended his 

theory of imagination; the functions of Fancy and Imagination 

would have been comprehensible. 

But the esoteric formula which concludes the first 

volume of Biographia Literaria moves far beyond Coleridge's 

early distinctions. Although they are functionally extant 

in the contrast of secondary Imagination and Fancy, this 

14 J.A. Appleyard, Coleridge's Philosophy of Litera
ture (Cambridge, Mass., 1965),pp.64-65. 

15 
Ibid,, p. 65, 

^^Ibid. 
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simple bifurcation of noetic processes does not account for 

the further division of Imagination. This division is 

anticipated in an 1805 notebook entry: "Mem, To write to 

the Recluse [that is, Wordsworth] that he may insert some

thing concerning Ego/ its metaphysical Sublimity--and inti

mate Synthesis with the principle of Co-adunation--without 

jjt every where all things were a waste--nothing, etc--,"l'^ 

On this point, Appleyard writes: "Since imagination is not 

named as the 'principle of Co-adunation' with which the ego 

is in intimate synthesis, it is possible that Coleridge is 

trying to distinguish a higher coadunating principle, of 

which imagination is properly only the agent for aesthetic 

creation, thus implying the later distinction of primary • 

and secondary imagination,"18 

Having traced the origins of Coleridge's Fancy-

Imagination construct, it is now appropriate to examine 

his exhaustively quoted final formulation of the concepts: 

The IMAGINATION then I 
secondary. The Primar 
living Power and prime 
and as a repetition in 
act of creation in the 
Imagination I consider 
existing with the cons 
with the primary in th 
ing only in degree, an 
It dissolves, diffuses 

consider either as primary, or 
y IMAGINATION I hold to be the 
Agent of all human Perception, 
the finite mind of the eternal 
infinite I AM, The secondary 
as an echo of the former, co-

cious will, yet still as identical 
e Kind of its agency, and differ-
d in the mode of its operation, 
, dissipates, in order to 

17 
•^'Samuel Taylor Coleridge, The Notebooks of Samuel 

Taylor Coleridge, ed, Kathleen Coburn (New York, 1957-
1961), entry 2057, 

18 Appleyard, ^o^. cit. , p. 101, 
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recreate; or where this process is rendered impossible, 
yet still at all events it struggles to idealize and to 
unify. It is essentially vital, even as all objects 
(a£ objects) are essentially fixed and dead. 

FANCY, on the contrary, has no other counters to 
play with, but fixities and definites. The Fancy is 
indeed no other than a mode of Memory emancipated from 
the order of time and space; while it is blended with 
and modified by that empirical phenomenon of the will, 
which we express by the word CHOICE, But equally with 
the ordinary memory the Fancy must receive all its 
materials ready made from the law of association,1^ 

"Here," says James V, Baker, "the distinction is 

made in all its glaring contrast. Imagination is robed 

with the lightnings and thunders of Sinai; Fancy sits in 

the tavern and plays checkers--it 'has no other counters to 

play with, but fixities and definites. ' "20 tiĵ e root of 

all Coleridge's thinking on this matter," declares 

D.G. James in Skepticism and Poetry, "lies in the nature 

of what he calls the 'primary imagination,' which he holds 

is a condition and the 'prime' condition of all knowledge 

whatsoever,"21 The nature of the primary Imagination, 

comments Susanne K. Langer in Philosophy in a New Key, 

becomes readily apparent if we consider that 

the world that actually meets our senses is not a world 
of "things," about which we are invited to discover 
facts as soon as we have codified the necessary logical 
language to do so; the world of pure sensation is so 
complex, so fluid and full, that sheer sensitivity to 
stimuli would only encounter what William James has 

19 
Coleridge, Biographia Literaria, I, 202. 

20Baker, og_. cit., p. 211. 

21D.G. James, Skepticism and Poetry: An Essay on 
the Poetic Imagination (London, 1937), p. 18. '' 
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called (in characteristic phrase) "a blooming, buzzing 
confusion," Out of this bedlam our sense-organs must 
select certain predominant forms, if they are to make 
report of things and not of mere dissolving sensa. The 
eye and the ear must have their logic--their "cateoories 
of understanding," if you like the Kantian idiom, or 
their "primary imagination," in Coleridge's version of 
the same concept. An object is not a datum, but a form 
construed by che sensitive and intelligent organ, a form 
which is at once an experienced individual thing and a 
symbol for the concept of it, for this sort of; thing.22 

If the primary Imagination is understood as the 

fundamental noetic process which orders human perception, 

than Coleridge's distinction between secondary Imagination 

and Fancy may be seen as directly correspondent to Susanne 

K. Langer's distinction between presentational and dis

cursive modes of thought, which she describes as follows: 
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Study in the Symbolism of Reason, Rite, and 
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New Key; A 
(New York, Art 



39 

thought makes it just as possible to construct a theory 
or understanding that naturally culminates in a critique 
ot art. The parent stock of both conceptual types, of 
verbal and non-verbal formulation [Fancy and Imagination 
in Coleridge's terminology] is the basic human act of 
symbolic transformation.23 

Seen in the light of Dr. Langer's theory of symbol

ism, Coleridge's distinction between Fancy and Imagination 

takes on a much more coherent significance. Furthermore, 

Coleridge's dictum that "Poetry, even that of the loftiest 

and, seemingly, that of the wildest odes, had a logic of 

its own, as severe as that of science; and more difficult, 

because more subtle, more complex, and dependent on more, 

and more fugitive causes"24 becomes intelligible if the 

"logic" of poetry is considered to be the process of sym

bolic transformation. By recognizing the fundamental 

identity of the mental processes which both originate sym-

bols--function of imagination—and discursively employ 

them--function of Fancy--Dr. Langer's theory has the re

markable virtue of eliminating any need for various' facul

ties to account for dissimilar mental operations. It does 

not, of course, dispense with useful distinctions between 

types of general mental operation, but rather, brings these 

distinctions into a unified and coherent perspective. 

