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In 1945 Richard Chase, then a candidate for a Ph.D. in literature at 
Columbia University and later author of one of the grand interpretations 
of American literature, asked the anthropologist Ruth Benedict to serve on 
his dissertation committee. She was to be the outside, nonspecialist reader. 
(Chase worked with William Y. Tindall and Emery Neff; Lionel Trilling 
and Jacques Barzun also read the dissertation.) During the winter of 
1945-46 Benedict was in Washington, D.C. , working for the Office of War 
Information. Chase wrote first from Massachusetts, then from Connecti­
cut, "far from the madding Ph.D. scramble" (12-15-45). The two 
discussed his dissertation by mail—with special frankness and heat after 
Ruth Benedict had tactfully resigned from the committee: "For I have 
serious theoretical objections to the way the study shapes up, —and yet I 
don't think you should spend any more time over this. Can ' t you quietly 
drop me out of the Committee because of 'pressure of work' and 'absence 
in Washington '?" (1-6-46). 

The correspondence (selections presented below) suggests Chase's 
confrontation with the literary tradition he inherited. He came into a 
discipline that was for the moment entranced with universal themes in art 
and absolute criteria in criticism, standards that could be applied to any 
literature. The exchange of letters also suggests a tension still evident in 
American Studies: in simple terms the problem of culture, which is not, 
however, a simple problem. American Studies veers between the tradi­
tional literary critic's capital " C " and the anthropologist's small " c " 
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culture—between Art and ways-of-life.1 From the dissertation to his major 
contribution to American Studies, The American Novel and Its Tradition 
(1957),2 Chase explored the connections between art and culture. These 
explorations led him to define a particular artistic genre for a specific 
cultural context. For Chase, " romance" represented the art of American 
culture. 

First, he explored existing theories of art and the experiential sources of 
imaginative insight, turning initially to myth critics who had energetically 
posed the problem of primal themes and particular manifestations—the 
relationship of "vis ion" to human preoccupations. In his dissertation 
Richard Chase began an inquiry into myth, into mythic structures as a 
powerful mode for voicing the human dilemma, and—by implication— 
into myth as a link between "popular culture" and art. Grappling with 
theories of myth, Chase found himself moving away from reigning critical 
theory; his doubts.about method and viewpoint are evident in the intensity 
of his responses to at least one dissertation advisor. Chase's doubts would 
form the basis of a distinctive approach to American Studies. 

In 1945-46, however, Richard Chase had not fully articulated his 
objections to available critical theory. The terms of his argument, and the 
outcome in his later literary studies, begin to emerge in the letters to Ruth 
Benedict. In those letters, Chase reveals his discomfort with the use of 
myth as a critical category; from his perspective, the imposition of classic 
définitions of myth denied the profound particularities of human experi­
ence, true source of "great a r t . " Chase ultimately circumvented the 
principles of postwar literary criticism by investigating distinct theories of 
myth. He clarified myth, then substituted " romance . " 

In thus reconsidering the significance of myth, Chase necessarily 
diverged from assumptions that became central to American Studies, first 
that mythic structure incorporated specific historical circumstances, and, 
second, that mythic content mirrored or revealed culture-character, and, 
alternatively, created or preserved cultural traditions (the " t ra i t s" of 
character). Each of these formulations assumes a correspondence between 
myth and culture, as well as the location of core myths in "last ing" 
literature. Assumptions of such correspondence are still a part of American 
Studies myth criticism.3 

Over the years Richard Chase challenged these assumptions by 
attempting to isolate both the qualities and the dynamics of the link 
between myth and culture, specifically between traditional views of myth 
and an American culture. For Chase, the traditional views were appropri­
ate neither to American literature nor to the American experience. 

Chase had asked Ruth Benedict to be on his Ph.D. committee because, 
in his literary studies, he regarded art in terms of its socio-historical 
context.4 He worked towards a notion of literature as the expression of a 
whole culture and a culture with a distinct character. He chose Ruth 
Benedict on the basis of her general anthropological writings, not for her 
writings on myth (in the Journal of American Folklore, 1923; in the Encyclopedia 
of Social Sciences, 1931 and 1933; in Zuni Mythology, 1935).5 In Patterns of 
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Culture (1934), the anthropologist outlined and illustrated the idea of a 
whole culture, greater than the sum of parts, with a unique and definable 
"character ." Benedict emphasized that every culture expressed its charac­
ter, and did so variously—in religion, ritual, family and marriage 
arrangements, economic and social organizations, and in myths and tales.6 

The idea of a range of expressions Chase found both congenial and 
troublesome. Myths and tales, Benedict added, constitute a special form of 
expression, carrying a culture beyond the visible circumstances of day-to­
day life and beyond consciously constructed solutions to human problems. 

