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PREFACE

The papers published in this issue of SCE Reports
will be discussed at the MLA fonvention in New York, in
session 149 (10515-11:30 A.M., Hilton, Roos 524-26). As
Wallace Martin, the guest editor for this issue and
poderator for the WLA session observes, these are nat
obvious papers, whether taken singly or as a set. |
hope that this issue arrives in time for these papers
to be read prior to the meeting since it was, as with
other SCE prograss, our primary concern to locate im-
portant isswes and create an occasion to discuss thes.

It you wish to respond to these papers, or to
the MLA session, please do so by writing to the address
printed on the inside front cover. We hope to publish
the next issue of "SEE Reports by early sumser, so
responses to these papers should be sent by May 1st.

You will find in this package 2 copy of
SCE Reports #9, labelled, with good intentions,
“Sumzer,1981." It is being mailed now partly for
economic reasons, but I cannot blase it all on the
cost of postage.

0+ special interest to SCE members:

fNominations are now being accepted for the board of
directors. Three directors will be elected to serve
for tive year terms, Noaination fores and inforsation
about the election procedures will be mailed in
January,

1The annual business ameeting of the Society will be
held in New York on Tuesday, Deceaber 29, 1981, 5:15-
4:3¢ PN, Clinton roos, Hilton Hotel. Please cose to
thic seeting if you can. He have a nuaber of important
matters to discuss concerning fulure projects and

plans for the Society.

Leroy Searle
Secretary, SCE
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FOREWORD

Since the publication of Barthes' "From Work
[0euvre] to Text" ten years ago, the latter word has-
all but replaced the former in discussions of litera-
ture. The seven propositions presenced in that essay
90” appear to be the first and last words on the sub-
ject. The text as irreducibly plural; clie text as
intertextual; above all, the text as 5é&per1enced
only in an activity of production"--if we have not
gone beyond Barthes, it is because it is difficult
to imagine how we could do so. He conciuded by say-
1gg‘that "the theory of the text can colinclde only
w}ﬂu 4 practice of writing," and he has proved pro-
pictlc, even if the writing in which the word "text"

is used often turns out to b £
e a theory of some
other than textuality, ’ meching

"To solicit discussion of "the return of the
text” 1s thus to create a situation in which no
theoretical focus is likely to emerge. By alluding
to Freud's "return of the repressed," the title
invites the fucrther distortions characteristic of
the unconscious, and the writers of the following
papers dutifully unleashed their fantasies by play-
ﬁng every possible chauge on the meaning of the word

return. " Hetervgeneous as they are, these papers
cannol escape the conditions of textuality itself--
one of which is, as Michel Pierssens reminds us
that "it is always possible to go from one text’to
any other, however arbitrary the choice.” In the
hope of encouraging participation when these papers
are discussed in New York, I would suggest that

despite appearances, th €=}
N ey do intersect i j -
cant ways. Instances: " elentd
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1. Conjunctions of American and Continental
thought. Derrida's "Economimesis,” which provides
part of the framework of Cynthia Chase's paper, has
just appeared in English (Diacritics, Summer, 1981);
Kurt Heinzelman's The Economics of the Imagination
appeared last year. The question of how the literary/
aesthetic "work,” in the Kantian tradition, set
itself off from the working world of textuality and
mundane exchange is thematized by both, though they
share no ostensible frame of reference. American
critics, caught up in the currency of imported theory
or discounting it out of hand, have failed to note
that native strains of thought concern the same
matters. A similar situation appears in philosophy
(when, for example, Derrida and Anglo-American phi-
losophers emphasize the same aspects of Plato, and
Cavell and Rorty treat themes that Continental
thinkers would find congenial). Advocates of Anglo-
American methodologles may find (the Frenchman)
Pierssens' emphasis on "epistemological account-
ability" more to their 1liking than (the American) .
Chase's exorbitant reading of Baudelaire as nauseated
by Rousseau. For any open-minded reader, the problem
is less one of choosing which critical tradition to
follow than of noting how they are interrelated, and
what lines of thought they suggest that are worth
pursuing.

7. Economics and psychoanalysis: master
discourses or literary constructs? The "return" of
the text iuexorably leads us to the economic dimen~
¢ion of Freud's metapsycholegy, and to the exigencles
of labor, production, and exchange as we have con~
sciously or upconsciously understood them in -the
epoch of capitalism. As llcinzelman has shown with
respect to economics, and as we have often been told
concerning psychoanalysis, the use of these disci-
plines ir tewtual analysis soon raises the question
of whosc discursive formation will be master. To
state the guestion in Pierssens' form: what entitles
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global systems of explanation to treat textual pro-
duction as one of their sub-systems, in view of the
fact that the former are themselves texts? The ease
with which the question can be raised masks the diffi-
culty of answering it satisfactorily. In point of
fact, literary study and textual analysis have not
produced a single explanatory system that could hope
to match, in cogency and generality, the systems
available in other disciplines. Until they do so,
they will be enthralled by/to those distiplines.

3. Fragging: part-objects in rela.ion to the
body of the text. Some of the most brilliant readers
of our time derive their insights from scrutiny of a
small swatch of text, considered in relation to an
encompassing linguistic, psychoanalytic. or philo-
sophical theme. The heterogeneity of il.ls method,
characteristic of the epoch of textualiiv, is im-
plicitly questioned by Felicity Baker aud Pierssens.
When Baker reinserts the "purloined ribbon" incident
discussed by de Man back in Book II of Rousseau's
Confessions, she discovers a psychic economy quite
different from the one de Man is able to educe from
it when he reads the incident in relation to speech-
act theory, grammar, rhetoric, and Rousseau's fourth
"Revery." Likewise, Pilerssens' critique of Chase
is based in large part on his reading oi Rousseau's
ninth Promenade as a whole, from which Chase has
extracted one incident for discussion.

The fact that Baudelaire himself cut out a
piece of "Morale-du joujou" to use as the prose poem
"Le joujou de pauvie," and that Rousseau dismembered
Book 1I of the Confessions when he repeated the
ribbon incident in the Keveries, may imply that it
is idolatrous of us to invoke the body of the text
as a whole, since authors dissect their own as
morsels (the corps morcelé),

4. Holism as a return of the work (and subject).
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1f we are sympathetic to the positions espoused by
Baker and Pierssens, we must reflect on the implica-
tions of our sympathy. Once the legitimacy of an
interpretation is based on the unitary character of
a text, we presuppose that completeness and coherence
are necessary features of interpretive legitimacy.
Furthermore, we are likely to find ourselves evoking
one of the purportedly discredited entities or
theories of traditional interpretation to sustain
our position. Thus Pierssens openly declar?s his
allegiance to the hypothesis of a "subject,” and
Baker reasserts the importance of referentiality
(albeit of a "deadly kind"). This "reborn" subject
is not transcendental; it is rather a theoretical
nexus, "“a geometric locus where lines and forces
that originate elsewhere intersect,’ as Shklovsky
remarked. Nevertheless, the possibility of vindi-
cating certain aspects of traditional epistemology
has arisen and should be faced.

