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SCE Reports # 2 is  pr imar i ly  devoted t o  t h e  pro- 
ceed=~ of HLA Special  Session 550: "The Language ' 

of Cri t ic ism,"  held on Deceae r  28, 1976, i n  New 
York City* The semfnar was sponsored by t h e  Society 
f o r  C r i t i c a l  Exchange, l n c  , , i n  cooperat ion with 
t h e  Modern Language Association. Organizers and 
d i scuss ion  l e ade r s  were Leroy Sea r l e  and James 
Sosnoski, 

The pages ' t h a t  follow a r e  a v i r t u a l l y  complete 
t r an sc r i p t i on  of tape recordings made during the  
sess ion .  I n  t he  eases  o f  the  p r i nc ipa l  speakers,  
the t e x t  which appears he r e  has been corrected o r  
emended by its author .  Questions from the  f l o o r  
appear s u b s t a n t i a l l y  a s  they were asked. E l l i p se s  
i nd i ca t e  omissions o f  r e p e t i t i o n s ,  redundancies, o r  
inaudible  passages on  t h e  tope. Brackets enclose 
an e d i t o r i a l  guess a t  the  direction of an incompletely 
n r t i c u l a  tcd tlrouy,l~t. 

The papers under d i scuss ion  by Profcasors  ElcCnnn, 
Micro, and Mat tl~ews were pr ln tcd  i n  SCE Reports d 1. 
Professor  J e f f r e y  Eiehlman's paper, "Cataract.: ~ i d e r o  t 's 

-- - - - - - 
Discursive P o l i t i c s  1749-1751 ," was d i s t r i bu t ed  p r i o r  
t o  the  seminar a s  Reports Supplement # 1. M r .  
Mehlman has requested t ha t  we publish the  por t ion  
o f  h i s  essay on Diderot (forthcoming i n  ,C&ph) from 
which h i s  seminar remarks were derived r a the r  than 
our  t r a n s c r i p t  of  them. Regrettably, M r .  ~ e h l m a n ' s  
t e x t  a r r i ved  a f t e r  l ay-oa t  f o r  t h i s  issue was com- 
p le ted .  We a r e  there fore  r ep r i n t i ng  SCP, Reports 
Supplement # 1, wi th  t h e  add i t i on  of Mr . llehlmanqs 
"pos t a c r i p  t, & Diderot , I '  a copy o f  which is 
enclosed with t h i s  issue.  

Copies of a l l  papers a r e  a v a i l a b l e  ( i n  l imi ted  
q u a n t i t i e s ) .  It you de s i r e  e x t r a  copies  o f  . 
Reports 1, with Supplement, p lease  send $1.00 
t o  cover p r i n t i n g  and postage t o  SCE Reports, 
220 $out11 Beech S t r e e t ,  Oxfozd, Ohio 45056. 
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A t  t he  beginning of t he  seminar, t h e  audience 
was asked by t h e  organizers  to  address  the  ques t ion  , 

whether genuine exchange occurred. A t  the end, one 
member of t he  audience remarked that  ''we got a l o t  
of  s t u f f  on t he  table--in a heap, bu t  on the table." 

It would c e r t a i n l y  appear t h a t  the  severa l  
d i scourses  a r e  discontinuous. Nevertheless, i s sue s  
have emerged, and something near consensus was 
achieved on two i n t e r r e l a t ed  po in t s ,  No speaker 
was wi l l i ng  to countenance the d i ssoc ia t ion  of 
theory and prax is ;  most were skept ica l  about a t -  
tempts t o  f ind  a "metatheory," t o  a r t i c u l a t e ,  i n  
AParik Slrarstromk words ,  " t h e  ground of a l l  
grounds upon which wc hnvc always stood." Edward 
~omarlccn' s invocat ion of R a l p h  Cohen' s argument 
t h a k  l i t c r a r y  theory i s  a genre i m p l i e s  a recip- 
r oca l  r e l a t i onsh ip  between theory and praxis .  
%/facthew Marinol s "ncrvousnessg9 about attempts t o  
goncml ixc  upon "t11c w l d c  rnngc  ox n c t i v i t i c s "  thn t  
i s  c r i t f  cism, and Jcromc ~cGartn 's  iinsistcnce that: 
t l ~ c  csjgencics of tllc classroom not bc  ignored nre  
sirnilrlrly motivated by conccrn w i t 1 1  praxis .  From 
another phi losophical  and l i n g u i s t i c  perspec t ive ,  
comes Jc f f rey  Mehlmnn's c ryp t i c  re fusa l  to  r i s k  
"ideal. ism" or  "hollowness of discourse" by s tpara -  
t i n g  h i s  model ("if  indeed the word model can  be 
used") from Didcro t ' s  Tales ( i f  indeed thc word 
l lDiderot ' s l l  can be used).  Robert Matthews warns 
t11at t hc  quest  f o r  an  in tegra ted  c r i t i c a l  per -  

, s pec t i ve  m y ,  f o r  no "good reason . . . cons t ra in  
t h c  domain of l i t c r a r y  worlts," Paul Miers chcer- 
f u l l y  conccdes t l n t  "any closure has t o  be under- 
stood as f i c t i v e , "  and o f f e r s  h i s  procedure i n  t h e  
classroom as cvidcnce thn t  a "poctics of conscious- 
ness" need not  be dogmatically imposed, 

Wc would hope t h a t  t h i s  narrow a r ea  of agreement 
about t h e  p r a c t i c a l  dcmands of l i t c r a r y  c r i t i c i s m  
could s e rve  as a ground on which exchnngc among 
t he se  s i x  c r i t i c s  might take place, M r .  Tomarken 
urged t h a t  "the Society f o r  C r i t i c a l  Exchange must 



begin by considerXng its beginning." Having done . 
that, we are encouraged. 

