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SCE Reports # 2 is  pr imar i ly  devoted t o  t h e  pro- 
ceed=~ of HLA Special  Session 550: "The Language ' 

of Cri t ic ism,"  held on Deceae r  28, 1976, i n  New 
York City* The semfnar was sponsored by t h e  Society 
f o r  C r i t i c a l  Exchange, l n c  , , i n  cooperat ion with 
t h e  Modern Language Association. Organizers and 
d i scuss ion  l e ade r s  were Leroy Sea r l e  and James 
Sosnoski, 

The pages ' t h a t  follow a r e  a v i r t u a l l y  complete 
t r an sc r i p t i on  of tape recordings made during the  
sess ion .  I n  t he  eases  o f  the  p r i nc ipa l  speakers,  
the t e x t  which appears he r e  has been corrected o r  
emended by its author .  Questions from the  f l o o r  
appear s u b s t a n t i a l l y  a s  they were asked. E l l i p se s  
i nd i ca t e  omissions o f  r e p e t i t i o n s ,  redundancies, o r  
inaudible  passages on  t h e  tope. Brackets enclose 
an e d i t o r i a l  guess a t  the  direction of an incompletely 
n r t i c u l a  tcd tlrouy,l~t. 

The papers under d i scuss ion  by Profcasors  ElcCnnn, 
Micro, and Mat tl~ews were pr ln tcd  i n  SCE Reports d 1. 
Professor  J e f f r e y  Eiehlman's paper, "Cataract.: ~ i d e r o  t 's 

-- - - - - - 
Discursive P o l i t i c s  1749-1751 ," was d i s t r i bu t ed  p r i o r  
t o  the  seminar a s  Reports Supplement # 1. M r .  
Mehlman has requested t ha t  we publish the  por t ion  
o f  h i s  essay on Diderot (forthcoming i n  ,C&ph) from 
which h i s  seminar remarks were derived r a the r  than 
our  t r a n s c r i p t  of  them. Regrettably, M r .  ~ e h l m a n ' s  
t e x t  a r r i ved  a f t e r  l ay-oa t  f o r  t h i s  issue was com- 
p le ted .  We a r e  there fore  r ep r i n t i ng  SCP, Reports 
Supplement # 1, wi th  t h e  add i t i on  of Mr . llehlmanqs 
"pos t a c r i p  t, & Diderot , I '  a copy o f  which is 
enclosed with t h i s  issue.  

Copies of a l l  papers a r e  a v a i l a b l e  ( i n  l imi ted  
q u a n t i t i e s ) .  It you de s i r e  e x t r a  copies  o f  . 
Reports 1, with Supplement, p lease  send $1.00 
t o  cover p r i n t i n g  and postage t o  SCE Reports, 
220 $out11 Beech S t r e e t ,  Oxfozd, Ohio 45056. 
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A t  t he  beginning of t he  seminar, t h e  audience 
was asked by t h e  organizers  to  address  the  ques t ion  , 

whether genuine exchange occurred. A t  the end, one 
member of t he  audience remarked that  ''we got a l o t  
of  s t u f f  on t he  table--in a heap, bu t  on the table." 

It would c e r t a i n l y  appear t h a t  the  severa l  
d i scourses  a r e  discontinuous. Nevertheless, i s sue s  
have emerged, and something near consensus was 
achieved on two i n t e r r e l a t ed  po in t s ,  No speaker 
was wi l l i ng  to countenance the d i ssoc ia t ion  of 
theory and prax is ;  most were skept ica l  about a t -  
tempts t o  f ind  a "metatheory," t o  a r t i c u l a t e ,  i n  
AParik Slrarstromk words ,  " t h e  ground of a l l  
grounds upon which wc hnvc always stood." Edward 
~omarlccn' s invocat ion of R a l p h  Cohen' s argument 
t h a k  l i t c r a r y  theory i s  a genre i m p l i e s  a recip- 
r oca l  r e l a t i onsh ip  between theory and praxis .  
%/facthew Marinol s "ncrvousnessg9 about attempts t o  
goncml ixc  upon "t11c w l d c  rnngc  ox n c t i v i t i c s "  thn t  
i s  c r i t f  cism, and Jcromc ~cGartn 's  iinsistcnce that: 
t l ~ c  csjgencics of tllc classroom not bc  ignored nre  
sirnilrlrly motivated by conccrn w i t 1 1  praxis .  From 
another phi losophical  and l i n g u i s t i c  perspec t ive ,  
comes Jc f f rey  Mehlmnn's c ryp t i c  re fusa l  to  r i s k  
"ideal. ism" or  "hollowness of discourse" by s tpara -  
t i n g  h i s  model ("if  indeed the word model can  be 
used") from Didcro t ' s  Tales ( i f  indeed thc word 
l lDiderot ' s l l  can be used).  Robert Matthews warns 
t11at t hc  quest  f o r  an  in tegra ted  c r i t i c a l  per -  

, s pec t i ve  m y ,  f o r  no "good reason . . . cons t ra in  
t h c  domain of l i t c r a r y  worlts," Paul Miers chcer- 
f u l l y  conccdes t l n t  "any closure has t o  be under- 
stood as f i c t i v e , "  and o f f e r s  h i s  procedure i n  t h e  
classroom as cvidcnce thn t  a "poctics of conscious- 
ness" need not  be dogmatically imposed, 

Wc would hope t h a t  t h i s  narrow a r ea  of agreement 
about t h e  p r a c t i c a l  dcmands of l i t c r a r y  c r i t i c i s m  
could s e rve  as a ground on which exchnngc among 
t he se  s i x  c r i t i c s  might take place, M r .  Tomarken 
urged t h a t  "the Society f o r  C r i t i c a l  Exchange must 



begin by considerXng its beginning." Having done . 
that, we are encouraged. 

Jt 
* * 

Beginning wi th  t h i s  i s s u e  o f  Reports,  we 
w i l l  announce pub l i sh ing  o p p o r t u n i t i e s ,  conferences ,  
c a l l s  f o r  papers ,  t h e  fonna t ion  o f  r e s e a r c h  groups, 
and o t h e r  prof e s s iono l  even t s  of  i n t e r e s t  t o  mem- 
bers of t h e  Soc ie ty ,  i n  a NEWS AND NOTICES s e c t i o n ,  

P l e a s e  send such information--a p o s t e r  o r  - 
announcement w i l l  do--to Reports,  220 South 
Beech S t r e e t ,  Oxford, Ohio 45056, 

In t h i s  i s s u e ,  please consult the NEfJS AM) 
NOTICES s e c t i o n  f o r  more d e t a i l e d  in fo rmat ion  
concerning PltA S p e c i a l  Sess ions  f o r  1977,  con- 
f e rences ,  new journa l s  and s p e c i a l  i s s u e s ,  e t c .  
We t ake  s p e c i a l  n o t i c e  here  of Reader: & 
Newslet ter  of Reader-Oriented C r i t f c i s m  and 
Teachin?', publ ished by  Raber t Crossman, 28 
Cushing S t r e e t ,  Providence,  Rhodc I s l and  02906. 
Wc thank Pfr. Crossman f o r  111s generotla announce- 
ment O E  the formtion of the Sacicty f o r  Criticnl  
Exchange, and happ i ly  respond i n  kind.  * 

Ins t i  t u  t i o n a l  a s s i s t a n c e  i n  t h e  p u b l i c a t i o n  
of  t h i s  i s s u e  o f  SCZ Reports was provided by t h e  
Departments of Engl ish  a t  M i a m i  Un ive r s i ty  and 
t h e  Univer s i ty  of Rochester. We a r e  e s p e c i a l l y  ' 

g r a t e f u l  t o  Mary Al ice  Grassmick o f  Eliami who 
generously,  c h e e r f u l l y  , and a c c u r a t e l y  typed t h e  
copy f o r  t h i s  i s s u e .  
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PROCEEDMGS: MI& SPECIAL SESSXON 550: 
"The Language of ~ r i t i c i s m "  12-28-77 

The s e s s ion  was convened by Professor  J a m s  
Sosmsk i  of Miad Universi ty  and Professor  Leroy 
Sea r l e  of t he  Universi ty  of Rochester. Following 
preliminary remarks by Professor  Sear le ,  b r i e f l y  
explaining the  purposes of  The Society for C r i t i c a l  
Exchange i n  sponsoring proj  ec  ts t h a t  f a c i l i  ta t e  
the  extension of d i sauss ion  i n  c r i t i c i sm ,  the 
s e s s ion  was openild by Professor  Sosnoski, a s  
moderator. 

The following pages a r e  a t ranscr ibed r epo r t ,  
beginning wi th  Professor  Sosnoski's opening 
observat ions,  

Mr, Sosnoski . 

We're going t o  begin wi th  t he  respondents, and 
we've asked them t o  address  thernselvcs to t he  writ- 
t en  pos i t i ons  of the  au thors  of tho papers. . . . 
A£ t e r  the  respondents,  each author  w i l l  then c o w  
ment on the  underlying i s sue s  a s  he perceives  them, 
and on the  responses t ha t  have been given t o  him, 
Let  me add one pzenote: each of these six persons 
speaking tonight  w i l l  speak with a d i f f e r e n t  s e t  of 
terms, . . . I f  I could borrow Ronald c rane ' s  ex- 
pression,  they w i l l  each use a d i f f e r e n t  c r i t i c a l  
language, Now the  question which we hope t h a t  
everyone he r e  i n  t h i s  room today w i l l ~ a d d r e s s  , . . 
is the  foll'owing: i f  a genuine exchange occurs here  
tonight ,  under what condi t ions d id  i t  occur? What 
made i t  possible? On t he  o t h e r  hand, ff  a genuine 
exchange does m t occur,  what prevented i t ?  . . . 
F i r s  t , Professor  Tomar ken, 

THE AUDIENCE OF CRITICAL THEORY 

Edward Tomarken 
Miami Universi ty  

Oxford, Ohio 45056 

Jerome McGann begins by asking us t o  consider  
t h e  audience/reader of t h e o r e t i c a l  c r i t i c i sm:  I 
regard t h i s  a s  a c r u c i a l  quest ion,  a tu rn ing  po in t  
i n  t he  h i s t o r y  of theory and s h a l l  r e t u rn  t o  it. 
For McGann, t h e  modern t h e o r i s t s ,  un l ike  t h e i r  
c l a s s i c a l  counte rpar t s ,  speak only t o  one another,- 
e s s e n t i a l i z i n g  t h e i r  i n t e r e s t s .  He urges t h a t  in-  
s tead  of debat ing about & a poem means we should 
consider  why i t  i s  meaningful and what i s  t he  point  
of t he  ana ly s i s ,  thereby speaking t o  t h e  i n t e r e s t s  
of our audience, Surely a number of us  would agree 
w i t 1 1  PlcCann i n  his questioning of tlre assumption of * 

"intrinsic" c r i t i c i s m ,  nnmoly, tha t  the p r a c t i c a l  
c r i t i c  cxp l i c a t c s  t he  t e x t  and t he  me tac r i t i c  c l a r -  
i f i e s  the p r inc ip l e s  of exp l ica t ion .  L i t e r a ry  an- 
a l y s i s  must have t o  do wi th  more than l i t e r a t u r e  
i f  the  s tudent  i n  t h e  classroom i s  not t o  waste  h i s  
time and money, But t he  a l t e r n a t i v e  offered by 
Professor  IfcGann s t r i k e s  me as  a quest ionable  bar- 
gain.  The values and s k i l l s  of c r i t i c i s m ,  we a r e  
t o l d ,  a r e  b e t t e r  acquired by studying imaginatxve 
t e x t s  which a r e  organized according " t o  laws which 
t he  p o e t ' s  own a n a l y t i c a l  a c t  of composition i n s t i -  
t u t e s , "  Here 1 sense the  ghost of formalism--pre- 
sumably buried with thq " in t r ins ic1 '  school--and 
f e e l  t h a t  the  reader  of t h i s  theory must ask how 
"public s k i l l s "  a r e  t o  be derived from the  p r i v a t e  
imaginative worLds of "the unacknowledged l e g i s -  
l a to rs . "  The i n i t i a l  attempt t o  open t he  c r i t i c a l  
a c t  t o  i ts  audience has resu l ted  i n  our  encapsuli-  
z a t i on  wi th in  a l a r g e r  form--the dilemma of post-  
formalism. 



