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M INUTE PARTICULAR

M ust a Poem be a Perfect Unity? 

H azard Adams

This question , o f in terest once again because o f the p ro j
ect o f deconstruction , is the  apparen t sub ject o f  a curious 
litt le  engraved prose work by W illiam  Blake called “ O n 
H om ers Poetry,” which I q uo te  in its entirety:

[ l j  Every p o e m  m u st necessar ily  be a p erfect U n ity , b u t w hy  

H om ers is p ecu lia r ly  so, I can n o t tell: h e  has to ld th e  story  o f  B e lle ro - 
p h o n  &  o m it te d  t h e ju d g m e n t  o f  Paris w h ich  is n o t  o n ly  a par t, b u t  

a p r in c ip a l part o f  H om ers su b jec t
[2 ] B u t w h en  a W ork has U n ity  it  is as m u ch  in  a Part as in  th e 

W h o le , th e  Torso is as m u ch  a U n ity  as th e  Laocoon
[3J A s U n ity  is th e  c loke o f  fo lly  so  G o o d n e ss  is th e  c lok e o f 

knavery T h o se  w h o  w ill have U n ity  exc lu sive ly  in  H om er  co m e o u t 
w ith  a M oral lik e a s t in g  in  th e  tail: A r is to t le  says C haracters are 
e ith e r  G o o d  or Bad: n ow  G o o d n ess or B ad n ess has n o th in g  to  d o 
w ith  C haracter, an A p p le  tree a Pear tree a H orse a L ion, are C har
acters b u t a G o o d  A p p le  tree or a B ad , is an A p p le  tree still: a H orse 
is n o t  m ore a L ion  for b e in g  a Bad H orse, th a t is its C haracter; its 

G o o d n ess or B adness is a n o th er  con sid era tio n .
[4 ] It is th e  sam e w ith  th e  M oral o f  a w h o le  P oem  as w ith  th e 

M oral G o o d n ess o f  its parts U n ity  &  M orality, are secon dary  co n 

s id era tion s & b e lo n g  to  P h ilosop h y  & n o t  to  Poetry, to  E xcep tion  & 
n o t to  R ule, to  A cc id en t St n o t  to  Sub stan ce, th e  A n c ien ts  call it

ea t in g  o f  th e  tree o f  g o o d  & evil.
[5 ] T h e  C lassics, it is th e  C lassics! & n o t  G o th s  nor M onks, tha t

D eso la te  E u rop e w ith  W ars (E 2 6 9 -7 0 ) .

O ne is con fron ted  here at first w ith  w hat appears to  
be a critical essay p resen ting  an a rgum ent. In the  usual 
a rgum en t, one begins know ing w here one will end , tha t 
is, the  arguer knows th is and  the  m ovem ent and  shape 
o f  the argum en t im plies it. T he form  o f  the  argum ent is 
enthym em ic, as is characteristic o f  Blake in  his treatises; 
and  th is supplies a certain  am oun t o f  difficulty. Yet here 
som eth ing  else seems to be go ing on sim ultaneously  
w ith  a rgum en t, fo rm ing two lines o f developm ent. This 
I shall call d ram atic  search. It is connected here w ith the 
apparen t instab ility  o f  th e  word “ unity. ” T he conclusion 
we reach m ay be foregone, as in  a rgum ent, o r com e- 
upon , as in search. It may or m ay no t be self-contra
dictory, as in  a rgum ent. It may or m ay no t be som eth ing  
satisfying to  discover, as in search. In the  exclamation o f 
the  last paragraph, one has the  sense o f a search plea
surably com pleted  as well as an a rgum en t concluded. 
Very rarely, it seem s to  me, do  Blake’s ap paren t argu 
m ents no t have th is parallel d ram atic  developm ent. T he 
two lines I m en tion  suggest th a t Blake’s text is o rdered 

