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Edward H. Strauch 

THE NEO-ARISTOTELIAN ANALYSIS OF 

LITERATURE AND THE L IM ITS  OF LOGIC 

To some i t  may be perplexing that an ancient treatise, 
Aristotle's Poetics, should still be cons idered authoritative and 

useful. Others may wonder ho v a m ind  in  ant iqu i ty cou ld 
have been so thorough and comprehensive that  contempor 

ary innovat ions - in  l iterary crit ic ism hard ly mark an improve 

ment on that venerable work. For th is reason, the Chicago 
critics have vigorously championed Ar istot le 's aesthetic in  
our day. If their  attack on the New Crit ics is sometimes 
unfa i r ,  nevertheless ,  the neo-Aristotel ians are justified in  so 
far as they do batt le for a phi losophy of l i terature which has 

proved viab le and durab le .  They regard Ar istotle 's Poetics 

as a mode l  of methodology which for the past 2,300 years 
has repeatedly insp ired wo rthwhi le cr i t ic ism. 

For Aristot le, real ity was revealed through the essent ia l  
and persist ing forms i n  natu re .  Because he conceived nature 
as that force wh ich shapes l ife into s ign i f i c an t  forms , he 
thought a story to conta i n  an  entelechy wh ich shapes human  
events into mean i ng .  I f  idea l  beau ty to the anc ient  Greeks was 
described in terms of ba lance ,  rhythm, symmetry, and propor 

t ion, for Aristot le that  i dea l  expressed itse lf in l iterature through 
the integrat ion of a 1 1  parts into an o rgan ic whole .  Thus 

Aristotle 's aesthet ic reflected h is v iew that the unive rse was 

a l iv ing be ing w ith its s ign i f icance man i fest  i n  its wholeness 

and in its metamorphoses .  
It is well known that  the Poetics represents Ar istot le's 

effort to just i fy l i terature on the grounds  that  any true imita 

t ion of nature is a form of knowledge and that such knowl 

edge can produce a mo rally en l ighten ing effect. I n  l i terature ,  

fo rm descr ibes the d i rec t i on events take if permitted to real ize 
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2 Edward H. Strauch 

themselves, or put another way, form shows a character 
fulf ill ing his destiny in  order to discover his ultimate identity. 
Since poetry imitates the nature of man, the main value of 
poetry is in  its reflection of the universal truths in  human 
experience. 

With these preliminary understandings in mind, we may 
turn to the more technical  concerns of the Chicago 'school' 
of criticism. I n  add i t ion  to giv ing the format of Critics and 

Criticism: Ancient and Moder ( 1952) ,  Ronald S. Crane 
introduces the reader to the underlying assumptions a n d  aims 

of the so-called neo-Aristote l ian movement in critic ism. 
Among these assumtp ions ,  he separates the att itudes ascr ibed 

to the 'school' from the ir actual, basic pr incip les .  
F irst, the Chicago scholars are not the proponents of a 

specia l  system of crit icism, but rather they wish to develop 
a genera l  theory of l i teratu re .  Second ,  they do not neg lect 
to study the language of poetry nor do they adhere to a 
pseudo-formal ism which reduces a poem to the architectural 
pr inc ip les of a l i terary genre. Third, their attachment to 
Aristotle's Poetics is not a question of doctrinal conviction 
no r  are they committed dogmatically to Aristotle's philo 
sophy .  I n  sum ,  they reject the charges of pedantry made 

against  them. 
Crane regards l ingu i s t ics .  history and the analys is of ideas 

of equa l  importance to l i terary and artistic criticism, and 
although he urges the investigation of methods employed 
in the other arts for their possible use in literary crit icism, 
he is opposed to any  poet ics derived from psychoanalysis 
or anthropology.  S imi lar ly ,  he is impatient at the hol low 
rhetoric that characterizes so much c r i t ica l  w r i t ing and he 
be l itt les the foo l ish attempt of contemporar ies to ra ise prob 
lems that had been so lved long ago. What the contr ibutors 
of Critics and Criticism want is to develop a reasoned d isco 
urse about l iterature .  

Crane dep lores the diversity of contemporary v iews reg 
arding the a ims ,  nature ,  form, structure , texture, and worth 
of poetry. Such marked differences among critics have led 
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The Neo-Aristotelian Analysis 3 

I 

to scepticism, dogmaticism, or a flabby eclectic approach 
which maintains that all cr it ica l  pos i t ions are partially false 
and partially true. The only counter to such confusion is to 
get behind the finite system of terms i n  order to determine 
whether its conceptual scheme 'derives from principles 
that define poetry as a kind of phi losophy, . . .  as an  effect on 
the audience' or the like. We must a lso f ind out what mode 
of reasoning the critic uses. Does he infer causes, move 
from parts to whole, or use 'd ialect ical  div is ion and 
resolution'. 

Crane and his associates acknowledge that many distinct 

critical methods are val id in their own spheres and that each 
crit ic has the right to choose h i s  own approach.  However, 

the neo-Aristotelians reserve the r ight to question the effi 
cacy of such methods, for every system has characteristic 
potentials and l imitat ions.  I n  part icular, the Chicago scholars 
object to approaches which emphas ize the part but neg lect 
the whole or study the likenesses among poems but ignore 
the d ifferences. Some contemporar ies use one method of 
analysis for all poems, wh i le  o ther  cr i t ics j ugg le  pa i rs of 
dual istic terms but leave unanalyzed more important aspects 
of a poem. 

The aim of Critics and Criticism is to show the methodo- 
logical limitations of those critics who d isp lay  an indifference 
to the lessons of the history of cr i t ic i sm. 1  Only by drawing 
on critical principles wh ich have effect ively resolved the 
perennial problems of l iterature can one make un iversal 
statements that transcend the aesthetic pecu l ia r i t ies  fash ion  
able at any given time. The Chicago c r it ics feel Ar istotle's 
Poetics provides them with the bas is for a comprehens ive 
critical method wh ich will examine the way poetic wholes 
function together. 

To these critics , Aristotle's treatise se izes 'the distinctive 
nature of poetic works' as concrete art ist ic who les (Critics 
and Criticism, p. 17 ) .  S ince def in i t ions and devices utilized 
in the Poetics were derived from the exam inat ion of many 

( Scanned with OKEN Scanner 

Alig
arh

 M
us

lim
 U

niv
ers

ity



4 Edward H. Strauch 

literary works, the neo-Aristotelian approach is comprehen 
sive for the following reasons: 1 . )  it embraces al l  the elem 
ents which produce definite effects on the mind; 2.) it transc 
ends l inguistic analysis and poetic techniques to account 
for the union and interaction of wholes; and 3 . )  it uses a 
great number of pr inciples of literary construction whereby 
a wide range of pert inent distinctions among poems may be 
made. I n  other words , the Chicago critics feel they study 
the representation, of significant human actions whereas the 
New Critics miss these because of thei r  narrow preoccupation 
with lingu istic paradoxes . 

