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- A Prefatory Note - 

.The papers (and note) published t r t  this issue of 
Si'E Reports represents a somcwtrat fragmentary re- 
sponse to the M L A  Sesston, "Beyond Interpretation," 
that provoked them. I he issues raised at that session 
were indeed.provocative, as are the responses pub- 
lished here. It seems quite clear that the exchange 
on this topic is by no means over. 

1 take the llberty to remark what will be obvious 
upon reading these responses: there 1s not much clarity 
or even comnlon ground for deciding what the issues are. 
Eugene Goodheart contil~ues to take jonathan Culler to 
task for lnsistirlg on a ". . . well, insidious" research 
progra'm that appears to be science (!I ;  while Michael 
Finney points out that in a debate that appears to be 
stubbornly political, one may very well question the 
kind artd quality of "science" at stake. l'he complexity 
of malives, political and otherwise, that inform questions 
of in~erpretat~on should not, perhaps, syrprlse us; and 
Susan Elliott's plea that we not obscure the practical 
and pedagog~cal consequences of our interpretive post- 
ures is very much to the purpose. 

Yet these responses, in the manner of polem~c, argu- 
ment, and plea, do exhibit some of the surprise of 
critical exigency when the interpretive practices we 
learn have not themselvcs been submitted to reflective 
scrutiny. That, i t  appears, is the central issue; and 
if that ts at least part of jonathaii Culler's insistence 
that we go "beyond" interl)retation, there seems little 
alternative to doing so, il' orily to understand w h y  this 
issue persists a s  a source 31 pr~vocation and uneasi- 
ness. i t  may be useful to note that "Interpratation" 
tias been as  much a code word or slogan among Amer~can 
critics at least slnce the lntc IgCO's, as  i t  has been a 
term of descrtption for well identilied practices. Veter- 
ans of r a r l ~ c r  cr i t~cal  wars may t h i n k  that if one does 
not "Interpret ," one must do "Philology" or "Scholar- 
shipu--as i f  interpreting could somehow be avolded i n  
any intellectual enterprise. Now, i t  appcars, the 
flyht~ng word is  "Theory" or "Science," and with the 
passing of time, older radicals may find themselves 
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accused of being the new r~actionaries. Still, inter- 
preting is unavoidable; and the persisting issue is 
whether we can really afford, professionaily o r  poli- 
tically, to go on beating each other with codes quu 
clubs, when the motives that inform our intellectual 
practices arise.from vital concerns that cannot be 
left to take care of themselves. 

In any case, the task of interpreting "lnterpre- 
tatiolt" is by no rncans concluded i t1  tllcsc responses-- 
just a s  i t  co~ttirtues, in ~ t s  many guises, in other SCE 
activities. Included in this issue are  rlotices of other 
projects--most notably, a confel.cnce on theories of 
narrative, jointly sponsored by thc Eltglish Department 
a t  Indiana University and by SCE. 

I n  SCE Repor t s  8, containing papers for the 1980 
M1.A Session, "Decor~structive Criticism: Directions," 
there w i l l  be a fuller report of other on-going projects 
and plans. 

Leroy Searle 
Secretary, SCE 
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Response t o  o t h e r  p a p e r s  on I n t e r p r e t a t i o n  

Eugene Goodheart 

Everyone on  t h i s  pane l  seems t o  a g r e e  t h a t  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  should n o t  be banished from t h e  
terminology o f  l i t e r a r y  d i s c o u r s e .  There is 
disagreement about  t h e  c i rcumstances  i n  which t h e  
a c t i v i t y  is u s e f u l .  3onathan C u l l e r  and Barbara 
Smith concede t h a t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  is necessary  i n  
t e a c h i n g  t h e  young. Barbara Smith s a y s  t h a t  t h e r e  
is even  a s e n s e  i n  which we can never o r  should  
never  go beyond i n t e r p r e t a t i o n :  "The very process  
by which we p e r c e i v e  and  comprehend t h e  un iverse- -  
n o t  on ly  t h e  speech,  t e x t s  and o t h e r  o b j e c t s  and 
e v e n t s  produced by o u r  f e l l o w  c r e a t u r e s ,  b u t  every- 
t h i n g  t h a t  e x i s t s  f o r  us." In  g i v i n g  up i n t e r p r e -  
t a t i o n  i n  t h i s  s e n s e ,  we would a b d i c a t e  o u r  humanity. 

I n  what s e n s e  t h e n  is  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  
" ins id ious"?  I must c o n f e s s  t h a t  a p a r t  from C u l l e r ' s  
j u s t i f i e d  c r i t i c i s m  of t h e  New C r i t i c a l  h a b i t  of 
i n t e r p r e t i n g  t e x t s  i n  vacuo ( a s  s e l f - e n c l o s e d  
s t r u c t u r e s  w i t h o u t  r e f e r e n c e  t o  h i s t o r y  o r  o t h e r  
t e x t s ) ,  I s t i l l  do n o t  see t h e  f o r c e  of h i s  c r i t i q u e  
--though I b e l i e v e  I unders tand  i ts  motive. Barbara 
Smith speaks s c o r n f u l l y  o f  " the  set of a c t i v i t i e s  
t h a t  have been r e g u l a r l y  performed by numerous 
p r o f e s s o r s  of l i t e r a t u r e  and t h e i r  s t u d e n t s  wi th in  
t h e  w a l l s  of  academic i n s t i t u t i o n s  and upon pages 
o f  a s s o c i a t e d  p r o f e s s i o n a l  j o u r n a l s  f o r  roughly  
t h e  p a s t  f i f t y  y e a r s  . . ." Dut t h i s  is a 
d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  a n  a c t i v i t y ,  not  a  c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  
of  i t s  p r i n c i p l e .  I have l i t t l e  doubt  t h a t  i f  
Jonathan C u l l e r ' s  r e s e a r c h  program ( o r  anybody 
e l s e ' s ,  f o r  t h a t  m a t t e r ) ,  became t h e  r u l e  o f  t h e  
p r o f e s s i o n ,  t h e  p r o l i f e r a t i o n  o f  r e p e t i t i o u s  and 
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t r i v i a l  s t u d i e s  would i n v i t e  s i m i l a r  d e s c r i p t i o n .  
The q u e s t i o n  remains:  why 1s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i n  
p r i n c i p l e  i n s i d i o u s ?  A s  a  monopoly, i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  
o r  any r e s e a r c h  program would be  oppress ive .  The 
s tudy  of l i t e r a t u r e  a s  a n  i n s t i t u t i o n  o r  a s  a  mode 
of  d i s c o u r s e ,  C u l l e r ' s  p e r f e c t l y  good p r o p o s a l s  o f  
t o p i c s  f o r  s t u d y ,  need n o t  c a n c e l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  
a s  a  c o n t i n u i n q  l e g i t i m a t e  a c t i v i t y  of  l i t e r a r y  
c r i t i c i s m .  

