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(ZNERAL EDITOR'S PREFACE 

James J. Soanoski 

C r i t i c a l  Exchan e is a journal  of research i n  progress. 
It a t m o  bridgz the gap between the moment of c r i t i c a l  
a r t i c u l a t i o n  and the  time of its publicat ion.  Under the aus- 
pices  of the Society f o r  C r i t i c a l  Exchange (SCE), scho la r s  
a c t i v e l y  involved i n  researching i s s u e s  c e n t r a l  t o  the develop- 
ment of contemporary l i t e r a r y  theory a r e  brought together  t o  
"exchange" t h e i r  views. Within months of the even t ,  an e d i t e d  
record of t h e i r  colmunal inqu i ry  is published i n  these pages. 

This is the  f i r s t  i s s u e  of C r i t i c a l  Exchange ( E l .  It 
i s  numbered 13 t o  r e f l e c t  the  circumstance t h a t  i t  continues 
SCE Reports, which, i n  the p a s t ,  contained the proceedings of - 
SCE's MLA session.  This i s s u e  is devoted t o  the  1982 MLA 
sess ion  on l i t e r a r y  change. It r e p r i n t s  Professor  Cohen's 
essay and includes the commentaries of Professors  R i f f a t e r r e ,  
White, F l i eger  , Ford, Harkin and Jay. Susan E l l i o t t ,  Clark 
Universi ty ,  served a s  guest e d i t o r .  

CEx 14 w i l l  publ ish the  proceeding of "A Symposium wi th  
F r e d r ~ ~ a m e a o n "  which was held i n  the  F a l l  of 1982 a t  Miami 
Universi ty  i n  Oxford, Ohio. It w i l l  f ea tu re  J a m s o n ' s  "The 
Ideology of Space" and w i l l  include commentaries on Jameson'a 
work. Steve Nimia, Miami Universi ty ,  w i l l  be gues t  e d i t o r  of 
t h i s  issue.  

C r i t i c a l  Exchan e is c i r c u l a t e d  only among the  members of 
the S-or C r i t f c a l  Exchange. The Spring i s s u e  of i s  
usua l ly  devoted t o  the SCE M L A  session.  The F a l l  issue is usua l ly  
devoted t o  some o ther  SCE sponsored event. Any member of SCE is 
welcome t o  develop a proposal f o r  an "exchange"; and, i f  i t  is 
accepted by the E d i t o r i a l  Board, t o  guest  e d i t  the  proceedings. 
I f  you have an i d e a  f o r  an "exchange ," please w r i t e  or  c a l l .  

Correspondence regarding should be d i r e c t e d  to:  

James J .  Sosnoski (513) 523-8574 
General Ed i to r ,  o r  529-2328 
The Society f o r  C r i t i c a l  Exchange 
P. 0. Box 475 
Oxford, Ohio 45056 



GUEST EDITOR'S PREFACE: 

TREORETICAL WRITING AS A KIND OF CHANCX 

Susan Merritt E l l i o t t  

Innovative change requ i res  t o l e r a t i o n  of uncertainty:  
i n  o rder  t o  i n i t i a t e  change, a s  opposed t o  passively allowing 
i t  t o  take place,  one must engage i n  a c t i v i t i e s  whose outcome 
one may not be ab le  t o  p red ic t .  Merely waiting f o r  change t o  
happen without doing anything oneself t o  bring i t  about, a s  
Vladimir and Estragon do i n  Waiting f o r  Godot, r e s u l t s  i n  
pa in fu l  insecur i ty  and l o s s  of s e l f - G f x e  i n  one's own 
pas t  and cur ren t  p rac t i ces -which  has becolde commonplace. 
Engaging i n  a c t i v i t i e s  merely " to  pass  the time," moreover, 
produces no change of s t a t u s :  the s t a t u s  quo p e r s i s t s ,  and 
we "do not  move ." 

Active p u r s u i t  of new modes of thought and t h e  wr i t ing  
behaviors cormnunicating them, b u i l t  upon the o ld  y e t  d i f f e r e n t  
from them, e n t a i l s  taking r i s k s .  These r i s k s  may seem t o  
produce new modes of c e r t a i n t y ;  even the kind t h a t  holds t h a t  
nothing i s  c e r t a i n  can f e e l  l i k e  a  new cer ta in ty .  Take the 
example of the concept of entropy;  borrowed from physics, i t  
has been appl ied t o  modes of thought i n  other  d i s c i p l i n e s ,  
including tha t  of l i t e r a r y  s tud ies .  While entropy i s  a  mea- 
sure of uncer ta in ty ,  a s  a  conatruct  i t s e l f ,  i t  s e r v e s  some 
a s  a  ce r t i tude .  

