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0O ABSTRACT (1
This essay studies the concept of "Individual” and " Tradition " on Arnold and Eliot in a
critical analytical study and the relation between them. The "Individual" is studied
through what both critics present of different, new concepts of what provided in the past.
When the concept of (Individual) was connected with concept of group, party, tribe, and
sector which the individual considered himself a part of it or belonged to it. thus, Arnold
and Eliot reverse this concept and considered the individual an effective tool in making
heritage, not in making tribe kindred. The more sharing in creating movement and adds
to it, the more making his individuality and expressing his personality which must not mix
with other characters of authors, creators and individuals, to show his creative
fingerprints on heritage generally. This heritage which Jorms its regulative and the
mirror which reflects obviously its different sides of habits, tradition, concepts and
science of different kinds. This research also deals with Arnold's and Eliot's heritage
concept, and how they treat with concept which becomes including the mechanism of
ideational society performance, socially, politically and the operation of communication
between the man past and his present. This communication which connects the present
with the past on the basis of keeping what useful of the past and leaving what is harmful
and depressing of the present determination. Then the operation becomes a choice of
what is suitable of the past, to push the present forward, instead of holding by the whole
past. Therefore, Arnold presents a new operation to understand the heritage which
continually renewed with the influence of creators through what they present of artistic
literary creation able to creat new ideational movements change the society view to life
and individual. This research also deals with different points of views of Arnold and Eliot
about the individual and the heritage, and their influence on the movement of the modern
criticism through the obvious Jfingerprints which they left on this kind of criticism, which
represent by its movements different opinions for critics differentiate by their opinions,
starting from Frank Kermoud and finally by Leonil Tryling.
This research deals to expose the role of Arnold and Eliot in creating new critical history
has its special and distinguished characteristic of the prevailed critical movements. Also,
this study leads to determine the above mentioned critics sharing level in reaching the
critical view through what they have presented by new ideas contribute to ideational
construction of humanity, and play an important role in fixing the human existence and
establishing his value and ideation, and supporting his continuity.

" Lecturer at the Department of English, Faculty of Arts and Humanities, Tishreen University, Lattakia,
Syria.
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Much of the most interesting work in contemporary cultural studies
concerns the relation between the individual and the historical. Some of this
work aims, for example, to devise interpretive paradigms capable of
foregrounding the historical significance of the individual as the origin of
meaning, knowledge and action. By the term individual here, it is not meant
the concrete individual who participates in and sustains social relations;
rather, the term designates a specific way of conceiving the individual in
terms of its potentials of cognition. T.S. Eliot's and Matthew Amold's
theoretical assumptions which can be considered as historically important in
both the ascendancy and assimilation into modern discourse of Romantic
critical theory at the time of Capitalist triumph, are -the object of this study.
The concept of individualism as a defining characteristic of the Romantic
movement has widely determined Anglo-American critical -thinking since
the beginning of the nineteenth century'. In this context, the line of
discussion to be sought here will be the dominance in criticism of this trend
as an ideological response to the sociological changes that accompanied the
development of capitalism. Further more, Eliot's valorization of the
individual in his criticism and Arold's libera] concept will be exposed in the
light of the Romantic Critical tradition which they initiated, and its relation
to "bourgeois individual ism". In Arnold's and Leslie Stephen's Criticism,
when the ideology of the individual was institutionalized, for example, in
Belle Lettres Criticism, it achieved a cultural tradition supporting the
bourgeois individualistic and liberal ideology. As such, the Romantic critical
discourse had to play into the hands of the capitalist captor whom it was
initially designed to conquer.

The crucial problem, to start with, for Eliot was the nature of the
relationship between the individual genius and the medium he inevitably
employed. To be a poet or a novelist implies the pre-existence of such
literary modes as the poem or the novel. In 1919 the "distinguished
individual" could almost, be taken for- granted in any account of the artistic
process. Criticism, in spite of Arnold's efforts, at, its Romantic stage - with
the distinguished individual (or genius) and his "potency as a Conduit of
urgent life"?, were common places ever since the preface to Lyrical Ballads.

" For further illustration of this point, see Lillian Furst'e Romanticism In Perspective, especially

p. 60-100.

