




EDITOR'S NOTES 

SCE Reports  5 ts devoted t o  t h e  proceedings of  t h e  - 
HLA s p e c i a l  s e s s i o n ,  "If 'Uses, ' then 'Misuses of 
~ r i t i c i s m ' ? "  sponsored by t h e  Soc ie ty  f o r  C r i t i c a l  
Exchange. P a r t i c i p a n t s  were Charles  A l t i e r l ,  whose 
essay ,  "The P r o p r i e t y  of C r i t i c a l  Acts," was c i r -  
cu la ted  i n  a s p e c i a l  convention i s s u e  las t .  December 
(and is r e p r i n t e d  here ) ;  William Rueckert;  and 
Uladislaw Codzich. This  i s s u e  inc ludes  a t ran-  
s c r i p t i o n  of the meeting, toge ther  wi th  Altieri's 
o r i g i n a l  paper and h i s  v r i t t e n  response t o  Mr. 
Ruecker t. 

I n  a d d i t i o n ,  James Sosnoski h a s  w r i t t e n  a r e t r o -  
s p e c t i v e  o n  t h e  S o c i e t y ' s  f i r s t  four  HLA s e s s i o n s .  

A f t e r  August 15,  SCE Rep.o_f:__r-s8 mai l ing  address  w i l l  
be: 5384 Coul ter Lane, Oxford, Ohio 45056. 

P a t r i c i a  Sosnoski 
Managing E d i t o r  

For t h e  Society fl>r Cr iLica l  txchangc. : , , ~ s  
s p r  incj 1 n a ~ h 5  thv bryinning o f  i t s  fourL11 yedr .  
T11is s p r i n y  a l s o  nldrhs the  beg in l~ ing  of  the entl of  
d cy, IL of l l L A  s p e c ~ d l  s c s s j o n s  t h d t  emc.rytc4 F r t , v i  
c o r ~ \ . ~ ~ r s ~ ~  l i o n s  i n  the s p r i n g  d11d sumlcr of 1976. KC 

s t ~ d r c d  OIIC (,o~nmitnl~^nL then,  bvst ar1iculdtc .d i l l  

tttc s t d t e l l ~ l ~ i t ,  "SCt was 0 r g d n i l ~ ' d  a s  a n o t - f u r -  
p r o f i t  c o r p o r ~ t i o n  .in 1976 t o  encourage coopcrat ivc 
iclqttiry i r t  v r i  t i c i s m ,  " found i n  every d e s c r i p t  i u r ~  
or SCL frort~ tltc b y - l a s s  t o  t h e  a d v e r t i s e n e n t s  i r ,  

l o r t s .  L~kstead uf devisirty d " n ~ a s t e r p l d t ~ , "  
L~:r 'oy's r ~ r c ~ i ~ q ,  s c  decided t o  t r y  t o  formuldte 

tltc pr',t)lcbms we f e l t  t o  be c r u c i a l  i n  the  cor~duct  
of c r i l  icism. Letter aottld be time enouyt~ t o  look 
[lack t o  s e e  i f  t h e r e  wds any c o n t i n u i t y  i n  t h e  
developing excl~anges.  

Ilow t h a t  t h e  f i r s t  c y c l e  o f  b t l A  s e s s i o n s  i s  
coming t o  a c l o s e ,  i t  seems a good time t o  "look 
hick."  Hext yedr w e  w i l l  begin a ne* cyc le  of 
s e s s i o n s  organized by a s p e c i a l  committee with a 
r o t d t i r ~ g  chdi rperson  given t h e  tabk o f  formuldtiny 
dn i s s u e  i n  the  l i y l ~ t  o f  111s o r  her  unders td r~ding  
of the  p r c s c n t  s t a t e  o f  c r i t i c i s n ~ .  T h i s  task f a l l s  
t o  Virlcc Le i tch  i n  1980 and t o  tluyh Ormsby-Ler~rlor~ 
i n  1981. I w i l l  t u r n  my a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  
of  orcjanizjny a rcsvdrch group on t h e  h i s t o r y  of  
20tl1 ccn tury  American c r i t i c l s n l .  

Looking bdck (from my p o i n t  of v iew) ,  i t  no 
lonqer  seems an a c c i d e n t  t h a t  SCE was founded a t  d 

cor~fcrence  on the  conutunali t i e s  between Scierlce 
r ~ r ~ d  the  Humar~it ies  o rgan ized  by B r i t  Harwood (who 
l d t r r  joined SCE ) . During t h e  con fc rence  d i s c c ~ s s i o ~ r s  
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o f t e n  took a s  t h e i r  s t a r t i n g  po in t  t h e  views of  Popper, 
Kuhn, Lakatos, Toulmin, e t c .  dbout t h e  ctrardctcr  of  
s c i e n t i f i c  d i s c i p l i n e s .  A t  t h e  time I was working 
on a paper on t h e  r e l a t i o l t s l ~ i p  bctwcen tlie cliarlying 
u s e s  of t h e  word, " t e x t , "  dnd changing conccpts  of  
t h e  s u b j e c t  mat te r  of l i t e r a r y  s t u d i e s .  This  spr ing ,  
while  re read ing  Steven Toulmin's Human Understandinv 
The C o l l e c t i v e  Use and Evolut ion of Concepts p r i o r  ----- 
t o  h i s  r e c e n t  v i s i t  t o  Miami Univer i s ty ,  I began t o  
r e a l i r e  t h a t  what was "bothering rile" i n  1976 has  
informed a l l  of my a c t i v i t y  i n  SCC. I wanted then,  
dnd s t i l l  want t o  understand whether o r  not  l i t e r a r y  
c r i t i c i s m  h a s  t h e  character of a d i s c i p l i n e ;  and, i f  
so ,  how it d l f  f e r s  from s c i e n t i f i c  d i s c i p l i n e s .  

For loulmin t h e  c o n t r a s t  between p r o f e s s i o n s  
organized around a communal goal  And p r o f e s s i o n s  
d i r e c t e d  a t  i n d i v i d u a l  ends d e f i n e s  t h e  boundary 
between d i s c i p l i n e s  and non-d isc ip l ines  (p. 399). 
L i t e r a r y  c r i t i c s ,  l i k e  the  a r t i s t s  they s tudy ,  seem 
t o  work toward i n d i v i d u a l  ends. Ttair research ,  
though dependent t o  some e x t e n t  on previous research, 
i s  cor~ducted i n d i v i d u a l l y ,  i f  not  i d i o s y n c r a t i c a l l y .  
Ort t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h e  h i s t o r y  of  c r i t i c i s m  g i v e s  
evidence o f  "schoois  of thought" and "profess iona l  
networks," some o f  which sugges t  " research  groups." 
Is c o l l e c t i v e  i n q u i r y  i n t r i n s i c a l l y  i n i m i c a l  t o  
l i t e r a r y  s t u d i e s  o r  t h e  underlying s t r u c t u r e  o f  
l i t e r a r y  s t u d i e s ?  Toulmin's d e s c r i p t i o n  of a 
d i s c i p l i n e  g i v e s  us  a s e t  of  c r i t e r i a  by whic l~  we 
can make t h i s  vague, genera l  ques t ion  rmch more 
s p e c i f i c .  

A c o l l e c t i v e  human e n t e r p r i s e  t a k e s  t h e  
form of  a r a t i o n a l l y  developing " d i s c i p l i n e , '  
i n  those  c a s e s  where men's shared commltmcnt 
t o  a s u f f i c i e n t l y  agreed s e t  of i d e a l s  l e a d s  
t o  t h e  development of  an i s o l a b l e  and s e l f -  
d e f i n i n g  r e p e r t o r y  of  procedures; and where 
those  procedures a r e  open t o  f u r t h e r  modi- 
f i c a t i o n ,  s o  a s  t o  d e a l  with problems a r i s i n g  
from t h e  incomplete f u l f i l m e n t  of those  

d i s c i p l i n d r y  i d e a l s .  The r c p r e s e n t a t l v e  s e t  
of  concepts  o r  procedures which c o n s t i t u t e s  ttre 
c u r r e n t  c o n t e r ~ t  of any e n t e r p r i s e  develops 
i n  a d i s c i p l i n e d  manner--on t h i s  account--rwt 
because t h e  c o l l e c t i v e  aims o f  t h e  e n t e r p r i s e  
by themselves provide a c r i t e r i o n  of ' t r u t i ~ ,  ' 
o r  impose a s i n g l e ,  uniquely ' c o r r e c t '  system 
of  concepts .  I t  does s o ,  r a t h e r ,  because t h c  
d i s c i p l i n a r y  i d e a l s  determine a n  agreed 
direction of conceptua l  and procedura l  change, 
and s o  the  c r i t e r i a  of s e l e c t i n g  ' accep tab le '  
v a r i a n t s .  (p .  359). 

Cdn i t  be s a i d  t h a t  l i t e r a r y  c r i t i c i s m  manifests  a 
"shared commitment t o  a s u f f i c i e n t l y  agreed s e t  o f  
i d e a l s "  which prov ide  "an agreed d i r e c t i o n  of con- 
c e p t u a l  and procedura l  change" and " t h e  c r i t e r i a  o f  
s e l e c t i n g  ' a c c e p t a b l e '  v a r i e n t s "  from t h e  e x i s t i n g  
"=per to ry"  of  o l d  and new "concepts" and "procedures"? 
Among my f r i e n d s  i n  1976, t h e  p r e v a i l i n g  view was t h a t  
c r i t i c a l  a c t i v i t y  was, a t  b e s t ,  " p l u r g l i s t i c , " ~ t l ~ a t  
t h e r e  were s e v e r a l  i d e a l s ,  s e v e r a l  d i r e c t i o n s  and 
s e v e r a l  r e p e r t o r i e s .  

Looking back, i t  4s obvious why we e n t i t l e d  
our f i r s t  KA s e s s i o n  "The Language o f  Cr i t i c i sm,"  
a l l u d i n g  t o  R. S. Crane ' s  no t ion  o f  " the  m u l t i p l i c i t y  
o f  c r i t i c a l  languages. " In  t h e  "Announcement and 
C a l l  f o r , P a p e r s U  Leroy wrote: "This seminar w i l l  
pddress  problems i n  r e l a t i n g  t h e  language o f  
c r i t i c i s m  to t h e  conceptua l  frameworks which s e r v e  
t q  o rgan ize  it. We a r e  p a r t i c u l a r l y  concerned 
with t h e  b a s e s  on which c r i t i c s  choose t o  adopt  
( o r  r e j e c t )  s p e c i f i c  c r i t i c a l  terms, concepts ,  
and o r i e n t a t i o n s .  A major premise f o r  t h i s  seminar 
is t h a t  t h e  r a p i d  p r o l i f e r a t i o n  of t h e o r e t i c a l  
and s p e c u l a t i v e  proposa l s  i n  r e c e n t  c r i t i c i s m  has 
c r e a t e d  s e r i o u s  problems i n  t h e  conduct  of p rofes -  
s i o n a l  dialogue.  I n  t h e  most d i r e c t  terms, it has 
become q u e s t i o n a b l e  whether c r i t i c s  from d i f f e r e n t  
t r a d i t i o n s ,  even when they employ t h e  same 
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vocabulary, c a n  s u s t a i n  connunicat ion beyond t h e  
s u p e r f i c i a l  h v e l  o f  approximations. The purpose 
of t h i s  seminar  is t o  i n i t i a t e  open bu t  d i s c i p l i n e d  
discussion o f  t h e  underlying conceptual  s t r u c t u r e s  
which shape t h e  language of  c r i t i c i s m .  More 
p a r t i c u l a r l y ,  i t  w i l l  b e  concerned t o  examine t h e  
i m p l i c a t i o n s  o f  c r i t i c a l  ' p lu ra l i sm '  f o r  e f f e c t i v e  
comnunication among c r i t i c s . "  Since c r i t i c i s m  is 
what c r i t i c s  do, we i n v i t e d  c r i t i c s  who seemed t o  
be dolng criticism i n  the  c o n t e x t s  of  r e c e n t  
developments i n  c r i t i c a l  theory. J e f f r e y  k h l m a n ,  
Jerome McCann, Pau l  Hiers ,  Robert Hatthews, Matt 
Marino and Ed Tomarken, each seemed t o  p resen t  a 
d i f f e r e n t  b u t  q u i t e  r e c e n t  c r i t i c a l  p o i n t  of  view. 
We began t h e  s e s s i o n  by ask ing  t h e  audience t o  
c o n s i d e r  whether or n o t  they were w i t n e s s i n g  a 
"genuine exchange" o f  vlews. "At  t h e  end," P a t t y  
wrote i n  h e r  " E d i t o r ' s  Notes" t o  SCE-Reports 2, 
"one member of t h e  audience renlarked t h a t  'we go t  
a l o t  o f  s t u f f  on t h e  t a b l e - - i n  a heap, b u t  on t h e  
t a b l e . '  I t  would c e r t a i n l y  appear  t h a t  t h e  s e v e r a l  . 
d i s c o u r s e s  are d iscont inuous .  Nonetheless, i s s u e s  
have emerged, and something n e a r  consensus was 
a d t i e v e d  on two i n t e r r e l a t e d  po in t s .  No speaker  
was w i l l i n g  t o  countenance t h e  d i s s o c i a t i o n  o f  
theory  and p r a x i s ;  most were s k e p t i c a l  about  
a t t e m p t s  t o  f i n d  a 'metatheory' t o  a r t i c u l a t e ,  i n  
A l a r i k  Skarstrom's  words, ' t h e  ground o f  a l l  grounds 
upon *ich we have always stood'." This  conclusion 
t o  o u r  f l r s t  s e s s i o n  l e d  t o  t h e  ques t ion ,  "how then 
do we r e s o l v e  c o n t r o v e r s i e s  111 c r i t i c i s m ? , "  which 
was t h e  issue i n  our  second s e s s i o n ,  "The Funct iqb 
of  Controversy. " 

In  r e t r o s p e c t ,  by focus ing  t h e  second s e s s i o n  
on cont roversy ,  we asked,  i n  Toulmin's terms, "what' 
is o u r  c r i t e r i o n  f o r  s e l e c t i n g  ' accep tab le '  con- 
c e p t u a l  and procedura l  v a r i a n t s  i n  t h e  conduct o f  
c r i t i c a l  a c t i v i t y ? "  Wally Mart in argued t h a t  "a 
series of  premises t h a t  a r e  popular  i n  c u r r e n t  
c r i t i c i s m  . . . make i t  i n p o s s i b l e  t o  r e s o l v e  any 
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i ssc~c. r a t  iondlly." tlick Visser ,  somewhdt more 
o p t i m i s t i c  about  t l te  p o s s i b i l i t y  u f  " c o i l c c t i v c  
i r ~ q u i r y , "  argued t t r c t t  i n  Europe, though not i n  
Anterica, t h e r e  was "a s t a t e  of  a f f a i r s  i n  w l ~ i c l ~  
acddcmic i n q u i r y  is seen a s  a d i s c u s s i o n , "  which 
has d i s c i p l i n a r y  c l ~ a r a c t c r i s t i c s .  

Even before  our  second sess ion  took p l a c c ,  1 
had formulated four  o t h e r  ques t ions .  "Can and/or  
should we a t t e n ~ p t  t o  i d e n t i f y  inappropr ia te  uses  
of c r i t i c i s m ? ;  and, i f  so,  w11at c b n s t i t u t e s  a 
misusc of c r i t i c i s m ? "  ( f o r  1978). "Should i n t c r -  
p r e t a t i o n  be  t h e  g o a l  of c r i t i c i s m ;  and, i f  n o t ,  
wt~ctt ( i f  a r ~ y )  goal  should a c r i t i c  e n t e r t a i n ? "  
( f o r  1979). The l a s t  two q u c s t i o n s  a r e  d i r e c t l y  
r e l a t e d  t o  Toulmln's c o n t r a s t  between p r o f e s s i o n s  
organized around a cormlon goa l  and t h o s e  d i r e c t e d  
d t  i n d i v i d u a l  ends. The f i r s t  two q u e s t i o n s ,  
which a r e  t h e  s u b j e c t  of t h i s  l s s u e  o f  SCE Repor t s  
a r e  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  c r i t e r i a  by which a d l s c i p l i n c ,  
i n  Toulmin's view, s e l e c t s  o r  r e j e c t s  concepts  and 
procedures.  Le t  m e  end t h e s e  remarks by g i v i n g  
you a n  account  of t h e  c o n t e x t  I n  which t h l s  i s s u e  
dt0Se. 

