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elaborated in a detailed reading of the play (pp. xxxiv—lix), obviously runs |

the risk of abstraction, but the dichotomy of art and nature ‘was important
in Renaissance thought and in Shakespeare (witness The Winter’ s Tale). 1
would placé the emphasis differently, but it is a perfectly’ coherent inter-
pretation of the play, and only an Althusserian. could ‘see this a-political,
philosophico-aesthetic concept as-the tool of ‘incipient bourgeois hege-
mony’. This lumbering and pompous phrase  has ‘become an automatic
reflex, a substitute for thought. In face, a large proportion of any- Cultural
Materialist essay on Shakespeare is spent setting ‘out: the approved tet-

minology, as if that in itself ‘constituted an argument. This is another -

case where, as a critic' of Althusser drily ‘observed, the ‘terminological
acquisitions are :far more numerous than sctual- conceptual -advances’
(Timpanaro 1975, p. 193). e S

The ideological agenda is predictable, and the play dutifully conforms to
it. Prospero’s laconic ‘Here in this island we arrived’ (1.2.171) is said
to describe ‘the relationship between the Europeans and -the islarid’s in-
habitants’ (p. 199) — that is, all two Europeans, Prospero and the infant

Miranda, over and against Caliban (Ariel lives'in the elements): ‘Prospero’s °

‘arbitrary rule. . . over the island and its inhabitants’  (plural again) is an
‘act of usurpation’ (pp. 199-200). Not content with  exploiting ‘him,
Prospero has a fiendishly clever strategy which ‘reduces Caliban to a role in
the supporting sub-plot, as instigator of. a mutiny’ that is programmed to
fail, thereby forging an equivalence between Antonio’s initial putsch and
Caliban’s. revolt’ (p. 201). Qur authors never notice that ‘the revéit-is
entirely Caliban’s idea, and that, far from. being ‘Prospero’s doing; it sur-
prises and angers him. Nor do they obsetve that the plot of -Caliban,
Stephano and Trinculo against Prospero functions in the play as a parallel
to the new plot of the usurping Duke Antonio and Sebastian against
Sebastian’s' brother Alonso, King of Naples. ‘Instead, they conclude that
Shakespeare manipulated Caliban into this position so that ‘the playing out
of the colonialist narrative is thereby ‘completed: Caliban’s: attempt ~—
tarred with the brush of Antonio’s supposedly self-evident viciousness =— ig

produced as final and irrevocable confirmation of the natural treachery of .

savages’ (ibid.). But Shakespeare nowhere makes such general affimations,
whether about savages or. anyone else. Anitonic’s viciousness is more than
‘supposedly self-evident’: it is extremely evident to anyone who is actually
seeing or. reading the play with a clear and -open ‘mind.- The fact. that
Batker and Hulme end by -attributing. to : the. play -an ‘anxiety’ about “its
ending, the play itself somehow bringing about a. ‘comic closure’ as a means
of ‘quelling ... , a fundamental-disquiet:c'onceming its own functions within
the projects of colonialist discourse’- (pp- -203-4), shows, '] .think, the
extent to which an ideology can rewrite a play in its own image. :

‘The strong mastet narrative has won again, as it always will, if we let it;
The play cannot resist; we can. G e e

~ Epilogue: Masters and Demons

“Iwish to emphasiié from the very beginning that the ail_:itude taken here
is of a véry personal character. T do not believe that there is any single

n approach’ to ‘the history of science ‘which could not be replaced by

very “different methods of attack; only . trivialities . permit but one
interpretation. e Otto Neugebauer'

Lo,ok.iti'g-ba;;“llc-chrouglll this bdok', and: reﬂécﬁng on the very. diverse range of

:material it has. dealt with, one common element stands out, the degree
to which critics pick up the ideas of a.‘Modern Master’ .and model their
-accounts of literature on - the. patterns he provides. Whether Freud,
‘Derrida, Lacan, Foucault, Althusser, whether feminist or Christian, one -
‘thought-system is taken over as setting the standards by which Shakespeare
should be read. Critics derive -their:_assumptions .about. language - and

literature, their methodology (in-some!cases the renunciation of: method),
their attitudes to life even; from a law-giving individual or system. ; Adop-

.tion .of the system usually seems to deprive them of the power to criticise

it, or even to reflect on it critically. It is to be absorbed entire, demon-

strated or validated through being imposed on this or that play. On the

one side. the master, on- the other his pupils or slaves, The destructive
effects of such allegiance were cleatly shown by Francis Bacon in 1605: -

“And as for the overmuch credit that hath been given urnto authors in

- sciences; in making them dictators, that their. words should stand, and

_not counsels to give advice; ‘thé damage is infinite that sciénces have

. " received thereby, as the principal cause that hath kept them low, at a

stay without growth or advancement. o

In the mechanical arts, Bacon saw, a‘'constant process of improvement and
development takes. place, but in philosophy all too often attention has

. been captured by the system of one thinkelf, which loyal exegetes ‘have
‘rather depraved than illustrated. Foras water will not ascend higher than

the level of the first spring-head: from whence-it descendeth,.so knowledge
detived from Aristotle, and exempted-fiom the liberty of examination, ‘will
not rise again higher than the knowledge of Aristotle’. Bacon’s conclusion
is that. ‘disciples. do- owe: unto' masters -only +a. temporary belicf and' a
suspension of their own. judgment until they be fully instructed, and not an
absolute resignation or- perpetual captivity . ....% All too often -today, it
seems to me, the ‘absolute resignation’ to a master system, ‘exempted from
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the liberty of examination’ not only fails to advance thought but makes it
shrink, as lesser wits ‘deprave’ the original system by a mechanical and
unimaginative reproduction of it. o :
The too loyal follower, passive and uncritical, seems to be imprisoned by
the system he has adopted. To Bacon the bad effect of inquiry being

restricted to a single system was shown by the medieval scholastics, whose -

wits being shut up .in the cells of a few authors (chiefly Aristotle their
dictator} as their persons were shut up in the cells of monasteries and

" colleges . . . did out of no great quantity of matter and infinite agitation
of wit, spin out unto us those laborious webs. of learning which are
extant in their books. (Works, 3.285) '

The. same metaphor occurred to Edward Said in the 1980s to describe
Foucault’s concept of the ubiquity of power-structures making . political

engagement pointless: ‘Foucault’s theory has drawn a circle around itself,

constituting a unique territory in which Foucault has imprisoned himself

and others with him' (Said 1983, p. 245). At much the same time E.P,

Thompson used a variant of the metaphor to convey his feeling of being
‘invited to enter the Althusserian theatre’, where once inside ‘we find theére
are no exits' (Thompson 1978, p. 32). ‘Men imprison themselves within
systems of their own creation’ also, Thompson writes, ‘because they are
self-mystified’ (ibid., ‘p.. 165). Certainly their disciples are. 1 could wish
for Shakespeare criticism in future more of the sturdy independence
proclaimed by the American' composer Virgil Thomson: ‘I follow no

leaders, lead no followers’.? =~ - - .

- New perhaps in' literary studies, the phenomenon of willing slavehood in
‘the_history of thought is ancient. Plato, Aristotle, Aquinas, Descartes,
Hegel — many thinkers have attracted disciples, who have loyally ex-
pounded their works and re-interpreted. contemporary. issues. in the same
terms. In those cases a body of thought existed which was argued through,
sometimes polemically and unfairly (Plato against the Sophists, say), but
generally with due regard for evidence, accurate citation of instances, and
the avoidance of self-contradiction. Not all of our current masters measure

up to, or even accept these standards. Freud’s work is notoriously specu-
lative, a vast theoretical -edifice elaborated with a mere pretence of cor- .

roboration, citing ‘clinical observations’ which turn-out to be false, with
contrary evidence suppressed, data manipulated, building up over a forty-
year period a self-obscuring, self-protective mythology. The" systen of
Derrida, although disavowing systematicity, is based on several unproven

theses about the nature of language which dre supported by & vast ex-

panding web of idiosyncratic terminology, setting up an autohermeneutical
process which disguises the-absence of proof or evidence adequate to
meet - external criteria; Lacan’s system, even more vastly elaborated,

is surrounded by another series of devices evading-accounitability,” while -
Althusser’s system has been judged ‘wholly self-confirming. It moves -
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within the circle not only of its ownproblematic but of its own self-
perpetuating and self-elaborating procedures’ (Thompson 1978, p. 12). As
for Foucault, Thomas Pavel has acutely described his evasiveness on these
issues. as an *“empirico-transcendental - sidestepping”,. which consists: in
conducting arguments on two levels at the same time without a‘system of
transitions. If historical proof is missing in such a demonstration, the
author will borrow.from the language of metaphysics; when philosophical
" coherence is wanting, he will claim that the subject matter is only history’
(Pavel 1989, p. 85). Foucault places himself beyond criticism with his non-
empirical .concepts of discursive formations and -epistemes, . but, as Pavel
observes, this ‘transcendental discourse surreptitiously takes charge of an
empirical domain, The excessive- indetermination inherent in the quasi-
~transcendental leads' to mistreatment of - facts, which' because: they
are innumerable and precise need completely different types of categories’
(pp- 93-4). S ST R = :
- One common® element in these new masters is the confidence with
which. they proclaim: their ideas, -untouched by doubt, or else- (Derrida,
" Foucault)  absorbing scepticism' into a system that remains, all the same,
dogmatic. Perry Anderson: observed that Althusser’s. ‘assertions of the
scientific supremacy of Marxism had been more overweening and cate-
gorical’ than anyone . else’s (Anderson 1983, pp. 29-30), and E.P.
Thompson asked with English :bluntness, ‘how does Althusser have the
neck? (Thompson 1978, p.. 122). Such dogmatism, as Gellner observed of
- Fréud, -although. intellectually speaking deplorable, can be effective with
credulous and ‘uncritical readers: ‘bare, brazen, unnegotiated assertion,. if
skilfully presented, can have a kind of stark authority’ (Gellner 1985,
‘pp- 42-3)..It is a primitive rhetoric, of course, based on massive egotism,
with a disdain for the petty details of argument and evidence, and to those
aware of the great range of rational persuasion it is disappointing to see
~ how successful ‘mere assertion can be. Perhaps these system-builders had
- accepted B.F. Skinner’s ‘belief — devastated by Chomsky — that ‘that
proposition is most true which'is_eriunc;iated_most loudly and most often by

most people’.* o S S

“Frederick Crews, one of the shrewdest observers’ of contemporary
cculture, describes ‘the Grand Academy of Theory’ that has arisen since the
1960s as marked by ‘a new peremptoriness of intellectual style, embolden-
ing thinkers to make up their own rulés of inquiry or simply to turn their
whim into law. Such liberation from the empirical ethos’, he- observes,
easily -promotes ‘d relativism that dismisses the whole idea of secking
truth! (Crews 1986, p. 163). Crews diagnoses in this period a growth of
‘apriorism — a willingness- to settle issues. by theoretical -decree, -without
even a pretense of evidential appeal’ (p. 164). In 1960, he argues, most
people would have agreed with|R.S. Crane that aniessential attribute of
“‘the good scholar is “a habitual distrust of the a priori; that is to say, of all
ways of arﬁving at particular conclusions which assume the relevance and
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authority, prior to the concrete evidence, of theoretical doctrines-or other

general propositions”’.> (Many writers in ‘many fields. still - share ‘that

distrust.) In the fashionable world of self-proclaimed new theory today, by

contrast, participants practise ‘theoreticism — frank recourse’ to’ unsub- -
stantiated theory, not just as a tool of investigation but as anti-empirical .

knowledge in its. own’ right.’ By empiricism . Crews -means (like E.P.

Thompson) simply a regard for-evidence’, choosing between rival ideas on
the basis of observed phenomena, or an appeal ‘to the text, ‘@’ process
in which' the individual necessarily acknowledges the judgment of the

scientific .community:” The basic justification for empiricism, he believes,
‘consists .of active participation in a community of informed people: who

themselves care about evidence and who: can be counted on for unsparing -
criticism’ (p. 164), what he eclsewhere. calls ‘the principle of intersubjective . -

skepticism’ (p. 169), .

In place of those principles — which to me constitute a genuine link .-

between the humanities and the natural sciences, so. different -in: other
respects,— Crews documents the presence of ‘wilful assertion” in. modern
theory (p. 165), the unique combination of ‘antinomian rebellion and self-
indulgence’ that ‘comes déwn to us from the later Sixties’, that ‘dogmatism
of - intellectual style’ so. evident: in the. work 'of ‘Lévi-Strauss, Barthes,
Lacan; Althusser, Foucault; and Derrida’ {p- 168): One quality these ‘gurus

of theoreticism’ share is that ‘all of them-neglect ‘or openly dismiss the = :

principle of intersubjective skepticism’ (p. 169). Althusser and Lacan were

both ‘absolutists’ who, under the guise of ‘returning to their ‘founding

fathers, "Marx and Freud, arbitrarily selected those elements that 'suited
them and by ‘brazen decree’. or fiat, with an explicit ‘disdain for cotro-
boration’, - launched ‘their own systems (ibid.). In:their hands, as Crews
-perceptively observes, Marxism and psychoanalysis - S :
exchange an adaptive materialism for allegory. There is no point ‘at
which' they unambiguously intersect experience and therefore no point
-where one of their contentions could be modified by behavioral data.

" They have becomie, not critiques of inhumane arrangements or guide-
_lines for practical intervention, but master transcoding - devices which

- will sort any text or problem into sets of formally opposed categories.

(p. 170) D R
That dematerialisation of a discipline, reducing it from reality to:language,
50 to speak, is something-that I have commented on several. times ‘in
my discussion of these trends (Chapters 1, 2, 5, 7). The ‘poststructural
cynicism’ of Derrida . and Foucault, as :Crews describes ir, deliberatély
distanced itself from the concepts.of empiricism, evidence, and the notion
of a community to whom interpretations are referred. ‘Derrida’s judgment
that “there 'is nothing outside the text” (Derrida 1976, p. 158) ‘auto-
matically precludes recourse to evidence, while in Foucault’s historical
works, although ‘*portentaus-significance’ is attached ‘to: certain: develop-
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ments and details, his epistemological pronouncements appear to rule out
the very concept. of a fact’ {p.. 171). This description echoes Thomas

- Pavel’s analysis, just quoted, with femarkable accuracy. E.P. Thompson

has documented a similar slipperiness in Althusser, who ‘simplifies his own
polemics by caricaturing . . . “empiricism”, - and ascribing to it, indis-
criminately and erroneously, . “essentialist” - procedures of abstraction’,
making a ‘continucus, wilful and theoretically crucial -confusion - between
“empiricism” (that is, philosophical positivism and all its kin) and the

- empirical mode “of intellectual practice’ (Thompson 1978, pp. 6, 10).
. Reéjecting any notion of positivism as privileging the natural sciénces and

their (once uport a-time!) claimi to objective cerrainties, I stand by the
‘empirical mode of ‘intellectual practice’, which appeals to the experience
of reading in order to ground an’argument by citing evidence from ‘a"
(usually) printed text, available to all, subject to interpretation and open

discussion. This principle maligned, the ‘theoreticist is free to make

- whatever assertions he wishes.

. The general effect of this ahsolutism among 'the- Masters of the New
Patadigm is to. produce what Crews calls ‘an- ‘appetite for unquestioning
belief’ on the part of followets matchied by, or deriving from, the theorist’s
‘refusal to credit one’s audietice with the right t6 challenge ¢ne’s idéas on
dispassionate grounds’ (p. 172). The theorist displays a ‘scom for in-
dependent criteria of judgment’ that — ‘as we ought to Have léarnied by
now' from the larger political ‘realm’ — ‘s ultimateély a means, not of
fostering spontaneity and liberation, but of gua'ranteéiﬁg_that'eri‘trenched--

 leaders will not be contradicted. . . (p. 118)." The result is.the depressing

state reached in the 1980s, where

Sectarian zeal, which now.appears stgron'ger than ever in the academy,
provides all the guidance required ‘to’ tell which tenets should be dis-
carded or updated to match the flatésf’politicél_wisdo'lr'n.‘ (pp. 172-3)

A state of ‘fierce parochialism’ exists within the university, which would

_ astonish the outsider .(perhaps imagining that we are still dedicated to

discovering ‘the best that. has been thought and 'said”), a combative siti-
ation where one ‘pugnacious clique’ fights another, each group refusing to
adapt its method “to the intellectual problem at han " (p.-173). As Edward
Said- independently observed, where once a critical consensus existed: that

-at least disagreement could be confined within certainy agreed:limits, noiv

there:is ‘a babel of arguments for the limitlessness of all interpretation: . .",
for all systems that in ‘asserting. their cdpacity to perform essentially self-
confirming tasks allow for no couriterfactual evidence’ (Said 1983, p. 230).
If you have the system, whart else do you need? = .- Lo

- The 1960s.iconoclasts quite consciously tried to guarantee a carte blanche
for their own  system-building by destroying. the  criteria of objectivity,
empirical practice, evidence. Barthes was' reporting! on an established
change of direction when he announced in 1963 the good ‘news -that
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the human sciences are losing some of their positivist obsession: struc-
turalism, psychoanalysis, even Marxism prevail by the coherence of their
system rather than by the ‘proof’ of their details: we are endeavouting to

construct a science which includes itself within its object, and"it is this

infinite ‘reflexiveness’ which constitutes, facing us, art itself: science and -

art both acknowledge an original relativiey of object and inquity.
(Barthes 1972, pp. 277-8) : o S

Barthes .was accurate in putting structuralism. in first place. As the socio-
logist' Simon Clarke showed in his penetrating study of that movement,
Lévi-Strauss’s first major work, Les Structures Elémentaires de la Parenté
(1949; English tr. 1969) offered a theory of kinship which was prophetic in
having ‘no significant empirical content’. To have an empirical content a
theory ‘must. tell us something about the world’, both ‘what it is like and
what it is not like; that is, such a theory must be falsifiable. However,

Clark argues, ‘Lévi-Strauss’s theory of kinship is not félsiﬁéble because it is
consistent with any possible set of data’. Rather than telling us ‘anything ]

about the form or the operation of the kinship systems that we can find in
actually existing societies’, Lévi-Strauss’s theories simply reduced ‘these
systems to abstract models that are supposedly located in the unconscious’,
determining all observable structures (Clarke 1981, p. 54).. _

The epistemology of structuralism, which took the object of any science

to be an ideal object, not any particular empirical object (p. 102), meant.

that it espoused a rélﬁ_t_ivism-which_simply dismissed any evaluation of
theories by reference to reality. The result, as Clarke puts it; was that
structuralism adopted ' ' :

the rationalist slogan ‘save the theory’ as a counter to the old empiticist
_slogan ‘save the appearances’: the task of the scientist is . - - to create a

closed logical theory of an ideal object and not to worry about the

correspondence between this object and a mythical reality. (p. 103)

The task of science, according to structuralism, is ‘not to create a view of
the world that is true’; but to find a theory whick offers ‘a coherent and
logical framework for discourse. . . . Thus positivism is preserved by turning
into a form of rationalism’ (ibid.} -— Barthes's pronouncement of the death
of positivism was premature. The structuralist methodological separation’ of
the ideal object from reality, although preferable to older and crider

positivism, Clarke judges, had ‘serious dangers’. It-allowed its users 0o 3

preserve theories which ‘could not be falsified by empirical -evidence,

however overwhelmingly opposed, such as Lévi-Strauss’s kinship ‘theories - {f
{pp. 103-104). Other followers protected their. models by claiming that

they. existed ‘undetected. and undetectable .in the -unconscious’. ‘This
happened, as we saw, with Althusser’s ‘symptomatic’ reading of Marx, and
his relegation of ideology to the unconscious, :and it happened with

Foucault’s ‘epistemes’, the construct of a ‘system of thought that is an ideal - [§
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.'bb'jéct, - .. only inadequately and incompletely expressed in the work of a

particular thinker'. (Foucault’s theory can never be refuted by appeal to the
evidence of a particular thinker’s not corresponding. to the episteme;

for this merely shows that the thinker ‘had inadequately expressed it’.)
Throughout structuralism, Clarke concludes, ‘the rationalist development

of positivism is the basis on which it is the theory that is made the judge of

the evidence and not vice versa’ (p. 104). T
This, I argue; is exactly the point at which Current Literary Theory has

stuck: ' As — to use Barthes’s words — ‘a science which includes itself

-within its object’, it is sclf-contained and endlessly reflexive, not con-

cerned with empirical enquity into the make-up of the literary work, the
complementary toles of writer and reader, the nature: of genres, the possi- _
bilities of style, or the conventions of rtepresénting reality and human
behaviour. It pursues the ‘closed logical theory of an ideal object’, ignoring
any ‘correspondence between this object and a mythical reality’. Attractive
though this option may be to those who believe that Pure Theoty is a
superior object of study, it is very dubious that it could ever constitute a
theory of literature. To begin with, any theory is alréady. a selection from
the phenomena to be discussed. No theory can explain-everything, so some

 selection must be made in advance: ‘every theory is a theory about a part of

the whole that. is the world that we daily confront’ (p. 130). Curtent
Literary. Theory gets along, as I have pointed out several times, by simply
ignoring large areas in linguistics, philosophy of language, and rival literary
theories. The ‘part of the world’ that is confronts is truly tiny. But what, in
fact, is it a theory of? One basic principle of intellectual enquiry is that _

If a theory is to have any explanatory value it must be possible, in
- principle, to. falsify the claims made by that: theory empirically. Such
falsification can only. be achieved within the terms of the theoty, and so
can never be absolute. However if it is to be possible at all the theory
must define its object independently of its explanations. - (ibid.)

As we have seen, that is preciscly what the systems of Lacan, Althusser,
Foucault and Derrida were' designed not to do. As Clarke rightly observes,
purely formal systems which refuse to define their object indépendently’ of
their explanations can only be asséssed ‘in relation to one arother on
formal grounds: the best theory is that which is sitnplest, most elegant’, or
whatever (p. 137).  On this basis the literary theory of Thomas Ryimer
might be judged superior to that of :Coleridge, or Henry James. The

" corollary -of a purely formal system, however,' is that “the isolation iof

the theory from the world of observation means that the theoty has no
purchase on reality’ (ibid.).- -~ ' o

- The unsatisfying nature of Current Literary Theory, I conclude, is-that
while being an a priori construct, largely made up of the negations of other
theories, and while. continuing ‘to parrot ‘the 60s iconoclasts in' scorning
empiricism, it still claims to be telling us something about the world.
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What the theorists” pronouncements about decentred discourses, expelled
subjects, absent presence, or -non-referential sign-systems are in, fact

proving is the accuracy of an observation. made by W.G. Runciman, both a_

theoretical .and practising sociologist, namely that ‘there is in practice no
escape for either the natural or the social scientist from a correspondence
conception of truth’, for to assert that any proposition is true (or not) ‘is to
presuppose a relation of some kind between ohservation-statements and the
state of the world’, and therefore to employ a concept of truth (Runciman
1983, p. 8). This condition holds for all the assertions of Derrida, Foucault
and their followers, despite their attempts to evade accountability, about
the nature of language, the incoherence of works of literature, and every
other position. either excoriated or recommended, Despite their attacks
on objectivity, -that cqncept',.remai_ns_inéscapablc in the human sciences,
provided that it is properly understood. A.D. Nuttall recently wrote of the
criterion -of ‘objective truth’, that if it is taken to mean ‘“truth which . . .
states itself; ‘wit'hout'regard_.t_o the nature and interests of the perceiver”’;
then we could rightly reject it as superseded. B

'If, on'the other -hand, ‘objective truth’ means ‘truth which is founded

on some characteristic of the ‘material‘and is not ‘invented by the

perceiver’, there is no reason whatever to say that [it] has ‘been super-

seded. Indeed its supersession would mean thé end of all human dis-

course, ‘hot just’ Newtonian physics but evén Tel Quel. Objéctive

atornism is dead but-objectivity is unrefuted: (Nuttall 1983, p. 12) =
Or, as Francis Bacon put it, ‘God forgive that we should give out a dream
of our own imagination for a pattern of the world’ (Works, 4. 32--3).

Following through the history of the iconoclastic movement and its
opponents since the 1960s it is heartening to seé'so much agreement

between critics of very different training and background on its attempt
to offload any notion- of empiricism. To the Marxist classicist Sebastiano
Timpanaro, the system-breakers, from Bachelard and Lévi-Strauss to
Foucault.and Derrida, merely managed ‘to blur together under the pejo-
rative label of “empirical” both “lived experience” in the irrationalist sense
and the “experimental”’. They made an a priori definition of science ‘as
anti-empiricism, as pure theory’, ignoring its function as ‘knowledge related
to action through a process of reciprocal verification’ {Timpanaro 1975,
p. .186), a fundamental mistake. Another Marxist. critic, Petry Anderson,
has commented.on the way Derrida and Foucault took up ‘the philosophical
legacy of the late Nietzsche, in.its relentless denunciation of the illusion of
truth and the fixity of meaning’, trying to escape from.‘the tyranny of the
veridical’ towards ‘a free-wheeling nescience’ (Anderson 1983, pp. 46—7),
glorying in a state beyond meaning or verification. Yet, he. responds,
‘without untruth truth ceases to be such’, indeed ‘the distinction between
the true and the false is the uneliminable premise of any rational knowi-
edge. Its central site is evidence’, a related concept disdained by struc-
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turalism and its ‘successors, which claimed the licence to indulge in ‘a play
of signification beyond truth and falsehood’ (p- 48). Evidence is particularly
important-in the historical sciences, however: as E.D. Hirsch points out, in
their-domain ‘decisive, falsifying data cannot be: generated at will', as in
the natural sciences, so that the interpreter is often faced with the choice
between two hypotheses, each having some evidenice to support it (Hirsch
1967, p..181). . i - AT Co :

L A

For works of literature; to return 'to our main interest, the evidence cited
derives from the text, which needs to have been accurately edited —-a
supposedly ‘factual’ scholarly procedure, but which depends on all kind of
interpretive hypotheses, including ideological ‘ones (but that is another

story). ~Secondly; - citations from the ‘text need to respect its overall

meaning, and to reproduce the author's argument reliably. As I showed in
Chapter 4, Greenblatt regularly misrepresents the texts he cites, in order
(I surmised) to justify a New Historicist ressentiment. Although literary
criticism'. has. its  own ‘procedures, it ‘shares with ‘other subjects in the

humanities a responsibility to describe .the objects it'studies accurately; ss

the first stage of interpretation. W.G. Runciman’s 'outstanding study of
social theory has identified some ‘recurring instancés of ‘misdescription’
which can be used to sum up- several. of the failings T have documented
in current Shakespeare criticism, Runciman divides misdescription into

~ ‘misapprehension’;” - involving ‘incompleteéness, oversimplification and

ahistoricity’; and ‘mystification’,; involving ‘suppression, exaggeration, and
ethnocentricity’ (Runciman 1983, Pp- 1244-9). Incompleteness arises from
an observer neglecting ‘an-aspect of the institutions- and practices of the

" society he is. studying which. is onlyperipheral to:his own' thebretical

interests but is of much closer significance to “thern”". Owersimplification s
seen.when - the researcher fails to ‘realise that ‘the beliefs and. practices
connected with the behaviour’ he describes:‘are more complex than his
account of it" would suggest.’ Social ‘anthiropology guards against this failing
by developing ‘systematic patticipant-observation as the basic technique’.
Abhistoricity arises when the researchier forgets that a report o ‘the be-
haviout of the members of an earlier society’ may be accurate but “will be a
misdescription if so presented as to imply. that they were capable of con-
ceptualizing their own experiences to themselves in.the idiom of & later
one’. . S S BT IR
‘These were instances of ‘misapprehension’. ‘The first mode of ‘mysti-
fication’ is suppression, the researcher’s deliberately failing to ‘include

- reports: which would make the description which he presentsless favour-

able to his chosen . cause’. Exaggeration, likewise, ‘typically arises when the
researcher overstates.a description to make a case for purposes of his own’.
Ethnocentricity, finally, ‘arises where the assumptions of the observer’s own
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period or milieu are read into the experience of the members of another in
which they do not in fact have any place’. This is particularly likely when
the description concerns that earlier society’s values, when, for instance,
the ‘modern historian applies to- them his ‘own taken-for-granted distinc-
tion between the natural and the supernatural’ — or, we can add, a
modern notion of witches as marginalised and therefore admirable people.
Without going into detail, I think the reader will recall instances of all six
.of Runciman’s categories of misdescription in the Shakespeare critics I
have discussed. Less specific, but rather similar criteria for interpretation,
as we have seen, were suggested by E.D. Hirsch (legitimacy, correspon-
dence, generic appropriateness, coherence), and S.M: Olsen (complete-
ness, correctness, comprehensiveness, consistence, and discrimination).
Although the literary critic is dealinig not with societies, past or present,
but with literary works, the same eriteria apply, in particular the need to
recognise the. specificity or individuality of a play or novel; the fact that it
has a unique dynamic structure, a growth, complication and resolution of
conflicting forces that is different from every other work (unless they
belong to the type of Trivialliteratur written to a formula, when a descrip-

tion can be made. of the genre as a whole). Given the potential unique- -

ness, at least, of every literary work, it follows that interpretation should
begin at the beginning. Not in the sense that the critic’s written account
must always start with Act One, scene one, but that his reading should

begin there, and the-resulting interpretation should recognise the fact that

.every -action has its consequences, and- that to understand these. it .is
necessary first to understand the action, the motives behind it, whether or
not it was an initiating act or one in reply to, or:in retaliation for, some
preceding act. Drama, like life as Kierkegaard once -defined it, .is lived
forwards but understood ‘backwards, in retrospect: Plays certainly need to

be experienced forwards, as evolving out of clearly-defined human desires g ]

and their fulfilment or frustration.. The first scene: of King Lear, the first
scene of Othello, are. decisive. for the subsequent events and their outcome.
For a critic. to start. her account of the latter play with Tago’s hypocritical
words to Othello, ‘I am your own forever’ (3:3.476), or for another to base
a reading of Coriolunus on two brief passages: taken: out of context is to
forfeit any chance of understanding it properly. R e
Equally, the evidence that a critic- draws on . concerning the :play’s
individual structure involves him in reliably registering the various levéls of
plot, and how they interact. In A Midsummer Night's Dream, for instance,
Shakespeare organises four layers of plot in parallel. First, the impending
marriage of Theseus and Hippolyta, ‘four happy days’ off when the play
begins (1.1.2).. Secondly, the dispute between Egeus and his daughter
Hermia, supposed to marry Demetrius but in love with Lysander. (For-
tunately. Helena. loves Demetrius; and after various comic mistakes both
couples achieve their desires.) Thirdly, the dispute between.the King and
Queen of the fairies, which-Oberon resolves to his advantage with the help
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of a herb that makes Titania fall in love with Bottom. Fourthly, the

- company of artisans -rehearsing their play of Pyramus and Thisbe, duly

performed before the concluding nuptials (5.1). The artisans’ role is to
entertain the- court, and in rehearsing their play (1.2; 3.1; 4.2) -they -
certainly entertain the audience (some Cultural Materialists apart). Their

leading performer is Bottom, the only (human) character to figure in more

than two, plot-levels (the fairy Puck takes part in all four), in those
touchingly comic but gentle love-scenes with Titania and the fairies (3.1;

4.1). Any attentive reader can see how skilfully Shakespeare sustains these
 four plot-elements in. parallel, bringing them all to a happy resolution in

Acts 4 and 5. As we know from the studies of G.K. Hunter and David P.-

Young, among others, by a process of analysis and synthesis Shakespeare
fused a number of disparate elements together to form -an admirably
‘balanced unity.® ' - 3 :

. For some recent politically minded critics, however, the truly significant

* clement in the play is that involving the artisans — not for its conhection

with the illusion basic to theatrical performance (which Theseus discusses

‘in a famous speech), but for its relevance to immediate social unrest. In a

recent book, ‘Shakespeare and the Popular Voice (Oxford; 1989), Annabel

. Patterson has argued that the play should be interpreted in the light of the
:Oxfordshire Rising of 1596 and the ‘midsummer disturbances in London

of 1595, which some sources claim-to have' involved up to a thousand

tioters, a mixture of artisans .and apprentices: Terence Hawkes reviewed

Patterson’s book favourably,’ endorsing her notion that the artisans in the
Dream oftered to Shakespeare’s audience ‘the worrying potential of the

" presence on the stage of a number of such: persons’, Bottom’s ‘sexual
triumph with, Titania’ constituting ‘an enactment in fantasy.of upper-class

fears regarding the potency of the lower elements both of society and the
body’. The artisans’ play is now ‘thrust into new prominence’, as Hawkes -
puts it, for their ‘mocking and sharply focused performance. — capable of
making its aristocratic audience as uncomfortable as the performance: of
“The Mousetrap” does:in Hamlet — takes up virtually the whole of the
Fifth- Act of the play, and the rehearsals for it resonate in the rest of the
action to such a degree that they drown out much of the rather tedious
framing plot’. L .o :
~This may be a demonstration of turning the margin into the <centre, but
it certainly distorts the play. There is no evidence that the grievances of
some working men in 1595-6 are echoed. in this or any other play by
Shakespeare. His presentations of =soc:ial unrest (2 Henry VI, Julius Caesar,
Coriolanus) derive. from historical sources, and are never keyed to con-
temporary events.. Far from airing their grievances, these craftsmen are
entirely preoccupied: with their play and with the: aesthetics of illusion,
only lamenting Bottom’s loss of a toyal pension: by his apparent dis-
appearance (‘An’ the Duke had not given him sixpence a day for playing
Pyramus, I'll be hanged': 4.2.19ff). Bottom’s ‘sexual triumph with Titania’
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is a figment in the minds of some post-Kottian critics, and fails to register -

the comic incongruity of the love-scenes themselves, with: Titania oozing
love-poetry over Bottom, while he remains, semper idem,; imperturbable in
prose. The performance of Pyramus and Thisbe can hardly be described as
‘sharply focused’, either, given the hilarious series of mishaps that befall it,
compounded by the actors’ artless commentary. Their play becomes even
funnier if we accept, as Thomas Clayton recently suggested that a whole
series of unconscious sous-entendres are perpetrated by Wall.® If we- imagine
that Wall presents his ‘crannied hole or chink’ not, as is customary, with

outstretched fingers, but’ with- parted legs, so that the lovers have to

excharige kisses between his legs, then a completely coherent series of
bawdy jokes emerges {‘And this the cranny is, right and sinister, / Through
which the fearful lovers are to whisper’; ‘O-wicked wall, through whom I
see no bliss! / Curs'd be thy stones for thus deceiving me!; “My: cherry lips
_have often kiss’d thy stones, / Thy stones with lime and hair knot up in
thee'; ‘O kiss me through the hole of this vile' wall?” — T kiss the wall’
hole,  not- your lips at all’: 5.1.153ff). The gain in comic incongruity by

- that interpretation-(giving meaning to some lines which otherw1se seemed

pointless) is so great that it would be'a pity to ignore it.

