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(“mere readers,” as opposed to overconfident theorizers and master-
ful explicators, yet also “ethical readers,” seeking to do better justice
to the words we encounter)?*® Should we resuscitate the notion of a
hermeneutics of trust associated with Ricoeur and Gadamer? Or rally
around Sedgwick’s vision of reparative reading?

Hedging my bets, I prefer to stick with the broader term “post-

' critical reading.” One advantage of this phrase lies in its relationship
to prior thought: the postcritical, to underscore the obvious, is not
to be confused with the uncritical. Like others, I find the vagueness
of the term to be also its singular strength, allowing it to serve as a
placeholder for emerging ideas and barely glimpsed possibilities. It is
a term that is gaining traction in various fields to denote pragmatic
and experimental modes of engagement that are not prefortified by
general theories.” The role of the term “postcritical,” then, is neither
to prescribe the forms that reading should take nor to dictate the atti-
tudes that critics must adopt; it is to steer us away from the kinds of
arguments we know how to conduct in our sleep. These are some of
the things that a postcritical reading will decline to do: subject a text
to interrogation; diagnose its hidden anxieties; demote recognition to
yet another form of misrecognition; lament our incarceration in the
prison-house of language; demonstrate that resistance is just another
form of containment; read a text as a metacommentary on the un-
decidability of meaning; score points by showing that its categories
are socially constructed; brood over the gap that separates word from
world.

So what does this leave? More than we might imagine. Let us con-
cede, first of all, that a stress on the transtemporal movement of texts
and their lively agency is not entirely alien to the history of interpreta-
tion. If actor-network theory is a philosophy of relation, so, in its more
modest way, is hermeneutics, which casts texts and readers as cocre-
ators of meaning. Translated into ANT language, the reader-text con-
nection becomes part of a network rather thana self-enclosed dyad—
yet a connection that remains vital to literary studies, especially in the
classroom. Reading, in this light, is a matter of attaching, collating,
negotiating, assembling—of forging links between things that were
previously unconnected. It is not a question of plumbing depths or
tracing surfaces— these spatial metaphors lose much of their allure—
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but of creating something new in which the reader’s role is as deci-
sive as that of the text. Interpretation becomes a coproduction between
actors that brings new things to light rather than an endless rumination
on a text’s hidden meanings or representational failures. Some of these
interpretations will “take” and help to spawn new networks, while
others will plummet out of sight without attracting disciples or gen-
erating durable attachments,

We now know that secular interpretation—even in the guise of
critique— has not stripped itself of its sacred residues and that reason
cannot be purified of all traces of enchantment. What of Hermes, then,
the figure often associated with hermeneutics? Hermes is, of course,
the fleet-footed herald and messenger of Greek myth, “the friendliest
of the gods to men.”*? He is the deity of roads, crossroads, thresholds,
boundaries —of translations and transactions across realms. Darting
from place to place, always on the move, he reminds us of the con-
stant shuttling between text and reader, word and world, that defines
the hermeneutic enterprise. He is also the god of the windfall and of
chance —the deity to be thanked when one gets a lucky break or re-
ceives an unexpected gift. In this sense, too, he serves as an apt sym-
bol for acts of interpretation —where understanding may come in a
quicksilver flash or an unexpected burst of insight. But Hermes is also
a guileful trickster and a thief, a master of cunning and deceit, a con-
juror of illusion. He reminds us of our fallibility and vulnerability and
of the fact that the act of interpretation can make fools of us all.»

In 415 BC, the many statues of Hermes scattered throughout
Athens were vandalized in the course of a single night by unknown
perpetrators. This mysterious episode—linked to the murky history
of Athenian religious politics—foreshadows the feverish iconoclasm
of our own time. As we have seen, some critics are keen to knock
Hermes off his pedestal and spray-paint his shrine; they accuse his fol-
lowers of being in cahoots with a reactionary metaphysics or a totali-
tarian politics. Hermeneutics has been diagnosed, deconstructed,
and denounced. Looking quizzically at this drive to demystify, we
have queried the various efforts to get “beyond” interpretation. Let
us embrace the divinities that watch over our work rather than try
to expunge them! The charismatic powers of Hermes will inspire
our endeavors and give wings to our thoughts. The qualities he em-
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I- .. . - . ) e-
‘bodies—agility, nimbleness, spirited gaiety, mischievousness, ing

