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I must Create a System, or be enslav’d by another'$/
—William Blake
Jerusalem

| have no pattern to follow, as in some of thé,res man to imitate.
—Robert Burton

“Religious Melancholy”

Anatomy of Melancholy
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Literature.

The Well-Tempered Critic






CHAPTERONE

THE IDEAS OFNORTHROPFRYE

The sense of being something of a loner has alwaga . . . exceptionally
true of me, with my introverted temperament, indbleabits and Canadian
nationality. When | published a study of Blake ®4Z, | knew nothing of

any ‘myth criticism’ school, to which | was toldtefwards | belonged: |

simply knew that | had to learn something abouthalgigy to understand

Blake. When | publishednatomy of Criticismen years later, | had never
heard the word ‘structuralism’: | realized only tlséructure was a central
concern of criticism, and that the new critics bétt day were wrong in

underrating it. | have had some influence, | knbwt | neither want nor

trust disciples . . . and if | have no discipldgale no school. | think | have
found a trail, and all | can do is to keep sniffiigng it until either scent

or nose fails me.§M 99-100)

The work of Herman Northrop Frye (July 14, 1912anukry 23, 1991) is
best assessed with reference to his particular afetbiographical
circumstances, and not as part of any literary acbpomovement. Frye's
work has been the subject of misunderstandingttisitcan be remedied
by a contextual approach to his writings, whicheas his work as a
detailed, specific, personal and lifelong projddte aim of this book is to
situate Frye’s work within the social, politicahifsophical and religious
conditions at the time and place when his ideasviemulated. In the
preface to his bookiNorthrop Frye,lan Balfour says that Frye's work
“unfolds rather than evolves”; that is, his work smvaot really a linear
development of changing interests, but an openmgfiseveral key ideas
(Balfour, x). This book attempts to see where thiglgas come from.
Therefore, it is helpful to begin with an overviefithose ideas.

Frye’s Critical Utopia

Frye believed that it must be the first duty dédary criticism to
discover the meaning of literature, but withindtmtextas literature. This
is his mission in theAnatomy of Criticism(1957).In the AnatomyFrye
refers to the “fallacy of determinismA(, 6), a phrase which reappears in
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The Critical Path(1971), to describe the state of affairs whichemiwhen
other academic disciplines such as psychoanalysishropology or
sociology are allowed to encroach upon the grounliterary criticism.
These critical approaches, because formulated dbring non-literary
problems, cannot make authentically literary statetss Because these
extraliterary disciplines had a systematic approdétye worried that
literary critics, lacking any equally systematiddglines within their own
field, tended to borrow these systems from outbideature: “the absence
of systematic criticism has created a power vacuwamd all the
neighbouring disciplines have moved inAG, 12). Frye argued that
criticism, in order to correct these false or inguge interpretations, must
therefore develop a body of knowledge that connasliterary experience
to another.

Frye saw literature as a complication of relagvelmple groups of
formulae, which he termed ‘myths’ and ‘archetypds’.the Anatomy,
myth is a term referring to specific aspects ofrai@re structure, such as
plot or story, but in Frye’s later work the termalso used to explore the
cultural relevance of such stories or group ofistocrucial for a given
society. Myth is a structural principle in literatgxts because literature is
‘displaced’ mythology. Frye’s theory of displacerheset down in the
Anatomy but recurring throughout his work, accounts filie“adjusting of
formulaic structures to a roughly credible contef@S 36). What would
seem too strange or uncanny or simply too much édsowith
contemporary manifestations of culture for an aocketo comfortably
tolerate is rendered acceptable or credible, impaese to cultural
demands. Thus, displacement allows Frye to deah wWierature as
historically conditioned, but not historically detgned. This goes a
considerable way in answering the charge of ah@son so frequently
levelled against Frye’'s critical method. The coricep displacement
means that Frye’'s schemata of “formulaic structuaee not so rigid that
they deny the individuality of any one text, nas filace in history, but
they nevertheless locate a text’'s most appropdate important context
within a body of literary knowledge.

When he used the term ‘archetype’, Frye referredtygical or
recurring images that connect one text to all offiterary texts. This
granted a unity to all literary experiences. In &THArchetypes of
Literature,” an essay which predated tAeatomy by six years and
contained many of the key ideas expressed in thisr Ibook, Frye
describes the archetype as any important symbiohage, such as the sea
or the rose, which cannot remain within any sintiferary text, but
extends its significance throughout the whole déréiture. The term
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archetype is used by Frye to refer to “a typicatexurring image . . . a
symbol which connects one poem with another ancethyehelps to unify
and integrate our literary experienc&Q, 99). Frye believed that, as well
as archetypal images, there are also archetypatgevased upon the four
main genres of tragedy, comedy, romance and ird¥ilyile any literary
work is unique, it is also a part of a class ofikinforms. ThusKing Lear

is unique, but it can be recognised as one of abeurof works known
collectively as tragedy. Any such genre study isddaupon perceived
analogies in form, the kinds of analogies thatdnisal approaches cannot
or will not make. For Frye, rhetoric also comes emthe concept of
‘archetype’, in that it consists of recurrence; rapées of such recurrent,
rhetorical archetypes include pattern, rhythm, rbymalliteration,
assonance and meter. There are also structurabmative archetypes
essential to every literary artefact; these Frygerred to asmythos
(narrative shape or story progressiondjanoia, (meaning, theme or
pattern), andcethos(characterisation, setting and relation of stotgteto
reader). As well as the archetypes of literatumye Fsays that there are
literary conventions, by which he means groups mterconnecting
archetypes; these create the ‘modes’ of high msnesiw mimesis,
romance, irony and myth; these are coloured bytdhal conventions of
comedy or tragedy. Conventions also give riseterdry genres, such as
ballad, lyric, dramatic, epic and prose forms, émdub-genres, such as
pastoral, elegy and ode.

