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ÖZET

ÇEVİRGEN, Arzu. Ted Hughes’un Karga ve Kayalığın Kenarındaki Prometheus
Eserlerinde Mit Kullanımı. Yüksek Lisans Tezi, Ankara, 2017.
Ted Hughes’un kişisel hayatı ile Karga (1970) ve Kayalığın Kenarındaki Prometheus
(1973) eserlerinin yazıldığı dönemdeki olaylar Hughes’un şiirleri üzerinde etkili
olmuştur. Hughes şiirlerinde doğayı ve hayvanları sembolik olarak kullanmasına
rağmen, özellikle 1960 ve 1970’lerde yazdığı şiirlerinde kullandığı mitler, onun insan
davranışlarını ve inanışlarını yansıtmasında ve insanların dayatılan sistemlere, normlara
ve değerlere karşı gelişini sunmasında önemli rol oynamıştır. Bu bağlamda, Hughes’un
Karga ve Kayalığın Kenarındaki Prometheus eserleri 1960 ve 1970’lerdeki insanların
davranışlarını yansıtan eserler olarak kabul edilebilir. Hughes, bir Kızıldereli miti olan
düzenbazdan hareketle kendi versiyonu olan Karga mitini ve bir Yunan miti olan
Prometheus’tan hareketle de kendi versiyonu olan Prometheus mitini oluşturmuştur.
Bu tez Ted Hughes’un Karga ve Kayalığın Kenarındaki Prometheus eserlerinde mit
kullanımını inceler ve Hughes’un Karga eserindeki Karga miti ve Kayalığın
Kenarındaki Prometheus eserindeki Prometheus miti yoluyla yirminci yüzyılın ikinci
yarısında insanların egemen olan sistemleri yıkma eğilimini ve onlara karşı gelişini
yansıttığını savunur. Bu bağlamda, Hughes, mitik figürleri sayesinde özellikle 1960’lı
ve 1970’li yıllarda İngiliz toplumunda meydana gelen dini, politik ve sosyo-kültürel
değişimler ve çelişkiler sonucunda 1960’lı ve 1970'li yılların insanının değişen karakter
özelliklerini sunar.
Bu tezin birinci bölümünde, Hughes’un bir düzenbaz miti olan Kargayı kullanışı
incelenir ve şairin bu miti kullanmadaki amacı, 1960’lı yıllardaki insanların çeşitli
özellikleri ve davranışlarını şekillendiren dönemin sosyo-kültürel geçmişi bağlamında
analiz edilir. Buna bağlı olarak, bu çalışmada seçilen Karga şiirlerinde, Karga miti
doğrultusunda 1960’lı yıllardaki insanlar egemen değer ve kurumlara inançlarını
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kaybetmelerine rağmen hayatta kalmayı başaran bireyselci ve ümitvar karakterler olarak
sunulur. Bunun yanısıra insanların yeniden var oluşlarının isyankâr, yıkıcı, sevgisiz,
saygısız ve güvensiz figürler olmalarını da içerdiği gözlenir.
Bu tezin ikinci bölümünde ise, 1960’lı yılların ortalarında ve 1970’li yılların başlarında
yaşayan insanların davranışlarını yansıtmak için bu dönemlerin tarihsel geçmişi göz
önünde tutularak Hughes’un Prometheus mitini kullanımı incelenir. Bu doğrultuda,
1960’lı yılların ortalarında ve 1970’li yılların başlarında yaşayan insanların isyankâr
davranışları, ümitlerini yitirişleri ve ümitlerini geri kazanıp yeniden hayata tutunuşları
yansıtılır.
Sonuç olarak, Hughes’un Karga eserindeki Karga mitini ve Kayalığın Kenarındaki
Prometheus eserindeki Prometheus mitini kullanması 1960’lı ve 1970'li yılların
insanının yaşamlarına ve davranışlarına ışık tutması açısından işlevseldir. Ted Hughes
bu şiirlerinde bir düzenbaz miti olan Karga ve bir başkaldırı miti olan Prometheus miti
yoluyla 1960’lı ve 1970’li yıllardaki insanların ümit ve ümitsizlik arasında kalan genel
durumunu ortaya koyar ve onların bu dönemlerde yaşanan zorlukların üstesinden nasıl
geldiğini mitik şiirleri yoluyla gösterir.
Anahtar Kelimeler: Çağdaş İngiliz Şiiri, Mitler, Düzenbaz, Prometheus, Ted Hughes,
Karga, Kayalığın Kenarındaki Prometheus, Yirminci Yüzyıl İngiliz Toplumu.
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ABSTRACT

ÇEVİRGEN, Arzu. Ted Hughes’s Use of Myths in Crow and Prometheus on His Crag.
Master’s Thesis, Ankara, 2017.
Hughes’s personal life and the events in the periods in which Crow (1970) and
Prometheus on His Crag (1973) were written are influential factors in Hughes’s poetry.
Despite the fact that Hughes uses nature and animals as various symbols in his poetry,
myths can be considered his main concern particularly in his poetry written in the 1960s
and 1970s to represent the attitudes and beliefs of people and to present their challenge
to the established systems, norms and values. In this sense, in this thesis, Hughes’s
Crow and Prometheus on His Crag are studied as mythical poems representing the
attitudes of the people in the 1960s and 1970s through the trickster myth and the
Prometheus myth. To represent the subversive attitudes and values of the 1960s and the
1970s Hughes creates his own version of the trickster myth of the Crow, out of the
trickster myth of native Americans and his own version of the Prometheus myth, out of
the Greek myth of Prometheus.
Accordingly, this thesis analyses Ted Hughes’s use of myths in his Crow and
Prometheus on His Crag and argues that through the Crow myth in Crow and the
Prometheus myth in Prometheus on His Crag, Hughes represents people’s subversion of
and challenge to the dominant systems and values of the second half of the twentieth
century. Through his mythic figures, Hughes introduces the changing characteristics of
the people of the 1960s and 1970s as a result of the religious, political and sociocultural transformations and conflicts in the British society of the 1960s and 1970s in
particular.
In Chapter I of this thesis, Hughes’s use of the trickster Crow myth is studied and it is
argued that Hughes uses his own version of the Crow myth of native Americans to
represent the various attitudes and characteristics of people of the 1960s with respect to
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socio-cultural background of the 1960s. Correspondingly, in relevant Crow poems
Crow is observed to represent the people in the 1960s as survivors who manage to reinvent themselves through their rebellious and subversive attitudes and values.
In Chapter II of this thesis, Hughes’s use of the Prometheus myth is analysed in the light
of the historical background of the mid-1960s and early 1970s in particular to reflect the
attitudes of the people in these periods. Accordingly, it is argued that, in Prometheus on
His Crag, through the Prometheus myth, the rebellious attitudes, people’s loss and
recovery of hope in the mid-1960s and early 1970s are presented.
Hence, this thesis argues that Hughes’s use of myth is functional in that his Crow myth
in Crow and Prometheus myth in Prometheus on His Crag provide an insight into the
lives and attitudes of the people in the 1960s and 1970s. Hughes, through the trickster
myth of the Crow and the Prometheus myth presents the general state of the people in
the mid-twentieth century and show their loss and recovery of hope and their ways of
coping with the difficulties and challenges in these decades.
Key Words: Contemporary British Poetry, Myths, Trickster, Prometheus, Ted Hughes,
Crow, Prometheus on His Crag, Twentieth-Century British Society.
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INTRODUCTION

Ted Hughes (1930 – 1998), the Poet Laureate from 1984 until his death in 1998, is a
“nature poet” (Sagar, The Achievement 12; Styles 253), “animal poet” (Bold 230), “war
poet” (Meyers 30) and a “mythic poet” (Moulin 89). Hughes uses nature, animals and
myths as symbols in his poetry. However, his main concern, especially in his poetry
written in the 1960s and 1970s, is to use myths in order to show how people call in
question and overthrow the authority of the established norms of the 1960s and 1970s.
Hence, Hughes uses his mythic poetry to present the challenge of the people in the
1960s and 1970s to the social, political and religious systems that curb and shape
human life and have the authority on people in these periods. Furthermore, Hughes,
through his use of myths, tries to represent how people in the twentieth century are in
search of better life conditions on account of the fact that they have lost their faith and
optimistic perspective because of the desperate effects of the First and the Second World
Wars in particular. Accordingly, the socio-cultural background of Britain in the post-war
period, especially the 1960s and 1970s in which Britain faced religious, social, political
and economic changes and difficulties affected the characteristics of the British people.
This study, thus, analyses Hughes’s use of the trickster myth of the native Americans
and the trickster Crow, in Crow and Greek myth of Prometheus in Prometheus on His
Crag, and it argues that Hughes develops his own myths of the Crow and Prometheus in
his poems to represent the attitudes of people in the twentieth century against the
dominant powers and systems.
Ted Hughes can be accepted as a great English poet of his time because of his prolific
poetic career. His family background, the places where he lived and the events in the
1960s and the 1970s gave shape to his poetry. Edward James Hughes known as Ted
Hughes was born in Mytholmroyd, in West Yorkshire, on August 17, 1930. However, he
grew up both in West and South Yorkshire. He spent his childhood in a predominantly
rural environment. As West asserts, “by tradition his mother, Edith Farrar, traced
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ancestry back to Foxe’s famous martyr, Bishop Farrar” which is “treated in one of
Hughes’s early poems,” while “his father, William Hughes, was a carpenter, one of only
seventeen out of a whole regiment to have escaped death at Gallipoli in the First World
War” which is “also treated in several early poems - ‘Bayonet Charge,’ ‘Griefs for Dead
Soldiers’ and ‘Six Young Men’” (13). Because of the war experience of his father,
Hughes was raised with war stories. Accordingly, Hughes points out that he “could
never escape the impression that the whole region [was] in mourning for the First World
War” (Heinz par. 3). In his school days, almost at the age of fifteen, he started to write
poetry. After he had served two years in the Royal Air Force, he entered Pembroke
College, Cambridge University in 1951. He started to study English Literature there, but
switched his department to archaeology and anthropology. After his graduation, he went
to London to have many jobs such as zoo attendant, night-watchman, schoolteacher and
gardener through which he had great opportunities to observe nature and animals. Thus,
his upbringing with war stories, nature, and animals seems to have made Hughes the
poet of nature, animal and war as well as a mythic poet.
Besides the effects of his family background, the places where he lived and the stories
he was told about the First World War, Hughes was also influenced by the events in the
twentieth century, especially the events of 1960s and the 1970s in writing his poetry. In
this context, he is a representative poet of the 1960s and 1970s. In the first half of the
twentieth century, some important events such as the First World War (1914-18), the
Great Depression (1930s), the Second World War (1939-45), the invention of the atomic
bomb which was first deployed in the Japanese city of Hiroshima and three days later in
Nagasaki (1945), occurred. However, The First World War and the Second World War,
sometimes “described as total wars,” had a profound effect on British society (Pope 1).
As a result, various social, political and economic problems developed and caused a loss
of hope in the future. Accordingly, grief, despair, fear, unhappiness and suffering
became unavoidable in the lives of the twentieth-century people.
Furthermore, especially the generations of the 1940s, 1950s, and 1960s matured “in a
post-war world, a world in which mass violence and death was a huge dark shadow of
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the past” (Bessel and Schumann 13). Clearly, people learned the meaning of suffering
because almost all people heard the death knell of their husbands, relatives or friends.
Accordingly, as Bessel and Schumann suggest, “[t]he history of the twentieth century
revolves around mass death” because it includes “the mass killing and mass murder
carried out during the decade roughly from the late 1930s to the late 1940s,” “during
which time more people were killed by their fellow human beings than ever before in
the history of humankind” (2). People were also “exposed to multiple traumas such as
bombing, rape, witnessing the death of relatives, and flight from the advancing Red
Army” (Förster and Beck 30-1). For this reason, after the wars, almost all people had
“post-traumatic stress disorder” (Förster and Beck 15) in which “the essential feature is
the development of characteristic symptoms following a psychologically traumatic
event that is generally outside the range of usual human experience” (DSM-III 236). It
has three common symptoms; (1) “recurrent and intrusive recollections of the
event,” (2) “recurrent dreams of the event,” and (3) “sudden acting or feeling as if the
traumatic event were reoccurring, because of an association with an environmental or
ideational stimulus” (DSM-III 238). Correspondingly, because of the unforgettable and
destructive effects of the wars people had these common symptoms of post-traumatic
stress disorder after the First World War and the Second World War. As put by
Hobsbawm, the twentieth century (1901-2000) is, therefore, characterised by
“decomposition, uncertainty and crisis” (6). However, after the Second World War, by
virtue of the continued economic growth and increase in employment, Britain became a
Welfare State, and “[b]y the fifties the British Welfare State had become an almost
untouchable institution” (Collette and Laybourn 28). Moreover, especially due to the
economic welfare, a remarkable rise in the birth rates in Britain known as the baby
boom was observed between 1945 and 1962. As Bal suggests, this generation “grew up
in an atmosphere of privilege and affluence,” as opposed to the previous generation who
witnessed “the poverty, unemployment and war” (118). The Baby boom generation
became the teenagers of the 1960s. Accordingly, as put by Jenkins, “[w]hen the baby
boomers were in their late teens in 1968, many wanted to expand their own rights and
rejected official restrictions on sexual activity and drug use” (59).
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In spite of the fact that there was a comfortable environment in Britain as a welfare
state, in 1950, the Cold War started because of the conflict between the Soviet Union
and the United States. Tucker and Roberts define the Cold War as “the rivalry that
developed between the two superpowers—the Soviet Union and the United States—as
each sought to fill the power vacuum left by the defeat of Germany and Japan” in the
Second World War (17). During the next three decades of superpower conflict including
nuclear conflict, the Soviet Union and the United States continued to quarrel. For this
reason, during this period there was a fear of being exposed to an attack by the other
side. Yet, leaders on each side paid no attention to the feelings of the people because
they assumed “that they were forced to expand their national hegemony by the
“aggressive” actions of the other,” so “[m]isunderstandings, bluff, pride, personal and
geopolitical ambitions, and simple animosity between the two sides grew until the
struggle became the Cold War” (Tucker and Roberts 17). Because of the destructive
effects caused by the Cold War and development of nuclear weapons there was a
considerable rise in people’s fear of another world war. Thus, in the 1950s, especially
British university students held anti-war protests which disturbed the leaders of the
Conservative and Labour parties as dominant powers of the period. It is clear that in the
1950s, the protest culture of the 1960s and the 1970s started to appear.
In America there has been civil rights abuse of African-Americans; yet, especially
during the 1950s and 1960s civil rights were also inadequate in Britain. For example,
“[i]n 1963 a young black protester in Britain echoed the action of Rosa Parks in
America and began a bus boycott that helped bring in Britain’s anti-discrimination
law” (“Civil Rights in the UK.” par 1). The Civil Rights movement had a great effect on
the young activists of the 1960s since “not only did it act as the first major cause that
they rallied to, but its culture of nonviolent protest and civil disobedience in turn
informed much of the predominantly nonviolent activism of the youths during the
Sixties” (qtd. in Bal 119).
Social and political changes that followed in the post-war period, according to Royle,
had various cultural aspects such as “the family, household structure, consumerism and
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its associated technologies, the position of women, class, race, religion and
education” (10). For example, in post-war Britain, some changes in both family
structure and family relations took place. After the wars, the rate of divorce rose and the
number of illegitimate childbirth increased. As Harris asserts, “[f]amilies had been
disrupted by evacuation, rehousing and mobilisation, leading to an increased awareness
that individual pathology was rooted not only in social conditions but also in family
circumstances” (46-7). Moreover, according to Tinker, in post-war Britain, “remarriage
and more one-person households” (82) appeared and “more women, especially married
women” were employed (81). As Harris argues, contrary to the time after the First
World War, women did not turn back to their homes after the Second World War
because they preferred to work; so, “the employment of married women” increased
(47). Clearly, according to Summerfield, “[c]omplete dependence on a husband’s
allowance became relatively rare” (68-9). However, it does not mean that this change
caused women to have equal rights with men in the working area because women were
paid lower wages.
As Curtice argues, “social change had brought about significant political change in postwar Britain” (31). Accordingly, the twentieth-century people, who were unhappy and
hopeless, set off on a quest for having social and political reformation. For example,
they chose to vote for the Conservative party in an election while they preferred to vote
for the Labour party in the following election. Clearly, people were in search of
something better. When they saw that the Conservative party could not govern the
country well they preferred to vote for Labour; however, when they realised that the
Labour party could not govern the country well either, they voted for Conservative. For
this reason, in post-war Britain political power was not stable. Thus, voters tended to
“become more volatile” and “less deferential towards authority” and “less likely to vote
according to their social class” (qtd. in Curtice 31). Correspondingly, as Curtice puts
forward, “the proportion of middle-class people who vote Conservative” and “the
proportion of working-class people who vote Labour” decreased (32-3).
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In the 1960s and 1970s, the social, religious and political changes increased gradually,
which caused the challenge of the British people to the established norms. The 1960s is
known as the “Swinging Sixties” by reason of “the fall or relaxation of some social
taboos” (Jay 138). In this period, radical changes occurred in the fields of music,
fashion and art to give people more freedom. Moreover, new issues emerged in the
social and political fields. For this reason, the 1960s can be defined as a decade of
challenge and change. The British people went into the 1960s with the administration of
Harold Macmillan (1894 - 1986) who is a Conservative, governing Britain between
1957 and 1963. In July 1957, Prime Minister Macmillan, who made an optimistic
speech at a Conservative Party rally in Bedford, wanted his audience to remember
“rationing, shortages, inflation, and one crisis after another in our international trade
under a Labour government” (BBC par. 12) and he went on his speech telling people
that “[i]ndeed let us be frank about it - most of our people have never had it so
good” (BBC par. 6). Macmillan’s sentence was paraphrased as “you have never had it so
good” which became later his famous slogan for the 1959 general election. As Joy and
Gwen Shaw suggest, by the time Macmillan uttered his famous slogan, “consumerism
had arrived” (17). Moreover, Macmillan promised that “[y]ou will see a state of
prosperity such as we have never had in my lifetime - nor indeed in the history of this
country” (BBC par. 5).
In 1960, the Beatles introduced their rock music. These “four working class musicians
from Liverpool” raised their fame in 1963 with their album called Please, Please Me
and it profoundly affected the youth of the 1960s (Olson 44). As Olson further argues,
“[t]hey are considered to have been the most important influence on popular music and
the most successful performing group in history” and accordingly, “[t]he Beatles were
also the first of the rock groups whose domination of American popular music in the
1960s became known as the British invasion” (44). In 1962, another English rock band
the Rolling Stones was formed in London. Like the Beatles, the Rolling Stones affected
the youth culture of the 1960s. At this time, the youth of the society applied to the songs
of these groups during their strikes against the authority. Thus, music, alcohol and drugs
became the stimuli of the youth culture. On the other hand, some changes in attitudes to
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sex started to occur and accordingly, the attitude towards sex became freer and less
hypocritical.
In the 1960s, there were also some developments in the field of education. For instance,

in 1963, new universities were opened and students received state support. Furthermore,
in this decade, education opportunities in Britain developed so that the number of
working-class children and youth who went to schools increased and students had better
access to higher education. It is clear that, on the one hand, there were developments in
the fields of technology, economy and education, on the other hand, the British people,
who experienced enormous socio-cultural changes especially in the 1960s developed
numerous characteristics. The socio-cultural changes also affected politics. As in the
post-war periods, the British people lost their trust in the dominant authorities and their
future because of the violent attitudes of the political powers against humankind. Hence,
politically, there was instability especially in the 1960s and 1970s as well.
Furthermore, in 1963, a Conservative, Sir Alec Douglas-Home (1903 – 1995) became
Prime Minister of Britain and served until 1964. In 1964, a leader of the Labour party,
Harold Wilson (1916 – 1995) won the general election which was a kind of victory for
Labour because the year 1964 “marked the end of thirteen years of Conservative
government” (Stewart 1). Wilson served as the Prime Minister from 1964 to 1970 and
later he governed the country from 1974 to 1976.
There was a considerable rise in the proportion of divorce as more people became much
more aware of themselves as individuals. Also, people in the 1960s and 1970s did not
prefer to be married, so there was a serious decline in marriage and thereby, in birth
rates.
Indeed, these developments made the 1960s a decade of immense developments and
change in terms of individual rights and privileges, which shows the defiance of the
people of the authority of dominant systems. In 1965, for example, the death penalty for
murder was abolished in Britain by the Abolition of Death Penalty Act and in 1967. The
levels of abortion increased through the Abortion Act in 1967. In addition to abortion,
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homosexuality was legalised by Sexual Offences Act in 1967. Furthermore, in 1967, the
British pound devalued again because of the economic difficulties and in 1968,
censorship of plays came to an end under the Theatres Act. Besides these legal changes,
there were changes in the field of fashion. As Lenbet suggests, at the beginning of the
1960s, Mary Quant, who was the embodiment of the fashion in the 1960s, focused on
youth fashion and “created a style [that] appeared as an antithesis to the stereotype
female figure of the 1950s and young women sought to imitate her” (1). She encouraged
young women to wear the miniskirt and hot pants; moreover in this age, men’s hair got
longer as the symbol of freedom and independence.It is clear that with the increase in
personal and social liberties, the British people developed alternative lifestyles.
As Dodsworth argues, in the 1960s, Britain “was represented as a young society, partly
in an attempt to throw off the shadows of the fifties, partly as an aspect of the new
commercial exploitation of the young” (475). Thus, as the 1960s is the decade of the
youth, in this period Hippies appeared. Hippies became the symbol of these decades
with their characteristics including outrageous, free-spirited, colourful and selfindulgent attitudes. Hippies were against the restriction of the authorities and they had a
distinctive lifestyle that characterized their identity. As Chambers argues, “the appeal of
a distinctive difference that could be put together from available signs – musical styles
and hair styles, reading habits and clothes, cinema images and personalized movement”
defines the Hippies (152-3). Accordingly, long hair, coloured clothing, short skirt, beads
and body paint as representations of their identities are among their rebellious attitudes
against the established norms. They, in some way, initiated a socio-cultural reform. This
is because, they were not engaged with politics, but they were against the limitations of
the established values and conventions. Lenbet describes the Hippies as follows:
The hippies in 1966 and 1967 proclaimed peace and love with gestures,
adorned themselves with beads and body paint and indulged in free love at
rock concerts. They were influenced by eastern music and they had a language
of their own, all factors of which symbolized the defiance of authority. (2)