auity, mobility of action and thought—are ones v sorel)lf. ;leectl.. Ol(l)rf
énemy is not interpretation as such but the kudzu-hk(? prolifera 1(;1;f
a critical methodology that has crowded out alternative fom'ls of life.
The ANT scholar Adam S. Miller puts it well: “The need .fo‘r mterpr; -
tation and translation is not the mark of a fallen world, it is the sub-
ife. To live is to interpret.”> ‘
Star'llf:lfe(r)z l;i. no grounds, theli for concluding that interpreta.ltior} is
at odds with actor-network theory. To be sure, Latour has . tll’!’?e or
a hermeneutic philosophy that brags about the iyterpretfltlve m%:
nuity of the human subject vis-a-vis a mute and inert object word.
It is not a matter of rejecting interpretation, however, but of extei -
ing it: “Hermeneutics is not a privilege of humans, bl.}t, so to li!:ess ,oa;
property of the world itself** That is to say, marny fhffet:ent in o
entities are engaged in communicating, medlatmg,' sxgna.lmg,. t}rlans :-
ing; the world is not a dead zone of reiﬁcation. but is as rife w1z1 fam ;
guity as any modernist poem. And yet, within 'thxs ex_parfde l.ram )
how humans respond to poems or paintings still retains its sa fence,
as offering clues to art’s specific mode of existence. Interpreta;xone,
we might say, constitutes one powerful mode o.f .attachment,.w osf
mechanisms are not well captured by the prevailing assumptions o
i dies.>® .
htel:l:)l;;g;, France is now seeing something.of a l'lermenev.;tlc rec-l
vival —a somewhat surprising event, given the invective oft.en eaI;f
on the idea of interpretation in the heyday of poststr\.lctural'lstm. W at
these new French critics take from the hermeneutic trafhtlon is an
emphasis on the text’s entanglement w1th it? readers. 'Il;;s t;xt 1strila<;
longer a monument to dead thought (hzsto:re)‘ nor a se re eren !
web of linguistic signs (écriture). Rather, it springs .to llfed vga a m:;e -
dane yet mystetious process in which words are animate ir rea )
and reanimate readers in their turn. Blending phenomenology an
pragmatics, Foucault and Fish, these critics oﬁ:er a fresh take on q}:.es;'
tions of reading: one that embraces its affective as Wf-:ll as cognitiv
aspects—employing the language of enchantment, mcarlxdesc:mffs,
and rapture without embarrassment—and that takes as axiomatic i

many connections to daily life. o .
L);t us listen, for example, to Marielle Macé. “Works take their
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place in ordinary life, leaving their marks and exerting a lasting
power,” she writes. “Reading is not a separate activity, functioning in
competition with life, but one of the daily means by which we give
our existence form, flavor and even style.”*” In an important recent
book, Macé traces out the means by which scraps and snatches of the
books we read weave their way into the texture of our daily experi-
ence. This bleeding of literature into life is not the result of a naive
reading that requires a corrective slap on the wrist from the critical
theorist. Rather, it is the means by which artistic models help to shape
what Macé calls a stylistics of existence.

Reading, in this sense, is not just a cognitive activity but an em-
bodied mode of attentiveness that involves us in acts of sensing, per-
ceiving, feeling, registering, and engaging. (Here Macé’s discussion
also brings to mind Richard Kearney’s stunning elaboration of a “car-
nal hermeneutics” that involves and intertwines body and thought,
sensing and sense.)* To speak of a stylistics of existence is to acknowl-
edge that our being in the world is formed and patterned along cer-
tain lines and that aesthetic experience can modify or redraw such
patterns. In the act of reading, we encounter fresh ways of organiz-
ing perception, different patterns and models, rhythms of rapproche-
ment and distancing, relaxation and suspense, movement and hesita-
tion. We give form to our existence through the diverse ways in which
we inhabit, inflect, and appropriate the artistic forms we encounter.
Reading, Macé insists, is not simply a matter of deciphering content
but involves “taking on” and testing out new perceptual possibilities.

