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PREFATORY NOTE

This issue of SCE Repocts begins a new phase of -
the Society for Critical Exchange. At their business

meeting last December at MLA in New York, the Board
of Directors voted to move SCE's headquarters to
Oxford, Ohio, and to restructure SCE Reports. In
order to facilitate these changeaj_zhey appointed

the following administrative committee to handle the

day-to-day business of the Society: James Creech,

special projects secretary; Patricia Haxkin, business

secretary; Steven Nimis, recording secretary; David
Shumway, executive secretary; and James Sosnoski,
chair, . .

It is a particular pleasure to inaugurate this

phase of SCE's history with a special issue on Michel
Foucault. Peggy Kamuf, the editor of this issue, hasg

brought together a group of papers on the work of
Foucault from several disciplines. In addition this
issue includes an essay by Cynthia Chase respouding

to her commentators from the last SCE MLA session and

a brief account by Rick Barney of last October's SCE

Indiane University conference on "Theories of Reading."

Our next issue of SCE Reports will be guest
edited by Susan Elliott and will feature a position
paper by Ralph Cohen on literary form change with
commentaries by Mjchael Riffaterre, Heyden White and
Murray Schwartz. The 1983 spring/summer issue will
be edited by Steve Nimis and will feature & position

paper by Fredric Jamesou snd commentaries on his work.

.

James J. Sosnoski
General Editor

INTRODUCTION

Peggy Kamuf

The idea for this collection of essays was
prompted by a special conference on Michel
Foucault, sponsored by the Center for the iy
Humanities at the University of Southern.Ca i-
fornia in October 1981. It was au occasion
for theorists and research?rs in'many fields
--philosophy, history, social science and .
literature-~to converge on the common ground o
the work of a thinker who has cons1ate?tl¥ .
questioned the purpose and effect of disciplinary
divisions within the human sciences, It thus
also provided an occasion to bring some of these
questions to a forum on literary theory guch as
this one. With one exception, the con?rxbut?rs'
to this volume are institutionallz defined within
the literary disciplines, yet their essays defy.
such definition. One may ask, therefore, what it
means that literary scholars such as these (and'—
many others) choose to disregard the narrow defi
nition of their certified competence. S?condly,
what are the possible implications of this gesture

for literary theory?

As to the first question, Foucault has afgued
extensively (especially in Surveiller et Punir)
that institutions function to‘artxc?late k?owl-
edge with power in order to discipline subjects.
This is most clearly demonstrated’in the case of a
social science like psychology whxfh ?evgloped
throughout the nineteenth censufy in 1nt1mafe
~xelation with state penal—jud1c1s} ingtitu91ons.
However, literature was also inst1tucxon31}zed
beginning in the nineteenth c?ntury—-that'1s,
both a literary canon was defined and set apart
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from other sorts of writing; then, increas-
ingly, this canonical discipline has been con-
fined to an institution. Yet, while the social
sciences have tended to extend their range
through proliferating ‘social institutions, the
literary discipline has not collaborated in

the establishment of new institutional forms.

One result is the-marginalization of a
type of study which has relatively little direct
exchange value within the network of other so-
cial institutiona outside the university. The
Foucaultian critique of humanist disciplines sug-
gest that one should read the marginalization of
"literature" in a much more heterogeneous context
than the one cowmonly accepted by recent commenta-
tors (for example, by Gerald Graff in Literature
Againgt Itself). Paradoxically, the argument that
the study of literature has rendered itself largely
irrclevant by giving in to theories of autorefer-
entiality is an argument made almost wholly in the
context of the recent history of literary criticism
‘in North America, as if this history could be assumed
to be a self-evident, self-enclosed process, Instead
of this sort of narrow determinism of literature's
place, which, because it leaves -unquestioned the
historical forces that classify and cloister written
texts, wmust end up accepting the very closure it
wants to challenge, Foucault-—among others~-urges
literary scholars, along with all researchers in °
the human sciences, to regard their object of study
aa always only provisionally designated and thus on
its way toward redesignation. (Se= R, Yunapp's
essay foar a number of suggesiions of how to pro-
ceed with this redesigration,) The esscys in this
collection each contribute to this process of re-
designing the literary objcct by neglecting to halt
at the boundaries which have historically confined

4

literature and its study to a place in the institutionm.
(See G. Van Den Abbeele's essay in particular for a
discussion of how Foucault's own "histories" compli-
cate the relation to "fictions".)

