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SCE R E P O R T S  

E d i t o r ' s  Notes 

Included i n  t h i s  ( b e l a t e d )  i s s u e  o f  SCE Reports  9  
a r e  e s s a y s  and n o t e s  t h a t  r e f l e c t  a  d e c i s i o n  t o  use 
SCE Itepor-ts, a s  its t i t l e  s u g g e s t s ,  more d i r e c t l y  t o  
r e p o r t  on c r i t i c a l  exchange a s  well  a s  t o  extend it. 

Wallace M a r t i n ' s  i n c i s i v e  e s s a y ,  "Playing Around," 
was occasioned by SCE Reports  8  ?'Deconstructive 
C r i t i c i s m :  D i r e c t i o n s , "  and t h e  MLA s e s s i o n  of  l a s t  
December devoted t o  t h a t  s u b j e c t .  Dick I1iggins1 
l c t t c r  was provoked by t h e  e s s a y s  a lone .  A few c o p i e s  
o f  SCE Reports  8 a r e  s t i l l  a v a i l a b l e  ( c o s t :  $4.00 
each)  . 

Two o t h e r  e s s a y s  i n  t h i s  i s s u e ,  by J e f f r e y  Plank 
and Don Uia los tosky  r e s p e c t i v e l y  examine r e c e n t  ex- 
changes a t  a s s o c i a t e d  SCE meetings a t  t h c  SAMLA con- 
f e r e n c e ,  and t h e  j o i n t l y  sponsored confebence on 
"Theories o f  N a r r a t i v e , "  h e l d  l a s t  October a t  Indiana 
Univers i ty .  We owe s p e c i a l  thanks  t o  the College of  
Ar t s  and Sc ience ,  t h e  Engl i sh  Department, and e s p e c i a l l y  
David Ble ich  a t  Ind iana  f o r  e x t r a o r d i n a r y  l a b o r  and hospi-  
t a l  i t y ;  and t o  James alrd P a t r i c i a  Sosrioski f o r  t h e i r  
e f f o r t s  on beha l f  o f  SCE. A second conference on 
"Theories o f  Reading" is be ing  he ld  at  Ind iana  on 
September 28-30. 

The n e x t  i s s u e  o f  SCE Reports  w i l l  address  t h e  
t o p i c ,  "The Return o f  t h e  Text ,"  wi th  s p e c i a l  emphasis 
on t h e  p o l i t i c s  and economics o f  c r i t i c i s m .  

P r e s s  dead l ine  f o r  t h a t  i s s u e  i s  October 30,  1981. 
I f  ypu wish t o  have n o t i c e s ,  r e p o r t s ,  o r  o t h e r  informa- 
t i o n  c i r c u l a t e d  t o  SCE members, p l e a s e  mail it t o :  

SCE REPORTS 
6273 1 9 t h  Ave. N.E.  
S e a t t l e ,  WA. 98115 

Wallace Martin 
Engl i sh  Department 
Univers i ty  o f  Toledo 

PLAYING AROUND 

~ u s t  when it appears  t h a t  we may be g e t t i n g  somewhere-- 
a s  i n  SCE Reports  8 ,  which d i s p l a y s  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  between 
Johnsonian decons t ruc t ion  and i t s  Heideggerian,  Lacanic, and 
Derr idean (Ridde l ian)  o thers - - jus t  when we s e t t l e  down a t  
an MLA s e s s i o n  t o  d i s c u s s  where we might go from here ,  we 
a r e  s u r p r i s e d  by o therness :  someone s t a n d s  up and says,  
"What is  t h i s  t h i n g  c a l l e d  deconstruct ion?" Barbara Johnson 
must c u l t i v a t e  h e r  ignorance;  west of New Haven, it grows 
wi ld .  The f a r c i c a l  unders ide  o f  our s e r i o u s n e s s  is t h a t  
c r i t i c s  may be condemned t o  r e p e a t ,  y e a r  a f t e r  y e a r ,  synopt ic  
accounts  of  d e c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  on ly  t o  be asked immediately 
thereafter--what i s  i t ?  

Johnson's  paper  is addressed t o  a n  audience t h a t  might 
ask t h i s  q u e s t i o n ;  perhaps she  would have w r i t t e n  d i f f e r e n t l y  
i f  address ing  only Riddels .  Having thought  i n  t h e  p a s t  t h a t  
I understood and apprec ia ted  h e r  s u b t l e t i e s ,  I was s u r p r i s e d  
t o  d i scover  t h a t  t h e  seemingly simple conc lus ion  of  h e r  SCE 
paper  l e f t  me f e e l i n g  a  west-of-New-Haven, u n c u l t i v a t e d  in-  
comprehension. Never h a s  she been more provocat ive.  Not 
be ing  a b l e  t o  f i g u r e  o u t  why, I suspec t  t h a t  s h e  may be 
p l a y i n g  w i t h  our  a f f e c t i o n s ,  perhaps t o  t e a s e  u s  o u t  of 
thought. Her conc lus ions  provoked t h e  commentators on h e r  
paper  i n t o  thought ,  and while  agree ing  with most o f  what 
they  say ,  I ob tuse ly  want t o  j u s t i f y  my i n a b i l i t y  t o  under- 
s t a n d  her  by i n t e r p r e t i n g  h e r  f i g u r e s  i n  two o r  t h r e e  ways 
and showing how d i f f i c u l t  it i s  t o  reduce them t o  meaning. . 

When she "l.ay[s] bare" t h e  "gap" i n  her  "knowledge" 
and s o l i c i t s  t h e  i n t r u s i o n  o f  a  " v i t a l ,  subvers ive  power" 
capable  of  changing h e r  "very na ture"  (p .  1 5 1 ,  Johnson 
keeps h e r  head about h e r ,  d e s p i t e  h e r  dec la red  d e s i r e  t o  
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f o r g e t ,  t o  open h e r  ignorance "again and again" a s  i f  always 
f o r  t h e  f i r s t  t ime.  T h i s  " t ransgress ingw and "indulging" 
(no  wonder it h a s  " f a l l e n  i n t o  d i s r e p u t e i 1 )  w i l l  remain "judi- 
c i o u s  time-wasting," i n  h e r  view. Surpr i sed  by o therness  a s  - 
by s i n ,  h e r  s p o n t a n e i t y  seems almost  p e r v e r s e : . i t  is "a new 
form of  ignorance," one s h e  d i d n ' t  know she  had, t h a t  is - 
"ac t iva ted"  when she f o r g e t s  lowhat we know how t o  do." 

In  g i v i n g  u s  t h i s  gl impse behind t h e  c u r t a i n s  and re-  
v e a l i n g  what goes on between h e r  and t e x t s  before  a  decon- 
s t r u c t i v e  read ing  is  staged--a gl impse of  an "encounter i n  
the  moment" t h a t  appears  t o  be a  scene of seduction--she 
p r o f f e r s  h e r  r e a d e r s  s e v e r a l  p o s s i b l e  r o l e s .  Most of  u s  
a r e  excluded a s  seducers  (no  l o v i t a l  po~ver" I ,  j u s t  one of  
h e r  f a n s ,  no t  being a  producer  o f  fecundat ive t e x t s ,  and 
f e e l i n g  somewhat unmanned a s  a  r e s u l t ) .  I f  a s  a  conse- 
quenc:e of h e r  confess ion  we s e t  o u r s e l v e s  up a s  a n a l y s t s ,  
m.,l;ing h e r  our  analys'and, we may be entangled by t h e  l u r e  
of whst seems a p r o f f e r e d  t r a n s f e r e n c e . '  I f  we a r e  caught  
o f f  guard being voyeurs ( I  d i d n ' t  intcrid t o  peep i n t o  h e r  
fan tasy  l i f e ) ,  we can excuse o u r s e l v e s  by accusing h e r  of 
exh ib i t ion ism,  b u t  only a t  t h e  c o s t  of' realizing t h a t  t h e  
scopic  d r i v e  involved i n  see ing  and being seen i s  para- 
digmatic  of  t h e  r e v e r s a l s  o f  decons t ruc t ion ,  a s  she de- 
s c r i b e s  i t .  What's going on here?  Does she r e v e a l  t h a t  
she wants  t o  p lay  around w i t h  t e x t s  i n  o r d e r  t o  e l i c i t  a  
response from us? To remain s i l e n t ,  i n  t h e s e  c i rc t~mstances ,  
would be t o  p l a y  t h e  r o l e  o f  t h e  psychoanalyst .  And t h u s  
t h e  impera t ive  prompting i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of  h e r  paper  is t o  
show t h a t  one is not p u t t i n g  o n e s e l f  i r r  t h a t  role--there- 
by r e j e c t i n g  one p o s i t i o n  i n  c r i t i c a l  exchange only t o  be 
t h r u s t  i n t o  ano ther .  

Femin is t ,  v u l g a r  Marx is t ,  and moral ly e a r n e s t  mis- 
read ings  o f  J o h n s o n t s  p l a y f u l n e s s  call be s e t  a s i d e .  Der- 
r i d e a n  f e m i n i s t  read ings  a r e  suggested when she r e v e r s e s  
and remarks t h e  macho image o f  t r u t h  a s  a  "fantasy of  t h e  
w i l l  t o  power,Iq oxymoronically a s s o c i a t i n g  i t  with a pas- 
s i v e l y  feminine f a n t a s y  o f  s e x u a l i t y  and procrea t ing :  ('A 
read ing  is s t r o n g ,  I would t h e r e f o r e  submit,  [ r a t h e r e t h a n  
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' a s s e r t '  1 ,  t o  the e x t e n t  t h a t  it encounters  and propagates  
[ s i c J  t h e  s u r p r i s e  o f  o therness"  ( p .  14; t h i s  t h e s i s  is 
followed by the  f i g u r a l  scene o f  seduc t ion) .  A vu lgar  
Rlnrxist read ing  was proposed a t  t h e  MLA s e s s i o n .  A s  
R ~ d d e l  s a y s ,  .Johnson "doesn ' t  want t o  offend t h e  c r i t i c a l  
l e f t w  ( p .  20)  and i n  f a c t  she  opens h e r s e l f  t o  Marxist 
c r i t i q u e s  by implying they may be c a l l e d  f o r  ( p .  12).  
A m o r a l i s t i c  read ing ,  i n  t h e  Mabbitt-Winters-Graff t r a d i -  
t i o n ,  might argue t h a t  a  d e s i r e  " to  be s u r p r i s e d  by o ther -  
n e s s  . . . aga in  and again" descends t o  her from Homantic- 
i s m  and from t h e  hedonism o f  P a t e r  and Stevens,  which seeks  
new s e n s a t i o n s  t o  s t a v e  o f f  boredom. 

A more i n t e r e s t i n g  read ing  can be e x t r a p o l a t e d  from t h e  
e s s a y s  by Riddel and Hogle i n  SCE Reports 8. Both c a l l  a t -  
t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  ways i n  which she impl ies  t h a t  decons t ruc t ion  
is i n  f a c t  a  method (how e l s e  could i t s  r e s u l t s  be p r e d i c t -  
a b l e ? ) .  A t  t h c  p r e s e n t  j u n c t u r e  of  c r i t i c a l  d i s c o u r s e ,  I 
assume t h a t  most r e a d e r s  would agree  with them, c l a s s i f y i n g  
h e r  a s  a domes t ica tor  o f  d e c o n s t r u c t i o n .  Once i t  has be- 
come a method, decons t ruc t ion  i s  I:O lorrger t r u e  t o  i ts 
o r i g i n s ;  and t h a t  is why Johnson is compelled t o  produce 
an anti-method, i n  h e r  concluding comments, t h a t  w i l l  r e -  
v e r s e  and re-mark d e c o n s t r u c t i o n  i t s e l f ,  r ecupera t ing  i t s  
a l t e r i t y .  Paradoxica l ly ,  however, a s  Hogle p o i n t s  o u t ,  
t h i s  r e p e t i t i o n ,  t h i s  nega t ion  of a  nega t ion ,  t h i s  sup- 
plement t o  decons t ruc t ion ,  e f f a c e s  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  it  would 
r e s t o r e  and i n  f a c t  "seems a r e t u r n  t o  [ l o g o c e n t r i c ]  
o r i g i n s  ( t h e  impossible  g e s t u r e  of  metaphysics)"  (p. 71) .  
What j u s t i f i e s  h i s  audacious claim? 

Consider t h e  metaphors o f  her  concluding paragraph 
( " v i t a l ,  subvers ive  power," "very na ture , "  " lay  bare ," 
"moment"), energized by verbs  appea l ing  t o  t h e  na ture /  
c u l t u r e  o p p o s i t i o n ,  such a s  " t ransgress ing ,"  " indulging,"  
and "is suddenly a c t i v a t e d t q  ( t h e  pass ive  c o n s t r u c t i o n  
making n a t u r a l  p u l s i o n s  t h e  unspoken s r lb jec t ) .  We seem 
t o  be beck where we s t a r t e d  before  decons t ruc t ion :  a s  
Iliddel s a y s ,  t h e  v i t a l ,  myster ious "other"  t h a t  Johnson 
wants t o  encounter  "is p r e c i s e l y  what we have always 
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thought o u r  d i s c o u r s e  d e a l t  wi thu  ( p .  17) .  
But o f  course  I cannot  d e c o n s t r u c t  her  i n  t h i s  fash ion  

because she &nows what s h e ' s  doing.  The gap o f  h e r  w i l l f u l  
ignorance is tu rned  toward t e x t s ;  she exposes t h e  seamless  
body o f  h e r  knowledge t o  r e a d e r s  o f  h e r  e s s a y s ,  who know, 
as a r e s u l t ,  t h a t  she  d o e s n ' t  m i s s  a  t r i c k  where t h e r e  a r e  
concerned. No wonder, t h e n ,  t h a t  J e r r y  Aline F l i e g e r ,  who 
seems l e s s  bothered by t h e  concluding paragraph of Johnson's  
essay  t h a n  t h e  men who c o n t r i b u t e  t o  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n ,  t u r n s  
t o  psychoanalysis  i n  a t t empt ing  t o  read  it. When F l i e g e r  
says  t h a t  "the l a y i n g  bare  of  ignorance" is   fecund^^ ( p .  651,  
she may be fo l lowing  t h e  n a t u r a l  course  of  Johnson's  thought  
i n  an unse l fconsc ious  f a s h i o n  from which anxiety-r idden 
males a r e  by n a t u r e  excluded.  Back, then ,  t o  psycho- 
a n a l y s i s .  