In  A p r i l  o f  1976, E. D. Hirsch gave a l e c t u r e  
a t  Iliami i n  which h e  a t t a c k e d  "the Yale scttoofm 
( p r i n c i p a l l y  Harold Bloom) f o r  v a r l w s  c r i t i c a l  
"abuses." Hirsch was s h o r t l y  followed by tlonroe 
K. Spears  who a l s o  a t t a c k e d  "the Yale school." i 
could not  a g r e e  wi th  t h c s e  a t t a c k s  because it seenled 
t o  me t h a t  i n  o r d e r  t o  speak about "abuse" one 11ad 
f i r s t  t o  speak about  "use." A t  t h e  same time, i t  
seemed very c l e a r  t o  me t h a t  t h e  concepts  of "use" 
and "abuse" were no t  r e l a t e d  l o  i c a l l  i n  t h i s  u case .  I n  my own t h i n k i n g ,  "use and "abuse" a r e  
i n t e l l i g i b l e  only i n  h i s t o r i c a l  terms, and then 
on ly  i n  t h e  con tex t  of h i s t o r i c a l  d e c i s i o n s  about  
t h e  usefulness of concepts  i n  t h e  I i y l ~ t  of 
d i s c i p l i n a r y  i d e a l s  and g o a l s .  The p o l e m i c i s t s  
of my acquaintance a l l  spoke of "tlre abuse of 
c r i t i c i s m "  without  j u s t i f y i n g  t h e i r  assunpt ions  



a b u t  " the  u s e s  o f  criticism." i decided t o  f u r n u l a t e  
tibe issue l o g i c a l l y  (if use, then abuse?)  i n  o r d e r  t o  
r a i s e  the ques t ion ,  "how a r c  the concepts  re la ted?"  
(Leroy d i sagreed  with my t a c t i c . )  

Thinking back over  our  d i scuss ion  of t h i s  i s s u e  
i n  New York, l i k e  h a l l y  Elar t in 's  conlputer, I canttot 
sdy "no" t o  Vlad, U i l l  o r  Char l ie .  I dyree,  wi th  Vlad, 
t h a t  t h i s  is not a l o g i c a l  i s s u e .  I agree,  wi th  D i l l ,  
t h a t  Uorkean thought experiments  dcmonstrate t h a t  i t  
i s  not  a l o g i c a l  i s s u e .  And y e t ,  1 agree ,  w i t h  
C h a r l i e ,  t h a t  l i t e r a r y  c r i t i c i s m  is none the less  a 
r a t i o n a l  e n t e r p r i s e .  A s  Touloin p o i n t s  out, " log ic"  
and "reason" a r e  n o t  synonyms. 

Hoping t h a t  t h e  var ious  ways i n  which my persona l  
p reoccupa t ions  with l i t e r a r y  c r i t i c i s m  a s  a d i s c i p l i n e  
have made me b l i n d  have nonct l reless  been i n s i g h t f u l ,  
I now look forward t o  t h e  issues Vincc and Hugh :. 
envis ion .  

Char les  Altieri 
Department o f  Engl i sh  
Univers i ty  o f  Washington 
S e a t t l e ,  Washington 98195 

The P r o p r i e t y  o f  C r i t i c a l  Acts 

I want h e r e  t o  t r a c e  a l i n e  of  t h i n k i n g  I con- 
s i d e r  necessary i f  we a r e  even t o  pose  adequately 
t h e  ques t ion  of  d e f i n i n g  t h e  u s e s  o f  c r i t i c i s m  i n  
a way which makes i t  p o s s i b l e  t o  i d e n t i f y  inappro- 
p r i a t e  uses .  The fundamental i s s u e  is whether o r  
not  we can  e s t a b l i s h  c r i t e r i a  enab l ing  us t o  p o s i t  
a rough consensus t h a t  c r i t i c i s m  is r e s p o n s i b l e  t o  
something beyond i ts  se l f -enc losed  per format ive  
q u a l i t i e s .  I am not  very c e r t a i n  of  t h e  answers 
I s h a l l  propose--they w i l l  be  e s s e n t i a l l y  g e s t u r e s  
t e s t i n g  whether consensus is possible--but I am 
c e r t a i n  t h a t  any s t a t e m e n t s  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  no 
c r i t e r i a  a r e  merely l o g i c a l  consequences of a n  
ungrounded s c e p t i c i s m  u n l e s s  they can  handle t h e  
k inds  of  arguments I s h a l l  r a i s e .  

There a r e  zwa b a s i c  k i n d s  o f  c r i t e r i a  w e  
can  p o s i t  a s  de te rmin ing  misuses of cr i t i c i sm--  
one i n t e r n a l  and t h e  o t h e r  e x t e r n a l .  The i n t e r n a l  
c r i t e r i a  a r i s e  from what I t a k e  t o  be a n  obvious 
procedural  c o n s i d e r a t i o n :  any mode o f  d i s c o u r s e  
which is to .  be a s s e s s a b l e  a t  a l l  must b e  re'spon- 
s i b l e  t o  t h e  l o o s e  r u l e s  f o r  r e l a t e d n e s s  i m p l i c i t  
i n  a given approach. Thus i f . t h e  c r i t i c  c la ims  t o  
proceed a rgumenta t ive ly ,  he  is bound t o  common 
assumptions about  t h e  l o g i c a l  coherence o f  acgu- 
ments and t o  assessment  of t h e  perspicuousness  
of t h e  d e t a i l s  he chooses a s  r e l e v a n t  i n s t a n c e s  f o r  
g e n e r a l  exp lana tory  s t a t e m e n t s  themselves judgeable 
i n  terms of  t h e i r  power t o  i l l u m i n a t e  problematic  
d e t a i l s  o r  t o  extend a given method o f  a n a l y s i s .  
For example, a new psychoana ly t ic  r e a d i n g  of "The 
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Merchant o f  Venice" is c l e a r l y  respons ib le  f o r  
e x p l a i n i n g  its r e l a t i o n  t o  a  Freudian grammar and 
f o r  g i v i n g  a  read ing  more complex o r  more a d j u s t e d  
t o  s t a t e d  psychoana ly t ic  assumptionsthan is  Freud's.  
And even a  c r i t i c i s m  posing i t s e l f  a s  performance 
is r e s p o n s i b l e  t o  our  e x p e c t a t i o n s  about  per for -  
mance. It must be i n t e r e s t i n g  and perspicuous 
e i t h e r  a s  i l l u m i n a t i o n  o f  f e a t u r e s  of  an o b j e c t  
t e x t  not d i s c l o s a b l e  by o t h e r  methods o r  a s  
dramatization of a  s i g n i f i c a n t  personal  a t t i t u d e  
towards t h e  t e x t .  

Even t h e s e  i n t e r n a l  c r i t e r i a  have no o n t o l o g i c a l  
foundation. We a r e  bound by r u l e s  and e x p e c t a t i o n s ,  
n o t  by commandments. Thus t h e  only punishment 
is l o s s  o f  r e s p e c t  by a  community one presumably 
wants t o  honor and t o  heed h i s  wo'rk. And because 
t h e  a p p e a l s  a r e  t o  e x p e c t a t i o n s ,  t h e r e  a r e  no hard 
and f a s t  r u l e s  f o r  misuse. There a r e  l o o s e  expecta- 
t i o n s  about  v a l u e  d e f i n i n g  what moves count a s  worth , 
a t t e n d i n g  t o ,  and, w i t h i n  l i m i t s ,  some r u l e s  can  
be  broken i f  t h e r e  is compensatory v_alue, say  i n  . 
t h e  depth o f  i n s i g h t .  But even r a i s i n g  i a s u e s  
about  l n t e r n a l  misuse makes i t  c l e a r  t h a t  t h f r e  a r e  
f o r  any d i s c o u r s e  audiences--real  o r  perhaps ideal-- 
which t h e  a u t h o r  i m p l i c i t l y  invokes a s  capable  o f  
de te rmin ing  whether a  c r i t i c a l  a c t  is Inadequate, 
o r  t r i u i a l ,  o r  wrong, o r  donfused; e t c .  Indeed 
t h e r e  may b e  a  v a r i a n t  o f  Kant's mofal q b s o l u t e  
a p p l i c a b l e  here: any a u t h o r  is bound t o  t h o s e  
i n t e r n a l  r u l e s  o f  procedure i m p l i c i t  o r  e x p l i c i t  
i n  h i s  own e v a l u a t l v e  comments, both p o s i t i v e  
and nega t ive ,  on t h e  work o f  o t h e r s .  

I beg in  w i t h  t h e  e a s i e r  c a s e  i n  o r d e r  t o  p o i n t  
t o  t h e  l o o s e  set of  p rocedura l  expectations w i t h i n  
t h e  community one addresses  a 5  t h e  genera l  grounds 
where we must l o c a t e  c r i t e r i a  f o r  use and misuse. 
We s h a l l  need t h e s e  grounds t o  t u r n  t o  t h e  more 
d i f f i c u l t  ques t ion  of  de te rmin ing  whether t h e r e  is 
any h i e r a r c h y  of  u s e s  (from pure abuse t o  some s e n s e  
of  necessary  q u e s t i o n s  any c r i t i c a l  d i s c o u r s e  about  
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a  t e x t  must answer) among c r i t i c a l  arguments t h a t  
a r e  i n t e r n a l l y  coheren t  and f a i t h f u l  t o  methods o f  
a s s e s s i n g  ev idence  w i t h i n  a  given t r a d i t i o n  o f  
inqui ry .  But f i r s t  we must d i s t i n g u i s h  ques t ions  
o f  t h e  use  and abuse of  c r i t i c i s m  from a r e l a t e d  
i s s u e ,  t h e  u s e f u l n e s s  of  any d i s c o u r s e .  Roland 
Barthes a rgues  t h a t  boredom is always a  r e f l e c t  ion  
on the  f a i l u r e  of  t h e  s u b j e c t  r a t h e r  than on t h e  
o b j e c t  because an i n v e n t i v e  mind should be a b l e  
t o  f i n d  a  p e r s p e c t i v e  by which t o  make any o b j e c t  
i n t e r e s t i n g .  The same p r i n c i p l e  h o l d s  f o r  usefu l -  
ness :  even t h e  most absurd c r i t i c a l  t e x t  can be 
u s e f u l  a s  a n  example, say,  of  s i l l i n e s s  o r  of  where 
c e r t a i n  k i n d s  of  t r a i n i n g  o r  of assumptions can 
lead .  In  terms of  t h e  ques t ion  proposed f o r  t h i s  
s e s s i o n ,  however, we must c o n s i d e r  u s e  and misuse 
no t  a s  f u n c t i o n s  o f  what a n  observer  can  make of  a  
c r i t i c a l  t e x t  but  o f  how w e l l  t h e  t e x t  a s  i n t e n t i o n a l  
s t r u c t u r e  o f  argument o r  performance i t s e l f  c o n t r i -  
b u t e s  arguments c l a r i f y i n g  t h e  n a t u r e  and s i g n i f i -  
cance of  t h e  problems i t  addresses .  The f i r s t  
c r i t e r i o n  t h e n  of  c r i t i c i s m  u s e f u l  by e x t e r n a l  s tan-  
d a r d s  is t h a t  it convinces u s  t h a t  t h e r e  is a 
problem important  t o  s o l v e  and t h a t  t h e  problem 
h a s  re levance  t o  concerns more g e n e r a l  than t h o s e  
o f  an i n d i v i d u a l  c r i t i c .  

Were it not f o r  t h e  a b s u r d i t y  o f  s o  much t h a t  
p a s s e s  a s  p r o f e s s i o n a l  work whi le  o n l y  s p e l l i n g  
o u t  i n  g r e a t  d e t a i l  what we a l r e a d y  know on any 
l e v e l  t h a t  m a t t e r s  f o r  most humanist ic  inqui ry ,  t h i s  
f i rs t  c r i t e r i o n  would seem not  worth mentioning 
(would seem i t s e l f  academic e x e r c i s e ) .  Yet i t  does  
e n a b l e  us  t o  make what I t a k e  t o  be t h a t  c r u c i a l  
s t e p  f o r  d e c i d i n g  on e x t e r n a l  c r i t e r i a  f o r  t h e  ,use 
and abuse o f  l i t e r a r y  c r i t i c i s m .  The uses  of  c r i t i -  
c ism a r e  i n s e p a r a b l e  from t h e  uses  o f  l i t e r a t u r e .  
What makes a  c r i t i c a l  a c t  u s e f u l  a s  d e s c r i p t i o n  o r  
exp lana t ion  is its c a p a c i t y  t o  i d e n t i f y  and t o  
c l a s s i f y  some s i g n i f i c a n t  yay i n  which a  l i t e r a r y  
t e x t  o r  body of  t e x t s  can r e l a t e  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  t o  



some s e t  o f  e x i s t e n t i a l  p red ica tes .  However o ther -  
worldly,  o r  now p o s s i b l e  worldly,  t h e  modality o f  a  
t e x t  a s  s e l f - r e f e r e n t i a l  work, t h e  u t i l i t y  o f  c r i t i -  
c ism r e s i d e s  i n  t h e  c a p a c i t y  of  a  d i s c o u r s e  t o  
connect t h i s  modal i ty  t o  e x i s t e n t i a l  p r o b a b i l i t y  
c o n d i t i o n s ,  t o  ways l i t e r a t u r e  might have a  use. 
T h i s  need no t  e n t a i l  denying t h e  s t a t u s  o f  t e x t  
a s  p o s s i b l e  world. It means only t h a t  one must s e e  
how t h e  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  p o s s i b i l i t y  c l a r i f y  e x i s t e n -  
t i a l  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  o r i g i n  o r  o f  u t i l i t y  f o r  under- 
s t a n d i n g  t h e  d r a m a t i s t i c  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  some p o s s i b l y  
a c t u a l  s t a t e  of  mind he ld  by t h e  a c t o r s  i n  a  t e x t  
o r  by its i m p l i c i t  au thor .  

I t  does  no t  seem a t  f i r s t  a  very u s e f u l  
t h e o r e t i c a l  a c t  t o  equa te  t h e  usds of  c r i t i c i s m  
w i t h  t h e  u s e s  of  l i t e r a t u r e .  A f t e r  a l l  we h a r d l y  
have e x p l i c i t  consensus on t h e  uses  o f  l i t e r a t u r e .  
I t h i n k  i t  p o s s i b l e ,  however, t h a t  t h e r e  is consi-  
d e r a b l e  agreement about  t h e s e  uses--we tend t o  
q u a r r e l  about  t h e  r e l a t i v e  va lue  of  d i f f e r e n t  u s e s  ' 
but  no t  about  t h e  p o s s i b l e  l eg i t imacy  o f  s p e c i f i r  - 
u s e s  f o r  s p e c i f i c  purposes. And, more important ,  
by re la t%r \g  t h e  two sets o f  u s e s  we do invoke one 
f u r t h e r  c r i t e r i o n ,  a l b e i t  one IJhose. t e r &  ape  n o t  
yet.vel;y c l e a r .  I f  t h e  uses  of  c r i t i c i s m  a r e  t o  
c l a r i f y . s p e c i f i c  p o s s i b l e  uses  o f  l i t e r a t u r e ,  then  
it is a t  l e a s t  a r g u a b l e  t h a t  any use of  l i t e r a t u r e  
which d e n i e s  a l l  o r  most p r o p e r t i e s  t h a t  d i s t i n g u i s h  
t h e  t e x t  a s  a  l i t e r a r y  one is t o  t h a t  e x t e n t  a 
misuse o f  cr i t ic ism--at  l e a s t ,  u n l e s s  i t  e x p l i c i t l y  
j u s t i f i e s  such  a  procedufe. This '  is, o f  course ,  
simply a n o t h e r  way of  inve igh ing  a e a i n s r  reduct ionism, 
b u t  i t  has t h e  advantage of  p r o v i s L o d l y  e s t a b l i s h -  
i n g  what a r e d u c t i o n  is. 

Now let u s  see whether t h e  c la im t h a t  l e g i t i m a t e  
u s e s  of c r i t i c i s m  r e q u i r e  some f i d e l i t y  t o  t h e  d i s -  
t ingu is l r ing  genera l  p r o p e r t i e s  of a  l i t e r a r y  t e x t  
can  do any work, even though t h e r e  is n o t  e x p l i c i t  
consensus on any s p e c i f i c  p r o p e r t l e s  a s  necessary 
f e a t u r e s  o f  l i t e r a r i n e s s .  There may still be 
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suf f i c  iunt  consensus on ner -5r;ary groups of p r o l ~ e r t  i c s ,  
nvt rit-cessiarily i n  tile same- ~ ) r o p o r t i o t ~ s  o r  r r l i l -  
t   it)^^.;, on t t ~ c  ar~aloi:ue n t  "f.irnily resemblances." 
After  a l l  my p r o p o s i t  ions co111 t l  be genera l  ized t o  
o t h e r  morles of di:;course wher:: the  same problems 
residt!. One could s a y  t h a t  a l e g i t i m a t e  use of  a  
p l ~ i l o s o p h i c a l  t e x t  e n t a i l s  recogniz ing  i t s  proper- 
t i e :  n u  phi1 o s o l ~ t ~ i c a l  d i s c o u r s e ,  even i t  one then 
make:; n o n - ~ t ~ i l o s o p t ~ i c a l  use of i t .  For c.x:imple most 
of u!;, I t h i n k ,  would q u a r r e l  with Quentrn Skinner ' s  
insi:;tence on the n e c e s s i t y  of l i m i t i n g  phi1osol)llicaL 
n~canings t o  the  con tex t  i n  which they o r i g i l i a t c  and 
in wllich t h e i r  i l l o c n t i o n a r y  p r o p e r t i e s  have the  
intended f o r c e  because ph i losophica l  d i s c o u r s e  seems 
of n e c e s s i t y  t o  make claims independent of b i s t o r i -  
(:,I 1 pqsi t  i v i t  i e s .  

