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Literary Criticism between
Subjectivity & Objectivity

Dr. Gamal Naguib EI-Talluw‘y

Literary criticism may :~present a reader’s approach to
literary text. This approach .may be “subjective” or
“objective”. This challenge between ‘subjectivity’ and
“objectivity’ may depict the  history of modem literary
criticism in Angio-American tradition. It is Matthew Arnold
who began the- first step, since he d1scussed the relation
between ‘subjectivity” and “objectivity’.

The aim of this study 13 to examine the development of
literary criticism between subjectivity and objectivity during
the first half of twentieth century. The Tesearcher chooses
representative critics beginning from the late nineteenth
century (1.e. Arnold) to Patricia Waugh. Some of these critics
wrote essays or books entitled “The Function of Criticism”,
and others stress on the relati’n between art and science (1. e
subjectivity and objectivity) in literary criticism. The methods
of this study depend on the historical development of the
critics’ uses of these terms. The study does not pretend to
study the contribution of all these critics, but it concentrates on
the following essays only. One begins to examine the title of
the essavs and Winters’ book to discover their semantic
significances :

- Amold’s . “The Function of criticism at the Present
Time”.

- Eliot’s : “The Function of Criticism™.

- Tate’s : “The Present Function of Criticism”, is a

chapter of his book Reason in Madness (1941).
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~ Winters +ne Functiop of Criticism, is a book which
mcludes four chapters.

-Frie's - “The Function of Criticism at the present
time™.

Waugh . The Arts & Sciences of Criticism, 1s a book

which 1s ntroduced by Waugh and Fuller, and
includes a chapter by Waugh entitled
“Rewising the Two Culwures Debate : Science,
Literature and Value™.

The first five critics use one similar nitle, but the last one
1s different in the title but is similar in content. Waugh deals,
directly, with the question ¢ this study (subjectivity and
objectivity). Waungh uses more direct terms: (arts and sciences)
simce  supjectivity stands for art, and objecuvity stands for
science. The movement from subjecuvity to objectivity is,
really. the way from the an (of cnitieism) inte the (science) of
CTIticiSmm,

When one comes close to these critics, one finds that
Matthew Arnold 1s the one, who represents what 15 called
iraditional criticism. Bemng a Victonan. he belongs to the old
attitudes of criticism more than the other five critics. who are
considered modernist critics (Ehot. Tale. ‘Winters and Frve!
and postmodernist (Patricta Waugh}, whatever the ideclogies
thev belong to. To be more accurate, one should refer to the
last point 1 Arnold’s essay to be sure that he tried to be
objective  when he referred to  what  he called
“disinterestedness”. [t 1s the same idea which Eliot developed
10 be “depersonahization. Both terms are considered the early
steps of what 15 called “objecuvity™  Consequentiy, Arnold
may be classified as the crime who shares the traditional and
modem criticism. In other words, he represents a transition
period, between rraditional subjective and modem, objective
criticism. Most of Arnold’s essav refers to some political and
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soclal disturbance in England during the late Victorian age. He
is the first English critic who called tor a systematic method of
CTitigism. *

=11
It is better, to estimate these critics’ views of criticism,

and the development of these wviews., Did they consider.
criticism a science or an art?

The researcher may assume that all these crtics asked
for a theory of objectivity, a science of criticism. Some of
them referred to the carly steps of making criticism as a
science (1.e. Armold and Eliot). Really thev did not use the
- noun science nor the adjective “scientific”, but at the same
time no one can deny nor belittle their active contribution in
this field. Others referred to ti=s terms “science”, “scientific”,
“methods” or “systematic” (such as Tate and Winters). But
Frye and Waugh are the only critics among them who adopt a
very  advanced .and may be “realistic” and “practical” terms
- (science and art).

David Lodge believes that: “Matthew Armold was
perhaps the first to formulate in an influential way the idea of
criticism having this high cultural mission”. He adds “but he
“was not just concerned with policing the canon. He stressed
the value of criticism in creating a climate conductive to the
production of good new writing”. (Fuller & Waugh, eds, 1999,
p. 138.