Whether or not readers and producers come to a¢eept: that new readmg,
it -is obvious that the artisans’ play is by every other critérion comic, a
parody of ‘outdated verse style, absurd diction, and wooden : dramaturgy.
Hawkes’s parallel with ‘The Mousetrap’ in Hamlet could: hardly be less
appropriate, if we recall the subject-matter of that play, ‘the image of a
murder donein Vienna . . . a knavish piece of work’, and its intended (and
successful) effect on Claudius. Far from being made ‘uncomfortable’ by the
playlet, Theseus and his courtiers keep up a rapid-fire series of deflating
comments which are sometimes amusing. The  crowning gestire in

Hawkes’s attempt to appropriate the play for a political reading, -his claim

that the artisans’ rehearsals ‘resonate’ so strongly that ‘they drown out
much of the rather tedious framing plot’, is' another example of- the
ruthlesshess involved in ideological interpretation: these days; the seizing of
that part of the play which fits your preoccupation and the contemptuous
disposal of the rest. I should once like to see a performance of A Mid-
summer Night's Dream either with an audience comprised wholly.of Cul-
tural Materialists (if a theatre large enough could be found), and with
normal actors, or else one with the Cultural Materialists playing the main
roles, and with a normal audierice — to sée which group could make ‘the
other laugh in the way that the play intends:” Although 1 fear that this
‘misinterpretation would: be the death of its comedy, perhaps Hawkes as
Bottom could show us how this reading could make sense’in the play. (‘No

offence, Hal, no offence’.) Patterson believes that the play’s audience is-

faced with the dilemma of whether or not to join with the aristocrats in
their mockery of the artisans. But I wonder how else one could respond, for
instance, to Thisby’s lamenting blason of Pyramus: ‘These lily lips, / This
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cherry nose, / These yellow cowslip cheeks, / Are gone, are gone! / . . . His
eyes were green as leeks” (5.1.321ff). As Horace put it, spectatum adm:ssr
risum teneatis, amici?: ‘if you were asked to see such a thing, could you help
laughing, my friends? (Ars poetica, 5). This partial reading of the play,
trying to appropriate it for a politico-social ideology, exemplifies all the
vices of misdescription that our sociologist identified: incompleteness,
oversimplification, ahistoricity, suppression, -exaggeration, ‘and. ethno-
centricity. Ethnocentricity and ahistoricity are also, as we have abundantly
seen, the defining. marks of Freudian and (old—style) femmlst criticism,.
from which the other faults soon follow.

oo .k

Shakespeare criticism needs to take stock of the ideologies and systems to
which it passively attaches itself: that much, I hope, has become clear. It
has taken over elements from the general intellectual upheaval dating from.
the 1960s without reflecting on the .methodological consequences of
following Foucault, Althusser, ‘or whoever. In absorbing their polemical
attitudes to. previous philosophies or systems, each group of literary critics

* today finds itself in opposition not just to all past Shakespeare critics but

also to every. other group working now. The rtesult, as several experienced
commentators have noticed, is an-‘atmosphere of fragmentation and rivalry.
The historian Gertrude Himmelfarb observes that, for all of the brave talk
about interdisciplinary studies, scholarship has never been as factional and
parochial -as it is today’ (Himmelfarb. 1987, p. 100). The critic: and his-
torian of criticism, Denis Donoghue,- adapting .a  phrase from, Wallace
Stevens (‘the lunatic of one idea’), writes that ‘literary critics of our time
aré lunatics of one idea, and . . . are celebrated in the degree of the ferocity
with which they enforce it (Donoghue 1981, pp. 205-6). Donoghue
chooses Kenneth Burke rather than Derrida, for instance, ‘because I prefer
to.live in conditions as far as possible free, unprescribed, undogmatic
Burke would let -me practice a mind of my own; Derrida would not’ (p
206). Demda forces a choice on us, Donoghue writes,

-‘because he has a quarrel on his hands; he: feels ahen to the whole
tradition of metaphysics. So he has, driven himself into a corner, the
fanatic of one idea. So far as he has encouraged other critics to join him
there, turning an attitude into an institution, he has ignored the fact
that, as Blackmur has said, ‘the hysterla of institutions is more dreadful
than that of individuals’. So is the fanaticism. What we make, thus
driven, is an ideology, the more desperate because‘ it can only suppress
‘whiat. 1t Opposes; Of try to supptess it {p. 207) :

A younger commentatot on- recent developments in-literary criticism sees
them as a series of ‘competing jorientations, each claiming to ‘produce a
more radical break with past coniventions than the others’. This strugele to
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get out in front of the field has established irritable disagreement as the
norm: ‘the peevishness of critical debate in literary studies today can
sometimes seem absurdly out of proportion to what is finally at stake’
(Wayne 1987, p. 57). Whart is at stake, though, i§ a whole range of
cultural goods: egos, careers, identities, -the supremacy of one’s group.

The basic problem in current criticism, as I see it, is-that many critics

cannot experience — or at any rate; professionally discuss — a-play or

novel ‘direct’, in-itself. They have to impose between themselves and it a
template, an interpretive model, some kind of ‘enchanted glass’, in Bacon’s

striking phrase. But what that yields, once the reading hasbeen performed,.

is not the play but the template, illustrated or validated by the play. All
that such readings prove, as Crews puts it, ‘is that any thematic stencil will
make its own pattern stand out’ (Crews 1986, p. 173). This felt need for a
guide. or model can be found in much criticism over the last fifty years.
What is new is the desite for collective templates, each group wanting -its
own magic glass to screen out material irrelevant to its own concerns and
give back a reduced, but still clearly discernible mirror of itself, ‘which

other users'can then reproduce in still smaller forms (the technique known

as the ‘mise en abyme’, a term from heraldry,:as Hillis Miller points out).”
Each group appropriates that part of the work that echoes its own: interests,
and discards the rest. As Wendell Harris recently observed, in a quite
matter-of-fact way, critical groups naturally select those works that can best
exhibit ‘the power of their approach’.- Deconstructionists like texts that can
~be ‘pried open to suggest gaping contradictions’, neo-Marxists and New

Historicists like texts that ‘can be shown to reveal unsuspected workings of

political power. Practiced New Critics, deconstructionists, and Marxists’,
he added, with no sense of impropriety or incongruity, ‘can, of course, read
almost any text in a way that supports their own allegionces . . .” (Harris 1991,
p- 116; my italics). To one critic that’s just how things-are; to others it
could signify the denial of hterary criticism. Edward Sald asserts the con-
trary principle that 3

criticism modified in advance by labels like ‘Marxism” or ‘liberalism’ is,
in my view, an oxymoron. The history of thought, to say nothing of
. political movements, is extravagantly illustrative of how the dictum
‘solidarity before criticism’ means the end of criticism. (Sard 1983
p. 28) R . .

Recent developments in the world of letters certainly bear out that verdict
One result of the pohtlcrsatron of literary criticism is that readers now
cannot afford to be unaware of the groupings, and the polemical tech-
niques that each uses to advance its own cause and frustrate its enemies’.
(A knowledge of rhetoric is useful.) One popular ploy has been to pro-
nounce a critical approach or methodology that you disapprove of ‘dead’,
or ‘finished’. As Thomas Pavel has shrewdly observed, ‘The Rhetoric of the
End’ is a metaphor recently ‘much used and abused” to declare that its user
‘is in a position — or at least a posture — of power’ (Pavel 1989, p. 9). In

~ never subjected ‘the validity of the models adopted ..
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claining that an era is over, such narratives perform an aggressive act, for
to ‘conceptualize the end’ of a period — or ‘the entire - metaphysical
‘tradition’'— amounts to inflicting an ontological degradation on the
sequence supposedly ended, relegatmg rt through rhetorical artifice, to the
level of passive narrative material . ... If used ‘from within: history  and

* about history,  the notion of an end pomts less to a fact than to a desiré; far

from achieving a real closure, it instead opens a polemic’ (ibid.). In simple
vernacular terms it means ‘drop dead! Make room for me.” A variant of this
ploy was Lévi-Strauss’s appropriating Saussure’s notion of the arbitrariness
of the linguistic signfor structuralist anthropology and- relegating every-
thing. pre-Saussure to. a~ ‘pre-scientific limbo” (p. 10). The first of the
categorically -assertive Modern - Masters, Lévi-Strauss (as Pavel recotds)
“to doubt of to
systematic research’ (p. 11), simply asserting their necessity in what -
Frederick Crews describes as ‘the Parisian manner of stating the most high-
handed claims: as if they ‘were self-evident’ (Crews 1986, p. 149). This
assertive téchnique can beé seen very clearly in all the work of de Man.

~ Despite - their claim - to modernity, contemporaneity, ‘or whatever,
these polemical strategies hatk back to-a much older and cruder thought'
world: As Pavel bririgs out; ‘for Lévi-Strauss to:label his adversaries-“pre-
scientific” was tantamount to protiouncing a-symbolic ‘death-sentence; to
marking out their narrative end’ and the advent of his new regime in
anthropology {Pavel 1989, p.'11). This was not: 5o much a sc1ent1ﬁc
gesture, however, as a maglcal or rehgrous one,

such is the. force of excommunicative utterances. To proclarm the. end

of other groups and systems exorcizes the fear of having to confront

" them. . . When the thetoricians of scientific salvatron announce .the

"end of the infidels, they’ drsgulse the desire to annihilate the adversary
and ensire complete mastery. . .+(pp- 11, 13)

Thus ‘Derrida’s - placing of Rousseau in ‘ethnocentric Western' ontotheo—
logy’, another commeéntator observes,! ‘amounted to an 1mpeachment for
Derrida’s bracketing is the-equivalent of a casting out or a'death sentence’
{(McFadden 1981; p.. 339). The primitive nature of such expulsions is well
described in Ernest Geliner’s commerit that in ‘pre:scieritific sociéties’ —
this is now an ethnographrc descnptlon not a drsmlssal —

Truth is mamfested for the- approved members of the. soc1ety, and ‘the
. question of its validation is not posed or posed in a blatantly circular
manner (the theory itself singlés out the fount of authority, which then
" blesses the. theory). Those who devrate, on the other hand, are possessed

by evil forces, and they ‘need to ‘be exorcized rather than _refuted.
(Gellner 1985, p. 120)

It 'is only in. modem technologrcalhndustrlal soc1ety, Gellner adds the
only society ever to be based on'sustainied cognitive growth, that this kind
of procedure has become unacceptable’ (ibid. ).
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:Unacceptable indeed, but disturbingly. prevalent in. Current Literary
Theory, which has developed a distinctly .authoritarian streak. As S.M.
Olsen_has shown, .such-theory now ‘represents a - form- of theoretical
.imperialism’, in that ‘conflicts between. theories, or more often. conflicts
between sceptical critics with no supporters of some special  theory’ turn
into an ‘ideological struggle’ between incompatible value-systems. -

If one.rejects conclusions yielded by a Marxistor psychoanalytic theory
of literature one is blinded by a bourgeois ideology or by. psychological
defence mechanisms which will -not permit one to recognize things
as they really are. Protesting' against the ‘unreasonableness. of - decon-

- structionist readings, one is accused of being a liberal humanist who feels
his individuality threatened. (Olsen.1987, p. 203) .~ . .- .

In. this respect, then, Current Literary Theory ‘is-authoritarian in a: way
that theories of the natural .sciences' are not’. {ibid.). E.P. Thompson
described Stalinism as a doctrine which ‘blocks all exits from ‘its system by
defining in advance any possible exit as “bourgeois”’ (Thompson.1978,
p--133), and several Marxist critics produced many examples of Althusser
using this ploy. Demonisation (the first stage to exorcisni) of the adversary
is now a cliché of literary polemics. For A.D. Nuttall ‘the: most. typical
vice' of twentieth-century -ideological criticism is. the abuse of ‘under-
cutting’ explanations, setting down an’ opponent’s ‘weaknesses as being
determined by psychological..or social factors, hoping to. neutralise the
opposition ‘by ascribing to such- explanations an absolute, exhaustive
efficacy’ (Nuttall 1983, p- 7). True enough;’ when. Nuttall’s book was
mentioned by one Cultural Materialist ‘he described it as ‘espous{ing]
a positivistic' conservative matérialism which rejects the specificity of
history . . ." (Drakakis 1985, p. 16). Or, in the vulgar, ‘he’s not for us, so
we are against him'. Such ritual labelling of ‘the’ adversary risks: créating
its own version of .those despised attributes of a previous .generation,
_‘essentialism’ (Graff 1989, p.- 174), and ‘rotalization’ - (Thomas 1989,
p.-200). They become,_;hat is, mechanical gestures of abuse. . -
Abuse and defamation are, however, things that commentators on the
cultural scene nowadays must learn. to live with. The republic of letters, or
the academy, is now leased out — I.write pronouncing jt.— to a-host of
competing groups, engaged in the old practices of epideictic rhetoric, leus
and vituperatio: praise for oneself, scorn for the others, One exponent of
literary theory asserts that in the coming age it will ‘play the central role’
in literary studies (cit; Merquior 1986a, p. 246). J.. Hillis Miller, ‘then
President of the Modern Language ‘Association of -America, was more
insistent. Célebrating ‘the triumph of theory’ with & hypnotic.repetition of
that phrase, and engaging the rival Marxists in close-quarter, combat,
Miller asserted that ‘the future of literary studies ‘depends on maintaining
and developing . . . “deconstruction”” (Miller 1987, p. 289). For. .
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. deconstruction and-literary, theory are the only way to respond to the
actual conditions — eultural, economic, ‘institutional, and technological
-— within which literary study is carried out today. . . . Theory is essential

- to, going forward.in’ humanistic study today: (p. 250). - - e

And so on through many more “onlys’ But of coiirse’ the Marxists have a

different version. For Fredric Jaméson, ds we have ‘seen, ‘only Matxism’ can

offer what we'nieed, ‘since the Marxist perspective is the absolute hotizon

- of all reading-and all interpretation’, and constitutes ‘somethifig like an

ultimate semantic precondition for the intelligibility of literary and cultural
texts’ (Jameson 1981, pp. 17, 75). None of these advocates is lacking in
self-confidence. -~ - - e

Which of them'shall we believe? Each makes & claim for our attention

- = no,'for our total and ‘absorbing involvement in their discipline before,

or indeed to the exclusion of, all others. For Norman N. Holland, veteran
Freudian campaigner, ~ - L S
. ‘the fantasy psychoanalysis discovers at the core of a literary work has a
" special status in our mental life ‘that moral,. medieval, or Marxist.ideas
- do not. These.are conscious.and adult and intellectual. Fantasies are

. unconscious, infantile, and fraught with emotion. ‘Fantasies are what

- make us grab somebody by the lapels. Ideas do so-only if they are the
~later, representatives; of fantasy. The crucial: point, - then, ... : is: the
‘psychoanalytic meaning underlies all the others. {(cit. -Olsen 1987,
200 e o
In other words, fantasies are the first and best,” moreover the soutce from
which' all other forms of thought develop.” Close your Marx, open your
Freud. In'the struggle to gain, and keep our attention what matters is léss
logical argument than force of utterance, insistence, ephasis. On behalf
of ‘the feminists hear Ann Thompson:* S : L
- It is important for feminist critics to intervene in every way in the
- reading and: interpretation of Shakespeare and to establish, even more
. securely than they have already done, that their approach is not just
- another choice among a plurality of modes of reading, not something
that can. be relegated to an -all-woman ghetto, but a major inew pér-
. spective that must eventually inform all readings. (Thompson. 1988,
p. 84) o DN T
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Given such intense jockeying for attention, each. group-trying to-gain and
retain that portion of the intellectual space that seems theirs by right,
quarrels are inevitable. The feminists,. for instance, havefallen. out with
the New Historicists. The burden. of their complaint might be.summed up
in that line from Browning’s ‘Lost Leader’; Just for a handful of silver he
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left us’. Whereas American feminists-had hoped for' an alliance with- this
new wave, their ope-time allies in the fight against the establishment soon
turned out to be making a new establishment, ‘and furthermore a male

enclave of their own. Peter Erickson; writing in 1987, reported — and-it is -

a revealing comment on the febrile. intensity with which cultural-political
movements are discussed in American universities that he could write the
chronicle of a three-year tlme-span — that ‘by the mld-nmeCeen—elghtles
both feminist criticism and new historicism had . .. entered a transitional
stage marked by uncertainty, growing. pains, mtemal dlsagreement and
reassessment’ (Erickson 1987, p. 330). At a seminar - on ‘Gender and
Power’ in the 1985 meeting of the World Shakespeare Conference (in
West Berhn), apparently; ‘the notion of collaboration qutckly broke
down’, an ‘impasse’ -emerging over the relative importance of gender.
Feminists attacked the New Historicists for bemg more interested in power
relations between men than between the sexes’, and for not acknowledgmg
the absolutely central’ position of gender (p 329). The dlspute is a
political one -— in the current sense of ‘cultural politics’ as the activity-of
self-constituted critical groups — ‘and is- rather - parochlal “if extremely
bitter. Erickson accuses New Historicisin of abusing its ‘capacity to confer
legitimacy’, sacrificing. ‘intellectual ihtegrity’ to its ‘territorial imperative’
(p. 329). Another ferinist, Lynda E. Boose, has complained that New
Historicists -are excluswely involved with ‘the  absolutist “court and" its
strategies of male power’ (Boose 1987, p- "731), choosing cultural texts ‘to
privilege over the literary one[s]’ that are all the same, ‘male-authiored —
hierarchical — patriarchal’ (p. 732). A feminist colleague, Carol Neely,
accuses them of re—producmg patriarchy’ and dooming women to silence

(Neely 1988, p. 7 — few readers will have noticed much: silence in -

American femlmsm) The New Historicists’ desire for fnastery, Neely
alleges, can be seen in theit continuing . ‘focus on the smgle and most
visible center of power, the monarch’, a choice that may attempt to
conceal but in fact reveals ‘the widespread cultural anxiety about marriage,
woren, female sexuality and power engendered by the women’s movement
and feminist criticism’ (p. 15). —
becomes the password for a male group: fleeing the worien up in arms.
~The New H15t0r1c1sts have deferided  themselves;: of course; " or -pro-

clalmed their innocence.’® To:some teaders these group- dlsputes will seem

tedious, and they may feel like exclaiming, with Mercutio, ‘a plague on
both your houses!” But anyone concerned with the present, and more
important, the future of Shakespeare criticism must take note of them. The
danger is that collective animus can reach the point where a group targets
anyone who evaluates their work by ‘independent criteria as an ‘enemiy, a

person of no- worth or mierit, ‘whise motives cin only beé of the most
dubious kind. Such enemies are obviously ‘possessed by evil forces’, as
Gellner describes the opponients stigmatised in pre-scieritific societies; and

‘need to be exorcized ratherthan refuted’: That my diagnosi§ is actual; not -

- “To the court of King James!’ then
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hypothetical, nor hysterical, can be seen from the reaction to Richard
Levin’s essay on ‘Feminist Thematics and Shakespearean Tragedy’, which 1
drew on in Chapter 6 (above, pp. 366ff). This is a challenging but fair and”
properly documented analysis of a dozen or.so recent books and essays, in
which Levin showed that some feminists tend. to impose their own beliefs
about gender on to the tragedies, indicting the main male characters as
patriarchal misogynists whose (usually insecureé) masculinity is the source of
the tragic catastrophe. Levin's essay appeared in PMLA for March, 1988.

A correspondent in the October issue complained that the readings offered
by Levin (and by the feminists) were ‘partial’, that is; both: ‘incomplete’

and ‘partial in the sense of taking a position on one side of the gender
divide’ (p. 818). U (This-is.a new, and I feel, -disastrous use of the word: if

- we are all doomed to be stuck on:‘one side of the. gender divide’ rational

debate becomes impossible.) The cortespondent concluded that ‘mas-
culinity is a malady. It is the gender, not the sex, that is the problem
(ibid.). In reply Levin objected to the feminists* claim to possess ‘a key to
all human behawour, in which the ‘cause of the masculine malady’ is

located in men’s ‘infantile experience with mothering’, or-even (in a recent

feminist. reading of Coriolanus), in_ ‘their fetal tissue’ (!). The problem,
‘then,. ‘may be sex and not gender after all, and biology can once more
‘become: destiny, but this tinie only for the men’ — a sad prospect; many
would feel.. Levin ended by congratulating PMLA (which has given much
space fo feminist criticism in recent years) for havmg pubhshed h1s article
in the first place. :

. But .that ‘amicable. conclus1on was short hved for the issuie of January
1989 included: a truly virulent letter signed by no less than twenty-four
feminists."? Rather than applauding PMLA; the writers. indignantly queried
why it had ‘chosen to print a, tired, muddled, unsophisticated -essay that is
blind at once to the assumptions of feminist criticism of Shakespeare and
to its own’. (p. 78). From pure. abuse the writers moved on' to ad hominem
arguments, professing to be ‘puzzled and disturbed that Richard Levin: has
‘made a successful academic career by using the reductive techniques;of this
essay -0 bring.the same predlctable charges. indiscriminately against .all
.varieties .of contemporary criticism” Such indiscriminate smears debase
themselves, of course, -but for; the record, Levin's work includés many
studies .of Renaissance drama besides :his. anafyses of the dlstortmg and
deadenmg effects of some unexamined assumptions - in contemporary
literary criticism. The validity of such analyses is unquestionable, and I’
would sturdily support him in the wotds of Dr. Johnson: ‘he who refines the
pubhc taste is a public benefactor’.

Rather than—advancing . the debate, the twenty-four signdtories of this
Ietter simply repeat the strategy I noted above (p.. 359) of saying that
in -attacking' women men are: ,merely attacking ' their own weaknesses.

=Only instead of Shakespeare’s nen being guilty of this. it is now-Richard

Levin, whose critique _embodxels.preusely :those terms it falsely accuses
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feminist critics of: arbitrary selectivity, reductive thematizing; misplaced
causality. . .. Accusing us of his'own flaws, Levin patemnally- tries to
preempt our strengths . . .”. The writers claim that Levin focussed on ‘early
work’ by. feminists: but the essays and books he analyses range‘frdm 1975to
1986, they accuse: him of ignoring or mislabelling the work of seven critics:
but five of those are in his bibliography; and they claim he: ‘privileges
his favored genre, tragedy’, where he merely set out to discuss feminist
readings of "Shakespearian tragedy, of which there are now a great many
(so who's privileging what?). . . : SRR ST
The writers’ indignation shows that ‘they are really concerned with
the contemporary political issue, expressing ‘the serious; concerns -about
inequality and justice that have engendered feminist analyses of literature’.
What they seem unable to realise: is that other women, and o_ther men,
may share those concerns but still feel that their- polemical expression‘in
literary criticism cdn only produce a distorted reading of litérature from t.he
past, which is held up to blame for the ills of the present. ‘There is no sign
in this letter of that self-examination or re-thinking of premisses and
assumptions ‘which Levin’s essay could have provoked. These feminist
apologists still denounce (in 1989) ‘the strategies, structures, ‘psychplogies,
and oppressiveniess of the domination that. particular male characters
[in Shakespeare] enact’.. Their critical work, they claim, has analysed
the behaviour of-tragic ‘heroes’, whose ‘abnormal behavior in crisis’ still
represents ‘the values and contradictions of their societies’, and who ‘often
fantasize “a very serious provocation by a woman” when there is none . . .’
{pp. 77-8). The quoted remark is Levin’s comment on how-some ZOf
Shakespeare’s male " characters (he cites Hamlet, ‘Othello, Lear, and
‘Antony) express ‘misogynist feelings at certain times, but.always:in siti-
ations of crisis and always in response to what they view as a very serious
provocation by a woman’. By omitting Levin’s  careful delimitation o_f his
statement, and by adding on the qualification ‘when there is none'; the four-

and-twenty signatories of -this letter falsify both the-critic anid the plays,

and ‘merely repeat the distortion to which Levin: originally refefred; the
imposition of misogyny ‘as a standard personality trait which is not only
untrue to’ the characters concerned but erodes their individuality, giving
them all ‘the samie stereotypical male sickness’. It is the men, the men who
are to. blame. (It is time that some:feminists caught up with recent
theoretical advances in their discipline.) N

* L I By

There is no need to summarise: Levin's reply; which'is inthe ?publig
domain. The one point [ pick out is his observation that the writers of the -

letter evidently want PMLA ‘to deny publication to any-criticism of them

that they disapprove of’ (p. 79).. Any tight“minded reader will ‘agree with. -

Levin that a journal which thinks of itself as being open to:debate cannot
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be ‘subject to the veto of any group’. ‘That would be to close: off critical
exchange, and human dialogue,  from the outset. Not that Levin expects
{any more than I do) to.. , : o

~ ‘convince the signers or others 'who share their feelings. “For them;,
‘critiques of feminist criticism are permissible from within the fold:. . .
“but not from ‘a cultural other’. (bid.) . . - '

‘This is sufely the mostdepressing. aspect of the current situation, - the
belief that fio outsider' Has' the right to criticise the group, that this right
belongs exclusively to members of the group — who would risk, however,
being expelled from it. . . . That way lies chauvinism, wars of religion;
persecution.” - v o '
Levin’s reply did not, of course, settle the issue, ‘which raged on inthe
press, on panel meetings at further conferences, and in print.”? In the
next. instalment, . delivered at another. MLA meeting in January: 1990 and
recently published, Levin and various critics exchanged: further arguments-
(Kamps-1992, pp. .15-60). Addressing the' dilemma of the politicisation in
literary studies that $O' many, commentators haye-been-.deploring;: where
‘each approach is confined to its own. hermeneutically. sealed-off discursive
space, and adherents of different approaches can only discourse with each
other about the politics of their respective ideologies’ (ihid.; p. 19), Levin
proposed -a peace treaty based on. the. triple _principles . of -objectivism;
rationalism, and pluralism. By objectivism he means the ability. to attain
knowledge of -a literary text, without the . resulting _interpretation- being -
‘always determined by the, interpreter’s ideology’ (p. 16). By rationalism he
means the possibility that ‘rival ideologists. in their attempt to-persuade can
invoke. rational standards that are. themselves not. ideological’ (p.. 20) —
otherwise, one would imagine, the:automatic rejection of the other group’s
‘arguments on the. ground of ideology would result in a true digdlogue des
sourds.. And by pluralism Levin means the belief. that various critical
approaches can attain knowledge valid in their own terms, not positing'‘a
necessaty, connection between these approaches and political ideclogies’,
yet allowing us ‘to live together and talk to each other because we can
understand and respect our different approaches’ (p. ‘18). Pluralism ‘can be
suppressed in favor of monism, which.-is its only ‘alternative’ (p. 20), but

- modern political - history makes us all too: aware of how damaging that

would be. ‘ e L U ' ce
I personally welcome Levin’s. suggestions. as moderate, lucidly argued,

~ hot. attempting to appropriate a larger or; better furnished space in the

contemporary scene. But in the .present climate all peace treaties seem
doomed. As Levin shows, Marxists reject: pluralism as a ‘formalist fallacy’
since ‘they are not secking peace-but victory: - They-do not want Marxism
to be regarded as one among several valid approaches; they- want it to be
the only valid approach, as can be seen in their frequent references to- it as
““scientific”. (which . means- all other approaches -are..unscientific) . . .’
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(pp: 18~19). Both Marxists and feminists attack reason and rationality as

‘the ignes fatui of previous unenlighténed generations, but they also.

denounce ‘self-contradiction’ and ‘itrationality’; which shows they do apply
rational standards still, perhaps without knowmg it (pp 20, 52— 3) Both
groups dlsplay what Levin calls

the genetic fallacy, which claims that our views of the world are caused
by our race, gender, class, and similar factors, and that they therefore
~must be judged on the basis of those causes, But both of these claims are
false. Our views may often be influenced by such factors, but are not
necessarlly determined by them. If they were, there would be no male
feminists, or female anti-feminists, no bourgeois radicals or proletarlan
reactlonane& .o« (p. 54) :

The diversity of human temperaments and persuasions is far greater than
these deterministic models would allow. But ‘even if our views were caused
by these factors’, Levin adds, ‘it does not follow: that they rnust be judged
on that basis™ (ibid.): this would simply divide the world into the lowest
common denominators of ‘gender, class, age, -and judge their products
accordingly. The principle at issue here is one émphasised by a number of
the writers with whom I am happy to ‘be aligned — Ernest Gellner, E.P.

Thompson, Frederick Crews, W.G. Runciman, Simon Clarke, Edward
Said — that in all intellectual debates there must be reference points
independent of the participants’biographical *situation or - idéological
‘adherence. If there-are no criteria for evaluating methodology, the use of
evidence, procedures of argument, the truth ot falslty of the conclusmns,
then intellectual pursuits become impossible, and unnecessary. Truth will
simply be handed down from those in power, while the rest of us acqmesee
in its dissemination.. Whoe would want to live in such a world?

‘The politicisation of discourse means that disagreements are regularly
reduced, as A.D: Nuttall and Sten Olsen ‘observed, .to some putative
underlying motive, psychological . (the critic teveals his own ‘anxiety’),
or political. In his original essay, as he fecalls, Levin criticised thdse
feminists’ formalist readings of Shakespeare’s tragedies because ‘some of
them ignored parts of the text that did not fic their thesis’ {p. 55). The
relevant response would have been for them, whethér as a'group or as
individuals, to show cither that they did not ignore the part in question or

that it really did fit the thesis. Instead, as we have seen, a whole battery of |

bitter ad hominem arguments ‘were ranged: against -Levin, -and continue

to be: one respondent argued that his article should have ‘been denied - ]

publication because he ‘failed to- understand -the feminist cause’.!* Levin
retorts that he does in fact support feminism but that ‘a just cause cannot
justify interpretive  faults’ (ibid.).- The larger issue is this niew tendency
in ideology-dominated discourse, ‘the . ‘defensive ‘move from criticism to
politics’. Whoever takes the new ideologues to task for some -unsatisfactory
critical interpretationi is instantly accused of sexist bias, ‘or anv of the other
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demonised labels - (essentialist-liberal-humanist-bourgeois . . .). But this
self-protective tactic has damaging effects: ‘Marxists and feminists seem to
claim a special privilege for their approaches, on political grounds, that
grants immunity from the kind of scrutiny to which other approaches are
subjected and so would amount to a denial of pluralism’, which would
mean in turn: that only members of a group could criticise other members
(pp. 55-6). And the result of this intra-group disagreement, as one
feminist - complains, . is that that movement is now spllt into factions’
(p. 57).

These are the depressmg but predlctable results of the slogan that
Edward Said excoriated, ‘solidarity before criticism’. The survival of any
intellectual - discipline depends on there being some external terms of
reference by which it can be judged, a language which is comprehensible to
those outside the group, a community at large that can evaluate achieve-
ments. The alternative is already visible around us, the inbreeding of
Derridians, Lacanians, Foucauldians, Althusserians, unable and unwilling
to understand any one else’s language or concerns. It can be seen in so
many places in current Shakespeare criticism, as groupsalign themselves

- and polarise the scene into an‘us/them division. The last instance of

polarisation that I shall cite, which also expresses a satisfied feeling of

~ group-consensus, having rejected alternative views as pre-scientific,

imperialistic (‘add demons here’, as one of the ancient maglcal rec1pes
would say), is Howard Felperin’s recent description of the new, or ‘current’
view of The Tempest. Felperin describes the change as having taken. place
since the mid-1970s, when ‘anti- authontanan, anti-elitist, and anti-
aesthetic doctrines were in the wind in a recently politicized academia’.
The resulting change to our perception of this play, as he phrases it in a
series of (I take it, ironic) rhetoru:al questions; is absolute, canonical:’

What Shakespearean now would be oblivious or audacious enough to

 discuss The Tempest. . . from any critical standpomt othet than a his-
toricist or feminist, or more spec1ﬁcally, a post-colomal position? Would
anyone be so foolhardy as'to corcentrate .on the so-called ‘aesthetic
"dimension’ of the play? To dote thus on such luggage would be to risk
being demonized as ‘idealist’ or ‘aestheticist’ or ‘essentialist’ by a critical
community increasingly determined-to regard 1tself as matenallst .and
‘historicist’. (Felperm 1990; p. 171)-

Whether Felperm is making fun of the new orthodoxy or endorsing ; it is
not 1mmed1ately clear from his text, but others certainly use those ‘scare

~ quotes’ to demonise their collective eriemies. When I read such attempts at

stigmatisation, I must admit, a certain stubborn independence rises in me,
and [ feel tempted to retort: ‘Go-ahead then! Démonise me! See if I care!’

(But that reads like the caption to a James Thurber ‘cartoon:) -In’ more

sober language, | would have to say that the ‘luggage 50 contemptuously
rejected!® is essential accompamment for a critic, or reader; the ability to
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receive a play or novel as an experience .in itself, over and .above our.

current, ephemeral, -and limited concerns. Felperin-describes the: views of
‘a critical community’, but it is only one of many, although it may believe
it possesses the exclusive' source of knowledge. All schools, however; no
matter how self-assured or polemical, would do well to accept that other
approaches have a validity, and that no-one has a monopoly .over truth.

‘Patet omnibus veritas', Ben Jonson wrote (adapting Vives), ‘Truth lyes open’

to all; it is no mans severall’.’® No-one is about to grant New Historicists,
materialists, me, or anyone else an immunity to criticism, an exclusive
licence to practice the one true. mode of interpretation and outlaw all the

others. Peace would be desirable, perhaps, but only-if all parties grant each -

other the right to read Shakespeare as they wish;: and bé taken to. task if
they distort him. .. . S : ' :

This has been a-book about the practice of Shakespeare. criticism, and the

effect on it of some-current theories. | would like to end with some words
from Edward Said’s book The World, the Text, and the Critic, where.he

argues - that ‘criticism is reducible neither to doctrine nor to a political -

position on a particular question’, literary or otherwise. -~ - - :
 In'its suspicion of totalizing concepts, in its discontent with reified
objects, in its impatience with guilds, special interests, imperialized
* fiefdoms, and orthodox habits of mind, criticism is most itself, and. . .
most unlike itself at the moment it starts turning into organized dogima.
(Said 1983, p. 29) - R " Ll
Criticism,. Said believes, should be ‘constitutively opposed to every form of
tyranny, domination, and-abuse; its social goals are noncoercive knowledge
produced in'the interests of human freedom’, for ‘the moment anything
acquires the status of a cultural idol or a commodity, it ceases to be
interesting’ (pp. 29-30). While recognising that all readings derive from a
theoretical standpoint, conscious or not, ‘Said urges that we avoid using
dehumanising abstractions: R o
it is the critic’s job to provide resistances to theory, :to open it up. toward
historical reality, toward society, toward human needs and interests, to
point up those concrete instances drawn from everyday reality that. lie
outside or just beyond the interpretive area necessarily designated in
“advance and thereafter circumscribed by every theory. (p. 242) '

The danger, as we see around us, is.that literary theory can ‘easily. become
critical dogma’, acquire ‘the status of authority within the cultural group’ or
guild, for ‘left to its own specialists and acclytes, so to speak,theory tends
to have walls erected around. itself. ..’ (p. 247). A. necessary counter-to
that tendency is for us ‘to move skeptically in the broader. political world’,
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to ‘record the encounter of theory with resistances to it’, and, among other
things, ‘to preserve some modest (perhaps shrinking) belief in noncoercive
human community’. These would not be imperatives, Said remarks
but ‘they do at least seem to be attractive alternatives. And what i;

critical consciousness at bottom if not an unstoppable predilection for
alternatives? '
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1 Descombes 1986, p- 139 Works

frequently cited are referred to in this

abbreviated form. Full references are .

given in the Bibliography, p. 491.
‘In Their Masters’ Steps’, Times
Literary Supplement, 16-22
December 1988, p. 1399.