Une easy way t o  s e e  how t h i s  p r i n c i p l e  works 
is t o  s e e  what is e n t a i l e d  i n  a  c r j  t i c a l  a c t  a  
c.lc.~t major i ty  In any l i t e r a t e  c u l t u r e  ue can imagine 
( 1  say t h i s  a s  provis ion  a g a i n s t  too h i s t o r i c i s t  a  
clcf in i t  ion of  competence comr~tt~ni t ies)  would t a k e  
a s  i r r e l e v a n t  o r  r e d u c t i v e  o r  d i s t o r t e d  o r  u s e l e s s  
(except  a s  example of  t h e  u s e l e s s  o r  o f  c r i t e r i a  
f o r  t h e  u s e l e s s ) .  Imagine o u r  response t o  a  
c r i t i c i s m  t h a t  reduced Dante's Commedia t o  a n  
e l a b o r a t e  fan tasy  o f  reunion with t h e  mother o r  
i n s i s t e d  on d i s m i s s i n g  Dante's value because h i s  
i m p l i c i t  t r u t h  c la ims  a r e  i n d e f e n s i b l e  o r  claimed 
t h a t  Dante's t e x t  is product of neuro log ica l  p a t t e r n s  
common t o  a  c e r t a i n  g e n e t i c  type.  I s t a t e  t h e s e  
c a s e s  a s  t r a v e s t i e s  i n  o r d e r  t o  b r i n g  out what 
they t . r i~vesty.  What they l a c k  is any respect  f o r  
t h e  n a t u r e  atld q u a l i t i e s  of t h e  product ive e n e r g i e s  
which d i s t  i n g u i s l ~  t h e  Commedia a s  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  
human a c t  honored a s  such over  time. Thcy ignore 
p l a u s i b l e  human i n t e n t i o n s  i m p l i c i t  i n  the t e x t  
and i n  genera t ions  of r e a d e r s  and do n o t  a t t e n d  t o  
t h e  presumably d i s t i n c t i v e  q u a l i t i e s  which have 
earned i t  i t s  c u l t u r a l  p lace .  

Actual c r i t i c a l  d i s p u t e s  nhout t h e  uses n f  r r i -  
t i c i s n l  a r e  not so  easy  t o  r e s o l v e .  But here we 
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wmt p r i n c i p l e s  f o r  d i s c u s s i o n ,  not r u l e s  o r  spec i -  
f i c  e v a l u a t i o n s ,  and tlie parodic case  sugges t s ,  
i n s o f a r  a s  we g r a n t  i t  is parody, some very genera l  
shared assumptions about t h e  c r i t e r i a  of exp lana t ion  
we r e q u i r e .  These assumptions, I th ink ,  have t o  do 
with o u r  sense  of  the  humanity i n  humane a c t s  of 
d i scourse .  Given s u f f i c i e n t  time, I would t r y  t o  
argue,  with E. D. Hirsch,  t h a t  any c r i t i c i s m  t h a t  
does -not addrcss  prol)ably i m p l i c i t  i n t e n t i o n s  t o  
perform a s p e c i f i c  acc  i n  a t e x t  is a t  l e a s t  e t h i -  
c a l l y ,  i f  not  conceptua l ly ,  a misuse of c r i t i c i s m .  
I t  is  a misuse i n  tile sense  t h a t  i t  cannot ground 
i t s e l f  on an adequate concre te  b a s i s  from which t o  
genera l ize .  This  does not  mean t h a t  t h e  c r i t i c  
must devote  himself t o  spec i fy ing  t h e  i n t e n t i o n  i n  
a l l  i ts complexity. He may wish t o  i n t e r p r e t  t h e  
i n t e n t i o n  i t s e l f  i n  c u l t ~ ~ r a l  o r  h i s t o r i c a l  terms-- 
o r  he ruay wish t o  show trow t h e  i n t e n t i o n  f a i l s  t u  
overcome t h e  power of t h e  cudcs and t h e  s t r u c t u r e s  
i t  t r i e s  t o  manipulate .  We need here ,  however, 
only a more l i m i t e d  claim.  Whatever t h e  s t a t u s  of 
an a u t h o r ' s  s p e c i f i c  per fonna t ive  i n t e n t i o n s ,  t h e  
t r a v e s t i e s  od Dante I mentioned i n d i c a t e  t h a t  c r i t i -  
cism must respec t  ( i f  i t  watits t o  be respec ted)  
t h e  genera l  i n t e n t i o n  i n  t h e  d i scourse  t o  be taken 
a s  a s p e c i f i c  kind o f  a c t  e n t a i l i n g  i n  t h e  responder 
s p e c i f i c  hermeneutic r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  bizfore he 
can  e i t h e r  e v a l u a t e  i t  o r  r e l a t e  i t  t o  o t h e r  t e x t s  
and c o n t e x t s  i n  a genera l  argument. This  i n t e n t i o n  
t o  p resen t  a s p e c i f i c  kind o f  a c t  r e q u i r e s  a t t e n t i o n  
t o  mode (e .  g.,  how l i t e r a r i n e s s  o r  p h i l o s o p l ~ i c a l n e s s  
may have been cons t rued) ,  t o  genre,  and probably 
t o  some audience contex t  (no t  n e c e s s a r i l y  a s p e c i f i c  
h i s t o r i c a l  one) .  Without t h i s  kind of a t t e n t i o n ,  
t h e  c r i t i c  has  no o b j e c t  t o  i n t e r p r e t .  He is  logi-  
c a l l y  committed t o  indeterminacy--both with r e s p e c t  
t o  the  t e x t  and t o  c r i t e r i a  f o r  a s s e s s i n g  h i s  a c t .  
He places liimself i n  a p o s i t i o n  where l o g i c  p rec ludes  
a l l  t e s t i n g  of c la ims ,  r a t h e r  l i k e  a b i o l o g i s t  who 
t h e o r i z e s  about  l i f e  without  g r a n t i n g  t h e r e  a r e  
s p e c i f i c  f e a t u r e s  of  l i f e  he must exp la in .  
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Within t h e s e  g e n e r a l  c o n s t r a i n t s  t o  honor modes 
of  d i scourse ,  we can d i s t i n g u i s h  two genera l  c a t e -  
g o r i e s  of t h e  uses  o f  l i t e r a t u r e  which d i c t a t e  
s p e c i f i c .  e x t e r n a l  c r i t e r i a  f o r  a c t s  o f  c r i t i c i s m .  
L i t e r a r y - t e x t s  can be  t r e a t e d  i n  a v a r i e t y  of ways 
a s  what Max Weber c a l l e d  monuments and they can be 
t r e a t e d  a s  sources  of  wisdom. Both approaches t o  
t e x t s  provide a kind o f  knowledge, b u t  because 
each e n t a i l s  d i f f e r e n t  procedural  expec ta t ion  f o r  
t h e i r  proper  use ,  i t  i s  h e l p f u l  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  
t h e s e  approaches i n  terms of  t h e  kind o f  knowledge 
sought. Borrowing from De Quincy, we wight d i s t i n -  
gu ish  t h e  approaches a s  u s e s  which s e e k  s p e c i f i c  
knowledge from a t e x t  and t h o s e  which t r y  t o  f i n d  
i n  them a kind of  power. 

When we t r e a t  a t e x t  a s  monument, we a r e  concern- 
ed p r i m a r i l y  w i t h  what a t e x t  o r  group of  t e x t s  can 
be seen  a s  express ion  of .  These express ions  i n  t u r n  
can be subdivided i n t o  a t  l e a s t  t h r e e  genera l  c l a s s e s :  
t e x t s  can be  cons idered  as express ions  o f  c u l t u r a l  
and h i s t o r i c a l  f o r c e s ,  as express ions  o f  personal  
condi t ions ,  o r  a s  i n s t a n c e s  o f  s p e c i f i c  laws o r  
t endenc ies  i n  k i n d s  o f  d i s c o u r s e  d e f i n e d  e i t h e r  
h i s t o r i c a l l y  o r  a n a l y t i c a l l y .  (Flarx, Freud, and 
Foucault g i v e  pure v e r s i o n s  o f  each type.) I n  each 
o f  t h e s e  approaches two sets o f  l o o s e  rule-governed 
behavior  must be  observed,  each dependent on one 
of  t h e  two Lnten t iona l  s t r u c t u r e s  involved i n  t h e  
c r i t i c a l  encounter .  Thus t h e  critic must t r y  t o  
account  f o r  t h e  i n t e n t i o n a l  s t a t u s  of t h e  t e x t ,  
a s  mode of d i s c o u r s e  and a s  s p e c i f i c  speech  a c t ,  
even i f  he u l t i m a t e l y  d e n i e s  t h e  a u t h o r i t y  of in ten-  
t i o n ,  and he must a c c e p t  t h e  o b l i g a t i o n  o f  evidence 
c r e a t e d  by h i s  i n t e n t i o n a l  s t a n c e  a s  c r i t i c  w i t h i n  
a s p e c i f i c  set of  ques t ions .  I f  t h e  c r i t i c  is 
e c l e c t i c  o r  p l u r a l i s t ,  he still must g i v e  soox s e n s e  
of what might f a l s i f y  h i s  v a r i o u s  c l a i m  i f  t h e  
c l a i m  a r e  t o  have any use. F a l s i f i c a t i o n  need no t  
be  pure ly  e m p i r i c a l  o r  a n a l y t i c ,  but  t h e r e  must be 
some sense  i n  which t h e  c r i t i c  p r e s e n t s  himself 
a s  answering q u e s t i o n s  and t h u s  of perhaps being wrong. 
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I f  t h e r e  a r e  no coheren t  ques t ions ,  t h e r e  can be 
no hope o f  u s e f u l  answers. And i f  t h e r e  a r e  ques- 
t i o n s ,  t h e r e  a r e  l o o s e  r u l e s  of evidence,  t h a t  is, 
p o s s i b i l i t i e s  f o r  a rgu ing  about  t h e  r e l a t i v e  
s u p e r i o r i t y  of answers. F i n a l l y ,  t h e r e  is probably 
a  t r i v i a l i t y  c o n d i t i o n  i n  any use o f  l i t e r a t u r e  a s  
monument. The c r i t i c  must show not  only t h a t  t h e  
t e x t  expresses  what he c la ims  but a l s o  t h a t  t h e  
express ion  r e v e a l s  something s i g n i f i c a n t  f o r  h i s  
c a s e  t h a t  is no t  simply l o g i c a l l y  e n t a i l e d  i n  h i s  
approach. Many d e c o n s t r u c t i o n s  f a i l  t h i s  c o n d i t i o n  
because t h e  m u l t i p l e  c o n t r a d i c t o r y  meanings they  
g e n e r a t e  express  no th ing  bu t  t h e  l o g i c a l  consequences 
of r e f u s i n g  t o  t a k e  a  t e x t  a s  determinable speech 
a c t .  When one t r e a t s  a  t e x t  simply a s  a n  i n s t a n c e  
o f  langue, o f  p o t e n t i a l s  f o r  mea'ning not  y e t  organ- 
i zed  a s  a  s i n g l e  u t t e r a n c e ,  he d i s c o v e r s  no th ing  
when he concludes t h a t  t h i s  l e v e l  of  d i s c o u r s e  
o r g a n i z a t i o n  i f  s u b j e c t  t o  end less  v a r i a t i o n .  
When, on t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h e  c r i t i c  can show how a  
s p e c i f i c  purposive speech a c t  f a i l s  t o  c a r r y  i ts 
purposes through t h e  complex codes i n  h i s  u t t e r a n c e  
( a s  Kenneth Burke does) ,  he c o n t e x t u a l i z e s  decon- 
s t r u c t i o n  and poses s p e c i f i c  reasons f o r  i t  which 
e n a b l e  us  t o  s e e  t h e  t e x t  a s  express ion  of  a  c r u c i a l  
c u l t u r a l ,  pe rsona l ,  o r  ph i losophic  problem. 

The second b a s i c  ca tegory  o f  use,  t h e  i n q u i r y  
i n t o  what powers a  t e x t  can provide,  looks  forward 
r a t h e r  than  backward. Here, a s  Cadamer a rgues  i n  h i s  
d i s c u s s i o n  o f  t r a d i t i o n ,  t h e  t e x t s  a r e . s i g n i f i c a n t  
less a s  express ions  of  c e r t a i n  f o r c e s  and p r i n c i p l e s  
than  a s  a  p o t e n t i a l  grammar enab l ing  people t o  make 
o r  understand express ions  i n  t h e  p resen t  o r  i n  some 
f u t u r e  e x i s t e n t i a l  condi t ion .  Here t h e  t e x t  is l e s s  
mbnument than modal o p e r a t o r .  The t e x t  is seen  no t  
a s  express ion  of  e x i s t i n g  c o n d i t i o n s  b u t  a s  per for -  
mance o f  a n  exemplary a c t  of  mind i n  a  p o s s i b l e  world 
which its r e a d e r s  can  use t o  c l a r i f y  t h e i i  own 
exper ience  o r  t o  p r o j e c t  g o a l s  f o r  experience.  As 
monuments, t e x t s  c l a r i f y  c o n d i t i o n s  of  o r i g i n ,  
a s  exemplary performances they c o n s t i t u t e  a  grammar 
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of  complex p r e d i c a t e  s e t s  t o  be t e s t e d  a s  c l a r i f i -  
c a t i o n s  of p resen t  and f u t u r e  express ions .  Humanist 
and i d e a l i s t  t h e o r i s t s  provide d i f f e r e n t  i l l u s t r a -  
t i o n s  o f  t h i s  exemplary power. I n  Arnold, t h e  power 
of c l a r i f i c a t i o n  i s  l a r g e l y  a  c a p a c i t y  t o  console an 
and t o  compose t h e  s p i r i t .  Thus, c o n t r a  Huxley, 
Sophocles'  " f o r  a n e n d u r i n g  h e a r t  have t h e  d e s t i n i e s  
appointed t h e  c h i l d r e n  o f  men" evokes an a t t i t u d e  
of t r a g i c  calm t o  be adap ted  t o  t h e  dehumanizing 
conclusions of  modern sc ience .  Croce's organicism 
i n s i s t s  on more complex exemplary a t t i t u d e s :  i t  is  . 
c r u c i a l  not  t o  s e e  a  work l i k e  Don Quixote  a s  simply 
a  c o l l e c t i o n  of  convent iona l  types  because the  work 
a s  a  whole provides a  unique image o f  behavior  t h a t ,  
once c o n s t i t u t e d ,  becomes a  f r e s h  p r e d i c a t e  we can 
use t o  p lace  o r  t o  i n t e r p r e t  p o s s i b l e  experiences.  

These exemplary a t t i t u d e s  can be seen  a s  t h e  
performance of c e r t a i n  s t a n c e s  p ro jec ted  a s  adequate 
means f o r  responding t o  imagined e x i s t e n t i a l  condi- 
t i o n s .  Thus i t  is perhaps i n e v i t a b l e  t h a t  c r i t i c s  
should come t o  t a k e  t h e i r  own work a s  p r i m a r i l y  
performance. But they must recognize t h a t  t r a d i -  
t i o n a l l y  c r i t i c i s m  a l l o w s  d i f f e r e n t  kinds of  per- 
formances, each w i t h  t h e i r  own a t t e n d a n t  c r i t e r i a .  
There is no l o g i c a l  o r  h i s t o r i c a l  c o n s t r a i n t  
a g a i n s t  t h e  c r i t i c  d e f i n i n g  t h e  power o f  l i t e r a t u r e  
a s  i ts c a p a c i t y  t o  e l i c i t  i n  him an exemplary perfor-  
mance m r e  i n t e r e s t i n g  a s  i l l u s t r a t i o n  of  how t h e  
t e x t  can be used by an i n d i v i d u a l  rhan a s  descrip-  
t i o n  of  i t s  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  q u a l i t i e s  a s  a n  example. 
But then ,  l i k e  P a t e r  on t h e  "Mona Lisa , "  h e  binds 
himself t o  o f f e r i n g  q u a l i t i e s  of  a t t e n t i o n ,  i n t e r -  
p r e t a t i o n ,  and s t y l i s t i c  s o p h i s t i c a t i o n  t h a t  can 
compete wi th  a r t i s t s '  c l a i m s  f o r  t h e  same s t a t u s .  
I f ,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h e  c r i t i c  env is ions  h i s  
performance p r i m a r i l y  a s  means f o r  e l i c i t i n g  non- 
d i s c u r s i v e  q u a l i t a t i v e  f e a t u r e s  of a  t e x t  e a s i l y  
d i s t o r t e d  by l o g i c a l  argument, he incurs  two s e t s  
of  o b l i g a t i o n s .  Insofa r  a s  t h e  work is c r i t i c i s m  
a t  a l l  i t  is r e s p o n s i b l e  t o  t h e  same s e n s e  of  
i n t e n t i o n a l  s t r u c t u r e s  a s  is t h e  t reatment  o f  t e x t  
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a s  monument. And second i t  is respons ib le  t o  a  very 
d i f f e r e n t  kind of  s i g n i f i c a n c e  condi t ion .  It must 
show t h a t  t h e  t e x t  and t h e  c r i t i c a l  p r e d i c a t e s  used 
f o r  i t  can  make c la ims  no t  only on our  h i s t o r i c a l  
i n t e r e s t s  b u t  a l s o  on our  e x i s t e n t i a l  concerns. 
I t  must show why t h e  t e x t  a s  exemplary performance 
of a  way of  r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  world has p o s s i b l e  
relevance i n  c l a r i f y i n g  o r  extending t h e  audience 's  
powers t o  r e f l e c t  on t h e i r  l i v e s .  This  kind o f  
c r i t i c i s m  is f r e e  of t h e  sys temat ic  o b l i g a t i o n s  
incurred by t rea tments  of  t h e  t e x t  a s  monument, but  
t h i s  freedom b r i n g s  with i t  t h e  d i f f i c u l t  t a s k  of 
being f a i t h f u l  t o  t h e  ph i losophica l ,  psycholog ica l  
and s o c i o l o g i c a l  frameworks we a c t u a l l y  use i n  
d e f i n i n g  and e v a l u a t i n g  our  own ,experiences.  