Some p r a c t i t i o n e r s  of our  profession,  more a b l e  t o  
ques t ion  t h e i r  own p r a c t i c e s  and t o  enjoy the challenge and 
e x c i t e m n t  generated by the quest ioning and formulating of 
answers than o t h e r s  who become mired down i n  anx ie ty  and 
self-doubt when the  s t a b i l i t y  of their systems of  bel ief  a r e  
threatened,  become innovators ,  l eaders  of o thers  wi l l ing  t o  
l i s t e n ,  t o  hear  and t o  l e a r n ,  and perhaps then t o  go on t o  
become innovators  themselves. 

Such an innovator  is Professor  Ralph Cohen, whose essay  
"A Propaedeutic f o r  L i te ra ry  Change" i s  the focus of t h i s  
( f i r s t )  i s sue  of C r i t i c a l  Exchange. Ralph Cohen is  the 
leading spokespereon f o r  new d i r e c t i o n s  i n  l i t e r a r y  study. 
As e d i t o r  of New Li te ra ry  History,  he has heralded new modes 



of thought, br inging them t o  h i s  r eader ' s  a t t e n t i o n  and thus  
nurtur ing them. 

Each of the essays  w r i t t e n  a s  reapensea t o  Professor  Cohen's 
paper and a l s o  presented a t  the MLA Convention i n  Los Angeles, 
i n  December 1982, i l l u s t r a t e s  severa l  of h i s  key assumptions 
about the nature of change, the kinds of change, and explana- 
t ions  of change: (1) " tha t  what is ' l i t e r a r y '  is what authors ,  
c r i t i c s ,  t h e o r i s t s  have i d e n t i f i e d  a t  the same time o r  a t  d i f f e r -  
e n t  times a s  ' l i t e r a r y ; ' "  ( 2 )  " tha t  change can be seen only aga ins t  
cont inui ty;"  (3) t h a t  i n  order  t o  account f o r  "the kinds of change" 
t h a t  he proposes t o  d i scuss ,  "the term ' t e x t '  w i l l  not  se rve , "  
and "what is needed is  t o  redefine every l i t e r a r y  ' t e x t '  a s  a 
member of a genre;" ( 4 )  t h a t  "genre can be understood a s  s family 
term"; ( 5 )  " tha t  there e x i s t s  no such phenomenon a s  'wr i t ing '  
which escapes forms of genres;" and (6) t h a t  "a theory of l i t e r a r y  
change w i l l  exp la in  t h a t  such a s h i f t  i n  the generic  hierarchy 
and i n  the  reconceptual izing of genres [seen a s  now taking p lace]  
i s  a form of res i s t ance  t o  and subversion of received assumptions 
and p rac t i ces  of explanation." 

The response essays  published i n  t h i s  i s sue  a l s o  i l l u s t r a t e  
Cohen's point  t h a t  "any attempt t o  d i scuss  change i n  a genre 
system . . . cannot avoid explanatory models f o r  h i s t o r y  o r  
p o l i t i c s  o r  anthropology, o r  some o ther  f i e l d  i n  which change 
i s  a fac to r . "  For example, Hayden White's explanatory model-- 
the na tu ra l  family--comes from biology and s o c i a l  h i s t o r y  ( i n  
response t o  White, Cohen exp la ins  tha t  he himself had the law 
i n  mind); Michael R i f f a t e r r e  takes h i s  models from l i n g u i s t i c s  
and reading theory and poetry; J e r r y  Aline F l i eger ' s  explanatory 
models come from psychoanalysis, Marxism, and l i t e r a r y  c r i t i -  
cism; Gregory Jay,  James E. Ford, and P a t r i c i a  Harkin take 
t h e i r  models from l i t e r a r y  o r  c r i t i c a l  h i s t o r y  and theory. 