by a sort o f  (dis)unity.
T he search is one to constitu te  the m ean ing  o f 

“ u n ity ,” which keeps th rea ten ing  dispersal o f the argu 

m en t, and to  discover the  consequences o f  no tions of 
un ity  in  h u m an  actions. We have the  im pression th a t in 
the  course o f d ram atic  search Blake discovers som eth ing  
for th e  first tim e, w hile i f  we are correct abou t the argu 
m en t, we recognize also th a t we know its po in t from hav
ing  read o ther works o f Blake. It m igh t be said, then , 
th a t the  eureka is one o f the revival o f recognition ra ther 
th an  new discovery. For us, the conclusion is a surprise, 
in  th a t to  find that particu lar conclusion as a result o f  the  
prob lem s in itia lly  hav ing been posed is a surprise. In  the 
usual argum en t, as in  a debate, th e  reader begins know
ing w here he expects to  end. In  the m eandering  sort o f 
a rgum en t in fused w ith dram atic search, such as we seem 
to  have here, the  end ing  seems uncerta in  after all. Yet it 
is also no t uncertain . As a cunn ing  piece o f  persuasion 
it is certain; as d ram a and search it is not, except th a t 
there is som eth ing  inev itab le in the  way any B lakean 
seed sprouts the  sam e tree. This process is synecdochic, 
by w hich I m ean here th a t the  sm all issue w ith  which we 
beg in  seems to  have becom e the larger w ith w hich we 
end . In  the  case o f Blake, we have the im pression th a t no 
m a tte r w hat the issue w ith w hich we begin the process 
will take us to  th is conclusion.

All the way a long there are questions. The first o f 
these is one unresolved in  critical theory: is un ity  to be 
located in  the  work or only  in the  critical constitu tion  o f 
it, or som ehow  in  both? 1 he second is: w hat is th is un ity  
being  m en tioned? T he situa tion  is con founded by w hat 
appears ( i f  we view the  text as argum en t) to be an equ iv 
ocation on “ un ity .” It appears th a t the first s ta tem ent 
says th a t in order to  qualify  as a poem  a work m ust have 
unity. But perhaps it says tha t the  idea o f un ity  is a hy
pothesis w ith  w hich anyone read ing  a text begins (which 
is the  way N orth rop  Frye has read it). This is to  say tha t 
one searches the text for some p rinc ip le  o f  un ity  th a t will

be appropria te  to  it.
It is as i f  Blake has been try ing ou t ideas o f  un ity  

w ith  the  Iliad  as we en ter th is scene o f search, continues 
in  the  first paragraph, and  declares perplexity. T he first 
un ity  he seems to propose is un ity  o f p lot. O n  the basis 
o f  th is idea, at least as it is in itia lly  conceived, he con
cludes th a t the Iliad  does no t seem to have unity. N o t 
only is part o f H om er’s sub ject m issing; it is a principal 
part. Why? Because the  ju d g m en t o f  Paris o u g h t to  be, 
Blake th inks, part o f  the  p lo t o f  the  Iliad, for it is im p lic it 
in  the  unraveling, which involves the  enm ity  o f  A thena 
against Paris and  therefore Troy. Now the story o f  Bel- 
lerophon is no t c laim ed by Blake to be inappropria te  to 
the  Iliad. Blake claims only th a t if  one includes it one is 
hard  pressed to  explain why the ju dgm en t o f Paris is 
no t inc luded. T he B ellerophon story is to ld  at m odest 
leng th  in Book 6 o f the. Iliad  by D iom edes to  his enem y 
in  the field, Tydeus, and causes Tydeus to  recognize a 
link  o f  k inship. They agree to  avoid fighting. T he story 
explains why they do  n o t fight, and  it is also an exam ple



o f H om er’s inc lud ing  som eth ing  th a t fills o u t the com 
plex web o f relations th a t characterizes and guides b e 
havior in the  H ellenic world.