Alongside the Hippies, there were some groups which came together in order to show
their rejection of the oppression of the authority. Alongside the Hippies, in the 1960s, a
rock band, the Beatles, and in 1962 another rock group, the Rolling Stone, which guided
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the youth culture to rebel through their protest songs, appeared. Accordingly, rock ‘n’
roll became “the central communication system of youth” (Campbell, “Beatniks” 109)
and for the counterculture of the1960s, it became a “universal language” (Marwick, The
Sixties 3). In the1960s, these rebellious groups played a vital role in the formation of the
concept of counterculture. As noted by Campbell, the counterculture of the 1960s is “a
unique and powerful alliance of anti-adult and anti-establishment forces” (“Beatniks”
110). At the core of the concept of counterculture, there is personal transformation
which aims to achieve social transformation.
In addition to Hippies and rebellious rock bands, another revolt of the counterculture
was reform in sexual issues which had long lasting effects both in the 1960s and the
1970s. Bal states that the sexual revolution was a “provocative act of rebellion directed
against some of the most fundamental values of mainstream society, including the
sacred institution of the family, the religious establishment, and the importance attached
to sexual morality, especially as regarded women” (146). Not only through sex but also
through drugs and alcohol, the British people found rebellious power to challenge the
established norms in the society.
As Marwick asserts, “by the end of 1963 British youth subculture had knitted together
so effectively that there were very definite, and highly liberating, patterns of behaviour
and forms of self-presentation associated with it,” and now these features started to
influence the wider culture, despite the fact that established system wanted to destroy
the counterculture (The Sixties 77). However, the institutions in the 1960s stimulated
people to consumption habits via audio visual media. As Roberts puts forward, “people
and young people in particular, take their identities from lifestyles formed by
consumption and leisure” (“British” 157). Accordingly, in the 1960s consumerism
arrived and a growth in consumerism caused youthful disillusionment. For young
people, spending became an indispensable activity in their leisure time. Moreover,
according to Roberts, “it is normally through leisure that young people first assert
independence from adults” (“British” 163).
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As the decade of the 1960s was a period of immense change and challenge observed in
the counterculture, this decade may be accepted as a period of great conflict, too. As
Burns argues, “[i]t was a time of experiment, testing and uncertainty” and in that period,
“[t]hings were unsettled and in flux” (176). For instance, the 1960s witnessed many
protests, which indicates the conflict between the youth and the system. For example, as
Marcuse suggests, “[t]his opposition to the system was set off first by the civil rights
movement and then by the war in Vietnam” (“Problem of Violence” 87). The British
people were not indifferent to discrimination against African-Americans and the war in
Vietnam which began in 1954 and ended in 1975. Thus, the counterculture of the 1960s,
especially university students, protested against the war and made Anti-Vietnam War
demonstrations and protests in their universities. In 1969, through their ongoing
protests, Duke University students pressured the school management to establish a
Black Studies program. During the 1970s, the university students went on their protests
against discrimination, especially racism and other protesters such as miners and
workers continued their protests to gain their rights. In addition to the civil rights
movement, the student movement and the anti-Vietnam War movement as protests of
the 1960s, numerous protest styles occurred in other segments of the society such as the
women’s movement, which struggled for equal rights, and the gay rights movement,
which fought to legalise homosexuality.
Consequently, the decade of the 1960s was a period of significant social, political, and
cultural changes. As Keniston suggests, “[t]he power of the new youth culture comes
from the effort to make a ‘revolution’ that is both cultural and political, that combines
new ways of living with fundamental social and political change” (143-4). In other
words, Britain of the 1960s tried to create an alternative society through protest
lifestyles.
For this reason, in this period, many strikes occurred and “the decade also witnessed the
students’ and workers’ movement” (Sinfield 47). In 1968, for example, students and
workers gathered in Paris to protest against “nuclear weapons and nuclear armament”
because “they did not want another war and they thought that factories were poisoning
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[them] with chemicals” (Lenbet 2). Moreover, “the sixties was a period of world-wide
student concern over human rights issues” (Joy and Gwen Shaw 22). As Joy and Gwen
Shaw also argue, in the 1960s, middle class youth rejected “the standard English of the
BBC” and cultivated “regional accents” (22). Furthermore, in 1969, the voting age was
reduced to eighteen by the Parliament. On the other hand, because of the social and
economical changes in the 1960s, family ties weakened and the rate of divorces went on
increasing as in the post-war years. Significantly, Christianity, like other religious
beliefs, started to lose its power on the twentieth-century people. Instead of religion, “a
rationalist and pragmatic approach to the world was gaining importance,” for this reason
“natural science, the human sciences, and politics” tended to become “the dominant
discourses of this decade” (Lenbet 5).
The society of the 1960s, accordingly, is dubbed “permissive society” “reflecting the
manners of a young generation” (Rogers 475). In the permissive society of the 1960s,
“[h]ysteria, drugs, mysticism, meditation” presented “very different qualities of release”
(Joy and Gwen Shaw 25). Therefore, the decade of the “Swinging Sixties” witnessed
various developments and changes in social and political fields that undermined the
traditional values and the established systems.
As argued above, in the beginning of the 1960s, Britain diminished the bad effects of
the world wars and the Great Depression as a result of the positive changes such as
progress in technology and economic prosperity. However, in the mid-1960s post-war
prosperity was really shaken up. In the early 1970s, there emerged a decline in British
economy. In the wake of this decline, various problems and difficulties such as rising
unemployment, stagnation and inflation caused a deep sense of loss of hope for future.
Consequently, the industrial relations worsened causing conflicts between workers and
the employers. Furthermore, there was violence and much intolerance in British society.
Correspondingly, in the 1970s, there was immense complexity in almost all spheres. As
put by Forster and Harper, “[t]here were numerous contradictions which were, socially
and politically speaking, born out of concerns about gender, race, class, living
conditions and the workplace” (3).
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While people had acceptable income until the mid-1960s because of the decline in
British economy, they did not find their income enough from the late 1960s onwards.
According to Marr, in the late 1960s “Britain’s balance of payments was eyed with
increasing worry and suspicion” (844). As a result of low income and high
unemployment, there was a dramatic change in living standards and people encountered
numerous difficulties such as the problem of homelessness. As Brown argues, even the
Rent Act in 1965, “introducing rent tribunals to set fair rents” did not put an end to the
problem of homelessness (120). Thus, in this period, there were many workers’ and
miners’ strikes in addition to unremitting protests and demonstrations of students in the
1960s.
Cultural, social and political changes in the 1960s, some of which were destructive
while others were positive, did not end in 1969 and the reconstruction of the established
norms, systems and beliefs continued during the 1970s. Accordingly, the 1970s can be
accepted as the most significant decade of the twentieth century and can be considered
as a decade of loss because of the loss of values, respect and tolerance. For instance, the
divorce rate increased through the end of the 1960s and continued heavily in the 1970s.
As stated above, first, in order to regain their freedom, in the 1960s established systems
were protested by various protest styles and university sit-ins, together but then protests
took shape according to gender. For example, in the beginning of the 1970s, women no
longer wanted to be exposed to any restrictions and to be in a subordinate position to
their husbands, fathers and brothers. Hence, in order to break the convention by
rejecting the norms, new trends such as fashionable hairstyles and clothes appeared.
Evidently, divorce contributed to women’s liberation. As Forster and Harper argue, The
Women’s Liberation Movement created “the now-called ‘second wave’ of feminism in
the 1970s and women organised themselves into petitioning, activist groups, at times
radical and revolutionary, to lobby and gain publicity and support for equal rights and
status for women” (4). In addition to new trends of women, some legislative changes
such as the Equal Pay Act were arranged for women in 1970, but it was not wholly
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implemented until 1975. Moreover, new laws and developments gave rights to lesbians
and gays. As Walter states, the Gay Liberation Front
is a nation-wide coalition of revolutionary homosexual organizations creating a
radical Counter Culture within the homosexual lifestyles. Politically it’s part of the
radical ‘Movement’ working to suppress and eliminate discrimination and
oppression against homosexuals in industry, the mass media, government, schools,
and churches. (7)

Evidently, the Gay Liberation Front advocated the rights of homosexuals against any
oppression by the established values and aimed at increasing public awareness about
homosexuality. As Marwick points out, “there was more sex, in more variations, and,
crucially, there was less guilt, less fear, and less furtiveness” (The Sixties 681).
Alongside the levels of divorce, rise in the rate of abortion shows that people in the
1970s had more confidence. For this reason, sex was no longer an institution based on
productivity.
As in the 1960s, youth culture was effective in creating new cultural forms in the 1970s.
The effects of Hippies through their rebellious attitudes continued during the 1970s. As
Black argues, “[l]awlessness was particularly noted” among British young people in the
seventies (105). For example, drug use among the young people became widespread.
Furthermore, unisex clothing culture of the 1960s through the production of denim
jeans, individuality and gaining freedom continued during the 1970s. Another sign of
rise in the feeling of individuality is that “[t]he very idea of a unified ‘working class’
essentially disappeared in the 1970s” (Borstelmann 228). Moreover, the counterculture
of the 1960s was still dominant in the 1970s. In the wake of the counterculture and
sexual revolution, a new type of music fan, that is, Groupies appeared in Britain. Rock
“groupies” of the 1960s and the 1970s created noticeable subcultures. As defined by
Fenn, “a groupie from this period is someone who both desired to become and
succeeded in becoming intimately involved with musicians” (7). Consequently, young
people found various ways of expressing their identities. As Chisholm points out,
“British youth finds itself in a society which continues to be marked by structured
systems of inequality along the divisions of class, gender, ethnicity and race, and,
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increasingly, geographical location” (28). However, this movement towards more
freedom and individuality resulted in some losses. As in the 1960s, people lost not only
their faith in God and religious institutions but also their trust towards any political
power in the 1970s, too. Hence, as noted by Borstelmann, “the personal is political,”
and “the personal was spiritual” became their motto in the 1970s (247). Furthermore, to
regain their freedom people in the twentieth century tried to make social revolution by
turning to alternatives such as sex, alcohol and drugs.
Briefly, as Beckett argues, for Britain since the Second World War the 1970s is “the
worst of times [that] came between the election of Edward Heath in 1970 and the
election of Margaret Thatcher in 1979” (1). In the 1970s, Britain witnessed the
governments of four prime ministers. As it is mentioned above, the first Prime Minister
of the 1970s is the leader of the Conservative party, Edward Heath who governed the
country from 1970 to 1974. The others are the leaders of the Labour party, Harold
Wilson, who was the prime minister between 1974 and 1976, and James Callagham
who governed between 1976 and 1979. The last prime minister of the 1970s is the
leader of the Conservative party, Margaret Thatcher, who won the general election of
1979. When these four prime ministers won the general elections they all made some
promises to stop the inflation, unemployment and solve the other economic problems.
However, like Heath, none of them could do much about these problems. On the
contrary, they even caused the emergence of new problems. In 2006, David Cameron,
who was a teenager when the 1970s ended, told the condition of the 1970s as follows:
Economic decline was embodied in inflation, stagnation and rising
unemployment […] deteriorating industrial relations: unions versus
management, workers versus the bosses. […] In 1950 1,389,000 working days
were lost to industrial action. By 1979, this had multiplied to 29,400,074 – the
highest on record. Margaret Thatcher set out to deal not only with the problems
of this British disease but also with its causes. […] With huge courage and
perseverance, she turned Britain into a different country. (qtd. in Beckett 1)

Clearly, in addition to hyperinflation, poor industrial relations and unemployment are
main problems of political failure in the 1970s. As noted by Lenbet, the 1970s is also
the decade of some “other violent events such as the development of urban terrorism,
kidnapping, hijacking, hooliganism, vandalism and the sophistication of organized
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crime in the major metropolises of the world” (5). Moreover, as a result of all these
violent events many strikes occurred in the 1970s. For example, the miners’ strike in
1972 aimed to relieve the working conditions and have an increase in their payments. In
this decade, poor economic conditions caused not only miscommunication between
people but also the fear of another world war.
Still, politicians tried to improve the situation. For instance, “in 1971, the Heath
government produced a characteristically ambitious blueprint for transforming
industrial relations,” so the Industrial Bill, whose goal was to balance industrial
relations, was “a mixture of both the consensual and the confrontational Heath
approaches to unions” (Beckett 58). However, many unions did not want to be
controlled by it. As Beckett suggests, although “Kill the Bill” protesters were strictly
against the Bill, it survived and became law in August 1971 (59). Moreover, in the
beginning of the 1970s, the North Sea natural gas and North Sea oil, which were
significant for British economy, were discovered. However, they did not help the poor
economic conditions of Britain and its high inflation, either. Appearently, the 1970s
were “grim,” “violent,” and they were “the hangover from the sixties,” and thus the
period presented “a dead end” (Beckett 2).
The changes and events in the 1960s and 1970s gave twentieth-century English
literature, especially the poetry of the 1960s and 1970s, a new direction. In the poetry of
the 1960s and 1970s, there are outstanding figures such as Charles Tomlinson (born in
1927), Thom Gunn (1929 – 2004), Ted Hughes (1930 – 1998), Geoffrey Hill (born in
1932), and Tony Harrison (born in 1937). All these poets contributed to the poetry of the
1960s and 1970s in several different ways.
As Greene et al. suggest, “[the British] Poetry Revival of the late 1960s and early 1970s
saw the resurgence of more distinctly experimental strains, resistant to mainstream
conventions and enabled by the proliferation of loosely affiliated networks of small
presses” (426). It can be argued that the poetry of these decades renewed itself by
expanding and developing the subject matter, style and the sources of the poetry marked
by the Movement Poetry. Additionally, in these decades, poets did not find the quality of
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the poetry of the 1950s satisfactory because of the principles of the Movement Poetry of
the 1950s. The Movement Poetry of the 1950s is considered to be a break from the
poetry of Dylan Thomas, and the erudite tradition of Ezra Pound and T. S. Eliot, the
Modernist Poetry. The principle of the Movement Poetry is to represent everything as it
is. It insists on clarity, intelligibility, and order in poetry and additionally, it adopts the
neo-classical principles. Movement Poetry, accordingly, records the drab facts of life
and is characterised by pain, apathy, pessimism, acceptance of the meaninglessness of
life, indifference, fear and boredom. Thus, Movement Poetry has a “minus attitude,”
meaning negativity towards life and uses a deflated language to express it. Furthermore,
it is sceptical and ironic. However, the irony is not like in modernism. It stresses
“honesty of thought and feeling and clarity of expression” (Regan 211). It is the poetry
of individualism and attempts to distance the private from the public. Moreover, it
avoids political commitment. Philip Larkin (1922-1985), who is a realist poet, is the
leading figure of the movement. Larkin says that he found in Hardy his true subject
matter and style; “his subjects are men, the life of men, time and the passing of time,
love and the fading of love” (175-6). Larkin believes that poetry is sharing experience
with the reader. Accordingly, the experience of the poet is shared with the reader. The
Movement Poetry stands against modernism and so holds modernism responsible for
poetry’s alienation from popular imagination. It attempts to re-establish the contact
between the reader and the poet/poem. Most movement poets were lower middle class
and politically neutral. Robert Conquest’s New Lines (1956) is a work of importance in
establishing the Movement. Hence, they wanted to return to the English tradition. They
denied the importance of modernism. Modernist poets as T. S. Eliot and Ezra Pound are
intruders for them. Thus, they wanted to erase the influence of modernism. Considering
all these principles of the Movement Poetry of the 1950s, it can be accepted that for the
poets of the 1960s and 1970s,

the quality of the poetry of the 1950s was not

satisfactory; so, they introduced new techniques and contents. For example, poets of the
1960s and 1970s created a variety of themes and they used myths and legends in their
poetry heavily. Although there were some poets such as D. H. Lawrence (1885-1930)
and William Butler Yeats (1865-1939) who used myths in their poetry before the 1960s
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and the 1970s myth in the twentieth century, especially in the poetry of the 1960s and
the 1970s, showed continuity through symbols or narrative.
In the poetry of the 1960s and especially of the 1970s, there are different modes like
interaction of opposing values, international or transatlantic, modernist and postmodernist modes. Some poets of these decades, such as Seamus Heaney and Ted
Hughes, wrote rural elegies, farm diaries, poems of childhood and family. They were
interested in character and story, and their aim was to reach the audience. The only poet,
who has all these characteristics of the poetry of the 1960s and 1970s in his poems, is
Ted Hughes. Owing to this typical feature of Hughes, he is accepted as “the voice of the
1960s and 1970s as a modernist and postmodernist poet” (Lenbet 13-4).
Evidently, the poetry of the 1960s does not move away from the principles of the
Movement Poetry completely. However, there are new additions. For instance, in the
poetry of the 1960s and the 1970s, poets neither rejected modernism nor accepted it.
Hence, it gave rise to another movement called “the New Movement” (Robinson, The
Oxford 99). While the Movement poets rejected Modernism, Modernism became a “part
of the literary background for the ‘new’ poetry” (Sheppard 29). Alfred Alvarez (born
1929), who is an English poet, critic and nonfiction writer, published an anthology
called The New Poetry in 1962 and it gave a direction to the “new poetry.” It can be
accepted as a reaction to Robert Conquest’s New Lines published in 1956. Through The
New Poetry, Alvarez suggests that poetry needs to be open to international influences.
As West asserts, Hughes “belongs to a basically different generation from that of the
“Movement,” to the generation of “angry young men” (John Osborne (b. 1929)) or of
Harold Pinter’s (b. 1930) new theatre, to a generation of artists who lived the war
vicariously, and thus had a different feeling for energy” (50). So, Hughes is the pioneer
of “the New Movement” because Hughes “developed a distinctively bardic voice,
grounded in the immediacy of an often ruthless nature” (Greene et al. 426). Hughes as a
leading figure in the New Poetry, thus, became the representative of Modernist Poetry
alongside the Postmodernist Poetry. According to Sheppard, Hughes’s poetry “is thus
only a partial exception, a limit case, for the orthodoxy as it developed away from the
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actual examples of the 1950s Movement, to become the ideal poetic unconscious that
defined acceptability in the 1960s and beyond” (32). For the poets of the 1960s and the
1970s, particularly Hughes, the 1950s Movement is not sufficient to represent the
reality. Thus, Hughes, like other poets of the 1960s and the 1970s, starts to use myths in
his poetry. He, contrary to Larkin, does not show the reality according to the features of
realism but he uses symbols to reflect it. Instead of reflecting reality in a direct manner,
he uses archetypes as symbols in his mythic poetry. Hence, he may be accepted as a
very good poet of symbolism. To put it briefly:
In contrast to the rational lucidity and buttoned-up forms of Philip Larkin and
other English poets of “the Movement,” Hughes fashions a mythical
consciousness in his poems, embodied in violent metaphors, blunt syntax,
harsh alliterative clusters, bunched stresses, incantatory repetitions, insistent
assonances, and a dark brooding tone. (Greenblatt 2808)

There were followers of Hughes. As different groups appeared in the poetry of the
1960s and 1970s, these followers of Ted Hughes and Sylvia Plath, novelists Al Alvarez
and Jon Silkin created a group in the beginning of the 1960s called
“Expressionists” (Lenbet 13). According to Lenbet, there are other significant poets
such as Peter Redgrove and David Wevill who can be considered as the “Tribe of
Ted” (13). Among these poets, Hughes wrote poems through the inspiration of both his
own life experiences and the real life of the people in the 1960s and 1970s in particular.
Hughes explains the poets’ need to write as follows:
We think we’re writing something to amuse, but we’re actually saying
something we desperately need to share. The real mystery is this strange need.
Why can’t we just hide it and shut up? Why do we have to blab? Why do human
beings need to confess? Maybe if you don’t have that secret confession, you
don’t have a poem - don’t even have a story. (Heinz par. 58)

Hughes, accordingly, suggests that poetry is both about the poet and the society because
the poets need to share their knowledge about the reality in order to guide the society
and they should also try to deal with the problems of the society so that they raise
awareness.
While writing his poetry, Hughes was influenced by many outstanding poets such as
Gerard Manley Hopkins, John Donne, Dylan Thomas, D. H. Lawrence, William Butler
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Yeats and William Blake in different aspects. In his interview with Faas, Hughes
explains the works of poets by which he was influenced. First of all, Hughes explains
that he admired Donne’s satires and epistles. Moreover, Dylan Thomas’s Deaths and
Entrances seems to have affected him because of its being a holy book. Moreover,
Hughes clarifies the significant influence of D. H. Lawrence in his poetry because he
read some of Lawrence’s poems in his youth. Hughes was enthralled by Yeats for
almost six years and he was influenced by Yeats’s many “other interests, folklore, and
magic in particular” rather than Yeats’s verse (Faas, Ted Hughes 202).
Moreover, as there are international influences in the twentieth century poetry, Hughes
was also influenced by many Eastern European poets such as the Hungarian poet, Janos
Pilinszky (1921-1981); the Serbian poet, Vasko Popa (1922-1991); and the Czech poet,
Miroslav Holub (1923-1998). While writing their poetry, these poets could not get over
the effects of the Second World War, in which they served. Accordingly, these poets’
works had effect on Hughes’s themes such as violence, “suffering, creativity and
survival on a profoundly human level” (qtd. in Taşkın 8).
Hughes was also influenced by American poets, particularly through his wife Slyvia
Plath, an American poet, whom he met in Cambridge in 1956 when she came “on a
Fulbright Scholarship to read English” (West 14). They married within four months.
According to Hughes, Plath “was America and American literature in person” (Heinz
par. 61). Through Plath, Hughes knew many American poets such as Crowe Ransom
(1888-1974), Karl J. Shapiro (1913-2000), Robert Lowell (1917-1977), William S.
Merwin (born in 1927) and Richard Wilbur (born in 1921). In an interview with Faas,
Hughes points out the effect of Crowe Ransom on his poetry as follows: Ransom was a
poet “who gave me a model I felt I could use” and “he helped me get my words into
focus” (Ted Hughes 203). Ransom’s poems are mainly about domestic situations and his
concerns in his poetry are death, sex and religion. Like Hughes, he uses myths and
symbols and additionally he uses metaphor and images in his poetry.
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Despite being influenced by several poets, Hughes created his own style out of these
various influences. He finds “this whole business of influences” as “mysterious” (Faas,
Ted Hughes 203). Faas describes Hughes’s concerns as follows:
In the sixties, a period of trial and error, particularly after the death of Sylvia
Plath, the poet’s search for a new spiritual basis began to diversify its
perspectives. Paralleling similar pursuits among his contemporaries, the
inquiries into non-Western and primitive culture gained additional momentum
from kindred forays into those borderline areas of modern scientific research
which suggest the need for a new understanding of man and nature. Here
physics, anthropology, ecology, ethology and parapsychology have held
Hughes’ consistent interest while his search amongst the rare texts of primitive
myth, poetry and folklore intensified as his poetry turned more and more
mythical. (Ted Hughes 25)