What Cohan w r i t e s  about " the nature of l i t e r a r y  change ," 
then, can be seen a s  applying t o  these essays  too: "The 
nature of l i t e r a r y  change is thus a s tudy of a l t e r a t i o n s  
which can only be understood i n  terms of the persis tence of 
non-altered elements of frameworks which provide an i d e n t i t y ; "  
" l i t e r a r y  change i s  always connected with o r  character ized 
by concepts of knowledge, language, and s t r u c t u r e  t h a t  
def ine some changes a s  v a r i a t i o n s  of these and o thers  as  
con t rad ic t ing ,  r e j e c t i n g ,  o r  overturning them" (my emphases). 
"The persis tence of non-altered elements of frameworks 
which provide an i d e n t i t y "  a r e  n o t ,  f o r  Cohen, the re fore ,  
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s o l e l y  t e x t u a l  elements bu t  a l s o  contextual  elements: concep- 
t u a l  forms expressed i n  wr i t ing  and hence themselves members 
of genres. 

At t h e  end of h i s  essay,  "The Generic Basis  of Narrat ive 
History of L i t e r a r y  Change," James Ford "would even venture t o  
p red ic t  t h a t  i n  s p i t e  of t h e i r  incommensurate a i m ,  t h e  most 
r a d i c a l  con tex tua l i s t  w i l l  be a b l e  t o  f ind much i n  the essay 
t o  appropr ia te  i n  the  s e r v i c e  of such concepts a s  impermanence, 
d i f fe rence ,  t r ac ings ,  and in te r t ex tua l i ty . "  While White, 
R i f f a t e r r e ,  Jay, I l i e g e r ,  and Harkin have found much i n  the  
essay  t o  appropr ia te  i n  t h e  s e r v i c e  of such concepts, both 
R i f f a t e r r e  and F l ieger  express  t h e  most concern about what 
Cohen may be saying about what is " l i t e r a r y , "  desp i te  h i s  
expressed emphasis t h a t  what i s  " l i t e r a r y "  is sub jec t  t o  the  
kind of change he defines.  Their responses i n d i c a t e  t h e  kind 
of "resis tance" and "subversion" of which Cohen speaks with 
regard t o  c u r r e n t  conceptual changes i n  l i t e r a r y  theory. 

Thus, i n  "Literary Change and L i te ra r iness . "  R i f f a t e r r e  
s t r e s s e s  the  importance of the reader  i n  the d e f i n i t i o n  of 
t h e  l i t e r a r y  and the  func t ion  of i n t e r t e x t u a l i t y  i n  the  reading 
of l i t e r a t u r e ,  because he f e e l s  t h a t  Cohen omits  these consi- 
de ra t ions .  Cohen's p o s i t i o n ,  it seems t o  me, would regard 
the  reader a s  a s o c i a l  convention of l i t e r a t u r e  a l s o  sub jec t  
t o  change. 

In  "Changing the Terms: I d e n t i t y  C r i s i s  i n  the L i te ra ry  
Process," F l i eger  o f t e n  t a k e s  i s s u e  with what she  perceives 
a s  Cohen's conservatism, q u i t e  overturning Ford's predict ion.  
Though Cohen e x p l i c i t l y  s t a t e s  t h a t  "change is then a form of 
adaptat ion o r  ' revolut ion, '"  F l i eger  argues t h a t  from Cohen's 
"perspective," "change . . . may be construed a s  a kind of 
dismemberment of an ' o r ig ina l '  corpus, r a the r  than a process 
of adaptat ion o r  growth." Though Cohen does s a y  tha t  ". . . 
i t  is the  na tu re  of l i t e r a r y  s t r u c t u r e s  t h a t  change and per- 
s i s t e n c e  a r e  present  together ,"  F l i eger  s t i l l  perceives a 
"bias  i n  favor  of t ex tua l  i d e n t i t y "  i n  h i s  pos i t ion .  

F l i eger ' s  procedure is t o  look f o r  Cohen's assumptions 
as  i f  they were embedded i n  h i s  s tatements ,  t o  f e r r e t  out  
what he r e a l l y  thinks i s  " l i t e r a r y , "  ra the r  than  t o  take h i s  
i n i t i a l  d e f i n i t i o n  of h i s  assumption about what is " l i t e r a r y "  
a t  f ace  value,  a s  i r o r c a n  never say what one does i n  f a c t  
mean. This procedure r e f l e c t s  her assumptions about what i s  



" l i t e r a r y "  (which a r e  perhaps based on her  own f ls~mrsion i n  
psychoanalysis, Marxism, and post-modern l i t e r a t u r e  and c r i t i -  
cism). She t r e a t s  Cohen's "Propaedeutic" a s  a l i t e r a r y  t e x t ,  
t r y i n g  t o  de f ine  underlying rseanings beneath the t e x t ,  i n  the  
subtext .  As Cohen has argued i n  "The Statements L i te ra ry  Texts 
Do Not Make", ". . . we ought not  t o  f o r g e t  t h a t  ' subtext '  is a 
metaphor f o r  an au thor ' s  unstated,  unwri t ten ' text. '  The a c t u a l  
subtext  i s  w r i t t e n  by the c r i t i c ,  who, i n  w r i t i n g  it, becomes 
himself an author" (New Li te ra ry  History. 13 [19821. p. 381). 

