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| NTRCDUCTI1 ON

In such a piece of work, clearly, it would be pre-
em nently the unacademic virtues that woul d be denanded
and tested: a pioneering spirit; the courage of
enornous i nconpl et enesses; the determnation to
conpl ete the best possible chart wth the inevitably
patchy and sketchy know edge that is all one's
opportunities permt one to acquire; the judgenent and
intuition to select drastically yet delicately, and
nmake a little go a long way; the ability to skip and
scanp with wi sdom and consci ence.
--F.R. Leavis!?

John Henry Newman's Idea of A University was the starting point

of ny reflections on the subject, as | suspect it has been for
many of those primarily exposed to a legacy of British or
Anerican thought. Newman's argunents that the pursuit of
know edge should be its own end in the university, and that the
distinctive feature of a ~“liberal' education was its distance
fromlabour, trade, and the utilitarian aspects of |ife, though
they were, and remain, quite opposed to |liberal dogma, are still
extraordinarily influential. If liberalismis usually associated
(politically) with the defence of individual Iliberty, wth
egalitarianism and with the idea of progressive social reform
and (economcally) with the idea of an open market controlled by
a price nechanism a |liberal education, as Newran poi nts out, has
al ways been associated with an aristocratic al oof ness from both
egal i tarianismand the functioning and ethos of the marketpl ace.
Al t hough Newman's book on the university has been acclained as a
masterpi ece of English prose, the inplications of his
understanding of a liberal education (in the context of

l'i beralism do not seemto have been expl ored.

Wiil e Newran's thinking provided the initial framework for



analysis, the prose witings of Friedrich Schiller, especially
his essays on the aesthetic education of man and on naive and
sentinental poetry, were crucial to the developnment of this
thesis. Newran and Schiller perhaps represent the two nost
i nfluenti al kinds of approach to theorising the nodern
university.? If Newran enphasized the dignity of the pursuit of
know edge and a certain splendid amateurism in his idealized
university, Schiller, together with Goethe and Wilhelm von
Humboldt, was responsible for the idea of ~the university of
culture, ' an idea that was taken up by Matthew Arnol d. Arnold,
who admred Newran as exenplifying “the civilized mnd of
kford,” and who was one of the few Englishnmen of his tine to
conbine an admration for Newnan's ideas about higher education
wi t h an under standi ng of the Gernan university of the Humboldtian
nodel , was anot her inportant point of reference for this thesis.
The fact that | amable to wite a thesis on “the idea of a
university' froman English departnent w thout raising too many
eyebrows is, of course, largely a result of the indefatigable
pol em cal |abours of F.R. Leavis, who believed that English was
t he humani ties subj ect, and therefore the university subject, the
study of which could, in some sense, save the world; and who

proselytised to this effect all his life.

If Newman, Arnold and Leavis, between them can serve as
exenplars of a certain well nigh continuous tradition of English
amateurismin the university (that the term “amateurism' IS not
bei ng used pejoratively will becone clear), Goethe, Schiller and

Von Hunboldt, and behind them the inmmensely influential
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phi | osophies of Kant and Hegel, can serve equally well as
exenpl ars of the other powerful university tradition, one that
came to enphasize rigorous research and consi derabl e
speci alization, though its original telos was a Protean self
fashioning, with a shared culture constituting the material of
this self-fashioning. The wuniversity that grew out of this
idealist tradition, as it depended nore and nore on the ethos of
the university itself rather than on the life of the society
outside the university, was transforned, paradoxically, into the
nodern wuniversity of specializations and fragnmentary sub-
disciplines. 0 these two traditions of thought concerning the
university, | value the English tradition for its amateuri smand
Its playfulness, the clarity wwthwhich it has al ways set out its
ainms; the other for its (initial) enphasis on the culture of the
whol e person, and the seriousness with which it responded to the
body of opinion we call Enlightennent thought, and especially to
the egalitarian thrust of that thought. Schiller, the one thinker
who seens equally sensitive to both these streans of thinking,
beconmes a crucial figure, and it is part of ny argunent that the
novenent towards professionalismon the one hand, and the posture
of alienation from rationality on the other (anmong humanities
intellectuals in particular) represent dangers that he
specifically warned against; dangers that, in our tinme, have
seriously inpaired the university's capacity to carry out what
may be its nost vital function: to help us negotiate a nodernity

that can either fulfil or destroy.
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Anong twentieth century thinkers who have comented on
education, apart from Leavis | have been nost influenced by
Lionel Trilling and M chael Gakeshott. Both nmen were dedicated
fashi oners of the self who nmanaged to renmain "exquisite anmateurs
and acconpl i shed humani sts" (as Pater tells us aesthetic critics
should be). | benefited greatly froma | ate, but tinely, exposure
to Georg Lukacs's and Yvor Winters's courageous and unpopul ar
opposition to aspects of nmainstream nodernism Al asdair
MacIntyre, M chel Foucault and Jurgen Habermas, whose argunents
and formul ati ons | have nore often di sagreed with than ot herw se,
have neverthel ess proved remarkably stiml ating.

It is perhaps practical, and certainly courteous, to state
at the outset the various things this thesis is not. It is not an
enpirically based study of the Indian university: in fact the
I ndi an university as a distinct historical or sociological entity
does not neke an appearance at all. It is not a rigorously
researched history of the conceptual evol ution of the university-
-1 very nuch doubt there is any such thing anyway (an
evolutionary history, | nean, which traces the inevitable
Hegel ian march of the idea of the university from nedi eval seat
of learning to |liberal acadeny to technocratic nmultiversity). On
the other hand, it is not, | hope, a purely inpressionistic
survey of arbitrarily chosen aspects of the university.

The first part of the first chapter ("The Parlianentary
University, Liberalismand a Liberal Education"), which deals

with “the parlianentary university, ' was witten largely as an



5

exercise in personal exorcism and represents a reaction agai nst
what | can now only think of as an early and excessively
idealistic understanding of the wuniversity's functioning. It
surveys the witings of a group of thinkers who would like to
characterize the university primarily as a place for fornal
intellectual conflict, or procedural justice, or negotiated
verbal agreenments (I also look at the witings of sone who have
opposed t hese characterizations). These concepts have an obvi ous
famly resenbl ance, and equally obvious antecedents in |iberal
t hought, especially that of John Stuart MII. Later in this
chapter | try to explore the relationship between |liberal theory
and the “liberal education' traditionally prom sed, or offered,
by the nodern university. The second chapter ("Changing The
Topic: Poststructuralism The Humanities, English Studies") is
concerned wth the phenonena of poststructuralism and
postnodernity in the humanities, and with the way in which these
devel oprent s have altered t he preoccupati ons of humani sts. Inthe
third chapter ("Mdernism Romanti ci sm and the English
Accommodation"”) | discuss the famliar (in English studies)
concepts of Romanticismand nodernism but | attenpt to anal yse
them in terns of the categories of enpiricism idealism and
realismrather than in the nore usual aesthetic categories. In
the fourth and final chapter ("Schiller and the Negotiation of
Moder nity: Consi dered Anbi val ence, Play, and Sel f-Fashioning") |
argue that the witings of Schiller (and Goethe) may help us to

a better theoretical and practical understanding of the idea of



a university.

M/ preoccupations in these pages may appear to be too
exclusively with the past, present and future of English
departments to justify ny claimto be discussing the university
as a whole. There are two good reasons for what m ght appear at
first sight to be nere parochialism or worse, disciplinary
hubris. First, | thought it would serve ny purposes better to
survey the conplexity of the idea of a wuniversity from a
relatively fixed vantage poi nt, and noreover froma vantage poi nt
| could claim sonme famliarity with. Second, (and this is an
altogether nore controversial claim | believe that English
studies, for various reasons, has played a peculiarly inportant
and influential role anong the humanities, and therefore in the
uni versity as a whole, since, inny argunent, it is the carefully
regul ated tensi on between the clains of the sciences and t hose of
the humanities and social sciences that constitutes what is

di stinctive about the nodern university.



NOTES

1. From "Education and the University: Sketch for an English
School" Scrutiny vol 1X, No 2 Sept.1940 (98-120).

2. For a discussion of the differences between, and nutual
i nfl uence of, the Oxbridge and German (Hunbol dtian) traditions, see
Jarosl av Pelikan's The |Idea of the University: A Re-exam nation, pp

83- 88.




CHAPTER 1

THE PARLI AMENTARY UNI VERSI TY,
LI BERALI SM AND LI BERAL EDUCATI ON

The change fromthe age of status to the age of choice
was first nmade in states where the governnent was to a
great and growing extent a governnent by discussion,
and where the subjects of that discussion were in sone
degree abstract, or, as we should say, matters of
principle...A free state--a state with liberty--means
a state, call it republic or call it nmonarchy, in which
the sovereign power is divided between nmany persons,
and in which there is discussion anong those persons.

--Walter Bagehot, "The Age of Di scussion”

It seens not inprobable that it was the engagenent in

this conversatlon (where tal k |s W t hout a concl usi on)

t hat gave our present appearance, nen being

descended fron1a race of apes wno sat in talk so |ong

and so late that they wore out their tails. Education,

properly speaking, is an initiation into the skill and

partnership of this conversation in which we learn to

recognize the voices, to distinguish the proper

occasions of utterance, and in which we acquire the

i ntel | ectual and noral habits appropriate to

conver sati on.

--Mchael Oakeshott, "The Voice of Poetry
in the Conversation of Manki nd"

The idea that what is really unique about the university is its
ability to transcend conflict through rational discussion is as
ancient, and as durable, as the university itself. In recent
years, however, this conception has cone under attack, especially
fromfem nists, poststructuralists, and anti-Iliberals of various
descriptions. For them the transcending of conflict is nere co-
opting of dissidence, or repressive tolerance. But interestingly,
as the attack on what | amcalling the parlianentary university
has gai ned nonentum so has the contrary trend, towards a defence

of such a version of the university. Habermas's defence of
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communi cative action, Bakhtin's dialogism, M chael OGakeshott's
el egant endorsenents of “conversation' and Richard Rorty's
endorsenents of (Qakeshottian conversation, GCerald Gaff's
determined efforts to establish -~teaching the conflicts' gas
pedagogi cal practice in English departnents; all these contribute
to a general atnosphere which is, however anbi guously, conducive
to a conception of the university as a space where problens are
solved and new synt heses worked out by conmunication, rational
di scussi on, negotiation, and so on.

Anong contenporary theorists, Jurgen Habermas iS unique in
t he conprehensi veness and sheer tenacity of his defence of the
intrinsic rationality and emanci patory power of communication. In
English studies, Cerald Gaff has, wth simlar single-
m ndedness, defended his ~teach the conflict' thesis. | begin by
focusing on these two theorists because their theories exenplify
the positions of the two fairly well differentiated groups within
the parliamentary university: perhaps we can call them the
consensus school and the conflict school. |f Habermas's witing
enphasi zes the primacy of a sort of benign sem nar/discussion
model in the wuniversity ethos, Gaff's work explores the
dividends of institutionalizing a nore agonistic node of
communi cati on, one which lays nore weight on enacted

di sagreenments than on encouragi ng rapprochement. The idea that

the chief function of the university is to stage intellectual
conflicts, as a result of which new truths are arrived at or

earlier positions fruitfully nodified, has always attracted
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adherents. As | argue later, this variant is close to, indeed
derived from the classic liberal position on free speech, as it
is elaborated by John Stuart MII or Walter Bagehot, or by
twentieth century liberals |ike Karl Popper.

The distinction | have drawn between these positions tends
to di ssol ve under close scrutiny, but is useful for purposes of
anal ysis. Inpractice, proponents of “discussion,'or ~“thepublic
sphere,' Or “negotiated agreements' tacitly subsume the nore
agoni stic variant under their own consensual nodel; on the other
hand, proponents of “conflict' and 'the clash of ideas' tacitly
assunme that the telos of the conflict or the clash is consensus,
though they tend to call the consensus ~“truth' (Stanley Fish's
rather sensational singularity consists in the fact that he
insists on calling the truth 'consensus').

There is no doubt that defenders of the parlianentary
university are logically on very strong ground; the nost anarchic
of hostile critics, as soon as they enter the terrain of a
di scussion about the ains of the university, are forced to
concede that in the face of varied and intractable conflicts, or
I ncomrensur abl e val ue systens, an enphasis on procedural justice
or neutrality isinevitable, if the university is to be preserved
at all. The occasi onal exception only seens to prove the rule. A

witer like Jacques Derrida, during a protracted discussion of

the university, never gives the inpression that his critique of
Ny

rationality can ever issue in any definite and tangi bl e changes.

O course, he mght consistently nmaintain that such changes are
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the last thing he desires, but the distance he maintains from
anything renotely resenbling a pragmatic critique seriously
di minishes the effectiveness of his argunent.! Al asdair
MacIntyre, On the other hand, wth perhaps an equal aversion
towards the nornms of rationality and procedural justice that

structure nodern Wstern society and, by extension, the
university, is altogether nore scrupulous (not to say lucid) in
his argunent, and is led to endorse "the university as a pl ace of

constrai ned di sagreenent, of inposed participation in conflict,

inwhich acentral responsibility of higher education would be to

initiate students into conflict" (Three R val Versions, 230-31).

Simlarly, Bill Readings, one of the nost interesting anal ysts of
the nodern university, after dismssing Gerald Gaff, Habermas,
and Stanl ey Fish as flabbily pro-consensus (despite the repeated
disclainers of all three), ends by stating his preference for
"di ssensus"” over consensus, and urges us to be satisfied to dwell
"in the ruins" of the university.? This is a desperate nove:
consistency is retained, and the university itself virtually
denol i shed. The trajectory of his thought confirns the strength
of the consensual position. The programratic scepticismtowards
consensus of any kind nust lead to the rejection of the

university itself, since in the absence of a telos of consensus

at least partially guaranteed by procedural fairness and fornma

di scussion, the raison d etre of the university disappears from

Vi ew.

However, logical invulnerability alone will not save the
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parliamentary university. As Newnman remar ked (apr opos
l'iberalisn), "[mjany@a man wll |ive and di e upon a dogma: no man
will be a martyr for a conclusion"; and, closer to our tineg,

Habermas's feiterated conplaints that poststructuralists |ike
Derri da and Foucaul t are i nvol ved in “performative
contradictions' when they attack the norns of rationality, or
deny the existence of universals, cuts noice, it appears, with
these contradictory perforners or their supporters. As | wll
argue, the university based on formal discussion and oriented
t owards consensus cannot survive if large nunbers of scholars
withhold assent from this justificatory npdel. As wth the
i beral marketplace, with which it has so nuch in comon, and
from which it may be obscurely derived, the parlianentary
university only functions effectively if the "“customers' accept
the rules of the marketplace of ideas. Interestingly, despite
| i beral thinkers' efforts to (methodologically) detach noral
concerns fromthe workings of the market, a noral commtnent to
the market seens to be vital to its proper functioning; and
sonething simlar mght be true of the working of the
parliamentary university.?

The | ocus classicus of both the consensual and the conflict

nodel s, indeed of |iberal freedom of speech as a whole, at any
rate in the English speaking world, is of course John Stuart

MIl's On Liberty, though MIton's Areopagitica i S an inportant

precursor. Though MIton was far frombeing a |iberal, at one

point in Areopagitica he nakes an argunent that becanme a stock
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def ence of freedomof speech. MIton, know ng that good and evil
grow up together, alnost inseparably, inthe field of this world,
refuses to "praise a fugitive and cl oi stered virtue, unexercised
and unbreathed, that never sallies out and sees her adversary"
(390-91). So know edge of the good cannot only be know edge of
the good; it has to include know edge of evil. So censorship,
even of the admttedly evil, is bad, as it precludes the
possibility of human beings understanding, and judging, and
rejecting evil. FromMIlton's argunent in favour of know ng all
the argunents in order to choose the good, it is a small step, or
no step at all, to MIIl's argunment that you mnust know your
opponent's argunent as well as, or better than he does, if you
are going to nake a correct political or |ogical judgenent:
He who knows only his own side of the case, knows
little of that. H s reasons nmay be good, and no one may
have been able to refute them But if he is equally
unable to refute the reasons on the opposite side; if
he does not so much as know what they are, he has no
ground for preferring either opinion.... Nor is it
enough that he shoul d hear the argunents of adversaries
fromhis own teachers, presented as they state them
and acconpani ed by what they offer as refutations. This
isnot the way to do justice to the argunents, or bring
theminto real contact with his own mnd. He nust be
able to hear them from persons who actually believe

them who defend them in earnest, and do their very
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utnost for them He nust know them in their nost
pl ausi bl e and persuasive form he nust feel the whole
force of the difficulty which the true view of the
subject has to encounter and di spose of.... ((n Liberty
231) .

The second chapter of On Liberty relentlessly presses homne

argunents in favour of discussion, conflictual or otherw se. A
silenced opinion may turn out to be true; even if untrue, a part
of it may be true, and we ought to value that part; if an opinion
is silenced without a full understanding of its constituent parts
and the connection between them we have only a prejudiced view
of that opinion; and so on. MIIl is insistent that ideas and
opi ni ons nust be subjected to the nost stringent tests, a sort of
l i ngui stic and ideol ogical Darw nian struggle which will lead to
the survival of the fittest opinions, before we rest satisfied.
It was as a result of his convictions in these matters that this
paradi gmatic |liberal recommended to other |iberals a close study
of the conservative Col eridge; a recommendation that was taken
very seriously by both FFR Leavis and Lionel Trilling.

Newran, though nmuch | ess enanoured of the pure struggle of
| deas, envisages an inportant place for conflict in the
uni versity:

[The university] is the place to which a thousand
school s make contributions; in whichthe intellect may
safely range and specul ate, sure to find its equal in

sone antagoni st activity, and its judge in the tribunal
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of truth. It is a place where inquiry is pushed
forward, and discoveries verified and perfected, and
rashness rendered i nnocuous, and error exposed, by the
collision of mnd with mnd, and know edge wth
know edge. ("Wat is a University" 38)

MIl's enphasis on the intrinsic value of tolerance and
fairness has been overshadowed by his nore utilitarian and
conbati ve argunents for free speech. Mreover, MII| hinself may
have felt that the argunments for tolerance had been nade wth
sufficient strength by Locke not to need extended reiteration. In
our tine, Stuart Hanpshire has elegantly restated the argunent
for tol erance and fairness, and explored the rel ati onshi p bet ween
these features of social life and the act of discussion:

Uniting all humanity, fromthe nursery to the grave,
the practice of pronoting and accepting argunents for
and against a proposal is taken as the core of
practical rationality.... It is of the essence of the
procedure that the pro and the contra should both be
heard and eval uated, and that the procedure shoul d not
be cut off before all the argunents are in. The
di scussion of an issue of practical policy is both an
adversary procedure, with two sides represented, and a
judicial one, because in the end a Sol ononi ¢ j udgenent
will normally be nade, with the acceptance of sone
argunments and the dismssal of others.

The canons of rationality are here the canons of
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fairness. If the full procedure of discussion, and the
wei ghi ng of arguments, has not been fol | owed, the final
judgerment is tainted with bias and unfairness.

(I'nnocence and Experience 53)

Cerald Gaff's position on the inportance of conflict in the
| earning process is essentially an application of MII's freedom
of speech argunents to pedagogy in general . Like nmany teachers in
English departnents today, Gaff is troubled by the ~culture
wars' between the traditionalists and the radicals:

The major conflict today pits those who conceive the
goal of literary study to be the pronotion of literate
appreciation of the traditional nonunments of high
cul ture agai nst those who want to subject that culture
and what they see as its repressive effects to a
radi cal critique. ("The Future of Theory in the
Teaching of Literature" 259)
It is not just the disagreenments that worry him it is the
i ntransi gence of the protagonists and the protractedness of the
war that cause concern. (In this respect he resenbl es another
t hi nker discussed later in this chapter, A asdair MacIntyre, who
Is outraged by the inconclusiveness of liberal political
practice, and the absence of final judgenents). Gaff feels that
prof essors should not conceal or obfuscate their disagreenents
Wi th each other, inorder to present an authoritative exterior to
their students or the public. They should, instead, enact or

stage their disagreenents. Students will actually learn better,
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and nore. They will lose their disabling awe of their teachers,
and the exciting engagenments between their professors wll
stinulate themto participate in the conflict, and thereby in the
| ear ni ng process, thenselves;

the aimis ... to exploit the conflicts thensel ves as
an organi zing principle. In theory, such a conflict-
nodel is what denocratic pluralismclains to have stood
for all along, but in fact such a nodel has never found
institutional expression. Though nmany literature
departnments are now pluralistically diverse, few of
them nmake use of this diversity beyond presenting
students with a rich array of choices. A nore
functional pluralismwould nean not just agreeing to
differ, but to stage differences openly. ("The Future
O Theory" 261)
G aff has urged this pedagogi cal panacea in a variety of fora,
with quite extraordi nary consistency and resol ution. The pattern
of the argunment renains nore or |less the same, though in |ater
ver si ons he appears to be nore concerned with “dividends' and t he
public relations aspects of English teaching: he speaks of "the
show business dinension" of the hunanities and about the
inportance of "learning sonething from the nedia about the
organi zation of representations."* This follows, | think, from
t he mar ket pl ace paradi gmthat underlies his “teachthe conflicts'
recommendati on; though it nmay have sonething to do with the

rhetorical skills of his even nore nmarket oriented and public
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rel ati ons-obsessed colleague, Stanley Fish, wth whom he
increasingly seens to share a platform fromwhich they lambast
apathetic or cowardly radicals for not hitting back at the
neoconservati ves. °

Gaff's position is easy to parody, largely as a result of
the cyni ci sm about higher education that has been accunul ating
for alnost a century, if not nore. It is certainly a plausible
and wel | intentionedtheory, at any rate inits earlier versions.
But who, in an atnosphere saturated with antinomian fury agai nst
conventional norality, repressive tolerance, the totally
adm ni stered society, the exploitation of the East by the West,
raci sm sexi sm honophobia and so on, wants to |listen to someone
who thinks all or many of our problens can be solved by the
verbal enactnent of our disagreenents? In addition, Gaff's
theories are peculiarly out of place in English studies; as David
Bromwi ch points out, the idea of arriving at the truth through
intellectual battles is nore famliar in philosophy than in
English departnents.® Finally, if Qaff's proximty to Fish's
superbly professional pragmatism is synptomatic rather than
coincidental, as there is some reason to suppose it is, acertain
scepticismabout the results of ~teaching the conflicts' is in
order: sonething resenbling the regular, sonewhat predictable
agon of the Qorah Wnfrey Show rat her than the Socratic dial ogue
that seened to be promsed may result. {

More interesting than the details of Gaff's theory,

however, are the responses to his suggestions. Teaching the
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conflict has been rejected, as far as | can nake out, by witers
across the political spectrum Stanley Fish puts the case for
teaching the conflict as a form of “soft' repression wth
admrable lucidity:

If conflict is made into a structural principle, its
very nature is donesticated; rather than being the
mani festation of difference, conflict becones the
theater in which difference is displayed and stage-
managed. .. .Strange as it may seem the effect of
bringing difference into the spotlight front and center
Is to obscure its operation, to hide the fact that the
perspective fromwhich one thinks to spy difference is
itself chal | engeabl e, partisan, conflictual,
differential. ("The Common Touch" 248)

Bill Readings, upping the ante, includes Fish anong the

consensual theorists:

Community [for Habermas] iS grounded not in organic
identity but in rational communication. This in turn
neatly parall el s the devel opnent of the canon debate in
the USA, since it is the claimthat buttresses Stanl ey
Fish's call for “business as usual' under the aegis of
an interpretive community—a horizon of rational
consensus rather than a cultural identity. ("For a
Heteronomous Qultural Politics" 182)

However, in his rejection of Gaff's theories, Readings is

not very far from Fi sh:
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Behind [Gaff's] laudable desire to displace the

nonol ogi ¢ authority of disciplinary discourse lies a
desire for final consensus, the consensus that woul d
permt the determnation and transmssion of "the
conflict" as an obj ect of professorial discourse. ("The
Uni versity Wthout Culture?" 478)

Wile Fish and Readings distrust staged pedagogi cal
conflicts because they obscure difference or operate with a
concealed orientation towards consensus, conservative critics
di strust the nodel because it undermnes the authority of the
teacher. James W Tuttleton, in a swingeing attack on Gaff's

programme (in the New Criterion), which he calls a "Sixties

“Teach In,'" warns:

What is not going to survive the contestation, |
suspect, isthe traditional professor, the man or wonan
who thinks that literature is an art rather than a
branch of politics or sociology and who w shes to
present it to students as a rich, conplex experience
not reducible to the objectives of the radical |eft.
("Back to the Sixties" 33)

Tuttleton is concerned that the ~lone, dissenting professor'
wi || be overwhel ned by the endl ess staged conflicts, wth neither
the will left, nor the tine, to teach literature. Frank Kermode,
who woul d probably not think of hinself as conservative, shares
Tuttleton's fears about the effacement of “English' in the m dst

of the conflict:
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Students should be nade ‘“articulately aware' says
G aff, "of the controversies surrounding them'.... It
Is made clear that he thinks this kind of thing to be
a nore suitable teaching nmethod than any of which the
purpose is to get students to attend to poems. This
seens to ne a mschievous idea. How can these deprived
students be articulate and indeed ~aggressive'
participants in a debate about sonething they cannot
read with interest, interns of which, it is admtted,
they have no understanding?.... Wat is |liable to get
lost inthis transaction, not that it is felt tonmatter
any nore, 1is literature--in this case, “English'.
("Future of the English Literary Canon" 17)

Davi d Bromwich, one of the few self-confessed liberals to
coment on the “culture wars' (there is sonething distinctly odd
about a battle over culture fought out chiefly between
conservative journalists and vaguely left-wing academ cs) makes
perhaps the nost damaging critique of Gaff's proposals.’” At
endures, life is brief; by anal ogy, the conflicts keep changi ng,
like fashions, while (this is also Kermode's worry) the texts
remain to be read:

The tinely books and articles that take a position on
the conflicts are not built to last; there wll be
anot her debate, with different books and articles, for
the early 1990s and . the late.... such a proposal

envisions a student generous enough and inquisitive
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enough to thrive in any atnosphere. But suppose we
| magi ne a student nore remarkable still: one who sees
just how far his or her teachers stand for
unharmonizing poi nts of view, who even takes pl easure
in arranging nental wars between them (in which,
per haps, sone perish forever); but who, far from
wanti ng such an exchange to be formalized in every
class, thinks of education as sonething nore than a
prof essional debate.... By the proposal we are now
consi dering, such a student is sold short. (Politics By

G her Means 127)

Bromwi ch touches also on another, less easily articul able,
problem that the traditional strength of English studi es has had
to do with reading--close readi ng, w de reading, a great deal of
reading. Wth this went a certain distance from the conbative
“define your terns' style nore famliar in phil osophy
departments:
D al ectical habits, a certain regimen of argunmentative
moves--these have al ways been a | arge conponent of the
learning required anong philosophers. |f advanced
students are now asked to exhibit these strengths at

the sacrifice of all others, the tact of historical

imagi nation will suffer greatly... (Politics By G her
Means 188)
Wiy has “teachingthe conflicts, ' superficiallyso suitedto

the parlianentary university, nmet with so nuch resistance, and
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fromsuch a range of political positions? | nust confess that the
reason nost commonly adduced, that if it is inplenmented there
will be no place for the literary texts, does not strike ne as
being at all convincing. Even a cursory reading of the criticism
of Leavis, Wnters, Trilling, Ednmund WIlson, or 1.A. Richards
reveals a quite extraordinary range of interests, interests that
did not preclude “close reading' but, on the other hand, probably
facilitated such readi ng.

Briefly, one kind of reading wi |l not di spl ace anot her; not,

at any rate, in the people who woul d have read poens and novel s

and essays anyway. Wiy then do nmany people fear that it will do

so? This can be explained, | think, in terns of an admttedly
dispiriting conjuncture of events. People are, in general,
reading | ess; at the sane tinme, English departnents have been in
recent years inundated with nunbers of students whose skills and
aspirations would, in the past, have inpelled them towards
sociology or political science departnents. Such students,
attracted by anal ysis that prom ses both intellectual stinmulationv
and radical social change, and bored or repelled by the negative

capability Keats spoke of, the rituals of passive saturation in

the nood, tone, feeling of a poemor novel that have played such
a large part in the traditional English studies' approach to
literature, have undoubtedly been responsible, by a sort of
uni nt ended denographic shift, for a revolution in the nodes of
appr ehensi on of the discipline.’

The other reason (for opposition to Gaff's suggestions),
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touched on by Bromwich, is altogether nore plausible. The
analytical skills so prodigiously on display in the last two
decades' outpouring of “Theory,' partly because they resonate
with the increasing instrunental rationality of even the hitherto
differentiated cultural and famlial worlds we live in, threaten
to displace other kinds of understanding, such as the honely
ki nds promsed as aresult of ~close reading, ' skills we can give
the dignified adjectives “hermeneutic' Or ~phenomenological.'
“Teaching the conflicts' offers no space at all for |less
conbative, less analytic kinds of understandi ng.

M/ own explanation is that both the anti-philosophizing
| egacy of English studies and an investnent in an ongoi ng and
conpl exly pleasurable agon contribute to the rejection of
“teaching the conflicts.'® But even nore inportant is the part
played by a very tenaciously held and probably largely
unconsci ous view of what a “liberal education' consists in: a
view that is threatened by the ~“professionalism' of Graff's
celebration of the marketplace of ideas. This argunent is
explored later in this chapter.

Jurgen Habermas, though he seens to be part of the extended
famly of discussion theorists who have their founding charter in
MIl'"s On Liberty, is nuch further fromMII| than, say, Gaff. On
cl oser inspection, Luther and Kant turn out to be inportant, if
not only, begetters of Habermas's ideas about comrunicative
rationality in the public sphere.® Wile MIIl is, in the final

analysis, enpirical and utilitarian, Habermas is concerned with
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nmet aphysi cal groundings and noral categorical inperatives. He
seens to be located alnost exactly mdway between MII's
utilitarian liberalismand Kant's noral idealism It would never

have occurred to MIl to "locate a promesse de bonheur in an

exchange of obscene insults," in Terry Eagleton's reductio of
Habermas's project.' MII|'s enphasis on linguistic conflict is
intended to issue in the “best' ideas; for Habermas, the very
situation in which verbal comunication is enbedded is a shadowy
pointer to the good life.

Habermas's oeuvre is truly formdable. But behind this
eclecticism is a surprisingly consistent, alnost obsessive
interest inasingleunifying theme: that of “intersubjectivity.'
Whet her Habernmas i s discussing the perfornmative contradictions of
French poststructuralists, or the aesthetic theories of Wlter
Benjamn or Theodor Adorno, or the weaknesses of the student
novenent in Germany, or the liberal public sphere, he is bound to
refer to “~undistorted communication' oOr an ~ideal speech
situation' or sone variant of these. Briefly, Habermas "finds
confirmed in his dealings with |language and in his analysis of
uni versal pragmatics.. .the prinmacy of actions oriented towards
reaching an wunderstanding, as opposed to controlling or
mani pul ati ng objects or other agents in the world" (Holub 15).
This orientation towards understanding and agreenent is the peg
on which Habermas hangs his own enancipatory project: and a
pretty weak peg it has seened to many critics.*?

In his own "ldea of the University: Learning Processes,"
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Habermas sets out the history of the Gernman idealist's idea of
the university. Wth the increase in "functional specificities,"
a certain "bundling of functions' becane the characteristic
feature of the German university, the bringing together of
di sparate ains and net hodol ogi es under one roof; this bundling
depends on an explicit “corporative consciousness' Or academc
self-understanding:
The corporative self-understanding of the university
would be in trouble if it were anchored in sonething
like a normative ideal, for ideas cone and go... the
old idea of the university... was grounded... in the
permanent|y differentiated scientific process itself.
But if science can no |onger be used to anchor ideas in
this way, because the multiplicity of the disciplines
no longer |eaves room for the totalizing power of
either an all-enconpassing philosophical fundanenta
science or even a reflective formof material critique
of science and schol arship that woul d energe fromthe
di sci plines thenselves, on what could an integrative
sel f-understanding of the corporative body of the
uni versity be based? ("The I dea of the University" 123)
Knowi ng Habernmas, the answer 1is fairly predictable:
Schleiermacher has already provided the answer: “The
first lawof all efforts directed toward know edge [i s]
communication'.... | seriously believe that inthe | ast

analysis it is the comunicative forns of scientific
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and scholarly argunmentation that hold wuniversity
| ear ni ng processes intheir various functions toget her.
("The ldea of the University" 123-24)

It is typical of Habermas that he will go on inawlfully
prosaic fashion about °~ bundling' Wwhen talking about the
university constructed around the ideas of nen like Schiller,
Humboldt and Sc¢hleiermacher. No poetic flights of fancy about
bildung here; bundling and sober intersubjectivity reign

unnol est ed.