Most c r i t i c a l  works a r e  not assessed  p r i m a r i l y  
i n  terms of  t r u e - f a l s e  judgments. There a r e  
p re l iminary  q u e s t i o n s  r e l a t i n g  t o  p a r t s  of . c r i t i c a l  
a c t s .  The a c t  a s  a  whole then i n v i t e s  o p p o s i t i o n s  ' 
l i k e  t r i v i a l - p r o f o u n d ,  i n s e n s i t i v e - s e n s i t i v e ,  
super f ic ia l -persp icuous .  partial-complex, e t c .  In  
t h e  c r i t i c i s m  of  monuments, t h e s e  assessment terms 
depend, l a r g e l y  on o u r  s e n s e  o f  t h e  v a l i d i t y  of  
i n t e r p r e t i v e  procedures which a r e  not  i n h e r e n t l y  
l i t e r a r y ,  even when we g r a n t  t h e  l i t e r a r i n e s s  of  
t h e  t e x t .  I n  e v a l u a t i n g  c r i t i c a l  a c t s  devoted t o  
t h e  t e x t  a s  source  o f  power and exemplary knowledge, 
on the o t h e r  hand, our  assessments  d e r i v e  l e s s  from 
formal hermeneutic procedures than from our  t o t a l  
c u l t u r a l  framework f o r  understanding how d e s c r i p t i o n s  
might apply t o  s p e c i f i c  human a c t i o n s .  I cannot  
pretend h e r e  t o  o f f e r  a  formula f o r  t h e  v a r i e t y  o f  
c u l t u r a l  p r e d i c a t e s  t h a t  a t  once go i n t o  such a s s e s s -  
ments and a r e  d i a l e c t i c a l l y  extended by t h e s e  a c t s  
of  judgment. I want i n s t e a d  t o  propose, an exemplary 
s e t  o f  q u e s t i o n s  which I t h i n k  b a s i c  t o  our  c u l t u r a l  
assessment of t h e  c o g n i t i v e  va lue  o r  power o f  l i t e r a r y  
t e x t s .  For t h e  c r i t i c  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  t h e  humane 
relevance o f  h i s  o b j e c t  t e x t  must u l t i m a t e l y  be 
t e s t e d  by how f u l l y  and how s e r i o u s l y  he makes us  
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t a k e  t h e  work of  l i t e r a t u r e  a s  what Burke c a l l e d  
"equipment f o r  l iv ing ."  The c r i t i c  must show how 
a  t e x t  provides terms, s t r u c t u r e s ,  and q u a l i t a t i v e  
percep t ions  e n a b l i n g  us t o  r e p r e s e n t  f e a t u r e s  of 
our  own l ives - - rea l  and po ten t ia l - - to  o u r s e l v e s  i n  
such a  way t h a t  we c a n  f e e l  ourse lves  possessed of  
new powers of apprehension and e s p e c i a l l y  a  new o r  
renewed sense of  our  n a t u r e  a s  human beings.  This  
knowledge t a k e s  two forms: it can be s e e n  a s  s e l f -  
knowledge and a s  t h e  r e c o g n i t i o n  of t h e  condi t ions  
of o t h e r s  we need t o  understand i n  o r d e r  t o  t r e a t  
them with t h e  same kind of  s e r i o u s n e s s  w i t h  which 
we t r e a t  ourse lves .  This  knowledge a l s o  can t a k e  
form a s  a  grammar f o r  d e s c r i b i n g  pas t  and presen t  
experiences o r  a s  a grammar f o r  p r o j e c t i n g  c e r t a i n  
i d e a l  terms shap ing  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  of f u t u r e  behavior 
and forms we use t o  a s s e s s  t h a t  behavior. In o t h e r  
w o r d s . a l i t e r a r y  t e x t  o r  c r i t i c i s m  of i t  i s  u s e f u l  
a s  an e x p l o r a t i o n  of c o g n i t i v e  powers t o  t h e  degree 
t h a t  we can say  from i t  e i t h e r  "Now I understand 
t h i s  f e a t u r e  o f  my o r  a n o t h e r ' s  behavior  and can 
see  why it matters"  o r  "Now I can a p p r e c i a t e  cer-  
t a i n  q u a l i t i e s  of  behavior  and t h e i r  importance 
which 1 w i l l  s t r i v e  t o  make r e a l  i n  my l i f e . "  
F i n a l l y ,  t h e  i n s t i t u t i o n  o f  c r i t i c i s m  concerned 
with c o g n i t i v e  powers h a s  t h e  v a l u e  and probably t h e  
o b l i g a t i o n  o f  c r e a t i n g  f o r  us  a  sense  o f  t h e  communal 
s tandards  we invoke when we d i s t i n g u i s h  degrees o f  
va lue  and s e r i o u s n e s s  i n  t h e  k inds  of r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s  
of  o u r s e l v e s  t o  o u r s e l v e s  we t a k e  a s  adequate 
measures of  o u r  c la ims  f o r  t h e  va lue  of o u r  l i v e s .  
The u l t i m a t e  u s e  of c r i t i c i s m  is he lp ing  t o  e s t a -  
b l i s h  t h e  s e n s e  of  i d e a l  community where t h e  
s tandards  of s e r i o u s n e s s  can be loca ted ,  def ined  and 
discussed.  
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Ins tead  of summarizing my pdper, I w i l l  t ry t o  
s t a t e  what I t a k e  i n  r e t r o s p e c t  t o  be t h e  c e n t r a l  p o i n t s  
which need d i s c u s s i o n .  (Much of  t h i s  r e t r o s p e c t  was 
requ i red  by D i l l  R u r c k e r t ' s  comments. ) F i r s t ,  t h e  t o p i c  
of d i s c u s s i o n  e n t a i l s  l o c a t i n g  p o s s i b l e  c o n s t r a i r ~ t s  on 
c r i t i c i s m  and establishing t h e  grounds f o r  such 
c o n s t r a i n t s  i n  a way t h a t  a v o i d s  p o s i t i n g  any essen-  
t i a l i s t  terms which r e a d i l y  i n v i t e  decons t ruc t ion .  
C o n s t r a i n t s  must be grounded s o c i a l l y .  And t h e  only 
way s o c i a l  c o n s t r a i n t s  make sense  is t o  l o c a t e  arid 
d e f i n e  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of an i n q u i r y  being dependent 
upon procedures e s t a b l i s h e d  by a community. Since 
c o m n i t i e s  i n  c r i t i c i s m  obviously mani fes t  more 
d i f f e r e n c e s  tlran s i m i l a r i t i e s ,  a t  l e a s t  i n  t h e i r  
e x p l i c i t  a l l e g i a n c e s ,  one must t r y  t o  d i s t i n g u i s i t  
between l e v e l s  of  community, o r  between genera l  com- 
muni t ies  and sub-conmunities. Are t h e r e  shared 
s t a n d a r d s  i m p l i c i t  i n  c r i t i c a l  sub-communities which 
unrlerly t h c  d i f f e r r n c e r  dnd a l low t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of 
comnon judgments despitc. s p e c i r i c  d i s p u t e s ?  I f  olle 
g r a n t s  d i f f e r e r ~ c e s  i n  canon-for ma ti or^-for l i t e r a t u r e  
and f o r  c r i t i c i s m ,  do t h e r e  remain some shared 
s t a n d a r d s  dbout  what any canon must s h a r e ,  say 
Shakespeare o r  Frye, and can one e s t a b l i s h  i n  s o c i a l  
terms what e x p e c t a t i o n s  t h e s e  works s a t i s f y ?  

My r e t r o s p e c t i v e  s o l u t i o n  t o  t h i s  problem would 
be t o  develop t h e  metaphor of " f i t , "  which I d e r i v e  
from Wit tgens te in  and from Chalm Perelman's  d e s c r i p -  
t i o n s  of u n i v e r s a l  and l i m i t e d  audiences.  " F i t , "  
f i r s t  of a l l ,  a l lows  a p l u r a l i s t  account  of use  dnd 
misuse t h a t  still p r e s e r v e s  some sense  o f  c r i t e r i a .  
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C r i t i c i s m  is proper ly  used when i t  s a t i s f i e s  t h e  
e x p e c t a t i o n s  of  coherence,  conceptual  t r a n s i t i o n ,  
and persp icuousness  h e l d  by t h e  sub-comnunity i t  
addresses .  These a r e  no e a s y  m a t t e s  t o  e s t a b l i s h ,  
s i n c e  they a r e  l a r g e l y  i m p l i c i t ,  bu t  t h e  grounds 
f o r  e s t a b l i s h i n g  them a r e  reasonably c l e a r  because 
each sub-community, by f o o t n o t e s  and dependence on 
c e r t a i n  concepts ,  i n d i c a t e s  t h e  models i t  i m l t a t e s  
and ex tends .  And whi le  few c r i t i c s  want t o  a d d r e s s  
only a Small COntfnUnity, we can use  t h e  motion of 
i m i t a t e d  models t o  e s t a b l i s h  loose ly  t h e  r e l a t e d  
s t a n d a r d s  taken from v a r i o u s  c r i t i c a l  p o s i t i o n s .  
But p r e c i s e l y  because c r i t i c i s m  t e n d s  t o  have a dua l  
audience--a  c r i t i c a l  sub-comnunity and a g e n e r a l  
conmunal sense  of  t h e  t e x t s  o r  i s s u e s  d i scussed- -  
one can  extend t h e  n o t l o n  t o  f i t  t o  a second, more 
normative l e v e l .  Here ( p a r t i d i l y  fo l lowing  E l i o t  
on Bradley)  one c a n  sugges t  a h ie ra rchy  of  f i t s  
dependent upon t h e  u t i l i t y  of a p i e c e  o f  criticism. 
It is probably a r e l a t i v e  misuse of  criticism when 
t h e  range  of q u e s t i o n s  asked and t h e  model of  
c o h e r e n c e ' f o r  conceptua l  t r a n s i t i o n s  i n  an argument 
a p p e a l s  e i t h e r  o n l y  t o  f a i r l y  minor a s p e c t s  o f  a 
t e x t  o r  problem o r  on ly  t o  audiences whose s t a n d a r d s  
o f  coherence a r e  somewhat reduc t ive  o r  "strange." 
One must be c a r e f u l  h e r e  because t h e r e  a r e  forms 
o f  t e c h n i c a l  work whlch appea l  only t o  small  
audiences,  b u t  whose l o g i c  and scope can l e g i t i m a t e l y  
c l a i m  t h e  a t t e n t i o n  o f  a l a r g e  audience i f  t h e  
audience were t o  l e a r n  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  t o o l s .  But 
i f  we keep t h i s  excep t ion  i n  mind, t h e  no t ion  of 
narrow f i t  h e l p s  i n d i c a t e  what is wrong with forms 
o f  s c h o l a r s h i p  t h a t  n e i t h e r  ask l a r g e  q u e s t i o n s  
nor  provide e d i t o r i a l  m a t e r i a l s  needed t o  ask  t h o s e .  
ques t ions .  And i t  c l e a r l y  p o i n t s  t o  t h e  d i f f i c u l t i e s  
i n  dogmatic Freudian o r  Marx is t  read ings  o r  i n  
"performatlve" c r i t i c i s m t h a t  f a i l s  t o  make t h e  
performed s e n s i b i l i t y  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  o f  l a r g e r  
concerns.  The " f i t "  c r i t e r i o n  can work i f  we g r a n t  
t h a t  i t  ,is not  i t s e l f  a d i scovery  procedure bu t  a 
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nay of  focus ing  e v ~ l u a t i v e  d i scourse .  The no t ion  of 

" f i t "  docs n o t  provide an e a s y  binary d i s t i n c t i o n  
between use and misuse, but  r a t h e r  t r ies  t o  sugyest  
hon t h e s e  terms al low r e l a t i v e  h i e r a r c h i c  d i s t i n c t i o n s .  
"F i t "  is no t  a formula but  a p o s s i b l e  index of  what 
is a t  s t a k e  I n  p a r t i c u l a r  e v a l u a t i v e  d i s c u s s i o n s  
which mst d e f i n e  artd app ly  s p e c i f i c  terms.  

My essay  t r i e s  t o  e s t a b l i s h  some genera l  i i n c s  
of inqui ry  by which we can i d e n t i f y  t h e  kinds of 
c r i t e r i a  t h a t  may be adapted i n  s p e c i f i c  e v a l u d t i v e  
d i scourse  about  c r i t i c a l  work. The b a s i s  of t l ~ e s e  
d i s t i n c t i o n s  is one I d i d  n o t  make c l e a r  i n  t h e  e s s a y ,  
a s  U i l l  Rueckert ' s  comments i n d i c a t e .  He assumes 
t h a t  nly d e s i r e  f o r  e v a l u a t i v e  c r i t e r i a  e n t a i l s  making 
judyn~ents about  t h e  c o n t e n t  o f  c r i t i c a l  approaches. 
C e r t a i n l y  most e v a l u a t i o n  b o i l s  down t o  p r e j u d i c e s  
about c o n t e n t ,  and i n  p r a c t i c e  my work i s  probably 
no except ion.  But i n  theory  i t  remains p o s s i b l e ,  
and probably u s e f u l ,  t o  i n s i s t  on a d i s t i n c t i o n  
between c o n t e n t  c r i t e r i a  f o r  e v a l u a t i o n  and q u a l i t a t i v e  
c r i t e r i a .  The l a t t e r  c a n  apply t o  any c o n t e n t ,  making 
t h e  critic's a c t i v i t y  through h i s  s p e c i f i c  b e l i e f s  
more s i g n i f i c a n t  than t h e  b e l i e f s  themselves. I n  my 

paper 1 prepare  t h e  ground f o r  t h i s  p l u r a l i s t i c  
q u a l i t a t i v e  model by t r y i n g  t o  l i n k  t h e  u s e s  of 
c r i t i c i s m  with t h e  u s e s  of  l i t e r a t u r e .  C l e a r l y  our  

normal assessment  of  l i t e r a r y  t e x t s  acknowledyes t h e  
p lace  of a wide v a r i e t y  of c o n t e n t s  and c o n f l i c t i n g  
t r u t h  c la ims  because we a t t e n d  p r i m a r i l y  t o  
dimensions of  assessment  r e l a t e d  t o  q u d i i t i e s  l i k e  
s u b t i e l y  of a t t e n t i o n ,  awareness of i r o n y  and 
complexity, c a p a c i t y  t o  understand and deepen an 
a f f e c t i v e  g r a s p  of s i t u a t i o n s ,  and t h e  power t o  
r e g i s t e r  and d i s c r i m i n a t e  i n t e l l e c t u a l  and a f f e c t i v e  
c o n t e x t s  e l i c i t e d  by t h e  c o n t e n t  o r  s i t u a t i o n .  1 

th ink  t h a t  we make e s s e n t i a l l y  t h e  same judgments 
of  c r i t i c a l  a c t s ,  a l though o f t e n  with t h e  importarjt 
d i f f e r e n c e  t h a t  we g r a n t  c r i t i c s  l e s s  var ious  modcs 
of coherence and t r a n s i t i o n  than  we do a r t l s t s  
because t h e i r  t y p i c a l  mode is  d i s c u r s i v e  language. 
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The need t o  d e f i n e  modes of coherence a c r o s s  t h e  * i f f e  
ences  between a r t i s t i c  and c r i t i c a l  d i s c w r s e s  is a 
major source  of  our  d i f f i c u l t i e s  i n  d e f i n i n q  and 
a s s e s s i n g  c r i t i c a l  a c t s ,  but s u r e l y  t h e  matLer is one 
of  q u a l i t y  of  r e l a t i o n s ,  n o t  of  con ten t  i n  any narrow 
sense. 