The above remarks have been made by F.E. Leavis in his essay "Anna Karenina" and other
essays in TLS, No.30, November 1987. In the essay Leavis attacks "Tradition and the Individual
Talent" as "notable for its ambiguities, its logical inconsequence, its pseudo-precisions, its
failaciousness, and the aplomb of its equivocations”.
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Unlike Arnold's Romantic critical discourse, with its utopian aspirations,
Eliot's critical discourse puts forward several theoretical points that appear
truly anti-Romantic in their opposition to the Romantic

valorization of the individual. But, his formulations of them, however, seem
to have a number of contradictions , as his "impersonal" theory of poetry
unfolds itself gradually. In "Tradition and the Individual Talent", for
instance, Eliot displays ambivalence by his distinction between
"individuality" and "personality" as antithetical. If the latter possesses
ambivalent value, the former is openly .fatuous at best, and destructive at
worst This is so because praiseworthy poetry rests upon "aspects" of a poet's
work "in which he least resembles anyone else". So, individuality is
conceived as achievable through others. Thus, the artist becomes the source
of the continuous” progress in the arts, which may not be immediately clear,
unless "continued self-sacrifice, a continual extinction of personality" has
continuously been made (The Sacred wood 53 ). Apologists for Eliot's
method, however, such as F.O. Mathiessen, characterize it as '* spare and
economical”, and some of his essays as capable of presenting "in clearest
outiine the segment of the curve from which the complete circle can be
constructed” (The Achievement of El lot 7). In this argument, however,
Mathiessen omits to mention the gaps which occur where there might be
some specific articulations of how the dynamic between extinction of
personality and emphasis of true individuality operates. On the other hand,
this is not to suggest that such illustration is completely foregrounded.

Eliot appears to have formulated his theory of tradition in his
"Tradition and the Individual Talent". His main concern in the essay seems
to be in the idea of the past and its effect on the present, which is a common
idea discussed earlier by -the neo-classicists. But Eliot adds to the neo-
classic ists' concerns a new dimension, that of how the past may be changed
by the present. Secondly, the interaction between the present and the past
procures "Conformity between the old and the new" (SM 50). Eliot,
confesses in "To Criticize the Critic" that he drew largely on Irving Babbitt
and Ezra Pound, in formulating his concept of tradition and the individual
(17). But, he" refrains from admitting that Arnold had any influence upon
his theory of tradition in spite of the latter's peculiar imprint upon Eliot's
ideology of tradition. Eliot's refusal to do so stems from his general anti-
Victorian attitude. Eliot, for example, unconsciously, echoes Amold's idea of
modernity, in the sense of its relevance to the present. Armnold raises the idea
in "On the Modern Element in Literature", where he refers to Greek
literature as modern in terms of its relation to the present. Eliot underlines
the need for placing one relation in relation to other literatures in order
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properly to evaluate it, exactly as Arnold earlier did. Arnold confirms that
"no single event, no single literature is adequately comprehended except in
its relation to other events, to other literatures" (Selected Prose 59).
Similarly, Eliot remarks that "no poet, no artist of any art, has his complete
meaning alone.... You cannot value him alone; you must set him, for contrast
and comparison, among the dead" (SW 49).

Eliot's attitude to the present naturally brings up his use of the past, a

matter which badly needs the historical perspective.
Eliot's use of Dante in a line like "I had not thought death had undone so
many" in The Waste Land points to Eliot's allusions to past literature which
helps confirm the reader in his sense of possessing a spiritual enlightenment.
To provide a critical Justification for poetry of this kind of new criteria had
to be found, and it was in the two major essays, "Tradition and the Individual
Talent" and "The Function of Criticism". His argument had two aspects ;
Firstly a discussion of the process of artistic creation; and, secondly, a
definition of tradition and an assertion of the need for authority. In this
context, it seems, that Eliot suggests that man must develop an awareness of
tradition, and "a reception not only of the pastness of the past, but of its
presence”. Here Arnold opposes Eliot because Amold considers the
historical estimate as an insufficient criterion in Judging literary works'
validity. From this perspective one can reach the conclusion that the
importance of Eliot's theoretical arguments does not depend on their ultimate
validity, but rather upon the nature of their influence.

Eliot and Arnold alike sum up in their respective writings, as poets
who were also critics, the fine points of the literary consciousness of their
age; and to consider them in Juxtaposition is to consider the different
sensibilities of an age, as much as that of individuals. But the most striking
similarity is not in the details, but in the self-conscious standpoint from
which these were seen. Arnold was, for example, a professor of poetry at
Oxford where he found a platform to propagate for his critical canons, as
Eliot puts it in The Sacred Wood (XIID). He started his career in criticism by
examining the qualities of contemporary Homeric translation and ended, by
considering the spiritual anarchy that threatened a nation. Similarly, Eliot
becomes the editor of The Criterion which had the ajm of bringing together
the best in new thinking of the age to contribute to the common good. For
Arnold "the safeguard is never to let oneself abstract" (Essays 20) .... As
such, one may conclude that these two poets' concerns with language and
tone which greatly express the individual talent and tendencies of a writer,
are the factors to remind us of their roles as social critics and poets. Eliot's
lapse, however, is elsewhere where he always fails to express, what he moat
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valorized in "Tradition and the Individual Talent", namely, in his incapacity
to deeply reflect on his own practice as a poet. He continuously encouraged
with purpose and principle the? role of the man of letters and his individual
talents to constructing strong familial ties in society, but, curiously, when he
was doing so he was converting his art into petrified ethics. The same
tendency is manifested in Arnold, especially when he writes poetry’.