As Cohen points  out  i n  the "Propaedeutic." "explanations 
i n  l i t e r a r y  study a r e  always made i n  terms of the aims of the 
explainer ."  F l i eger  and a l l  the o ther  w r i t e r s  represented here,  
including myself and Cohen, i l l u s t r a t e  t h i s  point. It i s  my 
guess t h a t  most of the res i s t ance  t o  what Cohen says has t o  do 
with t h i s  not ion,  which may be perceived by some a s  "contextu- 
a l i s t "  o r  even "sub jec t iv i s t . "  And while Ford has attempted 
t o  p red ic t  what "the most r a d i c a l  con tex tua l i s t "  might wr i t e  
i n  response t o  Cohen's e ssay ,  I f i n d  t h a t  the responses seem 
t o  bear out  Cohen's own predict ion:  "The pursu i t  of i n q u i r i e s  
i n t o  l i t e r a r y  change . . . has an element of the unpredictable  . . . ." If we could p red ic t  what R i f f a t e r r e  o r  $White o r  any 
o ther  w r i t e r  represented here would say, we would not  need 
them t o  say i t ,  and the re  would be no change. 

Ford r e j e c t s  Cohen's "mixed" concept of genre, saying ". . . no work can 'belong' t o  more than one genre i f ,  a s  I 
be l i eve ,  a s ing le  (though possibly complex) p r inc ip le  of aubor- 
d ina t ion  i s  the essence of a genre." In  holding t o  t h i s  " t ra -  
d i t i o n a l "  o r  "conservative" pos i t ion ,  however. Ford o f f e r s  a 
response t o  Cohen's own at t tempt t o  redefine genre which i l l u s -  
t r a t e s  t h a t  the very attempt a t  r e d e f i n i t i o n  is an ins tance  of 
l i t e r a r y - c r i t i c a l  change, one which Ford himself is r e s i s t i n g  
and subverting. 

In  the discussion of the responses t o  h i s  essay during 
the MLA sessions.  Professor  Cohen expressed h i s  appreciat ion 
of Gregory Jay ' s  a t tempt,  i n  "Genre and L i te ra ry  Change," t o  
examine Cohen'a own previous wri t ings.  Jay ' s  essay may be seen, 
then,  a s  an i l l u s t r a t i o n  of a kind of w r i t t e n  response t h a t  
follows a fami l i a r  c r i t i c a l  convention, which is the re fore  
i d e n t i f i a b l e :  namely, surveying pas t  wr i t ings  i n  order  t o  
define a context f o r  the new addit ion:  "The proposi t ions s e t  
f o r t h  i n  t h i s  propaedeutic s u m a r i z e  and extend the r h e t o r i c a l  
view of l i t e r a r y  h i s t o r y  previously a r t i c u l a t e d  by Cohen i n  h i s  