Vincent B. Leitch, American Literary

Criticism From the 30s to the 80s (New
York, 1988). For commentary see
Donoghue (note 2 above) and
Kermode 1989, pp. 39ff.
Announcement by Bedford Books
(St. Martin’s Press) in PMLA 105
(1990): p. 1449.

In wotking on Greek tragedy in the
late 60s and early 70s (see Towards
Greek Tragedy:- London, 1973) 1
followed new developments in struc-
turalism and semiology with interest.
In the book that emerged, however,
I had to reject Lévi-Strauss’s struc-
turalist analyses of Greek myth
as athitrary and idiosyncratic (a
judgment bome out by the sub-
sequent -detailed studies of Pettit
1975, Sperber 1979, -and Clarke
1981). By contrast — since it
derived from empirical analysis, and
did not abandon the concept of

individual narratives, or ' episodes
within them, having meaning. as - -

a structure of interacting human
behaviour — I found the narrato-
logical system of Vladimir Propp

most helpful in analysing what 1

discovered to be a coherent pattern

in Greek myth of injunctions and -

prohibitions, ethical, social and
religious (see Vickers 1973, pp. 165—
207).

6 Greimas’ career was marked by a

seriousness cotﬁpletely lacking in
the self-publicity of the iconoclasts.

His scholarly work, sober and even

ascetic in tone, developed outwards
from Sémantigue structurale (Paris,

1966; English tr. 1983) in one direc-

tion in semiotics, poetics and nar-
rative: Du sens. Essais sémiotiques
(Paris, 1970; English tr. 1987); Essais
de sémiotique poétique (Paris, 1971);
Sémiotigue: - dictionnaive raisonné de
la théorie du langage (Paris, 1979;
English er. 1983; supplement, 1986);

_ Maupassant: la sémiotique du texte,

exercices  pratiques  (Paris, . 1976;
English tr. 1988); Du sens 02 (Paris,
1983). It also took in mythology, as
in Des dieux et des hommes: études de
mythologie lithusnienne (Paris, 1983),

and moved out towards sociology in -
‘Sémiotique et sciences sociales (Paris,

1976; English o, 1990); and (with
others} Introduction & Panalyse du
discours en sciences sociales (Paris,
1979). In his teaching at the Ecole
des Hautes Ftudes en Sciences
Sociales, as Jacques Geninasca
técorded in his obituary of Greimas
{Neve Ziircher Zeitung, 14—15 March
1992, p. 27), he ‘showed a remark-
able consistency in developing his
semiotic theory’, moving on from the
reformulation of Propp’s narratology
to ‘lay the basis for a theory of action

.. and manipulation, - studying in turn

the phenomena of authorisation or
qualification; value-objects, and the
passions, insofar as these provide the
basis for every kind of human inter-
action’. The cohérence of his devel-
opment is in impressive contrast to

- the dissolution of Barthes'.

Although I share some of Jackson's

criticisms of post-structuralist literary

- . describinghimself as a ‘positivist -
materialist’ (see, e.g., pp. 94, 95,
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- theory, especially its incoherence as

an adversarial system,. designed to

- negate, not to build afresh (Jackson
1991, pp. 1, 3, 13—14, 59, 119; 152,

157, 161, 199) Icannot warm to
the altematwes ke proposes. He
generally endorses ‘Chomsky (while
ignoring his many critics:'see Clarke

1981 and Meulen 1988), believes in

a great future for computer linguistics
and ‘Artificial - Intelligence’, happily

103, 112, 121, 225). Such spurious
scientism-.is hardly an advance on
Lévi-Strauss. ...

- Anyone. wishing to: follow. up these

issues:is warmly recommended .to use
Simon. Blackburn's admirable . intro-
duction: Blackburn 1988.

See below, for Jameson on Althusser,
Chapter 7 -note 26; for. Bowie on

“Lacan, Epilogue, note .14.

My first reaction appeared i the
Times Literary. Supplement  for 26

- August 1988, pp. 933-5.

Chapte'r One: The Dzmmuuon
of Language ‘

L.

2

Problemes de Imgulanue genemle vol,
2 (Paris, 1974), p. 97.
For the continuity between. these two

- ‘schools’ (featuring several of the

same..actors) see, e.g., - Timpanaro

~1975, pp. 135~219; Anderson'1983,

pp- 32-55; Dews 1987; Frank 1989.

“The ~text . published - in 1916 was
. edired by .Charles Bally and Albert

‘Séchehaye, - close associates of

. Baussure. The liberties' they  took

with the -students’ notes . to which
they had access: were .first’ revealed
by Robert Godel in ‘Les sources

- manuscrites du Couwrs de’ linguistique

générale de F. -de Saussure (Geneva,
1957), especially pp. 95—129. Godel

. dlso published further students’ notes

which “were ‘not- available “to  the
first editors: ‘Cours de’ lmgulsthue

générale, lle Cours (1908—09Y, in
- Cahiers  Ferdinand - de Saussure, 15

(1957): pp. 3~103..In his invaluable

; lbut misleadingly titled Cowrs de

linguistique générale.  Edition. - critique
(Wiesbaden, 1967—1974); © Rudolf
Engler reprinted all the manuscript

- material; juxtaposing it- with the

printed text, but following, unfor-

- tunately, the sequence of the printed

edition, not that . of Saussure’s
lectures. . Engler’s would be -more
accurately described as .a' ‘source-

- edition’, 'since it merely sets out all

the material in six parallel columns,

“and in' no way edits Saussure’s text.

Godel offered a specimen of a critical
edition in Les sources manuscrites,

<o pp- 121-9, but did not pursue the

task: a new edition would be very

-welcome. ‘Godel also ‘added an
. outline ‘Lexique de la Terminologie’
: (ibid., pp. 252—81), which has been
- superseded (not wholly satisfactorily)

by - Rudolf -Engler, Lexigue de lu
Terminologie . Saussurienne  (Utrech,
1968). The. most useful edition
remains another so-called ‘édition
critique’, by Tullio de Maura (Paris,
1972; repr. 1985, with postface by

: L.=]. Calvet: ‘Lire Saussure Aujourd’
“hui’, pp. 505-13).This teprints the
. text.of the 1916 edition, without any
* fresh - editorial work, but.adds some -

200 pages of notes, at.least drawing
an. the manuscript matetial arid on
the extensive secondary literature up

“to 1970: My, quorations,. in the form
" CLG, ate to the French text, in my
+ translation. The English . translation
by Wade' Baskin (New York; 1959)

unfortunately - does not use: the
manuscrlpt material and is not always

I accurate,=

See the Ietter to Antome Meillet of

. 4 ]anuary 1894, - when- Saussiite was
b studying - Baltic intonation: ... je
1 vois de plusien plus I'immensité . .

du travail qu'il faudrait pour montrer
au linguistique: ce qu'il fait; . . - . Sans
cesse D'ineptie . absolué - de Ia ter-
minologie courarnite, la nécessité de la

+ - réformer, et; de montrer pour cela

quelle espéce.d'objet est 1a langue en
général, vient giter mon plaisir
h1stor1que /. Cela finira malgré moi
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par un livre ofi, sans enthousiasme ni
passion, jexpliquerai powrquoi-il o'y

.a pas un seul terme employé en

linguistique auquel j’accorde un sens
quelconque’ (reprinted in Benveniste
1966,. pp. 36-7).: This essay by
-Beniveniste, ‘Saussure aprés un demi-
- sigcle’, quotes other illuminating
passages from the correspondence.
See Godel 1957, pp.95-129, and de
Mauro’s note, CLG, p. 406 n. 12.
For helpful comments on-the editors’
© treatment, see Calvet-1975, pp. 17—
" 31, and Holdcroft 1991, pp. 13 16,
162 3. .

CLG, p- 317 and de- Mau_ros note,
pp 476-71, n. 30%; Godel 1957, pp.
119, 181. Harris 1987, pp. 191-2
disputes that . this:is such an alien
addition, .on the ‘grounds that the

- . opening sentence of the. book in-

cluded the phrase ‘véritable et unique
objet’ (CLG, p. 13). -

“See Engler’s .'Edition’ Crmque, ap-
~.cit, in ‘note 3, pp 168-9; on
institutions.

As David Holdcroft pomts ‘out, -a

" . sipnifier: ‘does have a meaning, since

it:is associated with a signified’, and
so signifiers have'more than a purely
- differentiating tole: they have values
{Holdcroft 1991, pp. 57;. 132-3).
- Neither can signifieds be ‘purely
- negative and differential entities’
- {pp. 126=30). To take this ‘dubious’
principle; as: stucturalists and post-
structuralists have done, as the basis
“for further atgument, is to ‘build on
one of the most opaque. parts of
Saussure’s theory (p. 130). . .

Ermest Renan, for instance, in his
essay - ‘De  I'Origine . du- langage’
(1848), stated that ‘la lisison du sens
et du -mot n'est -jamais nécessaire,
jamais . arbitraire;- toujours efle est
motivée’;, cit: Plotkin 1989, pp. 31,
162. No concept in- Saussure has
provoked meore discussion than the
. arbitrariness of the sign In his
‘Théorie - et - critique d’un - principe
saussurien:: latbitraire- du  signe’
‘(Cahiers Ferdinand de Saussure 19
(1962):-5—-66), Rudolf Engler could

already list and discuss over 70 (in

Nature du

-some -cases widely diverging) inter-

pretations. Most often cited is the
1939 essay of Emile Benveniste,
signe  linguistique’
(reprinted  in - Benveniste . 1966,
pp.. 49-55), which argued : that
the -link. between the . signified

- and signifier was not" arbitrary but
- mecessary,

and that:- arbitrariness

‘actually  characterised the link

between the. sign and the parr of

feality to which it is applied. For the
second point, given the lengths to

‘which Saussure went to present

language as a-self-contained system
that could not have been his mean-

~vingy although we might well prefer it.

For the. first, the fact that the link

-~ berween: the concept ‘boeuf’ and the

acoustic ‘image ‘bdf’ already existed,

-and that Benveniste claimed that he
acquired it 'in' learning ' to- speak -

(‘Ensemble les deux ont été imprimés
dans mon esprit: p. 51), means
only that -the association had’ been
accepted into the langue by the social
group into which he was bom, not
that: its original formation ‘was . not
atbitrary. In this sense, retaining
Saussure’s point about the. arbi-
trariness of :the sign' as  originally
formed or accepted by the linguistic
community, 1 would agree with Lévi-
Strauss that ‘the linguistic sign is

© . arbitrary ‘a priori but ‘ceases to be

1

arbitrary a postetiofi’ - (Lévi-Strauss

1963, 'p.- 91). For Ccritical comment
. on Benvemstes
. Descombes 1983, pp, 21618, and

essay .see, e.g.,

Ellis 1989, pp.- 47—8, See also ‘Hans
Aarsleff, From Locke to - Saussure;

“Essays.On-the Study. of Language and
* Inteflectual . History

(Minneapolis,
Mn., .1982), pp: 35671, 382-98.

Roy " Harris (Harris - 1987). indicts
Saussure for inconsistency (pp. 58,

©+:199,. 225, 230); obscurity and con-

fusion (pp.- 61, 81,89, 95, 119-20,
128, 132, 139, 146, 148, 149, 153,
156, 158, 159; 165, 184; 192,211,
230, 231, 235); and misleading or
madequately developed - analogies
(pp: 924, 100-102,. 121-34).
David Holderoft (Holderoft 1991)

1
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+ finds - Saussure -guilty of .vagueness

(pp. - 32, 63,.65; 97): confusion
(pp- 56, 59, 129, 136, 139); contra-
diction (pp. 60-1, 157), and mis-

“leading or madequately developed
~analogies (pp. 34, 77-80, 107, 112—

15,119, 131, 132).
For 1llummatmg, but-often extremely
critical accounts ‘of Lévi-Strauss, see

Pettit: 1975, pp. 37-9,  68-97,
- Timpanaro~ 1975, .pp.- 171-98;
© Anderson 1983, . pp. . 37-55;

- ‘Notes Inédites .de

13

14

 at the entry point, and having other -

. marked . ‘Hommes—Dames’

Merquior 1986a, pp. 34—106; Pavel
1989, pp:+ 9-11, 23-37, 104-6,
138—40.  The best account in Enghsh

. is Clarke 1981.
12

See CLG, pp. .100-101, 106--107,
L10-11" with note 157; R. Godel,
‘Ferdinand de
Saussure’, in Cahiers Ferdinand de
Saussure 12 (1954), pp. 60, 62—4.

‘Bacon, Works X, .p. 85.

Lacan’s most: notoricus attack on
Saussure juxtaposed-a diagram of a
tree, under-which the word ‘Atbor’ is
written (Lacan’s own invention: no
such - diagram -appears in- Saussure),
with another of two .identical doots,
in - order
to argue (it is not always clear what,

- since the prose-style is coyly. self-

indulgent) that ‘in fact.the signifier
intrudes- -into. the signified’ (Lacan
1966, pp. :498—501).. My -instant
objection on reading this essay was
that Lacan's diagram is an ellipsis,

with -the word ‘toilet’. understood,

such conveniences being subdivided

structural differences inside: Vincent

- Descombes now makes the more
-telling objection that:in this “farcical

variatiory’ on -Saussure, Lacan: has
silently changed ground in moving
from -the singular - (Arbor) to. the
plural (Ladies, Gentlemen), where
the drawing in any casé might have

- represented - two, groups; men and

- women. “The “signifiers” in .Lacan’s

example are. in the plural because

- gramimat dictates. the plural for this
particiilar - use. - Thus. the -:example

does not associate - Saussurean
signifiers and signifieds but illustrates

. a .context for using the notices

15

-thought” <but - also . .

- “Ladies” and “Gentlemen”. They are

statements’, not signifiers, in the
form 'this door is exclusively for . .

(Descombes 1986, . p.. :180). That
example is typical  for the: slippery

“way in which Lacan used his terms.

Several critics have objected to this
distortion: Marc Anpgenot states that
Lacan’s references -to Saussure. con-

. stitute ‘a-simple ‘absorption, litefally

extravagant, of Saussure’s termino-
logy into his.own reflection, a reflec-
tion not only: alien to Saussure's
. diametrically
opposed” to :it  (Angenot 1984,
p. 157}. Manfred Frank observes that
the expression ‘signifier’ in Lacan’s
text ‘is: undoubtedly  incorrectly
chosen, for .. . a signifier is ‘itself an
ideality, ‘essentially defined by and
constituted in view of the signified. -
It would therefore . be self-contra-

. dictory to believe that- the signified

« (Frank 1989, pp.. 427-8):

- could slide under the signifier, fot, as
- Saussure tepeatedly emphasized, the

sigh can only change as a whole’
even
‘Derrida objected to Lacan’s misuse of

- Saussure.. Merquiot : 1986a, p.: 155,

comments . that to."speak of ‘an
alleged - “incessant sliding of the
signified under the signifier” .. . is to
assert the primacy of the signifier in a
spirit utterly foreign to- Saussure’s
sober polarity: -with Lacan, the

" signified  goes overboard and' the

polarity is destroyed. Thus ultimately
the unconscious is no language — it
is . just. .. obscurely endowed with
a dense, dim. margm of syrnbohc

* . .meaning'.

16

In L'Homme Nu (1971), Lev1-Strauss
wrote: "We don’t feel at all indulgent

- towards that -sleight-of-hand which

switches the left hand with the right,
to give back to the worst philosophy

- beneath the-table what -it claims to
* have tken from it above; which,
- simply  replacing ' the self by the

Other and slipping a metaphysic of

- desire beneath the concept,” pulls the

foundation from under the latter.

- Because, in -replaging the self on
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18
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.the oné hand with an- anonymous

Other,” and on ‘the other with an
individualized desire (even if it
designates nothing), there is no way

.in which one can hinder the fact
that one “need: only stick them

together again and twm the whole
thing - round to rediscover on the
other side that self whose abolition
one has proclaimed with such a fuss’

(p. 563; . Clarke 1981, pp. 215-

16). .

See Ferry and Renaut 1985 pp.
259-60 for a temifying. account of
the practice encouraged by Lacan of
the .analyst remaining . absolutely

- silent, refusing any response until the

frantic patient realises. ““the betrayals
of his own language”’ and begins the
‘“analytical regression”’ that will
lead him back from the moi to the

" subject. This practice is apparently

in line with Lacan’s theory of the
‘Other” as ‘a reified moi’, an-object
that we can.treat as we like,; since

he does not- undeistand his own .

meaning. The authors comment that

. here Lacan ‘committed the error

‘common ‘to -the logic of “dll ot
nothing” that characterizes.” con-
temporary anti-humanism, according
to which the real autonomy’ of the
subject being manifestly illusory, the
very idea of autonomy-has lost afl

‘meaning as a guide to  practice’

(p.. 261). This is what I call the
coercive dichotomy, or the leap
ACTOSS extremes. .. .

As. Perry - Anderson.- observes, such

- analogies ‘give way on the smallest

critical inspection. . . . Far from the
unconscious being structured like a
language, - or - commdmg with it
Freud’s: construction. of it--as the
object of - psychoanalytic enquiry
precisely defines it as incapable of the

- genérative 'grammar’ which, for a
- post-Saussurian linguistics, comprises

- the deep structures of language: that
is, the competence to form sentences -

and ‘carry out correctly. the ‘rules of
their ‘transformations.. The Freudian
unconscious, innocent . even  of
negation, is a stranger to all syntax’

19

20

21

du  langage

‘demolishing Freud’s

“divided
. Ehzabéth - Wright,

* Psychoanalysis,

- agree that ]
nevet cohered as a system (Petrit

{Anderson 1983, p. 43). Inan essay
of 1956, ‘Remarques sur la fonction
e dans.-la 'découverte
freudienne’, Emile Benveniste made

.a devastating critique of analogies
‘drawn by psychoanalysis “between

language and - the unconscious,
aftempts at
linguistics, ‘and making thtee concise
objections: the symbol-system that
constitutes language is acquired by a

learning process; unlike. that . of the

~unconscious; the linguistic sign is

unmotivated, Freudian symbols are

" by definition motivated; and if the

unconscious is universal,” as Freud
claimed, -language, by’ contrast, -is
into - : differing = national
languages: Benveniste 1966 p. 15—
87.

summarising
Samuel Weber's book, - Retumn 1o
Freud. Jacques Lacan’s Dislocation: of
in~ Times. . Literary
Supplement 28 February 1992, p. 26.
See ‘Stephen Heath, Le- vertige du
déplacement (Paris, 1974), p. 57.
Several recent independent studies
semiological analyses

1975, pp. 614, .106-17), and that

+ the current state of semiology. is ‘orie

of simultaneous institutional ‘success
and bankruptcy’ (Sperber and Wilson
1986, pp. 7-8).: Although the 1970s

-developmenits gave it a place in
" university’ departments, ‘no semiotic
" law of any significance was ever dis-

i covered, let alone applied to lin-

guistics’ (ibid.). Semiotics, another

 commentator writes, - did not realise

. the-+ truth

of - Saussure’s
contention ~ that language

original
is sui

" geners, cannot simply be -lumped

with othér sign-systems, ‘which lack

7 “.the ability language has of being ‘part

‘of productive systems’, capable of
. generating -indefinitely many - utter-
. ances
- Twenty years older, and wiser, we
" can now see that the. question of
~meaning can no longer be ignored.

(Holderoft - 1991, p. - 156).

-.Courtesy formulas may constitite a

sign-systern, “as- ‘Saussure “proposed,

2
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-and it may well be possible to dis-

cover how: their rules specify’ who
should use them, and when: but the

crucial - issue s

meaning (bid., p. 157).:

Vincent Descombes points out that
semiology’s . comparison  between
human language and a communica-
tion code: ignores ‘one .obvious dif-
ference: a code is constructed, while
# language is not. To construct a

" code, we- require a lanpuage’. A
-natural language is not a code about
~ which, at.some primordial time, its

speakers ‘reached an agreement prior
to all conversation with the sole

intention of exchanging information’

(p.. 102): Furthermore, ‘a language

:. does~ not’ have the univocity of a

- code, in: which the seméntic value

of - each symbol is fixed by decree’
{ibid.). . Languages evolve haphaz-
ardly, usages -in: semantics,” grammar,
and: syntax -changing” according to
local- conditions - and * outside in-
fluences, the diachronic  element
constantly -affecting the synchronic.
And although set up on' a different

* plarie from language; ‘the construc-

- :tion.of the code is always cartied out

" downgrading " human . importance it

-in the patural language’ (p. 103). A

code, .then, is an artificial construct
having propertiés that make. it pref-
erable to language for- certain put-
poses, ‘but it would: be :a naive
capitulation to the assumed  ‘rigour’

‘ot cettainty of science. to-erect it as
- the norm for. methodology - in -the

humanities.  To Descombes the
paradox of -structuralism . is that it
attacked - the traditional : philosophy
of human consciousness by claiming
that the signifier is not at the service
of the subject; and that man is sub-
jected to signifyirig systems: Yet in

based itself on cybemetics, the name
describing a science intended ‘to

vinvest human - beings * with total
- control . by means of *better i com-

munications . techniques’  (p.. [1103).

» The Greek work kybernét®s means,
after all; a steefsman. On-the de-’

to - discover the.
- tules that define their content and

23

- . signifier”” : (cit..

24

25

“is. at :once controlled,

. ficiencies of -communication con-

ceived in terms of a code see also
Sperber and Wilson 1986.

‘Only a decade. later Barthes con-

sciously rejected - the  scientistic
aspirations of semiotics. 'Looking
back on his career in 1975 he could
write of this phase that ‘the goal of a
semiological science is replaced by
the (often very grim) science of the
semiologists; hence, one [= Barthes]
must sever’ oneself from ‘that, must
introduce into this rational . image-

‘repertoire ‘the texture of desire, the

claims of the body: this, then, is the
Text. ..’ (Barthes 1977, p. 71). His

- -career might be- described as ‘from
- scientism to hedonisin’, but even in

his latest phase Saussure’s categories
could be redeployed to sérve the .

. present purpose. In Le Plaisir du texte
(1973) Barthes :described one effect

of jouissance as being thac it *“lifts"
the signified, so that all value goes
to the “sumptuous plane of the
‘Merguior 19864,
p- 157). R
In- 1961 -Barthes i used similarly
extreme terms.in' declaring that ‘each
time men speak about the world,
they enter into a telation of ex-

"clusion, even when they speak in

order ‘to.denounce -it: a metalanguage
is ‘always tertorist’ ‘(Barthes 1972,
p- 170). :

The inspitation here is undoubtedly
Foucault, present in the audience,
and whom Barthes .acknowledged as
a- tutelary --spirit- (Barthes 1982,
p. 458). Compare Foucault’s inau-
pural lecture ‘in ‘the same amphi-

. theatre, six years previously: ‘in every

society ‘the: production of discourse
: 7 selected,
organised and redistributed according
to-a certain number of procedures,

“whose role is to avert its powers and

ts ..dangers. .. (Foucault- 1972,
p- 216). No agency is named, either

.. here or in:other comments-on the

‘appropriation’ of discourse ¢ (ibid.,
pp.-68, 105, 120,.227): - The Oxford

- philosopher Galen . Strawson, Te-

viewing Didier Eribon's biography of
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- Foucault recently,. reports that it
© shows very clearly how ‘Foucault was

6

27
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a casualty of the windy and self
indulgent - intellectual culture -in
which he was raised, and of jts sad,
trashy - relation to language’. The
Independent on_ Sunday Review, 16
August 1992, p. 17. .

Foucault’s concept of the eplsteme has
been criticised both in logical terms,

- as arbitrary and-idiosyncratic, by Jean
: Piaget, Structuralism, tr. C. Maschler

(London,-1971), pp. 128+35; and in
historical terms, as being complerely
invalid for the .sixteenth.century, by
George - Huppert in  “Divinatio - et
eruditio: - Thoughts Cn - Foucault,
History . and.. Theory 13- (1974)
pp. 191-207. See ' also- Merqulor

1985, pp. 56-75.

On Detrida’s characteristic practlce

" -of: borrowing from but heavily cri-
. ticising -+ German - - philosophy, see

28

Ferry and Renaut 1985, pp. 46-9,
54-1, 164-97; Dews 1987, pp. 19~
24; Frank 1989, pp. 59-61, 195-
201, 221-53, 258-61,
410-26, 430-8,. 442— 8 Merqumr
1986a, pp. 217--27.

See, e.g., Searle 1983, pp.. 75 6;
Searle 1984, p.- 48; Tallis 1988,
pp: 87-93, 167-71, 181-5, 211—

- 14; Ellis 1989, pp. 19-21, 45—60,

63—_6;_]ackson 1991, pp.a63, 105,
186—7  (‘Derrida’s distortion  of
Saussure’s original intention [accus-
mg him of a completely fictive

“phonocentrism”] is very great here,

and I think quite inexcusable. It
amounts to a. big. lie, which is be-
lieved [by literary critics who have
not read Saussure] because no one
can imagine why it should have been

told.” . — Obviously, in .order to
. dispose of ‘a rival eminence): I add
-..another. example,

:Derrida’s claim
that in Saussure ‘the play of differ-
ences;, which . ;. is the condition for

_the possibility and. functioning of
-every sign, is in-itself a silent play.
Inaudible is the difference between’

two_phonemes which alone permits
them to be.and to operate as:such’

- (Derrida. 1982, p. 51). This is the

262-88,

29

30

- Thompson. - 1978

first of many occasions wheré Derrida
takes what Saussure. says about the
constituent parts ‘of the' sipn and
applies: it to the  whole: What

. Saussute actually wrote concerned ‘ce

qu'il y a de systématique-dansce jeu
de différences phonigues’ (CLG,
p- 163; my italics). Saussure was
talking about. the signifier, the
acoustic image, part of the ‘material
aspect -of -language’ (chapter-title),

- and it is perfectly clear from the

examplés given that he conceived of
an actual spoken sound. It is quite

- wrong for Derrida to describe it as

‘silent play’, and he compounds the
emror by saying :that: ‘the difference
between two phonemes-is inaudible’.

It is obvious from Saussure’s text that -

although he conceived the phoneme
elsewhere in ‘abstract terms, he used

. the term here in the concrete sense

of = ‘éléments..  phoniques.-. . sons’

. (sense b in. Engler 1968, s.v.).

Derrida’s claim that: chere is, in the
special sense he means, ‘no phonetlc

. writing" therefore collapses
~A three-card trick :is one in which a
. card-sharper shows: three cards, of

which one is the: point-scorér - (the

. queen, say), .and invites bystanders

"to! identify - it -after. he has shuffled

all three. For one insfance of this

technique _in Derrida .see the. first’

1966 - . lecture,
Sign and Play...:

paragraphs of . his’
‘Structure,

. Derrida. 1978, pp. 278-300. -.
: On these.various misrepresentations:
+ for  Lé&vi-Strauss,

see - Timpanaro
1975, pp. 177-8; for Foucault, see

~Plotkin. 1989; pp. 1314, 2835,

159 note. 26; . for- Althusser, see
and Chapter 7

. below.

31

32

For. more detailed d1scusstons of
Husserl and- Derrida see, e.g., Tallis

1988, pp.. 189- 209 Frank 1989,
pp.222-257. -

:See, e.g., Abrams 1979,
- the ‘judgment. that Derrida ‘remains
committed to - absolutism’ although
. he claims . have. ‘dismantled the

p. '274, for

. - traditional absolutes’;-and Merquior

1986a, pp. :232-4, for the view

33

34

. obviously false’

NOTES TO.PAGES 43-50 449

that ‘radical = scepticism, abour

. meaning as about. almost everything

else, is:at bottom ]ust a dlsappomted
absolutismi’.-

- See, e.g., Searle 1977 op: 199 203
. Searle 1983, pp.. 75-8; Ellis - 1989'

pp. . 18—66; Tallis 1988, pp. 164-
233; Merquior 1986a, pp. 215-17;

~ Jackson 1991, pp. 182-91.

Digsatisfaction with Derrida’s mode
of ‘argument has often. been. ex-
pressed: ‘Derrida has a distressing
penchant for saying -things that are
(Searle. - 1977,
p. - 203); ‘Derrida’s reasons for
denying presence, or self-preserice to
the speaker are invariably. badly
presented. It is- often unclear where
he is putting forward an argument
and where he is making an assump-
tion. Presupposmons, premisses and

. conclusions - are’ mixed .togethér in

- the searnless muddle of his prose.

Often one does not know when he- is
presenting ‘his: own views and when

+ he is presenting (or misrepresenting)

35

.concept of : language’
- ‘thought since. the 60s:-‘the signifier

_the views of .others’ (Tallis. 1988,
“p.  181).  J.G. Merquiot comments
_critically " on Derrida's

‘irrationalist
philosophy’, with ‘its blatant non:
sequiturs’ and ‘logical jumps’. He

. judges that,in most of Derrida’s later

essays ‘oracular assertion by dint of
jocular. or half-jocular - pun-juggling
has come to replace argument almost
completely’ - (Merquior 19863,
pp. 226, 227, 228). .

- Descombes. also commented that too

evident confusion surrounds the
.in . French

co-opted into the list of determining
elements may be a language,. or it
may be a. statement. ... Some-
times. the -determining. signifier is

* Saussurean'; at othets ‘it is a .message’

- .(Descombes 1986, p. 188).

36

37

" Anscombe (Oxford 1953,

38

Luce Irigaray, ‘e ‘schizophréne et la
question du- signe’, Recherches 16
(1974), pp: 34, 37.

Philosophical Investigations, . G.E.M.
1958),
§132. .

See Tallis 1988 Pp. 98, 65 96 for a

~ world'.
. glaring- éfrors - in the exposition of

truly: embarrassing documentation of

“ careless or simply ignorant versions

of Saussure put about by the cutting

-edge of English avant-garde theoty,
- such as Terry Eagleton's claim (in

1983). that Saussure made ‘the rela-
tion - between -sign and referent’
arbitrary, so that ‘literary studies .

are a question of the signifier, not of
the signified’; or Terence. Hawkes's

-announcement (in 1977) that ‘since
- writets use words. . .
:in the end be composed of signifiers

their art must

without signifieds’, ‘and the critic
must respond to ‘literature’s essential
nature in which signifiers are prised

- utterly. free of signifieds’ - (‘prised’

suggests an act of viclence that you
might perform ‘on a recalcitrant dog,
of a corpse: so must the post-
structuralist critic impose himself on
language); - or -Catherine Belsey’s

‘reasoning (in. 1980) that ‘words seem

to- be' symbols for. things because
things are inconceivable outside the
system of : differences - :which. - con-
stitute the, language’, and: that ‘if
discourses :  articulate - :concepts
:through a: system of signs which

-signify by means of their relationship

to.each other rather than to entities
in the word, and if literature is a
signifying practice, all it cani reflect is -
the order inséribed in particular
discourses, : not the . nature of the
For - similar - exposures of

Saussure’s ideas in two.other English
books produced in 1977, see Jackson
1991, pp. 23741 on Tony Bennett's
Formdlism ‘and Marxdsm, and - pp.
248-53 on the textbook: by Resalind
Coward and John Ellis: {not to be

- confused with: John M. Ellis, author
" of Agairist Deconstruction), Language
"+ .. and Materialism, which is apparently

on the syllabuses of at least twenty
institutions- of higher education in
Britain. All this. shows is that our
theorists have simply absorbed the
clinker or rmubble of Derrida et Cie.
without * thinking for themselves
Quis custodizt? . - '

39 . Blackburn’s.argument is corroborated
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independently by the psychologist

‘H:S. Terrace: see his article, ‘In the
- Beginning - Was  the

“Name”,

 American . Psychologist * 40 (1985):

pp- 1011-28, and “Apes and Us: An

“Exchange’, New York Review of

. Books, 10 October 1991, pp. 33--4,

where he argues, against Chomsky's
theory of the ptimacy of a genetically
determined capacity for syntax, that
‘the cognitive leap to language’ must
have ‘occurred in two stages:. first,
developing the lexical competence to

. use arbitrary. symbols to .refer  to

" - particular objects and events, and

. meanings’.

then. the syntactic competence to
cotibine “and inflect those symbols
systematically. so as to create new

" meanings’. In reply Solly Zuckerman
agrees that ‘in all logic, - mules of

grammar -and syntax would have
been adaptively meaningless had
their emergence preceded that of the

* lexical ‘component: of language, of

individual . words with referential
Both scholars agree that
grammar ‘and - syntax” developed

~‘because of ‘the additional adaptive

value of joining lexical items in ways

" that multiplied .the - meanings - that

40

they conveyed’ beyond the limits of
single words (p: 53).
For: other useful studies of language

- acquisition 'see Roger Brown, A First

“

‘gence
- - Communication

- opment (Cambridge, 1986).-

Language. The Early Stages (London,
1973); ‘Elizabeth Bates, The Emer-
of = Symbols. - Cognition' and
in  Infancy (New
York, 1979); and P. Fletcher and

‘M. Garman (eds.), Language Acquisi-

tion. Studies.in First Language Devel-
Benveniste

1966, .- pp.
dans le verbe’ (1946); PP. 251-7: La

nature *des pronoms' (1956); . and

* pp. 258-66: ‘De la: sub]ect1v1té dans

4.

le langage’ (1958).
On' the significance of pronouns in

-Shakespeare  see, e.g., Sister St

Geraldine Byme, Shakespeare’s Use of
the Pronoun of Adiress (Washington,
D.C., 1936); Roger Brown and
Albert. Gilman, ‘The pronouns of

225-36:
- ‘Structure’ des relationsde. personne

‘power - and.

B (Ber]in,
“E. Burness (eds:),’ A Readerin the

-solidarity’, in T.A.
Sebeok (ed.}, Style in Language
{Cambridge, Mass.; 1960), pp. 253—
76; T. Finkenstaedt, Yot and Thou:
Studien. qur Anrede im - Englischen
1963); V. Salmon and

Language -of - Shakespearean = Drama
(Amsterdam- and - Philadelphia,

~1987), especially the essays by Jean
-2 Mulholland (pp. -
- Charles:

153-61) and
Barber  {(pp. -~ 163=79);
and my essay ‘ “Mutual render”: T and

o Thow in the Sonnets’, Vickers: 1989,

43.

pp: 41-88. I regret my ignotance of

 Benveniste’s' work when [ wrote this

essay {although one-of the linguists I

- cited, . ]ohn Lyons, evndently did
-'—know it). .
-For many years only parts of :Grice’s

lectures “were available,” the - best
known being: H.P. Grice, ‘Logic and

., “‘Conversation’, iri P. Cole and. ].L.