Jt 
* * 

Beginning wi th  t h i s  i s s u e  o f  Reports,  we 
w i l l  announce pub l i sh ing  o p p o r t u n i t i e s ,  conferences ,  
c a l l s  f o r  papers ,  t h e  fonna t ion  o f  r e s e a r c h  groups, 
and o t h e r  prof e s s iono l  even t s  of  i n t e r e s t  t o  mem- 
bers of t h e  Soc ie ty ,  i n  a NEWS AND NOTICES s e c t i o n ,  

P l e a s e  send such information--a p o s t e r  o r  - 
announcement w i l l  do--to Reports,  220 South 
Beech S t r e e t ,  Oxford, Ohio 45056, 

In t h i s  i s s u e ,  please consult the NEfJS AM) 
NOTICES s e c t i o n  f o r  more d e t a i l e d  in fo rmat ion  
concerning PltA S p e c i a l  Sess ions  f o r  1977,  con- 
f e rences ,  new journa l s  and s p e c i a l  i s s u e s ,  e t c .  
We t ake  s p e c i a l  n o t i c e  here  of Reader: & 
Newslet ter  of Reader-Oriented C r i t f c i s m  and 
Teachin?', publ ished by  Raber t Crossman, 28 
Cushing S t r e e t ,  Providence,  Rhodc I s l and  02906. 
Wc thank Pfr. Crossman f o r  111s generotla announce- 
ment O E  the formtion of the Sacicty f o r  Criticnl  
Exchange, and happ i ly  respond i n  kind.  * 

Ins t i  t u  t i o n a l  a s s i s t a n c e  i n  t h e  p u b l i c a t i o n  
of  t h i s  i s s u e  o f  SCZ Reports was provided by t h e  
Departments of Engl ish  a t  M i a m i  Un ive r s i ty  and 
t h e  Univer s i ty  of Rochester. We a r e  e s p e c i a l l y  ' 

g r a t e f u l  t o  Mary Al ice  Grassmick o f  Eliami who 
generously,  c h e e r f u l l y  , and a c c u r a t e l y  typed t h e  
copy f o r  t h i s  i s s u e .  
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PROCEEDMGS: MI& SPECIAL SESSXON 550: 
"The Language of ~ r i t i c i s m "  12-28-77 

The s e s s ion  was convened by Professor  J a m s  
Sosmsk i  of Miad Universi ty  and Professor  Leroy 
Sea r l e  of t he  Universi ty  of Rochester. Following 
preliminary remarks by Professor  Sear le ,  b r i e f l y  
explaining the  purposes of  The Society for C r i t i c a l  
Exchange i n  sponsoring proj  ec  ts t h a t  f a c i l i  ta t e  
the  extension of d i sauss ion  i n  c r i t i c i sm ,  the 
s e s s ion  was openild by Professor  Sosnoski, a s  
moderator. 

The following pages a r e  a t ranscr ibed r epo r t ,  
beginning wi th  Professor  Sosnoski's opening 
observat ions,  

Mr, Sosnoski . 

We're going t o  begin wi th  t he  respondents, and 
we've asked them t o  address  thernselvcs to t he  writ- 
t en  pos i t i ons  of the  au thors  of tho papers. . . . 
A£ t e r  the  respondents,  each author  w i l l  then c o w  
ment on the  underlying i s sue s  a s  he perceives  them, 
and on the  responses t ha t  have been given t o  him, 
Let  me add one pzenote: each of these six persons 
speaking tonight  w i l l  speak with a d i f f e r e n t  s e t  of 
terms, . . . I f  I could borrow Ronald c rane ' s  ex- 
pression,  they w i l l  each use a d i f f e r e n t  c r i t i c a l  
language, Now the  question which we hope t h a t  
everyone he r e  i n  t h i s  room today w i l l ~ a d d r e s s  , . . 
is the  foll'owing: i f  a genuine exchange occurs here  
tonight ,  under what condi t ions d id  i t  occur? What 
made i t  possible? On t he  o t h e r  hand, ff  a genuine 
exchange does m t occur,  what prevented i t ?  . . . 
F i r s  t , Professor  Tomar ken, 

THE AUDIENCE OF CRITICAL THEORY 

Edward Tomarken 
Miami Universi ty  

Oxford, Ohio 45056 

Jerome McGann begins by asking us t o  consider  
t h e  audience/reader of t h e o r e t i c a l  c r i t i c i sm:  I 
regard t h i s  a s  a c r u c i a l  quest ion,  a tu rn ing  po in t  
i n  t he  h i s t o r y  of theory and s h a l l  r e t u rn  t o  it. 
For McGann, t h e  modern t h e o r i s t s ,  un l ike  t h e i r  
c l a s s i c a l  counte rpar t s ,  speak only t o  one another,- 
e s s e n t i a l i z i n g  t h e i r  i n t e r e s t s .  He urges t h a t  in-  
s tead  of debat ing about & a poem means we should 
consider  why i t  i s  meaningful and what i s  t he  point  
of t he  ana ly s i s ,  thereby speaking t o  t h e  i n t e r e s t s  
of our audience, Surely a number of us  would agree 
w i t 1 1  PlcCann i n  his questioning of tlre assumption of * 