F'!ieger shows t h a t  t h e  p rocesses  of  oppos i t ion ,  re -  
v e l s a l ,  and r e i n s c r i p t i o n  i n  Johnson's  account of  decon- 
s t r u c t i o n  have much i n  common wi th  c e r t a i n  passages i n  
Freud, c i t i n g ,  among o t h e r  sources ,  t h e  1915 essay  "The 
Unconscious." Another of  t h e  metapsychological  papers  
wriLten t h a t  y e a r ,  " I n s t i n c t s  and The i r  V i c i ~ s i t u d e s , , ~  
provides even c l o s e r  p a r a l l e l s  between decons t ruc t ion  
and psychoanalysis .  An i n s t i n c t ,  according t o  Freud, is 
s u b j e c t  t o  f o u r  mutat ions:  r e v e r s a l  i n t o  its o p p o s i t e ,  
t u r n i n g  round upon t h e  s u b j e c t ' s  own s e l f ,  r e p r e s s i o n ,  
and sub l imat ion .  "Reversal o f  an i n s t i n c t  i n t o  i t s  op- 
p o s i t e  r e s o l v e s  on c l o s e r  examination i n t o  two d i f f e r e n t  
p rocesses :  a  change from a c t i v i t y  t o  p a s s i v i t y ,  and a re-  
v e r s a l  o f  i t s  c o n t e n t w  (Standard E d i t i o n ,  14 ,  127). De- 
c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  a s  d e s c r i b e d  by Johnson, "both opposes and 
r e d e f i n e s ;  i t  both r e v e r s e s  an oppos i t ion  and reworks t h e  
terms" ( p .  10) .  The s i m i l a r i t i e s  i n  t h e  procedures involved 
i n  these  two passages  a r e  s t r i k i n g ,  but  by no means uncanny; 
t h e y  can be  expla ined .  

F l i e g e r ' s  ca re fu l ly -cons t ruc ted  argument t h a t  t h e  
"other" l o g i c  o f  d e c o n s t r u c t i o n  i s  t h e  l o g i c  of  t h e  un- 
consc ious  seems convincing.  What she  r e v e a l s  bu t  does 
no t  comment on i n  comparing t h e  two i s  t h a t  t h e  l ead ing  

exemplars of  d e c o r ~ s t r u c t i o n  have always made conscious usc 
of  unconscious" e r u p t i o n s  i n  discourse--both t h e i r  own and 
t h a t  which they ana lyze .  A s  a n a l y s t s ,  they c u l t i v a t e  a  
w i l l e d  f o r g e t f u l n e s s  of  t h e  ( so-ca l led)  conscious s e l f  s o  
t h a t  they can e n t e r  t h e  unconscious o f  t h e  o t h e r  (Freudian  
r e v e r s a l s  o f  t h e  ac t ive-pass ive  and s e l f - o t h e r  o p p o s i t i o n s  
a r e  c r u c i a l  t o  t h e  p r o c e s s ) .  This  is one reason t h a t  t h e i r  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  a r e  s o  s u b t l e  and s o  powerful.  In a d d i t i o n ,  
a s  t h e i r  own analysands,  d e c o n s t r u c t i o n i s t s  l e t  t h e i r  own 
unconscious s u r f a c e  i n  t h e i r  d i s c o u r s e ,  conducting a  kind 
o f  double psychoana ly t ic  s e s s i o n ,  i n  which t h e y  and t h e  
t e x t s  t h e y  analyze both l i e  on the  couch and sit behind t h e  
desk tal t ing no tes .  The most obvious evidence of  t h i s  pro- 
cedure is t h e i r  d i s c o u r s e  i t s e l f :  we a r e  g iven  t o  under- 
s t a n d ,  i f  we s o  d e s i r e ,  l l ~ a t  l i n g u i s t i c  p l a y ,  o r  i f  you w i l l  
t h e i r  s t y l i s t i c  e c c e n t r i c i t y  t o  t h e  po in t  o f  incomprehensi- 
b i l i t y ,  is 110 mere decor  f o r  t h e  s t a g i n g  of  narc i ss i sm o r  
the  w i l l  t o  power; i t  is  a  l a y i n g  bare  of every th ing  c l o t h c d  
i n  t h e  decorum oP conscious thought. Inc lud ing  the gaps.  

Thu:; where F l i e g e r  s e e s  a  "confluence" o f  decons t ruc t ion  
and psychoanalysis ,  and p r o j e c t s  t h e  l a t t e r  i n t o  decon- 
s t r u c l i o r ~ ' ~  p o t e n t i a l  f u t u r e ,  o t h e r s  may conclude t h a t  psycho- 
a n a l y s i s  has  always a l r e a d y  been t h e r e ,  and may even s u s p e c t  
t h a t  D e r r i d e ' s  impera t ive  h a s  been: t h e r e ,  wher.e psycho- 
a n a l y s i s  was, s h a l l  decons t ruc t ion  be. P a s t  and f u t u r e  may 
have been reversed  i n  Amersica by t h e  mere chronology o f  re -  
cep t ion .  I t e r r i d a s s  i n f l u e n c e  i n  t h i s  country a n t e d a t e s  
t h a t  of  Lacan (by and l a r g e ) .  But when was i t  t h a t  Der r ida  
began a t t e n d i n g  Lacan 's  semin?r? What would i t  be l i k e  t o  
read  O f  Cran~matology after becoming f a m i l i a r  wi th  Lacan? 
Aside from h i s  genera l  i n t e r e s t  i n  Freud, is t h e r e  any th ing  
i n  p a r t i c u l a r  t h a t  has  impelled Derr ida t o  underltilte an 
e l a b o r a t e  (and some might s a y  s t r a i n e d )  read ing  of t h e  pas- 
sage  i n  Freud t h a t  s e r v e s  a s  a  corners tone  of  Lacanian 
theory  ( t h a t  concerning t h e  Fort-Da game)? 

But Barbara .Johnson knows a l l  t h i s .  She a s s o c i a t e s  t h e  
"other  l o g i c "  of d e c o n s t r u c t i o n  no t  with t h e  unconscious,  
b u t  wi th  t h e  d e a t h  i n s t i n c t ,  which Freud p i ~ l e d  i n  p l a c e  
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a s  the  t e r t i u m  quid  of psychoana lys i s  i n  t h e  very t e x t  
s o  c r u c i a l  t o  Lacan and Derrida--Bevond the  P leasure  
P r i n c i p l e .  It was o f  course  t h e  compulsion t o  r e p e a t ,  
d i s s o c i a t e d  from p l e a s u r e  o r  f u l f i l l m e n t  o f  a repressed  
wish, t h a t  compelled Freud t o  p o s i t  t h e  d e a t h  i n s t i n c t ,  
In  t h i s  l i g h t ,  how a r e  we t o  understand Barbara Johnson's  
compulsion t o  r e p e a t ,  "again and aga in , "  h e r  ignorance*? 
She s e t s  up a scene  of p l e a s u r e ,  b u t  then d e n i e s  t h a t  h e r  
ignorance is a "gap" (be'ance, c u t ,  e ro togenic  s i t e ) .  Is 
t h i s  d e n i a l  intended t o  r e v e a l  t o  u s  i ts  unconscious op- 
p o s i t e ,  a s  I assumed i n  my f i r s t  read ing  o f  t h e  passage?)  
Not a gap;  h e r  ignorance is "an impera t ive .  . . suddenly 
a c t i v a t e d , "  an i n s t i n c t  o r  p u l s i o n  t h a t  r e c u r s  from with- 
out /within.(we s e t  o u r s e l v e s  up and wai t  f o r  t h e  scene 
t h a t  w i l l  t r i g g e r  i t ) .  Is then t h i s  ~ d e c o n s t r u c t i v e  i m -  
pu l se , "  t h i s  " v i t a l ,  subvers ive  power," t h e  d e a t h  i n s t i n c t ?  

I am unable t o  understand t h e  passage; my ignorance 
i s  no t  w i l l f u l ,  and t h e  nexus o f  meanings t h a t  seem t o  be 
a t  s t a k e  is unpleasan t  and d i s t u r b i n g .  ' I f  it were no t  
c o n t r a d i c t o r y  t o  t h i n k  s o ,  I would i n f e r  t h a t  i n  t h i s  in-  
s t a n c e  ( i f  it is i n  f a c t  t h e  d e a t h  i n s t i n c t  t h a t  is  in- 
vo lved) ,  dea th  is no l o n g e r  p r e s e n t  a s  an unconscious 
d r i v e ,  b u t  a s  a consc ious ly  s o l i c i t e d  f r i s s o n  t h a t  
s e r v e s  a s  t h e  o n l y  evidence t h a t  one is a l i v e  (one de- 
l i b e r a t e l y  seeks  t h e  r e t u r n  o f  t h i s  v i t a l ,  d e c o n s t r u c t i v e  
power when one no longer  exper iences  i t  naturally--when 
one is n e i t h e r  l i v i n  nor  dead) .  There is i n  f & t  a d-- demonic l o g i c  w i t h i n  d e c o n s t r u c t i o n  t h a t  heads i n  t h i s  
d i r e c t i o n :  a s  Jonathan Arac i m p l i e s  i n  a forthcoming i s s u e  
of Buunda~y 2 ,  t h e  r i g o r  o f  de Wan's decons t ruc t ion  l e a d s  
o v e r t l y  t o  r i g o r  mor t i s .  

There a r e  a t  l e a s t  two s t r o n g  read ings  o f  Johnson 
t h a t  would enable u s  t o  evade a melancholy, inconc lus ive ,  
weak read ing .  The f i r s t  would a r g u e ,  fol lowing Lacan, 
t h a t  i t  is p r e c i s e l y  t h e  Heal t h a t  r e t u r n s ,  aga in  arid 
a g a i n ,  always misrecognized,  t o  Barbara Johnson and 
t o  us .  If t h i s  were t h e  c a s e ,  we might hope t o  modify 
our  e n d l e s s ,  i s s s u e l e s s ,  s p e c u l a r ,  imaginary encounte rs  

w i t h  t h e  f a s c i n a t i n g  "other" through a b e t t e r  understanding 
o f  t h e  Symbolic. T h i s  method of d i s p l a c i n g  pure ly  imaginary 
exchanges does n o t  e n t a i l  a n a i v e  commitment t c  r e f e r e n t i a l i t y ;  
it does however involve  a somewhat less a p o l o g e t i c  a t t i t u d e  
towards t r u t h  (Johnson is w i l l i n g  t o  commit h e r s e l f  o n l y  t o  
" the r o l e  o f  t r u t h , "  a s  one among o t h e r s  i n  t h e  d ramat i s  
perso=. 

Another s o r t  o f  s t r o n g  read ing  would d e p a r t  from Lacan 
and Freud i n  a d i r e c t i o n  i n d i c a t e d ,  bu t  not  pursued, by 
Derr ida.  I n  t h e i r  i n t e n s e  s c r u t i n y  of Freud ' s  a n a l y s i s  o f  
t h e  Fort-Da game, n e i t h e r  Lacan n o r  Derr ida h a s  emphasized 
t h a t  Freud ' s  most o v e r t  o b j e c t i v e  i n  undertaking the  a n a l y s i s  
i s  t o  exclude t h e  p l a y  i n s t i n c t  a s  d i scussed  by German aes the-  
t i c i a n s ,  and more g e n e r a l l y  t h e  ccncept  of i m i t a t i o n ,  from 
psychoanalysis .  Der r ida  h a s  on occasion used Freud t o  expose 
l o g o c e n t r i c  assumptions, b u t  d e s p i t e  Derr ida and Lacan, it 
is ev iden t  t h a t  Freud remains profoundly l o g o c e n t r i c ,  and 
t h a t  he found it necessary  t o  exclude language and represen ta -  
t i o n  a s  such from s c i e n t i f i c  psychology. (As such: f o r  
Freud, language and r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  were epiphenomena through 
which he could  d i s c o v e r  t h e  psychic  and/or  m a t e r i a l  t r u t h ;  
t h e y  possessed no i r r e d u c i b l e  c a u s a l  e f f i c a c y  i n  and of  
themselves.)  Lacking t h e  knowledge r e q u i s i t e  f o r  a s t r o n g  
read ing  of  Freud, I can  only sugges t  t h a t  t h e  dea th  o f  t h e  
p l a y  i n s t i n c t  proved e s s e n t i a l  f o r  t h e  l i f e  o f  t h e  d e a t h  in-  
s t i n c t ,  and urge r e r e a d i n g  o f  t h e  last paragraph of  ~ e y o n d  
t h e  P l e a s u r e  P r i n c i p l e ,  c h a p t e r  2 (p .  11 i n  t h e  Norton e d i t i o n ) .  - 
Freud i n s i s t s  no t  o n l y  on t h e  p r i o r i t y  of  psyc1iology over  
a e s t h e t i c s ;  he goes on t o  i n s i s t  t h a t  an a e s t h e t i c s  which 
recognizes  t h e  hegemony of psychology is "of no use f o r  
o u r  purposes.  - 