My s p e c i f i c  d i s t i n c t i o n s  i n  t h e  essay  can be seen 
a s  a t t e m p t s  t o  e s t a b l i s h  what c r i t e r i a  we can  employ 
i n  a s s e s s i n g  t h e  modes o f  coherence and t h e  a t t e n d a n t  
q u a l i t i e s  d i sp layed  by c r i t i c a l  t e x t s .  I list t h r e e  
here,  a i l  of  which aga in  a r e  generd l  and demand t a c t  
and f u r t h e r  d i s t i n c t i o n s  when employed i n  p a r t i c u l a r  
cases .  f i r s t  one must d i s t i n g u i s h  between p e r f o r m t i v e  
c r i t i c i s m  o r  what Geoffrey tiartman c a l l s  c r i t i c i s m  a s  
essay ,  t h e  i n d e f i n i t e  a r t i c l e ,  and c r i t i c i s m  t h a t  
a c c e p t s  rece ived  s t a n d a r d s  f o r  d e s c r i p t i v e - a n d  i n t e r -  
p r e t i v e  hypothes i s  t e s t i n g .  Each mode, then,  i n  
d i f f e r e n t  ways, i m p l i c a t e s  i n t e r n a l  and ex te r r la l  
c r i t e r i a ,  and e x t e r n a l  c r i t e r i a  involve  two k inds  of  
s tandards-- those i n h e r e n t  i n  making knowledge claims, ,  
and t h o s e  used f o r  making c l a i m s  about  t h e  power of  . 
a t e x t  a s  s i g n i f i c a n t  i n  genera l  e x i s t e n t i a l  terms. 
I n t e r n a l  c r i t e r i a  a r e  those  which d e f i n e  t h e  coherence 
of a particu1a.r d i scourse .  A cr i t ic  is r e s p o n s i b l e  
a t  l e a s t  f o r  honoring t h o s e  modes o f  coherence he 
c r i t i c i z e s  o t h e r s  f o r  l ack ing ,  and t h o s e  i n h e r e n t  i n  
any methodology he employs. How t h e s e  f i t  performative 
c r i t i c i s m  i s  a very d i f f i c u l t  ques t ion .  k c a u s e  t h i s  
c r i t i c i s m  tends ,  l i k e  a good dea l  of l i t e r a t u r e ,  t o  
suspend normal models of  coherence, I have l i t t l e  t o  
say  about  i t  except  t h a t  i t  pu ts  s p e c i a l  demands on 
i t s e l f  t o  s a t i s f y  t h e  terms f o r  power and r e p r e s e n t a -  
t i v e n e s s  I d e s c r i b e  i n  my paper .  This  kind o f  
c r i t i c i s m  is r a r e l y  judged by t r u t h  s tandards:  
u s u a l l y  we take  it a s  c o n s t i t u t i n g  c e r t a i n  i n s i g h t s  
which 0ther .s  w i l l  u se  a s  hypotheses, s o  t h a t  i t s  
value depends simply on whether it can  be  used o r  
t ends  t o  be ignored. 

With e x t e r n a l  d e s c r i p t i v e  c r i t e r i a  a s  normaiiy 
invoked t o  determine t h e  c r i t i c i s m  we admire, it is 
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important  t o  keep s t r a i y t r t  d i f f e r e n c e s  involved i n  
d e s c r i b i r q  t e x t s  a s  h i s t o r i c a l  o r  behaviora l  monuments 
and a s  p rov id ing  t h e  reader  wi th  c e r t a i n  powers no t  
l i m i t e d  t o  a s p e c i f i c  h i s t o r i c a l  o r  i n t e r p r e t i v e  
con tex t .  The l a t t e r  mode of c r i t i c i s m  t r e a t s  a t e x t  
a s  a n  enduring a t t i t u d e  prov id ing  f o r  one who i n t e r -  
n a l i z e s  it a d i s t l n c t i v e  a c c e s s  t o  c e r t a i n  k inds  of 
experience.  I propose a s  a rough formula f o r  d i s t i n -  
gu ish ing  between t h e s e  two c r i t i c a l  o r i e n t a t i o n s  
concepts  o f  t e x t  a s  "expression oft '  and t e x t s  a s  
"expressions as . "  Wtrcn we t a k e  a t e x t  a s  "expression 
of ," wc view i t  a s  a l o c u s  d e f i n i n g  and excmpiifyiny 
some force  e x t e r n a l  t o  it. The f o r c e  c a n  be 
b iographica l ,  h i s t o r i c a l  i n  a v a r i e t y  o f  ways (con- 
c e p t b a l ,  s o c i o l o g i c a l ,  economic) o r  behaviora l  ( a s  
i n  any form o f  psycholog ica l  i n q u i r y ) .  The t e x t  
considered a s  express lon  a s ,  on t h e  o t h e r  hand, 
demands t h a t  t h e  c r i t i c  exp lore  i t s  i n t e r n a l  ways 
of d e f i n i n g  t h e  s i g n i f i c a n c e  of  its e lements  and 
t h a t  he r e p r e s e n t  t h e  t e x t  a s  a coheren t  a c t  a f f o r d i n g  
i ts  audience a n  exemplary a t t i t u d e  towards r e c u r r e n t  
f e a t u r e s  of  human experience.  In  both c a s e s  I 
suspec t  t h a t  one needs t o  be concerned with q u e s t i o n s  
of i n t e n t i o n  and l i t e r a r i n e s s  ( a l b e i t  i n  d i f f e r e n t  
degrees  of complexi ty) .  Otherwise one sirnpky h a s  
no e x p r e s s i v e  o b j e c t ,  h i s t o r i c a l  o r  p r o j e c t i v e ,  
but  o n l y  a l o o s e  set o f  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  o f  a langue 
never become a paro le .  The one c o n s t a n t  misuse 
of criticism must be reduc t ion ism because i t  d e n i e s  
t h e  d i s t i n c t i v e n e s s  o f  its s p e c i f i c  o b j e c t ,  and 
d i s t i n c t i v e n e s s  of t h e  o b j e c t  is a b a s i c  procedural  
assunptiorl with r e s p e c t  t o  a 1 1  a e s t h e t i c  o b j e c t s .  
Th is  d o e s  no t  mean t h a t  a critic cannot  consc ious ly  
reduce t h e  o b j e c t  once he h a s  po in ted  its c la ims  t o  
d i s t i n c t n e s s ,  j u s t  a s  it does  n o t  r e q u i r e  f i d e l i t y  
t o  t h e  a u t h o r ' s  i n t e n t i o n  once t h e  i n t e n t i o n  has  
been pos i ted .  Texts  f a i l  o r  complicate  i n t e n t i o n s ,  
bu t  we only know t h i s  a f t e r  we d e s c r i b e  t h e  probable 
i n t e n t i o n  and t h e  a e s t h e t i c  procedures it chooses 
t o  c o n s t i t u t e  its express ion .  
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01ace we c a n  d e f i n e  the o b j e c t  and the criticdl 
i n t e n t i o n ,  it is f a i r l y  e a s y  t o  d e s c r i b e  tlre d i f f e r e n t  
e x t e r n a l  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  s i g n i f i c a n c e  t h a t  m a s s  t h e  
r e l a t i v e  va lue  o f  c r i t i c a l  a c t s  concerned w i t h  
express ion  of  o r  e x p r e s s i o n  a s .  The former involve  
c r i t e r i a  o f  f i d e l i t y  t o  mett\odological assumptions and 
of perspicunusness with in  t h e  range of q u e s t i o n s  
posed. Analyses of  "expression as"  involve genera l  
humanis t i c  c r i t e r i a  of r e p r e s e n t a t i v e n e s s  and s e r i o u s -  
n e s s  which I begin a n a l y z i n g  i n  my paper .  Out now, 
i n  o rder  t o  avo id  t h e  s o l i p s i s m  t h a t  t ends  t o  be  
ano ther  common misuse of  c r i t i c a l  d i scourse ,  l e t  me 
r e l i n q u i s h  t h e  f l o o r  t o  o t h e r  voices .  

THE POWERS OF THE CRITICAL WORD 

--Exploring t h e  propos i t ion :  I f  Uses, then I.lisuses 
of  c r i t i c i s m  

William Rueckert 
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0 .  Explanatory Note 

This  paper  was w r i t t e n  i n  response t o  Charles  
Altieri's p o s i t i o n  paper ,  "The P r o p r i e t i e s  of C r i t i c a l  
Acts;" The t o p i c  a l l  of u s  were asked t o  address  was 
t h e  p r o p o s i t i o n  " I f  u s e s ,  t h e n  misuses o f  criticism." 
I have at tempted t o  a d d r e s s  (perhaps c o n f r o n t  is rwre 
a c c u r d t e )  t h i s  p r o p o s i t i o n  by way of A l t i e r i ' s  main 
conc lus ions .  I have t r i e d  t o  avoid s i l l y  and d i s -  
t r a c t i n g  d o c t r i n a l  d i f f e r e n c e s ,  arguments with A l t i e r i ,  
and have t r i e d  t o  keep my e s s a y  focused upon two c e n t r a l  
i s s u e s :  how one can even approach t h i s  apparen t ly  s imple 
but  t r u l y  dlmost  impossible  t o p i c ;  and, once having 
f igured  o u t  an approach, what a r e  t h e  i m p l i c a t i o n s  and 
rdrnif i c a t i o n s  o f  t h a t  approach. I f  t h e  paper i s  
e l l i p t i c a l  a t  t i m e s - - e s p e c i a l l y  i n  t h e  l a s t  p a r t s - -  
i t  is because o f  t h e  need t o  compress arguments i n  
o rder  t o  fol low out  tllr r a m i f i c a t i o n s  of  t h e  approact1 
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I f i n a l l y  took. A s  a  f r i e n d  wryly commented when I 
t o l d  hlm what I was s t r u g g l i n g  with, "but t h a t  t o p i c  
is global ."  YES. And r a t h e r  than g e t  l o s t  i n  t h e  
metaphor, I w i l l  not  t r y  t o  say j u s t  where I got  i n  
my e x p l o r a t i o n s  but  w i l l  simply acknowledge my own 
awareness of t h e  s i z e  and complexity of t h e  top ic .  

1. A l t i e r i ' s  P r i o r i t i e s  

We have most of us  been r a i s e d  u p - - c r i t i c a l l y ,  
t h a t  i s - -on  t h e  r a t h e r  s imple forward assumption 
t h a t  t h e  p r o p r i e t y  o f  c r i t i c a l  a c t s  is l o c a t e d  i n  
t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  they  hdve t o  t h e  l i t e r a r y  t e x t s  
which s u s t a i n  them and j u s t i f y  t h e i r  e x i s t e n c e .  And 
most of  u s  who p r a c t i c e  t h i s  t r a d e - - l i t e r a r y  c r i t i c i s m ,  
t h a t  is--would be i n c l i n e d  t o  say t h a t  i f  t h e r e  is 
something we can c d l l  an " i n a p p ~ o p c i a t e "  c r i t i c a l  
a c t ,  a  misuse of  c r i t i c i s m ,  a  dev ia ted  c r i t i c a l  
a c t i o n ,  i t  w i l l  have somethiny t o  do with t h e  absence 
o r  pervers ion  o f  t h l s  t ex t -cen te redness ,  t e x t -  
consciousness ,  and t e x t  conscience.  L i t e r a r y  
c r i t i c i s m ,  our  na ive  a r t i c l e s  of f a i t h  t e l l  u s ,  
should hdve something t o  do with l i t e r a t u r e  a s  such 
and should he igh ten  o r  i n c r e a s e  both o u r  t e x t -  
consc iousness  and t e x t  conscience. On t h e s e  s imple 
s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d  grounds, t h e n ,  i t  seems t h a t  one 
would ( should)  s a y  YES t o  t h e  i f l t h e n  b inary  
oppos i t ion  which is our  top ic :  I f  Use, Then Misuse 
o f  C r i t i c i s m .  One h a s  only t o  s p e l i  out t h e  p roper  
u s e s  o f  c r i t i c i s m  t o  p r e d i c a t e  t h e  misuses by 
g e n e r a t i n g  a  s e r i e s  of b inary  o p p o s i t e s  from t h e  
proper  uses .  A l t i e r i  has  h i t  upon t h i s  e x a c t l y  i n  
e n t i t l i n g  h i s  paper "The P r o p r i e t y  of C r i t i c a l  Acts," 
f o r  i f  one can e s t a b l i s h  t h e s e  p r o p r i e t i e s - - t h a t  is, 
normative concept ions  of  what l i t e r a t u r e  is and i s  
doing and what c r i t i c a l  a c t s  a r e  and s l ~ o u l d  be 
doing--then t h e  d e v i a t i o n s  from t h c s c  norms a r e  
s e l f - d e f i n i n g  and one can d e a l  with them almost by 
ignor ing  them. A l t i e r i  does not  r e a l l y  t a l k  about  

tttc misuse of  criticism a t  d l .  He had devoted gnust 
of l t i s  pdper t o  t h e  exemplary u s e s  of l i t e r a r y  
c r i t i c i s m  and l e f t  tibe q u e s t i o n s  of misuse l i k e  
bur ied  assumptions ( o r  b inary  read-outs )  i n  what Ile 
h a s  s a i d  l i t e r a t u r e  is and c r i t i c i s m  docs.  tie c i e ~ r l y  
b c l l e v e s  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  ntisuses of c r i t i c i s m  and 
t h e s e  would c o n s i s t  o f  f a i l u r e s  t o  conform t o  t h e  
p r o p r i e t i e s  he  had l a i d  o u t  f o r  us. 

A l t i e r i  has  t i e d  a l l  of t h e  i s s u e s  up i n t o  a 
t iy l r t  p r o p r i e t a r y  knot  by say ing  t h a t  t h e  uses  of 
c r i t i c i s m  a r e  i n s e p a r a b l e  from t h e  u s e s  of  l i t e r a t u r e .  
A f t e r  some pre l iminary  t a l k  about  what c r i t i c a l  manners 
a r e  and what normative e x p e c t a t i o n s  must be met i n  
c r i t i c a l  and l i t e r a r y  d i s c o u r s e  (both of  which a r e  
f u n c t i o n s  o f  h i s  category-- laden thought  processes  
i n  t h i s  paper ) ,  he t u r n s  t o  t h e  s u b s t a n t i v e  manner 
of  what t h e  u s e s  of l i t e r a t u r e  a r e .  He begins t h i s  
a t  p. 6, where he f i r s t  d i s c u s s e s  t e x t s  a s  "monuments" 
and "sources of wisdom and power." The r e s t  of t h e  
paper b r i e f l y  works o u t  t h i s  theory  of l i t e r a t u r e  
wlrich, by Altieri 's l o g i c ,  i s  a l s o  a  t h e o r y  of 
c r i t i c i s m .  The paper comes to  its conc lus ion  wi th  
t h e s e  resona t ing ,  p r o p r i e t y - f i l l e d  sentences:  

F i n a l l y ,  t h e  i n s t i t u t i o n  of  c r i t i c i s m  
concerned with t h e  c o g n i t i v e  powers has t h e  
value and probably t h e  o b l i g a t i o n  o f  c r e a t i n g  - 
f o r  u s  a s e n s e  of  t h e  cc~nmunal s t a n d a r d s  H e  

invoke when we d i s t i n g u i s h  t h e  d e g r e e s  of 
va lue  and s e r i o u s n e s s  i n  t h e  k i n d s  of - 
r e ~ r e s e n t a t i o n s  o f  o u r s e l v e s  t o  o u r s e l v e s  
we t a k e  a s  adequate measures of our  c la ims  
f o r  t h e  v a l u e s  o f  our l i v e s .  The u l t i m a t e  
use  o f  c m s m  is he lp ing  t o  e s t a b l i s h  
t h e  sense  of  i d e a l  community where t h e  
s t a n d a r d s  of s e r i o u s n e s s  c a n  be loca ted ,  
def ined ,  and d i scussed .  

(my emphasis t o  stress p r o p r i e t y  words) 

Altieri's main p o i n t  is t h a t  t h e  t r u e  and e s s e n t i a l  
human p r o p r i e t i e s - - t h e  s t a n d a r d s  of s e r i o u s n e s s  by 
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means o f  which we d e f i n e  and s u s t a i n  t h e  hunun 
coaoounity--are p r e s e n t  i n  l i t e r a t u r e  dnd nude 
manifest  by our  c r i t i c a l  a c t s  i n  and ou t  o f  t h e  
classroom. The proper  use  o f  criticism is to 
i d e n t i f y  and s u s t a i n  t h e s e  fundamental humn 
p r o p r i e t i e s  by t h e  very n a t u r e  of  t h e  c r i t i c a l  
endeavor i tsel f . 

This  is both a noble concept ion of  
l i t e r a t u r e  and of  c r i t i c a l  a c t s ,  i n  t h e  f i n e s t ,  
most s e r i o u s  t r a d i t i o n s  of  Anglo-American c r i t i c i s m .  
We can  hear  Arnold and Frye, Coier idge and h r k e  
every where i n  t h i s  short paper exhor t ing  us,  
through A l t i e r i ,  t o  t h e  h igh  purposes of  our  en-  
dangered c a l l i n g  a s  t e a c h e r s  and critics o f  
l i t e r a t u r e .  I d o  no t  want t o  q u a r r e l  wi th  A l t i e r i  
on t h e s e  p o i n t s ,  f o r  I share h i s  commitments both 
t o  t h e  i d e a  o f  c o m n i t y  and t o  Burke's i d e a  t h a t  
l i t e r a t u r e  is equipment f o r  l i v i n g  which should 
h e l p  gu ide  us  towards a b e t t e r  l i f e .  So where 
does t h i s  l e a v e  me i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  a response t o  

J A l t i e r i  and t o  t h e  extremely complex problems 
i n h e r e n t  i n  t h e  " I f  Uses, Then Misuses" q u e s t i o n  
which we a r e  asked t o  address .  I w i l l  t a k e  up 
t h e  use-misuse q u e s t i o n  f i r s t  and r e t u r n  t o  
Altieri at 'the end. 

2. f a l s e  Logic and True Values 
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i r ~ t o  ttrc 1mpossil)lc t a s k  of d e a l i n g  adequately ~ i t h  
tttc p,:rt ( t h ~ t  is, t r y i n g  t o  demonstrate  t lcdt 
t h e  p r o p o s i t i o n  i s  t r u e ) .  There must be a term i n  
formal l o g i c  f o r  t h i s ,  but  ttere we can speak of i t  
simply d s  t h e  "straw man" o r  "decoy" technique.  