As to the second question about the implica-
tions of such heterogeneity for a theory of l%ter—
ature: This question seems particularly.pert}nent
since, as already noted, Foucault's critique is
most forcefully worked out through an archeology
of the social sciences, although by using the French
designation "sciences humaines" (particularly in Les
Mots et les choses), this critique tends to dissolve
the Anglo-American division between humanities and
social sciences. Foucault's analyses have radically
changed the questions being asked by empirical
researchers and this shift has produced remarkable
new critical perspectives on a broad range of social
institutions. (See A. Frank's essay, for example,
which effects this shift in examining the discourse
of sex therapy.) If, however, the implications of
this research for literary thought are less clearly
set out, perhaps they have to be sought in relation
to Foucault's larger project. This project has not
always been grasped by his commentators, one reason,
no doubt, that during his lecture at the USC confer-—
ence, Foucault chose to spell things out with words
to this effect: "I am not writing a history of
power, What interests me are the historical processes

‘ahich have produced the human as subject.” 1In the

production of the human as subject (and, consistently
in Foucault's work, "subject" must be understood also
as "subject to," as “subjection"), "literature,” that
nineteenth-century invention, has been called to play
a8 considerable role. And it is this role that
theorists have set out to revise, First, as we have
seen, by opening up the closed discourse of a disci-
pline and considering it in the context of othe?
discourses, other forcas at work in the production

5
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of the subject of literature. Secondly, by letting
neither the producer-subject of intentional criti-
cism nor the product-subject of formalist criticism
serve as an unassailable locus of meaning value and
therefore as a center of power. Finally, (and it

is here perhaps that current literary theory could
have most to gain by familiarizing itself with
Foucault's historical researches), the subjection of
the reader, that is, his/her realization as subject,
may derive its apparent theoretical necessity from
the need to maintain and conaoliSate power's artic-
ulation of itself in identified subjects. To the
series of such historically produced terms already
analyzed--delinquents, inmates, pupils, paticuts,
analysands-~theorists of reader response and subjec-
tive c¢riticism may even now be in the process of
adding a new class of subject--the “reader." The
juxtaposition of Foucault's historical analyses with
a particular discourse on literature, in other words,
can disclose how the continued preoccupation with a
humanist, subjective “ethic" serves to disfigure
texts by attempting to dismantle their resistance to
& sure positioning of s subject. And from there, it
may become possible to reassert that resistance to
subjection which literary language performs for us
and which is perhaps the only ethic we need to know.
(See L. Mykyta's essay for a suggestion of how resist-
ance may need to be asserted even as one reads
Foucault's text,)

The following brief b:“liography lists Foucault's
major works and their Eng!isn translations where avail-
able. For a complete bibliography of work both by and
about Foucault, consult Alan Sheridan, Foucault: The

80),

Will to Truth (London and New York: Tavistock, ' 1980)
pp. 227-234,

Folie et deraison, Histoire de la folie & L'§53
Tat Plon, 1961; Histoire de la

classique. Paris: de la
is: U.G.E., Collection 10718, 1961

folie. Pari ]
(a shortened version); Histoire ggbl%lgolxg 3
1'fge classique. 2nd ed, Paris: Gallimard,
Tbgg—(this edition contains two new app?nd1ces,
the second of which /™Mon corps, ce papier, ce
feu"/ responds to Jacques Derrida's critique
in "Cogits et folie" JL'Ecriture et la différ-
ence, Paris: Seuil, 1967/).

Madness and Civilization, trans. Richard Howard.
New York: Pantheon, 1965 (translation of a
shortened version with additions from lst

edition).

Naissance de la clinique. Paris: P.U.F., 1963;
2nd edition, 1972,

The Birth of the Clinic, trans. Alan Sheridan.
New York: Pantheon, 1973,

‘Raymond Roussel. Paris: Gallimard, 1963.

Les Mots et les choses., Paris: Galimard, 1966,

The Order of Things, trans. Alan Sheridan. New
York: Pantheon, 1970.

L'Archéologie du savoir. Paris: Galimard, 1969.