Matthew Arnold is the one - it is mentioned -
previously - who has put the foundations for a kind of
“scientific” or rather * objective “criticism . That Armold is a

; This PDF was created usmg the Somc PDF Creator

To remove this watermark, pl uct at www.investintec!



126

Victorian . .t means -agawn - that he 1s the representative of a
transition  period between what 1 traditional and non-
traditional { new ) in criticism.

In his essay “The Function of the Criticism at the
Present Time™ he discusses the relations between criticism and
creativity of art saying:

“.. crificism first ; a time of true
creative activity ,perhaps -which as,
I have said , must inevitably be
preceded amongst us by a time of
criticism , hereafter , when criticism
las done its work”.

(Rushy, ed,, 1986, p. 20)

Arnold continues to consider criticism an important
activity as well as creativity, and criticism -again- must
precede the creativity process. Then, he refers to his point of
view comncerning the objectivity of criticism or at Jeast what

must be:

“It is of the last importance that
English  criticism  should clearly
discern what rules for its course, in
order 10 avail itself of the field now
opening to if, and to produce fruit
Sor the future, it ought (o take. The
ritles may be given in one word; by
being disinterested’.

(Rushy, ed., 1986, p. 20)

Arnold sums up the rules of objectivity or scientific
methods of cnucism in one word. But, he does not leave his

o™ This PDF was created using the Sonic PDF Creator.
~M To remove this watermark, please license this product at www.investintech.com



127

“word” ambiguous, so he asks a question and answers 1t
directly to explain what he means by this “disinterestedness”.
He adds:

“And how Is it to be disinterested?
....... , by steadily refusing to lend
itself to any of these ulterior,
political , practical considerations
about ideas , which plenty of people
will be sure to attach to them”.
(Rushy, ed., 1986, p. 20)

Then to avoid the iterior, political, practical,
considerations is the early step to avoid subjective criticism
-and to "achieve “disinterestedness” which means by the words
of Eliot, “depersonalization”. It is a serious step towards
objectivity and scientific criticism.

The school of criticism which Arnold belongs to, is neo-
classical one, and it is an expression of the urgent needs of his
generation, so he defines “at the present time” because Arnold
is considered one of social reformers of his age, he connects
the social and political disasters of his time with the chaos
permeated in the literary field. He assures that the criticism of
his contempeoraries is not the “disinterested one™

“For what is at p<esent the bane of
criticism in this country? It is that,
practical, considerations cling to it
and stifle it; it subserves interests
not its own; our organs of criticism
are organs of men and parties
having ends to serve and with them
those practical ends is all that is
wanted .An organ like the Revue
Des Deux Mondes, having for its
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main function to understand and
utter the best that is known and
thought in the wor! 1, existing, it may
be said, as Just an organ for a free
play of the mind, we have not, but
we have the Edinburgh Review.
existing as an organ of the old
Whighs ... , and we have the
Quarterly  Review, existing as an
organ of the Tories, .... we have the
British Quarterly Review, existing as
an organ of the political
Dissenters”, (Rushy, ed., 1986, p. 21)

This long illustration by Arnold assures that criticism of
the Victorian age was very weak, subjective, therefor he sums
up the reformation of the.: weaknesses in one word
“disinterested”.

Commenting on Arnold’s use of the terms “critical” and
“creative” Eliot says:

“Matthew Arnold distinguishes far
too [fluently, it seems o me, between
the two activities: he overlooks the
capital importance of criticism in
the work of creation itself probably,
indeed, the larger part of the labour
of an author in composing his works
is critical labour; the labour of
sifting,  combini,g, constructing
expunging, correcting, testing: this
Sfrightful il is as much critical as
creative”. (Rushy, ed., 1986, p. 115}
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Lodge dlSCHSSCS the concept of “dlsmterestedness
which pioneered by Arnold saying:

4

“For Arnold criticism was more or
less synymous with the pursuit of
human knowledge. It was, he said a
disinterested endeavaur to learn and
propagate the best .hat is known and
thought in the world”,

(Fuller & Waugh, eds, 1999, p. 139)

David Lodge deﬁnes the critical attitudes of Ehot
saying: .