What distinguishes Arnold's ethical Concept. from Eliot's, however, is s
minute boundary drawn respectively by each or them between poetry and
religion. Eliot insisted that there is a delicate boundary between religion and
poetry in so far as religion cannot be replaced by poetry as Arnold claims in
"The Function of Criticism at the Present Time", although Eliot was not sure
where such a boundary lies, Eliot's confusion concerning this boundary
grows even deeper when ' he speaks of culture and tradition. At one stage,
for example, in the Nofes he declares that "a culture' is conceived as the
creation of the society as a whole" (37); at another, he points out that "in -the
past -the repository of this culture has been the 'elite, the major part of which
was drawn from the dominant class of the time"(42).

The problem presented in the previous argument can be related to
other discourse formulated by the contributions of "individual" talent. It is
true that the nature of the individual talent has not been defined in Eliot's
works, and, thus, it becomes rather a difficult to say precisely what he means
by the "individual", In "The Imperfect Critics", for instance, Eliot uses the
word "individual" to mean a person who is not "a member of a family or of a
caste or of a party or of a coterie, but simply and solely himself" (On Poetry
106). Eliot attempts to establish a subtle relationship between tradition and a
poet's individual talent, through the mutual relationship between the two
concepts, namely, by aliening the one to enrich and to be enriched by the
other; and it, is from their correlation that they draw their meaning and
significance. In literature Eliot draws out such a concept on the basis of his
organic view of tradition itself of which literature constitutes the major part.
Eliot is of the view, unli-ke Arnold , that individual writers have their
respective course of creativity which depends on the extent to which they are
able to modify the direction of the stream of tradition. But such a course for
Eliot should be part of the stream of tradition which simply produces it. In
After Strange Gods', for example, Eliot develops his concept of tradition to
include aspects other than the literary ones. He speaks of social, theological,

? For clarifications on this point, see Eliot's The Haste Land" "The Hollow Men", and Murder in
The Cathedral; and prose works, see The Idea of a Christian Society, Notes Towards The
Definition of Culture and The Metaphysical Poets. Also see Arnold's "The Scholar Gypsy",
"Dover Beach”, "Obermann Once More" and "Balder Dead".
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and political considerations, /n Notes towards the Definition of Culture he
elaborates the relationship between tradition and culture, and in what is a
Classic ? his main contention is to show how much tradition is enriched by
the classics. In Poetry and Poets he relates the idea of tradition to the Church
of England.

However, a number of critics attacked severely Eliot's concept of
tradition and considered it invalid and personal. In this context one can
mention Stephen Spender who contends that Eliot's fault is in his
incapacity to differentiate between the traditional and the untraditional,
because he makes such a distinction on the basis of good and bad, Edmund
Hilson accuses Eliot of being "unhistorical critic", one who treats literature
as though it co-existed simultaneously in one period; in other words, one
can Judge and compare different works of art written at different stages in
history as if contemporary to each other (Axel's Castle P.121) . Since
Eliot's main concern is the individual and authoritarian concept of tradition,
he seems to sympathize with the anxiety provoked by the social status of
the bourgeois. Eliot's wish to prevent the loss of class differences by
preventing the lower class from approaching the social status of the middle
class, confirms his concerns about the individualistic values which he
believed to be on wane (The Dial 451). He laments "-the complexity of
Causes, which Seems to make the English poet take refuge in Just those
sentiments, images, and thoughts which render a man least distinguishable
from the mob, the respectable mob, the decent middle class mob"; Eliot
approves the independent way of looking at things which cannot be sorted
out under any title whether religious or political (The DIAL 72, 511);
moreover, he promotes the concept of "the individual man, the free man",
who does not conform to a world of mass production to enhance the
autonomous subject (The Dial 70, 451)".