5. A justification of textual defacement. The
reason for seemingly arbitrary juxtapositionms of
texts is that it may be the only way to produce
genuinely new insights., We must “shake up" theory
("the way Ivan the Terrible would 'shake up' his
henchmen"--Shklovsky). For example, if the linguis-
tic element is to be an irreducible component of an
account of writing and reading, it cannot docilely
submit itself to assimilation in psychoanalytic or
for that matter linguistic and semiotic theories.
Hence--the idea of incorporating rather than intro-
jecting signs; theories of misunderstanding; theorles
violating the laws of process and construction, in
which a "restricted economy” of exchange and balanced
books yields to a "general economy" positing absolute
lack, or supplementarity and excess. How do we know
that the books will always balance in the process of
verbal production, consumption, and exchange?

f. Patyeen commitment and avoidance. I have
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simplified the opposition of the positions involved
in order to highlight it. The stability of Baker's
reading of Rousseau is one that (as I understand it)
effaces the traditional "subject” in order to explain
the production and effects of writing. And Pierssens'
reservation about her reading--that it does not take
transference into account (which would call into
question her own position as reader)--shows that he
does not intend to return us to some prelapsarian
state of critical inndcence and stabilf%y. So long
as we think it possible to work out the problems
posed by these alternatives--so long, the Freudian
might say, as we have a problem to work through--
there will be textual production and consummation.

7. For purposes of symmetry, in order to produce
as many propositions as Barthes did ten years ago,
I append an aside to my fellow Anglo~Americanists.
I hope you will have time to reread Book II of the
Confessions, the ninth of the Promenades (may Irving
Babbitt forgive us), and Baudelaire's "Morale du
Jjoujou" before the session; in their fashion they
repay attention, If we do not want to spend most of
our time reading interesting papers about French

- literature, we must produce more intevesting papers

about English and American literature.

Wallace Martin
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TEXTS THAT WE OWN, TEXTS THAT WE DO NOT OWN:
THEORIES OF ECONOMIC AND AESTHETIC RESPONSE

Kurt Heinzelman
University of Texas at Austin

The student who complains, " k

hard ar this text, buﬁ'ijust didz':ofgig'rzﬁiiy
thing out of it," is posing in rudimentary form
one of the subjects implied by the topic, "The
Eeturn Sf the Text." He is asking what kind of
“returﬂ he can expect from his investment of
work," and he is also asking for an account of
the value of his labor expended in reading litera-
ture. Ofcten this labor has been genuiaely and
earnestly expended: the student may remember
events, characters, and metaphorical details from
his reading; he may also be able to say something
based on his past reading experiences, about the ’
literary work's historical significance (1 am
not speaking here of the student who us;s this
complaint to justify not reading.) What he cannot

do is to say anything about h: k! i
frean b0 g u is own work's signi-

To do so, he would have to transfer value
from the labor he has bestowed upon the text to
the literary product that called it forth, and vice
versa: this exchange, in the end, is whaé has not
occurred. The literary process has failed, in
Walter Benjamin's terms, to embody '"the exémplar
character of production, which is able first to ¢
induce ocher producers to produce™ and then to turn
mere consumers into producers also--'"that is, readers
or spectators into collahorators." For accérdin
to Benjamin's essay "The Author as Ptud;cer " wri%—
ing is a mode of production, capable of cha;gin
even the will or desive of the reader, of trans§

10
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forming it from one kind of economic modality
{consumerism) into another {collaboration).

But the student's complaint about the in-
sufficient economics of his reading experience
must be dealt with more deliberately, for he has
not even attained the level of spectatorship, the
pleasure of being a consumert. That, in a sense,
is his complaint, and it opens up a series of
questions about the forms of thought and the dis-
cursive models we use to explain the literary pro-
cess of writing and reading, Benjamin's productive
collaboration. How, for instance, can one justify
using economic discourse to prove, or even to
describe, the validity of aesthetic response--
that is, one's response to literary works? Does
the economic concept of work apply to literary
work at all? Or is it merely a form of catachre-
sis--a misappropriation of metaphor-~to bring
notions of consumption and production, labor and
exchange, to bear upon the literary process? Can
there ever be an economic response to aesthetics
that has functional validity as both aesthetic and
economic judgment?

We can, of course, indignantly dismiss the
complaining student who wants to "get” something
from a literary work, to make it his own property
ot acquisition. 1In asking that a text make a
"return" in the capitalist sense of the word, we
could say, the student is already guccumbing un-
questioningly to the dominant economic mode of his
time--in this case, to the capitalist ideology
that, by valuing consumption as (monetary) accumu-
lation, fosters the insidious 1llusion that labor
should "get" a consumable product in return for
its exertion. ' Some might also aver that the econo-
mic modeling of the student's complaint has compro-
mised disinterested intellectual inquiry. However
we answer the complaint, though, it is difficult

11
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zz gisTiis ;hf way the student has phrased his
mplaint without simultaneousl
nature of desire itself, Y auatilying the

Economics is, in its broadest sense, one way-—-
and a most pervasive way--of qualifying ;r of Y
parsing and structuring desire. Indeed, the
of economics which has a determinative ;ffectpzrt
what we desire and on how our desires ure distr;-
buted has always constituted the ovett;$u]1tical
component of that intellectual disciplinu‘ We
have become accustomed to hearing the stu&ent's
complaint In its most overt—-its most ossified~~-
golitical form. When a goverament or a governin
o?yé such as a university's board of regents &
iELios Ti Euiting funds to the arts and huumnitles,
o Returnao: :ﬁetgz guﬁst;on implied in the topic,
Xt, oreover, when a "ret
to the basics" 1s also called for 1: 2 .
tP?L what is rudimentary has beeniidenifzjzd"ti::
what %s economically understandable: knowled
quantified as elemental value~-"the basles." &

Th? primary danger here is such a pervasliv
(econ?mlc) way of parsing desire, of posin tt’e
question of M“returns,"™ or of phr;sing one'g .
;ﬁzztlou F? literary texts may become a persua-
! r:nl:'ay o do%ng 80, if there is no direct way

ebutting it, no equally pervasive language i
which to structure desire differently. So %he ’
z;:ﬁe;t wh? wants to g?t something from a iiterary
ork n exchange  for his litcrary labors may re-
:f? e a fugding agency that wants to get some-
d\fgg‘concrete for its investment in that both
BSL :reoynership in elementary economic terms.
e #© intellectual process of definition is not
Clajxisd bz snubbing what is elemeatary. Oc by
30d Eficacious resders chore rhein o Shelars,

--have ¢ i
and privileged right of ownersazsiEOUY:xtzvsiligle

12
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the literary process. Left unexamined is the ques-
tion of how this idea of ownership, in both its.
economic and aesthetic aspects, has evolved, and
whether economic and aesthetic respongses--these two
forms of discourse--can ever be made to talk, as it

were, to one another.

