
Notes to Chapter 1 
 
 

1. For instance, Rosamund Tuve’s still under-esteemed Allegorical Imagery (Princeton: 
Princeton University Press, 1966) says so explicitly.  
 

2. This process differs in its dynamics, however, from the way Bloomians and 
deconstructionists understand the relation of reader and text: allegory doesn’t lock its 
readers into a struggle for supremacy, a contest of wills in which the fascinatingly 
personified text or personified-in-the-text author seek to impose their vision upon the 
resistant will of a perversely adversarial reader. Rather, within the precincts of allegory, 
author and reader and text are co-conspirators. 

 
3. For a very good discussion of these aspects of allegory, see Michael Murrin, The Veil of 

Allegory: Some Notes Towards a Theory of Allegorical Rhetoric in the English Renaissance 
(Chicago and London: The University of Chicago Press, 1969). For the place of this sort of 
attitude toward literature in the classical period, as a parallel and contrast to the 
Aristotelean formalist approach, see also Peter F. Struck, Birth of the Symbol: Ancient 
Readers at the Limits of their Texts (Princeton and Oxford: Princeton University Press, 2004). 
Struck makes a very persuasive case for the existence of a tradition of literary interpretation 
dependent on the concept of enigma prior to and then co-existent with the Aristotelean 
stance that we so widely accept as classical literary critical orthodoxy. 

 
4. It may appear, in the chapters that follow, that I have devoted a disproportionate amount 

of space to deconstruction and its discontents. This is so for two reasons: 1) the importance 
of allegory as term and concept within deconstruction; 2) because many of the things I have 
to say about the workings of allegory are similar-but-different (vive la difference!) enough 
from what deconstruction holds of all writing to need thorough explanation and distinction. 

 
5. For a concise and readable introduction to chaos theory in layman’s language, see James 

Gleick, Chaos: Making a New Science (Viking Penguin; New York. 1987). For a different sort 
of application of this material to literature – and also another excellent introduction to 
chaos theory (in part corrective of Gleick), see N. Katherine Hayles, Chaos Bound: Orderly 
Disorder in Contemporary Literature and Science (Cornell University Press: Ithaca and 
London, 1990). Other applications to literature can be found in Modern Language Studies’ 
special science-and-literature issue (XX:4, Fall 1990). See especially David Porush’s 
“Eudoxical Discourse: A Post-modern Model for the Relations between Science and 
Literature” (40-64) and Patrick Brady’s “Chaos Theory, Control Theory, and Literary Theory, 
or A Story of Three Butterflies” (65-79). For the point of view of one of the pioneers of 
chaos theory, see David Ruelle, Chance and Chaos (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 
1991). 

 
6. Allegory resists the kind of false interpretation that Paul de Man rightly labels reduplication. 

Note that from three different points of view, New Criticism, deconstruction, and my 



“allegory theory” converge on this point of the non-paraphrasability of the text. For New 
Criticism, the poetic text is at stake; for me the allegorical text; for deconstruction, any text 
whatever. For New Criticism, paraphrase is impossible because the poem means uniquely. 
For deconstruction, paraphrase is possible but pointless: it doesn’t expand meaning but 
merely replicates indeterminacy. 

 
7. From The History of an Infantile Neurosis, by Sigmund Freud, reproduced in The Wolf-Man, 

by the Wolf-Man, ed. Muriel Gardiner (Basic Books: New York, 1971), p. 158. 
 