Blake m entions none o f th is, which could be used 
to  explain its presence; b u t none o f  it would be relevant 
to the  question  o f un ity  o f  p lo t. The episode seems to 
Blake less necessary to  un ity  th an  the ju d g m en t o f Paris, 
w hich Blake regards as an e lem ent o f  p lo t, presum ably  
since it includes the m otivation o f a goddess to  affect 
events th a t are to ld . It is therefore a “ principal part o f 
H om ers sub jec t,” th a t is, his story. A thena ’s m otivation 
stretches th ro ugh  the  la ter events o f the  text and in tha t 
sense includes those events as the seed includes the oak. 
This appears to be Blake’s no tion  o f un ity  a t th is stage o f 
his essay. It is a causal s ituation  th a t can be treated  as a 
synecdochic unity, w here the  fragm ent im plies the 
whole w hile still be ing  a part. B lake’s own great poem s 
are based on a synecdochic no tion  o f unity.

Blake m ain ta ins th is no tion  in his second para
graph, im p ly ing  w ith  “ b u t” th a t w hat he next has to say 
is no t always clearly recognized: the  Belvedere Torso, a 
fragm ent, is as m uch a un ity  as the com plete Laocoon. 
A fragm ent can im plic itly  pro ject and  thus inc lude its 
absen t whole. O ne th inks o f the charm ing story to ld by 
Castelvetro o f M ichelangelo’s restoration o f the  lost p art 
o f  a river god ’s statue by quick study  o f the  surviv ing 
fragm ent.1 Blake seems to th ink  th a t the ju d g m en t of 
Paris is im p lied  in the  Iliad  and ough t to  be there. In th is 
sense, the  Iliad  is a fragm ent, like the  statue M ichelan
gelo restored, th a t Blake constitu tes as com plete. This 
com p le ting  act presents an in te restin g —and I th in k  
characteristically  rom antic  —extension o f th e  synec
dochic no tion  th a t a part (fragm ent) projects the  whole 
by b ring ing  in to  presence by im p lication  the  absent 
part. The no tion  accounts in one way for the in terest in 
fragm ents and to lerance o f un fin ished works in the 
rom antic  age.

B ut i f  th is is the  case, on  Blake’s own princ ip le 
(enunc iated  in  the  second paragraph) the  lltad  m ay be 
un ified  after all. Blake seems to have restored to the  text 
a un ity  he seems also to  have den ied  to it. B ut is th is 
un ity  the  sam e un ity  to  which Blake’s th ird  paragraph 
refers? It does n o t seem  so. T he “ u n ity ” o f  paragraph 
th ree —un ity  as the  cloak o f fo lly—Blake defin itely a t
tribu tes to im positions on the text by certain readers o f 
H om er. It is no t clear w hether th is form  o f un ity  is really 
in H om er or not. T ha t is, are readers w ho find th is d iffer
en t sort o f un ity  in H om er im posing it ruthlessly, or is it 
there  to  be found? From th is p o in t on, there  are two 
m ean ings o f “ u n ity ” at odds in the  text. We have troub le 
decid ing  w hich one to  apply: (1) a un ity  o f synecdoche,
(2) a un ity  w hich Blake seems to identify  w ith  a consis
te n t m oral allegory e ither im posed on or found  in the 
text. Perhaps u n ity 2 lurked all a long in  Blake’s first pa ra 
g raph  and we d id n ’t see it. Indeed, the  first use of “ u n i

ty ” seems prob lem atic  w hen we reread the w hole first 
paragraph, w ith its own “ b u t .” In  the  second paragraph 
u n ity 1 gains control, and it only  appears to  give way in 
paragraph three, w here u n ity 2 takes over and  is ap par
ently  the im position  o f  m oral allegory on th e  text. A t 
th is po in t, Blake’s text is unsettled  and  the uncerta in ty  
o f  the first use o f  the  term  reinforced.

T he reason is th a t Blake’s in troduction  (w ith  a cer
ta in  vio lence) o f  u n ity 2 forces us in rereading to  im pose 
the  no tion  in  the first paragraph, even as we had  been in 
v ited  to  settle on  u n ity 1 as the  only possible way finally 
to  m ake sense o f the  passage. B ut th is u n ity 2 Blake ab 
hors. It is for h im  im position  o f m oral allegory on m a
terials th a t em body a d ifferent logic. T he logic, Blake 
seems to  believe, is m isapp lied  in such situations and 
is viciously reductive. It converts in te rp re ta tion  in to  a 
w itch h u n t which allows the  knave’s m orality  to  prevail. 
This is why such notions o f un ity  are the  “ cloke o f folly. ” 
T he folly o f m isread ing is cloaked by the  appearance o f 
m oral rectitude. Im position  o f u n ity 2 tu rns texts in to  the  
m oral precepts extracted from  them , priv ileg ing precept 
over the  m in u te  particular.