While Hughes’ early collections such as The Hawk in the Rain (1957) and Lupercal
(1960) are about the relationship between man and nature, in his later collections, which
are mostly written in the 1970s, Wodwo (1967), Crow (1970), Prometheus on his Crag
(1973), Gaudete (1976) and Cave Birds (1975) Hughes uses myths. Moreover, his last
collections such as Remains of the Helmet (1979), River (1983) and Wolfwatching
(1989) represent his eco-critical concerns.
Hughes’ collections of the 1970s show that although he is mostly known as a nature,
animal and war poet, Hughes is also a mythic poet or myth maker, “a person who
renames the world by reordering familiar words or making new ones” (West 35). As
Greene et al. suggest, Hughes is a poet, “for whom, in diverse ways, poetry never gave
up its ancient bardic involvement with magic and mystery, charm and spell and
curse” (56). Thus, Hughes uses the trickster myth of the native Americans, the Creation
myth and the Bible in Crow (1970), and the Greek myth of Prometheus in Prometheus
on His Crag (1973) in order to present the human condition in the twentieth century and
people’s challenge against the established norms in the twentieth century.
To clarify Hughes’s use of myth in his poetry, what the myth is and how it functions
need to be explained. D. H. Lawrence states that “[m]yth is an attempt to narrate a
whole human experience, of which the purpose is too deep, going too deep in the blood
and soul, for mental explanation or description” (318). Apparently, myth is essential to
understand the portrayal of the human nature. As Powell similarly suggests, myths
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“reflect the society that produces them” and thereby they put forth “the nature of that
society” (1). Myth, then, is “a traditional story with collective importance” (Powell 1;
emphasis in original). Hence, it symbolises the experiences of people in a culture in
which myth is written. Correspondingly, for the survival of the beliefs and the attitudes
of the people in a culture myth is vital for each society. Thus, “myth in its traditional
sense is an anonymous, non-literary, essentially religious formulation of the cosmic
view of a people who approach its formulations not as representations of truth but as
truth itself” (Thrall and Hibbard 334; emphasis in original).
Carl Jung (1875-1961) associates myths with the “collective unconscious” in his
definition of the psyche as formed of three components such as “the ego, the personal
unconscious and the collective unconscious” (Lopez 7). Morissette explains Jung’s
philosophy of the collective unconscious as follows:
The “collective unconscious” is made up of archetypes and emotional symbols
that are common to all individuals, i.e., religions, dreams, fairy tales and
literature from all over the world have universal meaning and understanding.
(n.p.)
For Jung, the collective unconscious involves the experiences of humankind. Jung

emphasises the differences between the personal unconscious and the collective
unconscious as follows:
The collective unconscious is a part of the psyche which can be negatively
distinguished from a personal unconscious by the fact that it does not, like the
latter, owe its existence to personal experience and consequently is not a
personal acquisition. While the personal unconscious is made up essentially of
contents which have at one time been conscious but which have disappeared
from consciousness through having been forgotten or repressed, the contents of
the collective unconscious have never been in consciousness, and therefore have
never been individually acquired, but owe their existence exclusively to
heredity. Whereas the personal unconscious consists for the most part of
complexes the content of the collective unconscious is made up essentially of
archetypes. (“Archetypes” 42; emphasis in original)

The term “archetype,” then, is derived from the Greek word arkhetupon which means “a
prototype” and “a paradigm or exemplar” (Cuddon 15). This term was used by Jung
extensively and elaborately and he gave the term a distinct meaning as archetypes are
the “primordial types, [...] universal images that have existed since the remotest
times” (Jung, The Archetypes 5). Accordingly, for Jung, “[t]he primordial images are the
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most ancient and the most universal ‘thought-forms’ of humanity” (“Two Essays” 102).
Jung, in this respect, assumes that archetypes are patterns of behaviour:
[T]hey prove to be typical attitudes, modes of action—thought-processes and
impulses which must be regarded as constituting the instinctive behaviour
typical of the human species. The term I chose for this, namely “archetype,”
therefore coincides with the biological concept of the “pattern of
behaviour.” (“The Psychogenesis” 261)

Clearly, for Jung, the archetypes are symbols and appear in myths. Jung, in this respect,
asserts that the “expression of archetypes is myth and fairy tale” (The Archetypes 5).
Obviously, there is a relationship between archetypes and field of mythology. As Jung
suggests, in mythological research, archetypes are used as motifs and symbols as well.
According to Jungian perspective,
myths are essentially culturally elaborated representations of the contents of the
deepest recesses of the human psyche: the world of the archetypes. Myths
represent the unconscious archetypal, instinctual structures of the mind. They
represent these structures not in a historical and cultural vacuum but rather as
they are culturally elaborated and expressed in terms of the world view of a
particular age and culture. (Walker 4)

Indeed, myths are stories and expressions of archetypes. Despite the fact that there are
various archetypes that exist at any time such as the Hero, the Scapegoat and the
Temptress archetypes, some further archetypes are described by Jung. For Jung, there
are four main archetypes: Mother, Rebirth, Spirit, and Trickster. In mythology, the
trickster archetype, which mainly appears in American Indian mythology, appears in
various aspects. Still, it is common that he appears as a deceiver.
In addition to Jung, there are many other theorists who add an interpretation to the
concept of myth. While some of them establish a relationship between religion and
myth, others deal with the relationship between science and myth. For Segal, who offers
a remarkable interpretation for theories of myth and theorists of myth such as Jung and
Campbell through his two main books called Theorizing about Myth and Teaching Jung,
many theorists such as Tylor, Smith, Frazer, Harrison, and Hooke suggest that “myth is
a subset of religion” and defend that “religion is the primitive counterpart to modern
science, and myth is part of the religious explanation of the world or part of the
religious means of controlling the world” (Theorizing 2). Jung, furthermore, asserts that
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“myths of a religious nature can be interpreted as a sort of mental therapy for the
sufferings and anxieties of mankind in general [such as] hunger, war, disease, old age,
death” (Man 79). Unlike these theorists, some other theorists like Campbell assert that
myth is against religion because there are findings of psychology and
specifically those findings have to do with the source and nature of myth. For[,]
since it has always been on myths that the moral orders of societies have been
founded, the myths canonized as religion, and since the impact of science on
myths results -- apparently inevitably – in moral disequilibrarion, we must now
ask whether it is not possible to arrive scientifically at such an understanding of
the life-supporting nature of myths that, in criticizing their archaic features, we
do not misrepresent and disqualify their necessity -- throwing out, so to say, the
baby (whole generations of babies) with the bath. (Myths 15)

Again, Segal clarifies Campbell’s notion about the relationship between myth and
religion as “religion perverts the psychological and mystical meaning of myth by
interpreting its own myths literally and historically” (Theorizing 2). Evidently, it is
inevitable to see the effects of the events in the period in which myth is written. As
Powell argues, myths cannot be separated from the religious, “physical, social, and
spiritual worlds in which a people live or from a people’s history” (1). Hence, there has
been the concept of myth since the existence of human beings to represent the human
condition. Indeed, myths, which are anonymous stories, are created by people to answer
some questions such as:
Who am I? What is the nature of the universe in which I live? How do I relate
to that universe? How much control do I have over my own life? What must I
do in order to survive? How can I lead a satisfying life? How can I balance my
own desires with my responsibilities to my family and my community? How
can I reconcile myself to the inevitability of death? (Rosenberg xv, xvi)

Based on these questions, even if it seems the function of myth is for the individual, it is
also for the society. As Walker argues, the major function of myth is “compensatory”
because “myth serves to raise to consciousness heretofore untended aspects of the
societal and individual personality and thereby to promote balance or wholeness” (ix).
However, for Jung the main function of myth is psychological and it aims to show the
unconscious. Accordingly, “myths are original revelations of the preconscious psyche,
involuntary statements about unconscious psychic happenings” (Jung, “Archetypes”
154). As Segal argues, in spite of the term ‘involuntary,’ “[m]yths does not inadvertently
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reveal the unconscious” because “its creation is guided by the unconscious, which
intentionally reveals itself to consciousness” (“Jung on Myths” 83). Thus, “what is
‘involuntary’ is on the part of consciousness, the recipient of the revelation” (Theorizing
77). Hence, Segal explains that according to Jung myth “functions not merely to
announce the existence of the unconsciousness but actually to enable humans to
experience it” because it “provides not only information about the unconscious but also
entrée to it” (“Jung on Myths” 83).
Like Jung, Freud also thinks that myths “transform the outer world into an extension of
the inner one” and thus, “mythic thinking” is “not merely a way of thinking but a way
of thinking about the world – and in turn a way of experiencing the world” (Segal,
Theorizing 83). As it is seen, myth has various purposes. According to Rosenberg, its
“serious purpose is either to explain the nature of the universe (creation and fertility
myths) or to instruct members of the community in the attitudes and behaviour
necessary to function successfully in that particular culture (hero myths and
epics)” (xvi). For this reason, Jung assigns myth a social as well as a psychological
function. As Segal suggests, this social function provides “a guide for behaviour” and
“the lives of characters in myth become models to be emulated” (Theorizing 79).
According to McGuire and Hull, Jung explains this emulation as follows:
For instance, the way in which a man should behave is given by an archetype.
That is why primitives tell the stories they do… Our ancestors have done so and
so, and so shall you. Or such and such a hero has done so and so, and this is
your model. Again, in the teachings of the Catholic Church there are several
thousand saints. They show us what to do, they serve as models. They have
their legends and that is Christian mythology. (292-93)

Like Jung, Rosenberg asserts that in myths “we see ourselves” because myths, such as
heroic myths, “teach [their] members the appropriate attitudes, behaviour, and values of
that culture” (xvii). Myth, thus, “makes humans feel at home in the world” not only “by
explaining events in the world” but also by presenting the attitudes of people through
some images or archetypes (Segal, Theorizing 78). Therefore, as Rosenberg argues,
“[m]yths are an important way to understand ourselves and our connection to other
people at a time when the welfare of each culture depends on the attitudes and actions
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of other cultures” (xv). To put it briefly, myth has many functions such as
psychological, individual and social. In accordance with its functions, myth has various
subject matters.
As Thrall and Hibbard argue, “they all attempt to explain creation, divinity, and religion,
to guess at the meaning of existence and death, to account for natural phenomena, and
to chronicle the adventures of racial heroes” (333-34). Theories of Jung and Freud best
suit “hero myths” because both theorists assert that “heroism can evince itself at varying
stages of psychological development,” for example, according to Freudians “the hero
can, like Oedipus, be the stereotypical rebel against the tyrannical father” (Segal,
Theorizing 85). For instance, Hughes’s use of the Greek myth of Prometheus is relevant
to the hero myths.
It seems that Hughes’ definition of myth owes to Jung. Hughes holds the idea that
myths reflect human experience through referring to the reality. Thus, myths are not
fiction, they constitute life itself. Hughes, who is affected by the Jungian perspective,
uses archetypes in his mythical poetry. In Hughes’s mythic poetry, archetypes are used
as symbols. According to Sagar, “insofar as they [Hughes’s symbols] have antecedents,
they are in totemism, folklore, and archetypes of Jungian psychology” (Writers 28).
Thus, Hughes’s view of myth is Jungian.
Animals and landscape have a great importance in Hughes’s life from the beginning
because of his birth place, Yorkshire. Sagar argues that
landscape was his [Hughes’s] inheritance. It gave him his earliest metaphors,
which later gave him his distinctive way of looking at the world and of thinking
about himself, and anchored his consciousness in the permanent realities. The
geography of his childhood world became his map of heaven and hell; the
interplay of the elements in that place gave him his sense of the creating and
destroying powers of the world; the local animals became his theriomorphic
archetypes. (Writers 8)

In fact, alongside his use of animals as archetypes in his poetry, Hughes also uses
certain archetypes such as trickster and scapegoat. Thus, the Crow of the trickster myths
of the native Americans in Crow (1970) and the Greek myth of Prometheus in
Prometheus on His Crag (1973) can be considered as the trickster and scapegoat
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archetypes, respectively. Hughes as a shaman uses animals as archetypal symbols in his
poetry to represent the reality of his culture and society. As Armstrong states
[t]he shaman was a master of trance and ecstasy, whose visions and dreams
encapsulated the ethos of the hunt, and gave it a spiritual meaning. […] It was
thought that he had the power to leave his body and to travel in spirit to the
celestial world. When he fell into a trance, he flew through the air and
communed with the gods for the sake of his people. (24)

It is seen here that the shaman exists only in hunting societies because animals have
great importance in their spirituality. According to the shaman, animals “know the
secrets of longevity and immortality, and, by communing with them, the shaman gains
an enhanced life” (Armstrong 27). Hughes, on the other hand, serves for this aim
through his animal images. As Maity argues, for Hughes, the images of animals, which
are irreplaceable in his poetry, “constitute an emblematic bestiary which helps to convey
Hughes’s most important themes” such as “heroism and survival, myth, attitudes to
sexuality and the role and function of the poet” (29). According to Maity, Hughes’s
animal images
are the central focus for Hughes’s important mythic presentation:
metamorphosis as an image of indestructibility of life, and the god-animal as
symbol for creative and destructive forces in nature. Sexuality is such a creative
force: the uninhibited actions of animals provide Hughes with useful images for
his exploration of the attitudes and sexual practices of modern man. (29)

Similarly, Keith Sagar argues that Hughes is
a great poet because he possesses the kind of imagination which issues in the
purest poetry, charged poetry, visionary, revelatory poetry that sees into life of
things, that takes over where all other modes of apprehending reality falter. It is
imagination, which draws on his unconscious, on the racial unconscious, on his
sixth sense and perhaps innumerable further senses, speaks through him. He is,
in a word, ‘inspired’…He performs a function essential to the race, a function
analogous to that performed in more primitive cultures by the shaman, whose
function is to make the dangerous journey, on behalf of his society, into the
spirit world, which is to say, into his own unconscious. (qtd. in Dyson 129)

To put it briefly, Hughes uses myth’s psychological, individual and social function in his
mythic poetry. Thus, as these functions of myth are kept in view “[m]ore than a story,
myth becomes a worldview” in Hughes’ poetry (Segal, Theorizing 83). Obviously,
Hughes’s definition of myth is based on the Jungian perspective and Hughes uses
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animals as mythical archetypes in his mythic poetry. Hughes also uses mythical stories
of rebellion to represent the contemporary reality in his poetry.
Within this context, in the first chapter of this study, Hughes’s use of the trickster myth
of the Crow is analysed and in the light of the socio-cultural background of the 1960s, it
is argued that the Crow myth in Crow represents the attitudes of the people of the
mid-1960s and early 1970s. In the second chapter of this study, Hughes’s use of the
Prometheus myth in Prometheus on His Crag is studied with respect to the historical
background of the mid-1960s and early 1970s in particular to represent the attitudes of
the people in these periods. Accordingly, this study demonstrates how Hughes uses the
trickster myth of Crow and the Prometheus myth to present the general state of people
in the 1960s and 1970s which is highlighted within the context of the socio-cultural
background of the twentieth-century British society. Hughes proposes that Crow the
trickster and rebellious Prometheus represent many aspects in the culture of the second
half of the twentieth century in particular and people’s ways of coping with and
overcoming the difficulties and challenges the life in this period that presents to them.
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CHAPTER I
TED HUGHES’S CROW: CROW THE TRICKSTER AND
BRITISH SOCIETY IN THE 1960s

Crow, as the bird of Bran, is the oldest and
highest totem creature of Britain […] England
pretends to the lion - that is a late fake import.
England’s autochthonous Totem is the Crow.
Whatever colour of Englishman you scratch
you come to some sort of Crow.1
- - Ted Hughes

In a letter to Alan Bold in 1973, Hughes points out that the totem creature of England is
the Crow, not the lion because Crow carries the traces of the attitudes of the British
people. Arguably, in writing Crow, Hughes was influenced by the events in the late
twentieth century. The events in the post-war years, especially in the 1960s provided
political, religious and socio-cultural background to his poetry collection, Crow.
This chapter analyses Hughes’s use of Crow as a mythical trickster figure in his poetry
collection Crow and argues that Hughes uses the trickster myths of the native
Americans to develop his own myth of the Crow to represent the people of the late
twentieth-century and their attitudes and beliefs in Britain. In Crow, Hughes, thus,
creates a subversive creation myth, an alternative Bible and explores the tainted
relationship between the creator and the creation in relation to late twentieth-century
loss of faith and hope in the future. Crow, hence, in his attitudes and behavior, reflects
the attitudes and beliefs in the second half of the twentieth century produced by
religious, social, political and economic changes and conflicts, especially in the 1960s.
Hughes’s Crow was published in 1970 and it seems to be a product of the period in that
Hughes tries to represent the protest culture and the particular worldview through
adapting a trickster figure, Crow in his Crow. Hughes’s protagonist, to a great extent, is
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a parallel figure to humanity in that like Crow, who has a quest to find his creator
through whom he tries to find his place in the world, the people in the 1960s are in
search of better life conditions and they aim to convert their hopelessness to hope
through their protest lifestyles and their rebellious attitudes towards the established
norms, particularly in the 1960s. Hence, it is evident that the culture of the 1960s was a
culture of survival. Like Crow, people realised that the established systems did not work
and institutions failed them, so they developed alternatives.
Indeed, the request of Leonard Baskin also affected Hughes’ decision to write his Crow
poems. After the American poet Sylvia Plath, to whom Ted Hughes was married in
1956, had committed suicide in 1963, the American artist Leonard Baskin, who is
Hughes’s future illustrator, requested Hughes “to write poems to accompany a series of
sketches” which were sketches of a crow (Brandes 513). However, Hughes did not start
to write his Crow poems until the mid-1960s. In 1985, Hughes explained the origin of
Crow as follows:
Crow grew out of an invitation by Leonard Baskin to make a book with him simply
about crows. He wanted an occasion to add more crows to all the crows that flock
through his sculpture, drawings, and engravings in their various transformations.
As the protagonist of a book, a crow would become symbolic in any author’s
hands. And a symbolic crow lives a legendary life. That is how Crow took off.
(Winter 243)

Here, Hughes admits that Crow has a symbolic significance. Hughes, in a December
1969 letter to Leonard Baskin, points out “whether people like them or not, they [Crow
poems] are my masterpiece” (Letters 300). Crow, which “is Ted Hughes’s most bleak
and disturbing volume,” was first published in 1970 containing 59 poems (Brandes
513). In 1972, it was revised and reissued and was added seven poems 2 which did not
appear in the original edition of 1970. In addition to the seven supplementary poems
there are several uncollected and unpublished Crow poems. In each Crow poem,
Hughes presents one or more attitudes of Crow. For example, in some of them Hughes
introduces the Crow’s loss of faith, while in others he presents Crow as a survivor,
loveless, egoist, rebel, trickster and hopeful.
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The trickster myth of Crow adopted by Hughes comes from the legends of two cultures;
one is the arctic culture area known as the eskimo culture, and the other is the
Northwest coast culture area. Each culture in North America, divided into ten culture
areas3 by scholars and anthropologists, who study Native American culture, has a
trickster figure with various names. In these culture areas, the native Americans
developed various traditions, lifestyles, religions and mythologies. However, while
creating his Crow myth Hughes was firstly affected by the Arctic culture area, which in
North America, “extends from southern Alaska and around the northern rim of the
continent to eastern Greenland” while in the West, it extends into northeast Siberia
(Bastian and Mitchell 8). In Eskimo culture, there were many folk tales and myths
which concerned animals and supernatural beings. As Bastian and Mitchell assert,
“[m]yths of the Arctic culture area commonly feature tricksters, shamans and shamanic
journeys, and a mistress of sea animals” (10). Furthermore, people in that culture, for
their religious rituals, which were mostly directed by shamans, “carved beautiful objects
out of various materials” such as “wood, bone, and ivory, with fur and feathers added”
and at their ceremonial dances, men and women wore, respectively, face and finger
masks which “represented the spirits of animals and the forces in nature” (Waldman
118). It seems that Hughes, a shaman, was influenced by the trickster myth and
shamanic figure of the Eskimo culture in employing Crow as a trickster in his Crow
poems.
Hughes seems to have borrowed from the Northwest Coast culture area of North
America as well. Bastian and Mitchell argue that “[t]he natives who inhabited the
rugged coastal terrain stretching from southern Alaska through British Columbia and as
far south as northern California belonged to numerous cultures” (12). Bastian and
Mitchell further state, the Northwest Coast mythology included some “[s]tories about
clans and lineage, the transformer, the trickster, and the relationship between hunters
and animals” (13). In many tales, the Sun and the Moon are stolen by a trickster figure;
for example, Raven as a trickster figure of the Northwest Coast “stole light for the
benefit of their people” (Lynch 62) and in his role of culture hero Mink, who is a
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member of weasel family and a talented hunter, also appears as a trickster figure and he
has abilities to create “mountains, rivers, and lakes;” to steal the Sun; and to kill the
monsters (Lynch 69). As Waldman argues, people in the Northwest Coast generally
“erected giant totem poles outside their houses” because they believed that “[p]owerful
shamans and members of secret societies dictated the significance of the faces on the
totem poles” (201). For this reason totem poles, which have symbolic meanings, were
built “to illustrate myths or to show the clan affiliations of a family” (Tschopik 39).
Considering the features of especially two culture areas of North America, three
significant concepts as shamanism, animism and their use of the trickster myth in their
mythology, which had great influences on their religious, mythological and spiritual
life, play very important role in Hughes’s creating his trickster myth, Crow.
In fact, as Paleja claims, almost all tribes in North America “believe in [the] two-sided
spirit: a Creator, who made the world, and a trickster figure who upsets the rules, and
both foolish and clever” (29). Depending on the culture of its tribe, the trickster figure is
presented as various animals. To illustrate, the Coyote is found in various tribes in the
Great Basin; Raccoon in various tribes in the Northeast; Old Man, especially in Crow
and Blackfoot Tribes, in the Plains; Rabbit in various tribes in the Southeast; Otter,
especially in Mi’kmaq Tribe, in the Northeast; Spider, especially in Lakota Sioux Tribe,
in the Plains; Wolverine, especially in Innu Tribe, in the Subarctic; Raven or Crow in
various tribes in the Northwest Coast (Paleja 29). Consequently, from the name and the
features of the trickster figure in the Northwest Coast it is clear that Hughes’s trickster
Crow is based on the trickster figure in the Northwest Coast. As Lynch asserts, in the
stories of some cultures, the Crow, who “is a common character in Native American
mythology,” takes the Raven’s place as a Creator, Trickster, and Culture Hero (31). In
Crow, Hughes’s Crow takes the role of trickster figure instead of the Creator and
Culture Hero.
To clarify the features of the trickster figure and to specify the features of Hughes’s
Crow, it is important to give a definition of the trickster.