Here 1 f ind Robert Matthewst c l e r i fPca t i on  of 
the c r i t i c a l  procedure he lp fu l ,  So long a s  we in- 
sist t h a t  t h e  connnentator% task is t o  a r t i c u l a t e  
meaning, t h e  r e a l m  of l i f e  and ar t  are separated ' 

by a chasm which cannot be crossed l e s t  we commit 
t h e  a f f ec t i ve ,  gene t ic  o r  i n t en t i ona l  f a l l a c i e s .  
Matthews persuasively argues t ha t  i n t e rp r e t a t i on  
involves a context l a rge r  than meaning: t he  c r i t i c  
d i scerns  a proposi t ion which must e n t a i l  a postu- 
l a t e d  individuated u t te rance .  The art-work is seen 
a s  a speech-act. This not ion demyst i f ies  i n t e rp r e -  
t a t i o n  and helps  bridge the  gap between l i t e r a r y  
language and ordinary language, I n  i n t e rp r e t i ng  
everyday speech we assume t h a t  the  words a r e  not a 
random melange bu t  t he  u t te rance  of a sane person 
o r  persons; the  same assumption operates  i n  i n t e r -  
p r e t i n g  a r t .  But now, having gained entrance t o  
t h e  realm of  a r t ,  t h e  reader  might ask Professor  
Matthews how we a r e  t o  r e t u r n  t o  r e a l i t y ,  t h a t  is ,  
how is  t h e  content of an imaginative speech-act 
r e l a t ed  t o  t h e  content of an ordinary speech-act,  
The chasm of formalism has been spanned i n  one 
d i r e c t i o n  only, We a r e  l e f t  t o  s t r ugg l e  back by 
way of our b e l i e f s ,  p r ed i l e c t i ons ,  preconceptions, 
a l l  t h a t  mental c l u t t e r  which i f  i t  were ever 
o rde r l y  and cons i s ten t  would be a model, i n  t he  
terminology of Paul Miers. Our various c r i t i c a l  
models a r e  not ,  a s  t he  p l u r a l i s t  fed us t o  hope, 
po in t ing  up d i f f e r e n t  f a c e t s  of the  art-work but 
a r e  i n  c o n f l i c t  wi th  one another ,  a s ign  of " i n t e l -  
l e c t u a l  c r i s i s . "  Professor  Miers suggests  t h a t  
Anthony Wilden's system theory, derived from 
Jacques Lacan, w i l l  enable us  t o  understand how 
c r i t i c a l  models complement r a t h e r  than simply con- 
t r a d i c t  one another:  t h e  c r i s i s  thus i s  a heal thy 
one t h a t  w i l l  lead us toward a "poetics of con- 
sciousness." While t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between analog 
and d i g i t a l  is  a s u b t l e  one, enabling us  t o  under- 
s tand  f o r  ins tance  t h a t  Freudianism and s t r uc tu r -  
a l ism a r e  d i f f e r e n t  orders  of l og i c ,  a system of 
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systems must be a l l - i ncu l s i ve ,  Hm does t h i s  sys- 
tem account f o r  i ts awn r i s e ,  f o r  i t s  own h i s to ry?  
f f  i t  cannot then 'Wilden's c r i t i q u e  of  s t r uc tu r -  
a l i sm  can be  appl ied  t o  h i s  own system, namely tha t  
i t  i s  a methodology which imp l i c i t l y  becomes an 
ontology. To r e t u r n  t o  t h e  audience of  c r i t i c a l  
theory, we have been t ransported i n  Lacanian 
fashion across  the  chasm t o  human consciousness t o  
be t o ld  we never l e f t  i n  the  f i r s t  place--we have 
been t r a v e l l i n g  w i th in  our own psyches, Such a 
not ion t u r n s  i t s  back upon i ts  audience and upon 
t he  h i s t o ry  of theory which has s i nce  i t s  incep t ion  
i m p l i c i t l y  o r  e x p l i c i t l y  made some gesture  t o  its 
responders.  

I would suggest t h a t  such a choice i s  s o l i p -  
s i s t i c  and o f f e r  t h e  following a l t e r n a t i v e  f o r  your 
considerat ion.  Ralph Cohcn has proposed t h a t  "lit- 
e r a ry  thcory i s  e genre" (Ccntrum 111, p p r i n g  
19751, 45-64) : "By considering l i t e r a r y  theory ns a 
genre,  I mean t o  c l iminatc  the following as  redun- 
dant  o r  meaningless questions: Is l i t e r a r y  thcory 
nox~his t o r i c a l ?  Is li t c r a ry  thcory curnulat ivc? Is 
l i t e r a r y  thcory modeled upon s c i e n t i f i c  theory? 1s 
a l i t e r a r y  theory ve r i f i ab l e?  Is l i t e r a r y  theory 
possible?"  (p. 45). We cannot begin t o  give Pro- 
f e s so r  McCann's s tudent  h i s  money's worth u n t i l  we 
account f o r  how the  quest ion has been answered, 
evaded, misunderstood i n  t h e  pa s t ,  how our fonnula- 
t i o n s  of  t he  problem involving t h e  audience f o r  
l i t e r a r y  theory i s  r e l a t ed  t o  and d i s t inguishab le  . . 
from pas t  Eormulations, To a s s e r t  t h a t  a r t - theory  
i s  l o g i c a l  and need not be conceltned with its pas t  
is t o  t u r n  our backs on ourselves.  We can never 
communicate success  f u l l y  wi th  our audience without  
f i r s t  accounting f o r  ourselves.  The Society fo r  
C r i t i c a l  Exchange must begin by considering i t s  
beginning. Why do w e  have a Byron scholar ,  a 
follower OE Lacan and an ordinary language p h i l -  
osopher confronting each o ther  here  today? 



' MODELS AND THEORIES 
Platthew Paarino 

University of Alabama 
Universi ty ,  Alabama 35486 

Y apologize for not addressing the papers 
directly; I address  them i n  a general  way, f 
suppose I can be  excused because I am a l i n g u i s t  
and not  a c r i t i c .  

When a paper d e a l s  w i th  a t e x t ,  i t ' appea r s  t o  
have a locus. However, when l i t e r a r y  c r i t i c s  do 
no t  use  t e x t s , . t h e  Linguis t  must work by analogy 
w i th  po in t s  of  re fe rence  i n  l i n g u i s t i c s .  Since I 
am a l ready  nervous about theory i n  l i n g u i s t i c s ,  1 
p ro j ec t  an analogous nervousness about t h e  language 
of c r i t i c i sm .  

The thought t h a t  one might d e a l  with t heo r i e s  of 
l i t e r a t u r e  j u s t  a s  one might dea l  wi th  t heo r i e s  of 
language seems t o  be supported by t h e  vocabulary 
and argument of M r ,  McGann's paper, but a s  I read 
through t h e  o the r  papers ,  they  seemed t o  be sug- 
ges t ing  t heo r i e s  of c r i t i c i s m ,  which would be 
equivalent  t o  t heo r i e s  of l i n g u i s t i c s .  A theory of 
l i n g u i s t i c s  is not  a usable  idea, L inguis t i cs  is 
j u s t  too many a c t i v i t i e s  t o  allow i t s e l f  t o  be en- 
compassed by anything but a t r i v i a l  theory of l i n -  
g u i s t i c s ,  but t h e  s i t u a t i o n  can be p a r t i a l l y  reme- 
died by t a l k ing  about a l ' inguis t ic  theory j u s t  as 
M r .  Matthews c loses  by t a l k ing  about a c r i t i c a l  
theory. Such a d i f f e r ence  is not a mere r h e t o r i c a l  
t r i c k ;  it po in t s  out  t h a t  one may t heo r i ze  about a 
wide range of a c t i v i t i e s ,  but  may not be ab le  t o  
c r e a t e  a theory t h a t  comprehends a wide range of  
a c t i v i t i e s .  

S t i l l ,  t h e  seminar 's touchstone concept of gnte- 
g ra ted  c r i t i c a l  a c t i v i t y  suggests  t h a t  we should 
consider  a theory of c r i t i c i sm .  A f t e r a l l ,  doing 
c r i t i c i s m  may be a more un i f i ed  a c t i v i t y  than doing 
l i n g u i s t i c s .  One s t a r t s  w i th  a simple question: 
"What is a theory of c r i - t i c i sm a theory of?" By 
t h e  end of t h e  papers t h e  quest ion must be  s l i g h t l y  
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modified t o  include t h r ee  operant t e rn s :  'What is 
a n  adequate theory of c r i t i c i s m  a theory oftft  

Now levels of adequacy are something linguist$ 
Rave concerned themselves with,  A h i e i a r c h i c a l  set 
of l e v e l s  of adequacy, from observat ional  through 
de sc r i p t i ve  t o  explanatory have supplied t he  
r h e t o r i c a l  device t h a t  opened a l o t  of l i n g u i s t i c  
papers.  The ideas  were r a r e l y  used t o  c lose  papers 
where one would th ink  t ha t  they would be most use- 
f u l  as evaluatory c r i t e r i a  t o  be applied t o  the  
ma t e r i a l  d i sc losed ,  The main reason why t he  l eve l s  
o f  adequacy a r e  now envoked l e s s  i n  l i n g u i s t i c s  and 
were hardly ever  appl ied ea rne s t l y  is t i ed  t o  one 
of those nagging quest ions again: "Adequate t o  
what?" As a l i n g u i s t i c  a c t i v i t y  stimulated what 
seemed t o  be explanatory a c t i v i t y ,  t h e  observa- 
t i o n a l  and de sc r i p t i ve  adequacies seem t o  be  l e s s  
poss ib le .  The upper l e v e l s  did not e n t a i l  t h e  
lower l e v e l s ,  and t h e  type of adequacy seemed t o  . 
depend very much on the  i n t en t i ons  of t he  l i n g u i s t .  
So un less  one took adequate t o  mean comprehensive, 
one would have t o  ask  the  nature  of t h e  l i n g u i s t i c  
a c t i v i t y  before  one could begin t o  determine i f  
t h e r e  were adequacy, I f  one takes  adequate t o  mean 
comprehensive, our what i n  "Adequate t o  what?" 
would seem t o  be everything. 

On the  o ther  hand, the  problem of the  concept 
of theory s u f f e r s  not  from the  lack  of  a p lace  t o  
r e s i d e ,  but  i n  the  problen~ of too many places .  Mr. 
McGann speaks of t he  law of g r av i t y  t o  i l l u s t r a t e  
t h a t  it is  merely conventional,  It i s  a demonsfia-9- -- -"- - 
t i o n  t h a t  is  dear t o  me because it recurs  i n  most 
of  my courses; and even though t h e  pedagogical 
va lue  of t he  example is  so  grea t  t h a t  I w i l l  not 
g ive  it up, I do f e e l  g u i l t y  about squandering t h e  
d i f f e r ence  between a law of  g r av i t a t i on  and per- 
mission YO go t o  t he  boys ' room. I th ink  t h a t  t h e  
range of  meanings f o r  the  term theory sometimes 
squanders d i f fe rences  t h a t  would be useful .  I 
would l i k e  t o  charac te r ize  th ree  uses o f  the  term 



theory i n  the contexts  of n a t u r a l  sc iences ,  l i n -  
g u i s t i c s ,  and l i t e r a r y  c r i t i c i sm-*knwing  f u l l  we l l  
t h a t  t h e  s imp l i f i c a t i ons  are s o  gross  t h a t  they 
might be ca l l ed  ca r i c a tu r e s ,  

m e  charac te r iza t ions  must be preceded by t h e  
separa t ion  of two terms which have a tendency t o  
converge: theory and model. There i s  a  d i f fe rence  
between a  t heo re t i c i an  and a  model maker. A model 
is one of perhaps many calculuses  f o r  a  theory t o  
manifest i t s e l f  in .  A p a r t i c u l a r  model makes a  
theory capable' of operat ions and perhaps capable of 
some s o r t  of secondary v e r i f i c a t i o n ,  

The f i r s t  case i n  po in t  is t h e  use of t he  term . 
theory i n  the  na tu r a l  sciences:  a  theory of gravi-  
t a t i o n  might manifest i t s e l f  i n  a law of g r av i t a -  
t i on ,  A l l  t h h g s  being equal a,counter-example t o  
t he  operat ions of a  law of g r av i t a t i on  would do 
away with the law and s t rongly  c a l l  the  theory o f  
g r a v i t a t i o n  i n t o  quest ion.  My use of M r .  Miers' 
terms would be t h a t  the law is d i g i t a l  o r  syntac- 
t i c ,  while the theory is  nnnlogic o r  scmantic. The 
f i r s t  cnsc .both i l t u s t r n t c t ~  Itow t o  dls t inguis l l  
models from theor ies ,  and  how onc sense of theory 
is manifested as laws i n  na tu r a l  science,  

The common brand of l i n g u i s t i c  a c t i v i t y  today 
suppl ies  t h e  case of  t h e  use of theory a s  manifest 
i n  a  model which is an opera t iona l  ca lcu lus  t h a t  
conventional terminology c a l l s  r u l e s ,  The model 
generates  a s e r i e s  of a lgori thmic manifestat ions 
which may be compared i n  some way t o  sentences. 
The r u l e s  can be weakly ve r i f i ed  by such a compar- 
ison. Simple v io l a t i ons  of the  ru l e s  do no t  nec- 
e s s a r i l y  c a l l  t he  model i n t o  question--indeed na t -  
u r a l  language and l i t e r a t u r e  a r e  r e p l e t e  wi th  such 
v io l a t i ons .  The v io l a t i ons  c a l l  f o r  a l t e r n a t i v e  
s t r a t e g i e s  of i n t e rp r e t a t i on ,  o r  r e j e c t i o n  of t h e  
sentences;  but t he  ru l e s  can survive the v io la -  
t ions.  If the  speech community were t o  systemat- 
i c a l l y  v i o l a t e  t he  r u l e s ,  t h e  r u l e s  would change; 
but the  model would only change t o  t h a t  ex ten t .  
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The theory, f f i t  were u se fu l ,  might wel l  stay in- 
t a c t ,  Even as Ceoffry Sampson suggests ,  on the  on? 
hand, that  one s t r a t e g y  f o r  t h e  use of  l i n g u i s t i c  
r u l e s  is  t o  t r e a t  them l i k e  laws, we a r e  now get- 
t i n g ,  on the o ther  hand, more and more exposi tory,  
nona lgor i tha ic  r u l e s  i n  c e r t a i n  types of l i ngu i s -  
t i c s  t h a t  suggest an  opposite s t r a t e g y  for  t he  
t reatment  of ru les .  

While one can r e f e r  t o   amps son's suggestion a s  
r u l e s  qua laws, what can one c a l l  the  ru les  t h a t  
move i n  the  o ther  d i r ec t i on?  The unnamed phenom- 

- .,-,- - -- 
enon does lead t o  the  use of the  term theory i n  
much of l i t e r a r y  c r i t i c i sm .  The concept of theory 
is  t he r e ;  but it i s  unlabelled. The law of gravi-  
t a t i o n  yielded t o  s t rong  v e r i f i c a t i o n  procedures , '  
the  r u l e s  of language yielded t o  an obvious but  
weaker v e r i f i c a t i o n  procedure, but what kind oC 
ca lcu lus ,  with what kind of ve r i f i c a t i on ,  does a  
model from a theory i n  l i t e r a r y  c r i t i c i s m  ind i -  
c a t e?  C r i t i c s  can c e r t a i n l y  c r ea t e  models t h a t  . 
a c t  l i k e  law-governed or  rule-governed calculuses ,  
but t he r e  seems t o  be a  constant  seeking a f t e r  
models t h a t  do not lend themselves e i t h e r  t o  these  
s t ronger  o r  weaker ve r i f i c a t i on  procedures. I 
s t i l l  don ' t  know what t o  c a l l  t he  t h i r d  l eve l  
equivalents  t o  laws and ru l e s ;  but whatever they 
a r e ,  they don ' t  i n v i t e  obvious means of ve r i f i c a -  
t i on .  