analyses of seventeenth- and eighteenth-century poetry." Jay 
both fol lows and depar t s  from the c r i t i c a l  convention by i n t e r -  
p r e t i n g  the p a s t  work of the  author ( i n  t h i s  case ,  Cohen) i n  
the context  of Jay 's  o m  pos t - s t ruc tu ra l i s t  i n t e r e s t s :  "Is 
i t  too  specu la t ive  t o  read here a c r i t i c a l  a l l e g o r y  about 
l i t e r a r y  change and l i t e r a r y  his tory?" and he examines Cohen's 
formulat ions of c r i t i c a l  concepts a s  they r e l a t e  t o  those of 
past  and present  c r i t i c s  (e.g., E l i o t ,  Harold Bloom). For Jay,  
"one v a l w  . . . of recent  c r i t i c i s m  has been i t s  ingenuity i n  
de tec t ing  the con t inu i ty  of r h e t o r i c a l  and conceptual s t r u c t u r e s  
t h a t  a r e  t ransgeneric";  he sees  Cohen's " rhe to r ic  of genres" 
as  a i d i n g  the "pro jec t "  of Harx. Freud, Nietzsche ( " the i r  e l a -  
borat ion of a mode f o r  analyzing,  and thus transforming, the  
hidden agenda o r  s t r u c t u r e  composing apparent ly s t a b l e  o r  natu- 
r a l  i d e n t i t i e s " ) ,  with c e r t a i n  l imi ta t ions :  "it seems l imi ted  
when appearing t o  r e a s s e r t  the p r iv i l ege  of received ca tegor ies  
o r  t o  i d e n t i f y  a work with any s ing le  genre." Cohen, however, 
does emphasize the mixed modes of any l i t e r a r y  work and t h a t  
the gener ic  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  is  a f fec ted  by the "aims" o r  motives 
of c r i t i c s ,  t h e o r i s t s ,  and o ther  authors. While I bel ieve t h a t  
Cohen would agree with Jay t h a t  ". . . the i d e n t i t y  of a genre" 
i s  "an ' ex t ra tex tua l '  logos produced by the h i s t o r y  of d i f f e r -  
ences i t  purports  t o  o r i g i n a t e  and govern," h i s  own language 
does not  genera l ly  employ the  same p o s t - s t r u c t u r a l i s t ,  conven- 
t i o n a l  l ingo ( l i n g u i s t i c  code). It i s  perhaps Cohen'a adherence 
t o  a d i f f e r e n t  language convention t h a t  enables  Ford t o  have 
some agreement wi th  him, whereas Ford would depar t  a t  p rec i se ly  
the juncture t h a t  Cohen and Jay i n t e r s e c t .  

My own point  is tha t  these  responses t o  Cohen's paper 
i l l u s t r a t e  h i s  po in t  about the  concepts of l i t e r a r y  change: 
one can see i n  each  response "the persis tence of non-altered 
elements  of frameworks which provide an identity"--they a r e  
hence recognizable forma o r  genres  of wr i t t en  response t o  a 
w r i t t e n  paper on a t h e o r e t i c a l  i s sue ;  and they are--at the  
same time--forms of adaptat ion o r  of ' revolut ion '  f o r  the given 
w r i t e r  i n  response t o  what Cohen has said.  A s  an essay,  none 
i s  e x a c t l y  the same a s  anything e l s e  t h a t  the au thor  has w r i t t e n  
before,  ye t  the re  a r e  s i m i l a r i t i e s :  ". . . i t  is  the nature 
of l i t e r a r y  s t r u c t u r e s  t h a t  change and pers i s t ence  a re  present  
together." 

White considers  Cohen's essay i n  the context  of "an 
o lder  humanistic t r ad i t ion"  whose concern was "human beings 
i n  the  course of t h e i r  se l f - rea l i za t ions , "  a pe rsona l iza t ion  



of l i t e ra ry-h is tor ica l  "enti t ies ."  He performs a metahistori- 
c a l  ana lys i s  of Cohen's l i t e r a r y  h i s tory  and, hence, extends 
h i s  already es tab l i shed  approach t o  a new subject. Ri f fa te r re  
continues h i s  pursuit  of the "reader" and the " in te r tex t , "  
while pursuing now a l s o  " l i t e r a r i n e s s "  i n  response t o  Cohen's 
s ta ted  posi t ion.  F l ieger ' s  conjunction of psychoanalysis, 
Hardsm, and deconstructionism expresses a new conservatism 
of her own. Jay surveys the previous wri t ings of Cohen while 
adapting an old c r i t i c a l  convention t o  a newer c r i t i c a l  thinking. 
Ford considers a past  debate between l i t e r a r y  c r i t i c s  a s  a frame- 
work f o r  placing Cohen's current  viewpoint--finding a "generic 
basis" f o r  i t  i n  h i s  own procedures while he addresses Cohen's 
concept of genre. Harkin examines the change i n  a l i t e r a r y  
convention ("the ingenue conventions of the eighteenth-century 
ep is to la ry  novel") used by three nove l i s t s  (Richardson. Scott ,  
and Burney) as an instance of l i t e r a r y  change. 