It has frequently been said that Frye’s criticathod relies on a range
of spatial metaphors such as the dialectic, théecgnd the staircase. An
example of the staircase can be seen in the fgel essay in the
Anatomy,“Historical Criticism: Theory of Modes,” where Fryidentifies
five modes of fiction: mythic, romantic, high minetlow mimetic and
ironic. Frye's modes are realised partly in termhghe proximity of the
reader to the hero. At the top of the stairs, mnhythic mode, the heroes
are gods; in romance, the hero is an exceptionedope above both
ordinary humans and nature; in the high mimetic entieé hero is above
ordinary humans but is subject to natural and $deias; in the low
mimetic mode the hero is on the same level as argihumans, that is,
not privileged in terms of status or qualities;tlie ironic mode the hero
appears to be in some way inferior to ordinary husnget the reader may
recognise the hero as representative of humanlidndexample of the
dialectic emerges when Frye uses the term reabisrafer to that which is
antithetical to romanticism. Frye says that thera itendency in romance
“to displace myth in a human direction, and yetcamtrast to realism, to
conventionalize content in an idealized directigA®C, 137). Romance
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contains mythical patterns set in a world closehtoman experience,
whereas realism is an intensification of the lownmiic modes.

It is vital to realise that the “Theory of Mode$&s not a simple
taxonomy; it traces, first of all, the tendencyadstern culture to proceed
from divine comedy to ironic tragedy, a movementaflaled by an
increase in mimesis. Secondly, but perhaps mosbritaptly, Frye claims
that, in the twentieth century, literature is pdig# the brink of a return to
myth. Frye connects the mythic to the ironic uding termmythosin the
sense of an ironic withdrawal from reality, thenyemyth connection
being derived from the observation of actual exa&mpbf twentieth
century literature. However, there is no reasosuppose that Frye was
actually predicting that the cycle of modes woutdrgund again. Rather,
the notion of an immanent return to myth was pritpaan eschatological,
and not a teleological, utterance. Thus the “His#brCriticism: Theory of
Modes” does not present a real history so muchasseahatological hope.
What is more, the path of descent from and ascack tb myth describes
the path of a circle, and not a linear, teleologipeogression. The
significance of this will become apparent.

The second large essay in theatomy,“Ethical Criticism: Theory of
Symbols,” uses the term symbol to refer specificédl “any unit of any
literary structure that can be isolated for critiatiention” AC, 71). This
essay is concerned with the systematising or ¢asgi of symbols, but,
more importantly, with the problems of literary mewy, symbolism and
semiology. Frye is quick to point out that, likéetature itself, criticism
must be seen to be polysemous; Frye says, “theipknof manifold or
‘polysemous’ meaning, as Dante calls it, is ndieoty any more, still less
an exploded superstition, but an established f&&€, 72). Manifold or
polysemous criticism is not pluralist criticism, tbtthe possibility that
there is a finite number of valid critical methodsd that they can all be
contained in a single theoryAC, 72). Again, it is apparent that Frye is
arguing for the removal of invalid critical apprb&s, and the creation of a
body of knowledge that discovers the meaning efditure,as literature.
Frye subdivides his second essay into five sectiwh&ch he calls phases,
in order to avoid any confusion concerning relatradues which the term
level frequently brings with it; this testifies kis desire to eliminate value
judgements from criticism. By phases he means aesex of contexts or
relationships, each with its characteristigthos, ethoand dianoia. Frye
identifies five symbolic phases—the literal, theschiptive, the formal, the
archetypal and the anagogic. The similarity betwEeye’'s phases and
Dante’s polysemy is striking, and helps explaing=yposition. In Dante’s
Letter to Can Grande della Scafa. 1319), to which Frye seems to refer
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in the above quotation, Dante writes about polyasmmeaning: “for
there is one meaning that is derived from the detied another that is
derived from the things indicated by the lettereThst is callediteral,
but the secondllegorical or mystical (Dante, 292). Dante goes on to use
the Old Testament story of the Exodus from Egypiltstrate his point;
on the first level, the story is an account of &tdrical event; on the next,
the story is an allegory of redemption of the pedpy Christ; the next is
concerned with the conversion of the soul from @erto grace; finally,
there is “theanagogical. . . [wherein] the departure of the sanctifiedlso
from the slavery of this corruption to the libex§ everlasting glory is
signified” (Dante, 292).

In Frye’s five-phase semantic theory of symbols] & accompanying
hermeneutics, there is, as in the “Theory of Mddasort of sliding scale
or staircase, ranging from the most obvious liter&laning to the most
profound, wherein art is withdrawn from obviousexplicit statement. It
is here that Frye splits ordinary discourse, whishinstrumental and
communicative, from poetic discourse, which is aotoous and
imaginative (though in his pogthatomywritings, Frye argues that all
discursive practices have a rhetorical and litedingension). In the literal
phase of Frye’'s “Theory of Symbols”, the literarpnk has no context
external to itself; words simply hang together be page, and refer to
each othercat resemblingsat and mat because the words rhyme. The
next, descriptive phase makes use of learned oekitips between sign
and referent. In thénatomy,Frye discusses the literal and descriptive
phases simultaneously, in order to discuss thdripetal’ and ‘centrifugal’
aspects of the literary work. Frye argues thatdiiere is a unique form of
verbalising, which deliberately turns its back dwious, literal meaning
or simple, descriptive language. Frye claims tltatdture is a form of
verbalising which subordinates the relationshipween the spatio-
temporal world and the conceptual, literary ‘world’integrity of pattern
in the latter; the direction of meaning in thertephase is inward, that is,
towards the centre of this literary ‘world’, and, the descriptive phase,
outward, towards the spatio-temporal world. In #veatomy Frye argues
that, if the reader concludes that a work’s desiwgp meaning is
subordinated or suppressed, then the work may beddéerary. In the
next phase, the formal, the symbol unites inward entward meaning,
outward meaning attracted to historical or phildsoal ideas, and inward
meaning occurring when these ideas are united avitferary form. In the
archetypal phase, all poetic moons are attractedl fmetic moons, and all
poetic roses to all poetic roses. It can be seanRhye's phases expand,
moving from the discrete literary utterance to ttemnecting principles
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present in the archetypal phase. The archetypakephs not Frye’s
ultimate phase, however, nor is it the ultimateitliaf literary experience;
that is to be found in the final phase, the anagdgfhen the etymology of
the word anagoge is examined, it can be seen tthatain ecclesiastical
term formed from &iysv, meaning, ‘to lead up’, and refers to “religious
or ecstatic elevation . . . mystical or spirituateirpretation” The Compact
Oxford English Dictionarys.v. “anagoge”). Thus the ultimate aspect of
the literary experience ‘leads the reader upwardike theological and
transcendent overtones of this definition, simylddund in Dante’s use of
the same word, should be noted. Within the arclatppase, there is a
uniting of the unique text with the conventionahieh takes place within
the reader’'s own synchronising process, achievedugih the act of
reading, which does not confuse itself with thatadaceading, nor with the
reader; what is more, this kind of literary expede connects this identity
to the reader’s ‘identity’. Thus Frye's ‘criticalaph’, a path which Frye
claims winds between anxieties borne of extraditgrand pre-critical
preoccupations, seems to be leading the readerrdswsome sort of
mystical or anagogic revelation, whereby the re&lezborn.