Most th ings  t h a t  a r e  perceived as  c r i t i c a l  .theo- 
r i e s  manifest themselves a s  l oca l  modelling s t r a t -  
eg i e s  which c r e a t e  a  circumscribed a r ea  f o r  tZe _ _ -  XI c-... 0 

c r i t i c  t o  work on. I n  much the same way t h a t  l i n -  
g u i s t s  c r ea t e  a lgori thmic models c a l l ed  grammars t o  
work on, most c r i t i c s  seem t o  cu t  o f f  doable 
chunks. I i n t u i t  t h a t  t he  closure of l i n g u i s t i c  
models i s  reasonably motivated by t he  s t r uc tu r e s  of 
language; I don ' t  c l e a r l y  see  t h a t  l i t e r a r y  c r i t -  
i c a l  choices of models a r e  a s  well-motivated, but 
3: suspect  t ha t  they might be, 

I suspect  t h a t  t he  same kind of empiricism t h a t  



nrshas back sgaimc a model of grsv%tatimr and 
flaws back against a mode% of bguage, aaeps back 
agsinet a model of literary theory. Bur the source 
of the empirical h t a  i s  s b s t  mmaneionabla in * 

some c r i t k c a l  circles. The values of t h e  c r i t f c  
are t h e  empir ical  data that uerify t h e  nameless 
equivalents of laus and rules. Tbe data  are weak 
because they are predicated on i n t e r n a l  values of 
s i n g l e  c r i t i c s ,  and they are o f t en  unexaminad--but 

' 

they are none-the-less rear, 
Having sharit t h a t  I am not su r e  what adequacy 

and theory are, we are back to the o r i g i n a l  ques- 
tion: 'What i s  an adequate theory of crlt!eisrn a 
theary of?" There is an answer on the b a s i s  o f  
experience i n  l i n g u i s t i c s :  i t  would be a theory of 
human behavior. Since i t  has ne i t he r  been demon- 
s t r a t e d  nor even weakly suggested that a theory can 
circumscribe human behavior, one must remain con- 
t e n t  with p a r t i a l  t heo r i e s  t h a t  help t o  inform t h e  
l i m i t e d  arcas t h a t  they do circumscribe, 
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What impressed me most about the  th ree  pub- 
f i shed  cont r ibu t ions  and the  discussion here  to -  
n igh t  is  hsw wel l  we a l l  avoided the  i s sues  ra i sed  
by Sear le  and Sosnoski. Such avoidance-behavior i s  
s i g n i f i c a n t ;  s m e  considerat ion should be given a s  
t o  why t h i s  happened. 

Perhaps t h e  best th ing  I could do a t  t h i s  po in t  
i s  t o  g ive  a very b r i e f  sunrmary s f  some of  t h e  
h igh l i gh t s  of my paper and then spend the  r e s t  of 
t h e  t ime d i scuss ing  my not ion of theory and prax- 
i s .  Various notions of theory seen, t o  be f l o a t i n g  
around; X have the impression t h a t  aTl  of us have 

I 
I sorneehlng q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  i n  mind when we talk 

about a theory of criticism. 
In my paper X suggested that we are not prepared 

t o  udertake the task o f  determining the  r e l evan t  
criteria fox  evaluating critical concepts and term 
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because we have not yet s e t t l e d  the  question of the  
goals and purposes of c r i t i c i sm .  The crux of my 
argument was that received crit ical  theory Is hope- 
l e a a l y  flawed by i ts  choice of the wrong sort og ,: 

a b s t r a c t  e n t i t y  a s  t he  pr imi t ive  element o f  ~ t f t i -  
c a l  ana lys i s .  My claim i s  t h a t  c r i t i c s  a r e  con- 
cerned wi th  propos i t ions  r a t h e r  than meanings--or 
t o  put  i t  i n  terms of modern l i n g u i s t i c  theory,  
w i th  pragmatics,  r a t he r  than with semantics. The 
e s s e n t i a l  d i f fe rence  between proposi t ions and mean- 
ings is t h i s :  p ropos i t ions ,  un l ike  meanings, a r e  
not  inherent  i n  sentences o r  t e x t s ,  s i nce  the  prop- 
o s i t i o n  expressed by a sentence i n  a context is a 
funct ion of re levan t  aspec t s  of t h a t  context of ex- 
p ress ion ,  I n  o ther  words, proposi t ions a r e  prop- ., 

e r t i e s  of pairs--of  sentences and contexts ,  i . e . ,  
of  t e x t s  and contexts.  

Because the  propos i t ion  expressed by a sentence 
i s  nn e x p l i c i t  funct ion o f  the  context of expscs- 
s ion ,  R c r i t i c n l  theory t h a t  takes proposi t ions as 
pr inl i t ivc w i l l  accord an e x p l i c i t  t h eo re t i c a l  r o l e  
t o  the a r t - i n s t  i tu t io t la l  context within whicfi t ex t s  
express l i t e r a r y  works. I take  i t  t o  be a s ingula r  
defec t  of received c r i t i c a l  theory t ha t  i t  accords 
no e x p l i c i t  theoret ical ,  r o l e  t o  t ha t  context ,  The 
replacement of meanings by proposi t ions would have 
a profound impact on our conception of l i t e r a t u r e ,  
and de r iva t e ly ,  on our conception of l i terary  
c r i t i c i sm .  For i f ,  a s  seems l i k e l y ,  the  art- 
i n s t i t u t i o n a l  context within w h i c h  a t ex t  expresses 
a pnr t ic i i l a r  work of a r c ,  is not determined solely 
by the  artist producing t ha t  t ex t ,  but i s  p a r t l y  
determined by the contextua?izing labor  of c r i t i c s ,  
then c r i t i c a l  p rax is  is  productive. f i e  prec i se  
way i n  which c r i t i c a l  praxis modifies t h i s  eontext: 
would be a c en t r a l  problem f o r  a propos i t iona l  
theory of c r i t i c i s m ,  But I am not worried about 
those d e t a i l s  here .  

Well, i f  t h e  l abor  of c r i t i c s  is productive, 
then Sosnoski and Sea r l e ' s  proposal t h a t  we seek an 

integrated perspec t  fve would have t o  ' be  cons t rued 
as a proposal t o  cons t ra in  the  doasin of l i t e r a r y  , 
works. f think there m y  be good reasons for con- , 

straining t h i s  domain; however, eimply promoting 
e f f e c t i v e  comunica t ion  among c r i t i c s  does no t  seem 
t o  be one of them. For t h a t  reason I am s k e p t i c a l  
about t h e  imp l i c i t  assumptions underlying the 
seminar. 

My argument f o r  t he  replacement of  meanings by 
proposi t ions seemingly b l u r s  an important d i s t i n c -  
t i o n  between c r i t f c a t  theory and l i terary theory,  
for  i n  ef fec t  X argue t h a t  because l i t e r a ry lworks  
a r e  objects of a certain sort ,  c r i t i c i em  must i t -  
self be of a c e r t a i n  s o r t .  But I t h ink  t h a t  t h i s  
is  e n t i r e l y  i n  o rder ;  one should expect t h a t  one's- 
theory of c r i t i c i s m  would be shaped by one 's  theory 
of t h e  ob j ec t s  of c r i t i c i s m ,  though perhaps what is 
l e s s  expected is  t h a t  l i t e r a r y  theory would i n  t u r n  
be shaped by c r i t i c a l  theory. But indeed i t  is ,  
It was the  imprac t i c ab i l i t y  of received c r i t i c a l  . 
theory t ha t  l ed  me t o  conclude t h a t  received l i t e r -  
a r y  theory is untenable,  It is a s i g n i f i c a n t  f a c t  
about t h e  c r i t i c a l  t heo r i e s  put  forward by both 
c r i t i c s  and philosophers t h a t ,  whatever the  theory 
i s  a theory o f ,  i t ' s  not a theory of c r i t i c a l  prac- 
t i c e .  This is  a f a c t  t h a t  should be  of concern t o  
people engaged i n  these me tac r i t i c a l  endeavors. 

The source of t h i s  problem can be t raced both t o  
i na t t en t i on  t o  the  ac tua l  p r ac t i c e  of c r i t i c i s m  as 
we l l  as a f a i l u r e  t o  recognize the  mutual depend- 
ency of c r i t i c a l  theory and l i t e r a r y  theory. Such 
a dependence i s  p r ec i s e ly  what a p ropos i t iona l  
account would p r ed i c t ,  f o r  I am e s s e n t i a l l y  arguing 
works of a r t  can only be understood i n  terms of 
t o t a l  a r t - i n s t i t u t i o n a l  context i n  which both 
a r t i s t  and c r i t i c  axe co-productive. 

F ina l ly ,  I would l i k e  to mention the  d i s t i n c t i o n  
between theory and prax is .  This d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  
q u i t e  important,  b u t  i t ' s  general ly  confused. The 
reason i t  is confused is t ha t  a c t u a l l y  when c r i t i c s  



talk about "theory," they often have at  feast two 
d i f f e r e n t  types o f  t heo r i e s  i n  mind, They have i n  
mind what might be ca l l ed  a f u s t i t i c a t i o n a l  theory, 
which is p a r t  of c r i t i c a l  p rax is ,  This s o r t  of , 
theory c o n s t i t u t e s  t he  ba s i s  f o r  the  s ta tements  
t h a t  a c r i t i c  w i l l  make when he is ca l l ed  upon t o  
j u s t i f y  some aspect  of h i s  p rax is .  Now, j u s t i f i c a -  
t i o n a l  theory i s  p a r t  of c r i t i c a l  p rax is  i n  the  
same way a s  reasons f o r  performing a c e r t a i n  a c t  
a r e  a p a r t  of human ac t ion .  We give these  reasons 
when we're cal3,ed upon t o  j u s t i f y  our ac t ion .  

J u s t i f i c a t i o n a f  theory is p a r t  o f  c r i t i c a l  
p rax is ;  however, t he r e  f a  a d i f f e r e n t  s o r t  of 
theory, which I would c a l l  a de sc r i p t i ve  theory,  
which i s  separa te  from the  praxis--independent of 
i t  i n  t he  sense t h a t  you can have an  ongoing 
c r i t i c a l  p rax is  without an assoc ia ted  de sc r i p t i ve  
theory. I t  was a de sc r i p t i ve  theory t h a t  I was 
a r t i c u l a t i n g  i n  my m paper: namely, a theory t h a t  
would be concerned with giving some account of t he  
prax is  of c r i t i c i s m ,  tllc t o t a l  p r ax i s ,  including 
wbnc I 'n~ cnl I lng  i ts  j u s t  i f  fcntlonal  tllcory. 

Having drawn - t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  between j u s t i  f i- 
ca t i ona l  and de sc r i p t i ve  t heo r i e s ,  one sees  immedi- 
a t e l y  t h a t  these two types of theor ies  have d i f f e r -  
e n t  goals ,  J u s t i f i c a t i o n a l  t heo r i e s  a r e  concerned 
with j u s t i f y ing  t he  prax is  t o  other  people engaged 
i n  the  p r ax i s ,  whereas de sc r i p t i ve  t heo r i e s  a r e  
concerned wi th  giving a de sc r i p t i ve  account of what 
is going on. But once one s ee s  t h i s  d i f fe rence  i n  
purpose, then a l o t  of  the  cross-discussion i n  t h e  
papers contr ibuted t o  t h i s  seminar may be resolved. 
For example, I don ' t  t h ink  t h a t  a de sc r i p t i ve  
theory would necessar i ly  r e s u l t  i n  an improved 
c r i t i c a l  praxis .  I th ink  tho  only th ing  you can 
say about a de sc r i p t i ve  theory is t h a t  i t  aims t o  

- understand t h a t  p rax is ,  b u t  understandine; a p r ~ x i s  
does not e n t a i l  t h a t  the  p r ax i s  will b e  improved. 
I n  f ac t such understanding some times undermines t h e  
praxis  . 

Jerome J, McGann 
The Johns Wopkins Universi ty  

Baltimore, Mziryland 21218 

I came t o  t h i s  seminar because t h e  t i t le was 
"The Language of Criticism" and not "The Theory of 
C r i t i c i ~ m . ~ ~  I have t o  l a y  my cards  on the  t ab l e :  
I ' m  r e l a t i v e l y  un in te res ted  i n  theory. But I a m  - 
very concerned about p rax is  and there  has been a 
g r ea t  dea l  of t a l k  about praxis .  I d id  t h ink  t h e  
papers were r a t h e r  good. Now, I say t h i s  because 
when I wrote t he  paper t h a t  I d id  w r i t e ,  my concern 
i n  the paper was t o  deal  with the  sub jec t  of  the  
language of c r i t i c i s m  i n  terms of what the language 
i s  d i rec ted  toward, t ha t  is ,  i n  terms of n c l a s s -  
roam s i t u a t i o n .  Whcn I t a l k  about tllc audience, 
I ' m  r e a l l y  t a l k ing  about s tudents ;  I ' m  not t a l k ing  
about us.  And my whole i n t e r e s t  i n  t h i s  sub j ec t  
r e a l l y  began i n  t he  l a t e  s i x t i e s ,  when I saw i n  
Chicago a r a the r  se r ious  breakdown i n  the func- 
t i o n a l  a b i l i t y  of a g rea t  many people I admired i n  
t h e i r  use  of language, and i n  the  way they ana- 
lyzed o ther  s i t u a t i o n s ,  and i n  the way they f e l l  on 
t h e i r  faces .  So thcn, a f t e r  t h a t ,  I began t o  th ink  
about ( t h i s  is a very old question) how one was t o  
teach people t o  read and wr i t e  b e t t e r  and a l s o  how 
t o  analyze c e r t a i n  kinds of complex human s i t u a -  
t i ons  a l i t t l e  b e t t e r .  So t h a t  my i n t e r e s t  r e a l l y  
i s  i n  not  s e t t i n g  up a model of a theory, but  i n  
a model of a, procedure f o r  operat ing i n  a c l a s s -  
room. And, a s  I saw, t he  pr inc ipa l  i n t e r e s t ,  t h e  
th ing  I was t r y ing  t o  t a l k  about i n  t h i s  essay,  is 
w r i t i n g  and reading a t  more o r  l e s s  complex leve l s .  