Such perspective does not attach to corresponding 

distinctions in Coleridge's Fancy-Imagination construct. 

23Langer, o£. cTt., pp. 125-127, 

24 Coleridge, Biographia Literaria, I, 4, 
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which insists on the fundamental dissimilarity of the mental 

faculties involved. If Coleridge had only postulated a 

tertiary Imagination instead of a Fancy, thereby telescoping 

symbol manipulating mental processes as extension of symbol 

originating operations, both the integrity and the intel

ligibility of his formulation would have been secure. That 

he did not, preferring to divorce these intimately related 

mental operations, is an indication of his own confusion 

regarding the mental processes involved, which resulted 

from his exaggerated reaction against Hartleyan psychology. 

If the conceptual unity of Coleridge's theory of 

imagination as here interpreted is accepted, then its fun

damentally organic nature may be appreciated. The primary 

Imagination performs the fundamental noetic process by 

ordering a confused potpouri of sensations into a patterned 

perception of the world; the secondary Imagination identifies 

one such pattern of relationships with another to originate 

a metaphor; and a system of such faded metaphors functions 

as the Fancy, the logical, discursive intellect. The 

action of Imagination is not "conscious" in any meaningful 

sense, because when it functions, its attention is on the 

objective world; it cannot attend to itself anymore than a 

fire can burn itself; hence, the processes of Imagination, 

which Coleridge suggests originate the poetic images that 

are consciously refined by Fancy, are themselves unconscious, 

and the organic model which Coleridge chose for his formal 
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critical theories may be seen to be wholly consistent with 

his psychology, 

A direct parallel with Coleridge's distinction be

tween Fancy and secondary Imagination appeared somewhat 

later in Shelley's Defence of Poetry (1821). Frederick 

Clarke Prescott maintains in Poetry and Myth that Shelley's 

distinction between two classes of mental operation, reason 

and imagination, is the basis of his arguments in the 

Defence of Poetry, Reason (corresponding to Coleridge's 

Fancy and Langer's discursive mode of thought) is merely 

analytic, whereas imagination (corresponding to Coleridge's 

secondary Imagination and Langer's presentational mode of 

thought) is synthetic and constructive,2^ Prescott con

cludes regarding the basic dichotomy under discussion here 

that "Reason and imagination are separable only in analysis, 

but not in fact; and since the mind after all is one, they 

run together and act cooperatively in our ordinary, and 

even in our poetic thought,"2° 

In his scheme for the classification of the novel. 

Professor Leslie Fiedler studies the dominance of one of 

these faculties over the other in the production of litera

ture. In Love and Death in the American Novel, Fiedler 

suggests that the history of the novel may be treated in 

25prederick Clarke Prescott, Poetry and Myth 
(New York, 1927), p, 3, 

26lbid,, p. 5, 
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terms of two basic modes, the analytic and the projective. 

These modes "have both flourished, the analytic developing 

through Flaubert and James to Virginia Woolf, Proust and 

Joyce, the projective moving on through Poe and the Sur

realists to a modern climax in Kafka," Some authors, how

ever, such as Dostoevski and Melville, Dickens and Balzac 

and others, amalgamate these modes to the enrichment of 

their works,27 

But Fiedler's application of these concepts to the 

classification of literature does not exhaust their impor

tance to archetypal literary theory. The interpretation of 

Coleridge's theory presented here provides a viable alterna

tive to the Jungian theory of mental operations, which con

fused a good deal of Maud Bodkins's exploratory inquiry 

into archetypal criticism, Jung's concept of the collective 

unconscious is simply unnecessary to archetypal criticism, 

in spite of the fact that it is the historic source of the 

term which characterizes the field, A passage from one 

work which maintains the contrary position, M.H. Abrams' 

A Glossary of Literary Terms, is useful to the exploration 

of this issue. The entry for "archetype" follows in part: 

Archetype is a term much used since the 1930's, 
when it was imported into criticism from the depth 
psychology of C.G, Jung. Jung described archetypes 
as "primordial images" formed by repeated experience 
in the lives of our ancestors, inherited in the "col
lective unconscious" of the human race, and often 

27Leslie A. Fiedler, Love and Death in the Amer
ican Novel (New York, 1966), p. 141, 
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expressed in myths, religions, dreams, and fantasies, 
as well as in literature. In literary criticism, the 
term "archetype" (or "archetypal image" or "arche
typal pattern") is applied to a character type or plot 
pattern or description which recurs frequently in lit
erature of folklore and is thought to evoke profound 
emotional responses in the reader because it resonates 
'̂ Ith an image already existing in the unconscious 
mind,28 

The erroneous assumptions of this passage are manifold, 

Jung did not finally equate "archetypes" with "primordial 

images;" the use of the term "archetype," in the nominal-

istic sense to designate classes of recurrent characters, 

plot patterns, and motifs for comparative purposes in lit

erary criticism is not to be confused with its use in the 

realistic sense to designate "those psychic contents which 

have not yet been submitted to conscious elaboration..."2" 

In Jung's psychology; and the term is more demonstrably 

valuable to criticism when employed objectively for cate

gorization than when employed affectively to account for 

reader response. 