Habermas's early Structural Transformation of the Public

Sphere displays his thought at its closest point to |iberal
denocracy (John Durham Peters describes his work on the public
sphere as “Habermas's return gift to liberal thought?').®® Wat
he says about the public sphere applies, inevitably, to the
university, which can be understood as a microcosmic public
sphere; to sone, indeed, the only real public sphere left:
The public sphere is a realm in which individuals
gather to participate in open discussions. Potentially
everyone has access to it; no one enters into di scourse
in the public sphere wth an advantage over
another.... The literary public sphere, whi ch Habernas
consi ders a prefiguration of a political public sphere
oriented towards nmatters of state policy, deals with
issues of cultural, rather than governnental concern.
(Holub 3)

Toget her with an account of the bourgeois public sphere, the
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dem se of whi ch Habermas descri bes with obvious regret, there is
an analysis of the philosophical underpinnings of the public
sphere, especially in the witings of Immanuel Kant. Habernas
quite readily admts that his account of the public sphere is
sonewhat idealized; Ilike nost of his concepts, it serves a
normative rather than a descriptive function.

At the heart of Habermas's description of this public sphere
is the inage of adult, private citizens, sitting together, their
privileges and statuses tenporarily “bracketed' while they
di scuss, fearlessly, their sharedpolitical Iives. Interestingly,
Haber mas sees even parlianentary di scussi on as a degenerate |ater
formof this pristine, informal public sphere centered around
cof fee houses, newspapers and salons; that may explain why his
theories do not fit too easily into discussions of the
“parliamentary' university. Habermas, |ike Rousseau, favours
face-to-face, direct denocracy over representati on. Habermas's
di strust of representation cones out clearly in his description
of contenporary "“administered' discussions, and, incidentally
throws sone |ight on what he woul d make of Graff's ~“teaching the
conflict':

Today the conversation itself is admnistered.
Pr of essi onal di al ogues from the podium panel
di scussi ons, and round t abl e shows--the rati onal debate
of private peopl e becones one of the production nunbers
of the stars in radio and tel evision, a sal abl e package

ready for the box office; it assunes comodity form
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even at "conferences" where everyone can "participate."
D scussi on, now a "busi ness,"” becones fornalized; the
presentati on of positions and counterpositions i s bound
to certain prearranged rules of the gane; consensus
about the subject matter is nmade | argely superfl uous by
that concerning form (164)
Si nce Habernas has | ocated his public sphere at a particul ar
tinme and in particular locations rather than in an avowed Ut opi a,
his theory has inevitably cone under attack, especially by
femnists, for historical and sociol ogical inaccuracy. Carole
Pateman has pointed out that social contract theories, from
Rousseau to Rawls, exclude the participation of wonen, not
incidental |y but constitutively.' The private, the realmof the
famly, the domestic econony, has notoriously been ignored by
male political theorists, and Habernmas is no exception to the
rul e. Femnist schol arship in general has tended to enphasi ze t he
fact that the necessary structural counterpart of the public,
whi ch is of course “theprivate, ' is undertheorised in Habermas's
account . Nancy Fraser, in "Wat's Oitical About Citical
Theory?" points out (apropos Habermas's general theory of
comuni cative action) that the ~gender subtext' that Habernas
ignores, when drawn into view, undermnes all his carefully
el aborated distinctions:
Once the gender-blindness of Habermas's nodel is
overcone, however, all these connections cone into

view. It then becones clear that gender norns run |like
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pink and blue threads through paid work, state
admnistration, and citizenship as well as through
famlial and sexual relations...a gender sensitive
reading...reveals that male donm nance is intrinsic
rather than accidental to classical capitalism since
the institutional structure of this social formationis
actual i zed by neans of gendered roles. It follows that
the forns of male domnance at issue here are not
properly understood as lingering forns of premodern
status inequality. They are, rather, intrinsically
nodern i n Habermas's sense, since they are prem sed on
the separation of waged | abor and the state from fenal e
childrearing and the househol d. (263)

In one of the best critiques of Habernmas's theory of the
publ i c sphere ("Rethinking the Public Sphere"), Fraser, while she
makes it clear that "the idea of the “public sphere' in
Haber mas' s sense is a conceptual resource,” not necessarily to be
regarded as enpirically accurate in all respects, neverthel ess
argues forcefully that he idealizes the public sphere. The work
of revisionist historiographers |like Joan Landes, Mary Ryan and
Ceof f Eley, she argues, reveals that "despite the rhetoric of
publicity and accessibility, the official public sphere rested
on, indeed was inportantly constituted by, a nunber of
significant exclusions" ("Rethinking the Public Sphere" 113).
Chi ef anong t hese, of course, were exclusions around the axis of

gender. Habermas al so fails to register the ironic fact that "a
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di scourse of publicity touting accessibility, rationality, and
the suspension of status hierarchies is itself deployed as a
strategy of distinction,” used to shore up the newy energing
identities of an elite group ("Rethinking the Public Sphere"
115). Habermas's isolation of the mddle class public sphere from
its context in order to deploy it in our Owm tine results in his
failing "to examne other, nonliberal, nonbourgeois, conpeting
publ i c spheres” including those conposed | argely of wonen, which
“creatively used the heretofore quintessentially “private' idions
of donesticity and notherhood precisely as springboards for
public activity" ("Rethinking the Public Sphere" 115). Fraser
argues, on the whole convincingly, that we can no |onger assune
“that the bourgeois conception of the public sphere was sinply an
unrealized Wopian ideal; it was al so a masculinist i deol ogi cal
notion that functioned to legitimate an emergent form of class
rule" (116).

Habernmas's early work on the public sphere touches on nmany
of the thenes that he developed in later, nore theoretical work.
Phi | osophi cal | vy, Habernas's elaboration of comunicative
rationality has been attacked on the grounds that it is both
nai ve and excessively abstract.® It does not seemto be a part
of nost peopl e's understanding of speech, for instance, that it
s necessarily oriented to the telos of agreenment. Lies,
contradi ctions, paradoxes, abuse, silences, and aporias seemto
be as integral to speech as consensus (as Jean Francoi s Lyotard,

anong ot hers, has argued).'” And to make this hypothetical “will
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to agreement' serve as a peg on which to hang his Enlightenment
norality is, not to put too fine a point on it, extraordinarily
risky. Hs theorising of the public sphere suffers fromthe same
mxture of extrenme abstraction and surprising naivete: the
categorial exclusions of persons from the bourgeois public
sphere, the contradictory historical evidence about it; the fact
that the famly loons hugely in his theory as the significant
absence that structures his analysis of public nen in public
pl aces; the distrust of representation in a conplex, hugely
popul ated nodern world; all these contribute to the strangely
unsati sfying, unreal texture of these theoretically sophisticated
witings. That these witings are the work of a man conpl etely at
honme in the parlianmentary university, indeed one whose universe
appears to be bounded by the horizon of academ c specul ati on and
di scussion, should warn us against accepting the argunents for
such a university too easily.

Al asdair MacIntyre, |ike Habermas and M chel Foucault, is

undoubt edl y one of the philosophes of our age. Like theirs, his

range iIs truly formdable. Like Habermas, he has witten
ext ensi vel y on consensus and verbal negotiations, though froman

al nost dianmetrically opposed position. From1981, when his After

Virtue was published, Maclntyre has been obsessively attacking
t he unendi ng debate, the disagreenent, doubt, uncertainty and
I nconcl usi veness that characterise nodern |iberal societies. Both
Haber mas and Macl ntyre long for consensus, but Haberrmas achi eves

serenity in a Kantian understandi ng of the perhaps-never-to-be-
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achi eved but neverthel ess always potential telos Of agreenent
built into | anguage; MacIntyre, nore historical as well as nore
religious, despairs of achieving consensus because |iberalismhas
destroyed the possibility of consensus by eroding classical dogma
and Christian teaching, and by elevating neutrality and
procedural justice into norns.

Macl ntyre has positioned hinself, pedagogically and
theologically, “as Newman's heir,' in the words of Malcolm
Cowing (39). Hs hostility to liberalism Ilike Newran's, 1is
fundanental and unremtting. (Newran, however, was not horrified
by the “endless disputations' characteristic of university life;
in fact, he rather seened to enjoy them and earned a reputation
as one of the keenest polemcists of his tinme). Like Newran
again, Maclntyre has also witten provocatively on the

university. In Wwose Justice? Wiich Rationality?, he returns to

the attack on the destructive effects of tolerating
I ncomrensur abl e di scourses. He nmanages to sound both despairing
about inevitable consensus and, like any ~liberal conflict'
theorist (Gaff, for instance), hopeful of a better outcone. He
feels that "one of the nost striking facts about nodern political
orders in that they lack institutionalized foruns wthin which
t hese fundanental disagreenents can be systenmatically explored
and charted, let alone there being any attenpt nade to resol ve

them (Wiose Justice? 2). But he is sharply critical of the usual

academc forns of conflict:

Moder n academ c phil osophy turns out by and large to
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provide nmeans for a nore accurate and informed
definition of disagreenment rather than for progress
toward its resolution. Professors of philosophy who
concern thenselves with questions of justice and of
practical rationality turn out to disagree with each
other as sharply, as variously, and, so it seems, as
i rremedi abl y upon how such questions are to be answered

as anyone el se. (Wiose Justice? 3)

Li ke G aff, MacIntyre enphasi zes the pernicious effect of an
I nadequat e pedagogy on the student; but while Gaff argues that
the student is denoralised and rendered apathetic by exclusion
fromthe intell ectual disputes that exercise his or her teachers,
Macl ntyre argues that the inconclusiveness of even the debates
attended to can, indeed nust, denoralise the student:
What the student is in consequence general ly confronted
with, and this has little to do with the particul ar
intentions of his or her particular teachers, is an
appar ent inconcl usi veness whi ch seens to abandon hi mor
her to his or her prerational preferences. So the
student characteristically enmerges from a |ibera
education with a set of skills, a set of preferences,
and little el se, sonmeone whose education has been as
much a process of deprivation as of enrichment. (Wose
Justi ce? 400)
There is, of course, a deep contradiction in MacIntyre's

t hought . " Thi s I ncoherence energes quite clearly in
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"Reconceiving the University as an Institution and the Lecture as

a Genre," the |last chapter of MacIntyre's Three R val Versions of

Mral Enquiry. Wat are his renedies for the ills of "a

university which had deprived itself of substantive noral

enquiry"?
[T]he contenporary university can perhaps only defend
that in itself which nmakes it genuinely a university by
admtting these conflicts to a central place both in
its enquiries and in its teaching curriculum Wat kind
of change would this involve ?... What then is
possi bl e? The answer is: the university as a place of
constrai ned di sagreenent, of inposed participation in
conflict, in which a central responsibility of higher
education would be to initiate students into conflict.

(Three Rival Versions 230-31)

After the imense erudition that has passed before us, an
erudi tion that enconpasses Pl ato, Aristotle, Augustine, Aquinas,
Ni et zsche, Foucault, Bachelard, Kuhn, the witers of the N nth

Edi ti on of the Encycl opaedi a Britanni ca; an erudition, noreover,

marshal led with the intention of show ng up the flabbiness of
l'iberal disputation, this sounds decidedly weak, not to say
desperate, a pathetic di mnuendo after the crashing chords of the
opening sections. The hostile critic of Iliberal free speech
concludes, like MII, that conflict is the best guarantee of
truth. As Cowing points out, MacIntyre has not taken into

account "the extent to which his tactical denmand for conflict
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I nvol ves a substanti ve accept ance of [I1beralisms]
I nconcl usi veness" (42).

O the three theorists whose work | have been di scussing,
two have of fered defences of the university as a space for useful
di sput e, or unconstrained debate leading to negotiated
agr eenent s, and the third has argued that the very
di sput ati ousness of liberalismundermnes all possibility of a
shared, and val uabl e, exi stence. Paradoxically, while, onthe one
hand, Habermas's and G aff's theories, as | argued earlier, may
not command w despread acceptance despite their reasonabl eness;
on the other, MacIntyre's attack on the wunending disputes
characteristic of liberalismis undermned by his own adm ssion
of the necessity of procedural guarantees, at least in the case
of the university. Wat this may point to is not so much the
weakness of the theories discussed as a general and gradual
dimnution of faith in liberalism as a political and social
theory; and with this, a loss of interest in defences of free
speech.

A note on ny own shifting all egiances and priorities may be
inorder at this point. Wen | enbarked on this thesis four years
ago, the parlianmentary university was the true university, the
university | wanted to defend. It was, to nme, a bulwark agai nst
dangerous relativisns, attacks on excellence, nultiplying
di scourses of sel fhood, the deconstruction of identities. It is,
| hope, a mark of growth, and not only of grow ng cynicism that

four years down the line | can pack ny earlier enthusiasminto a
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first chapter that blandly interrogates the val ue of di scussion.
Not too blandly, though, | hope. | continue to value the
pl easures and benefits of conversation and di scussion; but | am
convinced they should remain pleasures, not be elevated into
I nperatives. As | argued earlier, if enough people wthhold
assent fromthe norns of rational debate, they cease to be norns.
The consensual inperative can sonetinmes be coercive, as femnists
have good reason to know Here, | feel, Stuart Hanpshire and
M chael Cakeshott are better guides than Habermas and Gaff.®
Di scussion is inportant because it is conducive to justice as
fairness, not primarily because pol em cal exchanges shar pen your
intell ect or because speech itself is obscurely the nodel of the
good life; and conversation is inportant because of its intrinsic
pl ayfulness and civility. If the ~conversational university'
sounds too playful, too lacking in professional rigour, that may

be the fault of the professionalism not the conversation.

Li beralism Liberal Education, Literary Liberalism
| have been di scussing certain theoretical efforts to justify the
functioning of the nodern university in terns of rational nodes
of comuni cation. As | pointed out, these justifications are very
simlar to, if not derived from liberal notions about the
freedomof speech. In the background is the nuch | arger questi on:
what is the relationship of Iliberalism as a whole to the

uni ver si ty?2

John Dunn believes that liberalism being "a much |ess
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neatly bounded topic than denocratic theory" is "a much harder

topic to discuss" (Wstern Political Theory in the Face of the

Future, 28). Wat would he make, one wonders, of the
unboundedness of a topic like ~liberal education' where even
di sagreenment is not possible, starting points being so far apart?
Liberalism as a political theory, can at |east be discussed in
terns of three or four characteristic features which together
constitute the field, in addition, of course, to the obligatory
reference to liberty. John Gay's list of features comon to
different types of liberalism may not conmmand conplete
acceptance, but | think nost liberals will grant that it covers
much of the territory:

Common to all variants of the liberal tradition is a

definite conception, distinctivelynodernincharacter,

of man and society.... It is individualist, in that it

asserts the noral primacy of the person against the

clains of any social «collectivity; egalitarian,

i nasnuch as it confers on all nen the sane noral status
and denies the relevance to legal and political order
of differences in noral worth anong human bei ngs;

universalist, affirmng the noral unity of the human

species and according a secondary inportance to
specific historic associations and cultural forns; and
neliorist in its affirmation of the corrigibility and
improvability of all social institutions and politi cal

arrangenents. (Liberalismx)
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Dunn associates liberalism with tolerance, suspicion towards
tradition, and an antipathy towards authority; | mmanuel

Wallerstein, in a savage indictnent of 1liberalism, calls it
“centrism incarnate'; Judi th Shkl ar enphasi zes the inportance of

tol erance, pointing to the origins of liberalismas a conprom se
bet ween "t he demands of creedal orthodoxy and those of charity";

for John Rawls an inportant aspect of liberalismis that |iberals
shoul d have the greatest freedomconsistent with a like freedom
for all.? The list could be added to indefinitely, Wi thout any
radi cal innovations becomng apparent. Freedom equality,

tol erance, reformsm representative denocracy, the inportance of

the market: these are the basic terns of reference.

|f defenders of liberalismtend to enphasize such features
as equality and reformsm critics tend to point to liberalisms
dependence on a utilitarian ethic or the workings of the market.
If John Stuart MIIl is the paradignatic liberal, whose nost
cel ebrated work defends the autonony of the individual against
all encroachnents, Jereny Bentham and Adam Smth always | oomin
the background, remnding us that |I|iberalism has always been
associated with the felicific calculus and the invisible hand as
wel | .

One mght be forgiven for assuming that the term “liberal
education' had something to do with liberalism After all,
“liberal humanism' seens to be linked to liberalism and isn't
l'i beral education the instruction received by |iberal humanists?

A quick ook at sone arbitrarily chosen definitions will put paid
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to this idea:

That man, | think, has had a |iberal education who has
been so trained in youth that his body is the ready
servant of his will, and does with ease and pl easure
all the work that, as a mechanism it is capable of;
whose intellect is a clear, cold, logic engine, with
all its parts of equal strength, and in snooth working
order; ready, like a steamengine, to be turned to any
kind of work, and spin the gossaners as well as forge
the anchors of the mnd. (T.H Huxl ey, "A Liberal
Educati on" 1486)

That |iberal education should be centred in the study
of creative literature is a proposition that wll
per haps neet with general agreenent. Wen | insist that
for English-speaking people it nust be centred in the
literature of the English language | have in mnd in
the first place the distinctive discipline of
intelligence that literary study should be. (F.R

Leavis, English Literature in the University 166-67)

True liberal education requires that the student's
whole life be radically changed by it, that what he
| earns may affect his action, his tastes, his choices,
that no previous attachnent be immune to exam nation

and hence re-evaluation. Li beral education puts
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everything at risk and requires students who are able
to risk everything. (A lan Bloom, The dosing of the

Anerican Mnd 370)

Li beral education saw itself as being about the
formati on of character, the |earning of val ues--noral,
et hical, aesthetic--"the |nner beingl as much as the

out er. (Alison Light, "Two Cheers for Libera

Educati on" 33)

[V shoul d be] enhancing and ennobling the neani ng and
purpose of liberal arts education by giving it atruly
central place in the social life of a nation where it
can becone a public forumfor addressing preferentially
the needs of the poor, the dispossessed, and the
disenfranchised. (Henry  droux, “Liberal Arts

Educati on" 128)

| have not chosen these definitions to denonstrate their range or
contradi ctory character; they are the first that cane to hand.
The first (and perhaps the last) thing one notices about these
and other definitions of a ~liberal education® is their
vagueness. Even the seemngly anomal ous specificity of Leavis's
and Giroux's statenents is deceptive: they are not definitions,
but exhortations.

One em nent Victorian, however, defined a |liberal education
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with exenplary rigour:

And agai n,

And:

It is coomon to speak of "liberal know edge," of the

"l'iberal arts and studies,” and of a "liberal

education,” as the especial characteristic or property
of a University and of a gentleman; what is really
neant by the word? Now, first, in its grammti cal
sense, it is opposed to servile; and by "servile work"
i's understood... bodily |abour, nechanical enploynent
and the like, inwhichthe mnd has little or no part.

(The Idea of a University 106)

...what is nmerely professional, t hough highly
intellectual ... is not sinply called liberal, and
nmercantil e occupations are not liberal at all. Wiy this

di stinction? Because that alone is l|iberal know edge
which stands on its own pretensions, which is
I ndependent of sequel, expects no conpl ement, refuses

to be informed. . . by any end, or absorbed into any

art. (108)

Let me not be thought to deny the necessity, or to
decry the benefit, of such attention to what is
particul ar and practical, as belongs to the useful or
mechani cal arts; life could not go onwthout them.. .I
only say that Knowl edge, in proportionas it tends nore

and nore to be particul ar, ceases to be Know edge. (The
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Idea of a University 112)

Newran could afford to describe the education offered by
Oxbridge in his tinme wthout the use of euphem sm his all egiance
was to a higher authority than a secular governnent or to
anyt hing so anorphous as ‘“culture.' Wth Arnold, however, the
tendency sets in to play down the elitist, anti-industrial
features of a liberal education, and, | would argue, has grown
stronger over tine.? Wth Arnold, culture takes the place of
religion, and a secular, elitist education becones vital to the
health and the very existence of society. The conplexity of the
problem facing Arnold was undeniable. In an increasingly
utilitarian age it is increasingly inportant to offer a non-
utilitarian education; but in the increasingly utilitarian age,
It al so becones increasingly inportant to disguise the nature of
this education. So the esoteric doctrine of a |iberal education
repl aces Newnan's schol astic rigour.?

Defined as Newran defines it (and I have yet to conme across
a clearer definition), aliberal education is, paradoxically, an

education for aristocrats. Such an education, withits reflexive

and structural disdain for practical questions, |abour, the
market, industry and so on, comes into sharp conflict wth
liberalisms fornal enphasis on equality, and, nor e

significantly, wWith liberalisms tacit allegiance to the ideol ogy
of the market. Liberal education, it seens, is that which
produces subjects hostile to liberalism This is very close to

Joseph  Schumpeter's understanding of the function of
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“intellectuals' jn capitalist society. He believes that, "unlike
any ot her type of society, capitalisminevitably and by virtue of
the very logic of its civilization creates, educates and
subsidizes a vested interest in social unrest" (146).
Schumpeter's theory seens to corroborate the idea that |iberal
education inevitably exists in a contradi ctory, even oppositional
relationship wth Iliberal political theory. According to
Schumpeter, intellectuals cone into existence in order to
undermne capitalism if Newran's definitionis accurate, |iberal
educationw ||l tend to undermne liberalism the political system
nost commonly associated with capitalism.?® But one may retain
Schunpeter's basic structure and reject the pessimstic (to
capitalists and liberals, that is) conclusion. As MI| concl uded,
opposition to liberalismmay be precisely what |iberalismneeds.
In recent tines, in the context of education in the
humanities, the witers who have used the term ~1liberal
education' nost confidently, are, by and large, conservatives.
They tend to endorse the virtues of a 'liberal education' wi thout
specifying what it is in its essence.” (nh the other hand,
witers who identify thenselves as roughly on the Left, usually
with sone synpathy for poststructuralist thought and the clains
of the multiculturalists, don't define the termeither. This is
certainly unusual, given the analytical rigour with which terns
like -~ideology' OF even ~liberalism' are defined. In a book with

atitle like The Politics of Liberal Education, for instance,

with contributors such as Barbara Herrnstein Smth, Stanley Fish,
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R chard Rorty, Henry Louis Gates, and Cerald G aff, one m ght

expect to find some discussion of the concept. One woul d expect,

I ndeed, that witers such as these, consciously in oppositionto
the orthodoxy in English studies, would unerringly honme in on the
elitist resonances of the traditional |iberal education. There
Is, in fact, wvirtually no effort to define what is being
criticised; the book is basically a collective attenpt to refute
neoconservative clains that higher education is being corrupted
by multiculturalists and poststructuralists.?® The confusion (or

silence) regarding liberal education is probably the result of

one group (the neoconservatives) using the termas a euphem sm
for “elite and aristocratic, ' while the other group (the cul tural

Left) conflates this etynologically and historically accurate
neaning wth another derived from the current understandi ng of
the term ~liberalism.'

The inpression | get is that while many theorists wish to
underm ne the | egiti macy of a concept such as ~“1liberal humani sm '
virtual | y nobody wi shes to alter the status quo as far as |iberal
education is concerned. The desire to keep as far as possible
fromthe ethos of the market unites conservatives, |iberals and
radicals. Stanley Fish, who understands this very well and
delights in breaking academc taboos, explains that "the
I nvestnment in being distinguishable from business is so great

that academcs will pay any price to protect it" (There's No Such

Thing As Free Speech 275). Fish is one of the very fewtheorists

i n English studi es who endorses a thoroughgoi ng prof essi onal i sm
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He unequi vocal |y urges English professors to Be Proud of Being a
Professor. |f Fish's “jovially affirmed professionalisnt (the
phrase is Edward Said's, from a scathing review of Fish's
"Prof ession, Loathe Thyself") represents the enbarrassingly
visible face of business and industry wooing and seducing the
humanities, Qaff's “Teach the Conflicts' nust represent the
di sturbingly shadowy visage of the same intruder, wth the
"marketplace of ideas' standing in for the crude reality of the
market itself. | believe that the disapproval that Fish's and
Gaff's theories have elicited is linked to the perception that
these theories represent a capitalist intrusion into an anti-
capitalist enclave. Since | will be arguing that the humanities
ought to resist the encroachnments of instrumental rationality
(and the market certainly endorses this rationality), and, nore
explicitly, that professionalismwthout ideals is one of the
great dangers threatening the functioning of the university, |
naturally have no desire to support Fish's professionalism.?’*
About G aff's suggestions | am nore anbivalent: the idea is
attractive, especially to the chronically indecisive, but the
recent conflicts seemto have been set up in such a way that bad-
tenpered intransigence or ol eagi nous professionalismseemto be
the only options.
| have been focusing on the contradictory relationship
between the humanities, as it mght be construed as figuring in
the phrase “a |iberal education,' and liberalism In conclusion,

I would like to look at sonme rather nore straightforward
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alliances of liberalism with English studies, a 1literary
liberalism as it were.

Arguably the nost influential instance of assimlation and
cross-fertilizing between |iberalismand English studi es was t hat
of John Stuart MII's appreciative readi ng of Col eridge, and the
way in which this was taken up by critics like Leavis and
Trilling. Even here, however, the thrust of the eventual response
was conservati ve. MIl believed that liberalism needed

conservatismto keep it strong. He fanously urged liberals to

pray:
Lord, enlighten thou our enemies...sharpen their wits,
give acut eness to their per cepti ons, and
consecutiveness and clearness to their reasoning
powers: we are in danger fromtheir folly, not from
their wisdom their weakness is what fills us wth
apprehension, not their strength. ("Coleridge" 172)

Trilling, and even nore so Leavis, took MI1's approval of
Coleridge as proof that they had little to learn from a
utilitarian and enpirical liberalism Trilling, while arguably

nore synpathetic to some forns of |iberalismthan Leavis, can be
said to have taken MII's lesson so nuch to heart that he
travelled, albeit very gradually, fromMII towards Col eri dge al |
his life.?

A nore genuinely liberal approach to English studies may,
however, be comng into existence. This, as mght have bepn

expected, comes out of the less historically cumbered liberal
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tradition of the United States. | am referring primarily to
(George Kateb's reading of Enerson, Thoreau and Witman as
offering "the best working out of the existential neanings of
ri ghts-based individualism, the best pursuit of its intimnmations"
("Denocratic Individuality" 185); and the work of David Bromwich.
Bromwich distances hinself equally from the Anerican neo-
conservatives and the cultural radicals of the university. In
many respects he is the heir of Trilling, especially in his
willingness to learn fromconservative thinkers |ike Edmund Bur ke
and M chael QOakeshott. Kateb and Bromwi ch (and perhaps Martha
Nussbaum) can be seen as liberals who are filling out the
contours of liberalism with affective content derived from
literature rather than fromabstract rights theories. It is too
early to predict whether this is a trend that wll becone
popular, but it seens likely that there will be nore such
i nterventions, bringing awelcone newvoice to a debate dom nat ed

by conservative orthodoxy and radical nihilism
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NOTES

1. See Derrida's "The Principle of Reason: The University in the
Eyes of its Pupils,” Dacritics (Fall 1983): 3-20.

2. Bll Readings, "Dwelling inthe Ruins," kford Literary Revi ew.
17.1/2 (1995): 15- 28.

3. John Gay, in "The Mral Foundations of Market Institutions”
(Beyond the New Ri ght) nakes the argunent that narket institutions
work welT only where their practitioners accord them noral
| egitimacy. This woul d expl ain why narkets often fail when they are
introduced into societies and defended only on pragnatic or
utilitarian grounds. QGay's noral defence of markets 1s fairly
conplex, and has to do with the autonony guaranteed by the
functioning of markets, rather than with prosperity, say, or with
i nformation about goods.

4. In "Preaching to the Converted" (English Inside and Qut, 109-
121), hewites: "Yet the acadeny is in a certain sense a branch of
show busi ness. .. .Thereluctance to acknow edge that what we do has
a show busi ness di nension only nakes it nore likely that we will be
bad show busi ness" (111); and "...we see howlimted we are as |ong
as we resist recognizing that the acadeny is a form of popular
culture, a stance that prevents us froml earni ng sonething fromthe
nedi a about the organi zati on of representations"(120).

5. See especially English Inside and Qut which has Fish's "The
Unbearable Ugliness of Volvos™ and Gaff's "Preaching to the
Converted." Fishis quite gratifyingly frank about the benefits of
“the lecture and conference circuit.” In the dazzlingly wvul gar
exercise in (rzlroup self congratulation called "The Unbearable
Wl i ness of Vol vos" he dilates on "the new sources of extra i ncong,
I ncreased opportunities for domestic and foreign travel, eas

access to nat i onal and I nt er nat i onal centers 0

research...attention, applause, fame" [274] and urges his fellow
radicals to rid thenselves of counterproductive and unhealthy

feelings of guilt.

6. See Bromwich, Politics By Gher Means, 188.

7. John Searle has commrented on the strangeness of ~culture wars'
being conducted by "...on the one side, for the nost part,
journalists and politicians; onthe other, resentful radicals" ("Is
There a Orisis in Arerican H gher Education?" 693).

8. The whol e question of the relationship between sociol ogy and
English studies is much too vast to go into here; but certainly the
two di sciplines have been conpetingwith, as well as learning from
each ot her. Recent devel oprments in English studi es seemto indicate
that soci ol o?y has gained a definite advantage, in that a whole
generation of avant-garde theorists in English seem to want to
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wite like sociologists. By this | do not nean that rmuch recent
theoretical work in English approxinmates in quality to work done
by, say, Anthony G ddens or Pierre Bourdieu; it is nore a matter of
sounding scientific, and even positivist. For a very good
discussion of the historical rivalry and trade-offs between
sociology and English studies, see WIf Lepenies's Between
Literature and Science: The R se of Soci ol ogy.

9. See Ceorge E. Marcus's " A Broad(er)side to the Canon" for a

fasci nating anal ysis of the “canon wars' in English. Marcus argues

that the inordi nate anounts of passion and invective characteristic

of the battles about the canon are a function of nostalgia for the

political clinmate of an earlier period, and of a sense of its | oss:
...academcs, in seeking attachnent to real-world events
and politics, suffer fromthe crisis of representation
that affects them professionally. Their desire for
political commtnent |acks conceptual frameworks .that
they can take for granted....From the late 1960s, this
liberally inclined orientation to real-world politics
started to be undone, and there has been a vicarious,
hermetic re-creation of traditional categories withinthe
politics of the acadeny.... Debate about the canon
reproduces the fiction of the old categories, and has
great nostal gic appeal. (106-7)

Interestingly, Marcus cites David Lodge's satirical canpus
novel Small Wrld in his essay. Lodge's (academ c) hero concl udes
cynicallTy, at the end of the novel, that “theory' in English
studies exists for its own sake, and has nothing to do wth
anything external to it.