Ruth Benedict made her clearest statement about myth in Zuni 
Mythology. There she called myths "compensation": myths make up for 
the inadequacies and failures in ordinary life. Myths, she also wrote, 
express the wishes of a culture, and she meant something common-
sensical, not psychoanalytical: in myths people wish for a world they do not 
have, and feel better for the wishing. 

Given this, Benedict had to argue for specificity. Myths and tales must 
be tied to specific circumstances in order to serve as compensation and 
wish-fulfillment. Moreover, myths survive because they perform this 
function, an intellecutal and an emotional satisfaction. Ruth Benedict went 
beyond the standard interpretations of myth in her discipline to claim, in 
effect, that myths are a form of autobiography: accumulated revelations of 
an underlying, unique "personality." Similar ideas appear in Chase's 
discussions of myth, literature and the American context—a similarity 
obscured in the 1945-46 letters partly because Chase read Ruth Benedict as 
an anthropologist—a student of culture—not as myth critic or student of 
the imagination. 

While writing his dissertation, Chase put off the analysis of myth in 
context, an analysis his anthropologist reader tactfully insisted should be his 
topic. He decided instead to tackle existing theories of myth, covering 
material from philosophy, psychoanalysis and literary criticism. Chase's 
assessment of myth theory in the dissertation, and in Quest for Myth (1949, a 
revised version of the dissertation)7 underlay his later, and more signifi­
cant, conclusions about myth and literature in American culture. In the 
end Richard Chase rejected " m y t h " as a tool of literary criticism and as a 
framework for American literature. He rejected the traditional Jungian 
and Frazerian assumptions of universal myths, death and rebirth, the 
eternal return, the loss of paradise; he dismissed the literary critics who 
adopted these assumptions. 

Chase substituted " romance" to characterize American literature and 
to pinpoint the relationship between literature and American socio-
historical conditions. For Chase romance, unlike myth, was an open form, 
incorporating the problematics and tensions of American culture: a 
"culture of contradictions," he said in The American Novel. Romance, 
unlike myth, arises out of the specific conditions of its creation, a 
confrontation with diversity and multiplicity—the American experience of 
chaotic, not stable, cultural elements. While Chase replaced " m y t h " with 
" romance , " he kept some of the qualities: romance, like myth, is 
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fundamentally a simplifying mechanism, a pattern to dramatize and 
maintain the oppositions within American culture. Romance contains the 
disparateness characteristic of American culture. Romance does not 
abolish contradictions but rather displays these contradictions and holds 
them in balance. This theory comes quite close to Ruth Benedict's 
understanding of myth—holding a culture together by balancing inconsis­
tencies, by representing the conflicts in metaphor, by offering a " d r e a m " 
to palliate reality—though neither Chase nor Benedict recognized the 
closeness in 1945-46. Had Benedict lived to read The American Novel, with 
its account of romance as expression of values in American society, she 
would probably have accepted the thesis. She also would have seen her 
prediction come true: his focus on the specific content of literature and on 
the specific facts of history freed Chase from the constrictions and 
universalizing tendency of myth criticism in American Studies. 

In the 1945-46 letters the two disagree most strenuously about the role 
of the individual artist. For Chase, the true expression of a culture 
devolved on the individual, who not only saw its values but raised those 
values to high significance. What emerges from these letters is the 
undoubted importance of the artist in Chase's thinking, an importance not 
matched in anything Benedict wrote and a position she did not entirely 
support. (Partly the difference was a matter of subject: Chase took as his 
subject his own complex, heterogeneous, technological civilization. Ruth 
Benedict's writing on myth generally referred to simple, small, homoge­
neous—likeminded—societies: the demand on an individual artist where 
values are shared is different from the demand in a new, changing, 
complex society.) Benedict saw the individual "tel ler" as a conduit; Chase 
saw the individual teller as a supreme visionary. 

As a literary critic (not an anthropologist) Richard Chase exalted the 
individual artist, the user of myth. Ruth Benedict did not: "folk tales are 
in the last analysis individual creations determined by cultural condition­
ing ." 8 In her letters to Chase she added that myths as literature "show 
through a glass the experience and attitudes of their culture" (1-6-46). She 
very nearly removed the artist, though not the art. Chase required the 
artist; for myth to convey values it must be the work of an artist: " I s every 
cliché (no opprobrium) of thought and feeling a myth? Is the same 'coin' 
always in the same degree mythical regardless of its function or the context 
in which it is used?" (n.d. early January 1946). These and other remarks 
anticipate Chase's conviction that myth is the work of an individual 
imagination. 