The source of the first misunderstanding is readily 

apparent. Jung's own confused use of the terms, "arche

type" and "primordial image," in The Archetypes and the 

Collective Unconscious, his most systematic formulation of 

the concept, is quite adequate to account for an improper 

understanding of these terms as he employs them. As 

28|Yi.H, Abrams, A Glossary of Literary Terms (New 
York,- 1966), p. 5, 

2"c.G. Jung, Jhe Archetypes and the Collective Un
conscious, trans, R.F.C, Hull (New York, 1959), p, 5, 
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Jolande Jacobi points out in Complex/Archetype/Symbol, 

"the failure to distinguish between the nonperceptible 

'archetype as such' and the perceptible, 'represented' 

archetype have caused the archetypes to be regarded, [erro

neously],,., as inherited 'ready-made images,'"^0 This is 

a distinction which Jung was careful to insist on in his 

later work, "One must constantly bear in mind," continues 

Jacobi, "that what we mean by 'archetype' is in itself 

irrepresentable, but that it has effects which enable us to 

visualize it, namely, the archetypal images,"-^1 In The 

Archetypes and the Collective Unconscious, however, Jung 

remarks "From the unconscious there emanate determining 

influences which, independently of tradition, guarantee in 

every single individual a similarity and even a sameness 

of experience, and also of the way it is represented imag

inatively. One of the main proofs of this is the almost 

universal parallelism between mythological motifs, which, 

on account of their quality as primordial images, I have 

called archetypes,"^2 j^ another instance he points out: 

The term "representations collectives," used by 
Levy-Bruhl to denote the symbolic figures in the prim
itive view of the world, could easily be applied to 
unconscious contents as well, since it means practically 
the same thing,,,,[However,] the term 'archetype',,. 

Ra 
^^Jolande Jacobi, Complex/Archetype/Symbol, trans, 

Iph Manheim (New York, 1959), p, 51, 

31lbid,, p. 35. 

-^2Jung, Archetypes, p. 58. 
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applies only indirectly to the 'representations collec
tives,' since it designates only those psychic contents 
which have not yet been submitted to conscious elabora
tion and are therefore an immediate datum of psychic 
experience. 33 

The distinction, then, is one which Jung, despite his in

sistence on it, was none too careful of himself and a mis

interpretation of his usage is readily understandable. 

The other two misconceptions, both of which derive 

from the implication that archetypal criticism must endorse 

the "collective unconscious," require more elaborate com

mentary to be clearly understood. Considered epistem-

logically, Jung's concept of archetypes represents the most 

recent systematic attempt to deal with the "problem of uni-

versals," and Plato's theory of ideas the most ancient, 

Jung was careful to acknowledge his indebtedness to the 

earlier system, as the following quotation should demon

strate: "In the products of fantasy the primordial images 

are made visible, and it is here that the concept of the 

archetype finds its specific application, I do not claim 

to have been the first to point this fact. The honour 

belongs to Plato,"34 

In tracing the etymology of his term, Jung delin

eates the relationship of the two systems more emphatically. 

He begins by citing its use by Neoplatonists--Philo Judaeus, 

Irenaeus, and Dionysius the Aeropagite--and the suggestion 

33 Ibid,, p, 5. 34ibid., pp. 78-79, 
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of the idea it connotes by St, Augustine--and proceeds to 

state that the term, "Archetype," is an explanatory para

phrase of the Platonic ideal form.^S ^^ another point, he 

goes so far as to say that "'Archetype,' far from being a 

modern term,.,,was synonymous with 'Idea' in the Platonic 

usage."36 jhese last two statements are misleading for 

thoy either misconstrue the Platonic theory of ideas, in 

which the ideal forms exist as defined entities, or contra

dict Jung's own assertion that archetypes exist"-"not in 

the form of images filled with content, but at first only 

as forms without content, representing merely the possibil

ity of a certain type of perception and action."37 if Jung 

had only, figuratively speaking, transported Platonic ideal 

forms from the "heaven of ideas" to his "collective uncon

scious," the disentanglement of his conception would not be 

so difficult, but he seems to have altered the nature of the 

forms enroute by refusing them the definitive nature as

cribed by Plato. 

At times it appears, moreover, that he further 

altered their nature by restricting the reference of "arche

type" to human relationships, as evidenced by the following 

quotation: "There are as many archetypes as there are 

typical situations in life. Endless repetition has engraved 

these experiences into our psychic constitution...."38 At 

35lbid., p. 4. 36ibid,, p, 75, '̂̂ Ibld. » P. 48, 

38ibid, 



47 

still others, he evidently embraced outright the Platonic 

usage, which includes all generic ideas. The following 

quotation illustrates this point: 

we must for better or worse content ourselves with 
the assumption that the psyche supplies those images 
and forms which alone make knowledge of objects pos
sible. 

These forms are generally supposed to be trans
mitted by tradition, so that we speak of "atoms" today 
because we have heard, directly or indirectly, of the 
atomic theory of Democritus, But where did Democritus, 
or whoever first spoke of minimal constituitive ele
ments, hear of atoms? This notion had its origin in 
archetypal ideas, that is, in primordial images which 
were never reflections of physical events but are 
spontaneous products of the psychic factor,"39 

The contradictory nature of these last two quota

tions is evident; its apparent source is Jung's personal 

(nPne too successful) battle against Platonism, He said 

that if he were a philosopher, he would "continue in.,, [a] 

Platonic strain and say: Somewhere, in 'a place beyond the 

skies,' there is a prototype or primordial image of the 

mother that is pre-existent and supraordinate to all phenom

ena in which the 'maternal,' in the broadest sense of the 

term is manifest. But I am an empiricist, not a philos

opher,..."^0 

This chapter is not, however, directly concerned 

with the consistency of Jung's formulation of his concept, 

nor with the source of any demonstrable inconsistencies; it 

is concerned only to point out that they do exist and that 

the theory of the archetypes of the collective unconscious 

39 Ibid,, p, 57, 40ibid,, p, 75, 
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is fraught with a plethora of contradictions which would 

have to be resolved before the theory could be consistently 

applied i£ toto to literary criticism. 

