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MY ENTRANCE INTO graduate school oc- 
curred in 1938, as the shadow of war 
deepened over Europe, and the reality of 
American participation in the struggle 
continued to threaten my academic ca- 
reer for several years. At one moment in 
the mid-forties I seriously debated the 
obligation I might have to leave academia 
and enter military service in the Women’s 
Army Corps. At another moment 1 ap- 
plied for a summer position at the Glenn 
L. Martin defense plant and was not hired 
there because my interviewers recog- 
nized my anxiety that I would not be 
released from the war effort and allowed 
to complete my graduate studies. Little 
did I realize that the culmination of the 
war would offer an unusual opportunity 
for a teaching assignment as the G.1. Bill 
of Rights for the veterans created a great 
demand for new faculty. I also had no 
way of knowing that the universities 
would soon be swept by a new move- 
ment after 1945 that would challenge the 
very nature of literary study and the 
orientation of English departments 
across the country. 

My master’s degree at the Catholic 
University of America in Washington, 
D.C., was solidly based on the historical 
backgrounds of English literature, cen- 
tered on the Renaissance. This type of 
study came to be called “the old Histori- 
cism.” I learned its methodology largely 
through Edwin Greenlaw’s monograph 
entitled The Province of Literary History,‘ 
and through my pro-seminar instructor, 
who had received his doctorate in the 
milieu of Johns Hopkins University. 
Greenlaw and his colleagues regarded 
graduate study as clearly distinct from 
literary criticism or aesthetic apprecia- 
tion. It was a quest for the human spirit as 
reflected in literature, through the analy- 
sis of cross-currents in the intellectual 
life of an era. Such, for example, was the 
conflict of the Renaissance with the Ref- 
ormation, in the work of Shakespeare, 
Spenser, and Milton.* Greenlaw said many 
times that an author’s work was not a 
realistic reflection of everyday life, but 
ra ther  a distilled expression of a 
worldview based on the political life, the 
philosophy, and the literary culture of 
his times.3 

This type of work involved an exhaus- 
tive determination of a writer’s sources, 
especially in ancient ~raeco-Roman clas- 
sical literature, SO important for the Un- 
derstanding of Renaissance culture. 
While recognizing a writer’s individual 
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genius, such study placed great stress on 
his translation or transformation of a 
distant age into the terms of his own 
epoch. Such a curriculum in literary his- 
tory was not to be limited to major-au- 
thors’ concentration, but to include mi- 
nor writers who might well be vehicles 
for the spirit of an age without attaining 
a high degree of artistic achievement. 
Greenlaw regarded this historical study 
of texts as “a learning,” a term he em- 
ployed frequently to distinguish gradu- 
ate research from college study, and 
which he insisted was the “chief busi- 
ness of the university” in the field of the 
humanities. 

He regarded poetry itself as a “learn- 
ing,” parallel to  the political and philo- 
sophical backgrounds of a text. This is 
the major divergence between his con- 
ception of literature and that of present- 
day thinkers who are known as “post- 
modernists.” In Dante, Spenser, and 
Milton, he says, “we find in distilled and 
concentrated form the experience not 
merely of one man but of the Western 
European mind,” and indeed the distilled 
spirit of all humanity. As Murray Krieger 
has said recently, it is precisely the West- 
ern European mind that is under siege 
today in many quarters by current skep- 
ticism: 

I have always valued the literary his- 
tory acquired in my early graduate study. 
It gave me a solid foundation in English 
culture, especially of the Renaissance, 
that I later needed for other kinds of 
research and teaching. I did not experi- 
ence a conflict or strain between the 
history of the human spirit and the so- 
called “New Criticism” that developed in 
theuniversities after the war. My master’s 
thesis was a study of Shakespeare’s rnili- 
tary portrait of Cassio in the tragedy of 
Othello, and the doctoral dissertation 
was a search for the classical and medi- 
eval concepts of ingratitude as back- 
grounds for King Lear. I still find myself 
indebted to scholarly books that I read at 
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the time, like Basil Willey’s Seventeenth 
Century Background (0000), Max Weber’s 
Religion and the Rise of Capitalism (OOOO), 
and H.J.C. Grierson’s Cross Currents in the 
Literature of the Seventeenth Century 

After receiving the master’s degree in 
English (1940) I resided in Baltimore for 
some temporary work. In a year or two I 
returned to the Catholic University of 
America to  take up studies again in the 
English Department, this time for the 
doctorate. These were the years of World 
War 11, the achievement of the doctor’s 
degree in 1947, and the beginning of a 
university teaching career at my home 
institution. 