The Archaeology of Knowledge, trams. Alan
Sheridan, New York: Pantheon, 1972,

L'Ordre.du discours. Paris: Galimard, 1971
- (Foucault's inaugural address at the Colldge de

France).
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"The Discourse on Language," trans. Rupert
Swyer (included as appendix to translation
of The Archaeology of Knowledge).

Surveiller et punir. Paris: Gallimard, 1975.

Discipline and Punish, trans. Alan Sheridan.
New York: Pantheon, 1975,

La Volont& de savoir. Paris: Gallimard, 1976.

The History of Sexuality, Vol. I, tranms.
Robert Hurley. New York: Pantheon, 1978,

In addition to the translations of the major works
selected essays and interviews with Foucanlt have '
b?en tfanslated by Donald F. Bouchard and Sherry
S8imon in Languape, Counter-Memory, Practice (Ithaca:
Cornell University Press, 1977).

Department of French
Miami University

LIFE WITHOUT FATHER:
WHAT FOUCAULT MIGHT MEAN
FOR
LITERARY CRITICISM

Robert S, Knapp

This is a working paper on the kind of work
that I think Foucault makes necessary for literary
crities, I do not pretend to be an expert about
Foucault, not that he would appreciate any such
will on my part to know him. So I attempt no exe-
gesis of his archaeology, even though I doubt that
his investigations block exegesis as much as their
rhetorical posture suggests. Instead, I want to
think about how his Nietzschean meditation on the
problem of knowing has affected my theory and
practice as a teacher and student of literature.

In the first place, it seems to me that the
institutional history of English in America has
ideally placed literary critics to profit from
Foucault's analyses of discourse. Why? Because
the whole enterprise of English studies looks very
like the phantasmatic effect of other disciplinary
discourses rather than the outcome of our own
integral and systematic disciplinary practice,l
Assessed by the criteria normal to other frame-
works of research and intellectual empowerment,
English studies seem to have contributed surpris-
ingly little to either the advancement of learning
or the demagogy of knowledge. We have been suc-
cessful editors of texts and collectors of textu-
ality inside and outside the boundaries of the
literary 'work"; as 0.B. Hardison once observed,
we have accumulated a great pile of bricks from
which something might be made.2 But apart from
the honest janitorial labor of rereading the canon
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s0 as to make it available for the next generation
of readers, we have not comstructed many edifices
which count as knowledge, which let us control our
“field," predict new patterns in it, or “see" the
kinds of hidden goings on that panoptic strategies
mean Lo pry into. Reading, make no mistake,
secretly works up this kind of knowledge, but it
can't count as such: it is both too private and
too comnunal, and its fragile hypotheses fall far
more swiftly than those in the Kubhnian model of
science. But sclence, I take it, 1s part of what
we must talk about when we talk of vouloir savoir.
If literary criticism at all partakes in the
scientific will to know, until quite recently we
liave labored--without quite knowin§ 1t~—at the
primitive accumulation of capital.

Like every pre-disciplinary enterprise, how-
ever, we have had an artisan's set of devices with
which to sort, work over, and preserve the sym—
bolic capital we have beeu collectiny and atoring.
At best, ours have been the inspired tactics of
bricolage; at worst, the sour mannerisms of class
dominance; in between, as Richard Ohmann shows us,
the dispiriting techniques of fitting out intel-
lectual cadres with a prose and habit of mind
guaranteed to keep them securely within discip~
lined boundaries. As for us, though we may
inflict micro-technical discipline upon others, we
like to think of ourselves as sons of art: we
inhabit a certain sacred space, the sounds of
which we hear with preternaturally sepsitive ears.
Others may traverse that space, but only those who
hear may stay there; and as Ohmann again points
out, most of what passes for research im litera-
ture is just a social procedure for certifying
one's professionally sersitive ears., But what,
exactly, do we hear inside our own grove?