Anagogy is related to the transcendental urge Fimg terms human
desire. This relation can be seen in his 1951 es3de Archetypes of
Literature,” where Frye says, “the central mythradfmust be the vision of
the end of social effort, the innocent world offifléd desires, the free
human society”(FI, 18). The term desire can best be clarified by
describing what is undesired. In the chapter “AgaMature: On Northrop
Frye and Critical Romance,” Daniel T. O’Hara shdvesv nature, that is,
the non-human environment, is undesired, as itos anly alien, but
absurd:

It is a life of blind accident, cyclical violencegpeated bondage, and fatal
destiny—a life, in short, without human shape. Gopently, in such a
context, the formative power of art can only app&aye asserts ifThe
Stubborn Structurea collection of essays on literature and sociatya
“counter-absurdity.” (O’Hara, 150)

O’'Hara quotes from Frye's essay, “Dickens and theme€&dy of
Humours”:

“Real life does not start or stop; it never ties lopse ends; it never
manifests meaning or purpose except by blind aotjdeis never comic
or tragic; ironic or romantic, or anything elsetthas a shape. Whatever
gives form or pattern [to life] is absurd, and cadtcts our sense of
reality.” (O'Hara, 150-1)
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In fact, O’'Haramisquotes Frye’s essay, because the sentence he @otes
“Whatever gives form or pattern [to life] is absuahd contradicts our
sense of reality” actually appears in the origiasl“Whatever gives form
and pattern to fiction, whatever technical skilegs us turning the pages
to get to the end, is absuahd contradicts our sense of realit$t$,240).
Despite the misquotation, the basic sense of tlggnat—that life has no
plot or shape, but fiction does—is not lost. Theeadthat life is
transformed by art and displaced in a cultural dios is vital, as this
helps to demonstrate how literature is a functibdesire, which is what
Frye calls “the energy that leads human societgeteelop its own form”
(AC, 106). Later in theAnatomyhe says “the anagogic view of criticism
thus leads to the conception of literature as ixjsh its own universe, no
longer a commentary on life or reality, but conitainlife and reality in a
system of verbal relationships’AC, 122). This sense of literature
containing, and not merely describing reality,esitral to Frye’s ideas.

Frye uses the term Logos to refer to the all-conisg literary
universe. To enter into this coherent system efdity experience “does
not keep bringing the student back to similar mmibut to the same point,
to the sense of an identity in literary experiend@ch is the objective
counterpoint to his own identity"QP, 29). Though the details of the
structures of imagery may be unique to any onegalitetext, the structures
have their analogues within the structures of othets. “Everything that
appears in the phenomenal world of literature” disarete literary text “is
maintained in the Logos in a state of absolute tileroneness, or total
unity” (Barrett, 51). What is more, Frye claimsthi&these analogues are
followed, the end product is not similarity, buterdity. Paradoxically,
with regard to the identity of analogues within tteuctures of imagery
existing between two or more texts, ‘it is identityhich makes
individuality possible” CP, 32). Frye’s preference for metaphor helps to
clarify what he means by this. “Outside literatutee main motive for
writing is to describe [the objective world]. Butekature itself uses
language in a way which associates our minds witlas opposed to
merely describing itEl, 31). According to Frye

There are two main kinds of association, analogy identity, two things
that are like each other and two things that ach edher. In descriptive
writing you have to be careful of associative leager You'll find that
analogy, or likeness to something else, is vergkyrito handle in
description, because the differences are as impoatsthe resemblances.
As for metaphor, where you're really saying ‘thésthat’, you're turning
your back on logic and reason completely, becangiedlly two things can
never be the same thing and still remain two thidde poet, however,
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uses these two crude, primitive, archaic forms tafught in the most
uninhibited way, because his job is not to descniatire, but to show you
a world completely absorbed and possessed by timamumind . . . The
only genuine joy you can have is in those rare nmasmehen you feel that
although we may know in part, as Paul says, was®a part of what we
know. (El, 32-3)

Thus the subject is united with the objective waHdough metaphor. In
the anagogic phase, everything is potentially idahto everything else—
not similarity or uniformity; not a monotonous samses, but a unity of
variety. This is because “literature does not wtflde . . . it swallows it.
And the imagination won’t stop until it's swallowexerything” €I, 80).
This anagogic ingestion of the universe by the lsogitows Frye to locate
a context for the study of literature, without hayito surrender the
autonomy of literature, though in works publishaschsequent to the
Anatomy he qualifies this extreme position: Frye adheoethis notion of
a timeless and transcendent ‘centre’ which infolilesature, though it is
created by a metamorphosis and complication oweg tf archetypes and
conventions. It should be apparent that the redatifocriticism to literature
can now be seen as anagogic, if it is pursued véfarence to these
archetypes; archetypal criticism takes the readside literature wherein
criticism has an end in the structure of literatasea total form, and a
beginning in each text studied. This notion of ategrated and unified
literary experience is a crucial one. In theatomy Frye says,

In the greatest moments of Dante and Shakespearge have a feeling of
converging significance, the feeling that here we @dose to seeing what
our whole literary experience has been about, &sding that we have
moved into the still centre of the order of wor@sC, 117-118)

The anagogic ingestion of the universe into theeorf words by the
power of the Logos created the principle of thentog of the literary
universe, and also its containment of the wholéfefand reality within a
system of verbal relationships.