Crane admits that Aristotle's method has been misused 
when appl ied to poems constructed on qu i te d ifferent 
pr inciples from those of anc ient ep ic and tragedy. He 
acknowledges the I  im itations of the Aristotel ian approach 
and admits that other crit ical techniques are needed to 
supplement it . However, Crane is definitely against  extrinsic 
studies of poetry as those a r i s ing from the poet's life or from 
the sp i r i t  of the time ,  a l though once a poem itself is ana ly 

zed, it may be situated i n  the h istory of poetry. F inally, he 
regards b ib l iography, textual cr it icism ,  philo log ica l  exegesis , 

and the h istory of ideas as essentia l too ls to the Aristote l ian 
method. 

I n  sum, Crane's ma in  objection to other critical approaches 

is that they have on ly pro l iferated ineffectua l  methods, and 
the reason for th is is that such approaches have neg lected 
the real ach i evement  of t rad i t iona l  poet ics. If criticism is to 

develop a comprehens ive system such as that of Aristotle, i t  

must be based on s o u n d  i n d u c t i v e  reasoning w h i c h  takes 

into account a w i d e  range of l i tera ry examples.  On l y  by 

such thoroughness w i l l  the concepts and methods of any 

system become t ru ly  v i a b l e .  ·  

The Pr incip les of the Neo-Aristotel ian Approach 

I f  one s e e k s  the conceptua l  scheme beh ind the neo 

Ar istotel ian polemic aga i n s t  t h e  N e w  C r i t i c s ,  o n e  f i n d s  t h a t  

the  C h ica g o scho la rs have attempted to deve l op a logic of 
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The Neo-Aristote/ian Analysis 5 

l iterature only to discover the l i m i t s  of a n y  s u c h  l o g i c .  If the 

neo-Aristotelians themselves aimed at c o m b a t i n g  p l u r a l i s m ,  

relativism, s c e p t i c i s m ,  a n d  s o p h i s t r y ,  t h e i r  effort to evolve a n  

absolute methodology resolved itself into t h r e e  or f o u r  extre 

mely s i m p l e  e p i s t e m o l o g i c a l  p r i n c i p l e s .  B e h i n d  t h e i r  s o p h i s   

ticated arguments stands no g e n u i n e  o r g a n o n  of their own. 

Nevertheless, the p r i n c i p l e s  they have used have v a l u e  i n  
themselves. 

Parts-Whole 

Crane's introductory art icle u n d e r l i n e s  t h e  first p r i n c i p l e  

embraced by a majority of the n e o - A r i s t o t e l i a n s :  H e  states 

that the s a l i e n t  defect of other f a s h i o n a b l e  c r i t i c a l  approaches 

is that they treat parts of a poem as if they were f u n c t i o n a l  

wholes. Such approaches are i r r e s p o n s i b l e  because they 

fa i l  to make ' d i s t i n c t i o n s  of form a n d  f u n c t i o n '  between 

different k i n d s  of l i t e ra r y  .work ( p .  23) .  Such cr itics wo u ld 
commit fewer errors if they exa m in e d  poet ic works as con  

crete wholes rather t h a n  offer poetic theories based on parts 

of l iterary works . Th u s  the Ch i c ago  crit ics draw on Aristot le's 

concept of o rga n i c  u n i t y  to p o i n t  u p  the New Crit ics' inade 
quate exp loration of t h e  p a r t s - w h o l e  re l a t io n s h i p  i n  a  l iterary 
work. 

In another article ,  'The C r i t i c a l  M o n i s m  of C l e a n t h  
Brooks', Crane regards Brooks's near total emphasis on irony 
and p arad ox as dep l o r a b l e .2  Wh a t  c r i t i c is m  needs is a n  

adequate hypothesis a b o u t  the poetic w h o l e ,  not a b out  the 

parts of the p o e m .  We ca n n o t  a ssu m e  t h a t  a m b igu i t y ,  i rony, 
a n d  paradox are c o m m o n  to a l l  k i n d s  of poetry .  To test a n  

entire poem a c cor d i ng to a s i n g l e  part  is to distort the 
importance of that  fragm e nt .  On e  ca n n o t  e levate a part icular  

into a u n iv e rsal. By t h e  l i m i t e d  context Brooks has chosen, 
he has kept h i m se l f  from d eve l oping a n adequate crit ical 
apparatus .  Crane ,  therefore ,  proposes that  a n  adequate 
cr it ica l  m e t h o d  m ust  be s u p p o r ted  by suffic i ent evidence as 
to its ut i l i t i ty .  The t heo ry of poetry needs to be mu l t i d i mens -  
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6 Edward H. Strauch 

ional, not unidimensional  as pursued by the single-minded 

New Critics. 
Crane's ' I .A .  R ichards on the Art of Interpretat ion" also 

criticizes Richards for the same error of studying parts instead 
of the whole. Moreover, Crane objects to Richards'  belief 
in the dual ity of human nature as the basis of our  equivocal 
use of words. Richards has oversimpl if ied the whole problem 

of reading texts by reducing thei r  complexity to the distinct 

ion between the referential and emotional  uses of l anguage .  
However, since R ichards a rgues that mean ing occurs when 
pairs of contraries ming le ,  he sees man as endowed w ith 
a natura l  skill of interpretation or with an inst inct for 
dialectic. Crane rejects Richards '  way of framing the prob 
lems of literature in  terms of organ ic processes . B io logica l  
analog ies and l inguist ics do not subst itute for tradit ional 
grammar, log ic , and genu i ne  cr it ic ism. 

W.R .  Keast' s article 'The New Cr it icism and King Lear'5 

a lso deprecates exp lor ing the part and ignor ing the who le .  
Keast is scandal ized by He i lman 's  remark that any l i terary 
work may be studied as a structure of meanings .  Keast finds 
the New Crit ics tend to overread eve rything which means 
they are try ing to force a part into being the whole .  One 
needs to ana lyze character ,  situat ion and plot before unde r  
taking any study of the play's imagery.  Hence H e i l m a n  fails 
to connect the imagery of King Lear to the la rger e lements 
of the play which are far more impo rtant to understanding 
the drama .  

Elder Olson in 'W ill i am Empson ,  Contemporary Criticism, 
and Poetic Diction" a lso lodges the same compla int  against 
Empson, whose exp lana t ion of literature by its ambiguit ies 
stresses the part and neglects the total  work. 
Induction versus Deduction 

In add it ion to point ing out the New Critics' fai lure to 
properly explore the parts-whole re lat ionship intr ins ic to any 
l iterary work, the neo-Aristotel ians stress the need to evolve 
crit ica l  concepts and methodo logy out of an induct ive study 
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The Neo-Aristotelian Analysis 7 

of many literary works as Aristotle h imself  had done. Fur 
thermore, the cr i t ic  himself shou ld proceed induct ively when 
studying a part icular  text. 