Polemics tend  t o  exaggera te ,  d i s t o r t  and harden 
o p p o s i t i o n s .  Paul  Hernadi ' s  u n j u s t i f i e d  imputa t ion  
t h a t  i f  my "case  f o r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n "  were t h e  law o f  
t h e  land ,  I would make i t  "hard t o  o b t a i n  t r a v e l  
p e r m i t s  t o  t h e  p e r i l o u s  f r o n t i e r  of  l l t e r a r y  theory  
t h i s  s i d e  of  u n a u t h o r i z e d - i n v e n t i v e n e s s  . . . and 
a p p r o p r i a t i v e  read ing"  is s u r e l y  a p i e c e  o f  p ~ l e m i c a l  
d i s t o r t i o n .  I d o n ' t  s e e  how I could  have made 
myself c l e a r e r .  I s a i d  t h a t  t h e o r y  can be s t i m u l a t i n g  
t o  l i t e r a t u r e  and i ts  s t u d y ,  bu t  I cha l lenged  Its 
r e c e n t  overweening ambi t ion  t o  a c h i e v e  a comprehensive 
s y s t e m a t i c  unders tanding  of  a  whole f i e l d .  I s h a r e  
Ihab Hassan's  modest s e n s e  of  what is p o s s i b l e  i n  t h e  
way of  deve loping  a comprehensive theory  o r  a  r e s e a r c h  
program f o r  a  whole p r o f e s s i o n .  I a l s o  p r a i s e d  t h e  
b r i l l i a n c e  o f  Roland B a r t h e s '  a p p r o p r i a t i v e  r e a d i n g s  
bu t  cau t ioned  a g a i n s t  h i s  form o f  d e c o n s t r u c t i o n  a s  
a  model f o r  o r d i n a r y  r e a d e r s .  I c o n f e s s  t o  s e r i o u s  
misg iv ings  a b o u t  Bar thes '  kind o f  unauthor ized  
i n v e n t i v e n e s s ,  which I w i l l  s h o r t l y  make c l e a r ,  b u t  
a p p r o p r i a t i o n  i n  vary ing  d e g r e e s  is a n a t u r a l  tendency 
o f  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  w i t h  which I l a v e  no q u a r r e l  i n  
p r i n c i p l e .  K i e r k e g a a r d l s  r e a d i n g  o f  t h e  s t o r y  o f  
Abraham's s a c r i f i c e  o f  I s a a c  i s  a superb  example o f  
a  w r i t e r  a p p r o p r i a t i n g  an a n c i e n t  t e x t  t o  a  modern 
persona l  i n t e r e s t ,  wi thout  v i o l a t i n g  t h e  t e x t .  I 
wonder what a n x i e t y  Paul  Hernadl is  r e p r e s s i n g  when 
a c a u t i o n a r y  argument is  perce ived  a s  t h e  B e r l i n  Wall. 

It would be  a m i s r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  t h e  r e a l  
d i f f e r e n c e s  among u s  however, s imply  t o  c o r r e c t  t h e  
polemical  d i s t o r t i o n s ,  a s  I have t r i e d  t o  do,  i n  
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o r d e r  toshow how we a l l  r e a l l y  a g r e e  a t  bottom, though 
o u r  emphases a r e  d i f f e r e n t .  C u l l e r ' s  a t t a c k  on 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  is, I t h i n k ,  more fundamental  than  
Barbara Smith and Paul  Hernadi  al low--perhaps more 
fundamental t h a n  C u l l e r  himself  would a d m i t ,  

I do n o t  t h i n k  t h a t  C u l l e r ' s  r h e t o r i c  i s  simply 
p a r t  of  a  s t r a t e g y  o f  dramat iza t ion- - though it may be 
p a r t l y  t h a t .  C u l l e r  wants t o  compel a change of 
a t t e n t i o n  and focus .  But t h e  reason  is n o t ,  a s  it 
is f o r  E. D. Hirsch ,  t h a t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  has  a l r e a d y  
a c c o m p l i s h e d i t s p u r p o s e s  and t h a t  we now need t o  
r e f r e s h  o u r  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  d i s c i p l i n e .  Nor i s  i t  
t h a t  C u l l e r  is  a s k i n g  f o r  change o r  n o v e l t y  f o r  i ts  
own sake.  I n t e r p r e t a t i o n  is i n s i d i o u s ,  i n  h i s  view, 
because it 1s an o b s t a c l e  t o  s c i e n t i f i c  advance and 
unders tanding .  In  Lhe s p i r i t  o f  t h e  s c i e n t i s t  C u l l e r  
approaches t h e  s u b j e c t  mat te r  o f  t h e  d i s c i p l i n e  and 
f i n d s  i t  wanting i n  purpose,  d i r e c t i o n  and r i g o r o u s l y  
d e f i n e d  assumptions.  When he laments t h a t  h i s  c r i t i c s  
o f f e r  no a l t e r n a t i v e s  t o  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  h i s  i m p l i c i t  
assumption i s  t h a t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  is an error t h a t  
must be combatted i f  l i t e r a r y  s tudy  is t o  ach ieve  t h e  
condition o f  sc ience .  