Le t  us  t r y  t o  proceed i n  a n  honest  fash ion  
with t h e  t o p i c  t o  demonstrate  why t h i s  is t rue .  
L e t ' s  dssume t h e  v a l i d i t y - - i n  good f a i t h - - o f  t h e  
binary oppos i t ion  a s  formulated.  The I f  Uses p a r t  
r e q u i r e s  t h a t  we gertcrate  t h e  u s e s  of l i t e r a r y  
c r i t i c i s m  beforr. we go on t o  t h e  misuses, s i n c e  
t h e  second i s  t i e d  t o  t h e  f i r s t  a s  a condi t ion  of  
i t s  being. Cenerdt ing t h e  uses  of  c r i t i c i s m  is not  
r e a l l y  such a d i f f i c u l t  t a s k  u n t i l  one r e a l i z c s  t h a t  
a p u r e l y  d e s c r i p t i v e  procedure is hopeless .  In t h e  

f i r s t  p lace ,  t h e r e  would be no end t o  a d e s c r i p t i v e  
l i s t i n g  of  t h e  u s e s  of  c r i t i c i s m ,  any more than t h e r e  
could be an end t o  a s i m i l a r  l i s t i n g  o f  t h e  uses  of 
l i t e r a t u r e .  L i t e r a t u r e  and c r i t i c i s m  have been used 
f o r  a lmost  every  known o r  imaginable human purpose. 
For example, we might beg in  w i t h  a b a s i c  func t ion ,  
t h e  bathroom/outhouse use  of e i t h e r  f a c i l i t a t i n g  t h e  
purga t ive  p r o c e s s  o r  of  e n t e r t a i n i n g  t h e  mind whi le  
one w a i t s  f o r  t h e  m i r a c l e  of  purga t ion  t o  happen. 
A s  Kenneth Burke has po in ted  o u t ,  ve rba l  and f e c a l  
motives have always been c l o s e l y  r e l a t e d ;  and Uurke 
himself has  b u i l t  a whole theory  of  l i t e r a t u r e  and 
c r i t i c i s m  around t h e  i d e a  o f  c a t h a r s i s .  from t h i s  
r a t h e r  homely exarrtple we can shoot  a l l  t h e  way up 
t o  t h e  high,  noble  moral head-uses A l t i e r i  a s c r i b e s  
t o  l i t e r a t u r e  and c r i t i c i s m  a t  t h e  end of  h i s  paper. 
The bottom and t h e  top ,  s o  t o  speak,  do n o t  cancel  
each o t h e r  ou t ;  and n e i t h e r  is a misuse o f  c r i t i c i s m ,  
any more than would o t h e r  i n  between organ- re la ted  
uses  o f  l i t e r a t u r e  and c r i t i c i s m - - s u c h  a s  hear t  and 
g e n i t a l i a  c e n t e r e d  e r o t i c  uses .  The p o i n t  of a l l  
t h i s  is  t h a t  i f  one is t o  make sense  and order .ou t  
of t h e  "If Usesw p a r t  of t h l s  p r o p o s i t i o n ,  one llas 
t o  make some va lue  judgments, a s  A l t i e r i  d i d ,  and 
deal  i n  both h i e r a r c h i e s  and p r o p r i e t i e s ,  o r  i n  

The t o p i c ,  a s  s e t ,  i s  c a s t  a s  a n  i f / t h e n  b inary  
oppos i t ion .  I f l t h e n s  need n o t  be c a s t  i n  t h i s  form, 
but  can c o n s i s t  o f  c a u s a l  sequences i r r  which t h e r e  
a r e  no o p p o s i t e s  a t  a l l .  The t o p i c ,  however, says  
t h a t  if t h e r e  a r e  u s e s  (implying, s u r e l y ,  p roper  
u s e s )  f o r  l i t e r a r y  criticism, % t h e r e  be m i s -  o r  improper uses ,  which would c o n s t i t u t e  a b inary  
oppos i t ion ;  A t  b e s t ,  t h e  l o g i c  h e r e  is suppos i t iona l :  
we a r e  no t  d e a l i n g  with a law of  n a t u r e  but  wi th  what 
seems t o  be  a pseudo-logical  p ropos i t ion ,  t h e  in te r l t  
of  which i s  t o  c l a r i f y  t h e  If p d r t  by f o r c i n g  one 
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i d e a l i z e d  u s e s  and paradigms. Otherwise t h e  cd ta togue  
of  u s e s  w i l l  be e n t i r e l y  e m p i r i c a l l y  based and, i n  t t ~ e  
end, a  k ind  of t h e o r e t i c a l  a b s u r d i t y ,  f o r  i f  one can  
th ink  o f  i t  one w i l l  d i scover  t h a t  c r i t l c i s r n  and 
l i t e r a t u r e  have both been used f o r  i t ,  e s p e c i a l l y  i f ,  
a s  0urke and such critlcs a s  Cary Nelson have taught  
us  t o  do, we move from t h e  p u b l i c  t o  t h e  persona i -  
p r i v a t e  motives. A p u r e l y  empi r ica l ,  d e s c r i p t i v e  
t reatment  o f  t h i s  t o p i c  i s  impossible .  One nust tdke 
i t  i n t o  t h e  realm of  theory ,  one must move o u t  of 
the  i n d i c a t i v e  and i n t o  t h e  o p t a t i v e  a s  soon a s  p o s s i b l e .  
Even h e r e ,  a s  A l t i e r i  wel l  knows, t h e r e  a r e  a  l o t  of  
bear t r a p s  and one must go c d u t i o u s l y  t h e  whole way. 

The most obvious t h i n g  about t h i s  procedure i s  
t h a t  one is not  yoiny t o  t r i v i a l i z e  e i t h e r  c r i t i c i s m  
o r  l i t e r a t u r e ,  and one is n o t  l i a b l e  t o  comnit e i t h e r  
t o  a  p u r e l y  a e s t h e t i c  func t ion :  C r i t i c i s m  can  be about  
l t s e l f  o r  i t  can be  about  l i t e r a t u r e ,  o r  i t  can be 
about bo th  a t  t h e  same time. I t  is always about  
c u l t u r e ,  whatever i ts  s p e c i f i c  s u b j e c t  mat te r .  Motives 
beyond p l e a s u r e  and beauty a r e  going t o  have t o  f i y u r $  
i n  t h i s  t h e o r e t i c a l ,  e s s e n t i a l l y  o p t a t i v e  d i s c u s s i o n  
of t h e  u s e s  of  c r i t l c i s m .  There is yoing t o  be a  
heavy empt~as i s  upon i n s t r u c t i o n ,  upon t h e  powers 
(beyond p l e a s u r e  and beau ty)  i n s t r i n s i c  t o  l i t e r a t u r e ,  
and upon such t h i n g s  a s  c r e a t i v i t y ,  eneryy t r a n s f e r s ,  
t h e  community and c u l t u r e  of t h e  word, and t h e  
c r e a t i v e  imaginat ion.  The tendency i n  t h i s  procedure 
w i l l  be p r e s c r i p t i v e  and c a t e g o r i c a l - - d s  t h e  whole 
h i s t o r y  o f  criticism makes q u i t e  c l e a r .  The main 
documents a r e  rhapsodic,  a s  A l t i e r i  is; they a r e  o f t e n  
defenses  ( a s  i n  Sidney) ,  and they at tempt t o  c a l l ,  
o r  r e c a l l ,  l i t e r a t u r e  and c r i t i c i s m  t o  t h e i r  high 
purposes.  Think, only,  of F r y e ' s  ANATOMY i n  t h i s  
c o n t e x t .  This  whole procedure w i l l  make e x t e n s i v e  
use of moral impera t ives  and c a t e g o r i e s  of r i g h t  
and wrong ways of  doing th ings ;  normative c d t e y o r i e s  
and thought p rocesses  must guide t h e  wtrole d i s c u s s i o n .  

I have simply been pursu ing  t h e  t t ~ e o r e t i c a l  
i m p l i c a t i o n s  of one way of t r y i n g  t o  d e a l  with t h i s  
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t o p i c .  I t  i s  t h e  say  A l t i c r i  cttose Lo follow dnd tic 
h ~ s  don<. very n i c e l y  i n  t8rirkir~g ouL Lttc p e r f e c t  o r  
idedl  uses  of  c r i t i c i s m  i l l  r e l a t i o n  t o  a  s e t  of IligI~ 
and rjoble f u n c t i o n s  of  1 i t c r r t t u r e  i t s e l f  - - func t ions  
s t ~ i c h ,  by Lt~c way, Iiave beer: with us  i n  t h e  h i s t o r y  
of c r i t i c i s m  s i n c e  P l a t o  and A r i s t o t l e .  k t ,  t l ~ c r c  
a r e  r e a l  problems Iterc, because, f i r s t  o f  a l l ,  t h c  
ques t ion  of mlsirse i s  e n t i r e l y  r e l a t i v e ,  and it  does 
not  fol low a t  a l l  t h a t  i f  t h e r e  a r e  u s e s  then t h e r c  
mist be misuses of l i t e r a r y  c r i t i c i s m ,  except  as 
t h e  can bc def lned  In  r e l a t i o n  t o  one s p e c i f i c  set 2 - - -- - -  - - 
of uses .  he can e l i m i n a t e  some p o s s i b i l i t i e s  h e r e  
bcforc clolnq on. Hot t o  be t e x t  c e n t e r e d  sure ly  
cannot c o n s t i t u t e  a misuse of c r i t i c i s m .  It is  
p e r f e c t l y  l e g i t i m a t e  and u s e f u l  t o  f o c u s  on t h e  
c r e a t i v e  p r o c e s s  r a t h e r  than t h e  f i n i s h e d  process ,  
o r  on l a r g e r  than  t e x t  quest ions--such a s  genre; 
or on smal le r  than t e x t  ques t ions ,  such a s  t h e  
c r c ~ t o r ;  o r  a s  Uurke o f t e n  does,  upon t h e  e f f e c t s  
of  Lltc t e x t .  Thesu a r e  not misuses. A l l  acknowiedye 
A l t i e r i ' s  v a l u e s  and speak t o  them i n  one way o r  
anothc?r. Ibr i s  it a misuse t o  be wrony about a  
t e x t  or an a u t h o r  and t o  a t t a c k  a  t e x t  f o r  being 
i n f e r i o r  o r  i r r e l e v a n t .  The use  of c r i t i c i s m  t o  
subvers ive  ends  does not  c o n s t i t u t e  a misuse f o r  
such criticism merely a f f i r m s  some t e x t s  while 
denying o t h e r s  t o  necessary  r e v o l u t i o n a r y  ends 
which may I n  f a c t  s e r v e  t h e  very ends A l t i e r i  speaks 
of i n  h i s  c l o s i n g  pages. tbr does t h e  u s e  of 
c r i t i c i s m  t o  d o c t i n a l  ends  c o n s t i t u t e  a  misuse: 
we a l l  use c r i t i c i s m  t o  d o c t r i n a l  ends, it is j u s t  
t h a t  t h e  d o c t r i n e s  vary.  And A l t i e r i  u r g e s  u s  t o  
use c r i t i c i s m  t o  d o c t r i n a l  ends,  and h i s  d o c t r i n e s  
can bc a s  e a s i l y  i d e n t i f i e d  a s  mine, o r  almost 
anybody e l s e ' s  f o r  t h a t  mat te r .  Misuse cannot 
be found i n  any of t h e s e  c a s e s ,  f o r  a l l  a f f i r m  
t h e  va lue  o r  v a l u e s  o f  l i t e r a t u r e  i n  d i f f e r e n t  
ways and it  1s a f u n c t i o n  of c i v i l i z e d  human beings 
- - t h e  human community A l t i e r i  speaks o f - - t o  recognize,  
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l e g i t i m i z e ,  arid acconmloddte tliftercrtct-s without  
des t roy ing  t h e  wlrole comwjrri ty .  Elo, we rntst seek 
out an extreme form, go down i l l to  ttic: p i t s ,  t o  
f i n d  a  pure example of misclse. Tlre h i s t o r y  of  
l i t e r a r y  c r i t i c i s m  makes i t  p e r f e c t l y  c l e d r  t h d t  
c r i t i c i s m  can be w r i t t e n  i1-r m y  fornr, iricludiny 
tlre form of  l i t e r d t u r e  i t s e l f ,  o r  jn  Ll~e r d d i c a l  
forms of  the  experimentdl c r i t i c i s m  o f ,  say ,  
Hassdn, N. 0. Brown, o r  Clrdrles Olson. Tlre form 
i n  wlticl~ t h e  c r i t i c i s m  is w r i t t e n  cdrrrlot c o r ~ s t i t u t e  
a  mlbuse. And t h e  h i s t o r y  of' c r i t i c i s n r  '11so nr.jhes 
i t  c l e a r  t h a t  t h e  u s e s  of c r i t i c i s m  arc. d t  l e d s t  
a s  vdr ious  and d i v e r s e  a s  t h e  llses of l i t c r d t u r e ,  
and cdrlnot be s u b j e c t  t o  p r e s c r i l ) t i v e  l e y j  s l d t i o n .  
C r i t i c i s m ,  l i k e  l i t e r a t u r e ,  hds served revolu t ionary  
a s  well a s  conservd t ive  ends,  d i s r u p t i v e ,  d i s -  
o r i c r t t i r ~ g ,  ever1 d e s t r u c t  i ~ c ,  d <  well a s  ordt.rilrg, 
comnuna 1 ,  arld c o n s t r u c t  ivc  e ~ t d s .  I4one of t t tcsc 
i s  n e c e s s a r i l y  ,t mi-ttsc. of ('1-itic,isn~ urrlcss orrc 
has  f r o z e n  i n t o  t t i 5 ~ u r y  tile f i w d  cdtecjorie; 
o f  'I [ ~ ~ r r t i c u l a r  doctr i r te  dlrd is compelled t o  
i g r ~ o r e  t h e  idea  t h a t  "tlie mord1it.y of dn d c t  is 
a func t ion  of t h e  s t a t e  of ttre system (arty system) 
a t  the  tiine t h e  a c t  1s per formed." (Hardin, 134). 
I t  is only d o c t r i n a l  c r i t i c i s m  (whetlrer r e l i g i o u s ,  
p o l i t i c a l ,  s o c i a l ,  o r  aesthetic) witiclt f i n d s  i t  
easy t o  d i f f e r e n t i d t e  between use and misuse, 
sirrce misuse cart d lvays  be c s t a b l  ished i n  r e l a t i o n  
t o  t h e  d o c t r i n e .  The c l d s s i c  c~xdmples here  would 
be Irarc! p a r t y  l i n e  comna~rtist li t e r d r y  c r i t i c i s m  
o r  t h e  p r e s c r i p t i v e  c r i t i c i s m  which was (lomilrant 
dur ing  t h e  Lngllglrtenment. i f ,  a s  A l t i e r i  d rgucs ,  
t h e  uses  of  c r i t i c i s m  a r e  irtr;epdrdble from t t ~ c  u s e s  
of  l i t e r a t u r e ,  then i t  d l s o  seenis impossible  t o  
me  t o  say  t h a t  t h e r e  ')re misuses o t  c r i t i c i s m  i r i  

tlte dbso lu te  sense.  There cou ld  o111y be b e t t e r  
and worse u s e s  of  c r i t i c i s m  ( a s  of l i t e r d t u r e ) ,  
n o t  t h e  "cor rec t"  use dnd i n c o r r e c t  use o f .  Ttre 
very concept of tnisusc here d s  imp1 iod is 4 s f~cc ior r s  
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b i i ~ d r y  compor~crtt of  ttrc concept  of  use  and sec:nts t o  be 
4 f 'u r s t iun  of  t h e  n e s t e r n  mind's ttabit of b inary ,  
poi 'rrired, d i s l e t i c d l  ttrinkiny. 

3. The Enteleclry of Misuse 

Uut of c o u r s e  t h e  t o p i c  cannot  be dismissed o r  
resolved simply by demonstrat ing t h a t  we have been 
asked t o  dedl  with whdt if. a p p a r e n t l y  a  f d l s e  bindry 
oppos i t ion .  True o r  f a l s e ,  t h e  ques t ion  of  misuse 
p e r s i s t s  and we must c o n f r o n t  i t .  To do t h a t ,  1 d m  

yolny t o  employ a  Uurkean d e v i c e  and see what happens 
when one s u b j c c t s  tlte I f  Uses, Then I.lisuses of 
Cr i t l c i snr  Lo Ourkc's c n t e l e c h i a l  mode of a n a l y s i s .  
Uurke o f t e n  t a k e s  a  concept  and works lt o u t  t o  tlrc 
end of its l i n e  o f  p o s s i b i l i t i e s .  He c a l l s  t h i s  t h e  
e n t e l e c h i a l  mode o f  thouyllt ,  o r ,  more d e s c r i p t i v e l y ,  
to-the-end-of - t h e - l i n e  t h i n k i n y .  H i s  aryumer~L is 
t h d t  every th ing  has  its e n t e l e c h y  o r  p e r f e c t  complete 
form, even nega t ive  t h i n g s  and concepts .  I n  o ther  

words, it should be  p o s s i b l e  t o  t a k e  t h e  i d e a  of t h e  
misuse o f  criticism t o  t h e  end of  t h e  l i n e  and come 
up with tlre p e r f e c t i o n  o f  i t .  The p e r f e c t i o n  of misuse 
i s  i n  i t s e l f  something of a  rtovel idea ,  b u t  t h i s  
should n o t  be al lowed t o  d e t e r  us. be cou ld  perltaps 
th ink  of  t h i s  ds t h e  d e v i l  (not  d e v i l ' s  advoca te )  
func t ion  of  c r i t i c i s m ,  and whether i t  e x i s t s  o r  n o t ,  
i t  migtit g ive  a s  a  way t o  t h i n k  i n t e l l i g e n t l y  and 
c o n s t r u c t i v e l y  about  t h i s  vexing problem. 