Because the Logos is both the centre and the mfemence of the
literary universe, the impetus informing every rity archetype and
convention comes from the Logos. The Logos, whem ss a metaphor
for imaginative potential, becomes a dynamic enesgyrce. The Logos
concept is further clarified iThe Return of Edenyhere Frye says that
divine power “symbolized by music and poetry antiechin the Bible the
Word” releases energy “by creating forniRE,59). Frye’s decision to call
this order of words the Logos possesses apparealotical overtones; it
is the total Word, the circumference and the ceottthe literary universe,
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and ‘“like St. Augustine’s God, has its center ewdrgre and its
circumference nowhere’SM, 26).

In the Anatomy,Frye says, dianoiaon the archetypal level is . . . the
conflict of desire and actuality” AC, 111). Put bluntly, there is a
discrepancy between how and where humans livehandand where we
would like to live. One of Frye's most crucial ag&ms is that there is a
dialectic between what is desired and what is unebsThis takes the
form of anaxis mundi,or Christian ladder of perfection, which locates
‘heaven’ in an upwards direction and ‘hell’ in andtovards direction. Frye
explains how this dialectic is present in literatur

Sometimes, as in the happy endings of comedieis, the ideal world of
romances, we seem to be looking at a pleasantdd Waan we ordinarily
know. Sometimes, as in tragedy and satire, we geebre looking at a
world more devoted to suffering and absurdity thanordinarily know. In
literature we always seem to be looking either udawn. It's the vertical
perspective that's important, not the horizontaé¢ dhat looks out to life.
Of course, in the greatest works of literature wé lgpth the up and down
views, often at the same time as different aspeadsie event.Kl, 97)

Hence the ‘horizontal’ is ‘centrifugal’, as it “Ise out to life.” Literature
works on this other, vertical plane of desire ahd undesired. Desire
provides the dynamics for the recovery of our idsntity, thus the other
crucial rhythm or pattern present in Frye's workthat of the cyclical
qguest. There are, then, two forces implied in Amatomy,the one being
the organising force arising due to the dialecttween the desired and
the undesired, and the other being the organisimgefof recurrence.
Rhythm is temporal recurrence, pattern is spadialirence. “Archetypal
criticism, therefore, rests on two organizing rhgth or patterns, one
cyclical, the other dialectic’AC, 106). In “The Archetypes of Literature,”
Frye brings together the idea of the dialectic leetvthe desired and the
undesired and that of the cycle or recurrence.ays,s

The human cycle of waking and dreaming correspoeidsely to the
natural cycle of light and darkness . . . This espondence is largely an
antithesis: it is in daylight that man is reallytime power of darkness, a
prey to frustration and weakness; it is in the dads of nature that the
‘libido’ or conquering heroic self awakes:I( 18)

Thus the objective world is a darkness—the undéstie natural and the
fallen—and is antithetical to what humans desirée Tquest of the

conquering hero is in pursuit of the desired, thenan and the unfallen.
Literature does not only portray the desired; sbgbortrays the undesired.
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This is especially true of twentieth century litierz:

We notice that modern writers . . . spend a goad here of their time on
the misery, frustration or absurdity of human exise. In other words,
literature not only leads us towards the regairohgdentity, but it also
separates this state from its opposite, the woddden't like and want to
get away from.El, 102)

Literature is not the real, but the conceivablgetature is displaced
mythology, and myth prefers stylisation and absimac Myth allows
people to turn into stags or willow trees, rathert adhering to realism,
verisimilitude or other skilful and consistent iatibns of human
experience. Myth makes use of fictional and themalsign, and is
unaffected by canons of plausibility adopted totéta the familiar. The
mythical world contains infinite potential—desiredareality are one;
myth is, in other words, anagogic. The Logos, beeait contains
everything, is identical to experience, and, ashaee seen, Frye prefers
identity over similarity. Verisimilitude, on the leer hand, is merely ‘like’
experience. Frye’s critical approach disapprovednoft other twentieth
century literary criticisms, because they tendeddstroy the autonomy of
the imaginative order of the literary world by tgint to the meagre,
experiential world, and, while destroying that angdmy, also destroyed
what was, for Frye, the real function of literatur® minister to creative
human desire, to transform, rather than simplysceibe, the world so that
it, and the reader, might be elevated. This is Wye asserts that
literature is made not of life, but of prior litéuae, its categories being
mythic rather than existential, and why he soughemclose the entire
history of human culture as the history of humamm® created by the
human imagination. This is also why Frye has a@wakpreference for
the comic mode over the tragic, and the romantir alre mimetic. Frye
sees realism as linear and logical, whereas romdooes patterns
between the poles of desire and the undesired. idlba influenced his
system to the extent of making romance the comlafther forms. These
forms are always archetypal in the sense that faelitate an ‘eternal
return’ of a golden age or unfallen world which ga®t exist in time or
space, but as a vision of the ideal, the relatigmehthis to art being best
expressed as art as Sidney’s “second nature” ($idB)e it is significant
that Frye chose to call his 1965 book on Milftime Returrof Eden, and
not The Returto Eden,Eden being a vision which can come to the reader,
and not a place where the reader can actually go.