As Lynch points out, a

trickster, which may be “male or female, human or animal,” is “[a] type of character
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known for trickery, deceit, and mischief-making,” and tricksters are usually “shapeshifters with the power to transform themselves into other creatures” (106). Similarly,
Dixon-Kennedy states that a trickster, which is “a changeable character, neither god nor
man,” is “both a creator and a destroyer, though neither good nor evil, cunning, devious,
spiteful, and sometimes, […] too clever for his own good” (248-49). On the other hand,
as Bastian and Mitchell assert, the trickster of the North American myths “is frequently
seen as a creator or re-creator of the world” and is also “the one who taught mankind
and the animals how to live and gave them the necessities of life: daylight, fire, and
water” (210). Thus, as Ricketts suggests, the trickster is a “trickster-transformer-culture
hero” (334). Moreover, Paul Radin, an expert on the Trickster Cycles of the native
Americans, describes the Trickster, in the general sense, as being:
[…] at one and the same time creator and destroyer, giver and negator, he who
dupes others and is always duped himself. He wills nothing consciously. At all
times he is constrained to behave as he does from impulses over which he has no
control. He knows neither good or evil yet he is responsible for both. He possesses
no values, moral or social, is at the mercy of his passions and appetites, yet through
his actions all values come into being […] Laughter, humour and irony permeate
everything Trickster does […] he is primarily an inchoate being of undetermined
proportions, a figure foreshadowing the shape of man. (The Trickster: a Study ix-x)

Clearly, Hughes’s Crow has several characteristics in common with the trickster figure
as described above. As Skea suggests, in Crow, Hughes presents “the quasi-human
figure of Crow” (13). Hughes’s protagonist the Crow is large and black with his very
distinctive caw, large staring eyes and sharp talons. Because of his becoming a
scavenger to survive he attains the “role as lord of the dead” (Witte 40). After he has
been created he encounters numerous adventures which consist of various disasters and
ordeals. As Scigaj suggests, his adventures make a great contribution to his “selfdevelopment through experience in nature” (“The Ophiolatry” 387). As emphasised
above, Hughes’s Crow and his adventures suggest that people in the twentieth century
achieve self-development through their experiences in the black world of the post-war
period and especially the 1960s. All in all, Hughes’s Crow is like a warrior who has
courage and unavoidable will to survive. Moreover, as a survivor he becomes an
aggressor and egoist. He just thinks how to save the day so, he is both cunning and
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clever. He does not have moral considerations. He is even stronger than the exhausted
God. Like people in the 1960s, Hughes’s Crow develops several attitudes and strategies
to cope with life. He is a nihilist, a trickster, a rebel, a selfish, an individualist, a
hopeless, loveless and disrespectful figure. Then, as suggested above by many critics
such as Lynch, Dixon-Kennedy, Bastian and Mitchell, Ricketts, Radin and Skea, Crow
holds resemblance to the Trickster figure and Hughes’s Crow is a subversive figure that
challenges the established norms. Thus, Hughes’s Crow can also be defined as a
“breaker of taboos and destroyer of the holy-of-holies” (Radin, The Trickster 152).
Sagar summarises the whole story of Hughes’s Crow which is confirmed by Hughes as
the origin of the Crow myth saying, in an interview with Faas, that Crow “is created by
God’s nightmare’s attempt to improve on man” (“Ted Hughes and Crow” 18). As put by
Sagar, Hughes’s story of Crow starts in Heaven which indicates that the Biblical context
takes an important place in Hughes’s Crow story. God is trying to sleep after the hard
labour of creation; however, sleeping becomes impossible for God because of the
terrible nightmare that He always sees. In His formidable nightmare, a giant hand grabs
Him by the throat and throttles Him. While doing these things, the hand looks like
laughing. Whenever God falls asleep, this Hand arrives. Moreover, in His dream, He
understands that this hand is also a voice. He cannot understand how there can be
anything that is unfamiliar to God in His Creation because He thinks that everything is
created by Him. He wonders who created this thing that has such a power over His
sleep. While He is trying to find the answer, the voice starts to speak and it abuses God.
In addition, it mocks at his excellent creation which is human being. God becomes very
angry and defends man as god-like and noble. However, the voice does not give up
mocking at Him, insomuch that the voice raises the level of mockery. For the voice,
mankind, who is God’s magnificent creation and really a superb success on earth for
God, is nonsense because according to the voice, human being is an ugly and futile
being.While they continue to quarrel, a figure which is the representation of Man
appears at the Gate of Heaven. The representative tries to tell something to God, but
God does not hear him because He is occupied with the voice. While He defends His
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great creation the voice interrupts His speaking and wants Him to hearken to the figure.
The figure asks God to take back the life that He gave humankind because Man has sent
this little figure up to ask God to take their lives back, because men are fed up with
them. Like the figure, who is the representative of humankind in the story, people in the
1960s are fragmented because of the events in the dark world of post-war Britain and
the 1960s. God is surprised by this request and challenges the voice to do better. He
gives the voice the freedom to go to earth and a chance to produce something better
than Man. Furthermore, He gives the voice all materials to produce something better
than Man. The fact that the voice accepts the condition of His challenge is an indication
of the voice’s attempt to subvert the authority of God. Then, with a joyful manner the
voice goes to the world. In respect of the little figure, God sends him back to the world.
Now, God is so curious that He is looking forward to seeing the production of the voice.
(The Laughter 172-73)
Indeed, the first poem of Crow, “Two Legends,” introduces a subversive version of the
Bible and the creation story. Hughes, following the Eskimo legend, introduces the Crow
as the only creation in the beginning and places him in the dark world. Correspondingly,
“Two Legends” deals with the matter of blackness and it is based on the creation myth
and is a legend of the creation of Crow. Thus, in this poem, there is an exact description
of the creation of Crow which also provides evidence about the attitudes of people in
the 1960s as “Two Legends” introduces Crow as a survivor and nihilist. Indeed, the
dark world of Crow seems to be similar to the world in the twentieth century. The
twentieth century was a dark world which was created by wars. The dark world of
Britain especially in the 1960s is marked by a loss of faith in the dominant norms and
systems.
In “Two Legends,” Hughes focuses on Crow’s organs and muscles as the origins of his
life and presents a dark version of the creation of the universe through the birth of
Crow. As Hirschberg further suggests, in this poem, Crow “is a flying negative, a
bubble of anti-matter, a hole in the universe” and “barely aloft, an emblem of precarious
existence, always about to be reclaimed by the realm of negatives from which he has

&35

been hatched” (70). However, before Crow has hatched, his organs are named which are
all black:
Black was the without eye
Black the within tongue
Black was the heart
Black the liver, black the lungs
Unable to suck in light
Black the blood in its loud tunnel
Black the bowels packed in furnace
Black too the muscles
Striving to pull out into the light
Black the nerves, black the brain
With its tombed visions
Black also the soul, the huge stammer
Of the cry that, swelling, could not
Pronounce its sun. (Hughes 13, 1-14)4

Here, in the first part of the poem, Crow’s blackness is given in each line. According to
Singh, “[t]his blackness or darkness with which Hughes begins Crow, is common to
Christian tradition and certain trickster myths” (112). Moreover, as noted by Hirschberg,
the poem first touches on Crow’s prenatal existence:
The inner lightless world of lungs, liver, bowels, brain, the inchoate unexpressed
‘tombed vision’ together create an overwhelming awareness of how little of life is
actually given over to the light and how much is claimed by the underside of
existence, the night-side of the day world. (70)

As can be understood from the quotation above, Hughes displays that Crow starts to
realise his coming birth and his body. Thus, the blackness in the creation of the Crow
changes into a concrete meaning of his life through the recognition of his body. Crow
becomes the symbol of the life force and the origin of life. It seems that the life Crow
symbolises is similar to life in the twentieth century. As noted above, life in the 1960s
was basically a nightmare because in the black world of the post-war period and the
1960s, people suffered because of various economic, social and political changes and
conflicts. Hence, there was uncertainty. In fact, until the mid-fifties, people were
exposed to poverty. As Bernini suggests, particularly “larger families experienced
greater poverty and social distress” (67). Therefore, like that of Crow, the world
inhabited by people in the twentieth century was black. Furthermore, the poverty in
British society caused “moral degradation, the breaking up of families, and the
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abandonment of children” (qtd. in Bernini 94). Although Britain became a welfare state
in the mid-1950s, the uncertainty in the lives of people in the twentieth century did not
end. This is because the 1960s was a period “when the old secure framework of
morality, authority, and discipline disintegrated” (Marwick, The Sixties 3). In addition to
these concepts, people lost their faith in God and became nihilists. At the end of the first
part of “Two Legends” Crow is not able to pronounce the word sun which shows how
Christianity like other religious beliefs lost its power on the people of the 1960s.
In the second part of “Two Legends,” Crow’s similarity to the rock and the gall is
foregrounded. As Hirschberg argues, Hughes presents Crow “like the rock blocking the
flow of water,” and “like the gall, acrid and bitter, separate and apart from the ‘bed of
blood’” (70). Crow flies over ‘a black rainbow bent in emptiness’ (Hughes 13, 21-22). It
is evident that Crow comes into existence from blackness and emptiness. Although
“emptiness exists beyond Crow’s black rainbow” (Scigaj, The Poetry 154), Crow “is
born [to] provide a clue to his nature, realm and meaning” (Hirschberg 70).
Consequently, Crow’s negative meaning in life transforms into positive:
Where sun and moon alternate their weathers
To hatch a crow, a black rainbow
Bent in emptiness
over emptiness
But flying (Hughes 13, 20-24)

Hence, Crow’s flying can be accepted as a sign of life which shows his attempt to
become a survivor. It is evident that Hughes rewrites the Bible and suggests, through the
Crow figure, that in the fragmented life of this black world where there was no belief,
love and respect, it is possible to survive despite the unfavorable conditions.
Similarly, in “Lineage,” the Crow as a survivor and nihilist is developed. In fact, in this
poem, Hughes introduces the genealogy of Crow and a subversive version of the
beginning of creation. As Bentley suggests, in this poem “the theological or existential
stakes are high” (The Poetry 43). For example, the first three lines of the poem as ‘In the
Beginning’ reflect both the introduction of Genesis 1 in the Old Testament5 and
Revelation 1 in the New Testament6. What is more, the genealogy of the next fourteen
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lines has parallels with the genealogies of Genesis 5 and Matthew 17. However, as
Fernandez asserts, the resemblances end there because according to the Crow myth, “in
the beginning was not ‘the Word’ but ‘Scream’” which “is the origin of all
things” (155):
In the beginning was Scream
Who begat Blood
Who begat Eye
Who begat Fear
Who begat Wing
Who begat Bone
Who begat Granite
Who begat Violet
Who begat Guitar
Who begat Sweat
Who begat Adam
Who begat Mary
Who begat God
Who begat Nothing
Who begat Never
Never Never Never
Who begat Crow (Hughes 14, 1-17)

As put by Hirschberg, the poem “projects a cosmogony whose driving force is the
hunger and helplessness of the newly hatched Crow” (71). In other words, Crow finds
the power to survive from his hunger and helplessness. In the beginning of the Crow’s
world, there was a scream which caused blood, fear, nothing and never. Evidently,
Hughes presents a world of horror through the biblical “begat” sequence in “Lineage.”
Crow is the inhabitant of this world with no hope. People of the 1960s had to survive in
a fragmented world where pressure of the institutions and changing regime of the
political power undermined their hope. Moreover, a life without hope and alternatives
created nihilist attitudes. After the world wars, the levels of atheism in British society
increased swiftly. As noted by Clements, many surveys show that “[a]cross the post-war
era, people in Britain have become more likely to admit that they do not believe in God
and less likely to say they do believe or are not sure” (16). Fernandez states that
[i]t is the demonic force which set creation in motion by begetting ‘Blood,’ the
symbol of life. It is from Scream that Adam, man, and Mary, woman, come. It is
they who beget God, religion, to control the demonic. And it is god, or more
correctly the frantic sounding ‘Never Never Never / Never’ of his nightmare, from
which Crow arises. (155)
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It is evident that God in “Lineage” is a coward, exhausted and ineffectual.
Correspondingly, “Lineage” clearly is a “mockery of Biblical genealogies” and shows
that “God begets Nothing, who begets Never, who begets Crow” (Ramsey 178). Crow is
the child of God’s nightmare, not God’s. Also, Crow is the child of scream. In this
context, there is parallelism between Crow and the people in the 1960s. It is the world
in the 1960s that can be described as nightmare, and so, scream became the
representation of Britain and Britain became the symbol of nightmare in which people
in the twentieth century witnessed the deaths of their husbands and relatives and they
were exposed to various psychological disorders alongside unemployment and poverty
because of the economic decline. Consequently, it is a world of ‘scream,’ frustration and
fear. Thus, it is significant that Crow hears scream first. Contrary to this gloomy
atmosphere, there is the voice of guitar which indicates the colourful nature of the
1960s. The challenges of the people in the 1960s bring about numerous improvements
that make their lives happier and more enjoyable.
In the final part of the poem, Crow is “Screaming for Blood” (Hughes 14, 18) which is
the “demonic lust for life” (Fernandez 155). Evidently, Crow is similar to “the actual
species of crow in that he is a creature of carrion” and a scavenger, as well (Tricker 80).
Crow can be accepted as a symbol of jungle life as he becomes a scavenger to survive.
In the 1960s, there was no love, respect or trust in the society and the paradoxical
situation caused by post-war policies, affected both the nature and the psychological and
spiritual situation of the British people. Like that of Crow, simply surviving without
caring about any established norms and conventions becomes the sole purpose of the
people in the 1960s. Hence, “Screaming for Blood” can suggest that the world is blood
thirsty and destructive and so is Crow.
Another key point to remember is that “Lineage” is a parody of Genesis which is an
explicit sign of Hughes’s attempt to present the challenges of the people in the 1960s to
the authority of religious systems. For example, Genesis 5 includes the lineage from
Adam to Noah which is reminiscent of a time when “[t]he LORD saw how great man’s
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wickedness on the earth had become, and that every inclination of the thoughts of his
heart was only evil all the time. The LORD was grieved that he had made man on the
earth, and his heart was filled with pain” (The Holy Bible Genesis 6: 5-6). As Hiller
claims, the lineage created by Hughes “takes us from ‘Scream’ to ‘Never,’ a time frame
that covers pre-Creation to post-Christianity, seeming to extend right into the modern
world where Crow, emissary of the will, is “Screaming for Blood / Grubs, crusts /
Anything” (39). Clearly, while “the Biblical lineage describes mankind’s progression
from innocence to evil,” Hughes, through “Lineage,” proves that “the origins of
Creation were tainted, and now earthly beings must deal with the disastrous result in
order to survive, without the help of any covenant or savior” (Hiller 39).
Consequently, as Hirschberg suggests, by introducing Crow not only as a deserted
creature but also as a creature having a different existence, Hughes connects Crow with
the native American concept of the Trickster “as an elemental force in the universe who
antedates the civilized conception of God;” furthermore, Crow “is begotten by nothing
and remains a creature whose survival hinges on his own primal hunger” (71). So,
Hughes not only makes a parody of the Bible but also rewrites the Genesis in order to
actualise his subversive aim which includes to indicate how the people in the 1960s
overthrew the authority of the institutional representation of God. Like Crow, who is
depressed because of the hunger and helplessness, they were also depressed because of
the confusion and disorder caused by the social, political and economic conflicts of
Britain in that period. In order to escape from this particular condition and live without
any oppression like Crow, who transforms his negative condition to positive power to
survive, people began to challenge the established systems through their protest
lifestyles and rebellious attitudes. Thus, like Crow, they found some meaning in life
through suffering.
Another poem which introduces the Crow as a tough survivor and a nihilist, is
“Examination at the Womb-Door.” In this poem, the embryo’s examination at the
womb-door that he has to pass before he is born constitutes the main theme of the poem.
According to Hirschberg, “an unborn foetus is being examined by death” (72).
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Correspondingly, the poem includes many questions applied in the examination process
of baptismal aspirants to Christianity:
Who owns those scrawny little feet? Death.
Who owns this bristly scorched-looking face? Death.
Who owns these still-working lungs? Death.
Who owns this utility coat of muscles? Death.
Who owns these unspeakable guts? Death.
Who owns these questionable brains? Death. (Hughes 15, 1-6)

As can be seen above, the poem consists of many rhetorical questions and short
answers. This is because, in “Examination at the Womb-Door,” Hughes offers a
catechism in which the answer to all is “Death” except the last two questions. As
Longstaffe claims, the poem puts forward “the truth of life-as-death” in the form of “the
familiar Catechism of Christianity” (47). However, according to Hirschberg, the last
answer of the poem indicates that there is an irony in the poem as Christianity is
founded on “the hope of a Saviour who is stronger than death, and baptism is a rite or
renunciation of death and an affirmation of an eternal life through Christ” (72). In this
poem, it is not the theological Christ-figure, but Crow who seems to be able to supply
the eternal needs of humanity. The poem suggests that death owns everything; it is
stronger than hope, will, love and life. However,
[…] who is stronger than Death?
Me, evidently.
Pass, Crow. (Hughes 15, 19-21)

Evidently, Crow is the one who is stronger than death in every respect. Hirschberg, for
example, explains that Crow “derives his strength and nourishment from assimilating
what death is incapable of ingesting, what death leaves behind” because Crow is a
scavenger (72). On the one hand, as Tricker asserts, “Pass, Crow” shows that Crow has
passed the examination successfully, although death owns all things including him and
life, Crow is stronger than death and now he is ready to pass the “womb-door” which is
the indicator of his having achieved life (84). On the other hand, for Crow “the only
secure basis on which to build a life is not hope, will or love, but death” (72). Like
Crow, people in the twentieth-century take strength from death in that the British people
encountered the concept of death through witnessing the death of their husbands or
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relatives who attended the wars. However, the feeling of suffering vitalised them and
they became stronger than everything, even stronger than death. As a result, this gave
them courage to subvert the established systems in the 1960s. Hence, according to
Enright, it is Crow “who gives the human creation, or rather procreation, a kick-start” to
survive (62). Consequently, it may be claimed that through Crow, Hughes not only
makes a parody of baptism in Christianity but also shows that life is stronger than
everything. In this context, the rebellious aim of the people in the 1960s to abolish the
power of the established norms that repressed their lives is given.
As it is observed, Hughes in “Two Legends,” “Lineage,” and “Examination at the
Womb-Door” presents the parody of Genesis through “a counter-Creation myth that
interrogates the Christian premise of good and evil” (Longstaffe 44). Like Crow, the
British people of the 1960s are capable of overcoming difficulties through their
subversive norms and values.
Similarly, “A Kill” presents the Crow as not only a nihilist but also a survivor in his
black world. In this poem, Crow realises his birth and body completely. As Tricker
argues, after Crow has achieved life and as examined in the first three poems he has
“been aware of his new and only-just-functional body,” in this poem Crow finds “this
new physiognomy which constricts him:” (84)
Nailed down by his own ribs
Strangled just short of his last gasp
By his own windpipe
Clubbed unconscious by his own heart (Hughes 16, 4-7)