"intrinsic" c r i t i c i s m ,  nnmoly, tha t  the p r a c t i c a l  
c r i t i c  cxp l i c a t c s  t he  t e x t  and t he  me tac r i t i c  c l a r -  
i f i e s  the p r inc ip l e s  of exp l ica t ion .  L i t e r a ry  an- 
a l y s i s  must have t o  do wi th  more than l i t e r a t u r e  
i f  the  s tudent  i n  t h e  classroom i s  not t o  waste  h i s  
time and money, But t he  a l t e r n a t i v e  offered by 
Professor  IfcGann s t r i k e s  me as  a quest ionable  bar- 
gain.  The values and s k i l l s  of c r i t i c i s m ,  we a r e  
t o l d ,  a r e  b e t t e r  acquired by studying imaginatxve 
t e x t s  which a r e  organized according " t o  laws which 
t he  p o e t ' s  own a n a l y t i c a l  a c t  of composition i n s t i -  
t u t e s , "  Here 1 sense the  ghost of formalism--pre- 
sumably buried with thq " in t r ins ic1 '  school--and 
f e e l  t h a t  the  reader  of t h i s  theory must ask how 
"public s k i l l s "  a r e  t o  be derived from the  p r i v a t e  
imaginative worLds of "the unacknowledged l e g i s -  
l a to rs . "  The i n i t i a l  attempt t o  open t he  c r i t i c a l  
a c t  t o  i ts  audience has resu l ted  i n  our  encapsuli-  
z a t i on  wi th in  a l a r g e r  form--the dilemma of post-  
formalism. 



Here 1 f ind Robert Matthewst c l e r i fPca t i on  of 
the c r i t i c a l  procedure he lp fu l ,  So long a s  we in- 
sist t h a t  t h e  connnentator% task is t o  a r t i c u l a t e  
meaning, t h e  r e a l m  of l i f e  and ar t  are separated ' 

by a chasm which cannot be crossed l e s t  we commit 
t h e  a f f ec t i ve ,  gene t ic  o r  i n t en t i ona l  f a l l a c i e s .  
Matthews persuasively argues t ha t  i n t e rp r e t a t i on  
involves a context l a rge r  than meaning: t he  c r i t i c  
d i scerns  a proposi t ion which must e n t a i l  a postu- 
l a t e d  individuated u t te rance .  The art-work is seen 
a s  a speech-act. This not ion demyst i f ies  i n t e rp r e -  
t a t i o n  and helps  bridge the  gap between l i t e r a r y  
language and ordinary language, I n  i n t e rp r e t i ng  
everyday speech we assume t h a t  the  words a r e  not a 
random melange bu t  t he  u t te rance  of a sane person 
o r  persons; the  same assumption operates  i n  i n t e r -  
p r e t i n g  a r t .  But now, having gained entrance t o  
t h e  realm of  a r t ,  t h e  reader  might ask Professor  
Matthews how we a r e  t o  r e t u r n  t o  r e a l i t y ,  t h a t  is ,  
how is  t h e  content of an imaginative speech-act 
r e l a t ed  t o  t h e  content of an ordinary speech-act,  
The chasm of formalism has been spanned i n  one 
d i r e c t i o n  only, We a r e  l e f t  t o  s t r ugg l e  back by 
way of our b e l i e f s ,  p r ed i l e c t i ons ,  preconceptions, 
a l l  t h a t  mental c l u t t e r  which i f  i t  were ever 
o rde r l y  and cons i s ten t  would be a model, i n  t he  
terminology of Paul Miers. Our various c r i t i c a l  
models a r e  not ,  a s  t he  p l u r a l i s t  fed us t o  hope, 
po in t ing  up d i f f e r e n t  f a c e t s  of the  art-work but 
a r e  i n  c o n f l i c t  wi th  one another ,  a s ign  of " i n t e l -  
l e c t u a l  c r i s i s . "  Professor  Miers suggests  t h a t  
Anthony Wilden's system theory, derived from 
Jacques Lacan, w i l l  enable us  t o  understand how 
c r i t i c a l  models complement r a t h e r  than simply con- 
t r a d i c t  one another:  t h e  c r i s i s  thus i s  a heal thy 
one t h a t  w i l l  lead us toward a "poetics of con- 
sciousness." While t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between analog 
and d i g i t a l  is  a s u b t l e  one, enabling us  t o  under- 
s tand  f o r  ins tance  t h a t  Freudianism and s t r uc tu r -  
a l ism a r e  d i f f e r e n t  orders  of l og i c ,  a system of 
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systems must be a l l - i ncu l s i ve ,  Hm does t h i s  sys- 
tem account f o r  i ts awn r i s e ,  f o r  i t s  own h i s to ry?  
f f  i t  cannot then 'Wilden's c r i t i q u e  of  s t r uc tu r -  
a l i sm  can be  appl ied  t o  h i s  own system, namely tha t  
i t  i s  a methodology which imp l i c i t l y  becomes an 
ontology. To r e t u r n  t o  t h e  audience of  c r i t i c a l  
theory, we have been t ransported i n  Lacanian 
fashion across  the  chasm t o  human consciousness t o  
be t o ld  we never l e f t  i n  the  f i r s t  place--we have 
been t r a v e l l i n g  w i th in  our own psyches, Such a 
not ion t u r n s  i t s  back upon i ts  audience and upon 
t he  h i s t o ry  of theory which has s i nce  i t s  incep t ion  
i m p l i c i t l y  o r  e x p l i c i t l y  made some gesture  t o  its 
responders.  