Elder Olson in the art ic le on Will iam Empson f inds that 
the New Critics tend to turn a hasty guess into an entire 
method of criticism rather than to base their procedure on the 
example of many texts. For O lson ,  l i terary facts must subs- 

,  

tantiate cr it ica l  hypotheses. 
Keast, too, in  the article on He i lman  exhorts us to 

examine our  hypotheses in  order to make sure they are 
sufficient ly founded on inductive evidence. On ly in th is way 
may one apply one's theory over a whole range of l iterary 
works. What Keast part icu la r ly disapproves of in Hei lman's 
study is its deductive approach based on a narrow rel ig ious 
point  of v iew. Thus Keast sees Heilman ascr ib ing symbolic 
values to the play which derive solely from He i lman 's  pecu 
l iar theory of tragedy and  mora l i ty and are not in the play 
itself. 

What Keast appears not ready to admit  is that the neo 
Aristotel ians themse lves use Aristotle 's Poetics deductive ly 
as a kind of ph i losopher 's stone to test l iterary works and 
come to conc lus ions .  S im i l arly,  Crane 's content ion that 
critica l  prob lems have been resolved by Aristotle and that 
there is no need to so lve the problems all over aga i n  proves 
the nee-Ar istotel ian approach itself to be largely deduct ive 

and not induct ive .  

Reductionism and Exaggeration 

The neo-Aristotel ians embrace a th i rd pr inc ip le .  They 
refuse to reduce the s ign i f i cance of a who le to any of its 
compoenent parts ,  or conversely ,  they avo id s i ng l ing out 
any trait in order  to exaggerate its importance to the total 
meaning of a work. 

Olson's art ic le on Empson, for instance, f inds Empson 
gui lty of reducing all poet ic cons iderat ions to d ict ion 
and to problems of amb igu i t ies .  I ndeed ,  Empson's 
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8 Edward H. Strauch 

wilful reduction of the text of Macbeth to suit his narrow 
l inguistic theory proves Empson's incapacity to handle a 
l iterary work. Olson denies that  ambiguity is universal to 
all or even to the best poetry. I t  is not words which deter 
mine the meaning,  but everything else in  the poem which 
determines that mean ing .  What is needed is a discussion of the 
implications of human action and plot rather than Empson's 
reduction of the play to l ingu ist ic  exercises as a universal 

method of l iterary interpretation. To counteract such reduc 
t ionism ,  O lson wou ld en la rge the scope of critic ism to include 
a 'ph i losophy of arts and sciences, a d isc ip l i ne estab l ishing 

and criticising . . .  pr inciples' .  
RR .S .  Crane also objects to the reduction of the complexity 

of any text to e lementary cr it ical concepts such as irony, 

paradox, and the l ike .  He sees Brooks as reduc ing a l l  effects 

i n  a  text to a s i ng le cause and censures Brooks's reduction of 

Co leridge's comp lex 'reconciliation of oppos ites' to a s impl  
ist formula.  I ronically,  then, a lthough he is against the 
heresy of paraphrasing, Brooks himself is gu i lty of reduc ing 
comp lex ity to unsoph ist icated statements. I n  short, Crane 
is aga inst Brooks's monistic reduct ion of cr it ica l  concepts. 
The multiplicity of Coler idge's approach col lapses to Brooks's 
monism .  

Keast makes c lea r  his Olymp ian scorn for Hei lman's reduc 
tion of King Lear to patterns of recurrent images, and he 
rejects Hei lman's view that  structure can be set forth only by 
means of patterns of image ry.  He i lman  f inds what he wants 
to find in the play. Furthermore,  He i lman ' s  exegesis reduces 
the play to one key concept :  sa lva t ion .  Keast ma intains that 
th is leads Heilman to absu rd read ings  wh ich condense King 
Lear to a co l lect ion o f  p la t i tudes .  I n  othe r  words, the com 
plexity of the tragedy is impover ished to an abstract, opt imis 
t ic ph i losophy. Ra the r  than  ana lyze King Lear as a profoun 
d ly Chr ist ian play ,  Keast imp l ic it ly wan ts it ana lyzed accord 
i ng  to Ar istot le 's Poetics, wh ich is mode led on anc ient  
Greek tragedy. 
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The Neo-Aristotelian Analysis 9 

Actually, Keast is gui lty of what he is accusing Heilman 
of, for Keast is insisting that one should explore the play's 
literal meanings, not its symbolic ones. Keast himself wants 
to reduce the play to its concrete moral  problems. If Keasts's 
recommendations were followed, the texture, complexity, 
and significance of Lear would truly be impoverished. By 
contrast, Hei lman's analysis and interpretation is a model of 
orderly and inductive discuss ion whereas Keast' s ex-cathedra 
judgments are based on casuistry. Nowhere in Keast's 
condemnation do we see Aristotle's scientific open-minded 
ness or his sound syllog ist ic reasoning. 

Definition and Meaning 

A fourth pr inciple of neo-Ar istotel ian think ing is concer 
ned with proper definit ion and adequate meaning.  

To Elder Olson, Empson's discussion of the seven types 
of ambiguity typif ies the vagueness of the definit ions of the 
New Critics. I n  Empson's use of the key term ambiguity, he 
confuses potential s ignif icance (what a text might  mean) 
w ith actua l  s ign ificance (what a text actually means) .  
Indeed, Empson hardly seems aware of the dist inctions 
among implication ,  inference and mean ing.  Furthermore, 
the c lass if ication into seven types of amb iguity is based on 
dub ious distinctions .  

What is dangero.us in  such vagueness of definit ion is 
that it leads to parallel indef in ite understandings of the 
true a im and scope of literary crit ic ism .  What is worse is 
that the New Crit ics use their definit ions as proofs of what 
they intend to prove rather than as tentative bases for 
further inqu i ry. In  sum ,  Olson disapproves of definit ions 
as deduct ive proofs to i l lustrate the mean ing of a text. 
Rather, a defin it ion shou ld be used as a hypothesis for the 
induct ive investigation of a literary work . 