The ability to apprehend the Logos, that is, ditere in its total form,
enables the rebirth of the reader, and so coresitdor Frye, a quest myth.
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In The Educated Imaginatioirrye says of the quest myth,

This story of the loss and regaining of identitylithink, the framework of
all literature. Inside it comes the story of thecheith a thousand faces, as
one critic calls him, whose adventures, death,pgisarance and marriage
or resurrection are the focal points of what ladtecome romance and
tragedy and satire and comedy in fiction, and tht®nal moods that
take their place in such forms as the lyric, whidrmally doesn't tell a
story. El, 102)

The ‘critic’ mentioned in the above quotation issdph Campbell. In his
book, The Hero with a Thousand Facdsst published in 1949, Campbell
says,

The standard path of the mythological adventuretted hero is a
magnification of the formula represented in theegitof passage:
separatiop—initiation—return: which might be named the nuclear unit of
the monomyth. (Campbell, 30)

The path of the hero comprises the standard mygiedbunit wherein the
hero departs from the ordinary world, enters a avayf supernatural
wonder and peril, performs tasks and wins a deeisictory, returning
with the power to help fellow humans. This, whican@pbell termed the
“monomyth,” is the fundamental structure underlyiegery mythical
narrative. InThe Secular ScriptureFrye describes his own cyclical
architectonic, and the similarities to Campbell’'smamyth are apparent:

There are . . . four primary narrative movementditerature. There are,
first, the descent from a higher world; second, tlescent to a lower
world; third, the ascent from a lower world; andurith, the ascent to a
higher world. All stories in literature are comgatiimns of, or metaphorical
derivations from, these four narrative radica&S 97)

While the themes of descent deal with “confusionidentity and . . .
restriction of action,” themes of ascent deal wille reverse—"escape,
remembrance or discovery of one’s real identitpywang freedom and the
breaking of enchantment'Sg,129). Campbell’s monomyth is similar to
the way that Frye's foumythoi of comedy, romance, satire/irony and
tragedy, the four basic pre-generic plots for ##irdture, form a spiral
shape. The cycle is represented byrtiy¢hoiin the way that they blur into
one another as they ascend and descend: the désara higher world
is the move from romance to satire/irony, the destea world lower still
moves us into tragedy, comedy is the ascent frasrdlver world, and the
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ascent to an even higher world lifts us back upotnanceThe dialectic
between nature and apocalypse is present in the thaty the paired
opposites of tragedy and comedy, romance and katoBy, contrast.
Satire is “militant irony”(AC, 223), because it does not detach itself from
the situation it describes, unlike irony, whichatdtes the reader “from the
world we’d prefer not to be involved with’E(, 56). Thus satire presents
the reader with the possibility of change, andustike irony, is potentially
redemptive. Thus, the descent of Campbell’'s herbkés the decline of
romance into satire/irony; his further fall intaetperils of the hero’s trials
meets its nadir in tragedy, and the ‘upturn’ of ri@gethe hero’s victory is
Frye's rise into comedy, and the ‘happy ending lné hero’s return,
transformed by his quest, sweeps him back up t@anom

The path of Campbell’s hero is a spiral path, aodsimply a cyclical
one, because the hero is transformed, and so diesmply ‘return’ to
the same point from which he started.Time Secular Scripturé-rye also
claims that “the quest romance takes on a spirat,fan open circle where
the end is the beginning transformed and renewethbéyheroic quest”
(SS, 174). According to Frye, cycles need not be fatili need not
suggest an inability to progress, and need notrpwmate a theory of
inevitability. The seasonal cycle repeats itselfiryafter year, suggesting
the eternal return, but the world has in fact grawear older, hence the
trajectory of history is that of a corkscrew orrghias opposed to a circle.
Thus, romance is akin to summer, satire/irony to@n, tragedy to winter
and comedy to the rebirth and renewal of springweéicer, what really
effects the ‘cycle’, changing its fated trajectanto a spiral, is the
motivating power of desire, enabling transformattbrough the infinite
power of the human imagination. It is “the vertiqgadrspective that's
important, not the horizontal one that looks outlife” (El, 97). This
vertical perspective of desire and imaginationnipartant because it is
this that redeems the individual. The real sigaifice of the cycle lies in
that it is “the only possible way of suggesting wisabeyond the cycle”
(SS,174), that being transformation through desire thedinfinite powers
of the imagination. For Campbell, today’s hero-deedsists of “questing
to bring to light again the lost Atlantis of the-aadinated soul” (Campbell,
338). The hero must be transfigured, detached frloenrigours of the
external and temporal world, and reconciled with #ternal world, the
paradise that has been lost, in order that the Ineight experience
renewal, and bring this ultimate boon back to Hhedpher people.

A dialectic exists between apocalyptic revelatiand its demonic
inversion, desire moving us from the latter towattle former. The
dialectic between the apocalyptic and the demanaways present in any
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genre, because irony always infers romance, argkdsa always infers
comedy: comedy is the completed form of tragedygeping the hero up
out of hell, and romance takes us to the bettetdabiat satire and irony
feel only as an absence. Therefore all exampld#evhtureincorporate
desire. Frye's controlling archetype is the quegthmin particular, the
successful quest, or comedic romance. This leags tér favour comedy
and romance over tragedy and satire/irony, myth @eeisimilitude, and
revelation over realism. Frye's archetypal criticisand typological
hermeneutics contain hierarchies based on thisoparspreference for
comedy, romance, archetype and the oracular. Thesterences are
present in Frye's work as an intimated return te tiythic mode,
producing a model of history as spiral, and asedi# between the desired
and the undesired. What is more, there is a semswhich Frye'’s
theoretical method can itself be seen as a quetgrtaken by each and
every ‘hero-reader’. Romance is not only centradfitge’s architectonic of
spatial metaphors; his critical method is itsetibanic romance.

In The Secular Scriptur€l976), Frye makes his opinion on the position
of identity to literature clear. He says tlu te fabula(the story is about
you); in other words, the reader is the hero oflitkeary experience:

One’s reading . . . becomes an essential partpsbeess of self-creation
and self-identity that passes beyond all the agdddentifications . . .
Genuine humanism is not a return to [the literagnan], but an
imaginative recreation of it . . . The mythologioahiverse is not an
ordered hierarchy but an interpenetrating worldesgrevery unit of verbal
experience is a monad reflecting all the othersit.is how the world looks
after the ego has collapse85186-7)

The concept of the monad suggests that any litexank is a microcosm
of the total order of words. To read—to enter ithte literary universe—is
to embark upon a quest to recover one’s true iterjtist like the hero of
a romantic quest. Within the ideal of the intergeasteng world of the
imagination, every verbal experience is “a mondkkceng all the others.”
Reading allows the imagination to achieve totalityh reference to the
centre of the literary universe, a centre which sde®t focus upon
describing the spatio-temporal world, but upon ¢farming it, ingesting
it, extending its centre to its own circumference.