As modes of abstraction, these forms of dis-
course are historically more congruent, and the
student's complaint more provocative, than one might
at first suppose, according to Raymond Williams.
Williams contends that "what emerges in bourgeols
economics as the 'consumer'--the abstract figure
corresponding to the abstraction of (market and
commodity) 'production’--emerged in cultural theory
as 'aesthetics' and 'the aesthetic response.'"2 Not
only does the idea of an aesthetic "reader" coincide
historically with the role of the consumer in bour-
geois economic theory, but the field of aesthetics
as a subset of cultural theory is historically ana-
logous to the concept of production as a subset of
political economy. From Williams' point of view,
the aesthetic notion of the "reader" was a super-
structural imitation--an ideological extension--of
the economic phenomenon of the "consumer.' Thus,
to answer the student by trying to privilege the
{dea of "aesthetic response" over the student's
economic metaphor of consumption is to sustain as
a dichotomy what was historically analogous--namely,
the relationship between economic and aesthetic res-
ponse as complementary processes of figuration. In
saying that the "reader" should not look for a
“"return" of the kind that the student (unconsciously)
expects, one is merely investing that historical
analogue with values to suit one's own biases.

We do not have to subscribe to Williams' view
of the historical causality at work here in order
to examine the effects of the historical coinci-
dence which he observes. In fact, I would argue

113
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that Williams' historical analogue between cultural
and economic theory may be more like an identifica-
t%ou than an analogue, for cconomists were the

first thinkers to separate the question of aesthetic
consumption from the question of economic production
a separation which necessarily polarized the conce t’
of value; subsequently, thelir logic has 1nf1uencedp
the kind of counter-logic needed to rejoin the two

questions.
" he)

Adam Swith, in his lectures on rhetd
belles-lettres, tried to link prose writi:;cwigg
economic utility, which necessitated a coucomitant
devaluing on his part of all forms of writing which
wi¥e not prose. According to Smith, poetical works
(like most of the fine arts) had no economic status
BuF David Ricardo made the most systematic economic.
and1¥313 of aesthetics when he defined artistic pro-
ducts (such as statues, coins, and books) as eco-
nomic commodities, but denied to artistic process~-
Fhat is, to the labor of the artist--a similar
cconomﬁc identity. For Ricardo, the value of arti-
facts "is wholly independent of the quantity of
labour originally necessary to produce them," where
the value of other commodiries is wholly de;endenc *
gccording to Ricardian theory, upon their labor ’
investment. Thus, the work of the imagination is
not ultimately "labor,” economically s&eaking Un-
11%@ other commodities, the economic value of.art
objects exists beyond and apart from the artist's
work and merely "varies with the varying wealth
and inclinations of those who are desirous to
possess them."3 Ricardo tacitly assumes not onl
that the painter's brush consumes his dream buty
that it consumes 1in every economically signifi—
cant sense his labor as well.

Later in the nineteenth century John Stuart

?ill developed a more sophisticated analysis--one
at granted a certain economic value to the artist's

14
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labor--but the analysis retained the essential
polarity of Ricardo's model.# Mill conceded

that poiesis, or the skill of the artist in

crafting his work, was indeed 3 productive labor—-
that it possessed, by Mill's own standard, "exchange—
able value." But the artist (or writer) could not
claim any economic status for his mode of production,
since the product he created could not be (in Mill's
words) "productively consumed"~-that is, it could
not set in motion a quantity of productive labor
equal to the original labor that produced it.

One way to counter the economic view of
aesthetics advocated by classical economists is to
broaden their definition of aesthetic exchange. The
economists were speaking about books, not texts;
thus, their economics was based upon the reification
of texts into objects that are collected (but not
necessarily read) and the reification of labor into
a process that can be bought and sold. This pro-
cedure leaves the transmissibility of texts (as
opposed to the commercial dealing in books) un-
examined. 1If one could apply the notion of productive
consumption to the way in which readers read texts,
one might link economic discourse with aesthetic
discourse by showing how works of literature actually
work-—how, as texts, they result in what Benjamin
calls productive collaboration.

Before going on to examine the impiicit eco-
nomics of such reader-response theories, one must
consider a powerful prima facie objection to any
attempted linking of aesthetic and economic pheno-
mena which makes the discourse appropriate to one
dimension cross with the discourse appropriate to
another., In Marxism and Form, Fredric Jameson
points out how the later essays of Walter Benjamin
transform critical discussions which originate "in
the realm of aesthetics itself" into discussions
that extend into "the study of history in general."

15
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Specifically, Benjamin's "attention to the machine
and to mechanical inventions" as ways of enhancing
the transmissibility of texts is wha:, in Jameson's
view, "signals Benjamin's passage from the predomi-
nantly aesthetic to the historical and political

' dimension.”" Jameson then offers the following

critique of Benjamin's wethod:

It is important to point out that however
materialistic such an approach to~ istory
may seem, nothing is farther from Marxism
than the stress on invention ani technique
as the primary cause of historical change.
Indeed, it seems to me that such theories
+ « .function as a substitute for Marxist
historiography in the way they offer a
feeling of concreteness comparahle to
economic subject matter, at the same time
that they dispense with any consideration of
the human factors of classes and o§ the
soclal organization of production.

This is not merely another skirmish in the
esoteric struggle, best consigned to Marxists
themselves, of deciding who is and is not "farther
from Marxism,”" True, Jameson objects to Benjamin's
(false) evaluation of historical causality. His
decper objection, however, is that he finds the
affiliation between what I have been calling
aesthetic and economic responses to be counter-
feit. Benjamin has imappropriately appropriated
a "predominantly desthetic" discourse to explain
historical and political phenomena that belong to
another kind of discourse. In effect, Jameson 1is
accusing Benjamin of aestheticizing his historical
materialism in such a way that it becomes unable
to represent how economics really affects (and
oppresses) the way we live now.

16

Whether or not Jameson's particular critique
of Benjamin is just, it calls attention to a process
of metaphorizing--namely, the practice of modeling
one kind of theory (say, the aesthetic) upon a set
of metaphors that derive from another kind of theory
(say, the economic)--which has not been sufficiently
analyzed for the discursive discontinuity that in-
evitably ensues. Jameson assumes in the case of
Benjamin that the theorist is unconscious of his
own discursive paradigms, at least when his discourse
is extended beyond its "proper" subject matter. As
we shall see, however, discursive discontinuities
do not, as it were, always go only in one direction.
When we intimate that a certain kind of discourse
or a certain kind of thinking "belongs" to a certain
ideational dimension, it is the notion of "belonging"
itself that becomes problematical. Insofar as
Jameson's historiographical critique is an implicit
critique of semantic usage as well, it raises the
question: Are there some forms of discourse (or
texts) that we own and some that we do not own?
What is the effect of entailing the idea of owner—
ship in one's discussion of authority?