U n ity2 is associated w ith  philosophy, u n ity 1 w ith 
poetry; and, as Plato rem arked, there has always been a 
struggle betw een them . In the fourth  paragraph  the  text 
is fu rth er com plicated by Blake’s in troduc ing  ru le and 
substance on th e  side o f poetry, exception and  accident 
on  the  side o f philosophy, reversing the  classical loca
tions and  once again quarre ling  w ith  A ristotle. Rule, 
now iden tified  w ith  poetry, m ust be the ru le already 
app lied  in the  text w hen un ity  was an acceptable term  
u n d er its first m ean ing. This is the  ru le o f synecdoche; 
substance becom es the un ity  o f  p a rt and  whole, or id en 
tity. This no tion  o f iden tity  includes both ind iv iduality  
and  sameness; to trad itiona l ph ilosophy is re legated the 
e i th e r /o r  o f  difference and  indifference and the  necessi
ty o f  a negating  choice. In  a com panion piece called “ O n  
V irg il” (Virgil seems to  have irr ita ted  Blake m ore than  
H om er, representing  for h im  a m ore decaden t form  o f 
th e  classic), Blake identifies u n ity 2 w ith  G recian “ m ath - 
em atic fo rm ” and  u n ity 1 w ith  G oth ic  “ liv ing fo rm .” 
From th a t he proceeds to  identify  the  classics w ith “war 
and  d o m in io n ” —on the  g round  th a t “ m athem atic  
form , ” being abstract, is like m oral allegory, w hich leads 
to  the  a ttem p t to  bury everything u n d er one law or nega
tion: “ V irgil in the  Eneid Book VI. line 848 says Let 
o thers study Art: Rome has som ew hat b e tte r to  do, 
nam ely W ar & D o m in io n ” (E270).

In  observing the  struggle th a t goes on  in  Blake’s 
search betw een the  two m ean ings o f un ity  we com e to 
see th a t from  the  p o in t o f view o f u n ity 2, the  sort o f l i t 
erary work o f w hich Blake approved is no t unified: 
m ean ing  appears d ispersed, variable, unstab le, unde- 
c idable, and resistant to  allegorical reduction. We could 
read the first paragraph from  th is p o in t o f view and be



puzz led  as to  why the  exclusion or adm ission o f  the sto 
ries Blake m en tions are offered as evidence o f the  failure 
o f  the Iliad  to  m easure u p  to  u n ity 2, unless we were to 
decide th a t Blake th inks a un ity  p red icated  on  reason 
requires the  presence o f the ju d g m en t o f Paris actually 
to  demonstrate causal relations. B ut then  H om er w ould 
com e o u t all r igh t in  B lake’s view, and  surely on the 
g round  Blake offers in th e  second parag raph  —the 
g round  o f  synecdoche—for th a t concept o f unity, added  
in , restores the  ju d g m en t o f  Paris to  the  Iliad  in  its de
monstrable absence. W hy otherw ise w ould Blake have 
n o ted  its absence? The presence o f B ellerophon is no t a 
flaw. It is only  th a t i f  it were m issing we cou ld  no t im 
ag ine its absence. U p to  the  th ird  paragraph, Blake’s 
ap p aren t com p la in t abo u t H om er seems to  tu rn  upon  
itse lf to  reveal the  two faces o f unity. A t th is p oin t u n ity 2 
takes the  stage, and  we learn th a t it is the  classical im p o 
sition o f  u n ity 2 on poetic texts th a t is w rong. It is w rong 
because it is criticism  im posing itse lf as reason on a work 
whose logic is synecdochic.