Other read ings  and misreadings o f  Johnson's  paper a r e  
p o s s i b l e ,  b u t  one p o t e n t i a l  misunderstanding should be pre- 
c luded.  When she r e f e r s  t o  " the l o g i c  o f  b i n a r y  oppos i t ioq ,"  
"some ' o t h e r '  l o g i c , "  and "an i n c o m p a t i b i l i t y  o f  log ics"  
(p .  l l ) ,  some r e a d e r s  might i n f e r  t h a t  she is us ing  t h e  
word "logic"  l i t e r a l l y .  I n s o f a r  a s  it is p o s s i b l e  t o  d i s -  
t i n g u i s h  l i t e r a l  from metaphorical  usage,  one4must  assume 



S C E  R E P O R T S  -- 
SCE R E P O R T S  

t h a t  these  phrases ,  l i k e  J .  H i l l i s  b l i l l e r ' s  r e f e r e n c e  t o  . . 
J e f f r e y  Plank 

Ittwo simultaneous , incompaLi b l e  logic:+l systems ,'' a r e  p r i -  Georgia I n s t i t u t e  of  Technology 
nlarily metaphorical .  Liltewisc, one should do her* t h e  
cour tesy  o f  assuming t h a t  when she ( l i k e  M i l  Ler, and de 
Man) r e f e r  t o  t h e  law o f  i d e n t i t y  ("A - i s  A " ) ,  they 
ltnow t h a t  t h i s  "law" was d i scarded  by  p l ~ i l o s o p h e r s  and Making Sense of Pos t s t ruc tura l i sm:  
l o g i c i a n s  a t  t h e  t u r n  of  t h e  cen tury .  I'resumably they Remarks on t h e  1980 SCE-SAMLA Session on "Pos t s t ruc tura l i sm:  
know t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  between t r a d i t i o n a l ,  symbolic, modal, Assessment and New Directions' '  
many-valued, and non-truth-funct ional  d e v i a n t  l o g i c s ;  
presumably t h e y  know about  t h e  s n a r e s  involved i n  a t t empts  
t o  move from u n i n t e r p r e t e d  formalisms t o  formal semantics  Should t h e  d e s c r i p t i o n  o r  assessment of  a  t h e o r e t i c a l  
a r~d  ord inary  language;  presumably they understand t h e  re- p o s i t i o n  presen t  any s p e c i a l  problems? Phi losophers  have 
lavance o f  D e r r i d a ' s  work t o  t h e s e  problcn~s ( c f .  Susan taught  us  t h a t  i d e a s  o r  concepts--like pos t s t ruc tura l i sm--  
Haack, Philosophy o f  Logics ,  p .  189) .  Whatever e l s e  it l i v e  i n  s ta tements ,  and s ta tements ,  i n  t e x t s . l  And, i f  g e n e r i c  
i s ,  ~ m e r i c a n  d e c o n s t r u c t i o n  i s  no t  p r i m a r i l y  ph i losophica l .  conventions c o n t r o l  t e x t u a l  meaning, then making sense  of a  
~ t s    no st p roduc t ive  f u t u r e ,  l i k e  t h e  conc lus ion  t c  Johnson's  t h e o r e t i c a l  p o s i t i o n  o r  t e x t  depends on ass ign ing  i t  t o  a  genre.' 
p i p e r ,  nay l i e  i n  e x p l o r a t i o n  o f  p lay  and rep laesen ta t ion ,  However, i f  one s e e s  genres  a s  mixed o r  i n t e r r e l a t e d ,  then 
i n  t h e  i n t e r s t i c e s  between psychoanglysis ,  phi losophy,  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of a  t e x t  becomes complicated: genre  d e s c r i p t i o n  
and l i t e r a t u r e .  may n e c e s s a r i l y  involve e x p l a n a t i o n s  of change. Ralph Cohen, 

If Barbara Johnson and New ilaven decons t ruc t ion  can be f o r  example, a rgues  t h a t  l i t e r a r y  theory "has g e n e r i c  c o n t i n u i t y  
p r i e d  loose  from t h e i r  apparent  f i x a t i o n  on t h e  d e a t h  in- while  undergoing changes i n  i ts  p a r t s  and func t ions .  I t  is  
s t i n c t  a s  t h e  t e r t i u m  quid and u l t i m a t e  o t h e r  o f  t h e i r  i n t e r r e l a t e d  wl th  o t h e r  genres  i n  terms of p a r t s  and methods, and 
c r i t i c a l  l ives-- i f  they  can g r a n t  t h a t  t h e  r o l e  of  d e a t h  it is ana lyzab le  with thein a s  a  member of a  group, movement, o r  
is no more p r i v i l e g e d  t h a n  the r o l e  o f  t ruth--deconstruct ion period." Tn two essays--"On t h e  I n t e r r e l a t i o n  of  Forms i n  
may have a  f u t u r e .  T h i s  i s  n o t  t o  deny t h a t  we w i l l f u l l y  Eighteenth-Century L i t e r a t u r e "  (1974) and " H i s t o r i c a l  Knowledge 
f o r g e t  t h a t  we a r e  a l r e a d y  dead, l i v i n g  proxy l i v e s  i n  our  and L i t e r a r y  Understanding" (1979)--Cohen has  argued t h a t  w i  t i t  i n  
s p b o l i c  r e s u r r e c t i o n  i n  t h e  Symbolic o rder .  Nor is it l i t e r a r y  per iods  w r i t e r s  vary normative procedures a s  they extend 
t o  a s s e r t  t h a t  we a r e  no t  t l i v e ,  dying proxy d e a t h s  i n  t h e  them from genre  t o  genre  t o  t r e a t  d i f f e r e n t  t o p i c s  and problems. 
J m a g i ~ a r y .  This  is not  t o  deny t h a t  the play  of meaning Eventual ly,  s a y s  Cohen, t h e  norm va lues  a r e  c a l l e d  i n t o  q u e s t i o n  
a c r o s s  the  b o r d e r s  of r e p e t i - t i o n  and d i f f e r a n c a / i n n o v a t i o n  a s  t h e  problems they o r i g i n a l l y  solved d i sappear .3  On t h i s  view, 
( '*surpr i sed  . . . a g a i n  and a g ~ i n " )  must always be s taged  changes wi th in  and among genres  a r e  normative w i t h i n  a  period.  
t o  rvemind u s  o f  t h e  t r u t h s  o f  decons t ruc t ion .  B u t  it is t o  Problems i n  g e n e r i c  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  should a r i se ,be tween  s t a b l e  
r e q u e s t  t h a t  t h e  s t r i p - t e a s e  o f  d e c o t ~ s l l ~ u c t i o n i s t  r c v a l a t i o n  periods.  This  i s  p r e c i s e l y  t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  John Leavey (Univers i ty  
thematize i t s e l f ,  a s  wel l  a s  bei.ng r~:l~t;;itctlly s taged  f o r  of F l o r i d a ,  G a i n e s v i l l e ) ,  James Thompson (Georgia I n s t i t u t e  of 
o t h e r s .  I t  is t o  sugges t  t l ~ ~ l :  \ . l~e t : lcalugical  pax'allclb k 0  Technology), and V i c t o r  Kramer (Georgia S t a t e  Univers i ty )  c a l l e d  
this s t a g i n g  of dzuttx--in-li f e ,  hes t  e r n  illid I:;,sLe~,n, now t o  our  a t t e n t i o n  dur ing  t h e  1980 SCE-SAMLA meeting. 
deservi. a t t e r i t i o n .  

Perh i~ps  I take Barbara Johnson t o o  ~ e r i o u s l ~ ~ .  I f  s o ,  I n  n paper t h a t  mixed i n t e r n a l i z e d  d ia logue ,  etymology, s h o r t  
it is bccar~se I d o n ' t  th ink  t.h:rt. s h e ' s  !t..m- pljyir ig  iii.oun s t o r y ,  and l e g a l  ana log ies ,  John Leavey r a i s e d  ques t ions  about  t h e  
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possibility of describing and assessing poststructuralism 
altogether. Using George Steiner's conclusion to & Bl~ebeard'~ - 
Castle as his starting point, Leavey dispensed with the methods 
for description outlined above. This opening gambit accounts for 
the unconventional form of his essay--unconventional, at least, 
for the literary essay. "By what right do we begin?" functions as 

. 

~eavey's central question since Steiner has concluded that "It is 
no rhetorical move to insist that we stand at a point where models 
of previous culture and event are of little help."4 According to 
James Thompson, Leavey substituted an example of poatstructuralism 
for an evaluation and put the burden of assessment on his 
commentators. "Are there," asks Thompson, "two discourses, the 
traditional and the poststructural, or the Logocentric and the ' 

deconstructive? Are these mutually exclusi~e?'~ These are questions 
about generic continuity. Victor Kramer saw in Leavey's presentation 
an example of intergeneric continuity. "Could it be," begins 
Kramer, "that today's critic (assessor) is slowly coming to a 
view which is related to that which poets as diverse as Wordsworth, 
Hopkins, Rilke, and Valery long ago reached? Could it be that 
the critic, so recently hopeful that he could explain, explicate 
(even expiate), is slowly coming around to the view that he is 
foremost a mediator of the fact of the impossibility of complete 
mediation? Could this be why much of contemporary criticism 
sounds like parody?" 

Both sets of questions imply the need for explanations 
of historical change, and so does Leavey's use of Steiner. 
In fact. Steiner admits that his 1971 position regarding 
cultural history resembles Judith's position in Bartok's 
1911 opera. ~ u t  when Steiner says that "We seem to stand, 
in regard to a theory of culture, where Bartok's Judith 
stands when she asks to open the last door on the night" 
or that "We open the successive doors in Bluebeard's castle 
because 'they are there,' because each leads to the next by 
a logic of intensification which is that of the mind's own 
awareness of being," does he make developmental psychology 
a model for explaining historical change?5 Is personal crisis 
a goal for Judith? How far is Judith from Wordsworth in 
Book VI of The Prelude where he confronts "the mind's abyss" 
(1850. 1. 544)? How far is Steiner from Hartman's view of 
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Wordsworth's early poetry? Hartman, we recall, was interest 
in Wordsworth's early poetry because there Wordsworth deals 
with "self-consciousness," development, the growth of the 
mind, and inner conflict. "What interested me," writes 
Har tman, "is ~ordsworth's anxiot~s self-scrutiny ," his 
"growth into self-consciousness." Wordsworth's later 
poetry fails to interest Hartman because there Wordsworth 
retreats from the "abyss": 

It might not seem possible that the later 
poetry could be beset by even more scruples, 
but this is what happens. Wordsworth's attitude 
toward his mind's "exercise of its powers" 
suffers a further restraint. He begins to 
watch on two fronts: to be deluded that "the 
mighty Deep / Was even the gentlest of all ' 

gentle Things" is as dangerous as to gaze into 
the bottomless abyss. . . . 

Under the pressure of these many restraints, 
Wordsworth's mind has little chance to fall in 
love with or explore its own impressions. Self- 
discovery, which informs the meditative lyrics 
(the act of recall there is never a passive 
thing but verges on new and often disturbing 
intuitions) almost disappears. And, by a 
curious irony, the unpublished Prelude, which 
is his greatest testimony to the living mind, 
now discourages further self-exploration. 6 

Hartman sees Wordsworth's lonely confrontation of the 
"abyss" as a strength in his early poetry. Wordsworth, 
Hartman concludes, is "the most isolated figure among the 
great English poets." In grouping Bartok with Steiner 
and Wordsworth with Hartman, 1 want to suggest that 
contemporary critics may extend the develop~~~ental model 
to explain discontinuous historical change, or, in 
Hartiaan's case, genre choice. 

For those who study historical change, crisis is 
normal: "crisis," says the sociologist Anthony Smith, 
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"is t h e  ub iqu i tous  symbol of h i s t o r i c a l  change."7 I f  
c r i s i s  is normal, then dwel l ing  on i t  might b e  fatuous.  
S t e i n e r  himself hedges: 

We f e e l  o u r s e l v e s  t ang led  i n  a  cons tan t ,  
l a s h i n g  web of  c r i s i s .  