- Morgan {eds;), Syntax and Semantics

3= Speech - Acts {(New York, 1975),

- ppi 41-58, and. ‘Further: Notés on

#. 28 The full 'text,
* many other essays, appeared-in Grice
*1989. In-Towdrds a Speech Act- Theory

Logic and Conversatiort,-in P. Cole

-{ed.}), Syntax-and Semantics’ 9: Prag-

matics - (New York, 1970), pp. 113—

“togethet” with

of Literary Discoirse (Bloomington,

“Ind., - 1977);: Mary-L. “Pratt' was able

to use the ms. of Grice’s lectures.as

preserved-at Harvard.- Ford guide to

‘commentary on.-Grice see thé two
volurmes edited by P Cole, and Horn -

1988.-
Cit. "E.AL. Homgmann, : Myriad-
Minded Shakespeare: (London; 1989),

£ 60. J.G. Merquior, commenting

on Roman Jakobson's-literary theory,
clarifies the. point " at - issue: - From

~the fact :that’ literature : is' made of
language it ‘dees ' not - follow " that -

literary 'meaning’ (let alone value) . is
something reducible to language. .

It is a rnatter “of not mistaking the
function of a"prodact, ‘or goal: of an

*activity, for what one needs in order

o produce the former or petform the

latter’: Merquior 1986a, p. 31.

45  See Vickers 1973, pp: 362-7, -and

4.
-+~ Hypogrites!, Vickers 1989, pp. 89—

47

48

49

50

51
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... Olsen 1987, pp. . 121-37.

3

See my essay on ‘ShakespemeS- ‘

134. {on Othello, pp.-110-23).

- See” Bertrand - Evans, . Shakespeare’s .

Comedies (Oxford, 1962). .

+ See’ Vickers' 1989, .op.cit. note 46,

‘Shakespeare’s Hypocrites’, p. 111.

A Short . H:sto'ry of Ethics ..(London,
1967). .

See: Vlckers 1988 pp 336 7 and
note 57 o

‘A general pattern for the workmg
out of a conversationdl. implicature

nmight be given as follows: “He has
. said that p; there is mo .reason to

suppose that he is not observing the

- maxims, or at least the Cooperative
- Principle; he could. not be doing this

unless he thought that g;: he knows
{and. knows that. I know he. knows)
that-I-can. see that the supposition

.+ - that ke thlnks that g IS required;
= he; has done, nothing..to “stop me
~ thinking .that ‘g;~he intends me to
- think, -or is at least .willing' to allow
"¢ me to think, that. q; andso he has

2%

implicated that q"’ (Gnce 1989
p. 31).
Some phﬂosophers have cr1t1c1sed

- - Gricean speech-act theory for failing

to consider language users’. attempts
at. deception . and® concealment: see
Blackburn "1984, . p. 114, who also

. makes the necessary caveat that to

- read Grice as, if he were arguing that

meaning could be understood solely
‘in terms of some amalgam .of -in-

- ' tentions, conventions, or beliefs . . .
. ignores ot distorts the compositional

nature of. lapguage.’, and fails to!con-
. sider ‘howit-is -established .that a

53

Chapter Two

sentence or word means any par-

ticular, thing’ (p.-127).

Personal commumcatlon, comment-

) mg on an earher draft of this chapter

Creatqr.lc_md .

Interpreters

1
2:

Wlttgenstem 1958 PartI §524
Se¢ Thomas Pavel, Fictional Woﬂds
{Cambridge, Mass., 1986).

See Morse Peckham, Man's Rage for

~Chaos (New:-York, '1967), for the

argument that the function of-art is

"+ .to disturb, not placate us.

Nietzschie, Nachgelassene Fragmente,

. November 1887-March: 1888, in

Nietzsche, Simdiche Werke. Kritische

- Studienausgabe in 15 Binden, ed.

G, Colli and M. Montirari, Vol. 13

.(Berlin, 1980), p. 45: ‘Der philoso-

phische Nihilist is¢ der Usberzeu-

.gung, dass alles: Geschehen -sinnlos

und umsonstig ist; und es sollte kein
sinnloses © und . uthsonstiges': ' Sein

;... geben.’ The translation is by Walter

Kaufmann and R, ). Hollihgdale from

. the work put together by Nietzsche's

sister and’ erreneously known.as The
Will to Power (New .Yorl( 1967)
p. 23 .

The - First - Anniversarie, lmes 205—

- 214, in C.A. Patrides! (ed.) The

Complete English Poems of John Donne

-{London, 1985), p: 335. | -
- ‘The Essential . Tension:  Tradition

- -and " Innovation in. Scu:ntlﬁc Re-
. séarch’, in.. The Essential Tension.

Selected. Studies. i Scientific: Tradition

. ‘ond Change (Chicago, 1977); pp.
..225-39;

.page-teferences. :

i incor-.
porated in’ the text.

" *Editor’s Foreword', Modém Ph:h)logy
-.89:1 (August 1991) p 3.

Eliot’s. -two essays on . Mllton are
conveniently _reprinted 'F.

- Kermede (ed.) Selected - Prose of T.S.

'+ Eliot (London, 1975); the; 1936 piece

10.
i~ Tyteca; Traité. de largumenmuon La

is. given .complete .(pp. 258-64),

_ the. 1947 ‘one - slightly: shortened
-{pps. - 265~74Y)..

For - Leavis,- see

Revaluations: (London, 1936 1959),

o pi 42,

‘The Gérdgn of Love, Songs of

. Experience.

C. Petelméi.l and L Olbrechts—

Nowvellz rhétorique (Paris, 1958; 3rd

: - ed. -Brussels, 1976),  paras. 90-96,

356—609. - Quoted from - the trans-
lation ' by J.  Wilkinson - and P.
Weaver, * The -New Rhetoric. A

Treatise. On - Argumentation | (Notre
+ Dame;i Ind,

"1969); page-references
incorporated - in - the -text. See also
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12
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Brian : Vickers, ‘The.:Dangers of
Dichotomy’, Joumnal of the History of
Ideas 51. (1990): pp. 148-59. -

See, e.g., Graff. 1980, pp. 418-19;
Altieri -1981, pp.  225-9:  Fischer
1985, p: 40; Harris 1988, pp. 162-3.
See; e:g., de Man1979, pp: 10, 31,
32, 47, 49,50, 54, 76, 147, 160,
161,162, 173, 187, 196, 197, 203,
205, 207,208, 209; 212, 234; 240,
245, 269, 292, 293, 294, 299.

Horn 1988, -pp. 116-17. See also,

-e.g., Lyons 1968, pp. 275~ 81; Lyons
1977, pp:275-80.
-See, e.g., Searle ' 1969; Cole and

Motgan: 1975 (especially the essays
by Grice, Searle, Gordon and Lakeff,

- Davison, Fraser, Schmerlmg, Cole,

Garner, ‘and Wright).
On the deficiencies of Foucaults

- historiography . see Merquior 1985

and - the ‘many critiques reviewed
there, - ‘especially  those: by Klaus
Doerner, Jon : Elster, George

- Huppert; Jacques Léonard, H:C. Frik

. 16

17

- . pocentrism,

18

~and.Karel Williams.

‘La. Pensée sauvage (Pans,

- intellectual . circles’

Midelfort, Jan Miel, G.S. Rousseau,
Peter .Sedgwick, Peter Spierenberg
1955);

Tristes - Tropiques  (Paris,

" English tr. by J: RusselI (London,

1976), p. 71.

1962),
p. 326; in the anonymous English
translation - The  Savager Mind
{London,- 1972), p. 247. See

' Merquior ~1986, .pp. 70-2, for a

penettating: analysis of . the rulmg
mood of anti-humanism in French
at' this ~ time,
which amounted to ‘an anti-anthro-
sometimes verging - on
anthropoclasm, a general demotion of
man from his  King-of-Creation
throne’; also Nuttall 1983, pp. 22—4.
Perry  and Renaut 1985, especially
‘L’Anti-humanisme de la Pensée 68
(pp. 18-25), ‘Le Procds du Sujet’
(pp. 41-53), .'Le Sujet én "Appel’

(pp.-53-61), ‘Mai 68 et Ia Mort du .

Sujet’ (pp. 98-103), the chapters on
Foucault, Derrida, Althusser and
Lacan,. passim (pp. 105-261), and

“Retour ann Sujet’ (pp. 264-85). For

other comments on the return of the

19

subject in Foucault see -Merquior

1985, pp. 33, 106; Dews 1987,

p- xvii; and Frank 1989, p. 386. See - E .

alsy . Manfred - Frank’s -

‘searching

- analysis of the issue of subjectivity in

French thought from Lévi-Strauss to

Deleuze, lectures 12—24 of What -

is - Neostructvralism? * (Frank - 1989,

Cpp. . 183-391; and ‘itidex s.v.' ‘Sub-

ject’ and ‘Subjectivity’). - There are

- pertinent comments also in Merquiot

1985, pp. 13, 17-18, 49, 77, 80—"

82, 111 11618, ‘and Dews 1987,

- pp. 70- 77

The English translat[on (by Rupert

. -Swyer) omits the last four words in

20

the French text, which [ have added
. (‘régularité,
" transformation’. - They are-all’ terms
“used in mathemancs ' :

“aléa, - dependance,

On the return -or fecoil ‘of rejected

‘COncepts see Merqutor i986a, pp.

233-4; Dews 1987, pp. 37, 40; Pavel
1989, pp. 51, 88-92; Frank 1989,

“opp. 21, 96, 397; -Burke 1992. - For

-+ Lyotard’s critique ‘of ‘this moévement

21
22

23

" in French thought see: Dews 1987,
Tpp- 11117, 128-33, -

See Burke an admirably

1992,

" searching study which appeidred too

late for me to use; but see Addmonal
note 2.

Letter to Wlll:am Blackwood 31

. May 1902; The Collected Letters of

Joseph Comraid; ed. F.R.- Karl and
L. Davies, vol 2 (Cambndge, 1986],

- p. 418.

See Leavis, ‘Literary Crl:ictsm and
Philosophy’, reprinted in The Com-

t mon Pursuit (London, -1952), pp.

24

- 13659,

211=22,+a reply to-'Weliek’s: com-

ments' on’ Revaluanon in Scmuny,
1937. :

See ‘Diabolic Intellect: and the Noble
Hero', repr. :in-Leavis -1952, pp.
éspecially -p. 144 (for
Leavis's claim that ‘Othello’s mind
undoes him, not lago’s: -the text is
plain enoiigh?), and p. 153 (If we
ask ‘the believers in lago’s intellect
where they find it, they can hardly
point - to  anything" immediately
present in “the' text...’).” The
appropriate -comment. is -that ‘all

25

Ctextual
- interpretive problems rather than
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examples are. themselves
“brute givens”’ (Hirsch 1967, p: ¥).
As Olsen says, the author’s. ‘literary
intentions are'expressed in the work’,
which is ‘autonomous in the sense
that the understanding of it is in-’
dependent. of the  author's inter-

-pretation. of his own- production’. .

- The- author's account -of his work’s

--to. the

- Skinner, ..

meaning has no special authority, is
open to verification like any other
(Olsen 1978, p. - 118). For an

- account of the so-called ‘intentional
. .. fallacy’ diagnosed by W.K. Wimsatt
¢ .and C. Brooks {which had nothing

to do with ‘intention’ as- used here)
see Olsen 1987, pp.. 27-36, and
for the wider importance of inten-
tionality in contemporary approaches
~Jhumanities -see. Quentin

‘Motives, - Intentions. and

“ . the Interpretation’ of Texts’ (1976),

+in Skinner

26

-1988, pp. 68-78,
together - with, ‘A Reply to My
Critice’, ibid., pp: 231—88 (especially
pp- - .268-85), and John .. Searle,

. Intentiondlity: An essay. in. the  phil-

osophy-of mind (Cambridge, 1983).
Thus Barbara Hermstein Smith, in

- Contingencies of Value: Alternative

. “rewards”
experiences or. behavior. ffom. those
.provided by innumerahle other kinds

i Perspectives. -

for ... Critical: - Theory,
{Cambridge, . Mass. ,- 1988) p. 34:

- ‘Since there. are no- functions. per-
-formed by artworks that . may be

specified as generically. unique and
also * no ‘way to - distinguish the
provided by -art:related

of experience and behavior, any dis-

- tinctions drawn between “aesthetic”

+ (and . this . i

and - “nemaesthetic” .. (or.. “extra-

_ aest_:hetlc”) value must be regarded as
. fundamentally : problematic’.
.- crass:denial of the unigue properties
.of art works, individually shaped by
_their creators,. proves . the. truth of

- This

27

28

- Shakespeare:

with works of nature, in that both

- are :looked upon to provide the
~ spectator -with a .sensuous -array of
. colours, forms, sounds, movements,

to-which he may variously respond’.
Denying the ‘artefact means denying
the artist, who ‘ends up by drop-

. ping out of the picture altogether’

{(Wollheim - 1980, p, 228). As

Hamlet says, ‘this. was sometime a
~parad0x, biit. now the time gives it.

proof’, :

See, e.g.; Gerald El,se, Anristotle’s

Pcetics The Argwment (Cambridge,
, 1957}, especially pp. 224-32,

423 50 and Vickers 1973, _Appen—

dix I {pp. 609—15). .

The Critical Heritage,

Vol 5: 1765-1774 (London and

.- Boston, 1979), p. 165.
29

This' essay i{cited as Barthes 1982}

- . appeared in' Communications, no. 11,

30,

31

- an-issue devoted to ‘Vraisemblance"
.. For similar assertions by Michael

Riffaterre see. the discussion. in Butler
1984, pp. 47-53. !

Alter . refers. to Genette’s. essay,

. ‘Vraisemblance et Motivation’, in
- Figures ITl (Paris,-1969), pp. 71-99.

A.D.. Nuttall ' has exposed the
obvious_fallacies in-some arguments
made by Terence Hawkes. in Struc-
turalism and Semiotics (1977}, such as
the claim that ‘The world consists
not of things but of relationships’,

- commenting: ‘Something.is obviously

badly wrong’ with this theorem, for

. ‘the notion' of 'a' relationship pre-

supposes the notion of things which
are related. A world consisting of

.. pure relationship, that is, a world in

Richard  Wollheim’s diagnosis: that -

the. upshot of :an aesthetic which
bases itself on the. spectator alone
- Smith’s-- aesthetic,

consciously or not) is ‘that works of -

‘art will emerge as on an equal footmg

- 1983, pp. 8-9).

 Hawkes's pronouncement that ‘A

which there are. no things, is ex

. kypothesi a world in which no thing is

related to any other and in,which

: there. could therefore be no relation-
.-ship. The proposition is .thus fin-

S {Nuteall
Similarly  with

damentally incoherent. .

wholly objective perception of .in-
dividual entities is not possible; any

- obsetver is bound to create something

of what he observes. Accordingly the
relationship. -between .observer and
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observed . . . becomes the only thing
that can be observed. It becomes the

stuff of reality  itself’, on which
Nuttall comments that a “flat con-

- tradiction’ - exists- between - the first

32

33

34

35

3

‘happen, therefore more

 Russell

sentence and the second:” the
observer 5 not watching relation-

~ ships, so- the deduction at ‘accord-

ingly’ merely ‘denotes - inconse-
quence. What is implied is nothing
less tham- a . collective - cultural
solipsism. This is at first sight hor-

* rifying but at second glance absurd
-since it can advance no claim upon

our assent. The monster has no
teeth” (ibid., p. 11). See pp. 43—4 for
another Hawkes clanger.

As Madeleine Doran succinctly put
it, that:'Aristotle did not understand
fmimésis] in any . literally represen-
tational or naturalistic sense...is
clear {1) from his idea of umv_ersaI

- truth - (poetry representing not- what

has happened; but what ~might
“philoso-
phical” than history); (2) from his
preference in the shaping of  tragic
plots for a probable impossibility to
an improbable possibility; (3) from
his theory of selection and emphasis,

“tragedy - representing men as better

than they are, comedy as worse; (4)
from his: remarks on propriety in
character; and (5) from his prescrip-
tion that tragedy should be written in
verse and in an embellished ster
Doran 1954, p. 72. -

I quote from Margaret Hubbards ex-

“cellent translation of the Poetics in

Ancient Literary Criticism, ed. D.A.
and ‘M. Winterbottom
{Oxford, 1972), p.. 100.

See Bernard Weinberg, A History

37
38

39

40

- Shakespeadre:
" 6 vols. (London and Boston, 1974—
-1981), vol. 1, pp. 4-10, 14-18;

- doxical

The - Critical Heritage,

vol. 2, pp. 1-12; vol.-3, pp. 1-1;
vol. 4, pp.” 1-24, 31-8; vol. 5,
pp. - 1-12;° 23-32, 43; wvol. 6,
pp. 6-42. S -

~Ibid., vol. 2, pp. 28-9.
+ See, ‘e.g.; Gildon’s pointed defence

of Shakespeare (in: 1694) against
Rymers racist crlthue, zbld pp-
72-9.

‘London, 1960

“Alter’s account of Tristram- Shandy as
- the paradigmatic self-conscious novel

is worth quoting:: ‘It . continuaily
evinces a three-tiered -attitude toward
the representation of - reality in

“fiction: to. begin with, a hypercon-

sciousness of 'the sheer arbitrariness

- of all literary means, from typography

and chapter divisions to. character
and plot; 4t the same time a’ para-
demonsr.ratlon, perhaps
especially’ manifest in Stere’s bril-
liant stylistic improvisations, of the
illusionist power of fictional repre-
sentations of reality; and, finally, a

- constant implication of the reader in
“ithe  arbitrary
* functions * of . the -

structure-making
mind, - which
themselves, as our intirately familiar
mental experience, become part of

~ the reality represented in the novel.

of Literary Criticism in the Ialian -

-“Renaissance, 2 vols. (Chicago, 1961).

I quote from the cutstanding: edition
by Geoffrey “Shepherd,: Sidney’s An
Apology for Poetry (London, 1965);
page-references mcorporated in the
‘fext.

On the.

repeated criticism  of

" Shakespeare - for having failed. to

observe -the neoclassic -~system of
rules; see, €:g., Brian Vickers (ed.)

" tender

¢ {p: 240). For a fuller study see Alter,

- self-consciousness’,.

" nineteenth century. .
- the convincing mimesis it” produces

Tt will be seen that ‘the third tier

is .only, the mimetic ‘obverse of
the  critical -exposure -of - mimesis

‘observable on the. first tier’ {Alter

1978, pp. 239=40). Yet, although it

" is perhaps only in the late twentieth

century' that readers can- for the first
time. sppreciate “‘all ‘the cunning
convolutions ‘of -Stemne’s fictional
Alter - notes
that - the" novel remained: popular
‘throughout the age of realism of the
. because . of

through its maze of flaunted-artifice’,

. the ‘vivid - images. of - domestic and
-provincial life; the varied characters

of ‘the two' Shandy brothers; Trim’s
“sensibilities’,. and ~so on
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Partial Magic: The Novel As a Self-
Conscious * Genre - (Berkeley and
Los ‘Angeles, 'Cal., 1975). This is
virtually the only point “in Kendall
Walton's valuable- defence of mimesis
where I would take-issue with him,

- - the claim that works of literature {he

41

)

43
44

“Mass.

“and R.T. Rickert

" Baptista di

- cites Vanity Fair and Calvino’s If on a

Winter's Night} ‘sometimes. discourage
participation .. ; by -prominently de-
claring or displaying their fictional-
ity, - betraying their -own  pretense’
{Walton- 1990, p.- 225). ‘But this

- does not ~discourage participation,

it merely enlarges it to include the
narrator with his reminders that we
are reading a fiction. ‘The narrator
complicates, enriches the fiction of

~which he-is a part.
"M.C. Bradbrock, Thenws & Con-

" yentions

of - Elzzabethrm Tragedy
{Cambridge, 1935; :1960), p. 4. See
also” E.E. Stoll, A‘rt and Amﬁce in
Shakespeare: A- Study in Dramatic
Contrast “and Illusion (Cambridge,
1933); 'A.C.. Sprague, Shakespeare
dnd the Audience. ‘A Study ‘in the
Technique of Exposition’ (Cambridge,
1935), - pp. 59-96: ‘Some
Conventions”, - S.L.. " Bethell,
Shakespeare and the Popular Dramatic
Tradition (London, 1944)." A valu-
able” recent study, . emphasising

" conventions in performance, is Alan

D.. ‘Dessen, Elizabethan “Stage Con-

© ventions  and Modem__ Interpreters

(Camibridge, 1984),

“action and’ delivery are of the least

practical use, if indeed they are not

" positively unbecoming. . W.H.
" Woodward, Vittorino da Feltre and

46

" other -.

Humanist Educators
bridge, 1897, 1912), p. 126.
Similarly Thomas Hardy, in his essay
‘The Dorsetshire * Labourer’ - (1883),
describing “the custom by .which
agricultural workers moved from one
tied cottagé’ to another. on quarter-
days, when their contracts ® were

{Cam-

“terminated or transferred, depicted

the removal procéss as a light-
hearted affair; ‘the day of removal, if
fiie, ‘wears an aspect of jollity, and
the whole proceeding is a: blithe one’
{Thomas Hardy's Personal Whritings,
ed. H. Orel (London, 1967), p. 179).

But in’ Tess of the’ D'Usbervilles

(1891), chapter LI, -the move of

© Tess’s family is portrayed — in line

41

48

49

Henslodie's Digry, ed.” RA Foakes -

_ (Cambnége,
1961), pp. 317-25. . :

. For a useful survey, see Dotan 1954,

pp.- 218-58.

" See, ‘e.g., I_a.n. Maclean, The Re-
naissance Notion of Woman. A study
in ‘the fortunes of scholgsticism and

medical science in Euripean intellectuad

life (Cambrldge, 1980). -

See, ‘e.g., Leondrdo Bruni, in De
studiis et literis (c. 1403), addressed to
Montefeltro,  arguing
that ‘the great and complék lart of
Rhetoric’ ‘is of no use to & woman:

““To het neither the inuicadies of

debate nor the oratorical artifices of

‘with” meaning,

with ‘the - tragic intention of the
whole novel -— as an experlence of
failure and defeat

Cambridge, = Mass.,’

1990. Page-

eferences ifréorpora'té'd in the text.

‘Reading " the * Oresteia ' makes one
afraid - for ones l1fe Vick'eré' 1973,
p. 425. :

The only feview that [ have seen so’
far (by Sebastian Gardner in the TLS
for 26 April 1991; .p. 14), observes
that ‘so many demands are loaded on
to6 Walton’s notion of make-believe

- that this Highly stretched term loses

its natural plasticity, and: becomes
effectlvely equwaleht to' “imagines in
some way?. .., So ‘it is the more

specific forms of imaginative life and
" notions of representation — of. ..

discerning the content of a painting,
making up'a story, and so on — that
do- the real explanatory work, and
feed Walton’s notion of make-believe
tather than vice

versa." Instead of ‘a: single, “across-

" the-board coricept’, then, we should

consider .‘a plurality’ of local con-
cepts’. Gardner nevertheless. praises
Walton’s hook as providing ‘a superb

“canonical framework’ for the analysis
of artistic ;representation; his theory
' of make-believe making it ‘a strong -
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_candidate for the best account of

literary. fictional representation’.

In Borges, Labyrinths. Sefected Stories
& Other Whitings; ed.. D.A.- Yates
and J.E. Iiby, 2nd ed. (New York,
Life of Mllton, in Lives of . Poets

World's Classics. edition, -2 vols.

(London, 1952), Vol. 1, p. 88,
The Road to Xanadu. A Study in the

.- Ways. of the Imagma;mn (Boston and
. New York, 1927; rev.ed., 1930).

See A.T. Kitchel,.Quany for Middle-
supplement. to Nineteenth-
Century Fiction-4 (1950).

See, .e.g., -Don Gifford, Ulysses -
Annotated, Ind. ed (Berkeley, Cal.,
~ 1988).

See E.-. Megee, thhard Wagner and

. the Nibelungs (Oxford; 1991).
Letter.of 13 December 1898, cit.
. Norman Sherry, Conrad’s Eastemn

World (Cambl'idge, 1966), pp. 139—
40.

See, e.g., H.. Levm, The Gates of
Hom, A Study of Five French Redists

. (New. York, 1966), pp. -292-30L;

and  A.}. - Krailsheimer’s- excellent
Penguin translation, Bowvard and
Pécuchet (Harmondsworth, -1976).

Sce,.e.g., L.M. Bemucci, Historia de

©un Malentendldo Un Estudio Trans-

59

60

61

" About. Nothing,

62
63

64

also . Brian VlCl(ers, ‘Rhetoric and.

ctextual de ‘La. Guerra del Fin del
Mundo’ (New York,. 1989). 1 owe

this reference to. Sabine Kéllmann.
See the classic study. by T.W.
Baldwin, Shakspere’s ‘Small Latine and

Lesse Greeke', 2 vols.. {Urbana, 1L,

1944, 1966).
See, e.g., . W. Lever, Shakespeares

: French Fruits’, Shakespeare Survey. 6
(1953): pp. 79-90.

See, e.g, ~A.SB. . Caimncross,
‘Shakespeare and Ariosto: Much Ado
King Lear, and
Othello’,  Renaissance Quarterly 29
(1976): pp. 176—82.

8 volumes, London and Boston,
19571975,

Feeling.and Form.. A Theory of Art
(New York, 1953), p. 364.

See ‘Weinberg,  op.cit. in ‘note 34,

. ‘Poetics’, in The Cambridge - History

2

- of . Rengissance

Philosophy, . ed.
C.B. - Schmitt and Q. Skiriner

" (Cambridge, 1988), pp. 715—45.

65

66

67

68

and B. Hathaway, .
. Criticism (Ithaca, N.Y,,

See Weinberg, op.cit. .in note 34,

1962)..
See Leo Salingar, Shakespeare and the

. Traditions of Comedy (Cambndge,
1974y,

On_academic dtama see’ F S. Boas,
University Drama in the Tudor Age
(Oxford, 1914); G.C. Moore Smith,
College Plays Performed .in the, Uni-
versity,. of. Cambridge (Cambndge,
1923). :

Binns,

fnteﬂectual ‘ Culture . in

. Ehzabethan and Jacobean England. The
Latin. Whitings of the Age. .(Leeds,

69

1990). .
On collaborauon see Bentley 1986
pp. 197-234, and Chillington 1980

' (alr.hough her argument that ‘Hand
DY in the ms. of Sir Thomas' More

- .is the wiiting. of  Webster, not

. .Shakespeare, has teceived very little

B .support: see G.R. Proudfoor in Wells

- Shakespedre.

1990, p.. 390). For the plausible
~-arguments . of Roger _,

Holdsworth
that - Shakespea.re and  Middleton

. collaborated in Timon, of Athens see

S.. Wells. and G. Taylor, William
“A+ Textual Companion

. AOsford, 1987), pp. 1278, 5017,

" which. I welcomed. in - Review of

71

: tev.ed.

" English Studies 40 (1989). pp. 406—7.
For a basic list of books on Renais-

sance literary, and dramatic theory
see Brian Vickers, Bibliographical
Appendix to The Age of Shakespeare,
ed. . Boris Ford  (Harmondsworth,
1991), pp.. . 499-576, at
op. 512-4, especially the works by
Smith, Spingarn, Herrick, 'Klein,
Stroup, and Weinberg.

See. M.W. Black, The Sources of
Shakespeare’s: Richard. I, in ].G.
McManaway:. et al.  (edd.) - Joseph
Quincy - Adams Memorial ~ Studies
{Washington, - D.C.,. " 1948), -pp
199-216, at pp. 212~13 (‘Shake-

speare looked first at the marginal

notes’). See also the stimulating dis-

" cussion of ‘Shakespeare At Work:

Preparing, ‘Writing,  Rewriting' by

The Age of

7
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.EA] Honigmann, Mynacl—Mmded
" Shakespeare * (London,

1989), pp.
188-221, and other comments on

~ the ‘sources - elséwhete (subject to
.- some'reéservations [ made in-Modern

Philology 89-(1991): pp.'106-109).

‘Max Bluestoné, From-Stofy to Stage:
" "The - Drarnatic -Adaptation “of . Prose
- Fiction in'the Period of Shakespeare and

" His  Contemporaries (The Hague,

73

4

15

“See - Muriel -

1974)." :
Bradbrook, ‘What
Shakespeare did to Chaucer’s Troilus

‘and Criseyde’, repr. in Bradbrook,

The Astist and Society in Shakespeare’s

“Evigland (Bnghton, 1982), pp 133-

43.

‘See'A. Harbage, As They Liked It: A

Study of Shakespeare’s Moral Amstry
(New York, 1947),"p. xiii. - . :

See R. Levin, The: Multiple Plot in
English Rengissance Drama " (Chicago,

1971), with 4n Appendix on- ‘The

- Double Plot - in. Roman Comedy,
- pp. 225445, =

76

7

o

19

See, e. g Salmgar, op cit. il note
66, pp:- 65 T 207 208, 2.53 6,
307309

“John Lyly. The Humanist As Courtre'r :
(London,: 1962),: ch.vi: Lyly and -

Shakespeare’, pp: . 298—349. i+
Bullough “VIL-299." See -ibid., pp.
414-20, for “some . excerpts from

* Hamsnett. . He is also discussed in

“Muir 1961, pp. 147-61.

Forhis: use of Pliny's: Natural History
and ‘the self-defence by C. Furius

-Cresius, ‘see-Muir 1961 pp- 127 8;

--'Bullough ‘VIL:-211.:

80

- Bullough VII: 2186, 230 and: Ned B:

Allen; ‘The Two ‘Parts. of Othello’,

-~ Shakespeare. Suwey 21 (1968) Pp-
1329

Chapter Th'ree

1

22

Decbﬂstmétidn '

Deconstmcuve Cnuasm (New York
1983), ip. ix; cit. Ellis- 1989, p: 88.

Signs of the: Times. Deconstruction and

the Full of Paul de Man {New! York,

~1991), especially pp. 131=268] Louis

Menand, ‘reviewing it for the New

" ~See -Seatle 1977
* Derrida’s éssay in the same volume of

.. Ghph 2 (1978): pp:

- this - review-essay

* . Yoik Review (21 Nov. 1991, pp. 39—

44), did not ‘dpprove of Lehman's
anialysis ‘of deconstruction but had
to agree with ‘his“diagnosis of the

' *deplorable Tedction” of AmeTrican

decoristructionists to the revelation
of de Man’s collaborationist journal- .
ism, showing that the déconstructive

- method was not ‘the slightest help

to its practitioners: and ~ defenders’
either o establish what de Man had

-actually meant ‘int these . writings

{which they distorted 't give the

-+ most favourable picture), or to make
- -an ethical judgement of them:

3. See, in my bibliography,’ Abrams

1977 Abrams' 1979, and? Abrams

1986, all collected in, and c1ted from
Abrams 1989:

" See, inthe b1b110gfanhy, Graff 1979,
--Graff 1980, and Graff 1981
" See - Donoghue

1980 Donoghue
1981.

a "critique - of

Glyph- (Derrida 1977), to  which
Derrida teplied a year later -in an
article called ‘Limited Inca-b ¢ .
162-254, a

+ bloated 'and msplssated self-defence
¢ which reminds one of - the squid,

whien injured; emifting'a cloud of

“:black ink.: Searle distussed Derrida
- again in the-New York Review (Searle

1983; with ‘a teply: Searle 1984).
1 remember beinig:in America when
appeared, and
hearing " it; described ' by colleagues

teaching literaturé as an underhand
~ piece of work, written-out of personal

malice, - ‘just to “geteven with
Derrida’. These. are, all tdo - often,
the terms i which- supporters of
deconstruction describe its critics. So

~:8aid  imidgines - that - Foucaults cri-

of Derrida- derive from

ticisms -

“personal - animas’ - (Said '1983, pp.
- 212-13). Searle’s. essay is balanced
- eritical, and quite lacking in personal
- animus. All the :more regrettable, .
- then, that neithér-his 1977 nor 1983
‘evaluations -of ‘Dérrida are ‘cited by
~-later critics; such as Graff, Abrams,
+ and " Said.'On - Derrida’s deplorably
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violent response- to those who cri-
ticised his attempt to exculpate de
Man for his anti-Semitic journalism,
a self-justifying exercise which simply
heaped abuse. on those who disagreed
with him, see’ Lehmann 1991
pp. 2349, 252-8.

See Butler 1984. - - :

See Lentricchia 1980, pp. 72 9,
122-3; - 159~77  for.. enthusiastic
endorsement_s of Derrida, and pp.
188--210 for even warmer words on
Foucault. -But see pp. 121, 17788

for_critical  comments on the . Yale

Derridians, especially.pp. 281-317

~.. .for a ‘highly - ambivalent : evaluation

of de Man. The ambivalence :soon
yvielded to - unequivecal -condemna-
tion of the ‘insidious .effect® of

"~ de Man’s work in producing ‘the

paralysis of praxis itself*: see Len-
tricchia 1983, pp.. 38-52.. The new
hero is Kenneth Burke. '

Said wrote a largely favou:aBle_ survey

of the new Paris critics, ‘Abecedarium

. . Culnurae: Absence; Writing, State-

mefit, Discourse, Archeology,
Structuralism’, - in  TrQuarterly 20

- (1971}, pp: 33—71, reprinted iri Said
1975, pp. 277-343. But.in his-later
.collection, The World, the Text, and
- the Critic (Said 1983), it is instruc-

porary : Criticism’

tive to follow the growing disillu-
sionment through four essays, ‘Roads
Taken and Not Taken in Contem-
(pp. - 140-57;

g orlgmaﬂy in Contemporary Literanre,

L1976);

‘Reflections - on. American
“Left” Literary. Criticism’ (pp. 158—

. T%; originally -in Boundary, .1979);

- ‘Criticism -Between - Culture

and

System’ (pp. 178-225); originally
in Critical Inquiry 4 .(1978) as

“The Problem of Textuality: Two

Exemplary Positions'); and ‘Traveling

Theory. (pp. 226—47; originally in

Raritan, 1982}, and from there to the

.. Introduction (pp.-1—30).- Written for

. this collection in 1983, this essay on -

‘textuality’

‘SBecular Criticism’ reveals.a major
loss- of sympathy; especially - with
as.. a -concept -outside
history, outside: political engagement
in the real world (pp. -3-5), and

10

with -.critical ‘systems  that have
hardened into dogma (pp. 28-30).

See - Fischer - 1985  (together with
Altieri 1979, Scholes 1988); Harris

-1988; Tallis 1988 (a. wide-ranging

book -~ with -detailed . critiques. of

.. Derrida- and ‘Lacan, which .unfor-

tunarely lapses at times into sarcastic

. dismissal); -and Ellis: 1989, a° lucid
.and penetrating -study, - which de-

serves to become required reading on

" all courses - teaching conternporary

1L

12:

13

14
i5
16
17

18

literary theory. .

See .. Timpanaro 1975 Anderson
-1983. :

See Descombes 1980 Descombes
1986.

See Clarke . 1981; Merqmor 1986a,
Merquior 1985... :

See Frank 1989.

- See Dews 1987.

See Pavel 1989.
For an:(at this point in hlS reachng)
sympathetic - account - of:.: Derrida’s

concept of écriture double, see Said
1983, pp: 185-207.