At the return of military personnel to 
their faculty positions, a new type of 
literary study entered the language and 
literature departments of many institu- 
tions. It had been dubbed “The New Criti- 
cism” by John Crowe Ransom in his 1941 
book of that title, although a more accu- 
rate term would have been “Formalism” 
or “Structuralism,”as it came to be ~ a l l e d . ~  
It was destined to hold center place for 
about twenty years in classrooms, lec- 
tures, and the “learned journals” of that 
era. Even PMLA, the bastion of literary 
history, opened its doors to literary 
theory. The old order was defunct, in its 
prewar sense, and an exciting, stimulat- 
ing revolution was at hand. Pro-seminars 
in literary criticism and theory found 
their places beside the older prepara- 
tory courses in bibliography, research 
tools, and “literary backgrounds.” At my 
university all of this was symbolized by 
the appointment of J. Craig La Drigre, to  
the English Department faculty, fresh 
from Harvard’s Society of Fellows and a 
University of Michigan doctorate. 

The development of Formalism in Eu- 
rope has been chronicled by many writ- 
ers, its early phases as Russian in the 
years before World War L6 Ironically, it 
was in Russia that it met its first adver- 
saries, in the Soviets’ imposition of state 
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policies opposed to  the autonomy of the 
arts, and this meant subjection of liter- 
ary composition to the goals and tech- 
niques of communist propaganda. I was 
myself more familiar with the Slavic For- 
malism that emerged outside of Russia in 
the Prague Circle. The most important 
writer on my horizon at the close of the 
second war was RenC Wellek, whose criti- 
cism began appearing in English at this 
time. American grasp of the movement 
was slow in developing, and early writing 
showed little awareness of its Slavic roots. 
German “Gestalt psychology” had also 
made its way into American thought, 
however, and undergirded the concepts 
of Structuralism in literary theory. 

Both the advocates and the enemies 
of the American Formalist movement of- 
ten misinterpreted its fundamental prin- 
ciples, and this fact was immensely im- 
portant in the subsequent history of criti- 
cism. Its leaders, especially Cleanth 
Brooks, while urging “close reading” of 
the literary text, tended in their practical 
criticism to analyze verbal complexity 
and image patterns to the neglect of other 
crucial structures, like the auditory de- 
vices of prosody, rhyme, assonance, and 
all i terati~n.~ The result was an absorp- 
tion in meaning rather than form. This 
rhetorical emphasis was true also of crit- 
ics in the British tradition of post- 
Arnoldian culture like F.R. Leavis and 
others who were writing for Scrutiny 
magazine, like John Speirs. Even T. S. 
Eliot, whose position was ambivalent at 
best, gradually moved away from the 
autonomy of the art object to its practi- 
cal expressionist function of instruction 
in moral and religious content.8 

The opponents of artistic autonomy, 
on the other hand, attacked the New 
Criticism as irresponsible and equiva- 
lent to “art for art’s sake.” To them this 
new approach was la trahison des clercs. 
Eventually, however, the learned jour- 
nals overflowed with Formalist analyses, 
because “publish or perish” had come to 

mean close reading in some form of 
stylistics. “We are all Structuralists to- 
day,” one of my friends admitted. 

There was a way out of this polarized 
conflict, a deep study of the history of 
criticism, with a recognition that the ba- 
sic conflict between the two viewpoints 
was not “new” but was as old as Greek 
culture, and was epitomized in the clash 
of Platonic and Aristotelian approaches 
to literature. This understanding of the 
problem, fortunately, was available to  
me in my graduate student and early 
teaching days, because it permeated the 
courses and the lectures to which I had 
access. It was also recognized by cote- 
ries of writers around the country, like 
the Chicago Aristotelians, and by indi- 
viduals (like W.K. Wimsatt and Ren6 
Wellek) with an ability to transcend par- 
tisan differences and to arrive at a syn- 
cretism in viewpoints. 