Arnold's insistence on "seeing the object as it really is" (CPW III
110), echoes Eliot's valorization of the critic's role to "Correct the taste"
(SE 30) by distinguishing himself from "the mob". Armold maintains that
only that part of tradition which may serve humanity may be preserved.
He refers to religion, for example, and holds this phenomenon in human
philosophy and thinking to have digressed too far, thanks to Man's
inadequacies. He suggests that such a kind of tradition should be replaced
by poetry, because of the immense future in sustaining mankind and

* For further illustration of this point see Eliot's "London Letter", published In THE DIAL NO. 70
and No. LXXX (March 1927). especialy PP. 451, 51 1.70.72).

261



superiority over religion and philosophy (Essays 30). Wimsatt and

Brooks heard in Arnold only a threat to didacticism and

tradition, and declared that the counterattack against humanism in 1330

"announced the end" of this threat (Literary Criticism 451).
Arold's promotion of tradition and the ideology of the individual lies
elsewhere, particularly in the imprint he left on the works of such writers as
I.A. Richards, F. R, Leavis, Trilling, and Geoffrey Hartman®. He created by
his anti-religious campaign a new tradition in criticism which continued into
new criticism in spite of the counterattack against his humanism launched by
Brooks and Wimsatt. The title of Hartman's Criticism in the Ml Iderness, for
instance has been taken from Arnold's prophecy that looks ahead to a poetic
promised land, though Harfcniari 's belief is that critics " shal 1 die in the
wilderness" . LLA. Richards in his Science end Ideology (1926) quotes the
Arnoldian prophecy; and the new Anglo-American critics in their concerns
seem to have carried on the Arnoldian critical tradition in different ways,
such as F.R. Leavis, Richards, Trilling and Eliot.

Moreover, the prophecy of literature's triumph over religion,
philosophy and science continues to be relevant to such works as that of
Frank Kermode in hermeneu-tics (The Genetics of Secrecy, 1973), Hayden
White in Philosophy of history (Metahistory. 1973),'and Richard Eorty in
epistemology (Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature, 1979). Such a
continuation of literary and critical traditions into New Criticism is what
brings us to the issue of Arnold versus Eliot as opposing banners for this
tradition.

Eliot's critical theory asserts that individual poets must surrender
themselves to the authority of the literary tradition in order to achieve
self-mastery. This presentation in Eliot's critical theory appears -to be .
rather paradoxical , as the tradition which Eliot promotes turns out to be
solely literary firmly related to individual authors and texts. This is so,
because there is something outside of the artist to which he owes
allegiance, a devotion to which he must surrender and sacrifice himself
in order to earn and to obtain his unique position" (SE 13) .

These last sentences, however, denote that Eliot's critical canons may
be taken as, sweeping generalizations, lacking support by specific examples,
You either agree with him, he says, or you demonstrate your inferiority"®.
Eliot's suggestion reflects these ideas promoted by the "new humanists”, and

5 For more discussion on this point, sea Arnold's "The Function of Criticism at the Present Time"
in; Essays inCriticiam. first Series. London; Everyman's Library, p.20-4.

® For more clarification of this point, sea Eliot's NOTES, TOWARDS the Definition of Culture.
(London,1948), especially PP. 70-102.

262



all those who were in opposition to individualism in poetry. The poet lives in
a tradition to which he should surrender himself, because "The emotion of
art is impersonal”. In "The Function of Criticism" Eliot repeats his
convictions that not only the poet but the critic as well should subordinate
his personal prejudices to the common pursuit of true Judgment, He must
support objective standards of value which find firm grounds in the
complete, adult and orderly classicism. The true critic, as such, must
conform to orthodoxy, because these are common principles, which it is his
business to seek out. He must also have a highly developed sense of fact,
because fact cannot corrupt taste, while opinion and fancy can.

To make clearer the relation of this process of depersonalization to the sense
of tradition, Eliot gives as an analogy What happens When a piece of
platinum is introduced into a gas chamber containing sulphur and carbon
dioxide. The two gases then formulate sulphurous acid, but platinum itself
remains unchanged. The mind of the poet is the platinum. The emotions and
the feelings are the gases . The more perfect he is as a poet the less his own
personality is involved. His mind forms the new compounds, but he remains
separate from what he creates. In great art, "the difference between art and
the event is absolute".Eliot in both Essays "The Function of Criticism" and
"Tradition and The Individual Talent" tries to attack the Romantic notion
that the poet should express his personality through "the inner voice"”. Thus,
his concept of emotions and tradition collide with the other concepts
generated by poets held as Romantic, such as Words worth, Coleridge and.
Shelley. HordsMorth's approach to genuine poetry, for example, which holds
the "emotions recollected in tranquillity" to be the main source for true
poetry, cannot be accepted by Eliot®. This is so, because for the latter, it is
the concentration of a very great number of experiences that work up
emotions, rather than emotions or recollections. To achieve his goal, the
poet, however, has to be conscious of his work. Otherwise, his poetry 'nay
tend. to be bad, if he makes himself conscious when he ought to be
unconscious, and unconscious "hen he ought to be conscious: "poetry", for
Eliot "is not a turning loose of emotion but an escape from emotions; it is not
expression of personality, but an escape from personality. But, of course,

" For Eliot's attack on the romantic notion, see SELECTED ESSAYS (London, 1951), especially
p. 20-30. '

g)For further illustration of Wordsworth's idea about poetry, see his PREFACE TO LYRICALL BALLADS

(London, 1802), passim. .