I would suggest t h a t  such a choice i s  s o l i p -  
s i s t i c  and o f f e r  t h e  following a l t e r n a t i v e  f o r  your 
considerat ion.  Ralph Cohcn has proposed t h a t  "lit- 
e r a ry  thcory i s  e genre" (Ccntrum 111, p p r i n g  
19751, 45-64) : "By considering l i t e r a r y  theory ns a 
genre,  I mean t o  c l iminatc  the following as  redun- 
dant  o r  meaningless questions: Is l i t e r a r y  thcory 
nox~his t o r i c a l ?  Is li t c r a ry  thcory curnulat ivc? Is 
l i t e r a r y  thcory modeled upon s c i e n t i f i c  theory? 1s 
a l i t e r a r y  theory ve r i f i ab l e?  Is l i t e r a r y  theory 
possible?"  (p. 45). We cannot begin t o  give Pro- 
f e s so r  McCann's s tudent  h i s  money's worth u n t i l  we 
account f o r  how the  quest ion has been answered, 
evaded, misunderstood i n  t h e  pa s t ,  how our fonnula- 
t i o n s  of  t he  problem involving t h e  audience f o r  
l i t e r a r y  theory i s  r e l a t ed  t o  and d i s t inguishab le  . . 
from pas t  Eormulations, To a s s e r t  t h a t  a r t - theory  
i s  l o g i c a l  and need not be conceltned with its pas t  
is t o  t u r n  our backs on ourselves.  We can never 
communicate success  f u l l y  wi th  our audience without  
f i r s t  accounting f o r  ourselves.  The Society fo r  
C r i t i c a l  Exchange must begin by considering i t s  
beginning. Why do w e  have a Byron scholar ,  a 
follower OE Lacan and an ordinary language p h i l -  
osopher confronting each o ther  here  today? 



' MODELS AND THEORIES 
Platthew Paarino 

University of Alabama 
Universi ty ,  Alabama 35486 

Y apologize for not addressing the papers 
directly; I address  them i n  a general  way, f 
suppose I can be  excused because I am a l i n g u i s t  
and not  a c r i t i c .  

When a paper d e a l s  w i th  a t e x t ,  i t ' appea r s  t o  
have a locus. However, when l i t e r a r y  c r i t i c s  do 
no t  use  t e x t s , . t h e  Linguis t  must work by analogy 
w i th  po in t s  of  re fe rence  i n  l i n g u i s t i c s .  Since I 
am a l ready  nervous about theory i n  l i n g u i s t i c s ,  1 
p ro j ec t  an analogous nervousness about t h e  language 
of c r i t i c i sm .  

The thought t h a t  one might d e a l  with t heo r i e s  of 
l i t e r a t u r e  j u s t  a s  one might dea l  wi th  t heo r i e s  of 
language seems t o  be supported by t h e  vocabulary 
and argument of M r ,  McGann's paper, but a s  I read 
through t h e  o the r  papers ,  they  seemed t o  be sug- 
ges t ing  t heo r i e s  of c r i t i c i s m ,  which would be 
equivalent  t o  t heo r i e s  of l i n g u i s t i c s .  A theory of 
l i n g u i s t i c s  is not  a usable  idea, L inguis t i cs  is 
j u s t  too many a c t i v i t i e s  t o  allow i t s e l f  t o  be en- 
compassed by anything but a t r i v i a l  theory of l i n -  
g u i s t i c s ,  but t h e  s i t u a t i o n  can be p a r t i a l l y  reme- 
died by t a l k ing  about a l ' inguis t ic  theory j u s t  as 
M r .  Matthews c loses  by t a l k ing  about a c r i t i c a l  
theory. Such a d i f f e r ence  is not a mere r h e t o r i c a l  
t r i c k ;  it po in t s  out  t h a t  one may t heo r i ze  about a 
wide range of a c t i v i t i e s ,  but  may not be ab le  t o  
c r e a t e  a theory t h a t  comprehends a wide range of  
a c t i v i t i e s .  

S t i l l ,  t h e  seminar 's touchstone concept of gnte- 
g ra ted  c r i t i c a l  a c t i v i t y  suggests  t h a t  we should 
consider  a theory of c r i t i c i sm .  A f t e r a l l ,  doing 
c r i t i c i s m  may be a more un i f i ed  a c t i v i t y  than doing 
l i n g u i s t i c s .  One s t a r t s  w i th  a simple question: 
"What is a theory of c r i - t i c i sm a theory of?" By 
t h e  end of t h e  papers t h e  quest ion must be  s l i g h t l y  
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modified t o  include t h r ee  operant t e rn s :  'What is 
a n  adequate theory of c r i t i c i s m  a theory oftft  

