First Semester



Criticism (10)
Fourth Year

Page 125

"Through structuralism developed out of Saussure's pioneering work on language, it was not until the 1960s and 1970s that it found its most wide spread influence and application".

This sentence says that Saussure, the same person that we know from before, was a big influence on structuralism. He was a linguist and he put some new words, he was interested in language. He had some new terms and the structuralists took his terms and were influenced by it. The sentence starts with the word "although", because there was a wide gap of time between Saussure and the structuralists. Saussure lived from 1927 till 1978 and the structuralists did not become famous untill the 1960s and 1970s. so there is a big gap of time (about 70 years) between them. Usually when someone is influenced by another, we think that he came immediately before. However, this person came before them by about 70 years, but they read his work and they were influenced by it. All the terms of Saussure were applied by the structuralists.
"generally recognized as arrived in France in the mid 1960s, it gradually made an impact on Anglo-American investigation on the human sciences including literature".
This is a simple senctence that tells that structuralism began in France and then went to the Anglo-American world (the world speaking English; the world of America, etc) like many schools. France is very famous about criticim.
"This mode of investigation has been called semiotics as well as structuralism and although these terms are virtually synonymous, some difference on orientation is apparent."
There are two words in this sentence; "semiotics and structuralism" they are synonymous; so instead of saying this is the school of structuralim, you can say it is semiotics. These two words are almost identical, they have the same meaning. There is a very slight difference between them, but you do not need to know it at this time, so to you, semiotics and structuralism can be equal or have the same meaning. 

"Literary structuralism of this period finds its most powerful advocates in such figures as; (and he gives some names of the critics who belong to that school, and you'll notice that some of them are French and some are of other nationalities". For example we have Roland Barthes, he is French, and Umberto Eco, he is an Italian critic and a novelist. He writes in Italian but it is translated into English. Tzvetan Todorov, he was a Russian critic and novelist.   A. J. Remance and Gérard Genette; these two are French critics. So this is a multi-national school. It has French, Italian, Russian and also American wirters. But they are saying the same things because it is one school. "Saussure's influence is apparent in the terms and the concepts literary Structuralism ..". So, all the terms of Saussure like langue and parole are applied by Structuralists. "They are also influenced by two other people however, the impetence for its development was also provided by such work as the structural anthropology by Lévi-Strauss, and Roman Jacobson."
So, this paragraph is important because it tells us that criticism is not to be studied sperately. No school of criticism has appeared out of nothing. It came after other people who influenced it. Mainly, it was influenced by Saussure. But it was influences also by Roman Jacobson and Lévi-Strauss and it had so many critics; English, Italian, Russian, etc. and it was very famous in the 1960s and 1970s. This school is the most modern one that you studied in this term. New Criticism was very famous till the 1950s. Russian Formalism also was famous till the 1950s, but here, it was famous in 1960s and 1970s. So, Structuralism is more recent than the other schools. 

The next paragraph talks mainly about Saussure. He is important here because he influenced these people. Saussure says in the Course in General Linguistics (the book of Saussure) in a couple of programatic statements that "a general science of signs" based on his theory of language. This is the definition of the word semiotics. So he is not studying literature, he is studying semiotics; (what we call general science of signs). 

Examples of signs:  
· Words and letters are signs. For examples (T+R+E+E) are four signs (letters) that form the word tree. So words and letteres are signs.

· Traffic signs; they are not words or letters, they are usually lights of different colours. Sometimes you can have a picture of somebody crossing the road, etc.
So signs can be words, letters, or something totally different. If it is a word or a letter we call it "verbal sign" because it relates to language, whether in Arabic, Russian or any other language. If it is light or anything, it is a "light sing". If it is a picture (a picture of skull for example), so it is a "picture sign". Saussure says that this is very imporatant that we need to have a whole science studying the sign system. Semeiotics is very fasionable. Many people travel abroad to do their masters of Phd in this new speciality. They study semeotics or signs in general. This science is very wide. For example, Maybe someone who studies cinema would study the pictures in the movies as signs. This would be a study of semiotics. Also the sounds of the music are considered signs. So Ferdinand de Saussure was very influencial because he was talking about language but what he said could be applied to other things. So semiotics is the science that studies signs. Saussure applied a general science of signs and he called it semiology. He suggested that the method it inaugurates could be applied to more than just the language system. He was saying that language is made of verbal signs. But if you're studying other things, you can also be studying signs. Recognizing that verbal language; although the most important was only one among many sign systems, semiology would be widely applicable. Indeed Saussure's suggestions are taken up in Structuralism, where his theory of language is used as the basis for the critical model which investigates a strange of cultural phenominon". 