Whether t h i s  f e e l i n g  is e n t i r e l y  l e g i t i m a t e  
remains a  f a i r  ques t ion .  There have been 
previous s t a g e s  of extreme p r e s s u r e  on and 
w i t h i n  Western C i v i l i z a t i o n .  It is only now, 
i n  t h e  p r o v i s i o n a l  l i g h t  of  c u r r e n t l y  fash ionable  
"a rchaeo log ies  of consciousness ,"  t h a t  we a r e  
beginning t o  gauge what must have been t h e  
c l i m a t e  of nerve  dur ing  t h e  known approach 
and b l a z e  of p e s t i l e n c e  i n  l a t e  medieval and 
seventeenth-century Europe. What, one wonders, 
were t h e  mechanics of hope, indeed of  t h e  f u t u r e  
t e n s e  i t s e l f ,  dur ing  t h e  Hunnish invasions? 
Read Miche le t ' s  n a r r a t i v e  o f  l i f e  i n  P a r i s  i n  
1420. Who, i n  t h e  c l o s i n g  phases of t h e  T h i r t y  
y e a r s '  War, when, a s  c h r o n i c l e r s  put  i t ,  t h e r e  
were only wolves f o r  wolves t o  feed on i n  t h e  
empty towns, foresaw t h e  n e a r  upsurge of c u l t u r a l  
e n e r g i e s  and t h e  counte rba lanc ing  s t r e n g t h  of 
t h e  Americas? It may be  t h a t  our  framework of 
apocalypse,  even where i t  is low-keyed and i r o n i c ,  
is dangerously i n f l a t i o n a r y  

Is c r i s i s  normal? S t e i n e r  s a y s  i t  is a f a i r  quest ion.  
Walter Jackson Bate b e l i e v e s  t h a t  our  predicament p a r a l l e l 8  
t h a t  of t h e  e i g h t e e n t h  century:  

We may f e e l  l e s s  naked, l e s s  prey t o  
e x i s t e n t i a l  Angst and h e l p l e s s n e s s ,  i f  we 
know t h a t  we have n o t  been condemned by h i s t o r y  
t o  be  t h e  f i r s t  t o  f a c e  t h i s  f r i g h t f u l  cha l lenge ,  
unique though i t  is, i n  s c a l e ,  t o  t h e  modern 
world. There may be  some comfort, t o  our  f e e l i n g  
of h i s t o r i c a l  lonel iness--not  only comfort bu t  
some spur  t o  both our  courage and p o t e n t i a l i t i e s  

- 
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f o r  good sense--to know we have a  predecessor  
i n  t h e  e i g h t e e n t h  c e n t u r y ,  a  cen tury  t h a t  s e r v e s  
a s  t h e  e s s e n t i a l  c ross road  between a l l  t h a t  we 
imply wfren we u s e  t h e  word "Renaissance" and 
much of  what we mean when we speak of t h e  " m ~ d e r n . " ~  

Bate ' s  own i n t e r e s t  i n  t h e  period has changed s i n c e  he 
wrote From C l a s s i c  t o  Romantic. Comparing h i s  new and 
o ld  i n t e r e s t s  w i l l ,  I t h i n k ,  b e  i n s t r u c t i v e .  I n  1945, 
Bate wrote t h a t  he was drawn t o  t h e  t r a n s i t i o n  because 
"Many of  the  assumptions which had under la in  i d e a s  of' a r t  
i n  c l a s s i c a l  a n t i q u i t y  and i n  t h e  Renaissance were gradua l ly  
supplanted a t  t h i s  time by more i n d i v i d u a l i s t i c  and psycho- 
l o g i c a l  concept ions of a r t  and t a s t e ;  and these  concept ions ,  
under var ious  names, have l a r g e l y  dominated our th ink ing  
about  a r t  t o  t h e  p r e s e n t  day."10 I n  1945 Bate wanted t o  
g e t  a t  tile o r i g i n s  of s t a b l e  norms. Now t h a t  he  s e e s  h i s  
own period a s  t r a n s i t i o n a l  Bate wants t o  g e t  behind 
o r i g i n s  t o  s tudy  the e i g h t e e n t h  cen tury  a s  a  per iod  of 
c r i s i s  and t r a n s i t i o n .  

Forced t o  acknolwedge t h e  r e a l i t y  of change i n  our  
own per iod ,  we may w e l l  t u r n  w i t h  new i n t e r e s t s  and new 
q u e s t i o n s  t o  bo th  s t a b l e  and t r a n s i t i o n a l  per iods.  Perhaps 

we now know l i t t l e  about  t r a n s i t i o n a l  periods--hence S t e i n e r ' s  
reservat ions--because t h e  New C r i t i c a l  and Formal i s t  view t h a t  
t e x t s  and genres  a r e  autonomous wholes does not  account  f o r  
l i t e r a r y  change and c o n t i n u i t y .  

Thus, when Leavey c i t e s  S t e i n e r ,  he avo ids  t h e  problem 
of e x p l a i n i n g  h i s t o r i c a l  change i n  o rder  t o  r e g i s t e r  or 
a r t i c u l a t e  t h e  anx ie ty  t h a t  a t t e n d s  c r i s i s .  I f  Leavey does 
not  cons ider  a v a i l a b l e  methods f o r  d e s c r i b i n g  and a s s e s s i n g  
because he takes  d i s c o n t i n u i t y  s e r i o u s l y ,  h i s  mixing of forms 
n e v e r t h e l e s s  sugges t s  t h a t  h i s t o r i o g r a p h i c a l  and g e n e r i c  i s s u e s  
cannot be escaped. Consider ,  f o r  example, Leavey's opening 
paragrap l~s :  

By what r i g h t  do we begin? 
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There a r e  a t  l e a s t  t h r e e  g h o s t s  i n  t h i s  
s h o r t  s t o r y  of t h e  t r i a l .  But t h e  record  
beg ins  w i t h  two s t a t e m e n t s  from George S t e i n e r .  

By what r i g h t  does one ever  begin? 

P a r t i c u l a r l y  w i t h  two s ta tements  from 
~ l u e b e a r d ' s  C a s t l e  ( s i c ) ?  

The record  reads:  

I n  t h a t  1970-71 t e x t ,  S t e i n e r  a s s e s s e s  our  
p o s i t i o n .  . . . 

The i n t e r n a l i z e d  d i a l o g u e  o r d e r s  Leavey's essay: t h e  s e l f -  
ques t ion ing  and use  of q u e s t i o n  a s  answer c h a r t  t h e  speaker ' s  
r i s i n g  se l f -consc iousness .  The ghost  s t o r y  s u b s t i t u t e s  
f u r  h i s t o r i c a l  exp lana t ion .  Leavey uses  i t  t o  fo rmal ize  
t h e  r e l a t i o n  of  p a s t  t o  p resen t .  I n  Leavey's ghost  s t o r y ,  
concepts  become c h a r a c t e r s  s o  t h a t  h i s t o r y  is psychologized. 

Leavey a l s o  s u b s t i t u t e s  etymological  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  
f o r  h i s t o r i c a l  exp lana t ion :  

The f i r s t  ghos t  appears .  I n  a word. In 
assessment. The ghos t  of h i s t o r y .  

What c o n s t i t u t e s  assessment--that begins 
our  s t o r y .  

A s  a n  o l d  L a t i n  word, according t o  3, 
a s s e s s  is  " t o  s i t  by (3. a s  an a s s e s s o r  o r  - 
a s s i s t a n t - j u d g e )  ." Or, a s  Webster 's  says ,  " t o  
s i t  b e s i d e ,  a s s i s t  i n  t h e  o f f  i c e  of a judge." 

The judge, t h e  second g h o s t ,  t h e  ghost  of t h e  
law, appears .  

Our h i s t o r y  cont inues .  

SCE REPORTS 

In  c l a s s i c a l  ~ a t k n  a s s e s s o r ,  a s s e s s o r  is is 
"an ass i s tan t - judge ."  OED goes on t o  d e f i n e  
a n  a s s e s s o r ,  t h e  one who makes a n  assessment ,  
f i r s t  a s  "One who sits bes ide ;  hence, one who 
s h a r e s  ano ther ' s  p o s i t i o n ,  rank,  o r  d ign i ty . "  
Then a s  "One who sits a s  an a s s i s t a n t  o r  adv isor  
t o  a judge o r  m a g i s t r a t e ;  esp.  a s k i l l e d  a s s i s t a n t  
competent t o  a d v i s e  on t e c h n i c a l  p o i n t s  of 
law, conunerical usage, nav iga t ion ,  e t c .  (The 
e a r l i e s t  s e n s e  i n  Eng.)" H i s t o r i c a l l y ,  a n  
a s s e s s o r  sits bes ide ,  s h a r e s  a n o t h e r ' s  
p o s i t i o n ,  rank,  o r  d i g n i t y .  

Leavey uses  t h e  "original8'--nonmetaphorical, nonextended-- 
meaning of t h e  word t o  e r e c t  a framework f o r  proceeding. 
Etymology provides t h e  l e g a l  s u p e r s t r u c t u r e  and i n  t h a t  
s u p e r s t r u c t u r e  Leavey f i n d s  h i s  task:  "As a s s e s s o r s ,  t h e  
job a t  hand, we a r e  p a r t i c u l a r l y  s k i l l e d  a s s i s t a n t s  
p repar ing  t h e  evidence,  s i f t i n g  through t h e  remains, 
making d e a l s ,  a r rang ing  t h e  docke t ,  and w r i t i n g  t h e  
dec i s ions . "  Again, "The t r i a l  begins.  The a s s e s s o r s  
c a l l  t h e  c o u r t  t o  o rder .  The defendent  is p o s t s t r u c t u r a l i s m .  
The forum of j u s t i c e  is t h e  S o c i e t y ' f o r  C r i t i c a l  Exchange." 
Leavey can now proceed by read ing  from t h e  "record"; h i s t o r y  
h a s  become mere chronology. Leavey c i t e s  from t h e  1979 
I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Colloquium on Genre B u l l e t i n ,  from Harari ,  
and f r o a  Derr ida.  Leavey concludes t h a t  p o s t s t r u c t u r a l i s m  
c o n t a i n s  t h r e e  ghos t s :  h i s t o r y ,  law, and s t r u c t u r a l i s m .  
I n s o f a r  a s  ghos t s  a r e  f a n t a s t i c ,  Leavey's conclusions r e v e a l  
a deep skep t ic i sm about  our  a b i l i t y  t o  know t h e  p a s t  o r  
t o  know how i t  l i v e s  on i n  t h e  p r e s e n t .  

Is Leavey's adherence t o  d i s c o n t i n u i t y  simply a 
b e l i e f  o r  a moral commitment? The French t h e o r i s t s  
have used o r  d i scussed  t h e  i n t e r n a l i z e d  d ia logue ,  law, ghost  s t o r y  
and etymology--all t h e  formal procedures Leavey combines. For 

Lacoue-Labarthe and Nancy, t h e  i n t e r n a l i z e d  d ia logue  is a h i g h  
l i t e r a r y  form d a t i n g  from t h e  o r i g i n s  of Romanticism: "The 
e s s e n t i a l l y  fragmentary n a t u r e  of t h e  d ia logue  has  a t  l e a s t  
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one consequence (among o t h e r s  which we cannot  d i s c u s s  here) :  
tile dialogue,  no more than  t h e  fragment, does n o t  p roper ly  
c o n s t i t u t e  a  genre. That is  t h e  reason why, i n  f a c t ,  t h e  
d ia logue  is a p r i v i l e g e d  b a t t l e f i e l d  f o r  t h e  q u e s t i o n  of 
genre a s  such."11 I n  h i s  essay  on Henry James' ghos t  
s t o r i e s .  Tzvetan Todorov w r i t e s :  

This a u t h o r  g r a n t s  no importance t o  t h e  
raw event  bu t  c o n c e n t r a t e s  a l l  h i s  a t t e n t i o n  
on t h e  r e l a t i o n  between t h e  c h a r a c t e r  and t h e  
event.  Fur ther ,  t h e  c o r e  of  a  s t o r y  w i l l  
o f t e n  be  an absence ( t h e  hidden, t h e  dead, t h e  
work of a r t )  and i ts  q u e s t  w i l l  b e  t h e  only 
p o s s i b l e  presence. Absence is an i d e a l  and 
i n t a n g i b l e  g o a l ;  t h e  p r o s a i c  presence is a l l  
we have t o  work with.  Objec t s ,  " things,"  do 
not  e x i s t  (or  i f  they e x i s t ,  they do n o t  
i n t e r e s t  James); what i n t r i g u e s  him is t h e  
exper ience  h i s  c h a r a c t e r s  can have of o b j e c t s .  
There is  no " rea l i ty1 '  except  a  psychic one; 
t h e  m a t e r i a l  and p h y s i c a l  f a c t  is normally 
absen t ,  and we never  know anything about  i t  
except  t h e  way i n  which v a r i o u s  persons can 
exper ience  it. The f a n t a s t i c  n a r r a t i v e  is 
n e c e s s a r i l y  c e n t e r e d  upon a  percep t ion ,  and 
a s  such i t  s e r v e s  Henry James, e s p e c i a l l y  
s i n c e  t h e  o b j e c t  of percep t ion  always h a s  a  
phantasmal e x i s t e n c e  f o r  him. But what 
i n t e r e s t s  James is t h e  e x p l o r a t i o n  of t h i s  
"Psychic r e a l i t y , "  t h e  s c r u t i n y  of every 
v a r i e t y  of o s s i b l e  r e l a t i o n s  between s u b j e c t  
and ob j e c f  .!2 

Like James, Leavey is i n t e r e s t e d  i n  t h e  psychic r e a l i t y  involved 
i n  responding t o  a n  even t  o r  t e x t .  Etymology, too,  is  a 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  f e a t u r e  of  p o s t s t r u c t u r a l i s t  w r i t i n g .  Post- 
s t r u c t u r a l i s t s  use p a s t  meanings of words t o  bypass 
d i s c i p l i n a r y ,  convent iona l ,  o r  genre-bowd uses  of words. I n  
"The Law of  Genre,'' f o r  example, Derr ida seeks  t o  expand and 
G a l l i c i z e  "genre" by drawing on paradoxica l  b u t  e tymologica l ly  
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s u g g e s t i v e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s :  "But t h i s  law, a s  law of genre,  
is n o t  e x c l u s i v e l y  b ind ing  on t h e  genre qua catcagory a r t  
and l i t e r a t u r e .  But, pa radoxica l ly ,  and j u s t  a s  
impress ive ly ,  t h i s  law of genre has  a  c o n t r o l l i n g  inf  l u e ~ t c e  
and is binding on t h a t  which draws t h e  genre  i n t o  engender- 
ing ,  g e n e r a t i o n s ,  geneology, and degenerescence. . . . 
( I n )  French t h e  semat ic  s c a l e  of &Tn!r is much l a r g e r  
and more expansive than  i n  Engl i sh ,  and t h e r e  always 
inc ludes  w i t h i n  i ts  reach  the  gender ." l3 Here I l e r r ida  
wants t o  r e f a s h i o n  t h e  concept of genre  on t h e  b a s i s  
of new s t r u c t u r a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s .  He wants t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  
works and h i s t o r i c a l  p e r i o d s  dur ing  which works r e s i s t  
genre  because, i f  one can go beyond genre  t o  t h e  unsaid, 
then one can conf ron t  one ' s  mind. I n  t h i s  sense ,  post- 
s t r u c t u r a l i s m  is a s p e c i e s  of "ph i losophica l  discourse" 
(Derr ida)  t h a t  d e a l s  w i t h  meaning, e s p e c i a l l y  meaning more 
than  can be s a i d ,  and w i t h  t h e  s p e a k e r ' s  achievement of 
t h a t  consciousness .  l4 