In the beginning, he is nothing since he is just a black lump. But then, by gaining
experience he becomes something like a crow. As Longstaffe argues, “A Kill” develops
the “paradox of life-as-death by portraying birth as the onset of death;” “an old and
familiar idea which is nevertheless undermined by the fact of the biological growth that
normally precedes biological degeneration” (47).
As Tricker suggests, after he was born, Crow was “merely ‘smashed into the rubbish of
the ground,’ dragged down by ‘the weight of his guts,’ drowning in his own blood and
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deprived of consciousness by the very physical mechanisms that are meant to give him
life” (84). Thus, the birth of Crow is described as death. It can be assumed as a birth
because “He [Crow] managed to hear, faint and far - It’s a boy!” (Hughes 16, 15) before
he passed out; yet, as Tricker states, “the title is an ironic inversion of this [birth]” (84).
Like that of Crow, death becomes the beginning of the lives of the people because it
appears as the source of inspiration for the British people in the 1960s to survive.
Clearly, people get strength from all the troubles in the 1960s to revive their lives and
their struggle to survive becomes a crucial reality for them.
Evidently, Scigaj claims, “Crow becomes acculturated to a violent world at his
birth” (Ted 76). Crow speaks out “a bowel-emptying cry which was his roots tearing out
/ Of the bedrock atom” (Hughes 16, 11-12). These lines “imply the cause of a baby’s
first cry: the agony experienced during the separation of placenta from
womb” (Longstaffe 47). However, they also suggest a similar separation or experience
by people because of the wars. The world wars caused not only psychological and
physical destruction but also ecological destruction. After the wars, people found
themselves in a fragmented atmosphere and polluted environment. On the one hand,
there was heavy silence of mass violence and death; on the other hand, there were
seriously polluted water, land, and air because of the bombs and other weapons used in
the wars. In this insecure environment, people could not do anything except watching
the destruction of the wars. As Robinson argues, “Crow is not fully aware of the
consequences of his actions,” however he “is nevertheless repelled by the pain and
horror he notices, for he now stops doing anything” (Ted 56). Like Crow who does not
know what to do in his new world, post-war British society was shaken by the results of
the wars. Yet, then, to survive became the only aim of the people in the 1960s and in
order to survive they developed their protest lifestyles. It is clear that pain and death in
their black world gave them power to become stronger and to restore their future lives.
As Hirschberg asserts, although Crow had a free spirit “now he is bound by a body, tied
to the earth and all its miseries” (73). In his black world, he becomes a survivor who
transforms the concept of death, which is negative, into his survival skill which is
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positive. Though “a victim of what would normally be construed as unspeakable torture
and persecution,” Crow should endure “the place of violence in creating life” so, “on
the occasion of life’s most vibrant moment, Crow is flogged, shot, nailed, strangled,
clubbed and smashed” (Hirschberg 73-4). There is a connection between life in the
twentieth century and life in Crow. Like Crow who is exposed to agony, people were in
pain because of mass violence and death and bad management of post-war political
powers. Although people in the post-war world found the deaths of their relatives
painful, they managed to cope with living with pain and living with such level of pain
even gave them power to challenge the established norms. The way through their pain
turned into desire for having better life conditions including life without any pressure,
and strength to protest against the rules of religious institutions and the dominant
political power in that period. For example, as Davie asserts, “[t]he churches were,
inevitably, in for a bumpy ride through the 1960s” and “[p]rofound changes in society
prompted radical reactions in the churches” (167). People lost their faith in God and
instead of going to church they chose to have sex without getting married, which is
frowned upon by the church. Extramarital affairs became widespread, and there were
changes about the sexual issues in the law. Hence, like Crow, the people in the 1960s
had never given up their vital forces and always found alternative lifestyles, in a way,
producing life out of death.
Likewise, one of the characteristics of Crow as a nihilist is seen in the poem “Crow’s
Theology.” In this poem, Crow gives the description of two gods and compares and
contrasts them in terms of their relationship to their creation. Accordingly, the poem can
be accepted as a parody of the Biblical creation myth. As noted by Cone, in the
beginning of the poem Crow “recognizes a power of wonder, love, and marvel, a
seemingly Romantic engagement with the world” (125):
Crow realized God loved him—
Otherwise, he would have dropped dead.
So that was proved.
Crow reclined, marveling, on his own heart-beat. (Hughes 35, 1-4)
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Clearly, Crow believes momentarily that there is a God who loves him. As Hirschberg
argues, the poem deals with “an underlying paradox of creation” because Crow “defers
to a God who loves him and ‘speaks Crow’” but, “which God loves the ‘shot-pellets’ by
which crows are killed” (88). Hence, Crow begins questioning the existence of God and
wants to find out whether He loves His creation or hates His creation. According to
Hiller, Hughes “is echoing the concerns of modern society, mirroring the nihilistic
aspects of the current Zeitgeist that reflects mankind’s wondering how a loving God
could allow so much tragedy to occur” (43-4). Jane Wagner, who is a contemporary
playwright, conceives this ineffectual and indifferent God as follows:
One thing I have no worry about is whether
God exists.
But it has occurred to me that God has
Alzheimer’s and has
forgotten we exist. (25)

It is evident that even if there is a God, He has not protected the people in the 1960s
from anything evil. In this sense, Hughes presents “an almost Eastern image of God’s
duality, as destroyer and creator” (Hiller 43). People in the 1960s still tried to decipher
what had happened to their loved ones in the wars and they questioned why and for
whom they died. Skepticism became inevitable in the lives of the British people because
they judged the world and God. According to Tricker, Crow is the representation of “the
human struggle to find meaning,” so he is the only creature who “reaches an untypical
and untraditional conclusion” (92):
Crow realized there were two Gods One of them much bigger than the other
Loving his enemies
And having all the weapons. (Hughes 35, 15-18)

By these words, Crow explicitly deduces that one of the Gods is a creator, loving Crow
while the other God is a destroyer, loving His enemies. Moreover, as can be seen clearly
above, “[t]here is something distinctly and deliberately non-Christian about the way in
which Crow subverts the Creation accounts” (Tricker 92). Consequently, there are two
Gods who struggle for the control of the world; while one loves Crow and speaks his
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language, the other speaks stone and “the silence of lead” (Hughes 35, 14). The God
who speaks stone and is on the side of the powerful is “much bigger than the other /
Loving his enemies” (Hughes 35, 16-17). Fernandez, who interprets the final part of the
poem in terms of religion and technology, emphasises that this “bigger” god, who
“loved the shot-pellets” and “spoke the silence of lead,” “is the god of modern man who
loves his enemies to death for their own benefits” (160). Accordingly, the cruel God of
Crow is in a way how God is perceived by the people in the 1960s. Like Crow’s God,
the God of modern man disregards human interests thereby causing a loss of faith in
God. According to Cavendish and Ling, the second God is “the God of war and
violence,” and thus encourages war (472). Here, it is clear that the religious institutions
even encouraged people to join the war for the benefit of their ideologies. The nihilist
attitudes of the people in the twentieth century were corroborated by their loss of trust in
any political power, having seen that the wars broke out as a result of the interests of the
powers and people slided into disaster for the benefit of the political powers. Especially
the people in the 1960s deduced from the attitudes of the institutions that the number of
dead people in the wars did not matter for the religious and political systems. As the
politics and religious systems did not provide peace in society and the British people
had always the fear of another war they understood that there was no point in voting for
them or believing in God.
In a similar vein, Crow’s attitude as a nihilist, which suggests the lack of belief in all
values, is seen in the poem called “Apple Tragedy.” This poem introduces an inverted
version of Biblical mythology, as it is an explicit “reversal of the Fall in the Garden of
Eden” (Hirschberg 116). In the beginning of the poem, the serpent appears as a creator
and is resting “on the seventh day” while in Genesis 2 “[b]y the seventh day God had
finished the work he had been doing: so on the seventh day he [not the serpent] rested
from all his works” (The Holy Bible 2). In Hughes’s version, it is God who plays the
role of corruptor because he presents the apple to Eve saying “You see this apple? / I
squeeze it and look-Cider” (Hughes 78, 7-8). According to Hirschberg, it is “a prank
such as might be played by Trickster” not by God (116). In contrast to Genesis 3, in
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which God told Adam and Eve “You must not eat fruit from the tree that is in the middle
of the garden, and you must not touch it, or you will die” (The Holy Bible 3), in “Apple
Tragedy,” God introduces apple cider, not the fruit apple. Thus, God, here, plays “the
role of [the] tempter” (Hirschberg 116). As Enright suggests, because of the apple cider
given by God the poem is the representation of “the invention of strong liquor, the
beginning of drunkenness, domestic disorder, and the eternal triangle,” which shows
that God plays an important role in the unhappiness of people (62-3):
The serpent had a good drink
And curled up into a question mark.
Adam drank and said: “Be my god.”
Eve drank and opened her legs (Hughes 78, 9-12)

Although “[t]raditionally the blame for corrupting mankind is given to the serpent”
God is, here, “assigned that role albeit inadvertently,” and He “is depicted as doltish,
senile and utterly without foresight as to the results of introducing fermented liquor into
Eden” (Hirschberg 116). God is not a protector of mankind which shows that it is the
reason for the loss of the faith of the people in the 1960s. Evidently, people turned
towards alcohol instead of praying to God. In addition to alcohol, free sex came into the
life of people. Sagar states that the poem is an “apple farce” where Hughes “interprets
the connexion between the apple and original sin as cider, invented by God, drunk by
Adam, Eve, and the serpent, and responsible for all their subsequent
transgressions” (Writers 30).
The serpent tried to explain, crying “Stop”
But drink was splitting his syllable.
And Eve started screeching: “Rape! Rape!”
And stamping on his head.
Now whenever the snake appears she screeches
“Here it comes again! Help! O Help!”
Then Adam smashes a chair on his head,
And God says: “I am well pleased”
And everything goes to hell. (Hughes 78, 17-25)
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As Hirschberg summarises, on the one hand, “[f]ermented cider gives Eve a sex drive
and the serpent accommodates her,” on the other hand, “Adam is told and tries to
commit suicide by hanging ‘himself in the orchard’” so in this poem “God betrays man
by introducing sin into the world” (116). Correspondingly, because of that careless God
people in the 1960s turned to sex instead of the church. As put by Hirschberg, Eve
stamps on the serpent’s head “screeching ‘Rape! Rape!’” which “is an ironic reference
to the many medieval depictions of the Virgin stamping on the head of Satan” and at the
end of the poem “God, rather inappropriately, says ‘I am well pleased’ in an obvious
reversal of God’s approval of the Biblical Creation” (116). It seems that like Crow,
people in the 1960s developed a view of religion as a game for everyone. This is
because, one religion can organize it this way while another religion can organise it
another way. Thus, its being wrong is mostly possible. Hence, Crow rewrites the
established norms by presenting an anti-Bible as seen in “Apple Tragedy” and in this
way, especially by virtue of alcohol and sex like Crow, the British people in the 1960s
found power to overthrow the authority of God and religion.
Consequently, as Scigaj notes, “Apple Tragedy” “revises the Fall from grace and
expulsion from Eden by splitting the inner spiritual unity of nature into ‘a new game’ of
self-conscious manipulation in a way that suits the Protestant ethos of Crow’s
God” (Ted 80). As stated in this poem, “God’s appearance results in chaos, not order;”
the serpent appears as the creator while God is seen as the tempter; in other words, “the
ideal paradise of Eden is transformed into a scene of irreconcilable discord between
man and woman and man and God” (Hirschberg 117). By externalising God as a
tempter and the one causing the chaos, “Apple Tragedy” focuses on how Crow, like
people in the 1960s, became a nihilist.
Another poem entitled “Crow’s First Lesson” introduces disrespect, lovelessness and
truthlessness as dominant qualities adopted by people. In this poem, Crow is not
capable of uttering the word ‘love’ and God tries to teach Crow how to say the word
‘love:’
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God tried to teach Crow how to talk.
‘Love,’ said God. ‘Say, Love.’
Crow gaped, and the white shark crashed into the sea
And went rolling downwards, discovering its own depth. (Hughes 20, 1-4)

Evidently, Crow’s each attempt to say “love” is destructive first in the form of “the
white shark,” and then as follows:
‘No, no,’ said God. ‘Say Love. Now try it. LOVE.’
Crow gaped, and a bluefly, a tsetse, a mosquito
Zoomed out and down
To their sundry flesh-pots. (Hughes 20, 5-8)

Crow’s second attempt to say the word is in the form of “a bluefly, a tsetse, a
mosquito,” which are “disease carrying insects, and finally [of] an agonized and urgent
sexual drive” (Hirschberg 76). Like Crow, people can no longer describe or feel love
because of the uncertainty and instability caused by the socio-political developments in
the 1960s. Crow never achieves to say love because, as Jackson points out, for Crow the
meaning of love is just “animalistic hunger and strife” (302). In other words, for Crow
love is love of what satisfies his hunger and the urge to cause strife and additionally, in a
world where there is no trust or respect. Indeed, love is something destructive. The
socio-cultural changes in the 1960s resulted in smaller family size and decrease in
fertility because of high levels of abortion. As Royle asserts, “the link between marriage
and childbirth also began to be broken” so that illegitimate births in England sharply
rose in the 1960s (10). Furthermore, lovelessness and lack of fidelity were the results of
economic and political decline in the mid-1960s as well as wars. As stated above, the
British people lost their trust in society’s institutions. Even couples in the 1960s did not
trust each other so that there was a sharp increase in the proportion of divorce.
Accordingly, in the British society of the 1960s, there was a rise in individualism and a
significant decline in marriage. Moreover, according to Bentley, the difficulty of Crow
is that “he cannot adopt to the alien discourses in which he finds himself placed, he
cannot normalize himself within any single cultural code (in this case the Christian idea
of God as Love) - hence his trials and ordeals” (The Poetry 49). Consequently, Hughes
emphasises that “Crow can’t be made to go against his nature” (Hirschberg 77) and
thus, Crow can just produce predatory animals. Hence, the result of Crow’s attempt to
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say “love” is “destruction, disease, and desire” (Hirschberg 76). It is a similar kind of
destruction that people in the twentieth century are familiar with. It was clear to people,
as stated above that during the wars God did not prevent people from dying.
Approximately ten million people were killed in the First World War and one of the
largest number of these casualties was English while over sixty million people were
killed in the Second World War. A similar loss of lives continued in the conflicts of the
1960s. Thus, people in the twentieth century not only lost their faith in God but also
forgot the concept of love. Thus, Crow’s inability to pronounce the word “love” may be
evaluated as a symbol of people’s loss or lack of love in the second half of the twentieth
century as a result of the problems and changes that characterised the period.
It is significant that, in the last try, Crow cannot achieve to say love again. Instead, he
“convulsed, gaped, retched” and disgorged “Man’s bodiless prodigious head,”
“Jabbering protest:”
And Crow retched again, before God could stop him.
And woman’s vulva dropped over man’s neck and tightened.
The two struggled together on the grass.
God struggled to part them, cursed, wept—
Crow flew guiltily off. (Hughes 20, 14-18)

As can be seen above, Crow feels guilty and his guilt emphasized in the last line of the
poem can be accepted as a representation of Adam’s guilt after the fall where “man hid
from the LORD God among the trees of the garden” (The Holy Bible Genesis 3: 8).
According to Hiller, Hughes, here, tries to indicate “how Judeo-Christian religion has
attempted to repress sexuality and failed, only succeeding in creating a sense of guilt
concerning sexual desire” (40). However, this poem may also be a symbolic
representation of man’s situation at the time. It is clear that God has no power over his
creation, and man has no power to change it, either. As Megerle claims, the poem
indicates once more that “the Christian God has lost his grip on creation, and that the
main thing that has gotten away from him is the amoral energy of nature, especially as it
informs sexual love” (191). Based on this claim, Megerle may be regarded as
suggesting that it is religious institutions which restrict human beings’ natural drive for
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sexual love. In the same way, Hiller argues that there is similarity between Crow’s first
lesson and Man’s first lesson, “in that they both learn to feel guilt concerning matters of
sexuality, as when Adam and Eve tasted the fruit of the Tree of Knowledge, they
realized they were naked, became self-conscious, and put on the fig leaves” (40).
Likewise, Crow, as Adam and Eve do, became self-conscious and “flew guiltily off.”
People in the 1960s questioned themselves not only about sexuality but also about their
ineffectiveness because they could do nothing to stop the wars. As Hirschberg suggests,
in “Crow’s First Lesson,” “elements of guilt, suspicion, pain, and death enter man’s
world” (77). Because of a rapidly growing technology new weapons were produced in
the 1960s. For this reason, people in the twentieth century felt guilty as they could not
hinder the wars, in other words, they caused the death of many people indirectly. Crow,
at last, “seems to be becoming aware of his ability to create both good and evil; this
marks another step in his development” (Hirschberg 76). Like Crow, while struggling
with pain people in the 1960s brought about something evil and something good.
Furthermore, in “Truth Kills Everybody” Crow appears to be an egoist, an individualist
and a selfish creature. In this poem, Hughes deals with “the theme of personal
transformation” in order to provide Crow to understand how he comes from nothingness
instead of a powerful God (Robinson, Ted 65). In other words, Crow realises that God is
one of us so, he is not created by a powerful God. In the poem, there is reference to
Homer’s epic poems the Odyssey and Iliad. A sea deity Proteus had the ability of
prophesy and the power to adopt various shapes. As Hirschberg notes, in this poem
Crow “grapples with several metamorphoses of Proteus to learn the ultimate
truth” (120): “Crow pounced and buried his talons” (Hughes 83, 5). Like Menelaus in
the Odyssey, it is clear from this line that Crow grabs Proteus and attempts to hang him.
However, because “Proteus as the son of Poseidon knew the past, present and future he
would desperately avoid being questioned his knowledge and only would tell the truth if
someone could outlast and endure the various guises he assumed” (Hirschberg 120).
Thus, the poem “is based on the story of Menelaus’s encounter with the shape-changing
Proteus in which Menelaus and his companions held on to Proteus while he turned into
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a lion, a serpent, a panther, a boar, running water and a tree and forced him to prophesy”
(Roberts, Narrative 44). According to Hirschberg, the “series of changes Proteus takes
Crow through present aspects of great violence, horror, and ugliness - yet Crow hangs
on” (120). Here, the transformations of Proteus are the representations of quite a lot of
socio-cultural transformations such as radical changes in the fields of economy, politics,
education, family life, music, fashion and art in Britain in the 1960s. As put by Ramsey,
in this poem, Crow “acts out Menelaus’s wrestling-match with Proteus, whose
transformations become more and more awesome” (183):
And it was the famous bulging Achilles - but he held him
The oesophagus of a staring shark - but he held it
A wreath of lashing mambas - but he held it
It was a naked powerline, 2000 volts He stood aside, watching his body go blue
As he held it and held it (Hughes 83, 6-11)

Then, Proteus becomes “the famous bulging Achilles,” whose mother was the nymph
Thetis, and father was Peleus, yet Crow “held him.” Then, Proteus becomes different
things; but, Crow holds on to all of them. That is, he stands against his power. All these
struggles of Crow lead him to try to understand his condition in life. Although during
the First and the Second World Wars, there was a nationalistic approach, it transformed
into an individualistic attitude in the post-war period. Therefore, like Crow, the people
in the 1960s started to struggle for their own benefits and they no longer cared about the
destruction of wars. The only thing that they attached significance was to protect
themselves and live better lives. In the beginning of the 1960s people had more money
to spend, so particularly young people as individualists tended to enjoy consumerism
and its privileges. As Marwick states, the “improvements in the living standards”
provided “some potential for freedom of action,” as a result of which, personal
consumption emerged (The Sixties 44). Correspondingly, people became alienated from
the established values of the 1960s. The poem ends as follows:
The earth, shrunk to the size of a hand grenade
And he held it he held it and held it and
BANG!
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He was blasted to nothing. (Hughes 83, 18-22)

Like Crow, who came from nothingness, the British people came from a fragmented
environment. “BANG!” in the poem is the indication of the end and beginning of life.
The fragmented lives of the people caused them to get angry which is also presented by
“BANG!” in the poem. By virtue of their anger, the people in the 1960s became egoists,
however, they had the power to challenge the established norms in that period.
However, on the one hand, it is evident that Crow should destroy his attitude of egoism
in order to find his creator. On the other hand, in order to discover the truth, Crow
buries his talons in Proteus, who has various changes throughout the poem; at last he
becomes “a rising, fiery angel,” and then “Christ’s hot pounding heart” (Hughes 83,
17-18). As put by Hiller, “[t]hese Biblical images give rise to the destruction of the
earth, which “was blasted to nothing,” returning Crow once more to the nihilistic
beginnings from which he came; so, this “becomes Crow’s truth” (51-2). Thus, the
ultimate truth for Crow is nothingness. Like Crow, the people in the 1960s comprehend
that there is not such a strong God to protect them, so they no longer care about their
creator and any rules put by social and religious institutions in the 1960s; therefore, they
become egocentric and in order to survive they think very highly of themselves.
“Crow’s Account of the Battle” develops a similar idea of rebellion and escape as
strategies of survival. In this poem, the story of a battle that Crow has witnessed is told.
Crow takes reality’s lesson and the poem draws attention to the world wars in order to
demonstrate the necessity to protest against the destructive ideologies. As Hirschberg
states, the poem includes “Crow’s testimony to the horrors of wars past, present or
future” (81). Like Crow, people in the twentieth century had the fear of another war
because they could not free themselves from their feelings of fear because of the
destructive effects of the Cold War that started in the 1950s and development of nuclear
weapons in the 1960s. After people in the 1960s had questioned for whom they fought
in the wars they decided to challenge the authority by protesting against the established
norms of political, social and religious ideologies. In fact, the poem portrays a war
scene and describes the effects of war on human beings. As Scigaj argues, in the poem,
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“‘mishmash of scripture and physics’ of contemporary Western culture promotes a wellplanned war where orders, universal laws, and theorems obliterate both humans and
landscape with horrifying ease, but without public outcry” (Ted 138):
The cartridges were banging off, as planned,
The fingers were keeping things going
According to excitement and orders.
The unhurt eyes were full of deadliness.
The bullets pursued their courses
Through clods of stone, earth, and skin,
Through intestines pocket-books, brains, hair, teeth
According to Universal laws
And mouths cried “Mamma”
From sudden traps of calculus,
Theorems wrenched men in two, (Hughes 26, 11-21)

Briefly, any kind of war destroys not only human beings but also nature. In the poem
graphic descriptions of a battle scene are given. The poem links “the destructive
components of war” to “Universal laws,” “traps of calculus,” “Theorems,” “scripture
and physics;” and “[f]rom these abstractions come the weapons of war, where ‘Reality
was giving its lesson’” (14). This reality is the fact that wars break out because of
different ideological groups and people die because of the interests of power holders.
According to Tricker, the poem represents “the easiness of death for man in a modern
mechanized ethos” (105). So, this is the world into which Crow is born:
Reality was giving its lesson,
Its mishmash of scripture and physics,
With here, brains in hands, for example,
And there, legs in a treetop.
There was no escape except into death. (Hughes 26-7, 29-33)

It is evident that this scaring battle “outlasts prayers, goes beyond religion and science,
the ‘scripture and physics,’ until everything is utterly worn out” (Tricker 105). Thus,
religion and science collaborate to produce more violence and death. For this reason, as
Hirschberg points out, “war is spoken as an immensely ‘educational experience;’
prayers don’t help and mutilated men on the battlefield” (81) know that “even on the
sun’s surface / They could not be learning more or more to the point” (Hughes 26,
27-28). The poem is full of irony:
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And when the smoke cleared it became clear
[…]
And shooting somebody through the midriff
Was too like striking a match
Too like potting a snooker ball
Too like tearing up a bill
Blasting the whole world to bits
Was too like slamming a door,
Too like dropping in a chair
Exhausted with rage
Too like being blown up yourself
Which happened too easily
With too like no consequences. (Hughes 27, 43; 51-61)

