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bracketed or even ignored, but that can never be transgressed or
contradicted without serious damage to the analysis at hand. Con-
cepts, often precisely those words outsiders consider jargon, can be
tremendously productive. If explicit, clear, and defined, they can help
to articulate an understanding, convey an interpretation, check an
imagination-run-wild, or enable a discussion, on the basis of common
terms and in the awareness of absences and exclusions. Seen in this
light, concepts are not simply labels easily replaced by more common
words.

So far, this is a standard view of the methodological status of con-
cepts. But concepts are neither fixed nor unambiguous. Although I
subscribe to the above principles, the remainder of this chapter dis-
cusses what happens in the margins of this standard view. In other
words, it looks at the concept of concept itself, not as a clear-cut meth-
odological legislation, but as a territory to be travelled, in a spirit of
adventure.

- Concepts, in the first place, look like words. As Deleuze and
- Guattari noted in their introduction to What Is Philosophy?, some need
etymological fancy, archaic resonance, or idiosyncratic folly to do their
- work; others require a Wittgensteinian family resemblance to their rel-
atives; still others are the spitting image of ordinary words (1994: 3).
teaning’ is a case of just such an ordinary word-concept that casually
alks back and forth between semantics and intention. Because of this
Xibility that makes semantics appear as intention, one of the points
the present book — and of chapter 7 in particular - is to convey the
Hon that the pervasive predominance of intentionalism — the confla-
! 0f meaning with the author’s or artist’s intention — with all its
lems, is due to this unreflective conflation of words and concepts.
$Say that concepts can work as shorthand theories has several con-
nces. Concepts are not ordinary words, even if words are used to
K (0f) them. This realization should be balm to the heart of those
: ..#mm..m jargon. Nor are they labels. Concepts (mis)used in this way
EIT working force; they are subject to fashion and quickly
Meaningless. But when deployed as I think they should be -
umn,maﬂama of this book articulates, demonstrates, and justifies
t might be — concepts can become a third partner in the other-
.Y unverifiable and symbiotic interaction between critic and
15 1S most usefu], especially when the critic has no disciplin-
Of o fall back on and the object no canonical or historical

concept . .

— something conceived in the mind; a %a:ﬁwr :ow,agw "

— a general idea covering many similar things derived fro
instarces g

Synonymis: see IDEA

udy of particular

Departure

ivi ili i ion on

Concepts are the tools of Eﬁmﬁmc,awmnsﬁ__.ﬁ hﬂm% mWM,MMMM nMWwMMmMWEBQ
i uage. Mostly, they are €O 2
e ot e _H.M% mmr like all representations, they are nel

H—.J T S1 Hu_.m nor a eguate 11 rmammw es

the object. To say something is an ,_WJMFHM%%MOH\ Mﬂw a very useful
you — that is, to use concepts to label 50 sg’ — hide the interpretive

f equation - If
or can the language ot €q ch more.
sick MNoE & de. In fact, concepts are, or rather do, mu 128
choices being made. and in that guisé:

iniature theories, :
ht through, they offer minia S
MMW MMNMM mﬂ.mqmmmmom objects, situations, states, and other theo

But because they are key to intersubjective CMQMG#MSWMW%%M&.H
ing they need to be explicit, clear, mbn.w le ined. e i
Qan o take them up and use them. This is not as ¢
mﬁmmw% smwwwwcmm concepts are flexible: each is part of a ?mnﬂﬂwﬁ .
MMMMnMwmn set of distinctions, 1ot owm.om.&osm\ that can som

lec-
inni hapters are S€€°
This and all subsequent definitions of concepts at the Wmmww.ﬂ_mwzow Mwmw._owov .
- Mm from the entries in the Longman Dictionary of the Englis g
tio
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this work, the methodological work that