Nrppltjrilf g e t t o t b a t  i n a m i n u t e .  F i r e t f w a n t  - 
t o  defend myself aga in s t  an a t t a c k  made upon some- 
th ing  I wrote i n  my paper. A caveat was brought to  
t he  " a l t e rna t i ve  of fe red  by Professor  McCannv a s  a . 
quest ionable  bargain, and ~ p e c i f i c a l l y  t o  t he  quo- 
t a t i o n  r a i s i n g  "the ghost of f ~ r m a l i s m . ~  "'The 
values and s k i l l s  of c r i t i c i s m , '  we a r e  t o l d ,  are 
b e t t e r  acquired by studying imaginative t e x t s  which . - 

a r e  organized according t o  'laws which t h e  poe t ' s  
own a n a l y t i c a l  a c t  of composition i n s t i t u t e s '  ." 
There 's  a f u r t h e r  p iece  t o  t h a t  sentence: "but 
which i t  does not  comprehend," I won't go i n t o  
t h a t  now but  it makes a g r ea t  d e a l  of d i f fe rence  
t o  add those fu r t he r  words. . 

Now, I want t o  come on t o  something t h a t  Mr. 
Matthews ra i sed  when he t a l k s  about proposi t ions 
and meaning and context ,  This is a sub jec t  of 
g r ea t  i n t e r e s t  t o  me  and 1 am much i n  sympathy wi th  
h i s  i n t e r e s t  i n  r e s t o r i ng  one's sense t h a t  meaning 
is profoundly involved i n  context ,  But 1 have to  
say that I ' m  not a t  a l l  su re  wl~at  h i s  idea about 
context is, When I ' m  t a l k ing  about context what I 
do--and I w i l l  r a i s e  the  ghost of formalism--is see 
context a s  a l i t e r a r i l y  introduced mater ia l .  That 
is t o  say,  context res ides  i n ,  o r  a t  l e a s t  i s  de- 
fined by, the contours of whatever t ex t  you have i n  
f r on t  of you. But what M r .  Matthews says seems t o  
imply t ha t  context r e a l l y  is  c r i t i c i sm;  t h a t  i t  i s  
c r i t i c i s m  which gives  the  context t o  a work of a r t  
o r  a poem o r  something, And while t h a t ' s  t rue ,  
t h a t  extends context a t  f e a s t  beyond what 1 would 
i n i t i a l l y  be i n t e r e s t ed  i n  t a l k ing  about. 

Secondly, i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h i s ,  I don't  r e a l l y  
understand how--and I would stand with Sidney on 
t h i s - - l i t e r a r y  works c m  make proposi t ions.  They 
a f f i rm  nothing and deny nothing. They a r e  f i c t i v e  
worlds,  i t  seems t o  me, and t he  propos i t iona l  
s t a t u s  of them has t o  come i n t o  befng, I th ink ,  
only i n  a classroom o r  i n  a contextual ized s i t ua -  
t i o n  of d i scuss ion  oi s o r t s .  That r e a l l y  i s  an 

important quest ion,  thrown out  for come comraent 
l a t e r  on. 

Now,  f i n a l l y ,  t a  a more a r t i c u l a t e  descr ip t ion  
o f  why I ' m  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  o r  how I'm i n t e r e s t ed  i n  
l i t e r a r y  c r i t i c i s m ,  i n  terms of c lassrom. use. 
What I t r y  t o  do i n  my classroom, is t o  develop 
methodologies f o r  dea l ing  with d i f f e r e n t  kinds of 
con tex ts  and f o r  t r y ing  t o  explain o r  help t h e  
s t uden t s  t o  understand how the context  impinges on 
every aspec t  of  meaning t h a t  they encounter,  from 
t h e  most p r im i t i ve  s i t ua t i ons .  Let m e  give you an 
example: i n  a course I taught a t  Chicago f o r  t e n  
years ,  a humanities course, I taught P r i d e  
Pre jud ice  once, and the  paper t h a t  was assigned was 
f o r  t h e  s tudents  t o  w r i t e  Darcy's l e t t e r  to h i s  
aunt .  Now t h a t  seems a ghost of perhaps h igh  
school  papers ,  but  t he  more you think. about t he  
na tu r e  of  t h a t  paper ,  t h e  more problematic it be- 
comes, Also, t h e r e ' s  an incred ib ly  u se fu l  s o r t  of 
exerc i se - - there  a r e  a l o t  of exerc i ses  of t h i s  s o r t  
t ha t  we employ--at p r imi t ive  l eve l s  of  reading and 
w r i t i n g  and analyzing t o  hclp s tudents  be able t o  
manipulate language i n  perspicuous ways, a l s o  t o  
analyze how t o  be perspicuous about t h e  use of 
language, But t h e r e  a r e  other  kinds of th ings  and 
another  s o r t  of problem. I th ink  t h a t  s tudents  i n  
classrooms are no t  presented o f t e n  enough w i t h  
problem-colving s i t u a t i o n s .  For example, i n  an- 
o ther  classroom we were reading Don Juan, and i n  
t h e  f i r s t  canto,  a s  you a l l  know, Juan g e t s  i n t o  a 
bedroom s i t u a t i o n  with t h e  wife  of Don Alfonso, It 
c m c s  a p a r t ,  explodes, when Don Alforrso f i n d s  
Juan's shoes under h i s  w i f e ' s  bed. Me knows t h a t  
Juan  is t h e r e  but  he  c a n ' t  f ind  him. And so he 
s o r t  of goes away and f i gu re s  he's g e t t i n g  o ld  er 
Rc's been duped i n  some s t range  way o r  whatever. 
I n  any case,  h i s  eye then catches t h e  shoes j u s t  
before  he goes out of t h e  room. Now, the  ques t ion  
is, how did t h e  shoes get there? Well, t h a t ' s  a 
very very camplicated c r i t i c a l  problem. I t ' s  not 



the s ~ x t  uf problm that we o r d f ~ r i l y  deal, w i t h  
when we talk about meaning hn terns of poems and 
novels and SO f o r t h  bu t ,  i n  order  t o  so lve  t h a t  
problem, you have t o  d e a l  wi th  an enormous complex 
of contexts  t h a t  impinge on t h a t  one l i t t l e  scene 
t he r e ,  how t h e  shoes go t  there .  Also, i n  f a c t  i n  
another  way, you could r a i s e  t he  problem of  how 
Alfonso even saw t h e  shoes. O r ,  s im i l a r l y ,  
w r i t e  t he  end of "Christabel," o r  a t  l e a s t  o u t l i n e  
t h e  end of "Christabel." This i s  a p r a c t i c a l  
problem f o r  a s tudent  t o  encounter but i t  requi res  
a r a t h e r  complex a c t  of  ana ly s i s  i n  order  t o  perm 
cefve it. 

I j u s t  want t o  say,  i n  c los ing ,  t h a t  I r a i s e  
t he se  examples because, as I sa id  a t  t h e  beginning, 
my i n t e r e s t  i n  c r i t i c i s m  is i n  developing, i n  s t u -  
den ts ,  a t  a l l  Levels, g r ea t e r  s k i l l s  i n  w r i t i n g  and 
reading competence, and thereby t h e  l a r g e r  mat ter ,  
a n a l y t i c  competence. We f ind  t h a t ,  even a t  t he  
most advanced l e v e l s ,  t h a t  i s  t o  say ,  among grnd- 
ua t e  students, the  incmpctonce i n  t h e  handling of 
language is enormous. For me, l i t e r a r y  c r i t i c i s m  
has  t o  f a ce  t h i s  p r imi t ive  quest ion f i r s t ,  before  
it g e t s  on t o  o ther  mat ters .  

Paul Miers 
Rutgers: The S t a t e  University 

New Brunswick, New Jersey  08903 

I want t o  say  f i r s t  of  a l l ,  i n  response t o  Pro- 
f e s so r  Tamarken, t h a t  I am not now nor  have I ever  
been a follower of Jacques Lacan, And, what I 
t r i e d  t o  presen t  i n  my paper is not  nece s sa r i l y  
advocating Wilden's vers ion of systems thcory as 
t h e  conclusive model o r  t h e  language t o  be used i n  
c r i t i c a l  p rax is ,  o r  the  language t h a t  w i l l  so lve  
a l l  of our problems. My f i r s t  i n t e r e s t  i n  wr i t i ng -  
t h i s  papor is . . r e a l l y  very simple, I th ink ,  
beyond a11 t h e  t h e o r e t i c a l  considerat ions of what a 
thcory is and what a model is--simply a way of  com- 
munication, o r  exchange, i n  terms of t h e  t o p i c  of 
t h i s  seminar, o f  t h e  vast amount of information, 
knowledge, t h a t ' s  bcing brought t o  beor on l i t c r a -  , 
t u r c  from a huge numbcr of what we would imvc once 
cons idcrcd to be cxtrinsic  d i s c ip l i ne s ,  It scctns 
t o  mc t h a t ,  up u n t i l  the  pa s t  t en ,  twenty years ,  
t h e r e  was a f a i r l y  c l e a r l y  received t r a d i t i o n  based 
on, f i r s t  of a l l ,  c l a s s i c a l  r he to r i c ,  which Pro- 
fessor  McGann t a l k s  about,  In  t h i s  century w i th  
formalism/~ew Cr i t i c i sm,  a l s o  l a rge ly  i n t r i n s i c  t o  
l i t e r a t u r e ,  we f e l t  t h a t  we had, out of  Brooks and 
Warren, some f a i r l y  s p e c i f i c  and i n t e l l i g i b l e  ways 
t o  t a l k  about how we're  going t o  read and how the  
l i t e r a r y  t e x t  funct ions,  I n  the  pa s t  twenty years ,  
t h e r e  has been what I t e r n  t he  explosion of . . . 
ex t r ad i s c ip l i na ry  t heo r i e s ,  models and information 
being brought t o  bear  on l i t e r a t u r e :  speech a c t  
t heo r i e s ,  phenomcnology , more and more psychoanal- 
y s i s ,  s t r uc tu r a l i sm ,  semiot ics ,  you can go down the  
l is t ,  It's gotten very d i f f i c u l t  f o r  us to t a l k  
about what is common among these kinds of systems. 
Is t h e r e  s a e  way t h a t  we can see ,  de sp i t e  t h e  f a c t  
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t h a t  you don't want to buy into the whole ideology 
of Freud, Lacan, s t ruc tura l i sm,  wbrever i t  is, 
some new tactics fox c r i t i c a l .  p rac t ice?  We can 
take certain i n s igh t s  , c e r t a i n  unders rand ings from + 

t h e  work of people i n  o the r  f i e l d s  and u se  them i n  
c e r t a i n  ways because they are saying something sig- 
n i f i c a n t  and important about t h e  way language 
operates ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  t he  language used i n  a 
l i t e ra ry- imagina t ive  sense,  whatever t h a t  is. 

Now t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  th ing  t h a t  i n t e r e s t s  me in my 
paper is  what I ' r e f e r  t o  from Paul de  Man's Blind- 
ness and Tinsight. What f a s c ina t e s  me i n  t a l k ing  -- 
about l i t e r a r y  c r i t i c s ,  i s  t o  understand the  ways 
i n  which c r i t i c s  seem almost,  a s  d e  Man says,  a t  
t h e  po in t  of  t h e i r  g r e a t e s t  bl indness  t o  have t h e i r  
most s i g n i f i c a n t  ins igh ts .  And I was t r y ing  t o  
f ind  some way t o  account f o r  t ha t .  Now I used t h e  
example of  Freud s eve ra l  t imes throughout the  
paper because I th ink  Freud and psychoanalysis is a 
very i n t e r e s t i n g  phenomenon, You can s e e  through 
Freud's development t h a t  he ' s  con t inua l ly  formula- 
t i n g  new models t o  account f o r  what he was t r y ing  
t o  understand about t h e  workings of t he  uncon- 
scious. But when you s t a r t  reading Freud c lose ly ,  
and t h i s  i s  t h e  g r ea t  value of t h e  " ~ r e n c h  ~ r e u d "  and 
Derrida, you begin t o  see  t h e  most i n t e r e s t i ng ,  
s i g n i f i c a n t  p a r t  of Freud is where Freud i s  working 
c lose ly  wi th  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  t e x t ,  t h e  discourse of 
t h e  pa t i en t .  Freud's i n s igh t s  a r e  a r r i ved  a t  not 
de sp i t e  t h i s  sometimes confused and crazy and, t o  
many people, reduc t ive  methodology, but  almost be- 
cause of it,  He reaches c e r t a i n  po in t s  where he ' s  
forced t omake  c e r t a i n  l eaps ,  and f ind  new ways of 
in te rpre ta t ion .  This is what f a s c ina t e s  me i n  t r y -  
i ng  t o  understand t h e  underlying models which I 
t h ink  a r e  not  always completely a r t i c u l a t e d  i n  
Freud. What Freud says a r e  his models a t  c e r t a i n  
t imes a r e  no t  necessar i ly  what he ' s  working with. 

And t o  go back t o  t h e  po in t  Professor  McGann was 
r a i s i ng ,  I think t h e r e  is  a l s o  a problem i n  t h e  

' e l a s s r o m ,  A s  1 s a i d ,  1 don' t  consider  myself a 
psychoanalyt jc  c r i t i c ;  1 f i nd  an immense amount of  
th ings  i n  Freud and i n  psychoanalytic theory t o  be 
very useEu1 i n  talklng about: literary w a ~ k e ,  
What's t h e  na ture  of fantasy? How a r e  these fan- 
t a s i e s  working? But t he r e  i s  a problem i n  pre-  
sen t ing  t h i s  t o  a c l a s s ,  because you cont inua l ly  
g e t  t he  usual  r e a c t  ion aga ins t  Freudian ideology, 
aga in s t  buying wholesale t he  Oedipal myth, 
Students  say, "Oh, I r e a l l y  love my fa ther , "  and 
claim t h a t  you ' re  reading i n  the  p h a l l i c  imagery i n  
t h e  t ex t .  I cont inua l ly  say, "No, I ' m  not i n t e r -  
e s t ed  i n  convert ing you t o  Freud; I ' m  not neces- 
s a r i l y  maintaining t h a t  t h e  Freudian model of lit- 
e r a t u r e  works.P1 I f  you look a t  the t e x t ,  i f  you : 

look a t  i t s  d i scourse ,  i f  you look a t  the  l i ngu i s -  
t i c  t ransformations t h a t  go on i n  t h e  t e x t ,  t h e r e  
a r e ,  t o  use  Freud's famous phrase, uncanny th ings  
happening i n  t h e  t e x t .  And it seems t o  me t h a t  
Freud is  the  person who discovered t h i s .  