Now levels of adequacy are something linguist$ 
Rave concerned themselves with,  A h i e i a r c h i c a l  set 
of l e v e l s  of adequacy, from observat ional  through 
de sc r i p t i ve  t o  explanatory have supplied t he  
r h e t o r i c a l  device t h a t  opened a l o t  of l i n g u i s t i c  
papers.  The ideas  were r a r e l y  used t o  c lose  papers 
where one would th ink  t ha t  they would be most use- 
f u l  as evaluatory c r i t e r i a  t o  be applied t o  the  
ma t e r i a l  d i sc losed ,  The main reason why t he  l eve l s  
o f  adequacy a r e  now envoked l e s s  i n  l i n g u i s t i c s  and 
were hardly ever  appl ied ea rne s t l y  is t i ed  t o  one 
of those nagging quest ions again: "Adequate t o  
what?" As a l i n g u i s t i c  a c t i v i t y  stimulated what 
seemed t o  be explanatory a c t i v i t y ,  t h e  observa- 
t i o n a l  and de sc r i p t i ve  adequacies seem t o  be  l e s s  
poss ib le .  The upper l e v e l s  did not e n t a i l  t h e  
lower l e v e l s ,  and t h e  type of adequacy seemed t o  . 
depend very much on the  i n t en t i ons  of t he  l i n g u i s t .  
So un less  one took adequate t o  mean comprehensive, 
one would have t o  ask  the  nature  of t h e  l i n g u i s t i c  
a c t i v i t y  before  one could begin t o  determine i f  
t h e r e  were adequacy, I f  one takes  adequate t o  mean 
comprehensive, our what i n  "Adequate t o  what?" 
would seem t o  be everything. 

On the  o ther  hand, the  problem of the  concept 
of theory s u f f e r s  not  from the  lack  of  a p lace  t o  
r e s i d e ,  but  i n  the  problen~ of too many places .  Mr. 
McGann speaks of t he  law of g r av i t y  t o  i l l u s t r a t e  
t h a t  it is  merely conventional,  It i s  a demonsfia-9- -- -"- - 
t i o n  t h a t  is  dear t o  me because it recurs  i n  most 
of  my courses; and even though t h e  pedagogical 
va lue  of t he  example is  so  grea t  t h a t  I w i l l  not 
g ive  it up, I do f e e l  g u i l t y  about squandering t h e  
d i f f e r ence  between a law of  g r av i t a t i on  and per- 
mission YO go t o  t he  boys ' room. I th ink  t h a t  t h e  
range of  meanings f o r  the  term theory sometimes 
squanders d i f fe rences  t h a t  would be useful .  I 
would l i k e  t o  charac te r ize  th ree  uses o f  the  term 



theory i n  the contexts  of n a t u r a l  sc iences ,  l i n -  
g u i s t i c s ,  and l i t e r a r y  c r i t i c i sm-*knwing  f u l l  we l l  
t h a t  t h e  s imp l i f i c a t i ons  are s o  gross  t h a t  they 
might be ca l l ed  ca r i c a tu r e s ,  

m e  charac te r iza t ions  must be preceded by t h e  
separa t ion  of two terms which have a tendency t o  
converge: theory and model. There i s  a  d i f fe rence  
between a  t heo re t i c i an  and a  model maker. A model 
is one of perhaps many calculuses  f o r  a  theory t o  
manifest i t s e l f  in .  A p a r t i c u l a r  model makes a  
theory capable' of operat ions and perhaps capable of 
some s o r t  of secondary v e r i f i c a t i o n ,  

The f i r s t  case i n  po in t  is t h e  use of t he  term . 
theory i n  the  na tu r a l  sciences:  a  theory of gravi-  
t a t i o n  might manifest i t s e l f  i n  a law of g r av i t a -  
t i on ,  A l l  t h h g s  being equal a,counter-example t o  
t he  operat ions of a  law of g r av i t a t i on  would do 
away with the law and s t rongly  c a l l  the  theory o f  
g r a v i t a t i o n  i n t o  quest ion.  My use of M r .  Miers' 
terms would be t h a t  the law is d i g i t a l  o r  syntac- 
t i c ,  while the theory is  nnnlogic o r  scmantic. The 
f i r s t  cnsc .both i l t u s t r n t c t ~  Itow t o  dls t inguis l l  
models from theor ies ,  and  how onc sense of theory 
is manifested as laws i n  na tu r a l  science,  

The common brand of l i n g u i s t i c  a c t i v i t y  today 
suppl ies  t h e  case of  t h e  use of theory a s  manifest 
i n  a  model which is an opera t iona l  ca lcu lus  t h a t  
conventional terminology c a l l s  r u l e s ,  The model 
generates  a s e r i e s  of a lgori thmic manifestat ions 
which may be compared i n  some way t o  sentences. 
The r u l e s  can be weakly ve r i f i ed  by such a compar- 
ison. Simple v io l a t i ons  of the  ru l e s  do no t  nec- 
e s s a r i l y  c a l l  t he  model i n t o  question--indeed na t -  
u r a l  language and l i t e r a t u r e  a r e  r e p l e t e  wi th  such 
v io l a t i ons .  The v io l a t i ons  c a l l  f o r  a l t e r n a t i v e  
s t r a t e g i e s  of i n t e rp r e t a t i on ,  o r  r e j e c t i o n  of t h e  
sentences;  but t he  ru l e s  can survive the v io la -  
t ions.  If the  speech community were t o  systemat- 
i c a l l y  v i o l a t e  t he  r u l e s ,  t h e  r u l e s  would change; 
but the  model would only change t o  t h a t  ex ten t .  
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The theory, f f i t  were u se fu l ,  might wel l  stay in- 
t a c t ,  Even as Ceoffry Sampson suggests ,  on the  on? 
hand, that  one s t r a t e g y  f o r  t h e  use of  l i n g u i s t i c  
r u l e s  is  t o  t r e a t  them l i k e  laws, we a r e  now get- 
t i n g ,  on the o ther  hand, more and more exposi tory,  
nona lgor i tha ic  r u l e s  i n  c e r t a i n  types of l i ngu i s -  
t i c s  t h a t  suggest an  opposite s t r a t e g y  for  t he  
t reatment  of ru les .  