Does going beyond genres  c o n s t i t u t e  a n  i n e v i t a b l y  
p r i v a t e  a c t i v i t y ?  F r a n c i s  C a i r n s  has  argued t h a t  genres  
o r i g i n a t e d  from a c t u a l  s o c i a l  d i scourse .  Todorov has 
argued t h a t  "There h a s  never been a  l i t e r a t u r e  wi thout  
genres ;  i t  is a system i n  c o n t i n u a l  t rans format ion ,  and 
t h e  ques t ion  of o r i g i n s  cannot b e  d i s a s s o c i a t e d ,  h i s t o r i c a l l y ,  
from t h e  f i e l d  of genres  themselves." Like C a i r n s ,  
Todorov a rgues  t h a t  genres  o r i g i n a t e  i n  speech a c t s  
and t h a t  "It is because genres  e x i s t  as a n  i n s t i t u t i o n  
t h a t  they f u n c t i o n  a s  ' hor izons  of expec ta t ions '  f o r  
r e a d e r s ,  and a s  models of  w r i t i n g  f o r  authors."15 
Mixing genres--as Leavey does--need n o t  be  a  p r i v a t e  
e n t e r p r i s e .  I n  f a c t ,  i n t e r g e n e r i c  experfmentat ion may 
be t h e  hal lmark of l i t e r a r y  change. During a  per iod  
of i n t e r g e n e r i c  experimentat ion,  we might w e l l  expec t  
t h e  s p e a k e r ' s  and r e a d e r ' s  r o l e  t o  be  problematic .  When 
he a s k s ,  "Could Mr. Leavey have presen ted  h i s  argument 
i n  such  a  way t h a t  i t  would be  apprehens ib le  t o  t h i s  
audience?" James Thompson c a l l s  a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  r o l e  
f o r  readers  implied by p o s t s t r u c t u r a l i s t  conventions. 
Thompson wants t h e  r e a d e r  addressed.  I n  t h e  Romantic 
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lyric and dramatic monologue, the reader conventionally of poststruct~ralim in terms of formal features, Parts, and 

overhears the poet or speaker. Given the Romantic functions it shares in a particular historical order with 

speaker's subjective or heuristic conception of teaching, genres, would we have had to change our views 
the reader can be led to plumb his own depths as the about the subject matter for literary theory, about 

speaker plumbs his. Victor Kramer endorses the view the reader-speaker relationship, and about self- 

that literary criticism should promote this kind of self- consciousness? 
development: "In my view, as poststructuralism becomes 
more clearly defined, criticism may come to be perceived 
far less as a contestable end in itself, but rather as 
a way of moving (in that main road with others) forward-- 
toward--we know not what, but a movement toward wherein 
we worry less about who violated the law, and who most 
values our judgment. This would be a movement where we 
are concerned more with each individual's journey, and 
perhaps less with fashion." To ask for a change in the 
speaker-~eader relation in the literary essay--as Thompson 
does--1mplles the need for new functions as well as 
new combi~~ations of formal features; 

But to cry discontinuity and avoid historiographical 
issues may, as Quentin Skinner argues, be a moral error: 
"TO demand from the history of thought a solution to our 
own immediate problems is thus to commit not merely a 
methodological fallacy, but something like a moral error. 
But to learn from the past--and we cannot otherwise learn 
it at all--the distinction between what is necessary and 
what is the product merely of our own contingent arran e- 
ments, is to learn the key to self-awareness itself. n1% 
The historical kind of awareness Skinner argue: for 
differs from the intuitive awareness that comes from self- 
confrontation, but does not exclude it. The developmental 
model for explaining personal cliange may itself be one of 
"our own contingent arrangements." Do the poststructuralists 
have a moral imperative to confront the "abyss"? If it 
could be demonstrated that, as philosophers, the post- 
structuralists repeat the poets--and, in the case of 
Wordsworth, just the early part of his career--would we 
alter our view of the significance of that imperative? 
Is innovation in contemporary philosophy a variation of 
Romantic poetic procedures? If we begin with a description 
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Toward a  General  Theory of Nar ra t ive :  a  Response 
t o  t h e  Conference on Theor ies  of Nar ra t ive ,  Ind iana  
Univers i ty ,  October 24-26, 1980 

The p l u r a l i s t  p r e s u p p o s i t i o n  of t h e  SCE Confer- 
ence on Theor ies  of N a r r a t i v e  was borne ou t  i n  t h e  
event .  Those i n  a t t endance  heard p a n e l i s t s  repre-  
s e n t i n g  s t r u c t u r a l i s m ,  speech-act theory ,  Chomskian 
l i n g u i s t i c s ,  Bakhtinian s e m i o t i c s ,  DeManian decon- 
s t r u c t i o n ,  A r i s t o t e l i a n  r h e t o r i c  and p o e t i c s ,  and 
themselves b r i n g  t h e i r  w i t s  and t h e i r  i n t e l l e c t u a l  
t r a d i t i o n s  t o  bear  on t h e  t o p i c  o f ' n a r r a t i v e .  The 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  d i f f e r e n c e s  of t h e  e i g h t  p a n e l i s t s ,  
who shared t h e  platform i n  f o u r  d i f f e r e n t  combina- 
t i o n s ,  were more s h a r p l y  marked than t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  
among t h e  q u e s t i o n s  they addressed,  and t h e  devel-  
o p i e n t  of t h e  conference over  two days was not  s o  
much toward t h e  r e s o l u t i o n  of a n  i n t e l l e c t u a l  agenda 
a s  toward t h e  r e c o g n i t i o n  of who was who. The 
conference most n a t u r a l l y  o rgan izes  i t s e l f  i n  my 
mind around t h e  revea led  i d e n t i t i e s  of t h e  p a n e l i s t s  
and t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  they sharpened among themselves, 
no t  immediately around r e c o g n i t i o n  of what t h e  
problem of n a r r a t i v e  involves  and what more might 
be s a i d  about i t .  

The p l u r a l i t y  of p l u r a l i s m  is f i n a l l y  of in- 
t e r e s t ,  however, n o t  merely f o r  t h e  sake  of dra-  
mat ic  d i v e r s i t y ,  bu t  f o r  t h e  good of an i n q u i r y  which 
o therwise  might r a s h l y  exclude views t h a t  could 
c o n t r i b u t e  t o  i t s  progress .  But i f  a  f r u i t f u l  
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i n q u i r y  can impose no a b s o l u t e  p r i o r  t e s t  of what 
might be r e l e v a n t  t o  i ts  work, i t  must be  a l l  t h e  
more d i l i g e n t  t o  examine o f f e r i n g s  r e t r o s p e c t i v e l y  
i n  l i g h t  of a n  emerging cot iversat ion t o  whiclt they 
may be taken t o  c o n t r i b u t e .  

I n  t h e  two s e c t i o n s  of t h i s  paper I w i l l  a t t empt  
f i r s t  t o  r e c o n s t r u c t  t h e  p a n e l i s t s '  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  
p o s i t i o n s  and then  t o  c o n s t r u c t  t h e  beginnings of  
a  t h e o r e t i c a l  framework f o r  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  of nar-  
r a t i v e  i n  which t h e i r  views can be made t o  c r i t i -  
c i z e  one another  and t o  advance a  common inqui ry .  
I am not  s u r e  which procedure t a k e s  t h e  g r e a t e r  
l i b e r t y  wi th  t h e s e  l i v i n g  a u t h o r s '  words and pur- 
poses,  f o r  t h e  f i r s t  presumes upon t h e  r i g h t  of 
t h e  s p e c t a t o r  a t  a  p u b l i c  event t o  r e p r e s e n t  the  
persons he saw and heard a s  o b j e c t s  of i n t e r e s t  
i n  themselves and t h e  second presumes upon the  
r i g h t  of a  c o l l e a g u e  i n  a n  i n t e l l e c t u a l  e n t e r -  
p r i s e  t o  use what co l leagues  have s a i d  f o r  t h e  
sake of advancing h i s  concept ion of t h e i r  common 
inqui ry .  I s u s p e c t  t h a t  t h e  former w i l l  b e  f e l t  
more presumptuous s i n c e  i n  i t  I take  what we or- 
d i n a r i l y  c a l l  "secondary sources" a s  i f  they  were 
primary, keeping my own s t a n d i n g  a s  secondary; w h i l e  
i n  tile l a t t e r  I s u b o r d i n a t e  myself and t h o s e  I 
w r i t e  about  t o  t h e  same secondary s t a t u s  before  a  
common o b j e c t ,  even i f  I presume t o  d e f i n e  t h a t  ob- 
j e c t .  I w i l l  t a k e  t h e  l i b e r t y  of  t h e  f i r s t  p a r t ,  
however, because t h e  p r i v i l e g e  of t h e  p la t fo rm,  
a s  i t  g i v e s  s p e c i a l  oppor tun i ty  t o  shape d i s c u s s i o n ,  
a l s o  p u t s  him o r  her  who e x e r c i s e s  i t  b e f o r e  the  ob- 
j e c t i f y i n g  eye,  no t  l i k e  t h e  co l league  who speaks 
t o  me and t o  whom I speak i n  r e t u r n  but l i k e  the  
heroes whom we speak about .  
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Certainly the sense of "them" before "us" was 
strong at the conference, even in the discussion 
sessions where panelists' contributions took special 
prominence, and it would be false to a memorable 
occasion not to portray them, just as it would be 
false to a continuing critical exchange not to re- 
store them to us and our common inquiry. 

The Panelists and Their Theories 

In this section, with only my notes to yo on, 
I will draw from the panelists' remarks in the 
several panels what I take to be their rliaracteris- 
tic questions and motives to show where they were 
coming from, what they brought from there, and what 
they made of "narrative" with it. Since ihey spoke 
in different orders and variously interacted, I will 
present them alphabetically with notice only of some 
of their nlost prominent responses to one another. 

Jonathan Arac 

"Why should it be that now 'narrative' is what 
we want to call everything?" With questions like 
this one Jonathan Arac probed the topic by probing 
the motives of the critical community which deter- 
mined it. The theorist's ti~eorizing appeared in 
his vision as motivated by desires or needs, and 
its main problem was to become aware of those mo- 
tives. The same theoretical terms might serve to 
delimit a region for the French to transcend, while 
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attracting Americans as a way to define previously 
unde termined objects, and this difference in why the 
terms might be used seemed for Arac to be more im- 
portant than the relations of the terms to one an- 
orher, to other sets of terms or to their objects. 
"Why," he characteristically asked, "when the theory 
of rhetoric abandons dualism does the theory of 
narrative go in for it?" 

The same concern with aelf-consciousness that 
focussed his attutudes toward theorizing appeared 
in his account of narrative as well. In discussing 
Paul DeMan's attempt to write the history of Ro- 
manticism, Arac called attention to DeMan's dis- 
covery from Lukacs that "the narrative elements 
pollute the narrated ones" and his recognition that 
in narrating literary history the narrator-historian 
"commits himself to a position of which the author 
is unaware" and so assumes a power not just to 
"pollute" but to make his primary objects. The 
historian-narrator of course puts himself in a 
position to be undone or redone in his turn; the 
power he discovers in himself to make his authors 
is the power which those who come after will have 
over him. The more aware the writer is of his own 
motives and the motives he discloses in others which 
theydid not themselves recognize, the more help- 
lessly he anticipates that others will make of him 
what he cannot make of himself. Not the anxiety of 
influence but the certainty of undefinable retri- 
bution haunts the narrator who has represented the 
thoughts and motives of another. Though the self- 
conscious historian-narrator imagines an author- 
subject who cannot talk back, he also anticipates 
another like himself who will have a later if not 
the last word. 
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Ralph Cotven 

"Which are the narrative, which the non-narrative 
elements?" Ralph Cohen's reiteration of this question 
showed his impatience with the assumptions held by 
most of the other panelists, that "narrative" de- 
signates either a literary kind or a natural activity. 
He insisted that "narrative" does not name a kind of 
text but a part of a text of the same order as de- 
scription, digression, or analysis, whjle he also 
acknowledged that what we choose to call "narrative" 
in a given time depends not on human nature but on 
who we are and what we are trying to do, on our tem- 
porary and conventional agreements. Me combined an 
awareness of the conventionality of our institutions 
with a clear preference for one set of conventions 
over another and resisted the recent attempts to 
generalize "narrative" to include all literature as 
expressions of a "human need to tell'stories." Point- 
ing to relative as opposed to such absolute definitions, 
he appealed for discrimination among the various de- 
finitions customary in various communities but preferred 
himself a definition appropriate to his vision of our 
professional function. 

Thus he chose the conventions of rhetorical 
analysis on the basis of his view of the proper 
task of the profession of literary history and 
criticism, which, as a discipline distinct from an- 
thropology or psychology, has the duty of distin- 
guishing literary conventions, forms, and kinds 
and describing their changes from place to place 
and time to time. Were the practitioners of this 
discipline to allow their unease with the rela- 
tivity of its objects to move them to shift their 
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attention to the nature of "narrative" and the na- 
ture of man, they would no longer, he implied, be 
doing their specific duty for their students and the 
community as a whole. "What ,'I he asked, "does 
'narrative' have to do with the works we teach?" 