N o w  X do agree with what Professor Ton~rken   aid: 
any methodology has ,  tiidden i n  i t ,  a c e r t a i n  kind 
o f  ontology. Cer ta in ly  t h e  c r i s i s  and confusion 
t h a t ' s  been c rea ted  recen t ly ,  by t h e  whole movement 
o f  what we call .  deconstruct  ion or  pos t s  t r uc tu r a l -  
i s m ,  i s  exac t l y ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  with Derrida, t h i s  
exposure of t h e  hidden ontology, t h e  logocentrism 
i n  Western thought,  Metl~odologies, models, have 
b u i l t  i n t o  them c e r t a i n  kinds of ontologies;  New- 
t on ' s  theory of g r a v i t a t i o n  a l s o  had b u i l t  i n t o  it 
c e r t a i n  kinds of ideo log ies ,  the  kind of ideology 
t h a t  we t a l k  about when we speak of a Newtonian 
world view, But i f  wc can understand what models 
a r e  descr ib ing  (and I th ink  I: have a way of doing 
t h a t )  whether or no t  you want t o  accept  t he  ide- 
ology, i t ' s  p o s s i b l e  t o  see ,  i n  psychoanalysis,  
phenomenology, speech a c t  theory, whatever you ' re  
t a l k ing  about,  soma important i n s i g h t s  about the  
na tu r e  o f  language. So t h e  thing I am most con- 
cerned with i s  what I would c a l l  a not ion o f  com- 
plementar i ty ,  I r e a l i z e  t h e r e ' s  a problem i n  



taking metaphors from sc ience ,  but we do need to 
find ways t o  cammunicate without  g e t t i n g  i n t o  t he se  
ideo log ica l  debates ,  arid l e a r n  something about t h e  
d i f f e r e n t  kinds of i n s igh t s  t h a t  d i f f e r e n t  people 

? 

a r e  g e t t i n g  using t h e i r  var ious methodologies and 
t heo r i e s  . 

QUESTIONS AND DISCUSSION 

Jeffrey Mehlman 
The Johns Hopkins University 

B a l t h o r e ,  Maryland Zlut8 

My apologies  f o r  depart ing somewhat from the  
format of the  s tandard response. But I think t h a t  
t he r e  a r e  many points  of i n t e r s ec t i on  between what 
I am going t o  say . . . and many of the papers 
given . 

To choose one po in t  of  i n t e r s ec t i on ,  my own paper, 
T, suppose, might be  regarded a s  a n  e f f o r t  t o  dismantle 
what setkps t o  me too e a s i l y  homogeneous ( i n  Jerome 
~cCann ' s  phrase on page 4) "a d i s c i p l i n e  o f  mind and 
hand o r  c l a r i t y  of thought and style." I n  f a c t ,  I 
might claim t h a t  the whole l e s son  of Diderot ' s  work . . . might be in te rpre ted  as a demonstration of the  
proposi t ion t h a t  hands can have nothing b u t  a f i c t i v e  
o r  metaphorical r e l a t i o n  to  c l a r i t y .  . .. 
[Note: lir . Mehlman'a remarks, der iv ing  from h i s  
pos t c r i p t  , k la- Didero t ,  a r e  omitted here.  The 
complete pos t s c r i p t  i s p r i n t e d  i n  Repo,rts # 1 
Supplement, See Edi to r ' s  Note above, p. 2.1 



WESTfONS AM) DISCUSSION 

Brit ton Y e  Harwood , 
Miami University 

Oxford, Ohio 45056 

I have a question f o r  Professor McGann. You 
. w r i t e  towards the  end of your paperawas i t  happens, 
the sentence has already come up-land I don't think 
t h e  pa r t  t h a t ' s  l e f t  off  however, is  c ruc i a l  t o  my 
question, You wr i t e ,  "the paradoxical f a c t  about 
imaginative Eom i s  t ha t  it organizes i ts data ac- 
cording t o  laws which the poet ' s  own analy t ic  a c t  
of composition in s t i t u t e s , "  Now what s t r i k e s  me 
about t h i s  sentence is tha t  these laws a r e  exact ly 
i n s t i t u t i v e ,  t ha t  is, cons t i tu t ive ,  t o  take  a pop- 
u l a r  term, That is ,  they a r e  laws which, i n  some 
sense, enable, make possible,  the a c t i v i t y  which 
conforms t o  the  laws, Now, a s  against  t h a t ,  you 
wr i t e  e a r l i e r ,  "theory does not an t i c ipa t e  prac- 
t i c e ,  i t  follcws pract ice,"  Now there 's  no doubt 
t ha t  the  a r t  work precedes c r i t i c i sm of the  a r t  
work and therefore,  i n  some sense, the a r t  work 
ipso fac to  comes before c r i t i c a l  theory, But it 
is not a t  a l l  c lear  t o  me t h a t  c r i t i c a l  theory i n  
f a c t  follows p rac t i ce  ra ther  than ant ic ipa tes  prac- 
t i c e .  . . . It 's  t rue  tha t  with gases, w e ' l l  say, 
which exert  ce r t a in  pressures a t  cer ta in  tempera- 
t u re s ,  t h a t  the a c t i v i t y  of gases precedes any the- 
ory of gases, and i t ' s  t rue  tha t  speaking English, 
among nonoEnglish teachers, is an a c t i v i t y  which 
precedes l i ngu i s t i c s ,  but I ' m  not a t  a l l  c lear  t h a t  
c r i t i c i sm i s  an a c t i v i t y  which precedes c r f t i c a l  
theory. That is, my question is what makes you 
think tha t  c r i t i c a l  theory is not cons t i tu t ive ,  
l i k e  the  ru l e s  of chess--or, i n  a way, e t iquet te?  
It 's  t rue  people ea t ,  have been ea t ing  f o r  a long 
wh.ile, . , . as, we' l l  say, there  a r e  book reviews 
i n  newspapers, c r i t i c a l  praxis  i n  t ha t  sense, f o r  a 
long while, then e t ique t t e  comes i n  and makes 
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poss ib le  ce r t a in  forms o f  eating--a w e l l - f c n m  ex- 
anple, actuaxly, i n  speech ac t  theory. Naw, my 
question is, what make8 you think t h a t  c r i t i c a l  
theory fs no t  a r u l e  o r  a law fn the cons t i tu t ive  
sense, t h a t  is, making possible the a c t i v i t y  which 
conforms t o  i t ,  a s  the ru l e s  of chess make chess 
possible,  o r  e t i que t t e  makes a ce r t a in  form of 
ea t ing  possible? 

Mr .  McGann 

Two answers t o  tha t .  My reason f o r  saying tha t  
is  tha t  it seems t o  be the  case i n  most instances,  
I f  l i t e r a r y  theory i s  an exception t o  this r a the r  ' 
general appearance of things, then i t ' s  an excep- 
t ion ,  I don't  th ink  i t 's  an exception, It is 
true, f o r  example, t ha t  l i t e r a r y  theory a s  it is 
prac t i sed  now i s  influencing l i t e r a r y  cr i t ic i sm,  
but  we come back t o  tha t  business of l i t e r a r y  the- 
ory being a genre i n  i t s e l f ,  And it has become, in  
f a c t ,  a p rac t i ca l  operation, with language, a s  much 
a s  the wr i t ing  of poetry or  something else.  (F i rs t  
answer. ) 

The second answer comes back t o  t h e  proposition 
t h e  a c t  of composition i n s t i t u t e s ,  but does not 
comprehend, The d i s t i nc t ion  is between i n s t i t u -  
t i v e ,  a s  i t  were, law, o r  case law, There is a 
moment when law is in s t i t u t ed ;  and then there i s  a 
grea t  h is tory  i n  which case law develops, o r  i n  
which t h e  Taw is interpreted.  And t h a t ' s  . . . 
essen t i a l ly  my point ,  which i s  r e a l l y  Shelley 's  
point ,  What I thought I was doing there  was ju s t  
paraphrasing Shelley 's  argument i n  t he  Defense, It 
i n s t i t u e s  i n  t ha t  sense, but it does not cons t i t u t e  
i t ,  because there  is the  whole h i s to ry  of case  law . 
y e t  t o  be developed, 



Richard Palmer 
MacMurray College 

Jacksonville, l l l i n o i s  62650 
? 

I ' d  l i k e  ju s t  t o  continue tha t  point ,  with maybe 
an example that when the c r i t i c  understands h i s  in- 
t e rp re t ive  a c t  i n  a ce r t a in  way, he goes about h i s  
a c t i v i t y  i n  the  classroom &n a correbponding wayJ 
Say, fo r  instance, you mentioned t h a t  theory fn- 
fluences c r i t ic i sm,  but i n  your t a l k  here, you 
r e fe r  t o  your cictivity i n  t he  classroom which is 
not necessari ly c r i t ic i sm.  It might be something 
a littlo m&ro encompassing, t ha t  i s ,  a kfnd of 
mediation and fos ter ing  and a l o t  of other  things 
which you do tha t  a r e  re la ted  t o  what you think the 
t ransact ion with l i t e r a t u r e  is, 

M r .  McGann 

Well, i t ' s  c r i t i c i sm i n  the la rger  sense. 

SCE ~ e ~ &  

we're doing when we have transact ions with l i t e r a r y  
texts .  I ' d  l i k e  ju s t  t o  r a i s e  t ha t  general ques- 
t ion:  t o  what ex tent  a r e  we using the  vocabulary 
and the thought f o m s  of the na tura l  s c i e n t i s t  i n  . 
order t o  r e f l e c t  on our in terpre t ive  a c t i v i t y  with- 
i n  a t ex t ?  I n  other  words, t ha t  i s ,  I think, some- 
thing t o  think about. 

Mr. Matthews 

Well, I don't  r e a l l y  sea tha t  we're t rying t o  
model our account of c r i t ic i sm a f t e r  the  na tura l  
sciences. I n  my own case a t  l e a s t ,  my proposal is 
t o  t r e a t  c r i t ic i sm a s  a type of i n s t i t u t i o n a l  - ' 

praxis ,  l i k e  re l ig ious  behavior, Cr i t ica l  theori-  
zing is modeled a f t e r  the na tura l  sciences only t o  
t h e  extent t h a t  the  same thing might be said of the 
o ther  soc i a l  sciences. 1 ' m  not sure tha t  t h e  l a t -  
t e r  claim can be sustained. 

M r .  Palmer 
M r .  Palmer 

Well, I would prefer  t o  use the  word in terpre ta-  
t i on  r a the r  than cr i t ic i sm because c r i t i c i sm . . . 
has a narrower connotation, s o  I prefer  t he  broader 
tenn in t e rp re t a t ion  and I a l s o  prefer  the  broader 
term philosophy t o  theory, And i f  I had t en  pages 
I could make a defense of th6  grea ter  advantages of 
t he  tenn philosophy of l i t e r a r y  in terpre ta t ion ,  
r a the r  than theory of l i t e r a r y  cr i t ic i sm,  c r i t i c a l  
theory, o r  theory of t h i s  o r  t ha t .  

I n  f a c t ,  I think t h a t  many of t he  problems t h a t  
were raised today could be handled through a d i f -  
fe rent  kind of conceptuality. In  f a c t ,  I ' d  l i k e  t o  
r a i s e  the  question of the extent  t o  which many of 
the descript ions here use t he  vocabulary of natural  
science i n  order t o  understand what i t  i s  t h a t  

I think t h a t  . . . the problems t h a t  you en- 
countered o r  r a i sed  about s t ick ing  with the topic  
of the seminar and the  i ssue  you ra ised  a t  t h e  end 
of your paper on the  question of pluralism--why is 
i t  necessary tha t  we , . . overcome pluralism?--I 
think t h a t  t h i s  i s  par t  of the s c i e n t i f i c  demand 
fo r  a uni ta ry  theory tha t  every l i t t l e  par t  agree. 

Mr .  Matthews 

Yes, I agree. I think tha t  the  assumption tha t  
we need an integrated perspective does underl ie  the  
seminar. A s  I suggested i n  my paper, I disagree 
with the  idea tha t  there should be a s ingle  per- 
spect ive,  a s ingle  s o r t  of j u s t i f i ca t iona l  theory 



that would regula te  t h e  behavior of c r i t i c s .  But 

I don't  th ink  t h a t  my pos i t ion  i s  incompatible wi th  
the  quest for a descriptive theory. W h e t  our the- 
ory may show us, in f a c t ,  is  t h a t  there  are no 
essen t i a l  features about c r i t i c i sm t h a t  can be so 
characterized, 

B i l l  Rueckert 
sum 

Geneseo, New York 14454 

I have two questions: I have one fo r  J e f f r ey  
Mehlman and one fo r  Paul Miers. I wonder i f  J e f f -  
rey Mehlman could describe t h e  model t ha t  he is 
working from without reference to, Diderot and I 
wonder i f  Paul Miers can apply h i s  model t o  any 
t ex t .  I ' m  not asking tha t  i ron ica l ly ;  those a r e  my 
two questions, 

Well, I ' m  not sure it would i n t e r e s t  me, rea l ly .  

Mr .  Rueckert 

I n  other  words, a r e  you wi l l ing  t o  separate the  
appl ica t ion  of the model, i n  other  words, working 
wi th in  the  model, from the tremendous t ex tua l  
s p e c i f i c i t y  of your discourse? 

Mr. Mehlman 

Well, it seems t o  me t h a t ,  if I ' m  right what I ' m  
deal ing with is simultaneously an applicat ion of 
t he  model and t h e  geneology of the  model, i f  indeed 
the  word model can be used, My thought is t ha t ,  I 

suppose X don't have vevy ~ u c h  f a i t h  i n  these  
a l fngu i s r i c  d i s t i nc t lons  between theory on the  one 
hand, p rac t i ce  on  he other ,  c r i t i c a l  prac t ice  on 
t h e  other ,  and l i t e r a r y  t ex t  an the thfrd. 

