Criticism
Fourth Year-Second semester
The 2nd lecture:                                                                                                                                                  د.نجلاء       
Today we have presentation about different kind of formalism.
The doctor commented saying:
T.S. Eliot was the first who started focusing on the text. Although Arnold gave the motto of focusing on the text but he did not intent to do so/ to see the object as in itself it really is. This was said by Arnold. Arnold gave the motto but he did not follow it because he had social and moral intention in literature. With T.S. Eliot, he took the motto and he applied it (what is the object? It is the text). But when Eliot took the text he related the text to the all texts. He tried to find a relation between the old masterpieces and the new work of art. And he said that any new work of art (new masterpiece has to be judged according to the criteria of the old masterpieces and it is considered a continuation of this tradition and it gives life to tradition because if we do not keep on having masterpieces, then the tradition will die and we will not have good works of art. This is the canon and the canon has to keep going on. It is the importance of the text that keeps the canon going on because each time a good writer writes a new text, this text is what keeps the canon going. So, the focus is on the text. But there are other historical elements which are going back to tradition and trying to judge the new according to the standards of the old masterpieces. This was Eliot’s kind of formalism. And he started formalism so when the new critics start it, they were much affected by Eliot’s opinion but their formalism was different. Their formalism was textual. When we say formalism, it is textual response; it has to focus on the text. But what was the main element that distinguishes their formalism? We said with Eliot, what distinguishes his formalism was going back to tradition and what does the text represent him. But with the new critics, the text has a different role. They did not go back to the masterpieces or the tradition. They concentrated on the text itself. They concentrated on the language to see the work as a whole. This was their main objective; to see the work as a whole. So, with new critics, their formalism is basically concentrating on the text as an organic whole. They concentrate on the text by studying the parts to reach the whole. So, it is not just taking the text into small parts and studying each part by itself. It was not their intention. Their aim was the unity of the work of art. So, these are the characteristics of new criticism. It was to a certain extent scientific because they followed systematic way. In this case, they were a little bit scientific. But with the Russian formalism, it was more scientific. But with the new critics, sometimes we find some elements that are not really scientific.  
From what we heard about the Russian formalism, we can compare it easily with previous kinds of formalism. With Eliot and with the new critics, they concentrated on the work and what the unity of the work is and what the meaning of the work is. They shifted from these to the tools of language. In order to reach the meaning what are they ways to do that? Sometimes with certain theories like the romantics. The meaning is basically in the emotion that is expressed in the work of art. With neoclassic, the meaning is basically in the idea which is expressed/ the ideal idea/ the universal idea that is thought. With the Russian formalism, they concentrated on language. To some of them, language is what differentiates a literary work from a scientific one. This brings me back to someone who said something similar to that but he took the opposite point of view of the Russian formalism and that was Wordsworth. What did Wordsworth say about the language of poetry/ of prose/ of science? He said that the language of poetry is similar to the language of prose and there is no difference, but the real opposite to the language of poetry is the language of science. This is said by Wordsworth. But he they say almost the same thing, but instead they concentrate on science. They say that there is a difference between the language of science and the language of literature. What makes literature literary? The literariness of the work. For them what distinguishes the work as being literary work is mainly the language. The language of literature is different from the language of science and it is this literariness of the language that makes the difference. Also there is another term that is used and that is defamiliarization. So, it is the literariness and defamiliarization; these are two terms that are connected to the Russian formalism. Let us know what defamiliarization means. 
Defamiliarization comes from the word familiar. The opposite of familiar is unfamiliar and then to defamiliarize. The meaning of familiar is something that is normal/ we are used to it/ we know it. This also reminds me of Wordsworth when he said that in a work of art the emotion that is created in the work is similar to the original emotion but not the same/ that the writer thinks deeply and for a long time about the emotion until he creates in his poem a different kind of emotion that is similar in kind to the original but it is not the same. It is not the same because it is changed. You remember when he talked about meter. He said that meter changes the familiar language into an unfamiliar language. You remember the pleasure of meter and the importance of meter and it gives pleasure to the reader because it changes the ordinary to unordinary. This is very similar to what we are going to discuss but with new perspective. This brings us to familiarization and defamiliarization. Familiar is what Wordsworth said. It is when you see something you know it and it stimulates you because it is something you know/ familiar. But then when it is used in a work of art, it makes this work literary. This is the literariness. It changes the familiar into unfamiliar by using a different kind of language (literary language). We do not use the same language of poetry in our ordinary speech. This is what the Russian formalism means by changing the familiar language into unfamiliar. Who does this? The writer/ the author// the poet/ the dramatist/ the artist changes the familiar language into unfamiliar. Then what is the job of the critic? To try to explain/ understand and explain the work of art. So, he is defamiliarizing/ bringing back to unfamiliar to be familiar to the reader to be able to understand. If I have a work of art written by a poet, he took the familiar language and change it into unfamiliar. So, we have critics to understand because the critic is a professional kind of reader (Here I am quoting I.A. Richards). He has to be qualified. Not any reader can understand a work of art when he read it. He must be a qualified reader. So, I.A. Richards said the reader must be qualified reader. If I have a critic who is qualified reader, what would be his job? To analyze first to be able to understand and then to give the reader the meaning he reached. This meaning can be reached by bringing the unfamiliar back to be familiar so that the ordinary reader can understand. This is the process of defamiliarization.  