I found the best exposition of the an- 
cient classical debate in an article by G.F. 
Else.g I have read and reflected upon it 
again and again over the years. Else rec- 
ognized the stern moral approach to lit- 
erature, particularly to drama, in Pla- 
tonic thought. He grasped in the Aristo- 
telian Poetics an effort to counteract this 
negative evaluation of literary art by dis- 
covering the Platonic criteria for legiti- 
mate pleasure in the very art object it- 
self. Both philosophers, thoroughly clas- 
sical in temperament, regarded limit or 
measure as the essential quality of the 
object to be contemplated, but Aristotle 
differed from Plato in finding this limit 
and measure in the harmony and propor- 
tion of the tragic action (for tragic action 
is the focus of the Poetics). The moulding 
and restraining of undisciplined passion 
into the beauty of poetic drama was the 
creation of limit and measure, the cre- 
ation of form. Pity and fear (those power- 
ful emotions aroused by the tragic ac- 
tion) were to be purified in the very 
process of their formation into a sym- 
metrical harmony, and their negative 
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power was to be structured into dignity 
and elegance by the “sweetness” of lan- 
guage. This sweetness is a literary con- 
cept, a designation for the devices that 
constitutethesymmetryand pattern that 
mould the raw material into a thing of 
beauty, worthy to be contemplated by 
the serious and cultivated beholder. Al- 
though the catharsis of pity and fear in 
the Aristotelian prescription has been 
the subject of much debate, Else sees a 
whole aesthetic here involved and 1 think 
it has had great implications for structur- 
alist criticism. Herein lies a case for the 
protective, positive value of literary form, 
a kind of “scrim curtain” (as I call it) for 
the distancing of the evil and the ugly 
from their destructive power over the 
reader or the audience. Destroy this cur- 
tain (as happens in deconstructionist 
criticism today), and the defense of PO- 
etry collapses. 

Such a conception of form raises the 
question of the autonomy of art. What 
does this vexed word really mean? In 
spite of the road blocks created by its 
opponents and the excessive claims made 
by extremist promoters, the great liter- 
ary work, as a formal object, is not irre- 
sponsible. It is addressed to the “serious 
man,” to use the Aristotelian notion of 
tragic action as a norm for the product of 
thecreative imagination. The artistry may 
have extraneous or accidental features 
that appeal to the discursive reasoning 
powers of the reader, but as art it does 
not need these fringe benefits to justify 
itself. It is its own excuse for being and 
exists sui genet-is as a product of inspira- 
tion, skill, and craftsmanship. I t  is the 
synthesis of ideas, sound patterns, ca- 
dences (whether of poetry or of prose), 
and verbal embellishments that sepa- 
rate the object from ordinary discourse 
and raise it to a level of splendor and 
sometimes of grandeur. It is comparable 
to the glory of a symphony or an oratorio 
in the realm of music. It fulfills the classi- 
cal Greek conception of t6 kalo’n, the 
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beautiful. 
The literary work is, moreover, a fic- 

tion, in the literal sense of the Latin root 
fingere, to make; it is an instance of po- 
etic, taking that word as a noun, corre- 
sponding to rhetoric. It is to be judged not 
by its imitation of real life, although the 
successful work creates an illusion of 
reality. It differs from a newspaper ac- 
count of conflict, or violence, or heroism 
by the structure that transforms the bald 
depiction of life as we know it in ordinary 
existence, to a higher level. We have art, 
as it is said, that we may not die of the 
truth.l0 If the artistry is genuine, it must, 
in some degree, be an alienation from 
reality, and a product of the imagination, 
deviating from the prosaic account of 
facts and statistics. This is precisely why 
it is not ascientific treatise or apedagogi- 
cal instrument. An epic or a play, for 
example, is a dangerous construct if it is 
read simply as a guide to life. It is also 
potentially misleading if it is used as 
psychological therapy, because it is sci- 
entifically inaccurate and may be devas- 
tating to a person who is in need of 
clinical diagnosis and treatment. The 
therapist who subordinates the verbal 
beauty and the rhythmic harmonies of 
poetry to the practical task of healing a 
patient, or counseling astudent, takes an 
enormous risk of error in pedagogical 
technique. 