Jameson's dim view of the affiliation between
aesthetic and economlc responses seemws to be grounded
in his assertion that aesthetic discourse seeks "a
feeling of concreteness comparable to economic sub-
ject matter." Suppose it does. Then to overcome
the poverty of aesthetic theory one might eanrich
its discourse with tropes that mine the politico-
economic sphere. The problem here is that meta-
phorically extended economic discourse can privi-
lege itself just as easily as extended aesthetic
discourse can, and so accumulate an aura of con-
creteness that does not "belong" to it. When
Jameson speaks of the "feeling of concreteness"
(itself an awbiguous phrase) that pertains to
“economic subject matter," his own discourse is in
some danger. '

17
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"Economic subject matter" is not concrete,
although the effects of that subject matter may
be, We experience the effects of inflation, of the
circulation of capital, of surplus value, and of the
buying and selling which constitutes the labor process,
but inflation, capital, surplus value, and labor are,
like economics itself, ideas or representations~-
fictive structures whose meaning is as specialized
and as playful within the imaginative field of eco-
nomic discourse as theé language of aesthetics is
within its discursive field. "The achievement of
economy is an art," observes the economist A. L.
Macfie. "Economics in the full sense does not just
examine facts; it rationalises, jndeed creates the
experience with which it deals."® Neither economic
subject matter nor the discourse that atctempts to
explain it is univocal. This is why virtually every
classical economist warns his reader that the lan-
guage of economic response is formed of “unreal
words"~-words whose representational relationship
to objects is less important than their semiotic
relationship to each other. Elaborating upon Marx,
Karl Polanyl has written incisively about the peculiar
paradox of economics: that whereas it appears to
be the most factual (most concrete) of the social
sciences, it is actually founded upon a series of
imaginative (Polanyi calls them fictional) structures
which make economics the aesthetic activity defined
by Macfie.? Whatever the exploitative putential of
economic gubject matter, then, it is matched by the
exploitative potential of economic discourse.

So, a philosophical critique of economics, if
extended into the political splhere, creates a
discontinuity within the realm of economic discourse
that is similar to the discontinuity which Jameson
observes in Benjamin's aesthetics. E, P. Thompson
sounds like Jameson when he takes Althusser to task
for extending an essentially philosophical or

18
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epistemological criticism of Marx into an
essentially political theory of social action and
behavior. Thompson calls this practice, rather
testily, a kind of "academic imperialism,” and
asserts: "There is no reason why philosophers
should necessarily identify thelr own procedures
with those of every other kind of knowledge-
production."8 He may be right, but this effort to
protect from alien incursions what "belongs" to one's
own fileld is not exerted without a price. To speak
of "knowledge-production” in the first place, as
Thompson does, is to hold up all other theories of
how knowledge comes about to an implicitly econo-
mic paradigm--namely, that knowledge is something
that is ever and everywhere produced (as opposed,
say, to being generated). Again, Thompson may be
right about Althusser's "academic imperialism," but
in so accusing him Thompson has exercized an imperi-
alism of his own by taking a political term from his
own discipline and extending it—-identifying it--
with Althusser's philosophical procedures~-the very
thing that he chastises Althusser for doing.

Both Jameson and Thompson, then, raise the issue
of which discourse "belongs" to which ideational
dimension and of how the authority of that discourse
is to bé established; coincidentally, their own
texts return upon themselves to reveal how difficult
it is to establish such authority objectively.
Within the field of aesthetic theory, issues of dis-
cursive ownership and textual authority have
increasingly become the provenance of so-~called
reader-response criticism. The following three
examples of that criticism have been selected
because they give us concrete evidence of how the
continuity between. economic and aesthetic response
has been asserted and of the particular problems
that follow.

19
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John Dewey's 1932 lectures at Larvard on aesthe-

tics--in many ways the philosophical avatar of American

reader-response criticism--exemplif: this continuity
this economic modeling of aesthetic response. But, ’
like many of his epigoni, Dewey does not explicitly
address any of the questions raised by the present
essay, even though he does offer some implicit answers
to them. These answers have often been accepted by
his philosophical descendants without their recogni-

zing that the questions were never raised in the first
place, v

In Dewey's view of art as experience, the
reader participates in the making of meaning by
bestowing a form of work that is commensurate with
the author's labor in producing the text. Arguing
that the reader of a literary work must “recreate®
the author's initial labor, Dewey evtablishes a
philosophical model of aesthetic response based upon
a work/play dialectic. Within this quasi-economic
structure, the reader acts as counter-authoricy:

For to perceive, a beholder must create his
own experience. And his creation must include
relations comparable to those which the origi-
nal producer underwent. They are not the same
in any literal sense. But with the perceiver,
as with the artists, there must be an ordering
of the elements of the whole that is in form,
although not in details, the same as the process

of organization the creator of the work consciously

experienced, " Without an act of recreation the
object is not perceived as a work of art. The
artist selected, simplified, clarified, abridged
and coudensed according to his interest. The
beholder must go through these operations
according to his point of view and interest.

In both, an act of abstraction, that is of
extraction of what is significant, takes place.
In both, there is comprehension in its literal

20

signification-—that is, a gathering together

of details and particulars physically scattered
into an experlenced whole. There is work done
on the part of the percipent as there is on the
part of the artist. The one who is too lazy,
idle, or indurated in convention to perform
this work will not see or hear.

Although Dewey argues strenuously for the necessity
of reader participation, he is also at pains to pre-
vent the original labor of the author from disa-
ppearing, Ricardo-like, into the completed artifact.
To his credit, Dewey, like Mill, wants to affirm
both labors at once, but this produces a stiain when
he has to evaluate the two kinds of labor compara-
tively. Thus, the reader undergoes "relations compa-
rable"” to the original producer but they are 'not
the same in any literal sense."” What 1s the same

1s the "process of organization” that both reader
and creator "consciously experienced." I do not
know what this means, for it 1is unclear whether this
process of organization applies to structural
matters such as we find in texts or to a psychical
parsing that occurs prior to and during the act of
writing (or of reading). 1If the latter, then a
loose paraphrase of Dewey might be that the reader
and the writer undergo similar psychical organi-
zations of desire. At least, the paragraph ends

by discussing implicitly the necessity of desire.
The reader must want to "to perform this work."