Mr. Rueckert 

But you're working from a very suphist icated 
theory and model, very sophist icated,  

Right. I suppose so. But what I'm doing s h -  - 
ultaneously i s  of fer ing  an  open applicat ion of the  
model and a geneology of it, But t o  describe 
things i n  the  abs t rac t  seems t o  me t o  be, wel l ,  the 
road t o  a ce r t a in  holluwness of discourse, and 
probably a ce r t a in  idealism, and t h a t ' s  why I ' d  
prefer  not to. 

M r .  Miers 

Well, I have two answers t o  your question. F i r s t  
of a l l ,  I don't  have a s ingle  model; the purpose of 
my paper was not t o  propose systems theory a s  & 
model, a s  a model t o  account f o r  everything i n  the 
text .  

The other  move tha t  I would make i s  t o  say t ha t  
i n  the  paper, i n  a very shorthand form, i f  you want 
t o  t r e a t  Freud, Northrop Frye, whoever, as  t ex t s ,  I 
t r i e d  t o  show some things I wanted t o  say about 
t h e i r  tex ts .  To give you an example of what I'm 
in te res ted  i n  doing, I ' l l  bring up something I was 
ju s t  working with i n  a course on t h e  eighteenth- 
century novel. Jane Aus t en ' s  ~ o r t h a n g e r  Abbey, 
supposedly a parody of the  Gothic Novel--there a r e ,  
i n  t h a t  t e x t ,  some things tha t  I see a s  psychoana- 



l y t i c  transformations of the Oedipal scene. There - 
l a  also what I would loosely c a l l  a phenomenology -- -- 

of t h e  s e l f ,  the way in which Catherine Morland 
learns  t o  gain her iden t i t y  as o ther  people per- 
ceive her. The t e x t  is  a l so  in teres t ing  because . . . it was wr i t t en  during what semiotics would 
c a l l  a "code switch" i n  l i t e r a r y  periods. Yet we 
read Austen a s  looking back t o  the eighteenth cen- 
tury. The wholc ideology, soc i a l  conventions and 
everything tha t  Austen seems t o  va lor ize  i n  t h a t  
t e x t  a r e  not the  ones of Romanticism, of what we 
would c a l l  Romanticism. So I'm intereatcd i n  t ha t  
problem of l i t e r a r y  h is tory .  And the  kinds of med- 
ia t ions  I want t o  ge t  between these systems a r e  
ways t o  bring t o  bear a l o t  of sophist icated under- 
s t inding  i n  t e n s  of l i t e r a r y  h is tory ,  phenomen- 
ology, psychonnnlysis , render theory, e t c .  I want 
t o  ident i fy  how the t ex t  transforms i t s  renders and 
how thc l l eur i s t ic  s t ruc tu re  of the education of a 
womn a f f e c t s  thin trnnsformntion. fttc hnva to  
bring t o  bcnr a l l  thosc things t o  understand thc  
complcxlty o l  what Austcn i s  doin8 i n  sonethfng 
l i k e  Northanger Abbey. 

Mr, Rucclcert 

Could I ask ju s t  one more question, f i n i s h  my 
question? Then you would hold t o  your f i n a l  s t a t e -  
ment here about t ry ing  t o  develop a poet ics  of con- 
sciousness, i n  other  words, working from the  models 
t o  the  t e x t s  toward a poetics  of consciousness? 

Mr. Miers 

Yes, 

SCE ~epah 

A k r i k  Skaratram 
E. 78th S t r ee t  

New York City 

I no longer understand my own question because 
it became very complicated as  things went on, So, 
I have a very simple question. I found M r .  Hers9 
paper very impressive and I know I have t o  read it 
again t o  s o r t  it out ,  But what I wanted t o  do i s  
ask i f  he could explain t o  me prec ise ly  what he 
meant when, on page 16, he twice r e fe r s  t o  human 
language and l i t e r a t u r e  a s  natural  systems. Be- 
cause there  i s  possibly a mysterious answer t o  
t h a t ,  which would i n  turn  generate a whole l o t  of 
other  questions t h a t  would come around and f ina l ly ,  
br ing us . . . t o  a notion of a poetics  of con- 
sciousness, 

Mr. Miers 

I mean t h a t  first of all i n  a very aimple way a8 
opposed t o  an  a r t i f i c i a l  system of language. Semi- 
o t i c s  would t a l k  about t r a f f i c  s ignals  as a lan- 
guage. Barthes i s  t rying t o  iden t i fy  the code of 
fashion as  a language, I mean t h a t ' s  a problem. 
Culler i den t i f i e s  t h a t  problem: can we c a l l  a l l  
those things languages? So I use na tura l  language 
t o  mean human language a s  the one global  phenome- 
non cha rac t e r i s t i c  t o  a l l  human exchange. 

Mr. Skarstrom 

Speci f ica l ly  what you mean then is tha t  language 
is na tura l  t o  man, but t h a t  language per  se i s  not 
something t h a t  e x i s t s ,  as i t  were, i n  a s t a t e  of 
nature? 



Mr. Miers 

Well, t h a t  seems t o  me t o  be one of the ques- 
t i ons ,  pa r t i cu l a r ly  a question t h a t  semiotics is . 
rais ing.  Are we t a lk ing  about sume underlying 
s t ruc tu re ,  whatever you want t o  c a l l  it, t h a t  gov- 
erns human language and any o ther  kind of comuni- 
ca t ion  system? O r  is  na tura l  language i n  some way 
privi leged and unique and other  systems a r e  meta- 
phors and extensions and models from human lan- 
guage? I ' m  not prepared r i g h t  now t o  give an 
answer t o  t h a t  question. That 's pa r t l y  what I mean 
i n  terms of poet ics  a s  a way t o  understand how 
consciousness works. When Derrida t a lk s  about a 
glyphic system or  some kind of proto-writing, i t  
seems t o  me i t 's  r e l a t ed  t o  th is ,ques t ion ,  and I 
think i t ' s  a very complicated question. 

M r .  Skarstrom 

I will forge madly ahead. It  secnts t o  me t h a t  
there  must be a c lose  connection, ins ide ,  a rub- 
terranean connection, within your paper, between 
t h e  notion of a na tura l  language and a poet ics  of 
consciousness and it has sometliing t o  do with th i s :  
what is s o  impressive about: your model, o r  models, 
i s  a l s o  what makes me nervous. I t ' s  so e f f i c i e n t ;  
i t ' s  so symmetrical. I n  f a c t ,  when you d is t inguish  
between log ica l  and conceptual, it almost takes on 
a chiasmic form; t h i s  is a powerful model sf modela 
and it seems t o  be driving toward what a3.H meta- 
theor ies ,  or  whatever you wish t o  c a l l  them, seek, 
and tha t  i s  an 2 p r i o r i  of some kind, a ground fo r  
a l l  the  grounds upon which we have always staod. 
That kind of quest fo r  the p r i o r i  . . . is i t s e l f  
a recursive pat tern.  It involves making the  kind 
of leaps which you e a r l i e r  speak of a s  generating 
paradox, I bel ieve t h a t  's i n  reference t o  Wilden's 
c i t i n g  the ecologist  Bateson. But now it nems to 

SCE Reporh 

me that a t  the end of your paper, you make the same 
kind o f  leap, almost a s  i f ,  without qui te  saying 
it, you announce your wiflingness t o  stand upon th8 
paradoxes t h a t  are generated by tfiat Xeap u n t i l  
f i n a l l y  you reach a point where language becomes 
na tu ra l  and a l l  of these things converge i n  a kind 
of quasi-mystical uni ty of  the world. That i s  the 
quest f o r  un i ty  which f take it i s  a i sd  what's be- 
hind t h i s  conference. The quest fo r  an integrated 
c r i t i c a l  v is ion  is a l so  the  quest f o r  the grot.in6 of 
a l l  grounds, 

Mr. Miers 

YOU ce r t a in ly  detected my h i s t o r i c a l  groundings 
i n  Romanticism, and there ' s  a kind of Shelleyan 
quest there. But I would say i t ' s  t rue ,  and what 
I would stand by . . . is the thing I brought up 
about Blindness and Insight,  I think any time a 
systeni t r i e s  t o  c lose  i t s e l f ,  the  closure has t o  be . 
understood as f i c t i v e .  This rc lo tcs  t o  thc problm 
Jef f rey  Mehlman was ra is ing  about c l a r i t y .  The 
c l a r i t y  I ge t  i n  t h i s  paper i s  the c l a r i t y  of sim- 
p l i fy ing  and reducing t h i s  to a short  essay. And 
t h e  paradoxes, whet de Man means by blindness and 
ins ight  a r e  exact ly those points where the most 
profound ins ights  come, where we have s h i f t s ,  what 
Angus Fletcher  c a l l s  l iminal  stages. Yes, behind 
my paper i s  t h i s  i d e a l i s t i c ,  utopian dream for' a 
poetics  of consciousness, which I think i s  not 
something t h a t  is going t o  happen before the m i l -  
ennium. But t ha t  i s  the driving force behind it. 



J, Mrk Lcec~iaana 
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The mentions t h a t  have been made of t h e  re la -  
t ionship between s c i e n t i f i c  theory and c r i t i c a l  
theory a r e  a l l  v e r y w e l l  and good. But I don't see 
t h a t  anyone has mentioned t h e  re la t ionship  between 
s c i e n t i f i c  praxis  and c r i t i c a l  praxis. Peter  
Medawar, i n  the Jayfie l ec tu re s  of a few years ago, 
argued that s c i e n t i f i c  discovery proceeds, not by 
Baconian induetian but by t ra ined  in tu i t i on ,  and 
t h e  Baconfan paradigm i s  t h e  form fo r  presenting 
the  discovery proccss (which i s ,  05 course, wholly 
other) .  We, ma?y of us ,  heard Rene Girard yester-  
day c r i t i c i z e  levi-Strauss and the  s t r u c t u r n l i s t s  
fo r  being so envnourcd of t h e  ma'chine t h a t  they 
miss the  in t e rna l  dynamic, t he  drama, of the work. 
What is the place of i n t u i t i o n  i n  the c r i t i c a l  
theories  you gentlemen address yourselves to? 

M r .  Matthews 

Well, I don' t  see  theory as  a discovery too l ;  
I don' t  see it as  something t h a t  c r i t i c s  use, any 
more than, say, l i n g u i s t i c  theory i s  something tha t  
we language users  use when we're speaking. Theory 
i s  not an instrument by which one canes t o  wr i t e  
the  c r i t i c i sm t h a t  one does. Nor does i t  neces- 
s a r i l y '  improve one's c r i t ic i sm.  

A s  t o  your other  c m e n t ,  speaking from my own 
work i n  philosophy of science, I think tha t  the  
account t ha t  i s  given of discovery i n  science i s  i n  
equally bad shape--the Baconian method i s  not a 
very good account, nor is the  hypothetico- 
deductive one, and my own fee l ing  i s  t h a t  philoso- 
phers of science could probably learn  much by look- 
ing a t  some of the in t e rp re t ive  techniques t h a t  a r e  
used i n  c r i t ic i sm,  r a the r  than vice versa, 

So I realgy don't  think tha t  the theor ies  a r e  
going t o  give you an account of people write 
cuitfcism, nor am I very hopeful t h a t  you're going 
t o  get  handbooks t h a t  w i l l  make b e t t e r  c r i t i c s .  
That is not what theories  a r e  for .  Theories pro- .. vide understanding. They don't  replace the praxis ,  
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I avail  myself o f  the  opportuni ty  f o r  h inds igh t  
and r e f l e c t i o n  i n  t h i s  b r i e f  p o s t s c r i p t  preface,  
t o  i d e n t i f y  and c l a r i f y  what seem t o  me fundamental 
issues and problems t h a t  sur face ,  and sometimes 
d r i f t ,  i n  t h e  foregoing remarks, observat ions and 
quest ions.  

After  the  f a c t ,  two po in t s  show through r a t h e r  
c l e a r l y ,  both with a  d i r e c t  bear ing on the  announc- 
ed top ic  f o r  t h i s  sess ion ,  "Cr i t i c a l  Language and 
Theory Choice : Prospects f o r  a n  In tegra ted  C r i t i c a l  
Perspective." Mr. Matthews was q u i t e  r i g h t  i n  
point ing ou t  how success fu l ly  the  papers evaded 
t h i s  top ic ,  and q u i t e  r i g h t  i n  h i s  suspicion,  f 
think,  t ha t  such evasion i s  s i g n i f i c a n t .  The f i r s t  
po in t  P would mention, he i d e n t i f i e d  i n  remarking 
t h a t  "various not ions of theory seem ta be  f loa t -  
ing  around." This may qua l i f y  a s  ia profound under- 
s ta tement;  bu t  what he charac te r izes  a s  "cross 
discussion" i n  these proceedings does not obscure 
a  c o m n  cu r r en t .  I w i l l  r e t u rn  t o  a  few observa- 
t i ons  about i ts poss ib le  d i r e c t i o n  and force ,  bu t  
t h e  f a c t  of  a common cu r r en t  i s  t h e  substance o f  
t h e  second po in t ,  i d en t i f i ed  in the  p r i v a t i v e  mode 
by Pk. Miers : t h e  absence of a  "received t rad i t ion ,"  
i n  t h e  midst of a f lood of opt ions,  concepts,  ap- 
proaches "mde l s ,  " and " theories .  " 

SCE Reporti 

These tw6 issues--an evident uncer ta in ty  or 
poss ib l e  cortfusion over the  not ion of  "theory"; 
and the  perceived absence of a "received t rad i t ion"  
which can even make a preterrse t o  "adequacyt' &a 
t h e  l i g h t  o f  c r i t i c a l  praxis--form a d i s ce rn ib l e  
horizon f o r  t h i s  discussion.  Not i nc iden t a l l y ,  
they a r e  a l s o  the i s sues  which motivated t h e  de- 
s i gna t i on  o f  the  top ic  for the  sess ion .  There 
is a  sense i n  which the papers and d i scuss ion  did 
no t  so much evade the  top ic  as a r r i v e  a t  i t ,  from 
d i f f e r e n t  d i r ec t i ons .  k t t h e w s ,  f o r  ins tance ,  i n  
h i s  e f f o r t s  t o  c l a r i f y  the  not ion of "theory1'--on 
t he  e x p l i c i t  a s  sump t ion  t ha t  "received theory" is 
"untenablev--a t l e a s t  sketches out  the prospects  
f o r  ,one c r i t i c a l  perspect ive,  t o  be in tegra ted  o n e  
presumes by a more s p e c i f i c  a r t i cuba t i on  o f  c r i t i c a l  
p r ax i s ,  d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  and descr ip t ion .  