While one can r e f e r  t o   amps son's suggestion a s  
r u l e s  qua laws, what can one c a l l  the  ru les  t h a t  
move i n  the  o ther  d i r ec t i on?  The unnamed phenom- 

- .,-,- - -- 
enon does lead t o  the  use of the  term theory i n  
much of l i t e r a r y  c r i t i c i sm .  The concept of theory 
is  t he r e ;  but it i s  unlabelled. The law of gravi-  
t a t i o n  yielded t o  s t rong  v e r i f i c a t i o n  procedures , '  
the  r u l e s  of language yielded t o  an obvious but  
weaker v e r i f i c a t i o n  procedure, but what kind oC 
ca lcu lus ,  with what kind of ve r i f i c a t i on ,  does a  
model from a theory i n  l i t e r a r y  c r i t i c i s m  ind i -  
c a t e?  C r i t i c s  can c e r t a i n l y  c r ea t e  models t h a t  . 
a c t  l i k e  law-governed or  rule-governed calculuses ,  
but t he r e  seems t o  be a  constant  seeking a f t e r  
models t h a t  do not lend themselves e i t h e r  t o  these  
s t ronger  o r  weaker ve r i f i c a t i on  procedures. I 
s t i l l  don ' t  know what t o  c a l l  t he  t h i r d  l eve l  
equivalents  t o  laws and ru l e s ;  but whatever they 
a r e ,  they don ' t  i n v i t e  obvious means of ve r i f i c a -  
t i on .  

Most th ings  t h a t  a r e  perceived as  c r i t i c a l  .theo- 
r i e s  manifest themselves a s  l oca l  modelling s t r a t -  
eg i e s  which c r e a t e  a  circumscribed a r ea  f o r  tZe _ _ -  XI c-... 0 

c r i t i c  t o  work on. I n  much the same way t h a t  l i n -  
g u i s t s  c r ea t e  a lgori thmic models c a l l ed  grammars t o  
work on, most c r i t i c s  seem t o  cu t  o f f  doable 
chunks. I i n t u i t  t h a t  t he  closure of l i n g u i s t i c  
models i s  reasonably motivated by t he  s t r uc tu r e s  of 
language; I don ' t  c l e a r l y  see  t h a t  l i t e r a r y  c r i t -  
i c a l  choices of models a r e  a s  well-motivated, but 
3: suspect  t ha t  they might be, 

I suspect  t h a t  t he  same kind of empiricism t h a t  



nrshas back sgaimc a model of grsv%tatimr and 
flaws back against a mode% of bguage, aaeps back 
agsinet a model of literary theory. Bur the source 
of the empirical h t a  i s  s b s t  mmaneionabla in * 

some c r i t k c a l  circles. The values of t h e  c r i t f c  
are t h e  empir ical  data that uerify t h e  nameless 
equivalents of laus and rules. Tbe data  are weak 
because they are predicated on i n t e r n a l  values of 
s i n g l e  c r i t i c s ,  and they are o f t en  unexaminad--but 

' 

they are none-the-less rear, 
Having sharit t h a t  I am not su r e  what adequacy 

and theory are, we are back to the o r i g i n a l  ques- 
tion: 'What i s  an adequate theory of crlt!eisrn a 
theary of?" There is an answer on the b a s i s  o f  
experience i n  l i n g u i s t i c s :  i t  would be a theory of 
human behavior. Since i t  has ne i t he r  been demon- 
s t r a t e d  nor even weakly suggested that a theory can 
circumscribe human behavior, one must remain con- 
t e n t  with p a r t i a l  t heo r i e s  t h a t  help t o  inform t h e  
l i m i t e d  arcas t h a t  they do circumscribe, 

RESPONSES FROM AUTHORS 

Robert 3. Mat thhs  
Cook College 

Rutgers: The Sqate  Universi ty  
Mew Brunswick, New Je rsey  08903 

What impressed me most about the  th ree  pub- 
f i shed  cont r ibu t ions  and the  discussion here  to -  
n igh t  is  hsw wel l  we a l l  avoided the  i s sues  ra i sed  
by Sear le  and Sosnoski. Such avoidance-behavior i s  
s i g n i f i c a n t ;  s m e  considerat ion should be given a s  
t o  why t h i s  happened. 

Perhaps t h e  best th ing  I could do a t  t h i s  po in t  
i s  t o  g ive  a very b r i e f  sunrmary s f  some of  t h e  
h igh l i gh t s  of my paper and then spend the  r e s t  of 
t h e  t ime d i scuss ing  my not ion of theory and prax- 
i s .  Various notions of theory seen, t o  be f l o a t i n g  
around; X have the impression t h a t  aTl  of us have 