By restricting itself to the use of "archetype" in 

the nominal sense to designate formal parallels between 

literary works, criticism is enabled to preclude the neces

sity of that resolution. One of the most astute critics 

of the archetypal school, Northrop Frye, remarked that he 

was not qualified to judge Jung's psychology, yet was able 

to gain insight into literature by employing its principles 

in a limited fashion. In The Anatomy of Criticism, Frye 

drew an analogy between musical theory and poetics, sug

gesting that basic musical elements such as rhythm and key 

perform a function in music similar to that performed in 

literature by archetypal situations,^2 ^Q makes it quite 

plain that he is using the term in the nominal sense to 

designate classes of recurrent character types, plot 

^iNorthrop Frye, "A Conspectus of Dramatic Genres," 
Kenyon Review, XIM(l951), p, 560, 

'̂ 2Northrop Frye, Anatomy of Criticism (Princeton, 
N.J., 1957), pp. 132-133, 
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patterns and motifs which appear in literature,"^3 jf the 

concern of the critic is the objective analysis of litera

ture, this application of the term is quite adequate to his 

purposes and he is under no obligation to deal with arche

types in the realistic sense as Professor Abrams suggested. 

Consequently, the inaccuracy of Abrams' assumption, that 

the critic is obligated to regard archetypes as actually 

existing in a kind of "heaven of ideas" in the "collective 

unconscious," should be adequately demonstrated. Further

more, the fact that the collective unconscious is not a 

basis for the work of the major systematists in archetypal 

criticism will become apparent in the following chapter. 

^ It is appropriate to note here that all critics 
of this orientation have not recognized the problems at
tached to the "collective unconscious" and have chosen to 
emphasize this aspect of Jung's theory in their work, as 
Wilber S. Scott pointed out in Five Approaches to Literary 
Criticism (New York, 1963), p. 247. This fact, however, 
does not affect the issue under discussion, since the con
cern here is the necessity of the "collective unconscious" 
to the concept of archetypes. 



CHAPTER IV 

SYSTEMATISTS: FRYE AND FIEDLER 

Of the literary critics involved in archetypal crit-

cism. Professor Northrop Frye is unquestionably the most 

influential. Indeed, Murray Krieger has pointed out in 

"Frye and Contemporary Criticism": "He has had an influ-

ence--indeed an absolute hold--on a generation of developing 

literary critics greater and more exclusive than that of any 

one theorist in recent critical history." And that influ

ence has been the product essentially of one work: Frye's 

Anatomy of Criticism. In this book, Frye insists on the 

necessity of objectivity in criticism. His "Polemical 

Introduction" parallels the relationship between criticism 

and literature with that between science and the physical 

realm and suggests that "if criticism exists, it must be an 

examination of literature in terms of a conceptual frame

work derivable from an inductive survey of the literary 

field. "2 He is adamantly opposed to the attachment of crit

icism to any of the frameworks outside it, "whether Marxist, 

Thomist, humanist, neo-Classical, Freudian, Jungian or exist

entialist, substituting a critical attitude for criticism,,."3 

iMurray Krieger, "Frye and Contemporary Criticism," 
in Northrop Frye in Modern Criticism; Selected Papers from 
the English Institute (New York and London, 1966), pp. 1-2. 

2 
^Northrop Frye, Anatomy of Criticism: Four Essays 

(Princeton, N.J., 1957), p. 7. 

3lbid., p. 6, 
50 
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Frye proceeds in the first essay of Anatomy of Crit

icism to develop a scheme for the classification of fiction 

in terms of the protagonist's power of action,4 He distin

guishes five basic modes of fictional expression: mythic, 

romantic, high mimetic, low mimetic, and ironic. In the 

mythic mode, the portagonist is superior in kind to mortal 

characters and to the environment. He is, in other words, 

a god or other supernatural being of some sort. Stories 

in this mode are typically pre- or supra-literary. In the 

romantic mode, the protagonist is superior in degree to the 

other characters and to his environment. He is a mortal of 

high social rank with some miraculous or magical powers. 

Stories in the mode belong to the traditional categories 

of legend and folk tale, "and their literary affiliates 

and derivatives," In the high mimetic mode, the protagonist 

is superior in degree to the other characters but not to 

his environment. He is a leader in some capacity. Stories 

in this mode belong to the traditional categories of epic 

and tragedy. In the low mimetic mode, the protagonist is 

on a par with the other characters,.though he is not a re

markable hero as in the romantic or high mimetic modes. 

Stories in the low mimetic mode belong to the traditional 

categories of comedy and realistic fiction. In the ironic 

mode, the protagonist is inferior in power of action to the 

^Frye's derivation of this scheme from Aristotle 
has been previously discussed (supra, pp, 15-16), 
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other characters. He is a pharmakos, a scapegoat, a victim. 