10. Habermas IS clearly out of synpathy with MII1's distrust of the

"masses. ' In a section on MII and Tocqueville in Structural
Transformation, he wites: _ _ _
The  liberalist interpretation of the bourgeois

constitutional state was reactionary: it reacted to the
power of the idea of a critically debating public's self-
determnation, initiallyincludedinits institutions, as
soon as this public was subverted by the propertyl ess and
uneducat ed masses. (136)
Concerning Habermas's closeness to the Protestant
austerity of Luther and Kant, John Durham Peters remarks:
For Kant, with whom Habermas's ultinate loyalty clearly
lies, publicity is the political counterpart of norality
or the -~categorical imperative.' Those acts are just,
says Kant, that an actor could wi sh were a universal |aw
for all peopl e and seasons. Simlarly, publicity is based
on universalizability: every citizen, regardless of
personal status, nmay participate in public debate and
di scussion. ("Habernas on the Public Sphere" 549)
And, agai n:
Beyond all synbolic politics, for Habermas, lurks the
king's body, which nust not be resurrected. This is a
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prinme exanple of Protestant iconoclasm the place of
power nust remain enpty; attenpts to render the divine
synbolically present risk reification and violence. In
its place there can be not hing but the word--the critical
rational debate of the citizenry, guaranteed by just
procedures. (565)

X And Terry Eagleton, in Ideology of the Aesthetic points out

that it is

possible to see in Habermas's ideal speech community an
updated version of Kant's comunity of aesthetic
j udgenent. Just as Habermas hol ds that comunication is
naturally oriented to agreenent, so Kant proposes sone
deep spontaneous consensus built into our faculties,
which the act of aesthetic taste nost clearly
exenplifies. (405)

11. Eagleton's comment appears in Ideol ogy of the Aesthetic (404).

12. Perry Anderson's discussion of Habermas's theories in In the
Tracks of Hstorical Materialism though quite brief, is excellent.
Both he and Terry Eagleton (The 1deol ogy of the Aesthetic) are very
critical of Habernmas's ~angelism' of [anguage (Anderson's phrase,
In the Tracks 64). John Gay, in Post-1 iberalism, puts the case
agai nst Habermas's comuni cative rationality succinctly:
The idea of full communicative rationality in an idea
speech situation anong people is an opaque one in
Habermas' s thought. Watever it neans, it is associated
with the Enlightenment expectation that in an undistorted
di al ogue human beings will conme to convergence in their
val ues, projects and perspectives. At no point in his
prolix and vol um nous theori zi ngs does Habermas give this
expectation any foundation in reason. It hovers in md-
air, foundationless, like the Cheshire Cat's smle, its
supportive body detached and destroyed by the very
noder ni smHabermas i s so anxi ous to defend. . . .Inreposing
his faith in open dialogue, he has the character of a
sort of bien-pensant Pascal, |aying a wager on reason
whi ch nothing 1n our (or his) experience warrants. (93)

13. In "Distrust of representation: Habermas on the Public Sphere"
(551). Peters's discussion is one of the clearest | have read on
Habermas' s reconstruction of the public sphere.

14. See her "The Fraternal Social Contract” 101-27, in J.Keane
(ed.), Gvil Society and the State: New European Perspectives,
London: Verso, 1988.

15. Seyla Benhabib, one of Habernmas's nost synpathetic
interlocutors, also makes the point that it is a mstake to denmand
descriptive accuracy of what, after all, was intended to be a
normative theory. In the chapter "Mdels of Public Space: Hannah
Arendt, the Liberal Tradition and Jurgen Habernmas" (Situating the
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Sself) shewrites:

Certainly, a normative theory, and in particular a
critical social theory, cannot take the aspirations of
any social actors at face value and fit its critical
criteria to nmeet the demands of a particular social
novenent. Commtnent to social transformation, and yet a
certain critical distance, even fromthe denands of those
with whomone identifies, are essential to the vocation
of the theorist as social critic. (Situating The Self
109- 110)

16. In addition to the critics already nentioned (John Durham
Peters, Nancy Fraser, Perry Anderson, Terry Eagleton and John
Gay), there are simlar criticisns nade by Martin Jay i n "Habermas
and Modernism" and R chard Rorty in "Habermas and Lyotard on
Postnodernity" (both in Reading Habermas; 125-139 and 161-175
respectively); and by J.G Merquior, in Vestern Marxi sm 163- 185.

17. In The Postnodern Condition, Lyotard wites:

...to speak is to fight, in the sense of playing, and
speech acts fall wthin the domain of a general
agoni stics. This does not necessarily nmean that one pl ays
in order to win. A nove can be nade for the sheer
pl easure of its invention: what else is involved in that
| abor of | anguage har assnent undertaken by popul ar speech
and by literature? Geat joy is had in the endless
I nvention of turns of phrase, of words and neani ngs, the
process behind the evol ution of |anguage on the | evel of
parol e. (10)

This 1s about as far from Habermas's vi ew of |anguage as one
can get. Indeed, Lyotard seens to get great pleasure frominverting
Habermas's theories and arguing that fabrication and i nvention are
nore central to speech acts than truth-telling.

18. Benjamn Barber's discussion of Maclntyre's thinking in The

Conguest of Politics brings out this contradiction well. O
Macl ntyre™s criticismof |iberalismhe says:

The |esson with which MacIntyre leaves us is in fact

deeply conservative, a lugubrious rejection of all that

is nmodern but with no possibility of retrieving the

virtues of a past irrevocably lost.... Liberalismas the

| egi ti mati ng phil osophy of an age of emancipation my

well have run its course. ... But a revolt against

| i beralismthat appeals only to a dead and irrecoverable

past has little hope of filling the hollowless that

characterizes the postnodern era. Living, as we do, not

only after virtue but also after liberty, we require a

Bhi | osophy of the political that realizes and reconciles

oth rather than a phil osophy of nostalgia that aspires

torestore the first at the expense of the second. (190-

91).
And Ste)phen Hol mes, in The Anatony of Ant i Liberal ism,
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descri bes MacIntyre's constant oscill ati ons between positions as “a

form of phil osophical incoherence':
At the sanme tine that he yearns sincerely for noral
harmony, Maclntyre enfolds, withinhis ownintellect, the
essenti al disharnmonies of Western civilization and finds
hi nsel f riven hel pl essly by inconpatible traditions. The
culture of the West, he explains, was nmarked for al nost
two mllennia by a sharp tension between pagan and
religious ideals, by the conflict, for exanple, between
the glory ethic and the biblical ethic. The observation
is not inpersonal. For Maclntyre turns his own mnd into
a battlefield where this war can be ceasel essly waged. He
professes undying loyalty both to local custom and
eternal truth, both to pagan excellence and to redenption
fromsin, both to ethnic chauvinismand to the Christian
idea of a universal mssion. H's Janus face is the
ultimaite secret of his thought. These stubborn
duplicities can make his work absorbing, of course. But
they are also a formof phil osophical incoherence. (120)

19. | discuss M chael Oakeshott's views on conversation in the next
chapter.

20. Dunn's comments are fromWstern Political Theory (29), already
menti oned;, wallerstein's from™The Agonies of Liberalism What Hope
Progress?" (6); Shklar's from "The Liberalism of Fear" 1In
Li beralismand the Mral Life; Rawls's fromA Theory of Justice.

21. In the essay "Literature and Science" Arnold begins with a
description of Plato's ideas about an ideal education. He writes:
“[Plato's] scorn of trade and handicraft is fantastic ... he had
no conception of a great industrial comunity such as that of the
United States" (1468). Though Arnold's goal, like Newman's, is to
defend a |iberal education, it is alnost inpossible for himto say
so. It is significant that the greatest apostle of “liberal
education' scarcely ever uses the phrase.

22. An exanple of this esotericism (or perhaps sheer evasiveness)
iIs Arnold's lecture "Literature and Science," which, with T.H
Huxl ey's response, is seen as the precursor of the altogether nore
vi ci ous exchange between C.P. Snow and F.R Leavis. As nentioned,
Arnol d begins his lecture with a discussion of Plato's disdain for
manual and useful |abour; but he is soreluctant to endorse Plato's
*liberal education' openly that he seens to play into his enemies'
hands (his enemes here being those who wanted a literary and
cl assi cal education replaced by a predomnantly “useful,'
scientific or technical education).

23. Schumpeter's idea of an antagonistic relationship between
capitalismand its intellectuals has been taken up, in interesting
ways, by Daniel Bell and Peter Berger. Bell, in The Cultural
Contradi ctions of Capitalismhas nade the influential argunent that
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capitalism has for some tinme now been in the process of being
di saggregated, with the conponents of an ascetic, Protestant work
ethic and of a hedoni st, gratification-oriented phil osophy wor ki ng
agai nst each other. Berger's theory, both sinpler and of earlier
provenance, positions humanities intellectuals as resentful of |oss
of power in a science domnated world. Fredric Janeson, the
Anerican Marxist cultural theorist, argues against Bell that
capitalismhas actually extended and consolidated its hegenony via
nodernist art forns and advertising techniques (see his
" Post noder ni smand Consuner Soci ety"”). M/ argunent, that |iberalism
benefits fromthe opposition of |iberal education to it, in some
ways parallels Janeson's, though he is tal king about capitalism
rather than |iberalism and he wites, nore or | ess, as one who i s

hostile to both.

24. | have already quoted Allan Bloom whose dosing of the
Arerican Mnd wth its apocalyptic warnings of scholarly
degeneration has been widely read and discussed. Those witing
self-consciously as Blooms cultural heirs are not obviously nore
perspicuous in the matter of defining a |iberal education. Thus
Roger Kimball, in Tenured Radicals, wWites:
And, indeed, that a Tiberal arts education sought the
best was one reason college was once referred to as
“higher" education: it was higher in the sense not only
of providing nore education but also in the sense of
rovi di ng a nore profound acquai ntance with the formative
I deas and val ues of our culture. Intellectually, its aim
was truth; norally, its aimwas virtue. (39)
D nesh D Souza, in Illiberal Education, comes nuch closer to
an accurate anal ysis, but sheers off as he approaches the edge:
...liberal education is education for rulers. In ancient
tinmes princes, aristocrats, and gentry sought |iberal
education [which prepared] themfor the responsibilities
cf governnment. W do not share this elitist conception of
| i beral education, but this does not inply that we shoul d
change the definition. In a denocratic society, ever
citizenis aruler, who joins in exercising the duties o
governnent. (250)
And so on and so forth. D Souza does not seemto be aware that
I's quite anonal ous to admt a conception's elitist origins and then
claimthat conception exclusively for denocracy wi t hout jettisoning
the original definition.

25. The exception is Elizabeth Kanarck M nni ch, who wites:
But the domnant tradition in the United States has for
too long excluded too many, while hiding that
excl usi veness behind partial wuniversals. The "libera
arts" beit remenbered, were defined in contradistinction
tothe "servile arts,"” the skills of those who were not
allonwed into the "highest education,” the "education
worthy of a free man." The "liberal arts" were indeed
considered liberating, but not in the sense we use the
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termtoday. They were the arts to be cultivated by those
men who did not need to work, who were "liberated" from
t he necessities of labor--productive, reproductive, and
nurturant. ("From lvory Tower to Tower of Babel ?" 197)

26. | discuss Fish's endorsenment of professionalism and Said's
response to it in nore detail in the fourth chapter of this thesis.

27. For interesting discussions of Trilling's anbival ence towards
i beralism see Stephen L.Tanner's Lionel Trilling and WIlliamM
Chace's Lionel Trilling: Criticismand Politics.




CHAPTER 2

CHANG NG THE TOPI C.
POSTSTRUCTURALI SM  THE HUVANI TI ES, ENGLI SH STUDI ES

It is just not the case that one need adopt one's
opponents' vocabul ary or nmethod or style in order to
defeat him Hobbes did not have theol ogi cal argunents
agai nst Dante's worl d-picture; Kant had only a very bad
scientific argunent for the phenonenal character of
sci ence; N etzsche and James did not have
epistemological argunents for pragmati sm Each of these
thinkers presented us with a new formof intellectual
Ilige, and asked us to conpare its advantages with the
0

--R chard Rorty, Consequences of Pragmatism

The problemwith literary theory is that it can neither beat
nor join the domnant ideologies of late industrial
capitalism Liberal humani sm seeks to oppose or at |east
nodify such ideologies wth its distaste for the
technocratic and its nurturing of spiritual whol eness in a
hostil e worl d; certain brands of formalismand structuralism
try to take over the technocratic rationality of such a
society and thus incorporate thenselves into it.

--Terry Eagleton Literary Theory: An Introduction

Richard Rorty tells us that new phil osophi cal paradi gns cone into
exi stence not as a result of revol uti onary geni uses pai nst aki ngly
critiquing and refuting the theories of their em nent
predecessors, but by people ~finding new vocabularies,' by
anot her generation of theorists “changing the topic' so that new
and interesting kinds of know edge are illumnated. Sonething
like this appears to have happened with English studies. The
topi ¢ has been changed, and a new obj ect of opposition has been
set up. Wuat the topic was, and what it was changed to, is
suggested by Eagleton's renarks.

It is difficult, in discussing poststructuralism to |ay out

preci sely what one neans by the term in fact the practice of the
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poststructuralists would seem to encourage anbiguity. The
witings of Jacques Derrida and Mchel Foucault are usually
considered to be quite safely within the boundaries of anyone's
definition, however, and this is as good a starting poi nt as any.
| shall use the termpoststructuralismto refer to a cluster of
concepts and attitudes that seemto be central to these witings:
anong these being a hostility towards the human subject,
especially as it is conceived as autononous; a belief that
| anguage constitutes nmeani ng; a scepticismabout the possibility
of arriving at determnate nmeanings in relation to texts; and a
suspi cion of metanarratives and universals, especially those
associ ated with “progress.'

Citiques of poststructuralist witings have, by and | arge,
enphasi sed either the internal incoherence of these witings
(Habermas, Peter Dews, Gllian Rose, Stanley Rosen, John Searle)
or their politically reactionary tendency (Habermas again, Perry
Anderson, Edward Said).' In this chapter, | want to draw
attention to an aspect of poststructuralist thought which has
not, as far as | can make out, received nuch attention: the (on
the whole successful) attenpt to shift the focus of the
humani ties away frominstrunmental rationality and di senchant nent,
and towards unrestrained individual freedom 2

Post structural i smhas "changed the topic' (ny shorthand for
Rorty's thesis about how ~“strong textualists' or those who
practice revolutionary science, in Thomas Kuhn's sense of the

term bring about paradigmshifts); and |largely because of the
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very success with which the topic has been changed, it is nore
than a little difficult to hark back to the earlier topic. In
order to do so, sone backtracking in terns of disciplinary

histories is called for.

English Studies as Part of the Humanities

In the last twenty or so years, an interesting new series of
studi es, alnost a newgenre, has nade its way, if not quite into
mai nstream English studies, .at any rate into secondary reading
lists in many English departnments: adversarial histories of
English studies. Usually witten from an avowedly Marxi st
| deol ogi cal position, these studies analyse the devel opnent of
English studies intheir NewQOitical or Leavisite nmanifestations
in terms of class interest, the maintenance of elites, the
subordi nati on of working class groups, or wonen, or colonized
subj ects, and the masking of ideologies by clains of neutrality
or of aspirations to excellence. Francis Milhern and Chris
Bal di ck have witten full length studies on what can roughly be
called the ideology of the early and influential teachers of
English; Raynond Wl lians, Perry Anderson and Terry Eagl et on have
witten shorter accounts.?

All these studies are interesting and informative, and
probably offer a much needed counterweight to the influence of
earlier histories such as those by DJ. Palnmer and F.R Leavis

himsel f.* Francis Mulhern's The Mrent of Scrutiny is a

scrupul ously fair account of the efforts of the Scrutiny group
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around F.R.Leavis to build up English as a -discipline oOf
intelligence' in the university; and Perry Anderson's expl anati on
of the rise of English studies, though schematic, is arguably the
best account we have of the growh of English, placed as it is in
the context of the political, social and intellectual clinate of
the period studied. | shall concentrate, in this chapter, on
Anderson's  anal ysi s, both because of its range and
suggesti veness, and because it cones closest to placing English
in the framework of the characteristic set of interests of the
humanities, ny main concern in this chapter. | say ~comes
closest' advisedly; for one of the nost surprising things about
these otherwi se scholarly and wide ranging analyses is the
omssion of any discussion of English as a specifically
humanities subject, the hunanities being understood as a
historically developing orientation towards nodernity.

Any discussion of the humanities in the university nust
begin with the understanding that the humanities are not what
they used to be. The ol der, classical humanities were constituted
| argely by the study of "grammar, rhetoric, poetry, history, and
noral philosophy, studied in the |anguage and literature of the

anci ent G eeks and Romans" (Encyclopaedia 1180). Rnhetoric was

particularly inportant. "[T]he pursuit of el oquence (eloquentia)
was a nmajor task for the educated scholar and witer and ... was
I nseparable fromthe pursuit of wi sdom (sapientia)" (Kristeller
122-23); and "[f]or Romans |ike G cero and Quintilian, the

humanities were those arts and subject matters which are best
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suited to the formation of the orator, who was, for them, the
virtuous and wi se nman par excellence" (CGane 5). The nodern
humanities, to put it briefly, and perhaps controversially,
constitute thensel ves in opposition to the clains of science (and
to those of the social sciences, insofar as these explicitly

nodel thensel ves on the natural sciences). The 1981 Encycl opaedi a

Britannica entry on the Humanities, after sone uneasy but

synptomati ¢ waffling between the pragmatic "the hunmanities is a
termthat refers to one of the admnistrative divisions of the
college....not included within the divisions of the natural
sciences and the social sciences" and the nore nystical "[t]he
hunanities are considered to constitute a distinct kind of
know edge that is humanistic ...concerned with human val ues and
expressions of the spirit of man (1179)," finally settles down to
a nore substantive definition:
The first nodern attenpts at elaborating a genera
theory of the hunmanities are seen in the efforts of
certain 19th century Gernman phil osophers to stake out
and defend certain areas of know edge as |ying outside
of, and beyond, the reach of the natural sciences.
(1180)

The article goes on to distinguish four types of definitions
of the humanities in the twentieth century. Each of the four
types

represents adistinctive approach to the humanities and

provi des a devel oped account and defense of them as
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constituting a unified field of study distinct from
both the natural and the social sciences. On one
proposition all four theories are in basic agreenent,
viz., that the humanities forman inportant and valid
area of know edge distinct fromthat of the sciences.
(1180)

There are, of course, other definitions of the hunmanities; and
many humani sts would recoil from a description that is largely
cast in negative or defensive terns. Keeping in mnd caveats
regardi ng such reductiveness, we still have to accept that any
attenpt to define the sphere and scope of the nodern humanities
has to begin by registering the exi stence of their great QGther in
the university, the natural sciences.

Perry Anderson's "Conponents of the National Culture" is a
dazzling denonstration of the author's range and analytical
skills. Sonme of the power of the witing comes fromthe tone:
even in opposition, Anderson can barely conceal his awe at the
grip conservatismhas on the British psyche. The tension between
his political goals (the article begins and ends with references
to an antici pated student novenent) and his gri mawareness of the
strength of the conservative opposition runs through the
analysis. Beginning by noting the synptomatic absence of
classical sociology in Britain--in this respect uni que anong the
| arger powers of Europe--Anderson uncovers the bland, anti-
intellectual, parochial ethos of one academc discipline after

anot her: philosophy, history, political theory, economics,
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psychol ogy, aesthetics. In all of these a native status-quoism
has routed "general ideas' and any formof radical thought. An
arny of conservative emigres--a White emigration--inundated
Britain in the 1920s and '30s, attracted to Britain because of
its unparalleled success in holding revolution at bay, but also
in their turn helping to naintain conservatism by their
i deol ogi cal support {Anderson nentions Wttgenstein, Popper,
Berlin, Gonbrich and Namier). The absence of sociology in any
significant formis explained as resulting fromthe absence of
Marxi smas a political force to reckon with; sociology, withits
enphasis on the prinmacy of ideas, having conme into existence
largely as a response to the materialismof Marxi sm (" Conponents"
52-56).

The nost interesting part of Anderson's analysis has to do
wth his idea of ~the absent centre', the ~“totality':
Britain, then, may be defined as the European power
which--unigquely--never produced either a classical
sociology or a national Marxism British culture was
consequently characterized by an absent centre. For
bot h historical materialismand cl assical sociology, in
their different variants, were totalizing enterprises--
attenpts to capture the ~structure of structures', the
articulation of the social whole itself.... From the
outset, the British bourgeoisie forwent any |arge
questioning of society as a whole. Adeep, instinctive

aversion to the very category of the totality cane to
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mark its characteristic outl ook. (" Conponents" 56-57)

But this totality, like the repressed, returns, ~inabnorna
or paradoxical habitats'; in this case, in the disciplines of
anthropol ogy and literary criticism Anderson wites:

The second displaced hone of the totality was to be
literary criticism Here no expatriate influence ever
becanme dom nant. Leavis commanded his subject wthin
his own generation. Wth him English literary
criticismconcei ved the anbition to becone the vaul ting
centre of “humane studies and of the university'.
English was ~“the chief of the humanities'.

(" Conponent s" 96)

The anal ysis, so far, has been consistently brilliant. The
hypothesis about literary criticisms filling 'the vacuumat the
centre of the culture' is convincing; it explains the continuing
i nfluence of Leavis's thought not only in Britain but in the
Angl ophone world in general, and, to some degree, in the
erstwhile colonies. But why literary criticisn? Anderson has good
argunents for anthropol ogy bei ng the “home of the totality'; when
it comes to English, at the nost crucial part of his analysis, he
is forced to fall back on paradox: "Driven out of any obvious
habitats, the notion of the totality found refuge in the |east
expect ed of studies" (97). Anderson, relentlessly pointingtothe
weaknesses of disciplines that refuse dialectical materialism
sensitive to the political inplications of later Wttgensteinian

phi | osophy, perceptively anal ysi ng Popper's hysterical hatred of
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Hegel, aware as few have been before himof the way in which a
traditional structure of thinking can repel new thought |ike an
organismrepel ling alien particles, suddenly offers us a paradox
in lieu of an expl anati on.

And yet the explanation is in his own analysis, just bel ow
the surface, or between the lines. He tells us that "when
phi | osophy becane ~technical,' a displacenent occurred and
l[iterary criticism went “ethical'" (97). O the hunanities
di sci plines that Anderson has di scussed, he has inforned us that
hi story, under the influence of Louis Namier, has tended nore and
nore towards sterility and a noribund conservati snm philosophy,
turning anay fromthe Hegelianism of T.H.Green, G H Bradl ey, and
Bosanquet, has turned towards positivism and ordi nary |anguage
phi | osophy under the influence of GE Mbore, Bertrand Russell,
and Wttgenstein (in Europe, Hegelianismrenained powerful, and
Hei degger, Sartre and the theorists of the Frankfurt School were
widely read and discussed even when the Vienna |ogica
positivists were redrawing the boundaries of philosophy). 1If
Anderson's description of the state of the humanities in Britain
is accurate, and | think it is, a question one mght ask is:
whi ch discipline was serving the crucial function of the nodern

hunanities? Where, in the hunanities, the raison d etre of which

Is "to stake out and defend certain areas of know edge as |ying
out side of, and beyond, the reach of the natural sciences," was
the space for resistance to instrumental rationality? Leavis and

his followers knew the answer; in fact, they put together the
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answer, in institutional form over nmany years of labour. ~A
displacement' did not sinply occur, as it does in Anderson's
hydraulic netaphor. Leavis captured the ~absent centre' by
positioning literary criticisminacertainway, inlinewththe
criticismof science and technol ogy he found i nmanent or explicit
in Bl ake, Wordsworth, Dickens, T.S. Eiot, Conrad, Law ence and
so on. The broad outlines of Leavis's condemation of nodern
technol ogi cal society are, by now, famliar, partly as a result
of Leavis's own relentless reiteration of it:
The great and nost nmenaci ng change brought about by the
technological revolution is that it has alnost
destroyed the creative cultural process, of which the
finer operation in that continuous renewal which
nmai nt ai ned the hunman worl d of val ues and significances
and spiritual graces is on the point of death; it has
turned the business of human adjustnent to changing
material conditions into a reductive process, largely
determned by business profit. The worker earns the
wherewi thal and the |leisure to enjoy a higher standard
of living by work that has little interest for hi mand
little human neaning; it is something to be got behind
himso that he can get away to live--beforethe telly,
over the pools form in the bingo hall, in the car.
Technol ogy, and the financial appetites, nechani sns and
pot enci es produced by it, have determned his culture

for himand saved himthe trouble. (English Literature
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in Qur Time 55-56)

If the condemrmation is famliar, the solutionis |less so, and of

peculiar interest, whether immediate or antiquarian, to those
working in the humanities in universities:
Now there is no question of trying to reverse, or halt,
t he advance of technol ogy. There can be no restoring
t he wheel wight's shop or the conditions of production
that integrated work organically with a living culture

and associated it in a nmajor way wth a creative human

response. But that doesn't nean that we nust... |eave
the human heritage... to lapse and |et technol ogy
henceforward dictate... but there is also in humanity

an instinct of self-preservation to appeal to--a sense
of vital needs thwarted and starved by technologico-
Benthamte civilization.

The university... is the representative of that
instinct, and the organ through which society has to
make the sustained effort... to keep those needs
recogni zed and provi de our civilization w th menory and

mat ur e purpose. (Leavis, English Literature in Qur Tine

58)
O course Leavis did not singlehandedly revitalize English: he
was in sone ways an extrenme, in other ways a paradignatic

representati ve of a nore general \Wltanschauung, or perhaps anti -

weltanschauung. Gerald G aff wites, of the Anerican NewCriti cs:

The New Qiticism stands squarely in the romantic
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tradition of the defense of the humanities as an
antidote to science and positivism The net hodol ogy of
“close reading” was an attenpt not to imtate science
but to refute its devaluation of literature....
Ransom... argued that scientific abstractions commt a
ki nd of col d-bl ooded nurder upon the rich, contingent
particularity of "the world' s body".... Brooks... puts
the term"science" into sinple antithesis with "l ove."

(Literature Against Itself 133-34)

Martin.J.Weiner, in his English Qulture And The Decline of the

I ndustrial Spirit, 1850- 1980 describes the astonishingly

wi despread and intense opposition to industrial growmh, and the
attachnent to “organic community' and pre-industrial |ifestyles
in the nation that had led the world into the industrial age.®
And in Europe, at about the sane tine, Martin Hei degger and Georg
Lukacs as wel|l as nenbers of the Frankfurt school, anong others,
were witing devastating critiques of instrumental rationality
and the effects of technology on social and political life. Max
Weber had drawn attention (in the classical sociology Anderson
mssed in Britain) to the tendency of technological rationality
to affect all aspects of Ilife, especially in the form of
bureaucratic government. Marx had pointed to the alienating
effects of industrial |abour on the |abourer.® And, before Marx,
and influencing him there were Schiller and Hegel, the forner
being one of the first to lay out a distinct critique of

industrial civilization and its perils, wth a particular



68

enphasis on specialization; a critique whose chief terns were
taken up repeatedly by a host of thinkers, including the ones
mentioned.’

So when Leavis went about setting up English as “the
vaul ting centre of humane studi es and the university,' he was not
being as quixotic as he mght have sounded. As Leavis hinself
admts, an opportunity presented itself, and was taken.® Leavis
tapped into and articulated a very w despread attitude of fear
and suspicion of the effects of science and technology, and
converted it into a noral crusade. As Anderson's anal ysis shows,
the humanities, as a whole, were devoid of the very inpul se that,
In a sense, gave birth to them Leavis and his allies responded
to what nust have been felt as a trenmendous need, the pull of
the vacuum created by the humanities in general passively
submtting to an instrunental ethos, and philosophy in particul ar
(a discipline playing such a crucial role in Kant's "contest of
faculties') “going over' to positivism

It is part of the strength of Anderson's analysis that he
should ignore, or not see, the value of the Leavisite or New
Critical opposition to industrial civilization. No anbiguity
bl urs the sharpness of the portrait. It is inperative that he see
Leavis's project as hopel essly conservative, the opposition to
“technologico-Benthamite' civilization as feeding into the
formation of reactionary elites. And yet it is not inevitable
that a Marxist should respond to Leavis's project thus: Marx

hi nsel f, the “humanist' Marx di sm ssed by Al t husser, was critical
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of the effects of technology, in very nmuch the way Schiller was.
It is significant that a. generation of English Marxists
influenced by Althusser (and l|ater, Foucault) have learnt to
despi se “humanist' critiques of technology; indeed, they have
learnt, |ike Athusser and perhaps Foucault, to think of their
own witings as “scientific,' free of the humani st waffl e about
“life,' ~concreteness' and so on. E. P. Thompson, who counted
WIlliam Mrris in his genealogy quite as nmuch as he did Marx,

wote his polemcal nasterpiece The Poverty of Theory precisely

to warn agai nst the danger of this anti-humanist (and in the |ong
run, he knew, depoliticised) Marxism
The Contest of the Faculties
and the Conversati on of Mankind

| have argued that F.R. Leavis and his supporters did a
great deal to establish English studies as the ~chief of the
humani ties.' Wether this canme out of a profound theoretical
under standi ng of the history of the hunanities in the university
or not | cannot say, and is probably not very inportant. Wat is
inmportant, as | nentioned earlier, is that an opportunity
presented itself, and was seized. This had less to do wth
i ndi vi dual heroismand tenacity (though these undoubtedly pl ayed
their parts) than with a certain nonmentum of ideas, a certain
structural expectation (what Anderson is gesturing towards when
he wites of “the absent centre'). To put it differently, the
uni versity functions best when there is sone sort of separation

of powers, when the dom nance of one type of thinking is checked
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by a distinctively different type. In the case of the humanities
in British and Amrerican universities in the early decades of the
century, the dom nance of science and its characteristic node of
thinking was responsible for a dangerous inbalance; this
| nbal ance was partly corrected by the new surge of specifically
humani st intellectual energies into the discipline of English.
The nost celebrated of theories of the university that
depl oy the i dea of a beneficent separation of powers is of course

Immanuel Kant's. In his The Conflict of the Faculties, Kant

di stingui shes between the three “higher' faculties of Theol ogy,
Law and Medicine and the “~lower' faculty of Philosophy.
Paradoxically, the functioning of the higher faculties is
constrained by the freely ranging criticismof the |lower faculty,
phi | osophy. The higher faculties represent tradition; they are
essentially conservative. The lower faculty is radical, the voice
of reason that dares to know and proclaim the truth. Pierre

Bourdieu, in Hono Academicus, takes up Kant's idea of an

institutional separation of powers, but sets up a rather
different dualism scientific conpetence and social conpetence.
Soci al conpetence, in Bourdieu's view, IS associated wth "the
capital inherited and the economc and political capital actually
hel d"; scientific conpetence is associated with the "capital of
scientific authority or intellectual renown" (48). Social
conpetence, which Bourdieu links with nepotism and |ack of
intell ectual capacity, is honmologous with Kant's higher faculty.

Scientific conpetence, mnaking its own way in the university
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without benefit of famly or class-based assistance, S
honol ogous with the disinterested spirit of inquiry of Kant's
lower faculty. If, in Kant's nodel, philosophy energes as the
cruci al discipline and suprene academc arbiter, in Bourdieu's,
somewhat predictably, the social sciences occupy the privileged
space:
The opposition established by Kant between the two
categories of faculties, the first subject to the
tenporal order which they serve, the second free of all
soci al discipline and Ilimtations, finds its
culmnpation, and reaches its limts, in the relation
between the juridical disciplines and the social
sciences which, in allowing the liberty or even the
Irresponsibility characteristic of the tenporally | ower
faculties into the private terrain of the higher
faculties, have gradually cone to challenge their
nonopoly of legitimate thought and discourse on the
social world: on the one hand we have know edge in the
service of order and power, aimng at the
rationalization, inboth senses, of the given order; on
t he ot her hand we have know edge confronting order and
power, aimng not at putting public affairs in order,
but at analysing themas they are... by reducing the
established order and the state... to the status of
nerely a special case. (68-69)

Leavis, in a sense, made clains on behalf of literary
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criticismthat Kant once nmade for phil osophy and Bourdi eu nore
recently has for the social sciences.® And some contenporary
theorists, exhilarated by what seemto be the easy victories of
Theory, are making simlar clains for the refurbished English
studies of the last two or three decades.' But Leavis was
m staken, | think, to claimsuch a role for English, and the
contenporary theorists who see poststructuralism or Cultural
Studies as the new " lower faculty® are al so nistaken. A genuine
separation of powers (and Kant, for all his faith in philosophy
was closer to this in spirit than either Leavis or Bourdieu)
would rigorously eschew sovereign or colonizing aspirations.
Here, oddly enough, the witings of athinker who is better known
as a conservative political theorist and historian may be
exenpl ary.