But to understand why, we must look more closely at
Dewey's rhetorical logic. :

Dewey's reference to what is not the same "in
any literal sense’ is almost a warning that literal
and metaphorical senses of language are going to
be played against each other here. Indeed, Dewey's
two critical points are virtually secured by puns.
First, reading is intellectual work "in its literal
signification,” for the "gathering together" of which
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Dewey speaks literally translates the Latin root of
“intellectual™ (lego), from which is derived the
Latin word for reading (lectio). The rhetorical
thrust of this verbal exchange 1s also operative
when Dewey's aesthetics extend into economics.

Dewey says that readers must work to "recreate,"

and this pun on recreation bestows upon the act of
reading the status of pleasure, thus transforming
labor into play. One now may see how Dewey's own
rhetoric is trying not to become "indurhted in
convention,” for the rhetoric that inverts the
conventional (economic) semantics of these words

is also what explains the reason why a reader would
desire to undergo this labor. The reader, as counter-
authority, recreates work-time as play-time; his
logos makes time for aesthetic pleasure. To the
objection that this entire transformation of rhetor-
ical usage into logical argument (with the pun as
proof) is merely a verbal equivocation, Dewey would
respond that the experience engendered by the "work"
of art is characterized by its nonpragmatic, non-
utilitarian status--that, indeed, this is precisely
what bestows value upon it and makes his catachreses
wholly appropriate,

Whereas the economics of the reading process
as defined by Dewey takes place at the epistemological
level, in Norman Holland's theory it takes place at

the psychological level, But Holland's "transactional"

theory of reading also relies on an (unexamined)
economistic catachresis. Reading, for Holland, is

in effect an act-of private appropriation by which
the reader transacts with the text a series of assoc-
iations, It is essentially an acquisitive process
with roots in the same Lockean psychology that
provided the basis for classical economic theory,
including to some extent Marx's. Man labors by
nature, but he also labors against nature by means

of the imagination, according to both Locke and

Marx. For Locke, what labor appropriates from nature
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is property, an acquisition which is morally
propitious because it now bears the mark or sign

of the human labor that went into appropriating

it. Holland's theory calls nature the text, but

the dynamics are the same, even though Holland justi-
fies his theory on more modern (i.e. less associa-
tiomlist psychological grounds. Beginning with

the Freudian notion that every work of art originates
in the repression/sublimation of a neurosis, Holland
concludes that the only way to break through this
neurotic concealment is to permit the reader to
associate more freely in response to it. The
objective nature of the text is always compromised

by the sublimative activity of the creating

subject (the author) and that original authorial
subjectivity 1is precisely what the respondent's
subjectivity will unlock.

The objection has been made that Holland
defines "the reader" using the same "objective
paradigm" that he denies to the text itself,l0
Texts cannot contain objectlive meanings, according
to Holland, but one may refer objectively to a
"reader" as if that word carried an objective,
transhistorical referent, and we all knew what it
was, In effect, such a theory tries to circumvent
the student’s complaint I referred to earlier by
encouraging him to allow his own experiential
associations to play over the surface of the text
s0 that he "gets" the text as he draws from it his
own neurotic associations--associations which can
then be "redeemed” (in all senses) by interpretive
transaction. This redemption is to meaning what
labor is to property. .

The third theory of reading that I will discuss
attempts to refute both the non-pragmatic view of
Dewey and the subjectivist view of someone like
Holland. It is at the same time the most overt of
the three theories in attempting to see economic and
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aesthetic response as mutually funcrional. Wolfgang
Iser's notion of the reader's “interaction" with the
text differs from Holland's "transaction" in two
important ways. First, he defines two kinds of
readers for literary works: the participant, who

is the contemporary reader of the work of art and
who therefore shares ideological assumptions, literary
conventions, and perhaps some of the doubts of the
author; and the observer, who 1s the later, modern
reader of the work and whose interactidh with it

can serve to demystify the contemporary partici-
pant's transaction. Subsequently, Iser is able to
differentiate between the intentionality of authors
and the intentionality of texts as such. For Iser,
the text is not a product; rather "it offers guidance
as to what is to be produced.” Fulfillmeant of this
productive process "takes place not in the text, but
in the reader." Whether the reader is a contemporary
or post-contemporary one, ''the sentcnces set in
motion a process which will lead to the formation

of the aesthetic object as a correlative in the mind
of the reader."”

As an aesthetic object, the text will be
different for every reader--that is, though an object,
it will never be objective, How, then, can there
be any consistent readings between different readers?
This, of course, is one of the questions that con-
fronts ail reader-response theories. But Iser, un-
like Holland or Dewey, posits the act of reading
as a form of productive exchange in which the reader
enacts a dialectical struggle with himself. Consis~
tent reading, Iser claims, occurs only when we aren't
aware that we are reading consistently, when reading
has produced an aesthetic object that is indistin-
guishable from the reader's subjectivity. The
moment that one becomes aware of this "illusion--
the moment that one experiences a discontinuity
between the correlates of text and consciousness—-
the exchange must be renegotiated. Since no text
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will ever sustain this illusion for long, the act
of reading is a continuing dialectical process be~
tween impenetrable objectivity in accordance with
the subject that produces it and "the impenetra-
bility of the reader's subjectivity” (p. 124).

When the text has taken the reader into its
aesthetic illusion, it is wholly objective. But
when the reader becomes consclous of having this
illusion, that objectivity is immediately modified
by the subjective consclousness of the observer.
The reader is not at liberty, therefore, to free-
associate with the text, for his reading is doubly
conditioned by the text's objectivity (of which he
can never be fully conscious) and his own subjectivity
(which the text is continually delimiting).

Acknowledging that he is developing Dewey's
observations "along a different line," Iser concludes
that the act of reading apprehension "is not a
passive process. . .but a productive response.”

But productive of what? To answer this, Iser must
show that reading has a pragmatic status, that the
aesthetic response is not divorced from socio-
economic responses as well., For, in Iser’'s theory
(and here is where he is especially informative),
one cannot have non-referential principles of
artistic production--that is, principles of pro-
duction whose only referents are the verbal signi-
fiers within the text. To his credit, Iser, having
defined aesthetic response as a mode of production,
does not abandon the model he 1s analogizing from;
he insists that the labor exerted by the reader must
effect a return to normative discourse--~to the
political world of choice and chance. How this
productive return--this return from the text--occurs
is, nevertheless, problematic.