T he rom antics’ in troduction  o f a new in terest in  the 
fragm en t as a work o f art was an expression o f  u n ity 1 
against u n ity 2. But, poor Hom er! H e is the  victim  of 
classical allegoriz ing toward u n ity 2. Is he to  be responsi
b le for his in terpreters? Blake apparen tly  th inks so, and  
in  “ O n  V irg il” ne sim ply condem ns the  whole classical 
trad ition , which he identifies w ith  sources in Babylon 
and  Egypt, as allegorical: “Rom e & Greece swept A rt 
in to  the ir m aw  8c destroyed it. ” This dom ineering  trad i
tion , which im poses m ean ing  “ like a sting in the  tai l ,” 
created the  sort o f  tyranny and  negation  th a t has led and  
always leads, according to  Blake, to  war and repression.

I f  readers could read, th a t is, constitu te  a text pu re 
ly as a (d is)un ity1 th en  everyth ing w ould p resum ably  be 
all right. This is never entire ly  possible. I f  we are to  talk 
ab o u t texts (i.e., converse over them , as surely Blake 
w ould w ant us to  do) we m ust constitu te  them  as well as 
recognize them  and  thus raise all o f  the  p rob lem s th a t 
Blake dram atizes and argues over here. We m ust speak 
to  som e extent in a logic o f  u n ity 2 (or, logic2), while yet 
respecting the  tex t’s log ic1 w here we recognize it. O ne 
m ust say, therefore, th a t it is n o t m erely a text th a t is 
deconstructed  b u t our own constitu tion  o f a text as p u re 
ly a piece o f logic2. I f  th is were all  th a t deconstruction  
is then  W illiam  Blake h im se lf m ig h t well be placed 
am ong deconstructors. B ut deconstruction , w ith  its rad 
ical rejection o f the  w ritten as in any way connected w ith 
speech and  its adop tion  o f an in fin ite regress, a t one 
tim e phrased as differance, detaches the  text from  any 
capacity to  project hum an  action. Theoretically , accord
ing  to th is view, there  is no way for us to  infer tha t, say, 
B row ning’s “ My Last D uchess” has w ith in  it a speaker 
and  an auditor. W ith o u t th is in ference we are left only 
w ith the text, and there quickly rises to  the  surface a pu re  
tropological substra tum  now unaffected by questions o f

w ho “ speaks*,” w ho listens, w here all th is occurs, etc. In  
such a tex t th e  tropological is certain ly there, in the way 
th a t Blake seems to  priv ilege th e  ru le o f  synecdoche in 
works o f art, b u t there is also the  dram atic inference. 
From th e  b u rn ing  foun ta in  o f  pure trope to  the  icy re
gions o f the  extrem ity  o f  logic2 there is a con tinuum , and 
the  read ing o f  a text is in itia lly  a p lacing o f  th at text on 
th is co n tinuum , du ring  w hich sensible decisions abou t 
in terna l in ten tions and  so forth  m ust be m ade. Som e 
th ings in th is process can be inferred, som e th ings are 
uncerta in , and  som e th ings are undecidab le.