“Eliot (thus) gave his blessin_g to two
different  schools of academic
criticism which have often been at
war within each other —on the one
hand, - traditional -~ historical
scholarship, .and on tlie other hand,
the close reading of unattributed
poems pzoneered bv I A. Richard at
Cambridge under the name of
practical  criticism,  from which
evolved the so-called new criticism
in England and America. Both those
schools claimed to be trying to make
~eriticism more ‘scientific’: historical
scholarship by focusing on hard
empirical facts . -about the literary
text, and the new criticism by
focusing on the verbal structure of
the literary text itself”.
{(Fuller & Waugh, eds, 1999, p. 139)
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Eliot defends the role of the writer to be more important
than the critical one “I have assumed as axiomatic that a
creation. a work of art, is autotelic that criticism, by definition
,1s about something other than itself”.

{Rushy, ed., 1986, p. 119)

Eliot discusses these terms on other standard of thought.
His interest is not social and political as Arnold, but more
religious. The work of art is the essential text, one must
depend on. And the creativity process includes a critical effort.
So, the writer is a critic at the same time - at least - with his
work of art. But these attitudes never neglect his view that
“criticism and creation are co-operative labour....”. (Rushy,
ed., 1986, p. 112)

Eliot agrees with Arnold that criticism must avoid
personal 1interests of the critic, he develops Amold’s view
when he defines the work of the critic:

“The critic, one would suppose, if he
is to justify his existence, should
endeavour to discipline his personal
prejudices and cranks- tares to
which we are all subject - and
compose his difyerences with as
many of his fellows as possible, in
the common pursuit of ftrue
judgment”.
{Rushy, ed., 1986, p. 112)

Searching for “true judgment” is the same idea of
impersonal criticism. But Eliot differs from Amold in the
sense of knowing that one belongs to his present society and
the other belongs to the Catholicism, on one hand, and
aesthetic criticism, o1l the other, one can differentiate the titles
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of essays of both critics. Arngld, means his own time and
generation but Eliot means waat is eternal and general. Eliot
goes on -on this basis- to assure his search for true yjudgment
saying:

“wuo And the most important
qualification which I have been able
to find, which accounts for the
peculiar importance of the criticism
of practitioners, is that a critic must
have a very highly developed sense
- of fact ... the sense of fact is
something very slow to develop , and
its complete development means
perhaps  the very pinnacle of
civilization”.
{Rushy, ed., 1986, p. 120)

To connect the sense of fact in criticism with the
development of pinnacle of civilization, means that Eliot cones
to conclusion; to achieve the scientific methods of criticism
which realize -directly- the objectivity. It is not this essay by
Eliot, that refers, drectly, to his common term
“depersonalization” which is considered the development of
Amold’s “disinterestedness”. It 15 “Tradition and the
Individual Talent” that develops Arnold’s term and also Eliot’s
(himself) the “sense of fact” and “true Judgment” He
discusses the effort which must be exerted by the artist to gain
the sense of tradition. He adds: -

“there remuins to define this process
of depersonalization and its relation
to the sense of tradition . It is in this
depersonalization that art may be
said to approacl the condition of
science”. (Rushy, ed., 1986, p. 130)
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The artist for Eliot, represents both the author and ¢ntic.
Here. he uses, for the first time, the word science, saying “the -
condition of science” and not pure science, and this seems
more convincing because (15 hardly (o beiieve that human
activity ke art (i.e. creativity and criticism) becomes pure
sciencs but 1t may take the condition, or the colour of science.