This sentence is telling us that structuralists read Saussure. They read what they said about sign systems and they read that language is one sign system but it is not the only system. We can have a sign system which is system; we can also have another sign system which is music, a sign system which is picutres. Even clothes, and things from our daily life, can be sign systems. The way different people from different cultures are dressed tells about their cultures without knowing them or talking to them. So clothes are part of sign system. So we have a sign system called clothes. 
Saussure said that language is a system of meaning "signifying system". This system is made of signs. He said that a sign is arbitrary, which means that this science is independent. So if we draw the sign "T", it does not have a meaning of itself, it needs to be related to the whole system of language to understand the meaning of the sign. Structuralists think that they will not understad all the details of a novel until they study it as a part of the novel system. For example, all the novels have characters, style, themes, etc. so if you're putting this novel within the system of novels, you can understand it. First of all you can say that it is a novel. If we have a work, we can call it literature or non literature after comparing it to a larger system and see whether it follows the rules of this system or not. If this work follows the system of literature, then it is literature, if it does not follow it then it is not. 
 Another example is the clothes worn by everybody. These clothes are signs in one system. Suppose for example that all the people in the world whether men or women, English or American, young or old, all of them wear the same particular form of clothes "Abaya".  This Abaya is a sign. But in this case, you wouldn't understand the meaning of it because everybody is wearing it. We can say they're wearing it because they are humans, all humans are wearing it, but if you're a cat, dog, etc, you wouldn't be wearing it. But in our world, it does have a meaning. If everybody is wearing it then it is meaningless. In our world, some people wear abaya, others do not. Some people wear jeans, dresseres, blouses, etc. This way it has meaning because you compare it to other signs. So, most probably if someone is wearying abaya, then she is a woman, and maybe she belongs to the Middle-East and she is a Muslim. So it has meaning. This is why the people of fasion say that the way you wear your clothes or do your haire is a statement (you're not saying anything but the clothes are speaking for you). They indicate that you're rich, religious, etc. Signs are understood as part of a big system. We cannot take them alone. 
The same applies to literature. Literature is a system. There is a big system called the system of literature. It has smaller systems; the systyem of novel, the system of drama, the system of poetry and so on. And each of these systems has individual works. Each work can be taken as a sign. The work alone is just meaningless. The sign alone is arbitrary and meaningless. But if I need to understand the work, I put it in context with works of the same system. For example, many students always make the mistake of replacing the word "play" by the word "novel" or vice versa. They do so because they do not know that there is a system called novel and another system called drama. The system of novel is made of works, these works are signs, each of these works are only verbal. If we are talking about a play, then a certain part of the play is verbal, which are the words on the stage. But this is not the whole play. In order to understand the play, you need to go to the theatre and watch it. So the play is part of a drama system, and the drama system has verbal signs which are the words on the stage and it also has other systems with are the clothes worn by actors, lightening, decoration, furniture, seats of the audience, etc. All this is part of the drama system. So when I'm talking about drama, I'm taking all of this in mind, the teacher tells his students to imagine the actor entering form a certain place, and there is another actor hiding in another place in order to imagine the theatre as a whole because it is not only verbal sings, it is verbal plus other signs. But the novel is mainly verbal. It is words on pages. We have to imagine things as we do not have a theatre on which to act the novel. So, actually they are different systems. One of them is part of a system in which we have verbal and non verbal signs. The novel is part of a system in which we have verbal signs only. If you do understand this, you will undersand more why we say "novel" or "play". They are different systems.
 Structuralists also study literature as part of a system. They say that a work of literature is a sign that belongs to a system. And we do not study the sign by itself; we study the sign within the system. All plays have rules, and one can think, whether this play applies to the rules or not. So Structuralists are interested in general rules, not in the details of one play or one novel. They make rules about general novels or general drama and so on. 
Summary:

All in all, sturcturalists studied Saussure. Saussure was studying language, but they took his words and applied them to literature. Saussure was saying that langauge is a system with signs inside it. Structuralists also said that literature was a system with words inside it. Saussure was saying that sings cannot be understood when it is alone becaue if it is alone it is arbitrary and meaningless. And they said also the same thing according to literature. A work of literature alone cannot be understood alone unless it is put in the system of literature to which it belongs (novel, drama, poetry, etc). 
Page 129, the middle paragraph:

"Like russian formalism, structuralism believes in the possibility of a science of literature; one based on form rather than content."

Formalists wanted to have a science of literature, Structuralists also wanted to have a science of literature. When you have a science, formalists said we can study form and content together. But structuralists think of a bit different thing. They are saying that the form is more important. They study both content and form, but to them, form is more important. This is the slight difference between Structuralism and Russian Formalism. 
Why would sturacturalists think that form is more important than content?   

· Structuralists study signs within a system. They do not study signs by themselves. They have to put them in a system and to know the general rules of the system in order to know the meaning of the sign.

· Structuralists also are more interested in the form than the content.

There is a connection between these two statements. 