The discrepancies and discontinuities that
emerge during the interaction betwegn text and
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reader, Iser says,

have the effect of enabling thc reader
actually to become aware of the inadequacy

of the gestalten he has produced, so that he
may detach himself from his own participation
in the text and see himself being guided from
without. The ability to perceive oneself during
the process of participation is an_essentlal
quality of the aesthetic experiencé; the
observer finds himself in a strange, halfway
position: he 1s involved, and he watches him-
self being involved. However, this position
is not entirely nonpragmatic, for it can only
come about when existing codes are transcended
or invalidated. (p. 134)

There seem to be two conclusions herc, which do not
easily mesh with one another. The first is the not-
very-revolutionary idea that enlightened self-awareness
is its own reward. If this is Iser's final position
on the question of how literary works can be pro-
ductively consumed, he is right to qualify it heavily
as "not entirely nonpragmatic." But Iser also inti~
mates that a political economy does apply to the
work of the imagination, insofar as reading interacts
with both the social coding that is contemporaneous
with the text and the social coding that is contem—
poraneous with the reader and has as its effect the
transcending or invalidating of those social codings.
Reading is not, then, strictly a labor process, even
in Dewey's bivalent definition of "work." For, in
reading, the reader reformulates, in terms of his
own consciousness, the very nature of the exchange
that he is participating in. In producing, the
reader also reveals the mode of (social) production
to himself, Thus, the text has avthority insofar

as it permits the reader to redefine, using the

text as a referent, the authority of social coding

as such. And this activicty has a practical or
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social value, as Iser concludes:

The resultant restructuring of stored experiences
makes the reader aware not only of the experi-
ence but also of the means whereby it develops.
Only the controlled observation of that which
is instigated by the text makes it possible

for the reader to formulate a reference for
what he is restructuring. Herein lies the
practical relevance of aesthetic experience:

it induces this observation, which takes the
place of codes that otherwise would be essen-
tial for the success of communication. (p. 134)

In taking the place of these other communication
codes, the restructuring done by the reader's "obser-
vation" acquires a singular authority. In fact, the
idea of restructuring and the idea of observing are
virtually interchangeable here. Perceiving is re-
making. Labor bestowed by the reader is returned
by the text of the literary work in the form of a
new context for consciousness itself.

But why can't this same dynamic result in support
and confirmation of social coding, rather than trans-
cendence or invalidation of it? Here, Iser's
(economic) paradigm breaks down into what one might
call the tautology of desire:

Expectationg are scarcely ever fulfilled in
truly literary texts. If they were, then such
texts would be confined to the individuali-
zation of a given expectation, and one would
inevitably ask what such an intention was
supposed to achieve. Strangely enough, we
feel that any confirmative effect--such as

we implicitly demand of expository texts, as
we refer to the objects they are meant to
present-~is a defect in a literary text. For
the more a text individuvalizes or confirms an
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expectation it has initially aroused, the
more aware we become of its didactic purpose,
so that at best we can only accept or reject
the thesis forced upon us. More often than
not, the very clarity of such texts will make
us want to free ourselves from their clutches,

12

This is a very odd argument, even granting that
it i1s a philosophical and abstractive argument, not
a normative and practical one. It seefis not only
to exclude literary texts that may be didactic (such
as Vergil's Georgics or Wordsworth's Home at Gras-
mere) from the category of literary texts, but it
also makes clarity of intention an enemy of the
pleasure readers derive from reading. Iser's "inter-
action” requires that the reader continue to believe
that the text has left him room enough for his own
labor, that the authority of the text has not exhausted
his labor power in too authoritarian a way. The
desire for interaction with the text can only occur,
then, as the reader remains convinced that his own
labor power is used but not consumed by the author's
mode of production. One cannot productively consume
a work (a text) that has alrecady become a reification
of the author's investment--~his surplus value. That
sort of text one can merely consume--or worse, according
to Iser, the reading process has already been con-
sumed by it.

Iser's view of how the reader's desire is or
is not aroused implies a more direct confrontation--
even struggle--between authorial and readerly labor
than 1 think Iser is aware. The desires of the
author in respect to ownership of his text may be
very much at odds. Iser seems to imply that when
the author asserts his (individualized) authority
over the text, a word that Edward Said tells us
comes from the idea of auctoritas as "production
+ + « , in addition to meaning a right of possession,"
then the text becomes less inexhaustible and more
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circumscribed--more, as Iser says, like expository
prose. The (re)appearance of the author marks the
disappearance of the reader, and such a text offers

no return. Whose desire has authority here, then?

It is a question that returmus to the individualized
complaint of the student which I cited at the beginning
of this text: "I just didn't 'get' anything out of
it."

All of the theories discussed above are based
upon an exchange of labor in the reading process but
none of them address how that labor is contingent
upon desire--the author's as well as the reader's.
Iser's interaction, Holland’s transaction, Dewey's
work-~-they all try to explain what happens when
reading is effective (by their own definition of
what effective means). But, like the economists
from whom they have borrowed their economistic
argot, they do not explain why the labor process
should break down, why desire should fall or resist
or subvert the authority that attempts to comman-
deer it. While they speak of readers appropriating
texts, none of these critics address explicitly
the question of textual ownership or delve into the
problematic capitalist paradigm that underlies the
question. In one sense, all three aesthetic
theorists are following economists'notions that
texts should be productively consumed, that labor
is exchangeable, that work is re-creative--and that
modern aesthetic criticism should attempt to give
the same feeling of concreteness to aesthetic
response which many feel is a quality of economic
response.

At least since Coleridge, aesthetic theorists
have been aware of the economic (factualistic)
aspirations of thelr discourse and of the atten-
dant problems: What discourse belongs to whom?
Who owns what texts? On what authority is such
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ownership to be established? It m”zut be fairly
argued that these questions imply ¢ «vmantic (or
perhaps post-Romantic) point of vicy .nat is
desperately in need of being itself deconstructed.
Or, argued differently, that these questions are
anti-socialist in being modeled on a concept of

the individual's right to property (in this case,
to the property of a text) and thus beg the princi-
pal question of capitalist production itseir. These
demurrals, however, nd matter how justﬂin them~
selves, merely prolong discussion c¢ the question
of ownership by implying that their mode of argu-
mentation should have authority here--that some
questions do not "belong.” The intertexuality of
aesthetic and economic discourse--and its political
effects--1s still at issue. '

So, we find students (and others--admini-
strators, legislators, alummi) with an intellectually
unexamined economistic approach to things, including
literary works and the activity of reading. And
we possess an aesthetic criticism tuat has grave
difficulty making a direct rejoinder to thelr com-
plaints, much less a successful refutation, because
that criticism has not fully examini.] either the
economistic status of literary works (as @ tried to
show in The Economics of the Imagination) or the
economistic status of its own theoretical discourse
(as I have tried to show here).
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READING AS WRITING

Cynthia Chase
Cornell University

Reading, as Professor Heinzelman points out,
is bofh a kind of labor and a process of consump-
tion. The reader is the consumer of the product
of the writer's labor. But really to read imagin-
ative writing, he suggests, is to reenact the
writer's work. The reader must labor to perceive
the written text as a work of art. Here economic
and ethical injunctions coincide. Such labor is its
own reward, for it is at the same time production
and consumption; and such consumption shares the
dignity of work. An economics of the imagination -
conceived in these terms transcends the getting
and spending that lay waste our powers decried by
the Romantic poets. In the literary work of art,
writer and reader "forge a mutual labor" and hand
on an appreciation of fundamenta& human conditions
from one generation to the next.