What is t h e  c h a r a c t e r  of  C u l l e r ' s  commitment t o  
sc ience?  When Northrop Frye speaks  of  h i s  ambit ion 
t o  put  l i t e r a r y  s t u d y  o n  a s c i e n t i f i c  b a s i s ,  h i s  rode1  
is  e v o l u t i o n a r y  b io logy .  Or s o  he says .  I am n o t  
s u r e  t h a t  b io logy  is  i n  p r a c t i c e  F r y e ' s  model, The 
evoca t ion  o f  b io logy  is ,  however, s i g n i f i c a n t  because 
i t  r e f l e c t s  t h e  s p i r i t  o f  F r y e ' s  commitmerit t o  
l i t e r a t u r e .  For a l l  h i s  s c i e n t i s m ,  Frye remains 
t r u e  t o  h i s  romant ic  o r  Blakean h e r i t a g e .  L i t e r a r y  
s t u d y ,  f o r  Frye ,  c o n t i n u e s  t o  be  very much a l i f e  
s c i e n c e .  Not s o ,  I b e l i e v e ,  f o r  C u l l e r ,  who l i k e  
Roland B a r t l ~ e s  m i s t r u s t s  t h e  language of  o rganic i sm 
and n a t u r a l i s m .  C u l l e r ' s  (and B a r t h e s ' )  model is  
mechanism, which i n  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  a p p l i c a t i o n  he 
makes of  it, i s  i n i m i c a l  t o  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  

I t h i n k  Barbara Smith is generous b u t  misleading 
i n  t r y i n g  t o  p r o t e c t  C u l l e r  from t h e  p o t e n t i a l  charge  
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t h a t  he is r e p u d i a t i n g  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  a s  t h e  
p e r c e p t i o n  and comprehension o f  " t h e  speech,  t e x t s  
and o t h e r  o b j e c t s  and e v e n t s  produced by o u r  fe l low 
c r e a t u r e s . "  I n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i n  t h a t  sense  is a l s o  
t h e  enemy f o r  C u l l e r .  By d i s i n t e g r a t i n g  t h e  t e x t  
i n t o  s e n t e n c e s ,  t h e  product ion  of  which becomes t h e  
o b j e c t  o f  i n q u i r y ,  C u l l e r  e f f e c t i v e l y  d e s t r o y s  t h e  
t e x t  a s  an o r g a n i c  u n i t y - - w i t h  a vo ice ,  a  p o i n t  of 
view. The t e x t  o r  work is no longer  seen a s  t h e  
e x p r e s s i o n  of  a  f e l l o w  c r e a t u r e .  With t h e  deauthor-  
i z a t i o n  of  t h e  t e x t ,  t h e  d i s i n t e g r a t i o n  of i ts  u n i t y ,  
a l l  e f f o r t s  t o  i n t e r p r e t  become meaningless.  An 
unders tanding  of  t h e  product ion  of  s e n t e n c e s  o r  
l e x i c a l  p h r a s e s  does n o t  depend upon i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  
i n  which t h e  r e a d e r  t r i e s  t o  d i s t o v e r  t h e  p a t t e r n s  
t h a t  g i v e  c o n t i n u i t y  t o  t h e  work. In  read ing  
B a l z a c ' s  S a r r a s i n e  through Bar thes ,  one r e a d s  
v e r t i c a l l y ,  d i s r u p t i v e l y  a g a i n s t  t h e ' h o r i z o n t a l  
demands of  t h e  n a r r a t i v e .  The h o r i z o n t a l i t y  of 
t h e  n a r r a t i v e ,  which demands i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  is an 
e r r o r , t h a t  must be combatted,  i f  l i t e r a r y  s tudy  
is t o  a c h i e v e  s c i e n t i f i c  s t a t u s .  

L ike  any mechdnist ,  C u l l e r  does not  b e l i e v e  
t h a t  t h e  sum I s  g r e a t e r  than  t h e  p a r t s .  Decon- 
s t r u c t i v e  r a t h e r  than  c o n s t r u c t i v e  mechanist ,  he 
i s  more i n t e r e s t e d  i n  t h e  p a r t s  than  t h e  whole. 
C u l l e r ' s  m e c h a n i s t i c  b i a s  r e v e a l s  i t s e l f  i n  h i s  
r e p l y  t o  h i s  c r i t i c s  when he speaks  o f  t h e  p o s s i -  
b i l i t y  o f  producing "a compell ing account o f  t h e  
mechanism of c a t h a r s i s "  i n  King Lear whi le  ho ld ing  
t h e  view t h a t  Lear i s  "a s i l l y  o l d  f o o l . "  
C a t h a r s i s  is  a "mechanism" independent  of  t h e  
i n v e s t i g a t o r ' s  e x p e r i e n c e  of t h e  p lay .  The 
i n v e s t i g a t o r  accounts  f o r  t h e  c a t h a r s i s ,  which he 
h imse l f  could  h a r d l y  be  expec ted  t o  exper ience ,  
s i n c e  f o r  him Lear is  a f o o l .  The term mechanism 
is, of c o u r s e ,  a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  C u l l e r ' s  t~r lders tanding  
of  what c o n s t i t u t e s  a  t e x t :  i t  is a c o n s t e l l a t i o n  
of codes ,  a  c y b e r n e t i c  c r e a t i o n .  S a r r a s i n e ,  o r  
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f o r  t h a t  m a t t e r  The B r o t h e r s  Karamazov, c o u l d  have 
been produced b y a c o m m i t t e e  o r  by a computer. I 
should  add t h a t  C u l l e r ' s  mechanis t ic  b i a s  is a l s o  
m a n i f e s t  i n  t h e  s e p a r a t i o n  he makes between under- 
s t a n d i n g  and e x p e r i e n c e .  

Barbara Smith s a y s  t h a t  s h e  is arguing  f o r  t h e  
s p i r i t ,  not  t h e  l e t t e r  of  3onathan C u l l e r ' s  obser-  
v a t i o n s .  Her a f f e c t i o n  f o r  t h e  s y s t e m a t i c ,  f o r  
comprehensiveness,  f o r  c l e a r l y  a r t i c u l a t e d  g o a l s ,  
f o r  t h e  i n t e l l e c t u a l  a s  opposed t o  t h e  humanis t ic  
makes her  a l l e g i a n c e s  c l e a r .  ( I t  should be  no ted ,  
however, t h a t  h e r  o b s e r v a t i o n s  a r e  devoid o f  t h e  
mechanis t ic  i m p l i c a t i o n s  t h a t  one f i n d s  i n  C u l l e r  
and Bar thes . )  It is, of course ,  no argument a g a i n s t  
C u l l e r  o r  Smith t o  r a i s e  t h e  banner of t h e  humanist 
a g a i n s t  t h e  demons of  s c i e n t i f i c  i n t e l l e c t ,  system- 
b u i l d i n g  and computer programming. Such a response 
i n v i t e s  t h e  c o u n t e r  response  t h a t  banner waving of 
t h i s  kind is romant ic  s e n t i m e n t a l i t y .  I d o n ' t  mean 
t o  wave t h e  banner a s  much a s  t o  focus  on t h e  
assumptions o f  C u l l e r ' s  view, which I t h i n k  t h e  
d i s c u s s i o n  h a s  tended t o  mute i f  n o t  c o n c e a l .  