Pa t r ic ia  Harkin ends her essay "Genre and the Problem of 
Character i n  Literary Change" by saying, ". . . i t  is not c lear  
to  me tha t  Mr. White's construct ion [ t h a t  a new genre is a 
"reflect ion" of the changing codes of h i s tory  wri t ing] 'miscon- 
s t r u e s '  the r e l a t i o n  between language and genre, a s  Cohen charges, 
by refusing to  take i n t o  account the f a c t  t h a t  ' ienres are const i-  
tuted by l i n g u i s t i c  codes t h a t  are inconsistent  i n  t h e i r  implica- 
tions. '" I would suggest t o  her t h a t  Cohen may be arguing t h a t  
the "implications" of " l i n g u i s t i c  codes" a re  "inconsistent"  be- 
cause authors,  c r i t i c s ,  t h e o r i s t s  who use the codes f o r  wri t ing 
and other  in te rpre t ive  a c t i v i t i e s  are not consistent--that t h e i r  
pract ices change even a s  they s tay  the sarae. (This may be seen 
through the kind of examination t h a t  Jay does with Cohen'a own 
writ ings;  one could do the same with the wri t ings of White and 
Riffaterre.)  Their in te rpre ta t ions  of the l i n g u i s t i c  codes a re  
offered i n  these constantly changing, constantly staying-the-sat= 
l i n g u i s t i c  codes: ". . . it is the nature of l i t e r a r y  struc-  
tures"--and these would include l i n g u i s t i c  codes themselves-- 
" that  change and persistence are present together"; "moreover ," 
Cohen argues. "the reading by scholars  of any past  work involves 
the imposition of t h e i r  own l i n g u i s t i c  code upon one of the past." 

Thus, while Harkin examines the l i t e r a r y  convention of the 
ingenue a s  used i n  the eighteenth-century ep is to la ry  novel ( a  
genre t h a t  post-ighteenth-century wr i te rs  have named), her 
reading of the novels imposes her  own (cur ren t )  l i n g u i s t i c  code 
upon that  of the past  novelis t .  In t h i s  way, her code involves 
terms from Hayden White t h a t  cannot be s a i d  t o  have been current  

i n  eighteenth-century wr i t ing  (or  thinking) and therefore 
change the implicat ions of the convention of the  ingenue even 
a s  she obaervee its cont inu i t ies  (such a s  the ending i n  mar- 
r iages  enabling a new s o c i a l  order). That is t o  say, her 
observations about the implicat ions of the changes i n  t h i s .  
par t icu la r  eighteenth-century l i t e r a r y  convention (which a t  
t h a t  time was not  considered a convention i n  the  aame way a s  
i t  is now) a re  po ten t ia l ly  revolutionary: through her cur ren t  
examination of it i n  the framework of a theore t ica l  inquiry,  
the convention (par t  of a l i n g u i s t i c  code) changes even a s  i t  
p e r s i s t s .  Literary ingenues can never appear the  aame a s  they 
could before her  scrut iny of them i n  t h i s  context. 

But what has changed i s  not the convention o r  even the 
prac t ice  of a convention; what has changed f a  her (and now 
our)  concept of the convention. As Hayden White observes i n  
Metahistory, which Harkin defines a s  i n  part an examination 
of "the tendency of Enlightenment h i s tor ians  t o  ' i ronize ' his-  
tory writing": ". . . the very claim t o  have dist inguished a 
past  from a present  world, implies a conception of the form t h a t  
knowledge of the present world a l s o  must take, insofar  a s  i t  is 
continuous with t h a t  past  world. Commitment t o  a par t icu la r  form 
of knowledge predetermines the kinds of general izat ions one can 
make about the present world, the kinds of knowledge one can 
have of i t ,  and hence the kinds of projects  one can legitimate- 
l y  conceive f o r  changing t h a t  present o r  for  maintaining i t  i n  
i t s  present form indef in i te ly"  ("Introduction," Metahistor 
[Baltimore : The Johns Hopkins University Press ,&Zl). 
Given one's own present commitment o r  lack of cormeitment t o  the 
"par t icu la r  form of knowledge" expressed i n  t h i s  statement by 
White, one may o r  nay not be able t o  accept i t  and t o  apply i t  
t o  one's own work. Comitisents may change too. 

However f a r  the wr i te r  has been able to  progress a f t e r  
reading and thinking and wr i t ing  about Cohen's posi t ion is  
(1) a measure of how much t h a t  wr i te r  has learned from the 
essay and, (2)  a measure of the h e u r i s t i c  =of the essay 
a s  a kind of wri t ing.  The value of Cohen's "Propaedeutic" 
is i n  the in te rac t ion  between i t  and i t s  readers: ultimately. 
i n  the responses t o  rhe paper (and the responses t o  the re- 
sponses . . .); i n  i t s  having helped i t s  readers t o  experi- 
ence a change i n  t h e i r  own consciousness of h i s  subject ,  and. 
f i n a l l y ,  i n  h i s  having been the stimulus of t h e i r  greater  
understanding. 

v i i  
v i i i  
























































