Let us now read the first part of the introduction and try to find out more about the Russian formalism. You can see that in the 20th century with modern technology, people were able to know what is happening in other countries and be affected by them and then even bring out the new theories. Before that until the 19th century, we do not have any theories except the old classical theories: Plato and Aristotle because these were translated into English and they are found in England so we know them and English criticism until the 19th century. With coming of the 20th century, things changed. More connections between countries are found. It is easy now to know what is happening. Now we have different kinds of criticism and this is why we will be studying Russian, French, Arabic, or Indian criticism. Now criticism is not centered in England or in the States; it is not centered in one place. We have different theories and these theories affect England and the States because now they can know them/ read about them and they are influenced by them. At the beginning there was no connection, so no one was influenced by the other. So, we have Russian formalism until the Prague structuralism. There was a group of critic and they were structuralist and they were called the Prague Group. 
(The origins of Russian Formalism date back before the Russian Revolution to the activities of the Moscow Linguistic Circle and the St Petersburg based group, Opojaz, both of which concerned themselves with the study of poetic language.) 
If you go back to Plato and Aristotle, they had their students and circles as well.        
(The major figures were Viktor Shklovsky, Roman Jakobson, Boris Eichenbaum, Osip Brik and Yury Tynyanov. The Russian formalists rejected the unsystematic and eclectic critical approaches which had previously dominated literary study and endeavoured to create a ‘literary science’. 
He said any school of criticism when it appears, it rejects what is found at that time and it starts its own theory. What was the tradition at that time? The Russian formalism and T.S. Eliot almost came at the same time. They were against romanticism and also they were against eclecticism. It means using all approaches at the same time. We took this with the Chicago group. And Eliot used more than one approach. With the coming of the 20th century, most of the critics university professors I.A. Richards was teaching at a university. Leavis and Eliot were teaching at a university. Also the Russian formalists were connected to the scholar life of the Moscow and Moscow universities, why? because criticism as I.A. Richards said needed a professional kind of reader. And the most professional reader cannot be one of the common people. He has to be a scholar/ a university graduate at least to be able to criticize. So whenever you read about any group of critic, be sure that they have origins in a university. So, the Russian formalists were a group of scholars and they rejected unsystematic and eclectic critical approaches that were found at that time. If they were against unsystematic, it means they wanted a systematic way. Systematic means scientific.  
(As Jakobson put it: ‘The subject of literary science is not literature, but literariness, i.e., that which makes a given work a literary work.”)
The critic has to concentrate on the literary science/ science of literature but it s not the literature; it is the literariness of the work of art. The literariness of the work of art is what distinguishes the work of art as being literary. What are the elements in the work of art that makes it literary, not scientific? This is the literariness. Here Jakobson said this. 
(the formalists were uninterested, therefore, in the representational or expressive aspects of literary texts;)
They were not interested in what does the work express. The romantics were interested in the emotions expressed in the work of art. The neoclassic were interested in the ideas expressed in the work of art. The Russian formalists were not interested in what is expressed whether idea or emotions. They were interested in the devices/ the language/ what makes this work literary. Of course you cannot ignore the meaning, but this is not the priority/ not their main concern. There is a meaning. How can I reach this meaning? So, language is more important to them. 
(they focused on those elements of texts which they considered to be uniquely literary in character.)
They focus on elements that make this work a literary work.