Imagination is the key for both Richard Chase and Ruth Benedict. 
Beneath the sharp disagreement in these letters, teacher and student share 
a respect for and awe at the powers of the human imagination. For Chase 
the artist worked out the culture's imagination; the artist's creations make 
an impact on the perceptions and the fantasies of his fellow men. Shifting 
from myth as literature to myth in literature, Chase consistently holds that 
art resembles mana, a power in men's lives stemming from the vision of 
significance in these, ordinary, lives. For Ruth Benedict the individual 
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mythmaker retells the creations of his culture, effective in voicing common 
concerns and powerful in expressing familiar wishes. 

But—and this explains why Ruth Benedict pushed the doctoral student 
even as hard as she did—the anthropologist also appreciated the aesthetic 
and visionary dimensions of myth. She appreciated the beauty and, from 
the beauty, the power (mana) in a fantasy. Folklore (myth and tale) had the 
power to change men's minds and to alter their worlds. Richard Chase 
agreed, and she urged him to concentrate on the "beau ty" in order better 
to delineate the power. She advised him to "stay being [her deletion] a 
literary critic" (2-3-46). For all the self-confidence of his letters, Chase fell 
a step behind his teacher in assessing the strength of his literary skills. 

Richard Chase did, essentially, stay a literary critic. In the subsequent 
decade and a half (he died in 1962; Benedict in 1948), Chase argued that 
Americans produced a "g rea t " literature not because American writers 
incorporated and rephrased universal human themes but because Ameri­
can writers rephrased and rearranged the American experience—and did so 
in a genre appropriate to that experience. Ruth Benedict called folklore a 
culture's autobiography, and in 1945-46 she urged Chase to study the 
components and the qualities of such autobiographies. She urged him to 
attend to the art involved in expressing culture values. Over the years 
Chase followed Benedict's advice and used his literary-critical skills to 
outline a distinctive American imagination, an art that, incorporating 
experience, not only expressed but might restructure a culture's person­
ality. 

The beginnings of Richard Chase's contributions to American Studies 
appear in the following letters, as the student of literature struggled against 
the "student of m a n " on the way to reconciling the demands of Art with 
the exigencies of a culture. 

Colby College 

To suggest the ambience of the thesis author/advisor relationship, we have chosen to 
reproduce the letters photographically. The letters are from the collection of the Vassar College 
Library and are used by permission of Vassar College and Mrs. Richard Chase. The January 6th 
letter is a carbon, the second page of which is on a government form.—Ed. 
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$33 L St.JTS", ^aahin^tori 00 
Jaun&ry 6, 134f 

Dtar Biehard Chase, 

Am î r i jh t? % gîtes : i s tSiat the whole r-l«i .of 
t h i a d i s s e r t a t i o n représenta à s e r i e s oi" coa-roroidea be 
t^een your own i n t e r e s t s and ae%d#mie convention* about the 
kind of r*eeareh required for 4 l l uD. ÏOJP seven c h u t e r a I 
kept sympathizing with your misery ma boredo», Sow rerhapa 
X1® wrong and t h i e r e a l l y ia your baby. At the very l e a s t , it»n 
* atudy whieh* I*® oenvlnced* you should get aoeepted and pr in ted 
m nea r ly aa peaalble- *# <it ***â»d«# so tha t you am go on to 
work nea re r t o your h e a r t . 

But t h i e leaver $e with a problem about the Con-
a i i t t e e , 1er Ih$*ve aerieua"iheeret't04*l -objectiona t e the ray the 
atudy ahÉpaa trfV V and. y e t I • dan H think you ahould s rend any -
r e r e t ime ever t h i a . Ces H ye** q u i e t l y drop me out of the Com­
mi t tee bfjewse of *pre«i*re-#f, work*- *»d -*«baa«iee in 'Saahir. rton»'; 

- "'7 "tiie.:;gap bef*eem ii^kt *a^h>* »aant to a l l the s tudents 
you d iseaes In seven ehsptara'-aiia your OTO im so great tha t ycu 
a an hardly ease./to. ^ r ipa 'wi th ; ;^é to . Se t one of their v/*s t a lk ing 
about myth 'àe/-*fuaien vf*#';ealm'^teney# grandeur and rya t e r loua* 
nés s»* e r ' a a a ' t h e a t e r ^ f 'p ra tgNatura l , -forées* # v<>et of them 
were t r y i n g to s e t down eriafleént* on thousands and thou/u^d» or 
pages of- 'primit ive ndvolvll imed folklore» Hever having ru t 
youw/self through Xlu&JaqfaKtfau*, ~f:m d a p ' t iamkk know how 
boring i t -la and what mlTei d M | f c y ^ pveoomtoationa are from 
t h e i r e . Yon ean*t eheek t h e i r t heor i e s ; against data they vere* 
us ing . 

