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QITOROS NOTES I 

SCE Reports is devoted t o  t r a n s c r i p t i o n s  of 1 
~ p e c i ~ ~ e s s i o n  624, "The Function of  Controversy, " 
sponsored by t h e  Society fo r  C r i t i c a l  Exchange a t  
the  annual meeting of t h e  Modern Language Associat ion 
i n  December, 1977. Our procedure i n  taping is t o  
at tempt t o  i n su re  a complete t r a n s c r i p t  by using two 
t ape  recorders.  Unfortunately, however, the  second 
machine f a i l e d  t o  operate t h i s  year. The reader  of 
SCE Reports w i l l  t he re fo re  encounter lacunae a t  I - 
i n t e r v a l s  of approltimately t h i r t y  minutes. I n  these  1 
cases ,  square brackets  enckose an  e d i t o r i a l  guess 
a t  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  of an  unrecorded utterance.  
E l l i p se s  i nd i ca t e  an  inaudib le  o r  u n i n t e l l i g i b l e  
word o r  two. With t hese  exceptions,  the c r i t i c a l  
d iscourse  i n  t h i s  i s s u e  appears exac t ly  as it was 
recorded. 

The 1977 exchange was, we think,  coherent ,  c l e a r ,  
and more p rec i se ly  focused than t h a t  of the  previous 
year. The speakers1 c a r e t  u l  c r i t i c a l  a t t e n t i o n  t o  
one another 's  d iscourse  and t h e i r  wi l l ingness  t o  
attempt t h e  arduous process of exchanging c r i t i c a l  
languages was gra t i fy ing . .  Moreover, w e  have ca r r i ed  
away from Chicago with us  some usefu l  terms: Mr. 
Visser 'a Wdiscussion,  " and t h e  profess ional  e t h i c  
i t  implies,  i s  usefu l  language f o r  describing--but 
no t  constraining--our en t e rp r i s e .  The audience 
e n t h u s i a s t i c a l l y  endorsed M r .  V i s s e r O s  in s i s t ence  
on t he  neces s i t y  f a r  thoughtful  scholarsh ip  i n  
keeping up with t he  state of t h e  discussion.  ~ r .  
Bialostosky and M r .  McFadden emphasized the  necess i ty  
f o r  t h i s  preparedness among younger s cho la r s  and 
among p r a c t i c a l  critics of contemporary l i t e r a t u r e ;  
M r .  Harwood c a l l e d  f o r  more r i g o r  i n  naming t h e  
" d i s c u s s i ~ n , ~  descr ib ing  i t s  cu r r en t  s t d t e ,  and 
d i s t i ngu i sh ing  it fram others .  M r .  Martin, i n  
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h i s  h i e r a r c h i c a l  desc r ip t i an  of c o n t r w e r s y  and in hi. 
analog ccmputer programmed never t o  s ay  *notu ar "no," 
provided metaphors f o r  open-mindedness i n  t h e  discum- 
sion. 

~ u t  t h e r e  were those  who, i n  s p i t e  of M r .  Wartin's , 

disclaimer,  thought t h a t  h i s  hierarchy--and indeed the 
very notion of  *discussion*--were ges tures  toward 
ideologica l  dominance, *hawever gen ia l l y  imposed. " 
M r .  Lei tch,  espousing perhaps t h e  assumptions of t h e  
nParis-New Haven-Baltimoren discuesian,  implied in 
h i s  ccnmnents t h a t  t h e  soc i e ty  for C r i t i c a l  Exchange 
is more o r  less dominated by proponents of t h e  "Anglo- 
~ a x o n  ana ly t i c "  discussion.  Perhaps t he  very  
idea of exchange d e l i m i t s  t he  f xee p l a y  of language 
t o  an  e x t e n t  t o o  g r e a t  f a r  most Der r id i s t e s  and many 
Derrideans. Such a s i t u a t i o n  is indeed problematic, 
for it sugges ts  once aga in  that the  Society is 
perceJved a s  seeking some master aeta-critical 
language. I n  s p i t e  of t h e  f a c t  that such ques tore  
may indeed belong t o  t he  Society,  a t t e n d  its 
profess ional  events ,  it is important to s t i p u l a t e  
t h a t  t h e  Society f o r  C r i t i c a l  Exchange advances no 
p a r t i c u l a r  critical pos i t ion .  It is no t  a camnunity 
of logic ians .  (Nor is it a camun i ty  o t  men.) 

M r .  McFadden observed t h a t  the speakers gave 
l i t t le  a t t e n t i o n  to praxis .  H i s  suggest ion t h a t  
t h e  d i scus s ion  would have been inproved by a t t e n t i o n  
t o  a c t u a l  c c r r e n t  con trwersies, e spec i a l l y  t h e  
s p l i t  within t he  group of  deconstruc t i o n i s t e ,  was 
timely and appropr ia te .  

M r .  Visser wishes t o  s t i p u l a t e  t h a t  he  is a 
member of t h e  f a c u l t y  of the Department of English, 
Rhodes Universi ty,  Grahiuoatawn, South Africa,  and 
t o t h a n k  that  i n s t i t u t i o n  f o r  its generos i ty  i n  
r e l ea s ing  him frcm teaching  d u t i e s  during h i s  s t ay  
a t  t h e  I n s t i t u t e  f o r  Research i n  tho Humanities 
at the Univers i ty  of  Wiscansin. 
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I'ltOCEEDIPJGS: Spec ia 1 Session 624, 'THE FUNCTION OF 
CONTROVERSY" December 29, 1977 

WALLACE MARTIN 
UNIVERSITY OF TO- 

I The o ther  two papers  I found s o  persuas ive  t h a t  
they  were d i f f i c u l t  t o  d i s ag ree  with. But since 
agreement would end criticism a s  I know it, I ' m  going 
t o  emphasize such disagreements a s  can be i d e n t i f i e d  
i n  what we have t o  say. I w i l l  summarite my paper 
very b r i e f l y  and supplement it w i t h  an ana lya i s  of  
d i f f e r e n t  types  of controversy,  and f i n a l l y ,  i den t i fy  
t h e  d i f f e r ences  between my views and those  t h a t  I 
impute . . . t o  them. The h i s t o r y  o f  controversy 
shows t h a t  it tends  t o  evolve f r a a  s e r ious  confrar-  
t a t i o n  t o  dramatic performance. Th i s  developnent i r  
i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  the c a s e  of the seccmd eophis t ic ,  
developing i n  t h e  f i r s t  and s e c o d  c e n t u r i e s  A.D. I 
analysed t h a t  i n  my paper. And then, see ing  the saape 
th ing  a s  t r u e  of  cu r r en t  criticism, I say, *We are 
now en te r ing  a s t age  which might be c a l l e d  the thfrd 
s o p h i s t i c  i n  which the  p r e s t i g e  of rhe to r i c i ans  
reaches  new heights .  Cont rwersy  is i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d  
i n  t h e i r  publ ic  appearances. Anli an a b i l i t y  to 
discover  and defend a s t a r t l i n g  po in t  of view becanes 
the  hallmark of t he  successfu l  cri t ic .* 'And,  i n  
support  of t h a t  a s s e r t i o n  I cite a number of exampleer . . . the  ways t h a t  cont rovers ies  a r e  now conducted 
i n  critical journals  s e rve  a s  a form of encouragement 
and inci tement t o  d isagree ,  a l s o ,  a c e r t a i n  kind of  
confronta t ion  t h a t  has  been staged a t  conferences, 
including t h e  MLA. And, a f t e r  doing t h a t ,  I list 
a s e r i e s  of premises t h a t  a r e  popular i n  c u r r e n t  
criticism which in e f f e c t  make it impossible t o  
resolve  any i s sue  r a t i o n a l l y .  

My d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  of s t a g e s  of  controversy 
involves t h e  c u l t u r a l  and an to log ica l  e t a t u s  of 
deba t e s  a s  they move from confronta t ion  t o  perfomance. 
This d i s t i n c t i o n  between s t a g e s  a p p l i e s  t o  a v a r i e t y  

I 
of phenomena i n  c u l t u r e  and nature. For example, it 
can be used t o  exp la in  how ccmbat becares inmtitut ion- 
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al ized a s  game, ar animal f i y h t s  become a form of 
p lay  or mating r i t u a l .  I p o s i t  an evolu t ion  of 
controvery only f o r  h e u r i s t i c  purposes. The 
development may move i n  t he  opposite d i rec t ion--  
frrm a p l ay fu l  t u s s l e  t o  a s e r ious  f i gh t .  The 
poin t  is t h a t  we must be aware of t he  d i s t i n c t i o n  , 
between r i t u a l  and genuine combat, though they're 
of ten  hoth present  i n  indiv idual  cases .  And we 
must be ca re fu l  no t  t o  rrrake mistakes i n  ca se s  i n  
which confronta t ion  s l i p s  ac ros s  t he  bourdary between 
combat and entertainment.  My paper is, i n  a sense, 
m i m e t i c ,  The development of the argument t u rns  on 
a n t i t h e s e s  such a s  rea l -unrea l ,  genuine-art icif  i a l ,  
and on t h e  ambiguity of words such as s tage ,  (his-  
t o r i c a l  vs. t h e a t r i c a l  s t age )  and act (what we d o  
and what we pretend) scene, and t h e  l i ke .  The 
q u e s t i m  posed a t  t h e  end of t he  f i r s t  p a r t  of t h e  
paper is, " i f  t h e  t h e s i s  and a n t i t h e s i s  i n  c r i t i c a l  
argument synthes ize  i n  t he  concept of  controversy 
i t s e l f ,  how can meaningful d iscuss ion  take  place?" 
Can w e  f i n d  a concept  opposed t o  controversy t h a t  
might lead t o  c r i t i c a l  progress? 

Now,  Nick Vi s se r ' s  paper seems t o  propose 
consensus AS t he  opposite of controversy. We 
d i f f e r  on t h i s  po in t  i n  l a rge  p a r t ,  I think,  because 
we use  d i f f e r e n t  conceptual  frameworks. Theref ore ,  
I want t o  a r t i c u l a t e  a s e t  of d i s t i n c t i o n s  t h a t  
may he lp  show t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between h i s  approach 
t o  t h e  problem and my own. My concern is with t he  
c u l t u r a l  and on to log ica l  s t a t u s  of controversy. 
Visser ,  and t o  sane ex ten t ,  Sear le ,  a r e  concerned 
with its s o c i a l ,  l og i ca l ,  and epistemological  s t a t u s .  
I see  c o n t r o v e r ~ i e s  a s  being of t h r ee  d i s t i n c t  
l o g i c a l  types,  o r  l eve l s ,  which can  be  seen a s  
involving a h i e r a rch i c , s t ruc tu re .  

Type one, l eve l  one, is pragmatic controversy;  
argument about t he  f a c t s  of a case,  about how a 
s i t u a t i o n  should be cnderstood, an i nves t iga t ion  
pursued, o r  a s t a t e  of a f f a i r s  i n t e rp re t ed .  
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Examples of t h i s  would be d i f f e r e n t ,  c o n f l i c t i n g  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  of a poem. 

Type two: t h e o r e t i c a l  controversy: Not about 
p a r t i c u l a r  cases ,  bu t  about d i f f e r e n t  k inds  of  
explanation.  P a r t i c u l a r  ca ses  are members of 
set ABC. Controversy of  type two is about these 
sets, n o t  about t h e i r  members. It's a matter  o f  
controversy about how t h e  sets a r e  cons t i t u t ed ,  
When we r e f e r  t o  l i t e r a r y  controversy we  are 
usual ly  th inking  of t h i s  type--for example, t h e  
relevance of i n t e n t i o n a l  explanation,  t h e  
autononry of t e x t s ,  t h e  usefulness o f  c m s i d e r i n g  
t e x t s  a formal system, t h e  r e l e v a m e  of i n t e l l e c t u a l  
h i s t o r y  t o  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  

Type three :  a controversy about d i f f e r e n t  
conceptions of  understanding. This  is no longer 
a l i t e r a r y  controversy. D i f f e r en t  kinds of  theory 
and explanation a r e  t h e  members of  t h e  sets discussed. 
And argument involves t h e  baundary condi t ions  o f  
meaning, ex is tence ,  r a t i o o a l i t y ,  d iscourse ,  r e a l i t y .  

My paper concerno disagreements a t  l e v e l  three, 
Vissex's  paper, a s  I underatand it, concerns t h e  
ways i n  which type  t h r e e  can be used t o  expla in  
type  two. In  o the r  words, he  d i scus ses  t h e  way8 
i n  which type two con t rove r s i e s  i n  theory can be 
explained,  and comes t o  t h e  conclusion t h a t  w e  
have t o  look a t  t he  f a c t o r s  underlying t h e  c r i t i c a l  
commitment i n  order  t o  understand tha t .  I see  him 
a s  t r e a t i n g  what i n  t h e  German t r a d i t i o n  is c a l l e d  
t h e  sociology of  knowledge. Recent German critics 
have discussed t h i s  sub jec t ,  f o r  example, Mecklmburg 
a d  ~Uller  (Exkenntnisinteresse &&texatur 
wissenschaff t ) .  And t h e r e  are s i g n i f i c a n t  c r i t i q u e s  
of  t h i s  s o r t  of  a n a l y s i s  of  criticism i n  G6ttner 's  
h q i k  d e r  I n t e r p r e t a t i o n  and an article by Pasternak 
i n  t h e  S c h i l l e r  Jahrbuch, 1975. !Phase are cr i t ique .  
of t h i s  kind o f  ana lya i a  of  criticiglr. 

Ch l e v e l  t h r ee ,  o t h e r  ana lyaes  of  l e v e l  two, 
or of t h e  f a c t o r s  underlying t h e o r e t i c a l  carPit laent  



are p o s s i b l e .  For example, you can deve lop  a 
~ e r r i d i a n  a n a l y s i s  [wherein] type two can be  
c x p l a i n ~ d  a s  involv ing  tire c o d i t  i o n s  of t h e  
l o g o c e n t r i c  t r a d i t i o n ,  a Lacanian a n a l y s i s ,  a 
~ o u c a u l t i a n  a n a l y s i s ,  of d i f f e r e n c e s  of t y p e  
two. Visser s t e p s  up t o  l e v e l  t h r e e  and surveys 
l e v e l  two. H i s  paper ,  a s  I s e e  it, becomes 
c o n t r o v e r s i a l  i f  and when it c o n f r o n t s  anotlrcr 
kind of l e v e l  t h r e e  a n a l y s i s .  

The problems, a s  I see them, t h a t  a r e  l e f t  
Over i 

V i s s e r  a s s e r t s  t h a t  a r g w n t s  produced i n  
t h e  c o u r s e  of con t roversy  are t h e  result of  
a t t e m p t s  t o  j u s t i f y  p r i o r  p e r s o n a l  and i d e o l o g i c a l  
cammitments. And c o n t r o v e r s y  as a r e s u l t  is f u l l  
of p o s t f a c t o  bad arguments, s imply t r y i n g  t o  
j u s t i f y  a p o s i t i o n .  I t h i n k  many French critics 
would agree  wi th  t h i s  conclusion.  And then they  
would go  on t o  say  t h a t  any a t t e m p t  t o  a t t a i n  
consensus i n  criticism can o n l y  be a manifes- 
t a t i o n  of t h e  w i l l  to  power o r  of i d e o l o g i c a l  
tyranny,  no  mat tu r  how g e n i a l l y  it's proposed. 
So I t h i n k  they  would a g r e e  wi th  h ~ m  on t l ~ j . s .  
And my q u e s t i o n  then is how c a n  consensus be 
achieved? By e l i c i t i n g  i n  o u r  c u l t u r e  
i d e o l o g i c a l  unanimity? Is t h i s  p o s s i b l e ?  

Second problem; There a r e  two ways t o  detcrmlne 
whether or n o t  l i t e r a r y  s t u d y  can be  similar i n  
method and theory  t o  s c i e n t i f i c  s tudy.  The f i r s t  
would involve  t a k i n g  c o n c r e t e  l i t e r a r y  q u e s t i o n s  
and t r y i n g  t o  answer them through t h e  use of  
exp lana tory  models similar t o  t h o s e  used i n  
sc ience .  The second way o f  de te rmin ing  whether 
o r  n o t  l i t e r a r y  s t u d y  is s i m i l a r  t o  s c i e n t i f i c  
s tudy  would be t o  look a t  l i t e r a r y  and s c i e n t i f i c  
communities and see i f  they  o p e r a t e  w i t h  t h e  same 
s o r t  of  methods of c l a r i f i c a t i o n  and v a l i d a t i o n ,  
t h a t  is, communal agreement, I t h i n k  t h a t  t h e  
problem of  t h e  r e l a t ~ o n s h i p  between s c i e n t i f i c  
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and l i t e r a r y  theory  w i l l  be reso lved  i f  it e v e r  is 
by approaching c o n c r e t e  problems r a t h e r  t h a n  by 
i d e o l o g i c a l  a n a l y s i s .  