We are almost equally familiar with another
image of the literary work as a privileged form of
labor; elegiac and autobiographical modes in part-
icular suggest that writing is a kind of commemo-
ration, a remembrance of things past. Literature
is the labor of Erinnerung. As Marx and Ricardo
tell of a political economy dependent on labor and
consumption, Freud tells of a psychic economy
dependent on the pleasure principle and on the "work
of mourning," Trauerarbeit. Mourning is tantamount
to the process that establishes the individual self,
the drawing inward of desire, the assimilation of
desired objects into the properties of the ego.

The self is engaged from the start in the work of
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Er-innerung that Freud terms the prccess of intro-
jection. Introjecting parental decires and
injunctions enables one generation *7 succeed
another. Composing or reading a literary work is
a special instance of this fundamental activity of
internalization.

Here then are two characterizations of reading,
in terms taken from what are arguably the master
discourses of the modérn period, econoniics and
psychoanalysis. Reading is the consumption of labor
and the labor of consumption; reading is introjec-
tion. Despite their differences, both conceptions
entail two assumptions which are not necessarily
inevitable. One is that the subject of reading is
a self. The other is that the activity of reading
can be assimilated to the process of understanding.

Perhaps we have to begin by assuming tne

_ presence of a reader, of a self who understands;
but we can do more than take that understanding for
granted. ‘Thanks to the terms in which the assumption
is posed, we can identify the rhetorical practice it
requires. This is, simply, the use of metaphor;
the terms labor, consumption, and internalization
are all deployed, in the conceptions we have out-
lined, in a metaphorical sense explicitly or
implicitly distinguished from a literal sense which
tends to acyquire a different name--"work," for
example, to designate the actual physical activity
distinct from the "lab.,c" that figures in a formal
economic discourse. Yet as Professor lleinzelman
points out, labor, of all the "unreal words" of
economic discourse, resists dissociation from its
material, non-technical meanings. We find Marx
*measuring mental work against economic principles
which it can only metaphoricglly ar - oximate,"
Professor Heinzelman writes. To .iaclare that
mental “labor” only resembles labur metaphorically
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closes off some questions Marx's text would raise.
Baudelaire {(whom Walter Benjamin introduces as "a
Lyric Poet in the Era of High Capitalism") claims
with comparable insistence that poetry is consumed
not merely in a theoretical or a metaphorical sense.
"Vous avez besoin d'art," he writes, "Aux Bourgeois,"
in the "Salon de 1846"; "Vous pouvez vivre trois
jours sans pain; sans poésie, jamais." ("You need
art. . . . You can live for three days without
bread; without poetry, never.") :

Not just any metaphor is at stake here, but
one which installs the very distinction between
literal and figurative instances. The oral metaphor,
which stands behind the concepts of consumption and
of introjection (and of "taste"), implies both that
internalization is the constituent activity of the
subject and that insofar as a genuine subject or
self is concerned, this activity is minimally mate-
rial, principally metaphorical. A subject inter-
nalizes an object by comprehending it or verbalizing
it rather than by eating it. Introjection takes
Place as a metaphorical ingestion and digestion.

In delimiting an inside and an outside and permit-
ting their comparison, it makes metaphor in general
possible, together with language. Introj.ction, in
short, is the primary divergence from filling the
mouth with an actual edible object to "filling" it,
figuratively speaking, with words.

I dwell on the term "introjection” because its
anti-metaphorical double has been theorized more
explicitly than those of labor or consumption (work,
eating, use), and offers another way of thinking
about reading--about reading as writing, a not
merely ideal mental process but one that leaves a
material trace. Reading, then, might be construed
not as introjection but as "incorporation." Freud
indicates that incorporation forms the corporal
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model for introjection. The contra:* between the
two processes is worked out by Mari. Torok in an
essay entitled "Deuil ggvMélancholic“;5 it can be
traced to Freud's distinction between mourning and
melancholia.® Melancholia occurs as a kind of
mourning-sickness when the labor of mourning does
not take place. Incorporation occurs when the work
of introjection is not carried out. Instead of
taking in something, figuratively, thejsuh;ect
actually takes an objéct into the body~-"more or
less at the level of fantasy," explain Laplanche
and Pontalis.? Incorporation takes place as the
fantasy of an actual consumption of the lost or
desired object. Whereas the work of introjection
assimilates losses and integrates desires into the
self, the fantasy of incorporation internalizes an
object in such a way as to isolate it, to secal it
off in a separate portion of the eg>. Introjection
is a process of comprehending; inccrporation is a
process of encrypting. Torok's essay describes
how the labor of Erinnerung gets displaced Ly the
tokens of commemoration: "A commemorative monument,
the incorporated object markes the place, the date,
the circumstances in which such-and-such a desire
was barred from introjection: like so many tombs
in the life of the Self."8

Incorporation re-literalizes, or rather dis-
figures, the action of ingestion which introjection
takes figuratively. The difference between the two
modes of internalization is a momentous rhetorical
difference. Introjection deals with an object in
the form of its representation, as the meaning of a
word. Introjection deals with an object as a word;
incorporation deals with a word as an object--not
just as the object it might seem to represent, but
as a linquistic object, a material sign. Hence one
might describe as incorporation th: opgration of
reading that issues in writing, in which words form
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not just a pretext for understanding, but the
material of a mutable text.

Maria Torok and Nicolas Abraham established
their conception of incorporation as an encoding
or encrypting through a reanalysis of the Wolfman,
in Cryptonomie: le Verbier de 1'homme aux loups.?
Wolfman, they determined, had witnessed not simply
certain_scenes, but certain words, words he could
not hope to rearticulate because of their power to
endanger the very conditions of proper meaning (in
this case, the autonomy of the father). Since
their significance could not be assimilated, these
words were incorporated instead: preserved and
destroyed, translated by the Wolfman into crypt-
onyms, into a cryptic language made up of other
words repeating their material linguistic features.
One example urges itself on our attention because
it bhas the same self-designating character as the
examples one can adduce from literary texts:
Wolfman's recollection of a "Schwalben-schwanz
Schmetterling" preserves, in its English transla-
tion~-"swallow-tailed butterfly"--the syllables of
a suggestion by his governess that "it's better to
lie," and that he should "swallow the tale." His
recollection seems to refer to an encounter with a
particular sort of butterfly, but his words function,
more importantly, to both preserve the linguistic
features of the original phrases and to prevent
their meaning from emerging. He swallows the tale
instead of telling it, and it returns in rhymes in
another language. His analyst faces the return of
the text.