M r .  WcGann, expressing a major concern i n  the 
prax is  of most c r i t i c i s m  by concentrat ing on p r a p  
matic considera t i  ons of pedagogy, po2i t i c s ,  and 
soc i e ty ,  nlade a t  l e a s t  tlte compartive gesture  o f  
con t ras  tirq contemporary "theoryt' wi t11 tlie t r a d i t i o n  
of  c l a s s i c a l  rhetoric--thougll, i t  seems t o  m e ,  i t  
would b e  worse than what Iir, Tomarken c a l l s  a 
"questionable bargain" i f  one were t o  s e r i ous ly  
take c l a s s i c a l  r h e t o r i c a l  handbooks as paradigms 
of "theore t i c a l  performance . I 1  The s a l i e n t  po in t  
o f  the comparison, however, is t h a t  competent 
t heo re t i c a l  performance, including a t  l e a s t  
adequate hypothesis formation, cannot be r e s t r i c t -  
ed  to the  r e l a t i o n  between the thoughtful reader  
and t h e  t ex t .  Here, McCann c a l l s  a t t e n t i o n  t o  the  
fact t h a t  the i n t c l l c c  t u a l  "geography of li t e rn  tu re  
as  suchu--and the  geography of "the l i t e r a r y  c r i t i c ' s  
li te ra  turcU--includes a l a r g e r  context  i n  wlrieh t he  
c r i t i c ' s  p r ax i s  " soc ia l izes  h i s  l i t e r a r y  o b j e c t  ." 
One should add t h a t  i t  a l s o  h i s  t o r i c i z e s  and p o l i t i -  
c i z e s  i t  a s  well. The h i s t o r i c a l  dimension l i e s  
imp l i c i t  i n  M r .  Tomarken's endorsement of t h e  sug- 



ges t i on  of Ralph Cohen t h a t  l i t e r a r y  theory is  a 
genre, though a s  Nr. Tomarken presen ts  t h e  matter ,  
the a l . t e rna t ive  i s  another  "questionable bargain." 
The s t r a t e g y  may d i sp lace  the  "ghost of  formalism" 
( i n  p a r t  by using i t  a s  "hostf1),  and avoid -the ItEf;Lr- 

lemma o f  pos t-formalism, " but  only by defe r r ing  the  
very i s sue  t h a t  made f ormalism (somewhat p r e m  ture ly  , 
I think) a "ghost": the  encompassing dilemma o f  
"theory ." The no t i o n  of an h i s t o r i c a l  "genre" i s  
a t  l e a s t  as  p r o b l e m t i c  a s  concepts of l i t e r a r y  
form, s t r uc tu r e ,  o r  "meaning"; bu t  once again,  the  
s a l i e n t  po in t  is t h a t  c r i t i c a l  "theory" must ex- 
tend a t  l e a s t  f a r  enough t o  address  generic  and 
h i s t o r i c a l  considerat ions,  

This  b r i ngs  us  t o  the  converging po in t  of  these 
two i s sue s ,  i n  t h i s  "cross discussion,"  wel l  a r t i -  
cu la ted  i n  Mr. Marino's demanding question: "What 
is an adequate theory a theory of?" This  quest ion 
i s  i m p l i c i t  everywhere i n  the  "geography" of  t he  
designated topic--and the  "topography" of these 
proceedings. Mere, t he  evasions a r e  r a t h e r  mare 
reveal ing.  

Ifr. Ikitthews makes the  observat ion both i n  h i s  
paper and h i s  remarks t ha t  the proposal t o  seek 
a n  in tegra ted  c r i t i c a l  perspect ive "would have to 
be cons trued a s  a proposal to cons t r a i n  the domain 
of l i t e r a r y  works"; and finds, i n  the l i g h t  of h i s  
own proposal,  that such a search wouEd be  a t  least 
premature i n  t h a t  'keceived theory" s e l e c t s  the  
wrong s o r t  of "abs t rac t  e n t i t i e s "  as the  focus of 
c r i t i c a l  praxis .  Here, i t  appears,  Matthews as- 
sumes ( 3 s  we did ao t ,  i n  designatbng the  topic)  
t h a t  "received theory" is  Bn f a c t  "received .'a The 
poin t  is t ha t  it is  not: and the  en the  session is 
a v iv id  i l l u s t r a t i o n  of a negat ive consensus : r~ha  t 
has passed f o r  "theoryt' i s  untenable on many grounds,. 

It is almost transparent--though not quite, f o r  
t he r e  4s an anterior question o f  communlcatlan here-- 
t h a t  any choice of  primi tivcs--whc ther "meanings" or  
' 'propositions' '  o r  "genres" o r  "xu--as t h e  focus o f  
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critLal aeeiMty ca&titutas a constraint on a do- 
main by c o n s t i t u t i n g  e 'domain" 8s such. The use . 
of the q u a l i f i e r  "literaryff itself does ess much; 
and any proposal that bids u s  to consider i~ claw 
a:, a "theoryn does so by virtue o f  the dibcriminations 
$t a u t b r i z e s .  Orherwtse, i t  would nut be a "theory" 
of anything; and hence, not  a "theory" a t  a l l .  That 
is not q u i t e  Matthewst poin t ,  however, for fn suggest- 
i ng  t ha t  c r i t i c i s m  i s  t lproductive ," e n t a i l i n g  a dis- 
t i n c t i o n  between t he  "ark work" and the "text" that 
expresses  i t ,  h i s  comparison between c r i t i c a l  p rax is  
and r e l i g i o u s  behavior must be  addressed d f r ec t l p .  
Before one decides t o  pay devotion a t  t h e  Propos i t iona l  
Church, so to say, i t  is no t  unreasonable t o  ask fo r  
a l i t t l e  b i t  of  " j u s t i f i c a t i a n f '  i n  the form of  actual 
desc r i p t i ons  of c r i t i c a l  praxis  to  shot$ what i t  pro- 
duces, from what mate r ia l s ,  on what warrant, As 
Uilrit~o notes ,  ax io log ica l  considerat ions a r e  inherent  
i n  these i s sue s ;  and the choice appears to  be whether 
one i s  w i l l i n g  to be accotintable f o r  one 's  va lues  
o r  not .  I n  t h i s  respec t ,  the  po in t  at i ssue  cannot 
be decided i n  the terms !lattdlcws pgovidcs; and (as 
he has l u c id ly  observed elsew1~ere) a choice between 
two func t iona l ly  equivalent  proposals i n  c r i t i c i s m  
com~only wa i t s  upon t he  fo r ce  of  p o l a i e a i  argument. 
The i rony here  is t h a t  i f  t l tere o r e  " l i t e r a ry"  pro- 
pos i t i ons ,  t h e i r  c r i t i c a l  d i sc r imina t ion  depends 
upon an in tegra ted  perspect ive;  the  quest ion is, on 
what b a s i s  w i l l  t h a t  i n t eg r a t i on  be  a r t i c u l a t e d ?  

1lcCannfs r e s i s t ance ,  f o r  instance,  to t he  sug- 
ge s t i on  t ha t  l i t e r a r y  t e x t s  express progosi t ions,fol-  
lowing Sidney 's  remark t h a t  poetry ne i t he r  a f  f inns 
nor denies ,  goes narrowly wide o f  Matthewst po in t  
t h a t  l i t e r a r y  f r i  t i c s  a r e  r e d l y  i n t e r e s t ed  i n  "pm- 
p,oslt;ions,'' no t  "meanings." Yet the  near miss shows 
m e ' T t r a c t l b l e  q u a l i t y  of the problem: hov does one 
-&-er%vs e i t h e r  "maning" o r  " p r o p s i  tfons" from liter- 
a r y  t e x t s ?  Assmine  a proposi t ional  ba s i s ,  what kind 
of " p m p o s i t i o ~ s "  do c r i t ics  e i t h e r  seek or f ind ,  - * C f .  Robert 3. Matthows, " f n t e r p r e ~ t i o n  and 
Undera tanding: An Essay i n  Phibsophica l  Metecriticism, " 
Diss., Cornel l ,  1974. 
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such that i t  i s  sensible to call them " l i t e ra ry"  * *  

c r i t i c s ,  o r  to lead anyone to  e i t h e r  j u s t i f y  o r  de-A 
c r i b e  any c r i t i c a l  p r ax i s  which a t t ends  wi th  c a r e  t o  , 
such "propositions?" (Paren the t ica l ly ,  i t  may be 
noted here  t h a t  McGann and Matthews a r e  c l o s e r  than 
i t  may f i r s t  appear,  f o r  t h e  inadequacy of our descr ip-  
t i ons  of c r i t i c a l  p rax is  is t h e  primary concern f o r  
both, McGann i n  c a l l i n g  a t t e n t i o n  t o  the  s o c i a l  , 
h i s  t o r i c n l / p o l i t i c a l ,  and r h e t o r i c a l  dimensions of  
p rax is ;  and 1fnt.thews arguing t ha t  c r i t i c i s m  is "pro- 
ductive" i n  the "ar t - i n s t i t u t i o n a l  context  .") I 
would suggest t h a t  the  fo rce  of Matthcws' proposal 
may be located l e s s  i n  the  claims made f o r  the pro- 
pos i t i on  (a claim made, on d i f f e r e n t  jus  t i f i c a  t i ona l  
grounds by Yvor Winters, among o thers )*  than i n  h i s  
i n s i s t ence  on the  r i c h  not ion of p r ax i s .  

Yet i f  we a r e  t o  say perspicuously what kind of  
p ropos i t ions  c r i t i c s  o r e  i n t e r e s t ed  i n ,  and how they 
a r e  derived from l i t e r a r y  t e x t s ,  i t  is not  enough 
t o  d i s t i ngu i sh  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  from descr ip t ion ,  bu t  
to  spec i fy  the r e l a t i o n  between these aspec ts  of  
theorizing.  That, I submit, r a i s e s  a broad i s s u e  
of explanatory adequacy t h a t  must, a s  Marino suggests ,  
rake quest ions of value i n t o  account;  and t ha t ,  i n  
tu rn ,  points  toward a "leap," whether o f  f a i t h  o r  
s u f f i c i e n t  reason, i n  the d i r e c t i o n  of a "poetics 
of consciousness" to which Paul Miers a l ludes ,  

Here, the stubborn pe rp l ex i t i e s  of specu la t ive  
c r i t i c i s m  come, i n  J e f f r ey  Mehlman's / Diderot ' s  
metaphor, a s  a "ca ta rac t , "  a t  the edge of the 
horizon of t h i s  discussion.  For how should, o r  
could, o r  would one ac tua l l y  j u s t i f y  o r  descr ibe  the  
p r ac t i c e  of an ac tua l  cr i t ic--Jef  f rey  Mehlman, f o r  
example, who, l a  Bartleby, p r e f e r s  not t o  do e i t he r .  
i n  a s t r onge r  preference f o r  t he  p r a c t i c e  i t s e l f ?  
This is a quest ion t ha t  everyone, s t a r t i n g  with we 
as organ izers  o f  the  sess ion ,  has  endeavored t o  duck, 
Any e f f o r t  t o  a r t i c u l a t e  a "descr ipt ive theory" i n  
~ a t t h e w s '  t e a s ,  o r  to f ind  the  measure o f  cogni t ive/  
per forna t ive  complementarity i n  a "poet ics  of conscious- 

* See f o r  example, Cerald Graff ,  Poe t ic  s ta tement  
and C r i t i c a l  Doma (Northwestern, 1970). - 
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ness," i n  Miers' phrase, r e t u rn s  one r e l e n t l e s s l y ,  
f f  not r u th l e s s ly ,  t o  t he  d i f f i c u l t ,  important 
quest ion r a i s ed  by Marina. Whether c r i t i c s  ar 
philosophers  use "theoriest1 t o  j u s t i f y  o r  describe, 
they a r e ,  i n  1. A. Richards' expression, f t specda-  
t i v e  instruments" t ha t  a r e  never neu t ra l ;  and i n  
r e  turning, a s  t h i s  s e s s ion  suggests we will and 
must, t o  t h a t  c e n t r a l  question, "What i s  an adequate 
theory a theory of?"  the  range of considerat ions 
expressed and implied i n  these proceedings is a 
good index o f  f a c t o r s  t h a t  cannot be overlooked o r  
s l i gh t ed ,  but  must he, wi l ly -n i l ly  ' i f  we so choose, 
i n t eg r a t ed  a s  the very condi t ion of having any on 
perspec t ive  o n  these d i f f i c u l t  quest ions.  

I n  Alar ik  Skars trom's f i n e  phrase, we "forge 
- 

madly ahead," though perhaps, not  so madly afier 
1 I n  r e t ro spec t ,  the re  is more order  i n  t h e  
"heap" of things t h a t  d id  f ind  , t h e i r  way on to  t he  
t a b l e  a t  the  sess ion . than ,  t o  use ~ h a b ' s  metaphor, 
t h e  "heaping" emotion so r ead i l y  induced by MLA 
Conventions might l ead  us t o  conclude. Within 
the horizon of t h i s  discrrsuion, and a t  i t s  margin, 
l i e s  an expansive piece of "geography" await ing 
more ca r e fu l  explorat ion.  So much, here ,  f o r  
t h e  pre face , i r i  t h i s  "pohitscript." 

The pas t s c r i p  t. is simply t h i s  : t h e  i s sue s  that 
d id  sur face  i n  these papers and discussions a r e  
a l l  open i s sues ,  l oca t i ng  perhaps an over-rich 
context  f o r  more patiently considered exchange. 
llaving considered, a s  Mr. Tomarken urges,  t h e  
beginning, t he  prospect f o r  pursuing these i s sue s  
farther--and t he  need to  do prec i se ly  that-- seems 
r e l a t i v e l y  c l e a r .  Speaking on behalf of the Society 
f o r  C r i t i c a l  Exchange, we s o l i c i t  your suggest ions 
f o r  continuing the  inquiry tha t  t h i s  inaugural  pro- 
j ec  t has ,  thus  t en t a  t i ve lp ,  i d e n t i f i e d  . 