We see here how literature’s singularity and its sociability are
intertwined rather than opposed. The text is not sequestered away in
haughty or melancholic isolation; it is unmistakably worldly rather
than otherworldly. That it is a social artifact, however, does not mean
that its uses can be predicted by consulting the oracle of the criti-
cal theory textbook. The act of reading embodies a “pas de deux,” an
interplay between text and person that refuses the false choice of au-
tonomous aesthetics or instrumental politics. We cannot simply op-
pose interpretation and use, Macé argues, as if we could somehow ar-
rive at a way of engaging with the literary work that is scrubbed clean
of our mundane needs, desires, and interests. This is the dream of
transcendence, of reading and writing from nowhere, of engagement
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without the original sin of appropriation, that literary critics are often
o relinquish.
relu(cls:\:etrsely, t}clle uses of literature cannot be totted up via a on-e-1
note calculus of power: as if we read books only to shore up our socia
status; as if these books entice and seduce us only in order to bludgc.eor;
us into submission to the status quo. The effect of such theoretica
shortcuts, to reprise a Latourian language, is to shrfnk anfi slash nfet-
works, leapfrog over coactors, and turn active medl_ators into pa;swe
intermediaries. They can only explain the work. of hteratrlre .by s ov-
ing it, eyes averted, into a premeasured box—without do?ng !ustlce ;Z
the labyrinthian paths, unexpected detours, .obs:ure motlvatlo;s,t:atl
sheer happenstance by which “ways of reading,” to quote Macess title,
with “modes of being.”
Con:l::: 1Il\l/;acé shows a certain audacity in championing the ﬁgure.of
Emma Bovary. Rather than serving as a symbol of the.pathologl.es
of immoderate reading, Flaubert’s heroine now e.mbo.dles 2 cerfam
universality in clarifying the vital role of projectfon, 1di1I1;11.ﬁczt1(?:é
and imaginary transformation in aesthetic experience. “1his desi
to read,” Macé observes, “feeds on closeness. . . .W‘e neec'i to do Jus(-1
tice to this passivity of the reader, the passivit'y of b.emg seized b‘y an
abandoning oneself to models.” What looks like mindless submission
involves a more complex choreography, as a reader surreflders toa
text s as to savor the pleasures of being estranged from ordinary con-
sciousness. Such moments of self-forgetting allow us to try out other
selves, explore fictional models, slip free, foran mstant,.of well-:lv?rn
habits of thought. Emma thus stands for the sbeer messiness a:ln. 1tm:
purity of subjectivity. We need to stop oppom.ng empatl;zr and in e;c
pretation, suffering and acting, affective experience .and ermeneu
distance, Macé declares.* Emotions are not mere 1f:mg on the cal;)e——
at best a pleasurable distraction, at worsta myshfymg spell to beaﬁro-
ken so that the work of hard-nosed analysis can begin. Rather, l ec-
tive engagement is the very means by which literarznworks are able to
reach, reorient, and even reconfigure their readers. ' )
Especially valuable in Macé’s work is this refusal .to dxsconne.ct af-
fect from interpretation, her insistence— against antlhernlleneutlc': ac(-i
counts of aesthetic experience—that these elements are 1rl1tertwmek
rather than opposed. And here we can rope in another pertinent wor
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of French criticism: Yves Citton’s Lire, interpréter, actualiser: Pourquoi
les études littéraires? Responding to a remark by President Sarkozy,
who wondered why students destined to become counter clerks were
reading La Princesse de Cléves rather than learning something prac-
tical, Citton unfolds an energetic defense of literary education and
the present relevance of past works of art, Literary studies, he ar-
gues, should defend itself as a distinctively hermeneutic enterprise,
as a matter of “lecture” rather than “histoire” or “écriture.” Advocating
what he calls “une lecture actualisante” — where actualiser means to
realize, to bring to life, but also to make contemporary—Citton insists
that interpretation is not a matter of exhumation but one of reinven-
tion, that attention to past context should not overshadow questions
of transtemporal resonance and how literary works speak to us now*'
In a vigorous defense of an affective hermeneutics, Citton insists
that reading is never just a matter of cognitive or analytical decoding.
Emotional cues prompt inferences or judgments by conveying vital