And f i n a l l y ,  s e r i o u s  q u e s t i o n s  remain r e g a r d i n g  
the  placement  o f  t h e  sub jec t - - the  I--whoever u t t e r s  
i t  i n  x e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  c r i t i c a l  f i e l d .  Is it p o s s i b l e ,  
t h e o r e t i c a l l y  o r  r h e t o r i c a l l y ,  t o  step o u t s i d e  of a 
p e r s o n a l  p o s i t i o n  a n d  prov ide  a d i - s i n t e r e s t e d  view 
o f  t h e  c o n t r o v e r s i e s  and commitments w i t h i n  
c r i t i c i s m ?  Could any audience be convinced t h a t  t h i s  
is p o s s i b l e ?  Would t h e y  b e l i e v e  you i f  you sa id  
t h e r e  was n o t h i n g  p e r s o n a l  a t  s t a k e ?  I c a n ' t  answer 
t h e s e  q u e s t i o n s  f o r  o t h e r s ,  bu t ,  as w r i t t e n ,  my paper  
presupposes t h a t  one alwajjs h a s  a p o s i t i o n .  Usual ly 
i t  is me o f  combative commitment, as i n  t h e  las t  
part of my paper .  The end o f  t h e  paper  proposes a 
s a c r i f i c e  o f  t h e  p e r s o n a l  and i d e o l o g i c a l  comaftments 
t h a t  a r t i c u l a t e  t h e  critical f i e l d .  What t h i  s means 
i n  p e r s o n a l  term, what it would involve ,  i e  a l o s e  
o f  t h e  s e l f ,  t u r n i n g  o n e s e l f  i n t o  an ana log  computer 
or. an u n c ~ c s c i o u s  t h a t e s  i n c a p a b l e  of say ing  n o t  and 
no. And if one d i d  t h a t ,  then  every  critical p o e i t i o a  
would make p e r f e c t l y  good oense for a time. It would 
a l l  be e n t i r e l y  reasonable ,  understandable.  I f  some- 
M y  r e p l i e s  t h a t  t h a t  nan-posi t ion is i d i o t i c ,  I 
c a n ' t  d i s a g r e e  wi th  him b u t  I c a n ' t  see any o t h e r  
way t o  escape  t h e  k i n d s  o f  a n t i t h e s e s  t h a t  have always 
plagued criticism and r e e u l t e d  i n  p o i n t l e s s  con t roversy .  

N. W. VISSER 
INSTITUTE FOR RESEARCH I N  THE HUMANITIES 

THE UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN 

Having had t o  compress a d i s c u s s i o n  of  enormously 
complex i s s u e s  i n t o  t e n  pages  (I chea ted ,  M r .  Martin 
abided by t h e  r u l e s ) ,  I now have t e n  minutes--or t h e  
e q u i v a l e n t  o f  about  f i v e  pages--in which t o  r e c a p i t u -  
late o r  expand on my paper ,  c l e a r l y  a d a u n t i n g  task.  
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Instead of doing t h a t  I want, without chea t ing  t h i s  
time, t o  focus a r  a s i n g l e  i s s u e  which emcrged i n  
d i f f e r e n t  ways i n  each of t h e  t h r e e  o f f e r ings  before 
you: t he  ques t ion  of t heoxe t i ca l consensus ,  which, i f  
same of t he  d iscuss ion  a t  t h i s  and o the r  sess ions  a t  
l a s t  y e a r 8 s  Convention is anything t o  go by, is one 
of thp -re u n s e t t l i n g  and, appropr ia te ly ,  controversia3. 
i s sues  fac ing  the  d i s c i p l i n e .  

What is a t  s t ake  is c l e a r  enough. We a r e  human- 
i s t s ~  we value  d i v e r s i t y ,  i nd iv idua l i t y .  Any e f f o r t  
t o  a r r i v e  a t  a consensus regarding t h e  aims and methods 
of l i t e r a r y  s t u d i e s  m u s t  be, w e  were t o l d  by s o  many 
people a t  s o  many se s s ions  l a s t  year,  an  attempt t o  
l i m i t  t h e  range of  inqui ry  and even to  "constrain t h e  
domain of  l i t e r a t u r e , "  Many i n  t h e  profess ion ,  perhaps 
even a major i ty ,  a r e  suspic ious  of t h e  very a c t i v i t y  
of t heo r i z ing  about l i t e r a t u r e .  Even some academics 
who have made l i t e r a r y  theory t h e i r  p r i n c i p a l  a r ea  
of inqui ry  have expressed t h e  f e a r  t h a t  theory--and 
even c r i t i c a l  analysis--wil l  i nev i t ab ly  b lun t  one's 
response t o  l i t e r a r y  works, I be l ieve  these  worries 
t o  be unfounded, and I th ink  t h e  t e n e t  t h a t  knowledge 
undermines response is pernicious.  

Perhaps I can bes t  convey my w n  pos i t i on  by 
c i t i n g  a couple of case  s t u d i e s  drawn from o t h e r  
d i s c i p l i n e s .  Severa l  years  ago a German professor  
of philosophy who had been inv i t ed  t o  spend a year 
a s  a v i s i t i n g  professor  a t  an  American un ive r s i t y  
published a r e p o r t  on h i s  experience i n  an American 
phi losophica l  journal .  I n  t h a t  more o r  l e s s  open 
l e t t e r ,  he confessed t h a t  f o r  t h e  f i r s t  s eve ra l  
months of h i s  sojourn he was confused about t h e  way 
philosophers behaved i n  t h e i r  profess ional  a c t i v i t y  
i n  America and w a s  uncer ta in  of  t he  causes  of  h i s  
confusion. Eventually Ire r e a l i z e d  t h a t  it was the  
way phi losophica l  inqui ry  was conducted t h a t  
perplexed h i m .  H i s  observation was t h a t  t he re  was 
no v i s i b l e  movement o r  d i r e c t i o n  i n  t he  f i e l d .  
People d i d n ' t  bui ld  on w h a t  o the r s  bad s a i d  o r  
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writ ten4 ins tead ,  i f  a t o p i c  i n t e r e s t ed  one, one 
simply d i d  a b i t  of reading  on it and submitted an 
a r t i c l e .  Arguments g o t  con t inua l ly  recycled,  ard 
a l l  t o p i c s  and methodologies were equal. What 
e s p e c i a l l y  puzzled him was t h a t  people bothered t o  
publ i sh  a t  a l l ,  since t h e r e  was no  evidence t h a t  
o t h e r s  would neces sa r i l y  bother to  take i n t ~  account 
--or indeed even t o  read--what ane had sa id .  
Every pub l i ca t ion  was a d i s c r e t e  e n t i t y ,  and 
remained s o  even i f  gathered i n t o  an e c l e c t i c  
anthology devoted t o  t he  t o p i c  i n  question. 

I th ink  t h e ~ e  obeervations apply, perhaps 
wi th  even g r e a t e r  cogency, t o  l i t e r a r y  s t u d i e s  i n  
AmDerica. Hhat t h i s  v i s i t o r  found lacking  i n  America 
can  be i d e n t i f i e d  by a German phrase  which has  no 
t r a d i t i o n a l  equ iva l en t  i n  American humanistic 
endeavorst such and such a person is o r  is no t  & 
t h e  d iscuss ion .  I heard a German profescror who - teaches  i n  an  American un ive r s i t y  we the phraee 

r e c e n t l y  a f t e r  he had re turned  frcm a v i e i t  to  
Germany. H e  noted t h a t  Hans Kobert J a w s  wao n o  
longer very  much in t h e  d i  ecuesion, but Wolfgang Iser , 
who had j u s t  published two new books, was. Here is 
the kind (or  degree) o f  consensus I am i n t e r e s t e d  
i n .  We have a s t a t e  o f  a f f a i r s  in which academic 
inqu i ry  is seen a s  a discussion.  One is expectad 
a s  a mat ter  of  course t o  k n w  t he  c u r r e n t  s t a t e  of 
t h e  d iscuss ion  and t o  see  ane'e work as con t r ibu t ing  
to it. Let  me t r y  t o  br ing  horae t h o  d i s t i n c t i o n  I 
am making by way of an examplea Wayne C. Booth's 
Rhetoric of F ic t i on ,  with very s l i g h t  changes: a few 
a d d i t i o n s  t o  t h e  bibl iography,  8 few footnotes,  
tak ing  i n t o  account some m o t e  r e c e n t  work, w i t h  
change8 only i n  inc identa le ,  could be published 
t h i e  year. On t h e  o t h e r  hand, Franz Stanze18s G e r m  
equiva lent  which has  been t r a n s l a t e d  as Narra t ive  
S i t u a t i o n s  i n  t h e  Novel, could not  be published t h i s  
year.  Its c w e r n s ,  and methodological preferences  
are simply no l a r g e r  c e n t r a l  to  the diackcreiorr, aa 
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i t  is  ca r r i ed  on i n  Germany, which is not  t o  say t h a t  
it is not  of value.  Irdeed it helped c l e a r  t h e  way 
for the  d iscuss ion  t o  reach i ts  p re sen t  s t a t e .  It has , 

al ready been taken i n t o  account 8nd b u i l t  upon. 
A socand i l l u s t r a t i o n ,  t h i s  t i m e  from s c i e n t i f i c  

inquiry.  I h e s i t a t e  t o  r e f e r  t o  sc ience  because of 
t h e  s u p e r s t i t i o n s  t h a t  hutranists tend t o  have about 
t he  f i e l d ,  but i f  f o r  t h e  moment we can  disabuse 
ourselves of t he  not ions  t h a t  scierlce is a l l  t r u th  
and f a c t  and proof,  and accept  ins tead  t h a t  consensus 
i n  science is by no m a n s  unanimity or uniformity, 
a l l  w i l l  be well .  A number of  years  ago an American 
graduate s tudent  i n  phys ics  decided t o  examine once 
again t h e  a r g w n t  between the  g rea t  majori ty of 
p h y s i c i s t s  who hold the  s t a t i s t i c a l  p robab i l i t y  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of quantum theory and those  few who, 
following E i n s t e i n ' s  b e l i e f  t h a t  God doesn ' t  play 
d i c e  wi th  t h e  universe,  uphold tho hidden va r i ab l e  
i n t e rp re t a t i on .  The s tudent  decided t o  bypass b o t h  
pos i t i ons .  He published a paper based on a model of 
a con t inua l ly  s p l i t t i n g  universe i n  which, on one 
s i d e  of t h e  s p l i t ,  r ocaurred, while on t h e  o the r  it 
d i d  not .  (This abviously is t o  s impl i fy  h i s  discus- 
s ion  t o  t h e  po in t  of misrepresentat ion,  but i t  w i l l  
s u f f i c e  for p ~ e s e n t  p u r p s e a . )  The paper was 
c a r e f u l l y  argucd, l o g i c a l l y  a s  f lawlesa a s  c ic ient i f ic  
arguments can be8 it s a t i s f i e d ,  depending on one's 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of such th ings ,  a l l  t h e  c r i t e r i a  to  
which s c i e n t i f i c  t h e o r i e s  a r e  customarily submitted: 
accuracy, consistency,  breadth,  s imp l i c i t y ,  f r u i t f u l -  
ness,  and s o  for th .  It  was published, read w i t h  
i n t e r e a t ,  commented on, and, perhaps most su rp r i s ing ly ,  
d i d  no t  r a i s e  a fu ro r  i n  t he  s c i e n t i f i c  commnity. 
It  didn't. ga in  a f ac t ion  of dedicated adherents ,  
d idn ' t  provoke enragod polemics, d i d n e t  seem a se r ious  
t h r e a t  t o  the  predominiln t o r i e n t a t i o n  i n  the  f i e l d  . 

Michael Polanyi, t h e  B r i t i s h  scientist and 
pflilosopher who is p r d a b l y  f ain i l ia r  t o  most of you, 
cites a similar cane of a  l e t t e r  published many years  

ago i n  t h e  journal  Nature. The author of this l e t t e r  
noted t h a t  t h e  average g e s t a t i o n  period throughout t h e  
a n h l  kingdun (including man) was an in t ege r  mu l t i p l e  
of pi. Again the  author  c i t e d  a good d e a l  o f  
evidence8 the re  was a n  f a c t  a high degree of corre-  
l a t i on .  However, t h e  letter was published a s  a jake 
and was accepted a s  such, No s c i e n t i s t ,  including 
t h e  author of t h e  letter, would bother s e r i o u s l y  t o  
e n t e r t a i n  such a hypothesis .  

Wha t  would be t h e  ef  fect--and 1 could rephrase 
t h a t  t o  say  what been t h e  effect--of equiva lent  
con t r ibu t ions  i n  l i t e r a r y  s tud ie s?  General ly 
speaking, extreme consterna t ion .  I recent ly  li s- 
t e n d  t o  a very  sen i a r  professor  of  l i t e r a r y  theoty 
spend an  hour o r  m o r e  a t tempting to rebu t  an  id io-  
s y n c r a t i c  and even perverse  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of one of 
Wardsworth's Iucy poems. The in t e rp re t a t i on ,  which . 
I l a t e r  had a look a t ,  was a c a r e f u l l y  argued, 
sus ta ined  a n a l y s i s  which c i t e d  mmh suppart ing 
"evidence. " Several  t h ings  about t h e  o r i g i n a l  essay 
and the  e f f o r t  a t  r e f u t a t i o n  eeem to me t o  be 
r evea l ing  about our d i s c i p l i n e .  The f i r s t  is simply 
that someone found t h e  e f f o r t  involved i n  W i n g  
such an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  worthwhile. The second is 
t h a t  the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  was seen t o  i n v i t e  and even 
r equ i r e  e n t i r e l y  s e r i o u s  considera t i o n  by other 
scholars .  And t he  l a s t  is what t h e  s en io r  professor 
saw t o  be a t  s take ,  f o r  he believed t h a t  i f  he could 
overturn t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of  t h i s  
s i n g l e  e igh t - l i ne  poem he could d-nstrate c e r t a i n t y  
i n  c r i t i c a l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  and t hus  fend o f f  t he  
depredat ions  of decons t ruc t ion i s t s  and t h e i r  r e l a -  
t i v i s t i c  i l k .  And a f i n a l  cu r ious  note: t h i s  same 
professor argued t h a t  i f  he wece to f ind  a d i a r y  
en t ry  or s i m i l a r  b i t  of  documentation by Wardsworth 
a t t e s t i n g  t h a t  t h e  o r i g i n a l  i n t e n t i o n  of t h e  poem 
conformed t o  t h e  ou t r agems  in t e rp re t a t i on ,  t h e  
professor would accep t  it without f u r t h e r  
ques t ion  (he j u s t  wouldnt l i k e  t he  poem so axch 
anynore). Thus d o  t h e  argument8 get recycled. 
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I t  was c l e a r  f  ram the t e n o r  o f  the p r o f e s s ~ ~ ' ~  
r emarks  t h a t  t h e  i n t e r p r e t c l t i o n  seemed t o  him t o  pose  
a g e n u i n e  t h r e a t  t o  t h e  c o n d u c t  of l i t e r a r y  s c u d ~ c s .  
Admit i t - - t h e  i ~ r t e r p r e t a t i o n - - e v e n  t e n t a t i v e l y  o r  
p r w i s i o n a l l y ,  and a n a r c h y  ig-,upon u s .  I hope t h e  
paradox h a s  became c l e a r .  Those same humanis t s  who 
( q u i t e  i n a c c u r a t e l y )  d e p r e c a t e  s c i e n c e  f o r  i ts  
u n i f o r m i t y  and d u l l  d e v o t i o n  t o  f a c t  and e x a l t  t h e i r  
own c a l l i n g  f o r  i t s  t o l e r a n c e  and even  encouragement 
of d i v e r s i t y  and ind iv idua l i sau ,  i n  f a c t  demand a  
d e g r e e  of c o n f o r m i t y  t h a t  s c i e n t i  sts would f i n d  
i n t o l e r a b l e ,  i f  n o t  p o s i t i v e l y  b i z a r r e .  

What is a m i s s  i n  o u r  d i s c i p l i n e  is n o t  t h a t  
i d i o s y n c r a t i c  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  c a n  be f a s h i o n e d ,  n o t  
even t l a t  our- r e a c t i o n s  t o  them o f t e n  have a t a i n t  
of hypocr i sy .  What is amiss  is t h a t  such i n t e r p r e -  
t a t i o n s  are t a k e n  a s  s e r i o u s l y  r e l e v a n t  i n  t h e  f i r s t  
p l a c e .  Irr Geraany t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  because  it 
d e a l t  w i t h  s u c h  a  na r rowly  restricted f i e l d  of 
i n q u i r y  (a s i n g l e  e i g h t - l i n e  l y r i c  p o e m ) ,  and, more 
i m p o r t a n t l y ,  because  it showed a  t o t a l  l a c k  of 
awareness  o f  r e c e n t  me thodo log ies ,  t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  
of which might  have a l t e r e d  t h e  f i n d i n g s  u t t e r l y ,  
s imply  c o u l d  n o t  have e n t e r e d  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n .  Indeed 
i t  is  ex t remely  u n l i k e l y  t h a t  it c o u l d  have been 
pub l i shed .  

The d e g r e e  o f  consensus  I b e l i e v e  we r e q u i r e  i n  
l i t e r a r y  s t u d i e s  i n  t h e  Eng 1 i sh - speak iny  world is 
p r e c i s e l y  t h e  d e g r e e  s u g g e s t e d  by t h e  ternr 
"d i scuss ion . "  The t i m e  h a s  come, I f e e l ,  f o r  u s  to  
e n t e r  i n t o  a s h a r e d ,  s e r i o u s ,  long-range,  un- 
s e l f d r a m a t i z i n g  e r d e a v o r  t o  arrive a t  a s t a g e  i n  
our  p r o f e s s i o n  t h a t  N o r t t ~ r q j  F rye  l n s i s t e d  upon 
a l m o s t  e x a c t l y  twerlty y e a r s  a g o  and which Wayue 
Shumaker m u l e s t l y  propostui i ~ r  greater dc?tai l I n  d n  
a r t i c l e  i n  Contcmpurctry f ~ k t t : ~ ' ~ t t ~ r  t i  jrt 19W: t.tk&t 1:; 

t h e  academic s t u d y  of 1rcc:raI urt! ah an ~ r i t c l l e c t u c r f  
d i s c i p l i n e  w i t h  its our) d l s t i ~ i c t  rvc corlcernu a r ~ d  
met l rods .  S w t t  ~ i r  c r d u ~ v o r  W A  11 rcqtt irt? t h a t  we 
e n t e r  i n t o  a discusslojfi, wlbiclt w i  11 sitL::~e our 
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inqui ry  q u i t e  a s  mch  as our inqui ry  w i l l  shape i t ,  
I f  t h i s  be cons t r a in t ,  wel l  then by a l l  means l e t ' a  
make t h e m o s t o f  i t .  