It i better to use 1n this context, the adjecuve
“scientific” instead of the noun “science”. Eliot gives an
analogy with a chemical equation and the use of the neutral
catalyst. He clarifies hus attitude of “depersonalization” which
is different to some extent, from the attitude of Arnold. Eliot
shows the honest criticism which is “depersonalized” as
follows:

“Honest criticism and sensitive
appreciation is directed not upon the
poet but upon the poetry”.

(Rushy, ed., 1986, p. 130)

It means that Eliot neglects the external effects of the
work of art and prefers the textual reading and analysis, Unlike
Arnold who wants to trace the social and political problems
within the work of art. This idea will be clanfied when the
paper discusses Frye’s opinion of “background” and
“foreground” criticism. Arnold belongs to neo-classical school
of criticism which sees the work of art as an expression of
society, but Eliot belongs to the aesthetics of the New criticism
school which sees the work of art as a complete entity by
itself.

Allen Tate writes a chapter n hits book Reason in
Viadness 1941, entitled “The Present Function of Criticism”™.
This long essay is a kind of wvhat is called severe “meta-
criticism”. Tate makes a swrvey to the literary scene of his
generation. He criticizes all the contemporary critics of his
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own generation. Tate was not clear enough in this essay to
present his point of view concerning the scientific approach of
criticism. He begins his essay discussing certain scientific
procedures and asks critics to follow them. (He did not define
these certain procedures) then he criticizes I. A Richards for
his use of scientific bases of criticism. He begins saying:

“This essay represents a point of
view which means to have little in
common with oth » points of view
that are tolerated, and even
applauded ftoday. It can not be
communicated at the level of the
procedure and the program; the
point of view here, then, is that
Nistoricism, scienticism,
pshiychologisin, biologism, in
general the confident use of the
scientific  vocabularies in the
spiritual realm, has created, or at
any rate Is the expression of a
spiritual disorder”.
(Rushy, 4., 1986, p. 169)

It seems that Tate is against (what he calls)
“scienticism”, but he supports “knowledge, not historical
documentation and information™. (Rushy, ed., 1986, p. 174)

When he discusses the contribution of the critics of his
ceneriion. he criticizes them all, severally. Even I A
Richards who 15 considered one of the pioneers who use
psvchological, semantic and stvlistic approaches, 1s also
crinicized by Tate for his use of a scientific approach 1n

criticism of poetry:
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“when we think of the powerful
semi-scientific method of studying
poetry associated with the name of
LA, Riclards, we may say that there
is a certain ambiguity of critical
Jocus.. The role [ have in mind here -~
is that of The Principles of Literary
Criticism ... itIs in a special way a
kind of science; this particular
variety in poetry is a kind of applied
psychology”.
(Rushy, ed., 1986, Pp. 173-176)

Here, it 1s clear that A.2n Tate refuses that scientific
methods or approaches of criticism or the semi-scientific, he
assures that “poems designate things that do not exist” (Rushy,
ed., 1986, p. 177) if one follows the methods of Richards,
which, in turn, the scientific one. Tate repeats that “Mr.
Richards’s most famous invention is scientese; that is, false
statements or just plan lies”. (Rushy, ed., 1986, p. 177) Then
Tate is the only exception among the five critics (of this study)
who takes different situation against scientific approaches of
literary criticism. Consequently nhe couldn’t be classified as
one who developed the scientific approaches even a step
forward, but at the same time he never gives alternative, either
to consider literary criticism a pure art or a mixture of science
and art. He does not call for ir<olving the literary work of art
or the critical effort in the realistic life of social and political
affairs like Arnold. What Tate adopts is that “the tradition of
literature is a form of knowledge ; by locking at it as merely
one among many forms of social and political expression”
(Rushv, ed., 1986, p. 173). He cnticizes the non- academic
critics because thev “have been obsessed by politics “and the
social determinism”™ (Rushy, ed., 1986, p. 174). He also
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criticizes “the academic scholars, who have demonstrated that
literature does not exist, that it is merely history, which must
be studied as history is studied, through certain scientific
analogies” (Rushy, ed., 1986, pr. 174-173).