I 
I sorneehlng q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  i n  mind when we talk 

about a theory of criticism. 
In my paper X suggested that we are not prepared 

t o  udertake the task o f  determining the  r e l evan t  
criteria fox  evaluating critical concepts and term 
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because we have not yet s e t t l e d  the  question of the  
goals and purposes of c r i t i c i sm .  The crux of my 
argument was that received crit ical  theory Is hope- 
l e a a l y  flawed by i ts  choice of the wrong sort og ,: 

a b s t r a c t  e n t i t y  a s  t he  pr imi t ive  element o f  ~ t f t i -  
c a l  ana lys i s .  My claim i s  t h a t  c r i t i c s  a r e  con- 
cerned wi th  propos i t ions  r a t h e r  than meanings--or 
t o  put  i t  i n  terms of modern l i n g u i s t i c  theory,  
w i th  pragmatics,  r a t he r  than with semantics. The 
e s s e n t i a l  d i f fe rence  between proposi t ions and mean- 
ings is t h i s :  p ropos i t ions ,  un l ike  meanings, a r e  
not  inherent  i n  sentences o r  t e x t s ,  s i nce  the  prop- 
o s i t i o n  expressed by a sentence i n  a context is a 
funct ion of re levan t  aspec t s  of t h a t  context of ex- 
p ress ion ,  I n  o ther  words, proposi t ions a r e  prop- ., 

e r t i e s  of pairs--of  sentences and contexts ,  i . e . ,  
of  t e x t s  and contexts.  

Because the  propos i t ion  expressed by a sentence 
i s  nn e x p l i c i t  funct ion o f  the  context of expscs- 
s ion ,  R c r i t i c n l  theory t h a t  takes proposi t ions as 
pr inl i t ivc w i l l  accord an e x p l i c i t  t h eo re t i c a l  r o l e  
t o  the a r t - i n s t  i tu t io t la l  context within whicfi t ex t s  
express l i t e r a r y  works. I take  i t  t o  be a s ingula r  
defec t  of received c r i t i c a l  theory t ha t  i t  accords 
no e x p l i c i t  theoret ical ,  r o l e  t o  t ha t  context ,  The 
replacement of meanings by proposi t ions would have 
a profound impact on our conception of l i t e r a t u r e ,  
and de r iva t e ly ,  on our conception of l i terary  
c r i t i c i sm .  For i f ,  a s  seems l i k e l y ,  the  art- 
i n s t i t u t i o n a l  context within w h i c h  a t ex t  expresses 
a pnr t ic i i l a r  work of a r c ,  is not determined solely 
by the  artist producing t ha t  t ex t ,  but i s  p a r t l y  
determined by the contextua?izing labor  of c r i t i c s ,  
then c r i t i c a l  p rax is  is  productive. f i e  prec i se  
way i n  which c r i t i c a l  praxis modifies t h i s  eontext: 
would be a c en t r a l  problem f o r  a propos i t iona l  
theory of c r i t i c i s m ,  But I am not worried about 
those d e t a i l s  here .  

Well, i f  t h e  l abor  of c r i t i c s  is productive, 
then Sosnoski and Sea r l e ' s  proposal t h a t  we seek an 

integrated perspec t  fve would have t o  ' be  cons t rued 
as a proposal t o  cons t ra in  the  doasin of l i t e r a r y  , 
works. f think there m y  be good reasons for con- , 

straining t h i s  domain; however, eimply promoting 
e f f e c t i v e  comunica t ion  among c r i t i c s  does no t  seem 
t o  be one of them. For t h a t  reason I am s k e p t i c a l  
about t h e  imp l i c i t  assumptions underlying the 
seminar. 

My argument f o r  t he  replacement of  meanings by 
proposi t ions seemingly b l u r s  an important d i s t i n c -  
t i o n  between c r i t f c a t  theory and l i terary theory,  
for  i n  ef fec t  X argue t h a t  because l i t e r a ry lworks  
a r e  objects of a certain sort ,  c r i t i c i em  must i t -  
self be of a c e r t a i n  s o r t .  But I t h ink  t h a t  t h i s  
is  e n t i r e l y  i n  o rder ;  one should expect t h a t  one's- 
theory of c r i t i c i s m  would be shaped by one 's  theory 
of t h e  ob j ec t s  of c r i t i c i s m ,  though perhaps what is 
l e s s  expected is  t h a t  l i t e r a r y  theory would i n  t u r n  
be shaped by c r i t i c a l  theory. But indeed i t  is ,  
It was the  imprac t i c ab i l i t y  of received c r i t i c a l  . 
theory t ha t  l ed  me t o  conclude t h a t  received l i t e r -  
a r y  theory is untenable,  It is a s i g n i f i c a n t  f a c t  
about t h e  c r i t i c a l  t heo r i e s  put  forward by both 
c r i t i c s  and philosophers t h a t ,  whatever the  theory 
i s  a theory o f ,  i t ' s  not a theory of c r i t i c a l  prac- 
t i c e .  This is  a f a c t  t h a t  should be  of concern t o  
people engaged i n  these me tac r i t i c a l  endeavors. 

The source of t h i s  problem can be t raced both t o  
i na t t en t i on  t o  the  ac tua l  p r ac t i c e  of c r i t i c i s m  as 
we l l  as a f a i l u r e  t o  recognize the  mutual depend- 
ency of c r i t i c a l  theory and l i t e r a r y  theory. Such 
a dependence i s  p r ec i s e ly  what a p ropos i t iona l  
account would p r ed i c t ,  f o r  I am e s s e n t i a l l y  arguing 
works of a r t  can only be understood i n  terms of 
t o t a l  a r t - i n s t i t u t i o n a l  context i n  which both 
a r t i s t  and c r i t i c  axe co-productive. 