I f  a s  A i t i e r i  a ryues ,  and a s  seems r e a d i l y  
a p p a r ~ t  t o  dnyone t h i n k i n g  about  t h i s  ques t ion ,  t h e  
func t ion  of c r i t i c i s m  is t o  confirm and d f f i r m  t h e  
na ture  and power of l i t e r a t u r e  and i n  s o  do ing  t o  
a f f i r m  tlre c a p a c i t y  of bo th  l i t e r a t u r e  and c r i t i c i s m  
t o  b u i l d  and s u s t a i n  t h e  c u l t u r e  ( t h e  community) of 
t h e  word, t)len it would seem t h a t  t h e  most p e r f e c t  
misuse of  cr i t ic ism would be t o  deny t h e s e  powers t o  
l i t e r a t u r e  and a t t a c k ,  wi th  t h e  i n t e n t  t o  k i l l  o f f ,  
t h e  very c r e a t i v e  and c o n s t r u c t i v e  a c t i o n s  which 
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s u s t a i n  criticism and t h e  c u l t u r e  o f  t h e  w r d .  
Simply put ,  a l i t e r a r y  criticism whose o b j e c t  was t o  d e s t r o y  

l i t e r a t u r e - - n o t  j u s t  one kind o f  l i t e r a t u r e ,  but  
l i t e r a t u r e  i n  general--would seem t o  be t h e  p e r f e c t  
example of  t h e  misuse of c r i t i c i s m .  It is a l s o  a r a t h e r  
perverse  example f o r  one can hard ly  even imagine s e r i o u s  
l i t e r a r y  crit ics ~ h o  would undertake such s e l f -  
c o n t r a d i c t o r y  d c t i o n s .  

It  is hard even t o  imagine t h e  motives which would 
opera te :  self-aggrandizement? T h e d i s p l a c e m e n t o f  . 
l i t e r a t u r e  by c r i t i c i s m ?  A ha t red  f o r  c r e a t i v e ,  
c o n s t r u c t i v e  a c t i o n s ?  Pure malignancy? I am t r y i n g  
h e r e  t o  imagine a p e r f e c t  nega t ive  example, one i n  
which t h e  whole f o r c e  of  t h e  c r i t i c a l  a c t i o n  undertaken 
is n e g a t i v e  and d e s t r u c t i v e .  I am not  h e r e  t a l k i n g  
about d e c o n s t r u c t i v e  criticisq, f o r  t h a t  is atlother 
mat te r  a l t o g e t h e r .  Perhaps I should c a l l  t h i s  de- 
c r e a t i v e  o r  simply d e s t r u c t i v e  c r i t l c i s m ,  f o r  i t s  
o b j e c t  would be t o  d e s t r o y  l i t e r a t u r e ,  not  t o  
d e c o n s t r u c t  I t  s o  t h a t  one can  come t o  an awareness .; 

of how i t  was cons t ruc ted ,  and why, i n  t h e  f i r s t  . 
place.  

The p e r f e c t  misuse o f  c r i t i c i s m - - t h e  most 
" inappropr ia te"  use  imaginable--then, would be  t h i s  
s e l f  c o n t r a d i c t o r y  a c t i o n  i n  which t h e  c r i t i c a l  a c t  
v i l l i f i e d  and /or  des t royed  t h e  c r e a t i v e  a c t s  which 
a r e  both its o b j e c t s  of a t t e n t i o n  and i t s  r e a s o n  
f o r  being.  I n s t e a d  of p r i v i l e g i n g  t h e  t e x t ,  one would 
d e s t r o y  it, a s  i f  criticism were a r e v o l u t i o n a r y  a c t i o n  
d i r e c t e d  a g a i n s t  t h e  t e x t  i t s e l f .  C r i t i c i s m  is  f i r s t  
born o u t  o f  l i t e r a t u r e .  L a t e r ,  i t  i s  a l s o  born of 
i t s e l f  i n  t h e  inces tuous  manner of a l l  c r e a t i o n  myths. 
I suppose one could  push my example one s t e p  f u r t h e r  
and say  t h a t  t h e  most p e r f e c t  misuse of  criticism 
would be c r l t l c a l  a c t s  which a t tempt  t o  d e s t r o y  both 
1 i t e r a t u r e . a n d  t h e  c r i t i c a l  endeavor i t s e l f .  These 
would be self-consuming a c t i o n s ,  a s  with some Ddntesque 
c r e a t u r e  which fed  on and e v e n t u a l l y  a t e  i t s e l f  up; 
o r ,  d i f f e r e n t l y  conceived,  they  would be t h e  a c t i o n s  

uf a person n t ~ o ' s  motives were pure ly  n e g a t i v e  a r ~ d  
d e s t r u c t i v e ,  a s  wi th  t h e  Devil ,  o r  Iago. Ooes any such 
criticism e x i s t ?  Can onc even imagine i t  e x i s t i n g ?  
Cdn one conceive of  w r i t i n g  a wtroie book of such 
c r i t i c i s m ,  i n c l u d i n g  t h e  d i a l e c t i c s  of it. How would 
one go a b u t  d e s t r o y i n g  TH DIVllL CUkIEDY, KIIK; LEAR, 
t h e  poems of Keats, Hopkins o r  Oylan Thomas, I4OBY 
DICK--to no o t h e r  end ttren j u s t  t o  d e s t r o y  them? 1s 
it even u s e f u l  t o  t r y  t o  t h i n k  about  t h e  t o p i c  i n  t h l s  
wdy? Sure ly  t h i s  would n o t  be l i t e r a r y  c r i t i c i s m  a s  
we understand it, but a k ind  of a n t i - c r i t i c i s m ,  under- 
taken i n  t h e  name of l i t e r a r y  c r i t i c i s m ,  perhaps,  
and even us ing  many of t h e  most s o p h i s t i c a t e d  resources  
of  c r i t i c a l  a n a l y s i s .  

Some people have seen d e c o n s t r u c t i v e  c r i t i c i s m  a s  
a form of antj-criticism, b u t  t h l s  seems t o  be a mistaken 
o r  angry vlew of  t h a t  whole endeavor. Oecons t ruc t ive  
c r i t i c i s m  does n o t  set o u t  t o  d e s t r o y  l i t e r a t u r e ;  i t  
seems most ly t o  a f f i r m  t h c  f a c t  t h a t  we c r e a t e  a t  t h e  
edge of  t h e  void,  t h e  edge be ing  t h e  po in t  a t  which 
language a r i s e s  and c r e a t i o n  begins;  and t h a t  what we 
c r e a t e  is merely a c r e a t i o n ,  a c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  which cair 
be  decons t ruc ted  back t o  t h e  edge o f  t h e  void.  We do 
it because it is a l l  we can do. A c r i t i c i s m  which 
demonstrates  t h i s  is  not  a misuse of  criticism; i t  is 
y e t  a n o t h e r  example of  a d o c t r i n a l  b i a s  c e n t e r e d  i n  
a theory  of  language and t h e  n a t u r e  of human c r e a t i o n s .  
It  is t h e  r e d u c t i o n  of r e a l i t y  t o  a d i a l e c t i c  of 
c o n s t r u c t i v e  and d e c o n s t r u c t i v e  processes .  

The example o f  misuse which I have invented  is 
much more fundamental because it d e n i e s  both t h e  
func t ion  and va lue  of  l i t e r a t u r e  and a l l  t h e  f u n c t i o n s  
and v a l u e s  of c r i t i c i s m  e x c e p t  a p u r e l y  nega t ive  and 
d e s t r u c t i v e  one. It d e n i e s  i t s e l f  i n  e n a c t i n g  i t s e l f  
and t e n d s  toward a purpose lessness  because i t  d e s t r o y s  
what s u p p o r t s  i t  and l e a v e s  a vacuum behind, s i n c e  it 
d o e s  no t  rep lace  what it d e s t r o y s  with i t s e l f ,  and 
i t  o f f e r s  no a l t e r n a t i v e s .  It reduces Altieri's 
p r o p r i e t i e s  of c r i t i c a l  a c t s  t o  an absurd i ty .  
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P r o t r a c t e d ,  a s  i f  one were w r i t i n y  a s d t i r e ,  t h i s  
entelcl ty  o f  misuse would g ive  u s  a f u t u r e  i n  wlticlt 
c r i t i c i s m  ( c r i t i c s ? )  would des t roy  c r e a t i v e  a c t s  
(poets?)  a s  soon as they appeared i n  a k ind  o f  2 
world o f  demonic c u l t u r e .  Ult imately,  a s  i n  t h a t  
novel,  t h e  c r e a t i v e  motive would be a t t a c h e d  and 
destroyed ~t i t s  source ,  r t t  which po in t ,  o n l y  t h i s  
d e v i l i s h  c r i t i c i s m  would be l e f t  t o  keep a mallyn 
v i y i l  l e s t  t h e  c r e a t i v e  n a t i v e  recrudesce.  
L i t e r a r y  rlnd o t h e r  k inds  of  ana log ies  sugges t  
thc~nse lves .  Iago c r i t i c i s m ,  Clagyart  c r i t i c i s i m ,  
d e v i l  c r i t i c i s m ,  myster ious stracrger c r i t i c i s m ,  
confidence man c r i t i c i s m .  

An e c o l o g i c a l  analogy a l s o  s u y g e s t s  i t s e l f ,  
f o r  t h e  kind of  c r i t i c l s n ~  t l ~ a t  I have been 
d e s c r i b i n g  would be l i k e  t h e  d e l i b e r a t e  p o l l u t i o n  
d u s t r u c t l o n  and exhaus t ing  o f ' v i t a l  r e s o u r c e s  with 
no a t tempt  t o  renew, r e c y c l e ,  o r  r e p l a c e  them. 
Some e c o l o g i s t s  see t h i s  a s  the  b a s i s  of  t h e  
environmental c r i s l s  and i d e n t i f y  i t  a s  t h e  s u i c i d a l  - 
motive i n t r i n s i c  t o  t h e  p resen t  course of  lluman - 
c i v i l i z a t i o n .  The misuse of  c r i t i c i s m  which I 
have been d e s c r i b i n g  would be s i m i l a r l y  s u i c i d d l ,  
So f a r  a s  I can tell, we have here  a p r i n c i p l e  which 
does i n  f a c t  c o n s t i t u t e  misuse f o r ,  a s  i n  a 
d i s t u r b e d  ecosystem, s o  i n  d human ecosystem, t h e  
i n t e r c o n n e c t i o n s  and interdependences upon which 
t h e  h e a l t h  and c a p a c i t y  f o r  s e l f  renewal of  t h e  
ecosystem depend would be broken, and e v e n t u d l l y  
t h e  ecosystem wouid l o s e  i ts  capac i ty  t o  s u s t a i n  
l i f e .  

4. Crea t ion ,  C r i t i c i s m ,  and Cul tu re  

&It, one can ask ,  is i t  even u s e f u l  t o  th ink  
i n  t h e s e  reversed ,  i n v e r t e d  terms. Yes, one must 
answer ( a s  A l t i e r i  d o e s ) ,  f o r  they f o r c e  u s  back, 
always, t o  the  u s e s  of  c r i t i c i s m .  I h e r e  seems t o  
be a c u r i o u s  r e v e r s i n g  d i a l e c t i c  a t  work i n  t h i s  
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i f  / t h e n  proposi t i o n ,  f o r  Iiavilrg a r r i v e d  a t  t h i s  monstrous 
en te lechy  of  misuse,  wliere can wc go but  back t o  llre 
uses  of  c r i t i k i s m ,  t a k i n g  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  p e r f e c t  
misuse wlth u s  t o  see  what i t  c a n  tell  u s  about t h e  
c r e a t i v e  powers of  t h e  c r i t i c a l  word. So, with t h i s  
p r i n c i p l e  of  misuse i n  mind, l e t  us  come round a g a i n  
t o  A l t i e r l ,  t h e  p r o p r i e t y  of  c r i t i c a l  a c t s ,  and t h e  
ques t ion  of u s e a n d m i s u s e  of c r i t i c i s m .  F i r s t  of a l l ,  
t h e  two main (and some would say,  l e g i t i m a t e )  s u b j e c t s  
of c r i t i c i s m  a r e  i t s e l f  and l i t e r a t u r e .  Even when t h e  
s u b j e c t  is i t s e l f ,  c r i t i c i s m  is always i n  a mediating 
p o s i t i o n  f o r  u l t i m a t e l y  c u l t u r e  ( t h e  n a t u r e  and h e a l t h  
of i t )  i s  i ts  r e a l  s u b j e c t  and t h e  po in t  upon which ttre 
t h r e e  c '  s ( c r e a t i v i t y ,  c r i t i c i s m ,  c u l t u r e  ) converge. 
Some might argue t h a t  c r i t i c i s m  t a k i n g  i t s e l f  f o r  a 
s u b j e c t  c o n s t i t u t e s  a misuse,  bu t  t h i s  can  hardly be 
t r u e ,  f o r  c r i t i c i s m  Is a s  fundamental a human and 
symbolic a c t i o n  a s  c r e a t i o n  and worthy of  study f o r  
i t s  own sake i f  we a r e  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  understanding ttre 
na ture  o f  man a s  a symbol-using anlmal. I n  f a c t ,  many 
would (and have)  argued t h a t  i t  is c r i t i c i s m  which keeps 
both c u l t u r e  and c r e a t i o n  h e a l t h y  and t h a t  t h e  t h r e e  
a r e  on ly  s e p a r a b l e  a t  g r e a t  r i s k .  The t h r e e  have 
language--symbol-using--in conmon and u l t i m a t e l y  a l l  
t h e  c e n t r a l  i s s u e s  and q u e s t i o n s  r a i s e d  by t h i s  t o p i c  
involve u s  i n  t h e  most fundamental way w l t h  language 
and t h e  c u l t u r e  of t h e  word, i n  p a r t i c u l a r  t h e  c u l t u r e  
of t h e  w r i t t e n  word. I suppose t h a t  is why t h i s  t o p i c  
is t r u l y  g l o b a l  i n  n a t u r e ,  f o r  it r a i s e s  a l l  ttre 
fundamental q u e s t i o n s  i n  i t s  f i r s t  h a l f  (If Uses of  
C r i t i c i s m )  and then r a i s e s  them y e t  a g a i n  i n  i ts 
second h a l f  (Then Misuses) .  We conf ron t  h e r e  a l l  t h e  
b a s i c  q u e s t i o n s  o f  our  p r o f e s s i o n  a s  t e a c h e r s  and 
p r a c t i o n e e r s  of  l i t e r a t u r e  and c r i t i c i s m ,  j u s t  a s  we 
do, i f  w e  a r e  t h o u g h t f u l  and s e l f  consc ious ,  every 
time we re -enac t  t h e  d r a m  of t h e  classroom o r  
undertake e i t h e r  o r  both c r i t i c a l  o r  c r e a t i v e  a c t i o n s .  