. 8ee, eg., ] Schafer,‘bocu;nentauon

. inthe O.E.D.: Shakespeare and Nashe
-, -as Test-Cases (Oxdord, '1980); Early
. Modern English Lexicog'raphy, 2 vols.

19.

20

21
22

1(1979)

{Oxford, 1990).. :

See; e.g.; Skinner. 1988, pp 114 16
and; 119-32,;.a devastating :review
of .- Raymond . Williams's
Keywords (1976), which resulted in

wits’ second edition :(1983) being
. largely- rewritten (p. 312, n. 1);

Brian Vickers; ‘Leisure and idleness
in the Renaissance;:' the ambivalence
of .otium’, . Rerigisiance. Studies . 4

- (1990): pp. . 1-37 and 10754

See, e.g., Graff 1980, p. 419; Butler
1984, pp. 79-80; Ellis 1989, p. 126.
Pavel 1989, p. 15. .

See Lentricchia 1980, pp. 76-7 and
passim; Cain 1979, pp. 381-2;
Fischer 1985, pp. xi—xiii, 83-109.
Lentricchia 1983, p.. 38, states that

.- de-Man's .two- collections. of :essays,

. Blindness
- -Allegories  of Reading ' (1979);-

& Insight - (1971).

and
‘pro-

. vided : a.. reading-machine” for his

disciples: the models of deconstruc-

“tive strategy, .the-“temminology, the

L
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“idea of literature and ltterary hlstory , " Allegories of Reading,

“levena prme style’.

23

See, e.p.; Graff 1979, pp. 173-5;

Graff 1980, pp. 405, 409; Lentric-
chia* 1980,: p. 301; Ellis-1989, p. 65

"(For since meamng is an aspect of
“'a 'sign, cah-it mean anything to

. say that sign and meamng do not

24

*-coincide?’): -
Beey e.g., Donoghue 1980, P- 38—
-9y Graff -1980, pp. 413-15; - Fischer

1985, pp. - 65-76, f- a-- collective

" documentation -of omissions and

25

misreadings that will surprise readers

who *have heard of deconstruction’s

reputation’ for ‘close -téxtual scrutiny.

" The gap between riormal critics and

the hagiography “applied to de
Madn by other deconstructionists is
enormous. Hillis. Miller- has judged
thiat ‘the illénnivm would- come,

if .all mén and women became good .

readers in-de Man's sense”: Ediics of
‘Reading (New York; 1986), p. 58.
As Denis Donoghue wittily observed,

459
Comparative

" Literature Studies 19 (1982): pp. _459—

28

63; Butler 1984, pp. 68-170.
New York' Review of Books, 1 March
1990, p.40: Seé also that journal, 24

" June 1989;-pp. 32=7, for a review-

essay by Denis ‘Donoghue, ‘The .

" Sitange - Case “of Paul de- Man’,
-suggesting - some ' links' between - his
" anti-Semitic journalism and his later

criticism: A, more pointed ' connec-
tion. was made by Stanley Comgold

+*in a letter to the 'TLS, 26 August

(1982

Ay

‘Derrida séems to get as much vigor

- from ‘a -state of suspicion *as* nafve

‘people ‘get from a-state of cértitude.

* Rendering certain places of the mind

* uninhabitable, he derives satisfaction

- from the integrity of - achieving this

result. De Man’s mind is so- ascetic

" that it thrives without joy, it finds no

" pleasure in ‘tHe' suspicion which is as
* ‘near Derrida“¢omes to a principle’

" suspended

2

-1 don’t” understand this:
* implacable - in* denying to thé poet
-any active power,' 1s evidently willing
~“to-ascribe‘an “act” to: “language" he 77

~(Doneoghue 19815 p. - 185). Many of |
" de Man’s essays gain, as Donoghue :
puts it,  a  purely Pyrthic Wictory
" (ibid.}, atfaining no more than what '
‘state of
Man @ -

‘de Man himself calls a
Ign'orance’ (de
1979, p. 19). :
*Denis’ Donoghue bluntly commented
De Man,

apparently does this merely for the

; satlsfactmn “of! reportmg that the

27

* 1980, p. 38).

“acts™ of language  are -mechanical,
arbitrary, and repetltlve (Donbghue

See, e.g.; Donoghue 1980 jojo
Jeffrey Bamouw,

1172—

reviewing

TT612:
3

1988, p. 931. For further commen-

tary on the violent oppdsitions in de
Man's thoight, see Corngold, ‘Error
in Paul de Man',"Critical Inquiry 8
T pp. . 489=507, and my
essay; ‘Deconstruction’s Designs on
Rhetoric’, in:W.B:" Homer and M.
Leff -(edd.),” A Festschrift: for J.J.

- Mmphy {forthcoming). i .
“See, e.g., The World ‘as-'Will. and
~Reprresentation, tr. E.J. Payne; 2 vols.

{London, 1958; New York, 1966) I,
pp. 275,0 279, 352-=3,: 409-12
(the last word of the main text is
‘nothing’);- 11, pp. 198, 288, 4634,
474-1, 487 497 501 508 580

Miller's Pre51dent1al lecture, “'The

" Triumph . of Theory, ‘the Resistance

" toReading, and the Question ‘of the

-Material Base’ - appeared in PMLA

102 (1987): ‘pp. 28191, Another

- address - delivered * " tw

iniversity
English™ departmerits pléading on

“<" behalf of deconstruction to be intro-

“duced -in ‘the teaching of English
“(misleadingly eqiated with ‘thetoric’,
“as if ‘the prestige of the older subject

+ could legitimisé ‘the new by as-

sociation},“The Function, of Rhe-
torical Study at the -Present Time’,

i -réprinted in' ]." Engell- and D.

31

- ‘Perkiiis' (edd:) ~ Teaching ~ Literature

-(Cambridge, Mass., 1988), pp..87—
109. ‘For_a brief critique of Miller’s

“proposal to make deconstruction a

part of both  undergraduate and

~graduate curricila, see Abrams 1986

pp. 328-32. _
The “Arté i of English Poesze, ed.
G D. Wlllcock and A: Walker
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(Cambrldge,
191-2.-
See, e.g., Charfes Dn:kens The World

-1936 ' 1970),-

- of -His  Nowels. (Cambridge, . Mass:;

33

1958); . The Disappearance of God:
Five  Nineteenth-Century .. Writers
(Cambrldge, Mass., 1963).

For Miller's Wordsworth, interpre-
tation . see - his essay, ‘On . Edge:

. The" Crossways - of Conremporary

Criticism’ . (1979); = reprinted -
Romanticism - and . Contemporary Cn-

[ticism, ed.-M. Eaves and M, Fischer

(Ithaca, NY *1986), pp.- -96-110.
The most t_horough {and devastating)

- -discussion of this essay is in .Abrams

1986, pp.-314-28. Miller’s essay on

. Pater (Miller 1976b) has beer given

“extended analysis by Wendell Harris

(Harris 1988, pp. 171-9), - who
shows how Miller endorses Derrida’s
theory of language’s mdetermmacy

_ by using two: interpretive strategies.

The first. is' & wilful ‘manipulation of

Pater's text, involving an ‘arbitrary
truncation - of : lines of thought' in
Pater to produce the desired: result:

“the -aporia-at which Miller arrives is

created in part by choosing.to ignore
links -that can easily’ be: made

+ between  various . of Patet's- key

The other trick (rmuch

COIICEPtS

. used jin Miller's Wordsworth essay) is
" to import ‘analogues, parallels, or

-associations : unauthorized by.. any-

thing in the text, in_effect denying

that the structure of the text. con-

- stitutes an _internal context - that

34
35
36

limits possible . meanings *and' rela-
tionships’. This move is intended to

-shatter the unity of the. text under

analysis in order to ‘deny that unity

and coherence are guiding principles

for the interpretation’ of any.text: a
circular argument, obviously enough,
but if such a strategy persuades the
writer it will no doubt persuade rnany

~of his readers. -

See, e.g,, Cain 1979, pp. 371 81;
Ellis 1989, p.. 79 note.

Descombes 1981, p. 79; ‘Lehman
1991, p. 23.

See Orlando Furioso, Book XV,
stanzas 14, 38, -53; XX, 88; XXII,
10--31; XXXI11, 125; XLIV, 25, etc.

37

I quote. frem the excellent: prose
version by Guido. Waldman (Oxford
1974), pp.-239, 257-8.. - ..

-On deconstructton as power—play see

Donoghue 11980, p. 41; Searle 1983,

. p. 77 and Scholes 1988, pp.. 284—5,

.The burden ,of :other complaints,

. however, -has been that -while de-

construction seeks (and gains} power

in the academy, it is oblivious.to the O
- widet: political. situations- that .con-

- .- front us all. For one example of this
- criticism I choose Wendell Harris,

-discussing the
. i ]
. ‘consciousness of the

degree. to: - which
interpretive

"+ process can -help - one -towards the
~ « critical: analysis of - political - ‘signi-

ficances’. Deconstruction, he. shows,

- gives no. help-at all, for ‘the same
. deconstructive tqchmquesﬂ that one
- uses to undermine an assumnption or

-+, ;argument c¢an be -used to undermine

~of a text,
,deconstructlon prove .a betrayer
(Ha.ms 1988, p..29). -

the -deconstructive  manoeuvre one

.-has_just. employed. Precisely because
-deconstruction denies the possibilicy

of closure, it can_lead: down the
garden path. of an infinite. series of

. reversals. The more . serious one’s

interest in, the.-political significance
the  more--readily will

Hawkes, ‘Shakespeare' -and® New

- Critical . Approaches’,. in, S, Wells

{ed.} The Cambridge .Companion to
Shakespeare  Studies  (Cambridge,

21985, 1991), pp.. 287-302; . page-

... Tefererices
. text,

incorporated:  in .. the
The . comparable . chapter in

- Shakespeare. A Bibliographical Guide,

39

40

-also.ed. S.. Wcﬂs {Oxford, rev. ed.

1990), pp. 405-28, by Jonathan

Dollimore, -is an -in-group puff for
- “Cultural:.

Marerialism’,. - Gender
studies (especrally of the rnargmal-

“ised), and ‘New Historicism’. See my

notice.in Review of Enghsh Studies 54
(May 1993).. . :.

Froin this coIlectlon (Dr‘akakis 1985)
I shall discuss.the essay listed in my

‘bibliography as. Evans 1985.

From' this. collection’ (Atkm.s and
Bergeron 1988) 1. shall diseuss the
essays listed in my bibliography as

~ Atkins 1988, Waller 1988, Kopper

4
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1988, de Sousa 1988, and ‘Goldberg

1988, This seems to me the weakest

" union with Cressida, :

of ‘these volurnes, as if ‘the: éritical .~

theory: it representecl were * already

" exhausted.

41-

T quote directly from this collection
i - (Felperin - " 1990).-
-published ' Beyond ~ Deconstruction.
"Uses and Abusés of Literary Theory

Felpetin * earlier

" (Oxford; 1985), to which, strangely

--enough; he niever refers in this latest

- study.

47

£

- - Population:
‘Derridon. Industry: ' deconstruction.

‘Aporia: - stafe’ of- mdetermmate
boundaries in French North America.
" shifting.* ~Capital:

Applications for- visas:- Mise en

-Abyme, 47 Boulevard de Man’,

Clough to Emerson in 1848: see R.K.

- Biswas, “Arthur" - Hughes . Clough.
~ Towards a- Reconsideration ' {Oxford,
:-1972), p. 151. :

- On ‘Hawkes's misreading of Saussure

see "Tallis 1988, pp. -65; 70-79,
86—7 (on ‘the insistent authority

- typical of - all “his sweeping - state-

ments', including a ‘startling™volte-

- face”, " 96, 99, 126—7; - and. Ellis

" be disabling’).

45

1989, pp. 19, 63—4 (showing ‘the
depths of conceptual - confusion’, a
mlsconceptlon 50 fundamental as to

See Brian Vlckers, Rhetorlc and
Feeling in Shakespeare’s Sonnets’, in

K. Elam (ed.): Shakespeare. Today:

* 'Directions and Methods ‘of - Résearch

(Florence, 1984), pp. 53-98. -
For' a - perceptive ‘analysis " of this
speech by Edward Capell in 1780 see

‘Brian' Vickers (ed.) Shakespeare: The

Critical Heritage, vol- 6, 17741801
{London’ -and' Boston; 1981}, -pp.

©246--7. Cipell writes that Troilus

(two-fold) -

~ proceeds to lay- down (explain it is

calls- the ‘*discotirse” of his reason,

‘passing inwardly, and setting up
- arguments (causes) with and sgainst

“madness” “and " a
duthority”; and

ﬂb[‘f OM
; then

itself .,

not)  wherein this bt’foidness lay, in
this “strange - manier: “where reason
‘can revolt [ without perdition.i. .”".
‘At 'this’ point’ Capell gives up the
attempt. (‘Ddvus sum, non Oedipus’),
but returns to define the ‘inseparate

““ywhich is-

thing of line 152 as ‘the speaker's
which he

‘thought was inseparable, but finds

now,’ by a fight comménc’d in his
soul, that there is division made in it
both vast and imper-
ceptible. ‘This enigma he solves by
cailmg for instances; and finds one

" in’ his" heart which tells him that

‘Cressida is still his, and so no

separation; another in his remem-

‘btance of what had‘bur just pass'd,

that contradicts his heart and makes
division© -unmeasurable. - Passion,

lahouring te express itself strongly, is
 the cause -of “this' intricacy, and
“withal of that beautifulpleonasm-at

" the- speech’s concluston, which sets

47
E - Metamorphoses VI, 1- 145
48

49

* Diomed's" cofiquest  in: 4 light so
-disgustful.’

On  Arachne’s seé Owid,

woof
Aristotle on hyperbole Rhewnc
141322841, - :

On the unrellablllty of wrtches see,
e.g-, Reginald Scot, The!Discoverie of
Witchicraft (1584), Book XIII, ch. 15:

“How men have been. 3abu$e'd"* with
~words

3

of i equivacation..'’, " ‘and

* Macbeth;,  1.3.130f, wrth edrtorla!

7 anhrigtations.
50~
" Delphic * Otacle; " Its Respornses .and

See, e.g., ]oseph Fontenrose, “The

Oberations  (Betkeley, Cal.;- 1978);

- = M:P. Nilsson, Culs, ijths; Oracles
< and Politics'in Ancient Greece {Lund,

51
52

v Polixenes’ -4

53

# 1951); H.W. Parke and:D.E.W.
" Wormell, - The Delphtc O'racIe 2nd
“ed, (Oxford '1956}.- .
“8ee Vickers- 1973 pp. 328 36

A cipher is"a zero, ‘which increases
the value of the figures preceding i,
‘as the Chorus says in Henry V:
And et us, crphers to this great
accompt
On your' imaginary forces work
* (Pral. 17)
edition . glosses
cipher’ as ‘i.e.’ having
no-vilué in itself, -yet Capable of

The Rivorside' _

“multiplying ithe value of the numbers
“that stand before it’. -

For commentary on the affected style

.of this scéne see- Vrckers 1968,

pp. 422— 5
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These are the annotations. .in the
Riverside edition of (.B. . Evans

_{Boston, 1974). More detatl in the

New .Arden edition of J.H. Pafford
(London, 1963). .
See Brian Vickers, ‘Analogy Versus

* Identity: The, Rejection. of Occult

56

" Symbolism,.
Vickers (ed.) Ocenlt a_nd:,Scientiﬁc-

1580 1680",: in B.
Menuglities . in . the . Renaissance
(Cambridge, 1984), pp. 95— 163.

William Shakspere's Small Latine &

“Lesse Greeke, 2 vols. (Urbana, I,

1944, 1966), especially - Vol. ‘II,
chs. 38-41, pp. 239_—.4_16; page-
references incorporated in the. text.
It is disappointing that neither of the
full-length editions of Love’s Labour’s

.Lost so far published, by R.W. David

for the New Arden edition.(1951)
and G.R. Hibbard for the New
Oxford edition (1990} makes use of

.. Baldwin, a mine of information on

57

Elizabethan grammar . schools and

the teaching. of Latin, logic, and’

thetoric. .

See, e. 2., the mﬂuentlal Spanish
humanist Vives, in De' tradendis dis-
ciplinis . (1531), Book IV, ch. iv,
describing imitatio. as “the fashioning
of a certain thing in accordance with
a proposed model. Vives- lays down
several cautions: .‘what is. imitated
always remains behind the. original’,
so ‘the more models we have and
the less likeness there_ is. between

- them; the greater is the progress of

eloquence’. To ‘attain good imitation
there is need of .a quick and keen
judgment, . as well as a .certain

natural and hidden dexterity'. Suc-

~ cessful imitation reveals ‘the ~good-

ness of - the natural - disposition’,

- unimaginative .copying shows ‘slow-

ness of judgment’,
imitation results in.theft. The crucial
point is that by imitating other
authors, ‘a writer. develops his own

. style. ‘This whole chapter expresses
. . an important part of Renaissance
- literary. theory, pedantically invoked

by Holofernes: Vives on Education, tr

~ Foster Watsoni (Cambndge, 1913)‘

pp. 189-200. .

while too close

58 Jonson, Works (ed. cit.), Vol. VIII,

pp. 635—40. On the two senses of

. imitation in the Renalssanc_e see,

e.g., B.: Weinberg, A History of
Literary  Criticism in  _the Italian
Rengissance, 2 vols. (Chicago, 1961):

- the ‘Platonic—Aristotelian_ . concept

involves® mimesis- of -an. object or

. event in the external 'world. {vol. 1,

59.
Language. (New York,

60 .

o ppe 24=6,. 51, 60-62, 117, etc.),
.and the

‘Ciceronian® or ‘Horatian’
one involves imitatio of - -a literary

-model (vol. 1, pp. 60—62, 91, 100~
. 104, 117,-146-17, etc.). :
‘See, e.g., Sister Miriam. ]oseph,

Shakespeare’s Use of . the - Arts of
1947), on
YVices  of Language, pp. 64-78,

- 299— 304
Evans cites in a note here Demdas'

«claim that writing precedes thought
as an ‘“arche-writing. . . which [
continue to call writing only because
it essentially communicates with the

. vulgar-concept -of writing”’ (p: 228,

B 4)..— -0 base and obscure
. vulgar?, . as- . Armado - . scornfully
.- exclaims. - (Love’s Labowr's  Lost,
4.1.67). - .- :
Chap'ter Four: New Histbﬁcism

Of the Laws of Ecclestasncal Polity, Li,

in,.e.g., abridged ed. A.S. McGrade .

and- Brian Vickers (London 1975)
pp. 107-108. .

Louis Montrose - accords the priotity .

1o Michael McCanles in an essay for

- Diacritics  in. 1980: Montrose 1989,
- p.32n 6.

-1988;

See, e.g., Donala Kelfey, Foundatmm
of Modemn . Historical Schﬂlarh:p

Language, Law, and History. in the

(New. - York,

French .Rendissance

1970), pp. 4-8. -
1 have read,  and. shail probably

refer to,  the following  works (for
full.. ritles see the  bibliography):
Montrose . 1986;. Howard. - 1986;

. Cohen-1987;. Pechter 1987; Fowler
19_88 . Veeser

Lentriechis,
1989 —. incorporating the essays
designated . in , the® . bibliography

" appropriate?

“tions,
" simultaneotisly

NOTES TO PAGES 215-218 463

as Lentricchia ™ 1989 (reprinting

" Lentricchia '1988), Montrose 1989,

Gallagher 1989,  Fineman - 1989,

Newton 1989, Graff 1989, Thomas

1989, Pecora 1989; Spivak 1989,
White 1989 Felpenn 1990; Barton

-1991.

Montrose 1986, pp. 7 (n 4), 11;
Montrose 1989, pp.- 18, -25: sub-

- stituting ‘commodified’ for ‘“future-
" oriented’.

Pethaps ‘futures’ in- the
stock exchange sense would bé more
New  Historicism,
Deconstruction, Cultural~ Material-
ism, ‘could be quoted alongside
“forward tradmg in copper, gold
pork bellies. -

6 See Barzun 1974. Other writers have
'commented on. New Historicism as
“‘one merchandtsable ritbric' amongst

others in the not ‘so free marketplace
of ~ academic * ideas..."* (Fingman
1989, p. 51), or as ‘the latesc fad. . . .

(At least it i$ not advertised as tast-

ing great or being less ﬁllmg)

- Thomas 1989, p. 187.-

Frank Lentricchia has over-trumped

‘that move, " finding. Gréenbldtt to
have ‘the same basic -attitude to
literature  as  Hippolyte = Taine

* (Lentricchia 1988, pp. 86-90), as if

to say ‘New Presbvter is but old pnest
writ laIge ‘

This charge has been nadé by
Howard Felperin, a deconstructlomst
(Felperin 1990, pp. 183, 188=9),
‘and by any’ number ‘of e_mbltl:ered
feminists: see my Epilogue below,
pp: 433ff). o
So Montrose concedes that ‘recent
theoties ‘of textuality have  argued

persuasively “that the referent of a
" linguistic sign cannot be fixed; that

the: meaning of a text cannot be
‘stabilized. At thé same time’, he
defensively adds, ‘writinig and réading

- are -always " historically  and soc1ally

determinate events,  performed in
the world and wpon the world by

- “gendered indiv'i'dual: and ‘collective
* human agents’. Unconcerned by the

incompatibility “of ‘these 'two posi-

acknowledge + the

he - summarises: “We jmay -

. theoretical
" signifying process and the historical

a similar
‘divergent
1990, pp. vi—xil.

10

. Gallagher 1989, p. 43:

o seventies .

““techniques’ of the 'subject”

indeterminacy of the -

specificity of discursive practices —
acts of speaking, = writing, and
interpretmg Montrose 1989, p. 23.
But what if all the ‘gendered individ-
uals’ you study, apart from the recent

“few who have read- and believed
" Derrida, regard their discursive prac-
- tices as in fact determinate, reliably

able to communicate. meaning and
purpose? "And what if they have
good reasons for thinking so! For
attempt ~ to reconcile
positions  see - Felperin

p- 968;
‘in the mid-
- Michel Foucault’s work
appeared * [m English], ' addressing

See, e.g., Fowler 1988

) exactly the ‘issues that preoccupied

. Victoria Kahn has commiented

_'on the ‘New Historicist ‘obligatory

citations’ of Foucault-as ‘establishing

~'a’ shared sense of: obhgatory critical

reading ‘as (well as” a 'store-house
of commonly accepted conclusions.

(Hénce a reference ‘to Foucault is
taken to be sufficient to establish
the ‘existence of specifically modem
or: of
a specifically bourgeois form of
subjectivity)”: review in Shakespeare

"Quarterly 38 (1987): p. [527. Later
- she describes ‘the ambiguities:of some

New Historical work’ as being ‘due in
part to the overwhelming authority
of Foucault’, the ‘historical fuzziness’
produced’ by his thesis -about ‘the

“death | of the .author’ resulting: in
‘a dehlstorl(:lzed view of the past

(p. 530).

11

See, e.g.,  Montrose, _Gifts 'and
' Reasons: The Context of Peele’s

Araygnment of Paiis’, ELH 47 (1980):

pp. 43361, and ‘“Ehza, Queene of
. Shepheardes” and the Pastoral of

12

‘See, . ..,
 Foucaule taking ‘a curlously passive

“Power’, Englnsh Literary Renmssance

10 (1980): pp. 153-82. -
Said 1983, p. 221 on

‘and” sterlle view...of how and

“why power is gamed used, and held
' onto’, a-criticism developed further
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on pp. 244—6; and Lentricchia
1988, pp. 30-31, 67-70, 7486,
especially p. 69 “Foucault’s theory
of power, because it gives power to
anyong, everywhere, at all times,
and t¢ no one, nowhere, no time,
provided a means of resistance but no
real poals for resistance. .. making
resistance  ever-possible and ever-
meaningless’, a theory that ‘courts a
monolithic determinism’ and hence
‘despait’ (p. 70). It is significant that

_ Lentricchia ‘repeatedly applies the

term ‘paranoid’ (pp. 31, 68, 92), and
judges Foucault’s system ‘the most
thoroughgoing argument that I have

. read against Marx's hope for radical

social change’ (p. 86),
‘message’ (p. 92). Cf. also Frederick

a ‘depressing

Crews. on -Foucault's switch, after
1968, to ‘more drastic Nietzschean
“genealogies” reducing all truth
claims to exercises of power. The at-
tractive new ingredient in Foucault's
thought was, Sixties paranoia toward

~ the all-hidden, all-powerful oppres-

13

sors whom he never attempted to

identify: Crews 1986, p. 177 n. 11.

_See the confrontation (in 1971) be-

- tween Foucault and Noam Chomsky

" {ed.), Reflexive Water.
of Mankind - (London,
1974): ‘Human Nature: Justice versus.
especially

for a° Dutch TV series on con-
temporary philosophy, in Fons Elders
The. Basic
Concerns

Power', pp. 135-197,
pp. 174188, and Sald 1983, pp.

' 245-6.

14

claim;

. intellectualist ethos’,

Veeser . thinks, for mstance, that
‘humanises’ have aspired to ‘the norm
of disembodied objectivity’ (Veeser
1989, p. ix), an unrecognisable

have built up a ‘profoundly anti-
and that New

Historicism is ‘the first successful

: counterattack .in decades’ on .‘this

quasi-monastic. order. In response,
the platoons of traditionalists have
predictably  rushed to their guns’

(the first we have heard of armed

monasteties); and, that those who

comment on the ‘note found a.tnongf

Nletzsches papers to the effect that

that. ‘conventional scholars’ -

. “Thave lost my umbrella™’ — that is,

Derrida — can. be included among

- New Hlst0r1c1sts {p. xi). Veeser,

master -of the - muddled metaphor,
describes the notions ‘of ‘autonomous
cself and text’ as . ‘mere holograms,
effects that intersecting institutions

. produce’ {p. xiii); speculates on ‘the

degree to which a text. successfully

. erases its practical social function’

{p. xi) — so how would: you know?

. and- reports that ‘New Historicism

15

16

17

“(Princeton, N.J.,

- has had plunge ahead, just to
keep itself erect’ {ibid.). Veeser is

. not ,in a strong pOSltIOD to Cl'ltl.ClSe

journalists (p. x).

See, e.g., ]. Goldberg,. ]amzs I and

‘the Politics of Literature (Baltimore,

, 1983); S. Orgel, ‘The Royal
Theatre and the Role of King',
in G.F. Lytle and S. Orgel . (edd.},
‘Patronage  in the  Renaissance
1981), pp. 261-
73, and ‘Making Greatness Familiar’
in D.M. Bergeron (ed.), Pageann'y in
the Shakespearean Theater (Athens,
Ga., 1985), pp. 22-23. 7.
]oseph Conrad, Under Western Eves,
ed. J. Hawthorn (Oxford, 1983),
p. 294..

One of the f_ew critics to have com-
mented on the anachronisms in New
Historicist (and Cultural Materialist)

. literary theory is Richard Levin. See
Levin 1990b, a concise account of
“five such fallaaes, totalising claims

that Elizabethan dramatists did not

~.use characters, as . foils; that .the

Renaissance did not have a concept

. of theatrical illusion, had no eategory

" of literature, did not connect gender

with biology, and had no. concep-
tion of the self as “autonomous
and unified. These ‘are transparent
examples of p projecting late twentieth-

. century categories backwards..
18 .

The sub-title of Greenblatts latest
collectlon of  essays . (Greenblatt.

. 19903 'is ‘Essavs in Early Modern

Culture’. To some readers

‘early

" -modern’ might seem just a neutral

hlstonographlcal term, but for others
it already carries an ideological sig-

-nificance. Derek Attiidge : recently
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: commented appmvmglv on a book
¢ he was reviewing that in its ritlé ‘the

term' “Renaissance” is displaced by

. “Early Modern Europe”, implying a

tenston between an encomiastic - aIld

"+ an objective approach, between ..

Eurocentric and a global perspectlve,

. and between a.cyclical and a-linear

: view of . history.
** parturitive .metaphor,

- encomiastic,

In. spite ‘of the
“Renaissance”
points, with'a few notable excep-

tions, to male achievernents -within .
“the deminant social and " economic
class;

“early 'modemn” opens up
a. much - wider; "and less: immedi-
ately glamorous,: field': - Renaissance
Quarterly 40 (1987), pp. 810-11.
This - distinction - is ~ ideologically,
rather” than rationally ‘motivated.
I ‘know of .no. serious scholar ' who
uses the term. ‘Renaissance” with
Eurocentric, - cyclical,
patriarchal, or glamorous connota-

. tions, but I look forward to new

19

historical wotk -embodying all the

. opposite qualities.. = - )

In- his first paragraph Burckhardt -
writes that he is ‘treating qf a civiliza- .
tion which is ‘the” mother of our .
- own, and whose: influence isstill at |
work on.us's The- Civilization of the -

‘Renaissance. i Italy, . S.G.C.

Middlemore (London, -1965), p. 1.

“.. M. Jay and L. Wieseltier (New York,
. - 26

20

For -critiques of Burckhardt see,

" e.g., Johan Huizinga, “The Problem
in Men and .
- Ideas. History, the Middle Ages; the
Renaissance, - tr. . ].S. Home and H. :
-van Marle (New York; 1959), pp. :
243-287; E.H. Gombrich, In Search :
»:0of Cultural History (Oxford, :1969); :
~and - Robert - Klein,
.. Civilization . of.. the
- Today'-in Form and Meaning.: Essays

of. the Renaissance’

on the Renaissance and Modern Art, .
1979), pp: 25-42.

But perhaps this is just a consequence -
- of the Foucauldian influence rooting -
- New Historicism inescapably :in the :
~present. Perhaps the New Historicist
medievalist .sees the “Middle Ages
-rather as the source of the: problems

“of the modern world, while the New

“Burckhardt’s :
Renaissance .

* Historicist working  on the eigh-
¢ teenth century attaches blame to the
* Augustans. .

21

22

See Pecora’ 1989 also A Blersack

‘Local Knowledge, Local Hlstory

Geertz: and Beyond’, in Lyrin Hunt

~(ed:), The New Cultural History

(Berkeley, Cal., 1989); pp. 72-96.
Yet, surpr151ngly enough, Geertz goes

‘on to-deny cultural interpretation -
'any integrative or cimulative dimen-
* sion:- ‘Rather than following a rising

curve of cumulative findings, cultural
analysis breaks up into a disconnected
vet coherent sequence of bolder
and bolder sorties.". .’ (p. 25). This
strange -abandoning of cultural analy- -
sis as being ‘inherently incomplete’,
producing only ‘more’ precise dis-

" agreement, has not been taken up by

the New Historicists, so I shall not
discuss.it further, only Irecordmg my

- disagreement with it

23

‘In a recent essay Greenblatt guotes

- 'this -remark by Cohén"and finds it

‘fascinating . .. that concerns - like
these - should have ‘come’ to:'seem
bizarré. . (Greenblate. - 1990,

© p. 169). But he does not answer

~ Cohen’s critique of the uses to which

24
25

- ‘Bourdieu

such material is put.

Review in Shakespeare Quane'rly, 38
(1987): pp. 249-53, atp. 251
Bourdieu, Outline - of ‘& Themy of

: Practice, 'u. R.- Nice ' (Cambridge,

1977), p.  195. See also Bourdieu's

- essay ‘Symbolic Capital’, Critique of

Anthropology*4 (1979): pp. 77-85.
Two French commentators note that
“désigne - - pat “capital
symbolique” les propriéeés matérielles

* lorsqu élles: sont. percues ‘et approprides

comme des. propnetes de. distinction
(l'appartenance a tel club de golf,

B -etc.)": Ferry’ and Reénaut 1985 p. 213

27

note. -

See G.G: Smlth (ed.), Elmzbethan

Critical Essays, ‘2. vols. - (Oxford,
- 1904, 1964), 1. .p. 201 and 2.

~p- 148, which gives the comect

reference : to  Aristotle’s Rhetoric:
:3.11:2, .not 33.2: 2 , as Greenblatt
has it;

Sidney 1965, .pp. 137-8 and note
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28

. of things themselves'.

the Jacobeans (Cambndge,
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p. 226, defining it as ‘the power of
representing  the  subject
clearly’, and referring ‘not to the

~words used in presenting the subject

but to the vivid mental apprehension
-Fer -Scaliger,
see Poetices Libri Septem (Lyon, 1561;
facs.ed., Stuttgart, 1987), iii; 27;

p- 116

See L.G. Salingar, ng Lea'r,
Montaigne and Harsnett’, in Salingar,
Dramatic  Form in - Shakespeare  and
1986),

. p. 114,

29

30

31

- Womankind,

See. Greenblatt - 1988, pp. 133-4,
and 138, ‘where the. Duke in Measure
for Measure, fusing- ‘strategies of
statecraft and religion’, is-said to be
an emblem of Shakespeare.

See N.J. Rigaud,  ‘L’homosexualité
féminine dans' A mad -couple: . .,
Bufletin de. la société d’études anglo-
américaines des XVIe et XVIIle siécles
20 {1985): pp. 23-36. I thank Jan
Maclean for drawing my. attention to
this essay. See also his stimulat-

. ing study of Michel de Pure’s La
- Prétieuse,
et les détours de Pexpression’, in
‘Présences

‘La voix des précieuses

Féminines. - Littérature et
Société au XV1Ie Siécle Frangais, ed. 1.

Richmond and C. Venesoen {Paris—-

Seattle—Tiibingen, 1987), pp. 41—
71. Brome’s play is available in Six

Caroline  Plays, ed. A.S. Knowland
: (London, 1962).

Women -and the English Renazssance
Literanre and  the Nature: of
- 1540-1620 (Urbana,
111, and. Brighton, 1984). One critic
rightly hails this book for collecting
‘an extraordinary range of materials
that are . coherently = assembled,
especially in relation to the central

problematic of. female transvestism’

{Cohen 1987, pp. 25-6). By the

- same token, its complete absence
. from Jean Howard’s study of cross-

32

dressing in the Renaissance (Howard
1988), . scems like an act of dis-
approving feminist censorship.. -

Greenblatt cites lan Maclean’s .out-
standingly well-informed and . lucid

;. study, The Renaissance Notion of

matter -

Woman (Cambridge, 1980} for
- -the : claim .- that  sixteenth- - and
seventeenth-century physicians

- ‘agreed that male and female sexual

organs were fully homologous’, so

that - the  clitoris could: be : aligned

with the penis (pp.: 79, 83). How-

- ever, teferenice to. the passage in
" Maclean's book cited -(p. 33) shows

him. in fact reporting that the dif-

33

34

35

ficulties .- experienced by Falioppic’s

--attempt to make a one-to-one com-
- parison were so. great- that, ‘by the
. end of the sixteenth century, most

-anatomists abandon this parallelism’.

- Caveat lector Greenblatti!

Maclean; op.cit., p. 32.

.So Fineman 1989 complains that ‘it
.seems clear that it is Shakespeare’s
* literary text that controls Greenblatt’s

reading of the history of medicine,
and that, correlatively, it is not the
case that the history . of medicine
opens up; oty this reading, a novel
way to read.Shakespeare’ (p. 79).