My sense o f  deconstruction  is th a t in deconstruct
ing  logic2 it depends on th a t logic, continues to play 
logic2’s gam e, because in sp ite o f  its careful a tten tio n  to 
tropes it can never posit, th a t is, establish as positive a 
log ic1. It seems to  m e th a t Blake took tropes seriously as 
capable o f  constitu ting  experience in a certain way, bu t 
no t just tro p es—also dram a. D ram atic and synecdochic 
literality  seems to  m e w hat ho lds Blakt's Jerusalem to 
gether (in  its term s, no t the  term s o f logic2) ra ther than  
d iffusing the  text endlessly. I acknow ledge gratefully  
tha t deconstruction  confirm s m e in my view th a t th is is 
at the very least a very tricky m atter. I f  deconstruction  
were to  a ttem p t to take seriously log ic1, as a logic, or as 
I have called it elsewhere a m ythic an tithetica l (to  use 
Yeats’s term ) logic, ra ther than  drow ning it in in fin ite 
d issem ination , its aim , a lbeit ironic w ith respect to  its 
own curious assum ption  th a t logic2 is really the  only 
positive logic after all, w ould becom e an effort to engage 
in a positive conversation. This conversation w ould be 
abou t how log ic1 uneasily  contains logic2 in texts we 
have trad itiona lly  called literary and how logic2 even 
m ore uneasily  (and th is is w hat we have really learned 
from  deconstruction) contains logic1 in texts we have 
th o u g h t o f as ph ilosophical or scientific. T hat there are 
d ifferent forms o f narrative, dram atic, and a rgum enta 
tive progress, inc lud ing  in tr igu ing  m ixtures like Blake’s, 
and  th a t we can infer the ir natures w ith  enough  confi
dence to  have sensible conversations abou t them  and 
th a t these inferences enab le us to arrest the flow o f d is
sem ination  o f m ean ing  seem to m e certain enough  th at 
we shou ld  go on m ak ing  such inferences. This critical 
constitu tion  o f the text is m ore fundam en ta l, even as it 
is m ore tentative, than  the  estab lishm ent o f  a d e term i
nate  m ean ing , w hich th reatens always to  be an im posi
tion  o f log ic2 upon  the  text like “ a sting in the  ta i l ,” the  
o ld  rom antic  “ allegory.” W. J. T. M itchell notes the  cur
ren t anxiety abou t no t being able to  fix finally the m ean 
ings o f texts as if  there were a tim e w hen we co u ld.” 2 
B ut th is does no t m ean th a t the inferences o f action and 
in terna l in ten tio n  I have m en tioned  cannot be m ade or 
th a t the  text shakes its finger silencing our conversation 
abou t it. The text is a po ten tia lity  fo r  conversation. A 
text so constitu ted  — and such a constitu tion  is always 
te m p o ra ry -c o m e s  in to  contrariety  w ith o th e r cu ltu ral



objects, som etim es as a restraint, som etim es as libera
tion , always as an antitheticality . A n tithetica lity or con
trariety  resists rom antic  allegory and abstract law based 
on reason. It insists on the  particu lar and exercises its 
ab ility  to provide the  o ther (b u t an involved o ther) in 
any cu ltural s ituation , any cu ltu ra l m om en t always 
th rea ten ing  the estab lishm ent o f an external au thority  
and the negation  o f freedom . B ut it is m ore than  this re
sistance. It is also the  g round  o f creation. Because it does 
no t fix m ean ing  according to logic2, it allows always for 
possibility, though  its use will be likely eventually to d ie 
in to  a tyranny and  requ ire a repetition  o f the an tithetica l 
gesture, which is the  gesture Blake makes w hen he dram 
atizes his argum ent.

^ d o v i c o  C aste lvetro, “T h e  Poetics o f  A r is to t le  T ranslated and 

E x p la in ed ,” in  Critical Theory Since Plata (ed . H azard  A d am s), 
N ew  York: H arcourt Brace Jovan ov ich , 1971, p. 151.

2W . J. T. M itch e ll, “ V is ib le  L an g u age ,” in  Romanticism  a n d 
Contem porary Criticism (ed . Morris Eaves and  M ichael F ischer), 
Ithaca: C orn ell U n ivers ity  Press, 1986, p. 87.

DISCUSSION
w ith  in te llec tu a l spears &  long w in g e d  arrow s o f  thought

Vala’s G arden 

Andrew Lincoln

In her paper “ Vala’s G arden  in N igh t the  N in th : Para
dise Regained or W om an B o u n d ?” (Blake 20 (1987): 
116-24) C atherine H aigney cites a w ide range o f critics 
who have read the pastoral ep isode as a joyful cele
bration  o f innocence, and  have thus tended  to  overlook 
“ p itfa lls” in the text, to “ am eliorate the T harm as/ 
Enion seduction scene,” and  to  ignore the circularity o f 
Blake’s m yth. O ne m igh t easily conclude from  her paper 
th a t the  “ trad itiona l view” o f th is episode has never be
fore been challenged. For the  record, at least one critic1 
has already suggested th a t the  serenity o f th is episode 
is deceptive, th a t the relationsh ips betw een Luvah and 
Vala, and betw een Tharm as and  Enion are no t necessar
ily harm onious, and  th a t there is an e lem ent o f circular
ity in the m yth here (because the passage can be read as 
the  p re lude  to  M an’s fall as well as to  his resurrection). 
I feel I shou ld  p o in t th is ou t, i f  only  because C atherine 
H aigney does not.