Here, it shows that how easy and ordinary all this violence and destruction are.
Correspondingly, in this poem, the meaninglessness of war is given because there is
nothing except for destruction and achievement at the end. Although the so-called
reasons for fighting can be accepted as freedom and independence, people cannot regain
their liberty totally at the end. Moreover, despite reality’s lesson, as Robinson states,
[t]hey learn nothing. They only die, or have their inner lives cauterized. What is
being undergone here is in one sense not reality at all, because of the monstrous
dislocation of human sensibilities which attends it. At the end when the numbness
has become apparent, no solution of the situation can yet be proposed. (Ted 59)

Hughes explains that it was the First World War “where suddenly and for the first time
Adam’s descendants found themselves meaningless” (Winter 72). Clearly, Crow
realises “how easily war develops on the least difference of ideology” and he learns that
for any political power, “how ordinary and how perfectly acceptable war is” (81). What
is more, nobody cares about other’s pain as everything “[…] happened too easily / With
too like no consequences” (Hughes 27, 60-61). Still, when “the explosives ran
out” (Hughes 27, 37) and “the smoke cleared,” (Hughes 27, 43) people laid and felt
exhausted, hurt and weeped. Moreover, as Hiller states, people “begin to realize how
easily mankind slips into modes of war, and that the warring will most likely continue in
the future” (72). Hence, it is clear that people attended the world wars just because of
the ambitions of different ideological groups. If there is another war in the future, they
will be subject to pain again for nothing. For example, throughout British history
neither Conservative nor Labour has cared about people who will join the war, because

&55

what is important for them is their benefits and their profit from the wars to enhance
their powers. The lesson the poem develops, therefore, is that wars begin easily and life
of humankind is worthless. Thus, like Crow, the people should do something to stop
wars. In the 1960s, people were tired of being hunted so they became rebels and
escapists from the pressure of any mission. In fact, in the 1960s, there were anti-war
protests of students from different universities. Moreover, they protested against the
dominant ideology and challenged it in order not to be repressed by the rules of
different ideological groups.
Similarly, the idea of rebellion is presented in the poem entitled “Crow Blacker Than
Ever,” too. In this poem, Crow appears to be a rebel and trickster and Crow's
intervention in creation, in a trickster manner, is underlined because Christianity is
inadequate in reconciling God and man. The poem begins with the world soon after the
Fall:
When God, disgusted with man,
Turned towards heaven,
And man, disgusted with God,
Turned towards Eve,
Things looked like falling apart. (Hughes 69, 1-5)

As Hirschberg suggests, “Hughes’s account of Crow’s radical deviation from the usual
account of Christian redemption centers around two qualities - God’s discontent and
man’s dissatisfaction” (109). Here, an alternative Bible is presented. Still, while the
Bible introduces a God “who is sympathetic towards man and his plight after the fall
and so he promises a Son who would reopen the possibility of spiritual grace to man,”
this poem presents a different version as “God, disgusted with man / Turned towards
heaven” (109). Moreover, it is not only God who abandons his creature. In return of
God’s abandoning his creatures, people turn away from God, too: “And man, disgusted
with God / Turned towards Eve” (Hughes 69, 3-4). Indeed, God is unhappy with man
while man is unhappy with God. In this scenario, Crow is the one who attempts to find
a solution to the problem, so:
But Crow Crow
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Crow nailed them together,
Nailing Heaven and earth together- (Hughes 69, 6-8)

According to Eliade, “the shaman acts as an intermediary between God and man” (130).
So, in this poem Crow acts like the shaman because he tries to reconcile God and man
by “Nailing Heaven and earth together.” However, Crow’s unsuccessful attempt to
reunite God and man is ironic because of the destructive result:
Then heaven and earth creaked at the joint
Which became gangrenous and stankA horror beyond redemption.
The agony did not diminish. (Hughes 69, 11-14)

It is evident that Crow’s solution becomes gangrenous. As Hirschberg states, “Crow
takes God’s place (and turns the idea of Christian redemption upside down) in fostering
an unsuccessful attempt to ‘nail heaven and earth together’ without Christ” (109). Here,
an alternative Bible is presented through Crow. Crow’s creation of a “gangrenous”
union between God and man is the reflection of “the more devilish aspects of the
Trickster figure” (Hiller 100). As a trickster, Crow turns the Bible upside down by
displacing Jesus as the promoter of resurrection. According to Scigaj, Crow “rearranges
creation with expedients” (The Poetry 143):
The agony
Grew.
Crow
Grinned
Crying: “This is my Creation,”
Flying the black flag of himself. (Hughes 69, 16-21)

As Hiller asserts, “to Crow, the nihilist, the situation seems acceptable, and the
unrepentant black bird is actually proud of causing such agony” (41). At the end of the
poem, Crow has a sinister smile because he is satisfied with his creation of such a union
between God and man. Hence, “the black flag” is the representation of his realm.
Moreover, “the black flag” is the symbol of Crow’s rebellious attitude. As Ramsey
notes, “having carpentered our impossible Judaeo-Christian union of divinity and
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earthly flesh, in his role as a bricoleur, Crow exalts, ‘This is my creation’” (183).
Similar to Crow, people in the 1960s became rebellious. For example, in the 1960s the
Hippies emerged and affected the youth of the 1960s to protest against the limitations of
the established systems. Instead of implementing the established values, Hippies tended
to use drug and became the pioneers of the drug use. As the drug use increased the sense
of freedom, the youth of the 1960s had power to rebel against the restrictions of the
established norms and conventions. Alongside the drug use, the clothing style of the
Hippies became the symbol of rebellion. As the clothing and hair styles were symbols
of their identity, long hair and short skirts also showed their rebellious attitudes.
Consequently, in this poem, two characteristics of the people in the 1960s as rebel and
trickster are presented through Crow.
Likewise, “A Childish Prank,” introduces the trickster Crow and it concerns the creation
of man and the origin of sexuality. In this poem, however, there is mockery of the
Biblical creation myth because it is Crow, not God, who gives human beings their souls.
According to the poem, God created Adam and Eve but, “Man’s and woman’s bodies
lay without souls / Dully gaping, foolishly staring, inert” (Hughes 19, 1-2). Hence, after
God had created them he “is beaten by the problem of how to invest them with any kind
of purpose or stimulate them to any activity” (Sagar, Writers 30). As “[t]he problem was
so great, it dragged him asleep” (Hughes 19, 5). While God is sleeping Crow determines
to play “the archetypal Trickster joke” which is reflected in the title of the poem “A
Childish Prank” (Longstaffe 63), and he tries to invest the bodies of Adam and Eve with
souls:
He bit the Worm, God’s only son,
Into two writhing halves.
He stuffed into man the tail half
With the wounded end hanging out.
He stuffed the head half headfirst into woman
And it crept in deeper and up
To peer out through her eyes
Calling it’s tail-half to join up quickly, quickly
Because O it was painful. (Hughes 19, 7-15)
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Here, obviously, Crow “takes God’s creation of man and woman and revises it to his
own advantage” (Hirschberg 75). Consequently, Crow solves the problem by giving
man and woman interdependent sexual organs which may be accepted as a joke
imposed on human beings by the trickster Crow. As Hirschberg puts forward, in
actuality, the Crow becomes a creator while “Worm, God’s only son,” becomes “the
archetypal victim” (75). As Ramsey argues, in this poem, Crow “has fully arrived in
life, and [also] takes up his career as Trickster and Transformer with gusto” (179).
Furthermore, Crow is apparently associated with Satan. As Hirschberg argues, in “A
Childish Prank,” Hughes “inverts the Garden of Eden myth by presenting human
sexuality bequeathed to Adam and Eve by a Satanic [C]row for his own
amusement” (75). Thus, by giving man and woman sexuality, Crow who is “a creation
of demonic [evil]” tries to remedy the situation and solve the problem of God
(Fernandez 156).
Correspondingly, “A Childish Prank” is the first poem set in Eden. Hughes’s version of
Eden is, significantly, different from the one told in Genesis. As Hiller suggests, in the
Crow poems, “God plays very small part in the Garden, as he seems to have lost control
over his creations from the very start” because “Crow and the serpent seem to have
more influence in Eden than the Creator” (39). For instance, as Hirschberg argues, “by
infusing man with sexuality instead of a soul, Crow plays a trick on God who is not
only presented as indecisive and sleepy but incompetent as well, since the problem of
infusing a soul was so great that ‘It dragged him asleep’” (75). It is evident that there is
a parody of Genesis 2 where “the LORD God formed the man from the dust of the
ground and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life, and the man became a living
being” (The Holy Bible 7). That is, after God had created man he breathed into man an
immortal soul. Whereas, “A Childish Prank” ends with “a dark joke” of Crow (Tricker
90):
Man awoke being dragged across the grass.
Woman awoke to see him coming.
Neither knew what had happened. (Hughes 19, 16-18)
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Ramsey states that the Christian myth of creation is undermined by Hughes and “there
is a kind of child’s naughty delighting in blasphemy, in saying forbidden things right
under God’s nose” (179). Consequently, Crow subverts the authority of God by giving
sexuality to man and woman without the knowledge of God. What is more, it is Crow,
not God, who gives them “the sexual impulse without giving man a soul” (Hirschberg
75). At the end of the poem “God went on sleeping. / Crow went on laughing” (Hughes
19, 19-20). Like a child, Crow laughs at the representations of authority and plays jokes
on them. In the same line with Crow, through laughter, the people in the 1960s found
power in the ridicule. For example, they produced ridiculous posters and propaganda
during their protests. Crow’s parody of the Biblical Creation myth through his trickster
attitude indicates how people irritated and annoyed the dominant power in the 1960s
with their sarcastic protests. For instance, the Hippies used a sarcastic anti-war slogan
“Suppose They Gave a War and Nobody Came?” which is the indication of their
subversive aim against the dominant norms.
Similarly, the trickster Crow is presented in “A Horrible Religious Error” which “is
based on an inverted version of Biblical mythology” (Hiller 29). The poem portrays the
different reactions of the God of Christianity, Adam, Eve and Crow against evil, and
how the trickster Crow subverts the biblical truth:
God’s grimace writhed, a leaf in the furnace
And man’s and woman’s knees melted, they collapsed
Their neck-muscles melted, their brows bumped the ground
Their tears evacuated visibly
They whispered ‘Your will is our peace.’ (Hughes 45, 9-13)

In the Garden of Eden, when the serpent causes “God’s grimace” and forces Adam and
Eve to their knees, Crow realises how powerful the serpent is. On the one hand, as
Scigaj notes, although the primitive people respected the snake universally “as a symbol
of the self-moving, divine creativity of nature,” “Eve fears the snake [a symbol of the
serpent] as potential rapist,” and “Adam smashes a chair on its head” (Ted 132). On the
other hand, “God, objective and therefore removed from the human stress, is ‘wellpleased’ with accomplishing his designs, whereas all creation, especially awakened
emotional life, ‘goes to hell’” (Ted 132). However, Crow, unaffectedly,
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[…] only peered.

Then took a step or two forward,
Grabbed this creature [the serpent] by the slackskin nape,
Beat the hell out of it, and ate it. (Hughes 45, 14-17)

According to Crow, unlike God, Adam and Eve, the serpent is only food for him. The
fact that Crow “Beat the hell out of it and ate it,” is “a humorous response that really
illustrates the supreme confidence of this nervy bird” (Hiller 89-90). Hence, Crow
defeats the serpent and “converts this powerful pre-Christian agent of transformation
and growth into a utilitarian relationship” (Scigaj, Ted 76). By eating the serpent, Crow,
who is also a survivor, saves man from something evil. Moreover, as Hiller asserts, by
eating the serpent Crow believes that “he is saving mankind from death,” yet “he is
destroying creation itself” which is a religious error (42). Likewise, the people in the
1960s ignored any regulations which were evil for them because the established norms
and convention limited their freedom.
Consequently, it will be useful to refer to Jung’s idea about the trickster figure, as for
Jung, the trickster is “a forerunner of the saviour,” and “he is both sub-human and
super-human, a bestial and divine being” (The Archetypes 263). Accordingly, the people
in the 1960s, like tricksters saved themselves from the things that restricted their lives.
As Hirschberg states, Crow “is able to deal with evil far more ably than a virtually
impotent God” which shows that Crow is “a saviour / trickster” (95). That is to say, the
fact that Crow overcomes evil more successfully than the ineffective God demonstrates
that his attitudes and actions are more important in overthrowing the limitations.
Similarly, people in the 1960s developed their alternatives and unconventional solutions
to solve the problems that they faced.
“Littleblood,” presents a hopeful Crow. In fact, it introduces a new bird-totem called
Littleblood. As Frazer suggests, there is a primitive belief which concerns “an exchange
of life or souls between the man and his totem [animal]” (1615). In a similar way,
Hughes finds “a voice in his totem-creature, Crow” (Hiller 83) and presents the attitudes
of the people in the 1960s through his totem-creature Crow. Correspondingly, the last
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poem “Littleblood” “is invoking another totem creature who will bring further
revelations in [Hughes’] later poetry” (Megerle 193). “Littleblood” reveals that at the
end, Crow accomplishes his quest. Moreover, as Scigaj puts forward, Hughes’s later
poetry will be “a presentation of Crow passing through developmental stages to attain
Nature, his bride” (“The Ophiolatry” 389). The fact that Crow’s quest to find his creator
and his place in the world ends with finding his bride shows that like Crow, people in
the 1960s have the potential to successfully complete their quest to improve their life
conditions culturally, socially and politically. According to Hiller, such a union between
Crow and his bride can “complete the process of cathartic healing evident in the Crow
poems” (84). As stated above, people in the 1960s try to achieve socio-cultural
transformation through protest culture. The changes, thereby, enable people to transform
their hopelessness into hope.
Hughes, according to Hirschberg, “beseeches Littleblood to help him, to deliver
messages to him from the underside of things” (126). Similarly, Ramsey states that
[l]ike Crow, until his apotheosis, Littleblood represents something stronger than
death, something older than pain, but the wistfulness and tenderness with which the
poet appeals to it dramatises powerfully that thermal agony and rage against the
nature of things, through which Crow is so effective a guide, has run its course.
(185)

Hence, the poem reads: “Sit on my finger, sing in my ear, O littleblood” (Hughes 94,
12). It is evident that like Crow, the new bird-totem Littleblood has ‘grown so wise
grown so terrible’ through feeding on death (Hughes 94, 10). Littleblood can be
considered as the mythical representation of the future generations, who learn from
Crow how to survive. As a mythical representation of the people in the 1960s in
particular, Crow guides Littleblood with his protest lifestyle in general. He teaches
Littleblood to survive and challenge the impositions of the established systems.
According to Hirschberg, on the one hand, Littleblood “is the secret beast of prophesy, a
strange boneless, skinless little carcass;” on the other hand, he “has been ‘wounded by
stars’ of hope and is ‘leaking shadow’ of despair” (126). Yet, at the end, Crow finds his
bride and he completes his spiritual and psychological development successfully.
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Hence, “Crow’s tale ends with this quietly triumphant little poem celebrating the selfrealized soul, mirthless, deathless, without beginning or end” (Hirschberg 126).
In conclusion, in his Crow, Hughes uses the trickster myth of the native Americans to
create his own myth of the Crow and through his Crow, he represents the attitudes of the
people in the 1960s against the established norms and values. In each poem in Crow,
Hughes presents several characteristics of the British people in the 1960s. Accordingly,
in his Crow poems, Hughes introduces Crow’s defiant and rebellious attitudes as a
survivor and a nihilist in “Two Legends,” “Lineage,” “Examination at the Womb-Door,”
and “A Kill.” Hughes continues to present Crow as a nihilist in “Crow’s Theology,” and
“Apple Tragedy.” Moreover, Hughes introduces Crow’s loveless, disrespectful and
distrustful attitudes in “Crow’s First Lesson.” Crow’s other attitudes as an egoist and
individualist are presented in “Truth Kills Everybody.” Crow’s rebellious and escapist
characteristics are presented in “Crow’s Account of the Battle” while his rebellious and
trickster characteristics are presented in “Crow Blacker Than Ever.” Similarly, Crow’s
trickster attitude is presented in “A Childish Prank,” and “A Horrible Religious Error.”
Consequently, “Littleblood” introduces Crow’s hopeful nature. Through these attitudes,
Hughes traces the development of the people in finding power to challenge the
established norms particularly in the 1960s. Evidently, Crow’s mythical significance as
a rebellious survivor is important for the people in the 1960s and how they manage to
transform their hopelessness into hope through their protest lifestyles and rebellious
attitudes.
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CHAPTER II
TED HUGHES’S PROMETHEUS ON HIS CRAG: REBELLION,
LOSS OF HOPE AND RECOVERY OF HOPE
To Christian commentators Prometheus stands
for intellect; to Neo-Platonists he is construed
as the demonic mediator between heaven and
earth; to the medieval intellectual his story
symbolizes the mental suffering incumbent
upon contemplation; to the Renaissance
humanist he represents good will and right
reason in man; and to the Regency Whig
gentleman, he is a lover of liberty and a martyr
to the external forces of despotism. (Curran 45)

Hughes wrote Prometheus on His Crag in 1971 when he was working on Orghast in
Persia. However, Prometheus on His Crag, including twenty-one short poems and a
drawing by Leonard Baskin, was first published in 1973 as a Rainbow Press limited
edition. Then in 1979, it was put together in Hughes’s Moortown which consists of short
sequences like Moortown, Prometheus on His Crag,8 Earth-numb and Adam and the
Sacred Nine. Hughes composed Prometheus on His Crag “after he’d abandoned Crow
and after the death of Assia Wevill and their daughter Shura and Hughes’s
mother” (Bentley, Ted Hughes 119). The woman Hughes never married, Wevill,
committed suicide in the same way as Sylvia Plath; she gassed herself and the young
Shura in 1969. Hughes’s unhappiness, feeling of guilt and ups and downs in his life
affected him while writing his Prometheus sequence. In addition to his personal life, the
events in the period in which the collection was published and the psychological state of
people in the late 1960s and early 1970s seem to be influential factors in the writing of
Prometheus on His Crag.
Thus, this chapter examines Hughes’s use of the Prometheus myth in his Prometheus on
His Crag and argues that Hughes uses the Greek myth of Prometheus to represent the
rebellious attitudes, loss of hope and recovery of hope of the people in the mid-1960s
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and early 1970s. As argued in the introduction, in the 1960s, there was a permissive
society. The socio-cultural troubles of the period caused a reaction against the
oppressive systems, norms and values. Similarly, in the 1970s, people, like the rebelTitan Prometheus, the protagonist of Hughes’s Prometheus on His Crag, revolt against
the established norms. Accordingly, as a rebel, Hughes’ Prometheus symbolises the
characteristics of the people in the mid-1960s and early 1970s while Zeus and the
vulture, which eats Prometheus’s liver every night, represent the cruelty and despotism
of the powers of the dominant systems. In Prometheus on His Crag, Prometheus moves
between hope and hopelessness to regain his freedom. Like Prometheus, people in the
mid-1960s and early 1970s were in the same situation because of the religious, social,
political and economic changes and problems in Britain. Hence, the events in the
mid-1960s and early 1970s provided the socio-cultural background to his sequence,
Prometheus on His Crag.
Hughes presents Prometheus as the symbol of the human condition in the mid-1960s
and early 1970s. Indeed, the Prometheus myth is a story of disobedience and progress.
Despite the fact that there are many versions of the Prometheus myth, the most
remarkable narratives of the origin of the Prometheus myth first appeared in Hesiod’s
Theogony which was composed around 700 B.C.. In his work, Hesiod tells the birth of
the world, genealogies of the gods of the ancient Greeks, Zeus’ war with the Titans and
the Prometheus myth.
After the war with Titans, Zeus trusted Prometheus because of his being unbiased
during the war and gave Prometheus immortality. However, despite his neutrality during
the war, Prometheus was a rebel and he antagonized Zeus. His conflictual relationship
with Zeus is significant as he suffers because of his rage towards Zeus and other deities.
Prometheus did not forget their destructive behavior against his ancestors. Thus,
Prometheus created man, he “actually created the first man, Phaenon, from clay and
water” in order to take revenge on Zeus and the deities (Leeming 326). After the war, he
continues to play his tricks three of which are particularly significant; such as deceiving
Zeus pretending that he gave the edible part of the meat of the sacrificed animal, and
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stealing Zeus of the fire he withdrew from humankind. Furious with Prometheus and
humankind, Zeus wanted the smith-god Hephaestus (Vulcan) to make a beautiful
woman whose name was Pandora meaning “all-gifted” (Leeming 306). Gods gave
Pandora as a gift to Prometheus’s brother Epimetheus. He accepted Pandora, whose box
released all the evils “that from then on have plagued humanity” such as conflicts,
sorrows, diseases and disasters spread over the earth, as a bride (Leeming 306).
As put by Mills, the idea that “evil came into the world” because of a foolish woman
brings to mind “the biblical story of how Eve was tempted to eat the apple, which
brought death into the world along with other woes” (29). Hence, Pandora can be also
accepted as “the Eve of the Greek mythology” (Leeming 306). Consequently, first Zeus
punished humankind by sending evil, then he would take revenge on Prometheus
personally. Zeus hated Prometheus not only because of the theft of fire from gods for
humankind but also Prometheus’s reluctance in revealing the prophecy about Zeus “that
he was in danger of begetting a son who would overthrow him” (Feder 359). Hence,
Zeus chained Prometheus “to a rock on Mount Caucasus, where an eagle tore out his
liver every day for 1,000 years (it grew back each night), until the hero Heracles [the
son of Zeus] finally released him” (Leeming 326).
For Hughes, Prometheus on His Crag is “an expression of limbo … [a] numb poem
about numbness” (Poet 29). In contrast to the first version of the Prometheus myth by
Hesiod, Hughes’s version of the Prometheus myth begins with the situation of
Prometheus after he was bound to a rock. As Xerr asserts, Hughes’s sequence of
Prometheus is “composed of Prometheus’ interior monologues, projecting forward the
hero’s thoughts about his suffering and the meaning of his existence” (155).
Accordingly, Hughes portrays the human figure. Like the people of the 1960s and 1970s
who lost their faith in God, God also abandoned his hope of humankind. Thus, instead
of humankind, God created a culture hero like Prometheus. However, Prometheus
protested against God and released himself from authority which is a kind of
achievement although he was punished. Scigaj states that “Prometheus’s liberation
depends upon understanding the significance of what he has done and learning to
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mediate the opposites of aspiration and pain by developing his imaginative life” (Ted
125). Prometheus can be accepted as the first who helped humankind to cope with
authority. As such, he presents the human condition in the mid-1960s and early 1970s.
Accordingly, Prometheus is a motif of rebellion as well as freedom. In this context,
Prometheus on His Crag can be considered to be a sequence of poems about freedom,
loss of freedom and regaining of it. Similarly, as put by Bassnett, Prometheus shows
that “[o]ut of pain and suffering comes hope and a sense of meaningfulness” (73).
Hughes presents hope born from all events actually destroyed hope. In Prometheus on
His Crag, eight poems show the hopeless situation of Prometheus while thirteen poems
present Prometheus’ increasing hope of recovery of freedom.
Accordingly, Prometheus on His Crag opens on a note of hopelessness. The first poem
introduces Prometheus bound to a rock and hopeless about regaining his freedom. As
put by Robinson, at the beginning, “he is alone at night on a distant windy peak, and the
driving of the blue wedge through him into the rock beneath has forced him first
unconscious and now delirious with agony” (Ted 148). In this poem, his questioning to
understand what happened to him starts and his unendurable pain leads him to feel the
loss of freedom, but he continues self-questioning because by feeling his body he
comprehends “Something is strange / Something is altered” (Hughes 71, 3-4)9:
‘What has happened to me, what has altered?’
He whispered and he lay frightened Letting his veins venture for him
Feeling his ice-burned lungs gulp huge clarity
Letting his laborious chest lift him
Like the wingbeats of an eagle
and
‘Am I an eagle?’ (Hughes 71, 10-15)