E lder O lson prov ides a deeper ins ight into the way 
language functions to effect mean ing.  With ancient tragedy 
in mind ,  Olson points out that language is used both to 
concea l  and ha l f  conceal  the sign ificance of events . Clarity 
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1 0  Edward H. Straue; 

of language is in  proportion to reader expectation, and an, 

increase in impl icat ion increases the clar ity of the to 
t h  d  xt, Conversely, suspense occurs witl every le lay of mean in  

and suspense is mainta ined unt i l  mean ing is found,  '· 
Elsewhere Olson states that metaphor contains a dialect · Ic, and this observation makes us rea l ize that  l anguage  itself 

may be used d ia lect ica l ly .  Indeed ,  the suspense Olso 
describes may be regarded as a dia lectic between the know� 
and the unknown (and apparent ly threaten ing).  Mean i ng  
then is derived from the reso lution of the d ia lec t ic  between 
the understood and the not yet understood .  This leads us 
to infer that defin i t ion ,  like metaphor ,  is the result of a 
d ialectic .  
Dialectic 

Thus far we have seen how the neo-Ar istotel ians have 
been preoccupied with the parts-whole re lat ionship in the 
organ ic un i ty of a literary work, w ith the use of induct ion 
and deduction as a general crit ical method, w i th avoid ing 
the reduction of a total work to a few simple elements or 
the exaggeration of a few traits into a total interpretat ion .  
S imilar ly they have been concerned w ith concision of defin i  
tion and mean ing.  However , E lde r  Olson 's  v iew that 
d ia lectic is  the very essence of l iterary compos ition points ·  
out the awaken ing of the neo- Ar istote l ians to the l im its of 
logic .7 In other words, a l i terary work and its l anguage 
cannot be completely discussed by us ing log ic  a lone ,  for 
metaphor, def in it ion and l iterary composit ion itse lf manifest 
d ia lectica l  processes. 

In  fact, Crane's objection to Brooks's monist ic reduction 
of Co leridge 's comp lex concept 'the reconci l iat ion of oppo 
sites' may be regarded as a cr i t ic ism of Brooks's forced 
syntheses. Put in a l a rger  contex t ,  Crane f i n d s  the new 
Critics' explorat ion of par t ia l  ant i theses ,  such as ' i rony'  and 
'paradox', to be an  i nsuff i c ien t  inves t i ga t ion  of  the overall 
dialectic inherent in  a  poem or p lay .  This  means that Crane 
is for an adequate dialect ica l  study of l iterature.  
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The Neo-Aristotelian Analysis 1 1  

The neo-Aristotelians thus show a dist inct awareness of 
the relations between philosophy and literary criticism. Not 
only are they generally concerned with the l imitations of 
systems of thought; they are a lso conscious of the limits of 
logic. Their increasing preoccupation with dialectical 
reasoning is evidence of th is .  

Elder Olson's art icle 'An Outl ine of Poetic Theory"" 
confronts the l inguistic and methodological Tower of Babel 
which characterizes literary criticism of the past few dacades. 
Olson maintains that the differences among crit ical approa 
ches should not be regarded as outr ight contradict ions due 
to mutual incompatibilities .  One must d ist inguish the truth 
and fa lsity of v iewpoints from the methods of formulating 
those viewpoints. 

He sums up the four basic phi losophical  positions behind 
the diversity of critical approaches .  The dogmatic position 
believes in one truth and discredits other points of view as 
false in part. The syncretic position considers all positions 
part ially false and attempts to 'synthesize ' whatever is true in 
them. Such a forced reconciliation tends to distort whatever 
s ign ificance the or ig inal  positions conta ined .  The sceptical 

view dwells on the difference among systems of thought and 
tends to regard them all as fa lse .  Dogmat icism, syncretism, 
and scepticism are concerned w ith doctrine alone .  On the 
other hand, the pluralistic posit ion attempts to account for 
doctrine and method because it considers it poss ib le to 
embrace a plurality of truths and phi losophical  directions. All 
discuss ions of technique ,  form and process are largely deter 
m ined by both the subject matter and the philosophical view 
held by the critic . 

The d iscuss ion of any subject ensues from its manner of 
formulat ion. The divers ity of cr it ical approaches is a conse 
quence of the general  tendency to concentrate on four areas 
of interest: (1) the art object as product; (2) the artist's 
activ ity; (3) the artist's m ind or character as source of art; 
and (  4) the effect of art on an aud ience .  
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1 2  Edward H. Strauen 

I f  a n y t h i n g  is to resolve t h i s  diversity a n d  its consequent 
m u l ti p l i c i t y  of method, i t  is the d i a l e c t i c a l  me tho d . However 
d i a l e c t i c a l  r e a s o n i n g  is a n  e x c e e d i n g l y  c o m p l e x  matter. [ ;  
r e q u i r e s  O l s o n  to d i s t i n g u i s h  between two basic kinds of 
d i a l e c t i c .  O n e  k i nd i s  the integral or likeness dialectic which 

proceeds by c o m b i n i n g  l i k e  w i t h  like. W h e n  c r i t i c i s m  centres 
on the art m e d i u m ,  i n t e g r a l  d i a l e c t i c  tries to establish u n i   
versal criteria for all aspects of l i t erat u r e , sh ow ing  which 
properties poetry ho l d s  i n  c o m m o n .  Thus i n t egral criticism 
tends to draw the an a l ogy between artist a n d  ar t is t ic process, 
nature and natural processes, God and the continuous creati 
vity evident in the un iver s e .  If  it concerns itself w ith the 
end of art , its goal ,  like tho se of m a n ,  i s l i n k e d  to the teleo 
log ica l  purpo s e  of the  d i v i n i ty .  

On the other hand,  differential or difference dialectic 

proceeds by separat ing d i ss im i l a rs .  Wh e n  cr i t i c i s m  centres 
on t he art med ium ,  d ifferen t ia l  d ialect ic seeks to d isc r iminate 

appr opr iat e  c r iter ia for  each  kind  of d i ct i o n  an d  to discover 
which properties are characteristics of poetry alone." The 

defect of both in tegra l  a n d  d ifferen t ia l  d ia lect ics is that each 
rests on a part, instead of a whole, so that each attributes 
everything to a single cause.  

O l sons f ind s  that P lato a n d  Aristotle illustrate these two 
basic kinds of dia lect ic (Critics and Criticism, pp. 552-3) .  

�  

Whereas each embraces l ikeness and differences, Plato's 
approach is  pr imar i ly  in tegra l  and Aristotle's is different ia l .  
Plato's dia lect ic subsumes everything to a s ing le  cause 
whereas Aristotle differentiates caus es.  However, Aristotle 
a ims at  the di f fe rent iat ion and analys is of poetic forms with 
the purpo se of study ing  how causes converge to effect 
specific emot ional responses. Put a n o t h e r  way, Aristotle's 
method d ifferentiates i n  order systematically to reso lve com 
posites into their sim p lest parts.  

Olson stresses t h e  importance of the adequacy of any 
critical  approach.  A p a r t i a l  system as that of the critic Scalige' 

is inadequat e  i n  compa r is on to a c o m p re hen s i ve system as 
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The Neo-Aristotelian Analysis 13  

that of Aristotle. To be sure, part ia l  systems may be used to 
supplement each other, but a comprehensive system inter 
translates elements to form total knowledge ( ib id . ,  p. 559). 