M chael Qakeshott is one of the outstanding prose stylists
of the century in English, as well as one of its nost original
thinkers. It is nothing short of amazing to encounter Oakeshott's
el egant amateuri smin an academc ethos | argely domnated (to use
one of his own phrases) by the voices of practical activity and
of science. In a justly celebrated essay "The Voice of Poetry in
the Conversation of Mankind," he deplores the tendency to inhibit
t he range and spontaneity of human utterance. Gvilized life, for
Cakeshott, can nost profitably be conpared to a conversation:

As civilized human beings, we are the inheritors,
neither of an inquiry about ourselves and the world,

nor of an accumul ating body of information, but of a
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conversation, begun in the prineval forests and
extended and nmade nore articulate in the course of
centuries. (199)
The “voices' (Qakeshott is concerned to distinguish bear a fairly
cl ose resenbl ance to the demarcation of schools in a university,
each voice being "the reflection of a human activity":
the nost famliar [voices] are those of practical
activity, of “science' and of “poetry'. Phil osophy, the
I mpul se to study the quality and style of each voi ce,
and to reflect upon the relationship of one voice to
another, nust be counted a parasitic activity; it
springs fromthe conversation, because this is what the
phi | osopher reflects upon, but it nmakes no specific
contribution to it. (199-200)

This is very like Kant's separation of academc powers,
especially in the placing of philosophy as sonehow non- conbat ant
and arbiter. A conversation, however, differs markedly from a
conflict or contest in its lack of solemity, its playful ness:

...theexcel l ence of this conversation . . . springs from
a tension between seriousness and playfulness.... in
its participation in the conversation each voice | earns
to be playful, learns to understand itself
conversationally and to recognize itself as a voice
anmong voices. As wth children, who are great
conversationists, the playfulness is serious and the

seriousness inthe end is only play. (Cakeshott, "The
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Voi ce of Poetry" 201-2)

Thi s enphasi s on pl ayful ness i n 0akeshott's account of civilized
interaction is the precise counterpart of Schiller's play-drive
(which I discuss in the last chapter). For Cakeshott, as for
Schiller, man is nost truly human when he plays. O |ate,
however, mnman has becone nore inhuman, |ess playful:
In recent centuries the conversation, both in public
and wi t hi n oursel ves, has becone boring because it has
been engrossed by two voices, the voice of practical
activity and the voice of “science': to know and to
contrive are our pre-emnent occupations.... But for a
conversation to be appropriated by one or two voices is
an insidious vice because in the passage of tine it
t akes on t he appearance of avirtue. . . . Consequently an
establ i shed nonopoly will not only make it difficult
for another voice to be heard, but it will also nake it
seem proper that it should not be heard: it is
convicted in advance of irrel evance. ("The Voi ce of

Poetry" 202)

This description of the appropriation of a conversation, in the
course of which one of the voices is ~convicted in advance of
irrelevance' nmatches the institutional change of topic | have
been di scussi ng. And Cakeshott's “modest undertaking' in response
tothe threat is of particular significance to people in English
studies:

M/ proposal is to consider again the voice of poetry;
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toconsider it as it speaks inthe conversation. . . ."End
If what is nowneeded is sone relief fromthe nonotony
of a conversation too |ong appropriated by politics and
science, it may be supposed that an inquiry into the
quality and significance of the voice of poetry may do
sonething in this interest. (203)

Oakeshott's urbane analysis and his suggestions for
anelioration, it seens to nme, are distinctly superior to Kant's
in that no “voice' arbitrates:

. .the only apol ogy for poetry worth considering is one
whi ch seeks to discern the place and quality of the
voice of poetry in the conversation of mankind--a
conversati on where each voi ce speaks in its own idiom
where fromtinme to tine one voi ce may speak | ouder than
ot hers, but where none has natural superiority, |et
alone primacy. ("The Voi ce of Poetry" 241)

Oakeshott's essay is concerned with human utterance in general,

a considerably larger sphere than that | have been consi dering,

that of the relations between disciplines in the university. But

el sewhere he has witten about the university, in terns very
simlar to those he enploys in "The Voice of Poetry" essay:

the identity of a culture and of |iberal |earning

remai ns obscure until we have sone conception of the

relationship of its conponents. Now each of these

| anguages constitutes the terns of a distinct,

condi ti onal understanding of the world and a simlarly
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distinct idiom of human self-understanding. Their
virtue is to be different fromone another.... Perhaps
we may recogni ze liberal learning as an initiation into
the art of this conversation in which we learn to
recogni ze the voices; to distinguish their different
nodes of wutterance, to acquire the intellectual and
noral habits appropriate to this conversational

relationship and thus to nake our debut dans la vie

humaine. (The Voice of Liberal Learning 38-39)

The Positivismof Poststructuralism

What i npact does poststructuralism have on the contest of
faculties, or on the conversation of the university? R chard
Rorty, in an interesting discussion of poststructuralismand its
i npact on academc disciplines, takes the view dianetrically
opposed to the view argued here: he sees poststructuralists as
resisting the clains of science. He would, however, agree that
poststructuralists have succeeded in changing the topic. He
t hi nks they have managed "to put the other disciplines in their
pl aces” ("ldealism and Textualism" 155), a devel opnment he vi ews
with approval, for reasons of his own.

M/ own inpression is that poststructuralism has the effect
of supporting positivismby undoing the science vs. hunanities
opposi tional framework. By attacking traditional literary studies
froman anti-humani st position, i.e. by launching a totalizing

attack, it wundermnes that discipline's ability to oppose
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scientific hegenony. (For instance, Derridean deconstruction,
taken seriously, underm nes the Leavisite or New(ritical project
of depl oying the Romantic or noderni st energies of Blake or D H
Law ence against a stultifying industrial civilization by urging
that the intention of the author being studied cannot be
determned, or that the deconstruction enpties the text of
neani ng, or that unpicking the binary oppositions denonstrates
that the author is saying precisely the opposite of what it had
been assumed he/ she was saying). By enphasi zi ng professionalism
it undermnes the carefully maintained balance between
professicnalism and anateurism characteristic of many of the
earlier practitioners of English studies.™ And, in the ternms of
Oakeshott's netaphor, it further subdues the voice of poetry by
urging, on the one hand, that it is neaningless (significantly,
al ways a weapon in the arsenal of those primarily concerned with
practical activity or with science); or, on the other hand, that
it is nmeaningful only as a nmeans of perpetuating the power of the
al ready powerful .

There are other indications that many poststructurali st
witings can be nore easily assimlated to the voices of
practical activity and of science than to that of poetry: Stanley
Rosen comrents on the "technophilia, the characteristic eros of
the twentieth century, [that] is w despread anong our academ c
her meneutici sts" (144).

Per haps the nost bizarre instances of what may be call ed t he

scientism of anti-scientism are to be found in the work of M chel
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Foucaul t (Habermas describes it bluntly as positivist, and Perry
Ander son conments on his “technocratic functionalisnt).!? At one
level, Foucault's studiedly neutral descriptions of punitive
| egi slation or the workings of asyluns and prisons denmand to be
read as critiques of structures and institutions, nore especially
structures of thought derived from an optimstic and rational
Enl i ghtennment humanism Read thus, Foucault's work can be
assimlated to the earlier critiques of instrunental rationality
nmade by Adorno and Horkheimer, oOr Herbert Marcuse, Or even
Hei degger. But Foucault's own refusal of anything resenbling a
noral position, his insistence that power is not just oppressivVve,
but productive, and perneates all aspects of existence, nakes it
difficult to class himw th these thinkers. And what are we to
make of his fondness for historical ruptures, dated with i mense
precision? Wiat are they doing in the work of soneone who w shes
to expose the “mathesis' of earlier tines, a mathesis whichis a
uni versal science of neasurenent and order? GQGIllian Rose, in a
brilliant analysis of Foucault's anti-hunmanist positivism

observes: "The Order of Things should be read not as the first

attenpt since N etzsche to interrupt our anthropol ogi cal sl unber
but as a renewed attenpt to drug us into the far deeper sleep of
mat hesi s" (183).

Foucaul t, taking sociologists to task, sounds exactly like
a sociologist. Ostensibly attacking the hubris of scientific
rationalismas it is deployed in the human sciences, his own

mental world strangely resenbles the cold world of particle
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physi cs: his * power' closely resenbl es the concept of force as it
I's used in physics, the inconvenient idea of "man' is thoroughly
di spersed, and micropolitics |ooks very Ilike random and
nmeani ngl ess col i sions between particles shortly before they are
di ssolved. If Freud, Marx and Al t husser attacked exi sting science
I n the nane of a better, higher, nore scientific science, and if
N et zsche and Heidegger encouraged the tendency to identify
rationality in general with instrumental rationality, Foucault
seens to have achieved the difficult task of conbining these
| egacies. H's would appear to be a science that destroys itself
in the act of enunciation.

It is likely that nost of Foucault's admrers and even many
of his critics would read his work as constituting a powerful
critique of science and scientific rationality.®® R chard Rorty,
as | nmentioned earlier, argues that poststructuralists (whom he
calls "“textualists') "adopt an antagonistic position to natural
sci ence":

Both [idealists and textualists] suggest that the
natural scientist should not be the dom nant cultural
figure, that scientific know edge is not what really
matters. Both insist that there is a point of view
ot her than, and sonehow hi gher than, that of science.
("ldealismand Textualism" 139)

But there is a paradox here, one that nmay go to the heart of
the postetructuralist “aura'. As Rorty hinself points out, in

"Habermas and Lyotard on Postnodernity":
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It takes no nore than a squint of the inner eye to read
Foucault as a stoic, a dispassionate observer of the
present social order, rather than its concerned critic.
Because the rhetoric of emancipation...is absent from
his work, he can easily be thought of as reinventing
Anerican "functionalist" sociology. The extraordinary
drvness Of Foucault's work is a counterpart of the
dryness which Iris Mirdoch once objected to in the
witing of British analytic philosophers. It is a
dryness produced by a lack of identification W th any
soci al context, any comunication. (172)

What this suggests (and this holds for Derrida and his

followers as well) is that a bizarre new positivist anti-science

di scourse may be the really original feature of poststructurali st
witing. As Rorty hints, functionalist sociology, rather than the
natural sciences, nmay be the paradi gmpoststructuralists set up
as their ideal.™ W may do well to renenber that very few
natural scientists were as positivist as Auguste Comte and
Her bert Spencer, anong the fathers of nodern sociol ogy. So we may
gr ant that poststructuralists |ike Foucault “adopt an
antagoni stic position to natural science,' While retaining our

suspicion that they are positivist. For one thing, adopting a

position is self-evidently distinct from believing sonething.

-

Rorty may also be right to think that textualists have “put

natural science in tts place' (though university fundi ng does not

seemto reflect this new hierarchy); what he crucially omts to
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nmention is that they do this, or attenpt to do this, by using the
met hods of science.
In this discussion of Foucault's work, and in the later
di scussion of Athusser's, | am obviously trying to make a
di stinction between the hunmanist critique of science and the
anti - humani st, poststructuralist one. The anti - humani st criti que,
by di ssol ving t he human subj ect and by conflating rationality pex
sewith instrumental rationality, delivers itself into the hands
of that instrunental rationality. It inevitably finds itself
celebrating the inhuman forces that instrunental rationality
unl eashes. This characteristically blurring nove is nicely
captured by Habermas, who contrasts the critiques of neo-
N et zscheans and poststructuralists unfavourably with those of
Hegel , Marx, Wber and Lukacs:
Enl i ght enment and mani pul ati on, the conscious and the
unconsci ous, forces of production and forces of
destruction, expressive self-realizationandrepressive
desublimation, effects that ensure freedom and those
that renove it--now all these nonents flow into one
another.... Nowthe differences and oppositions are so
underm ned and even collapsed that critique can no
| onger discern contrasts, shadings, and anbivalent
tones within the flat and faded |andscape of atotally
admni stered, calculated, and power-laden world.

(Phi | osophi cal D scourse 338)

Hostility towards the idea of the human subject is one of
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the mai nstays of poststructuralism it may indeed be a defining
characteristic. Derrida, in one of his best known passages,
speaks approvingly of an interpretation which "affirns play and
tries to pass beyond man and humanism, the name of nman being the
nane of that being who, throughout the history of metaphysics or
of ontotheology--in ot her words, throughout his entire history--
has dreamed of full presence, the reassuring foundation, the

origin and the end of play" (Witing and Differance 292); and

Foucault never tires of declaring his “indifference' to the human
subject and enphasizing its constructedness, its “illusory
unity':
The body is the inscribed surface of events (traced by
| anguage and dissolved by ideas), the locus of a
di ssociated self (adopting the illusion of a
substantial unity), and a volune in perpetua
disintegration. ("N etzsche, Ceneal ogy, H story" 83)

Characteristic of this critique of subjectivity, of
humani sm is the suggestion that the poststructuralists naking
the critique are taking i mense risks, venturing into unknown and
dangerous psychic territory (Derrida presunmably eschews
“reassuring foundati ons' hinself).

Derrida, Foucault, Barthes and their Anerican disciples can
afford to nerely gesture towards the di spersed human subj ect, the
groundwork for the actual theoretical disnmantling having been
carried out earlier, nainly by the structuralists Levi-Strauss

and Al thusser. Perry Anderson's historical reconstruction of the
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escal ating attack on the subject narvel lously captures the tragi-
comc tone of the entire episode :

“The ultimate goal of the human sciences is not to
constitute man but to dissolve him', Levi-Strauss

concl uded [in The Savage Mind1, unl oosi ng t he sl ogan of

t he decade. When a Marxi st reply finally cane, in 1965,
it was no repudi ation, but a counter-signature of the
structuralist claim Louis Althusser's two books For

Marx and Reading Capital, rather than engaging wth

Levi-Strauss's attack on history or his interpretation
of humanism endorsed and incorporated them into a
Marxism that was now itself reinterpreted as a
theoretical anti-humanism.. . . But in an objectivist
auction of this kind, he was bound to be outbid. Ayear
later his fornmer pupil Foucault, proclaimng a full-
throated rhetoric of the “end of man', in turn reduced
Marxi smitself to an involuntary effect of an out-dated
Victorian episteme, and no nore than a derivative one

at that. (In the Tracks 37-38)

Al thusser's anti-humanismis of particular interest for ny
argunent, both because he nmade a lasting inpact on Foucault,
Derrida, and many English Marxists, with his brief but enornous
i nfluence on European intellectual circles, and because his
clains to originality were based on his opposition to the
centrality of the concept of alicnation in Marxist theory: a

concept which has a certain amount in common with the Leavisite
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condemmat i on of technology and naterialism?®

Al thusser's target, in For Marx, is the humani st version of
Marxism He clains that there are (at |east) two distinct Marxes,
separated by an “epistemological break.' Before the break, inthe
“young Marx,' Althusser |ocates the real eneny: "an ideol ogical
drama of human alienation and self-realization, with humanity the
author of its unfolding destiny much in the manner of the world
spirit according to Hegel ."' After the break, which A thusser
places in 1845, is the “mature Marx,' who creates the science of.
historical materialism According to Athusser, the post-1845
Marx produces a “theory' of history and politics based on
radically new concepts: the concepts of social formation,
productive forces, relations of production, etc.. Most
significantly, A thusser clains, the new conception defines

humani smas an ideoloqgy, and radically critiques the theoretical

pretensi ons of every philosophical humanism Marx's scientific
di scovery is the rupture with theories of humanism of the
essence of man (For Marx 227).

For A thusser, alienation and hurmanism are inextricably
entangl ed, and both are the products of the “young Marx, ' who was
too Hegelian, who had not yet struggled free of the clutches of
German idealism who was forced to conpromse with the tinmes: who
was, in a nutshell, not the “mature Marx. ' The trouble wth
alienation, for Althusser, is that "the revol utionary alliance of
the proletariat and of philosophy is once again sealed in the

essence of man" (For Marx 227).
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Marx's concept of alienation, adapted from Hegel's, is
fairly complex, but at its root is Marx's clear understanding
that in capitalist societies, |abour degrades and di m ni shes the
| abourer. This happens in four distinct ways: 1) Mn is
alienated, or separated from the products of his |abour and t hat
labour itself, 2) Man is alienated fromnature, ~the sensuous
exterior world" which is the context of his labour, 3) He is
alienated fromother human beings, and 4) He is alienated from
hinsel f as a ~species being.' Just one extract fromthe Econom c

And Phi | osophi cal Manuscripts should suffice to explain why the

work as a whole so irritated Althusser, wth his hostility

towar ds “human hi story* and the conception of human subjectivity

this assuned:
W have taken the alienation and the externalization of
| abour as a fact and analysed this fact. W now ask,
how does man cone to externalize, to alienate his
labour?...We have already obtained much material for
the solution of this problemin that we have turned t he
question of the origin of private property into the
question of the relationship of externalized | abour to
t he devel opnent of hunman history.... Wen we speak of
| abour, thenwe are dealing directly with man. This new
formulation of the problem already inplies its

sol ution. (Economc and Phil osophi cal Manuscripts 144)

Mar xi st humani sm says Al thusser, "is an ideol ogi cal phenonenon, "

that is to say, "a threat or hindrance to scientific know edge"
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(For Marx 11-12). The corollary of Althusser's hostility to the
idea of alienation, to the human subject, is obvious. In the
absence of the integrated, sentient, reasoning human subject, the
entire process of alienation becomes neani ngl ess. No subject, no
alienation. Or, put differently, without a subject to register
opposition to the dehumanizing effects of alienated |abour or
technol ogical rationality, there are no dehumani zing effects: in
a sense, the problem is solved.” A conplete capitulation to
instrunental rationality masquerades as a final victory over it.
After Althusser, in particular, this option becones particularly
attractive to the French poststructuralists. It accounts for the
depressing cheeriness of Derrida's ~jouissance,' Foucault's
“indifference,' Lyotard's rejection of “the nostalgia of the
whol e. '**

Althusser's theories have been w dely discredited; and
i nstead of the de-Hegelised Marx he endorsed becom ng
influential, there are many signs of renewed interest in a Hegel
wi t hout the Marxist appendages.?® But the anti-hunmanist posture
appears to have emgrated into ot her discourses, even those which
are hostile to Marxism such as the poststructuralismof Foucault
(Eagl et on descri bes Foucault's "aversion to the whol e category of
the subject" as "pathological").? Athusser's rejection of
alienation is an early rehearsal for the poststructurali st
rejection of the humanities' critique of I nstrunent al
rationality. Wiile Althusser failed (alienation continuing to be

an inportant thenme in Marxism, the poststructuralist attenpt
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appears to have succeeded, in that resistance rarely takes the

form of passionate and sophisticated affirmations of humani sm

Resi stance fromw thin English Studies

| have been discussing poststructuralism and theoretical

opposition to its clains as though there has been no such

opposition fromw thin English departnents. O course, there has

been a considerable, often very sophisticated resistance to

poststructuralism but the very assunptions/ the institutional

hi story of English studies, have made this resistance vul nerabl e.

In a curious way, it is the poststructuralists, the academc

femnists who are attracted to poststructuralism, and the

Al t husseri an Marxi sts, who seemto be Leavis's heirs in English

departnents: they are the ones wth the aggressive polem cal

style, the ferocious noral energy of the Leavisites. As Gerald
Gaff puts it:

Resi stance remamins, but it is largely unorganized,

wi t hout a coherent theoretical position, and unsure of

itself; and it is easily intimdated by charges that it

iselitist, dogmatic, dull, reactionary, and hostileto

novelty and progress--all of which, of course, it

sonetimes is. (Literature Against Itself 4)

The point is that these defences, |ike the defences of the
parliamentary university discussed in the earlier chapter, though

quite brilliant and coherent, do not engage with the passionate
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and anarchic energies that the newer, nore radical theories tap
into. Anoral and political attack can only be fended off by a
noral and political defence.

The (nmore or less) orthodox resistance seens to have taken
three main forns (leaving aside conpl ai nts about obscuranti smand
jargon, which tend to run through all the types, and in any case
do not, by thenselves, constitute a respectable critique). The
first, nore often encountered in non-academc journals and
newspapers, concerns the poststructuralist threat to Wstern
culture, and the nmeans of conbating it. Reading these pol em cal
defences of the Wst is great fun, and | nust confess to having
read everything on the subject | can lay ny hands on. | am
| ooking forward to encountering an enornous tome entitled The

Fall of the West: How Illiberally Educated Tenured Radicals

Destroyed the Anerican University and D smantled the Wstern

Canon By Politicizing the Qurriculum. The trouble with this kind

of resistance, however, for academcs at any rate/ is that even
if the danger is felt to be real, it is inpossible for anyone to
deal with it except by meeting it head on: that is to say, by
affirmng that Western culture is superior to all other cultures.
This option, fortunately, is now largely unavailable to Wstern
academ cs, hoist by their own liberal petard. The second, and |
think nost characteristic form of resistance, consists of a
defence of the idea that it is possible to identify an author's
intention and talk about it.?” This is a limted engagenent, on

grounds that English teachers are fairly famliar with. They can,
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after all, point to the text and say, in tones ranging from
confidence to despair: This is so, is it not? There have been
sone excel | ent defences of this idea; but here again, the problem
is that the very proliferation of interpretations in the past and
continuing in the present, not to say anticipated in the future,
mlitates against the idea that there is a single intention to
point to. This scepticism about intention was already in place
wth the New Critics, so it is not easy to dismss simlar
sounding but < nore radi cal argunent s nmade by t he
poststructuralists, or by pragmatists like Stanley Fish. The
third kind of resistance to poststructuralism is that attenpted
by Gerald Gaff, E D Hrsch, and A D Nuttall.® Concerned at
the attacks being nade on the “truth' value of |anguage or
literature, these witers have attenpted anbitious and

interesting defences of the “truth' of l|anguage or literature

(Nuttall'sA NewMimesis, in particular, isquitebrilliant). O
the three types of resistance, | find the |ast nenti oned t he nost
interesting, partly because | am synpathetic to attenpts to
elevate the inportance of literature. However, given ny

assunpt i ons about the necessity of English being, for its own and
everyone else's good, permanently in opposition, | cannot but
feel that these witers are comng dangerously close to claimng
for English what will please the utilitarian and the philistine.
Leavis, if asked whether Iliterature had anything to do
with truth, ' woul d probably have responded that it had to dow th

sonething far nore inportant, wth the very existence of a
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civilization. Perhaps it is an indication of the hard tines
English studies have fallen on, and the growh of that
technologico-Benthamite civilization Leavis feared and hated,
that sone of its nost dedicated defenders are forced to defend

l[iterature on the grounds of its truth.

The Qulture Wars and Conpeting Narratives of Decline

From the very begi nning, English studies have been at the
centre of controversies in the university. If, in Leavis's ti e,
English studies drew attention to itself by persistently
criticising the materialismand Philistinismof twentieth century
society, and by daring to question the right of scientists to be
adjudicators in the realmof norality; today English studies,
especially in the United States, is at the centre of a very
different kind of controversy, one that has to dowth the clains
of mnorities of various kinds, and with the alleged brutality
and expl oi tativeness of Wstern culture as a whol e.

| suggest that if we ook at the way the preoccupations of
Engli sh studi es have changed, and especially if we |ook at how
t hese preoccupati ons have changed in terns of certain underlying
narratives of decline, we nmay cone to an understandi ng of why, in
the opinion of some witers, the very basis of the university,
the conceptual framework and justification of its functioning,
has been threatened as never before.

The book which triggered off tne recent spate of apocal yptic

specul ati ons about the university was undoubtedly Alan Bl ooms
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The A osing of the Arerican Mnd. This book and Edward Said's

orientalism, | w | suggest, are the founding docunents of what
have been called "the culture wars." Bl ooms book told the story,
now famliar, of a decline of academc standards in the
universities of Anerica. If the story was famliar, the details
were gripping by any standards, with diatribes agai nst rock nusic
and casual sex on canpuses cheek by jow wth discussions of
PMato's ideals. Even nore unusual was the analysis of why
uni versities had degenerated. Students did not read enough of the
classics, and Arerican academcs had been overwhel ned by the
i nflux of Continental, and especially German, ideas, particularly
after the Second Wrld War. This |led to a "Nietzscheanization"
(and a Wberization) of academc |ife, which Anmerican
uni versities had not recovered fromin the eighties. In fact the
process may have accel erat ed.

If Bloomtold a story of decay and increasing relativismin

the Anerican university, Edward Said's Oientalism which had

appeared al nost ten years earlier, told the story of the Wst's
dom nation and exploitation of the non-Wst, fromthe tines of
Aeschylus to the U S. policy planners and M ddl e- East experts of
our own period. "Qientalism" Said wites, "can be di scussed and
analyzed as the corporate institution for dealing with the
Orient--dealing Wwth it by naking statenents about it,
authorizing views of it, describing it, by teaching it, settling
it, ruling over it: in short, Oientalismas a Wstern style for

dom nating, restructuring, and having authority over the Oient”
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(3).

Blooms and Said's analyses feed interestingly into each
ot her. Most conservatives woul d accept Bl oonml s description of the
Anerican university as an institution visibly degenerating; but
they would be nore likely to blane what they would see as the
anti-Western biases of influential figures like Said than the
val ue-rel ati vismof sonmewhat distant figures such as Weber. Al so,
the classics Bloom holds up to us as exenplary and worthy of
imitation are thenselves being interrogated, very often in the
categories Said used to analyse the West's "style for dom nati ng,
restructuring, and having authority over the Oient." Said's
narrative of increasing domnation (of the non-West by the West)
is not contradicted by Blooms narrative of the dimnishing
i nportance of the classics of the West in the very place that was
intended to keep themalive, the university. The accuracy of the
conposite picture, of increasing material and instrunental power
wi th di m nishing noral and cultural influence, is w dely endorsed

(and its' effects deplored by intellectuals in the West).

Bl oom s “narrative of decline' is part of an immensely
influential and popular tradition of apocalyptic witing about
Western culture (a sort of Apocalypse Now and Then) which
probably goes all the way back to G eek civilization. W have

had, in recent tines, Alasdair MacIntyre's After Virtue, and

Francis Fukuyama's The End of History and the Last Man,

approxi mately Apocal ypse Left and Right (approximtely, because

Macl ntyre's anti-Iliberalismmakes himattractive to the Left, but
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his reliance on Augustine and Aristotle rules out any easy
appropriation, while Fukuyama, though he is certainly nore
i beral than socialist, treats progressivism too sardonically to
permt easy assimlation to the liberal position). Wile the
decline itself, in the various accounts, IS a reassuring

constant, the nonent of decline tends to vary w dely, indeed

wildly. Wth Bloomthe comng of Gernman thought into American
intellectual life marks the begi nning of the decline; MacIntyre
sees the rot setting in when the Thomistic conpromse starts to
lose its authority; Fukuyama, nore equably, w th Hegel, sees the
end prefigured in the rise of rationality, and so on.

Wth Fukuyama's evocation of Hegel we find ourselves in the
presence of the founding-father of all nodern narratives of
decline. Wthout Hegel's extraordinarily influential theory of
history, | wll argue, we would not have the two nost fanous
nodern narratives of decline: those of N etzsche and Spengl er.
Bloom and Said are only superficially the spokesnen for the
primary antagonistic positions of the culture wars; nore
significant are the narratives of decline, often unacknow edged,
that |ie behind these positions.

Few phi | osophi cal theories have had the scope and sweep, or
the influence, of Hegel's phil osophy of history. Like sonme force
of Nature, or perhaps nore appositely, like a nodern |aw of
science, the cunning of reason sweeps through epochs and ages,
indifferent to the desires of individuals, advancing |i ke Yeats's

rough beast' or Thonpson's Hound, wth unperturbed pace,
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del i berate speed, najestic instancy.' Al of history, all the
suffering, happiness, death, births, plans and hopes of all
manki nd, according to Hegel, have a single justification: the
furthering or developnent of the idea of freedom Geek
civilization, the advent of Christianity, the Renai ssance and t he
Reformation, the growth of liberal ideas; all these are stages in
the life of the idea of freedom which approaches its fulfil nent
in Hegel's own period, indeed in Hegel's own consci ousness.
Hegel 's phil osophy was enphatically not a narrative of
decline; on the contrary, it was the nost glorious, nost
anbitious narrative of progress of all time. In the hands of
N et zsche, however, Hegel's historicismis neatly inverted, and
the very force that worked to convince Hegel's readers of the
truth of his vision was turned against this vision. In Hegel's
thinking, Socrates had figured as one of the crucial turning
points in the march of Spirit. Socrates was undoubtedly one of
those figures of world-historical significance whose role Hege
describes with carefully subdued admration. But Socrates's
intransigent belief inrationality, sovital for the march of the

Spirit, spells doomfor the Geek city state that nurtured him

This beautiful unity of the Geek state is dooned. It
IS doorned because of its limtations, its
par ochi al ness. The world spirit has to march on. Hence
once the polis is realized the cunning of reason calls

worl d-historical individuals to |ook beyond. Such a
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figure in his own way is Socrates. Socrates turns his
al | egi ance to uni versal reason. And though he wants to
remai n obedient tothe | aws of his polis, he would |i ke
to found themon reason. Thus while he naintains his
al legiance to Athens to the death, nevertheless his
teaching cannot but corrupt the youth, for it
undermnes that inmmediate identification with the
public life on which the polis rests. ( Taylor 396)

In The Birth of Tragedy N etzsche takes up Hegel's anal ysi s

of Socrates' role in the destruction of the Qeek city state (he

hinself later wyly notes that The Birth of Tragedy has ~“a strong

snell of Hegel about it').* But unencunbered with a theory of
the progress of the West, N etzsche comes to exactly the opposite
conclusions from Hegel. As he (with characteristic nodesty)
describes it: "The... innovation lies in the interpretation of
Socratism--Socrates being recognized for the first tinme as the
instrunent of Geek decline, as the type of decadence" (EcceHono
866) .

N etzsche's attack on Socrates as the chief cause of the
subsequent decay of the D onysian energies N etzsche valued in
QG eek tragedy has entered nodern thought so thoroughly that
N etzsche's nore optimstic conclusion—that the increasing
aridity of the (Apollonian) vision of science would trigger off
a new round of D onysian creation--appears t0 have been
forgotten. The link between Western rationality and t he wast el and

of the nodern world was unforgettably forged by N etzsche; no
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|ater attenpt to break the conceptual |ink has been conparably

successful .

Gswald Spengler's Decline of the Wst is nore a

representative text than a founding docunent. Unlike N etzsche,
Spengl er cannot claimany very startling originality, except in
the nmatter of the “morphological' treatment of cultures, which
nost peopl e no |onger take very seriously anyway. But Spengler's
witing was undoubtedly very influential in its tinme, partly
because it seemed to say what many were already thinking; in any
case, | amnore interested in its difference from N etzsche's
work, and in the consequences of this difference.

Wiile Spengler, on the one hand, revives the idea of
cyclical history, onthe other (in the shorter duree, as it were)
he displays a nenorable aninmus towards the period of European
hi story in which English materialismbecane influential. So, if
N et zsche | ocates the point of decline with the Socratic rati onal
challenge to the life-giving D onysi an energi es, Spengl er | ocates
the start of the decline with the dom nance of the thought of
Locke and Hune. The "English sensualists,' Spengler clains, were
the chief (and unfortunate) influences on even N etzsche and
Schopenhauer. This hostility to English enpiricism is even

clearer in his The Hour of Decision, Witten fourteen years after

Decl i ne of the West:

It occurs to no one to educate the nmasses to the | eve
of true culture--that would be too nmuch trouble, and

possi bly certain postulates for it are absent. On the
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contrary, the structure of society is to be |evelled
down to the standard of the popul ace. General equality
Is to reign, everything is to be equally vulgar =
Superiority, nmanners, taste, and every description of
innard rank are crimes. Ethical, religious, national
I deas, narriage for the sake of children, the famly,
State authority: all these are old-fashioned and
reactionary.. .but let no one suppose that it is a
spirit from Mscow that has conquered here.
Bol shevismis hone is Wstern Europe, and has been so
ever since the English materialist world-view, which
dom nat ed the circles where Vol tai re and Rousseau noved
as docile pupils, found effective expression in
Jacobi nismon the Continent. (97)

| have quoted this passage at sone length to point up the
resonances of Spengler's critique with other, and later witings,
by cultural critics like OtegayY Gasset, T.S. EHiot, Leavis, and
even Ador no and Horkheimer. Spenglerian bitterness at the effects
of the spread of denocracy and nmass culture is, by now, famliar;
but not so famliar that it is not titillating.

N et zsche and Spengler offer us narratives of decline of
great power and suggestiveness. N etzsche's far nore radical
narrative, | would suggest, has been taken up by the ~cultural
Left' of the American university, while the Spenglerian version

still fuels the theories and criticism of the nore orthodox

group.
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The nost cel ebrated theory of decline as far as students of
English are concerned is certainly T.S. Eliot's discussion of the
“dissociation of sensibility' in "The Metaphysical Poets."
According to Eliot, "sonmething . . . had happened to the m nd of
Engl and bet ween the tine of Donne or Lord Herbert of Cherbury and
the time of Tennyson and Browni ng" (2305):

The poets of the seventeenth century, the successors of
the dramatists of the sixteenth, possessed a nechani sm
of sensibility which could devour any kind of
experience.... In t he sevent eent h century a
di ssociation of sensibility set in, fromwhich we have
never recovered. (2305)

Eliot's is only the best known variant of a theory that
commanded wi despread acceptance. Yvor Wnters, F.R. Leavis and
T.E. Hulme all endorsed versions of a narrative of cultura
decline; and for all of themthis decline set in, approximtely,
and not by coincidence, at the time of the growth of Baconian
enmpi rici sm and Renai ssance science.”’