Jonathan Culler 

"How do we account for how stories seem to us? 
Why would a story seem incomplete? Why would we be 
uncertain about who is speaking? Does the theory 
group narratives which seem or feel similar to us?" 
Jonathan Culler's generation of this family of ques- 
tions might appear at first to place him close to 
the self-consciousness of Jonathan Arac's position, 
for the questions are all formulated in terms of how 
and why things (especially narratives) appear to us 
as they do, but Culler's emphasis in these questions 
did not fall where Arac's would fall. For Culler, 
how narratives seem to us is not to be examined as 
evidence of how we individually constitute the ob- 

, jects of our experience to satisfy our needs but 
as data of how we collectively exercise the con- 
ventions which, in a sense, constitute "us." His 
questions took "us" as given and took the problem 
that interests us as the problem of producing an 
explicit model of.our competences, in effect, of 
our qualifications to be included in the commu- 
nity of readers of literature. Like the linguist's 
model of language on which it is based, his model 
of literature is intended to codify given practices 
in terms of "units and the rules by which they com- 
bine." Like the prescriptive grammarian who knows 
the "rules" and knows how to recognize others who 
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use them, he was n o t  a v e r s e  t o  d i s c r i m i n a t i n g  be- 
tween t h e  q u a l i f i e d  and u n q u a l i f i e d  members of t h e  
community, between t h e  competent and t h e  incompetent,  
between those  who read  as h e  does and those  who do 
not .  

But w h i l e  he  aimed f o r  e x p l i c i t n e s s  i n  formu- 
l a t i n g  t h e  r u l e s  by which h i s  given community does 
i ts  l i t e r a r y  b u s i n e s s ,  he r e s i s t e d  e x p l i c i t n e s s  about 
t h a t  community's p l a c e  i n  and r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  any 
o t h e r  o r  more comprehensive community. C a l l i n g  f o r  
"axioms of t h e  middle range" and f e a r i n g  t h e  dangers  
of in t roduc ing  l a r g e r  contextsand q u e s t i o n s ,  h e  was 
w i l l i n g  t o  examine what "we" do w i t h  l i t e r a r y  works 
b u t  n o t  who o r  where "we" a r e .  

For C u l l e r  what "we" do with n a r r a t i v e  can b e s t  
be accounted f o r  i n  terms of a d u a l i s t i c  model which 
begins from t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between t h e  s t o r y  and 
t h e  t e l l i n g ,  a d i v i s i o n  of t h e  domain of l i t e r a t u r e  
i n t o  drama ( a l l  s t o r y ,  no t e l l i n g ) ,  l y r i c  ( a l l  t e l l -  
ing ,  no s t o r y ) ,  and n a r r a t i v e  (both t e l l i n g  and 
s t o r y ) ,  and an acknowledgment of "two log ics"  de- 
r i v i n g  from t h e  two terms ( e i t h e r  even t  determines 
meaning o r  meaning determines e v e n t ) .  But w i t h i n  
t h i s  a r r a y  of p o s s i b i l i t i e s ,  he,  l i k e  most s t r u c -  
t u r a l i s t s  and A r i s t o t e l i a n s ,  p l a c e s  t h e  g r e a t e r  
weight  on even ts ,  drama, and n a r r a t i v e ,  ho ld ing  
t h a t  *'events b a s i c a l l y  a r e  t h e  t h i n g  t h a t  determines 
meaning." Understood i n  t h i s  unqua l i f i ed  p r o p o s i t i o n  
we may proper ly  imagine " f o r  us." 

Wladyslaw Godzich 

"What is t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of t h e  theory?" 
With t h i s  ques t ion ,  which provoked Jonathan C u l l e r ' s  
warning about t h e  " l a r g e r  contexts ,"  Wladyslaw 
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Godzich re formula ted  t h e  proposed ques t ion ,  "Why 
choose one n a r r a t i v e  theory  over  another?" At f i r s t  
one may f i n d  no connect ion between t h e  two q u e s t i o n s ,  
a s  i f  Godzich had evaded t h e  top ic ,  and one may be 
s t r u c k  by t h e  odd p e r s o n i f i c a t i o n  of "theory" t o  t h e  
p o s i t i o n  of  r e s p o n s i b l e  agen t .  But one  f a m i l i a r  w i t h  
Bakhtin may s e e  i n  t h e s e  anomalies a f a m i l i a r  move. 
"Theory" which is t h e  o b j e c t  of a n o t h e r ' s  choice i n  
t h e  proposed t o p i c  becomes an agent  i n  Godzich's re-  
formulat ion;  o b j e c t i f i e d  i n  t h e  program and t r e a t e d  
a s  a means t o  " r e s u l t s "  beyond i t s e l f ,  "theory" be- 
comes i n  Godzich's q u e s t i o n  a person w i t h  i ts own 
ends and i t s  own o b j e c t s .  Not a t o o l  t o  be inc luded  
o r  l e f t  o u t  o f  t h e  t o o l  k i t  but  a way o f  see ing  wi th  
consequences f o r  t h e  t h i n g  seen  ( t h e  t e x t  o r  "sig- 
n i f y i n g  prac t ice" )  and f o r  those  i n v i t e d  t o  s h a r e  
i t  ( s t u d e n t s  and co l leagues)  and t h e r e f o r e  w i t h  re- 
s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  t o  bo th ,  "theory" i n  Godzich's re -  
fo rmula t ion  recovers  i ts etymological  sense  of a n  
" a c t  of see ing"  and i t s  a r c h a i c  sense  of  "an i m -  
a g i n a t i v e  contemplat ion of r e a l i t y , "  and wlth 
t h e s e  its a g e n t  of s e e i n g ,  t h e  s e e r  o r  contem- 
p l a t o r ,  and h i s  r e l a t i o n s  t o  those h e  speaks t o  a s  
w e l l  a s  t h o s e  he  speaks  about. Godzich here  re- 
formulated t h e  q u e s t i o n  i n  a way which, i n  terms 
h e  l a t e r  used, r e j e c t e d  t h e  s c i e n t f i c  p r e t e n s i o n  
of t h e  o r i g i n a l  q ~ t e s t i o n  ("science h a s  no requi re -  
ment t h a t  t h e  r e f e r e n t  lke competent") f o r  what B a a t i n  
would c a l l  a d ia log ic t i1  (and Godzich himself a "cri- 
t i c a l  semiot ic")  approach t o  t h e  q u e s t i o n ,  one i n  
which t e l l e r ,  l i s t e r ~ c r ,  and  re fe ren t -hero  a r e  a l l  
conceived a s  persorls capable of speaking i n  t h e i r  
t u r n s ,  of- c o r r e c t i n g  an e a r l i e r  speaker ' s  mistaken 
i.mprcssions, compla i~ l lng  a g a i n s t  i n j u r i e s  attd m i s -  
r f!p1 t-scirtat:lons, developing previously unsr :~tcd 
i ~ n p l i c a t i o n s ,  committing misunders ta~ ld ings  and re -  
ce iv ing  c o r r e c t i o n s  i n  t h e i r  tu rns .  



SCE R E P O R T S  

Again this position may sound In a way like the 
self-consciousness Jonathan Arac attributed to DeMan, 
for the scenario of the speaker's becoming in time 
the object of another's discourse, who in his turn 
becomes the object of another's, does involve one 
transposition of the relations in Godzich's and Bakhtin's 
model. But that transposition, conditioned as it is 
by an unquestioned faith in human mortality,,is a one- 
way series in which each becomes a speaker in his 
turn, but none can ever check on what he has heard 
or correct how he himself is heard. The text imposes 
the dead letter between the dead and the living who 
will themselves soon be dead. In Godzich's model how- 
ever (as I am embroidering it from Bakhtin), the 
living speak about the living to the living. An 
author from the past is not barred from speaking up 
from his page and correcting our re-creations of him 
any more than our written words will be helpless be- 
fore readers we will never meet, before or after our 
deaths. A theory which has been abstracted from its 
source and objectified into an object of choice may 
revive its author and reassert its own relation to 
his personal vision, or a listener, who has before 
stood silently by and heard the theory so treated, 
may enter the conversation and bring it back to re- 
sponsible life. No one could collect life insurance 
on a dead author, if his death warrant had to be 
certified by a Bakhtinian physician. 

Paul Hernadi 

"We still need to ask what is it or what is what." 
This call for categorical determinations in the midst 
of a licensed indulgence of speculations on what  mi.^& 
be considered as narratives revealed the Aristotelian 
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bent of Paul Hernadi's thinking. His own call to 
move "beyond genre'' into a more comprehensive formal 
designations like "narrative" (in a full scheme in- 
volving "lyric" and "dramass as well) showed a limited 
Platonic impulse toward higher unity, reined lhowever 
by a persistent Aristotelian desire to preserve clear 
distinctions and definitions even at that higher level. 
Plato's distinctions of three kinds of diction -- 
diegesis (recitation), mimesis (imitation), and a 
mixture of the two--may be used for Aristotle's 
formal purposes rather than for the political and 
pedagogical purpose they serve in Plato's context 
in the Republic 111, and so Hernadi appeared to use 
them in his "triadistic" theory which starts from 
~ristotle's distinctions of means, object, and manner 
of imitation but substitutes Plato's distinction 
of diction for Aristotle's dual distinction of 
narrative and dramatic manner. The only speaker 
to take repeated recourse to classical poetics, 
Hernadi was the one to remark that some of the 
panelists made no distinction between poetic and 
rhetorical conceptions of narrative. 

Mary Louise Pratt 

"What direction should our theorizing activity 
take?'' kfith this question Mary Louise Pratt, like 
Wladyslaw Godzich, offered a substitute for the 
question, "Why choose one narrative theory over 
another?" tier insistence with this substitution 
that theory is not a thing to be chosen but a pro- 
ject to be undertaken paralleled her view of nar- 
ratives not as objects but as acts, "a range of 
social practices." With this pragmatic emphasis, 
she, more than any of the other panelists, made a 
point of opposing "sterile formalism" and its iso- 
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l a t i o n  of  n a r r a t i v e  o b j e c t s  from t h e i r  func t ions  
i n  " n i l  kinds of  s o c i a l  n~eaning-making pro jec t s"  
conducted under t h e  i n f l u e n c e  of " s p e c i f i c  group in- 
t e r e s t s  and power r e l a t i o n s . "  P r a t t ' s  emphasis i n  
terms of t h e  "speech-act theory" wi th  which her  work 
is a s s o c i a t e d  was on t h e  "act." 

This  emphasis appeared s t r i k i n g l y  i n  both her  
d e f i n i t i o n  of n a r r a t i v e  and her  exemplars of i t .  
Defining n a r r a t i v e  a s  "an a c t  of  r e p r e s e n t i n g  even ts ,  
such t h a t  the  o v e r a l l  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  of even ts  f o l -  
lows t h e  order  of events ,"  s h e  l o c a t e d  her  c r i t e r i o n  
i n  t h e  conformity of t h e  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  of t h e  
event  LO what happened o r  what was done, ra t l i e r  than 
i n  t h e  manner i n  which t h e  event  is  dep ic ted .  In  
her ex:lnlples of n a r r a t i v e  and non-narrat ive r e p o r t s  
from s newspaper, those  " s t o r i e s "  which repor ted  a  
sequence of happenings q u a l i f i e d  a s  n a r r a t i v e s  while  
those which repor ted  o f f i c i a l  announcements o r  s t a t e -  
ments d id  not .  Such speech-acts  d i d  not s t r i k e  t h e  
i n t u i t i o n  t o  which she  appealed a s  s u f f i c i e n t l y  event- 
f u l ,  perhaps because nothing was repor ted  t o  eventu- 
a t e  from them. Cons i s ten t  with her  o r i e n t a t i o n  
t o  t h e  f u t u r e  d i r e c t i o n  of  t h e o r e t i c a l  a c t i v i t y  
r a t h e r  than t o  e x i s t i n g  given o p t i o n s ,  she l e f t  t h e  
concept of  "event" implied i n  t h e s e  judgments (along 
with t h e  concepts  of  " the  l i n g u i s t i c  c o r r e l a t e s  of 
e v e n t s ,  of r e p r e s e n t a t i o n ,  and of  before  and a f t e r "  
needed t o  f l e s h  o u t  tier d e f i n i t i o n )  f o r  f u t u r e  d i s -  
cussion.  

Cerald Pr ince  

"How do we e x p l a i n  t h e  u n i v e r s a l  a b i l i t y  t o  
produce and process  n a r r a t i v e ? "  With t h i s  ques t ion  
Gerald Pr ince  def ined  t h e  f i e l d  of phenomena t o  which 
a  theory of n a r r a t i v e  should address  i t s e l f .  He 
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betrayed no uneas iness  with t h e  ques t ion  "Why choose 
One N a r r a t i v e  Theory Over Another?" b u t  proposed t h a t  
one should choose a  theory  because i t  is "more e x p l i c i t ,  
more complete, more revea l ing ,  and more plausible ."  
Though he asked q u e s t i o n s  on occas ion  i n  t h e  same 
form a s  Jonathan C u l l e r  d i d .  e.g.,  "What makes us a b l e  
t o  c a l l  v e r s i o n s  v e r s i o n s  of t h e  same nar ra t ive?"  
h e  d i d  no t  r e l y  t o  t h e  same ex ten t  on t h e  e x p l i c i t  
o r  implied "us." H e  presented himself a s  o r i e n t e d  
n o t  t o  t h e  p r o f e s s i o n  o r  s o c i e t y  o r  some taken f o r  
g ran ted  community of p r a c t i c e  but ,  a s  he s a i d ,  " to  
t r u t h  and human nature."  The i n q u i r y  i n t o  t h e s e  
m a t t e r s  was no t ,  he  thought ,  "at  a  p r e - t h e o r e t i c a l  
s t a g e , "  b u t  he presumed h i s  aud ience ' s  f a m i l i a r i t y  
wi th  t h e  a v a i l a b l e  theory  and d id  n o t  e l a b o r a t e .  