F ina l ly ,  I would l i k e  to mention the  d i s t i n c t i o n  
between theory and prax is .  This d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  
q u i t e  important,  b u t  i t ' s  general ly  confused. The 
reason i t  is confused is t ha t  a c t u a l l y  when c r i t i c s  



talk about "theory," they often have at  feast two 
d i f f e r e n t  types o f  t heo r i e s  i n  mind, They have i n  
mind what might be ca l l ed  a f u s t i t i c a t i o n a l  theory, 
which is p a r t  of c r i t i c a l  p rax is ,  This s o r t  of , 
theory c o n s t i t u t e s  t he  ba s i s  f o r  the  s ta tements  
t h a t  a c r i t i c  w i l l  make when he is ca l l ed  upon t o  
j u s t i f y  some aspect  of h i s  p rax is .  Now, j u s t i f i c a -  
t i o n a l  theory i s  p a r t  of c r i t i c a l  p rax is  i n  the  
same way a s  reasons f o r  performing a c e r t a i n  a c t  
a r e  a p a r t  of human ac t ion .  We give these  reasons 
when we're cal3,ed upon t o  j u s t i f y  our ac t ion .  

J u s t i f i c a t i o n a f  theory is p a r t  o f  c r i t i c a l  
p rax is ;  however, t he r e  f a  a d i f f e r e n t  s o r t  of 
theory, which I would c a l l  a de sc r i p t i ve  theory,  
which i s  separa te  from the  praxis--independent of 
i t  i n  t he  sense t h a t  you can have an  ongoing 
c r i t i c a l  p rax is  without an assoc ia ted  de sc r i p t i ve  
theory. I t  was a de sc r i p t i ve  theory t h a t  I was 
a r t i c u l a t i n g  i n  my m paper: namely, a theory t h a t  
would be concerned with giving some account of t he  
prax is  of c r i t i c i s m ,  tllc t o t a l  p r ax i s ,  including 
wbnc I 'n~ cnl I lng  i ts  j u s t  i f  fcntlonal  tllcory. 

Having drawn - t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  between j u s t i  f i- 
ca t i ona l  and de sc r i p t i ve  t heo r i e s ,  one sees  immedi- 
a t e l y  t h a t  these two types of theor ies  have d i f f e r -  
e n t  goals ,  J u s t i f i c a t i o n a l  t heo r i e s  a r e  concerned 
with j u s t i f y ing  t he  prax is  t o  other  people engaged 
i n  the  p r ax i s ,  whereas de sc r i p t i ve  t heo r i e s  a r e  
concerned wi th  giving a de sc r i p t i ve  account of what 
is going on. But once one s ee s  t h i s  d i f fe rence  i n  
purpose, then a l o t  of  the  cross-discussion i n  t h e  
papers contr ibuted t o  t h i s  seminar may be resolved. 
For example, I don ' t  t h ink  t h a t  a de sc r i p t i ve  
theory would necessar i ly  r e s u l t  i n  an improved 
c r i t i c a l  praxis .  I th ink  tho  only th ing  you can 
say about a de sc r i p t i ve  theory is t h a t  i t  aims t o  

- understand t h a t  p rax is ,  b u t  understandine; a p r ~ x i s  
does not e n t a i l  t h a t  the  p r ax i s  will b e  improved. 
I n  f ac t such understanding some times undermines t h e  
praxis  . 

Jerome J, McGann 
The Johns Wopkins Universi ty  

Baltimore, Mziryland 21218 

I came t o  t h i s  seminar because t h e  t i t le was 
"The Language of Criticism" and not "The Theory of 
C r i t i c i ~ m . ~ ~  I have t o  l a y  my cards  on the  t ab l e :  
I ' m  r e l a t i v e l y  un in te res ted  i n  theory. But I a m  - 
very concerned about p rax is  and there  has been a 
g r ea t  dea l  of t a l k  about praxis .  I d id  t h ink  t h e  
papers were r a t h e r  good. Now, I say t h i s  because 
when I wrote t he  paper t h a t  I d id  w r i t e ,  my concern 
i n  the paper was t o  deal  with the  sub jec t  of  the  
language of c r i t i c i s m  i n  terms of what the language 
i s  d i rec ted  toward, t ha t  is ,  i n  terms of n c l a s s -  
roam s i t u a t i o n .  Whcn I t a l k  about tllc audience, 
I ' m  r e a l l y  t a l k ing  about s tudents ;  I ' m  not t a l k ing  
about us.  And my whole i n t e r e s t  i n  t h i s  sub j ec t  
r e a l l y  began i n  t he  l a t e  s i x t i e s ,  when I saw i n  
Chicago a r a the r  se r ious  breakdown i n  the func- 
t i o n a l  a b i l i t y  of a g rea t  many people I admired i n  
t h e i r  use  of language, and i n  the  way they ana- 
lyzed o ther  s i t u a t i o n s ,  and i n  the way they f e l l  on 
t h e i r  faces .  So thcn, a f t e r  t h a t ,  I began t o  th ink  
about ( t h i s  is a very old question) how one was t o  
teach people t o  read and wr i t e  b e t t e r  and a l s o  how 
t o  analyze c e r t a i n  kinds of complex human s i t u a -  
t i ons  a l i t t l e  b e t t e r .  So t h a t  my i n t e r e s t  r e a l l y  
i s  i n  not  s e t t i n g  up a model of a theory, but  i n  
a model of a, procedure f o r  operat ing i n  a c l a s s -  
room. And, a s  I saw, t he  pr inc ipa l  i n t e r e s t ,  t h e  
th ing  I was t r y ing  t o  t a l k  about i n  t h i s  essay,  is 
w r i t i n g  and reading a t  more o r  l e s s  complex leve l s .  








