Patrick Parrinder has commented on Leavis's closeness to
Spengl er; and the resenbl ance is striking.?® Spenglerian cultural
criticism in fact, has been the real basis of English criticism
in the acadeny, wuntil the challenge to this criticism from
cultural studies, deconstruction, various Kkinds of femnist
critique, attacks on the canon and so on fromthe seventies to
our time. The challenge, | have argued, draws on a counter-

narrative of decline, one which sets the date of decline nuch
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earlier, with the very beginnings of rational thought, and one
which was first articulated by N etzsche, drawi ng on Hegel. The
poi nt of the Spenglerian narrative is that critics can attenpt to
recover a vision of a lost age by close reading or sone sort of
hermeneutical engagenent with the texts of the postul ated [ ost
age; the Nietzschean narrative encourages the scrapping of the
entire Western rational tradition. The N etzschean assault on
reason is, in a sense, too radical to permit of assimlation. As
Derrida argues in a recent essay on the wuniversity, "t he
Uni versity's reason for being has al ways been reason itself, and
sone essential connection of reason to being."* Pointing to the
principle of Reason's ungroundedness, its inability to tether
itself otherwise than through a rhetorical statenent of its
reasonabl eness, Derrida envisages the wuniversity as holding
itself "suspended above a nost peculiar void" (9) (yes, it's that
deconstructioni st abyss again). Derrida, |ike many of his allies,
Is not afraid of the void. Like the students to whom Trilling
attenpted to talk about the dangers of nodern literature, they
peer into the void and courteously interrogate it. But for those
of us who dislike abysses, voids, chasns, aporias and so on, the

way through is the way around, not the way down.

The effectiveness with which poststructuralismhas °~changed
the topic! in English studies is closely tied in with the way
poststructuralists have endorsed (usually tacitly, but not
necessarily the less effectively for that reason) the N etzschean

version of a narrative of decline. The crucial difference from
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N et zsche's position seens to lie in the fact that N etzsche
attacked the Western rational tradition with a sense of the rich
resources of art, and especially tragic art, behind him
poststructuralists attack the Wstern rational tradition w thout
communi cating any sense of a saving aesthetic tradition, even a
ri sky D onysian one. Refusing what appears to them to be the
speci ousness of an increasingly reified and distinctively non-
tragic art, the new idealists are left with no option but to

oppose rationality in the tones (and often the vocabul ary) of a

sceptical positivism

Concl usi on

| have argued, in this chapter, that English studies,
especially in the way it took shape under Leavis's influence and
that of some of the New Oritics, performed a certain function as
part of the hunanities in the university, and in society. That
function was, roughly, to check the power of science, and to keep
certain alternative routes inmaginatively or actually open. It
hardly needs saying that | consider this a valuable function. |
have further argued that the devel opnents in the humanities that
collectively go under the name of poststructuralism have had
certain effects on this function which seem by and large, to
have gone unnoticed. \Wuatever the overall benefits to
i ndividual s, institutions, social groupings and so on that have
resulted from the advent of poststructuralism (and inevitably

t here have been consi derabl e benefits, perhaps even to those nost
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di smayed by the advent), it seenmed inportant to point to sone
obvious | osses. The greatest loss, | have argued, is that of a
certain oppositional energy, an energy that canme from a powerf ul
sense of the danger to human existence of the destructive
potential of nodern science. The fact that this danger was sensed
by sonme of the nobst distinguished thinkers and artists of the
last two centuries (Rousseau, Kant, Schiller, Wrdsworth,
Col eri dge, Weber, Marx, MatthewArnold, Lukacs, Law ence, Rilke,
Hei degger, Adorno, Tol stoy, Thoreau, Gandhi, to nane only a few)
gave this energy a shape and a focus. And the fact that many of
the thinkers and artists nentioned |ooked to art, specifically,
for salvation, nmay help to explain why the humanities, the
division of university education closest to the creative arts,
have often been in the vanguard of the novenent to check the
del eterious effects of an unchecked instrunental rationality
through one or the other version of an ~aesthetic education.?
Having said this, | feel | should imediately add that | do not
think that anything resenbling a sinple shift to an earlier node
of functioning will be at all helpful. It has been said, and said
often, and said by persons who are insufficiently critical of
their own prejudices, that English studies in the past were
parochial, elitist, anti-intellectual, ahistorical, and so on and
so forth. All these accusations are true, and for that reason
al one there can be no going back. But the charges are not as
damagi ng as some critics think, especially when one considers

what was achieved, in the face of the danger described earlier.
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Wat seens to ne to be the nost damagi ng charge, one which | take
up in the next chapter, and one which was nade, in a sense, from
within the ranks of the older hunanists, concerned the
phi | osophical and literary position fromwhi ch the defence of the

humani ti es was nade: the position we now identify with the term

nmoder ni sm
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NOTES

1. See Habermas's "Mdernity Versus Postnodernity" and  The
Phi | osophical Di scourse of Mdernity; Peter Dews's Logics of
Disintegration; GIllian Rose's Dialectic of N hilism Stanley

Rosen's Hermeneutics As Politics ; John R Searle's "Is There a
Oisis in Anerican H gher Education?" and "Literary Theory and Its
D scontents”; Perry Anderson's 1In the Tracks of Historical

Materialism and Said's "Secular Criticisnm in The world, The Text,
and the Critic.

2. Poststructuralism's | atent correspondence with the ideol ogy of
the free market is obscured by the fact that Iiberal humanismis so
often the target; perhaps what is being attacked is nonopoly
capitalisni not the market as such. It has always struck ne as
significant that the fragnented subjectivity celebrated by
poststructuralists is very simlar to the psychol ogical state of
the consuner in Adorno's “totally administered society. This

consuner, interpellated in Althusserian fashion by advertisers (
"You! John! Are you really happy? Does your breath snell fresh? You
cannot really be you until you freshen up with ") lacks a

stable identity. He/she is entirely constituted by the texts of
advertising. Also significant is the shift in English Cultural
Studies, away from Adorno's and Leavis's savage contenpt for
advertising and television programmes to a considerabl e synpathy
for these, in the work of Raynond WIllians and Stuart Hall.

3. See Ml hern, The Mnent of Scrutiny; Baldick, The Social
M ssion of English Criticism 1848-1932; Raynmond W I Ii ans,
"Canbridge English, Past and Present™ in Witing in Society; Perry

Ander son, "Conmponents of the National Culture” i1n English
Questions; Terry Eagleton, "The Rise of English" in Literary

Theory: An | ntroduction.

4. See D.J. Palnmer's The Rise of English Studies and F.R
Leavis's English Literature in the University in Qur Tine.

5. Weiner wites in a spirit of exasperation and despair at

Britain's backwardness on the road to progress:
Inthewrld s first industrial nation, industrialismdid
not seemquite at honme. In the country that had started
mankind on the "great ascent," economc growh was
frequently viewed with suspicion and disdain. Having
pi oneer ed urbani zati on, the English ignored or disparaged
cities. (English Culture and the Decline of the
| ndustrial Spirit 1x)

6. For one of the best recent discussions of the various |ate
nineteenth and early twentieth century critiques of instrunental
rationality, see Charles Taylor's Sources of the Self, especially
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the concluding chapter, "The Conflicts of Mddernity."

7. Schiller's critique of nobdern civilization is discussed at
greater length in the fourth chapter of this thesis.

8. See English Literature in Qur Tine, 14.

9. WIf Lepenies's Between Sociology and Literature_ explores the
rel ati onship between English literature and sociology in sone

detail .

10. Jonathan Culler in On Deconstruction seens to think that
literary theory ought to play a domnant role across the
disciplines. Inthis he is no doubt encouraged by phil osophers |ike
Ri chard Rorty, who has consistently upheld the clains of literary
t heori sts agai nst those of phil osophers. For an excellent scepti cal
response to Rorty's ideas from soneone in English studies, see
M chael Fischer's "Redefining Philosophy as Literature: Richard
Rorty's “Defence' of Literary Culture” in Reading Rorty.

Chri stopher Norris's promisingly titled Contest of Faculties
deals very tangentially with Kant's way of setting up the
disciplinary trajectories; Ilike Culler, Norris seens to believe
that literary theory will inherit the mantle of philosophy as
overarching discipline, but this time through a thoroughgoing
scepticismrather than through arbitration or reconstruction.

11. This statement would have to be qualified by our know edge t hat
the Leavises and the American New Critics were often fighting on
two fronts: against positivism (and the denigration of literary
criticismby scientists or Classicists), but also agai nst what they
saw as the genteel amateurism of their predecessors. So the
prof essionalism of the poststructuralists can be seen as the
| ogi cal and inevitable extension of a professionalizing tendency
already inherent in English studies in the 30s and 40s. Gaff's
Literature Against Itself has an interesting discussion of the
efforts of the New Critics to carve a position for thensel ves that
was neither positivist nor too anateur.

12. Habermas, Philosophical Discourse of Mddernity 270, 273,
Anderson, In the Tracks of Hi storical Materialism57.

13. Leonard Jackson, in The Poverty of Structuralism also argues

that structuralismand poststructuralismare irrational and anti -

science in orientation. He believes that
[poststructuralists'] ideas are...parts of a general
oppositional stance towards an advanced industrial
capitalist society, in which the discourses of science
and engi neering have a triunphal and central role, while
t hose of tbe humanities are marginal and ineffectiva,
They could even be seen as g counter-attack by gz
relatively unsuccessful group of intellectuals upon the
i deol ogy ¢f a nuch nore successful group. (18)
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Jackson's analysis, as far as it goes, probably captures
sonething of the notivations of many poststructuralists; but he
sets up too sinple an opposition between “good' enpirical thinking
and resentful, opaque Continental thinking. H's own position is

| angerously close to an earlier positivism of the |ogical
jositivist variety.

14, Rene Girard, in "Theory and Its Terrors," an excellent

di scussion of structuralism and poststructuralism says:
Deconstruction originates in a spirit of mnetic rivalry
with the social sciences. This spirit always turns the
rivals into identical twins, and this paradoxical effect
can be observed in our present situation. Even though the
social sciences and deconstruction are poles apart
phil osophically, their ultimte inpact on intellectua
life and on the academic world is strikingly simlar.

This, | think, is one of the npst curious consequences of
the present situation. (234)

15. Aijaz Ahmad, in a discussion of the
"Theory' and “Third Wrl d Literature,' says:

The overall thrust of Anmerican deconstruction was in any
case highly technicist, shorn of whatever political
radicalismthere m ght have been in the original French
formation; the net result was to nake the text entirely
hernetic. . . .Itwas in the nonent of the energence of this
full-scal etechno logy--launched, paradoxi cal |l y enough, in
contenptuous dism ssal of rationalismfor its clains to
scientificity--that literary criticism in the English-
speaki ng countries gave way to what canme to be known as
literary theory. (In Theory 55, enphasis added)

rel ati onship between

16. To take just one instance, in the section on "Alienated Labour"”
in the Econom ¢ and Phil osophi cal Manuscripts, Marx writes:
The worker only feels at honme outside his work and in his
work he feels a stranger. He is at hone when he is not
wor ki ng and when he works he is not at home. His |abour
I's therefore not voluntary but conpul sory, forced | abour.
(137)
This is obviously very simlar to the passage fromLeavis's English
Literature in Qur Tinme, quoted earlier, where he describes work as
sonething the worker gets "behind him so that he can get away to
l[ive." O course Marx's anal ysis of alienated |abour is rmuch richer
and nore conplex than Leavis's rather contenptuous descriptions of
the leisure-filling activities of the British worker.

17. "Althusser, Louis" Dictionary of Marxi st Thought, 15.

18. As David Harvey observes, as a result of the

“breakdown in the
si gni fying chai n* characteristic of post nodern and
poststructuralist thought, "[we] can no longer conceive of the
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individual as alienated in the classical Mirxist sense, because to
be alienated presupposes a coherent rather than a fragnented sense

of self from which to be alienated" (The Condition of
Postmodernity, 53) .

19. For Derrida's coments on ~jouissance' see Witing and

pi fferance 292. Lyotard concludes The Postnodern Condition in these
words:

We have paid a high enough price for the nostal gia of the
whol e and the one, for the reconciliation of the concePt
and the sensible, of the transparent and the conmuni cabl e
experience. Under the general demand for slackening and
for appeasenment, we can hear the mutter ings of the desire
for a return of terror, for the realization of the
fantasy to seize reality. The answer is: Let us wage war
on totality; let us be wtnesses to the unpresentable

let us activate the differences and save the honor of the
name. (81-82)

20. Peter Singer's little book on Hegel, which is confessedly a
sort of beginner's guide, lists over twenty books on Hegel in the
twentieth century alone, and that would exclude the hundreds of
sEeciaIist texts on aspects of Hegel's thought. My own (very
sketchy and inadequate) understanding of Hegel has benefited
greatly frommy reading of Singer's book, and of Charles Taylor's
Hegel. It is safe to generalize that the greater part of the books
publtshed in and since the 1980s are at |east as concerned with
Hegel's thinking as a distinct entity as with identifying his
thinking as part of the Marxist |egacy. For a discussion of Hegel's
contenvorary rel evance, see Steven B. Smth's Hegel's Critique of
Liberalism Rights in Context, especially "Wy Hegel Today?" (1-

21. See l|deol ogy of the Aesthetic, p. 389.

22.See E.D. Hirsch Validity in Interpretation, and M H Abrams's
"How to do Things with Texts™ in Critical Theory since 1965 (437-
449) for characteristic and very able defences of the possibility
of identifying authorial intention.

23.See E.D. Hirsch's Validity in Interpretation, Graff's Literature
Agai nst Itself and A.'D. Nuttall's The New M mesi s.

24. |In Ecce Hompb 866.

25. Both Frank Kernode (in Romantic Image 138-161) and Marilyn
Butler ("Against Tradition" 1n Hstorical Studies and Literary
Criticism40) discuss the centrality, anong English nodernists, of
what T amcalling narratives of decline. Both Kernode and Butler
are sceptical about the reality of a decline, and see the narrative
as advantageous to the poets and witers positing it in various
ways.
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26. See Patrick Parrinder, Authors And Authority 245.

27. See Derrida "The Principle of Reason: The University in the
Eyes of its Pupils" 7.



CHAPTER 3
MODERNI SM  ROMANTI CI SM AND THE ENGLI SH ACCOVMODATI ON

Trilling, Leavis and Moderni sm

Lionel Trilling, comenting magisterially on the "“Leavis-
Snow Controversy' described Leavis's “tone' as “a bad tone, an
i mperm ssible tone'; a criticism which, with its connotations of
good taste and good form Leavis quite predictably and savagely
repudi ated. This and ot her disagreenents about Leavis's exchange
with C.P. Snow are not the results of tenperanmental difference
alone. The two critics' positions, taken together, point to an
i nportant paradox inherent in English studies: its critique of
scientific rationality, discussed in the previous chapter, is
underm ned by its noderni st allegiances. The argunent | shall be
maki ng is that nmodernismis distinguished by a novenent away from
enpiricismand towards idealismand subjectivism and that this
movenent dimnishes its critical force in inportant ways. GCeorg
Lukacs, of course, nmade this argunment with unparalleled force;
but as | hope to show, Trilling shared much of Lukacs's di strust
of noderni sm

C.P. Snow s 1959 Rede Lecture "The Two Cul tures” identified
as distinct and hostile cultures that of the literary
intellectuals and that of the natural scientists. Snow,
transparently on the side of the scientists despite awkward
attenpts to sound neutral, intended to provoke, and succeeded. As
Stefan Collini puts it, "[olne can only feel that a mal evol ent
deity setting out to design a single figure in whomthe [ argest

nunber of Leavis's deepest antipathies would find thensel ves
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enbodi ed coul d not have done better than to create Charles Percy
Snow' (Collini xxxii). Snow repeatedly inplied that literary
intellectual s were Luddites, ignorant of the fundanental precepts
of science, arrogant, of dubious political persuasion, elitist,
and so on. \When Leavis counter-attacked, as he did in "Two
Cultures? The Significance of Lord Snow," he did so with a
ferocity extrenme even by his own standards. Snow |l acked a mnd to
engage with, his novels could not be considered novels, his
“blankness in the face of 1literature' and his “intellectual
nullity' ruled out the possibility of intelligent debate, he was
not a human bei ng so much as a horrible portent of the tinmes, and
so on. The story of the encounter has been told many tinmes; here
I will only point out that Leavis's response was very nuch a part
of his overall response to industrial «civilization. Snow s
Philistine aggressiveness was all that was needed to bring out
Leavis's npst venonous rhetoric.

Trilling says two things about Leavis's argunent in the
Leavi s- Snow debate that are related to the central concerns of
this thesis. He talks of Leavis's refusal to "give anything |ike
an adequate recognition to those aspects of art which are

gratuitous, which arise from high spirits and the inpulse to

pl ay, " (" Leavi s-Snow Controversy" 151) a criticism the
signi ficance of which will becone apparent in the last chapter,
whi ch di scusses Schiller's idea of the play-drive. Trilling al so
says:

If ever a man was qualified to state the case for



110
literature, and far nore persuasively than | have done,
it is Dr. Leavis. Hs career as acritic and a teacher
has been devoted exactly to the exposition of the idea
that literature presents to us "the possibilities of
life," the qualities of energy and fineness that life
m ght have. And it is, of course, the intention of the
Ri chnond Lecture to say just this in answer to Sir
Charles's indictnent. Yet something checks Dr. Leavis.
(" Leavi s-Snow Controversy 169")

The peculiar interest of this particul ar passage lies in the
fact that it marks the nost substantial conflict of interests
between two very influential critics. In the terns of the
argunent being made in this thesis, if Leavis's work is to be
valued for the centrality to it of the resistance to instrunental
rationality and the materiali smof nodern society, Trilling' s is
to be valued for the centrality to it of the resistance to
nodernism Briefly, if Leavis's contribution was invaluable in
that he clearly and forcefully articulated the central humanities
position, and noreover linked it with creative art and tradition,
neverthel ess the strength of his position was vitiated by the
fact that he articulated it from within literary nodernism
What ever doubts he may have had about nodernism (and sone of
those are very interestingly laid out, especially in his later
remarks on Eliot and Joyce), for nuch of his academ c career he
endor sed noderni st witing, nodernist values.! Even the critical

enterprise was in inportant ways modernist.? Trilling, it seens



111

to me, is unique anong the inportant critics of the period from
the 1920s to the 1950s in the conplexity of his opposition to
literary nodernism?3

It is perhaps inevitable that the two critics devel oped
strengths that were, in a sense, nutually exclusive. Taken
together, their positions may offer us sonething considerably
nore useful than either one in isolation

"Sonet hi ng checks him" Trilling wites. What Trilling has
in mnd (as deterring Leavis fromresponding forcefully to Snow)
is the peculiar nature of “modern literature,' a peculiarity
Trilling nost fanously explored in "Oh the Teaching of Modern
Literature," but the sense of which persists as a sort of ground

bass in all Trilling's witings. In The Liberal |nmagination he

attacks on two fronts: he faults the New Critics, and by
extension the nodernists they admred, for their lack of
historical sensitivity, for forgetting "that the literary work is
i neluctably an historical fact, and... that its historicity is a

fact in our aesthetic experience" (The Liberal |magination 175);

and he reproaches T.S. Eliot, Rene Wllek and Austin Warren
(anong ot hers) for their programmmati c anti-intellectualism, their
"horror at the prospect of life being intellectualized" (268). In

Beyond Culture he criticizes (subtly, of course, being Trilling)

“our contenporary aesthetic culture' which "does not set great
store by the principle of pleasure in its sinple and primtive
meani ng and. . . may even be said to nmaintain an antagonismto the

principle of pleasure" (72). That this is a criticism is
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denonstrated by his approval of Wrdsworth's and Keats's
“conscious coomtnents to the principle of pleasure" (64). In
the sanme book, in "The Two Environnents," Is Trilling's
endorsenent of Saul Bellow s claimthat "literature['s] ronantic
separation or estrangenent fromthe common world.... has by now

enfeebled literature” (230). Beyond Qulture has the fanous "On

the Teaching of Mdern Literature,” in which Trilling set out
nost clearly his sense of nodern literature as being sonehow
dangerous, as "concerned wi th salvation," as an invasi on of one's
privacy (8-9). Mre disconcerting even than the literature, to
Trilling, is the response of his students, their "readiness.. .to
engage in the process that we mght call the socialization of the
anti-social... or the legitination of the subversive" (26). This
is athene Trilling returns to later: the legitimation of the
subver si ve energi es of noderni smpoints to the worrying fact that
moder ni sm has been too successful in urging its clainms against
bourgeoi s happi ness, against classical tranquillity. In The

Qoposing Self the criticismis indirect, but telling. Trilling

prai ses Keats's ~attachment to the principle of reality,' his
eart hi ness, his sensuousness, his happy tol erance of rowdyness;
all of which is tacitly opposed to the sickly posture of
alienation and despair that Trilling perceived as characteristic
of nodernist witing. In an extraordi nary essay, "WIIiam Dean
Howel I s,"™ Trilling risks setting up the quotidi an, ~commonplace’

Howells against witers who are commtted to "the idea of

uncondi tioned spirit" (90).
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G ven Trilling s understanding of nodernist literature, his
analysis of Leavis's performance in the Leavis/Snow controversy
could only nean: Leavis is unable to respond effectively to Snow
because Snow has a point and Leavis knows it; Snow is primarily
attacking nodernist literature, and this literature is vul nerabl e
in ways in which the earlier literature was not.

The urbanity and subtlety of Trilling's style has perhaps
obscured the intensity of his hostility to the chief assunptions
of nodernist witing. The range of perspectives from which
Trilling chose to criticise nodernist witing is perhaps an
i ndi cation of his anbival ence towards noderni sm a tenperanental
attachment to a nore rooted and serene literary node was
conbined, in him wth a fascination with what was difficult and
oriented towards destruction in the witing of his contenporaries
and i medi ate predecessors. H's admration for the healthy and
guotidian elenents in Wordsworth, Keats, Owell and Howells is
mat ched by his admration for Freud's pessimsm or Hegel's
concept of a painful but ultimately enabling alienation.

Taking our cue from Trilling (and, as | wll argue |ater
Lukacs), it 1is possible to understand nodernisms point of
departure fromearlier literature as a novenent from ~attachment
to reality' to “the idea of unconditioned spirit,* or, to
anticipate ny argunent, from an accommodating response to the
opposed inperatives of enpiricism and idealism towards a nore
t horoughly idealist response.

Trilling and Lukacs were not the only critics to point to
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weaknesses and dangers in the nodernist enterprise. Ednund W1 son
and Yvor Wnters, and, nore recently, Richard Poirier and John
Carey, have been very critical of sonme aspects of noderni st
witing. WIson was an extraordinarily sanguine critic, and not
given to sweeping judgenents, negative or positive; but even he
is conpelled to conplain of “the lack of wventilation' in the
“shuttered house®' of the "world of private imagination in
isolation from the life of society" which he thinks is
characteristic of the creations of Proust, Joyce, Valery and so

on (Axel's Castle 292). Winters's hostility to npbst noderni st

writing, especially that of Eliot (he thought very highly of
Val ery and Baudel aire) was unremtting. Unfortunately, Winters's
very | ogical consistency marred nmuch of his eval uation, causing
himto dismss literally all of Romanticismand uphold the nmerits
of poets who are virtually unread today. (Wnters shares wth
Irving Babbitt and T.E. Hulme a violent, alnost obsessive
anti pat hy t owar ds Romanti ci sm which he equat es with
irrationalism and |ack of restraint; |ike Babbitt and Hul me, he
seens to forget that Goethe, Schiller, and Wordsworth, arguably
three of the nost inportant figures of Romanticism as a whole,
were as critical of irrationalism and Romantic excess as any
nodern.) Poirier draws attention to the ~“thin or boned-up
erudition' of Eliot, Joyce et al, to the way in which, in
noderni st witing generally, difficulties are carefully placed in
the path of the reader, and vast learning (in the poet or

novelist or critic) is hinted at, wthout always being



115

denmonstrated. Carey's nmain target is the snobbi shness and elitism
of the English modernists, which he conpares tellingly with the
m ddl e-class virtues (now rarely celebrated in English studies)
of witers |ike Arnold Bennett, G ssing and Wl s.

These charges of irrationalism, obscurity, and elitism do
not strike me, however, as going to the root of the problem (in
fairness, they were not perhaps, intended to do so by these
writers). | have chosen to concentrate on Trilling and Lukacs
because they seemto go deeper, to the idealism that nodernism
inherited fromRomanticism and to the posture of alienation and

i solation that often acconpanied this idealism

Moder ni sm and Romanti ci sm

In recent years a nunber of influential studies have
insisted on the continuities between literary and phil osophi cal
novenents that earlier scholarship, for the nost part, had tried
to keep apart. This mght be the result of a certain tendency to
construct broad historical and philosophical syntheses, a
tendency that is in part a reaction against the epistenol ogical
and specul ative asceticismof the New Critics. Alternatively, it
may just be that with the passage of tinme, ruptures and
rebellions that appeared total and dramatic to the woul d-be
rebels fall into perspective as little local battles, wth
overarching structures largely invisible to the protagonists
becoming vi si ble to scholars of a |ater period. So Frank Kermode,

in his persuasive Romantic |Inage, argues that nodernism is
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substantially a developnment of the min current of Romantic
thought, notw thstanding the clains of T.E. Hulme, T.S. Eliot and
Ezra Pound that they were “classicists.' O course Kermode nmakes
it easier for hinself by setting up Yeats (a self-confessed "last
romantic') as the paradigmatic nodernist rather than T.S Eliot or
Pound; even so, Kermode's tracing of the continuities between
Romantici sm and nodernism through "the twin concepts of the
isolated artist and the supernatural Inmage to which he gains
access"(163), and his exposure of the contradictions in Hulme's
afgument that he and his associates were witing “classical,'
nct Romantic poetry (Hulme's being the nost determ ned and
articul ate effort to det ach modernism fs,om Romanticism, are very
convi nci ng.

Post structural i smand postnoderni smare w dely perceived as
opposed to, indeed destructive of, nodernism But Gerald G aff
and Andreas Huyssen have el aborated the links and continuities
bet ween nodernism on the one hand, and postnodernism and
poststructuralismon the other, and it appears nmuch nore |ikely
that the latter movements (especially poststructuralisn) have
devel oped out of principles which were quite central to
noder ni sm G aff, for i nst ance, poi nts  out t hat t he
poststructuralist hostility to ideas of |anguage as referenti al
was prefigured by nodernist (and New Critical) opposition to the
i dea that poens referred to anything but themsel ves/ Many of the
poi nts G aff makes have been made before; what is interesting is

t hat he does not make themnerely to di sparage poststructuralism
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but to point to certain crucial weaknesses in the nodernist
novenent itself. In this he sonewhat resenbles Yvor Wnters,
whose drive towards consistency inpelled himto reject nost of
the Romantics because of the pernicious effect he believed them
to have had on the nodernists. Andreas Huyssen, carefully
di stingui shing between postnodernism and poststructuralism
argues that the latter, "in its obsession with ecriture and
witing, allegory and rhetoric, and in its displacenent of
revolution and politics to the aesthetic” is, literally, a
theory of nodernism but wi thout the characteristic noderni st

angst (After the Great Divide 207-8).

Per haps inevitably, there have been theories that establish
continuities between Romanticism and poststructuralism Richard
Rorty has pointed to the idealism (in the sense of believing that
the human mnd, or in this case, textuality itself, shapes
reality) of the poststructuralists, conparing themto nineteenth
century idealists. Juliet Sychrava, in her extraordinarily w de

ranging and well docunented Schiller to Derrida, also places

poststructuralismin a line of descent fromidealist theories of

criticism And Leonard Jackson, in The Poverty of Structuralism

has argued that "underlying traditional literary criticismis a
sophi sticated realist and naterialist theory of the world; while
much nodern textual theory is idealist textual nysticism (2).
What energes from these various syncretic studies is not
necessarily the reassuring (or depressing) certitude that nothing

ever changes, t hat Romant i ci sm and noder ni sm and
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poststructuralism are, at bottom the same thing. What these
studies do permt, even encourage, is the tracing of new
geneal ogies, the following of the fortunes of a concept;
sonet hi ng t hat was not possible earlier, when we knew--or t hought
we knew--that Romantici smwas not nodernism and that both were
distinct from poststructuralism

Qur unwi llingness to accept that nodernism is largely a
devel opnment of Romanticism comes, | think, partly from the
noder ni sts' own enphatic understanding of their difference from
their predecessors (T.E. Hulme being a crucial figure in this
context); but the deciding factor appears to be the consensus
that the Romantics were Nature poets, while the nodernists,
especially T.S. Eliot and Joyce, via Baudelaire and Laforgue in
Eliot's case, were poets of the city. (I would like, if possible
to sidestep the perils of a direct attack, so | shall make no
attenpt to define nodernism After Bradbury and McFarlane's book
or Ellmann and Feidelson's, the effort would seem to be both
dangerous and superfluous. | shall assune that, for those in
English studies, thewitings of T.S. Eliot, Pound, Joyce, Woolf,
and Wyndham Lewis will offer enough by way of suggestive famly
resenbl ances to define the field; and that the discussion of
I ndebt edness to and differences from Romanticism and
poststructuralism as well as the discussion of the critiques of
noderni sm by Trilling, Lukacs and Yvor Wnters will, between
them clarify ny meaning.) As David Perkins puts it:

Because Eliot endowed his nmaterial with an al npst
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visionary intensity, his poetry mght fromsone points
of view be thought "Romantic." But no reader in 1922
woul d have seen it this way. To dwell on the nodern
city, especially on the nore sordid aspects of it, was
to break dramatically with the Romantic tradition in
poetry. The legacy of the great Romantic poets of
Engl and had created a persisting assunption that poetry
woul d present nature or | andscape. ... In addition, when
the Romantic poets dwelt on evil and tragedy they used
i mges that were not only inmaginatively hei ghtened but

al so agreeable.... Because The Waste Land broke the

fi xed associ ati on between verse and the agreeable, the
beautiful, or the ideal, it seemed to nany readers not
nmerely un- but anti-poetic. (Perkins 501)

This wunderstanding of the Romantics as primarily Nature
poets, | shall argue, becones nuch nore difficult to sustain when
one places the English Romantics in the context of European
Romanticism and nore especially German Romanticisnm it is not
enough to say that the English Romantics enphasi zed Nature rather
nore than their German counterparts (which is not even true as
far as Schelling is concerned), and that that is a sufficient
criterion of difference. Wat does happen when the English
Romantics are studied in the context of European Romanticismis
that the task of definition beconmes far nore difficult, and
certainly "Nature®' drops out as tne single overarching defining

feature. In fact, Arthur. 0. Lovejoy, in a celebrated di scussion
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of the difficulties of defining Romanticism, concluded that "any
attenpt at a general appraisal even of a single chronologically
determ nat e Romanticism--still nore of "Romanticisnf as a whole--
is a fatuity" (252).° Rene Wellek, responding to what he saw as
Lovejoy's "challenge to exhibit ~some common denominator'" in the
various Romanticisms, defended the critic's right to speak of a
single Romanticism and concluded (at any rate to his own
satisfaction) that "the basic argument [had] been won"(4).® Wile
my synpathies are with Wellek, Lovejoy's argument is incisive,
and noreover points to sonmething very characteristic about
di scussions of Romanticism that they rely excessively on what
Wttgenstein called famly resenblances. In the case of
Romanticism for instance, after reading perhaps a dozen accounts
of its origins and characteristic features, | drewup ny own |ist

of features, (restricting nyself to the smallest number of what

seemed to be essential features) which goes as foll ows:

1) Phil osophical idealism
2) Celebration of Nature
3) Political radicalism
4) Rejection of Enlightenment rationality
5) The posture of alienation and isolation

On conparing the list with another of poets and thinkers
generally considered Romantic, | found that no single figure
could be easily associated with all the features. Wrdsworth is
usual ly considered the pre-emnent Nature poet in the English

| anguage, and was probably politically radical in his youth, but
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(as | wll argue) had a very anbivalent attitude towards
idealism certainly did not reject Enlightennent rationality in
any sinple sense, and enphatically rejected the posture of
alienation. Coleridge, perhaps the closest anong the English to
the German idealists, is usually regarded as a conservative, and,
like Wordsworth, would not have wanted to be perceived as
rejecting rationality or enbracing alienation. Goethe (the young
Goethe is often cited as one of the semnal figures of Gernman
Romanticisnm) was scathingly critical of idealism of politica
radi calismof the revolutionary type, and, nost of all, of the
posture of alienation. Moreover, he and Schiller went out of
their way to analyse and criticise Romanticism and to distance
their own positions fromit. Shelley, who certainly was radical
and enbraced alienation and despair (for which he was nercilessly
satirised by Peacock) is close to being a pure case; but even he
would not have seen hinmself as rejecting Enlightenment
rationality. Keats is adifficult figure to place, as none of the
categories, save the enphasis on Nature, seem to capture his
oeuvre. Byron, with his allegiance to Dryden and Pope and his
respect for a certain "docunentary realism is not caught either.
And | amfairly sure that experts on German Romanticismw || have
a simlar problemw th Fichte, the Schlegels, Schelling, Novalis
and Tieck. ’

There is al so the argunent, usually made by Marxi st critics,
that the English Romantics' enphasis on the healing powers of

Nat ure was essentially an evasion of the nore overtly political
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| egaci es of the French Revolution.® While some of these critics
seem to imagine that Wrdsworth's (to take the nost famliar

target) professed love for pleasing |andscapes was al nost

entirely a function of his desire to ignore poverty and
i ndustrialization, a perspective that is as one-sided and
reductive as the viewthat contenplating these | andscapes was all

one needed to do to stave off hunger and death, it certainly is
nore difficult today to see the English Romantics' relationship
with ~ Nature' as a sinple one, unconnected with political reform
or questions of epistemology.