The ironic mode has become increasingly dominant in serious 

fiction over the past century,^ 

Frye suggests that his modal categories bear a cycli

cal relation to one another in terms of major tendencies in 

literature over a given period. He points to the importance 

in pre-medieval literature of Christian, late Classical, 

Celtic, and Teutonic myths, and the subsequent emergence of 

chivalric and hagiologic romances from them. He holds the 

social and ideological changes of the Renaissance to be 

responsible for the appearance of the high mimetic mode in 

that era, and the analogous changes which precipitated a new 

kind of middle-class culture to be the cause of the sub

sequent development of low mimetic fiction. With the ideo

logical instability which has become increasingly rampant 

in the modern era has come the domination of literature by 

the ironic mode. Frye notes a similar progression or cycle 

in Classical literature also, in the development of heroic 

legends in the romantic mode from Classical mythology, and 

their subsequent adaptation to high-mimetic drama. He 

maintains that "the inability of the Classical world to 

shake off the divine leader in its later period has much 

to do with the abortive development of low mimetic and 

ironic modes that got barely started with Roman satire,"^ 

The remainder of Frye's essay on the theory of modes is a 

Îlbiid,, pp, 33-34, ^Ibid, , pp. 34-35. 
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treatment of tragic, comic, and emphatically thematic cur

rents in literature as they range through the historical 

stages he has outlined. The approach to criticism Frye 

sketches in this essay is nicely adapted to the historical 

comparison of fiction. 

The emphasis of the second essay, "Ethical Criti

cism: Theory of Symbols," shifts from the historical treat

ment of literature to its analytic interpretation. The 

medieval four-level interpretative scheme of literal, alle

gorical, moral, and anagogic meanings forms the foundation 

of this essay. As treated by Frye, however, the scheme is 

translated into more modern terms--literal and descriptive, 

formal, archetypal, and anagogic phases of meaning--in an 

attempt to eliminate the hierarchical bias of the older 

approach. 

The literal and descriptive phases of meaning, in 

this context, treat words syntactically, in relation to one 

another, and referentially, in relation to the world of 

things and events. To illustrate, words, in relation to one 

another, in the literal phase, may form a verbal pattern, 

which because of the symmetry of its relationships may be 

esthetically satisfactory. In support of this point, Frye 

cites Sir Philip Sidney's remark that "'the poet never af-

firmeth,'" and consequently does not "lie any more than he 

tells the truth" in this interpretative phase.''' Literature, 

"̂ Ibid,, p. 76, 
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Frye continues. 

in its 
verbal 
struct 
repres 
of phi 
to the 
examin 
critic 
repres 
simply 
We may 
of gro 
histor 
diffic 
for th 
meanin 
here t 
proble 

descr 
struc 
ures t 
ent ph 
losoph 
conce 
e here 
ism, d 
entati 
two d 
use t 

ss eve 
y is i 
ult to 
e repr 
g, bee 
rying 
ms of 

iptive contex 
tures. The 1 
hat describe 
ysical object 
y and science 
ptual world i 
; but from th 
escriptive wr 
on of natural 
ifferent bran 
he word "plot 
nts, and the 
ndicated in i 
use "thought 
esentational 
ause "thought 
to distinguis 
a vocabulary 

t is a body of hypo 
atter stand between 
or arrange actual e 
s, like the verbal 
, The relation of 
s one that we obvio 
e point of view of 
iting and didactic 
objects and of ide 
ches of centrifugal 
" or "story" for th 
connection of story 
ts etymology. But 
," or even "thought 
aspect of pattern, 
" also describes wh 
h it from. Such ar 
of poetics,8 

thetical 
the verbal 
vents or 
structures 
the spatial 
usly cannot 
literary 
writing, the 
as, are 
meaning, 
e sequence 
with 
it is more 
-content," 
or gross 
at we are 
e the 

Frye sums up the next phase of interpretation, the 

formal, very succinctly: "Formal criticism.,,is commentary, 

and commentary is the process of translating into explicit 

or discursive language what is implicit in the poem." He 

is careful to note, however, that what is actually implicit 

in a poem is not necessarily what its author thinks it im

plies or should imply; and that the intentional fallacy is 

a definite pitfall to be avoided. In the same vein, Frye 

suggests that the tendency to read ideas into a poem may be 

tempered by proportioning critical emphasis on the signifi

cance of a symbol in relation to the poetic emphasis on the 

symbol itself.^ 

In the archetypal phase of meaning, a poem is considered 

in relation to other poems, as a part of the body of poetry. 

8 Ibid,, p. 79, Ibid,, p. 86, 
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This consideration is facilitated by the treatment of images 

which are typical or recurrent in poetry. The emphasis in 

this phase is upon the social fact and significance of lit

erature; "by the study of conventions and genres, it at

tempts to fit poems into the body of poetry as a whole," 

In this context, Frye operationally defines an archetype as 

"a symbol which connects one poem with another and thereby 

helps to unify and integrate our literary experience,"10 

Later in his discussion of this phase, Frye attempts to 

establish the enduring aspects of human society as the 

source of literary archetypes, eschewing the Jungian theory 

of a collective unconscious as "an unnecessary hypothesis 

in literary criticism, so far as I can judge,"H Frye's 

position on this matter is essentially that taken in the 

present study,12 and he is as emphatically concerned as 

Maud Bodkin with the moral implications of the archetypal 

interpretative phase. 