Olson is concerned with the kind of poetics which regards 
poetry as a system of actions. As such, he is mainly intere 
sted in dramatic form because it best exemplifies the prob 

lems inherent in  general poetics. Anticipation and expectation 

play a vital role in the emotional ,  effect a l i terary work will 

produce. Wherever we anticipate, the unexpected may well 

occur ( ib id . ,  pp. 561-2) .  I n  other words, a tragedy must not 

only be integrated; its plot should effect a catharsis through 

reversal and recognit ion. Hence when anticipat ion meets the 

unexpected, there we have a d ia lect ical confrontat ion .  Thus, 

according to O lson ,  the dialectica l  interaction i n  tragedy calls 

for a d ialect ical study of poetic form . 

In  R ichard McKeon 's artic le 'Literary Cr it icism and the 
Concept of im i tat ion in Ant iquity' ,  he not on ly traces the 
early history of ' imitat ion'  but also clar if ies how Aristotle 

and P lato used different d ia lect ica l  approaches to define the 
concept of im itation .  

As is characteristic of many cr it ica l  terms , the word has 

assumed a variety of meanings in history. I n  P lato's dia lo 

gues the term is left universal in scope and indeterminate 

in application. The dia lectical method is used to determine 

its meaning in  part icular contexts, and Plato applies the 

term to human activ it ies as well as to 'natura l ,  cosmic and 

divine processes' (Critics and Criticism, p. 149) .  Although 

the word imitation is defined ,  it 'receives no fixed meanings.' 
Furthermore, through .  images and assoc iations ,  the word 
'suffers extens ions and lim itat ions '  ( ib id,  p. 150)  so that its 
meaning 'may expand and contract' when appl ied to poetry 
or phi losophy ( ib id . ,  p. 152 ) .  Beyond describ ing human 
inst i tut ions,  the term may even dep ict how th ings change .  

S ince the 'un iverse itse lf is a copy of the intell ig ib le '  ( ibid . ,  
p . 1 5 6 )  what is imitated may mirror what is happening to 
the universe itself ( ib id . ,  p .  1 5 3 ) .  
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14 Edward H S  
we; is concerned with the correspondens Plato is 1de %  betws 

ir (e eternal Form or I de a)  a n d  appearance, ~ en being (as' ¢,  Peta h d falsity, between now edge and Opin· en trot a n_ e n . ti  i i  "on. , I  the process o 1m1tat1on 1a ect,cauy by d' .  explores i v i d j ,  h . 'ble from the mtell1g1ble and by dividing e " th e  vsb h pa 
in to  two classes which i n  turn are divided. He, 
i nt o1  ,_ °  on% 

h Se of Platonic dia lect ic is reasoning by division pn as  "  an dist inct ions.  
I n  the respect that l i m i t a t i o n  deals in likenesses, so a~ 

all discourse.  When 'used with knowledge' imitation ~~ 
not l e a d  to falsehood, but i t  m u s t  be borne in mind , 

h. f at imitat ion may 'be of lesser th i n g s  or of greater' j 

dialect ic 'may move in e i ther  direction . . . t o  clarify «_ 
lesser by the greater or the greater by the less.' In this ., 
The Republic itself 'is one l o n g  dialect ical  poem w k  
for the elucidation of just ice' ( ib id . .  p .  158) .  

Thus Plato's ' i m i t a t i o n '  goes t h r o u g h  inf in i te gradate% of meaning.  'The set of s ign ificances employed jn _ dialogues may indeed be conceived as a huge ma,, composed of a l l  words of a language, each possessed of %,, indefinite number of shades of meaning . . .  'The p a r t i e s ,  
m e a n i n g  of a word a t  any g i v e n  time [ i s ]  determined by kg 
meaning of other words drawn from that matrix' ( ibid. ,  p  158) By contrast, Aristotle uses a different method for d e f i ni n  his terms, employs them in a distinct manner ,  and conses. quently, arrives at a different definit ion of 'imitat ion. '  4 
Flato's concept undergoes (v ia analogies) 'an infinite 

Series of gradations of moan ing, '  Aristotle 's  ' t e r m  is restric (ed d e f i n i t e l y  to a s ingle l i t e r al  m e a n i n g '  ( i bi d . ,  p. 160). Plato's examination of the imp l i ca t ions  of i m i t a t i o n  reach 
outward over t h e  w h o l e  d o m a i n  of p h i l o s o p h y  whereas Aristotle restricts h i s  d i s c u s s i o n  to a l i m i t e d  sphere of 
Philosophy. A l t h o u g h  for P l a t o  t h e  d i a l e c t i c a l  process may 
a0 at d e f i n i n g  words, ' a n y  word m a y  have m a n y  d e fi n i t i o n s . '  For Aristotle, on the other h a n d .  the def i n i t ion  of terms De9ins as a s c i e n t i f i c  u n d e r t ak i n g .  Tbus o u t  of the many 
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The Neo-Aristotelian Analysis 1 5  

meanings a word may have, Aristotle formulates an unequi  
vocal meaning for each key word. The term becomes a 
constant. Apparently Aristotle reduces its connotations to 
its single denotation whereas Plato evidently expands a 
term out of an abstraction to explore all the possible 
connotations of that or ig ina l  term. 

Mckeon makes some final  comments related to Plato's 
mode of reasoning about literature. rt each d ia logue of Plato 
is itself a dialectic, there also seems a dia lect ical development 
among dialogues, and the context of Plato's statements shifts 

from dialogue to dia logue. For this reason no coherent 

doctrine of Plato can result from collecting quotations of 
what he has said poetry means. Because a definition may 
vary according to the kind of reasoning employed, we need 

to discover the larger method or system of reasoning behind 
any definition.  As applied to literary criticism,  we must learn 

to detect the critic's underlying philosophica l  att itude if we 

are to uncover the logical or dialectical devices he utilizes to 

formulate m e a n i n g  ( i b i d ,  p. 1 7 5 ) .  