See Shakespeare: The Critical Heritage,
Vol 2,
Boston, 1974); pp. 458, 507-508:

. Theobald. got his knowledge from

. Warburton, whose copy he borrowed.

36

37

' 161...

" The miost accessible modern presenta-

tion of the echoes from Harsnett is in
Kenneth Muir's New Arden edition

. of King Lear {London, - 1963 ed.),

pp- 253=6; also Muir 1961, PP- 147-

Muirls  [ist mcludes ‘bo—peep,
‘neather-stocks’ (once elsewhere in
 Shakespeare), - . ‘hysterica: - passic’,
‘vaunt-coutier’, - ‘the  prince ' of
“darkness’, - ‘star-blasting’, ‘pue’,
- ‘Fratetrette’ and  the .other 'devil's
. names,’ propmqulty, Cauricular’,
‘gaster’, ‘asquint’, and much else:

Muir 1961, pp. 147-161.

New  York - Review .of Books, 21
November 1991, p.-17. In a footnote
Wills cites .‘comic references’ to
exorcism in. King Lear, ‘as in The

-+ . Taming of - the Shrew and Tuwelfth

Night', -observing . that ‘Greenblatt
does not notice that “exorcism” in

- Bhakespeare does not always refer

to. dispossession.- It  can: imean

1693--1733 (London -and”

38,
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“conjuration” (All's Well, 5.3.304— :
<6, 2 Henry VI 1.4.4., Julius Caesar -

2:1.323~-4Y.

One essay comments on a sermon in
which Hugh Latimer records how he
once comfoited a pregnant. woman
who had been sentenced to death

 for killing one of her children.

- Winter's
. Leontes has denied her ‘the child-bed

39

40
41

)

43

i

.- Tempest

The. woman  became - apprehensive
that. she ‘would die - without being

'~.“c;hurched” — that is’, Greenblatt
.glosses, ‘without the Catholic rite of

purification . . . after child-birth (or
menstruation) to.cleanse the woman
of the stain associated with any blood
ot discharge'. (Greenblatt 1988, pp.
129~30). Greenblatt describes this
as-a Catholic rite; to Latimer it was
‘a doctrinal error’: but the Church of

. England went its.own way, including

in the Book of Common .Prayer

.a service for the churching of

women which exists'-to - this day.
Subsequently {p.. 132}  Greenblatt

45

. Voyages,

& Sturdy Beggars. A New Gallery of

* Tudor’ and E"a-rly Stuart Rogue Litera-

ture, 2nd.
1990}, p. 1. :
D.B. . ‘Quinn (ed) The Roanoke
1584-1590, 2 vols.
1955).; Harriot’s True

' (Anl}lerst, " Mass.,

(London;

" Report is in Vol I, pp. 314-87:

- .-page-references
“the text, prefixed by ‘H." I have

incorporated  into

. modemised w/v and-i/j spellings. The
- ‘Report -is also found-in. editions of

46

mistakenly ‘links this practice with ® -

Hermione’s complaint . {in . The
Tale, :3.2.103—4), that

privilege’. - Elsewhere - Greenblatt
refers to the fact that ‘between 1560

- and 1620 torture was regularly used

in the interrogation  of Catholics
accused of treason’ (Greenblatt 1990,
p. 13): alas, not only catholics.

-See Brian Vickers, -‘“The Power of
"Persuasmn” Images of the Orator,

Elyot - Shakespeare’, - in J.J:

: Murphy (ed.- ), Renaissance :Eloquence
- (Berkeley, Cal.,
- See, e.g., Vickers 1968, pp.: 426-7.

1983), pp. 411-35.

See the classic essay by R.S. Crane,
‘The .Houyhnhnms, the Yahoos, and
the History of Ideas’, in J.A. Mazzed

(ed.),. Reason and the Imagination -

(London, 1962}, pp; 231-53.° :
Notes ad loc. in The Complete, Works
of Shakespeare,. ed. David Bevington,
3rd - ed. (Glenview, - IIi.,: -1980},
p. 1512, from Chatles Frey, “The
and .the
Shakespeswe . Quarterly -~ 30 : (1979):
pp. 29-41, atp.-34. .

' Review cit. in note 23 above] p. 250.

In Kinney (¢d.), Rogues, Vagabonds

New | World',.

48

o couTses,

- ‘swords’.

- and - peacefulness.:

- Hakluyt's. Voyages, such as the old
* ‘Everyman’ edition, § vols.: (London,

n.d.) VI; pp. 164-96.

I quote, as Greenblatt does; from

Machiavelli, . The: Prince and the Dis-
intro. - M."; Lemer - (New
Yotk, 1950), reprinting the Detmeld

- translation, p. 146; subsequent page-
. references incorporatéd into the text.

47

See Livy, Lxviii~xxi: in the trans-
lation by Aubrey - de :Sélincourt,
The FEarly History “of Rome
(Harmondsworth, 1960}, pp. 37-40,
Aécordmg to Livy, Numa gave Rome
‘a second -beginning, this fime on
the ‘solid. basis ‘of law - and religious

: observance since war was nio-civiliz-

ing inﬂuence, and. the proud spirit
of his people ‘could be tamed only
if they learned to lay ‘aside their
The most - effective way
of dealing with such a:‘rough and
ignorant mob’ was ‘to inspire them
with the fear of the gods’, and to

. facilitate this he: invented the story

that ‘he was in the habit of meeting

- the goddess Egeria by night, and that
-it \was her authority. which', guided

him’- in -establishing’ rites, priests,
a cult; and an ethos of oath-keeping
The :result was
an: exemplary period of law and

" order. Note that Livy, no less than

Machiavelli; says nothing : about
this forming the origin of religion.
Does Greenblatt seriously ‘think that
classical’ and Renaissance ‘authors

 know no better than this? -

Frdancesco Guicciardini: The Historian's
Craft (Toronto, 1977), pp. 82-5.
Phillips is quoting his ‘Considerazioni
sulle Discorsi di Machiavelli’. :
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See, e.g.; Richard Westfall, ‘Sci-

.-entific Patronage:' Galileo and the
.. Telescope’,

Isis. 76 "(1985)%: pp.
18-22; Robert 5. Westman, ‘The

.. Astronomer’s Role- in the Sixteenith

Century: A Preliminary Study’, His-
tory ‘of Science; 18 (1980): pp. 105~
47; Mario Biagioli, ‘Galileo's system
of patronage', History -of Science 28

. {1990): pp. 1-62.

For a useful :and - welleillﬁstrated

- .1883), L

HH:S. Croft, ‘2 wvols.” {London,
406-408:: An early

(and somewhat bizarre) instance of

-~ the disguised ruler moving ‘among

- . his people “is' - Satyminus' in  Titus
.+ Andronicus, 4.4.73=7. ¢ '
:56.
- readers - lament to' see - Falstaff so
- hardly used by his old friend. But if

Dr. Johnson. recorded that ‘many

e it be considered. that the fat knight

survey; see Helen Wallis; Raleigh & - 7

- 1544-1590  (Raleigh,
NC., 1988), the catalogue of a joint

- Roanoke. The First English Colony in ..
_America,

has never uttered' one sentiment of
geneiosity, and-with all his power of

- exciting mirth has: nothing -in him

.- -that can be esteemed, no great pain

exhibition: organised by the British -

Library and the North Carolina

. .. 6, 1985. For White'sgraphic work,

51

52

_sance - -scientists
- astronomy, and navigation. - ]
Greenblatt records that his parents

including, many. drawings . and a
remarkably accurate. mapof Virginia,

.- - see pp. 49-73; for Harriot's work
.- in ‘geography and navigation, pp-

John W.- Shirley, Thomas' Harriot:
A. Biography (Oxford, 1983): page-
references incorporated into the rext.

be among the . outstanding Renais-
in - mathematics,

" Museum of History, March 8—June .

. (London 1979), 'p.
‘ibid. pp. 212345 for

58

- judgment:
57
“Professor Shirley had earlier edited -

“Thomas. Harviot.. Rengissance’‘Scientist - -
(Oxford, - 1974), .in -which seven
‘writers make good Harriot’s claim to

will - be suffered from the" reflection

that he is compelled to live honestly,

and- maintained by the' king with a
promise of ‘advancement ‘when he
shall “deserve it". Shakespeare: The
Critical - Heritage, wol: 5:- 1765-1774
122. See also
Johnson's
marvellous . - valedictory note on
Falstaff, -expressing - warm . affection
while preserving clear-headed moral

This is surely a' commonplace in

*Henry -1V criticism; - but see, e.g.,
“Vickers 1968, pp: 113-9.+ ~

Bradley's essay, “The Rejection of
Falstaff’ is collected "in'- his ‘Oxford

“ Lextures on Poetry .{London, - 1909),

" For Morgann’s Essay onthe Dramatic

were ‘first-generation Americans born .. -

in Boston to poor Jewish immigrants

- . from Lithuania® (Greenblare . 1990, - ‘
3267, 44C-6, 469-79, 490-9. On

53

54

55

p- 6).. My ancestors ‘were originally

‘Scottish, - who “emigrated .to Ireland
. looking for work, but arrived during

the grear potato famine. . Moving

on-to Wales, they were in time to

help open up the coalmines which
made so much- profit for the lucky

few. Where does either of us really
‘belong, by right'? S
Levin 1979, pp. 85-102.

See, ce.g, G -Bullougﬁ (ed.},
Narrative and Dramatic Sources of
Shakespeare, Vol..4 (London, 1962),

" pp. 155-432, or the ‘New Arden’

edition by A.R. Humphreys.
The Boke Named the Governour, ed.

Character of Sir John Falstaff (1777)

- and somé extremely able’ refutations
.of “it, see Shakespeare: The: Critical

Heritage; -~Vol. * 6, 1774—1801

- {London;.1981), pp. 21=3, 164-80,

“the continuing: trend .to see-Hal “as

a ‘killjoy’ .in rejecting Falstaff, ‘see
Richard Dutton’s excellent survey of

.modem criticism on ‘The . Second

Tetralogy’ in Wells 1990, pp. 337—

80, at p. 359; and ibid., pp.. 3612,

for anti-militarist reactions to -Henry

-+ V. following the first world war:
59 . '
-+ afterwards Greenblatt” reaffirms  his

In an essay written about ten vears

belief that' ‘the “sites of .resistance
in Shakespeare's second tetralogy are
coopted in_the plays’ ‘ironic affirma-

¢ ton'- of Kingship - (Greenblatr /1990,

p: 165; my italics). ‘Shakes'peare_’, he
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-claims, ‘shows that the triumph rests < .

upon a- claustrophobic narrowing of

 pleasure, a hypocritical manipulation

of appearances, and a' systematic

betrayal of *friendship. . .. These .-

‘subversive perceptions’,”  however,

" ‘remain within the sticture of the
Vi play’; are thus ‘contained’; ‘indeed

serve ‘to heighten a power they would
appear to question’ {ibid.). A decade
has only strengthened his' sense of
the rightness of his interpretation. —

* The word I have italicised, ‘coopted’,

has taken on a-new meaning in some
critical - circles. As - Gérald - Graff

" observes, it was ‘im thé 1960s that

the word “co-opt” in the dérogatory
sense’” of ‘neutralize ‘or disarm - first

‘entered the language’, wheié it now

18

means ‘“to take over; secure for

" ‘oneself™’, as in the ‘assimilation of

Lok

an* independent minority:. . . into

“an established group ‘or culture. . .

forced 1o adopt -its standards” *: Graff
w1989, pp. -169-70. "This will be a

. valuable addition to New Historicist

60
-~ pointed out that in Gréenblatt's
" essay on ‘Marlowe, Marx, and Anti-

* - read no Marx at all you'see, in the .

vocabulary.

Lentricchia, for instance,  has

Semitism’ (reprinted -in Greenblatt
1990, pp.* 40=58), ‘even if you've

- very passages that Greenblatt deploys

to make his' political point, that
Marx is saying something else. The

. Jew is not a “universal phenomenon”, |
to cite’ Greénblatt’s curtailment of
" Marx’ — the passage Greenblatt
quotes ‘omitting' this key point =—

‘but a “universal anti-social element”.

- "And he i a “universal " anti-social -
element” not for-all time but for the .
“present time”, the time of capital and :
Christianity * which he reptesents. .
" “What is historically specific in Marx’

and ‘always clear . ..~ the anitisocial :
is the undesirable - condition of -
sociéty’, is generalised and blurred by -
- Greenblatt to make his Foucauldian

. case. See Lentricchia 1988, ip. 99;

1989, p. 240; with’ further! details
of Greenblatt’s misreaditig of! Marx’s
Eigliteenth -Brumaivé. Anne Ell?)au:ton,

having shown how Greenblatt dis-

. torts The Tempest so as to indict it of

colonialism, has commented that in
the Introduction to Leaming to Cuise
(Gréenblatr 1990, pp. 11-15) ‘a

simildr distortion of the evidence in

~ " "order to convict an imperialist can be
- ‘seen’. Quoting Edmund Scott’s Exact
‘Discourse” of. .. the East  Indians

(1606) from the Hakluyt Society
edition of 1943, Greenblat re-
produces a horrific passage describing

“ 'how Scott and his men tortured and

finally killed a Chinése goldsmith.

‘Greenblatt ‘dénounces the editor for

having praised Scott’s endurance in
the face of a long and violent atrack

“by the Chinese, their commercial

rivals in Java — ‘the moral stupidity

“ - of this drivel’, Greenblatt proposes,

‘obvicusly reflects the blind patriot-
ism of a nation besieged’ (sc., T sup-

‘pose, England, in 1943) — and says

that he ‘makes no difect comment
on this passage’ (Greenblatt 1990,
p. 12). Yer, as Barton shows, the
Hakluyt Society editor ‘does in fact
deplore “these barbarous: proceed-
ings” in 'a note appendéd to the ,
passage itself. More important, how-

- ever, is the fact thit by severing the

episode from its context, and also
using' an old, inaccurate edition
instead of the widely availablé fac-
simile (1973), Greenblatt has turned
Scoft into a “sadist” without trying

" to- inivestigate what ‘might, impel a

man who was not a psychopath to
countenance. . . an’ act of such ap-
palling cruelty. What Scott and the
other employees of the East India
Company in Java did to their Chinese
prisoner was ‘inexcusable. It is not,

“however, ‘once returned to its place

in - Scott’s narrative, incxplicable’
(Barton 1991, p. 52). As she shows,
this act is the climax to a-horrific

" siege, and an explicit retaliation by
" the English' party on the Chinese for
“having burned most of their men

alive — a passage omitted by the

" Hakluyt editor; and so, by Greenblatt.
-t The revenge thus had a ‘horrible

symmetry, and (another detail
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omitted by Greenblatt; ever willing

to indict Buropeans) it was ‘overseen

and in part directed by officers of the
Javan king’ -(ibid. ) For her account

. of ‘dubious, tactics’ in other historical

essays by Greenblact see:ibid., pp.
- 51-4.
" (due to an a prioyi Foucauldian con-

Finally, for the dlstortlons

ception of the self rather than, as
here, manipulation of a historicai

document) in Greenblatt’s essay
‘Psychoanalysis and =~ Renaissance
Culture’ (reprinted in  Greenblatt

1990, pp. 131-145), see' Levin
1990b pp. 436-7, 442-4, 468-9.

Readers of these essays must be on’

o their guard.

61

", (from  ‘Das

W.W. Woldheim
Ressentiment  im
Aufbau der Moral’, in Gesammelte
Abhandlungen und: Aufscitze, Leipzig,

Ressentiment, tr.

1915), ed. L.A. Coser (New York,

1961); page-references incorporated

in the text.

Chapter Five.

1

2z
3

. Psychom’_iticiSm

Against the Self;lhmges of the Age

‘(London, 1971}, pp. 7-8,

Walton 1990, p. 156. .

See, ‘e.g., MacIntyre 1971, 35;
Crews 1986, pp. 21, 79-80; Gellner
1985, pp.. 10, 130 1,  157-67,

- 197-9; Hans Eysenck, Declme and

Fall of the Freudian Empire (New
York, 1985);. and Sulloway 1991,
p. 261.

" See Vickers 1989, p. 236. To sum

up: in 1824 Hamlet and Ophelia

were diagnosed as suffering from

~ mania, melancholia and craziness;

in 1829, Lear and Edgar: mania and
demoma, 1880, . Othello:  epilepsy;

1917, Hamlet: hysterta, 1920, Lady

Macheth: hysteria;- 1921, Shylock:

+ . anal eroticism; 1934, Timon: syphilis;

1942, Hamlet: the™ Ganser state;
1944, Lear: narcissism; 1960, Viola:
hermaphroditism; Cordelia: incest;
etc.

For Jones’s essay see the Amencan
" Journal of Psychology 2 (1910): Pp-

72ff; for ‘the book, see Hamlet and

L Psychological

. 4T1-99,
. See Clofﬁ’s revrew of . Sulloways

-, book,

10

{1979y

11

_.Ruth Nevo,
. Language (London: Methuen; - 1987);

- Methuen,
.. Disouning Knowledge in Six Plays of

Oedzpus {London, 1949). Awi Erlich,

m Hamlet’s Absent Father (Pnnceton,
N.J., 1978), challenged both Frend

and }ones

‘Morose Ben. ]onson, in The Triple

Thinkers (New York, 1938).

For bibliographies of psychoanalytical
.Shakespeare criticism. see. Norman

N.. Holland, - Psychoanalysis and
Shakespeare (New York, 1964); David

"WIIIbem, “William Shakespeare A

Bibliography of Psychoanalytic and
Criticism, - 1964-
1975', International Review. of Psycho-
Analysis 5 (1978): pp. 361-72, re-
printed . and- updated .to. 1978 in
Murray Schwarz and Coppélia Kahn

"(edd.}, Representing Shakespeare: New
. (Baltimore, .

Psychoanalytic . - Essays
Md., 1980), pp. 264—86. -
Shakespeare’s . Other
Kay Stockholder, . Dream - Works.
Lovers ‘and. Families in .Shakespeare’s

- Plays (Toronto:. Toronto University
-, Press,. .

1987); Matjorie . Garber,
Shakespeare’s Ghost Writers. Litevature
as . Uncanny.  Causality
1987); Stanley Cavell,

Shakespeare  (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1987). :
TFreud and' the Idea of a Pseudo-

. Science’, in R. Borger and E. Cioffi
" (eds.), Explanation in the Behavioural

Sciences (Carnbndge, 1970, pp.

Freud — New ' Myths to
Replace the Old',. New. Sociery 50
pps. 303-504; and F.C.

Crews,  ‘Beyond Sulloway's Freud:

. Psychoanalysis Minus the Myth of the
- Here’, in P.J. Clark and C. Wright

{eds.}, -, Philosophy, _Science and
Psychoanalys:s {Oxford, :1986); repr.

.in, and quated. from, .Crews. 1986,

pp. 88-111. :
Isis. 82 (1991) Pp. 245 75 I am
grateful to_Professor. Sulloway for

- _sending me the. typescript of his essay

12

. before publication.,

Ellenberger .1970; pp. 4804, and
- ‘“The-Story of “Anna O.": A Critical

(London:

13

. Madness;,
-acknowledging. his -debt . to the

. {pp. 246-8),
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Review with New Data’; Journal of

the History of the Behavtm’al Sciences 8
(1972): pp..267-79. As more mate-
rial about Freud. comes to light, his
behaviour. seems less -and less like
that of a man of science. The recently
published - Clinical Diary of Sandor

Ferenczd, one of Freud's closest dis-

.ciples, records -his horror at Freud's

disclosure in 1926 that ‘he was un-
interested in curing - patients whom
he regarded as ‘riffraff” (Gesindel)’.
Freud's ‘candid admission that he

considered neurotics to be a rabble -

only good for . supporting " analysts
financially was a .blow from which
Ferenczi - never recovered’. Dis-

_illusioned, he came to see Freud's
- vanity, hypocrisy, “insecurity, con-

cluding i, 1923 that *if he had not

. been so bedazzled by Freud he would
‘have realized -that Freud's. brilliant
[ideas .were usually based only on a

. single case’. See Phyllis Grosskurth's

review essay in the New York Review
of Books for 8 . December - 1988,
pp. 45-17. :

Wilden, . System ‘and. Stmctme Essays
in - Communication
(London, ..1972), pp: .- 289-301;
Porter, A Social History of Madness.
Stories of the Insane (London, 1987},
pp.  146—66: ‘Daniel Schreber:
Sex’ and - the Family',

recent literature on Schreber’s case
especially -
Schatzman, . Soul - Murder: Persecu-

tion in the Family (London, .1973). .
Elsewhere Porter. gives brief but <
:.penetrating _evaluations = of
other Freudian case-histories, notably -
‘Dora’ (pp. 113-18), ‘Little Hans'
(p 163), Freuds OWILL psychoneurosls '
~ {pp. 214=22); and the. ‘Wolf Man'

some

(pp. 223-8)." His account.-of how
Freud relentlessly seized on ex-

- planations in terms of the patient’s

infanitile . sexual neuroses, - ignoring

the family. context .(Little ;Hans’s
parents threatened to cut his penis
off if he misbchaved; Dora was the

.pawn: in an adultery exchange, her

disgust "being = categorised .; as  an

-Morton !

‘unhealthy’ reaction which actually

" . showed her unconscicis desire for

- the man; and so on) — all this more

: - than justifies Porter’s description of

14

15

and. Exchange . .

16

17

- Textual Criticism,.

Freud as ‘an extremely bad listener.

~He was' totally selective, and his

appropriation of his .patients’ stories
for his own theoretical purposes was-
arguably more aggressive and insensi-
tive than the stone-deafness of his
predecessors’; (p. 35). :

See, - eg., C. Bemhelmer and C

Kahane (eds.), In Dora’s Case (New

- York, 1985, 1990; M. Sprengnether,

The Spectral Mother: Freud, Feminism,
and Psychoanalysis (Ithaca, N.Y.,
1991); H.S. Decker, 'Freud, Dora,

- and Vienna. 1900 (New York; 1991).°

As Crews tecords, he had previously
been.a Fréudian, taken in by the
‘self-validating doctrines’ of ‘4-seduc-

“tive dogma. that had promised ‘quick,

deep knowledge’, but which he came
to see as-‘a faith like any- other,
a 'doctrine that compels irfational

*loyalty’ (pp. xi—xii). This collection

of essays, dating from 1975 to 19853,
Crews declares, is intended.'té spare

- students -and others the intellectual
.. befuddlement that: I myself endured

in my Freudian period. -As a member

.of a society steeped: in Freudian

platitudes, " would like people to
know. that the guilt dispensed by

" psychoanalytic . theorists - to - striv-
. ing women- and to .the parents of

‘homosexuals, - “neurotics”, . and
psychotics can'be.plausibly detlined’
{p. '41). To that guilt-stricken list
we .can now add, according to.some
psychoanalysts, cancer patients, who
are responsible for their own ailment.
The: Freudian Slip.: Psychoanalysu and
‘tr. K. . Soper
{Atlantic ' Highlands,. N.J., 1976):
see Griinbaum 1984, pp. 194-206.

‘The Theory of Your-Dreams’, in
R.8: Cohen and-L. Landau. {eds.},

- . Physics, Philosophy, and Psychoanetlysis

18

. {Dordrecht -
-pp- 51-71, at p. 69.

- .Habermas;

and Boston;. .1983),
Afrer a .searching evaluation of
the . case : against Freud . made by
-Ricoeur,” .Popper and
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" analytic Edifice: Is the

19
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“others; Griinbaum examines in turn

‘The - Clinical Method of Psycho-

~- analytic Investigation’ (pp. 95-171)

and “The Comerstone of the Psycho-
Freudian
Theory of Repression Well Founded?
(pp. 173-266), with a synthesising
‘Epilogue’  (pp. - 269—85). - Crews
judges that after Grimbaum’s book
‘psychoanalysis. . . stands irremedi-
ably exposed as aspeculative cult’,

Worse, she pointed out that even if
penis envy were to be found to be

" inordinately prevalent among women

- it might sifnply be because the reality’
‘was that in the hairsh, external world
women -were at a disadvantage, a

" social, ‘cultural, ‘economic and polit-

~and - ‘the wholesale debunking: of -
" Freudian claims, ‘both therapeutic o

and theoretic, will be not just think-

. able but inescapable’ {Crews 1986,

p. 81).

On psychoanalys:s as -a. self-

"+ perpetuating puild see Gellner 1985,

"~ York,

20

21
22

23

~ed. "H. ‘Davis, wvol:
- 1959); pp 6-17.
‘Karen Hotney - was a  German—
. American doctor who, in the 19305,

~ppe 9, 15-9, 94,- 127<8; also Paul

Roazen, Freud and His Followers (New
1975), . and Janet Malcolm,
Psychoanalysis: The Impossible Profes-

 sion (New York, 1981),
“On. psychoanalysis as a helief-system

offering -salvation, with priests hav-
ing pastoral duties, see Gellner 1985,
pp- 25-6, 35, 37-43, 62, 109, 131—

- 2, and Crews 1986, pp. 60, 75, 107.

- On:its tendency to split into' sects,

with rival dogmas, see Crews 1986,

.p. 78 {‘having been founded more
on ecclesiastic than on scientific |
principles, Freud’s movement has
-inevitably “splintered -into dogmatic

sects.-..’), - -and ‘Georg Weis,
Sc1ent|,sts and . Sectarians: The Case
of "Psychoanalysis’; . Journal of the
History of the Behavioral -Sciences 11

(1973): pp. 350-64.

‘Victims of Psychiatry', New York
Review of Books, 23 ]anuary 1975
p. 17,

Gulliver’s Travels, Preface; in Works,
11 "(_Oxford,

- expressed doubts about the male

support central doctrines . . -

- assumption behind psychoanalytical

dogma: ‘She challenged the formid-

able phalanx of male analyses to

evidence - to
. a5 penis
envy ‘and 'the . castration - complex.

provide : convincing

- with * men.”

ical ‘disadvantage, when compared
“This -introduction of
socio-economic redlity into the ‘pure
psychology’ ‘that Freud so' often
proclaimed '(blind, perhaps,- to the

" biogepetic  basis  of his: theories:
Sulloway 1983, pp. 425-6, 437—44,

487-8, 495) was not well received.

» Horney's call for psychoanalysis to be
" grounded on- evidence, - take’ greater

- account of reality; and “accept the

24

- possibility thidt neurosis could occur
" without there bemg an unresolved
* Qedipal complex’, these positive
“:appeals were fegarded as a threat to
* ‘the discipline’s: very “existence. She

was denounced, accused of mdulgmg
in " pathological narc1ss1sm, releas-

- ing her ‘repressed anger at male

authority figures, and - piinished - by
being ‘strippéd: of -her- statiis as a

" ‘training"- analyst” at ‘the -New York

Psychoanalytic . Institute.. -~ This

" depressing story shows the- dogmatic

tendency in Freudianism, ‘its intoler-
ance of rival explatatory models. See

" Anthony “Clare’s. review ‘of Susan

Quinn’s book, A Mind of Her Own:

* The Life of Karen-Hoey (London,

1988), - in- Times Lttem'ry Supplemenr
29 April 1988, p. 465. :

‘A defence of Freud against: chargcs

of misogyny wasprovided by Juliet
Mitchell; Psychoanabysis and Feminism
{New York,” 1974}, but' many fem-
inists rejected her-apologia. Among
the influential* works taking ‘an op-
posed view ate Dorothy Dinnerstein,

" The Mermaid and -the: Minotaur (New

York, 1976); Nancy Chodorow, The
Rep'roductmn ‘of Mothering (Berkeley,
Cal., 1982); Daniel Stern, The First

‘-Relanonsth —  Infant - and* Mother

* {Cambridge, Mass:,1977), and The

Interpersonal World of the Infant (New
York; 19853). 1 am mdebted here to
Grosskurth 1991.

25
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Nevo quotes from Metaphor: A

. Psychoanalytic. View (Berkeley and
29

.- Los Angeles, 1978)

26

b

-1 think :in -particular- of The -Didll of
-Virtue. . A. Study of Poems on Affairs -

of ‘State. in_the. Seventeenth Century
(Princeton, N] 1963). -

On. the vogue for Greek romance in
the Renaissance; and  its -use’ by

i ,'Shakespeare, see, e.g., S.L. Wolff,

. The Greek Romances . in ‘ Elizabethan
. Prose " Fiction.” (New -York, .

.. 1961); E.C. Pettet, Shakespeare and
- the Romance Tradition (J.ondon; 1949;
-1970); Carol Gesner, Shakespeare and

- the Greek Romance: A Study of Origins .
Thomas - -

(Lexington, Ky., .1970)..

. Hiigg, The Novelin Antiguity (Oxford,

1983) is the best modern -introduc-

+ tion to- the romance as a narrative

genre (subject - to, some reservations

v Literary Supplement 20 April 1984
- p-427).

28

.. wrestling,

Critics - contmually apply thls mode
of enquiry to Shakespeare ‘without

_any misgivings,  although: sometimes. -

with bizarre results. In As You Like It

Rosalind’s beauty that he declares
My better parts. -, -
Are all thrown;down, and that
which here stands up-
_ Is.but a quintain, a.mere lifeless
“block. {1.2.238f).

. A quintain was a post sometimes-. . .-,
* holding out a. shield.on a hinged: . ...

arm, at.which. riders practising tilting:
directed _théir ' lances.” According’
to.. Barbara Parker, however, the

“reference is.to.-be - understood as:

symbollca]ly alludmg to the *“fizst

.dearh” in sin bequeathed tor man in.
‘Eden. The block that “stands up” is:
a phallic pun affirming. the: sensual
basis. of [Orlando’s].. infatuation”: A:
: P'recwus Seemg ‘Love and Resson in; -
(New . York,:
1987), p. 105. Unfortunately the:
. critic has insinuated an allusnon into’ -,
the text without readmg the rest'of . -

Shakespeare’s - Plays

the line, where a ‘mere. llfeless block’

- would be & smgularly 1nappropnate

19125

.. description of a pems (Not to men-

30.

31

32..

"33

“dénouement - in' Cymbeline, ;
Posthumus’

tion. original sin!) -

‘Barzun 1974, p 78 Crews 1986,

p- 98.

Green, cit. Nevo 1987, p. 36
‘Green, cit, ihid., p. :56.

Credit for creating other charactérs

-in drama is freely.given: thus: Hamlet

is said to have generated the Ghost
(p. 46), and also. created Ophelia
{p- 49} an .instance of - bisexual
creativity, perhaps..

Compare Nevo's: comment: on the
when
anguished lament on
realising how much_he has wronged

. lmogen is interrupted: by a page-boy

. (Imogen.in disguise, &5 we krow and
.+ he doesn’t)  whom. he strikes. This

. expressed in my rteview for Times .

blow, - to"Nevo;. is. a’ ‘thefapeutic . . .
acting ot -.of-

aggression’. . . an

uninhibited action, .. . . passionate,

..and this is a  capacity that his

mascuhmty needs. as ‘much as her

: femininity desites’ (p.,90). The blow

clears the. atr,' ‘deﬁmmg unconscious

. resentments which could fester and
' obstruet, functioning to liberate him
Orlando, havmg tnumphed in the . -
is so overwhelmed by .-

from- his' fear of sexual inadequacy,

- her from; her fear of sexusl surtender’

: {p.--91). That explanation ®might

.1 seem- toj constitute .an apology for
-wife-beating -and & suggestion of

- -- gado-masochism, confusing sexuality
- and violence, .but it is. surprisingly

. ' posited

.. blind . to. the: dramatic context, in
.- which' Posthumus can have..no idea

that the page-boy is Imogen: It

.is depressing to note that Jung’s con-

cepts of Ammus and Anima similarly
distinction;. between
masculine and - feminine’ in - which -

. ~men  are- characterised 1 by - logos,
- highly  developed, and  eros, less

* highly, while women are the reverse.
- ‘But’when eros possesses Animus, as

s

Junig ‘put_ it, ‘“in- vielen;Fillen hat

© der Mann das Gefiih! (und hat nicht

ganz. _unrec_hr:_ .damit}, dass . einzig
Verfithrung oder Verprigelung oder

. ©.. Vergewaltigung: noch die . nétige

:’1

Ueberzeugungskraft  hitten cit.
Ursula: Baumgardt, Konig: Drosselbart

o und C.G. Jungs Frauenbild. Kritische
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» inside the lips.

.P.P.  Wiener
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- Gedanken - zu Anima und Animus -
1 feel -
" sympathy for generations. of women

(Olten, 1987), pp. 60-1..

who have had to put up with the
chauvinism of the founding: fathers of
psychoanalysis. :

As a Renaissance sc:holar, Garber

“-ought to have recorded that serious

objections have been made to Freud’s

Meyer . Schapiro, ‘Leéonardo and
Freud: An Art-Historical - Study’,

Jowmal of . the History of ldeas 7 -

(1956): pp. 147-78, teprinted in,
and quoted from, P.O. Kristeller and
" (eds.), " Renaissance
Essays (New  York, 1968): Freud
analysed a dream of Leonardo’s in
which, as a baby lying in his cradle,
a bird (*nibbio’ in the Italian) inserted
its ‘tail in<his mouth and struck him
Actording to the
German translation Freud was using,

- the bird was a vulture; and he inter-

prered “its' tail as a phallic symbol
replacing the mother's breast, the

“whole' forming a fantasy ‘typical of

passive homosexuals. The- Egyptian
hieroglyphic writing - for - ‘mother’,

Freud the resemblance of “Mut’ and

* ‘Muitter’ could hardly be accidental
**(pp- 304-7) — to German speakers,

at least.: Unformunately, Sc:hapuo
shows that ‘nibbic’ actually mieans
‘kite’; not wvultiire; that Leonardo’s

interest in the kite bird derived from
his scientific ‘observatins of natural :
- mechanisms for flight; and that the - :

motif of a child being kissed by bees,

say, or having honey placed ‘on its:

mouth, was an ancient actiology for

inspiration “or - excellence ‘in: some:
future career (pp, 308-15). As for

Freud’s speculations about Leonardo’s
childhood, ~Schapiro - shows how
several other alternative explanations
‘were ignored by Freud because of his
certitudeabout :the . vulture and its
legend® (p. 314). Freud’s -theories

‘about the-significance of Saint Anne

38

“account of: Leonardo,  notably by . .

by"__S'cl"lapii'c,'.- drawing on church

history and art-history (pp. 315~36).
Schapiro’s  judgment that * Freud
‘ighored the social 'and the historical
‘where they ' are” most - pertinent’
{p- 316) may stand -as -4 valid com-
ment on- péychocriticism “today,

- which also shaires thé ‘weaknesses . °
“found in other works by psycho-

analysts in' the cultural fiélds: - the

~habit of Building explanatlons of

35

complex phenomefiz “on” a -single.

datum -and - thee ‘too’ little attention

*- given to history and thé social situa-

tion” (p. 335) ‘See also ALC. Elms,

" Freud as Leonards: Why the First

Psychobiography ~ Went “Wrong',

- Journdl - of Pe'rsonalzty 56 (1988):

pp. 19-40.