The anagogic or universal interpretative phase is 

a product of this moral concern at the most general level; 

it is the distillation of a coherent view of the human 

condition from literature. The close resemblance of this 

interpretative phase to religious doctrine places criticism 

almost in the position of a natural theology, but Frye 

points to an inherent conflict between "religion's 'this 

^Plbid., p, 99. ^^Ibid., p. 112, 12supra, pp, 47-49, 
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is' and poetry's 'but suppose this is'"; thereby securing 

their conceptual automony,^3 

The themes initiated in Frye's discussion of the 

archetypal and anagogic interpretative phases receive 

fuller treatment in his next essay, which deals with 

archetypal criticism, per se. Because archetypal criti

cism deals with a given work as a part of the body of 

literature as a whole, it functions exclusively at these 

interpretative levels, Frye maintains that from the 

recurrent patterns of literature, certain structural 

principles may be derived. Using an analogy with music, 

he says that he is attempting "to outline a few of the 

grammatical rudiments of literary expression, and the 

elements of it that correspond to such musical elements 

as tonality, simple and compound rhythm, canonical imi

tation, and the like," His aim, he declares, "is to give 

a rational account of some of the structural principles 

of Western literature in the context of its Classical and 

Christian heritage," His central contention in this con

nection is that "the resources of verbal expression are 

limited, if that is the word, by the literary equivalents 

of rhythm and key, though that does not mean, any more 

than it means in music, that its resources are artisti

cally exhaustible."1^ Frye isolates "four pregeneric 

elements of literature" which he calls "mythoi" or gen-

^^Ibid,, p, 128, I4lbid., 133. 
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eric plots," and treats these mythoi as two opposed 

pairs. "Tragedy and comedy contrast rather than blend, 

and so do romance and irony, the champions respectively 

of the ideal and the actual." But betraying again the 

fondness for cyclical organization noted in connection 

with his first essay, Frye notes that "comedy blends 

insensibly into satire at one extreme and into romance at 

the other; romance may be comic or tragic; tragedy extends 

from high romance to bitter and ironic realism."^^ To 

emphasize their cyclical relationship, Frye assigns each 

of his mythoi to an appropriate season, designating 

comedy the mythos of spring, romance the mythos of summer, 

tragedy the mythos of autumn, and irony and satire the 

mythoi of winter. Frye proceeds to establish the 

structural principles of the four mythoi. The intro

duction to his treatment of comedy will serve to illustrate: 

Dramatic comedy, from which fictional comedy is 
mainly descended, has been remarkable tenacious 
of its structural principles and character types. 
Bernard Shaw remarked that a comic dramatist could 
get a reputation for daring originality by stealing 
his method from Moliere and his characters from 
Dickens: if we were to read Menander and 
Aristophanes for Moliere and Dickens the statement 
would be hardly less true, at least as a general 
principle. The earliest extant Eurpoean comedy, 
Aristophanes' The Acharnians, contains the miles 
gloriosus or military braggart who is still 
going strong in Chaplin's Great Dictator; the Joxer 
Daly of o'Casey's Juno and the Paycock has the same 
character and dramatic function as the parasites of 
twenty-five hundred years ago, and the audiences of 

^^Ibid., p. 162. 
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vaudeville, comic strips, and television programs 
still laugh at the jokes that were declared to be 
outworn at the opening of The Frogs.^° 

Frye moves on in his fourth essay, "Rhetorical 

Criticism: Theory of Genres," to consider the generic 

distinctions of literature as archetypes of convention. 

His establishment of certain new categories for prose 

fiction is probably the most valuable aspect of this essay 

because he provides a viable alternative to the grouping 

of all fiction over a certain length under the nebulous 

heading, "novel." Frye redefines this term, restricting 

its application to naratives dealing primarily with 

character relations in a particular society, such as the 

fiction of Defoe, Fielding, Austen and James. He sup

plements this restricted use of the term with three 

other categories: the romance, the anatomy, and the con

fession. The essential difference between novel and romance 

lies in the author's approach to characterization. "The 

romancer does not attempt to create 'real people' so much 

as stylized figures which expand into psychological 

archetypes."1"^ The works of Scott, Emily Bronte, 

Melville, and Hawthorne are representative of this form. 

The "confession" form characterizes autobiographical 

writing which demonstrates an integrated pattern in the 

writer's life. "This pattern may be something larger 

16 Ibid., p. 163. l^ibid., p. 304. 
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than himself with which he has come to identify himself, 

or simply the coherence of his character and attitudes."18 

Frye cites the confessions of St. Augustine and 

Rousseau as prime examples of this form. 

The fourth fictional category, the anatomy, 

resembles the novel in its objectivity, and the confes

sion in its direct handling of ideas. Works in this 

category belong to the tradition of Menippean or 

Varronian satire, which "deals less with people as such 

than with mental attitudes. Pedants, bigots, cranks, 

parvenus, virtuosi, enthusiasts, rapacious and incompe

tent professional men of all kinds, are handled in terms 

of their occupational approach to life as distinct from 

their social behavior."1^ Petronius, Apuleius, Rabelais, 

Swift and Voltaire all worked in this form; Samuel Butler 

and Aldous Huxley provide more recent examples of it in 

the Erewhon books and Brave New World. The term, 

"anatomy," is taken from Robert Burton's Anatomy of Melan

choly, which is itself a remarkable example of the category. 

Of the four forms: 

the novel tends to be extroverted and personal; 
its chief interest is in human character as it 
manifests itself in society. The romance tends 
to be introverted and personal: it also deals 
with characters, but in a more subjective way. 
(Subjective here refers to treatment, not 
subject-matter. The characters of romance are 
heroic and therefore inscrutable; the novel-

^^Ibid., p. 307. ^^Ibid., p. 309. 
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ist is freer to enter his characters' minds 
because he is more objective.) The confes
sion is also introverted, but intellectualized 
in content.20 

And the anatomy is extroverted and intellectual, 

Frye's four formal categories of fiction, which--

although they seldom appear in a "pure" form--are highly 

useful for purposes of literary classification. In 

Frye's terms, Moby Dick, for instance, is not to be 

considered a peculiarly organized novel, but, rather, 

an amalgam of the romance and the anatomy, Frye says 

that he deliberately constructed 

this sound schematic in order to suggest the 
advantage of having a simple and logical 
explanation for the form of, say, Moby Dick 
or Tristram Shandy, The usual critical 
approach to the form of such works resembles 
that of the doctors in Brobdingnag, who after 
great wrangling finally pronounced Gulliver a 
lusus naturae.21 

But Frye notes that his four-form schematic is inadequate 

to characterize the highly complex organization of such 

works as Finnegan's Wake, the Bible, the Egyptian Book 

of the Dead, and the Icelandic Prose Edda, These works 

are treated under the category of "encyclopaedic forms"; 

their major characteristics are those belonging to the 

mythic mode of Frye's first essay. 