- - This situation of Tate necessitates a certain definition of
. the concept of the function of criticism. Although he entitles
his chapter “ The Present Function of for Critictsm”, one
couldn’t define something specific by his “present™ time.

Like Allen Tate, winters criticizes the efforts of
different critics:

“what have the critics done besides
asking important questions
propounding incomplete or
untenable theories , attacking each
other’s theories , and defending
their preferences for particular

I think it is fair that we should ask
more and I think that they have

done very little more”.
(Winters., 1964, p. 15)

But unlike him, winters prefers the use of scientific

approaches in literary criticism to be systematic and more

, objective. He goes on forward to discuss this point asserting its
imporiance in the literary field. He says:

“If we are to Five any kind of
critical guidance | we shall have to
have some kind of critical method or
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methods that are really applicable to
the business in hand”.,
(Winters., 1964, p. 15)

Wirters connects the critical “method™ or “methods™
with practice. [t means that when he criticizes the critics of his
time, he gives the ideal form that he believes in. It is the
“critical method which means scientific approach. Winters does
not ask the critics to search for these “methods” to make pure
theories, but to be used in practical criticism to be the tools of
the critic to analyse the work of art. He adds:

“If we are to have any kind of
critical method, we shall have to
understand two fopics with more or
less clarity: the potentialities of
different kinds of subject matter and
the potentialities of various literary
forms. Any understanding of these
topics, in turn, will depend upon our
view of the purpose, or final cause,
of literature”. (Wirzers., 1964, p. 15)

Winters asserts, again, that the critical method 1s not
desired for its sake, nor any theory but to understand literature.
Rather he makes the understanding of the purpese of literature
will direct the different methods of criticism. Then one may
abridge that Winters does not follow his predecessor; Tate, to
neglect the scientific methods of literary criticism but he
assures the importance of these methods.

When the study discusses the efforts exerted by
Northrop Frye, in modern criitcism, in general and to develop
this point, in particular, then, it is important to have a long
discussion. Frye has deep roots in modern criticism. “Frye
considers it the responsibility of the critic to systematize the
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previously unorganized study of literature” (Davis & Schkifer,
eds., 1989, p. 541). Frye, asserts from the very beginning of
lxis career as a critic, that the methods and systems of criticism
must be followed. He begins his essay “The Function of
Criticism at “The Present Time” by saying:

“To truly understand Iliterature,
requires Seeing it as a system of
word-symbols, - not unlike

mathematics,  which must be
considered as poyt of its greater
structure, separate from the world
that gave rise to the ideas it depicts”,
(Davis & Schkifer, eds., 1989, p.541)

One believes that Frye comes to a great maturity in
understanding and evaluating the theories of literary criticism.
Therefore the development of his conception of literary
criticism as a science or non-science, which In turn, is
connecting  with his conception of the function of literary
criticism at the present fime is more clearer than others. He
does not repeat what the predecessors said or believed. He is a
critic only the other four names (of the study) are artists and
critics as well. His panoramic vision of literary criticism may
be more objective and logiral than the others. What he
believes in, is: ‘

“What if criticism is a science as
well as an art 2 The writing of
history Is an art, but no one doubts
that scientific principles are involved
in the lustorian’s treatment of
evidence , and thatthe presence of
this scientific element is what
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distinguisltes history from legend”.
(Davis & Schkifer, eds., 1989, p.343)