LEROY SEARLE 
UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON 

Instead o f  sumnrarizing my comentary on these  
papers, I would l i k e  to en t e r  t h i s  d iscuss ion  by ex- 
tending i t  i n  a couple of d i r ec t ions .  Wallace Martin'@ 
d i s t i n c t i o n  between t h r e e  l e v e l s  o f  controversy is 
an  Important c l a r i f i c a t i o n ;  i t  should help, i n  many 
cases ,  to keep u s  from being confused about what i t  
is w e  d isagree  about. But I would l i k e  t o  in t roduce  
another a x i s  o f  a simple, com~aonplace kid, t h a t  c u t s  
through a l l  t h ree  l eve l s .  I be l i eve  the re  a r e  con- 
t r o v e r s i e s  we s e e  and cont rovers ies  we don' t  s ee ,  
It seeme to me t h a t  t he  ones we don' t  aee  are the 
ones t h a t  cause t he  most g r i e f  and i n t e r f e r e  wi th  the 
progress of any reasonable d iscuss ion .  

There a r e  many reasons we may not  s e e  contro- 
ve r s i e s :  i t  may b e  t h a t  we a r e  m t  paying a t t e n t i o n ;  
b u t  the  most i n t e r e s t i n g  cases  of unseen Controversy 
are  those tha t  occur a t  l e v e l  three. These we don' t  
see,  we encounter. We run i n t o  them, and when w e  do 
we don' t  even know how t o  d iscuss  them. We f ind  our- 
s e l v e s  confronted by pos i t ione  tha t  leave  u s  non- 
plussed : we v a c i l l a t e ,  we s t r i k e  ou t ,  we make moves 
t h a t  appear to arake us look good without ever having 
i d e n t i f i e d  the b a s i s  on  which something appears t o  ue 
a s  con t rove r s i a l ,  o r  cannot l oca t e  t he  source of  t he  
controversy.  I n  my reeponse to  the tM papers (print-  
ed i n  = Reports 3). pa r t  of my pleasure i n  replying 
was t h a t  t h e  two papers eeemed t o  me t o  provide a way 
of see ing  those cont rovers ies  w e  usually do not  see 
but  encounter. For t h e  purposes of discussion t o  
fol low, I would l i k e  t o  re-fntroduce Har t in ' s  seven 
premises-which, if accepted, w i l l  convert  d iscuss ion  



i n to  performance, pu t t i ng  t h e  c r i t i c  on the  s tage .  
TtIese premises a r e  evident  i n  encounters f ami l i a r  a t  
t h e s e  convent ions-m t j us t t h i s  year o r  l a s t ,  but 
f o r  the  p a s t  f i v e  o r  s i x  years,  When any of tllese 
premises a r e  accepted, the  r e s u l t  is on ly  an  encounter, 
not a d iscuss ion .  The f i r s t  is tha t  c r i t i c i s m  is 
l i t e r a r u r e ;  t he  second, t h a t  t he re  a r e  no "meta- 
languages and a l l  wr i t i ng  i s  l i t e r a t u r e  a d  vice- 
versa .  Third is t h a t  any appeal to cgnono of argu- 
ment is  a n  a c t  of p o l i t i c a l  r ep re s s ion  o r  an  a c t  
of psychological domination. The fou r th  premise is 
t h a t  i t  is n, va l id  ob jec t ion  to  a theory t h a t  i t  is 
poorly formed o r  se l f -cont radic  tory--as f o r  ins tance ,  
Northrop Frye 's  a s s e r t i o n  i n  defense t h a t  h i s  view 
of c r i t i c i s m  "works; i t  '8 teachable." The f i f t h  
(which Martin pa ren the t i ca l ly  says  is everywhere 
prac t i sed ,  mwhere confessed), t ha t  hamartia is a 
super ior  form o f  marksinanship, leaving  t h e  impres- 
s i o n  t h a t  your opponent doesn' t  know where t o  aim; 
and the  s i x t h  is  the  premise t h a t  "it is impossible 
t o  deconcltruc t my posttion on l o g i c a l  o r  ideologica l  
grounds because I 've a l ready done i t  myself ." The 
seventh is tha t  some audiences r equ i r e  slogans,  o r  
s impl i f  i c e  t i ons ,  w, the  c r i t i c  must j ou rna l i ze  h i s  
own v iewe . 

When we encounter c r i t i c a l  d iscourse  conducted 
on these  premises and our  response is pecul ia r ,  i n  
t h a t  we don't q u i t e  know how t o  argue aga ins t  such 
pos i t i ons ,  the  responses we're most immediately in- 
c l ined  to make-striking o u t  o r  going on a polemical 
binge--turn ou t  to be inef Lective because these  pre- 
mises can be  turned back upon such outraged r e p l i e s .  
A t  t h i s  poin t ,  those cont rovers ies  we don' t  see pose 
some quest  ions f o r  which Nick Visser 's  paper provides 
a n  i n t e r e s t i n g  s e t  of  ambiguous terms t h a t  I th ink  w e  
can disambiguate. The Lerms a r e  "diversi ty" and "com- 
mitment .'I 

If w e  pose t h e  ques t ion  i n  t he  fol lowing way, 
considering f o r  ourse lves ,  "how d id  we a l l ,  indiv idual ly ,  
ge t  hooked? Why a r e  we doing what we're doing?" t he re  
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i a  d i v e r s i t y  i n  our  commitments. That  d i v e r s i t y  has  
a number of sources which seem to m e  t o  suggest  t h a t  
we cannot r e a l l y  expect  t o  s t and  i n  a pos i t i on  a t  
l e v e l  t h r ee  i n  con t rove r s i e s  and exp l i ca t e  l e v e l  two 
cont rovers ies ,  l a rge ly  because the  na ture  of  our  com- 
mitments is  emergent, i n  t he  process of  s tudying 
l i t e r a t u r e  i t s e l f .  For ins tance ,  w e  m y  decide t o  
s tudy l i t e r a t u r e  because we d i d  a l i t t l e  b i t  of  wr i t -  
ing--there a r e  many c l o s e t  M i l  tone i n  English Depart- 
ments. We know the  experience and va lue  i t;  but  
then, we p e r s i s t  f o r  o t h e r  reasons.  It may b e  t h a t  
w e  discover the  profound i n t e l l e c t u a l  excitment of  
specu la t ive  thought about l i t e r a t u r e - - a d  this, I 
would a s s e r t ,  is an  excitement t h a t  does mt dfminieh. 
I t  increases ;  i t  feeds  i t s e l f  because l i t e r a r y  t e x t e  
raise the  mos t i n t r i c a t e l y  r e t i c u l a t e d  and d i f f i c u l t  
i n t e l l e c t u a l  quest ions t h a t  I th ink  w i l l  aver b e  
discovered. We may turn  to l i t e r a r y  study because 
we had a good teacher;  we may t u r n  t o  i t  becauee we 
had a bad teacher ,  o r  because we flunked o u t  of 
physics. It may simply b e  t h a t  we couldn' t  th ink  of 
anything e l s e  to do. Some may say that they turned 
to  1 i t e r a r y  a; tudy because they loved 11 terature; 
and, f o r  a reason about which I want t o  be very  clear, 
t h i s  l a s t  makes m a l i t t l e  awp ic ioue .  

I t!!ink t h a t  t h e  na ture  of t he  l o v e  of l i t e r a t u r e  
t h a t  comes from t h e  etudy of it is a cumulative event .  
I t  is something t h a t  does m t  begin a t  the o u t s e t  i n  
the  same shape o r  take  t h e  same uani fes ta t iona .  I t  
may very well  be t rue ,  bu t  i t  seems t o  me t h a t  when 
people say "I study l i t e r a t u r e  because I l o v e  l i t e r a -  
ture,"  i t  can  e a s i l y  become a way of ducking the 
ques t ions  t ha t  l i t e r a r y  s tudy imposes o n  us, t o  
defend ins tead  a kind of pedantry. I f  we examine t h e  
d i v e r s i t y  of our commitments, I don' t  think,  as Nick 
sugges ts  i n  h i s  paper, t h a t  we can  expect  t o  have s o c i a l  
o r  p o l i t i c a l  fo rces  expla in  our  commitments; tmr can 
we expect  t o  f i n d  ideologies  t h a t  e x i s t  a l ready formed 
t o  expla in  why i t  is the t c e r t a i n  people eubscrlbe t o  
c e r t a i n  ideologica l  pos i t ions .  



Something mre important  i s  involved,  I th ink ;  
something thac goes much mut:  d l  r e c  t l y  to  tlre conclusiot l  
of Wallace Mart in 's  remarkti today. As we look  a t  l i t e r -  . 
a r y  t e x t s  and hek,in t h e  s e r i o u s  concent ra ted  s tudy  of 
those  t e x t s ,  o n  a corlcrete  l e v e l ,  i n  t h e  ergagement 
wi th  t h e  t e x t s  themselves, we d i scover  p a t t e r n s  t h a t  
have a compell ing f o r c e .  You s e e  i n  tltose t e x t s  i m -  
p l i c a t i o n s  tha t  a r e  i n t r l  n s i c  t o  t h e  t e x t s  tlremselves . 
You go i n  d i r e c t b i r s  where i t  becomes a mat te r  o f  
persona l  commitment which deepens a s  you proceed, 
brcaus e 1 i t  e r a r  y s tudy £0 r c e s  us to  cons ider  those 
c o n t r o v e r s i e s  we do n o t  s e e  i n  both i n t i m a t e  and pub- 
l i c  terms, and t o  recognize  t h a t  o u r  conunitments come 
from what we understand . For i n s t a n c e ,  understanding 
Uordsworth 'e Prelude,  Blake 's  Jerusalem, Stevens ' 
" ~ o t e s  Toward a Supreme ~ i c t i o n , "  Williams' Pa te r ron .  
Dickens' Bleak House, Melville's Moby Dick--the l ist 
could go o n  and orr-carries w i t h  i t  a d e f i n i t e  com- 
mitment t h a t  every subsequent read ing  w i l l  deepen. 
If we p u t  tllose c o m i t m e n t s  based o n  understanding,  
a s  i t  developti i n  t h e  engaged s tudy o f  t h e  l i t e r a r y  
t e x t ,  a s i d e  to pursue a p a r t i c t j l a r  set of ques t ions  
t h a t  a r e  c o l l a t e r a l  t o  those  t r x t a ,  I b e l l e v e  we pu t  
o u r s e l v e s ,  our  s t u d e n t s ,  and o u r  e n t e r p r i s e  i n  
jeopardy. To f i n d  t h e  kind of coiMensus t h a t  Nick 
V i s s e r  c h a r a c t e r i z e s  a s  being " in  t h e  d i scuss ion"  
aeelns to  me to r e q u i r e  a r e t u r n ,  w i t h  t h e  mst 
r igorous  i n t e l l e c t u a l  a c u i t y  we can b r i n g  t o  bear ,  
t o  c l a r l f y  i n  f u l l  r e s p e c t  f o r  o u r  indebtedness  t o  them, 
o u r  comnitment to t h e s e  s t r a n g e  and marvelous th ings  
we s tudy .  

I n  my o r i g i n a l  remarks, I suggested t h a t  one 
f u n c t i o n  of con t roversy  is  t o  t e s t  t h e  l i m i t s  of 
consensus; and t h a t  t h e  phemmemn o f  c r i t i c i s m  
t u r n i n g  i n t o  performance r e v e a l s  a profound t r u t h :  
tihe grounds of consensus a r e  imaginat ive.  They a r e  
always imagina t ive .  I f  we r e t u r n  row t o  those  
t h r e e  l e v e l s  o f  con t roversy  and imagine t h a t  o t h e r  
a x i s  o f  c o n t r o v e r s i e v  t h a t  we s e e  o r  do not s e e ,  
we can s e e  t h a t  l i t e r a r y  t e x t s  and Che p r o b l a s  
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they  pose r u n  through a l l  t h r e e  l e v e l s .  They cont inua l -  
l y  b r i n g  u s  f a c e  t o  f a c e  w i t h  t h e  lost pervas ive  q u e s t i o n s  
a b o u t  how we as i n d i v i d u a l  people w i l l  b e  i n  t h e  world. 
And i f  be ing  i n  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  r e q u i r e s  ua t o  confirm 
t h e  rm Cure of  o u r  commibnents t o  l i t e r a r y  s t u d y  i t s e l f .  
I t h i n k  we have a b a s i s  on which we can make t h e  d ia -  
c u s s i o n  i n t o  something which is rot o n l y  an i n t e l l e c t u a l  
exper ience  t o  have, b u t  a way t o  b e  i n  t h e  world. 

QUESTIONS 

DON BIALOSTOSKY 
UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON 

I f e e l  very g r a t e f u l  t o  t h e  p a n e l i s t s  f o r  t h e s e  
impassioned and, I t h i n k ,  i n c i s i v e  s ta tements ,  and I 
would l i k e  t o  i n t r o d u c e  one  more axis--I don ' t  kmw I n  
what d i r e c t i o n  r e l a t i v e  t o  t h e  o t h e r s .  But I t h i n k  
i t  might shed some l i g h t  o n  t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e  iseues 
b e f o r e  us. 

It seems t o  me t h a t  one q u e s t i o n  t h a t  h a s  n o t  
been asked is "what a r e  t h e  c o n t r o v e r s i e s  we a r e  
engaged i n  t r y i n g  t o  resolve?' '  What are we t r y i n g  
t o  de te rmine  by c o n t r o v e r s i e s ?  I r e c u r ,  I n  t r y i n g  
t o  answer t h a t  ques t ion ,  t o  t h e  t e x t  t h a t  I know 
b e s t  t h a t  tries t o  answer i t ,  namely, A r i s t o t l e ' s  
Rhe tor ic .  I n o t i c e  when I do t h a t  a l l  of t h e  
p a n e l i s t s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  Leroy S e a r l e  and Wallace 
Mart in,  seem t o  b e  concerned a b o u t  o n e  kind of  
con t roversy  among t h e  t h r e e  s o r t 8  of c o n t r o v e r s i e s  
Aristotle is i n t e r e s t e d  in-*hat h e  c a l l a  e p i d e i c t i c  
con t roversy ,  t h e  k ind  t h a t  is involved i n  p r a i s e  
o r  blame, i n  t r y i n g  t o  d e t e r d n e  what i t  is we ought  



t o  be. In t e r e s t i ng ly  enough, t h i ~ i  is the  kind of 
controversy,  a s  A r i s t o t l e  himself m t i c e s ,  ~ l l a t  turns 
i n t o  performance easi ly--ceremonial  o r a to ry  o r  d isp lay ,  
he c a l l s  i t .  One reason i t  e a s i l y  turns  i n t o  performance, 
I think,  is r e l a t e d  to t he  na tu re  of  t he  problem Leroy 
reveals--namely, t ha t  i n  t ry ing  to determine what i r  
is we ought t o  be,  the  rhe to r i c i an  may e i t h e r  ctroost: 4 

t o  address  hiatself t o  t he  p ra i s e  of some t t t i~~g  ou t s ide  
of himself o r  he  rnay t r y  to exemplify himself a s  
an  ob jec t  f o r  imitation--what i t  i a  we ought t o  be. 
That is a very easy turn-about, one t h a t  is cons tant ly  
poss ib le  on t h a t  a x i s .  

I th ink  where Leroy's poin t  l eads  us i n  t h i s  con- 
nec t ion  is tha t  people a r e  t ry ing  t o  s e t t l e  t he  ques- 
t i o n  of  what t o  be i n  a simple-minded and immediate 
way--I th ink  of what Nick says about graduate s tudents  
being t h e  people who a r e  most l i k e l y  t o  jump on t h e  
newest bandwagon--i t seem to  indica  te tha t  those 
who a r e  looking f o r  a n  i d e n t i t y  and may t r y  t o  p ick  i t  up 
by imi t a t i on  r a the r  than by engagement with t h e  net- 
t e r s  t h a t  r e a l l y  s e r ious ly  concern us.  But I think 
w e  need t o  remember t h a t  t he re  a r e  two o t h e r  s o r t s  of 
cont rovers ies ,  two o t h e r  sorts of  th ings  t h a t  contro- 
v e r s i e s  determine tha t  a r en ' t  sub jec t  t o  the  same 
t r a n s f o r m  t ion .  There a r e  cont rovers ies  over what 
t o  do when we a r e  d e l i b e r a t i n g  about t he  a c t i v i t i e s  
we engage i n  and the  methods t h a t  we w i l l  use toward 
the  ends on  which we have a l ready agreed,  i n  which 
case  controversy may be f r u i t f u l  and we may a l l  have 
a s t a k e  i n  t he  r e s o l u t i o n  of them, There a re  a l s o  
t he  oldest-fashioned cont rovers ies ,  which A r i s t o t l e  
would c a l l  forensic--controversies about what we 
kmw of  t h e  th ings  we a r e  t a lk ing  about, where the  
canons of evidence a r e ,  I th ink ,  perhaps bes t  estab- 
l i shed  and where t he  con t rove r s i e s  continue i n  per- 
haps t h e  l e a s t  fash ionable  meetings a t  the  NLA--but 
they do go on. I can a t t e s t  t o  i t ;  I a t t e n d  a n  oc- 
cas ional  unfashionable meeting. Those a r e  t h e  
quest ions about what is the  na tu re  of  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  
th ing  t h a t  w e  a r e  e l l  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  t a lk ing  about, 1 

SCE Reports 

and s t a t i n g  the  na ture  of  it a s  c l e a r l y  a s  poeeible.  
I th ink  these  two domains o f  controversy-the de l iber -  
a t i v e  and the  forensic--are guaranteed t o  b e  h e a l t h i e r  
by t h e  na tu re  o f  t he  i ssue ,  and that w e  may g e t  some 
f r u i t f u l  c l a r i f i c a t i o n  i n  recognizing t h a t  our  problem 
is r e a l l y  premature i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o r  t he  wish t o  be 
a fu l l - f ledged profess ional  be fo re  we have done the 
work t h a t  is required t o  make us e n t e r  i n t o  t he  
r ~ a  t e r i a l s  t h a t  v e  c a r e  t o  e n t e r  i n to .  