There is ,  I t h i n k ,  an odd p o l a r i t y  i n  t h e  views 
of t h o s e  who wish t o  make l i t e r a r y  study more 
s c i e n t i f i c  and s y s t e m a t i c  than it p r e s e n t l y  is. 
Sc ience  and system s u g g e s t  impersona l i ty ,  detachment,  
o b j e c t i v i t y .  Yet a t  t h e  same t ime t h i s  s c i e n c e  is 
supposed t o  account  f o r  t h e  s u b j e c t i v i t y  o f  t h e  
r e a d e r ' s  response ,  s i n c e  t h e  t e x t  has  l o s t  its 
i n t e g r i t y ,  its o b j e c t i v e  c h a r a c t e r .  A s c i e n c e  of  
s u b j e c t i v i t y  is perhaps  n o t  imposs ib le .  It remains, 
however, t o  b e  asked what it could  accomplish,  i f  
i t  were p o s s i b l e  of realization. 

One can never  i n s u r e  o n e s e l f  a g a i n s t  be ing  
misunderstood and mistaken.  But I want t o  make 
c l e a r  aga in  where I s t a n d  on t h e  main i s s u e .  1 )  I 
b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e o r e t i c a l  s p e c u l a t i o n  is  necessary  
and v a l u a b l e  i n  any f i e l d  of  s t u d y ,  but  I a l s o  
b e l i e v e  wi th  A r i s t o t l e  t h a t  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  
comprehensiveness and p r e c i s i o n  v a r i e s  from 
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s u b j e c t  m a t t e r  t o  s u b j e c t  m a t t e r .  What is p o s s i b l e  i n  
p h y s i c s  is  n o t  p o s s i b l e  i n  p o e t i c s .  The r e s i s t a n c e  t o  
a s c i e n c e  o f  l i t e r a t u r e  is, moreover, n o t  simply a 
m a t t e r  of t h e  degree  of p r e c i s i o n  p o s s i b l e  i n  t h e  
formula t ion  of  s t a t e m e n t s  about  a  s u b j e c t  mat te r .  It 
proceeds from a view expressed  by Ihab Hassan t h a t  
l i t e r a r y  works and t h e  r e a d i n g  of  them a r e  t h e  
e x p r e s s i o n s  of  i n d i v i d u a l ,  subjective exper ience  o r  
d e s i r e .  A t h e o r e t i c a l  ambit ion a t  once impersonal ,  
comprehensive and s y s t e m a t i c  may f a l s i f y  t h i s  s i t u -  
a t i o n .  ( I n c i d e n t a l l y ,  one could  w r i t e  an e s s a y  
"Barthes a g a i n s t  Bar thes"  i n  which one counterpoin ted  
h i s  view o f  w r i t i n g  a s  d e s i r e  t o  h i s  ambit ion t o  t u r n  
l i t e r a r y  s t u d y  i n t o  s e m i o t i c s . )  2 )  I b e l i e v e  t h a t  
t e x t s  a r e  a t  once d e t e r m i n a t e  and inde te rmina te .  
Arguments about  t h e  meaning of a  t e x t  cannot  be 
s e t t l e d  by simply p o i n t i n g  t o  t h e  t e x t .  Evidence 
i t s e l f  may be a product  of  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n - - a s  Hernadi 
p o i n t s  o u t .  But most t e x t s  have a tobography,  s a l i e n t  
and l e s s  s a l i e n t  f e a t u r e s :  t h e r e  a r e  c o n s t r a i n t s ,  
which every r e s p o n s i b l e  c r i t i c  should observe.  3 )  I 
b e l i e v e  i n  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a  kind of d i a l o g u e  
between r e a d e r  and t e x t  (presupposed by my b e l i e f  
t h a t  t h e  t e x t  can be al lowed o r  made t o  speak f o r  
i t s e l f )  and t h a t  such a d l a l o g u e  has  no t  been 
exhaus ted  by t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  of  t h e  p a s t .  4 )  
There Is a s p a c e  i n  l i t e r a r y  s t u d y  f o r  t h e  c r e a t i v e ,  
powerful r e a d e r ,  who a p p r o p r i a t e s  t e x t s  f o r  h i s  own 
purposes.  My q u a r r e l  w i t h  B a r t h e s  and w i t h  C u l l e r  
when h e  f o l l o w s  him is t h a t  t h e  model f o r  a p p r o p r i -  
a t i o n  is t h e  c y b e r n e t i c  model: t h e  t e x t  is  simply 
conceived a s  a  c o n s t e l l a t i o n  of  a r b i t r a r i l y  chosen 
codes.  C a l l  me a humanist  (who i n c i d e n t a l l y  is 
n o t  opposed t o  t h e  i n t e l l e c t ) ,  bu t  t h e  c y b e r n e t i c  
model a s  t h e  dominant model f o r  a  whole p r o f e s s i o n  
seems t o  me--well, i n s i d i o u s .  
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It  makes me s l i g h t l y  uncomfortable t o  f i n d  myself 
i n  agreement w i t h  Jona than  C u l l e r  about  much of 
anyth ing ,  b u t  h i s  c r i t i q u e  ( i n  S o c i e t y  f o r  C r i t i c a l  
Exchange Repor t s  #6) of t h e  c r i t i q u e s  ( i n  SCER 16) 
o f  h i s  a r t i c l e  "Beyond I n t e r p r e t a t i o n ' '  ( i n  Compara- 
t i v e  L i t e r a t u r e  28) seems t o  me, i n  s p i t e  o f  t h e  - 
s l i g h t l y  i n j u r e d  a d o l e s c e n t  tone  C u l l e r  t a k e s ,  
r i g h t  on t h e  mark. Tha t  is, a s  C u l l e r  p o i n t s  ou t ,  
what is a t  i s s u e  is n o t  whether people can ,  do, w i l l  
and should i n t e r p r e t  l i t e r a r y  t e x t s .  Obviously 
people  can, do and w i l l  i n t e r p r e t  l i t e r a r y  t e x t s ,  
and, s i n c e  t h e y  can, do and w i l l  i n t e r p r e t  l i t e r a r y  
t e x t s ,  i t  is I t h i n k  (and I t h i n k  C u l l e r  t h i n k s  so  
too)  moot whether they  should  i n t e r p r e t  l i t e r a r y  
t e x t s .  The i s s u e  which C u l l e r  r a i s e s  is n o t  ep is -  
t emologica l ,  b u t  p r o f e s s i o n a l  ( i n  t h e  t r i v i a l  
s e n s e  we have a l l  come t o  u s e  t h a t  term) and  pol i -  
t i c a l .  The q u e s t i o n  C u l l e r  r a i s e s  is whether  o r  
n o t  t h e  p u b l i c a t i o n  of  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  should  
c o u n t  a s  s c h o l a r l y  and p r o f e s s i o n a l  a c t i v i t y .  
Tha t  t h a t  is t h e  c a s e  is e v i d e n t  i n  C u l l e r ' s  obser- 
v a t i o n  " t h a t  o u r  t e n u r e  system c r e a t e s  a  need f o r  
t h e o r i e s  and methods that g e n e r a t e  numerous smal l  
p r o j e c t s  which can  be  completed i n  l e s s  t h a n  s i x  
y e a r s  and l i s t e d  on c u r r i c u l u m  v i b a e s .  S i n c e  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  can g e n e r a t e  a n  e n d l e s s  s e r i e s  of 
twenty-page a r t i c l e s ,  it s u i t s  o u r  system much 
b e t t e r  than  t h e o r i e s  whose p r o j e c t s  would t a k e  