10
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Can we give an account of what inward hearing
is? The discourse of science has seemed framed to
keep us from discovering what such an account
might be: one knows, such discoutle says, with
outward ears, or not at all. Viewed from the real
world of power, therefore, English literature
secens to be a liminal enclave within the juridical
academy, an orthodox delinquency, & primary domain
of the residual, the unfocussed, the interstitial,
of all that knowledge has not yet claimed for its
own. For all that, it is a place the suthorities
have wanted to keep——this interior place where
symbolic capital ie stored——so long as the murmur-
ing which we hear never makes it out of the con-
fessional, so loog as mo choric, inceutuogl play
disrupts the serious business of meaning.” For
that, after all, is what we are paid to preserve.
Hictorically, wve have presexved that meaning by
being cc.cful about what we let ourselves hear, by
training the best of our students to gaze care-
fully into the text as if it wvere a simulacrum of
the Lacanian Other, A fecund wmother, dominated by
Father; we at play in the female field of the
text, but always restrained, chaste, loyal, know—
ing what to hear and what not.

Whence the appeal of Derrida: he appears to
give us our freedom, and by telling us that all
the world's a theater of textuality, just foul
papers for scripting, he lets us play the field,
By throwing in radical question the very idea of
having a position from which to play or in the
persona of which to encounter violent limits, Der-
rida escapes the dilemma that Foucault describes.
For Foucault, instead, calls us to hear something
else: discourse, beating the bounds, constructing
the world's body, constructing us. For this rea-
son, Foucault has a greater and more deeply

11
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sutured by internal discipline) within the systems
of doing and the wmodels of knowing. Scieace thus
thrives on catastrophe, which it must provoke
either in its models or in some other's surface
should error not erupt of its own accord.

Literary criticism~-like peychoanalysis——has
to be the self-aware practice of both engineering
and science or eise it will be (like most
psychoanalysis) just an amusement for thoae whose
idleness serves the purposes of some otheé. disci-
plinary domain, and whose quasi-religious activi-
ties keep up the symbolic house for the reigning
Fathers. Insofar as our own guild bas profited
from good housekeeping, we must value and continue
to practice the routines of our craft. Noxr should
we be tuo quick to demystify our honorific as
"humanists™: though since the Renaissance and
Vicc the idea of the humanities has acquired
unfostunate (but real) configuratioual implica-
tions, we who mask in that vizard sre the caly
ones in the palace of learming who prxatend to
speak for the interests of a whole humanity, snd
we must not lightly give up that claim. But to
press that claim in an effective way, we must
begin to build a science (e8 Northrup Frye well
understood, vow longer ago than does us credit).
We must build a science that studies catsstrophe
in the order of the symbolic; which is what we
bhave been staring at all along as we read the
canon. For ia terms of the wodel I have been
evoking, what is axrt if not a certain kind of con-
trolled catestrophe, am e:oiic, compelling, dis-
ruptive invasion into the order of the everyday?
At the fluid juncture of "ncrmal™ configurationsal
boundaries, something ball.nns iato & new space,
introducing a wouud in the werld rhet compels our
atteation, focusses our unsires, a8 the play of

-0

the Other focusses desire in our individual physi-
cal beings. And what that catastrophe forces us
to see, in one way or enother, is the vulnerabil-
ity of our "internal” plots, how they are subject
to error, to crippling méconnaissance. Which is
to say, in the terms with which I begar, that we
hear the voice of mortality speaking from inside,
couched in the voice of the other. The voice of
the other which is literature is female--as the
muses are female—and it speaks in riddles (many
true things and many false, as Hesiod said). And
this voice always, finally, says just one thing—
what the body of a woman has always said to a
man--that we are vulnerable. For it is not the
text which is vulnerable to us. A great text—-
indeed any text whatever——knows its own wounds
better than we do ours. So our job as
philologists-—~as scientists who admit that we love
what we can never know as it really is "in"
itself-~is not to seek mastery. It is to accept
mastery: not to be the Father, nor to seek his
approval, but to acknowledge that we inevitably,
alvays, cut with and are cut by what Jacques Lacan
calls the father function, the Real. We are cut
by the Real precisely because what we love——the
Word—has no inside; it has sacrificed its inside
in order to make something mew, and in order to
let us hear our own: the inside by which we are
joined together in the world's body.

So much for the oracular voice. It has noth-
ing to say except something we have always known,
that science takes reality for its subject, that
science explores the gaps in the curreat order of
things, that science seeks the anomalous——the
catastrophic—so as better to understand the laws
of reality. As we begin to think about the dif~
ferent forms which these catastrophes may take,

21













































































































