The function of Frye's fourth essay, then, is to 

suggest an approach to the classification of literature, 

especially prose fiction, based on an inductive survey 

20 Ibid., p, 308, 21ibid., p. 313, 
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of the field. 

Frye's is essentially a descriptive, not a 

prescriptive, poetic, and his Anatomy of Criticism is 

probably the most valuable theoretical work in arche

typal criticism. The value of archetypal criticism to 

comparative studies and to literary classification is 

carefully delineated in this work, and these two major 

functions of archetypal criticism could hardly receive 

more thorough support, 

'But there is a third function of archetypal 

criticism that remains to be explored; through its 

emphasis on the basic structural materials of literature, 

this critical approach is well adapted to the analysis 

of relationships between the sources of literature— 

legend, folk-tale, "popular" and "sub-literary" stories, 

etc,—and formal literary art itself. 

Professor Leslie Fiedler has explored this func

tion in detail in Love and Death in the American Novel, 

In this work, Fiedler traces certain sentimental themes 

from Richardson's Pamela and certain gothic motifs from 

the works of Ann Radcliffe and "Monk" Lewis through both 

the writings of the greatest American novelists and the 

"thriller" fiction of our most blatant hacks, with 

occasional sallies into the realm of the motion picture 

as another vehicle of these archetypal themes. The 

value of archetypal criticism in this connection is 
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that it precludes the necessity of excluding any imagin

ative works from critical scrutiny, and is as efficient 

for the analysis of television shows and motion pictures 

as for the study of more traditional literary genres. 

In the works of Northrop Frye and Leslie Fiedler, 

three major functions of archetypal criticism may be 

discerned: such criticism serves as a means of clas

sifying literature in terms of recurrent forms; facil

itates the comparative approach to literary study; and 

helps to illustrate the relationship between pre- or 

sub-literary imaginative products and formal literary 

art. 



CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSION: CRITIQUE OF THE POSITION 

The preceding chapters are an attempt to define 

in general terms what archetypal criticism is; this con

cluding chapter is devoted to the evaluation of this 

approach to criticism. 

Probably the foremost virtue of archetypal criti

cism is "the capacity it shares with all good criticism, 

to materially sharpen our perception of theme, structure, 

and character in specific works. Recognition of the 

sacrificial myth in Tender is the Night, the rites of 

passage in The Plumed Serpent, or the divine king-

scapegoat in Joyce's HCE uncovers significant aspects of 

these works that other types of criticism have slighted,"1 

Probably the greatest objection to this critical 

approach, observes Wilbur S, Scott in Five Approaches to 

Literary Criticism, is "that archetypal criticism does 

not lead to evaluation of literature so much as to an 

explanation of the fundamental appeal of certain writing,"2 

This objection, of course, is emphasis on the Jungian 

concept of the collective unconscious, an emphasis 

which has been roundly criticized in "The Meanings of 

Ijohn B. Vickery, Myth and Literature: Contemporary 
Theory and Practice (Lincoln, Neb., 1966), p. ix. 

2wilbur S. Scott, Five Approaches of Literary 
Criticism: An Arrangement of Contemporary Critical Essays 
•(New York and Toronto, ISeeJ] p. 250. 

63 



64 

•Myth' in Modern Criticism" by Wallace W. Douglas. 

Professor Douglas complains that the result of this 

emphasis "has been to turn attention away from liter

ature as literature and to import into criticism con

fusing terms and concepts drawn from a social science 

[anthropology] that is itself so insight-ridden as to 

be peculiarly agreeable to critics who in other contexts 

seem to feel that the sin without name is that of com

mitting a social science."3 The first aspect of 

Douglas' criticism has been considered previously in 

our discussion of the superfluoity of Jungian psychology 

with respect to archetypal criticism,^ but Douglas' 

complaint•concerning the terminology of archetypal criti 

cism requires some attention. 

Douglas' article was published some four years 

before Northrop Frye's Anatomy of Criticism, which has 

been treated here as an organon of the methods of arche

typal criticism, and Frye has gone to great lengths in 

this work to establish a precise terminology for this 

brand of criticism. Walter Sutton .observes that "he 

comments upon the lack of an adequate or precise criti

cal vocabulary, and, building on Aristotle, he makes 

use of a number of terms which he is at pains to define 

3Wallace W. Douglas, "The Meanings of 'Myth' in 
Modern Criticism" Modern Philology, L (1953), 242. 

^Supra, pp. 42-49. 
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and to use consistently throughout the Anatomy, to 

which a brief glossary is appended."^ Douglas' com

plaint, then, could hardly apply to the critical theory 

of Northrop Frye. 

Another objection to archetypal criticism is that 

it attempts to reduce all literature to a universal 

monomyth.6 Frye's multifaceted approach could hardly 

be accused of such reductionism, and archetypal criti

cism, as construed here, is not restricted to the 

examination of only mythic patterns in literature. 