As A l t i e r i  says ,  c r i t i c i s m  is an a c t ,  a l b e i t  a 
symbolic a c t ,  and both p r o p r i e t y  and choice  a r e  
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i n t r i n s i c  t o  t h e  very n a t u r e  of actiorr.  Kennettr 
h r k e  h a s  argued f o r  y e a r s  t h a t  t h e  b a s i c  d i s t i n c t i o n  
between t h e  human and t h e  non-human i s  language, 
symbol-using; and t h a t  a  d i s t i n c t i o n  must be  made 
between non-symbolic motion dnd symbolic a c t i o n .  
Language i s  what makes a c t i o n  p o s s i b l e  because it f r e e s  
one ( t o  v a r i o u s  degrees )  from t h e  n e c e s s i t i e s  of pure 
matter  and motion by making a v a i l a b l e  t h e  whole range 
of human c h o i c e s  t h a t  e x i s t  i n  t h e  symbolic realm man 
c r e a t e s  above and beyond na ture .  And language--or 
t h e  more i n c l u s i v e  ac t iv i ty - - symbol  us ing  is a l s o  
cont inuous ly  g e n e r a t i v e  because with it man c o n s t a n t l y  
genera tes  new choices .  C r i t i c i s m  and c r e a t i o n  a r e  
forms of symbolic a c t i o n .  To misuse e i t h e r ,  one must 
make d e l i b e r a t e  cho ices .  I t  hardly seems poss ib le - -  
i n  terms being used h e r e - - t o  misuse e i t h e r  by a c c i d e n t .  
I'm n o t  s u r e  it is p o s s i b l e  t o  ever  misuse l i t e r a t u r e  
i n  any way. Imagine a  t r a n s p o s i t i o n  of t h i s  t o p i c  
t o  l i t e r a t u r e :  I f  Uses, Ttren Misuses of  L i t e r a t u r e .  
Doct r ina l  d i f f e r e n c e s  can never c o n s t i t u t e  t r u e  m i s u ~ e ,  
though t h e y  a r e  probably t h e  g r e a t e s t  s i n g l e  cause 
f o r  misuse charges - -as  i n  obsceni ty,  pornography, 
and p a r t y - l i n e  c a s e s .  Even t h e  most "obscene" poem 
o r  novel imaginable--one wl~ich broke a l l  k i n d s  of 
p r o p r i e t i e s ,  i n c l u d i n g  formal arid verba l  a s  w e l l  a s  
r a t i o n a l ,  moral, and s o c i d l  ones--would no t  r e a l l y  
c o n s t i t u t e  a  misuse of  l i t e r a t u r e .  A s  h r k e ,  Frye, 
Bachelard and many o t h e r s  have argued, it is  i n  t h e  
very n a t u r e  of the  c r e a t i v e  imdgir~atiorr t o  be f r e e ,  
t o  engage i n  boundary-bredking, t o  be r a d i c a l ,  
innova t ive ,  outrageous,  even obscene, t o  d e l i b e r a t e l y  
break t h e  p r o p r i e t i e s ,  t o  defy  the  norms and t h e  
e s t a b l i s h e d  c a t e g o r i e s ,  t o  be c r e a t i v e  i n  t h e  pure 
and a b s o l u t e  sense o f  t h i s  term by working on t h e  
borders  of t h e  known and t h e  unknown. This  is one 
of t h e  main reasons- -a t  l e d s t  i n  out  time--why many 
of us value t h e  works of  t h e  crecltive imaginat ion 
s o  much. 
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Hc  cot^^: t lcrc t o  a  fundamental ques t ion :  is a l l  
of t h i s  t r u e  of  c r i t i c i s m ?  Are t h e  u x s  of  c r i t i c i s m  
i n  frlct inseparab le  from t h e  u s e s  of  l i t e r a t u r e ,  a s  
Altieri aryues? Are t h e  p r o p r i e t i e s  of  c r i t i c a l  a c t s  
t h e  same a s  t h e  p r o p r i e t i e s  of  c r e a t i v e  a c t s ?  We 
come h e r e  t o  a  t r u l y  c e n t r a l  ques t ion ,  f o r  some 
c r i t i c i s m  i n  our time h a s  seemed more c r e a t i v e  than 
t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  it d i s c u s s e s  and some h a s  used t h e  
occasiorl of t h e  c r i t i c a l  a c t  t o  o u t c r e a t e  t h e  c r c d t o r .  
In f a c t  t h e r e  is a whole school of c r i t i c i s m  which 
a ryues  t h d t  t h e  c r i t i c - r e a d e r  nust i n  f a c t  complete 
t h e  work of c r e a t i o n  begun by t h e  au thor  before any 
work o f  t h e  c r e a t i v e  imaginatiorr can come i n t o  f u l l  
being. Even so ,  i t  does not  seem p o s s i b l e  t h a t  
c r l t i c l s m  could  ever  be a s  f r e e  a s  l i t e r a t u r e ,  even 
i n  a  pure  t h e o r e t i c a l  nmde; and i t  seems i n e v i t a b l e  
t h a t  c r i t i c i s m  w i l l  a lways have (be bound by)  more 
p r o p r i e t i e s  t h a n  l i t e r a t u r e ,  even i n  i ts  most r a d i c a l  
ixpkrimental  forms. 

The p r o p r i e t i e s  o f  c r i t i c a l  a c t s  a r e  not t h e  
sdme a s  t h e  p r o p r i e t i e s  o f  c r e a t i v e  a c t s ,  though t h e  
p r o p r i e t i e s  o f  language a r e  common t o  both.  Concrete 
poe t ry  is a c a s e  i n  p o i n t  here,  f o r  no c r i t i c i s m  
which d i d  t o  t h e  p r o p r i e t i e s  of language what c o n c r e t e  
poe t ry  has  done t o  thent cou ld  cont inue  to  be 
f u n c t i o n a l  a s  criticism. Even i n  its p u r e s t ,  
theoretical form, criticism is always d i s c u r s i v e  
and mediative. That i s  wiry t h e  p e r f e c t  misuse of  
i t  w u i d  c o n s i s t  of  a  conlpletely nega t ive  and 
d e s t r u c t l v e  a c t i o n  which at tempted t o  d e s t r o y  both 
t h e  c r e a t i v e  motive and c r e a t i v e  a c t ,  t h u s  c a n c e l l i n g  
t h e  mediat ive f u n c t i o n  o f  t h e  c r i t i c a l  a c t  i t s e l f .  
The l a r g e r  i m p l i c a t i o n s  o f  t h i s  en te lechy  of  misuse 
a r e  t r u l y  f r i g h t e n i n g ,  e s p e c i a l l y  i f  one t h i n k s  o f  
t h e  t e a c h i n g  o f  l i t e r a t u r e  a t  a l l  l e v e l s  a s  a  
cont inuous c r i t i c a l  a c t i o n :  t o  a t t a c k  and d e s t r o y  
t h e  c r e a t i v e  p r i n c i p l e  i n  human a c t l o n s  a s  I t  is 
manifested i n  t h e  symbolic a c t s  of  l i t e r a t u r e  is 
t o  a t t a c k  one o f  t h e  b a s e s  of human c u l t u r e  i t s e l f  
and, i n  t h e  l a r g e  sense ,  t h e  c a p a c i t y  o f  c u l t u r e  f o r  
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se l f - renewal  and h e a l t h .  Here i t  is t h e  c u l t u r e  of  
t h e  wni t ten  word t h a t  is a t  i s s u e ,  but  t h i n g s  would 
not  be s o  d i f f e r e n t  i f  i t  were a r t  we were d i s c u s s i n g .  
L i t e r a r y  criticism mediates  between and c o n t r i b u t e s  
t o  t h e  c u l t u r e  of  t h e  w r l t t c n  word. It  is c r e a t i v e  
a s  w ~ l l  a s  mediat ive i n  t h e  sense  t h a t  i t  genera tes  
new t h e o r i e s  of  l i t e r a t u r e  and t h e  word and t h u s  
con t inuous ly  c r e a t e s  ( o r  genera tes )  new read ings  of  
t h e  g r e a t  verba l  a c t s  of the  c r e a t i v e  imaginat ion.  
I t  a l s o  r e y e n e r a t e s  its fulrction i n  o t h e r s - - e s p e c i a l l y  
through teaching--and a s  a body of w r i t t e n  t e x t s ,  is 
i t s e l f  p a r t  of t h e  c u l t u r e  of t h e  w r i t t e n  word. I n  
a l l  o f  i ts  a c t i o n s ,  c r i t i c i s m  c l e a r l y  h e l p s  t o  c l e a r  
and prepare  new ground f o r  new c r e d t i v e  a c t s .  

5. Nature, Words, and t h e  C r i t i c a l  Word 

A f t e r  n a t u r e ,  ianyudge (a synlbol-system) is our  
most b a s i c  c o m u n i t y  and, with na ture ,  is t h e  common 
ground o f  our human e x i s t e n c e .  For many t h e s e  days,  
language and symbol systems genera l ly  a r e  a niore 

' _  mmmon ground than na ture .  E i t h e r  way, we a l l  yrow 
and develop i n  and ou t  o f  t h e s e  n u r t u r l n g  comnumities. 
We l e a r n  many of our  p r o p r i e t i e s  from them, f o r  
na ture ,  a s  wel l  a s  language, ltas i ts  p r o p r i e t i e s .  
In  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e s e  two b.jsic environments--the 
n a t u r a l  one and t h e  manmade one (which is  not  only 
m d e  p o s s i b l e  because of  lanyuaye and symhoi-systems 
i n  g e n e r a l ,  but is completely don~inated by them)-- 
man h a s  a t h i r d  environment, which he a l s o  c r e a t e s ,  
which we can t h i n k  of a s  t h e  c o m u n i t y  of  t h e  ZORD. 
I t a k e  t h i s  use of t h e  term hOHD from Kenneth h r k e  
and use  it without  s p e c i f i c  r e l i g i o u s  c o n t e n t ,  f o r  
many human d i s c i p l i n e s  b e s i d e s  theology prov ide  us  
with concept ions  and analogues of  t h e  WORD--among 
them, phi losophy,  l i t e r a t u r e ,  c r i t i c i s m ,  p o l i t i c d l  
sc ience ,  h i s t o r y ,  a l l  forms of moral-et l j icdl  
d i scourse ,  and t h e  law. Accordiny t o  Burke, t h e  
UORO is what you a r r i v e  a t  i f  you keep moving t o  
the h iyher  and higher  l e v e l s  of d i scourse  made 
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lble by words a t ~ d  man's cdpaci  t y  f o r  symbolic 
Jurse. A t  t h e  top  you cone to  a Cod-term o r  d 

)f Cod-terms o r  a c o t ~ c r c n t  vis ioi t  i n  terms of 
R humans t h i n k ,  respond, and a c t .  A l t i e r i ' s  
dards, values,  and i d e a l  c o m ~ u n i t y  a r e  a l l  
ples of  t h e  hORD. In  moviny from n a t u r e  t o  man 
words t o  t h e  hOHD one nwves through t h e  c i r c u i t  
jn'  s homes. 
Hhat does a l l  of t h i s  l ~ a v e  t o  do with t h e  I f  

, Then l l isuses  of Cr i t i c i sm? Hcll, cons iderab le ,  
che u s e s  of c r i t i c i s m  w i l l  d r a y s  have somethiny 
1 with man and h i s  comnlunities. This  is nont~ere 
rer than i n  t h e  p o e t i c s  of A r i s t o t l e ,  i n  t h e  
r r s i s -cen te red  p o e t i c s  o f  Kenneth Burke, o r  i n  
imglna t ion-cen te red  p o e t i c s  of  Idorthrop Fryt.. 
Lcism h a s  something t o  do with c r e a t i n g  and 
~ a i n i n g  a l l  t h r e e  of t h e s e  c o m ~ u n a l  homes. 
:e preceeded language and symbol systems. I t  
)t be  c r e a t e d  though i t  can  be des t royed ,  
tained, manipulated, e x p l o i t e d ,  and, we f l a t t e r  
:Ives, improved upon. I.lan, i t  would now seem, 
the cho ice  of e i t h e r  con t inu ing  t o  p o l l u t e  and 
roy our  most b a s i c  of  a l l  homes o r  of l e a r n i n g  
to maintaln i t - -and  us - - in  a s t a t e  of  equ i l ib r iun t  
rea l th .  However remote it may s e e n j c r i t i c i s m  
have a r o l e  i n  a l l  t h i s  ( f o o t n o t e ,  s e e  my 

ra ture  and ecology, Iowa Review), and 1 only  
ion i t  here because Altieri writes a s  i f  t h e r e  
no community bu t  t h e  human one, and t h i s  is 
t r y i n g  t o  d e a l  with man a s  i f  he  h a s  nothing 

a human h i s t o r y  and had c r e a t e d  himself o u t  of 
fng. The concept  of  comnunity i s  l a r g e r  than 
and t h e  uses  (and misuses)  of c r i t i c i s m  must 
utended t o  inc lude  t h e s e  o t h e r  communities. 
created h i s  human environments (and a l l  h i s  
ure) o u t  of n a t u r e ,  language, o t h e r  symbol 
ems, and the  technology made p o s s i b l e  by t h e  
two. I f  we a r e  t o  d i s c u s s  t h e  u s e s  and m i s t ~ s c . ~  

r i t l c i s m  i n  a large--perhaps even g loba l - -  
ext,  we must s u r e l y  r e a l i z e ,  a s  A l t i e r l  makes 
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c l e a r ,  t h a t  t h e  c u l t v r e  w e  c r e a t e  and a t tempt  t o  
p e r p e t u a t e  is a func t ion  of our values,  and t h a t  
both l i t e r a t u r e  and criticism d e a l  i n  t h e  p o s t  
fundamental ways with v a l u e  formation. It is t h e  
range and i n c l u s i v e ~ e s s  ( o r  exc lus iveness )  of  
these  va lues  t h a t  I am concerned with here,  and 
the p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  t h e  concept of misuse may 
be broadened t o  irqclude both omission and 
exc lus ion .  The ~ p n t r a c t i o n  of our  concerns a s  
c r i t i c s  upon t h e  pure ly  human might i n  f a c t  
c o n s t i t u t e  t h e  worst misuse, 'of dl ;  j u s t  a s ,  f o r  
example, a c r i t i c ' s ~ i n a b i l i t y  o r  r e f u s a l  t o  s e e  
a connect ion between n a t u r e  and t h e  WORD might 
c o n s t i t u t e  a misuse. Nore obviously,  tl lougl~, 
t h e  uses  of  c r i t i c i s m  can never be pure ly  o r  s o l e l y  
a e s t h e t i c .  L i t e r a t u r e  i s  always more s e r i o u s  than 
t h i s  dnd criticism can never  jusb func t ion  a s ' a n  
a e s t h e t i c  f a c i l i t a t o r .  The na ture  and q u a l i t y  
of t h e  human enyironment, and its r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  
n a t u r a l  environment, a r e  ( o r  should be)  m a t t e r s  , 
o f  concern t o  u s  a11 t h e s e  days a s  c r e a t o r s ,  c r i t i c s ; -  
and t e a c h e r s  of l i t e r a t u r e .  The u s e s  of  criticism 
must i n c l u d e  d i a g n o s t i c  and t h e r d p e u t i c  concern 
with t h e  h e a l t h  of a l l  our  communities. 

Man's t h i r d  environment, t h e  c o m o n l t y  o f  
t h e  WORD, t h e  one t h a t  h e  h a s  c r e a t e d  a t o p  t h e  
more v i s i b l e  and maEeria1 human communities i n  
which he l e a d s  h i s  d a i l y  l i f e ,  i s  t h e  one which has 
given u s  superna ture ,  heavens, h e l l s ,  in te rmedia te  
p u r g a t o r i a l  zones, t h e  LAW, utop ias ,  pure ly  
imagina t ive  and imaginary worls ,  complex and 
enormously v a r i e d  Famil ies  of  imagined a k t e r n a t i v e  
worlds and s e l v e s ,  F i c t i o n s ,  a b s t r a c t i o n s ,  .symbol- 
systems, Cod, gods, and mythologies--to name a 
few o f  i t s  c r e a t i o n s .  This  t h i r d  environment-- 
and we a l l  l i v e  i n  i t  and depend upon i t  a s  s u r e l y  
and a b s o l u t e l y  a s  we do t h e  o t h e r  two--is t h e  one 
t h a t  is t h e  more pure ly  c r e a t e d ,  t h e  most c l e a r l y  
a func t ion  of man's c r e a t i v e : c d p a c i t y  f o r  beyondiny, 
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for t rmscertdir tg  i t ~ t u r r -  by cnlnd-leaping i n t o  
.mother pure ly  human realm. It is  o f t e n  spohon o f  
a s  t h e  movcment from n e c e s s i t y  t o  freedom. Else -  
where, 1 c a l l e d  i t  t h e  f i f t h  dimension. Yould no t  
the  p u r e s t  misuse of c r i t i c i s m  c o n s i s t  i n  the  d e n i a l  
of t h i s  unique t h i r d  environment man h a s  c rea ted  
f o r  himself ,  d r~d  of t h e  ways i n  which i t  can f u n c t i o n  
t o  h e l p  keep a l l  t h r e e  environments i n t e r r e l a t e d ,  i n  
balarlcc: and h e a l t h ?  

Only n a t u r e  is r e a l l y  a given, though i t  seems 
now a s  i f  language is a l s o .  Everything e l s e  is mdn 

made and added t o  n a t u r e .  I.lan's h i s t o r y  c o n s i s t s  
q u i t c  l i t e r a l l y  i n  t h e  humanization o r  t rans format ion  
of n a t u r e  t o  human ends. The d i s t a n c e s  and c o n t r a -  
d i c t i o n s  between t h e  f i r s t  and t h i r d  environments a r e  
irmwnse. Hature can deny nothing and a f f i r m s  on ly  
I t s e l f .  Han, thanks t o  t h e  symbolic realm--the realm 
of t h e  WORD--can deny and a f f i r m  almost  anything.  
Nature and h i s t o r y  a r e  t h e  kingdoms of n e c e s s i t y .  It 
is t h e  HORD t h a t  g i v e s  us  a c c e s s  t o  t h e  realm o f  
freedom. Somewhere i n  between Nature and the  W R O  
is a middle realm, o r  what I have c a l l e d  t h e  second 
envlronment, t h e  realm of  words. It is our  e a r t h -  
bound v i s i b l e  and m a t e r i a l  c u l t u r e ,  most p e r f e c t l y  
embodied, perhaps,  i n  o u r  g r e a t  c i t i e s .  It is where 
the  bulk of our  l i f e  is l ived .  I f  we a r e  going t o  
t a l k  about  t h e  uses  ( o r  misuses)  o f  criticism, ne 
w i l l  have t o  address  o u r s e l v e s  t o  t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  of  
c r i t i c i s m  t o  l i f e  i n  t h i s  second envlronment, f o r  i t  
is only h e r e  t h a t  one can  a c t u a l l y  a c t ,  and i t  1s 
here ,  and i n  Nature, t h a t  t h e  consequences of a l l  
our a c t i o n s  a r e  f e l t .  Ye may l i v e  i n  t h r e e  cnv i ron-  
ments and have t h r e e  homes, but  we can on ly  a c t  i n  
the  f i r s t  two; it i s  t h e  power and freedom t o  a c t  
nhich comes from t h e  t h i r d ,  t h e  symbolic realm, t h e  
realm of the  WORD and, o f  course ,  the  realm of both 
t h e  c r e a t i v e  and the  c r i t i c a l  Word. 

For  most of  us ,  mediat ion and a c t i o n  a r e  t h e  
c e n t r a l  problems. The WORD Is not  a c c e s s i b l e  t o  
everybody and must u s u a l l y  be mediated. Perhaps 




























