This cautionary statement is not to  be 
taken as a rejection of poetic, but rather 
as an indication that who teaches litera- 
ture should be thoroughly grounded in 
the riches of one’s materials and also in 
their limitations. Rhetoric has a role in 
literarycomposition, forpoetrymaycom- 
municate knowledge in a persuasive way. 
I am convinced that a literary work can 
be a fine stimulus to deep thought and 
educational instruction, but only if the 
teacher and the student have training in 
the devices of both rhetoric and poetic, 
and know how to judge the text as the 
complex object it is. 
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The problem of communication in 
poetry, that is, the instrumental function 
of language in a work of literary art, is 
more difficult to clarify in literature than 
in the other arts. Connoisseurs of music 
arecontent toenjoy its rhythms, chords, 
and melodies without an effort to con- 
ceptualize a message conveyed by the 
sound patterns. Lovers of painting or 
sculpture may contemplate light and 
shadow, line and mass, colors and fig- 
ures without pressing on to  political, 
social, or philosophical messages. But 
students of literature, as Formalists 
would say, must contemplate language 
in a context that tempts them to draw 
into consciousness the language of ordi- 
nary discourse in a way that is largely 
absent in the other arts. One of La Drikre’s 
most fundamental propositions was that 
poetry may communicate, but it is not as 
poetry that it does so. In other words, it 
is the rhetoric, embedded in the poem, 
that communicates; but the total mean- 
ing of the work is nonconceptual, and 
cannot be reduced to discursive state- 
ment.” John Crowe Ransom put it some- 
what differently, but aimed at  the same 
outcome: poetic has a logical structure 
upon which a texture of beauty is woven, 
that texture not essentially subservient 
to the logic, not necessarily functional to 
the conceptual content.I2 

As a medievalist, I found myself dur- 
ing the 1950s and 1960s in a somewhat 
anomalous situation in the world of aca- 
demic gatherings and conventions. 1 was 
enthusiastic about Formalism and also 
about historical study. For a long stretch 
of years at this time, most medievalists 
remained aloof from Structuralism. First 
of all, devotees of this movement were 
primarily Slavic, German, and American, 
so that Romance scholars seemed to  
view the Formalist analysis of literary 
works as a “northern” phenomenon, alien 
to their Mediterranean disciplines. More- 
over, the bulk of modern scholarship on 
the Middle Ages had beendone by French 

historians rather than by literary critics. 
France had been the cultural center of 
medieval life and had created the literary 
genres of troubadour lyric, the romance, 
the fabliau, and the liturgical drama. Con- 
sequently, modern studies of the Middle 
Ages, developing in the late nineteenth 
century, have been concentrated on his- 
torical approaches to literature, rather 
than on stylistics, from Josef Bedier and 
Gaston Paris, to Gustav Cohen and Eughe 
Vinaver in our century. Medieval culture 
has been home territory not only for 
French universities, but also for their 
presses and learned societies. It is there- 
fore not surprising that Deconstruction 
found an early champion in a French 
scholar, Jacques Derrida, in the waning 
years of Formalism. 

The one area of medieval studies that 
became genuinely hospitable to Formal- 
ism was Chaucer scholarship, from 1950 
to 1965. Charles Muscatine’s monograph, 
Chaucer and the French Tradition,13 set 
the pace by a division of Chaucer’s style 
into Gothic Idealism and Naturalism, 
played off against each other. I found this 
book absorbing, in its concept of non- 
representationalism as the dominant 
technique of the romances and the saints’ 
legends in thechauceriancanon, astatic, 
allegorical pattern of character drawing 
and narrative line. The notion of charac- 
ter as metaphor rather than as personal- 
itywas striking; and metaphor as symbol 
for interior, psychological states. This 
insight was new to me in my early teach- 
ing days, and arevelation of literarytech- 
nique that could embrace the characters 
even of medieval drama. I began to see 
the mystery plays and moralities as I had 
not before understood them. Much of my 
own work in the drama developed from 
Muscatine’s exposition, and the grand 
style of Gothic Idealism emerged for me 
as a device played off against the racy, 
comic patois of fabliau Naturalism, not 
only in a narrative context but also in the 
dramatic structureof the religious ~ 1 a y s . l ~  
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Muscatine’s essay on Chaucer’s 
“Knight’s Tale” seems to me a striking 
example of Formalist cri t ici~m.’~ He rec- 
ognized the narrative of the story that 
had been supplied by Boccaccio’s If 
Teseida, but he also admitted that plot 
had little importance in the English ver- 
sion of the star-crossed lovers (Palemon 
and Arcite). The center of the tale’s mean- 
ing and of its literary artistry was the 
splendor of the noble, or courtly, life. 
Taking his cue from Robert Kilburn Root’s 
designation of the poem as a splendid 
tapestry, Muscatine highlighted its pag- 
eantry, its slowly moving action, and its 
gaily colored accoutrements as the sub- 
stance of this romance. All of its ele- 
ments adumbrate the literary tradition 
of the garden in Guillaume de  Lorris’ 
Roman de la rose, including the spring- 
time setting and the pivotal use of May as 
context: the lovers’ first sight of Emily, 
Theseus’s discovery of their duel, and 
the grand tournament in which he ar- 
ranges the trial by battle for the rivalry of 
Palemon and Arcite. 