E r i c  Rabkin 

F i r s t  speaker  of  t h e  f i r s t  pane l  but  l a s t  on 
my a l p h a b e t i c a l  program, E r i c  Rabkin opened t h e  d i s -  
cuss ion  w i t h  t h e  r h e t o r i c a l  quest ion,  "Why n o t  t a k e  
a  given t h i n g  t o  be a  n a r r a t i v e ? "  adding t h a t  a s  f a r  
a s  he was concerned "anything can be." He himself 
de tec ted  n a r r a t i v e  "when I f e e l  my b e l i e f s  manipulated" 
and professed  t h e  need f o r  n a r r a t i v e  theory " t o  avoid 
manipulat ion by o t h e r s . "  The combination of h i s  an- 
nounced c l a i m  t o  t r e a t  anything he wanted a s  "nar ra t ive"  
and h i s  open wish t o  avoid being taken  i n  by anyth ing  
anyone e l s e  might want t o  make of i t  i d e n t i f i e s  t h e  
theme which he exemplif ied i n d i v i d u a l l y  and e x p l i c a t e d  
f o r  t h e  human s p e c i e s  a s  a  whole, t h e  theme of s e l f -  
p r e s e r v a t i o n .  A t  once e x e r c i s i n g  t h e  a r t  of d e t e r -  
mining t h e  meaning of s i g n s  t o  h i s  own s a t i s f a c t i o n  
and avoid ing  t h e  e x e r c i s e  of t h a t  a r t  on h imse l f ,  he  
a s s e r t e d  a  s e l f  and conserved i t  from v i o l a t i o n .  
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Genera l iz ing  i n  t h e  l a s t  panel  d i s c u s s i o n  t o  t h e  
a c t i v i t y  of t h e  s p e c i e s  a s  a whole, he p o s t u l a t e d  
t h e  same species-funct ion f o r  t h e  exchanges of  re- 
p o r t s  h e  def ined  a s  n a r r a t i v e s ,  t h e  func t ion  of 
a s s u r i n g  s o c i a l  and thereby human s u r v i v a l ,  Paul  
Hernadi recognized Rabkin's i n d i v i d u a l  concern t o  
manipulate  and avoid manipulat ion a s  t h e  c l a s s i c a l  
concern of t h e  a r t  of r h e t o r i c ,  though Rabkin d id  
not p rofess  t h i s  a r t .  Rabkin himself  i d e n t i f i e d  
t h e  spec ies - leve l  examination of t h e  sane  behavior 
a s  t h e  o b j e c t  of a s c i e n c e  of  "semiobiology." 

"nar ra t ive"  i n  both c a s e s  encompassed any s ig -  
n i f y i n g  behavior d i r e c t e d  t o  t h e  s u r v i v a l  func t ion .  
Fur ther ,  Rabkin doubted t h e  p r e t e n t i o n s  of s c i e n t i -  
f i c  and a e s t h e t i c  d i s c o u r s e  t o  s t a n d  o u t s i d e  t h i s  
func t ion  and t h e  exchanges i t  e n t a i l s ,  f o r  though 
s c i e n c e  aims a t  " the  r e p o r t  per  se"  a b s t r a c t e d  from 
t h e  s e l f  of its r e p o r t e r ,  Rabkin unmasked t h a t  ab- 
s t r a c t i o n  a s  "a r h e t o r i c a l  maneuvre," and though 
a e s t h e t i c  exchanges a r e  purpor ted ly  designed f o r  t h e  
f e e l i n g s  they g i v e  and no t  f o r  some u l t e r i o r  pur- 
pose, Rabkin recognized them a s  " g i f t  exchanges 
o r  maybe power exchanges," f u n c t i o n a l  i n  cementing 
s o c i a l  bonds and a s s e r t i n g  s o c i a l  h i e r a r c h i e s .  I n  
t h i s  way he  included a l l  s i g n i f y i n g  behavior under 
t h e  heading of "nar ra t ive , "  making good h i s  c laim 
t h a t  he could do it, i f  h e  wanted. 

Toward a General Theory of  N a r r a t i v e  

The c a r e f u l  l i s t e n e r  t r y i n g  t o  speak a f t e r  t h i s  
a r r a y  of p a n e l i s t s  and i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  what they 
s a i d  might w e l l  s u f f e r  t h e  f r u s t r a t i o n  we a l l  some- 
t imes f e e l  a f t e r  a search  through t h e  MLA Bibliography. 
Our tendencies  i n  response t o  t h i s  f r u s t r a t i o n  t o  
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c a r i c a t u r e  and d i s p o s e  of o t h e r s '  c o n t r i b u t i o n s  o r  t o  
i g n o r e  them and r i s k  claiming a t t e n t i o n  e n t i r e l y  on 
t h e  b a s i s  o f  our  own r e l a t i o n  t o  o u r  s u b j e c t  may g i v e  
u s  t h e  openings we need t o  launch another  a r t i c l e ,  
but  they a l s o  u n d e r l i e  o u r  nagging sense  t h a t  our  own 
work c o n t r i b u t e s  t o  no developing i n q u i r y  bu t  on ly  
t o  our own p r o f e s s i o n a l  s u r v i v a l .  We may understand 
t h i s  s i t u a t i o n  i n  E r i c  Rabkin's terms a s  t h e  way cf 
t h e  world ( o r  perhaps even a s  a law of  n a t u r e )  and 
c h e e r f u l l y  acknowledge t h a t  we a c t  o u t  t h e  impera t ive  
t o  main ta in  o u r s e l v e s ,  even a t  t h e  expense of o t h e r s .  
O r  we might understand i t  i n  a v e r s i o n  of t h e  view 
I have a t t r i b u t e d  t o  Jonathan Arac's account of De- 
Man, t h a t  we a n t i c i p a t e  t h e  meaninglessness of  our  " 
own work i n  t h e  meaninglessness  we f i n d  i n  t h e  work 
o f  others--as we read  s o  s h a l l  we b e  read. But o u r  
s u r v i v a l  a s  p r o f e s s i o n a l s  depends n o t  merely on our  
c a p a c i t y  t o  e x p l o i t  an e x i s t i n g  forum but on our  
c a p a c i t y  t o  c l a r i f y  and defend t h e  purposes of t h a t  
forum, and our  read ings  of  our  f e l l o w s  (among whom 
I i n c l u d e  bo th  o u r  a u t h o r s  and our  co l leagues)  may 
supplement t h e i r  work wi thout  exposing them o r  
o u r s e l v e s  t o  an unbearable  r e c o g n i t i o n  scene. We 
w i l l  c o n t r i b u t e  t o  a s i g n i f i c a n t  i n t e l l e c t u a l  en- 
t e r p r i s e  t o  t h e  e x t e n t  t h a t  we can d i s c o v e r  one i n  
our  co l leagues '  work and a r t i c u l a t e  i t s  ground i n  
a model which relates our  i n t e r e s t s  t o  t h e i r s  and 
makes p o s s i b l e  both f u r t h e r  work and f u r t h e r  d i s -  
cuss ion  of  t h e  model. 

The s t u d y  of n a r r a t i v e  has come t o  have iden- 
t i t y  a s  a branch of i n q u i r y  l a r g e l y  through t h e  
work of  a community which h a s  organized i t s e l f  
around a model c a l l e d  " d u a l i s t "  a t  t h e  conference 
and a s s o c i a t e d  p r i m a r i l y  w i t h  Gerald Pr ince  and 
Jonathan C u l l e r  among t h e  p a n e l i s t s  and with Seymour 
Chatman among t h e  a u t h o r s  whose t h e o r i e s  came under 
d i s c u s s i o n  i n  t h e  s m a l l  groups. C u l l e r ' s  and P r i n c e ' s  
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occasional displays of impatience with the proceedings 
stemmed in part, I suspect, from their sense that the 
conference's questions and the other panelists did not 
share their involvement in a project which is already 
under way and their acceptance of a model of narrative 
which sets certain questions aside and permits others 
to be more sharply formulated and answered. I believe 
that their impatience was justified to the extent that 
any argument which purports to be a contribution to 
narrative theory must at the present time be respon- 
sible for showing where it stands with respect to the 
dualist model, but I am not satisfied that this model, 
as they presented it or as I am familiar with it in 
Ct~aLrnan (or Genette, whom we did not discuss at the 
conference),is sufficient to the problem or to our 
purposes. 

I believe Culler was on the right track in situ- 
ating narrative between lyric and drama, as a form of 
discourse that combines what the other forms treat 
separately, but I question his assertion that what is 
combined is two distinct kinds of things--telling 
and story--each with its own "logic." In the Pla- 
tonic distinction from which Paul Hernadi recognized 
the lyric-narrative-drama distinction to derive, 
"story" does not figure at all. What makes the 
distinction is whether the poet speaks without imi- 
tating the speech of another (lyric), whether he 
presents others speaking through speaking agents 
(drama) or whether he both speaks and imitates 
with his speaking voice the speech of others 
(narrative). It is Aristotle's revision of this 
distinction into a distinction of narrative versus 
dramatic manners of imitation (with lyric left out 
of consideration) which introduces the idea of an 
object of imitation, an action or plot or story, 
upon which Culler (and Chatman and Genette) bases 
his understanding of the Platonic genres, but this 
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revision has serious consequences. Both distinctions 
make narrative "dualistic," but the one makes the 
narrating and the narrated things of the same kind-- 
speech--while the other makes them things of different 
kinds--speech and action, discourse and story, subject 
and object, signifier and signified, person and event. 
With this supposition of two kinds of things comes, 
as a necessary consequence, the introduction of dif- 
ferent terms of analysis for the different planes of 
narrative, distinctions of person for the discourse 
plane and of tense for the story plane, for example, 
and with it also comes, at least as a characteristic 
tendency of those who think in these terms and perhaps 
as a necessary consequence, a subordination of sub- 
ject to object, person to event, discourse to story. 
Thus the narrator will be seen as a means to the 
telling of a given atory and he will be analyzed in 
terms of whether he is in first- or second- or third- 
person relation to figures in the story, while the 
story will be analyzed as a sequence of events vari- 
ously rearranged in their narration and constitutive 
of an action. 

I believe, however, that this model of narrative 
substitutes a specific determination of the relation 
between the narrating and the narrated for a complete 
account of the possible relations between them. In 
fact the remarks of a number of the other panelists 
can be construed in these terms not as rejections of 
the "dual" character of narrative but as corrections 
of the categorical distinction between the two planes 
involved. Thus the deconstructionist observations 
presented by Jonathan Arac can be seen as calling 
attention to the story as a construction of the dis- 
coursing person, not as an independent object, and 
to the discoursing person as a figure in a story 
which he can never finally tell himself. The category 
of time which structuralist dualisms like Chatman's 
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and G e n e t t e e s  a s s o c i a t e  wi th  t h e  a n a l y s i s  of t i l e c  
even ts  on t h e  s t o r y  p lane  is introduced by decon- 
s t r u c t i o n  i n t o  t h e  consciousness  of  t h e  speakers  
on Lhe d i scourse  p lane  a s  a  c o n d i t i o n  l i m i t i n g  t h e i r  
e f f o r t s  t o  c o n t r o l  t h e i r  own meaning. Nar ra t ive  
i rony  t u r n s  on i t s e l f  and becomes a  h a b i t  of s e l f -  
o b j e c t i f i c a t i o n ,  when tempora l i ty  escapes  its con- 
f i n e s  i n  the  s t o r y  and becomes a  recognized condi t ion  
of  t h e  d i s c o u r s i n g  s u b j e c t .  Not "two log ics"  b u t  a  
s i n g l e  and r a t h e r  unforg iv ing  l o g i c  is  here  made t o  
apply t o  both terms i n  t h e  n a r r a t i v e  d u a l i t y .  

Wladyslaw Godzich's c r i t i c a l  s e m i o t i c s  a l s o  
i n s i s t s  upon a  s i n g l e  l o g i c  f o r  t h e s e  terms, but 
one which, i n s t e a d  of o b j e c t i f y i n g  t h e  n a r r a t i n g  
s u b j e c t ,  p e r s o n i f i e s  t h e  n a r r a t e d  o b j e c t .  The 
n a r r a t o r  i n  t h i s  view endows t h e  o b j e c t  with h i s  
own voice a s  he i m i t a t e s  t h e  v o i c e  of  tlie o b j e c t ,  
sens ing  i ts  independent l i f e  and competence a s  he 
endows i t  with h i s  own l i f e  by v i r t u e  of 'liis own 
competences. The t rans format ion  of "object" o r  
" topic"  i n t o  "hero" c a r r i e s  t h e  ca tegory  of "person" 
from t h e  d i s c o u r s e  t o  t h e  s t o r y  p lane ,  j u s t  a s  t h e  
d e c o n s t r u c t i o n i s t s  c a r r y  "tense" and "object" tlie 
o t h e r  way. Both moves g e t  t h e i r  r a d i c a l  edge from 
t h e i r  v i o l a t i o n  of t h e  recognized segrega t ion  of 
p r e d i c a t e s  f o r  s u b j e c t  and o b j e c t  o r  s t o r y  and 
d i s c o u r s e ,  producing s u b j e c t  and s u b j e c t ,  o b j e c t  
and o b j e c t ,  s t o r y  and s t o r y ,  d i s c o u r s e  and d i s -  
course.  