MR. SEARLE 

I th ink  Don's commente a r e  a very a p t  way o f  
poin t ing  o u t  a kind of  hoatologous r e l a t i o n  t h a t  per- 
t a b s  between c l a s s i c a l  r h e t o r i c  and Wally Mar t i n ' s  
t h r e e  l e v e l s  of controversy, f o r  instance.  But i n  
t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  caee,  t h e r e  may be  good reaeon t o  
approach t h e  ques t ion  m t  only  i n  terms of r h e t o r i c ,  
but  i n  terms of a rnde l  f o r  organizing a theory: 
t h a t  is, f o r e n s i c  quest  ions  i n  the  e tudy of  l i t e r a t u r e  
have a predominantly observat ional  cha rac t e r ;  t h e  
d e l i b e r a t i v e  have a predominantly desc r ip  t i v e  charac ter ,  
and t h e  e p i d e i c t i c  have a predominently explanatory 
cha rac t e r  . Now, I th ink  i t  is evident  from e a y i w  
j u s t  t ha t  much t h a t  i t  wou1.d r equ i r e  another d ie-  
cuss ion ,  o r  another ax i s ,  t o  s e e  what the  advantage8 
of one fonnula t ion  o r  t h e  o t h e r  would be. But 
i n so fa r  a 3  t he  f i r s t  two a r e  genera l ly  l e s s  problema- 
t i c ,  l e s s  l i a b l e  t o  f a l l  i n t o  v i t i a t i n g  controverey, 
I would ques t ion  whether i t  is  the  ca se  t h a t  they 
a r e  s o  protected i n  l i t e r a r y  study because of  t he  
cur ious  on to log ica l  and ep i s  t e rn log ica l  e t a t u e  of t he  
l i t e r a r y  t e x t .  We a r e  deelLng with e t range  and pecul ia r  
ob j ec t s ;  and i n  t h i s  l j g h t ,  how a r e  w e  to kww what 
i t  means to "observe"--lkow do we determine what t h e  
"facts" about a l i t e r a r y  t ex t  a r e ,  and what "facte" 
ore r e l evan t  t o  our  i nqu i r i e s?  I f  w e  follow the  
d i r e c t i o n  of examitling how a theory is organized, 
we may, f o r  example, g e t  a s t ronger  r e t i c u l a t i o n  



wirh c o l l a t e r a l  d i s c i p l i n e s .  

MR. VISSER 

A very quick c l a r i f i c a t i o n .  . . t h e  point  about 
graduate s tudents  does include o r  imply somethi~~l :  
about jumping on  a bandwagon but  I don' t  lriran i t  to 
mean only o r  primari ly t h a t .  I th ink  we should re-- 
member t h a t  most of the  major i r r f luenr ia l  t.lieoretica1 
o r i e n t a t i o n s  of clre twentieth century were i n  fac t 
c rea ted  by groups of  graduate s tudents  and youi~g 
teachers.  This was t r u e  of the  Nashvil le  group jn 
New Cri t ic i sm;  t he  Russian Formalists  came o u t  ol a 
s e r i e s  of graduate seminars; the  same was l a rge ly  
t r u e  of French s t ruc tu ra l i sm and of B r i t i s h  new 
c r i t i c i sm.  The con t r ibu t ion  tha t  graduate s tudents  
have made towards r e v i t a l i z i n g  l i t e r a r y  a tud te s  far  
outweighs . . . 

MR. BIALOSTOSKY 

Well, jt's one th ing  to bui ld  a bandwagon and 
another t o  jump on  one. 

MR. VISSER 

Yeah, 1t's the  epigories versus t h e  c r ea to r s ,  
f a i r  enough. 

BRITTON J. HARWOOD 
MIAMI U N l V t i H S I T Y  

I have a ques t ion  which w i l l  sound polerrtical but  
comes ou t  of genuine puzzlement. 1 do no t  subscribe 
to the  premise t h a t  t he re  are no languages about 
languages. I be l ieve  i n  metslanguayes. And this 
symposium, by r a i s i n g  the  ques t ion  "what is the  
function of controversy i n  t he  language of c r i t i c a l  
exchangen poses obviously a m e t a c r i t i c a l  quest ion,  
that is t h e  ques t ion  is what is t h e  funct ion  of 
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contxoversy i n  criticism, and theref  ore  t h e  quest ion 
i t s e l f  is me tac r i t i ca l .  Wow, Jim, you on t he  second 
page ( ca l l ed  f o r ]  a d i s c i p l i n e d  d iscuss ian .  And s o  
my quest ion is, what d i s c i p l i n e ?  That is, haw would 
one desc r ibe  metacriticism a s  a d i s c i p l i n e ?  Now, 
Professor Visser  r i g h t l y  speaks of t h e  neces s i t y  of 
knowing the  c u r r e n t  state of a f f a i r s .  And so, I 
would l i k e  you in  a way t o  t i p  your handa by 
desc r ib ing  h w  you understand t h e  c u r r e n t  s t a t e  of  
a f f a i r s  with r e spec t  t o  metecr i t ic i sm ao t h a t  I have 
some way of i den t i fy ing  t h e  diculipl ine i n  which t h e  
ques t ion  w a s  posed, So, t h e  ques t ian  is what i o  t he  
f u n c t i a ~  of c o n t r w e r s y  i n  c r i t i c i s m #  I can think of 
s e v e r a l  d i s c i p l i n e d  answers which you may n o t  have 
i n  mind. I could think of a psychological  answer, 
poss ib ly ,  i n  terms of samething l i k e  aggression,  I 
could th ink  of ,  t h e r e  might be what I c a l l  socio- 
l o g i  c a l  answer st t he re  might be h i s t o r i c a l  answers, 
Don proposed, I thfnk, a r h e t o r i c a l  context ,  One 
could say  the  func t ion  of controversy i n  t h i a  
ins tance  is encaa i a s t i c ,  m e t h i n g  l i k e  that, What 
1% i n t e r e s t ed  i n  is how t h e  panel understands t h e  
d i s c i p l i n e  of metacri t icimn and would look i n  their 
answers f o r  d e s c r i p t i o n s  of their understanling of 
the  c u r r e n t  state of a f f a i r s .  

MR. SOStWSKI 

Before I t u r n  t o  a member of t h e  panel  I would 
absolve them of any r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  t h e  quest ion,  
which was mine, A r d  I'll t i p  my hand. It f i r s t  
occurred t o  me while re reading  H a r r i s  Weitcms Haralet 
and t he  Phi losophyof  Cr i t ic i sm,  And Weitz, a f t e r  
reviewing i n  some d e t a i l  Hamlet criticism, wondered 
about t he  func t ion  of controversy and concluded that 
it w a s  very  use fu l  and I found t h i s  puzzling, y e t  
i n t e r e s t i n g ,  because I i n s t i n c t i v e l y  r e a c t  rest- 
l e s s l y  t o  controversy.  And s o  my awn thfnking 
turned t o  Stephen Tarlmin and Uses of ArguaPent 
and s o  mv m e t a c r i t i c a l  hand is, I 'd  say, Toulmin's, 



largely, more so than Weitz 's .  But t i r a t ' s  me--ad 
I r a i s e d  the ques t ion .  tiowever, each panc l . i s t  tlas 
understood t h e  q u e s t i o n  i n  h i s  own way and so let me 
t u r n  it over t o  them. 

MK. MARTIN 

Well, Morlroe B e a r d s l c y 8 s  answer t o  t h e  q u e s t i o n  
how d o e s  one d e s c r i b e  m e t a c r i t i c i s m  a s  a d i s c i p l i n e  
is "through m e t a - w t a c r i t i c i s m .  '' W i t t g e n s t e i n ' s  
i n ~ p l i c i t  answer is i n  Phi losopt i ical  I n v e s t i p J .  1-1s 
number 121, which vuns raughly  a s  fol lows:  "Sane 
might t h i n k  because phi losophy u s e s  t h e  word 

phi losophy t h e r e  is a second a r d e r  phi losophy,  b u t  
t h a t  is n o t  t h e  c a s e .  It is r a t h e r  l i k e  t h e  c a s e  
of or thography which examines t h e  ward "orthography" 
among o t h e r  words, I t h i n k  t h a t  t h e  u s e  of  the  word 
"meta" has been v e r y  l o o s e  and misleadxng i n  cr i t i -  
cism. Very b r i e f l y ,  I think i t 's  t h e  case because 
it r e s u l t s  f r a n  a confus ion  between h i e r a r c h i c  
r e l a t i o n s h i p s ,  which I t r i e d  t o  o u t l i n e  i n  n~y 
l e v e l s - - t h a t 8  s a h i e r a r c h i c  r e l a t i o n s h i p - - i t  confuses  
t h a t  with sortbething e l s e ,  which is, s t a t e m e n t s  about  
t h i n g s ,  such a s ,  "three is a number," you know, i n  
q u o t a t i o n  marks. And while  n o t  ha-ring t ime t o  g o  
f u l l y  i n t o  t h o s e  d i s t i n c t i o n s ,  1'11 be happy t o  
supply you with t h r e e  pages which happen to be 
w r i t t e n  by myself t h a t  I t h i n k  s o l v e  t h e  problem 
completely.  b u t  1 t h i n k  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  g r e a t  
dangers  and d i f f i c u l t i e s  h e m  surrourcl ing t h e  
concept  o f  m e t a c r i t i c i s m  t h a t  c a n  l e a d  t o  a l l  kirrds 
of quagmires, t h a t ' s  a l l  i c a n  say  about  it. 

MR. SEARLE: 
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c o n c e p t  from Carnap, i t 's  obvious t h a t  c r i t i c i s m  
is a l r e a d y  a metalanguage i n  respect t o  its primary 
language, t o  its o b j e c t  language, l i t e r a r y  t e x t s .  
And here  one, I t h i n k ,  cou ld  r e s o l v e  that  quea t ian .  
If you want, I ' ve  g o t  three pages  . . . The 

d i s t i n c t i o n  I sugges ted  to  Don j u s t  a manent a g o  
w i l l  t a k e  care of most of those  q u e s t i m s  very  
e f f e c t i v e l y .  I f  we d i s c r i m i n a t e  between and m n g  
c o n t e x t s  of d i s c o u r s e  w i t h i n  t h e  e n t e r p r i s e  o f  
c r i t i c i s m  ( then)  most of what we call %eta- 
c r i t i c a l  ques t ions*  are i n  f a c t  q u e s t i o n s  of 
explana t ion .  And i n  t h a t  l i g h t ,  I th ink ,  that 
we might  even make Mar t in ' s  seven premises e i g h t  

' 

by say ing ,  as a lemmur t o  the one t h a t  says 

t h e r e  is n o  metalanguages) ( t h a t )  t h e r e  i e  a 
m e t a c r i t i c i s m  t h e  e f  f a c t  of which is to involve  
us i n  t h a t  r e g r e s s i o n  whi le  avo id ing  what I t h i n k  
is t h e  c e n t r a l  issue. That  is, i f  we lodc a t  t h e  
pr-ry demands that are i m p l i c i t  w i t h i n  the texts 
w e  s tudy,  we're  conf ron ted  w i t h  a q u e s t i o n  whether 
or n o t  we are w i l l i n g  t o  t r u s t  imagination. If 
we8re  w i l l i n g  to  t r u s t  t h e  imaginat ion,  as William 
C a r l o s  Williams says ,  -1 decided to  le t  in rag ina t ia r  
have its own way t o  see i f  it c o u l d  save i t s e l f .  
Samething very  d e f i n i t e  caaw of it. I began t h e n  
and t h e r e  to  r e v a l u e  experience."  !rhat8a t h e  r i s k ,  
I t h i n k ,  of c r i t i c i s m .  N o t  t o  look  f o r  a p r i v i l e g e d ,  
m e t a c r i t i c a l  p o s i t i o n ,  bu t  t o  t r u s t  t h o s e  a teps .  
Then i f  we can e x p l a i n  them w e ' l l  answer t h o e e  
metacriticial q u e s t i o n s .  

I want t o  j u s t  underscore t h a t  p o i n t .  Ttic 
r e g r e s s i v e  n a t u r e  of t h e  n o t i o n  I t h i n k  is q u i t e  
clear because a s  far as t h e  impor ta t ion  of t h a t  
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MR. VISSER; 

1'11 j u s t  say  I t h i n k  you must be aware by now 
t h a t  t h e r e ' s  s a w t h i n g  l i k e  a dodge going on. I 
d o n ' t  imagine you f e e l  your q u e s t i o n  has  k e n  
answered and I'm n o t  going t o  pre tend  t h a t  I can  
answer----I don ' t even have t h r e e  pages. 

I t h i n k  two t h i n g s  have happened and you've 
brought one o u t  and I f e e l  very  g u i l t y  about  it. 
I d o n ' t  l i k e  gc ing  t o  conferercces and a t t e n d i n g  
s e s s i o n s  on a p a r t i c u l a r  t o p i c  clr?? f i n d i n g  t h a t  In 
fact t h e  people have w r i t t e n  ~bot i t  something 
c w . p l e t 1  d i f f e r e n t .  And t h a t ' s  a lmost  happened 
))ere .  W e  were asked t o  w r i t e  A o u t  tho  f u n c t i o n  
of con t roversy ,  and i n s t e a d  w e  h.tvt3 w r i t t e n  about 
its na ture ,  i ts  h i s t o r y ,  its p l a c e  i n  t h e  c u r r e n t  
s t a t e  of a f f a i r s  i n  academic and profess ior la l  
i n s t i t u t i o n a l  l i f e  and s o  on. And w e  have n o t  
gone, p r e c i s e l y ,  t o  t h o s e  psycholog ica l  and soc io- 
l o g i c a l  and p r o f e s s i o n a l  Eunc t i o n s  t h a t  it might 
have. You c a n  b u i l d  a career t d a y  an cont roversy ,  
a f t e r  a l l ,  Same people have done it q u i t e  suc- 
c e s s f u l l y .  And, yoing on t o  t h e  othctr p a r c  of your 
q u e s t i o n ,  you a s k  a t  me p o i n t  i f  i t  were p o e s i b l e  t o  
d e s c r i b e  t h e  c u r r e n t  s t a t e  of t h e  d i s c u s s i o n .  Woll, 
because I have argued t h a t  i n  Anglo-American world 
it 's p r e c i s e l y  a d i s c u s s i o n  w e  l a c k ,  I t h i n k  it 's 
i u p o s s i b l e  t o  d e s c r i b e  t h e  c u r r e n t  s t a t e  of a f f a i r s  
wi thout  f a l l  jrry i n t o  unfor tuna te  words l i k e  chaos,  
anarchy,  even s i l e n c e ,  which w e  h e a r  about ,  over and 
over  aga in .  Only when we d o  g e t  a d i scus t i ion ,  ;, cJuriulnt. 
con t inu ing ,  s e r i o u s  coming t o g e t h e r  i n  terats of a 
d i s c u s s i o n ,  w i l l  q u e s t i o n s  l i k e  yours  be a n s w e r a l e .  

VINCE LEI'KH 
MERCER UNIVERSITY 

I t h i n k ,  one o f  t h e  i n t e r e s t i n g  t h i n g s  about  all 
of t h e  papers  and r e a l l y  a l l  of t h e  d i s c u s s i o n ,  is 
t h a t  we have a c i d e n t a l l y ,  and sane of u s  on purpose, 
set up, I t h i n k ,  a f a i r l y  u s e f u l  d e s c r i p t i o n ,  I would 
say ,  a g e n r e  d e s c r i p t i o n ,  of what con t roversy  is: the 
way A r i s t o t l e  saw it, t h e  way t h e  S a p h i s t s  saw it, 
t h e  way it's SOIW~OW transfonmed and evolved i n t o  
s a n e t h i n g  l i k e  what it is today. Anyway, we've been 
d i s c u s s i n g  t h e  g e n r e  c a l l e d  c c m t r w e r s y .  NOW, what 
I f i n d  i n t e r e s t i n g  a b o u t  t h a t  is that everyone has  
agreed  soarehow t h a t  t h e  purpose of controversy--no 
m e  h a s  ques t ioned  t h i s  so I assume t h a t  t h e y  a g r e e  
--the purpose of c o n t r o v e r s y  is to r e a c h  consensus,  
o r  r a t i o n a l  r e s o l u t i o n ,  that we are s a o s h a r  involved  
tnereby  i n  p rogress ,  t h a t  we've d i s c u s s e d  f a c t s ,  
t h a t  w e  d i s c u s s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s ,  as though a l l  t h e s e  
things a r e  unproblematic .  Suppose I s a y  t h e r e  are 
n o  f a c t s 8  t h e r e  are o n l y  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s .  S u p p e  
I say t h e r e  a r e  never  r e s o l u t i o n s ,  on ly  impasses. 
It seems t o  m e  t h a t  a l l  t h s  va lues ,  I would s a y  
e t h i c a l  v a l u e s ,  t h a t  you have implied somehaw are 
involved i n  t h e  i m p l i c i t  n a t u r e  of con t roversy ,  
need themselves t o  be ques t ioned .  And I ' m  n o t  
s u g g e s t i n g  t h a t  we should  thraw c o n t r w e r s y  out8 I'm 
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MR. U E I l C H t  
say ing  t h a t  w e  ought  t o  redet i n e  i t ,  r e t h i n k  i t ,  
maybe throw it o u t .  But let's d i s c u s s  what t h e  
purpose of  it is. Is i t  ildeelf t o  r e a c h  C O I ~ S ~ ~ S U S ?  
 re w e  i n  r e a l i t y  d e a l i n g  w i t h  fac t s ' ?  Is objec-  
t i v i t y  a g o a l ?  Is r a t i o n a l  r e s o l u t i o n  w h a t  w e e r e  
u l t i m a t e l y  a f t e r ?  I t h i n k  we ought  t o  a d d r e s s  
ourselvlos t o  t h o s e  more h i ~ p a r t a n t  q u e s t i o n s ,  than  
p a r t i c u l a r  c o n t r o v e r s i e s .  