information about character and episode, style and world view; the
affective and analytical aspects of meaning are closely intertwined.
Meanwhile, textual details vibrate and resonate with special force
when they hook up with our passions and predelictions, our affec-
tively soaked histories and memories. It is an axiom of hermeneutics
that we cannot help projecting our preexisting beliefs onto the literary
work, which are modified in the light of the words we encounter. This
hermeneutic circle, however, includes not just beliefs but also moods,
perceptions, sensibilities, attunements: not only do we bring feelings
to a text, but we may in turn be brought to feel differently by a text.
But how, we might ask, is such talk of affect to be incorporated into
literary studies as a scholarly subject and a form of academic creden-
tialing? And what is to prevent the language of criticism from laps-
ing into subjective effusion or an idiosyncratic flurry of private asso-
ciations? It is not a question of throwing critical analysis overboard,
remarks Citton, but one of establishing a better balance between
method and inspiration so as to enliven the dryness of our intellec-
tual vocabularies. Meanwhile, the concern of hermeneutics is neither
“the text itself” nor the lives of readers but the question of where and
how the two connect. Our students are not let off the hook, in other
words, in terms of acquiring the knowledge and analytical skills nec-
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essary to explicate a texts pertinent features. And ).ret (.Jitt(?n also urgﬁs
us to be less shame-faced and sheepish about our inclinations, attach-
ments, judgments, enthusiasms, devotions, obsessions. Why are we so
hesitant to admit that studying literature can be, among other things,
a way of fashioning a sensibility, redirecting one’s affections, reevalu-
ing one’s priorities and goals?*?
atmI%; ;otpthat such affegctions are “innocent” or beyond reproach;
no one would dispute that literary studies, like any.a.nd every other
worldly activity, can include moments of misrecogr.ntlcll:, ov.ervalua-
tion, self-congratulation, aggression, or self-delusion.*® It is r.ather
that, at a certain point, the practice of skeptical regress becc.)mesllnt;l-
lectually uninteresting as well as counterproductive, espec1:al.ly in the
light of the current erosion of public support for the huma1‘1‘1t1es. Here
we can circle back to the tenets of actor-network theoiy. 1f you are
listening to what people are saying,” remarks Latour, “they will el)l(-
plain how and why they are deeply attached, moved, affected by the
works of art that make them feel things.”** We might well wonder. why
the legitimacy of literary studies requires condescending to such m-tu-.
itions. Latour’s work is a sustained polemic against the urge to pur}fy.
to separate rationality from emotion, to safegu.ard critique from falith,
to oppose fact to fetish. In this light, the experience of the art wor l—
like his examples of religious language or love Falk; does_ not on);
convey information but produces a transformation.** The import °
a text is not exhausted by what it reveals or conceals about the ‘soc1al
conditions that surround it. Rather, it is also a matter of what it sets
alight in the reader— what kind of emotions it elicits', what f:hange.s of
perception it prompts, what bonds and attachments it calls_ into bei;g.
One consequence of this line of thought is a perspective less 1.s-
missive of lay experiences of reading (which also precede and sPstam
professional criticism).*¢ Instead of looking through such experiences
to the hidden laws that determine them, we look squz?rely at them, in
order to investigate the mysteries of what is in plain 51gh.t. 'I.‘o be sull';,
feelings have histories, and individual sensations o.f subllmlty'or self-
loss connect up to cultural frames, but underscoring the. s.o’cu'xl con-
struction of emotion is often a matter of presuming the critic’s immu-
nity from the illusions in which others are immersed. What would }t
mean to halt this critical machinery for a moment? To treat experi-
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ences of engagement, wonder, or absorption not as signs of naiveté or
user error but as clues to why we are drawn to art in the first place? To
forge a language of attachment as robust and refined as our rhetoric of
detachment? At the least, it would require us to treat texts not as ob-
jects to be investigated but as coactors that make things happen, not
just as matters of fact but also matters of concern.