Along s i m i l a r  l i n e s ,  we may understand P r a t t ' s  
and Rabkin's t rea tments  of n a r r a t i o n  a s  a c t i o n ,  f o r  
both t r a n s f e r r e d  t h e  ca tegory  of a c t i o n  from t h e  
o b j e c t  represen ted  t o  t h e  speaker  represen t ing .  
Both t r e a t e d  speech a s  a  kind of a c t i o n  toward a  
l i s t e n e r ,  though P r a t t  r e t a i n e d  a s  a  s p e c i a l  ca- 
tegory n a r r a t i v e  speech which r e p r e s e n t s  e v e n t s  
i n  o v e r a l l  conformity t o  t h e i r  chronolog ica l  oc- 
cureilce whi le  Rabkin made n a r r a t i v e  t h e  equ iva len t  
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of a l l  speech aimed a t  a  l i s t e n e r  w i t h  no c r i t e r i o n  
governing what i t  r e p o r t s .  Both of  them c a l l e d  a t -  
t e n t i o n  t o  n a r r a t i v e  a s  a c t i n g  on a l i s t e n e r  who was 
imagined n o t  a s  e i t h e r  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  o b j e c t i f i e r  of 
t h e  speaker  o r  a s  t h e  necessary r e v i v e r  of t h e  speaker ' s  
words but a s  t h e  more o r  less r e s i s t a n t  o b j e c t  of po- 
l i t i c a l  o r  persona l  manipulat ion.  I n  e f f e c t ,  t h e  more 
t h e  l i s t e n e r  is l i k e  t h e  speaker  and aware of what t h e  
speaker  is  doing t o  him, t h e  l e s s  he permits  i t  t o  be 
done. No one is persuaded i n  a  world of r h e t o r i c i a n s ,  
o r  only t h e  weak a r e  persuaded. From t h e  p e r s p e c t i v e  
of t h e s e  c r i t i c s ,  C u l l e r ' s  p r o j e c t  o f  d i scover ing  t h e  
conventions by which competent r e a d e r s  of n a r r a t i v e  
read  appears  a s  an at tempt t o  codify t h e  norms which 
a  powerful group h a s  managed t o  impose on those  l e s s  
powerful. The unexamined "we" of competence theory  
f o r  them c a r r i e s  t h e  tone of  a  roya l  "we." 

Though these  r h e t o r i c a l  p e r s p e c t i v e s  counte r  t h e  
dual ism of speaker  and o b j e c t  of speech with t h e  dual-  
i s m  of speaker  and l i s t e n e r ,  a l lowing t h e  o b j e c t  no 
convincing f o r c e  i n  i t s e l f  o r  denying t h e  l i s t e n e r  
any independent a c c e s s  t o  i t ,  I t h i n k  i t  i s  more f r u i t -  
f u l  t o  treat t h i s  model and t h e  o t h e r s  we have con- 
s i d e r e d  a s  a  p a r t i c u l a r  d e t e r a i n a t i o n  of t h e  r e l a t i o n s  
among speaker ,  o b j e c t  of d i scourse ,  and l i s t e n e r  r a t h e r  
than  a s  a  two-termed a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  t h a t  three-termed 
r e l a t i o n .  Here t h e  o b j e c t  is  deprived of independent 
s t a n d i n g  and made a  f u n c t i o n  of t h e  speaker ,  j u s t  a s  
i n  C u l l e r ' s  model t h e  l i s t e n e r  is i n  e f f e c t  he ld  con- 
s t a n t  w h i l e  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n s  and r e l a t i o n s  between 
t h e  speaker  and t h e  o b j e c t  a r e  explored.  ( I t  is s t r i k -  
i n g  i n  t h i s  regard  t h a t  when P r i n c e ' s  concept of "narratee" 
e n t e r s  i n t o  s t r u c t u r a l i s t  d i s c u s s i o n s  l i k e  Chatman's 
i t  is  absorbed under t h e  heading of "discourse" and 
does not r e c e i v e  a t t e n t i o n  a s  a  necessary t h i r d  per- 
s p e c t i v e .  Nar ra tees  a r e  l i s t e n e r s  imagined a s  func- 
t i o n s  of n a r r a t o r s ) .  Each of  these  views, and those  
of Arac and Godzich a s  w e l l ,  determines i t s  r e l a t i o n  
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of speaker to object or speaker to listener on the 
basis of some supposition about the third term in the 
relation. 

A complete theory of narrative, I believe, should 
not allow itself to accept one such supposition and 
follow out its implications but should explore the 
field of possible determinations of the relations 
among all these terms and the field of works and prob- 
lems which they jointly subtend. If we define narrative 
in general as "representing discourse" and literary 
narratives as "representations of representing dis- 
course,"several possibilities will open to us. First, 
we will be able to distinguish narrative discourse 
Erom both discourse in general and representation 
in gcnneral--a version of the Platonic distinction 
of the "mixed" diction from both pure diegesis and 
pure min~esis. Second, we will be able to explore all 
of the relations proposed by the panelists among the 
representer, the represented, and the representee, 
without improperly presuming which relations must 
hold in any given case or how any given term must 
be determined. The representer need not be a mani- 
pulator, the represented need not be an action or 
event or story, the representee need not be the nem- 
esis or the echo of the representer, but what any 
one is taken to be must have consequences for how 
the other two are determined--consequences critical 
inquiry can formulate and judge. Finally, we will 
be able to describe and explore in these terms the 
ways in which critical discourse and narrative dis- 
course are like and unlike one another, for much 
critical discourse is representing discourse which 
determines a consequential relation among the three 
terms in question and some critical discourse as- 
pires to the condition of literary narrative, the 
condition of objectified or represented representing 
discourse. The problems of our own community of 
discourse, of our defining our objects, our colleagues, 
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and ourselves, are problens we can make more explicit 
and perhaps move toward resolving in the terms of such 
a theory of narrative. To recognize the contingent and 
therefore chosen character of the ways we have learned 
to imagine our relations to our authors and to one 
another may lead us to envision and to act toward the 
creation of a community in which we are read better 
than we have read. The great satisfaction of member- 
strip in a professional community of discourse is to 
write in this hope. 
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December 27, 1980 

Secretary, SCE 

Sonhething that I am concerned about ~ i t h  the SCE 
i s  that i t  seems, through the concept of being " in  the 
dialogue," to enshrine academic fashions structural ly, 
instead of, as I think should be done, looking fo r  a l ler -  
nate models of c r i t i ca l  theory. "@econstructive Crit icism" 
i s  no more a definit ive model than any other. I t s  l imitat ion 
i s  that i t  takes a l l  materials of a r t  language as inherently 
equal rather  than just i fying o r  explaining the unique con- 
tr ibution of one o r  another k i n d  of a r t  language. E s p r ~ i a l l y  
i t  seems to break down when i t  i s  applied, as a body of 
c r i t i ca l  theory underlying pract ica l  cr i t icism, when i t  i s  
applied to language "experiments" (o r  whatever one war~ts 
to cal l  unconventional uses of language) which are already, 
in themselves, deconstructions--the kinds of neo;modernisms 
that diverge from so-called post-modernism of the 1940's 
to the 1960's. Thus to treat i t  as any more true than older 
n~odes of theory i s  at least debatable. The system that I 
devised i n  my 0ialecti.c of Centuries (New Vork: P r in ted  
Editions, 19781, and which I have since developed by 
wr i t ing a teleology which I w i l l  present at Stephen Foster 's  
conference a l  Iowa on  the avant-garde, i s  an  example of 
an alternate model which i s  oriented specif ical ly towards 
rtco-modernism. But of course others, many others, a r e  
possible. 

At this point I think i t  would be helpful to  cease attempting 
to enr ich c r i t i ca l  theory by the use of l inguist ic modcls and 
concepts, and to seek out other sources such as set theory, 
phenomenological psychology and such l i k e  inputs. Academic 
inert ia and fashion simply a re  not helpful any more i f ,  indeed, 
they ever  were. 

Very cordial ly, 

D ick  Higgins 
P.O. Box  27 
Barrytown, b1Y 12507 
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SCE Associated Meeting, MMLA 

November 5-7, 1981 
Olympic Resort  and Spa 
Oconomowoc , Wisconsin 

Session I : Community vs. Dissemination 
Chair: Pat r ic ia  Hark in  Sosnoski 
Papers: "Community as a Cr i t i ca l  Concept" 

Char les A l t i e r i ,  Univ.  of Washington 
"--ismes / ferninins" 

Verena Conley, l owa State Universi ty 
Respondents: Mary Wiseman, Humanities Inst i tute, 

Brooklyn College; and*Donald Marshal l ,  
Univers i ty  of Iowa 

Session I I: Community vs.  Cissemination 
Chair:  James J. Sosnoski 
Papers: "Righting Con~munal Discburse: Graff  , 

Hassan, Cyotard" 
Timothy Murray,  Cornel l  Univers i ty  

"Meaning and the Law" 
Daniel E rewer  , Cornel l Univers i ty  

"Li terature Against I tse l f  i n  Social 
Perspect ive" 
B r i t t on  l iarwood, Miami Clniversity 

Respondents: Gerald Graf f ,  Northwestern Univers i ly  , 
and Evan Watkins, Michigan State Univers i ty .  
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SCE Associated Meeting, SAMLA 

f o r  inforrr~ation, contact: 

Gregory Ulmer 
Department of Engl ish 
Univers i ty  of F l o r i d a  
Gainesvil le, F L  3261 1 

SCE Associated Meeting, SCMLA 

f o r  information, contact: 

Ju l ie  Ann Lepick 
Eng l ish  Departmect 
Texas A E M Univers i ty  
College Station, T X  77843 

Note: A separate mai l ing concerning these 
meetings w i l l  be sent short ly.  



SCE Associated Meetings, NEMLA Convention 

t lunter  College, New York ,  
A p r i l  3-5, 1982 

1 . CALL FOR PANEL I STS: SCE Workshop on 
the c ~ n c e p t s  of product ion and reception. 

Panel ists w i l l  formulate the questions they bel ieve 
need to be ra ised about these concepts at th is  time. 
The discussion i n  the workshop w i l l  focus on the 
reasons fo r  formulating these questions i n  the terms 
chosen by the panel ists.  Our aim i s  to generate a 
ser ies of exchanges on these issues. 

Prospect ive panelists (who n,ust be o r  be w i l l i ng  
to becornc NEMLA members) should respond to the 
fol IOV\I~T)C~ questions, and r e t u r n  the i r  vesponses 
by tt-,e f i r s t  week i n  October to: 

Susan M. E l l i o t t  
19 Sor ren to  Street  
Worcester, MA 01602 

1. What questions do you feel we need to ask ourselves 
at present about the concepts of product ion a r ~ d  reception 
i n  the theory and prac t ice  of l i t e r a r y  study? 
2.  What problematic c r i t i c a l  s i tuat ions would you identify 
as the o r i g in  of your questions? 
3. What works would help us  in understanding why you have 
formulated the questions above in the ternis you have chosen, 
o r  woulc! i l l us t ra te  the problematic c r i t i c a l  situations you 
have identif ied. 

! I .  WORKSHOP ON THE WORK OF FFAEDERIC JAMESON 

Please send proposals and abstracts of papers to Susan M . 
E l l i o t t  at the address above. Mater ia ls  fo r  both of these 
workshops w i l l  be available at cost pr ior,  to tht' meeting. 

SCE ASSOCIATED MEET INGS, MLA, New York ,  1981 

1. Session 145: "The Return  of the Text," 

December 28, 1987 
10: 15-1 1 :30 Room 524-6, Hi l ton 

Chair:  Wallace Mart in ,  Univ. of Toledo 

Papers: "The Economics of the I maginat ion ," 
K u r t  Heinzelman, Univ. of Texas 

"Reading as  Writing" 
Cynthia Chase, Cornel l Un ivers i ty  

"Death, Pervers ion ,  Grace: Rousseauts 
Confessions, Book I I" 

F e l i c i t y  Baker ,  Cnivers i  t y  College, London 

Respondents: Michel Pierssens , Univ . of Michigan and 
Pa t r i c i a  Lawlor ,  Tufts Univers i ty .  

Papers f o r  this session w i l l  be published i n  SCE Reports 10 .  
F o r  copies, w r i t e  to: SCE, 6273 19th N.E., Seatt le,  WA. 
981 15. 

2. Session 593: Teaching Courses i n  Cr i t ic ism: Cr i t i c i sm 
as  a Genre. 
December 29, 1 981 
9:OO-10:15 PM, Gibson, H i l ton  

Moderator: Leroy Sear le ,  Un ivers i ty  of Washingtcn 

Panelists: Jef f rey Plank, Georgia I nst.  of Technology, 
James Davidson, Washington State Univers i ty ,  
Jef f rey Peck, Univers i ty  of Washington. 

Th is  session w i l l  be a workshop on course design. F o r  
mater ials,  w r i t e  to: SCE, 6273 19th N.E., Seatt le,  WA. 
981 15. 

3. Session 532: Open Business Meeting, 5:15-6:30 PM, 
Cl inton, Hi l ton,  December 29, 1981 . 



SCE R E P O R T S  

Other meetings of interest: 

MLA Convention, 1981 : 

Session 558: "THE I NST I T U T  I ONAL I ZAT I ON 
OF THE NEW CRIT IC ISM, "  

29 December, 1981 , 7: 15-8:30 PM , Room 543, 
Hi l ton 

Moderator: Evan Watkins, Michigan State Universi ty 

Panelists: Paul Bove', Llniv. of Pi t tsburgh 
William Cain, Wellesley College 
Roger Meiners, Michigan State Universi ty 

Response: Gerald Graf f  , Northwestern Universi ty . 
F o r  copies of papers, send $2.00 by December 20, 
to: 

Evan Watkins 
Engl ish Department 
M o r r i l l  Ha l l  
Michigan State U n i ~ e r s i t y  
East Lansing, M I  48824 

SCE R E P O R T S  - -- 