Frve’s conception of criticism is a realistic and objective
one. It - ifficult to consider criticism a pure art like the
different literary genres because it uses a minimum of rules
and methods to judge or evaluate the work of art. [t is difficuit,
also. to consider criticism a pure science because it deals with
an ar; expresses human feelings and thoughts. This defect is
what the preceding critics (of this paper) could not realize.
Frve himseif ¢criticizes the critical approaches which depend on
the stvliistie, statistical procedures I understand that there is a
Ph.D. thesis somewhere that displays a list of Hardy’s novels
in the order of the percentages of gloom that they contain, but
one does not feel that that sort of procedure should be
encouraged”. (Davis &  Schkifer, ads., 1989, p. 345)
“statistics” should not be an end in itself, but a means
another efforts , that critic should exert an effort to analyse the
work of art . Frye criticizes the present scene of literarvy
CTitiCISIn Saying:

“ft occurs to me that literary
criticism is now in such astate of
naive induction as we find in a
primitive science. IIs materials, the
masterpieces of literature, are not
yvet regarded as phenomena to be
explained in terms of a conceptual
framework which criticism alone

possesses..."”
(Davis & Schkifer, eds., 1989, p.543)

At last Frye gives his opinion saying “T suggest that it is
time for criticism to leap to new ground from which it can
discover what the organizing or containing forms ol 1ts
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conceptual framework are”. (Davis & Schkifer, eds., 1989, p.
545)

Four critics agree that scientific approach is important
for literary criticism , especially at the present time but Allen
Tate’s conception is ambiguous one he refuses the scientific
approaches, and he gives no su sstitute. By scientific approach
they mean a kind of “disinterestedness, depersonalization,
objectivity, or systematic procedures”. These terms mean to
avoid the external environment of the artist and his art, to read
the text itself and to discover its rules .Jt is not important to
depend on biographical, historical, political (except Matthew
Arnold who belong to a school of criticism neo-classical one,
depends on the external affairs) religious or any external
affairs, The first four critics tried to develop the idea of
following scientific procedures in literary criticism depending
on their own experiences, at their own times. But Frye who
read, well, the past and the present, realizes what the present
time needs, so when he asks for a necessity of scientific
procedures, he knows well tha e deals with a human science
(literary criticism) which, in turn deals with works of art
(literature). The final conception for what he adopts, is to
make a kind of harmony and conformity between science and
art. Is it the same idea which was adopted by Alexander Pope
(during the eighteenth country) when he called for using both
(Judgment and wit)? One may find a kind of similarity
between Frye’s and Pope’s. In Pope’s “An Essay on Criticism”
Pope uses “Judgment” as a reference to “mind” and *“wit” for
faculty. It's the same purpose of the “mind” which we replace
nowadays, by science, and replace “wit” or faculty by “art”. If
the scholars of literary criticism believe that the beginning of
the English literary criticism is connecting by that Augustan
age of Pope, and Johnson, one believes that the development
of the identity of literary criticism did not change from the
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early beginning. Pope and Frye adopt the same idea, with one
different issue which ts the change of the terms. At the time of
Pope no one could think that the term “science” might be an
adjecriv  ror crinicism. It 1s the beginning of Pope that Frye
advocates now, and this is what the researcher supports and
believes in.

Patricia Waugh i1sarecert. critic who represents what is
called now post-modernism. She discusses the nature of
literarv criticism as a science. Really, she does not advocate
this scientific nature of cniticism, rather she discusses what the
other critics; (i.e. the modernists i particular), pretend that
criticism 15 a pure sctence. They (i.e. modernists) consider
structuralism and the other linguistic approaches of ¢riticism
as scientific. With David Fuller, Patricia Waugh, choose this
nitte for their recent book, The Arts & Sciences of Criticism.
They prefer to consider criticism as an art and a science, as
Northrop Frye said before. In the opening pages of their book,
Fuller and Waugh comment on Lodge’s opinion saving: “as a
novelist and one of thetr first critics to infroduce structuralism
to the world of English letters, David Lodge 15 uniquely placed
to consider literary criticism Loth as an art and a science”
(Fuller & Waugh, 1999, p. 13). Waugh tries to find a
compromise between boih attitudes of “art and “science” of
literary criticism. She believes that science itself depends on
relativism, this may lead the concept of “science’ to the
concept of criticism as “an art’. She says:

