Criticism
Fourth Year-Fist semester
The 9th lecture:                                                                                                                                                  د.نجلاء       
The doctor commented on the presentations of the students:
René Wellek is very famous and most of the references we are quoting from are mostly written René Wellek. 
The student:
(One of the most common grievances against the New Criticism, iterated in numerous ways, is an objection to the idea of the text as autonomous; detractors react against a perceived anti-historicism, accusing the New Critics of divorcing literature from its place in history. New Criticism is frequently seen as “uninterested in the human meaning, the social function and effect of literature.”)
The doctor:  This comment is given by two critics in a book. This book was written by both in collaboration. They are new critics. Terence Hawkes and Cleanth Brooks are new critics. Here they are not criticizing the new criticism; they are defending new criticism. They are saying new criticism is attacked as being this, but later on they answered back this. They say it is attacked by being anti-human and it is being attacked as against history and so on but they themselves were new critics and they defended those two points later on in their own works. 
The student:     (Indicative of the reader-response school of theory, Terence Hawkes writes that the fundamental close reading technique is based on the assumption that “the subject and the object of study—the reader and the text—are stable and independent forms, rather than products of the unconscious process of signification," an assumption which he identifies as the "ideology of liberal humanism,” which is attributed to the New Critics who are “accused of attempting to disguise the interests at work in their critical processes.”[4] For Hawkes, ideally, a critic ought to be considered to “[create] the finished work by his reading of it, and [not to] remain simply an inert consumer of a ‘ready-made’ product.” In response to critics like Hawkes, Cleanth Brooks, in his essay "The New Criticism" (1979), tried to argue that the New Criticism was not diametrically opposed to the general principles of reader-response theory and that the two could complement one another. For instance, he stated, "If some of the New Critics have preferred to stress the writing rather than the writer, so have they given less stress to the reader--to the reader's response to the work. Yet no one in his right mind could forget the reader. He is essential for 'realizing' any poem or novel. . .Reader response is certainly worth studying." However, Brooks tempers his praise for the reader-response theory by noting its limitations, pointing out that, "to put meaning and valuation of a literary work at the mercy of any and every individual [reader] would reduce the study of literature to reader psychology and to the history of taste." )
The doctor:  they both complement each other. They complete each other. They do not oppose each other. 
-The opposition to the new criticism was based on three main points. Of course there are other points, but mainly is that it concentrates only on the parts ignoring the whole although they looked at the work of art as unify whole, but still when they were studying and applying the theory to practical criticism, they ignored the whole which is the aesthetic beauty of the whole work of art. It concentrated on parts like irony, symbolism, and imagery and so on. The second thing is that they ignored totally the historical element of any work of art although they say it through cleanth Brooks and through other critics that they do not ignore the reader’s response or the author’s response because it goes without saying but it is more preferable to concentrate on the work itself, not on the outside elements. But they did ignore the biographical elements of a work of art. One of the major characteristics or qualities that they added to criticism in general is the concept of close reading. This made them concentrate on the work itself. Also they ignored any outside influence like moralism and society. This does not mean that they wrote art for art’s sake because for many of you, if the writer does not belong for art for life’s sake, then it means automatically that he is for art’s sake. But art for art’s sake was only limited to a group of writers of the late Victorian age and were only looking at the aesthetic beauty of the work of art. So, art for art’s sake had to do with the aesthetic part of the work, but the new critics concentrated on the form. They ignored the aesthetic part. They were accused of ignoring the aesthetic part. So, how can they be art for art’s sake?!! So, do not just automatically assume that because people in the exam wrote this about T.S. Eliot; since Arnold was writing art for life’s sake, so Eliot is automatically writing art for art’s sake. This is wrong. Eliot never wrote art for art’s sake. 
Now let us turn to the second presentation and it is about I.A. Richards. I want to attract you attention to something very important and that is the construction of criticism; how we look at criticism. We divide opinions and critics and literary criticism according to three different ways of division; either by responses, or approaches, or schools. What comes on top which is the bigger umbrella under which all comes is the response. We have three responses. We have the author-response, the text-response and the reader-response.  And then under those responses, we have approaches that belong to those responses. We have formalistic approach which concentrates on the form so this belongs to the text-response and so on. We have the bigger umbrella and then we have subdivisions and then we have schools. To have school means that we have a person who is the father of the school; he started something new/ he reacted against something that was found and prevailing in his society and he comes up with a new theory. Having a new theory with one saying it, this does not make a school. What makes school is that he has to have followers. So, he starts a theory as a reaction to what was before him and then he has followers who are adopting the same theory and working according to that theory. So, we have a school. A school without students is not a school. A school is not just a building; you have to have people in it and you have the headmaster. So, the headmaster and the school is not a school. Many people started things but they did not have followers, so they do not have schools. Each school has people who adopt certain approaches which belong to certain response. Does this mean that a school is limited to one approach or to one response? No. As a critic I can combine between two or three approaches and make a school together with making a new theory which makes a school. So in criticism, we can combine and this is exactly what the Chicago group were doing, but they did not come up with a new theory and they did not for a school. This is why we do not call them a school. We call them a group because they were only professors at the Chicago University and they were teachers; they taught students. As a teacher, when I am teaching you, I am not adopting one single approach. I have to teach you all approaches because you have to know them all and then when you criticize, you are free to choose one or two or whatever you want. But as a teacher I have to give you all. This is what the Chicago group did. They combined different approaches together and this is why we call their criticism eclectic. Eclecticism is to combine different approaches at the same time. when we come to I.A. Richards, we will find that he is a new critic because he concentrates on formalism and on close reading and he is adopting the ideas of the new critics; the theories. He is a psychological critic, so he adopts another approach; not only the formalistic one but he combined the formalistic with the psychological one. He also belongs to the reader-response, not only the text response which is like the new critics but he also concentrates because of his psychology on the reader. So, he combines between different approaches. But we cannot say that he is eclectic because he did not take all theories like the Chicago group. The Chicago group wanted everything. They wanted the writer to be aware of the historical background, the psychological background, the moralistic background, the social background, the form and everything. They wanted a complete picture of the work of art. This is why we say they are eclectic. This is what we try to do as students. When you are writing about a work of arts, you have first to say something about the writer and about his age and then you concentrate on the text and see how the text fulfills the requirements of a certain theory and so on. This is what we do as teachers in university. We try to be eclectic. But this is not a school. This is a duty that we have to do. And this is what the Chicago group were doing because they were teachers. And this is why they attached new criticism for only concentrating on the work and on the form and ignored the other elements. Now we have an idea about the responses, the approaches and schools. Concerning the theories, this is what we were doing last year. We were studying theories. We have Aristotle’s theories, Plato’s theories, and Wordsworth’s theories and so on. Also in practical criticism, we were studying the form and the text in all your subjects whether drama, poetry or novel. You go back to the historical background of the age. You have been applying all this since the first year but you were not given the names and the expressions for such thing. Now it is the time to know what you are doing. Since I.A. Richards combines between formalism, psychology and the reader-response, I want you for next time to prepare something on the reader-response. This is the latest of the theories. This is a modern theory. 
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