Frye’s final ‘vision’ is one where art is not litad by social, moral or
aesthetic values, which limit art by creating ‘casio of acceptable
verisimilitude. Even the archetypal phase is netutiimate phase, though
in its drawing together of literary artefacts, amdits combination of
recurrence and myth it comes close. The ultimag®nriis to be found in
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the ultimate phase—the anagogic. Frye equates dged with anagogy,
saying that it is a storehouse of infinite potdnéiad possibilities: “The
anagogic view of criticism thus leads to the cotioepof literature as
existing in its own universe, no longer a commentam life and reality,
but containing life and reality in a system of \arielationships” AC,
123). Frye’s concept of ‘vision’ is best understandhe sense of the word
as it is used in one of Blakelsocodnaphorisns:

The Eternal Body of Man is the Imagination, that@od himself . . . It
manifests itself in his Works of Art (In EternityllAs Vision).

Frye quotes this aphorism in his first boBlearful Symmetrypublished in
1947 €S 30). This, along with the comparison of the Logos St.
Augustine’s God, gives reason to postulate thatltbgos was simply
another name for God. However, Jeannine Barreigtsithat, despite its
role as the ‘onlie begetter’ of literary texts, thegos is not an actual
divinity or ontological personality, so much as ataphysical rationale for
a systematic criticism (Barrett, 189). Barrett'ssipon is validated: three
years after she submitted her thesis, Frye pulnlisSiiee Great Code,
where he identifies another phase beyond anagobichwFrye called
kerygma GC, 30, 231). He explores the concept in much gredgtil in
Words with Powef1990), where kerygma is explained as an extergfion
the metaphorical function, and as a term reserved tfie special
transforming power of the words of the Bible. Ththe Logos is best
envisioned as the metaphysical destination forrdeaer-hero; it is not
God, though it clearly points the reader in a ‘Gadis direction’.

The notion of such an imagined and ideal goal aasecreadily with
the concept of utopia. Thomas More created the rihopia’ as a pun on
“outémo¢’ (not-place), andeirtorog’ (well-place), in order to convey the
sense of a ‘good place’ which is, in fact, ‘no gaean ideal that does not
exist. In her book,The Concept of UtopiaRuth Levitas argues that,
though form, content and function vary with respiectlifferent versions
of utopia, the one element that remains constatttas of desire, which
demonstrates, in a variety of ways ranging from shérising of what
exists to dreaming about a perfect world, a genenatlency towards a
better way of being and living. The preoccupatidathwhe plausibility of
utopia connects the term to myth; just as the temgih’ has been used in
a pejorative manner to suggest fallacious histeny, too, has the term
‘utopia’ had its element of desire removed andeiksment of fantasy
emphasised to make it a simile for unattainablengsractical politics.
Levitas poses the question whether utopias arelypwscapist and
compensatory, or whether they are also anticipaemyg involved in
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reconstruction. Utopias differ from other politigalans in that they are
visions of an ideal state, and thus differ from thanagerialism more
commonly presented as pragmatic solution of imntedpoblems; it is
often said that a utopia is a static state reptaggperfection rather than
progress. However, Levitas asks whether utopias nodyplay a part in
the historical process as a sort of ‘carrot onigk’stan ideal which can act
as a stimulus to progress in that it is an idealatdls which one may
strive, even though it may be ultimately unattaleali-rye’s desire to
attain a synoptic view of literature as a wholassambitious as his effort,
in writing the Anatomy to elucidate and contain all that criticism dozm
do and should do. Perhaps, then, Frye’'s aspirafio@slso so ambitious
as to be unrealisable. Thus tenatomy, when read as a piece of
metacriticism, is essentially a quest in pursuitaof ideal, and can be
regarded as a utopian criticism. TAaatomyis utopian in the sense that
its ultimate goal—the Logos—is metaphysical andsdpet in any real
sense exist; it also enables a utopian projectetit as a ‘carrot on a stick’
in that it seeks to provide a method which, ifdated, will grant access to
the liberating and transforming powers of the imagjon. Though there is
a tension between these grand aspirations and ¢dhe pnagmatic solution
of discrete literary problems, the primary intereSthe Anatomyis not to
be found in its usefulness as a typology, butdmibvision of a model of
perfection to aspire towards. The ultimate desaijéct of Frye’s quest is
eternally a deferred reference-ddférence as Derrida would say—and
the Logos is Frye’s utopian, ‘transcendental sigdif

In his 1965 essay, “Varieties of Literary UtopiaSrye compares the
social contract with the utopia; the former, hessajting J.S. Mill, passes
a fiction off as fact, while the latter belongs marily to fiction. The
utopia is a speculative myth, yet it is not a tlyeaith which to connect
social facts, as literature is not concerned withdting real life to such an
extreme degree. Frye says that the utopia deschibkaviour in ritual
terms, which, because ritualistic, appears irraticgind so needs explaining;
hence, the typical utopia’s narrator is a ‘tourist’ the province, whose
‘guide’ explains the significance of the behavitley observe. Frye says
that “a ritual is asignificantsocial act, and the utopia-writer is concerned
only with thetypical actions which are significant of those social edata
he is stressing (StS, 110; italics added). In a sense, then, Frye, in
searching for archetypes, is searching for litetdtyals’, repetitions that
are performed in such a way as to provide a sefssomtinuity and
coherence. Thénatomycan be thought of as a utopian ‘tour’ of the
literary ‘world’, in that Frye is stressing litesafrituals’, that is, he is
describing and explaining to his reader what hes sag typical or
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significant. What is more, Frye says, “the typio#bpia contains, if only
by implication, a satire on the anarchy inherentttie writer's own
society” (5tS,111). Thus it is possible to see theatomyas a utopia, and
perhaps even a satire on the ‘anarchic’ state & thorld’ of
contemporary criticism. Satire, as we have seefmiltant irony” (AC,
223), so does not detach itself from the situatiatescribes, but presents
the reader with a possibility that is potentiakygdemptive.