N E W S  AND NOTICES 

.. MLA SPECIAL S E S S I O N S  

"THE FUNCTION OF CONTROVERSY" (Organized by SCE) 

Discussion Leaders: James Sosnoski, Miami Unfv. 
Leroy Sear le ,  Univ. of Washington 

Panel : Wallace Martin, Universi ty  o f  Toledo 
N, W e  Visser ,  Univ. o f  Wisconsin & Rhodes 

Universi ty  (Sou t l ~  Afr ica)  

Note: Papers by Professors  Martin and Visser  w i l l  
b e  published i n  SCE Reports # 3, together  wi th  
prepared response and commentary. Reports 
will b e  d i s t r i bu t ed  t o  SCE members; NLA members 
who p l an  t o  attend t h e  s e s s ion  should w r i t e  f o r  
copies  of  the papers and discussion.  This year ,  
we propose to  l eave  a ~ o o d  deal  more time f o r  
open d i scuss ion  of the  i s sues .  

For f u r t h e r  information, contact :  

Professor  James Sosnoski 
Department o f  English 
M i a m i  Universi ty  
Oxford, Ohio 45056 
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MLA SPECIAL S E S S I O N S  

1 

"LITERARY THEORY AND THE CRITICAL QUARTERLY IN 
AMERICA" 

Discussion Leader: Ihab Hassan 

Panel : Sheldon Socks, C r i t i c a l  Inquiry 
Ralph Cohen, L i t e r a ry  H i s  to ry  
P h i l i p  E.  L e w i s ,  D i a c r i t i c s  

For f u r  thex information, contact :  

Professor  Ihob Hassan 
Department of English 
Universi ty  of Wiscons in~ lwau l cee  
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53201 



THE NATURE OF LITERARY IDIPERI~Cl .3  

Topic: "Experience, Language, and t he  Making 
o f  F i c t i ons  : The Paradigm o f  Voyeurism1' 

Discussion Leaders: Mike Frank, Universi ty  of Chicago 
Briget  t e  Frase, Roosevel t Univ, 

Note: This .  sess ion  is designed to  address the 
suggestion t ha t  "no human a c t  o r  event can 
be  comprehended a s  a n  experience--that is, 
experienced--until i t  has  been dis tanced and 
made ' o t he r , '  converted i n t o  a t ex t ,  s o  to 
speak[.)" f f  t h i s  i s  va l id , .  "may we then 
assume tha t  'voycttrism' i s  paradiem t i c  of 
a l l  human experience?" 

FORMAT: There w i l l  bo no farmal rending of papers 
a t  t h i s  session.  Three pnnel i s  ts w i l l  h e  asked 
t o  present  5 to 7 minute s ta tements ,  with th ree  
d iscussnnts  to consider the  isstles ra i sed .  

For f u r t h e r  information, contact :  

Professor  Mike Frank 
Col leg ia te  Division of t he  Ilumanities 
Universi ty  o f  Chicago 
5811 So. E l l i s  Avenue 
Chicago, I l l i n o i s  60637 

"WTNl3OWs AND mmRS I N  'IM.IE: tiOUSE OF FICTIOEJt 
VOYEURICSM, NARCISSISM, AND HENRY JAMESr' 

Discussion Leader: Mgke Frank 

Note: This sess ion ,  i n  conjunctfon w i th  the more 
general  top ic  above, w i l l  concentrate  o n  the  
same i s sue s  a s  they apply t o  a reading o f  t he  
work of Henry James. 

Format: Papers (10-15 minutes each) w i l l  b e  read. 

For f u r t h e r  information, contact :  

Professor  Hike Frank 
Col leg ia te  Divis ion of the  Humanities 
Univer si  t y  of Chicago 
5811 So. E l l i s  Avenue 
Chicago, I l l i n o i s  60637 



Organizer : Jeffrey Plank 

Panel : Jonathan Culler  
Robert Scholes , 
So1 Worth 

Note: This Forum, as i n  previaus years ,  w i l l  be 
supplemented by a t  least two Workshops. One 
of the  Workshops w i l l  concentrate  on c r i t i c a l  
uses of semiot ics  (with Scholes and Culler)  ; 
t h e  o ther ,  with conceptual l i m i t a t i o n s  o r  
problems (with Sol Worth). J t  is possible ,  
though not y e t  confirmed, t h a t  Umberto Eco 
may be a pa r t i c i pan t  i n  the  Forum and/or 
Workshop a ,  

For f u r  thcs information, contact :  

J e f f r e y  Plank 
Center f o r  the  EIumanf t i e s  
303 Doheny Memorial Library 
Universi ty  of Southern Cal i fo rn ia  
Los Angeles, Cal i forn ia  90007 

1 
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FORTHCOMING CONFERENCES 

"TOWARDS A POST-1A)DEIPNXST THEORY OF THE ffUMANITSES" 

Universi ty  of Southern Cal i fo rn ia  

NOVEMBER 17-19, 1977 

Conference speakers and par t i c f  pants  will include 
(among o thers )  Ralph Cohen, Sol Watth, Susan Sontag, 
Richard Pa i r i  er . 
For more information, contact:  

J e f f r e y  Plank 
Center f o r  the  Uumani t i e s  
303 Doheny Memorial Library 
Universi ty  of Southern Cal i fornia  
Los Angeles , Cal i fo rn i a  90007 

(See also: Conferences and New Journals)  



,CALLS FOR PAPERS 

The Higginson Journal  o f  Poetry i n v i t e s  sub- 
m i o s G s  f o r  a s p e c i a l  1978 i s s u e  on: 

"Sung and Li t e r a  ture" 

A r t i c l e s  a r e  inv i ted  which show t h e  relevance of  
recen t  ana ly t  i b a l  psychology t o  t h e  understanding 
of l i t e r a r y  tex t s .  The a r t i c l e s  may dea l  with 
l i t e r a r y  theory fn general ,  o r  wi th  s p e c i f i c  texts 
and au thors ;  spec ia l ized  terminology should be ex- 
plained c l e a r l y  and concisely wi th id  the  a r t i c l e  
i t s e l f .  Submissions w i l l  be refereed both by schola rs  
fami l ia r  with archetypal  c r i t i c i s m  and by s p e c i a l i s t s  
i n  the  re levant  a reas  of l i t e r a t u r e .  Essays must be 
received by Oct .  15, 1977, and should not  exceed 4000 wds. 
Secd manuscripts, queries ,  e t c ,  , to: 

Prof.  Plartin Bickman, Guest Edi tor  
"Jung and Li  t c r a  ture"  
Department of English 
Universi ty  of Colorado 
Boulder, Colorado 80309 

CALL FOR PAPERS : "Closure i n  the  19th Century Novel" 

Nine teen t h  Century F i c t i on  announces a spec i a l  
i s s u e  on the l i t e r a r y  and c u l t u r a l  s ign i f icance  
of c losure  i n  t he  19th century novel. Papers 
should b e  submitted by September l5, 1977. 

Send submissions to: 

Alexander Welsh, Edi tor  
I9 th  Century F i c t i on  - 
3336 Rolf e Hal l  
Universi ty  o f  Ca l i fo rn ia  
Los Angeles, Ca l i fo rn ia  80024 
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NEW JOURNALS 

Reader: 4 Newsletter of Reader-Oriented Criticism 
and Teaching - 
Edi tor  and Publ isher :  

Robert Crossman 
28 Gushing Street 
Providence, Rhode I s land  02906 

Subscr ipt ions : $1.00 per year, 

Reader began e a r l y  t h i s  year ,  as a response' i n  part -- 
t o  the  ''Reader Response" forum and workshops a t  t he  
19 76 MLA Convention. It contains news, correspondence, 
and bibl iography of i n t e r e s t  to  c r f  t i c s  and teachers  
(and readers)  of t he  wide range of "reader response" 
c r i t i c i s m  that has emerged i n  recent  years ,  For 
informa t i o n ,  contac t  Mr. Crossman. 

Tltc lium-inities i n  Soc ie ty  (projected t o  beg in  publica- 
I__ --_I_- - 
t i o n  i n  1978) 

For information, contact :  

J e f f r ey  Plank 
Center f o r  the Humni t i e s  
303 Doheny Memorial Library 
University of Southern Cal i fo rn ia  
Los Angeles , Cal i forn ia  90007 

Of p a r t i cu l a r  i n t e r e s t  is t h e  design o f  the journal.  
It will be published on a quar te r ly  ba s i s ,  with two 
i s s u e s  devoted to t r an s l a t i ons  of a r t i c l  es ,  p lac ing  
i s sue s  i n  the Humanities i n  an i n t e rna t i ona l ,  cornpar* 
a t i v e  perspect ive;  one i s s u e  devoted to a s p e c i f i c  
t op i c  o r  theme; and one i s sue ,  devoted to "Reviews," 
i n  an expanded sense, to encompass cur ren t  research,  
a r t i c l e s ,  in te r -d i sc ip l inary  a c t i v i t i e s ,  e t ~ .  



Speculat ive Le  t t e t s  (published as a p ro j ec t  of SCE) 

Fot informa t ion ,  contact : 

Leroy Sear1 e, Managing Edi to r  
c / o  Department of English GN-30 
University of Washington 
Seat  tLe, Washington 98195 

Letters will not p u b l i s h  articles f n  
t h e  s o w e n t i o n a l  sense, Rather ,  each issue w f l f  
focus o n  n s i n g l e  proposal ,  a d d r e s s i n g  n specdf  i e  
problem i n  c r i t ic i sm.  Each such proposal  w i l l  b e  
sen t  ts scholars  in o t h e r  f i e l d s ,  f o r  comment, 
response ,  c t c , ,  in t h e  form of l e t  terse Each 
proposal and r e spond ing  fetters w i l l  h e  ~111fif f shed 
ns n se t .  A X 9 0  included w i l l  b e  b i b l f o g r a p h i c s  and 
biblisgtr;a;,labc csnnprs, cfcsi~,neci %a i n t r o d ~ ~ e c  cr"i t i c s  
to ~lbsssic and ctrrrcnt: research. i n  n w i c f c  ' P ~ K I ~ C  o f  
f i c l l d s  t l ~ n  t i rnpinl:c i n  erit ica l  incjtrfry, The f fsst 
issue, on the topic  of " C r i t i c a l  Problems ;and Proto- 
cols of  Exchange" i s  schcduled to  appear i n  t11e 
S p r i n g  o f  1378. Subsequent topics  a r e  ( e e n t a t i v e l y )  : 

#2  Winter, 1378: "The Concept of Ti~eoret icaH 
Explanation ,in Crit ic ism" 

83 Spring,  1979 : "Cri ticiam and I,iny,uis t i c  
Theory" 

#4 Winter, 1979: " H i s  tory and Epistemofogy" 

Note: All mehers of SCE w i l l  r ece ive  Speculat ive 
Le t te r s .  Ffembers for t h e  f i r s t  year of t he  Society 
(1977) w i l l  receive the f i r s t  two i s sue s  (1378) a s  
pub1 ished , 

SCE Reporh ' 

Closing da te  for  NEWS MID NOTICES for SCE Reports 
# 3 is September 5, 1977. 

I f  you hove a n  announcement concerning inquiry i n  
criticiom, pf a c e  send information to: 

P a t r i c i a  Sosnoeki, Managing Edi tor  
SCE Reports - 
420 South Beech Street 
Oxford, Ohio 45056 

For west coast members, send information to: 

- Leroy Searle 
English Department CN-30 
Universi ty  o f  Washington 
Seattle, Washington 98195 



THE SOCIETY FOR CRITICAL EXCHANGE, Xne, 

SCE was organized as a no t - fo r -p ro f i t  c o r p o r a t i o n  - 
i n  1976, fo r  t h e  purposes  o f  fostering and a d v a n c i a  
cooperative inquiry in c r i t i c%sm.  

The Soc ie ty  o p e r a t e s  through a f l e x i b l e  s t r u c t u r e  sf 
coord ina ted  p r o j e c t s ,  on  t h e  premise t h a t  sound re- 
s e a r c h  and teaching i n  l i t e r a r y  c r i t i c i s m  demands 
carefu l  a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  p rocess  of inqu i ry ,  and 
depends upon eondi  t i o n s  of open i n t e l l e c t u a l .  
exchange. 

Current  p r o j e c t s  o f  tile Soc ic ty  inclrnde SCE , W g 0 8 : e ~ ~  

i n  conjunct ion wit11  s p e c i a l  s e s s i o n s  h e l d  under eRe 
a u s p i c e s  o f  t h e  Modern Language Assoc ia t ion ;  ~ g e c u l a t f v e  
L e t t e r s :  A Journa l  o f  Cont inuing Inquiry $I- Crfeicfsm, 
scheduled t o  beg in  p u b l i c a t i o n  on a twice-yearly b a s i s  
s t a r t i n g  i n  t h e  s p r i n g  o f  1978. We a r e  p r e s e n t l y  
n e g o t i a t i n g  f o r  a s e r i e s  o f  conferences ,  each t o  
c e n t e r  on  a p a r t i c u l a r  cont.roversy i n  c ~ i t i c i s m ,  

We recognPze t h a t  s p e c i f i c  needs and t h e  a v a i l o b i f i t y  
s f  spec ia l  r e sources  o r  t a l e n t s  d i f f e r  from place t o  
place. I f  you have sugges t ions ,  obse rva t ions ,  o r  
p a r t i c u l a r  problems concerning erf t i c i sm;  o r  if you 
would Pike  more d e t a i l e d  i n f o r m t i o n  about  t h e  
Soc ic ty  for C r i t i c a l  Exchange, p l e a s e  write to : 

Professor  Leroy SearPe  
S e c r e t a r y ,  SCE 
c/o Engl ish  Department GN-30 
Univers i ty  of Washingtan 
S e a t t f  e,  Washington 98195 

Please e n r o l l  me as a member o f  SCE. Enclosed i s  
my c o n t r i b u t i o n  f o r  $7 .OO (Students  :: $5.00) . 

(name) 

(address)  

( a reas  of i n t e r e s t )  