In a novel like Wuthering Heights, there are characters like Cathrine and Heathcliff, they're together in Thrushcross Grange; a place in the North of England and the weather is so stormy, they are in love and all these things. If we study all the details (time, place, characters, dialogue, plot, etc). All these details are put as part of the content. Structuralists would study these details of the content, but they're not very much interested in the details. They use them to make genral rules about the form. From the studying of the content, they would discover for example that this novel really belongs to the system of novels because the whole form is part of the system of novels. They study the details to get general rules about things. So they are interested in the form, not in the content of literature. They study the signs to see if they're part of the bigger system. Structuralists studying the details, not for the sake of the details, but to make sure that they are part of the bigger system. 
Summary:

There is a school called Structuralism or the school of semeiotics (the people who study signs). It is the most recent school in the syllabus. This school, like all the other schools, did not come by itself. It was influenced by other schools and ideas that came before it. So the people of this school, who are mixture of Russians, Americans, Italians and French, were so much influenced with Saussure and they were also influence with the work of  Lévi-Strauss. He was not a critic, he was an anthropologist, but his work was very influencial. Anthropology means the study of primitive people (for example, the primitive people of America, how do they celebrate, etc). Lévi-Strauss influenced the school of Structuralism because he also said that we have structures (the structure of webbing, etc), and we have signs. These signs are part of a bigger system. They were also influenced by the work of Roman Jacobson and the work of Saussure. This was the first part that shows who are the Structuralists and when did they begin. Then we started talking about Saussure in particular and how the ideas of Saussure influenced them. Saussure was talking about language, but they took his ideas and applied it to literature. Saussure said that language is a system of signs. These signs alone do not have meaning. They are arbitrary; you need to put them in a context in order to understand them. Structuralists are saying the same thing but about literature in general. There is a systym of literature that has a system of language, novel, drama, etc. If we study individual works, we do not study them for themselves. We study them to relate them to other novels, plays, poetry, etc. So they study both the form and content but they are more interested in the form because the content is just the individual signs that they use to get the bigger interpretation of the system.
"for structuralists such a science means it could potentially master and explain the world of signs" 

They're saying that we are in a world in which we have people, cars, universities, schools, cities etc. And we have another world made of signs and they're studying the world of sings "through exhaustive debating and analyzing of the systems that allowed the signs to speak". So we are studying the signs to know the whole meaning of the world sings, not this sign alone is important. We study it as a part of a big system. This sign can be a part of a system of language (language is the dominant or most important sign system). But the language of criticism was deemed to be a metalanauage. 

One of the two diagrams that we studied was about the components of language and the other was about the functions. The diagram about the functions had a word called "metalingual". A "metalinguagal" paragraph for example means a paragraph that mainly speaks about grammar (language talking about language). So the word metalingual is an adjective and it means language talk about language. If it is a book of grammar or a dictionary we can say that it has a metalingual function. Metalanguge is the noun from this adjective. The structuralists divide all language into two types. Language for them is either metalanguage or object language. 

Metalanguage:

Metalangauge is language talking about language. If i'm using words talk about other words or about other language. A book of criticism for example is mostly a metalanguage; how literature uses language in so and so. So it is a metalanguage because it is used to talk about language. 

Object language:

Object languages are the opposite. They're the languages talking about objects (people, things, animals, etc). 

For example, any novel can be talking about characters, themes, time, plot, etc. So, mainly this novel is "object language". A book of history can be referring to people, places, times, events, etc. History is here having an object language. Also a book a science is of object language; it talks for example about gases, experiments, etc. So an object language is referring to objects, people, things, etc. But metalanguage is referring to other language or words. However, this does not mean that the whole book of science, novel of history is all of one type (either metalangauge or object langauge). It can be a mix of the two. For example, the book of criticim can have a part of object language and anotehr part of metalanguage. For example, if in one of the parts of the book there is a reference of one of the critics, his life and his work, ideas and concepts this is an object languge. But if they're discussing words and how they are used, then this is an object languge. So it does not have to be only one type of languge or anotehr. But it is mainly one of them.

Marks

· 25 mid-term

· 5 attendance

· 10 project

· 60 final
The Exam:

· The final exam includes all the syllabus. From T.S. Ellilot to the Structuralism, the theoretical parts of the theories you studied. 
· Plus a practical part (four lines of a poem). You'll not be asked to know the author or the title of the poem because it may be some line from the middle of a poem. You'll be asked to give a very short analysis of few lines (three or four sentences), focus on one or two points only. For example the most important image in the poem, the most important theme, setting, etc. So you'll only choose one or two points and write about them. You're not asked to write everything about the poem. 

· The criticism exam will not be in the form of essays. You can use wirte in the form of points. 

· The exam is not going to be long, the type of the qustions is similar to what you had in the mid-term. 

· For example, define some of the terms. 

· True or false and mention the reason (whether it is true or false). The reason can be in the form of points.

· Comparison between two different critics or two different schools or critics. 
· fill in the spaces. 

· Matching (give the reason)

· Quotation ( it will be very clear one)

You can use your own words (as long as you have a good command of language), but it is preferable to use the words mentioned in the articles because they're more acurate. 

   










Good Luck …  
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