Towards the end of th&natomy,Frye begins to mention Menippean
satire, and Robert Burton’dAnatomy of Melancholy(1621) with
increasing frequency. An important ‘clue’ to hektablish the true nature
of the Anatomyoccurs where Frye mentions the two together:

The word ‘anatomy’ in Burton’s title means a dig&mt or analysis, and

expresses very accurately the intellectualised agmbr of his form. We

may as well adopt it as a convenient name to reptae cumbersome and
in modern times rather misleading ‘Menippean satf#C, 311-2)

In dealing with intellectual themes or attituddss Menippean satire will
playfully pile up masses of erudition as dialoge@amping its pedantic
targets with their own terminology. Its targets gredants, bigots, cranks,
parvenus, virtuosi, enthusiasts, rapacious andnipetent professional
men of all kinds” AC, 311-2). Frye’sAnatomyhad similar targets in the
field of literary criticism. Burton’sAnatomy of Melancholys a form of
Menippean satire that replaces dialogue or collogiily a symposium of
essays, producing a dissection or analysis inl@uialised form. Hence
the genre to which Frye’s book belongs is the angfat should be noted
that its title is, after allAnatomy of Criticism and notA System of
Criticism. Once this has been noted, so many critics of Ay have
seen theAnatomyas a straightforward statement of a scientifiticisim,
especially those adverse critics who have sees #naover-schematised,
anti-historical criticism which denies the indivality of any given text, or
which uses texts to explain a theory rather thanugual reverse approach,
now seem rather silly, as they have failed to motibat must be the most
significant phrase in any text—its title. Frye sdkat “as the name of an
attitude, satire is . . . a combination of fantasgl morality. But as the name of a
form, the term satire . . . is more flexible, arah de entirely fantastic or entirely
moral” (AC, 310).He goes on to describe Menippean satire:

The Menippean adventure story may thus be puradgnis it is in the
literary fairy tale . . The purely moral type is a serious vision of sgcéaest
a single intellectual pattern, in other words a Pi@. . . The form itself is
not invariably satiric in attitude, but shadesintb more purely fanciful or
moral discussionsAC, 310; italics added)
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This is a good description of Fryefmatomy.Its tone is moral, in that it
describes what literary criticisrehould do. Its intent, to exclude value
judgements from criticism, may appear to contratlés, until the real
meaning behind Frye’'s use of the often misleadiemgnt ‘scientific’ is
seen: to be ‘scientific’ is not to search for aoyt of limiting principle to
apply to criticism; in his search for a ‘sciencé’coiticism, Frye is seeking
an arena whereipraxisis not limited, but is brought about by the infeni
possibilities of the imagination. It is rather likke meaning behind the
titte of another of Frye’s book3he Well-Tempered Criti(1963) In this
title, Frye is referring to Bach’s collection oflackeyboard music called
The Well-Tempered Clavierwritten for the ‘well-tempered’ tuning
system, which organised the keyboard into ‘circd&gfths’. This enabled
unrestricted modulation from one key to anothere Hmalogy between
this and Frye’s method is clear: Frye organisedrdiure into similar
patterns, to enable similar ‘modulations’ to takacp between literary
works, regardless of genre or historical periodusTto be ‘well-tempered’
does not in any way diminish the number of ‘melstighich can be
created, but it does avoid ‘discord’. Similarly iesatific’ criticism does
not diminish the mind’s free play, but strives tthizve quite the reverse,
by denying the usefulness of determinist criticppraaches and other
equally limiting critical ‘fallacies’.

Frye justifies his search for a ‘scientific’ ccitm by identifying the
key problem: “criticism can talk, and all the adgse dumb” AC, 4).
Criticism is “a structure of thought and knowledgeisting in its own
right, with some measure of independence of” lttemitself AC, 4). The
problem is summed up well by Louis Mackie:

The uncertain relationship between criticism andrditure frames the
question about the ratio of truth to fiction in th@ence/art of criticism as
Frye conceives it. To be a science and to delivertituth about its subject
matter, the structure of criticism must correspdndthe structure of
literature. But in order for criticism to enjoy tlaitonomy necessary to
science, it must have its own structure, which as that of literature: a
fiction of its own.(Mackey, 448)

Thus, what Frye is exploring is the nature of thkationship between the
speechless power immanent in literary works anddibeursive medium
of criticism that seeks to liberate it. While ariim is about literature and
is derived from it, the critic inhabits a world afiticism that he or she has
built. Hence the critic is both apart from, and atpof, literature. This
leads Mackey to conclude that the relationship betwliterature and
criticism is essentially ironic. Mackie states hthvs ironic relationship is
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emphasised by Frye’'s use of ironic/oxymoronic cbapitles—it seems
strange to have a “Polemical Introduction,” asl#® thing one expects by
way of introduction is someone looking for a figafd it seems almost
oxymoronic to have a “Tentative Conclusion.” Simifa says Mackie,
words like ‘science’ or ‘inductive’ function as togical operators,
pointing not to a critical method, but talasireto correct a state of affairs,
or adesirefor truth. The object of this desire is utopiandaan never be
attained, and so Frye’s use of such apparentiyntfitewords is in fact a
device of irony and satire—and an expression ofearnying for their
dialectical opposite, romance. While it might asffiappear, then, that the
targets of Frye’'s satire are critics he sees asatipg incorrectly or
irresponsibly, it is in fact criticism itself, ant$ desire for the utopia of an
unattainable ‘ultimate truth’, that is being saind; another look at the
book’s title shows that the reader is readingdaatomy ofCriticism, and
not anAnatomy of Literature.