Wth this awareness, then, that the preoccupations of the
English Romantics may have been rather different from what we
were led to believe they were from prolonged and selective
exposure to soot hing i mages of daisies, daffodils, nightingales,
green fields, and contented peasants, the difficulties of

perceiving the |I|inks between nodernism and Romanticism are

di m ni shed.

Moder ni sm and the |solated Arti st
The feature t hat Romanticism and noderni sm  nost
conspi cuously have in common is one that Frank Kermode drew

attention to in Romantic Image: the isolation and alienation of

the artist. Henry Janes, WB. Yeats, Janes Joyce, Marcel Proust,
Franz Kafka, Robert Musil: the list of witers and artists who
either exenplified or drew attention to the necessity of

isolation is endless. Kermode's discussion of this necessary
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Isolation is, on the whole, synpathetic. In a sense, he accepts
the modernists' own understanding of their situation as heroic.
If Edmund WIlson's well known—and nuch earlier--The Wund and
the Bow is a nore anbivalent treatnment of the sane subject,
Trilling's several attenpts to conme to terns with it represent a
struggle to understand and be fair to nodernist celebration of
isolation that tends to spill over into outright hostility. In
"Art and Neurosis" he firmy rejects the idea that neurosis and
alienation are the price the artist pays in order to create:

[ The artist] is what he is by virtue of his successful
objectif ication of his neurosis, by his shaping it and
making it available to others in a way which has its
ef fect upon their own egos in struggle. Hi s genius,
that is, may be defined in terns of his faculties of
perception, representation, and realization, and in
these terns alone. It can no nore be defined in terns

of neurosis than can his power of wal king and tal ki ng,

or his sexuality. (170)

In "The Fate of Pleasure,” he notes dryly that "our
contenporary aesthetic culture does not set great store by the
principle of pleasure in its sinple and primtive neaning and it
may even be said to maintain an antagonismto the principle of
pl easure" (72). Against this gloony posturing, Trilling holds up
Wrdsworth's and Keats's healthy celebration of "the grand
el ementary principle of pleasure.” In "WIIliamDean Howel I s" he

def ends Howells's naturalism his vulgarity, his "accumnul ati on of
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the details of literal reality" (94), his invitation to the
novelist to "deal with the smling aspects of life" (102). G ven
what we know about Trilling's tastes, his fastidiousness in
literary matters, his defence of Howells is obviously nmuch nore
a matter of redressing the balance, of correcting a tendency
towards celebrating alienation that seened to have gone too far,
than a straightforward preference. The fact that Trilling chose
to defend a witer who was by then a sort of synbol of vulgar
realismis an indication of how far in the contrary direction
Trilling thought nodernist high art had gone.

Sincerity and Authenticity is the work in which Trilling

cones cl osest to establishing a connection between noderni sm and
certain strands of Romanticism and to expressing his sense of
the inadequacy of both. In his discussion of Hegel's

Phenonenol ogy of Spirit, Trilling remnds us that Hegel rejects

the "~ honest soul' and praises the "disintegrated consci ousness”
(42), which represents "Spirit noving to its next stage of

devel opnment ™ (44). As the discussion proceeds to Coethe's

Sorrows of Young Werther and Nietzsche's Birth of Tragedy, and

then to Rousseau's Confessions, we realize that Trilling is

dealing with a characteristic feature of Romanticismas well as
noderni sm the idea of the necessary alienation of the artist. He
bri ngs together versions of the Romantic cult of the Self (Hegel,
Ni et zsche, Robespierre) and sets themagai nst Jane Austen's non-
philosophkical, non-political "defence of the honest soul'". And

Trilling concludes that Jane Austen is right, and that "things
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are not what they wll become but what an uncorrupted
intelligence my perceive themto be fromthe first" (77). Hegel
Is wong, Trilling inplies. It is not the dialectical nethod of
Hegel but the categorical inperative of Austen (and Kant) that
wll save us.

Trilling's argunent and position are hard to pin down in

Sincerity and Authenticity/ but his hostility to certain features

of what is recognisably Romanticismis obvious. He is concerned,
as always, with the danger that the posture of alienation cuts
the artist off fromreal life and work, and he is concerned that
intellectuals are fetishizing culture. Trilling does not
explicitly lay out the connection between idealism and the
“disintegrated consciousness'; he is nore concerned with the

effect of the latter as a fait acconpli. Wthout quite saying

that its effects are pernicious, Trilling makes it quite clear
that his synpathies are with "the mlitant categorical certitude

wi th which Mansfield Park discrin nates between right and wrong"

(79).

As a. critic of the cult of alienation, Trilling had
di sti ngui shed forbears. Goethe and Schiller fought a |ifelong
battl e agai nst Romanti c excess, Goethe going as far as to decl are
Romantici sma di sease.® Goethe's target, like Trilling' s, was the
posture of gloony but heroic isolation, often nerely a
justification for idleness and irresponsibility. Among the
English, nobody satirised this particular affectation of the

Romantics nore nenorably than Thomas Love Peacock, Shelley's
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friend, and the person chiefly responsible for Shelley's Defence

of Poetry.°

Wor dsworth, Col eridge, and the English Conprom se
The idea of the isolated and alienated artist has at any
rate received critical attention, even if much of it has been
negative. There 1is, however, a rather different type of
continuity between Ronmanticism and nodernism one that has
received less attention: the shared understanding that the poet
creates reality, nost obviously his own, but possibly also that

of human society in general. This is the attitude | amreferring

to when | use the term ~idealism.' The loci classicus of this
position anong the English Romantics would be Coleridge's
di scussi on of the poet, who "brings the whole soul of man into
activity, with the subordination of its faculties to each ot her,
according to their relative worth and dignity" and "the synthetic
and nmagi cal power to which we have exclusively appropriated the

nane of imagination" (173-74) in Biographia Literaria and

Shel ley's A Defence of Poetry. Wth the nodernists, Shelley's

| egi sl ator, even | ess acknow edged, arguably plays an even | ar ger
role in the poet's self-conception. |f the nobdernist poet or
novelist is perceptibly further fromthe centres of actual power
than his Romantic predecessor, the poet, perhaps in angry
reaction, may feel even nore intensely that he is creating an
aut ononous world. This attitude, in both Romantic and noder ni st

forms, is derived, or has the sane source, as philosophica
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i deal i sm The idealism | have been referring to has its
theoretical roots in the philosophical witings of Kant, Fichte
and Hegel (the idealism of Bishop Berkeley seens to have been
less influential, probably because of Berkeley's paradoxical
cl oseness to enpiricism.* Briefly, Kant, responding to David
Hume's enpiricism which seemed to deny human agency and
therefore the possibility of norality, argued that we can only
know the world through our nental constructions (the categories
of space, tinme, nunber and so on). Kant's constructivism is
nodified by his insistence that there is a realm of the
unknowabl e, constituted by things-in-themselves, forever beyond
our conceptual reach; inthis sense he is a dualist, hedging his
bets between enpiricism and what he undoubtedly foresaw as a
dangerous idealism H's Gernman successors, anong themFichte and
Hegel, seeing Kant's dualism as the result of timdity or
m spl aced caution, devel oped a much nore thoroughgoi ng idealism
in which all reality is constructed in and through our nental
categories. This developnent was naturally regarded wth
considerable irritation, and some fear and revul sion, by those
who continued to regard thensel ves as enpiricists. In Britain the
enpiricist tradition, withits roots in the theories of Locke and
Hume, was particularly strong. Sone idea of the resistance
offered to the efforts of those who w shed to adapt GCerman
idealismto English conditions can be got fromreading the early

parts of Biographia Literaria or the satires of Thomas Love

Peacock. As late as 1912, Bertrand Russell was warning agai nst
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the dangers of an untramelled idealism in ternms that all

enpi ricists woul d under st and:
Greatness of the soul is not fostered by those
phi | osophi es which assimlate the Universe to Man...
the viewwhich tells us that Man is the measure of al
things, that truth is man-nmade, that space and tinme and
the worl d of universals are properties of the m nd, and
that, if there be anything not created by the m nd, it
I's unknowable and of no account to us...is...untrue
[ and] has the effect of robbing phil osophic
contenplation of all that gives it value, since it
fetters contenplation to Self. (qtd. in Barber 37)

In his German and English Romanticism Rene Wellek draws

attention to the utilitarian and enpiricist clinmate of opinion in

Wrdsworth's time, and contrasts it with that in Germany during

the sane peri od:
In England, there was no parallel to the Gernman
idealistic philosophy; acadenically, Conmon Sense
phi | osophy was in the saddle, and unofficially, the
I nfluence of Uilitarianism was spreading at that
time.... The German Romantics were confronted with the
enornmous prestige of the philosophy of Kant and Fichte
and had a systematic philosopher and ally in
Schelling.... In England, only Coleridge tried to
specul ate as a phil osopher, and he drew heavily on the

Germans; Shell ey and Wordsworth were either confined to
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the British enpiricist tradition or went back to Pl ato.
(""German and English Romantici snt 31)

The argument that the Gernman Ronantics were profoundly
affected by philosophical idealism is hardly likely to be
opposed; the argunment that Coleridge was successful 1) in
under st andi ng the Gerrman versi on of philosophical idealismand 2)
in infusing his understanding of it into English poetry and
criticismis likely to neet with considerably nore resistance.”

VWhat ever the strength of Coleridge's allegiance to idealism
(and there is a strong argunent to be made for his concept of
“imagination' being a brilliant naturalization of German i dealism
in the English context), there seens little doubt that
Wrdsworth's attitude to idealismwas anbivalent in the extrene.
It is this anbivalence, | wll try to show, that becones the
characteristic feature of English Romanticism and of nuch
subsequent English prose and poetry. It is only with nodernism
that this anbival ence, or accomvbdation, gives way to a nore
t hor oughgoi ng idealism

Col eridge's celebrated attack on Wirdsworth's theories, in

Biographia Literaria, represents, anong other things, idealist

opposition to Wirdsworth's residual enpiricism | believe that
the extent to which the disagreenent between Wrdsworth and
Col eri dge has been treated as a nore or less technical dispute
between two practising poets has obscured the genuine
phi | osophi cal differences. Coleridge' s persistent efforts to nake

his and Wrdswrth's poetry conform to the requirenents of
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phi | osophi cal idealismwere resisted by Wordsworth, "for whomt he
t hought that what we see and hear is in our own mnds is
alarming, and reduces the world to a dreanii ke and i nsubstantia

state/" as Mary Warnock puts it (lmagination 103). \What

Wrdsworth worked out, in his poetry and his prose, was a
conpromn se, a successful amalgam of enpiricist and idealist
i nfluences. | would not want to push the argunment too far; to

inmply, for instance, that this particul ar anal gamcannot be found
bef ore Wordsworth (one has only to renmenber certain passages in
MIlton, and, above all, Shakespeare to realise the folly of
maki ng such an argunent). But as exenplifying a self conscious
art of reconciliation between these two phil osophi cal extrenes,
in the English speaking world; in this respect | believe
Wordsworth was a pioneer. As Basil Willey observes:
Wordsworth was the kind of poet who could only have
appeared at the end of the eighteenth century, when
myt hol ogi es were expl oded, and a belief in the visible
uni verse as the body of which God was the soul alone
remai ned. (86)
| also would not want to make the argunment that Wrdsworth's
influence was decisive; it is difficult to believe that the
English enpiricist tradition would not have thrown up
consi derabl e resistance to idealist trends, even in the arguably
more susceptible areas of art and culture. Wrdsworth's
particular virtue, however, was that while he placed enpiricism

in a sonewhat subsidiary role (to the shaping imagination), he
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never lost his poetic grip on the actuality of experience and the
specific data of shared observati on.

Col eridge, in a passage fromhis Not ebooks, writes:
In looking at the objects of Nature while | am
t hi nki ng, as at yonder noon di mglinmrering through the
dewy wi ndow pane, | seemrather to be seeking, as it
were by asking, a synbolic |anguage for something
wthin ne that already and forever exists, than
observing anything new (guoted Warnock 83)

VWrdsworth, on the other hand, declares that
The powers requisite for the production of poetry are:
first, those of Cbservation and Description,--i .e., the
ability to observe with accuracy things as they are in
t hensel ves, and with fidelity to describe them
unnodi fied by any passion or feeling existing in the
descri ber. (Preface to Poens [1815] 626)

Wlley draws attention to the passage in The Prelude in

whi ch Wordsworth nost clearly states his position in regard to
the plastic Inmagination on the one hand and the subservience to
“external things' on the ot her:
A pl astic power

Abode with nme, a formng hand, at tines

Rebel I i ous, acting in a devious nood,

A local spirit of his own, at war

Wth general tendency, but, for the nost,

Subservient strictly to external things
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Wth which it communed. (Prelude 2, 362-68)

This particular to-and-fro novenent of Wordsworth's
intellectual allegiances is a constant feature of his writing-
The idealist thrust of “plastic power' is imedi ately bal anced by
the “strict subservience' of this power to “external things.' The
passage quoted earlier from the 1815 Preface ("The powers
requisite for the production of poetry...") is imediately
followed by another in which Wrdswrth enphatically declares
that the poet's descriptive powers, though indispensable, should
not be relied on for any extensive period of tine, as this would
inply that the "higher qualities of the mnd" were "in a state of
subj ection to external objects.” This oscillation, noticeable in
the prose, is nuch less marked in the poetry, where a quite
remar kabl e fusion takes place, and descriptive passages are
| oaded with enotional colouring, wthout very mnuch |oss of
sensuous specificity. This peculiarity (as | amarguing it nust
have been then) of Wrdswrth's poetry has rarely been nore
el oquently attested than by John Stuart MII, who owed to his
reading of the poens his recovery from a dangerous nervous
breakdown in 1828:

In the first place, these poens addressed thensel ves
powerfully to one of the strongest of ny pleasurable
susceptibilities, the love for rural objects and
natural scenery....But Wrdsworth woul d never have had
any great effect on ne, if he had nerely placed before

me beautiful pictures of natural scenery.... Wat nade
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VWrdsworth's poens a nedicine for ny state of mnd, was
that they expressed, not nere outward beauty, but
states of feeling, and of thought col oured by feeling,

under the excitenent of beauty. ( Autobiography 95)

According to willey, Wrdsworth had no choice but to use, as
poetic material, "the fact-world of nodern scientific
consciousness [as] the primary datum." But this world,
"essentially fixed and dead" had to be "brought to life by the
nodi fying colours of the inmagination® (88). WIIley points out
that Wrdsworth is equally careful to avoid the perils of
subj ectivism (exemplified, for a |ater age, by Shelley) and of a
plodding realism "there nust be intensification without
distortion" (Wlley 91).

Willey's renmarks on what | have been calling Wrdsworth's
accomodation are particularly suggesti ve:

The belief that Wrdsworth constructed out of his
experiences was a belief inthe capacity of the mndto
co-operate with this “active universe,' to contribute
sonmething of its own to it in perceiving it, and not,
as sensational i smtaught, nerely to recei ve, passively,
inmpressions from without....[He hoped that] poetry
m ght be delivered fromthe fetters of the mechani cal
tradition without being allowed to fall into disrepute
as “unreal' or "“fanciful'. (87)

Wiere | have been di scussing Wordsworth's acconmodation in

terms of enpiricismand idealism WIley talks of facts and
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val ues:

O the two el enents of which these states are conposed,
fact and value, Worrdsworth is equally sure of both. He
is sure of the fact, because he knows no man has
observed it nore intently; he is sure of the val ue,
because this was intuitively apprehendedinhinmself. . ..
But it was only as long as his mnd was dealing thus
nakedly with observed fact that Wrdsworth could feel
this'conviction of truthful ness. Any translation of his
experience into nyth, personification or fable ... is
inevitably a lapse towards a lower |level of truth.
(91)

Wordsworth's reconciliation of enpiricist and idealist
currents of thought seens to have fed into two distinct, but
related traditions, one related to poetry proper, the other to
critical prose. On the one hand, a carefully observed natural
world was balanced or supplenented by an equally careful
observation of the poet's own enotions; on the other hand, sone
sort of division of powers was tacitly assunmed, with a sensuous
and imaginative poetry attended by a hunbler, nore enpirical
criticism This latter especially, | have been suggesting, was
the chief |egacy of English Romanticism to what we have been
calling English studies. The strength of this |egacy can be
demonstrated by the fierceness of the critical attack on
carel essly observed natural phenonmena. Shelley, in one of his

nost fanous poens, the "Ode to the West Wnd" wote:
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Thou on whose stream 'mid the steep sky's commotion,
Loose clouds like Earth's decaying |eaves are shed,
Shook fromthe tangl ed boughs of Heaven and Ccean. .
And here is Leavis, at his npst devastating, on Shelley's

phrase "Loose clouds like Earth's decaying |eaves are shed"
In what respects are the “loose clouds' |ike "decaying
| eaves' ? The correspondence is certainly not in shape,
col our or way of noving. It is only the vague general
sense of windy tumult that associates the clouds and
the | eaves; and, accordingly, the appropriateness of
t he netaphor “stream' in the first line is not that it
suggests a surface on which, |ike |eaves, clouds m ght
be “shed,' but that it contributes to the general
“streaming' in which the inappropriateness of “shed'
passes unnoticed. ("Shelley" 269)

Ruskin, one assunmes, would have satisfied Leavis's strict

criteria, at least as far as cloud descriptions were concerned:
They are nearly always arranged in sone definite and
evi dent order, commonly in long ranks reaching
sonetines from the zenith to the horizon, each rank
conposed of an infinite nunber of transverse bars of
about the same | ength, each bar thickest in the m ddle,
and terminating in a tracel ess vaporous point at each
side; the ranks are in the direction of the wind, and
the bars of course at right angles to it; these latter

are slightly bent in the middle. (quoted in Hough 9-10)
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And Ruskin can (and does) go on like this for pages and
pages. But he al so, after an account of St. Marks Place in Venice
which is arguably one of the finest bits of descriptive witing
in English prose, casually nentions that the col ours he has been
expatiating upon are less lovely than the “soft iridescence' of
the plunes of the doves which nest in the church. *?

Wth Gerard Manley Hopkins, again, the closeness of
attention to visual detail is alnost obsessive; but this detail,
which so domnates his journal entries, is, in the poens,
conpletely subordinated to Hopkins' religious feeling and
reverence for natural beauty.

The strength of this enpiricist accommodation to idealism
Is admtted even by those who are nost hostile to it, although
they are likely to describe it in less flattering terns than |
have done:

Wil e Europe was passing through its major critica

syst ens —¢l assi cal phi | ol ogy, phenonenol ogy,
hermeneutics, psychoanalysis, structuralism-English
criticismnmanaged to survive essentially unscat hed, so
deep were its roots in a comonplace philistine
enpiricism It was such philistine enpiricism which
powered the “neo-liberal' enterprise, and continues to

do so today. (Eagleton, Against The Grain 47)

From Eagleton's point of wview, it IS an outrage that
“philistine enpiricisnt shoul d prove so obdurate, so resistant to

fresh intellectual currents. A D. Nuttall, who does not think it



137

an outrage, is neverthel ess surprised by the "special craving for

intensity" (A Common Sky 272) or "hunger for reality" (273) he

finds inthe witing of Wordsworth, Bl ake, Ruskin, Lawence, G K
Chesterton, and Leavis, anong others. And it is not only English
poetry and the novel that are marked by this hunger for reality.
"Reality, truth, life, vividness, ~“there-ness'. These are the

wat chwords of nodern criticism Nuttall wites (A Comon Sky

267) .

Moder ni sm and | deal i sm

Virginia Wolf's urbane insistence, in 1925, that "the
sooner English fiction turn[ed] its back upon® M Wlls, M.
Bennett, and M. Galsworthy, "the better for its soul" seens to
have had its effect. They have been so col d-shoul dered in English
departnents that John Carey can actually sound scandal ously
revolutionary by suggesting that we take Bennett seriously
again.?*

Wool f's condemmation of Bennett, Wells, and Gal sworthy is on
the grounds of their “materialism.' "They are concerned not with
the spirit but with the body," and "the witer seens constrai ned,
not by his own free will... but by some powerful and unscrupul ous
tyrant... to provide a plot... and an air of probability
enbal mi ng the whol e so inpeccable that if all his figures were to
cone to life they would find thensel ves dressed down to the | ast
button of their coats in the fashion of the hour” (2033-34). She

goes on to recommend, fanmously, that novelists keep in m nd that



138
"[1]ife is not a series of gig-lanps symretrically arranged; life
is a lumnous halo, a sem-transparent envel ope surroundi ng us
fromthe begi nning of consciousness to the end" (2034).

It is a masterly turning of the tables on the hapless “Mr.
Wells, M. Bennett, and M. Gl sworthy,' who begin to sound |ike
a shabby firm of undertakers by the end of Woolf's dism ssive
critique. The very thing a witer of a realist novel prides
hi nsel f or herself on, that his or her characters, if they cane
to life, would not surprise the denizens of the real world, is
di sm ssed by Woolf as so nuch dreary, bourgeois nonsense. The
l[ife within, the nental life of the characters, is what counts.

A curious feature of Wholf's criticismof the realismof the
witing of Wells and Bennett is the way social snobbishness is
depl oyed agai nst such witing. O Wells's books she wites: "Yet
what nore damaging criticismcan there be both of his earth and
of his Heaven than that they are to be inhabited here and
hereafter by his Joans and his Peters?” (2033).

Shades of Arnold's ~“Wragg'! and this passage rather
om nously echoes an earlier idealist, attacking an earlier
realist. In response to Wirdsworth's desire to use as a poetic
resource "a selection of |language really used by nmen," amd
scenes of "low and rustic life," Coleridge wote that "the best
part of human |anguage, properly so called, is derived from
reflection on the acts of the mnd itself" and that the process
by whi ch this el evated usage cane into being had "no place in the

consci ousness of uneducated man" (197).1°
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Woolf's dism ssiveness towards "the enornous |abour of
proving the solidity, the likeness to |ife, of the story"” that
her predecessors prided thenselves on, marks an inportant shift
in artistic sensibility. Idealism had been formally approved by
one of the nost inportant of the modernists, and realismhad been
relegated to the literary hinterland, to hackwork and journalism
O course, there were people like T.E. Hulme, whose strictures on
Romantici sm were made nuch of by Pound and Eliot, and whose
objections to Romanticism seem to cone from his enpiricist
background. "The great aimis accurate, precise, and definite
description" he wites, in a phrase that recalls generations of
sturdy English comon sense. But Hulme's witing is nore
anomal ous than it seems; Eliot's endorsenent of Hulme's theories
was strategic, and by the tine of Four Quartets Eliot was
exploring a nystical-nostalgic node very far from whatever

realismthere was in The Waste Land.®

CGeorg Lukacs, in "The Ideology of Mdernisnt |aunches what

must still be the nobst fanmpbus attack on the subjectivism of
modernist witing.® Ahistorical, nmelancholy, pathologically
obsessed with psychological detail (and with the detail of
psychol ogi cal pathologies), lacking in intellectual content:

these are the terns in which Lukacs dism sses the witing of
Joyce, Kafka, and Musil.
Moderns  obsessively portray “the disintegration of

personality’:

Attenuation of reality and dissolution of personality
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are... interdependent: the stronger the one, the
stronger the other. Underlying both is the lack of a
consi stent view of human nature. Man is reduced to a
sequence of unrel ated experiential fragnents; he is as
I nexplicable to others as hinself.... The dissolution
of personality, originally the unconscious product of
t he identification  of concrete and abstract
potentiality, is elevated to a deliberate principle in

the light of consciousness. ("ldeology of Modernisnt

26)
Lukacs is very close to Trilling when he conments on "the
poetic necessity of the pathological” in nodern literature (29);

as a Marxist, however, he associates the pathology with "the
prosaic quality of life under capitalisnl rather than with the
m spl aced desire to enbrace a greater variety of experience or

ascend to a higher spiritual state.

For Lukacs, the tendency of nodernist subjectivism is
towards "the destruction of literature as such" (45). He also
quite explicitly lays out the logic of the relationship between

i dealism and Romanticismthat Trilling inplies in Sincerity and

Authenticity. In The Theory of the Novel he wites:

The precondition and the price of this inmoderate
el evation of the subject is, however, the abandonnent
of any claimto participation in the shaping of the
outside world. The romanticismof disillusionnment not

only followed abstract idealismin tinme and history, it
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was al so conceptually its heir. (117).

Gerald Gaff's Literature Against Itself is an unusually

lucid and accessible account of the various theoretica

relativisns that have threatened the English studies status quo.
G aff often sounds like Yvor Wnters; Wnters believed that "the
work of literature, in so far as it is valuable, approximtes a
real apprehension and communication of a particular kind of

objective truth” (In Defense of Reason 11), and G aff believes

that literature should "preserve the distinction between the real
and the fictive, and... help us resist those influences...that

woul d turn lying into a universal principle" (Literature Against

Itself 12). Gaff nakes two interesting (and interestingly
rel ated) argunments. One is that the "nost significant achi evenent
of the New Criticism.. was its popul arization of the noderni st
idea of literature and along with it nodernist assunptions about

| anguage, know edge, and experience" (Literature Against ltself

5); the other is that the New Critics' "hostile. . .view of the
referential powers of |anguage” (6) opened the way for the far
nore radical anti-representational theories that followed. In a
sense, Gaff argues, nodernismhas only itself to blame for the
excesses of poststructuralismand the other anti-representational
theories. This concept-tracing exercise tends to gain nomentumas
it goes along, and Gaff is conpelled to concede that noral and
epistemological ni hilismcan be traced back to Romanticism and
to Kant's unintended, inmmanent radical relativism

. in the absence of any appeal to such a coercive
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reality to which the plurality of subjectivities can be
referred, all perspectives becone equallyvalid. ... The
logic of romantic transcendental philosophy led to a
relativismthat was certainly antithetical to what nost
romantic thinkers intended. (Literature Against Itself
»(39)""
| find Gaff's theories quite convincing; indeed these
theories started ne thinking about the continuities between
noder ni sm and poststructuralism However, Gaff seens to stake
everything on literature being, sonehow, “true'; a dangerous
enterprise when positivism seens to have di sappeared from even
the hard sciences and anal ytical philosophy.
Juliet Sychrava's Schiller to Derrida is probably, to date,
the nost anbitious and thoroughly researched effort to establish
the idealismof poststructuralism Tracing the Romantic-Cl assic

divide back to Schiller's On the Naive and Sentinental in

Literature, where what we have come to know as Romantic and

Classic are discussed as the "~ sentimental' and the ""naive,! she
argues that the sentinmental, or idealist tendency has steadily
di spl aced the naive or realist node (this displacenent, according
to Sychrava, accounts for the fact that Wordsworth is consi dered
a mpj or poet while John Clare is not):
Conparing Schiller's aesthetic with Derrida's, | trace
a devel opnment from Schiller through the Romantics and
Col eri dge to post-structurali st t hought : a

“sentimental' tendency whereby radical nodernity
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articulates itself against a “naive' which it sets up
as a target for that purpose. (Sychrava 5)

Schiller hinself was ~fundamentally idealist,' she believes, and
the way in which he sets up a “naive' straw man only to knock it
down again and celebrate his own form of idealism has becone a
sort of paradigmfor idealist critics of succeeding generations.
Poststructuralists also, Sychrava feels, set up a sinplistic
version of the autononmous, centred, fully present author or text
and then denmolish this concept, which nobody believed in anyway
(interestingly, it occurs to one that people nay start believing
in such authors or texts now that poststructuralists have
attacked the concept; stranger things have been known to happen).
In a discussion of the distinction between Schiller's conception
of play and Derrida's, she captures the paradoxical double
novenent of the trajectory of recent criticism at once nore

i deal i st and nore inprisoning:

...in Schiller play is contained within a system 1in

Derrida play will be made unlimted as the systemis
unframed.... The effect of wunframing is to bring
relativisminto the “text' or “system,' and yet, in

contradictory fashion, to assert nore forcefully the
absolute nature of that system Whereas Kant's
metaphysic by excluding the transcendental insists on
the limts of its own domain: “the bounds of sense,'
Schiller s or Schelling's systens assert their access

to the absolute, whilst Derrida' s has no bounds at all



144

and includes everything. Thus as the sentinental

tradition progresses, it beconmes at once nore

relativistic and nore absolutist. (Sychrava 192)
My argunent in this chapter owes a great deal to Sychrava's;
since, like her, | too wish to defend the clainms of realism
agai nst those of idealism | have found the argunment convincing
as well as useful. M only serious disagreenment with her argunent
is in her understanding of Schiller's and Wordsworth's response
to idealism Both, in her reading, are far nore synpathetic to
i deal i smthan the evidence suggests they were. Wirdsworth is nore
like Clare than Sychrava allows, and Schiller ends his On the

Naive and Sentinmental with a warning against an unbal anced

idealismthat is far nore severe than his earlier warning agai nst
excessive realism Schiller incurred the enmty of the entire
younger generation of Romantic idealists by criticising their
lack of realism He said of Jean Paul and Holderlin that they
suffered from "a lack of aesthetic nourishnment and influx from
outside and opposition of the enpirical world in which they
lived."** Both Schiller and Wordsworth, | would suggest, had
consi derabl e insight into the potential for transcendence as well
as the dangers inherent in idealism

In addition to Sychrava's sophisticated theoretical
argunments for the existence of an increasingly idealist tendency
in English literary criticism (or, An Increasingly Sentinental
Journey, as she puts it), there is other evidence of this

tendency. Geoffrey Hartman, for instance, no |onger believes, as
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1

T.S. Eliot did, that criticismcannot be an autotelic activity.’
This nove is idealist in its refusal to accept boundaries; for
the idealist critic, the poemor novel is a pretext rather than
atext. An idea that Oscar Wl de exploited as scandal ous, in "The
Critic as Artist" has becone the serious claim of wuniversity
teachers.?® Mre significant, even, than Hartman's insistence
on the equivalence, in terns of inportance, of criticism and
poetry, is Paul De Mn's consistent efforts to ~ idealize’
Wordsworth's poens. Here is De Man on Wordsworth's feeling for
| andscape:
As one watches the progress of a poet |ike Wordsworth,
however, the significance of the locale tends to
broaden into an area of neaning that is no |onger
literally bound to a particul ar place. The significance
of the l|andscape is frequently made problematic by a
succession of spatial anbiguities/ to such an extent
that one ends up no longer with a specific |ocale but
with a nere nane, of which the geographical existence
has been voided of significance. ("Fragnment”

Romanti ci sm and Contenporary Criticism 99)

This as a description of a poet who risked the anused
contenpt of posterity by neasuring a puddle fromside to side! In
Sanmuel Weber's quite brilliant fornmulation (used in connection
with a different essay by De Man), De Man's project "can be
described as an attenpt to (re)-introduce the perspective of

German romanticism into English language literary criticisnt
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("Walter Benjamin's Romantic Concept of Criticism 304).