Yess^ay- yea;aire ^MÉtmk'iM^y^nintr^mn ideaa-of »ythw 

and efeowlng' how-to- stu.4y I t ' a^enratély* but I don*t tMnk I t ' s 
poaaib ie to do tha t by reading l u e t the «ythe logica l t héo r i e > 
t h a t have been put. f o r t h » - I t WNM» minw® .-familiarity t i t h t^-tn 
I t sa l f* I t needa*t - have, .ta** $M*ttS**« Y e è M g h t have pieced 
a eent rae ted p a i r frost the SléSelimg^i» Chinese anthology f the 
«Tataka t a l e s , e t e # and ahowed>Jîew.%kitfg wet t f -* l i te ra ture* t - i . e . 
how they «hew through a glae0;#h#:.^ |ef-i^iee; ,and at t l tudea<of 
t h e i r m l t n r e # Confronted' ^^'MeeAwiM^'M^Mi^lp yot**d h**we 
had t o get down to b e i n i ^reeff#i,WNÉ*\Wfc^ C r i t e r i a you use 
t o iden t i fy s*yth* You* d have "really a furled oat your a ta ted 
i n t en t ion» . -~l ^'/~?S' 

But' there*®: mt>^é?y%hîm &0&i%¥ important* hioh 
I think,you overlook J a e t beoanee ye*i*ra deal ing with the mat-
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e r l a l at such a great 'mwm^^'}^^hmM;W^nt about the "myth*" 
which a l l your f i r s t »wm0^^m^^m^l- wi th i s that they ar* 
c l a s s e d as f o l k l o r e ^Tm^tm^^^tsà^^^-h.M become tin» corroi; 
coin of a whole t r i b e erJè$^$£$mMi$&* ï f the culture wa.i deeply 
concerned with the ^ r e t e ^ # | ^ ^ : ĉ & r̂ were preternatural ? If not, 
they were s e c u l a r , - e v e n " - ^ ^ ^ | i | P v e cu l tures . But the m^jor 
peint i s that they were, . i n p g l l j q v t of exprès*in5 t h e ^ ^ l r ^ . 
The Jtaâ p fwo» th in to i l i ^ ^ p ^ ^ i ^ ' i n t e r p r ^ ^ i t in ?)onne and 
Auden i s a l eap t e the mM^àm^Svme i t 1 a. frer iw 10 ci at ion. y 
a l l means l e t f s ^ ^ e « ^ e r ^ | ^ p t | ^ a t e modern a r t i s t write his own 
p a s s i o n / and gr*mdear mu2$00jjjf& i n t eh i s .poetry, - for the T i v e or 
s i x people x ta i n every su#$i#i$i8g generation who w i l l cherish then1* , 
I 'd put i t at 5*600}. ^ ^ l l ^ ^ l i e p e t h i s g e l s e again. Anc-rica' * 
"Btythe* * In the sense s ^ ^ j ^ i l f f w s i «even chapters - are our 
erlme s t o r i e s , our ^eete36^p^pt^'^i^^hoan'alysis {ir. n?y w cabulary 
that 1 s not a slats 9&-V*W*&j&&la&l'$* And what about the "white ht- «t 
of refcfcity* that\si | ff ï ïees^ar^3É^ke»«s» f o r f ree e n t c r t r i s e . You 
ûonH l i k e what ^y 'a l l 4tigmfcT*ta cul ture r e a l l y i i , • I nou't 
e i t h e r - r e a l l y * l i f T nm^^m0mm^^mj that--âiterica g^tn the kind 
of follriore i t r e a l l y w t ^ ^ ^ v ^ -

As I sa id h^fere,\\ 
should do t h i s 0 W . ( t h : ? 

d e l e t e your ett i t iMirtv 
and about correct iwg "mi 
not n e c e s s a r i l y tke rig& 
rather mot be e s the C 
Th.D* bus iness s e t t l e d t* 
b l e and go en.to-*m»-th: 
ience .te m»; te'-rfmtL 'it-tit 
haven H put aorow* t h e i r s 
aman much t o the « e s t lit 
t a i n l y enp. I t w i l l ooree 
i s such a thing as oultu 
very few *w*k*TM in the 
t o wa'rlri»* bee Mae ••pythi 

k'itb'fjl doesn't ase&n to ise ti; you 
^'$$^U& i t would he a good thin^ to 
~:pfewi*g how toatudy &yth aocur i te ly 
$fc^;*t-m&h)*'Vf standards are 
^I'ieon-But they*'re mine, luid "'-• 

* Î think you should get t h i s rh^l-
l i t t l e snore tréuble aa posa i -

•I-t** been at» i i l u n i n ^ t i n j exj,er-
JWMy l#»deni uttidenta of nsytholosy 
t h e o r e t i c a l 'peints s e th&t they 
•ai readers* Of-Artum you are cer-

l l p s e , J u s t as recogni t ion thatthere 
' ccjse in my time* But there are 

d end satiy ot*Mir things for theiR 

Î U 1 « a i l the ms ^ * e * ii 
at my c r i t i c i s m s ; rmzemïmt\t would«*t have 
i f I haénH tUpt t l^ lo^a l f fo^or th i t , 

ja^^^js^1 

txioxBmg ""SiBc^rely1 yours , 

:o%vG 

:ao.Tnos 

SSXÇLSQ s s ô J i Supsoooi uo *,K>d9H 

Hoisriid sisxrww mQi&fdtmmiQQ 
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Humais, Basa. 