- y e a r s  t o  complete.." (m 16,  83) What C u l l e r  is 
t r y i n g  t o  do, a l though h e  is too  p o l i t e  t o  s a y  s o  
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( i n  p r i n t  a t  l e a s t ) ,  is t o  r e c o n s t i t u t e  what counts  
a s  l e g i t i m a t e  p r o f e s s i o n a l  s c h o l a r l y  a c t i v i t y  i n  
o r d e r  t o  p u t  a l l  of  t h o s e  Midwestern second-rate 
s t a t e  u n i v e r s i t y  i n t e r p r e t e r s  who a r e  i n c a p a b l e  of 
doing theory  o u t  of b u s i n e s s .  

I am not  s u g g e s t i n g ,  of c o u r s e ,  t h a t  C u l l e r ' s  
arguments a r e  n o t  open t o  a t t a c k  o r  c r i t i c i s m .  One 
t h i n g  t o  do is  t o  a t t a c k  h i s  p o l i t i c a l  p o s i t i o n .  
Again, I f i n d  myself uncomfortably i n  agreement 
w i t h  C u l l e r .  I don ' t  s e e  any p o i n t  i n  p u b l i s h i n g  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  e i t h e r .  I never read  them myself 
and d o n ' t  much a s s o c i a t e ,  s o c i a l l y  o r  i n t e l l e c t u a l -  
l y ,  w i t h  people  who do. However, i f  I were an un- 
tenured  a s s i s t a n t  p r o f e s s o r  a t  a  second-rate Mid- 
wes te rn  U n i v e r s i t y  who r e a l l y  c a r e d  about  g e t t i n g  
t e n u r e ,  I might f i n d  i t  p o s s i b l e  t o  launch  a  f a i r l y  
d e t a i l e d  and n a s t y  a t t a c k  on C u l l e r t ' s  o b v i o u s l y  
snobbish concept ion  of l i t e r a r y  p r o f e s s i o n a l i s m .  

I would c e r t a i n l y  begin  such a n  a t t a c k  by p o i n t -  
ing  o u t  t h a t  "Beyond I n t e r p r e t a t i o n "  is  n o t  a  sub- 
s t a n t i v e  e s s a y  but  a  polemic of t h e  e a s i e s t  k ind ;  
I would a l s o  p o i n t  o u t  t h a t ,  l i k e  a l l  h i s  prede- 
c e s s o r s  who have t r i e d  t o  r e c o n s t i t u t e  t h e  profes -  
s i o n  i n  t h e i r  own images, C u l l e r  f i r s t  h a s  t o  k i l l  
o f f  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  compet i t ion ,  i n  h i s  c a s e ,  Frye, 
F i s h  and t h e  psychoanaly t ic  people  (who a r e  ap- 
p a r e n t l y  t o o  numerous t o  enumerate) .  I would 
p o i n t  o u t  t h a t  C u l l e r ' s  murder of  F i s h  is s o  
sloppy and i n e f f e c t u a l  t h a t  h e  ( C u l l e r )  h a s  to  
immediately a p o t h e o s i z e  him ( F i s h )  a s  t h e  s o u r c e  
and i n s p i r a t i o n  of  h i s  ( C u l l e r ' s )  i d e a s .  And s o  
on. 

But C u l l e r  i s ,  I b e l i e v e ,  v u l n e r a b l e  i n  a  more 
s i g n i f i c a n t  way. A f t e r  e l l ,  h e  does s u g g e s t  a n  
a l t e r n a t i v e  p r o j e c t  t o  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  A s  we a l l  
know, t h a t  p r o j e c t  is  d e s c r i b e d  most f u l l y  i n  