The resonance of the tale’s rhythmic 
movement, the formality of its courtly 
rituals, and the use of French terms for 
its idyllic vocabulary illustrate the tran- 
scendence of the work beyond the limits 
of English poetry in the late fourteenth 
century. The total meaning, in Formalist 
terms, is the nonconceptual auraof imagi- 
native, chivalric design, deriving its 
beauty from the rich connotations of its 
word treasure and the sophistication of 
its courtly patterns, so different from 
those of the contemporary English allit- 
erative tradition. Muscatine launched 
Formalist criticism into scholarly medi- 
eval studies. The Old Historicism of the 
1920s and 1930s gave way for a time to 
structural analysis and aesthetic appre- 
ciation.16 

Chaucerian poetic began also to invite 
reflection at this time on the device of an 
authorial mask or persona,” the image of 
a shy, reticent, inexperienced fellow be- 

hind which lay, half-concealed, the best- 
read man in England and one of the most 
sophisticated writers in all of Europe. 
This duality exploited the riches of comic 
incongruity and, in addition, gave the 
fictive narrator an opportunity to pose 
as an uninstructed learner seeking wis- 
dom. Many medieval narrative poets had 
provided exemplars for this device- 
Dante, Guillaume de Lorris, Jean de Meun, 
and William Langland, to name only a 
few. The whole genre of dream vision 
literature, within and outside of the Rose 
Garden, stands behind the quest for 
knowledge about human emotion that 
Chaucer structured into the Canterbury 
Tales through the use of the fictive per- 
sona. It was the criticism of the Formalist 
decades that brought this element into 
prominence. 

Much of my own research and writing 
has been a structural analysis of poetic 
form in the English mystery plays, espe- 
cially in the Towneley cycle, in which I 
discern a complexity of various patterns. 
There is, first, a lyrical grandeur played 
off against a rough Yorkshire dialect. 
Then there is a skillful use of complexity 
in the building of character constructs 
with different levels or “aspects of voice” 
(La DriGre’s term). The Bethlehem shep- 
herds in the two Christmas plays there, 
bythe “Wakefield Master,”show anamaz- 
ing alienation from character realism by 
quarreling over sheep-buying and steal- 
ing for many lines and then suddenly 
rising to the grandeur of Gothic Idealism 
as they discuss the Old Testament proph- 
ecies regarding the Messiah, on their 
way to the stable.18 Moreover, their “Hail 
Lyrics” accompany the presentation of 
gifts to the child with obvious stylistic 
imitation of the formal grandeur in the 
Latin Sequences of the Christmas Mass 
liturgy and in the Latin Christmas plays 
from the Continent. Each of their presen- 
tation stanzas opens with this richlystruc- 
tured rapture and closes with a cauda of 
shy, homely affection as the individual 
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shepherd offers a ball, a bird, or a coffer 
to the new-born. In these analyses I have 
felt no conflict between an interest in 
literary beauty and a curiosity about the 
history of medieval liturgy, social life, 
and village customs. 

Chaucer, Langland, and the Wakefield 
Master (dramatist), as creative writers, 
can be seen as geniuses in world litera- 
ture precisely because their adjustment 
of poetic and rhetoric to each other ex- 
emplifies the relationship of the two 
entities in any great creative writing. All 
literature is to some degree propaganda, 
George Orwell once wrote,Ig recognizing 
that an author’s outlook on life and his 
beliefs make their way out of the poetic 
cosmos and into the reader’s conscious- 
ness as the total meaning unfolds, that is, 
Chaucer’s smiling absorption in human 
foibles as well as Langland’s melancholy 
pilgrimage amid human evils. It seems to 
me that a proper comprehension of the 
shifting roles of rhetoric and poetic in a 
literary work would give promise of a 
reconciliation between Structuralists and 
their opponents. The rescue of the sound- 
est elements in Formalism could mean a 
rapprochement with the movement of 
Deconstruction in our late twentieth-cen- 
tury confusion. To this possibility I now 
wish to turn in conclusion. 