Suppose we attempt, then, instead of consider-
ing writing from the point of view of reading--as a
verbalizing of things, a reading of our fundamental
situation in the world--to consider reading as
writing: not voicing things, not verbalizing
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objects, but eatinc words.

To analyze reading in such a way we have to
posit an act of reading that issues in the writing
of a text. We can choose for our purpose texts
which explicitly concern consumption, fantasy, and
memory: Rousseau's Neuviéme Promenade in the
Réveries du promeneur solitaire and Baudelaire's
essay "Morale du joujou."tV Baudelaire's essay
recapitulates several motifs from Prusseau's,
including what he calls "l'idee d'un divertissement
innocent": the notion of an innocent, and inexpens-
ive, diversion--a promenade enlivened by the pleasure
of offering penny toys to poor children. Such
children will carry off these gifts to consume them
furtively, writes Baudelaire, like cats with a morsel
of food. This part of the essay concludes with the
tableau of a rich child and a poor child grinning
fraternally at the poor child's toy, a caged rat:
not just a toy, but a “joujou vivant," a live
creature~-food, however, for cats, to whom the
children have been compared. The motif of the
literally consumable gift, the toy food, comes from
Rousseau; the ninth R8verie recites a veritable menu
of children's gifts: apples, salty rolls (pains de
Nanterre), and cone-shaped waffles or wafers called
“oublies."

Pronounced just like oubli~-oblivion, or for-
getting-~this last item comes up strangely in a
revery ostensibly devoted to precious memories of
geniality with children. (The ninth R8verie sets
out to counter the charge that Rousseau is a child-
hating monster, a "pdre dénaturé.") Rousseau cites
as a treasured "souvenir" his investment in
"oublies." Baudelaire's essay describes the same
kinds of distribution and consumpticn as Rousseau's.
And it also deploys the same kind of paradoxical
dual sign: a paragraph on children's play f. atures

the word "diligence"~-made to refer not to work but

to fantasy, to the game of "stagecoach” played by

imaginative children. Baudelaire's "diligence" can

be analyzed as a cryptonym for Rousseau's "oublies,”
and his text can be described as an incorporation
of Rousseau's. These texts spell out responses to

the questions posed by their conjunction: how does
reading turn into writing? By what kind of memory--
of forgetting? And a certain question of literary
history, or of how generations succeed one another:
how does one take in Rousseau's "oublies"?

Toys or gifts, like texts or poems, are to be
played with, or admired, only figuratively con-
sumed. But Rousseau and Baudelaire refer to a toy
food or edible gift which is consumed literally,
like the Wolfman's swallowed tales, like incorpo-
rated words. Rousseau represents himself buying and
distributing chances on these curious items, sold
from a cart equipped with a sort of wheel or turn-
table by a vendor called an "oublieur." The
episode takes place on a Sunday excursion to the
Bois de Boulogne.

Une vingtaine de petites filles conduites par
une maniére de Religieuse vinrent les une
s'asseoir, les autres folatrer assez prés de
nous. Durant leurs jeux vint § passer un
oublieur avec son tambour et son tourniquet
qui cherchoit pratique. Je vis que les petites
filles convoitoient fort les oublies et deux
ou trois d'entre elles qui apparemment
possedoient quelques liards demanderent la
permission de jouer. Tandis que la gouver-
nante hesitoit et disputoit j'appellai 1'oublieur
et je lui dis: faites tirer toutes ces
Demoiselles chacune 3 son tour et je vous
payerai le tout. Ce mot répandit dans toute
la troupe une joie qui seule eut plus que payé

39



[ —

SCE REPORTS

SCE REPORTS

ma bourse quant je l'aurois toute .mpinv?
a cela.

Comme je vis qu'elles s'empressoient avec
un peu de confusion, avec l‘'agrément de la
Gouvernante je les fis ranger toutes d'un coté,
et puis passer de l'autre coté 1l'une aprec
1'autre & mesure qu'elles avoient tiré.
Quoiqu'il n'y eut point de billet Llanc e+
qu'il revint au moins une oublie d chadunt Jde
celles qui n'auroient rien, aucune d'elles ne
pouvoit etre absolument mécontente, afin de
rendre la féte encor plus gaye je dis en
secret 4 1'oublieur d'user de son adressc¢ or-
dinaire en sens contraire en faisant tomber
autaut de bons lots qu'il pourroit et guo
Jui cn tiendrois compte. . . . Pen?®i..o t- :
cette operation, il y eut des dispuies g.. .n
porta devant mon tribunal, ec ces petites
filles venant plaider tour 3 tour leur car-i-

me donnerent occasion de remarquer gue quot til

n'y en eut aucune de jolie la gentiilesse de

guelques-unes faisoit oublier leur laideur.i!

(About twenty little girls ! ... a sort

of nun came, some to sit down, others Lo rrolic,

quitc close to us. While they woere playing, a
watferman with his drum and board passed by,
looking for business. I saw thet the little
girls greatly coveted the wafers, and two or
three among them, who apparently had a few
pennies in their possession, asked for per-
mission to play. As the govecness was hesliat~
ing and arguing, I called to the wafermau and
said: "Let all of these young ladies spin,
each in turn, and I will pay you for the whole
thing." This vord spread a joy thcough the
whole group which alone weuld have more tlan
reimbursed me, had I used up all o7 monc,.

As I saw that they were milling about
somewhat confusedly, with the consent of the
lady in charge, I made them all line up on one
side and then pass over to the other side, one
after the other, as soon as they had made their
spin. There were no blanks and at least one
wafer came to each of those who would have
won nothing, and thus no one could be abso-
lutely discontented; but to make the party
still gayer, I secretly told the waferman to
use his ordinary skill in an opposite sense
by making as many good spins as possible occur
and that I would make it up to him. . . .
puring this whole operation, disputes arose
which were brought before my tribunal; and
these little girls, coming one after another
to plead their case, gave me the opportunity
to note that although not one of them was
pretty, the sweetness of some caused their
homeliness to be forgotten.)

It is tempting to match this anecdote with the
distribution of souvenirs that Baudelaire describes
in the opening paragraphs of “"Morale du joujou."

He counts himself one among many of the "gentils
petits garcons . . . dont 1'insouciéuse rnfance a
puisé autrefois un souvenir dans le trésor de Mme.
Panckoucke" ("nice little boys . . . whose care-
free childhood fetched up a souvenir from the
treasure of Madame Panckoucke"). This lady invited
him to choose from an immense roomful of splendid
toys, while his mother wished him to be satisfied
with "un objet infiniment médiocre"; so that "pour
tout accorder, je me résignai 3 un juste-milieu.”
What is "just" is just such a recalcitrant and
interested compromise, as Baudelaire ironically
underlines with the italicized cliché. Baudelaire's
position in the anecdote is the inverse of Rousseau's.-
Rousseau is the adult who offers "oublies” to the
class of children; Baudelaire is the child offered
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