Let me offer a brief example of how some of these ideas might be
brought into the classroom. A few years ago, I overhauled a class in lit-
erary theory that I had been teaching for well over a decade to bring it
into closer alignment with my changing concerns and commitments.
The first half of the course still resembles the standard survey course,
introducing undergraduates to structuralism, psychoanalysis, Marx-
ism, deconstruction, feminism, postcolonial studies, and so on, giving
them a basic fluency in familiar theoretical idioms. In the second half,
however, we turn our attention to topics usually given short shrift in
such surveys: empathy and sympathy, recognition and identification,
enchantment and absorption, shock and the sublime, the pleasures
of fandom and connoisseurship as they shape how and why people
read. These experiences are chosen for their everyday entailments as
well as their continuing, if often subterranean, presence in academic
criticism. I propose to my students that they are not ideological symp-
toms to be seen through but complex phenomena that we have hardly
begun to look at. The wager of the course is that they can learn to think
carefully about their attachments as well as cultivating detachment;
that thoughtful reflection is not limited to the practice of critique;
that we can move beyond the stultifying division between naive, emo-

tional reading and rigorous, critical reading,

The first part of the course—effectively an induction into various
styles of suspicious interpretation — remains gratifying to teach. Be-
sides introducing my students to current debates in literary studies, it
is, for some of them, their primary exposure to Freud, Foucault, femi-
nism, and other major strands of modern intellectual history. And
yet T have come to feel that a course devoted entirely to critique is an
exercise in bad faith in skirting or simplifying the question of why lit-
erature matters. Devoting the second half of the course to postcriti-
cal reading forces the class to grapple with tough questions. How do
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works of art move us, and why? Are certain features of te.xts more
likely to trigger empathy or recognition, absorption. or dlsonenta;
tion? What does it mean to talk about identifying with a charac_ter.
(At least three distinct things, I propose: structural or formal align-
ment, moral allegiance, and emotional empathy.)*” To what e?ctent do
our attachments work with or against our political or analytical per-
spectives toward texts? How do specifics of style, e?nplotment: view-
point or mise-en-scéne steer audiences toward particular reactions or
moods? And how are our affective responses shaped by extratextual
factors ranging from the idiosyncrasies of individual histt.)ry to str‘uc-
tures of expectation and preevaluation that shape collective practices
of reading?
In his final essay for the course, one student chose to analyze a
poem by James Wright in dialogue with recent acco.unts (.)f emp;l-
thy by Suzanne Keen and others, clarifying how poetic devices hf:1 })
bring about an education of emotion and a movement between (sie —t
elucidating and self-transcending forms f)f empathy. Anothelrl s;;. en
investigated questions of enchantment in The Gc‘)d of Small Things,
deta'iling the sensual and rhetorical seductions of its styl.e and the ab-
sorptive dimensions of its literary world while developing a force.fu;
argument against the rationalist mistrust of enchanted states. A t}'nr
elucidated his sense of shock on watching the French film Irreversible,
as being triggered not only by its graphic and sexually violent sub-
ject matter but also by disorienting camera angles and a FEVerse plot,
while engaging larger questions about the aesthetics of shock in post-
modernity. These essays were no less scrupulous or carefully argued
than the ones my students had produced earlier in the semester under
the sign of suspicion. The most noticeable differencel, however, was a
surge of élan in the classroom, a collective sigh of relief at enco-un‘ter-
ing an analytical language for reflecting on, rather than repudiating,
their aesthetic attachments.
" The antidote to suspicion is thus not a repudiation of t}.leory—
asking why literature matters will always embroil us in sustal.ned re-
flection—but an ampler and more diverse range of theoretlca.l vo-
cabularies. And here, the term “postcritical” acknowledges its reliance
on a prior tradition of thought, while conveying that there is more to
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intellectual life than the endless deflationary work of “digging down”
or “standing back.” Rather than engaging in a critique of critique, it is
more interested in testing out alternate ways of reading and thinking.
What it values in works of art is not just their power to estrange and
disorient but also their ability to recontextualize what we know and to
reorient and refresh perception. It seeks, in short, to strengthen rather
than diminish its object—less in a spirit of reverence than in one of
generosity and unabashed curiosity.

In these final pages we have opted fora language of addition rather than
subtraction, translation rather than separation, connection rather than
isolation, composition rather than critique. Accounting for the social
meanings of art becomes a matter of multiplying actors and adding
mediators rather than pruning them away. Instead of typecasting the
work of art as either beaten-down sycophant of power or dauntless dis-
sident, we have sought to make room for a more diverse cast of char-
acters. Refusing to stay cooped up in their containers, texts barge ener-
getically across space and time, hooking up with other coactors in ways
that are both predictable and puzzling. Only by making attachments
and forging alliances are they able to make a difference. Rather than
stressing their otherness, autonomy, nontransferability, we point out
their portability, mobility, and translatability. Instead of asking “What
does this text undermine?” we inquire “What does this text create,
build, make possible?” Against those who declare “The text is singular!
It cannot be appropriated!” we intone our own mantra; “The text is sin-
gular! Of course it will be appropriated!”

Drawing on a variety of resources—actor-network theory, post-
historicist criticism, affective hermeneutics—I have sketched out
some possible paths for literary and cultural studies. Reading is now
conceived as an act of composition—of creative remaking — that
binds text and reader in ongoing struggles, translations, and negotia-
tions. The literary text is not a museum piece immured behind glass
but a spirited and energetic participant in an exchange—one that
may know as much as, or a great deal more than, the critic. This text
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impinges and bears on the reader across time and space; 'as.a moo_d
changer, a reconfigurer of perception, a plenitude of stylistic possi-
bilities, an aid to thought.