C u l l e r ' s  S t r u c t u r a l i s t  P o e t i c s  and i t ~ v o l v e s ,  es-  
s e n t i a l l y ,  a thorough e x p l i c a t i o n  of what C u l l e r  
c a l l s  " l i t e r a r y  competence." A t  a n o t h e r  t ime and 
i n  a n o t h e r  p l a c e ,  I w i l l  a rgue  t h a t  C u l l e r ' s  n o t i o n  
o f  " l i t e r a r y  competence" is a  product  o f  h i s  r a t h e r  
narrow e d u c a t i o n a l  e x p e r i e n c e  and is c o n s t i t u t e d  
by noth ing  more ( n o r ,  I suppose I should add ,  l e s s )  
profound than  t h e  s e t  of  i n t e r p r e t i v e  s t r a t e g i e s  
and r h e t o r i c a l  d e v i c e s  one would pick up i n  t h e  
process  of g e t t i n g  a  degree  i n  English a t  a  good 
E a s t e r n  o r ,  b e t t e r ,  Engl i sh  U n i v e r s i t y .  Meanwhile, 
Barbaric H e r r n s t e i n  Smith has already--not  i n  her  , 

r a t h e r  p o l i t e  c r i t i q u e  of  C u l l e r  i n  SCER U6 where 
s h e  simply p o i n t s  o u t ,  a f t e r  agree ing  t h a t  we 
should pe t  beyond i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  t h a t  s h e  does 
n o t  a g r e e  w i t h  C u l l e r  about  what we should do when 
we g e t  t h e r e ,  bu t  ra ther - - in  On Margins o f  Dis- 
c o u r s e  (Chicago, 1978) done a  p r e t t y  n i c e  job of 
p o i n t i n g  o u t  t h e  fundamental  a b s u r d i t y  of  C u l l e r ' s  
analogy between l i t e r a r y  competence and l i n g u i s t i c  
competence and o f  c l a r i f y i n g  some of t h e  implica-  
t i o n s  of t h a t  fundamental  a b s u r d i t y  f o r  C u l l e r ' s  
p r o j e c t .  (To be  f a i r ,  Barbara Smith does p r a i s e  
C u l l e r  f o r  h i s  i n s i g h t s  i n t o  n a r r a t i v e ,  and merely 
laments  h i s  enslavement t o  l i n g u i s t i c s . )  And i n  
a  r e a l l y  remarkable e s s a y  ( i n  D i a c r j t i c s ,  Winter, 
1979) Marie-Laure Ryan exposes t h e  s u p e r f i c i a l i t y  
and i l l o g i c a l i t y  of C u l l e r ' s ,  i n  f a c t  of  t h e  whole 
French s t r u c t u r a l i s t  and  p o s t - s t r u c t u r a l i s t  move- 
ment ' s ,  r e a d i n g , i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  and use  of Saussure.  

However, I am n o t ,  h e r e ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n t e r -  
e s t e d  i n  d e t a i l i n g  C u l l e r ' s  l i n g u i s t i c  incompetence 
( I  use t h e  p h r a s e  i n  i t s  n o n - t e c h ~ l i c a l  s e n s e ) .  I 
merely want t o  n o t e  i t  i n  o r d e r  t o  expose a  dupl i -  
c i t y  i n  t h e  p r o j e c t  he poses a s  a n  a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  I n  o r d e r  to  do t h a t ,  I a l s o  need to 
t u r n  t o  a  d i f f e r e n t  c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  of t h e  
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p r o j e c t ,  t h e  one he a t t r i b u t e s ,  uzijustly--I w i l l  
r e t u r n  t o  t h e  i n j u s t i c e  l a t e r - - t o  S t a n l e y  F i s h  i n  
"Beyond I n t e r p r e t a t i o n . "  C u l l e r  s a y s ,  "The t a s k  
of  t h e  c r i t i c ,  a s  i t  seems t o  emerge from F i s h ' s  
e n t e r p r i s e ,  would be  t o  d e s c r i b e  t h e  procedures  and 
convent ions  of read ing  s o  a s  t o  o f f e r  a  comprehen- 
s i v e  theory  of  t h e  way we go about  making s e n s e  of 
t e x t s . "  ("Beyond I n t e r p r e t a t i o n , "  Comparative Lit- 
e r a t u r e ,  28, 252) And l a t e r - - i n  c a s e  any r e a d e r s  
a r e  s k e p t i c a l  about  t h i s  be ing  C u l l e r ' s  e n t e r p r i s e  
and n o t  Fish's--"The f u t u r e  l i e s  . . . i n  t h e  
t h e o r e t i c a l  e n t e r p r i s e  which F i s h  s k e t c h e s  then 
f l e e s . "  (252) (Why F i s h  f l e e s  i s  a  q u e s t i o n  I w i l l  
r e t u r n  t o  i n  t h e  c o n t e x t  of t h e  i n j u s t i c e  mentioned 
e a r l i e r . )  

NOW C u l l e r ' s  p r o j e c t  a p p e a r s  t o  have two p a r t s :  
(1 )  t o  l is t  l i t e r a r y  convent ions ,  a l l  of them, pre-  
sumably; and (2)  t o  c o n s t r u c t  a  theory of how we 
make s e n s e  of  t h i n g s .  Now, taken  s e p a r a t e l y ,  each 
o f  t h e  p r o j e c t s  h a s  a t  l e a s t  some mer i t .  I t  seems 
t o  me a  comprehensive l i s t  of l i t e r a r y  convent ions  
c h a r a c t e r i z e d  a s  conventions of read ing  is  a  per-  
f e c t l y  a p p r o p r i a t e  t a s k  f o r  l i t e r a r y  s c h o l a r s  and 
c r i t i c s .  And, of course ,  we a l l  would l i k e  t o  know 
more about  how t h e  mind works i n  t h e  p r o c e s s  of 
making s e n s e  of  t h i n g s .  The problem is  t h a t  f o r  
C u l l e r  t h e s e  a r e  n o t  two d i f f e r e n t  p r o j e c t s ,  but  
t h e  same p r o j e c t .  He a p p a r e n t l y  assumes t h a t  a  
comprehensive list of conventions w i l l  c o n s t i t u t e  
a  d e s c r i p t i o n  of how t h e  mind makes s e n s e  of l i t e r a -  
t u r e .  And t h a t  is simply nonsense.  A l ist  of con- 
v e n t i o n s  is j u s t  t h a t :  a  l i s t  of conventions.  A 
l i s t  of convent lons  does not  even account f o r  what 
a  convent ion  is ,  l e t  a l o n e  t h e  f u n c t i o n  of  conven- 
t i o n  i n  menta l  p r o c e s s e s .  Only t h e  most n a i v e  of 
s e m i o l o g i s t s ,  o n l y  t h e  most s u p e r f i c i a l  r e a d e r  of 
Saussure  and t h e  o t h e r  s e m i o l o g i s t s ,  could  p o s s i b l y  
asstme t h a t  t h e  a r t i c u l a t i o n  of  conventions 

c o n s t i t u t e s  a  d e s c r i p t i o n  o r  theory  of menta l  
p rocess .  T h e r e  is s imply  no  connection between t h e  
two e n t e r p r i s e s .  