The a im of Richard M c K e o n ' s  other art icle 'The P h i l oso   
phical Bases of Arts and  Critic ism' is to trace out  'the d i a l e   

ctical consequences of ph i losophica l  an d  crit ical p r inc i p les 
( i bi d . ,  p .  4  63). S ince 'persistent differences [are] the outstan 
ding fact of intellectual history', it is improbable that such 

d ifferences may be resolved s imp ly .  Ind e ed ,  agreement may 
conceal vita l  d i s t inct ions .  'The g en e ra l  patterns . . .  i n  ph i l o s o   
p h i c  discussions' show that the status of facts varies accor 
ding to the d ifferent p r incip le s  used to i n t rep ret  them  (i b i d . ,  
pp. 464-5). The var iety and op pos it ion o f  views on art and 

phi losophy cannot  simp ly  be reduced to unden ia b l e  facts or 
to ind i s putab le theories. What is needed ,  then ,  is to exam ine 
'the mean ings of var ious exp l anat ions and the i r  re lat ions to 
one another' in order to ascertain 'criter ia for the truth and 
u ti l i t y . . .  [of] s uch theories' ( ib id . ,  p. 466) .  I f  we do so, we 
discover that cr i t ica l  terms su ch as 'form' , 'content ' and 
·expression' are deceptively s im i l a r  concepts, for as they are 
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1 6  Edward H, s 
· 'au; 

yzed and interpreted differently, they acquire  4; anal 'e liffe, 

an·,ngs on the other hand, the philosophical 'en me: ·· p r i n ci y  
Porting such analyses and interpretations may be . P es supI ~  ;  f be >·  iewe 'analogical ly in a dialectic of eing and becoming' (bid_ 

470) Consequently, Mckeon bel ieves the apparent d' . P, 
· . . .  s t i n c t i .  ons and differences i n  cr i t ica l  approaches may eventuaj y  ··  d i· l  .  Y  be resolved by some pervasive hi alect i c .  

Literary works are thought to reveal some correspond%n 
:.  •  't h  1Ce to 'aspects of the universe' or to 'th e  common experience 

aspirations of mankind'  ( i b i d . ,  p.  472). Hence tradioka«,  
there have been two dist inct modes of conceiving a poem. 
( 1 )  as cause and effect, and (2) ' in terms of structure and 
form. These conceptions lend themse lves to two distinct 
interpretat ions:  ( 1 )  the ' l i tera l  and causal ' ,  and (2) the analo 
g i ca l  and organist ic ( i b id . ,  p .  473) .  

Mckeon i l lus t ra tes these modes as follows . 'P lato and 

Aristotle . . .  seek genera l  ph i losophic pr inciples in  the nature 

of th ings ' ,  as expressed in the i r  t h e o r y  of imitation. 'Bacon 

and Kant seek [these p r i nc i p les ]  i n  human understanding '  as 

expressed in thei r  view of imagination. 'Horace and Tolstoy 

seek them in operations' ( ib id. ,  p. 481). Although both Plato 

and Aristot le d iscuss ' imitat ion' ,  each has a different concep 
t ion of it. Horace t h i n k s  of the poetic processes as external 

and causa l  whe reas To lstoy sees them as internal and 
o rg an ic  to man k i n d  as a w h o le  whereby the poet's feel ings 
u n i t e  and improve m a n k i n d .  The fact is tbat 'what is essential 
in the one [ c r t i c a l ]  approach may be accidental  in  the other' 
( i bi d . ,  p. 482).  

Fundamen ta l  differences a m o n g  modes of cr it icism go 

'back to f u n d a m enta l  d i f ferences of phi losophica l  pr incip les 
( i b i d ,  p. 486) .  Each crit ic f inds 'different points of excel lence 
in an a rt ist's work. What appears a merit to one cr it ic �s � 
fau lt  to another' ( ib id . ,  p. 490) .  The same ph i loso ph i c @  

3  •  id lim i t ed  p r i nc iples  may be used methodologica l ly in  a  broac or I'  

way, which may result in  marked differences of interpretat ion 
Put another way, methods and mean ings  are determined DY 

( Scanned with OKEN Scanner 

Alig
arh

 M
us

lim
 U

niv
ers

ity



The Neo-Aristotelian Analysis 1 7  

the way we apply our  pr inc ip les ,  
Since Mckeon regards the problems of cr i t ic ism and 

phi losophy to be paralle l ,  he considers the funct ion of cr i t ic 
and phi losopher to be s im i l a r .  Each must be prepared to 
reason beyond methodological  diversity and ph i losophica l  
posit ions to the i r  epistemologica l  consequences. 

I n  part 1 11  of the art ic le,  Mckeon points out how 'the 
vocabulary of cr it ic ism . . .  appl ies now to entit ies' (as in Ari 
stotle's discussion of un i ty  and structure, parts and whole, 
means and ends) ,  'now to states of m ind  ( ib id . ,  p. 513)  (as 

in Longinus'  discussion of gen ius  and the effects upon an  
audience ) ,  or applies to the effect of styles ( as in Theophra 
stus' study) .  Such shifts i n  emphas i s  a lso account for the 
ambigu ity of cr it ical  terms .  

Mckeon next discusses the dia lect ic of semant ics .  The 
s ignif icance of terms derives from 'a dia lect ica l  doubling in 

which a word takes on two different iated mean ings ,  one good 
and one bad' ,  or from 'a d ia lect ica l  reduct ion in which a word 
retains on ly the m in ima l  or s l igh test of its d ia lect ica l  mean 
ings' ( ib id.,  p. 523) .  As an  examp le of  how this semant ic 
may inf luence the reinterpretation of words, he retraces how 
the term ' im i tat ion '  underwent 'a typ ica l  series of literal  shifts 
of mean i ng from Aristot le's app l i cat ion of it. . .  to the He l len i   
stic and Renaissance app l i ca t i on  . . .  to the modern, '  in which 
the term degenerated into s ign i fy i ng  mere amateu r  copy ing 
( ib i d. ,  p. 5 2 4 ) .  

Mckeon b r i n g s  i n  C o l e r i d g e ' s  Biographia Literaria, c h a p t e r  
x v i i i  to intr odu ce an important  aspect of d i a l ec t i ca l  reason 
ing  in l iterary c r i t ic ism :  ' imitat ion ,  as opposed to copy ing ,  
cons ists e i ther  in the in terfus ion of the same  throughout  the 
rad icall y  diffe rent ,  or of the d i fferent  th r o u g h o u t  a  ba se radi  
ca l l y  the s a m e '  ( i b i d . ,  p .  5 2 5 ) .  To be s u re ,  th is  v iew of 
imitat ion  so u n ds very m u ch l i k e Cole r idge 's  concept of the 
p r i m a r y  ima g i n a t ion ,  w h i c h has the p ower to r e c o n c i l e  o p p o   
sites, a n d  s u c h  r e c o n c i l i a t i o n  is t h e  key d i a l e c t i c a l  i d e a  b e h i n d  
romant ic c r it ic i s m .  
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Edward H. S 

I f  terms l i k e  ' i m i t a t i o n '  a n d  ' ir  ;  '  {auch 
Ings, 'as they move fr Imag inat ion '  a l ter  their me 
the from context to context,  pattern of ind iv idua l  h: ,,  we can 'trace 
we Ch a n g e  in such ten ' e may del ineate 'the a n a l yt ic ]  rms. Furthermore 
[ h Y 1c a schemes h · h d ' th e ]  stages of chan wn ct  le t e r m i n e . . .  
( ib id . ,  p. 530).  '9 . . .  and subsequenfly fix meanings 

Mckeon discusses six modes . . . 
analysis.  There are five ·%, , ' criticism used in  aesthetic 
The l i teral modes are atte e;a modes and one 'dialectical'. 
mode is more or less 4 ._ "" a t e x a c t  definition so that each · st m n c t  rom one anoth d f dialectical. The J; :. er an« from the ures: 1. ;, e latter is characterized by two constant feat 

.  1. )  its a im  is to differentiate terms, and 2. )  it reduc terms to co d ' · es ble mmon denominators in  order to solve critical 
pro lems ( ib id . ,  p. 531 ) .  What dist inguishes dialectical from 
l i t e r a l  crit ic ism is that the former works out differences dia le  
ct ical ly 'from basic s imi la r i t ies ,  or simi lar it ies are found 
among th ings whose differences have been stated' ( ib id . ,  p. 
5 1 1 ) .  