Formalism flourished until the middle 
1960s, a generation of “close reading,” a 
scrutiny of literary texts for their interior 
relationships in a harmonious whole. The 
attack upon the method was part of a 
larger revolution against the philosophy 
and culture of Western Europe. The move- 
ment is designated as Post-modernism, 
and it calls into question not only literary 
criticism but also the texts themselves 
that constitute the pride and achieve- 
ment of the last three centuries. The 
weapon of attack is often a technique of 
“Deconstruction,” which aims to explode 
long-accepted thought processes as well 
as the products created by them, The 

basic problem, then, is one of metaphys- 
ics and logic, but the effects on literature 
are devastating; ademolition of aesthetic 
values has occurred in literary circles. 
Frank Lentricchia, a Duke University pro- 
fessor, in arecent articleofLinguaFruncu, 
has admitted that students are being 
“highjacked” and cut off from enthusias- 
tic appreciation of literature.20 I see the 
practical goal as a direct attack upon 
“poetic” and an assault on the text as an 
art object. 1 also think that some develop- 
ments within Formalism, like Cleanth 
Brooks’s analysis of symbolism in The 
Well Wrought Urn, had opened the way to 
Deconstruction and a type of Romanti- 
cism that is in conflict with the Aristote- 
lian tradition of classical literarytheory.21 

In its deepest reaches Post-modern- 
ism seems to be an attack on “logo- 
centrism,” the traditional acceptance of 
the stability between a word and its ref- 
erent, as Murray Krieger has explained.22 
This undermining of the verbal relation- 
ship to external reality would eradicate 
the possibility of objective truth and per- 
haps even of logical reasoning. The re- 
sulting chaos destroys metaphysical 
thought and replaces it with “discourse” 
that is fluctuating and unsteady, so that 
even historical records become fluid, 
unverifiable, and suspect. This seems to 
be Nihilism and it affects historical writ- 
ing as well as literary appreciation. 

The “New Historicism” is an outgrowth 
of this attack on logocentrism, but it 
takes many forms. Donna C. Stanton, in a 
PMLA editorial of 1994, observed that 
“there is no agreement about what new 
historicism is,”23 and H. Aram Veeser’s 
collection of essays in a book of that 
name, gives an overwhelming array of 
attempts to define the movement. The 
term itself is credited to  Stephen 
Greenblatt, who later chose another des- 
ignation for it, “Cultural 

The major efforts of the New Histori- 
cism have been the work of Renaissance 
specialists, replacing Edwin Greenlaw’s 
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quest for the human spirit reflected in 
Renaissance literature with a preoccu- 
pation fundamentally political and eco- 
nomic. Advocates of the method seem to 
beanalyzing adominant ideological mind- 
set in the era’s expression of political 
power, yet one that is accompanied by 
an undercurrent of subversive but s u p  
pressed revolt against this prevailing 
power structure. 

These movements came late into my 
own academic career, and my reaction 
was one of alienation and bafflement. I 
did, however, make an intensive study of 
a particular group in the larger move- 
ments, that of Rezeptionsiisthetik, led by 
Hans-Robert Jauss at the University of 
Konstanz in southern Germany. While 
writing a book on drama in the Gallican 
liturgy of the sixth to eighth centuries, I 
encountered Jauss’s theory of literary 
genre, applied directly to medieval lit- 
e r a t ~ r e . ~ ~  He denied the existence of 
drama in Christian culture before the 
twelfth century, and found no “horizon 
of expectation” in Europe for drama dur- 
ing more than a thousand years. This is 
not the moment for polemic on such a 
matter, since I have undertaken it else- 
where,26 but the discrepancy with his 
Rezeptionasthetik runs deep in my own 
thinking and writing. 

[Author’s Note: “I am indebted to Elaine Moser for 
the memoir-format of this paper, and to Dr. Deborah 
Curren-Aquino of the Folger Library, for reading it 
and making suggestions for revision.”] 

1. Edwin Greenlaw, The Province ofliterary History 
(Baltimore, 1931). 2. Greenlaw, 84. 3. Greenlaw, 
103. 4. Murray Krieger, The Institution o f  Theory 
(Baltimore, 1994), 16-17. 5. I am using the terms 
“New Criticism,” “Formalism,” and “Structuralism” 
interchangeably throughout the present essay, but 
I recognize that the three terms have resonances 
that they do not share with one another. Their 
common ground is the mid-twentieth century con- 
centration on interior relationships in a text, as 
opposed to extraneous forces like history and 
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