I t h i n k  t h a t  t h e  answer l i e s  l u r k i n g  somewhere 
i n  one of t h e  p o i n t s  thcrt Nick d i d n ' t  repeat here ,  
and t h a t  is the i o p e r a t i v e  i n  l i t e r a r y  s t u d i e s  to  
f i n d  new t h i n g s  to  s a y .  That  is, 1 t h i n k ,  one of  
t h e  purposes--covert ,  pexhaps--of c o n t r o v e r s y .  S o  
far as t h e  q u e s t i o n  of p r e s u p p o s i t i o n ,  I iuunediately 
want to p u t  t h a t  a s  cr l e v e l  t h r e e  c o n t r o v e r s y ,  you 
see, between c i i f f e r e n t  p o s i t i o n s  t h e r e .  And, myself ,  
I wanted t o  h o l d  a n  a n t i t h e t i c a l  p o s i t  ion i n  r e l a t i o r r  
t o  t h e  o t h e r  two b u t  you see m e - - I ' m  s o  g e n i a l ,  1 
cave  i n  and a g r e e  wi th  peop le  but ,  now wi th  your 
encouragement, I ' d  l i k e  t o  a g r e e  w i t h  you and say ,  
" p r e c i a e l y l "  A l l  of ttrose a i m s  and ends  are i n  
q u e s t i o n  a t  l e v e l  t h r e e  and I d o n ' t  know o f  a l e v e l  
f o u r ,  h i e r a r c h i c a l l y  speak ing ,  where they  c a n  be 
d i s c u s s e d .  I c a n ' t  concc ive  it. I drew t h e  l e v e l s  
- - sor t  of--from Gregory Batesorr and h i s  use of 
R u s s e l l ' s  t h e o r y  o f  l o g i c a l  typas i n  a h i e r a r c h y .  
H e  goes up to a b o u t  t h r e e  and t-tren he yeta  l u s t ,  and 
says ,  "X d o n ' t  h o w  what l i e s  Lcyond t h e r e "  and 
t a l k s  about  Zen ar soatething l i k e  t h a t  but t ie 's 
otherwise  a  v e r y  reasonab le  yerson.  1 j u s t  don* t 
know a t  t h a t  p o i n t .  I c a n *  t arrsrtrr i t  from tihe 
o u t s i d e ,  is what I mean, you know. 

Let  me say one th ing  about t h e  three step hierarchy 
which Leroy quickly  added a supplement to.  And I 

th ink  which Don wanted t o  sort of r ev i se .  The po in t  

about t h a t  t h r e e  s t e p  hierarchy is t h a t - - w i t h a t  being 
of fens ive  and aggressive-- 

MR. HARTIN: 

Be offensive.  

MR. LEIZ13Ht 

. . . t h a t  it's p a t e n t l y  r i d i c u l a u s  a d ,  far  
example, t he  f i r s t  l e v e l  sanehow d e a l s  with "facts ,"  
as i f  we can settle those  easier, sawhaw. The l a s t  
l e v e l  deals with hermeneutics, I think,  henagneutic 
boundaries. The problem i s  t h a t  on every l e v e l  of t h e  
he i rarchy you presented and with Leroy1# modificat ion 
and with Dm% adjustment, we're still alwaym i n  the 
daa in  of in t e rp re t a t i on .  

HR. MARTIN: 

That 's  r i g h t .  

MR. LEI'ICH: 

You want t o  sanehaw make g rada t ion  of in terpre-  
ta t i o n s  . 

MR. CUURTXN: 

No. They're a l l  working a t  t h e  same the. 



MR. LLIWH: 

Y e s .  

MR. MARTIN: 

And I d o n ' t  say t h a t  you 're  g e t t i n g  agreement. 
What happens is, y w  d i s a g r e e  about  f a c t s .  Then 
someone says ,  "Why are we d i s a g r e e i n g  about  fac t s? '*  
And sanebody e l s e  s a y s ,  "It's because you have 
d i f f e r e n t  t h e o r i e s .  And t h e  problem is  t h i s . '  And 
he tries t o  i d e n t i f y  it t h a t  way. Then it g e t s  t o  
be a t  t h e  l e v e l  of t h e o r e t i c a l  d i s c u s s i o n .  And then,  
t h a t  c a n ' t  be agreed s o  soareone s a y s ,  "You know why 
t h e s e  guys have t h e s e  d i f f e r e n t  t h e o r e t i c a l  p o s i t i o n s ?  
Because, t h e y  use  t h e s e  fundamental assumptions." 
And, y o u  see, t h o s e  fundamental assumptions a r e  a 
group. They're t h e  l o g o c e n t r i c  t r a d i t i o n  and t h e r e  
is another  p o s i t i o n  p o s s i b l e .  So I d i d n ' t  mean t o  
s a y  they could  be  d i s e n t a n g l e d ,  t h a t  they  could be 
reso lved .  They're  i n  f l ~ r  you c a n ' t  f i x  them and 
you c a n ' t  set t le anyth ing .  

MR. IJ3I'ICH; 

W e l l  then,  le t  ine modify your model f o r  you t o  
s u i t  . . . 

HR. MARTIN: 

Fine.  

. . . what we've agreed on. I n s t e a d  of saying 
t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  three s t a g e s  of c o n t x w u r s y ,  i n  

SCE Repocts -- 

h i e r a r c h y ,  l e t  u s  s a y  t h a t  t h e r e  are t h r e e  s t a g e s  
of c o n t r o v e r s y  on a wheel, t h a t  one i s n ' t  sontehow 
h igher  ar lower than  t h e  other. They're d i f f e r e n t .  
You know, I mean, t h a t ' s  a c r u c i a l ,  c r u c i a l  p o i n t .  
A I ~  I t h i n k  you a g r e e  w i t h  t h a t .  

MR. MARTIN: 

Yeah. 

Because what you've done is made something mare 
impor tan t  t h a n  samething else. And I d o n ' t  t h i n k  
you want t o  d o  t h a t .  

MR. MARTIN: 

Yeah. Tha t  bothered me i n  Batesan. But  he s a y s  
a t  t h e  end of  h i s  e s s a y  whag's wrong--and he's r i g h t .  
But I d o n ' t  know t h a t  I c a n  g e t  beyond it. 

MR. BxALOSmsKY: 

I j u s t  want to  ask. Vince what criteria h e  
errvis ions u s i n g  t o  answer t h e  q u e s t i o n s  that h e  
wants us  t o  take s e r i o u s l y  b e f a r e  taking s e r i o u s l y  
t h e  other sorts of  ques t ions ,  i n  t h a t ,  it seems t o  
me,  c o n t r w e r s y  h a s  n o t  been escaped, and t h e  
m a r t i a l l i n g  of whatever a v a i l a b l e  xeasons  t h e r e  are 
h a s  n o t  been escaped. W e  simply a s k i n g  a d i f f e r e n t  
sort of q u e s t i o n  which i t s e l f ,  i f  anything,  is mare 
c o n t r o v e r s i a l  and demands t h e  S ~ J W  a c t i v i t y  fran us 
and t h e  same commitment to sane mode of r e s o l u t i o n  
or a d e c i s i o n  t o  s t o p  t a l k i n g .  That q u e e t i a n  alwaye 
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involves t h a t  d i r e c t i o n  as one way of going and then, 
say, t he  e n t e r p r i s e  is c losed  because t h e r e  is no 
longer a d iscuss ion  i n t o  which t o  en t e r  because we 
can ' t  t a l k .  

I j u s t  want a po in t  of c l a r i f i c a t i o n  about the  
way I was imagining t h a t  o the r  a x i s ,  It is going 
through the  h ierarchy s o  t h a t  a t  evexy s t a g e  of it, 
the  d i f f i c u l t i e s  we encoul te r  i n  l i t e r a r y  i n t e rp re -  
t a t i o n  a r e  a l ready present .  There's a g r e a t  d e a l  of 
mys t i f i ca t ion  goes on when w e  r e i f y  a scheme. And 

ins tead ,  perhaps, of making a circle, I th ink  its 
probably sanething t h a t  resembles a l o g i c a l  l a t t i c e  
with a mean and an actrune, a meet and a join.  

MR. IEI'ICH: 

I would go  with t h a t  image i f  that l a t t i c e  is 
har izonta l .  

W e l l ,  that seems t o  ma t<) be a mattet of . . . . 

I f  it 's f a l l en .  

MR. SEAR=: 

. . . . of convention. But, I think t h i s  is a 
c r u c i a l  i s sue  t h a t  we shouldn' t  dodge, And it's 
connected, I be l ieve ,  t o  Brit's quest ian.  

. - -- - - -- - -- - -- . - SCE Reports 

MR. LEZTCH: 

~ b s o l u t e l y .  H e  provoked my question,  o r ig ina l ly .  

MR. SEARLE 

I f  we do a s  you suggest  (and I think i t  is eome- 
t h ing  premised i n  t hese  papers), c a l l i n g  controversy 
i n t o  quest ion,  we do have t o  confront ,  a t  t ha t  t h i rd  
l e v e l  i n  the  h i e r a rch i ca l  metaphor, what may b e  a t  
t h e  four th .  I 'd want t o  claim t h a t  t he re  is where 
w e  would f ind  imaginative works of l i t e r a t u r e .  I n  
t h a t  respect ,  what your ques t ion  bodes is a t  l e a s t  
c a l l i n g  i n t o  fundamental doubt t r a d i t i o n a l  concepts 
o f  r a t i o n a l i t y  t ha t  we have worked with. It is t o  
say ,  those  concepts which w e  have t ru s t ed  a s  "rat ional" 
a r e  i n  f a c t  deeply i r r a t i o n a l .  Now, ae we've a l ready 
secn ,  t h a t  does not r u l e  o u t  coming to agreements 
a f t e r  going through a d iscuss ion .  It is to say  t h a t  
we've go t  a m t h e r  quest ion,  c a l l i n g  fo r  aaother  dis-  
cuss ion .  How w i l l  w e  dea l  wi th  t h e  ques t ion  of "Ir- 
r a t i ona l i t y "?  

There's an  impartant  f i s s u r e  a t  t h i s  p o i n t  i n  
our d iscuss ion .  You assume t h a t  any  quest ion of 
the t r a d i t i o n a l  ways of thinking about controversy 
w i l l  somehow lead  us t o  a f f i rming t h a t  t h e  t r a d i t i o n  
is i r r a t i o n a l .  I th ink  w e  may--I man, it's 
conceivable--tha t w e  may recons ider  and ques t ion  
each of t h e  p ropos i t i ons  t h a t  I laid out  t o  begin 
with,  and recanfirm them, accept  them. I think,  I 
simply th ink  w e  ought to ques t ion  than. I don' t  
r e a l l y  th ink  t h a t  w e  ought to assume t h a t  they ' re  
going t o  be somehow forever  destroyed o r  dec lared  
i r r a t i o n a l .  
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MR. SEARLE: 

Again, I have t o  c l a r i f y :  it 's not  t h a t  t h e  
t r a d i t i o n  would be i r r a t i o n a l  b u t  t h a t  t r a d i t i o n a l  
concepts  of r a t i o n a l i t y  a r e  i n s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  t h a t  
kind of quest ion.  

MR. LEIXH: 

You see ,  you're guessing t h a t  i f  w e  took t h e  
time t o  ques t ion  each one, t h a t ' s  what w e  would 
conclude. I ' m  not  s u r e  t h a t  t h a t ' s  so,  But what 
you d i s p l a y  is an emotion of anxie ty  a t  t h e  mcment 
a t  which I sa id ,  "let's ques t i on  whether progress  is 
t h e  goa l  of controversy;  let 's q u e ~ t i o n  whether 
r a t i o n a l  consensus is t h e  goal of cont rwersy ."  
You then  'became nervous, worried. mybe  it i sn '  t. 

MR. HARWOOD: 

I think--I'm n o t  sure--that wherever t he  term 
"theary" is used i n  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  way, t h e r e  has  
always been a p r i o r  theory. That may be  a truism. 
But I th ink  t o  envis ion  a t heo ry l e s s  s t a t e  is l i k e  
envisioning na ture  on what I understand is the  Marx- 
ist view, t h a t  is, i t  is  a f i c t i o n .  Now, i f  yo11 
have a theory about  t h e  func t ion  of cuntroversy i n  
c r i t i c a l  exchange, my ques t ion  is what is the  theory 
a n t e r i o r  to yours? That  is, what theory does yours 
respond to?  For ins tance ,  i f  it were g r a v i t y ,  ane 
could name Gal l i l eo ,  and so an and the re  was a 
theory of g r a v i t y  a n t e r i o r  t o  Ga l i l l eo ' s .  There 
is always a n t e r i o r  theory ,  And so, as a n  i n s id ious  
way of caming back t o  my earlier ques t ion ,  s i nce  you 
did n o t  l i k e  t h e  v e r t i c a l  a t t a c k ,  l e t  m e  t r y  a  
ho r i zon t a l  one. That  is, i f  y o u  have a theory about  
t h e  na tu re  of controversy,  t he  func t ion  of controversy,  
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i n  c r i t i c a l  exchange, what d o  yay conceive t h e  
a n t e r i o r  theary  a s  being,  t h a t  is, t h e  theory t o  
which yours responds.  

MR. VISSER: 

The t roub le  wi th  Wieae sess ions  is t h a t  you 
have t o  work of f  t h e  t o p  of your head. And before 
answering you, I 'd  l i k e  to  question t h e  quehtion-- 
which is supposed t o  i r d e  us very  anxious. I must 
con fe s s  I ' m  not convinced t h a t  every theory has an 
a n t e r i o r  theory.  One caws upon s e t s  of phenanena 
ttut were previous ly  concealed, overlooked, t h a t  
simply d i d n ' t  e n t e r  i n t o  t h e  ken far m e  reason  
or another .  And one, i n  at tempting to account; for 
these phenomena, develops  a conceptual account 
which you could c a l l  a  model or theory and t h e r e  
was no  a n t e r i o r  theary  because no  one had iden t i -  
f ied those plrenamena. I don' t  know enough about  
p r e -Ga l l i l e an  s c i e n t i f i c  h i s t a r y  to guess  what the  
a n t e r i o r  theory of g r a v i t y  was but I wonder i f  it 
is something t h a t  rn could  even call a theory of 
gravi  t y  . 

MH. HARWOODt 

It was Augus t ine ' snot ionof  pandus. 

MR. VISSERt 

And what was a n t e r i o r  t o  that? 

. . . . t h e  appearance of t h e  phenanena may 
be the  occasion f o r  the ad jus tnen t  of theory, [but] 
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I don' t  take it t h a t  t he  appearance of a primary yrwp 
of phencmena is the  occasion fo r  t he  appearance of a 
theory. But I'm no t  an  h i s t o r i a n  of theory,  a s tudent  
of tlaeory, I'm i n t e r e s t ed  i n  f inding  a context  i n  
which you people a r e  operat ing,  i n  approaching t h i s  
quest ion.  I th ink  one way t o  d o  it is t o  a sk  what 
p r io r  theory does your own respond to.  

MR. MARTIN: 

I do  no t  have a theory of c r i t i c a l  controversy 
because what I understand a s  a reasonably generat ive,  
u se fu l  concept  of theory r equ i r e s  t h e  s a t i s f a c t i o n  of 
condi t ions  t h a t  I can ' t  meet. I th ink  that t h e  word 

theory--this is going t o  sound a l i t t le  l i k e  t h e  
same answer--but you' l l  no t i ce  c e r t a i n  words and page 
numbers have been subs t i tu ted .  But I th ink  t h a t  it 

may have been a mistake t o  use t he  word theory i n  
connection with l i t e r a r y  d iscuss ion ,  drawing upon 
t h e  model of t he  concept of  s c i e n t i f i c  theory--that 
it is poss ib le  t o  d a t e  t h e  o r i g i n  of the use of the  
word theory i n  connection with c r i t i c i s m  and see it 
as a product of h i s t o r i c a l  epoch. And X have f a r t y  

pages t ry ing  t o  demonstrate that. 