Dear Professor 3e;ne4i<st* . , 

Thanks very isuoh for reading. a^ \4aa^ ta$4o»* latwaXXy your l e t t e r 

disappoints me deeply^ for I had ;£og«9b->fcut̂  we :4fe£ti34 agree as far as 

possible on M t t d M . i f b l c f c ' « j o m ^ ^ !^h^ ; j^ClC: teâ toped tha t where 

out- of which* th*/1teelt was ;.wri%$ë^ ,'•.?•.} i 

Perhaps your iao8*..«e*];<>ia» 0 t e ^ : 4 ^ r t ^ ^ > t o r # ^ 1» l i t t l e or no loglca] 

connection between my mô| o p t o l o m ^ a n a ' t ^ s ^ ^ f "al l the students of mytt 

Ï cite.* ( I must m$ a t ttii* >3iKt>!3ftV ^our cTO&i:fiumX references to wth« 

f i r s t seven efaa$ t«re* r as * If <they **?*>*"*&&,. or a l l the same, makes ne 

uneasy* Surely Boas* Faftwtt* Tjrlor» Otfried Muller, Vioo, St» Augustine, 

and Zeno had ào&ewhftt different f i sh to fry* and 'di f ferent ways of 

frying the»#) Tou,, wri te th&t *&ot one11 of the students of myth I con-



2 

alder "was talking about myth as 'fusion of cala potency, grandeur and 

mysteriousness* or aa a 'theater of preternatural forces'". I quoted 

Casslrer as follows: "The world of myth Is a dramatic world—the world 

of actions, tm of forces, of conflicting powers;* and I thought I had 

shown that Hume, Vico, Herder, and more modern students such as Badin 

entertain the same or similar opinions. Vico's statement that in the 

mythological ages "all existence was in the emv&? of forces" *«r Karett* s 
• - ****" -• ~ *.- ;v*"*/ï „..' •* {'tr 

that "myth need he nd m## fckfcà J* «ort* ©f aaimattsm grown picturesque11 

are only two assertion» of a proposition held by several of my authors: 

that myth i s in one way or another closely a l l i ed with "mana." And this 

i s tta* teals of my own «pintons i ^ u t myth* : 

How, suppose fery a minute* lf£*f^gto0at of my authors had described 

myth aa I do, %$$& f̂ygjfaffatf'$&& my Conclusions^fro» what they did 

say *#*é-a**«MlMi4^ \ \~~ \~ 

Xoiafwr4;t^\lï^^ * consider "were 
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am sure you will agree*.*A pious thought1* But you are in effect re­

proaching me with not being an anthropologist» 

I must disagree with your opinion that I have not "really carried 

out** my "stated intentions,* though you may he right in saying that 

I speak too cavalierly about ** correcting Mistaken ideas*" and "showing 

how H o study myth acoumtelyJ*C The fact Is, however, that you use 

stronger wordf fcfea» «b**« 1 do pot say * correcting** but simply that 

mistaken ideas *are a^oad*M fhç other citation reads in full: "we are 

not- tryi&g to^give mf/màpi®%® 'account of myth but only to find out how 

we cam, ôtu4y:;it;
>fowmtf,Xy,, 9 wt|$oh is not to say that I am "showing 

ag&mt&Oft of ̂ ytfeologias **as, as they say, beyond the scope of my Look, 

f " Jm4rl;'had bn^/tlifrt %W anthropological' and mythical speculations of 

fontmmllB, M&vûw?, ete*# etc» were interestine enough to the modern 

rea&ar to warrant the relatively few pages X devote to them* 
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There is obviously a deep methodolo^ial disagreement between the 

anthropologist and the student of literature. Xou see syth as a cultural 

phenomenon* I see It as the aesthetic activity of a man's mind» IK as 

unable to conceive clearly what * culture really is.** You describe myth, 

I take it, as "the common coin of a whole tribe or civilization*1 or aa 

the "jaoŝ fcongenial way* a-people oan find to express itself. To ae that 

is simply confusingt Is wrérf l̂ lifh0 C*i<* opprobrium) of thought and 

feeling a sytht Is 4be same ̂ ooiisÇ always in ;the same decree mythical 

regardless of It* tmetl^pv^W^^&xt* ,*» which it used? How common 

does the coin have to baf ]Zd,a^nyth a$ 'idea, a story (if so what kind?} , 

a' theology, a ^ mZmmP*^&^P&%^$$ V^no^ptl What of Badin* s opinion 

that *over and abov%;tjhÉ|^clii#^0^&,te^wttich fe« (the storyteller) 

obteina tb^.iiyth jÉ&kâfX^W i^J^É:» %%'^n-kr%%B%' to the dramatic 

aitu»£ii»as'msif^^ are some of 

•i^m^^Jptwiéâ^ And they aeem to me 

.l#;yjm^;om Maternent that students 

*£m^<;r&%® of the hu&an imagination 

the ;gu09 t i o ^ 

t̂o ^mtMmmpi" 