1 A nd rew  L inco ln , “ B lake’s Lower Paradise: T h e Pastoral Passage 
in  The Four Zoas, N ig h t  th e  N in th , ” Bulletin  o f  Research in the 
H um anities 84  (1981): 4 7 0 -7 9 .

Reply to Andrew Lincoln 

Catherine Haigney

A ndrew  L incoln’s article does indeed  question  the  in n o 
cence o f N igh t the  N in th ’s pastoral episode, and  had  I 
read his work before pub lish ing , I certain ly w ould have 
acknow ledged its perceptive analysis o f  the in te rlud e ’s 
uneasiness. T he follow ing insigh t o f his sounds especial
ly like my own:
T h e sty le  o f  th e  passage is d isa rm in g ly  s im p le  . . . and  m ay seem  to 

in v ite  a relaxed  read in g , esp ec ia lly  in  th e  con tex t o f  th e  exu b eran t 
L a s t ju d g em en t  d esc r ib ed  in  th e  rest o f  th e  N ig h t .  Th e con tex t leads 
us to  ex p ec t an onw ard m o v em en t tow ards re in teg ra tion  and 
regen era tion , and  th is  exp ec ta tion  m ay lead  us to  over look  or m in i
m ise  th e  sig n if ican ce o f  fea tu res w h ich  d istu rb  th e sen se o f  p rogress. 
(L in co ln , 471)

A nd yet w hile we agree th a t th is earth ly  paradise blends 
shadow w ith ligh t, ou r exp lanations for its troub ling  
darkness rem ain  q u ite  d ifferent. L incoln treats Vala as an 
Evian figure whose suffering and d o u b t arise partly from  
“ the dangers o f w ilfu l se lf-absorp tion” (475) and whose 
in teraction  w ith Tharm as and  Enion shows us “ the 
seductive power o f  m a tte r and  its tendency to  leave the 
sense unsatisfied” (476). In  extracting the  universal 
sp iritua l significance o f w hat hap>pens in Blake’s pastoral 
setting , L incoln writes th a t “ the  in te rlude  . . . illustrates 
the  susceptib ility  o f  the  soul to  the pleasures o f the  m a
terial world, which m ay lead her to  tu rn  away from  her 
m aker” (477).

My read ing differs from  L incoln’s by trea ting  Vala 
no t as a representative soul conceived in M iltonic term s, 
bu t as a specifically “ fem in ine ” being  opposing w hat is 
“ m ascu line” in the poem . W hereas Lincoln uses a trad i
tiona l fram ework o f relig ious th o u g h t to  explain w hat 
he sees as the m ain  them e o f innocence lost, I use a fem i
n ist m ethodo logy  to  reconsider the  d istu rb ing  struggle 
betw een m ale and  fem ale in the Four Zoas as a whole. 
O ne exam ple o f how our two approaches diverge: w hen 
“ re lu c tan t” Enion is induced  to  follow Tharm as (131: 
552; E 399), L incoln sees her subm ission as B lake’s affir
m ation  o f an ideal h ierarchy—Eve’s y ie ld ing to  A dam in 
Paradise Lost. I, on the  o ther hand , see th e  passage as 
enacting  a sin ister k ind  o f sexual d ram a, w ith  Vala (her
self enclosed and  sub jugated  by Luvah) a id ing  Tharmas 
in his dom ina tion  o f a w om an w ho rem ains unw illing. 
For Lincoln, Vala is the  central figure in  a M iltonic psy- 
chom achia; for m e, she and  Enion bo th  appear as coun 
terparts in a sh ifting  power-play betw een the  sexes.
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