As counterbalance to Plato's dialectic, Aristotle's 'scien 
tific' cr it ic ism is the second mode of crit icism (the first l iteral 
mode) .  Rather than us ing dia lect ic or rhetoric to analyze 
tragedy, Aristotle used the scientif ic method to examine tra 
gedy in  terms of construction and parts, f ind ing in plot the 
ch ief cr ite r ion for un ity and structure .  As second literal form 
of cr it ic ism, the 'poetic' mode, deriving from Longinus and 
Arnold,  employs lofty ideas and  poetic utterances of great 

authors as touchstones of universa l  beauty and greatness. 
As third l i tera l  form of c r i t ic ism ,  the 'scho larly' mode, 

attempts to reconstruct the ind iv idua l  significance of a0 

author  by the careful  study of the author's entire work. This 
mode includes histor ica l  documentat ion to i l l um inate  partl 
cu l a r  textual mean ings .  As fourth l i te ra l  form of criticism. th8 
'techn ica l '  mode, used by Horace and Boi leau,  focuses on 
the devices which produce effects, and  it may inc lude the 
study of the structure and unity of a l iterary work. 

As fifth l i tera l  form of cr i t ic ism, the 'formal' mode, as u5 
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The Neo-Aristotelian Analysis 1 9  

I  

by I .A. Richards et al. ,  classifies styles and uses of language 
with the purpose of ana lyzing the effectiveness of parts to 
evaluat ing the i r  appropriateness. This mode pursues a parts- 
whore procedure, beg inn ing  with words and syntax to f inally 
analyzing the composit ion 

I  

as a whole.  As keystone to the 
five literal modes of crit icism, the dia lect ica l  approach 
comprises 'a vast . . .  series of forms which merge or move 
from one emphas is to ano the r.'  Th is  dia lec t ica l  cr it ic ism 
opposes each of the forms of 'lite ra l '  cr i t ic ism in appropriate 
terms ( ibid . ,  p. 5 1 1 ) .  

Whereas the litera l  modes are concerned with clear-cut  
boundar ies between the i r  respective modes and a im  a t  l iteral 
definit ions ,  the d ia lect ical  approach broadens their dist in  
ct ions into more reasonable def init ions and sens ib le applica 
tions; or the dialectical a p p r o a c h  proves that such 
d ist inctions fai l  to correspond to anything rea l  or essent ial 
in art. 

McKeon finds the d ia lect ica l  approach used by a number 

of ph i losophica l -c r it ica l  th inke rs .  P lato 's ana lys i s  of the 

three poss ib le stages of truth seems to imp ly that im i tation 

is a 'dialectic of things'.  S imi la r ly ,  Aristotle's view of plot 

as the pr incip le which integrates incidents seems to interpret 

plot as dia lect ica l ly br inging about organic unity. Kant's 

'd ia lect ic of know ledge . . .  depends on whether knowledge 
is conceived in terms of human facu lt ies or in terms of 

branches of learn ing'  ( ib id . ,  p. 532) .  Thus h is d ia lect ica l  

cr it ic ism reduces itse lf to human  facu lt ies or thoughts ,  the 
character istics of wh ich are found in taste or gen ius .  F inally, 

the aesthetic of Tolstoy and Dewey embraces a 'd i a l e c t i c  of 

process and re lat ion ' ,  the character ist ics of w h i ch a re  

e xpressed through the ar t ist  o r  i n  aud i ence response 
( i bi d . .  p.  533 ) .  

I n  g e n eral,  the advan tage of dia l ec t ica l  c r it ic i sm is that 
it b roa dens the contex t  of a l iterary  work by s ituat ing it 
a m o n g  other aesthet ic and  cu l t u r a l  p henomena .  The ,  dan g e r  
of t h is  meth o d  is the poss ib i l i t y  of  freez ing  p remature ly  into 
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20 Edward H. Strauch 

a dogmatic stance. Although McKeon does not overtly 
advocate any s ingle mode of crit ic ism, h is own essay uses 
the dia lect ical  reasoning in emulat ion of P lato's use of the 
dialectic. Without prejudice or distort ion,  McKeon has 
sought to account for the l iteral modes as well as the 
dialectical .  Dispassionately and d ia lect ically he has shown 
the virtues, fa i lures and  perversities of each mode. Indeed, 
by being a d ia lect ic ian in  the manner  of Plato, McKeon 
revea l s  not o n l y  t h e  l i m i t s  of l i t e r a l  c r i t i c i s m  b u t  t h e  l i m i t s  
of l o g i c  as  we l l.  If an y th in g ,  h i s  essays prove how i n   
appropriate it is to con s id e r  the  C h i c a g o  c r it ic s  as  s lav ish ly  
b o u n d  to A r i s t o t l e ' s  Poetics. By precept and exam p le  
Mckeon has shown the need to surp ass an y  aesthetic  based 
o n  lo g ic  a l o n e ,  an d  he has superb ly  demonstra ted  the scope 
and potential of a d ialect ical  ap p ro ach to l iterary  cr it ic ism .  

I n  or der  to ap prec iate more fully  the ac h ievement  of t h e  
n e o - A r i s t o t e l i a n s ,  we n e e d  to v i s u a l i z e  t h e  p a r a l l e l  between 
t he in te l lectual p ro b lems of ant i q u i t y  an d  tho s e  of modern  
crit ic ism .  As Socrates had  to re ject  t he p a ra dox e s  of Z eno 
and  the Sophis ts ,  so the neo - A r i s t o te l ian s  f e l t  t he n eed to 
reject the  i ro n i e s a n d  p a rado xes of the New  Cr i t ic s ,  no 
matt e r  wha t  o t h e r  m e r i ts t he i r ·  int r ins ic a p p ro ach b ro u ght 
to m ode rn  c r i t ic ism .  S i m i l a r l y ,  as Soc ra tes  had to t u rn  awa y  

from the  i n a d e q u a c y  of t h e  r he to r ic  and ' l o g i c '  of h is t ime to 
wo r k  o u t  a  d i a l et ic of h i s  o wn ,  neo - A r i stote l i a ns  l i k e O l son 
a n d  M c K e o n  b e c a m e  a w a re  t h a t  l o g i c  a lon e  c a n n o t  come 
to terms w ith t h e  d y n a m i c  n a t u r e  of the l ite ra ry  work .  