Prometheus cannot decipher what has altered. However, his lungs “gulp huge clarity”
and his “veins venture for him” and his “chest lift him / Like the wingbeats of an eagle.”
With this clarity, Prometheus realises his fallen condition in horror. Furthermore, as
Robinson states, Prometheus, who is motionless, “helpless, imprisoned and
earthbound,” ponders “if he might […] have altered into the eagle, that symbol of power
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and freedom of the skies” (Ted 149). Accordingly, one of the possibilities that he
considers after examining his situation is that he is an eagle. It is significant that
although he is captured, he identifies with the eagle, the symbol of strength and
freedom. As Jung puts forward, “[t]he alchemical vulture, eagle, and crow are all
essentially synonymous” (“Psychology and Alchemy” 169). As he is not yet aware of
Zeus’s punishment on him, he does not know that his thought of being the eagle cannot
be true. Even he cannot yet know who or what he is, whether he is a man or an animal.
A similar confusion was experienced by the people in the 1960s and 1970s who found
themselves in a dark world. For example, the 1970s was a time of violent turmoil
because of the war in the Middle East, IRA bombings in Britain and US bombings in
Vietnam. Furthermore, in that period, there was political and industrial unrest which
caused a serious decline in British economy and hardships in the social life. Hence,
people felt that they were under attack and their independence was at risk because of the
powers which were not identified yet immersed people in an ocean of pain. They were
suffering without knowing the reason for their pain, so they were hopeless.
The pervasive hopelessness is observed in the fourth poem of Prometheus On His Crag,
too. In this poem, Prometheus is in a hopeless state. His victimisation by the vulture
represents the victimisation of the people in the mid-1960s and early 1970s, in a way. In
this poem, the vulture visits Prometheus for the first time. Prometheus begins to
understand his being a victim and observes his destiny:
Spotted the vulture coming out of the sun
The moment it edged clear of the world’s edge.
There was nothing for him to do
As it splayed him open from breastbone to crotch
But peruse its features. (Hughes 74, 2-6)

Clearly, Prometheus is subject to helpless endurance and he cannot do anything to stop
the vulture piercing him. However, Prometheus is described as someone who is
watching the vulture in the hope of being unchained by him. However, the feathers of
the vulture which are described in the line as “Black, bold and plain were those headline
letters” (Hughes 74, 7) tell Prometheus something different:
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Do you want to know what they said?
Each one said the same:
‘Today is a fresh start
Torn up by its roots
As I tear the liver from your body.’ (Hughes 74, 8-12)

It is evident that when Prometheus meets the vulture he realises that his torture will go
on because of the vulture’s tearing his liver every day. The vulture victimises and
subjects Prometheus to torture through unending pain renewed daily. The parallelism is
that like Prometheus, the people in the mid-1960s and early 1970s felt agony because of
the brutality of the dominant systems and the limitation of their freedoms by the
established norms. Significantly, instability in British policy caused numerous troubles.
The British people went into the mid-1960s with the administration of Harold Wilson
(1916 – 1995), who was a Labour, governing Britain between 1964 and 1970, and later
he governed Britain from 1974 and 1976. In the 1970s, Edward Heath, who was the
leader of the Conservative Party, became the Prime Minister and governed the country
until 1974. Neither Wilson nor Heath did anything to prevent the economic decline
which caused hyperinflation and rise in unemployment. Correspondingly, Heath’s time
was characterised by industrial strifes, conflict with public and confrontations with trade
unions which caused the unhappiness of the people in the mid-1960s and early 1970s.
Furthermore, Prometheus seems to represent the hopeless victim. His continual
suffering in a way suggests the suffering of the people caused by unemployment,
inflation and poverty. Like Prometheus, humankind is defenseless in the face of
problems created by the dominant powers. As noted by Paterson, those most
defenseless, included “the long-term unemployed, the low-waged, the elderly dependent
on state pensions, the disabled and chronically sick, the welfare-dependent one-parent
families and, more generally, children and ethnic minorities” (424). As a result, these
problems seemed to be eternal.
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The helpless and hopeless situation of Prometheus is furthered in the eighth poem
which presents Prometheus as captive. Prometheus goes on trying to understand his
situation and hopelessly realises that he is a prisoner:
He knew he could not walk he did not
Know how he could not crawl
He could not move he was a prisoner
[- - -]
Prisoner a jailor? He spoke it was a scream (Hughes 78, 5-7; 14)

Prometheus asks questions to himself to comprehend his situation. His new state is one
of a captive who is deprived of his freedom. Like Prometheus, people struggled to give
meaning to their restriction and pain. Because of the ineffective administrators, people
were exposed to economic problems of the mid-1960s and early 1970s. For instance,
inflation began to increase. As noted by Marwick, it was “5.2 per cent in later sixties”
and “9.3 per cent between 1971 and 1974,” and then it “reached the frightening height
of 27.0 per-cent in 1975” (British 159). As a result of worsening living standards and
low income, few people managed to own a home, for instance. All these limitations
brought about unhappiness and hopelessness.
In this context, in the ninth poem, the gradual realisation of Prometheus of his plight
shows that his situation is caused by a higher power. When Prometheus realises that he
is subject to a higher power, the hope to regain his freedom is entirely given up:
Now I know I never shall
Be let stir.
The man I fashioned and the god I fashioned
Dare not let me stir. (Hughes 79, 1-4)

Here, evidently Prometheus’s situation is eternal. Like Prometheus, the people in the
mid-1960s and early 1970s, in particular, moved away from God because God or any
religious institution as a representation of God did nothing for people to reduce their
agony. It is observed that only through individual endeavour can they get back their
freedom. Indeed, Prometheus understands that there is a great meaning for his future in
the vulture’s existence and he begins questioning:
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What secret stays
Stilled under my stillness?
Not even I know.
Only he knows - that bird, that
Filthy-gleeful emissary and
The hieroglyph makes of my entrails
Is all he tells. (Hughes 79, 8-14)

As Xerr suggests, Prometheus cannot utterly realise that “the suffering it [the vulture] is
forcing him to undergo is the answer to his questions” (162). Yet, the unrealised power
of the vulture and his secret are frightening. As Robinson argues, “[t]hat it [freedom]
should seem to lie in the possession of the vulture, which brings him such pain and yet
leaves things still so mysterious, is even worse” (Ted 157). Nonetheless, in order to gain
progress in deciphering the meaning of the vulture Prometheus manages to speak again
and asks some questions by looking at the vulture. But still there is no change and
remarkable progress in the discovery of his situation.
Accordingly, in the tenth poem, Prometheus starts to respect the vulture hopelessly as
the vulture knows what to do:
It went on doing it
Swallowing not only his liver
But managing also to digest its guilt
And hang itself again just under the sun (Hughes 80, 4-7)

However, Prometheus’s admiration for the vulture soon transforms into despair and
hopelessness because the vulture seems to be totally oblivious of the reason for
Prometheus’s suffering:
Like a heavenly weighing scales
Balancing the gift of life
And the cost of the gift
Without a tremor
As if both were nothing. (Hughes 80, 8-12)

The “gift of life” is the fire stolen by Prometheus while “the cost of the gift” is the
symbol of Pandora’s box which brings all the evils to the earth such as pains, sorrows,
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diseases, conflicts and disasters. Zeus sends Pandora to earth as a punishment for both
Prometheus and humankind. The vulture binds these things together by teaching
Prometheus to reach knowledge through suffering. As Forster and Harper observe, the
mid-1960s and early 1970s were “tough times for many people with strikes, threatened
food shortages, financial hardship and blatant inequalities for various sectors of society”
(5). However, because of these kinds of difficulties, the people in the mid-1960s and
early 1970s became conscious of their power to recover and improve their situation.
Thus, strikes played significant role in the core of British society in the 1960s and
1970s. For instance, because of the lower wages and longer working hours, miners
organised a big strike in 1969. As a result of the strike, they managed to improve their
working conditions which was a part of the social revolution.
The thirteenth poem also presents Prometheus despairing for his future. In this poem,
after Prometheus has confronted the reality of the vulture, he understands that the
vulture is his punishment for giving man the gift of life and gift of fire:
Prometheus On His crag
Heard the cry of the wombs.
He had invented them.
Then stolen the holy fire, and hidden it in them. (Hughes 83, 1-4)

Prometheus, who is immortal, cannot die even if he has unbearable pain. However, he
realises that he gave man suffering by giving him life and it is difficult for man to cope
with such pain. Robinson states that “[d]eath appears to him with dark associations; and
life is no blessing, just a reluctantly followed compulsion” and “[o]ne responsible for
such pain must feel guilty, and that his own pains are a punishment” (Ted 160):
That his chains would last, and the vulture would awake him,
As long as there were wombs
Even if that were forever,
And that he had already invented too much. (Hughes 83, 14-17)

Prometheus also feels guilty because both he and humankind are punished. His regret
that he ever gave man life is significant. He understands that humankind is, thus, like
himself, cursed. However, he questions whether he deserves his pain or not and feels
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hopeless because of the idea that his agony will be eternal. As Taşkın puts forward,
“with the recurrence of vulture and chains, Prometheus’s thoughts have recoiled
towards his own fate” (61). Similar to Prometheus, British society in the mid-1960s and
early 1970s was unhappy because people believed that their efforts to develop resulted
in a seemingly endless period of economic crisis and corruption in every field.
A similar association is observed in the fourteenth poem in which the hopeless
Prometheus looks at the suffering of man through witnessing his own suffering:
[Men and Women] lift their faces and look all around
For their master and tormentor
When they collapse to curl inwards
They are like cut plants and blind
Already beyond pain and fear
Even the snails are whipped
The swifts too screaming to outstrip the whip
Even as if being were a whipping
Even the earth leaping
Like a great ungainly top (Hughes 84, 11-20)

Prometheus comprehends that everything in the world is exposed to agony and pain and
as a creator he cannot do anything to save humankind from their pains and to end his
own suffering. The mid-1960s and early 1970s may be accepted as ‘lost’ because of “the
personal hardships” and “intense feelings” such as “social and emotional trauma” which
“were produced by the radical social changes of the period” (Forster and Harper 1-2).
Like Prometheus, at the beginning, people in this particular period could do nothing
because numerous conflicts of the decades did not make a good impression for them to
regain their freedom.
In a similar vein, in the nineteenth poem, Prometheus, who is in despair, understands
how the words are also frustrating:
For words are the birds of everything So soon
Everything is on the wing and gone
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So speech starts hopefully to hold
Pieces of the wordy earth together
But pops to space-silence and space-cold
Emptied by words
Scattered and gone.
And the mouth shuts
Savagely on a mouthful
Of space-fright which makes the ears ring. (Hughes 89, 8-18)

As Robinson suggests, Prometheus starts “with a shout of words and ends dumb and
terrified” (Ted 165). He is still hopeless because all his words are in vain to regain his
freedom. Correspondingly, as Scigaj argues, “Prometheus must learn to use them [his
words] to become aware of deeper levels of being, not simply to scatter his thoughts
into identifications of separate categories through ordinary analytic thinking” (Ted 126).
Prometheus’s use of different words to find out some meanings to regain his freedom
represents the British people in the mid-1960s and early 1970s who created different
groups in order to realise change for the better. According to Xerr, “Hughes’ idea is that
reality is not made up of words and that other more substantial modes of action are the
means to freedom, the most powerful of which is that of suffering” (168). Like
Prometheus, these people have to find alternatives because disruptive protests against
the limitations can be destructive rather than advantageous in getting back their
independence.
Although in eight poems, Prometheus’s suffering and frustration are foregrounded a
gradual recovery of hope and relief is observed in the rest of the poems. Indeed, as early
as the second poem, it is seen that Prometheus achieves to convert his hopelessness into
hope. In this poem, dawn comes and Prometheus has a chance to see his condition.
Thus, how Prometheus, who is the passive victim, witnesses his own doom:
The blue wedge through breastbone, into the rock,
Unadjusted by vision or prayer - so.
His eyes, brainless police.
His brain, simple as an eagle. (Hughes 72, 4-7)

As Robinson suggests, Prometheus, here, “is passive, choiceless, mutely registering the
sensations associated with his eternal fate” and this produces in him something akin to
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rejoicing and triumph, again symbolised by eaglehood” (Ted 150). He feels strength
beneath his pain and helplessness. As Xerr argues, “[i]t is this new paradoxical new
sense of being that makes Prometheus feel like an eagle, which can be seen as the hero’s
dream of power in the face of immurement” (159). Moreover, it is this which makes
“the Titan [Prometheus] feels his strength” (Hughes 72, 17) though he is
“helpless” (16). The story of Prometheus in Hesiod’s Theogony reminds the reader that
perhaps Prometheus’s strength is based on his knowledge that one day Zeus will need
his help and he will release Prometheus in exchange for his help, so Prometheus’s
punishment cannot be everlasting. Prometheus just recognises that his strength connects
with his feeling like an eagle which is the symbol of victory. Accordingly, this poem
foreshadows Prometheus’s regaining his freedom in the last poem.
Like Prometheus, people in the mid-1960s and early 1970s did not want to have eternal
pain in contrast their pain empowered them. As put by Marwick, in spite of the views of
some critics which indicate that the British people “had lost their appetite for work,” to
live in the 1960s and 1970s, in fact, “life was good and all seemed far from lost” and
“there was joy in the present, and hope for the future” (British 185). Correspondingly,
the people in the mid-1960s and early 1970s decided to transform their hopelessness to
hope by challenging all the established norms. For example, Hippies in the 1960s and
1970s and street singers in the late 1960s created a joyful atmosphere with their songs in
addition to their rebellious attitudes that urged people to protest against restrictive
values to regain their independence. Their desire of living free became the reason for
the change from despair to hope.
In this sense, the second poem can be accepted as an awakening, beginning of
consciousness by the help of Prometheus’s pain while in the third poem, his feeling
strong like an eagle ends with the awakening of the vulture. Prometheus’s first shout is
heard:
Shouted a world’s end shout.
Then the swallow folded its barbs and fell,
The dove’s bubble of fluorescence burst,
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Nightingale and cuckoo
Plunged into padded forests where the woodpecker
Eyes bleached insane. (Hughes 73, 5-10)

According to Scigaj, “‘world’s end shout’ of Prometheus is an abdication of
responsibility to create reality for the self” (The Poetry 270). As put by Smith,
Prometheus is
fractured. He is the crossroads of eternal light and ecstasy, and temporal doom,
pain, change and death. Conscious in eternity, he has to live in time. And he cannot
solve his dilemma. He hangs between heaven and earth, almost torn apart, an open
wound, immortal. (94)

Accordingly, Prometheus’s first shout which is “intersecting self-consciousness, voice,
and language” separates “the Eden of ‘holy, happy notions;’ instead he develops a
consciousness of the daily pain that attends existence - the vulture” (Scigaj, Ted 126).
Despite the fact that Prometheus shouts to have relief for a short time, his shout causes
not only the suffering of the rest of the creation but also ends his “holy, happy notions”
in his former life and his pain increases because of the torture of the vulture. Eventually,
the vulture wakes up:
A world of holy, happy notions shattered
By the shout
That brought Prometheus peace
And woke the vulture. (Hughes 73, 14-17)

Here, as Xerr suggests, “Prometheus senses that the grand notions he holds are
forsaking him; he is about to die in a mysterious sort of way, but it is only thus that he
will be resurrected as a god-like human being” (160). Hence, the vulture will be
essential for his salvation. The vulture, here, may be the representation of evil in the
mid-1960s and early 1970s. Like Prometheus, people in these periods turn their difficult
times into an advantage. As Forster and Harper point out, the troubles in their tough
times such as “food shortages, financial hardship and blatant inequalities for various
sectors of society” and decrease in living standards triggered them to have social
revolution by making big changes in established values (5). For example, women in the
mid-1960s became active in the working area which provided hope for women to be
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released from the responsibilities assigned by the established values such as marriage
and motherhood. Moreover, in order to have equal rights with men, women went on
numerous strikes such as a strike about equal pay with male workers. As a result of their
strikes, women, in a way, carried out a social revolution through the Equal Pay Act of
1970.
Similarly, in the fifth poem, Hughes introduces the hope of Prometheus through
Prometheus’s dream. In this way, Prometheus finds consolation and hope in his dreams
and it is his dreams that inspire solution and relief from pain. As noted by Robinson, the
rest of the Prometheus sequence deals with “Prometheus’s reaction to the vulture”
which includes “hope and hopelessness, calm and disturbance” (Ted 152). Accordingly,
in the fifth poem, Prometheus’s first reaction to the vulture is seen. After the vulture has
left, Prometheus falls asleep and has a dream:
Dreamed he had burst the sun’s mass
And emerged mortal. He raised his earth-soaked head
Like a new-born calf. A skirl of cold air
Joggled the flowers. (Hughes 75, 2-5)

Here, it is clear that dream and illusion are interwoven in this poem. The fact that
Prometheus only raises his head indicates his being unsuccessful to throw off his chains
and be free of the vulture’s torture:
He had resolved God
As a cow swallows its afterbirth.
But over the dark earth escaped
The infant’s bottomless cry, the mother’s lament,
The father’s curse. (Hughes 75, 13-17)

In spite of the belief of Prometheus given above, “Prometheus’ gift of fire has not
solved humanity’s problems” because Prometheus cannot hinder their agony through his
gift (Xerr 161). As the gift of Prometheus, the gifts in the twentieth century such as
progress in technology did not relieve man’s pain. As Xerr further suggests, “human life
and the world are still characterized by confusion, fragmentation and hollow
meanings” (162). However, even so Prometheus has a false dream in this poem, dream
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is still a symbol of hope. The infant in the poem may be accepted as a representation of
Prometheus and humankind. In spite of all the troubles in the mid-1960s and early
1970s, people in these periods still dreamed of a better life which is a sign of their hope
for future.
Likewise, in the sixth poem, Prometheus still cannot understand his situation. As
Robinson asserts, after his dream solution has failed “his realization of the universe as
an endless repetition of events all the same, all painful, all issueless, drives him mad and
dumb” (Ted 153). All his attempts to comprehend his condition end with
meaninglessness:
The thoughts that basted sweat downhill flushed features
And carved his body in a freezing ecstasy
Like a last supper, are dead as Harakhty.
Heaven funnels its punishment
Into a heart that beats ostrich
Into a brain horoscopes cretaceous. (Hughes 76, 5-10)

Although Prometheus seems to be hopeless there are some evidence about his hope. The
repeated visits of the vulture may be accepted as the symbol of life and death. As put by
Taşkın, “[i]ts ripping of Prometheus’s liver is death, the liver’s regrowth is life” (53).
Thus, as a result of Prometheus’s destiny and punishment each day Prometheus
challenges death. Moreover, “A last supper” in the poem is a reference to “Christ’s final
meal before his death and resurrection, a prandial ceremony that was gradually
transformed into an immortal ritual” (Xerr 161). After the First and Second World Wars,
the twentieth-century people had psychological problems and people continued to
encounter the destructive effects in the late 1960s and early 1970s. Furthermore, they
believed that another war would break out and they would die at any moment like their
relatives who died in the world wars. As Xerr argues, “Hughes’s ambition is to
immortalize Prometheus’ ceremony of suffering and encourage us to accept it as a
necessary ritual whose ultimate reward is transmutation and rebirth” (161). Prometheus,
hence, is like a Christ figure who helps man’s revival of life and revival of hope. Like
Prometheus, people in the mid-1960s and early 1970s should experience pain to reach
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eternal peace and freedom. There is also a reference to Harakhty, who is a minor
Egyptian deity because he is a symbol of rebirth which is the indication of life and
freedom.
Consequently, the seventh poem suggests that the signal that Prometheus will be free is
given. As Scigaj suggests, Prometheus’s freedom depends on “understanding the
significance of what he has done and learning to mediate the opposites of aspiration and
pain by developing his imaginative life” (Ted 125). The images of chains, the sun,
flowers and freedom are given:
So the sun bloomed, as it drank him,
Earth purpled its crocus.
So he flowered
Flowers of a numb bliss, a forlorn freedom Groanings of the sun, sights of the earth Gathered by withering men. (Hughes 77, 11-16)