Initially they emphasized the differences between literary language and non-literary or practical language. The best known formalist concept is that of ‘defamiliarisation’, a concept particularly associated with Shklovsky and discussed in his ‘Art as Device’ where he argues that art renew human perception through creating devices which undercut and undermine habitual and automatised forms of perception.
It is the same concept of T.S. Eliot but for another reason. Eliot says that the text creates continuity for the tradition. If I do not have a new masterpiece, the tradition will end; it will not continue. So, the new text renews. This is the dynamic nature of tradition. It is this dynamic movement that the tradition does not stop/ does end; it keeps on going. What keeps it going? The new text/ the new masterpiece. So, the tradition supplies the new text with standards and with many things and the new text supplies and support the tradition one with continuity. Shklovsky says art renews human perception. Aristotle said that a work of art delights and teaches and in this he was opposing Plato. Plato said that a work of art is only for entertainment. But Aristotle said it teaches. Also when Sidney was making the comparison between art, history and philosophy, he said art teaches by renewing the information/ giving man information. This concept of the renewal of human perception is not a new concept. It goes back to Aristotle and it was used by other critics but for other reasons. So, he says that art renews human perception but he gives it a new dimension here by providing different devices. 
You are familiar with certain habitual processes. You do by habit. You gain by habit. You are used to them. But poetry is something different/ something that takes you out of what is familiar and normal/ something that makes you think. Most of the critics agree that literature provides new things to the mind. Wordsworth was the first to show it. The more you read the more your mind gains information and then you store the information. Arnold said this (The idea of storing). What is the use of the old works of art/ the old masterpieces? To Arnold, it provides us with ideas and information that we keep in our mind for the time that comes and we make use of them. 
After Shklovsky we have Jakobson and Bakhtin.
In later formalism the emphasis shifted from the relation between literary and non-literary language to the linguistic and formal aspects of literary texts.
Later on instead of just finding the difference between the literary and the non-literary, the focus was more on linguistics.  
In your presentation you give the different kind of linguistic formalism which is mechanical, organic and systematic formalism. So, they shifted to this new kind of linguistic formalism.  
 Jakobson and Tynyanov argued that literary devices themselves also became familiar. Later on Jakobson and Tynyanov said that even those devices became familiar. So, they shifted the focus to the means by which certain devices become dominant in literary texts and take on a defamiliarizing role in relation to other devices or aspects of the text which are perceived in familiar or automotice terms. Jakobson’s essay ‘The Dominant’ represents this aspect of formalism.
Then we have Bakhtin and Medevev. We have Bakhtin’s formal method in literary scholarship. When Bakhtin started, he wrote under the name of Medvedev maybe because of political reasons and you know the Socialists and the Marxists at that time. 
It is on the surface a critique of formalism from a Marxist viewpoint, but it is possible that Marxism was emphasized for reasons of political necessity as Bakhtin seems not to have been a committed Marxist in a doctrine sense. 
What is the most important thing for Bakhtin? 
Fundamental Bakhtin’s thought in his view that language is dialogic. 
Dialogic come from the word dialogue. Dialogue is conversation between two. So, he says here that the nature of language is speaking to a listener; do not speak to yourself. And if you do not have anybody to speak to, you cannot make language. People found the necessity of having a language when they wanted to communicate with each other. This is what Bakhtin says here that the language in its nature is dialogue. ‘Dialogic’ is a word coined by Bakhtin.
that is, any use of language assumes the existence of a listener or addressee. Language must be seen as a social event.
This is the social aspect of language which is not purely linguistic. In this Bakhtin is different from the early Russian formalists who focused mainly on the linguistic devices for the language. But with Bakhtin, he saw another perspective in the language which is the social element of the language and he said that the language must be seen as a social event. 
The focus for investigation should thus be on language in a social and communicative context.
As we see we have linguistic formalism and now we have social formalism which brings us back to Leavis and Arnold, but each had a different approach. 
Bakhtin and Medvedev criticize Formalism for refusing to recognize that literary language cannot be discussed in isolation from the sociological context of language. 
 Bakhtin criticized Russian formalism which is based only on linguistics because they ignored the social device. 
They are, however, clearly unsympathetic to anti-Formalist tendencies in Marxist criticism. 
Then we have the Prague structuralism which appeared in Czechoslovakia as early as 1920s. This is a different group of people. They were against scholars and thinkers who showed some freedom of ideas. So, many people run away from Russia and they went to nearby and group of them went to Czechoslovakia. They were an extension of Bakhtin’s idea.
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