' , of iay%h^à|sï# 

ll^e^'t^/vitw'^^th as the comon 

%%-ÛM/^mpS^éê^ Auàm - le a leap to 

0,md[ Sm^M^^;^%U^M^ 'Xùu have read 

^M^t.theréV-If'^yom wish to insist -that 

^ # # % f 4sl^you to ;show how- It would help 

3Kefficiently than what is there, 

v* *X*;j»*îr ̂ +lfer«r
 5<4ïé||N^^1i^^^t^bla) that jw'M^of tto# authors I 

^Mik®~ 'èmé^'mtn* Xf so» I have usually 

•'Is&MM^tO/^W"^^^ ml&\ about myth because 

^ these observations w#rè'|h^4»f\tto4^illuminated the problem of myth 
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as literature. There is no error in logic tore. 

I was determined throughout the book not to raise the vexed question 

of the individual vs. culture. I mtfeKS no where deny tnat myth is a 

cultural phenomenon, I have no desire to defend m$ method on any other 

grounds than what it is aple to bring to light • Do you mean that I 

anould consult no authors who use a aethod different from mine? Or that 

a difference in method precludes the -po^iihiiity of communication? 

Zou are quite, mrom^ %®^$mm $h&t\X doja*t 13Js&/ *our culture" as it 

appears in otir i40S&%& 0^$#M£:i^^ psychoanalysis, 

pig business* *«&>©. <e*|* *%J^Mm%W&» Of Xioeralism nor any 

l i t e r a ry mmZpôgif^^ the often strange 

poetic power v»i$a$£74ifô of U. S* ffcfcklore— 

which "sont&UpM^* 

with 

artist** has no connection 

$$#jgW of people? If so, the 

e i&o? iéy >bout hi®. An<t if 

f$)?^^l~%$m more f r u i t f u l , for 

r|^J«%ti^«** popular psycho-

i f ^ f g r / w r y ser ious ly , and 

[àâSw^ST* Î» concluding, I 

4 t 1# not a cr i t ic ism of 

$»** .* s e r i e s of imperfectly 

Jj$Wfrpr#eoneeptions about my 

I f Ô t i r w k o imd t r i e d to learn 

:::mà% :m&<i®à%hùly f a i lu re of com-
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munication, trie xsoœs&xfcKssKM more so because I believe you to be 

as anxious as I tdat departments of Knowledge should learn from each 

other. Tnat is way I am so disappointed (to be rrarJc again) lay the 

general tone ana attitude of your letter. 

FMthfuny yours, 

I shall or course pay very close attention to your marginal-comments* 



925 I* 3t .#s, vaehington :-C* 
February 3, 1?46 

Dear Btohsrd Ohaae» 

Î oerteinly loet oat on my gjubla tnat you yourself re-
oornise^ the structa^al di f f icult ies of y oar diarartation. I knew that 
ins peaeible* Sut I hadn't reokonee *rj «y aonr^n** ewejiiic *-o y»^ ;iiz*-
relevant" and —I parephraee — impertinent* 

:>ccauae of ay etronf adviee a^ainit yuur devotl-if your-
eelf to a major revision — end I»« a t i l l of th* tea* :-4,^,— I &e-
liberKtely saltte;. that line of er l t le laa . I ' l l f:iva i t i s yo«i hodUp 
that i t will be e me*8« of oiearinf up aorsc cf tb<s o .Mrcly erroneous 
corjolueione about my position thatvou express ia your let ter . It ia 
thi*< Shat relevance to the propoeition that "rn-tn ia » aatt r ai 
aesthetic &eprooiatl4a and the imagination* eaa a aarvsy of th® world's 
f 4kioriete haver Practically a i l of thea had shoaan to tackle otacr 
prohleai» aoœa of theo* legitimate enough, and fee of the;:» had any eo&-
aaad of technique a of l iterary cri tie!*??. Ton had such ? cow^nd &n-ï 
you eouî d have ±i?aa evidence for your petition by examining the :nytha 
theaaelves. Tou could have ehogen any «tution thm» ^ytha h,i -3 b ên 
eo!l«-3tetf ia quantity, with a greet number of variance end you could hav* 
produced eubetantial evidenee for your petition. l% r s iv* the your 
qtieetion* on pa^e h of your let ter to tue can be en<r?ered# — by -.jtudyiu/ 
folklore* they «an't be tackled by a eurvey of foîkXoriet:» î t 1 » be­
cause Î tented tnea an&terea that l*m dieappotnted* 