According to Wilbur S. Scott, "Archetypal criticism does 

not necessarily go back to specific myths; it may discover 

basic cultural patterns which assume a mythic quality in 

their permanence within a particular culture."*^ Leslie 

Fiedler's attention to such patterns has been previously 

examined,Q and the objection to archetypal criticism as 

a reductionist approach to literature is obviously invalid. 

It is only fair to the commentators cited above, 

however, to note that their objections to archetypal 

criticism were not directed toward this type of criticism 

as represented here, but rather, toward that criticism 

which falls under the more general heading of the myth. 

^Walter Sutton, Modern American Criticism 
(Englewood Cliffs, N.J., 1963), p. 259. 

^Ibid., p. 191, "^Scott, o£, cU_;, p. 250, 

QSupra, pp. 61-62. 
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or myth and ritual approach to literature. And the selec

tive nature of the present study serves to preserve it 

from the criticisms typically leveled at the larger 

category. 

Nevertheless, the two major systematists con

sidered in the preceding chapter have hardly been received 

with universal acclaim, Fiedler has been characterized 

as a Procrustean critic, who forces works into patterns 

he has himself invented,^ But criticism of his practice 

is irrelevant to the consideration of the concepts behind 

that practice, and Fiedler's basic concepts, which call 

attention to the emergence of new emphases in basic human 

relationships, new archetypal motifs, are still sound 

assumptions. 

More worthy of note is the criticism leveled at 

Northrop Frye by W, K. Wimsatt, In "Northrop Frye: 

Criticism as Myth," an essay written for the English 

Institute in its first formal assessment of Frye's work, 

Wimsatt accuses Frye of dealing in the "mythopoeist's 

cliche," "To describe Tom Sawyer and Becky Thatcher's 

adventures in the cave as a displaced version of the 

dragon-killing myth (thus raising in our minds irrelevant 

images of Theseus, St, George, and Beowolf)" is for 

Sutton, o£, cit,, p, 214, 
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Wimsatt an example of Frye's folly.10 Frye's reply to 

this criticism is adequate to refute it: 

Recognition scenes, such as the conventional 
romance pattern of the cave episode which helps 
to establish the literary context of Tom Sawyer, 
seem quasi-ridiculous to those who are unaccus
tomed or unwilling to think in terms of literary 
context. They are "irrelevant" (Mr. Wimsatt's 
word) only if the word "literature" is meaning
less. And if it is meaningless, criticism is 
not a very significant subject.H 

Frye's remarks may also serve to answer Malcolm 

Cowley's objections to archetypal criticism. Cowley 

observed in The Literary Situation that many studies in 

this vein "are more like spiritualistic seances or demon

strations of parlor magic. When the critic utters an 

incantation, waving his sorcerer's wand--prestoI--every

thing is transformed into something else; and now bright 

college students are learning to be sorcerer's appren

tices,"12 These remarks would seem to place Cowley in 

Frye's category of those "unaccustomed or unwilling to 

think in terms of literary context," For archetypal 

criticism hardly effects any transformation when it 

10w,K, Wimsatt, "Northrop Frye: Criticism as Myth," 
in Northrop Frye in Modern Criticism: Selected Papers From 
the English Institute, ed, by Murray Krieger (New York and 
London, i966j, p. 95, 

llNorthrop Frye, "Reflections in a Mirror," in 
Northrop Frye in Modern Criticism: Selected Papers From 
the English Institute, ed. by Murray Krieger (New York and 
London, iy66), p. 140. 

12 
1954), p. 16. 

Malcolm Cowley, The Literary Situation (New York, 
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points out the resemblance, for instance, of Chillingworth 

^" The Scarlet Letter or of Dr. Lovelace of The Wild, Wild 

WiBst̂  television program to the traditional Faust figure. 

Rather than transforming these characters "into something 

else," the critical recognition of their common origin 

serves to enrich the significance of the works in which 

they appear by highlighting the relations of those works 

to the literary corpus as a whole. The establishment of 

such relationships is one of archetypal criticism's 

major functions and the basis of its unique value to com

parative studies. Cowley's objections seem to have resulted 

from a faulty understanding of the goals of archetypal 

criticism. 

Other commentators on archetypal criticism have 

exhibited considerably^ more enthusiasm for this approach 

to literature, Angus Fletcher, for example, considers 

Frye's critical approach to be extraordinarily valuable 

because of "the openness of his system, the freedom with 

which he catapults himself and his readers from one 

arrondissement to another,"^3 John Vickery sees in Frye's 

system a necessary complement to the New Criticism of 

Empson, Blackmur, and Brooks, since the New Criticism 

focused attention on the significance of the language of 

literature, only to discover "that the meaning of a work 

if Cr 

13 
Angus Fletcher, "Utopian History and the Anatomy 

iticism" in Northrop Frve in Modern Criticism: Selected Papers From the English Institute, ed. by 
Murray Krieger (New York and London, 196^7, 32. 
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extends far beyond questions of paradox and ambiguity. 

This fact together with the difficulty of applying its 

techniques to fiction and the long poem, explains the 

critical shift in the last decade or so from rhetoric 

to myth."l^ 

Archetypal criticism, then, may be regarded a 

useful supplement to the formalist approach to liter

ature. Although some critics of the archetypal school--

because of their attachment to the Jungian theory of the 

collective unconscious--have drawn legitimate criticism 

against archetypal theory, the collective unconscious is 

unnecessary to this critical approach, and other objec

tions to it are generally the result of misunderstandings 

Archetypal criticism, in a movement beginning with 

Maud Bodkin's exploratory studies in 1934, and extending 

through the contemporary theorizing of Northrop Frye 

and Leslie Fiedler, has securely established itself as 

a new and valuable approach to the steady of literature. 

^^Vickery, op, cit, p. xii. 
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