Concl usi on

Beginning with the idea, in the first chapter, that a
|'i beral education could be understood as being in an oppositional
relationship with liberalism | went on to argue that another
kind of oppositional relationship structured the conponent of
university education we call the humanities. In Britain, this
humani stic opposition to the influence of the sciences cane to be
associated primarily with English studies. Adistinctive blend of
enpiricist and idealist influences, I ar gued, was the
characteristic feature of the criticismthat enmerged fromEnglish
studies. This blend, or accommopdation, had its approximte
beginnings in the practice of the English Romantics, especially
that of Wordsworth. Mdified for use in the humanities, wth
“imagination' allowed free play in poetry and the novel but
all owed only a dimnished role incriticism where the enpiricist
| egacy was nmuch stronger, this accommodation has served tol erably
well; it has been an influential response to the tw n dangers of
an increasingly technological civilization and an excessively
subj ectivist reaction to and withdrawal fromthis civilization.
Since the dom nance of nodernism but nuch nore so in the I ast
two decades, this subjectivist or idealist response appears to
have been very much in the ascendant in English studies. The
status of enpiricismand realismin English literary criticism

must certainly be linked with their fortunes in the sciences. If
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the trajectory suggested by the nanmes of Karl Popper, Thomas Kuhn
and Paul Feyerabend in the philosophy & science is anything to
go by, -even the sciences have been overtaken by a wave of
relativistic and anti-realist theory. Popper's thinking already
represented a nove away from hard-nosed |ogical positivism and
Kuhn and Feyer abend represent positions increasingly distant from
classical enpiricism and realism | am suggesting that it is
possible that the increasing idealism and subjectivism of
contenporary literary criticism my be linked to the growh of
relativistic thinking in science, philosophy of science, and
anal ytic phil osophy.

In the light of recent devel opnents in English studies,
Lukacs's harshly critical analysis of nodernism deserves re-
readi ng, as does Trilling' s nore anbival ent response. It strikes
nme at any rate as quite plausible that the subjectivism of
noder ni smprepared the ground for the anarchic sel f-indul gence of
much poststructuralist criticism This may also explain the
difficulty faced by many of those who are troubled by the advent
of poststructuralism when t hey Wi sh to criticise
poststructuralist witing: we are, if only by default, al
noderni sts now, and for reasons | have explored it is difficult
to attack poststructuralism from noder ni st prem ses.
Di sent angl enent fromthe excesses of poststructuralismw |l only
followwhat is likely to be the far nore pai nful disentangl enent
fromliterary nodernism The fact that Marxists have been the

nost ferocious and effective critics of poststructuralismis no
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accident. Economc nmaterialismhas its roots in enpiricist and
real i st observation of the world. Marxists know, as Lukacs did,
that to endorse idealism or subjectivism unqualifiedly is to
accept the "abandonnent of any claim to participation in the
shaping of the outside world."

Earlier in this chapter | quoted Terry Eagleton's conment

that the "philistine enpiricism that underlay English criticism

al so powered "the neo-liberal enterprise.” | think those who are
in synpathy wth |liberal goals should take this ° argunent
seriously. | think Eagleton is right to the extent that there is

i ndi sputably a connection between criticism and whatever
political dispensation one is living under, even, or especially,

if that political dispensation is as seemngly neutral as

liberalism 1In the first chapter of this thesis | argued that
|'i beral education may, in the past, have served liberalism by
criticising liberalism especially liberalism in its nost
utilitarian manifestations ( powering' |iberalismin ways perhaps

not suspected by Eagleton). But this |iberal education, and the
liberalism it both conbated and sustained, are things of the
past. The liberal education described by Newman, MI|I| and Arnold,

confronted a young and optim stic |iberalism nore to the point,

it was a peculiarly English form of |iberalism that drew
i deol ogi cal sustenance from Locke and MII, a Iliberalism
Benj am n Bar ber has appropriately call ed enpiri ci st

liberalism? By the 1970s, if not earlier, the significant focus

in the English speaking humanities had shifted to the United
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States, where a very different kind of |iberalismwas dom nant.
Especially after John Rawls's 1971 A Theory of Justice, the nobst
influential type of liberal theory has been characterised by a
resolute shedding of wutilitarian and enpiricist foundational
baggage, and a nove towards grounding liberalism in a Kantian
understanding of rights and duties. This nove has proved to be
i mensely energizing for liberal theory in general, as well as
fruitful of further, or accessory, theories; but the relationship
of the humanities as a whole to the domnant |iberal ethos is
uncl ear.

To nmake an al ready confusing situation even nore chaotic, a
powerful critique of foundationalist defences of I|iberalism has
been | aunched, associated with the nanes of Oakeshott, Maclntyre,
J.GA Pocock, Rorty and others.” The witings of these
theorists constitute a very powerful critique of existing forns
of liberalism and point to the possibility of a conpletely
different liberalismcomng into existence, one which has shed
its hubristic clains to uniqueness and inevitability, and offers
itself as nmerely one of many forns of political organisation. If,
as is likely, liberalismincreasingly |ooks for justifications
not in the success of science or capitalism or intotalizing and
arrogant clainms of wunique virtue or know edge, but in the
description of the historical growh of a val uable individualism
(one anobng many, and not necessarily better than any other) and
the way of |ife associated with it, the humanities, and with it,

Engl i sh studi es, is bound to change, perhaps beyond recognition.
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NOTES

1. See especially his "Joyce and The Revolution of the Word'" in
The Critic as Anti-Phil osopher.

2. Norman F. Cantor's Twentieth-Century Culture: Modernism to
Deconstruction discusses the ways in which literary criticism
hel ped popul ari se nodernist witing. Gaff's Literature Agai nst

Itself makes a simlar point.

3. Trilling is probably nore often thought of as one of the early
and nost articulate expositors of literary modernism, |argely on
the basis of "On the Teaching of Mdern Literature.” But | would
argue that a survey of all his critical witing denonstrates a
considerabl e hostility to the central tenets of literary nodernism
This is nost obvious in Sincerity and Authenticity and Beyond
Culture. And even "On the Teaching of Mdern Literature" is far
from bei ng a whol e-hearted endorsenent of nodernist witing.

4. See Literature Against Itself, 31-62 and 129-149.

5. See "On the Discrimnation of Romanticisnms,” in Essays in the
H story of |deas (228-253).

6. See "German and English Romanticism A Confrontation,"
especially pp. 3-4 in Confrontations (3-33).

7. On the whole, though, there appears to be nore unity anong the
German Romantics, largely because of the prestige and influence of
Kant's phil osophy, which influenced themall, as Wellek points out
in "German and English Romanticism A Confrontation." |[dealism
seens to have been a unifying feature in Germany in the way
Nature' was a unifying feature in England. For a very interesting
di scussi on of why the French, the English and the Germans devel oped
di stinctive Romanticisnms in terns of such unifying features, see

Edwin Berry Burgum's "Romanticism"

8. Burgums theory is that the French Revolution produced very
different reactions in England, Germany and France because of the
different Ilevels of socio-economc developnment of the three
countries. Taking the “trinity of liberty, equality, fraternity'
seriously/ he argues, was "premature for GCermany, essential for
France, and dangerous for England" (145). For sone idea of the
range of recent Marxi st and poststructuralist criticismof English
Romanticism and some good orthodox criticisns of these, see
Romantic Revol utions: Citicismand Theory.

9. Walter Kaufman's From Shakespeare to Existentialism has been
very useful, especially in its discussion of Goethe's relationship

with the younger Gernman Ronanti cs.
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10. In N ghtmare Abbey, the satirical novel in which Shelley,
Col eridge and Byron are caricatured, Peacock mercilessly exposes
the hypocrisy and absurdity of the pretensions of the Romantics.
The Byron character, M Cypress, talks like this:
There is no worth nor beauty but in the mnd s idea. Love
sows the wind and reaps the whirlw nd. Confusion, thrice
confounded, is the portion of himwho rests even for an
instant on that nost brittle of reeds--the affection of
a human being. The sum of our social destiny is to
inflict or to endure.

The Col eridge character, M Flosky, is the butt of the npst
sustained ridicule, speaking relentlessly transcendentalist and
opaque English, and at one point being made to admit "I never gave
a plain answer to a question inny life." Scythrop (Shelley) Ilives
in the gloony N ghtnmare Abbey with servants chosen on the basis of
their names--Raven, Crow, Skellet, Diggory Deat hshead; he drinks
Madeira out of a skull, is having an affair with tw wonen
simul taneously, threatens to shoot hinself if neither of them
accepts him and urges his butler to adjust the tinme on the clock
when hi s death hour approaches. Beneath the parody is much shrewd
criticism Coleridge's obscurity, Byron's gloony posing, Shelley's
inability to criticise his own actions froma noral position: all
t hese are pointed up, perhaps nore effectively than they woul d have
been in non-satirical prose. And Peacock is no stolid enpiricist.
e of Shelley's best friends, he was hinself a poet and critic,
and on ot her occasions showed he coul d appreci ate the greatness of
Wrdsworth, at any rate.

Peacock's work represents the peak of this satirical anti-
Romantic genre: W.H. Mallock's later satirical attacks on Pater and
Swi nburne, though anusing, are nuch cruder, and Max Beerbohm's
satire Enoch Socames, though quite as hilarious as anything in
Peacock, has a different target, the posing of the would-be
Romantic artist (here the fin-de-siecle version). By the tine of
Eliot's Prufrock the Romantic artist has been transmogrified into
a part-comc, part-tragic and ineffectual figure, neasuring out his
life in coffee spoons and unable to force the nonent to its crisis.

11. A.D. Nuttall's A Common Sky di scusses the conplex rel ationship
bet ween Berkel ey's idealismand the energing enpiricist consensus.

12. The controversy about Coleridge's debt to the German
phi | osophers and his own phil osophical capacities has raged from
Coleridge's time to ours. Rosemary Ashton's The German | dea: Four
Engqlish Witers and the reception of German Thought 1800-1880 is a
very cl ear account of Col eridge' s I ndebtedness, especially to Kant.
Arthur O. Lovej oy, Rene Wl ek, Mary \Wr nock, Eli zabeth M
W kinson and L.A Willoughby, and George WAtson are anong ot her
witers who have di scussed Col eridge's understanding and iafluence
vis--a-vis German phil osophy.
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13. "St. Marks," extract from The Stones of Venice in English
Prose: Narrative, Descriptive and Dramatic, (ed. H A Treble), 459-

473.

14. Nuttall hinself is not proof against this "special craving for
intensity" or peculiarly English curiosity about enpirical facts.
There is a hilarious description, in his A New Mnesis, of his
attenpts to ascertai n whet her Wirdsworth coul d actual ly have skat ed
across the "~ reflex of a star' as he clainmed to have done in The
Prelude. Nuttall goes to the extent of witing to a friend in
Canada to ask if it is possible; the friend is not sure if it is.
But another friend, a physicist, gravely suggests "that it could be
done only by flinging out a leg while at the sanme tinme hol ding the
head steady in sonething approximating to its initial position"
(191). What is renmarkable about all this is the seriousness with
which Nuttall pursues these enquiries.

15. Carey's The Intellectuals and the Masses is a savage attack on
the elitism of the nodernists; he Is quite open about his
admration for witers like Bennett and his dislike of Virginia

Woolf and Wyndham Lew s.

16. Marx, in The German |deol ogy, argues the inevitability of the
associ ati on between idealismand conservatism and would not have
found Col eridge's politics surprising, being famliar with Hegel's.

17. It is likely that Eliot valued Hulme's attacks on Sw nburnish
ecstasy for reasons of his own. In Patrick Parrinder's Authors and
Aut hority: English and Anerican Criticism 1750-1990, there is a
brilliant piece of literary detective work whi ch denponstrates that
Eliot's real target in The Sacred Wod was not Arnold, as critica

predecessor, but Sw nburne, as poetic predecessor. Parrinder
wites: "After The Sacred Wod it was Swi nburne's destiny to
| angui sh unread, while Eliot energed as the unchal |l enged possessor

of the bardic crown" (222).

18. See "The | deol ogy of Modernism in The Meani ng of Contenporary
Realism (17-46).

19. Stanley Rosen makes a simlar argunent in Hermeneutics As
'olitics, where he traces the geneal ogy of postnodernism which
sees itself as attacking the Enlightenment, back to the "interna
incoherence” of Kant, one of the greatest of Enlightennment

thinkers.

20. Quotes in Wellek's History of Modern Criticism 244,
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21. Hartman has nmade these clains on behalf of criticism

in Criticismin the Wl derness: The Study of Literature Today (see
especially the chapter "Literary Commentary as Literature" 189-
213). His efforts to denonstrate precisely how criticism can go
about conpeting with literature are unfortunately denonstrated in
his Saving the Text: Literature/Derrida/Philosophy, reading which
ought to convince many of the nmerits of criticismretaining its
earlier, attendant, function.

22. John Bayley has a mnmarvellously subtle analysis of Harold
Bl oomis “evasion of the real,' his hostility to a poem “exactly
itself' in ""A poet insufficiently himself?': Bloomon Stevens"” in
Sel ected Essays. Bayley's irritation with Blooms mysticism and
idealism | would argue, denonstrates the continuing strength of
the enpirical tradition in British literary criticism Bayley's
exanples of images that are “exactly thenselves' are revealing:

. .the poetry that is exactly itself has no need to evade
its provenance, because the objects in it and the story
in it have their own selves which can be |ike nothing
el se. The armour of Achilles refuses to dwindle on the
road towards meaning and ‘“reality,' any nore than the
ki dney which that other Bloom bought to eat for his
breakfast, or the exquisite backside which Alisoun
proj ected fromthe shop-w ndow. (26)

23. In his The Conquest of Politics, Barber discusses Bertrand

Russell's political witings and identifies Russell as
one of the last of that long line of British phil osophers
whose work epitom zed an extraordinary alliance, both
dynamic and fruitful and at the sanme tinme m sl eadi ng and
corrosive to politics: the |iaison between enpirici smand
l'iberalism... 1f we count Hobbes as a dubi ous forefather
and trace the Ilineage from Locke and Berkeley down
through Hunme and M 11, then Russell is indeed the |ast
enpiricist liberal, the last to try to wing fromthe
justificatory enterprise argunents that both describe the
wor| d and prescribe human conduct in the social setting.
(26)

That this formof l|iberalismwas extraordinarily powerful in
its time is sonetines obscured by the fact that Russell and Popper
are no |longer taken very seriously by liberal theorists; that it is
now al nost conpletely discredited is obvious from the tone of
theorists |ike Barber, for whom "[to] insist, as liberals have
al ways done, that the criteria by which we elucidate standards of
know edge nust somehow correspond to the criteria by which we
fashion a cormmon life is a particularly pernicious kind of folly"
or John Dunn, who wites of the "forlornness of any image of a
culture founded upon epistemic rationality, any culture in which
the external and objective dictates to the human and the
existential how in general the Tatter has good reason to be"
(Ret hi nking Mbdern Political Theory 147).

Interestingly, both Barber and Dunn are at |east as critical
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of the liberalism of Rawls, Robert Nozick and Ronald Dworkin as
they are of the earlier, enpiricist variant. Their witings,
together with those of Gakeshott, John Pocock, Al asdair Maclntyre,
Richard Rorty, and John Gray, constitute a very powerful critique
of existing fornms of liberalism and point to the possibility of a
conpletely different liberalismcomng into existence.

24. QOakeshott and Pocock are perhaps the nost inportant of these
theorists; see especially Oakeshott's Rationalismin Politics and
Pocock's The Machi avellian Mnent and his Virtue, Conmerce, and
H story. Oakeshott has consistently rejected the chief assunption
of nost liberals, that politics and social organisation were best
treated as anenabl e to “rational' reorganization. In his insistence
on the inportance of traditional resources, he has been seen as
sharing the conservatism of Burke; but in the inportance he
attaches to individual freedons, and the protection of these from
the encroachnments of political authority, he is nore like MIIl, and
thus closer to many liberals. Oakeshott's influence appears to be
growing, and is likely to help usher in a liberalismthat is |ess
rationalistic, and nore given to justifying itself as “~the way we
do things here.' This is obviously close to the liberalismRichard
Rorty espouses, though his engagenent with poststructuralism and
post noderni sm hel ps produce a very different tone from that of
Cakeshott (for a clear statenent of Rorty's position, see his
Objectivity, Rel ati vi sm and Truth, especially the essay
"Post noderni st Bourgeois Liberalisnt (197-202) and Contingency,
Irony, and Solidarity). Pocock's influence has been mainly to
undermne Iliberalisms tendency to universalize |iberalism by
reading it back into the thought of earlier periods; his work
denonstrates the centrality of a civic republican tradition in
periods in which it was assuned that a utilitarian |iberalismwas
dom nant. MacIntyre's attacks on liberalism also enphasize the
specificity and Iimted duration of the “tradition' of I|iberalism
and its weaknesses when conpared with the resources of Augustinian
Christianity. John Dunn and John Gay are other theorists who
enphatically reject liberalisms universalistic claim; Gay in
fact, | think quite accurately, associates liberalisms failures
with the arrogance of such clainms. So the general tendency
(apparent even in Rawls's later witings, such as Political
Liberalism) is to withdraw from clains of universality and ~the

cunning of reason' and to offer pragmatic defences.




CHAPTER 4
SCH LLER AND THE NEGOTI ATI ON G- MCDERNI TY

Newran did not have a single ~idea' of the university; he
had several, anmong thembeing the idea that know edge shoul d be
Its own end and that students sonetimes |learn nore effectively
fromeach other than fromteachers. One of the nore interesting
i deas he nmust have had energes from the circunstances of the

witing of the Idea of a University. Newran is an English

Catholic addressing Irish Catholics, and one woul d expect himto
exhort themto put God first; in other words, to nmake the other
di sci plines subservient to Theol ogy. Wat he actually says is
very different. If you want to have the power of the English
Protestants, he tells his audience, if you want to avoid being
dom neered over by them Ilearn fromford and Canbridge, |earn
secul ar wi sdom Let Theol ogy have a place in university studies,
indeed a pre-emnent place. But let the pursuit of know edge be
undertaken for its own sake, and do not interfere with the
| abours of scientists. H sewhere Newran showed hi s appreciation
of the Biblical injunction to be as wi se as serpents, and this
advice to the Catholics of Dublin was of a piece with his
understanding of religion's delicate relationship with the
secul ar world. Newnan was aware that the university was one of
the inportant locations of what | amcalling the negotiation of
modernity.

Qur relationship with secularism is the beginning of our
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nodernity. Whether we see this relationship pessimstically, in
ternms of alienation from a benevolent deity or a nourishing
conmunity, or optimstically, interns of an exhilarating rel ease
fromthe stifling bonds of dependency, it is a relationship every
one of us is forced to think about, if not think through. The
university, one of the institutional |egacies of the rational
Enlightennent, 1is a place in which this relationship wth
secularism this nodernity, can be evaluated and gauged, its
contours charted, its dangers anticipated, its benefits wel coned.

The natural sciences have played the chief role in
initiating the process of nodernity, and in fuelling its
continued existence. The humanities, sensitive to both the
potential dangers and the opportunities for freedom and growt h,
have always displayed a nuch nore anbivalent attitude towards
nodernity, and the social sciences, which came into existence
precisely to deal with the probl ens of nodernity, have in general
noved from an optim stic, somewhat positivist attitude towards
nodernity to sonething nore nearly approaching the humanist's
anmbi val ence.

| believe it is the function of the humanities, within the
university, to maintain this anbival ence; to oppose, on the one
hand, positivist or technocratic hubris, and on the other, the
conplete rejection of nodernity, the nihilistic dismssiveness
towards rationality per se.' The latter tendency, having only
lately lodged itself firmly in the university, appears to be nore

dangerous, but it may actually be an extrene reaction to the
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former, in which case it makes no sense to speak of one being
nor e dangerous than the other.

Thi s anbi val ence towards nodernity, this alertness to its
possibilities, this poised awareness of its two-edged quality,
which | am arguing should be central to the humanities’
understanding of their function, was, | wll suggest, best
captured in the witings of three Germans: Immanuel Kant, Johann
Wl f gang von Goethe, and Friedrich Schiller. As Gernmans, they
were at a sufficient distance from the English enpirical
tradition and the optimstic French rationalismof Condorcet and
Voltaire to be critical of these currents of Enlightenment
t hought; as Europeans they were cl ose enough to the Enli ght ennent
as a whole to participate in the sense of excitenent at the
freedomthat the future seemed to promise. But it was only for a
short period that this response to nodernity remined
influential; already, in the lifetines of these nen the
devel opment of an extrene idealism and a hubristic Eurocentric
historicism threatened this carefully achi eved bal ance.?

Kant's work has been a maj or influence on nodern phil osophy,
and as such has been so thoroughly discussed that | could not
possi bl y add anyt hi ng of consequence, even if | had the necessary
techni cal conpetence, which | don't. Schiller, however, who in
much of his theoretical witings (and especially in On the

Aest heti ¢ Educati on of Man) declared hinself Kant's disciple, is

both nore accessible and |ess known, even perhaps in English

depart nments. CGoet he, per haps because he eschewed obvious
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didacticism is in his own way difficult to understand. | have

found Schiller's witing, especially On the Aesthetic Education

of Man and On the Naive and Sentinental in Literature,

extraordinarily useful and suggestive, and, as the links with
Kant and Goethe's thought are often obvious, and frequently
poi nted out by Schiller hinself, | thought it best to concentrate
on these witings. Schiller's influence on the university, and
especially the humanities, has already been considerable, if
difficult to trace with any degree of exactness. Arnold's
conception of the civilizing mssion of culture (which he thought
could take the place of religion) owes nuch to Arnold' s reading
of Goethe and Schiller, and, nore directly, to the exanple of
their friend, WI hel mvon Humboldt. Humboldt's conception of the
function of the wuniversity (he was the founder of Berlin
University, and the Mnister for Education of the Prussian State)
had a consi derabl e i nfluence on the American universities, which
nodel | ed thensel ves on the German universities at |east as much
as they did on Oxford and Canbridge. And, by what may seem a
bi zarre comng together of influences, the Sixties counter-
culture, which arguably transfornmed university culture in the
U.S., and which to nost observers was as far as one could get
from Schiller and Arnold, owed sone of what theoretical
consistency it had to Herbert Marcuse's anmal gamof Marx and Freud

in Eros and Civilization; a book inwhich Schiller's “play-drive'

has a crucial role in the anticipated freeing of [|ibidinal

energies. ®
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Diderot, Hegel, N etzsche, Baudelaire; these are the
writers, it is often suggested today, who prophetically
enunci ated the guiding principles of nodernity, or who described
its characteristic features. Schiller has not, as far as | know,
figured anong these prophets and topographers. Yet his On the

Nai ve and Sentinental in Literature can be read as one of the

more inportant docunents of nodernity. (Habermasdescribes On the

Aest heti c Education of Man as "the first programmatic work toward

an aesthetic critique of nodernity," but as far as | know, does

not discuss On the Naive and Sentinental in Literature).® It is

nore usually read as the text that established the divide between
the Romantics and the Classics, and, as such, as the first
t heoretical docunment of Romanticism.® At one l|level, the essay
is an attenpt to lay out the differences between Schiller's own
style of witing, and that of his friend and greatest rival,
Goet he. CGoethe tells Eckermann: "In literature | held to the
principle of an objective procedure and only wanted to admt this
as valid. Schiller, however, who worked quite subjectively,
t hought his way was the right one and in order to defend hinself
agai nst me, he wote the essay” (quoted in Introduction, On the

Nai ve and Sentinmental 13). As the translator of On the Naive

poi nts out:

W can thus see that terns associated with the naive
are intuitive, Hellenic, classical, real and objective
whereas the sentinental is |linked with speculacive,

Romantic, ideal and subjective. (13-14)
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The di sagreenment between Schiller and Goethe very closely
parallels the disagreenents between Wrdsworth and Col eridge,
di scussed in an earlier chapter. Wrdsworth, |ike Goethe, was
nore realist than idealist; Coleridge, Ilike Schiller, was
powerfully influenced by Kant's transcendentalism and was nuch
nore inclined to take the idealist position. Coleridge, in this
again like Schiller, was sonewhat unsure of his poetic gift when
he conpared it to that of Wrdsworth (Schiller's oscillations
bet ween envy of Goethe's gift and straightforward admration are
wel | known). Both Coleridge and Schiller belonged to that rare
hybrid species, the poet-philosopher, and both had an imense
i nfluence on poetics (and criticism, quite apart from their
i nfl uence on poetry.

Goethe is not quite fair to Schiller, however, as Schiller
did not wite On the Naive only to ~“defend himself' agai nst
Goethe; it is clear that what Schiller was driving at was a
reconciliation between the contrary approaches. For Schiller, the
nai ve poet, such as Honer or Shakespeare (or Goethe), lives in a
relationship to Nature that is so close as to exclude the
possibility of self-reflexivity, of detached contenplation of the
rel ati onship. The naive poet, identifiedwith Nature, childlike,
limted in his subject matter, realistic and mnmetic in his
treatment, is nevertheless (in the superior manifestations) great
in his sinmplicity and unfailingly a genius. The sentinental poet
(Schiller does ncc obviously include hinself anmong these, but the

inmplication is obvious):
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...reflects on the inpressions which objects make on
him and the enmption into which he hinmself is
transposed and into which he transposes us is based
only on that reflection. The object is related here to
an idea and his poetic strength rests only on this
rel ationship. The sentinental poet therefore is
constantly dealing with tw opposing concepts and
enotions, with reality as boundary and with his idea as
the infinite, and the mxed feeling which he excites
will always bear witness to this double source. (42)
Schiller's neutrality between the two types begins to give way to
a decided preference for the sentinental type:
But if the naive poet has the advantage over the
sentinmental one on the side of reality and brings to a
real existence that for which the other can only awaken
a lively urge, so the latter again has the great
advantage over the former in that he is able to give
the urge a greater object than the fornmer did and coul d
do. Al reality, as we know, falls short of the ideal;
everyt hi ng whi ch exi sts has its boundaries, but thought
I's boundl ess. The naive poet therefore suffers under
these limtations to which all that is sensual is
subject, while on the other hand the unconditional
freedom of the capacity for ideas profits the
sentinmental poet. O course the fornmer fulfils his task

but the task itself is sonmewhat 1limited; the latter
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indeed does not quite fulfil his but the task is
infinite. (67)

The sentinmental poet, who is an idealist rather than a
realist, has been cut off from Nature, thrown back on his own
t hi nki ng, forced to give hinself the noral cat egorica
i nperative, nmade m serable by the variousness and nultiplicity of
the options available to him in a nutshell, the sentinental poet
is a nodern, subject to the famliar existential angst.

Not only is Schiller's description of the type inmediately
recogni sable and mnmarvellously detailed, the very mxture of
despair at the loss of roots and defiant celebration of the
perilous gains of this independence, so famliar froma thousand
Romantic witings, is, perhaps for the first time, elaborated.
The sentinental poet will never reach the level of the naive
poet, but that is because the sentimental poet's task is so much
greater; the very potentiality destroys or weakens him The naive
poet is in actuality nore noble; but the sentinmental poet is

potentially far nore noble. The antinomes proliferate

dazzlingly; but the guiding idea is clear. Basically, enornous
potential perhaps gallantly unfulfilled is being set up agai nst
a Jlimted perfection. Thi s, I woul d suggest, is the
characteristic wunderstanding of nodernity (by noderns, of
course). Mddernity is seen as forced on us, as inmmensely
difficult, perhaps fatal to us; nevertheless, it is nore noble
than the ignoble ignorance of pre-modern thought. Like any

nodern, Schiller oscillates between despair at the inevitability.
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of our fate (nmobdernity had to cone) and stoicism or optinsm
about the future (since it had to cone, our greatness lies in
accepting it; noreover, does not the absence of psychic and ot her
support require of us greater heroism than that needed by pre-
noder ns?)

Schill er's unhappy but noble sentinental poet, or idealist,
is not just the nodern surveying the pre-modern period, torn
bet ween envy and an uneasy and intermttent consciousness of his
own superiority; he is also Western man surveying the non-West.
Schiller, the idealist, ends his essay with a warni ng agai nst the
dangers of untrammeled idealismwhich is very close to Conrad's
under standi ng of inperialismas an evil practice arising out of
a m staken sense of superiority and sheer greed, but also out of
a genuinely noral inpulse. Schiller wites:

I[f. . . the effects of true idealismare unsure and often
dangerous, then the effects of false idealism are
terrible... the deluded visionary |eaves nature from
nere caprice, in order to be able to give in, all the
more freely, to the self-will of the desires and the
whi ms of the inmagination. He does not place his freedom
in independence from physical needs, but in licence
from noral needs... But just because this deluded
visionary quality is no aberration of nature but of
freedom and therefore springs froma di sposition worthy
of respect in itself which is infinitely perfectible,

so it leads also to a never-ending fall into a
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bottomess pit and can only end in conplete
destruction. (90)

Li ke Schiller's idealist and Goethe's Faust, Conrad's Kurt z,
into whose nmaking all Europe went, possesses "a disposition
worthy of respect in itself." He believes in the civilizing
mssion of Europe, he is an idealist (in both senses of the
word), and his life ends in conplete destruction: lilies that
fester snell far worse than weeds.

Schiller's anbival ence towards nodernity comes through in

that |last, enphatic statenent about "~false idealism.' In Onh the

Aest heti c Education of Man, the anbival ence i s even nore pointed,

with Schiller forcefully presenting both sides of the case for
nodernity (there is a direct line running from Schiller's
condemmation of that which prevents nman from devel oping the
“harmony of his being to the criticism of industrial
civilization | argued was the distinctive feature of English
criticismof the early part of the century). Look at his critique
of instrunmental rationality and specialisation, for instance, in
a passage that influenced the whole tradition of Romantic
criticismof nodernity:
It was civilization itself which inflicted this wound
upon nodern man. Once the increase of enpirical
knowl edge, and nore exact nodes of thought, nade
shar per divi si ons between the sciences inevitable, and
once the increasingly conplex machinery of State

necessitated a nore rigorous separation of ranks and
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occupations, then the inner unity of human nature was
severed too, and a disastrous conflict set its
har moni ous powers at variance.... State and Church,
| aws and custons, were nowtorn asunder; enjoynment was
divorced from labour, the nmeans from the end, the
effort from the reward. Everlastingly chained to a
single little fragment of the Wwole, mnman hinself
devel oped into nothing but a fragnent; everlastingly in
his ear the nonotonous sound of the wheel that he
turns, he never devel ops the harnony of his being, and
instead of putting the stanp of humanity upon his own
nature, he becones nothing nore than the inprint of his
occupation or of his specialized know edge. (Aesthetic
Educati on 34- 35)

But Schiller insists on presenting the argunments on the other

side, for specialization:
...little as individuals mght benefit from this
fragmentati on of their being, there was no other way in
whi ch the species as a whol e coul d have progressed.. ..
One-sidedness in the exercise of his powers, nust, it
Istrue, inevitably lead the individual into error; but
the species as awhole to truth. Only by concentrating
t he whol e energy of our mnd into a single focal point,
contracting our whol e being into a single power, do we,
as it were, lend wings to this individual power and

lead it, by artificial nmeans, far beyond the limts
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whi ch Nature seens to have assigned to it. (40-41)'

Later in the essay, there is again a parallel criticismand
defence of aspects of nodernity. In the Twenty-Fourth Letter,
Schill er discusses “the denand for the Absolute' which inevitably
conmes upon all nen (he does not say so, but this nust nean al
moderns, sSince Reason did not need to ground itself for pre-
Enlightenment man). This is one of the first di scussi ons of what
we are nore famliar with as the concept of ~totality,' the
concept which assunmes such gigantic proportions in Hegelian and
Mar xi st thinking. Schiller's basic argument is that the totality,
when it inpinges on the thinking of those who are not
intellectually and norally prepared for it, those who are
dom nated by utilitarian or enpirical theories, has a disastrous
effect. Overwhelned by the totality, the unprepared nman falls
into sensuality and greed, since, at least, if "this world of
sense shows hi mnot hing which mght be its own cause and subj ect
to none but its own law . . it does show hi msonet hi ng whi ch knows
of no cause and obeys no law' (177). The totality of the nora
| aw whi ch man nmust give hinself cones into conflict with man's
unpr epar edness for such a stern demand; what it provokes (since
man nust respond to the demand one way or another) is a contrary
totality of self-interest and sensuality. Here, in enbryonic
form is a systenatic theory of desire, norality and potentia
human tragedy which rivals that of Freud.

After this description of the disastrous effects of the

dermand for the Absol ute on the unprepared man, Schiller pointedly
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di stances hinself from Rousseauistic glorification of Nature.
Only when nman objectifies Nature and frees hinself fromher | aws,
he wites, can man consider hinself truly human (185). Today's
ecol ogi st, who may be delighted by Schiller's criticismof man's
degradation at the hands of technological civilization, would
probably be disnmayed by Schiller's calm acceptance of the
necessity of man's domnation of nature. But it is the
carefulness of these explorations of noral and aesthetic

positions that finally establishes Schiller's maturity.