&y objeot la aa*inf certain point» in ny f irs t letter was 
to Indicate eoœe verbal changea uhloh would help to obviai-- orliieiaae 
if y?*Mr Wok frora oth^r foiklarlats* Theae ver?? the "fusion of e^ia potency* 
line and what I thought an inadequate theoretical etotcaairt *hen you oako 
the tr«»flltiori froas ihe iiuaraerioe of the folklerlete to the diacuaai >r. of 
Dozmm and Audao. ï hoped «y commente eould euffeet tnai. ineee .Ceirly e i> 
pie ohangea-vatild be a l l to the. good* 

X donU at al l accept your line that «hat X crlticleed in your 
thesie eae that you weren't «a enthropotoflet» < n ti o contrary I weaUu 
you to etay %Ê%M§ a Xlteriory arit ia and u e your teohniquee on scythe 
eith the eame eeaur*mee that a^y folkloriet mould uee JUta hie. T^et la 
the opposite &f implyl^ th^t the literary cr i t i c suet lui o on a id era* the 
fidninf* of «nthropolofy loeeceaelbie* 

Believe m, I enjoyed ?ÛW? m-sRsarlaii of Viao ?.»ad Ku;s* («*-
peeially) em the reat» And the analyee» of the poeta as «eil« X think 
I've told you before hoe tope I thoufnt an article of your* on Joyce aa« 
thet i found la eoae aa^asine* X aha 11 look forward to finding aany i3r^ 
of the ease quality. 

iincer^i" ?mr | , ,,,-., i ,/» 

&~m the &("" °l J"A ' 
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Connecticut 'JoXier;e 
Kew Lonaon, Ocnn* 
f'80. 6 

Dear Miss Benedicts 

LOOK a,t it this wa^, -X am .very E&ICÛ interested in «^t&; 
modern xiterature is tmpreoeaentedxy interestea in mytru X per­
ceive that xiterary-critics snouia toow more, about myth than thej 
do. Perhaps I cap .-write- a short book which will4 perform some of 
the Be-eessar^: spadework, There.are various-possibilities but one 
which appeals to'pe is a 'short history .of opinions about myth; a 
handbook .showing-:the .flux, and reflux of, opinion-a*id Elvira an 
asseBB^a^t of current-thought on-myth*.-.-

.Jk>w>»'.&$ % to-mate/.tĥ -.'booK. one of those exhaustive 
and peûmtic, jvmh^é of -fâ tiriind' figures* -besi^nin^- non where 
,âsd eMl||E'/0O¥k0.^1.-fo_0#^à|ii. &h£0# 'X. àusV&dopt- a point of 
view-^efcbe I s ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ / ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ' t o ^ ' t h a infinite mora s s of 
data,-. X -do- adopi;m^pp^3âi.''.# irlew'iio» «hi oh I .did not have at 
th» Cutset} ,®nû ̂ I-;iir$t#::^-à#&etlv%;-tilst#r^ ualns this point of 
vietr/aa a -guide thi?o$igb 'tftè^wamp^ --;- -,. { 

%n';p&&^ m®&n§0~ 0f:>XkMt®rB 0'e'te&.yra'both overestimated the 
lmpof%êMû® -bf'%M$m tk0;;i;pQtn%%0\%lè^/%r^'nB^lBc%^û to think of 
the book as 'aîtigtor^-'of-'opinio»; ThtâVîs parti/ my fault» for I 
now aêé^that^X.^ves-wtrt^ of .-view in &y foreword 
.and obscured Vtltâ^ffet^^ history-of- opinion. 
Tm- ^oimt of. view ,1s aâ" toatelij^^t, ,aM; not-a dog», which is not 
to Jay tfhat X.'-don*t.- C0&sider''>ïtV~t'he most enlightening statement 
which « h#^tmd^^a^u%:;myth./-;;ff: « *̂-;- - ;;-': ; ' ' 

/ 1 eaxi »'p;:oplyr.:W^ 's-truoturai \&iff ieulty in the be c ;-:;», 
, and:,ttet/-ds tha4̂ f/!ip̂ ^̂ ^ arbitrary: the 
,eam conclusions %l^t'\b#sr^ J>eea reached in a number of other wa^/s. 
'true* a better look iià$hfebe--written as ;you gug^est, by anal,/~in£ 
a fgytho;l;Qĝ »;-But '.t^t;l.a:-'ario%er;book^ not the, one X wrote* 

