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that we are (by his theory of the 2000 year cycle) to expect 

some leader to appear who will destroy the old and begin a 

new cycle, and that essential truths can be explained by 

the gyre within symbolic interlocking cones. And no poet 

has been more positive than Yeats about the desiderated 

harmony between body, soul, and intellect. 

And again Eliot--who believed 80 strongly that the 

people, since they cannot think idealistically about every 

problem that confronts them, need a church to do their 

thinkinq for them--would hardly approve of beinq used by 

Brooks .s an example of the critic's belief that modern 

man must search for himself in aame tentattve fashion by 

�r�e�9�a�r�d�i�n�~� the nature of things -from shifting points.-l 

Brooks has no right to present hi. own rhetoric in such 

a manner a8 to brush aside Eliot'. concern for permanence 

and the fixed center of realit7. 

Brooks spends too much time in his criticism trying 
I 

to defend or exemplify his concept of irony. This become. 

, somewhat laborious as does his too frequent de fens. of 

formalism. Formalism is fine. But it fail. to pose all 

the critical questions, and cannot provide all the poetic 

answers; therefore to a serious degree �~�t� inhibits investi­

gation. For example, Brooks declares that poetry has a 

special knowledge, but his logic is too vague to be helpful. 

Crane, on the other hand, does not restrict a poem to im-

parting any special knowl'edge in order to justify its 

lBrooks, The Hidden God, pp. 60, 81-2. 
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value . He fee l s that i t mayor may not e xpress k nowledge. 

What must al\oJays be considered, according to Crane I is 

the uniqueness of any given poetic work. BrooKs's method 

of p .I'ohibiti ng the sepa ration of form from content does 

not always allow for other methods of investigation, and 

would often keep a certain kind of poem from getting a 

proper reading, especially those poems unusually rich in 

content. 

Studying Wheelwright's theory of the role of myth in 

poetry is like studying man himself. The insights which 

he gives into human nature encourage a deep appreci~tion 

for the value of myth. Brooks assumes our modern state 

of spiritual d eprivation, but \iheelwright more adequately 

explains it . Brooks tells us of our loss of myth and the 

seriousness of that loss; Nheelwright tells us what myth 

is and the relationship of language to it. He integrates 

myth, language, metaphor, and poetry and explains their 

necessity for spiritual consciousness. Wheelwright offers 

poet ry as being essential for man's spiritual survival, 

rather than only a supplement to his cultural existence . 

He is more lUcid then Brooks in his differentiation between 

logical and expressive (or steno and fluid) languages. 

His critical approach provides a deeper knowledge of the 

poetic imagination, and his definitions are more explicit 

(as with epiphor and diaphor--even though the concept of 

dia~hor is rather difficult). His ideas are exciting , 

stress,ing the fusion of archetYPe!, metaphor, and poetry 
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as perspectual rather than expository . iiheehoJright give s 

the poem an importance in its song , i t s rhythm , beyond a ny 

speci a l knowledge which Br ooks belie ves it to c ontain. 

Wheelwright's belief i n t he critic's r e sponsibili t y a s 

observe r and cowmentator seems proper and constructive . 

Yet with all that he contributes to poetic theory , he does 

not exhaust all the face ts of the nature of poetry or the 

methods of criticism, and ought perhaps to show more aware-

ness of what he is leaving out. 

The Chicago Critics are the most explicit of the three 

groups concerning the responsibilities of a critic. They 

view criticism as an area which is tied not only to the 

humanities but to all parts of our culture, and which 

necessitates the sound logical structure used by philo-

8ophers . They are interested in integrating criticism 

into the modern world as a valued tool for man's further 

humanistic progression, and to serve this purpose it must . 
be a discipline. ,. 

Such a role, these pluralists claim, cannot be care­

less ly cons t ructed; it bears too great a responsibility. 

The critic is morally obligated to propose more than a 

theory supported by generalities or selected specifics, 

he must offer a theory by which his avenues have been 

tested and defined as carefully as Aristotle did. Then 

the cri~ic should be willing to see his theory debated 

and teste d by other scholars . 
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\vhec lwright. and Brooks presen t bolO cri t i ca l appr oaches--

f ormali stic and my thic. The point th a t Olson and Cran e 

make as p lura lists i s th at there a r e o ther equally valid 

approaches to poetry. A~ Crane h as pointe d out, the r o le 

of the critic has no t yet been comple tely de fin e d; there-

fore the critics act as their own guardians of the health 

of critical theory. In their sincerity, disagreement 

occurs, which Olson says is good because it brings about 

new points of view. 

If criticism is to fulfill its serious role in the 

hwnanistic development of man, other critics must he.ed 

what the Chicago Critics are saying, and accept the self-

imposed discipline of a philosopher. After all, the 

majority of the reading public is in no position to judge 

the validity of the critic's work. The critic must realize 

that he is making a contribution to poetic theory, but 

not providing the Bole method of investigation . Pluralism 

stimulates discovery since it does not rule out any critical 

poss ibilities and it applauds sound thinking and new ideas. 

Where myth critics and formalistic critics address. them-

selves to the development of one theory, the Chicago critic. 

have assumed a larger task: they have prepared the ground-

work for the future development of poetic theory. If other 

critics are willing to listen to them, there will be a 

sounde r basis formulated f or man's further understa nding 

of poe try and of his own poetic nature. 
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