Johtiso, Observamms on Macbeth
(1745),"in Shakespea're The Critical
Heritage, Vol. 3, 1733-1752 (London
and: Boston,* 1975), p- 179; Scot,
Discoverie of Wltchcraft (1584), Book
I, chs. 2, 9, ed. ‘M. Suiners

{London; - 1930; New York, 1972),

“moreover, is a vulture; the vulture-
-headed goddess Mut ‘is  sometimes
~represented - with a phallus; and for

36

©ppe 25, 31; Burke, Wltchcraft and
Magi¢c in Renaissance - Italy’, - in

Sydney Anglo (ed.},” The Damned
Art. Essays'in the Literature of Witch-

+ craft (London,’ 1970), pp: 32-52, at

37, 40, 49; Hamlet, 3.2.351.

‘First published in" Yale French Studies
35-:56 (1977): pp. 11-52; reprinted
in: Literattire -and ‘Psychoanalysis, " ed.

- Shoshana Felman (Baltimore, Md.,

1982). Stockholder 1987 p. 245,

quotes an interpreter of Lacan who

*sees ‘Hamlet as ‘liberated in” death

37

© recapitulating
" Lacanian theory to" gloss Garber’s

- from “narcissistic attachmeit ‘to the

phallus”, which subjects him to the

- other’s desu'es’ [libérated’ is nice.

I have not ‘thought it worth while
large  amounts of

text. ‘ For ‘relativély. comprehensible

- accounts’see Wilden' 1972, pp. 20—

" 26, 260-94, 483-4; Bowie 1979,

"7 and Bowie, Freud, Proust and Lacan.’

as a surrogate mother were disproved -

Theory ~As - Fiction (Cambridge,

1987), pp. 99— 163 also Dews 1987,

*“Frank 1989.
- See, e.g., Stephen Heath, The Sexual
< Fix (London, 1982), commentmg

“describes:
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. on. ‘the cult:of the penis-phallus in
.. contemporary ~ French

. sexological
psychoanalysis (p. 81). One Lacanian

X1

that  from which. is supported - the.

. desite of both the' man and . the

woman”’, both sexes focussing on it
because of ‘“its possible erection,
that is to say; to a visible: manifesta-

--tion -of desire”’ (p. 108). Heath

sceptically comments that Lacanian

;. psychoanalysts insist ‘that the phallus '

- -is:not the same as the penis .(which

-+ -nevertheless, as in the passage just:

i+ cited; seems always to be popping-up

- and giving the lie to such oily. double ;
ctatk. L)

Aibid.). " According™ to
Wilden. 1972 (pp.- 20, 23, 268-9,

284, 286, 292), Lacan always insisted

that.he was referritig to. a’symbolic,
not a real object, but in some.of the

" - passages :Wilden quotes it is hard

39,

.. philesophical
Shakespeare’s culture, - which will .
confirm. the vast distance :between

to tell the difference, as when he

defiries the phallus as ‘“a signifier, -

the signifier of desire. . . . The phallus

.represents  the' -intrusion of . vital

nt

thrusting or. growth as -such.: .

patrocentrism and phallocentnsm in
France’ (p. 281).

For an up-to-date idea of the actual
- preoccupations © of

the public - theatres and the phi-

40-

41

losophy .schools; “see The: Cambridge
. :History of Renaissance Philosophy, ed. .
- Charles': B. Schmirt' and ‘Quehtin

Skinner (Cambridge, 1988). - ..

See R.H. Popkin, The History of ‘ :
Scepticism from Erasmus. to- Spinoza
- {rev..ed., Betkeley and Los Angeles,

:1979); C.B. Schmitt, Cicero Scepticus:

A Study " of  the, Influence of - the
‘Academica’. in the Renaissance; (The
- Hague, 1972).- . ’

|
Scepticistm ‘is. identified at  various

times with an impulse to ‘“anhihila-

tion’, to a ‘self-consuming disappoint-

the  concept phallus: [as] -

. ment- that: secks world-consuming-
* revenge' (p. 6), a ‘fear of anxiety of

inexpressiveness” (p. 9), a ‘disgust

-with language’ -(p. 12}, a ‘refusal of

the world in disgust’ {(p. 15). It is ‘a

+ male ‘business’, oddly enough, ‘not a

‘female business” (p. - 16).:
" intimation.of ‘world catastrophe’ first
. glimpsed “in - Antony and: Cleopatra,

It:is an

- and involving ‘the rise: of the new

- science, the ‘attenuation or displace-

ment-of God’; the ‘attenuation’ of

- Divine: Right, and"‘the shift from

- politically - arranged ‘to -romantically
- desired marriage’ (pp. .20-21), all

~(p.. 284).; Wilden ultimately finds -
- Lacan guilty of Freudian chauvinism .
. (pp. 282, 290), indulging-a ‘meta-
~ physics of the phallus’ and making it
a ‘privileged object’ (pp- 288, 287), -
- §0 encouraging ‘a new justification of - .

42

43

these things. Scepticisin' offers the

.. threat of ‘being ‘unknowable from

outside’ . {p. 29), the power to. ‘ex-
communicate oneself from - the
community ‘in whose agreement. ..
words exist’: (ibid.). Wittgenstein’s
fiotion:-of “a private  language - is
invoked to. define .scepticism as ‘a
form ‘of -narcissismh. ... a kind of
denial .of -an existence ; shared. ‘with

- others’ (p. 143), which is subsequently
“identified with ‘cannibalism® (p.- 152).
* Scepticism' can' also be connécted

with fanaticism (p. 206), and nihilism
{p. 208). This. seems to me a purely
private series of associations, lacking

either coherence: or a hbasis in the

‘canon of sceptical téxts.!

-See ! - Margaret - Lofeus Ranald,
Shakespeare & His Social Context
{New York, 1987), pp. 5, 37.

-Some critics are becommg extremely

-.: .concerned; -with - what might - have

" 'en syncope’.

‘happened ' on - 'Othello’s ~ wedding
night. A recent French istudy of
feasts andi festivity in: Shakespeare -

~alludes in’ passing to a theory:that

-Othello’s. - wedding night ' was inter-
rupted three times, thus inducing in
him sexual impotence;. for which
he .compensates with the emotional .
equivalent: of - orgasin, -the ‘spasm of
hys_teria which: makes him collapse
See- Frangois Laroque,
Shakespeare et la Féte (Paris, 1988),
p. 254, citing.].-M. Maguin, La nuit
dans le thédtre de Shakespeare et de ses

- prédécesseurs - (Lille, 1988)," Vol. 1,

p. 531, and P. Janton, ‘Othello’s



476

NOTES TO-PAGES 314-324

“weak function” ’; Cahiers élisabéthains
7 (1975): pp. 47=50. See also M.
Pryse, ‘Lust for Audience: An Inter-
pretation of Othelle’, ELH 46 (1976):
pp. 461-78;. T.G.A. Nelson and
Charles 'Haines, ‘Othello’s - un-
consummated marriage’, - Essetys in

Criticism 33 (1983): pp. 1-18. So.

Ingo’s grudge,: his wish to- destroy

Othello and Desdemona, his ruthless.

plotting, working. on Othello until

- he begins to doubt his own sanity —

44

~.Volume 2:

~all this was pure irrelevance. on

Shakespeare’s part. Sufficient sexual
motivation already existed to. bring
about Othello’s -crisis, and it -only
needs the right technical knowledge
to identify the illness from which he
suffers.
Shakespeare: The Cnncal Hentage,
1693-1733; ed. Bnan
Vickers (Londen, - 1974), .
Cavell's suggestion that Desdemona
must mean by her wedding-sheets

. those. stained with hymenal . blood
.. was anticipated by LyndaE. - Boose,

‘Othello’s  Handkerchief: .- -“The

- Recognizance and Pledge of Love”’,

English Literdry Renaissance 5 -{1975):
pp- 360~74, while his jdea-. that
Othello’s murdering Desdemona was
an attempt to undo his act of deflora-
tion was patalleled by Edward Snow,
‘Sexual Anxiéty and the Male Order
of Things in. Othello’, . bid;, 9
{1980): 384-412. I am not accus-‘

~ing. Cavell -of plagiarism: the same.
- Freudian approach inevitably results

in massive ‘repetition of the avatlable

: lnterpretatlons

45
46

47

- acceptance of sexuality is evident in.

Rymer, - op. cit. in. note 44, p. 54

A feminist makes a more perceptive
comment on: fago: “With his power
evaporated, philosophy repudiated,
and guilt. revealed, he has no reason
to talk and nothing to say...:
Neely 1980, p. 232.- .

Neely is' agdin- a- better guide to
Desdemona: . “Her healthy, casual

her banter with ago (IL.i. 109-64)
and with the clown (IILiv.1-18), in

her- afﬁrmatlon that:she “did love the

Moocr, to live with him” (I.iii.248),

- and-in her refusal to postpone con-

43

49

“summation of “the rites for which I
tlove him” (Liii.257)": ibid.,. p- :220.

Rymer, op.cit. in note 44, p. 37.
R.W. Dixon; : wiiting to ' Gerard

-+ Manley Hopkins "on 11 Qctober

1881, commented on The Ring and

the. Book "as marking ‘a failure in
Browning's power, which  manifests

- dtself in these ways. 1. Loss of form,

+with - every kind of monstrosity.

-+ 2.-The impotent remarking of par-
- -ticulars: as when he observes that the

names- of Wiseman, Newman, and

- Manning all contain the ‘word man. -
- 3. ‘Preaching  instead of teaching.’

" See C.C. Abbott (ed.), The Cor

respondence. of Gerard Manley Hopkins

. and Richard Watson Dixon (London,
“orev.ed. 1955), p. 70. + - -

In his chapter on Conolonus (CaveH
1987, pp. 143—78) Cavell draws on

- earlier -work (Adelman, 1978), to

51

52.

53

... originally -proposed: by
. Windelband.

‘give a reading of the play largely in

terms of Coriolanus’ relationship
with his mother (I discuss one aspect

- of his reading in chaptét'7 below).
~For a:corrective to this approach see
-my essay ‘Coriolamits and the demons
of politics’, in Vlckers 1989 PP-

135-93..
A useful startmg pomt would be
Himmelfarb 1987, especially ch. 2,

‘Clio and the New. History", pp. 33—'

46, and ch. 6, ‘Case Studies in
Psychohistory’, pp. 107-20 (review-
ing  Isaac Kramnnick, The -Rage. of
Edmund ‘Burke and Bruce Mazlish,

James and  John Stuart.: Mill), See

also. .Barmun- 1974; and David E.

- Stannard, -~ Shrinking - History: .- On
. Freud and the Failure of. Psychohistory

(New Yotk and:Oxford, 1980).

Patternis of Intention. On the Historical -
- Explanation ~of Pictures-
1985}, pp. 12-13. Seealso Grunbaum

(London,

1984, pp. 2-3.:The categories were
“Wilhelm

Shakespearean Cn.tu:zsm, : ed T.M.

. Raysor, 2 wols.. (London, 1960), i
. p. 198. .

Chapter Six: .-

1
2

* Theory
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Feminist Stereotypes

Mordlity and Conﬂict (Oxford 1983), '

p-.7.
Ellzabeth H Hageman, Preface
to. “‘Women- in - the Renaissance IF,
English Literary - Renaissance ~ 18

(1988): p. 3.

Bibliographies can be found in Lenz
et al. 1980, pp. 314-36 and in the
two special- issues of English Literary

- Renaissance: 14 {1984): pp. 409-25

and 18 (1988); pp. 138—67. See now
Philip .C.- Kolin, Shakespeare and
Femmlst Criticism. An. Annotated Bi-

bliography - and . Commemary (New

York, 1991}, which gives "detailed

. summaries but avoids any form of

evaluation.

-See, - ‘e.g., the critical - review by

Anne Barton, TLS 24 .QOct. 1975,
p. 1295, :and comments by Greene in

- Greene 1981, p. 42 n. 9. One tecent

writer - finds - it . “still
{Dollimore. 1950,

inspiring’

p. 416). See also

- Barton’s review .of books by Marilyn -
. French .and Coppélia- Kahn,

Shakespeare ¢ a * Chauvinist?’,

pp. 20-22.
Novys argument that we_ must
demythologize  fthe]  stereotypes’
of - Shakespeate as . ‘the uncritical

adherent of the most conservative.
_views of his. time’; ‘together with
- 10

-universal genius who totally tran-

its polar opposite of him-*as the

scends “all historical -and - psycho-

~logical limitations’ {p. -17) is -well

taken.

The Crisis of the Avistocracy 1558—
1641 {London, 1967; the abndged :

edition), p. 271. -

The  most-. penetratmg teview. of :
 Stone’s book on the family was by -
Alan Macfarlang,  in History . and .
18 (1979): pp. 103-26.

-Other . reviews made briefer, but

collectively- devastatmg ‘criticisms:
see E.P. Thompson, ‘Happy Families’,

. New Society 8 Sept. 1977, pp. 499

._ 501;. Keith Thomas; ‘The-Changing

Family’, TLS 21 Okct. =197?, pp-

Was
. New
- York Rewview of Books, 11 }une 1981, -

1226—7; David Berkowitz, Renaissance

Quarterly 32 (1979): pp: 396—403;

Randolph  Trumbach, Journal -of

- Social History 13 (1979): pp. 131-42;

Richard Vann, . Joumal of - Famtly

- History.4 (1979): pp. 308~14. .

The best single corrective to Stone is

‘the admirably balanced synthesis by
-Keith - Wrightson;
. 1580-1680 {London,

English  Society.
1982). Im-
portant qualifications of Stone’s thesis
can be foind in R.B. OQuthwaite
{ed.),- Marriage and Society. - Studies
in the Social History of -Marriage

" (London, '1981), especially the:con- .

. Essay “in

- Ingram,
- . Marriage
- (Cambridge, 1987), pp. 30, 137-8, .
- 141-4, 149, .160, 179 for expllc:t

* Ralph - Houlbrooke,

teibutions by Quthwaite;  Kathleen
Davies, and Vivien Brodsky Elliott.
A major source wilfully neglected by
Stone (since it would have disproved
his: argimment) - is Alan Maéfarlane,
The: Family. Life of ‘Ralph Josselin, a
Seventeenth-Century  Clergyman.. An
Historical - i Anthropology
{Cambridge, 1970). See also Martin
Church  Courts, :Sex  and
in-« England; . 1570-1640

thesis, and
The English .
Family, 1450—1700-(London, 1984),

criticisms’ of Stone’s -

- chapter eight.
-See . my essay,

Lawrence Stone
and the Myth of the Patnarch’
forthcoming. .. -

C.L.. Powell, English Domestic Rela'
tions: 1487-1653. A  Stdy  of
Matrimony -and Family Life in Theory.
and Practice As Revealed By the Litera-
ture, ‘Law,’ and History ‘of the Period

(New York, 1917; repr. 1972);
Kathleen M. Davies, “The Sacred
Condition: of Equality - .How

Original Were Puritan Doctrines of
Marriage?, Social History 5 (1977):

" oppe 563—80, reprinted in-a slightly

revised form (including a ctitique of
Stone) as ‘Continuity and Change
in - Literary Advice ‘on Marriage’,

- in Cuthwaire 1981, pp. 58-80.

Although she followed Powell in

" attributing these more enlightened

attitudes to the Puritans, Julier
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.. Dusinberre gave ample- evidence of

‘attitudes to marriage in' sixteenth-

and- seventeenth-century England
which - were nonpatriarchal,
emphasising equality and - partner-
ship: see Dusinbérre 1975, pp. .24,

- -41-4; -74-5, B2-4, 87,90, 97-8,

100-102, 109-10, 127, 135.. For

- other: féminists aware of more posi-

11

12

tive ‘Renaissance attitudes to the

family-see, e.g., Novy 1984, pp. 4—

5, -61; Jardine 1983, pp. 42-3;
Dreher 1986, pp. 29-33; Bean 1980,
pp. 67 -

Margaret J.M. Ezell, The Patmm:hs

‘Wife. Literary Ewdence and the History

of the Family (Chapel HllI N.C.,
1987). -

“P. Gartenberg and N.T. Whittemore,

‘A Checklist of English Women
in Print, 1475-1640,. Bulletin of

5 Bibliography and -Magazine Notes 34

(1977): pp.: 1-13, could only list
62 women - authors, while Patricia

Crawford, = “Women’s  Published

Writings 1600-1700,in Mary Prior

13

(ed.), Women i English Society
1500-1800 (London, 1985), pp.
211-82, identifted niearly 300. -

[ was obviously too sanguine about
feminists agreeing that Shakespeare

presented rape as . abhorrent.
Catharine R. Stimpson, at least,
argues that © Lavinia . in . Titus

Andronicus, like Lucrece in his narra-

tive poem, represents a disapproving -

LX)

male attitude to *“the raped woman

- who. must be -punished”’ (cit.. R.S.

14
15

16

‘representative. For  the

White in Wells 1990, p.-188).

See, e.g., Vickers 1968, pp. 256-8.
Brian Vickers (ed.), Shakespedre: The
Critical Heritage, vol. 5, p. 108.

‘As - Howard delicately: purs. it,
‘Sodomy haunts the fringes of
Stubbes’s ‘text’ (Howard 1988, p.
424). His Anatomy of Abuses (1583)
is a hysterical fantasy on moralist
traditions from the Church Fathers
to the Reformation, in no way
Puritan
diatribe see .W. Binns, “Women or
Transvestites: on the . Elizabethan

-Stage?: An Oxford Controversy’, in

Sixteenth Century Jowrnal 2 (1974):

pp- 95=120+ As.for feminist™ critics -

(such as Jardine 1983, pp. .9-36)
who "arguethat it was homoerotic
passion that the boy actors aroused in
their male audience; 1 am™ glad
to agree ~with Jean Howard -and
Kathleen McLuskie that ‘boy. actors

playing women must simply have
* been ‘accepted 'in petformance as a

-’ convention. -
- involvement - with dramatic ' narra-
* tives premised on heterosexual love

audience

Otherwise,

and masculine /- feminine difference

- would have been miinimal’: Howard

- 1988; pp. 419 note, 435.

17

For further comments. on the risk of
feminist-Shakespeare criticism ‘intro-
dicing reductive; allégorizing, -binary
oppositions’, see Cohen 1987,

* p- 25. Another example of a simple

dichotomising is Jacqueline Rose’s
essay on sexuality in Hamlet (Rose

- -1985), which takes T.S3. Eliot to task

for ‘'making Gertrude ghilty of ‘too

. much sexuality’, supposedly writing a

~-ctitique ‘of Hamlet for its' aesthetic
* -failute and of Gertrude for being its

- cause” (pp. 95-103). But of course

“. with his ‘reechy kisses, .
“in your neck with his damn’d‘ fingers”.

‘Eliot described the play as ‘dealing

with the effect of a mother’s guilt

uponi her -son’ {‘Hamlet, Selected'

Essays - (London, 1951, pp.: 143
144)» which, however, lacked ‘an
“objective - correlative’”. ' His point
was that ‘Hamlet' {the man)} is do-

- minated by an emotion which is. . .

in excess of the facts as they appear’,

+namely that ‘his disgust is occasioned
" by his mother, but that his mother is

not an adequate equivalent for it. ., .’
(p. 145). Eliot never accuses Gertrude
of excessive “sexuality, ‘and Rose
merely puts these’ words in - his
mouth: Nor™ does she observe that

* Hamlet’s disgisst - is™ also - directed

‘the bloat = king’
. paddling

against Claudius,

Instead of a. balanced assessment
Rose reduces the whole play to a
‘misogynistic fable, in which over and
over, ‘the woman is the cause!, ‘it is

: the woman who- provokes a- crisis’,

‘the woman becomes both scapegoat

- disappointed - that

18

19

20

. op. 115,
21

" ' saying was a performance of the play
_at a provincial theatre in 1775 when
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and cause of the dearth or breakdown
of (Qedipal) resolution....". I am

some -~ feminist
critics .need to scapegoat women in

the plays then -as a way of - scape-

" goating men now.

This is an old-fashioned charactet
study, isolating one persohage from
the play and following -their appear-
ance scene by scene. Surely modern
Shakespeare * criticism " is -capable . of
more complex analyses?

Citing Edith Williams, ‘In Defense of

- Lady Machetl’, Shakespeare (Quarterly

24 (1973): pp. 221-3.
Theodore Roszak, cit.

The occasion Wh.lCh gave rise to this

the actor Cubit, due to play Hamlet,
‘being seized- with a sudden  and

*- setious illness in. the -dressing-room

¢ just before” the play was going to
. begln ‘the manager- asked the com-

pany ‘to go through the play omitting

 the chardcter of Hamlet; which being
complied with it was ‘afterwards con- -

sidered by thé bulk: of the ‘audience

* to be agreat improvement!’ (Frederick

-+ Harker, TLS 3 June 1939, p: 327,
citing W.T. Parke’s Musical Memoirs

22
23

(1830).) A feminist-instigated
pe:formance of Othello ‘without Iago

" ‘were a tedious dtfﬁculty but could
" no doubt be arranged

Reappridgisals - -in~ History - (London,
1961), pp. 194-5. - :

Linda Bamber has questioned the

appropriateness -of this - metaphor,

~‘whether or not Emiilia is the fulcrum
of the play, the point of view from "
-which everything assumes its proper
- shape®, 7
= ‘Emilia ‘is te - Othello -only : what
" Macduff is w0 Macheth: a glimpse of

that

commeénting rather -

Park - 1980,

2%,

25

26

21

clarity of its wornen, as the rofnantic
comedies do. It is about confusion,

“not clarity; the interest is‘in the
- ignorant, erring, angry male, not in

the" krowing, right-feeling woman’
(Bamber 1982,. p. 13):-For her pains
-Bamber has been accused by other
feminists of having ‘the dubious dis-

- tinction of répresenting the” accept-

able face of feminist criticistm for a

- number of " -male Shakespeareans’:

Thompson 1988, p. 84.

For an analysis of the epistemological
manipulation by which Iago “makes
Othello see the oppesite of the
truth, see Vickers 1989, chapter 3,

- *Shakespeare’s Hypocrltes , especnally

pp- 114-23.

Against . Fread:- Gohlke 1980,

- ppi- 162f, 165f, 168f; Boose 1987,

pp. 714-16,.720,-736. See also

“chapter 5, note 24;
~Aristotle,

Oni the: Genemmm of
Aninials, 76Th 9ff; 775a 15..

" Levin 1988; a most searching article,

which deals with several issues that I

= havt:r not -t@'uched on.

fChapter Seven
;Mamsts B

1

s Chtians and

‘Lay‘ Sermons,; , from The States-

‘man’s Manual - (1816), in * Samuel

- Taylor - Coleridge; -ed. H.J. Jackson

sanity. frof-the -horrid fascihation of

-6ur madness.: Neely’s reading implies

* that we are to :center the play on

-sanity, on Emilia; on thé feminine.

B we do, Othello is- exasperatmg,

- his story tedious, and his death good

- riddance to-bad-rubbish’. But Cl):hello

:‘does ‘not ‘balance on the 'emational

2

" fancy + arbitrarily

{London, 1985), p. 661. Coleridge's
conitrast is between allegory and the
symbol, which is ‘characterized by
a ftranslucence -of the special in
the individual or of the'genéral in
the :especial or “of the "universal
in the gengral. . .. It alwayé partakes
of :the reality which it renders intel-

ligible; and while it enuriciates the

whole, abides’ itself as. a living part

“inl that- unity of which it is repre-

sentative.’ | Allegories, ‘meanwhile,
‘are - but empty’ echoes’ which the
-'z'lss'ociates with
apparitions of matter . . ." (ibid. ). See
also Colendges A:ds to ' Reflection

“(ibid., pp-2671-3).

-Shakespeare’s” Biblical Knowledge and
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Use of the Book of Common Prayer

.- (Londomn, 1935).

See, e.g., Beryl Smalley, The Study

-of the Bible in the Middle Ages, Ind
-ed.. (Oxford, 1952); H. Lubac; S.].,
. -Exégése médidvale (Les quatre sens de
-~ UEcriture), 4 wvols. .

(Paris, 1959~

1564).

-The Puetry of Edmynd Spenser (New

~Yotk, 1963), pp. 127-46.-

. 568-79,.

-See, -

e.g., Jacques Chomarat,
Grammaire et Rhétorique chez Evasme,
2 vols, (Paris, 1981}, Vol. 1 pp.
especially p.. 570 n.:
‘Erasme a voulu effectuer une rupture
[avec le Moyen Agel et effectivement
il. inaugure (aprés Valla) . Pexégése
moderne .

“In his New Cambridge edition of

- Othello {Cambridge, 1984), pp. 191—

2, Norman Sanders summarises seven
arguments for  reading ‘Judean’,
and rejects . them all. " The ‘Old’
Cambridge edition by Alice Walker

- (1957) and the New- Arden edition

by M.R. Ridley (1958) concur. -
Othello. An - Annotated - Bibliography,
compiled by Margaret Lael Mikesell

cand Virginia Mason Vaughan (New

York and London, 1990). References
will be included in the text, giving

the item-number (#123).

Hyppolyta’s View: Some Christian
Aspects  of  Shakespeare’s: - Pluys
(Lexington, Ky., 1961), pp. 140-

41. In. Bryant's reading' of The

. Winter's Tale (bid., pp. 209-16),

Leontes. represents the Jew whom St.

. Paul desired to see. saved; Paulina

-is the St
- Jewish Church’;

Paul. who' helps him;
‘Mamillius, who dies, suggests the
‘Perdita, . . . con-

.. sistently referred to as the heir-in the

Hermione's

play, suggests the true Church’; while
“correspondence-to the
incarnation of divine grace, Jesus
Christ”,; means that her  progress

- through the. play re-enacts. ‘the

familiar . -career- of Jesus - from
Gethsemane to Golgotha'. See Frye
1963, pp. 37-9, for comment.

‘Some Limitations of .a- Christian
Approach to Shakespeare', originally
in English Literary History 22 (1955),

10

..repr: in and quoted from  Rabkin

1964, pp. 217-29, at p. 222.

.In addition to.Frye and .Barnet see
. Levin 1979, pp. 212-26, 244-5. A

- fundamental study, widely researched

and soberly’ argued,. rejecting the

- view that King Lear is an optimis-

tically Christian drama, is- William

R, Elton, King Lear and the Gods

(San Matrino, “Cal.,

1966; 2nd ed.,
Lexington, Ky:, 1988). In the new

editien Elton surveys .criticism of -

the play between .1967 -and 1987
(pp. - 339-45), .including = further
Christian . ailegorising. " For = other

" examples, see a bibliographical guide

to recent. criticism (Wells- 1990)
which . includes an - account of
Measure  for. - Measure | in which

JIsabella is- the . tatget of Protestant
-anti-monastic :satire, - and the Duke

. acts in a way analogous .to- God

o 150-1);

1.

also another that
sees Timon of Athens performmg a
literal imitation of Christ’ {(p, 309).
See Vickers 1989, pp.135-93.  :
Some feminist . critics, at.. least,

_.see: Volumnia as- the domineering

mother, instilling *her values into

.. Coriolanus, .using . emotional . black-

13

mail when he disagrees. with . her:
e:g.;. Woodbridge 1984, p. 220 note
12. Bamber 1982 equates Volumnia

. with Lady Macheth: ‘each urges the

heto beyond the limits of decency in
his struggle for power’ in- the world
(p. 91). By the.end of the play’, she
writes — although _the remark is
valid much earlier — ‘the plot has

-separated Volumnia.and Coriolanus;
- indeed, they -are finally "mortal
. antagonists’ {p- 92). .

CX. those passages in ]ub:late Ag'no on
the alphabet, where English Ietters

. are’ given: an individual significance

{like. _that.
characters by the Cabbalists), such as

. ‘For, A is.the beginning of learning

and the door of -heaver’; ‘For E is

-; eternity — such is the power of the

_ English. letters_,=,taken singly’, or ‘For

M is musick and therefore he is God':
The - Poetical . Works -of .Chyistopher
Smart, I: Jubilate Agno, -ed. Karina

ascribed to  Hebrew
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’ Wllllamson (O)cford 1980), pp 76—

- 8, 9L

14

15

Shakespea're
p-404.

Quarterly 32. (1981)

In this: latest book Siegel repeal:edly

claims that ‘his earlier study (Siegel
1957) was Marxist (e.g.; pp. 15, 30).

Even with the wisdom of hindsight 1.

find ‘few traces” of ‘Marxism - there,

~and I" would” hardly describe John
~: F.o Danby as ‘Marxist - influenced’
“.#(p: 143, note 34}, Equally vague, in

+ my opinion, is the claim embodied in
= ithe title of - Elliott- Krieget's book,
CA Marxist ‘Study  of

- Shakespeare’s
Comedies (London, 1979). The book
never - ment_:ions' * Marx, Engels,
Lukécs, Althusser; the: one

. ‘reference to Fredrlc Jameson is to an
early, non-Marxist “book. In' fact, -

" Krieger's essay — like' some ‘other

- ‘Rosalind’s
" courtship - of Otlando’, which ‘pre-

* self-proclaimed *Marxist’ readings —

is more Freudian, as in its account of
‘feigned . -homosexual

cisely reverses the process of patanoid
delusional « formation -that

Freud .
describes: pp. 81-3. The main ideas

16

- Weimann 1978,

tion’ is almost meaningless, ‘then.
“revised, " updated
and ‘translated by Robert * Schwartz

‘from Weimann, - Shakespedre und die

Tradition  des “Volkstheaters  (Berlin,
1967). For favourable ‘comments by

“the - Cultural Materialist school of

critics, see, e.g., Drakakis 1985,
pp- 15-16 {Weimann is'said-to have

“reconstructed ‘the material historical
*conditions - 'of performance, ~‘repre-

sentdtion and ‘tecéption, all of which
are shown to be related dialectically

“'to each other’); ‘Evans.1985, p. 76

(‘really is; by a long stretch, the best

book...on the Comedies. .. fills
the - histoncal gap between the
‘Bakhtintan:- ‘carnival’. and - the
Elizabethan and Jacobean stage’} and

‘pe 11 (acceptmg the ‘locus -/ platea

_distinction “as’ one between ‘sealed

‘illusion” and: ‘utopian  levelling');
Rose 1985, p.° 117 (dlso’ accepting

- ‘the. Renaissance  division - between

i fioni-fepresentational and- illusionistic

or analytic models for Krieger’s book, : :

which * is “disappointing: in  every
respect, ‘are: the ‘two articles he lists
on p. 171, note 1 (Hawkins): and 3
(Berger): The dilution of Marxism in
America has redched the point where

ane recent commentator can observe -
that ‘in Ar'nerican universities critical
~. affiliations like :-

. Marxism are not

i linked :to systematlc thought.- (They
are "like-our political parties, con- = -

fusing ‘to. Buropeans: because they are

important but ideologically - evasive

" disparate .

stage  space’); 'Kavanagh - 1985,

p. 232, -note: 2 (Weimann ‘gives an

excellent understanding © of the

“sources - that nourished

: -Shakespeares work’); ‘arguably the

* most penetrating ‘ analysis of  the

problem ‘to date’:: Drakaki§, in

. Holderness 1988, p. 36. For a more
"extensive . critique; including ‘com-

ments on Weimann’s fideclogically-
derived distortions = of  Greek,

" -miedieval, . and Tudor drama, see my

51"? :

and -inconsistent.) It is possible in -

and be perceived as a Marxist literary
- criti¢ without believing in the class -

* the.United States to describe oneself -

‘review: in' Shakespeare ' Quarterly 32

(1981): pp. 107-18.

:These include such extraordinarily
putdated studies as Hermann ‘Reich

on Der Mimus: - Ein litterarentuick-
lungsgeschichtlicher Versuch (Berlin,

:-'1903) and Der Mann mit. dem

struggle ‘as the principal motor force . -

. in history; without believing in the

theory. of surplus value; withour
behevmg in the: determining ' power

Eselskopf (Weimar, 1904); Robert
Petsch, Das: .deutsche = Volksrdtsel

- (Strassburg, 1917); L.W. Cushman,

" The Deuil and the Vice in the English

of- economic base over ideolegical .. : -

superstructure; without: believing in

“.the " inevitability, let

imminience, “of capitalism’s collapse’

(Greenbilatt 1990, p. 3)."The ‘fafﬁlia—

alone the -

18

Dramatic ‘Literature before Shakespeare
(Halle,  1900), Otto: Ludwig, Werke
(Betlin, 1908). '

LM.' Lewis, ' Ecstatic Rehglon An

e Anthropobg:cal Study of Spirit ‘Posses-

*.siom and Shamanism . (Harmonds-
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worth, 1971)," p. 12. On the
deficiencies .of - Frazer and Gilbert
Murray - see E.E. .Evans-Pritchard,
Theories. of Primitive Religion (Oxford,
1965); Joseph Fontenrose, The Ritual
Theory of Myth (Berkeley and Los
Angeles, 1966); G.S. Kirk,. Myth
{Cambridge, 1970}, pp. 1-31; and
Vickérs 1973, pp. -3-51. The de-

Afnitive exposure of the ‘ritual origins’

theory of drama remains -Sir. Arthur

- Pickard-Cambridge, - Dithyramb; Tra-
.. gedy and Comedy (Oxford, 1927) —

but not in the sadly emasculated
second -edition by T.B.L.. Webster
(Oxford, - 1962). See also- Gerald

. Else, The Origin and Early Form of

19 .

religion = has .-

Greek ngedy {Cambridge, Mass .
1965).

Margaret Murray s thesls that Wltches
were adherents of a surviving pagan
been unanimously
demolished by. the leading modern
authotities: - see Alan Macfarlane,
Witcheraft in Tudor and Stuart England
(London, . 1970), p..  10; Keith

- Thomas, Religion and. the Decline of

Magic .- (Harmondsworth, - 1973),

pp: 518 note, 614-15, 627;.and Max

Marwick (ed.), Witchcraft and Sorcery
(Harmondsworth, 1982), for quite
devastating comments on. the in-
adequacy of her work by a number of

- _scholars: Norman Cohn (pp. 146—

20

52,listing 6 other researchers in this
field who have dismissed it as worth-
less: p. 149} Marwick - himself
(p.- 231); -Macfarlane - (pp.. 233-4:
from his Oxford D.Phil. thesis); and
pp- 327~-9 (M.]. Kephart). It is hard
to, convey to anyone not familiar
with recent scholarly . work on
witchcraft - how utterly. and com-
pletely. Murray’s work has been
discredited. '

In the introduction’ and elsewhere
Weimann accepts Gilbert -Murray,

" but -pours scom on the Ametican
. critics Francis Fergusson {p. xx, 128)
- and O:B. Hardison, Jr. (p. 271 note

23} for using ideas which simply
derive . from - Murray. Margaret
Murray’s. - ‘anthropological’ specu-

" lations on Robin Hood are referred
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to seriously in the text (p. 28), but a
footnote cites a modern arithro-
pologist’s evaluation of Murray's
belief in ‘vegetation-magic’ surviving
in  witch-cults. . as ‘totally . fals¢’
(p. 268 note 38). Weimann attacks
Northrop Frye's work but indulges in

" the " same kinds of post-Frazerian
speculations -himself. - Indéed Frazer’s

misguided concepts of homoeopathic
magic survive in Weimann's account
of  the - folk "play --as - supposedly

bringing ‘sympathetic’ luck {p. 19},

: . or disguise as having a !sympathetic

magical function’ (p. 47).. There are
far’ too ‘many. opportunistic. attacks

- on modern ‘American' critics: - the

- traditions
- were also_political, namely the Cold

that formed -Weimann

War and the Berlin wall. Weimann
did after all rise to 2 high post in the
Akademie der Wissenschaften of the
DDR, and it would be naive to

- imagine that he could do so without

- conforming - to " the..