. ' -. ̂ om.wondei* .why:*! consulted the folklorists instead of 
folklores '"becyaÉwwr-I wanted to* write a-book It about fh^ opinions 
of folkXorlstà.^. - . :"*;\ , '' -v 

You &sk'*Wb££.relevance to the. proposition that *.;̂ th is 
*a matter of-aesthetic appreciation and the lmac-ination

c car^ 
aurvey of the world1 s' folklorieta have?* four expression n& aurve/* 
là the' joker-in this pack* because X conducted m^ particular» 
survey la such-s way that lit' became relevant as 1 pbûôeeâèâ /roc--. •; 
tor io Ï 'hope}* and again, the form of your question assumes th-..t 
î basais .with sy pgt definitio» rather than (as X did) with the 
folklorists* . 
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I &e sorry we have bad to flourish the banners of ^folkiorist* 
and rtliterary. critic*1 so menacingly at each other* For j*y part 
I don't think such dist inct ions should he mde any sore dis t inct 
than i s - s t r i c t l y necessary* (Thus,- whan.I read in one of your 
writings that the human imagination plays a great role in the 
formations of myths, 1 donH take the remark to he irrelevant 
because you are a folklorint and not a l i te rary c r i t i c or an 
ae s t t e t i e l aa ) . But wh$a, in your f i r s t letter-» you seemed to 
m& substi tute-for logicaldiscourse the observation that I had 

- not real'^thousands- and >thouâajiâe MMÈX% of p&ges of folklore 
and consequently- dldh rt. Jmow 'how-boring I t was11, I concluded that 
you were Mêâ*i^<<mii±M<;&®pm%mm%&l~barrière* And of course I < 
had to- take/iédmiitàge/of every Weakness Ï perceived' in jour 

• letter-heoàuée-^éw'limiter put. me^ih a:position where I could 
,.scarcely a f fAc**# ; m&J tolerance» 1 tiope'~thie -will help to 
excuse whatever iméms ^p&fl%$ :f®u nay have found in my reply* 

I f#a^^,ouir-^iètoiM^^ir^lâtionshif hae-noi been entirely 
satiBfactory^^X/^oM#m<t^^yN^/,folklori^te real ise the tremendous 

^pratfllga. you i^rènjb^ '^^^yai te j^ry/cr i t ioaV'phi losophers , etc*, 
^ t c , | I jdfâ^ihyav# ;;ihii^#lto^4ha^^ou-ar.e s t i l l appalled to 
see youraélvee qU0tf%^#t^#M4"tlie-profeeaion"and that you do not 

Ral l ie -bow ^^%^/;i0^M^iiâmmm^M^lûQUB, ^ f^^ -m^^^^^ statements 
-'jabout apiïw, W'im^Xmr/^fn^m^/iw booà-wiil help to break cown 
'the ^:px^rBn%y^%x^m j%m%^lMt0^mh%^ Jfche, *Karrlson, <iun£f or Freud 
, arjr the 'last **r«dfc ̂ o^l?feé'i#ubîe,ct of 4grth» f hat opinion wil l endure 
.tl&tiX'-iMfttoft^ -generally In te l l ig ib le e^-
bodyi^the rMe%f;,0f^'âfi^oa^'tet>^poiosy* BuV meanwhile the up s he t 
of - o^^ t | ! i ^ sp j^ tn#^ /A^ i i l ¥^# - t t ha tx l ^ thinksyo^ are inclined 
to,be: è^fpt^^k^^^^^t^^^^iumdthBV&lïmBtBn kno^m that doeen't 
apflf $%;,faé^^#Xof^0jôlm|^;#nil~you think'se a kind of ifc*««iMm«a 
3|21«$aBtt%]^ wrong about this» but 
the '%mptëm%^:^émà%0:l %s4<that )iëtwh.^;i nay our corraepondence 

_ Ike - not >heœ,:'entïi#ij r^ | f tef aetk^f ̂  ; ' \ • 

^M^m^^^%m^^p'JZ^m4f%o^M{mwBral changes in the 
textrofrttoe bo^ :Bn#:#^''thii##^I^a#''very grateful « For that 'n&tter 
l : t o ' ^ |%#f^ l , tCy^-f4>r^wli^ l0g r po headmen with s,y hook* for 

/youv^weSâ^ive^.me^to- a" i é ^ t à o » r e f l e c t i o n than did any-of the 
-mhmx ,r#ade^## ,l<ve^tâ#nJ^rJtoiior/you;for\adalttlns that the book 
-bored you*tiefNti-fnd t h e ^ i v ^ ^ c h is^orè-lthan any .of the other 
^readers;wo^â^a^siti -.'',.,,;' $:</~y; '<" ; ^ \ '< -' 

l ^fou» ' very ,sinesr#xy » 

JLê&c 
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