MR. s-: 

B r i t ,  j u s t  a way of responding t o  that--I  a l s o  
would ques t ion  whether t h e r e  r e a l l y  is an  an t e r io r  
theory t o  every theory un le s s  the word theory is 
being used i n t u i t i v e l y .  The po in t  of such a 
quest ion,  I take to be, t h e r e  is no condit ion under 
which you can g e t  to  unaaediated knowledge, no state 
a t  which you a r e  prior t o  i n t e rp re t a t i on .  Paul 
Feyerabend has  a n i c e  d iscuss ion  i n  Against Xetl~od 
where he t a l k s  about "na tura l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n n  a s  
being those t h ings  we regard a s  given which tu rn  
at t o  be among the most ccmplex and mediated events  
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t h a t  can  be accounted i n  any number of ways. But 
we're never i n  a condi t ion  where w e  have unmedi- 
ated knowledge! t h e r e ' s  no p lace  where we're f r e e  
of i n t e rp re t a t i on .  And t h a t ,  I th ink  would go back 
t o  t he  poin t  t h a t  Vince was making e a r l i e r .  I 
th ink  we could g e t  a reasonably good operat ive 
non-psychoanalytic d e f i n i t i o n  of anxie ty  by c a l l i n g  
it the  i n a b i l i t y  t o  i n t e r p r e t  e f f ec t ive ly .  And 
w e  f i nd  ourselves,  even with the  most r e so lu t e  
quest ioning of quevtionrng w e  can do, caning t;o 
agreements. We f i n d  ou r se lves  resolving i ssues ,  
even i f  its only f o r  a manentary state, because the 
process of i n t e r p r e t i n g  is the way we construe a 
world. And, i f  we  c anp le t e l  y--well, even i f  we 
attempted--to g e t  t o  a state where we a r e  no longer 
cons t ru ing  it, w e  wouldntt be q u i t e  t he  a t i tamtons  
--that is, incapable of saying yes and no, we'd 
probably cease  to e x i s t .  And t ha t ,  I think,  is 
a t  l e a s t  one way of s e t t l i n g  the matter of  what 
it is we're responding t o .  We're responding t o  
s a w  t h ingsb  beccming imperatives. We may not 
Ce a b l e  t o  d i s c u s s  them with any s a t i s f a c t i a n ,  
but we end up performing it again  and again. 

GEORGE MCFADDEN 
TEMPLE UNIVERSITY 

To change t he  sub jec t  abrupt ly ,  and i f  I am 
doing t h a t ,  1'11 shut  up--and shut  m e  up--but I 
am l o s ing  t h e  thread  of t h e  connection t o  
controversy. What suggests i t s e l f  to m e  is *are 
t he re  any con t rove r s i e s  t h a t  are i n  progress  a t  
t h i s  meeting?"" It seems I can  d e t e c t  two a t  l e a s t .  
F i r s t ,  t he re ' s  t h e  continuing e f f o r t  of  the Marxists  
t o  in+xc;duct t h e  t o p i c  cf history, and t o  a rgue  t h a t  
t he  speaker has f a i l e d  t o  i i~ t roduce  the concerns of  
h i s t o r y  i n t ~  h i s  ar her presenta t ion .  And, I 
th ink  t h a t  t h i s  is a genuine controversy,  and t h a t  
t he  va r ious  preconceptions and actual perfornance o f  

*[Professor McFadden refers he re  to t h e  convention 
a t  l a rge .  ed .] - 37 - * 



t h e  p rev ious  speaker d i d  indeed d e p a r t  from i s s u e s  
t h a t  were brought  up by t h e  problem of h i s t o r y .  And 

it's a n  important  ques t ion .  Another one, I t h i n k ,  
was e x h i b i t e d  v e r y  w e l l  indeed a t  t h e  meeting t h i s  
a f te rnoon  when Barbara Johnson d i scussad  S/Z and, 
while  n o t  a t  a l l  c o n t r w e r t i n g  Der r ida ,  m a d e  tlie 
p o i n t  t h a t ,  us ing  h i s  own technique a g a i n s t  Bar thes  
and Barthes '  examination of t h e  Balzac s t o r y ,  
'@Sarrasine," she  was able, it seems t o  m e ,  t o  show 
t h a t  Barthes had been inadequate to  t h e  p o s s i -  
b i l i t i e s  t h a t  t h e  occas ion  presen ted  and s h e  showed 
it might have been done b e t t e r .  And i n  t h e  p rocess  
she  defe rded  Balzac a g a i n s t  h i s  cr i t ic ,  it seemed 
t o  me, rather d e l i c a t e l y .  H o w  t h i s ,  yau might  say ,  
is n o t  con t ruversy ,  and y e t ,  what s h e  was using,  
what Derr ida seems t o  have c r e a t e d ,  is a way of 
thaught ,  what was c a l l e d  a l o g i c  b u t  I know t h e r e ' s  
a b ig  d i f f e r e n c e ,  i n  which cont roversy  is i m p l i c i t ,  
a kind of d i a l e c t i c  , . . where s t r r i f e  is p a r t  of 
t h e  p rogress ion  toward--what would yau call it, you 
could call  it t r u t h ,  a t  least a p r o g r e s s i o n  of th ink-  
ing. And so,  it seems to  m e  t h a t  t h e r e  you have a 
genuine cont roversy  wi th  which we're a11 fami l ia r - -  
t h e  Marxist  side--and a c o t h e r ,  which is a new form 
of t h e  c o n t r w e r s y  which b u i l d s  con t roversy  i n t o  
t h e  process  of th ink ing ,  where t h e  group,  t h e  
carmunity i n  p e r f e c t  concord, you might say ,  l ~ k e  

, t h e  Te l  p l e l  group [ inaudib le ,  Ed.) y e t  t h e y  c la im 
t o  have b u i l t  i n  t h i s  p r i n c i p l e ,  c a l l  it s e l f -  
criticism and say  it's a mere sha l low defence ,  a 
hoax. But, a c t u a l l y ,  it d o e s n ' t  seem t o  be,  And 
I t h i n k  we g o t  an  e x h i b i t i o n  of t h a t  f a c t  today. 
So, what I t h i n k  might be sought  by such a group 
is t h e  p l i g h t  of a s c e r t a i n i n g  t h o s e  bases  upon 
which s u c c e s s f u l  con t roversy  does  d e p a r t ,  i n  
c i rcumstances  l i k e  ours .  . . . Because, it is w e l l  
known t h a t ,  going 'back i n t o  t h e  t r a d i t i o n s  of 
philosophy, Bloaaf ie ld  t o l d  a graup  l i k e  t h i s  l a s t  
year  t h a t  l i t e r a r y  theory  h a s  t o  be a p r o p o r t i o n a t e  
p a r t  of philosophy, a very  minor p a r t ,  But  I t h i n k  
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t h a t  n o t  on ly  is t h a t  t r u e ,  But that we are c o n s t a n t l y  
d e a l i n g  as critics, wi th  au thors ,  l i v i n g ,  w r i t i n g  
a u t h o r s ,  who axe inf luenced,  g e t  t h e i r  i d e a s  f r a n  
phi losophy.  W e  have t o  respond to  them, i f  n o t  
d i r e c t l y  t o  t h e  phi losophy,  t o  respond t o  t h e  wr-i ters  
w e  have to l e a r n  t h e  phi losophy.  And, I t h i n k ,  
a n o t h e r  t h i n g  i s  happening, t h e s e  writers of today,  
theso d r a m a t i s t s  and p o e t s ,  and f i c t i o n  writers, a r e  
r e s p u r d i n g  t o  crit ics,  not  to American c r i t i c s ,  bu t  
to  people l i k e  Bartheb. So t h a t  we have t o  g e t  i n  on 
t h a t  l i t t l e  p a r t  of t h e  s i t u a t i o n .  Now, this sort of 
t h i n g  has  l i t t l e  t o  d o  with c o n t r o v e r s y ~  i t 's  a 
q u e s t i o n  of t h e  hamework. But  t h a t  le ts  theor i n  fa+ 
a v e r y  heavy load.  Y o u  have t o  r e a d  Heidegger, you 
have to r e a d  Der r ida ,  you have t o  read Barthes,  and 
he h a s  somehow made t h i s  v e r y  d i f f i c u l t  to  do. S o  
that i n  o r d e r  t o  e n t e r  i n t o  t h e  c o n t r w e r s y ,  and 
c a r r y  your p a r t  as a p r o f e s s i a n a l  person,  you have 
a lot  of work to do, a l o t  of p r e p a r a t a r y  work. I 
t h i n k  t h a t  t h i s  is one of t h e  c o n s t a n t  d i f f i c u l t i e s  
with a genuine controversy-- that  people partake i n  
it without  ever  having r e a l l y  paid t h e i r  way. But 
I d o  t h i n k  t h a t ,  i n  s a n e  well-known c o n t r w e r a i e s ,  
you d o  have a b a s i s .  W e  cou ld  p o i n t  t o  t h e  acqui-  
s i t i o n  of a c e r t a i n  d e g r e e  of  p h i l o s o p h i c a l  
s o p h i s t i c a t i o n  i n  a r d e r  t o  play a role i n  t h e  
con t roversy ;  t h i s  I t h i n k  c a n  be c r i t i c a l ,  Another 
thing, I would say, is a c o n t r o v e r s i a l  matter a l though  
it d o e s n ' t  seem t o  becane c o n t r w e r a i a l .  . . [ inaudib le ,  
Ed,) is t h e  q u e s t i o n  of whether a l l  o f  t h e s e  responses 
can be termed, i n  s a n e  social way, as p a r t  of the 
kind of s e l f - s e r v i n g  t h a t  a p r o f e s s i o n a l  person is 
more ar less compelled t o  g o  i n t o  as p a r t  of h i s  role, 
~ n d  it seems to me t h a t  t h a t  should i n v i t e  immediate 
con t roversy ,  a s  t o  whether t h e r e  i s n ' t  a better 
reason  why people  should go  through these per- 
f arrnances . 
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I a g r e e  c a n p l e t e l y .  A l d  I t h i n k  t h a t  what you 

s a i d  is r e l a t e d  t o  what Nick Visser sa id :  " i f  you want 
to  b in t h e  d i s c u s s i o n ,  you have to  know what's 
happening i n  c r i t i c i s m , "  and I t h i n k  t h a t  most 
people h e r e  a r e  ie t h e  d i s c u s s i o n .  Tha t ' s  one reason  

why, a t  t h e  end of my paper ,  I say t h a t  t h e r e  is 
l i t t l e  evidence t h a t  criticism is being c a r e f u l l y  
read  and a s s i m i l a t e d  today.  And I t h i n k  t h a t  i f  

c r i t i c i s m  were r e a d  more c a r e f u l l y  and a s s i m i l a t e d ,  
then  it would contribute t o  t h e  kind of p r o c e s s  and 
b r i l l i a n t  r e s u l t s  t h a t  we saw t h i s  a f t e r n o o n  i n  t h e  
s e s s i o n  on d e c o n s t r u c t i v e  c r i t i c i s m ,  But a t  t h e  - - -  
same t ime,  a g a i n  r e t u r n i n g  to  t h e  end of t h e  paper ,  
I t h i n k  t h a t  e n t e r i n g  t h a t  p rocess  may r e q u i r e  a 
s a c r i f i c e  of persona l  canmitment, ideology,  b e l i e f ,  
s o  t h a t  one c a n  l e a v e  onese l f  open t o  t h e  con- 
f l i c t i n g  impera t ives  of d i f f e r e n t  t h e o r i e s  and 
then,  w i t h i n  t h e  person,  t h e  p r o c e s s  of g e n e r a t i o n ,  
with the c o n f l i c t  being mediated i n t e r n a l l y ,  r a t h e r  
than  itse mani fes t ing  i t s e l f  a s  o p p o s i t i o n  t o  
o t h e r s ,  i n  sane e g o t i s t i c a l  sense ,  w i l l  be  made 
p o s s i b l e ,  

MR. SiWRm 

I ' d  l i k e  t o  add j u s t  a b r i e f  c-nt t o  anot.her 
a s p e c t  of your remarks. The way i n  which t h e  papers  
t h a t  were c i r c u l a t e d  and our  d i s c u s s i o n  t o n i g h t  have 
t r e a t e d  cont roversy  may resemble t h e  e p i c  i n  a 
c e r t a i n  respec t - - - s ta r t ing  i n  medias res. An8 we were 

d e a l i n g  wi th  sane taxonoll~ies  of c o n t r w e r s y ,  looking 
a t  con t raversy  p a r t l y  by v i r t u e  of Wallace Mar t in ' s  
v e r y  n i c e  t rea tment  of t h e  s t a g e s  of cont roversy ,  
frut I b e l i e v e  t h a t  w e  may have another  b a s i s  on 
which w e  could  c h a r a c t e r  izc  t h e  k i n d s  of phenunct~~l  
t o  which you a r e  r e f e r r i n g .  I f  w e  saw, f o r  i n s t ~ t r c e .  
a concern t o  e l i m i n a t e  o r  g o  beyond cont roversy  a s  
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an a r t i f i c i a l  performance, w e  d 6  n o t  by t h a t  imply 
t h a t  we would e l i m i n a t e  c o n f l i c t s .  And t h e  
c o n f l i c t s  are wer t h i n g s  t h a t  I t h h k  a l l o w  f a r  
c l a r i f i c a t i o n  of i s s u e s .  Walby's paper  a l s o  h a s  
ano ther  v e r y  n i c e  remark, t h a t  i n  same circum- 
s t a n c e s  c o n t r o v e r s y  sihowed t h e  g r e a t e s t  i n s i g h t -  
f u l n e s s  and i n c a p a c i t y  t h a t  critics are c a p a b l e  
o f .  m t  it *s p r e s e r v i n g  a sense  of c o n f l i c t  
wItich c a n  b e  p u t  i n t o  a d i s c u s s i o n  where it's 
f r u i t f u l  t o  be, and I t h i n k  t h a t  t h a t ' s  something 
we have t o  p r e s e r v e ,  but t h a t ' s  s l i g h t l y  d i f f e r e n t  
f r a n  t h e  taxonamic c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  of  con t roversy  
as a n  a r t i f i c i a l i z e d  form, So, i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  
paying oneas dues ,  by knowing t h e  t r a d i t i o n s ,  the 
h i s t o r y  of d i s c u s s i o n s ,  b e f o r e  one e n t e r s  i n t o  
it, I d o n ' t  t h i n k  we have t o  assume that  the only 
a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  a r t i f i c i a l  c o n t r w e r s y  is amelio- 
r a t i v e  and non-canbative cx without  c o n f l i c t ,  
Eecause t h e  c o n f l i c t s  then  c a n  bccme samthing 
t h a t  are g e n e r a t i v e ,  

MR. B1ALC)SMSKY : 

I e d  l i k e  t o  a t t e m p t  a sununary of what I'd 
th ink  t h e  t h r e e  c h i e f  areas of--I wouldn't s a y  
d e b a t e  b u t  r e a l l y  examination have been t o n i g h t ,  
maybe as a p r e l u d e  to  concluding,  I w i l l  
a t t empt  t h a t  g e s t u r e  anyway, t.hough. It seems 
to m e  t h a t  t h e r e  are t h r e e  ques t ions ,  t h a t  have  
been p r i m a r i l y  on t h e  fl-, one of which h a s  
been ignored more t h a n  the o t h e r s  and I t h i n k  
it i n v o l v e s  s a n e t h i n g  t h a t  we w i l l  need t o  take 
u p  a g a i n ,  The f i r s t  is *what is being deter- 
mined i n  c o n t r o v e r s y n  and t h a t ' s  the point that 
I r e f e r r e d  to i n  my f i r s t  remarks and I won't 
e l a b o r a t e  on it b u t  it seegs to me a d i s t i n c t i o n  
i n  t h a t  r e g a r d  is c r u c i a l  to  knawing what t h e  
f o r m  is and what is befare it and what kind o f  
d e t e r m i n a t i o n  is be ing  aade with  r e s p e c t  to it. 
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The second ques t ion ,  and this is t h e  one t h a t  I t h i n k  
h a s  been ignored and is e x t r a a r d i n a r i l y  i n t e r e s t i n g  
is "what are t h e  sources £ran which w e  draw whatever 
it is t h a t ' s  going t o  b e  t h e  b a s i s  of our consensus 
about  t h i s . "  My quick  sugges t ion  was r e a l l y  i n  t h e  
r h e t o r i c a l  l i n e  a g a i n  t h a t  we w i l l  g o  t o  t h e  p l a c e s  
where t h e r e  a r e  r e a s o n s  a v a i l a b l e  and f i n d  them and 
mobil ize them. The p o i n t  t h a t  h a s  been most ignored 
is Leroy's remark i n  h i s  p i e c e  t h a t  imaginat ion is 
t h e  source,  t h a t  v i s i o n  r a t h e r  t h a n  a v a i l a b l e  reason  
is f i n a l l y  t h e  source ,  t h a t  i n  a s e n s e  p o e t r y  r a t h e r  
than  r h e  tar ical  o r e a n i z a t i o n  of exper ience  is the 
source.  T h a t e s  a t o p i c  t h a t  I t h i n k  we  have n o t  
addressed o u r s e l v e s  t o  thoroughly.  And t h e  t h i r d  
q u e s t i o n  which h a s  been l a t e l y  b e f a r e  u s  is tire 
q u e s t i o n  of who may e n t e r  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n ,  Who may 
speak? And what q u a l i f i e s  t h e  speaker  i n  a given 
forum? (This  ques t i -  I t h i n k ,  is condi t ioned  by 
our  judgment of t h e  o t h e r  two q u e s t i o n s  b u t  a l s o  
h a s  t o  do with  our  concept ion of  what t h e  p r o f e s s i o n  
is t h a t  weere  engaged i n .  I t h i n k  t h a t  c o v e r s  a 
good d e a l  of it, though I t h i n k  it l e a v e s  Vince 's  
q u e s t i o n  o u t  of account ,  p a r t l y  c a u s e  I d o n ' t  know 
how t o  handle that one, 

MR. SOSNOSKI : 

I t h i n k  it was a p p r o p r i a t e ,  t h a t  movement 
toward c l o s u r e ,  bu t  t h e r e  was one o t h e r  ques t ion .  