I t h i n k  it is  f a i r  t o  assume t h a t  Jona than  
C u l l e r  i s  n o t  s t u p i d .  I n  t h a t  case ,  i t  is a l s o  f a i r  
t o  a s k  why he is a t t e m p t i n g  t o  l i n k  a  r e l a t i v e l y  
t r i v i a l  e n t e r p r i s e  t o  a  powerful  t h e o r e t i c a l  goa l .  
I t h i n k  t h e  answer is r e l a t i v e l y  simple.  It is j u s t  
a n o t h e r  p o l i t i c a l  p loy .  I f  t h e  knowledge o f ,  i f  t h e  
a b i l i l t y  t o  r e a d ,  i n t e r p r e t ,  make sense  o f ,  under- 
s t a n d ,  and t e a c h  l i t e r a t u r e  depends upon having a  
knowledge of a  p a r t i c u l a r  s e t  o f  convent lons ,  and 
i f  t h e  more r e s p e c t a b l e  i n s t i t u t i o n s  of h i g h e r  
l e a r n i n g  a r e  t h e  r e p o s i t o r y  and d i s s e m i n a t o r s  of 
t h o s e  convent ions ,  t h e n  only  t h o s e  people t o  whom 
t h e  convent ions  have been t r a n s m i t t e d  w i l l  belong 
t o  t h a t  e l i t e  t h a t  is capable o f  making t h e  r i g h t  
s e n s e  of l i t e r a t u r e .  C u l l e r ' s  whole e n t e r p r i s e  is 
n o t  only c o n s e r v a t i v e ,  bu t  e l i t i s t .  I t  n o t  only 
d e n i e s  t h e  r i g h t  of t h e  man i n  t h e  s t r e e t  t o  in -  
t e r p r e t  l i t e r a t u r e ,  b u t  d e n i e s  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  
t h a t  he can  even do s o .  

Arrogant  a s  he may be, S t a n l e y  Fish knows 
p e r f e c t l y  w e l l  t h a t  t h e  a r t i c u l a t i o n  of t h e  conven- 
t i o n s  of r e a d i n g  w i l l  n o t  c o n s t i t u t e  a  t h e o r y  of 
anyth ing .  Tha t  i a  why C u l l e r  Is u n j u s t  i n  a t t r i b u -  
t i n g  h i s  e n t e r p r i s e  t o  F i s h  and unjus t  i n  c r i t i c i -  
z i n g  F i s h  f o r  f l e e i n g  from a  t h e o r e t i c a l  e n t e r -  
p r i s e  which is, i n  f a c t ,  p o l i t i c a l  and n o t  theo- 
r e t i c a l  a t  a l l .  I am n o t ,  of course ,  denying the  
p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  c o n s t r u c t i n g  a  theory  of how we 
make sense  of  t h i n g s .  I am simply s u g g e s t i n g  t h a t  
such  a  tlieory would be a  very complex m a t t e r  and 
t h a t  t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  of such a  theory is  a s  much 
beyond t h e  a b i l i t i e s  of  Jonathan C u l l e r  a s  i t  i s  
beyond t h e  a b i l i t i e s  of  anyone whose t r a i n i n g  has 
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been p r i m a r i l y  i n  l e t t e r s ,  modern o r  o therwise .  

But I d o n ' t  have any i n t e r e s t  i n  p u t t i n g  C u l l e r  
o u t  o f  b u s i n e s s .  I d o n ' t  want t o  put  anybody o u t  
of  b u s i n e s s ,  Let  Culler--and h i s  d i s c i p l e s ,  should 
he a t t r a c t  any--put t o g e t h e r  a  monumental l i s t  of 
l i t e r a r y  convent ions .  I look forward t o  j o i n i n g  
t h e  Book-of-the-Month Club i n  2020 i n  o r d e r  t o  g e t  
t h e  Oxford U n i v e r s i t y  P r e s s  Micro-ed i t ion  of i t  f o r  
my great-grandson a t  a  cons iderab ly  reduced r a t e .  
But, then ,  l e t  us a l s o  f o r g i v e  o u r  untenured 
a s s i s t a n t  p r o f e s s o r s  t h e i r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s .  

SCE R E P O R T S  

Beyond t h e  Academy 
S w a n  E l l i o t t  (Clark Univers i ty )  

Sometimes when r e s e a r c h e r s  l o s e  t h e i r  focus  on 
themselves t e m p o r a r i l y  and become i n t e r e s t e d  in -  
s t e a d  i n  t h e  m a t e r i a l  t h a t  they a r e  a n a l y z i n g ,  
they  mistake themselves f o r  " d i s i n t e r e s t e d  observ- 
e r s "  of  t h e  phenomena t h a t  they s tudy .  Though 
they  b e l i e v e ,  as A l f r e d  Schutz h a s  argued, t h a t  
t h e o r e t i c a l  t h i n k e r s  can suspend t h e i r  s u b j e c t i v -  
i t y ,  such t h i n k e r s  only appear t o  do so .  They a r e  
n o t  " d i s i n t e r e s t e d  observers . "  To d i s g u i s e  our  
p e r s o n a l  and c o l l e c t i v e  q u e s t s  f o r  kncwledge as 
" d i s i n t e r e s t e d "  and " d i s p a s s i o n a t e "  i s  a  common 
p r o f e s s i o n a l  defense .  We a r e  n o t  d i s p a s s i o n a t e  
about  l i t e r a t u r e  o r  what we do w i t h  i t .  F a i l u r e  
t o  admit p e r s o n a l  involvement i n  what we proc la im 
t o  be  engaging holds  back t h e  development o f  our  
d i s c i p l i n e .  