263



only those who have personality and emotions know what it means to want -
Lo escape from those things" (SE 2 1)9.
In "After Strange Gods" Eliot brings out the same point when he treats
tradition as the conscious and an unconscious life in a social continuum ;
"what I mean by Tradition", he contends, "involves all those habitual
actions, habits and customs, which represent the blood kinship of 'the same
people living in the same place”, (18). One may, without paradox
sympathize with this position and yet be grateful for Eliot's discussions, for
the influence they had left upon modern criticism, Eliot's remark, for
example that "poetry is an escape from personality” has a similar importance
: it, introduced a fresh current of ideas, and it provoked among other things
the very trenchant attack that wex.. see in Dr. Leavis's essay on Eliot'® Even
Eliot himself in The Use of Poetry and The Use of Criticism is of the view
that new theories in criticism may stand the test of time, and be influential.
He mentions I,A. Kichards' case as an example, and suggests that "even if
his criticism proves to be entirely on the wrong track,... (he) will have done
something in accelerating the exhaustion of the possibilities" (125).
The case that, Eliot, is fighting hero is a large one, and its nature is well
defined in a passage in The Use of Poetry:

From time to time, every hundred years or so, it is

desirable that some critic shall appear to review the, past

of our literature, and set the poets and the poems in a

new order. This task is not one of revolution but of

adjustment.(108).
Arnold's tone in "The Function of Criticism" can be closely paralleled to that
of Eliot as the latter shows direct asperity towards the former in the course
of time. Eliot, for instance, shone a reverence for a free play of intelligence
which is said to be characteristic of Arnold's mind. In both one' finds
fondness for imagining cultural development as an organic growth towards
maturity; and both insist on viewing tile European tradition as a whole. What
is being attacked in the person of Arnold is the view of English literature
that he had established in which Milton and Wordsworth were central
examples of the ultimate criterion of great poetry. Eliot finds great poetry
elsewhere in Marlowe or John son where the very transparency of their style
is completely revealed in the pattern of impersonality used in their poetry
(SE 217),

° For further illustration of this point, see Eliot's Selected Essays (1932; 1351), particularly his
essay Tradition, pp. 13- 22

' For Leavis's opinion on Eliot's idea that "poetry is an escape from personality", see Leavis's "T.S. Eliot's
Stature as a Critic", in Commentary XXVI (1955), p.401.
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It is perhaps the problem posed by personality that leads Eliot always to be
very cautious in his approach to symbolist idealism. He says in "The
Function of Criticism" that "Men cannot get on without giving allegiance to
something outside themselves, and that authority is to be found in ' Trad it
ion and the accumulated wisdom' of time"(SE 34).The essential problem is
one of order, and this can only be solved by regarding literature as "organic
wholes' as systems in relation to which, indjvidual works of literary art, and
the works of individual artists , have their significance" (After Strange Gods
33). It is this subtle interaction between tradition and the individual talent,
that Eliot has advocated throughout his criticism.

In this sense, Arnold and Eliot may be found to have striking similarities,
Like Eliot's tradition, therefore, Arnold's modernity is a matter of what is
relevant to the present. It is in relation to the present that the Greek literature
of the 5 Century B.C. is found to be modern, "no single event" , says he,
"no Single literature is adequately comprehended except in its relation to
other events, to other literatures" (Selected Prose 59) .

Nevertheless, there are basic differences between Amold's and Eljot's
attitudes. First, there is no such emphasis in Arnold on the individual writer
or work as we find in Eliot. And, secondly the idea of organic unity that is
basic to Eliot's theory of tradition is missing from Amold. Arnold advanced
"anti-theoretical tendencies" which may perhaps be considered as his great,
legacy to criticism, and part of his signature on the modern critical tradition,
Here we find the complex ends for which both Armold and Eliot give
particular importance, where tradition and individualism meet; and where
the distinction between inner and general process, private responses and
public responsibilities break down. And thus, it is on theis basis the literary
and cultural studies are reoriented in relation to one another.
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