It is not— to be quite explicit on this point—that historical knowl-
edge is to be discarded or brushed aside. Of course we need to know
about the French Revolution, medieval penitents, the Boxer Rebel-
lion, sumptuary laws, suffragettes, nineteenth-century factory con-
ditions, the civil rights movement, changing attitudes to death-, and
Indian partition. Such understanding is an indispensable corrective to
the bouts of amnesia that can befall us— those moments when we for-
get that our institutions and ways of life, passions and prejudices, are
not those around which past lives were organized. We are shocked, for
a while, out of the somnolence of our temporal self-centeredness. In
fact, the curatorial role of the humanities— preserving and caring for
the vulnerable artifacts of the past—is, I would argue, one of it.s most
important features. And historical modes of reading can certa.mly be
employed in ways that avoid the pitfalls of critical contextuallsnll, as
in Sharon Marcus’s subtle and illuminating account of the relations
between women in Victorian England.*®

It is not a concern with the past that is the problem but the use or
misuse of the “context concept”: on the one hand, as a synonym for
sociohistorical generalities and critical condemnations that, in seek-
ing to explain everything, explain very little; on the ofher hand, as a
concerted attempt to glue a text fast to the moment of its first appear-
ance. “Texts,” a recent overview of the current state of literary stud.les
observes, “are taken to be inseparable from context rather than exist-
ing as privileged entities that transcend their circumstances of con-
ception.”® That such remarks have become commonplac-e does not
render them any less puzzling. Don’t texts, after all, routinely tran-
scend their circumstances of conception —straying into new net-
.works that have little or nothing to do with their original meaning or

urpose?
’ rdeittedly, I have taken a few liberties with actor-network theoxty
by grafting some of its tenets onto my own agenda. ANT, after all, is
committed to multiplying mediators and including a full spectrum
of human and nonhuman actors. The fate of literary works, it would
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insist, is tied to countless agents: publishers, reviewers, agents, book-
stores, technologies of consumption (e-readers, Amazon.com), insti-
tutional frames (women’s and ethnic studies, for example), forms of
adaptation and translation, the physical and material properties of
books ranging from fonts to photographs, and so on. From such a
perspective, the reader-text relationship forms only a small part of a
vast and sprawling network. Keeping this in mind, teachers of litera-
ture can certainly point their students to salient connections, while
reminding them that their own selves are not fountains of infallible
intuition but have been worn into shape by rubbing against count-
less coactors. And yet, while an occasional course on actor-network
theory may sneak its way onto an English syllabus, the chances of
most classes on the Victorian novel or contemporary women’s fiction
being refurbished as classes in the sociolo gy of mediation are close to
nil. That is not, after all, what most teachers and students come to lit-
erature for. What remains at the heart of the discipline— for better or
for worse—is a training in advanced techniques of reading, tested out
in the encounter with a corpus of significant texts. A commitment to
describing the hybrid networks in which literary works are embedded
must be weighed against, and balanced with, the habits, preferences,
and passions that define an existing field of inquiry.>

Thus the alliance of actor-network theory and literary studies, like
all alliances, will require translation, tinkering, fudging, and compro-
mise. It is not a question of a heavy-handed application of ANT to
literary studies— calling forth protests from those who feel that cru-
cial dimensions of literature and literary experience are in danger
of being lost—but a question of trying to speak well to fellow crit-
ics about issues of common concern. And here, perhaps, some of the
ideas floated in this chapter can help us to wriggle out of the strait-
jacket of suspicion without giving up on interpretation or lapsing back
into an aseptic and sterile formalism. Critique has long lived off the
reputation of being the most rigorous and radical form of reading—a
reputation,  have argued, that is not entirely deserved. There are other
ways of thinking about the social lives of texts, different combinations
of method and mood. Forswearing suspicion, we are confronted not
only with the text but with our implication and entanglement with
that text. Aggressivity gives Wway to receptivity, detachment mingles
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with an acknowledged attachment, a text’s pastness do.es no.t .trump its
evident presentness, and aesthetic pleasures and Sf)cu.)pohtlcal reso-
nance are intertwined rather than opposed. The aim is no longer to
diminish or subtract from the reality of the texts we study.but to am—l
plify their reality, as energetic coactors and vital partners in an equa

encounter.
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