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QITOROS NOTES I 

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

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

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

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

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

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

WALLACE MARTIN 
UNIVERSITY OF TO- 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

THE UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN 

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

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

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

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

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




















