BARRY CHABOI' : 

I have a q u e s t i o n  f o r  Leroy Searle, It's n o t  
s o  m c h  a ques t ion  a s  a quandary. It h a s  t o  d o  wi th  
your use  of t h e  wo?d imaginat ion.  . . . When I f i r s t  
read  your paper ,  one of t h e  t h i n g s  t h a t  s u r p r i s e d  me, 
p a r t  way through, was t h e  sense ,  a t  one point--I  
c a n ' t  remember t h e  page, b u t  I can f i n d  i t - -yar  seem 
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t o  be sugges t ing  t h a t  what 's necessary  is t o  build 
what used to be c a l l e d  a n  i n t r i n s i c  t h e o r y  o f  l i t e r a r y  
criticism, ar a n  i n t r i n s i c  theory f o r  l i t e r a t u r e  and 
for t h e  s t u d y  of l i t e r a t u r e .  And it seems to  me t h a t  
t h a t ' s  coming around aga in ,  t o n i g h t ,  i n  a n o t h e r  k ind  
of way, when you're  say ing  t h a t  t h e  grounds f o r  
consensus f o r  the d e b a t e  or t h e  d i s c u s s i o n ,  are 
imaginary, somehow being l i f t e d  up, i n  a n  i n t e r e s t i n g  
kind of way, and P assume t h a t  t h a t ' s  r e l a t e d  t o  
t h e  i n s i s t e n c e  upon l i t e r a r y ,  i n  t h e  paper ,  And one 
of t h e  t h i n g s  t h a t  w o r r i e s  me about  t h a t  is what is 
"imaginary'? And is imaginary being h e l d  o u t  
a g a i n s t  something c a l l e d  mreasonN? Is t h a t  r e a s o n  
t h a t  i t 's being held ou t  a g a i n s t  something a k i n  t o  
what 's c a l l e d  "reason* i n  t h e  German t r a d i t i o n ?  And 
which made tse t h i n k ,  i n  ano ther  way, (something I 
thought  of when I was r e a d i n g  Nick V i s s e r g e  paper) 
of Habermas. I was t h i n k i n g  of him a l l  through t h e  
d i s c u s s i o n .  E s p e c i a l l y  of h i s  more r e c e n t  work, 
where h e ' s  t r y i n g  to d i s c u s s ,  or to  develop, an 
unders tand ing  of what it is people d o  when t h e y  
engage i n  a d i s c u s s i o n ,  pure ,  s imple,  everyday 
d i s c u s s i o n ,  s a n e t h i n g  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  than a l i t e r a x y  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  samething t h a t  may serve in a n o t h e r  
kind of way to  ground it. And I t h i n k  that is hp l i c i t  
i n  your d i s c u s s i o n ,  Leroy, i n  the paper ,  when t w i c e  
you p u t  i n  q u o t e s  t h e  word "decency. * The word 
e t h i c a l "  c r e e p s  i n  i n  a n o t h e r  way. And f o r  Habermas, 
t h o s  words, ''consensusn and *the e t h i c a l Y  [ a r e  
v i r t u a l l y  synonyurous.] 

MR. SEAHLE: 

The term I used was imaginat ive,  fmt  imaginary; 
t h e  sense of imaginat ion I wanted t o  I n c o r p o r a t e ,  by 
t h e  r h e t o r i c a l  s t r a t e g y  of my reraarke, is to  emphasize 
t h e  c o n s t i t u t i v e  n a t u r e  of t h e  c o g n i t i v e .  A 8  f a r  a8 
Ihbermas is concerned, I d o n ' t  know him very w e l l ;  I 
j u s t  got h i s  books q u i t e r e c e n t l y .  It s t r i k e s  me as 
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extreme1 y i n t e r e s t i n g  because it is a convergence 
phenomenon of an  important  s o r t .  S i m i l a r  p o s i t i o n s  
a r e  emerging i n  o t h e r  t r a d i t i o n s ,  us ing  o t h e r  terms.  
And t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e  position--we could  d i s c u s s  t h i s  
more a p p r o p r i a t e l y  i n  a n o t h e r  con tex t - - i s  t h a t  my 
reason  f o r  en~phas iz ing  a r e t u r n  t o  t h e  s p e c i f i c a l l y  
l i t e r a r y  is motivated by a n-r of complex con- 
s i d e r a t i o n s .  One of which is my own sense  of what 
is necessary  t o  c o n s t r u c t  a usab le  theory.  Theor ies  
t h a t  p u r p o r t  to be g e n e r a l  t h e o r i e s  cover ing  . . . 
what-have-you s e e m  t o  me n o t  very  c r e d i b l e  a s  
s p e c u l a t i v e  instruments .  And t h e  c o n j u n c t i o n  of 
consensus and e t h i c a l  i n  my own d i s c o u r s e ,  however 
it works i n  Habermas, d e r i v e s  f r n a  a s e n s e  t h a t  I 
c e r t a i n l y  could n o t  f u l i y  defend ar j u s t i f y ,  b t  
which Isd  be d e l i g h t e d  t o  d i s c u s s ,  t h a t  i f  we were 
able to a r t i c u l a t e  a c o h e r e n t  and s t r o n g  t h e o r y  of 
l i t e r a t u r e ,  which i d e n t i f i e d  l i t e r a r y  s p e c i f i c i t y  , 
t h a t  my e x p e c t a t i o n  is w e  would d i s c w e r  w i t h i n  
t h a t ,  a paradigm c a s e ,  t h a t  i n s t e a d  of t r e a t i n g  
l i t e r a t u r e  a s  s a u e t h i n g  t h a t  is a l i e n  or odd, t h a t  
it is t h e  norm. And it would prov ide ,  I t h i n k ,  a 
way of looking a t  l i t e r a r y  t e x t s  a s  having very 
s p e c i f  ic p r o p e r t i e s ,  a s  having v e r y  s p e c i f i c  
c o n d i t i o n s  of a p p r o p r i a t e n e s s  f o r  l i t e r a r y  i n v e s t i -  
g a t i o n  t h a t  would a l l w  us  t o  see criticiem as an 
exemplary kind of exp lana t ion .  Now, there is a n  
argument that--again I c a n s t  g o  i n t o  t h i s  a t  any 
g r e a t  l eng th ,  by a very  i n t e r e s t i n g  ph i losopher  
named Jesse b l i n  , a t  Vassar , on Kan t * s p r  oblenis 
wi th  e t h i c s ;  and ~ a l i n ' s  argument, a g a i n  t o  
a b b r e v i a t e  it t o  t h e  p o i n t  of m i s r e p r e s e n t a t i o n ,  
is t h a t  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  of a l i t e r a r y  t e x t  p rov ides  
a basis f o r  e t h i c a l  d i s c u s s i o n  t h a t  is uaequal led 
by anything;  t h a t  i n  t h e  examinat ion of l i t e r a r y  
t e x t s ,  one may be a b l e  t o  a r t i c u l a t e  a p o s i t i o t ~  
having e t h i c a l  import,  i f  n o t  e x a c t l y  a n  e t h i c s ,  
t h a t  would overcane sane of t h e  classic problents 
i n  ethical s p e c u l a t i o n  about  what d o  you d o  wit11 
a n  example i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  a moral law. But you 
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see, t h e s e  t h i n g s  are s o  t e n t a t i v e ,  t h a t  it seems to 
m e  t h a t ' s  a h a r i z o n  ques t ion ,  that 's something t o  
move toward. 



ON THE FUNCTION OF CONTRWERSY: 
A BRIEF ANNOTATED CHECKLIST OF FURTHER READINGS 

JOSEPH SHINN 

This c h e c k l i s t  is l imi ted  t o  works suggested by 
t h e  pa r t i c ipan t s  i n  t he  preceeding discussion.  I have 

organized these  suggest ions i n t o  f i v e  groups: t l ~ e o r i s t s  
concerned with (1) argument, (2) c r i t i c a l  frameworks, 
(3) paradigms, (4) metacr i t ic i sm,  and (5) l i t e r a r y  
controversies.  

Controversies a r e ,  of course,  arguments. Stephen 

Toul mines  The Uses of Argument (Cambridge: Tlte 
Universi ty Press,  1958): and Chiam Perelman's The Nev 
Rhetoric (Notre Dame, Ind. : Univ. of Notre Dame Press, 
1969): a r e  two i n f l u e n t i a l  ana lyses  of argument. 

I n  t h e  in t roduct ion  t o  The Uses of Argument, 
Stephen Toulmin ques t ions  how f a r  ' logic can hope t o  
be a formal science,  and y e t  r e t a i n  t he  p o s s i b i l i t y  
of being applied t o  the  c r i t i c a l  assessment of 
arguments." The d iscuss ion  begins with an examination 
of t he  "Fields of Argument ," i n  which Toulmin suggests  
t h a t  argunents belong t o  t he  same "f ie ld"  when the  
d a t a  ard cmiclusions of two pos i t i ons  come from the  
same l o g i c a l  types two arguments belong t o  d i f f e r e n t  
" f i e ld sw when the  backing and conclusions a r e  not  of 

* 

the same log ica l  type. This is followed by a discussion 
of "Probabil i ty,  " and its function i n  argwnentatioz~. 
In  t he  chapter  "The Layout of Arguments," Toulmin 
analyzes t he  t r a d i t i o n a l  syl logism and provides a 
model of an. argwment based on an irkformal l og i c ,  which 
he connects with l e g a l  argument. S iegfr ied  Schmidt, 
turn ing  t o  Toulmin's theory of arguraentation i n  
"Li te rary  Science a s  a Science of Argument" (E, 
7: 467-482). contends t h a t  l i t e r a r y  c r i t i c i s m  must 
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s t r i v e  t o  become a more c r i t i c a l l y  argumentative science. 
Schmidt a s s e r t s  t h a t  because Toulmin's mode1 of an 
argument was proposed for the cancerns of p r a c t i c a l  
arguments, and is methodologically v iable ,  it is well  
su i t ed  t o  " l i t e r a r y  science.* See a l s o  Schmidt's 
Li te ra turwissenschaf t  als argumentiendande 
Wissenschaf t (Munich t Fink, 1975). For f u r t h e r  
d iscuss ions  o f  Toulsnin, see Wayne Brockriede and 
~ o u g l a s  Elminger , "Toulmin an Argumentx An 
I n t e r p r e t a t i o n  and ~ p p l i c a t i o n '  (E, 46% 44-53) 8 
a l so ,  Glen M i l l s ,  Reabon i n  Cantroverst: $n- Introduc- 
t i o n  t o  General Argumcntatim (Boston, Allyn and Bacon, --- 
1964). 

An equal ly  important ana lys i s  of argumentation 
is provided by Chaim Perelniut i n  The N~W-phef oric. 
Perelman sys temat ica l ly  examines and discusses "The 
Framework of Argumentation,* "The S t a r t i n g  Po in t  of 
Argumentation,* "me Techniques of Arguerentatiorr,m 
"The Dissocia t ion  of  Concepts, * and *The In t e r ac t ion  
of Arguments,* of which t h e  l a t t e r  is e s p e c i a l l y  
r e l e v a n t  t o  our i n t e r e s t s .  H e  suggests  t h a t  the 
end le s s  d i scus s ions  and con t rn re r s i ee  that mark the 
h i s t a r y  of phi losophica l  thought are due t o  the 
na ture  of  t h e  undertaking i t s e l f .  Accarding t o  
Yeroluw~, t he  r h e t o r i c a l  b a s i s  of  phi losophica l  
arguments is c r u c i a l .  Like Toulmin, he is i n t e r e s t e d  
i n  l e g a l  argument and t u r n s  t o  a l e g a l  model in h i s  
approach t o  argumentation. Pox a discussion of  tha 
development of  Perelman's ideas,  s ee  Ray Dearirr, 
"The Phi losophica l  Bas is  of Chaim PerelaPanOe Theclry 
of  RhetoricU (yJs, 55, 213-2241. and Henry Johnstone, 
Philosophy, Rhetoric , 9 Argmen t a t i o n  (Universi ty 
Park: Pennsylvania S t a t e  Univ. Press, 1965). 
Johnstone analyzes Perelman's theory of argumentation 
and inc ludes  Perelman's "Reply.* 

I n  "The Nature of  ' ~ o n t r w e r s i a l  StatementsY 
(Pllilosophy and Rhetoric, 8: 137-58): p. 139, Ar thur  
0-uger a sks  "why do  sane statements tend t o  be 
con t rove r s i a l  whi le  o the r s  d o  not?* and answers, * i t  
seeras safe t o  s ay  t h a t  two f a c t o r s  are respons ib le ;  
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1)  t he  problem of meaning and 2)  t h e  problem of 
confirmation." H e  suggests  t h a t  t h e  confusion of 
empir ica l  and d e f i n i t i o n a l  s tatements lead t o  
unnecessary d i spu te s ,  Kruger provides a c l a s s i -  
f i c a t i o n  of types of c o n t r w e r s i a l  s tatements,  
cmtendiny  t h a t  one must recognize d i f f e r e n t  kinds 
of s tatements i n  order  t o  e s t a b l i s h  h i s  own claims 
and r e f u t e  h i s  adversary 's .  

I n  the conduct of argwnents, l i t e r a r y  critics 
agree and d isagree  with each o the r ,  which al lows 
one t o  speak of " c r i t i c a l  schools of thought." 
AS a s e l f  -conscious school of c o n t r o v e r s i a l i s t s ,  the 
Chicago c r i t i c s  have explained c o n t r w e r s y  i n  t e r m s  
of t h e  p l u r a l i t y  of c r i t i c a l  frameworks. 

Ronald Crane's chapter  *The Mul t ip l i c i t y  of 
C r i t i c a l  Languages,* i n  TALanyuages  of Cr i t ic i sm 
and the  St ruc ture  of Poetry (Toronto: Univ. of -- 
Toronto Press, 1953), assumes a c o l l e c t i o n  of 
" d i s t i n c t  and more o r  less incanmensurable 
frameworks ," wherein answexs a r e  c o r r e l a t i v e  t o  
quest ions.  The r e s u l t  is a p lwca l i s t i c  account of 
criticism. For an examination of Crane's method- 
o log ica l  plural ism, s ee  Leroy Sea r l e ' s  "Basic 
Concepts in L i t e r a ry  Cr i t ic i sm:  Sane Controvers ia l  
Instancesn (E 31: 47944 [Iowa] ) . Sea r l e  examines 
Crane's d i v i s i o n  of  criticism i n t o  "abs t rac t*  and 
"matter of f a c t "  methods represent ing  incommensurable 
"frameworksn and ques t ions  t he  v a l i d i t y  of  h i s  
method. 

Crane argues t h a t  w e  can decide among the most 
e f f e c t i v e  c r i t i c a l  arguments by t e s t i n g  t h e  v a l i d i t y  
of t h e i r  claims. H e  recanmends t h e  use of  concept 
probabi l i ty ,  discussed by E. D. Wrsch  i n  Val id i ty  
I n  In t e rp re t a t i on  (New Haven: Yale Univ. Press,  - 
1967), f o r  the t e s t i n g  of hypotheses i n  l i t e r a r y  
i n t e rp re t a t i on .  I n  the chapter  *On Hypotheses i n  
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H i s t o r i c a l  C r i t i c i s m ,  ' i n  =,.I* of t h ~  Humanities 
(Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press, 2 vols , ,  1967). 
Crane d i scus ses  W 1 Popper 's notion of  f i leif ic; t i .on,  
a s s e r t i n g  t h a t  it a p p l i e s  no t  only to empir ica l  
i nves t iga t ions ,  but  t o  l i t e r a r y  ohes as well. 
(Popper o u t l i n e s  and expla ins  t h e  *c r i t e r ion  o f  
f a l s i f  i a b i l i t y *  i n  The Logic of S c i e n t i f i c  Discovery 
[London: Hutchingson, 1959 1 , and i n  Conjectures and 
Refuta t ions  (New York: Basic Books, 19621,) 

I n  Modern Dogma the Rhetoric of Assent 
(Notre Dame, Ind . r Univ. of Notre Dame Press, 1974) , 
p. 103, Wayne Booth a l s o  diacueaes the ooncept of 

- 

f a l s i f i c a t i o n ,  Booth queationa t h e  f e a s i b i l i t y  of 
Popper's theory,  of fer ing  two q u a l i f i c a t i o n s ~  he 
doubts  t h a t  t h e  wcr i te r icm of f a l s i f i a b i l i t y a  can b e  
@'put i n  f a l s i f i a b l e  term according t o  ito own dictur," 
and sugges ts  t h a t  t h e  concept  has  l i t t le bearing on 
our  "p rac t i ca l  l ives .*  Booth p r e f e r s  Michael Polanyi'o 
account of  va l ida t ion .  See _Personal Knowledqe 
(Chicago: Univ, of Chicago Press, 1958), e speo ia l ly  , - - 
"The Logic of  Aff i r u l t i o n ,  *The C r i t i q u e  of 0oub~;" 
and "Sc ien t i f i c  Controversy.* 

I n  h i s  s e c t i o n  on "Sc ien t i f i c  Controversy,* 
p, 159, Polanyi writest 

. . . l e t  me make it q u i t e  clear what I 
have urged here.  I have s a i d  t h a t  i n t e l l e c t u a l  
pass ions  have an  af f ixmat ive  content;  i n  sc ience  
they a f f i r m  t h e  s c i e n t i f i c  interest and va lue  
of c e r t a i n  f a c t s ,  as a g a i n s t  any lack  of such 
i n t e r e s t  and va lue  i n  o thers .  This s e l e c t i v e  
function--in t h e  absence of which sc ience  
could  n o t  be def ined  a t  a l l - - i s  c l o s e l y  
l inked to  another  funct ion  of  t he  eaae 
pass ions  i n  which t h e i r  cogni t ive  content  is 
supplemented .by a ccmative canponent, This 
is t h e i r  h e u r i s t i c  function,  The h e u r i s t i c  
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impulse l i n k s  our app rec i a t i on  of 
s c i e n t i f i c  value t o  a v i s ion  of r e a l i t y ,  
which serves  a s  a guide t o  inquiry.  
Heur is t ic  passion is a l s o  t h e  mainspring 
of or ig ina l i ty- - the  f o r c e  which impels us 
t o  abandon an  accepted framework of 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  and commit ourselves,  b y  
the cross ing  of a l o g i c a l  gap, t o  t h e  use 
of a new framework. F ina l ly ,  h e u r i s t i c  passion 
w i l l  of t e n  t u rn  (and have t o  t u rn )  i n t o  
persuasive paasion, the mainspring of a l l  
fundamental c o n t r w e r s y  , 