As has been seen, the quest of the archetypat aésembles
Campbell’'s hero-quest to recover the “co-ordinasell.” Campbell
recognises the importance of humour, not only gsedagogical lure,” as
he says in the following quotation frohtlhe Hero with a Thousand Facges
but as a way of suggesting that desired ideal whighscends the real,
spatio-temporal, world:

Humour is the touchstone of the truly mythologieal distinct from the

more literal-minded and sentimental theological thobhe gods as icons
are not ends in themselves. Their entertaining sdmsport the mind and
spirit, not up to, but past them, into the yonder void; from which
perspective the more heavily freighted theologaadmas then appear to
have been only pedagogical lures: their functian,cart the unadroit

intellect away from its concrete clutter of factmdaevents to a

comparatively rarefied zone, where, as a final balbexistence—whether
heavenly, earthly or infernal—may at last be semmsmuted into the

semblance of a lightly passing, recurrent, merédbhbod dream of bliss

and fright. (Campbell, 180-1)

Because Frye mentions Burton and Menippean satjh¢ at the end of
the Anatomy as though they were a sort of punchline, it isgilde to see
his book in a similar light, as a “less literal-miéd and sentimental’
comedic romance. In the television programinseph Campbell and the
Power of Myth Campbell held the following conversation with IBIl
Moyers, where he discussed the importance of thek§ter to religion:

B.M. - | feel stronger in my own faith knowing thathers had the same
yearnings and were seeking for the same imagesytdotexpress an
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experience that couldn’'t be costumed in ordinanglege. | feel much
more kinship with those who follow other ways.

J.C. - This is why clowns are good in religionscdugse they show that the
image is not a fact, but it's a reflex of some kind

B.M. - So does this help explain the Trickster gtieg show up from time
to time?

J.C. - Very much that, yes. Some of the best Tt&kstories are associated
with our American Indian tales. Now these figures elown-like figures,
and yet they are the creator god at the same tiemy, often. And this
makes the point, ‘I am not the ultimate image; | amnsparent to
something. Through me, through my funny form, | avacking it, and
turning it into a grotesque action.” You really ge¢ sense, which if | had
been a big sober presence, you'd get stuck withirtege. (author’s
transcript of part of the programme broadcast ond8y, September 2,
1990, 9:25-10:05 pm)

Frye can be seen as such a ‘Trickster’, using thskmof Menippean satire
to draw attention to the utopian nature of his tugbis deepens our
understanding of the playful erudition and selfreditg which characterize
the Anatomy Frye attempts to reveal that which is so profouinds
unknowable, but which can be approached through d@hagogic
experience of literature. The theological overtookthe terms Frye uses,
such as anagogy and apocalypse, suggests thas fanpdietypal criticism
is motivated, by desire, towards some form of nogdtievelation. What is
revealed is the Logos, the “co-ordinated soul,” andsion of the world in
human form.

Frye’s Critical Path

In the “Polemical Introduction” to thAnatomy Frye argued for the
need for a literary criticism that could provideliaect, discursive address
to the reader, because literature is “a disintetease of words; it does not
address its reader directlyAC, 4). According to Frye, “it is the critic’'s
task, in every age, to fight for the autonomy of drts, and never under
any circumstances allow himself to be seduced jotiging the arts,
positively or negatively, by their attachments3t$, 87). Thus Frye
advocated a detached critical perspective, andureisetypal method was
intended to provide the disinterested approacthéosblving of literary
problems that he sought. Frye believed that théccmust avoid the
“centrifugal fallacy of determinism” P, 32), where the force of the
critic’'s preoccupations external to literature emus drift away from
regarding the text in a literary mann&uch an approach results in a
failure to create anything that could be callediterdry criticism. For
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example, a Freudian approach makes the text agoajleof the author’s
repressions and unresolved conflicts, and a Maegigroach makes the
text an allegory of the historical processes ofglatruggle. Frye terms
these approaches through other academic fieldedtlical criticism”
(CP, 18). Allegorical criticism does violence to that@nomy of literature
by bringing an extra-literary framework into crism, and provides only
one kind of literary meaning. The meaning of anyt tshould not be
acquired through some determinist method, whicheddp upon the
relating of literature to the extra-literary, besauhis can only limit, and
not expand, an understanding of the text. By megrkinye refers not only
to that which may be inferred from within the codteof ordinary
discourse, but to an additional and greater unaledstg arising within the
imaginative context of literature itselllegorical approaches present the
critic with the task of forming arbitrary companso between literary
works and the extra-literary, a task which is uétely futile, whereas an
archetypal approach has its end in the total fofniiterature, and its
beginning in each text studied. Another dangehés“tentripetal fallacy,
where we fail to separate criticism from the pritieal direct experience
of literature” CP, 33). The fallacy is centripetal because it divemergy
away from criticism through the force of the reasi@reoccupations with
plot, with anticipation of outcome, with whether aot the plot and
closure are credible, and so on. It is the habithef plot-preoccupied
reader of digesting whatever is given as a progmssf events that
preoccupies the reader with what the text apparestlys, while
overlooking what iis, which Frye is discouraging.

Frye points out that “criticism, like religion, @me of the sub-academic
areas in which a large number of people are st fto indulge their
anxieties instead of studying their subje&@P( 33). ‘Anxiety’ is the name
Frye gives to extra-literary preoccupations of anpotted, often political
and always socially and historically determined dkirCritics are not
criticising literature if they “indulge their anxies,” but are still
functioning at a pre-critical level that emphasisiésral meaning. The
critical reader, however, enters into a coherergtesy of experiences
structured around conventions, or archetypes. Th@lighumans possess
“anxiety of continuity” and “anxiety of coherenc€CP, 37), which stem
from fears of the discontinuity and incoherenceegtiernal reality, when
these anxieties are translated not into art bud praxis, they cease to
legitimately reflect normal human fears. The proplace for anxiety is in
literature, because “the fundamental job of thegimation in ordinary life

. is to produce, out of the society we havdive in, a vision of the
society we want to live in’El, 140).