Schiller and Arnold
The whol e business of Arnold' s debt to Schiller, Goethe and
Humboldt is nmatter for a separate thesis; here | wll only touch
on what seemto ne to be rather inportant differences in the way
Arnol d and Schil | er approached the idea of education. Schiller's
under st andi ng of aesthetic education as a reconciliation between
sensuous and fornal (rational) drives is, in the first place,

much nore subtle than anything to be found in Qulture and

Anarchy. Indeed, it may have been too subtle for institutiona

i nplementation at all. Schiller's theories were transforned into
sonet hi ng much sinpler, and less effective, as they entered the
dormai n of the university. Lionel Gossman's description of WI helm
von Humboldt's efforts torealise ininstitutional formthe ideas
he and Schiller had worked out to secure the harnonious
devel opnent of man's powers is instructive:

Early in his career WI hel mvon Hunbol dt had argued in
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favor of strictly limting the power of the state, but
as Prussian Mnister of Education he found hinself
exploiting the very instrunent he w shed to hold in
check in order to realize on a significant scale his
goal of regeneration through literary culture. It was
Humboldt who set up the systemof state-run classical
Gymasi en, which was to institutionalize and routinize
the ideas of the neohumanists in Cermany and to
transformthemultinmately froma |liberating force into
a repressive instrunent of class domnation.... their
original function, the formati on of free and harnoni ous
personalities (in opposition to the specializing and
fragnmenting trend of nodern tinmes) was nade over into
sonmething nore like its opposite: the production of
conpet ent and di sci pl i ned bur eaucrats and managers. (46)

| f Hunbol dt, whom Arnol d praised as "one of the nost beautiful

soul s that have ever existed" in Qulture and Anarchy (218) was

unabl e to achieve his goals in Germany, it is not to be expected
that Arnold would fare much better in England. Part of the
problem was Arnold's own not-quite sublimated class
consci ousness. Gossman Wites of "the fear and distrust” wth
which Arnold responds to the "grow ng ranks of class-conscious
| aborers,” and of an "unsuspected harshness in the advocate of
sweetness and light" (43). Schiller never lost his revol utionary
ardour, his belief in the ultimate inportance of political

freedom In On the Aesthetic Education he wites of "that nost
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perfect of all the works to be achieved by the arts of man: the
construction of true political freedom (7). Arnold, on the other
hand, never lost his English upper class distrust of the
unregul ated masses, whose tearing down of Hyde Park railings
seens to have affected himthe way the guillotine affected sone
French aristocrats.

Arnold's idea of culture was also quite distinct from
Schiller's. Schiller quite clearly distanced hinself from the
“general culture,' or the desirableness thereof, as he saw
specialization as both inevitable and necessary. So Arnold's
cul ture, much nore vaguely distinguished, easily nodulates into
upper class good taste (Arnold s criticismof the Barbarians is
mld conpared to the savageness with which he attacks the
Philistines). Arnold s vagueness extends to his aesthetic
criteria. Hs ~ touchstones' oOf great poetry are at the other
extreme fromSchiller's conplex aesthetic theory, which conbines
pl ayful ness, wholeness, orderliness and passivity (as in
contenpl ati on), and, nost inportant, associates it wth the noral
will rather than with objects of art.

At the heart of Arnold s theory of education was a nostal gic
repudi ati on of nodernity, nore obvious in "The Scholar Gypsy" and
sone of the other poens than in the prose. Wile one can hardly
blane himfor this, it is fair to say that this nostal gia was an
unfortunate elenment in a theory of education which, after all,
was intended to help us deal with nodernity. It is interesting

that Newran, fromwhomArnold |learnt so nuch, and who is usually
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consi dered nuch nore conservati ve, seens not to have succunbed to
nostal gic longings, and was far nore excited at the findi ngs of
the natural sciences than Arnold. But then, religious
conservatives, by definition, have their God; perhaps only

liberals feel nostalgia.’

Amat euri sm and Sel f-fashi oni ng
“Man only plays when he is in the fullest sense of the word a
human being, and he is only fully a human bei ng when he pl ays, "

Schiller boldly announces in On the Aesthetic Education. This

statenent, like the Geek injunction to “Know thyself' and the
Bi blical exhortation to do unto others as you woul d have them do
unt o you, nust be the starting point of a phil osophy, rather than
sonmet hing to be denonstrated. As such, it is too vast atopic to
be di scussed here, so beyond saying that | think the statenent is
profoundly true, | wll use it only as a neans of getting a
per spective on the newprofessionalism that is naking its way in
the humanities, and especially English departnents.

Stanley Fish is probably the best known of those who have
been urging that teachers of English should professionalise
t hensel ves, and should do so with a clear conscience, as their
guilt about making profits and so on is just a hangover fromthe
ol der humanities' suspicion of the business world. Fish's
argunents are too depressing to recount, but Edward Said's
response t0o his article "Profession, Loathe Thyself" suns up what

argunent there is succinctly: "Let us... assune that whereas



171

[Vl ter Jackson] Bate wants the profession to be | ess apolitical
and nore humanistic, | want it either to be nore political or
| ess unworldly. By way of rejoinder, Fish sinply says that he
wants the profession to be" (371).

Qopositionto professionalismrarely wishes to | abel itself,
since the opposite of professionalismoften seens to be shoddy
amat euri sm adhocery, bungling, nanaging sonehow, nuddling
through, and so on.® It is therefore a relief when soneone |ike
Edward Said, whom nobody would dare to accuse of l|ack of

professionalism (in the sense of publishing rather than

perishing, or scholarly awards) says quite clearly that he is

opposed to professionalism and that he endorses amateurism, not

in the sense of it being inferior to professionalism but in the
et ynol ogi cal sense that it describes the activity of a lover. In

Representations of the Intellectual, he wites:

The particular threat to the intellectual today,
whether in the Wst or the non-Wstern world, is not
the acadeny, nor the suburbs, nor the appalling
comrerci al i smof journalismand publishing houses, but
rather an attitude | wll call professionalism By
professionalism | mean thinking of your work as an
intellectual as sonething you do for a living, between
the hours of nine and five with one eye on the cl ock,
and anot her cocked at what is considered to be proper,
prof essi onal behaviour, not rocking the boat, not

straying outside the accepted paradigns or limts,
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maki ng yourself marketabl e and above all presentable,
hence uncontroversial and unpolitical and “objective. '
(55)

This professionalism Said believes, can be "countered by

amateurism the desire to be noved not by profit or reward
but by [ove for and unquenchable interest in the larger picture,
in making connections. .. in refusing to be tied down to a
speci al ty" (57).

Sai d has nmade the inportant point that genuine schol arship
largely consists in a self-denying and loving attention to the
obj ect of schol arshi p; and he has drawn the inevitabl e concl usion
that the refusal of specialization nust be central to any
definition of amateurism?® But play, which he does not nention,
is surely as central to amateurismas |loving attention or many-
sidedness. Play, in fact, may be the nost intractabl e el enent of
amateuri sm the |east anenable to professionalization.

It is surprisingly difficult to talk about “play' at all in
an academc thesis, except perhaps in the sociological-
ant hropol ogi cal sense in which Johan Huizinga, for instance,

di scusses it in Hono Ludens. Schill er seens to have been awar e of

the difficulty, for after having brought in the idea of the
“play-drive,' and after pointedly enphasizing its primacy in
human society, he does not go into any great detail about its
characteristic features. The problemis that in an increasingly
technol ogical and rational world, even play is rationalised or

drawn into the market. In an age of professionalized sport and
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artworks as investments, the very idea of play changes, is
routinized and stripped of charisna.

It may seem|ike an odd suggestion that we have to | earn, or
re-learn the inportance of play (after all, we have all been
children): but it is precisely the danger of the times we live in
that we nmay forget what play actually is. The restructuring of
the idea of play as lucrative professional sport, or beneficial
therapy, or even tinme-filling activity, is far nore dangerous
than outright denial of the value of play. Literary academcs, |
am convi nced, can |l earn nmuch nore (and not only about play) from
Shakespeare, Cervantes, Montaigne, Rabelais, Goethe, Schiller,
Fielding, Sterne, Lanb, Lewi s Carroll and Cakeshott than t hey can

from theories of necessary prof essionalism or strenuously

phi | osophi cal jouissance.

The ~Resthetic Education' of nan is, of course, and in a
very inportant sense, the education he gives hinself. Schiller's
tract is a priner or guide, but no nore than that. The aesthetic
education is a form of self-fashioning; a form that becones
inevitable in the nodern period, with the erosion of religious
faith and tightly knit communities. Both Schiller and Goet he were
virtually obsessed with "the harnonious devel opnent of nman's
powers' and “giving shape and form' to thenselves. In the very
| ast of the Letters, Schiller wites:

.as formgradual | y comes upon hi mfromw thout. . . so
finally it begins to take possession of him hinself,

transformng at first only the outer, but ultimately
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the inner, man too. Uncoordinated |eaps of joy turn
i nto dance, the unforned novenents of the body into the
graceful and harnoni ous | anguage of gesture. (213)

Schiller was reading Goethe's wilhelm Meister's Apprenticeship

when he was witing On the Aesthetic Education of Man. This first

of the bildungsromans sets out to describe the self-fashioning of

a young bourgeois, whose one goal is to "attain the harnonious
devel opnent of [his] personality" (175) whose very nanme (Mei ster)
i ndi cates his resolution to naster external circunstances and his
desti ny.

GCoethe and Schiller were steeped in European literature,
including the literature that described the education of the
"Renai ssance Man." (oethe hinself has been called the |ast great
uni versal man, and nust have studied the lives of Leonardo Da
Vinci and M chel angelo, of A berti and Cellini, with particular
attention. He nust have read Pico Delia Mrandola's "On the

Dignity of Man," Castiglione's I1 Cortegiano and Rabelais's

description of the education of Gargantua. Perhaps the very
imrensity of their achievenents, the inpossibility of matching
them pushed himtowards the rejection of this many-sided self
culture, and towards a cautious but definite endorsenent of the
necessity of specializationin a nodern age. But his ownh life and
manifold talents remained as an exanple and a standard; and in
one cruci al respect he went beyond t he Renai ssance geni uses. Wat
Al bert Borgmann says of Goethe's friend and admrer WI hel mvon

Humboldt could be said of CGoethe hinself:
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Wilhelm von Humboldt who is one of the authors... of
the liberal denocratic notion of self-realization has
al so poi nted out that no one person can hope to realize
all that human beings are capable of; we would in fact
weaken our devel oprent if we tried. But far frombeing
frustrated by our inevitabl e one-sidedness, we shoul d
enbrace and develop our peculiarity and join it with
those of others and through this connection experience

and enjoy the fullness of humanity. (213)

Wiat was, in the Renai ssance artists, a forbidding and awe-
inspiring genius is nodified into sonething |ess ferociously
i ndividualistic; the work of art is as nmuch a social work of art
as the product of solitary |abours. W are remnded here of
Ruskin's celebration of Gothic cathedrals as nonunments of
anonymous, unified, religious faith and work. But w th Coethe, as
wi t h Ruskin, the enornmous work on the self remains to be done; in
fact, it is one's life work.

Newran also, in his Idea of a University, amdst the

di scussi ons of the specificities of various di sciplines, does not
forget the «centrality of self-fashioning, the blend of
i ntransi gent individualismand peer-group socialising that goes
into it:
...independent of direct instruction on the part of
Superiors, there is a sort of self-education in the
academc institutions of Protestant England; a

characteristic tone of thought, a recognized standard
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of judgenent is found in them which, as devel oped in
the individual who is submtted to it, beconmes a
twofold source of strength to him both from the
distinct stanp it inpresses on his mnd, and fromthe
bond of wunion which it creates between him and
others.... self-education in any shape, in the nost
restricted sense, is preferable to a system of
teaching, which, professing so nuch, really does so
little for the mnd. Shut your Coll ege gates. agai nst
the votary of know edge, throw him back upon the
searchings and the efforts of his own mnd; he wll

gai n by bei ng spared an entrance into your Babel. (147-

48)
And Lionel Trilling, in alate essay, "The Uncertain Future
of the Humanistic Educational Ideal," has a long passage on

Bildung, Or education, with its special connotations of work on
the self, and the strenuous effort and the ordeal of the process
(171). He is obviously discouraged at the Bildung (nore
preci sely, the absence of evidence of it) he saw around him The
Idea of nmaking a life, he wites, that is, of treating one's
existence as if it were a work of art, no longer has mnuch
influence:

This idea of a conceived and executed life is a very

old one and was in force until relatively recently; we

regard it as characteristic of the Victorian age, but

it of course |asted even longer than that....cognate
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with the idea of naking a life, a nicely proportioned
one, with a beginning, a mddle, and an end, was the
i dea of making a self, a good self....Castiglione in

The Book of the Courtier represent[s] men laboring to

come up to standard, to be all that nen m ght
reasonably hope to be.... This desire to fashion, to
shape, a self and a life has all but gone from a
contenporary culture whose enphasis, paradoxically
enough, is so nmuch on self. (175)

Trilling blanes the very multiplicity of options of nodern
life. Like Arnold, he believes that "this strange disease of
nodern life/ Wth its sick hurry, its divided ains" has undone
man's capacity to educate hinsel f.

If self-fashioning sSeemed anachronistic in Trilling' s
period, what is the scholarly consensus on it now? A new phase of
aggr essi ve deconstruction of the idea seens to be under way. Bil
Readi ngs (in "For a Heteronomous Qultural Politics") sardonically
di smsses the idea that anyone can "inmagi ne himor herself as the
hero of the story of the University, as the instantiation of the
cultivated individual that the entire great nmachi ne | abours ni ght

and day to produce" (166), and Stephen Greenbl att, in Renai ssance

Self-Fashioning, unable to believe in contenporary self-

fashi oning, projects his scepticismback in tinme to Thomas More,
Wyatt, Spenser, Marlowe and others. As his work progressed, he
notes in an epil ogue

| perceived that fashi oni ng onesel f and bei ng fashi oned
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by cultural institutions--family, religion, state, —
were inseparably intertwined. In all ny texts and
docunents, there were, so far as | could tell, no
monments of pure, unfettered subjectivity; indeed, the
human subject itself began to seem remarkably unfree,
the ideol ogi cal product of the relations of power in a
particul ar society. Wenever | focused sharply upon a
noment of apparently autononous self-fashioning, |
found not an epiphany of identity freely chosen but a
cultural artifact. (256)
VWhat is troubling is that Geenblatt, rather than arguing
t hat human agency has dimnished as a result of the growth of
instrunmental rationality or technology, argues that the idea of
aut onommy, of hunman control over circunstances, has always been a
delusion. In Trilling's time, the tradition of self-fashioning,
per haps nore honoured in the breach than the observance, at | east
exi sted as a potentiality, a telos, sonething to work towards;
today, belief in the possibility of self-fashioning is wdely
percei ved as an astoni shing naivete
And finally, there is (there always is) Mchel Foucault,
whose indefatigable scholarly |abours extended, towards the end
of his life, to a detailed exploration of ~technol ogies of the
self.'
Let me admit that | find Foucault difficult to read. His

Care of the Self is a fiendishly boring summary of various texts,

mai nly of the Greek period, that describe techniques of "care of
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the self. ' If it was not so long and so detailed one m ght be
forgiven for suspecting the entire book was an elaborate
practical joke. And what is the point of all the detail?
According to Patrick H Hutton, who seens to have followed
Foucault's intellectual trajectory closely, it is part of a
running battle Foucault has been having with Freud, whose
i nfluence Foucault thinks has been pernicious. Foucault's
intellectual journey into early G eek docunents was intended to
expose the nethods of Freudian psychoanal ysis as the
tools of forgotten phil osophies of the self, honed by
the analysts of wearlier epochs who hailed from
different intellectual traditions and who had unrel ated
purposes in mnd. The Freud who descends from the
geneal ogy of psychoanal ysi s in Foucaul t's
deconstruction is not the creator of a new nethod but
an inventor whose genius it was to bring together into
a unified theory of nedical discourse the techni ques of
self-analysis used and then discarded by the past
societies of Western civilization. (134-35)

Hutton points out that all Foucault's early work "concerned
the ways in which external authority shapes the structure of the
mnd" (125), and argues that "in his last project on the
technol ogi es of the self, all of his attention is focused on the
way in which the individual participates in the policing process
by nmonitoring his own behaviour"” (132). This certainly sounds

l'i ke the Foucault of D scipline and Punish, but this nmay be how
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sonme people want to see him Perhaps this Foucault, instead of
becomng his admrers, was about to enbarrass them There are
signs that Foucault was withdrawing fromthe extrenely hostile
anti-Enlightenment position of his early years; and certainly The

Care of the Self, while it is incredibly dull reading, gives us

a Foucault who seens fascinated by the techni ques of the self he
I s describing, and not necessarily intent on proving that ways of

10 In

i nducing self-nonitoring went back to Galen and Misoni us.
an interview called "Oh the Geneal ogy of Ethics: An Overview of

Wrk in Progress" (in Technologies of the Self) he is

enthusiastic about the freedom of “work on the self in

antiquity. People decided for thenselves whether to work on

t hensel ves or not. He sounds nostal gi ¢ about the di sappearance of
self-fashioning:

V¢ have hardly any remmant of the idea in our society,

that the principal work of art which one has to take

care of, the main area to which one nust apply

aesthetic values, 1is oneself, one's life, one's

exi stence. W find this in the Renaissance, but in a

slightly academc form and yet again in nineteenth-

century dandyi sm but those were only epi sodes. (362)

But Foucault's fascination with self-fashioning, as is

usually the case with him 1is strangely scientific, (this is

evident fromthe use of terns like 'technologies'). There is no

self to discover, only techniques to explore. He speaks

dismissively of “the Californian cult of the self but his
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condescension IS unjustified, and his version is only
di stinguished fromthis cult by the aura of scholarliness, or
schol asticismthat surrounds his witings. Like the Californian
New Age enthusiasts, with Foucault it is the technique that
matters. Instead of a reginmen of fresh orange juice, yoga,
Transcendental Meditation, Jungi an psychot herapy, bio-feedback,
and | ots of positive thinking, we have an arnoury of early G eek,
| argely ascetic, practices of the self. From celebrating
experiments w th sado-nmasochistic sexuality, Foucault has swing
to the extrenes of austerity and renunciation. Perhaps it is a
sign of the difficulty of genuine self-fashioning in our time
that a man of Foucault's undoubted genius should so perversely

m sunder stand the point of the exercise.

Concl usi on
Schiller's anbival ence towards nodernity was a considered
one. H s nethod of understandi ng was di al ecti cal; again and agai n

in the Aesthetic Education we find the pattern of contraries,

built up and extended until they are forced to develop into a new
unity. Wthregard to the future he sawcomng into exi stence, he
refused to withdraw into nostalgia, political quietism and
conservati ve broodi ngs about past excell ences, though the pull in
these directions nust have been very strong. Though there is
evidence that he was disgusted by the excesses of the younger
German Romantics, he did not react against themto the extent of

denying the principles they held in comon.
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Thi s consi dered anbi val ence, together with his endorsenent
of playful ness and an aesthetic self-fashioning that takes into
account the inportance of specialization and an abstract noral
obligation: these may help us to understand the role the
humanities can play in the wuniversity. To the thoroughly
politicized, for whom anbivalence is conservatism and self-
fashioning a feature of an earlier age, this may sound both self-
i ndul gent to the point of frivolity and conpletely detached from
today's realities. Differences of opinion at this |Ievel cannot be
resol ved; they can only be stated in such a way that anmbiguity is
kept to a m ninmum

Schiller's wunderstanding of nodernity has been ignored
partly because of the tendency to regard aesthetics as a whol e as
atrivial enterprise, when conpared with epistenol ogy or ethics.
But as | have tried to show, Schiller is far frombeing a “mere'
aesthete. Hi s conception of the aesthetic is conplex enough to
i ncorporate both theories of know edge and norality; and his
i nsi stence on bot h determ nedly enphasi zi ng differences i n points
of view and trying to reconcile them at the highest level is
extraordinarily wuseful, as in his account of instrunental
rationality and the value of specialization in the Sixth Letter.:
| believe that his thought is better suited to our rea
requi renents than many of the cynical and facile dogmas that

| argely constitute the intellectual and cultural environnment of

our fin-de-siecle.
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NOTES

1. Unfortunately, it was only after witing nost of this thesis
that | came across Sanuel Wber's very interesting (and difficult)
Institution and Interpretation. In a final chapter entitled
"Anbivalence: The Humanities and the Study of Literature,” he
di scusses "the crisis of the humanities"” in terns of what he calls
"the anbival ence of denarcation” (138). The sciences work by
progressi ve excl usions, and the humanities have defined thensel ves
Iin terns of opposition to science; so the humanities,
paradoxicallg, practice the “exclusion of exclusion' (138). Wber
wonders if the humanities, literally defined by their anbival ence,
can enbrace this anbi val ence usefully, "without...resortingto the
ki nd of archaeo-tel eol ogi cal self-determnation that Freud suggests
is a factor in provoking neurotic illness"? (148) The suggestion
here is that the 'crisis' of the hunanities is simlar to the
Freudi an obsessive neurosis, which is a result of anbival ence, as
drive and prohi bition constantly increase in strength and reinforce

each ot her.

2. Both these tendencies, of course, reach their fulfilment in
Hegel ' s phi | osophy of history.

3. Charles Taylor, in Sources of the self, has drawn attention to
t he connections between Schiller™s criticismof “the instrunental
stance' and the various radical student novenents that enphasized
comuni ty, honesty, playful ness, livinginharnmony with nature, and
so on (500-501).

4. See Phil osophi cal D scourse of Mddernity 45.

5. (oethe was perhaps the first to discern this. He tells
Eckermann: "The concept of classical and romantic literature which
is now spreading worldwide and is causing so many quarrels and
divisions... enmanated originally from Schiller and me" (qtd. in
Hel en watanabe-0O'Kelly's introduction to Onr the Naive and
Sentimental, 13). Arthur 0. Lovejoy carefully Tays out the origins
of the conceﬁt in "Schiller and the Genesis of German Romanti ci sni
Essays in the Hstory of Ildeas (207-27). See also MH Abrams
Nat ural Supernaturalism and Rene Wellek's "Kant and Schiller,"in A
Hstory of Mdern Oiticism 1750-1950: The Later Eighteenth

Century.

6. Anong those influenced by Schiller's witings, only Wber and
the early Marx seemto achieve this conplex poise, this profound
neutrality towards nodernity. N etzsche, Lukacs, and Adorno and
Hor kheimer tend in their witing towards a nore hostile anal ysis.

7. For an interesting discussion of Newran's and Arnol d' s views on
educati on, see G.H. Bantock's Freedomand Authority in Educati on.
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8. Another type of criticism of professionalism is that nade by
witers l|ike Russell Jacoby. In The Last Intellectuals, Jacoby
takes acadenmics to task for no longer attenpting to address a
general public, in the way that Edmund Wlson or C Wight MIIs
did. Jacoby's criticismhas been di sm ssed by sone academ cs as an
exercise in nostalgia, but nore and nore people seemto share his
fear that university intellectuals today m ght be dangerously cut

off from the world outside academia. Trilling pointed to this
danger in his "The Two Environnents: Reflections on the Study of
English" in Beyond Culture; and, closer to our time, Edward Said

(in The World, The Text and the Critic) has expressed simlar
fears.

9. In passing, it is wrth noting that there are distinct national
differences in regard to amateurism and professionalism Said
stands out for his criticismof an already highly professionalised
group; in England, on the other hand, John Bayley, John Carey and
Christopher Ricks are highly respected w thout being, in the
Anerican sense, professionals. By this | obviously don't nean that
they are not paid salaries or don't publish, but that they seemto
be confortable with generalizations that American scholars tend to
be wary of, and that they feel no need to cultivate a jargon that
sounds scientific, or at |east sociological.

10. Foucault's "Wat is Enlightennent?" (in The Foucault Reader 32-
50), his response to Kant's fanous work of the sanme name, seens to
mark a new anbi val ence in Foucault's attitude to the Enlightennent.
The essay has already triggered off a considerable controversy. See
Habermas's "Taking Al mat the Heart of the Present” and Hubert L.
Dreyfus and Paul Rabinow s "Wat is Maturity? Haber mas and Foucault
on “What is Enlightennent?' ", both in Foucault: A Critical Reader
103-108 and 109-121;: Geoffrey Galt Harpham's "So...What 1Is
Enlightenment? An Inquisition into Mdernity" Critical Inquiry,
Spring 1994, Vol 20, No 3. 524-556; and Christopher Norris =" \What
is enlightenment?": Kant according to Foucault® in Canbridge
Conpani on to Foucault. (159-196).




CONCLUSI ON

Li berals are, alnobst by definition, centrists, avoiding the
perils of both revolution and reaction. That the word
“ambivalence' has appeared so often in this thesis is
synptomatic; one of the things | have been trying to do is
recover a degree of respectability for a term which now appears
to be synonynous with indecisiveness and timdity, rather than,
as it should be, with the careful weighing of alternatives.

Li beral s are al so, historically, the heirs and beneficiaries
of the European Enlightennent. Perhaps it is the very
unanbi guousness of the connection that makes Third World
intellectuals, for instance, hostile to |I|iberal thought in
general : for the col oni zed, the European Enlightennent is just as
likely to be seen as the source of Eurocentric arrogance as it is
of emancipatory discourses, suitable for all human beings
everywhere. What | would have liked to do is help in the process
of disentangling Enlightennent thought fromits |ocal noorings in
Western Europe, thereby increasing its accessibility; but that
could not be attenpted in this thesis. Neither have | attenpted
to defend the particular formof rationality that is arguably the
chief legacy of the Enlightennment: on the contrary, | have
concentrated on the humanistic opposition to the dom nance of
this form of rationality. This opposition, (whi ch I
whol eheartedly endorse) is, however, still an opposition nounted

fromwithin the Enlightenment; and for it to be effective, it is
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vitally inmportant that it distinguish itself fromthe discourses
t hat are unequivocally hostile to the Ilegacy of t he
Enl i ghtennent. These counter-Enlightennment di scourses, conbining
positivist and idealist tendencies, ought, | feel, to be
resisted: they are dangerous not only because they celebrate
anarchy and are retrogressive in thensel ves, but because they are
difficult to | ocate on the philosophical and political spectrum
This thesis attenpts, anong other things, to |locate these
di scourses so that they are nore easily identifiable. The
resources of Enlightenment thought are considerable, and
consi derably varied: they include criticismof the Enlightenment,
and range fromthe insights and achi evenents of |iberal thinkers
and politicians to the radicalised Enlightennment of the Marxists.
Feminism in its central inpulses owes nore to Enlightenment
critique of privilege and hierarchy than to the anarchic counter-
Enl i ghtennent thought that has beconme so influential in recent
tinmes, especially in academc circles. A clearer sense of the
range and power of these resources is bound to help us towards
the achievenent of a “good' nodernity, a nodernity based on
justice, tolerance, nutual respect and ecological sensitivity
rat her than one based on consunerism technol ogical growth, or
mat eri al exploitation.

| have been arguing that the university is an inportant
| ocation for what | have been calling the negotiation of
nodernity, and that secularism marks the beginning of our

nodernity. But negotiation presupposes understanding, and for



187

under st andi ng one has to draw back, one has to contenplate from
a distance. If the university is to carry out its obligations
properly, a certain detachnment from everyday life is required,
for it is everyday life that bears nost unequivocally the inprint
of nodernity, and one cannot see an object one is too close to.
One does not have to believe in social hierarchies and elites,
however, to argue that it will benefit all of us if some of us
choose to try and inaginatively reconstruct the past, or try to
relate to each other what nost people would consider arid
abstractions, or struggle to read books witten many centuries
earlier, in a language we have not always been famliar with, or
contenplate a work of art in such a way that the act of
contenpl ation may be taught to others. And I believe we will do
these things nore effectively if we do them in a spirit of
amateuri sm w thout much concern for profit or advancenent, wth
a degree of playfulness, and if we are concerned with how we nay
gi ve shape to our mnds and personalities in the process.

There is the danger, of course, that the idea of the
necessary detachnent of the scholar will be used to justify
quietism or worse still, gross injustice. Witers |ike Edward
Said are justifiably concerned about the fact that the university
has becone increasingly detached fromthe reality of the world
outside its boundaries. It seens to ne that both tendencies,
towards ivory tower isolation and towards conpl ete i nvol venent in
political reform(or revolution), are spreading, and may actual |y

be stimulating each other. So we have a bizarre situation in
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whi ch people for whom all aspects of reality are in sone sense
political are expending their considerable energies on the
di screditing of the noral and political notivations of, say, an
aut hor who wrote novels in the nineteenth century; and on the
other hand there are those who, believing that all political
i nvol verent or noral protest will hurt their careers, or earn
themunpopul arity, achieve a serenity and detachedness that woul d
be admrable in a different setting.

When | began this thesis four years ago | intended to be
much nore critical of the amateurism and elitism in the

uni versity, and especially in English studies. Femnist critiques

of patriarchy, in particular, | believed should be taken
seriously, and | still think so. But as | grew better acquai nted
with the strident denunciations of the university, | grew nore
convinced of their intellectual inadequacy to the task they

confronted. Denvolition-work was undertaken cheerfully, while any
ki nd of reconstructive effort was derided as contributing to the
| oat hed status quo. Wdespread obscurity, and what is worse,
obscurantism seem to have beconme the normative feature of
critical prose in English studies. The com ng together of those
who have been nost determined to professionalise their
di sciplines and those who have been nost hostile to the
rationality of the Western intellectual tradition was revealing
as well as disconcerting.

It has been difficult for ne not to feel anachronistically

romantic in the face of the changes that have taken place in the
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university in the last few decades. Many of the books | had to
read while preparing for this thesis seened to have been witten
ina spirit of vindictive joy that the university was crunbling.?
Readi ng these books, | was unconfortably aware that this brave
new world of what Peter Sloterdijk calls “enlightened fal se
consciousness' was not for me.? | felt like a character froma
Henry James novel admiring a beautiful old house, inagining the
graci ousness of the lives of the inhabitants, but knowing it was
not likely to stand for nuch | onger, and know ng al so that he or
she was not likely to be invited in.

I n MacIntyre's After Virtue, our condition is |likened to

that of a society in the afternmath of sonme great disaster, in
whi ch, anong ot her things, docunents of all sorts are destroyed,

and the society has to reconstruct its prior history and nora

comritnents with the fragnments that are available. We, sinmilarly,
seem to have forgotten the foundational justifications for
uni versity education, and cannot easily deal with criticism of
the enterprise. Qur forgetfulness is doubtless linked to our
devotion to specialization and our suspicion of general ideas, of
phi | osophy (phil osophy, t hat IS, in the earlier, non-
departnmental, sense; philosophy as it is studied wthin
uni versity departnents may be actually worse off than the other
di sciplines). Scholars fromEnglish studies, for instance, tend
not to make |arge general statenents about justifications for
uni versity education because they think someone from philosophy

(or philosophy of education) wll despise them for their
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ineptness. It is partly the willingness of the younger scholars
to grapple with Continental philosophy and return to - grand
theory' that accounts for the general shift, anmong students, away
fromtraditional concerns. Trilling was one of the fewcritics in
Engl i sh studi es who consistently saturated criticismw th thought
(to paraphrase Arnold on Burke). The tradition Trilling was
opposi ng, the one which believed that really fine m nds coul d not
be violated by a thought, has been the dom nant one in English
studi es, and its dom nance has undone it. Walter Pater, very far
frombeing any kind of systematic phil osopher, quoting Novalis,
tells us that philosophy draws us out of apathy, it revivifies,
it startles the human spirit into a sharp and eager observation.?
Surely the humanities, and the university, is in need of such

revivifying philosophy.
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NOTES

1. Unfortunately, the other sort of book | had to read, the sort
which set out to defend the traditional |earning against the
onslaughts of the radical Dbarbarians: these also proved
di sappoi nti n(]:]. Partly it was a matter of tone. Many of the authors
could not help sounding |ike apoplectic retired mlitary nen, or
the parodic versions of themone encounters in comc novels. They
bl ustered, and that was fatal to their argunent; al so, they sounded
wounded and betrayed, which was an adm ssion of defeat. But it was
also a matter of content. A confident defence of traditional
education, not guilty, not bad-tenpered, not defiantly callous
towards wonen, mnorities and egalitarian novenents, respectful
towar ds the opposition but unyielding on matters of principle: this
was rare.

2. See Peter Sloterdijk's very interesting Oitique of Cynical
Reason.

3. In the CGonclusion to The Renai ssance 196.
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