Nost i m p o r t a n t l y ,  i t  holds  us back a s  t e a c h e r s ,  
people whose p e r s o n a l  involvement i n  our s t u d i e s  
could  s e r v e  a s  t h e  impetus t o  mot iva te  t h e  growing 
m a s s  o f  s t u d e n t s  who p r e s e n t l y  p e r c e i v e  t h a t  they 
have l i t t l e  i n  common w i t h  us because they  cannot 
understand o u r  g o a l s  and values.  P a r t  of t h e  iw  
p o r t a n t  t a s k  b e f o r e  us is  t o  make t h e s e  g o a l s  and 
v a l u e s  c l e a r e r  t o  such s t u d e n t s ,  t o  r e l a t e  o u r  
concerns  t o  t h e i r s .  Abdica t ing  t h i s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
w i l l  g e t  us nowhere. 

We t o o  s e e k ,  a t t a i n ,  and en joy  p r o f e s s i o n a l  re- 
wards,  as most s t u d e n t s  wish  t o  do. To recognize  
o u r  common ground i n  t h e  p u r s u i t  of kncwledge and 
i n  t h e  wish f o r  t h e  v a r i o u s  k inds  o f  rewar* r e s u l t -  
i n g  from its "possession" u n i t e s  us w i t h  one another  
a s  people.  The i n c l u s i o n  of  s t u d e n t s  i n  o u r  prof- 
e s e i o n a l  c i r c l e  keeps us--endangered s p e c i e s  t h a t  
we a r e  r a p i d l y  becoming--from dying  out .  And I am 
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re fe r r ing  t o  psychologica l  and s o c i a l  a s  w e l l  as  
economic f ac to r s .  One of t he  rewards offered  t o  
teachers  is  the  s a t i s f a c t i o n  of knowing t h a t  we 
have helped o the r  people t o  l ea rn  what we know. 

In  my m educat ional  experience,  teachers  
ab l e  t o  communicate t he  p r a c t i c a l  value of t h e i r  
kncwledge s t imula ted  my present values and con- 
cerns as a s cho la r / t eache r .  Most valuable t o  m e  
now are  those  scho la r s  who can show freshmen as  
w e l l  as graduate s tuden t s  and "peers" t h e  p rac t i -  
c a l  consequences t h a t  t h e i r  apparently e s o t e r i c  
t h e o r e t i c a l  i n q u i r i e s  can have f o r  "ordinary" 
people. 

As a recent novel by Jud i th  Guest may suggest ,  
t he  concept of "ordinary" people deyalues them. 
Yet t h i s  comonplace concept under l ies  c r i t i c a l  
assumptions observable,  f o r  example, i n  Good- 
h e a r t ' s  con t r a s t  of "gifted" (ext raordinary)  and 
"ordinary" readers and i n  Hassan's remarks. Des- 
p i t e  t he  deference of both Goodheart and Hassan t o  
Barthes,  who is f o r  them a "gi f ted"  and an "inspired" 
reader,  respect ive ly ,  t h e i r  admiration sugges ts  
t h a t  they f e e l  more of a common bond wi th  Barthes 
than they do with t h e i r  "ordinary" s tudents .  This 
is hardly  s u r p r i s i n g ;  an often-heard d i s t i n c t i o n  
between col lege  teachers  of l i t e r a t u r e  and most 
col lege  s tuden t s  (gene ra l ly  not our majors) is 
t h a t  the  fonner  a r e  "extraordinary" readers  while 
t he  l a t t e r  a r e  j u s t  "ordfnary" ones. The teachers  
remeuber themselves as  "gifted" s tuden t s  i n  con- 
t r a s t  t o  the ." types l '  they have before them i n  the  
classroom. I n  e a r l i e r  l e v e l s  of education,  we hear  
of "gi f ted"  o r  "exceptional" l ea rne r s  and "remedial" 
o r  ( n w )  "developmental" s t u d i e s ,  of "specia l  needs ." 
Though many of us may be too  o ld  t o  have been iden t i -  
f i e d  i n  grammar school  i n  any of these terms, a s ,  
say ,  "g i f ted"  s tuden t s ,  we d id  develop our "g i f t s , "  

ou r  t a l en t s .  Our teachers  may h a w  guided us i n  
t h i s  development, but we did  develop them our- 
s e lves .  

Giving s tuden t s  t h e  opportunity t o  develop 
whatever t a l e n t s  and s k i l l s  they possess is an 
e s s e n t i a l  p a r t  of our job as teachers .  Seeing 
how c r i t i c i s m  r e l a t e s  t o  o ther  learning ac t iv -  
i t i e s  would h e l p  s tuden t s  a t  a l l  l eve l s  t o  under- 
s t and  how reading and w r i t i n g  r e l a t e  t o  t h e i r  
o the r  experiences.  I f  educators from grade school 
on would g ive  them more confidence i n  a b i l i t i e s  
t h a t  they a r e  d iscover ing,  these  s tudents  would be 
encouraged t o  develop them. They would f e e l  more 
l i k e  examining t h e i r  own experiences and more l i k e  
l ea rn ing  from both teachers  and books, 

Perceiving t h e  l i n k s  between so-cal led  "ordin- 
ary" o r  non-professional readers and w r i t e r s  and 
nore accomplished ones would promote the  fu tu re  
s tudy of l i t e r a t u r e .  Scholar/ teachera would under- 
s t and  the  reading and w r i t i n g  a b i l i t i e s  of t h e i r  
s tuden t s  and o the r  colleagues i n  r e l a t i on  t o  t h e i r  
own a b i l i t i e s .  They would use t h i s  understanding 
i n  teaching o l d e r  s tuden ta  too,  whose p ro fe s s iona l  
reading h a b i t s  may be more f u l l y  formed than those 
of most younger people and q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  i n  sane 
respects  from t h e  reading h a b i t s  of the p ro fe s s iona l  
t eache r  of l i t e r a t u r e .  

The widespread empl~asis on the  reader and on 
readera i n  contemporary l i t e r a r y  c r i t i c i s m  r e f l e c t s  
t hese  concerns. I s e r ' s  attempt t o  understand "the 
a c t  of reading'' and C u l l e r ' s  formulation of  "lit- 
e r a r y  competence" may be  seen i n  t h i s  l a r g e r  con- 
t e x t .  But t o  assume t h a t  "ordinary" readers /  
s tuden t s  a r e  n o t  so  worthy of a t t en t ion  aa prof- 
e s s i o n a l  readers  is contrary  t o  current  goals.  

' 

In s tudying reading "conventions," " s t r a t eg i e s , "  
