“This assault on the certainty of
scientific  knowledge that led 1o
current constructivist claims that
objectivity and  rationality are
culturally produced systems, that
science cannot arrive knowledge of
a mid-independent natural realiry,
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that its methods are always relative .
to shifting and |heterogeneous
theoretical frameewoshes, and that
the ‘objects’ of scientific knowledge
are therefore as ‘inmtentional’ as
those of literary text”,

(Fuller & Waugh, eds., 1999, p. 40)

. Waugh does not support the idea of considering literary
criticism as an ‘art’ but she tries to make it objective not pure
science. She says “whatever kind of a science literary criticism
aspires to be, 1t cannot engage at all with literary texts if this
intentional dimension is ignored or dealt with merely asa
‘principle of measurement’, whether this is the play of the
signifier, ideology, or any other impersonal vehicle”. (Fuller &
Waugh, eds., 1999, p. 47).

In their introduction, Fuller and Waugh present the steps
and experience of modernist and post-modemist critics to
make a kind of analogy between science and literary criticism,
they say:

“Since 1960s, critiques of scientific
method, counter-cultural
oppositions to technologization and
‘instrumental reason’, and
developments in sclence itself have
drawn the arts and sciences closer
together. Post-modernists speak of
the ‘aestheticization of science’,
rietoricians have pointed out the
metaphorical nature of scientific
language”.

(Fuller & Waugh, eds.. 1999,p.2)
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David Lodge adopts this view, but he refers to an
extremist viewpoint of D.H. Lawrence, Lodge says:

“Inasmuch as it aspires 1o a
scientific, or at least systematic,
knowledge of its subject it can be
seen as hostile to creativity itself. D.
H. Lawrence took tiis view of the
matter:

Criticism can never be a science; it
is, in the first place, much too
personal, and in the second, it is
concerned with values which science
ignores. The touclhstone is emotion,
not reason......... "

(Fuller & Waugh, +1s., 1999, p. 142)

Waugh never agrees with Lawrence of the impossibility
of considering criticism as science. Waugh, rather “traces the
history of some crucial twentieth century developments about
the nature of scientific knowledge, and shows why these
render 1t no longer satisfactory to see this debate in terins of a
simple arts/sciences split”. (Fuller & Waugh, eds., 1999, p.5)

Like Frye, Waugh can not agree that literary criticism 1s
a mere science, because post-modernism thought predicts the
relativism of science itself. The impact of post-modemn

relativism seems”, Waugh adds: “however, to have produced a.

generally pragmatist orientation in literary eriticism”. (Fuller
& Waugh. eds., 1999, P. 47)

Waugh develops Frve's concept towards the scientific
approach of criticism Frye comes to conclusion that cniticism
is both an art and a science. But Waugh adds that literary
crincism adopts a kind of science when science 1s an
“tnexactness’ in its svstems and facts. She says:
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“Not surprising then, literary critics

have welcomed the shift towards
inexactness’ in  science and have

appropriated contemporary

arguments and concepts as a way of
reconciling their ~wn institutional

tension about the nature of literary

critical practice”.

(Fuller & Waugh, eds., 1999, p. 46)

One may conclude that the challenge of literary
criticism between ‘subjectivity’ and ‘objectivity’ or between
‘art” and ‘scilence’ represents an important and kernel aspect in
the theory of criticism and literary theory. Those six critics,
who represent the different schools of Anglo-American
criticism, have different viewpoints. Amold began the first
step towards the objectivity, Eliot developed Arnold’s view,
Tate developed Eliot’s concept, but Ivor Winters did not give
any contribution. Frye developed the concept by adding a new
attitude of making a comprorise between ‘subjectivity’ and
‘objectivity’ or ‘art’ and ‘science’.

Like Frye; Waugh agrees this reconciliation, between
‘art’ and ‘science’ as well as she adds and supports the idea of
achieving objectivity of criticism through the relativity of
science.
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