As Xerr points out, Prometheus can be accepted as “humanity’s saviour” and the
symbol of human beings (161). Thereby, his suffering caused by his rebellious actions
corresponds to the suffering of humankind. Although freedom seems forlorn, the images
of flowers show that Prometheus will restore his fragmentary world and reach exact
freedom. The fact that Prometheus never gives up his struggle to understand his
condition and the reason for his pain is the representation of his determination to reach
independence again. It seems that Hughes, here, suggests that the strikes that took place
almost every month in the mid-1960s and early 1970s demonstrate that the people in
these decades were persistent in their struggle to regain their freedom and to improve
their living standards. Prometheus’s recovery of hope means that, at last, like
Prometheus, the people in these decades will be successful at removing their chains
which are the symbols of their limits.
Accordingly, hope dominates the eleventh poem which introduces a dream of
Prometheus. In this poem, Prometheus has been dreaming and manages to escape from
reality through his dream:
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And the hammer-splayed head of the spike through his chest
Was a swallowtail butterfly, just trembling,
And neither wrist nor ankle must move And he dared hardly look at butterfly,
Hardly dared breathe for the pain of joy (Hughes 81, 6-10)

Here, the butterfly, which has a significant meaning in this poem, may be accepted as a
symbol of new life and hope. However, in the closing lines, Prometheus faces reality in
which nothing has changed:
But now he woke to a world where the sun was the sun,
Iron iron,
sea sea,
sky sky,
the vulture the vulture. (Hughes 81, 14-18)

As put by Scigaj, with these words, Prometheus regards “the fragmentary ordinary
world” (Ted 126). When Prometheus wakes from his dream he realises that everything
including his pain, nature and the place where he is located is the same. However, he
can still have a dream with hope of release from his chains and regaining his freedom.
Like Prometheus, the British people in the mid-1960s and early 1970s dreamed to be
free and had belief in having better life although these periods did not include vital or
lively communities because of the corruption in each field. Only by making sociocultural changes and social reforms in every fields, they will regain their independence.
As noted by Alt, the Labour Government of 1964 to 1970 took significant steps in
many areas, except economy, such as legislation dealing with abortion, sexual offences,
and divorce and “provisions of the 1965 Rent Act, the introduction of supplementary
benefits in 1966, the Race Relations Act of 1968 and especially reform in education
system begun in 1965” (23). All these struggles for social achievements gave hope to
people.
Similarly, in the twelfth poem, Prometheus’s attempts to deal with his situation
continue. This time Prometheus tries to escape from reality through his song:
Prometheus On His Crag
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Had begun to sing
A little before dawn
A song to his wounds. (Hughes 82, 1-4)

As stated above, Prometheus is the representation of humankind. Accordingly, as Sagar
points out, “[t]he body of Prometheus is the body of humanity, his wounds its
smouldering cities” and “it is no incomprehensible external evil which has caused the
ruins of cities” (The Art 156). The pain that people experienced during the world wars
and post-war period is given by the body of Prometheus which is exposed to torture by
the vulture. As put by Taşkın, Prometheus “has yet to win understanding from his
wounds, but at least his pure song brings to suffering mankind a blissful
numbness” (59):
But he went on singing A pure
Unfaltering morphine
Drugging the whole earth with bliss. (Hughes 82, 8-11)

Here, Prometheus continues to sing which shows his lasting hope to regain his
freedom . It is also a fact that singing is the sign of pretending to be happy and a way of
ignoring the bitter reality. His use of song as morphine is the indication of people’s use
of drugs in the mid-1960s and early 1970s which is the symbol of their protest against
established values. Moreover, like Prometheus who suffers on behalf of others, people
died during the world wars on behalf of others. Correspondingly, the British people took
strength from their sufferings and recovered their hope for the future.
In a similar way, the fifteenth poem presents the hope of Prometheus through his dream.
In this poem, Prometheus has a dream for the third time in the Prometheus sequence and
in his dream:
Between the aeons - dark nothing. But he could see
Himself wading escaping through dark nothing
From aeon to aeon, prophesying Freedom - (Hughes 85, 8-10)

Here, through his dream, Prometheus can escape from his dark world, which is a
symbol of the reality, and he feels his freedom in “his soul’s sleepwalking:”
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It was his soul’s sleepwalking and he dreamed it.
Only waking when the vulture woke him
In a new aeon
to the old chains
and the old agony. (Hughes 85, 11-15)

As Xerr asserts, “Prometheus comes to himself as the one who offers liberation to
humanity, only to find himself confronted by the vulture which seems intent upon
killing all hope” (165). The vulture as a representation of the authority wants
Prometheus not to cherish his hope while his chains as symbols of the rules put by the
authority restrict his freedom. However, his situation and the vulture will entail him to
be free. Also, the vulture can be considered as a symbol of the limitations of established
systems. It is clear that these restrictions trigger people to raise.
Likewise, in the sixteenth poem, the hopeful Prometheus comprehends his situation and
accepts his suffering:
He yields his own entrails
A daily premium
To the winged Death in Life, to keep it from men.
He lays himself down in his chains
On the Mountain,
under Heaven
as THE PAYMENT - (Hughes 16, 5-11)

Xerr states that “Prometheus saves humanity from ‘Death in Life’ and not from
mortality, which together with suffering must be accepted as an intrinsic part of the
wholeness of existence” (166). Here, Prometheus acts like Christ as a savior because
like Christ, Prometheus is chained and tortured and suffers on behalf of humankind. As
Xerr further argues, “Hughes conceives of Prometheus as being both the rock upon
which the new Church is to be built and the new Church itself” (166). The new church
is the sign of the time to make the move. For the people in the mid-1960s and early
1970s, it is time to behave according to personal spirituality rather than behaving
according to the rules of institutions. Only by creating new lifestyles through social
revolution, the British people can regain their freedom.
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Similarly, in the seventeenth poem, Prometheus is expectant to regain his freedom. This
poem may be accepted as a metaphor of life:
No God - only wind on the flower.
No chains - only sinews, nerves, bones.
And no vulture - only a flame
[- - - ]
The vital, immortal wound. (Hughes 87, 1-3; 7).

Robinson claims that “Prometheus’s chains have been just a way of indicating the
burden of mortality we all carry in our bodies” while the vulture is “symbolic of the
energy running through time and life” (Ted 163). “The vital, immortal wound” is the
representation of the vulture’s torture through his daily visits. As put by Taşkın, the
wound is “[v]ital because it is via, life itself, and it is necessary to Prometheus’s
salvation, and immortal because the wound is everlasting, and it is the source of his
redemption” (64). Clearly, the duality of the nature of the vulture is emphasised because
the vulture is both Prometheus’s victimiser and his hope to discover his condition and to
regain his freedom. Consequently, Prometheus discovers that he will gain freedom only
through the vulture. Like Prometheus, people discovered that they would be free
through all conflicts such as unemployment, poverty and terrible living standards. This
is because they will overcome all these troubles and will regain their freedom.
In the eighteenth poem, Prometheus is hopeful because of the encouraging words of the
lizard for Prometheus. As Sagar points out, the poem provides to imagine the story of
Prometheus and the characters presenting in the form of an icon that has a “permanent
religious significance” (The Art 152). At the beginning of the poem, there are references
to Io, Epimetheus and Pandora to show their absence in this sequence, which provides
new significance. Then Prometheus gives the symbolic details by receiving the lizard’s
sign:
The figure overlooked in this fable
Is the tiny trickle of lizard
Listening near the ear of Prometheus,
Whispering - at his each in-rip of breath,
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Even as the vulture buried its head ‘Lucky, you are so lucky to be human!’ (Hughes 88, 12-17)

Here, there is a celebration of humanness. As noted by Xerr, “the lizard is a symbol of
the earth, an earth lacking consciousness, imagination and understanding” and “[i]t has
no hope of transcending its status and mode of being and this is why Prometheus
remains adamant in his will to bear the pain” (167). It is evident that Prometheus
continues to believe that his pain is the payment; yet, he is in desperation until he hears
the lizard’s words. Xerr states that the lizard’s words “remind the hero that to be human
is to possess consciousness and wisdom and thus to be responsible for the proper
management of nature and its resources” (167). The lizard’s words encourage
Prometheus to be hopeful. As Robinson suggests, the lizard “can hear the pain in his
breathing,” so it cannot mistake “Prometheus’s situation for bliss and freedom” (Ted
164). Like Prometheus, humankind is lucky because he is conscious about realising that
the mid-1960s and early 1970s were full of uncertainty and tastelessness. Moreover, he
becomes more self-confident to corrupt and go beyond the established norms in order to
regain his hope.
Likewise, the hope of Prometheus to regain his freedom is argued in the twentieth
poem. In this poem, Prometheus is confused and still he questions the significance of
the vulture. Hence, the poem consists of various questions of Prometheus about the
vulture including that is the vulture “his unborn half-self,” is it “his prophetic familiar,”
is it “atomic law,” is it “the fire he had stolen,” is it “the earth’s enlightenment,” is it
“his anti-self?” (Hughes 90-1, 3; 11; 17; 20; 26; 29). As Robinson puts forward, it is
clear that “Prometheus’s questions as a survey and summary of everything the vulture
means” (Ted 166). At the beginning, Prometheus cannot find any answer to his
questions; yet, he comes to a conclusion of the Prometheus sequence through the last
question which gives him hope:
Or was it, after all, the Helper
Coming again to pick at the crucial knot
Of all his bonds…?
Image after image. Image after image. As the vulture
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Circled
Circled. (Hughes 91, 32-37)

Evidently, Prometheus considers the vulture as a helper in that his pains are necessary
for his inner development. As West claims, his new opinion “had turned his rock and his
dilemma into a vigorous telluric revival” (97). At the end, he will be free of his chains.
Like the vulture, the difficulties of people became the helper of them to secure their
power for the last time. Xerr states that for Prometheus, the vulture is “his liberator” and
it “is a sort of shamanic guiding spirit intent upon helping him communicate with the
hidden other of his psyche and being that he can make possible his rebirth and
transformation” (170).
Prometheus develops to a great extent by deciphering the meaning of the vulture.
Similarly, people in the second half of the twentieth century found the meaning of their
troubles and tried to escape from the result of them. As observed by Marwick, 1969
survey about the answer to the question of “Do you feel free?” includes personal
freedom in many fields; for example, “in relations with parents,” 85 percent of people
feel free while 10 percent of them do not feel free; “in employing leisure,” 80 percent of
people feel free while 18 percent of them do not feel free; “in love relationships,” 78
percent of people feel free while 8 percent of them do not feel free; “in purchases,” 71
percent of people answer to the question as yes while 27 percent of them say no; “in
choice of job,” 64 percent of people feel free while 26 percent of them do not feel free;
“in the exercise of your occupation, educational or professional,” 62 percent of people
feel free while 26 percent of them do not feel free; “in politics,” 58 percent of people
answer to the question as yes while 23 percent of them say no (The Sixties 762).
Although the percentages are promising it is clear that like Prometheus who has not
been emancipated yet, the British people in the mid-1960s and early 1970s cannot get
their freedom completely yet.
The twenty-first poem, which is the last poem of the sequence, creates a relationship
between the hope of the people and that of Prometheus. In this poem, the achieved
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freedom is given. Prometheus overcomes his dilemma by understanding his condition
and can convert his pain into his advantage to regain his freedom:
The mountain is flowering
A gleaming man.
And the cloudy bird
Tearing the shell
Midwifes the unfailing crib of flames.
And Prometheus eases free.
He sways to his stature.
And balances. And treads
On the dusty peacock film where the world floats. (Hughes 92, 11-19)

It is evident that Prometheus “achieves freedom through his rebirth” and he embraces
“his dual state of being” and prizes it “as an optimal condition for existence, this being
due to the fact that it denotes unity and harmony through the tension between opposite
forces” (Xerr 173). In the last line, there is a reference to the peacock which is the
“symbol of integrated wholeness” as the feathers of the peacock include all colours
(Odajnyk 183). As Xerr suggests, “[t]he peacock’s tail is also a symbol of cyclicality
since every year its colours fade and re-splendour” hence, it “symbolises immortality,
longevity and love, as well as apotheosis” (174). The fact that the colours of his tail
regain their brilliance is the representation of the rebirth of Prometheus. According to
Jung, “[t]he peacock is an early Christian symbol of the redeemer” and “is second
cousin to the phoenix, a Christ symbol” (The Collected Works 419). Correspondingly,
Prometheus managed to regain his freedom through the redeemer. Furthermore, Sagar
claims that
Prometheus’ mother is the mountain, the whole earth, the fruit of the earth. The
earth itself, the chestnut, the fig, all are covered with a shell or skin within which is
the magma. […] This “slow mire” of unrealized life at the same time imprisons and
cradles, entombs that which is always waiting to be born. (The Art 156)

At last, Prometheus gains his liberty. According to Sagar, “Prometheus ‘balances’ the
gift and the cost, humanity and godhead, heaven and earth” (The Art 156). Hence,
Prometheus’s spiritual journey is described by Campbell as follows:
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fundamentally it [the journey] is inward–into depths where obscure resistances are
overcome, and long lost, forgotten powers revivified, to be made available for the
transfiguration of the world. This deed accomplished, life no longer suffers
hopelessly under the terrible mutilations of ubiquitous disaster, battered by time,
hideous throughout space; but with its horror visible still, its cries of anguish still
tumultuous, it becomes penetrated by an all-suffusing, all-sustaining love, and a
knowledge of its own unconquered power. (The Hero 29)

Evidently, Campbell’s description fits the development of Prometheus as a mythical
hero. As put by Taşkın, “[t]he mountain, once a prison, is now a mother in the act of
delivery” (72) and it “splits its sweetness” (Hughes 92, 2), along with “[t]he vulture,
once an enemy, is now midwife” (Taşkın 72). Similarly, as put by Marwick, “[d]ecline,
disillusionment, unrestrained excess: that is not the central story” because the story “is
of the freedoms won, the movements, the innovations, and the ideas of the sixties
continuing through the 1970s” (The Sixties 742). The 1960s, which began with
unhappiness, restriction and uncertainty ended with people’s hope for future by the
1970s.
In conclusion, in his Prometheus on His Crag, Hughes creates his own version of the
Prometheus myth out of the Greek myth of Prometheus to represent the state of people
in the mid-1960s and early 1970s. Hughes’s protagonist in Prometheus on His Crag is
Prometheus, who is a rebel and who bears the consequences of his rebellion. As such,
his story of disobedience and punishment represents the life in these periods. In each
poem in the Prometheus sequence, Hughes presents hopelessness of the people and the
gradual recovery of hope and freedom through his Prometheus myth. As it is explained,
eight poems of Prometheus on His Crag concern hopelessness while thirteen poems are
about hope. Prometheus hopes for regaining his freedom and like Prometheus, British
society in the mid-1960s and early 1970s manages to convert its hopelessness into hope
by challenging all established systems, norms and values and by turning numerous
difficulties such as economic decline, poverty and unemployment, to their advantage.
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CONCLUSION

You are who you choose to be.
- - Ted Hughes, The Iron Man

This study of Ted Hughes’s use of myths in his Crow and Prometheus on His Crag has
considered the historical background as an important factor in understanding Hughes’s
use of myths in his poetry. This study, thus, argues that Hughes uses his mythic poetry
to represent the attitudes of the people in the 1960s and 1970s through an emphasis on
the fact that his mythical characters in Crow and Prometheus on His Crag represent
people’s subversive approach to the authority of the dominant systems and values at the
time. Ted Hughes, in a sense, may be accepted as a representative poet of the 1960s and
1970s. His poems, thus, present the problems and struggles of the real world although
he uses myths in his representations of the socio-cultural changes and developments and
their impact on people in his poems. Accordingly, his use of Crow in Crow and
Prometheus in Prometheus on His Crag are functional and these major myths have
symbolic significance in his poetry. One particular way in which Hughes engages the
myth is that, in his mythic poetry, Hughes borrows from the trickster myth of the native
Americans and the Greek myth of Prometheus and rewrites these old myths for his own
purposes.
Crow, in which Hughes uses the trickster myth of the native Americans and the real
world to develop his own myth, is a turning point in Hughes’s poetic life, because Crow
is his first mythical collection. As argued in Chapter I, Hughes uses the mythical
trickster figure Crow to represent the British society in the second half of the twentieth
century and their attitudes towards the established systems, norms and values. Hence,
Hughes introduces especially the changing characteristics of the people of the 1960s as
a result of the religious, political and socio-cultural changes and conflicts in the British
Society in this decade, through drawing an analogy between this society and the
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trickster protagonist of the Crow myth. Like Crow, the people at the time have
rebellious attitudes. They are, like Crow in “Two Legends,” “Lineage,” “Examination at
the Womb-Door,” and “A Kill,” survivors and nihilists. On the other hand, in “Crow’s
Theology,” and “Apple Tragedy,” Crow is represented as a nihilist only. In Crow,
Hughes subverts the Bible and reconstructs various parts of it to develop his idea of
rebellion and subversion as central to the lives of the people in the 1960s. For instance,
“Crow’s First Lesson,” represents Crow as a loveless, disrespectful and distrustful
figure. Uncertainty and chaos in the British society of the 1960s brought about
numerous religious, economic, political and socio-cultural problems and changes.
Accordingly, as indicated in this poem, insecurity gets into each segment of the society
such as into politics with instability and the family life and thus, people become
loveless, disrespectful and distrustful figures.
“Truth Kills Everybody,” shows how egoism and individualism function in the lives of
people. It seems that the socio-cultural background of the 1960s forces people to
struggle for their own benefits. High self-esteem and better life conditions become their
sole aim. Accordingly, in “Crow’s Account of the Battle,” the rebellious Crow is
observed while in “Crow Blacker Than Ever,” the rebellious as well as the trickster
Crow is observed. It seems that like Crow, the counterculture of the 1960s challenged
and subverted the established systems, norms and values. People in the 1960s did not
want to be exposed to the limitations any longer, so they challenged the dominant norms
in the society. Moreover, as it is seen, “A Childish Prank,” and “A Horrible Religious
Error,” introduce the trickster Crow. Through Crow’s mockery of the Biblical creation
myth, his trickster characteristic is, here, presented. Like Crow, people in the 1960s
started to play jokes on the authority to challenge it. In fact, Crow’s subversive and
rebellious attitude prove to be useful, for instance, in “Littleblood” as emerging hope is
seen in this poem. Similarly, it can be argued that people’s challenge to the established
system that restricted their lives proved to be to their advantage. In this way, by
developing alternative lifestyles, people in the 1960s made a socio-cultural reform in
many areas such as sexual issues, consumption habits, leisure activities, family and
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religious institutions. Hence, Crow is also the symbol of life itself because he is the
emblem of the instinct for survival.
As argued in Chapter II, Hughes develops a similar idea through his use of the Greek
myth of Prometheus to represent the rebellious attitudes, loss of hope and recovery of
hope of people in the mid-1960s and early 1970s, in particular. The protagonist of
Prometheus on His Crag, Prometheus, thus, has common characteristics with the people
of the 1960s and 1970s. Like Prometheus, people in this specific era move between
hope and hopelessness to regain their freedom and confidence because of the religious,
social, political and economic transformations and difficulties in Britain. There are eight
poems in Prometheus on His Crag presenting people of the mid-1960s and early 1970s
as hopeless, unhappy and fragmented while there are thirteen poems in Prometheus on
His Crag introducing people as hopeful for future to regain their freedom and
confidence. In fact, Prometheus on His Crag presents hope born from great
hopelessness. Clearly, it shows that like the rebel-Titan Prometheus, who is the figure of
disobedience, people in the late twentieth century manage to break boundaries by
challenging all established systems, norms and values that restricted their lives. Hence,
they achieve to convert their hopelessness into hope by creating alternatives.
In this study, it is seen that Hughes’s Crow and Prometheus on His Crag use myths to
symbolise people’s loss and recovery of hope and their ways of coping with the
difficulties and challenges in the 1960s and 1970s. In both collections, through two
basic myths as the touchstone in his mythic poetry, Hughes presents the human
condition in these decades. As Hughes suggests, the trickster myth of Crow and the
rebellious Prometheus address and heal certain aspects of the twentieth-century culture:
I don’t think it’s possible to invent a story that your whole being doesn’t need in
this way of a myth that is trying to heal you. […] You think of one myth rather than
another because that myth is the one that belongs to you at that moment. You
cannot create imaginatively anything that isn’t made in healing yourself, otherwise
it just isn’t imaginative. (“Myth and Education” 61)
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ENDNOTES
Bold, A. (Ed), The Cambridge Book of English Verse, London, CUP, 1976. Quoted in a note on
“A Childish Prank,” p. 234.
1

The seven supplementary poems in the 1972 collection of Crow are entitled as “Crow Hears
Fate on the Door,” “Crow’s Fall,” “The Contender,” “Crow Tries the Media,” “Crow’s Elephant
Totem Song,” “Crowcolour,” “Crow Paints Himself Into a Chinese Mural.”
2

For further information about the features of ten culture areas of North America, see Bastian
and Mitchell’s Handbook of Native American Mythology, Lynch’s Native American Mythology
A to Z. Kuiper’s Native American Culture, Tschopik’s Indians of North America, Waldman’s
Encyclopedia of Native American Tribes.
3

While quoting Crow Poems, poet’s name, page number in the 1972 collection of Crow, and the
line numbers are provided respectively.
4

5

Genesis 1 in the Old Testament begins: “In the beginning God created the heavens and the
earth” (1).
6

In the introduction of Revelation 1 in the New Testament, there is a reference to the revelation
of Jesus Christ and his testimony.
There is an analogy between the lineage of the Crow and the opening of St Matthew’s Gospel
in the Bible, in which the lineage of Christ is introduced in a similar way. In Matthew 1, the list
begins: “Abraham was the father of Isaac, Isaac the father of Jacob, Jacob the father of Judah
and his brothers” (2).
7

Prometheus on His Crag in section II of Moortown contains three revised poems which are
poems 5, 7 and 17 (Scigaj, The Poetry 269).
8

While quoting Prometheus sequence, poet’s name, page number from Prometheus on His
Crag in section II of Moortown and the line numbers are provided, respectively.
9
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