21

govemmg
ideology. -

‘Few readers of- the: Weston-sub-Edge
:Mummers® Play will see-any con-

t. . nection with the ‘magical’ or ritual
.. origins of drama. when.the fool con-
fronts St.. George with: this Victorian

NoNsense verse: :
You lash me and smash me
- small as Flys, :
Send me to_Jamaica to
.. make Mince Pies.

True to-his liking for unprovable
- speculations . about ‘pritnitive tradi-

tion’, Weimann - suggeésts that the

- dragon slain by, St.. George may be

linked. with such incamaticns of ‘the

~vital powers of - life-giving’ .as ‘the

Northern'Wildhug, the guardian of a

well’, so.that ‘the context of:a fer-
.. tility ‘ricual | does. mot- seem. too
. farfetched’ (p 38) Killing; such a

*beneficent creature’, however, would
make St. George an eternal vnllam,

.. not a British hero. -
22 .
- Shakespeare’s Audience  (New:. York,

Alfred . . Harbage's .~.the51s,- in

1941}, that Shakespeare wrote for a

. middle: and working -class audience,
* was- criticised by Ann Jellalie Cook

23

24
- Tradition, with an Introduction by

25

- Literature’,
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in Shakespeare Studies (1974) for
telying on fragile demographic
evidence. In her later book, how-

ever, The Privileged Playgoers of
- Shakespeare's

London,  1576—1642
{Princeton, - N.J., 1981}, Cook
switched -track, arguing that the
average playgoer belonged to an elite
or ‘privileged’ audience.
counter-evidence see Andrew Gurr,

Playgoing. in  Shakespeare’s London -
. (Cambridge,

1987), and further
studies cited on p. 252, notes 5.

See -Bradbrook, . The Rise of the
Common PIayer (London, 1962), and

_ her collected papers, Vol. 1: Artist

and Society in Shakespeares -England

" (Brighton, 1982). .

Shakespeare & The Popular Dramatic

T.S. Eliot (London, 1944). .
See, e g.; - Peter Demetz, . Marx,
Engels .and the Poets, tr. ].L. Sam-
mons (Chicago, 1967: from Marx,
Engels und die Dichter, 1959); D.W.
Fokkema, ‘Marxist Theories of
-in, Fokkema .and E.
Kunne-Ibisch, Theories of Literature in
the. Twentieth Century. (London,
1977), pp. 81-135; David - Forgacs,
‘Marxist Literary Theorles, in A.
Jefferson. and.. D.- Robey (eds.),

. .Modern. Literary. Theory. A - Com-

. barative

" (London,

Introduction,.  2nd. . ed.
! - 1986), . pp. 166-203;
Butler .1984; Merguior 1986b; Dews
1987; etc. - For a penetrating evalua-

. tion of. the uncomfortable mixture of

. Althusser,. semiotics, and so-called :
cultural materialism , in" the work =
- of. Raymond:. Williams and . Terry

. Fagleton, see Cathetine Gallagher,

‘The New -Materialism in Marxist.
Aesthetics’, . Theory. and, Soc;ety 9 -

. (1980): pp. 633—46.

26.

Ferry and  Renaut 1985, pp- 205 6,

summarise. the bitter - attacks that .

Pierre -~ Bourdieu- . launched on

- Althusser between 1975 and| 1980,

including . a. sharp denunciation of
his concept of history as a ‘process

.. without a sub]ect for ‘simply- sub-

stituting for .the “creative sub]ect” of
subjectivism an . automaton| sub-

For some

.. Lefebvre,

_ realization, -

jugated by the dead laws of a history

~of nature’. Althusser thus created an

‘emanationist - vision ' which - makes
structure, capital, or the mode of
production into an: entelechy devel-
oping itself in a process of auto-
and -reduces historical
agents. to .the tole of “supports”
(Trdger). of . the structure, = their
actions being seen. as mere epi-
phenomenal manifestations of the

.powet - belonging to . that . struc-
- ture...' (my translation, from Le
- sens. pratigue, . 1980).. See  also

Timpanaro . 1976, with additional

. references - to  Marxist critiques of
. Althusser by Nicola Badaloni, Lucio

Henri
Ernest

Colletti,

Lucien
Jean

Seve,

. Fallot, .

. Mandel, and Eric- Hobsbhawm (pp. 65

n., 77, 194 n,; 251 n.); Thompson
1978, with additional -references to

. Marxist critiques by Derek Sayer,

Simon . Clarke, ‘Paul Piccone (pp.

. 194, nn. 13 and 19, 202 n. 134),

..and . Jacques -Rancigre’s . important

study, La lecon d'Althusser (Paris,

-1974); Clarke et al. 1980; Anderson
- 1983.

Neo-Althusserian - - literary
critics have either never heard of any

. attacks on the master, or avoid citing

them. This is particularly deplorable
in the case of Fredric Jameson, who

' ;,surely kiew but simply ignored all

these . critiques,” and. while briefly

- referring to Thompson’s The Poverty

n

of Theory.(Jameson, 1981, pp. 39 n.,
83 n.)} never informed .his readers

. that it constitutes the. most devas-

tating ~ evaluation. . of - Althusser
imaginable. What should we think of
a school .that suppresses. its critics?

On Althusser’s apologias. for Stalin-

.-ism see Timpanaro 1975, p. 244 n.;

. Ferry- and "Renaut. 1985,: p. 22;

.. Merquior -1986b, .pp. - 153—4; and
-Thompson 1978; pp. 78-80, 122-
42,-182-92, e.g., p. 130: ‘we.can see

.- the emergence of Althusserianism as

_-a manifestation of a general -police
‘. action .within,

ideclogy, - as the

~ . attempt: to . reconstruct Stalinism at

the level, of theory'. Thompson’s
.. description of Stalinism as ‘one of



484

NCTES TO PAGES 394—403

the ultimate disasters of the human
mind and-conscience, a términus of

“the *pirit, a disaster area in which
“every ‘socialist profession of “good

 was " actually

faith” was blasted and bumed .up’
(p.: 139); must be borne in. mind
when - we ' fead " Fredric- Jameson's
unconvincing claims that Althusser
‘against Stalinism’
(Jameson 1981, pp. 27 n., 37), an
obviously touchy issue which he then
attempts to dismiss: ‘Tt would be
frivolous- to- try to choose between

these antithetical evaluations: of the -

Althusserian operation (anti-Stalinist
or Stalinist); rather, they mark out a
space in which that operation is

-objectively and - functiondlly : am-

28

29

“polemics * by

biguous’ (p. 39). Sophisticatedly

formulated, that nevertheless seems _

to me an unethical ¢op-out.

See, ‘e.g., Anderson 1983, p

Ferry and Renaut 1985; pp. 55-6;
Merquior 1986a, -pp. *233—4; and
Frank 19891 P 96:

which was repressed in the position °

of the individual, returns as: subjec-
tivity ‘of the reﬂectmg and actively
transforming structure — return of

-the repressed.’

Thompson’s summary of “its" self-
constituting ‘manoceuvrés shows its
identity = with ~ other theoretical
stiuctures”of that’ group. Althisser’s
is another ‘a-historical - theoreticism’
(p- 4), which ‘simplifies [its] own
" caricitufing’ - its

" oppohents (p. 6). It too, is based on
-4 union of ‘highly:specialised dis-

not  stiucturalist”

ciplines’, the main influenice being
linguistics  but
philosophy; . ‘a™ particular -Cartesian
tradition’ of logical exegesis.
modified by the monism of Spmoza ,
and aspiring towards mathematics, a
liking - for: ‘self-enclosed .and self-
replicating’ systems which ‘encourage
‘theoretical imperialism’ {pp. 9—10,

-16}. Like the other sixties systems in

its slippery methicdology,  Althusser's
also uses pat antitheses, " artificially
weighted to an extreme eitherfor
choice, excluding' a large -middle

- ground “(p. -15); ‘it makes ‘densely-

textured . . . assertions’ that turn out

30

“subjectivity, | '

3t

32

. See,

to be truisms’ (pp. 15-16); it mis-
uses logic, loading the terms of an

_ epigram ‘to’ ‘trick us - into’-a false

conclusion’ .(p. 31); it thrives on
spurious - quéstions, - pseudo-oppo-

- sitions “(p. 53) it claims to be

ltberatmg ‘its subject, ‘but in fact

' fixes it in a static systemi(p: 91);. it

makes ‘the only possible alternative’
to its: progra'mme ‘the ‘most crude

- caricature’ {p. 94); and so on. These

are all familiar ‘tactics by which a

‘sixties theorist ' develops his system

with - self-validating - procedures

_that evade accountability to other -

criteria. The fesult is another closed
system. -

A cloud no bigger than 4 man's
- hand crosses the English - Channel

from Paris, and then, in an instant,
the trees, the ‘orchard, ‘the hedge-

““rows, the-field ‘of whe'at, are’ black.

with locusts. - When' at- length they

‘tise 10 fly on'to the next parish, the
" boughs’ are bared of all cultirre, the

fields' have been 'stripped of every
green blade of human aspiration: and

it those - skeletal : fotims: -and " that
‘blackened
“practice announces it§ “discovery”:

landscape, theoretical

the mode of production. ‘Not only

‘substantive knowledge, ‘but ‘also the
- very vocalilaries of  the " human

project — compassion, greed; love,

-pride, self-sacrifice, loyalty, ‘treason,
calumny — have been eaten' down to.

the circuits of capital. These locusts
are very learried platonists: if  they

- settled on.The Republic they would

leave it-picked clean of all hit the
idea ‘of ‘a” contradiction. between a
philesopher and a- slave. However

* elaborated the “innet - mechanisms,

totsions, and autonomies, theoretical
practice [Althusser’s' “system] con-
stitutes che ultimate in reductionism:
a. reductlon, not of - rehglon or
“politics” to “economics”, but of the

" disciplines of knowledge to one kind
" of “basic”: Theory only Thompson

1978, pp. 166 7. -

e.g., Nlcholas Abercromble
et ali, The Dominant: Ideology Thesrs
(London, 1980y,  #-

Although we see that Jameson (bemg

34
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also-a Lacanian) has silently dropped

-~ Althusser’s attack on the subject, he

continues- to endorse. that motorious
concept . of - history ~as' ‘“a" process
without a telos ot a subject™ " (p. 29),

and he believes that ‘the. Althus-

“serian: -school’ - has ‘effectively” dis-

-+ credited the Marxian version of a

33

* -throwback toa far- removed ‘age °
whose . problerns with - the interpre-

! properly

teleological  “ history . . .
(p: 33). Many- historians, Marxist
and otherwise, would bItterly dispute
that point.

Despite Jameson's laudatory eplthets,
I am bemused that heshould be
recominending. " allegoty - .as  an
‘advance’, - or: method: of the future.
Most modern readers would regard it
as anarchaic. form of reading, a

tation-of: sacred texts-can be recon-

35

36

by Althusser having observed
totalitarian states, such as the Soviet

- bloe? It would fit these, and some

Islamic  states, But it seems to
roe irrelevant for - Western  demo-

- cracies — :despite-all their faults.
B Machcrey and E. Balibar, ‘Litera-

ture As-an Ideological Form: Some
Marxist: hypotheses Praxas 5 (1980)

" pp. 43-58.

See, e.g.) Deuteronomy 13; 10 12;
Gal. 5:20;:Exod. 22:18,; and Skmner
1988, pp. 242—3 for a demonstration
of how the- distinguished: historian
Le Roy Ladurie failed :to grasp the -

- “historical reality of witchecraft behefs

in.Languedoc.

"~ Jameson, indeed, scornfully rejects

the traditional ethical ~categories

i:.of good-and:evil: Jameson 1981,

structed-by historical scholarship, but s

hardly seem an applicable model for

- us, given. the .views' éxpressed by
- Coleridge in my epigraph, and widely

shared in modern criticisi. Does this - :

- desperate temedy mean: chat Marxist

théory finds itself in a cul-de-sac?
As if “the medieval® allegorists did
not.offer a sufficiently . schematic
approach, .2 Jameson~ then ~ warmly

endorses the system of Northrop Frye -

(pp. 6874, 110—19)," that. fearful - '

: symmetry :as it has been not un]ustly ;
+ called: :
What is the state! Who controls ic? |
- If we.all suffer.from the same ideo-

logical indoctrination, then why do :
:so many of us object to-the manifest © -
* injustices. of

government in the 1980s; its erosion
- of civil liberties, its ‘sale’ of nation-

(say)}  the -

- alised " industries “in order to “popu-

* - larise

- only -exptess surprise that the' ISAs

Ccdpitalism, "its - militarism,
corruption, - discrimination; . and so

‘produced " - Amnesty International,
--Greenpeace, Charter ... 88, ; anti-
. apartheid - ‘campaigns, .- : -and joarty

brave:workers for human rightsj T can

have beén.so" ineffective. Or is it
because the concept was formulated

.British !

38

pp. 59-60, 110, 114-17; etc. For
this position he cités. Nietzsche, but
may also ‘have followed  Althusser,”
who believed that motality ¢ “would
disappear with: the abolition of class-
antagonisms”’. See Thompson 1978,

p..: 17880, for a devastating

- analysis .of -how “any “naturalistic”
- morality’

~legitimises . destructive
égotism: “The reasons: of Reason,

. uncumbered by the ‘moral’ conscious-
. ness,’ become, very soon, the reasons
-~ of interest; and:then the reasons of
.. State;-and thence, in an uncontested
. progression, -the rationalisations of
.opportunism, brutality, and:crime’. -

Their ‘Shakespeare -criticism can be

" conveniently sampled in three col-

- lections:

Drakakis 1985; Dollimore
and Sinfield 1985; Holderness 1988.

-+ For critical:evaluation of their work I

‘recommend several ‘essays by Richard

- Levin: * Levin 1989 (‘Bashing * the

- much- else? My concern: is: with- ¢
" literary criticism, but -as someone’
living in a -society -which has also

3
j;IO

" bourgeois
.{‘Bardicide’);

‘subject’), Levin 1988
{‘Leaking Relativism’), Levin. 1990
Levin -~ 1992 (‘Ideo-

logical Criticism and Plaralism’).

-See Ferry and Renaut 1985, pp. 40, -
: 42-3.
- See e.g., Vtckets 1989, pp. 236-7,

and ‘Something rocking in Denmark.
Writing music - for Shakespeare’, -

" i1 Times Literary Supplement 30. August '
11991, pp. 14-15. .
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Epilogue

1

*The History of Ancient Astronomy:
Problems and Methods’,” Journal of
Near' Eastern Studies . 4 (1945): pp.
1-38, at p. 2 (repr. in-Neugebauer,
Astronomy and - History.- - Selected
Essays {New York, 1983). .

Francis Bacon; Works, ed.. ].- Sped-
ding et al., 14 vols. (Eondon, 1857--
1874), Vol. 3, pp. 289-90. - .
Letter of -11 November 1977, in
Selected Letters of Virgil Thomson, ed.
T. and V.W: Page’ (New York
1988), p. 363.

Nuttall .. 1983, p. .-IO,-. . citing
Chomsky's review of Skinner’s Verbal

Behaviowr in Language 35 (1959):

pp- 25-38.
‘Criticism - as Inquu'y, or, The Penls

. of - the “High .Priori Road”’, in

- Humanist

Crane, The Idea of the Humanities and
Other -Essays;, 2 vols.. (Chicago,
1967), 1L pp. 25-44. e
See G.K. -Hunter, John Lyly: The
As. Courtier - (London,
1962), ch. vi: ‘Lyly and Shakespeare’

- (pp. 298-349), -for one of the best

.and David

- February . 1990, . pp. -

accounts of -Shakespeare’s comedies
yet written (pp. 318-30.on MND),
P Young's full - study
of the :play, Something of Great

LConstancy (New Haven, CT, 1966).

‘Bardbiz’, London Review of Books, 22
11-13.: This
teview gave rise-to d long-mmning
correspondence, in which the. virtues
and. -faults of Cultural - Materialist

- Shakespeare criticism ..were freely

. Dream’, -

debated. Some of the most cogert

-observations came from James Wood:

see, e.g., his letters of 22 March, 25
April, 24 May, and 16:August 1990.
‘“Fie What a Question’s That.If You
Were Nedr a Lewd Interpreter'”: The
Wall Scene in A Midsummer Night's
Dream’, Shakespeare Studies 7 (1974):
pp.. 101-13. 'See' also Wolfgang
Franke, ‘The Logic of ‘Double
Entendre 'in A: Midsummer Night's
Philological Qua'rterly 58
(1979): pp. 282-97.- -
‘Mise en abyme is a term in- heraldry
meaning a shield which has in its

center (abyme) a smaller image of the

_same shield, and so, by implication,
-ad.infinitum, with ever smaller and

smaller shields receding toward the

- central point’s Miller 1976a, p. 11.

“Readers of Russell Hoban will recall
" the «can of “BONZO Dog Focd’ on
© the label of which ‘was a picture of a

little black-and-white spotted dog,
walking on his hind legs and wearing
a chef’s: cap and an apron. The dog
cattied a tray on which there was

- . another can:of BONZO Dog Food,

.. carrying a tray...
_.the . dogs became too. small for the

‘on the label of which another little

black-and-white spotted dog, exactly
the same but much smaller, was. ..
and .so on until

eye - to follow”: The Mouse and his

.-.Child .-(1967; Puffin . Books' ed.,

10

Harmondsworth, 1976), p. 30.

. See, e.g., Goldberg 1988, ‘
PMLA 103 (1988): pp. :817-18,

from Alberto. Cacicedo, with Levin's

teply at pp. 818—19. Onefeminist

topos in . Cacicedo’s.. letter. that 1

-:object .to is. his .assertion : that in

Othello - Emilia is .

‘marginalized,

- objectified, . literally . utilized by her

-her - mistress's -

hushand’, made to keep quiet ‘despite
-anguish’. . While
accepting that-analysis as far as the
three scenes involving: Emilia and
Desdemona -are concerned (see
Chapter 2, p. 160, above), 1 was
disconcerted by his further - claim,

. that Emilia’s speaking out. against
Iago at-the end of the play is:now not

a sign of her ‘courage’ but ‘a reflex of

e _the power.that her husband has had

over her speech in’ the middle of the

- play* (p. 818). I do not:understand

this. What is a ‘reflex’? Is her courage
merely a delayed but -automatic
response, as- when a doctor taps us
on the knee? If so, this comment
destroys: the meaning "of Emilia’s
ethical - ~behaviour, - in order to

.indict - patriarchy . again.- As-for the

comedies, ~ Cacicedo- complains,

.characters -such. as Hero or Beatrice

» say little in the final scenes, a silence
. which. ‘bodes-ilt' for: women, such

- problematic endings implying that

12

13-
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. *‘profound problems’ persist for-all the
-characters. But it is unreal to expect

that all the characters, male and .

female, will be able to have their say
in the final scene, letting us know
exactly what they feel about- the
situation. This is to apply vet
again the standards of nineteenth-
century mnaturalism, or - modern
egalitarianism, to matters - governed
by theatrical exigencies (the need to
bring the play to a clearly-articulated
conclusion; in some cases — not
forgetting Cleopatra — the relatively
light stature of the boy actors). To

‘demand that writers give women ‘an

equal say’ is to impose political
demands on creative activity.

PMLA 104 (1989): pp. 77— 8 with

Levin’s reply at pp. 78-0. I must

express regret that at least two of the
signatories agreed to do so,. their

- work -being notable (so_far, at least)

for its historical depth and absence of
vindictiveness. _

See, e.g., ‘A Traditionalist Takes.on
Feminists Over Shakespeare’, New
York Times, 1 March 1990, pp. C17=

“C18. As_ the reporter says, -‘the
debate will no doubt continue. New
_schools

_emerging

of feminist = criticism are

frequentlyY . The
appetite for debate and controversy
in the United States these days seems
insatiable. The unwary writer, who
submits an essay to a journal is hkely
to find it appearing in print. with
critical replies already attached to it.

. Such instant polemics may be good

for arousing and - ‘maintaining heated

. debate, but they .ate not good for
truth,

14

This tactic is used by other defenders
of exclusive  systems. As -Frederick
Crews says of Derrida’s’ selectlve
borrowings from Freud, ‘*he encour-

.+ ages the theoreticist habit of treating
_one’s own system as. received truth

while dividing all other tenets into
those that miss one’s point {owing,
perhaps, to. ‘repression’) and those
that can be borrowed to. adom

: Crews 1986, p. 176 n. 9. An
example of ‘this practice comes from

- for - yourself. For ;

Malcolm Bowie, a loyal exponent of
Lacan, who dismisses all criticism of
the master by declaring that--‘most
published [hostile] responses to
which his thought gives rise. .. are
trivial and written by self-righteous
bystanders who have tried and failed,
or simply failed to read what
Lacan writes’. Of the criticism by
Sebastiano Timpanaro (a distin-
guished classical philologist) that
‘“in Lacan’s writings charlatanry and
exhibitionism largely prevail over
any ideas of .comprehensible, even if
debatable nature”’, revealing ‘“an
erroneous and confused knowledge”’
of - linguistics, - Bowie - merely retorts

" that ‘Timpanaro’s rematks show signs .

of a limited knowledge of Lacan and

_ premature judgement’ (Bowie 1979,

p. 147).. This is to make life too easy
demonstration
of Lacan's ignorance  and. misuse
of linguistics see, e.g., (Georges

- Mounin;, Clefs powr la linguistique

15

(Paris, 1968), p. 13, and.Descombes
1986, pp. 177-87. .
Frank Kermode’s edition - of The
Tempest: is similarly demonised, a by-

- now ritual gesture in some quarters,

for having such subheadings in its in-
t_roduction as ‘pastoral trégi—come&y’,
‘art and nature’, and ‘masque ele-
ments’. . Summarising .the course of

.‘Shakespeare criticism’ as ‘having

itself over the past
.to be at one. of those
.when. a “return- to

recognized.
decade . .

moments .

-history”, is on the agenda’, Felperin
.describes the current mood: among

new historicists and cultural materi-.
alists_(he himself, we recall, professes

" to be a deconstructionist although,

- being : one which :

- Althusserian—Machereyans .

luggage, ...

expressing admiration for the latter,
English-based group, for. having a

‘commitment to changing the world:

Felperin 1990, pp. ix, 157 — as if
" could
ever engage with social. reahty) as
%5 not . about
before such  aesthetic -
. without historicizing [it]
anew’ (p. 172). I find it strange that

to linger

just the - dimension., being mocked
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here.- is -the history of literature,
- genres,  and conventions. . What
-crimes are perpetrated in the name of
history! : S

16. Timber, in Jonson’s Works, ed. C.H.
Herford ‘and P:* and E.M. Simpson,
11 vols.” (Oxford,” 1925-1952),
* Vol. VIIL p. 567.- .

'ADDITIONAL NOTES

While ‘this book was being edited and
printed a' number of studies appeared
which add vahiable détail. E

1 Preface and Chapter One:

The Iconoclasts, '

My - argument that the ‘profound trans-
formation - of - intellectual - practice’ cele-.
bratéd by some.Current Literary Theorists
merely transmitted: the iconoclastic ideas
of a ‘tiny, homogenecous group of Paris
intellectuals has been strengthened by the
récent ' publication of biographical ma-
terial which will undoubtedly affect eval-
uation of their significance. As Mark Lilla:
wiote in ‘September 1992, reviewing
Althusser’s autobiography' L'Avenir dure
longtemps suivi de¢ Les Faits (Paris; 1992), it
permits ‘a rare glimpse into the back-
rooms of post-war French intellectual life.
And like a number of recent biographies
and memoirs, [it confirms] that the radical
French philosophies of the period had less
to do with grand history or our- “post-
modérn” condition than with the: shared

obsessions ‘of a’ small “group of* thinkers

working in the highly centralized French
context” (Lilla 1992, 'p. 3). Althusser’s
autobiography is .of great valug; Lilla
finds, in docuimenting” ‘the biographical

sources of a philosopher’s thought’, yet -

with its account-of the devioushess in his
political and academic careér; and the
violence "in his private lifé, it'is also
significant as ‘another morbid episode in
the dénouement of la pensée 68 (ibid.).
L'Avenir “dure longtemps, Gilbert Adair
records, ‘is only the latest in a series of
téxts which  have had the effect of de-
mystifying ‘the Parisian intelligentsia of
‘the past two decades. - . . Frangois Weyer-

gans' best-selling novel, Le Pitre, was
a““cruel debunking portrait “of 'Lacan.
Barthes’s “posthumnous Incidents” was a

melancholy little volume in which he

wrote of his loveless frequentation of rent
boys. Hervé 'Guilbert’s A Uami qui ne m'a
pas sauvé -la vie tecounted the violent sex
life of his friend Michel Foucault, the first
celebrity publicly known: to have died of
Aids, Julia Kristeva's Les Samonrais ‘was a
transparent roman-d-clef in-which all of
the above weré shown to have had feet of

clay’: Adsir,” ‘Sex, murder and -philo- .

sophy’, the Independent, 7 July 1992,

 Sefting’ aside * mere’. scandal, these
writings show, in particular, ‘what a
profoundly intimate meaning . thé philo-
sophical flight from subjectivity “and the

artack on humanism’ had for Foticault and -

Althusser (Lilla 1992, p." 4).- Althusser
invoked both'an ‘anti-humanistic Marx’
and“an -anti-humanistic Freud to make
the same moral point: man is not his own
subject’. As’ Lilla- points out, this was
certainly true of Alchusser; who' ‘was not
the subject of himself. He was ‘possessed

by "something "he could: not “control, a-

demon that ‘tormented him for ‘over forty
years " and drove “him to kill the only
person he “loved' = his wife  ‘Hélene,
whom he strangled in November 1980, in
an insane fit. Now ‘that we know what
possessed him for 50 long ‘and’so disas-
trously, Lilla asks, must we endorse his
ohsessions: ‘are we  all 50 possessed?
Althusser’s work today “appears ' as one
extended * effort to ‘make us share his
condition; to persuade us not only - that

~modern “capitalism -mesmerizes - through -

the “Ideological Appatatuses of the State”,

but, as he later puts it in his last memoir, -

that “the most terrible, unbearablé, and
frightening of all Ideological Apparatuses
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of the State is the family”’. Once we have
realised the highly. personal motivation of
these. violent attacks on .the individual
human subject in' Althusser and Foucault,
Lilla suggests, we may feel less compelled
to-assent to their arguments.. But “Why
their quest for- self-erasure then found
ICSONance among an entire generation of
‘Western intellectuals..is_a .puzzle which
-historians. must confront when they come
to write about the time in which we. live’
(ibid:). Similar links can be made in
Foucault between sadomasochism and his
concepts of language, the episteme, and
power as involving oppression and sub-
mission, above all the single-mindedness
with which he developed these ideas,

2 Chapter Two: The Death of
the-Author - .
Seén Burke's admirable study, The Death
& Retum of the Author (Burke 1992), in-
cludes penetrating evaluations of de Man
(pp..1=-7), Barthes: (pp. 20-61), Foucault
(pp- 62-99), Lacan. (pp. 99-104), and
Derrida  (pp.:. 116—53)..: While urging
anyone .concemed with modem literary
«theories to read it carefully, I pick out a
few passages for particular emphasis. Burke
links Barthes"‘Death of the Author with
Nietzschie’s ‘Death of God’, showing how
Barthes had to create an ‘“Author-God”
... worthy of the Lilling, a polemical
ovet-statement which resulted in ‘an
apotheosis of authorship that vastly out-
paces anything to be found’ in the tradi-
tion- he opposed’ (pp. -22-7). The next
stage of rehdbilitating. the author came in
Sade, Fourier, Loyola (1971; Engl. tr.
-1977), where Barthes was forced to aliow
what he-called an ‘“amicable return .of
the author”? with an argument that Burke:
judges - “flatly  contradictory’ - (p. -30).-
‘Barthes - praised those three - writers as'

‘logothetes’, ‘ creators of an. . ‘autarkic’

language, ‘closed and “oblivious -to. any-
thing -outside itself”, .involving ‘a ‘voiding .
of the linguistic past and present’ (pp.
33—6). But this amazing -apotheosis was
achieved only by denying to his ‘founders’
of language ‘any representational signi-

- ficance in their discourses, any content:

Sade without evil, Fourier without social-
“ism, Loyola without God,  these are the
postulates’ from. which Barthes begins
{p. 41).- The linguistic ‘voiding’, then {a
-concept soon picked up by de Man), was
a. completely circular . manoeuvre - per-
formed so that Barthes could once again
cut language off from reality, but at: the
price .of extraordinarily. specious and in-
coherent arguments (e.g., pp. 37-41).
Particulaily. telling is Burke’s concluding
demonstration of fundamental and ‘insur-
mountable ; inconsistencies’ in. . Barthes’
treatment’ of ' the -author-question - (pp.
41-61). . e RS
As for Foucault, Burke’s analysis of Les
Mots et les choses (1966; Engl: &: 1970)
shows. ‘that in arguing his_case for the
disappearance of subjectivity Foucault wil-
fully. misrepresented Descartes (pp. 66—
71), - Husserl (pp. 72—4),-and Nietzsche
(pp- 81-7, 94-5). Having documented
the rigidity of Foucault’s: system, which
either bent texts and historical periods to
fit, or rejected them - altogether (pp.
74-6), Burke brings out the_ irony (as [
have.observed in Foucault’s later writings)
that ‘his wotk ‘does contain a subject in
the traditional sense, a subject to whom,
moreover, is accredited a sovereignty rare
in any history of modem. thought' {p. 78),
namely Foucault himself (pp. 96—9).
Burke’s. account of Derrida’s aftack: on the
author demonstrates a remarkable amount
of “‘contradiction, .ambivalence, - unease’
{e.g.; pp. 121-3, 1268, 145-6). In-all
three writers, he concludes, the ‘death of
the author emerges as a blind-spot’, pro-
‘ducing ‘a massive disjunction’ between
their ‘theoretical ‘statement of authorial
disappearance and the project of reading
without :the "author’, who remains an
active. presence. ‘Direct resistance to the
author demonstrates little so much-as the
resistance of the author’ {p, 154): another
dead-end in Current Literary Theory.

3 Cﬁdp;er ST}=1r¢e:‘ ‘Décbnstrqction

My':doulj)t-s about the durability of decon-
struction seem to be justified. An article

- by Jeffrey T. Nealon in the current issue

of PMLA, entitled ‘The Discipline of
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Deconstruction® (107:5, October, 1992,
pp. 1266-79), begins: ‘Deconstruction, it
seems, is dedd in literature departments
today. . . . [Its] heyday has apparently
passed: precious few critics would identify
themselves any longer as deconstruction-
ists; the topic does not dominate MLA
convention panels any -.more; in the
summer of 1992, at the School of Criticism
and- Theory, Barbara Johnson spoke on
“the * wake of -deconstruction”. (p-
1266). Nealon records that Deconstruc—
tion’s death is usually attributed: either to
suicide — to its falling back .into - the
dead-end formalism it was supposed to
remedy — or to murder at the hands of
the new historicists . . ." (ibid.). His own
diagnosis, however, is that the pure spitit
of Derrida has been debased by such ‘com-
modifiers’ as Paul de Man and J. Hillis
Miller, who tumed it into:a -totalising
system (pp. 1268-76). While willing to
-mchct these vulgarisers of the true light, it

is sadly typical of -the protective devices
used to surround” the gurus ‘of literary
theory that Nealon can list 22 works by
Derrida in his b:bllography while exchud-
1ng all hls critics.” :

4 Chapter Three de Man :

The Cl‘lthEl]. Consensus documentmg de
‘Man's misrepresentation of the authors he
interpreted grows ‘steadily. In a collection
‘edited by Luc Herman, Kris Humbeek and
Geert Lemout, (Dis)continuities: Essays on
Paul de Man. (Amsterdam, -1989; “Post-
modern  Studies™. 2), “Ortwin : de. Graef
shows that at a crucial point in his essay
on Rousseau’s Confessions de Man quoted
Rousseau in French but inserted a ‘ne’ in
square brackets, -thus adding -a-negation
that is nowhere to be found in Rousseau,
the resulting translation giving ‘the exact
opposite of Rousseau’s. phrase’.” This' ‘il-
legitimate’ inversion cannot be accidental,
de Graef judges (p. 61), adding other
instances. ‘of “dubious . translation” or
twisted paraphrase’.in de Man, warning
readers ‘to trace de Man's quotes to their

suppesed sources’ (p. 72 n. 18). In the

same volume Philip -Buyck shows how de
‘Man both mistranslated and misrepre-

sented Nietzsche’s work on- thetoric, by
which he made ‘Nietzsche say exactly ‘the
opposite of what he actually says' (p. 156).
I have given some more-details of these
misrepresentations - in .‘De Man's - dis-

‘tortions of Nietzsche: Rhetoric against

itself’, in Josef Kopperschmidt and
Helimut Schanze (eds. ), Nietzsche: oder die
Sprache st Rhetonk (Mumch ka forth

commg)

5 Chapter Seven Althusser :

Future evaluatlons of . Althusset wnll be
adversely affected by the self-revelations
of his -autobiography, especially his sur-
prising admission of having had but a
slender knowledge of philosophy. As one
reviewer repotts, ‘he: was.not even:pat-
ticulatly conversant with ‘Marx, - having
tead only his early works when he came to
write his own seminal texts". ‘Althusser's
skill in extrapolating -ideas- from com-
mentaties or-casual conversations eénabled
him to bluff his way to success as.a Marx

.expert. (his Marxist critics, as' we ‘have

seen; were not ‘deceived), but he -appa-

tently- ‘lived out his' whole -life- in - the

terror.that his inadequacy as a thinker, his

“fraudulence (the word he himself Uses),

would sooner or later be exposed” (Gilbert
Adair; in the Independent, 2 July:1992).
In the end he exposed himself:- as another

-rev1ewer puts it, I’ Avenir dure longtemps is

‘a public distobing, in which -Althusser
presents himself: as an :intellectual faker
who had read little Marx, less Freud, and
no Nietzsche’ (Lilla 1992, p: 3). Lilla's
interim verdict: typifies the disenchanted
evaluation that many informed commen-
tators would -now share: -
Marxism ‘was an ephemeral philosophical

‘development unimaginable —. indeed

inexplicable — ‘outside the petit monde of

Paris in the 19605 and that unique ‘intel-

lectual . Petri ‘dish, the Ecole Norrnale

Supér[eure (r.bui. P 4)

‘Althusserian -
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