In  t h e  context  of upersuasive passion," an expression 
which suggests  a cunnection between our f i r s t  and 
second sec t ions ,  le t  u s  now consider a poss ib le  
connection between t h e  study of s c i e n t i f i c  controversy 
and the  study of l i t e r a r y  con t rwer sy .  In  % a  
St ruc tu re  of g c i e n t i f  ic Revolutions (Chicago: Univ. 
of Chicago Press, 1962) , Thanas Kuhn suggests  t h a t  
"anomalies, o r  v io l a t i ons  of expectat ion,  * upset  
t r a d i t i o n a l  conceptual  "paradigms," h i s  term f o r  
canman t h e o r e t i c a l  o r i en t a t i ons ,  and r e s u l t  i n  c r i s e s ,  
which lead  eventua l ly  t o  s c i e n t i f i c  revolutions.  
Li te rary  t h e o r i s t s ,  l i k e  t h e i r  s c i e n t i f i c  counter- 
p a r t s ,  tend t o  group according t o  cnnmon t h e o r e t i c a l  
or ien ta t ions ;  a s  a r e s u l t ,  Kuhnos concepts of "para- 
digms" and "c r i s e sw  provide usefu l  a n a l y t i c a l  t o o l s  
f a r  examining c o n t r w e r s i e s  i n  l i t e r a r y  c r i t i c i s m .  
The chapters  "Anomaly and the  Emergence of S c i e n t i f i c  
Discoveries," "Cr i s i s  and t h e  Emergence of S c i e n t i f i c  
Theories, " "The Response t o  C r i s i s ,  " and "The Nature 
and Necessity of S c i e n t i f i c  Revolutions," a r e  
p a r t i c u l a r l y  r e l evan t  t o  t h e  study of l i t e r a r y  
controversies.  Fox c r i t i q u e s  of Kuhn's theory, see  
lmre Lakatos and A, Musgrave, eds., C r i t i c i sm and 
t h e  Growth of Knowledge (Cambridge* The Universi ty --- 
Press, 19701, and Stephen Touh in ,  Human Under- 
stand in^ (Princeton, W.J,t Princeton Univ. Press,  
1972). 
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For a gene ra l  s tudy of argument and controversy, 
one should cons ide r  Glyn Adey and David Frisby, 
t r a n s l a t o r s ,  Thu_ g o s i t i v i s t  Dispute & German 
sociology, (New Yarkr Harper Tarahbooks, 1976)- This  
c o l l e c t i o n  of essays,  concerning the  p o s i t i v i s t  
controver Sy i n  t he  socdal  sciencee , con ta ins  c o n t r i -  
but ions  by Adorno, Popper, Habermas, Rahrendarf, and 
Albert .  The e d i t o r s  suggest  t h a t  t h e  fssuea  
presented a r e  r e l e v a n t  no t  only t o  sociology bu t  t o  
o the r  a r e a s  as w e l l ,  having d i r e c t  h p l i c a t i o n s  f o r  
r e c e n t  con t rove r s i e s  i n  other: d isc ipJ ineo ,  

Ralph Cohen, M o r r i s  Weitz, and Paul DeHan s tudy 
a c t u a l  l i t e r a r y  cont rovers ies .  In  T& Ar t  of 
D i s c r h i n a t i o n  (London: Rautledge and I(egan Paul, 
f 964) , Cohen is preoccupied with the grounds o f  
r e f u t a t i o n  used by critics of 'Phaason8s B e  Seasons. 
~f ter exmin ing  va r ious  c r i t i c a l  responses to The 
Seasons d a t i n g  f r m  1750-l950, Cohen ends  wi th  a 
d i scuss ion  of t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between *Crit icism 
and Discrimination,  * Far Cohen, *discriminationw 
is a t a s k  cefitral t o  critical a c t i v i t y  and d i r e c t l y  
r e l a t e d  t o  the p o s s i b i l i t y  of r e f u t i n g  another ' s  
critical claim. 

I n  Hamlet and t h e  Philosophy of Cr i t i c i sm (Chi- 
cago: Univ. of Chicago Press,  1964). Morrie Weitz 
concludes t h a t  wPoetics* are l o g i c a l l y  indefens ib le  
because they  a t tempt  t o  "define t h e  indefinable.* 
Theref o r e  c r i t i c a l  contrcnrer s i e a  are unavoidable 
because the re  c a n  be no pure  cu abso lu t e  poet ics .  
Disputes are necessary,  accarding t o  Weitz, because 
they f a r c e  critics to s c r u t i n i z e  the c r i t e r i a  that 
funct ion  a s  *guides i n  t h e  enrichment of our 
understanding of  a r t , "  An i n t e r e s t i n g  canpanion 
p iece  to Uei tz  is A, J. Waldockas book on the Milton 
controversy,  Paradise  Lost and its C r i t i c s  
(Cambridge: Cambridge Univer s f  t y  Press,  1947) . 



Paul  DeMan ' s B l  irdncss 5 Ins igh t :  Essays i n  t h e  
Rhe tor ic  of Contcmpvrary C r i  t i c i ~  (New York: Oxford 
Univ. Press .  1971). is a t e x t  r e l e v a n t  t o  any  d i s -  - .  

cuss ion  of con t roversy .  I n  t h e  i r r t r d u c t i o n ,  DeMan 
contends t h a t  crisis a r d  c ~ n t r u v e r s y  axe  c l o s e l y  
l inkcd ,  "so much so t h a t  orro could s a y  t h a t  a l l  t r u e  
criticism o c c u r s  i n  t h e  &e of c ~ i s i s . ~  

F i n a l l y ,  t h e r e  a r e  a m ~ b e r  of r e c e n t  e s s a y s  
which focus  on t h e  problem of l i t e r a r y  c o n t r o v e r s i e s .  
Let se  remind you, f i r s t  and most obviously,  of 
Wallace Mar t in ' s  "The S tages  of Controversy" (E 
Reports, 3: 4-13) , ard Nichulas  Visser's *Camitmefit 
and D i v e r s i t y  i n  L i t e r a r y  S t u d i e s n  (e Reports, 3: - -- - -- 
14-26). A f t e r  o u t l i n i n g  t h e  h i s t o r i c a l  developnent  
of c o n t r w e r s y ,  Mart in augges t s  t h a t  the renewed 
i n t e r e s t  i n  c o n t r w e r s y  is due i n  p a r t  t o  t h e  
emergence of "dramatic* criticisa, where c r i t i c a l  
e x e r c i s e s  have become "performances . * H e  c o r ~ c l u d e s  
t h a t ,  because c o n t r o v e r s i e s  are n o  longer  s u b s t a n t i v e ,  
o r  even r h e t o r i c a l ,  we c a n  no longer  view t h e s e  
c r i t i c a l  "performances" a s  w e  have i n  t h e  past. I n  
h i s  e s s a y ,  Visser q u e s t i o n s  whether d i f f e r e n c e 0  among 
competing t h e o r e t i c a l  o r i e n t a t i o n s  c a n  be reso lved ,  
and conc ludes  t h a t  l o g i c a l  c r i t e r i a  p l a y  orlly a 
l i m i t e d  r o l e  i n  t h e  r e s o l u t i o n  OF t h e s e  deba tes .  
Refer r ing  t o  Thomas Kuhn's c a m e p t  of "paradigms," 
i n  h i s  d i s c u u s i o n  of vary ing  cri t ical  o r i e n t a t i o n s ,  
V i s s e r  p r e s e n t s  a n  i n c i s i v e  view of l i t e r a r y  
c o n t r w e r s y  . 

Far a n  i n t e r e s t i n g  a p p l i c a t i o n  of a s t r u c t u r a l i s t  
theory  of read ing  t o  c r i t i c a l  d i s p u t e s ,  see James 
Sosnoski ' s essay ,  "Reading A c t s  and Reading Warrar~t s: 
Some I m p l i c a t i ~ n s  f o r  Headers Respond inrj t o  Joyce ' s 
P o r t r a i t  o f  Stephen, forthcorning i n  a s p e c i a l  i s s u e  
of t h e  James Joyce p u a r t c r l y  devoted to  "Structur- 
a l i s t "  and "Reader Response" criticism. m s n o s k i  
a t t e m p t s  to account  far t h e  v a r i o u s  c r i t i c a l  

SCF Rei3crts --... -. .A *---. ,. .. 

d i f f e r e n c e s  c e n t e r i n g  i n  t h e  t e x t  of t h e  P o r t r a i t  by 
d e s c r i b i n g  them a s  d i f f e r i n g  read ing  acts. 

Frau  q u i t e  arrother and much more persorla?.iz.e9 
p e r s p e c t i v e ,  Cary Nelson, i n  "The Paradox of C r i t i c a l  
Language: A Polemical   peculation" (x, 89: 1003-16), 
discusses the p l u r a l i t i e s  of c r i t i c a l  language and 
a n a l y z e s  c r i t i c a l  presumptions and t h e i r  i n h e r e n t  
paradoxes. The d i s c u s s i o n  c o v e r s  such writers as 
Frye ,  Burke, Hartman, Sontag, Barthes,  and Foucaul t .  

Although t h i s  c h e c k l i s t  is h i g h l y  s e l e c t i v e  and 
d o e s  n o t  account  for many r e l e v a n t  t r e a t m e n t s  of 
cont roversy ,  Itope it w i l l  h e l p  t o  i d e n t i f y  what 
Professar  Visser h a s  c a l l e d  "the discussion."  

Miami U n i v e r s i t y  
Oxford, Ohio 

P o s t s c r i p t :  I t  seems r e l e v a n t  t h a t  i n  t h e  most r e c e n t  
i s s u e  of ~oe'tique a connec t ion  be tween t h e  a n a l y s i s  
of d i s c o u r s e  and tile a n a l y s i s  oE a r g u ~ r e n t a t i o n  is made 
i n  Oswald h l c r o t  's bibl\ography, section 6, acccrpn- 
nying "S t ruc tura l i sme,  e n o n c i a t i a n  e t  semantiquea 
(~oe ' t i~ue ,  33: 107-1281) h e  lists J. C. Anscambre and 
0. Ducrot,  nL'arqumentation d a n s  la languea (Langages, 
42: 5-27), and G. Vignawr, ~ R r q u m e n t a t i o n :  e s s a i s  
d8unc. log ique  d i s c o u s i v e  (Geneva & P a r i s :  Droz, 1976). 



NEWS AND NOTICES 

The pages of SCE Reports a r e  always ava i l ab l e  
lor a~mounc ing  publishing oppor tuni t ies ,  c a l l s  f o r  
papers, conferences,  t he  formation of research  
groups, and any o the r  infarmation of i n t e r e s t  t o  
members of t h e  soc ie ty .  Please send such infarmation 
--a pos ter  or announcement w i l l  do--to SCE Reports, 
220 Souttc Beech S t r e e t ,  Oxfard, Ohio 45056. 

Nick Visser suggests  t h a t  t he  Society might 
he lp  t o  r e l i e v e  t h e  sense of i s o l a t i o n  that  comes t o  
many of its m e m b e r s  a s  they wark alone on p r o j e c t s  
i n  which t h e i r  colleagues--if they have colleagues-- 
have no  i n t e r e s t .  H i s  i dea  is t h a t  the Society could 
provide a WReaders' l e u ~ h a n g e . ~  Members would announce 
i n  Reports  t h e i r  wi l l ingness  t o  read,  ar need to 
f i nd  r eade r s  f o r  papers--published or not--on a given 
topic.  Thereaf te r ,  the paper-work and adminis t ra t ion  
would become the t a s k  of t h e  individual readers. 
Announcements should cane t o  t he  ed i to r .  



The S o c i e t y  f o r  C r i t i c a l  Exchange w i l l  sponsor two 
workshops a t  the MMId Convention a t  t h e  Leaminyton 
Hotel i n  Minneapolis,  Minnesota, on Navetnber 2-4, 
1978. 

I 
THE CONCEPT 02 TIHE TEXT -- 
SCE members, g u e s t s  and f r i e n d s  wi13. m e e t  together 
i n  a workshop format  t o  d i s c u s s  t h e  ways i n  which 
changes i n  t h e  concept ion of  the t e x t  e f f e c t  t h e  
p r a c t i c e  of criticism. A s  a focus  f o r  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n ,  
we w i l l  t a k e  James Joyce ' s  "Araby." 

Panel: Fred Car l isle,  Michigan S t a t e  I ln ivers i ty  
Robert Deming, SUNY-Fredonia 
Wladislaw Godzich , U n i v e r s i t y  of Minnesota 
B r i t t o n  Harwood, Miami Univers i ty  
Steven Mailloux, Temple U n i v e r s i t y  
James Sosnoski,  c h a i r ,  Miami Univers i ty  

Note: Although w e  w i l l  beg in  the workshop with a 
d i s c u s s i o n  among t h e  p a n e l i s t s ,  we in tend  t h i s  
meeting as a n  occas ion  i n  which SCE members can 
exchange their i d e a s  wi th  e a c h  o t h e r .  
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A f u t u r e  i s s u e  of Reports  w i l l  p u b l i s h  *The 
Concept of t h e  Text: A Se lec ted  & Annotated C h e c k l i s t  ,* 
which is now i n  the p r o c e s s  of being campiled by 
James J, Sosnoski.  The C h e c k l i s t  w i l l  c o n t a i n  
a ~ o t a t i o n s  by the p a n e l i s t s  and many o t h e r  s c h o l a r s  
who a r e  a t  work on tex t - theory .  

I1 
THE WORK OT HAROIl) BLOW: The Inf luence  of t h e  I n f l u -  - - -  

ence  P o e t i c s  

Discuss ion  Leader: P a t r i c i a  H. Sosnoski  

Panel: Jona than  Arac, Pr ince ton  U n i v e r s i t y  
Wladislaw Godzich, U n i v e r s i t y  of Minnesota, 

Minneapolis  

biote: Papers  by P r o f e s s o r s  Arac and Godzich w i l l  be 
a v a i l a b l e  fram The Midwest Modern Language 
Assoc ia t ion ,  through t h e  o f f i c e  o f  Pau l  Hernadi, 
to r e g i s t r a n t s  of the conference,  
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M U  SPECIAL SESSIONS 1978 - 
"IF 'USES OF CRITICISM,' THEN 'MISUSES OF' CRITICISM'?" 
(Organized by SCE) 

Discussion Leader: Janres J. Sosnoski, M i a m i  Universi ty 

Panel i s t :  Charles A l t i e r i ,  Universi ty of  Washington 

Respondentst Wladislaw Godzich, Universi ty of 
Minnesota 

W i l l i a m  Ruekert, SUNY-Geneseo 

Note: Professor A l t i e r i 8 s  paper, "The Propr ie ty  of 
C r i t i c a l  A c t s , "  together wi th  prepared responses by 
Professors Godzich and Ruekert, w i l l  be  published i n  
SCE Reports 15. - 
For fu r the r  infarmation,  contac t :  

Professor James J. Sosnoski 
Department of English 
Miami Universi ty 
Oxfmd, Ohio 45056 
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M U  SPQCIAL SESSIONS 1978 

SPEECH-ACT THEORY AND LITERARY CRITICISU 

D ~ S ~ U S S ~ O ~  Leader:, B r i t t on  Hiurood, H i a d  Universi ty 

Panelt ~ i c h a e l  Hancher, Universi ty of Minnesota/ 
W i n  C i t i e s  

Joseph Margolis, Temple Univerei ty 
m y  Louise P r a t t ,  Stanford Universi ty 
Martha Woodmansee, Narthweetarn Universitj  

Note: Papers w i l l  be a v a i l a b l e  15 Nwaarber 1978 and 
may be obtained by wr i t i ng  

Professar  B r i t t o n  J. Hsrwood 
Department of English 
M i a m i  Univers i ty  
Oxford, Ohio 45056 



TI 1E SOCI EPY FOR CR IT ICAL EXCIIANCE , I NC . 

SCE was organized as a not-for-profit  corporation in 
1976, t o  encourage cooperative inquiry in  crit icism. 

'he  Society operates througll a flexible structure of 
coordinated projects,  on the premise that sound re- 
search and teaching i n  l i t e ra ry  cr i t ic ism demands 
careful attention t o  the process of inquiry, hnd dc- 
pends upon conditions of open intel lectual  exchange. 

Current projects of the Society include SCE Reports-, 
in conjunction with special sessions held a t  the bfodern 
Language Association convention; Speculative Letters, 
A Journal of -Continuing Inquiry i n  Criticism, which --- 
w i l l  commence publication in 1978; with proposed pro- 
jects  fo r  assistance t o  teachers of cr i t ic ism,  and 
conferences in  cooperation wi th  various universities.  

For more information, write to:  

7he Society for Cri t ical  Exchange, Inc. 
6273 19th Ave. N.E. 
Seat t le ,  Washil-rgton 981 15 

C 

Please enroll me as a member of SCE. Enclosed i s  my 
contribution for  $7.00 (Students: $5.00). 

(name) : - - 
(address) : 

- 

- 

--1_1_1____ 

(areas of interest)  

1 