I t  is ,  there fo r e ,  im p or t ant  to re c a l l  b r i e fl y  t h e  s itu a t ion 
in  ant i q u i t y .  P l a t o s o u g ht to r e s o l v e  the p a rado x ical  
op p o s it ion b e t w een the  H c ra c l i t a n v ie w  o f  t h e  u n iverse as 
i n  a state of con stan t  f l u x  a n d  P a r m en i d e s '  b e l i e f  that the 
u n i v e r s e  w a s  p e r m a n e n t .  I n s p i r e d  by P y t h a g o r u s  a n d  E u c l i d  
P l ato s o u g h t  a  d i a l e c t i c a l  s o l u t i o n  to the st a r k l y  d iff erent 
v iew s  of phy s i cal  r e a l i t y .  T h e  a n s w e r  w a s  i n  S o c ra t i c  iron y  
w h ic h  d i s carded  fa ls e ,  s ens o r y  a p p e aran c e s  to re a c h  up w a rd 
to t he u lt ima te rea lm of p ure Forms a nd  t r ue Ide as .  P u t  
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another way, Plato's d ia lect ic used spatia l  reasoning when 
he distinguished between absolute ideas and truths. 

By contrast, Aristotle's d ia lect ic concerns itself with biolo 
gical and spir itual being and  becoming; hence the profound 
signif icance of h is  d iscuss ion of d rama which concentrates 
on the actions of men.  As seen in  Aristotle's descr iption of 
complex plot, which effects transformat ions through  reversal 
and recognit ion,  Aristotle evident ly regards plot as a d ia lect ic 
between man's being and becoming,  between a deceptively 
stable identity and the i nd iv i dual's  true ,  dynamic dest iny. 

Thus when Aristotle discusses tragedy in  the l igh t  of 
parts o rgan i cally united into a whole ,  he is bas ically us ing 
a combinat ion of induct ive and deduct ive log i c .  I n  other 
words, one part of h i s  Poetics prov ides a spat ia l  defin it ion of 
tragedy. On the other hand,  when Ar istot le descr ibes the 
entelechy inherent i n  human  act ions and when he d ist ingu i  
shes between simple a n d  complex plot, he is us ing dia lec   
t ica l  reasoning. I n  short, he then gives a tempora l  defin i t ion 
of tragedy. Because men are motivated to move from 
be ing through becom ing to a f i na l  be ing,  tragedy represents 
a d ia lect ic and can obv ious ly be interpreted as such .  

Conclus ion 

We may summa r ize the cont r ibut ion of neo-Ar istotelian 
th i n k i ng  as follows. The ma in  ob jection to other c r i t ical  
ventures is tha t  they mistake the part for the whole and tend 
either to reduce the ent ire l itera ry work to that part , i n  order 
to expl icate the work, or they tend to use that part ( e . g . ,  
i ron ies ,  paradoxes)  as a un ive rsa l  key to all  l i te rature.  I n  
essence ,  the neo-A r is tote l ians are say ing that the New 
Crit ics and those who emp loy ext r ins ic methods of study ing 
li tera ture have fa i led  to use the log i c  p roper to a who le 
l i terary work .  Furthermore, whe re methods of l i t era l  c r it icism 
are log i ca l ,  they tend to use deduct ive log ic as if they have 
a l ready found the truth ,  or ,  worse ,  such methods rhetor :cally 
use a l im i ted log ic  to g ive qu i te  inadequa te  inte rp retat ions .  
In emu la t ion of Ar istot le and modern sc ience ,  the neo -  

( Scanned with OKEN Scanner 

Alig
arh

 M
us

lim
 U

niv
ers

ity



22 Edward H. Strauch 

Aristotelians advocate the use of inductive logic so that 
suffic ient evidence may be gathered to substantiate cr it ical 
reasoning. 

I n  contrast to the vague semantics and ambigu i t i es  of 

the New Critics, McKeon urges the use of a combined 
approach to the definit ion of cr i t ical  terms. I f  Plato's 
dialectic shows us that a concept should be examined for 
its possible mult ip le meanings, Aristotle's reasoning guides 

us to aim at the concision of concepts. 
Thus if we regard a l iterary work as a definit ion of 

human experience, that work must not only be defined as a 

logical system ( organic unity) but also as a dialectic .  Put 
another way, a l iterary work requires both spatial ana lysis 

and temporal interpretation. The l im i ts of log ic  may be 

overcome by the use of a dialect ic wh ich can both reconci le 
opposite systems of logic, as the inductive and deductive, 
and arrive at the concise defin it ion of a part icular  l iterary 
work. Such a d ialect ic wi l l  not on ly establish a hierarchy 
from partia l  to comp lete truth and from infer ior to superior 
values; it will also serve to rem ind the interpreter that truth 
itself g radua l ly transforms i n  t ime .  

Department of Anglo-Saxon Studies 

Mohammad V University 

Rabat 

NOTES A N D  R E F E R E N C E S  

Ronald S. Crane, et a l . ,  Critics and Criticism: Ancient and Modern, 
(Chicago, 1952) ,  pp. 7 -8 .  

Op. cit., pp. 83- 107 ,  
"  Op. cit., pp. 27-44. 

• Richards' view of l anguage seems to have evolved from the emotive 
referential stance of h is  earl ier writ ings to a view that meaning 
arises out of the cooperation and rivalry of contexts, which is 
essential ly a dia lect ical  interprotation. 

I 

I 

( Scanned with OKEN Scanner 

Alig
arh

 M
us

lim
 U

niv
ers

ity



The Neo-Aristotelian Analysis 23 

; 

f 

t 

) 
4 

I 

L 

Op. cit., pp. 108-37 

" Op. cit. pp. 45-82 
" It is noteworthy that W R .  Keast's article 'The New Criticism and 

King Lear' rejects dialectical reasoning as a val id approach to 
literature. Keast analyzes how Hei lman's method evolves a dualistic 
beginning, which explores simple dichotomies, to a ful l-scale 
dialectical interpretation of the play. Hei lman reasons from simple 
to complex, particular to universal, from one level of paradox and 
complex ity to another unti l  all d ia lect ical opposit ions are resolved 
in transcendental truth and in a rel igious pattern. Keast's denunci 
ation of the d ia lect ica l  approach stands in clear oppos tion to what 
other neo-Aristotelians advocate. 

• Op. cit. pp 546-66. 
9  The latter is the effort pursued by such New Critics as I. A. R ichards 

and Cleanth Brooks. Olson, p. 55. 
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