disciplinary traditions used to do, on one condition: that they are kept

under scrutiny through a confrontation with, not application to, the

cultural objects being examined. For these objects themselves are ame-
nable to change and apt to illuminate historical and cultural differ-
ences. The shift in methodology I'am arguing for here is founded on a
particular relationship between subject and object, one that is not pred-
icated on a vertical and binary opposition between the two. Instead,
the model for this relationship is interaction, as in ‘interactivity.’ It is
because of this potential interactivity — not because of an obsession
with ‘proper’ usage — that every academic field, but especially one like
the humanities that has so little in the way of binding traditions, can

gain from taking concepts seriously.
But concepts are not fixed. They travel — between disciplines,

between individual scholars, between historical periods, and between
geographically dispersed academic communities. Between disciplines,
their meaning, reach, and operational value differ. These processes of
differing need to be assessed before, during, and after each ‘trip.” The
bulk of this book, and of much of my previous work, is devoted to
such assessments. Between individual scholars, each user of a concept
constantly wavers between unreflected assumptions and threatening
misunderstandings in communication with others. The two forms of
travel — group and individual — come together in past practices of
scholarship. Disciplinary traditions didn’t really help resolve that
ambiguity, although they certainly did help scholars to feel secure in
their use of concepts, a security that can, of course, just as easily turn
deceptive. As I see it, disciplinary traditionalism and rigid attitudes
towards concepts tend to go hand in hand with hostility to jargor
which, more often than not, is an anti-inte
ological rigour and a defence of a humanistic critical style.
Between historical periods, t
dramatically. Take hybridity, for example. How did this concep
biology — implying as its "other’ an authentic or pure specime
presuming that hybridity leads to sterility — that was current in im
alist discourse with its racist overtones, come to indicate an idealiZ
state of postcolonial diversity? Because it travelled. Originating
nineteenth-century biology, it was first used in a racist sense. Then
changed, moving through time, to Eastern Europe,
”MHM% the literary critic Mikhail Bakhtin. Travelling west

y came to play a brief but starring role in postcol

But concepts can only do

again, it ¥,
onial studi

llectual hostility to method-

he meaning and use of concepts change
t from

n and -

_umam-. 1

it
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’ MMMM Mw Hamm Sw.mﬂm wom»mmw for its disturbing implications, including the
remnants of colonial epistemology.? ecryi
: Ol y. Far from decryin
_Mﬂm _o“%am% to a provisional dead end, I see how wn:woh.wwbw MWMM .
M . %mnw_ m%mmwm Mm wn_mqm_ﬂvﬁmﬁ and innovation of the very field »rmmn
. . History — here the history of concepts and thei
sive networks — can be a dead weight i o
eight if endorsed uncritically in
-y - N
MMM”M *MM WMM.”MOHW But *: _nmm,. also be an extremely powerful moMnm EMM
r than stultifies interactive concepts.® Fi
. ; : : pts.” Finally, co
MWMnHWﬂ M“mm_wﬂq in geographically dispersed mnmmmﬁpn%noﬁﬂmmﬂwm
eir different traditions. This is as true f i .
| . the choice and
of concepts as for their definitions a fion he differ.
ncepts nd the traditions within the di
mzw ﬂ_mﬂﬁ::mm\ even the newer ones like cultural studies. e differ
mUEJ\oa Mwmro_%mmnopém of travel render concepts flexible. It is this change
omes part of their usefulness for a 4
ty th S | rei new methodolo
HHMM %M_M”\M mwﬂ:_ﬁ@:wm and rigid nor arbitrary or ‘sloppy.” This vomw
nstrate that the travelling nature of ¢
nstra . oncepts is an as
M.Mbﬁrmmw MWW:OM _M,ﬂ_u_ﬂ_ NJ\. Fbwrm %_.mmma chapter, I will &mnEWm some omuﬂm%m_p.
at travel — between departure and arri
again. The case servin i T sk
. g as an example is one many will recognize: i
‘ nize:

3 Mmhwmwoﬂm wwﬂMﬂH overlap of concepts used today in &mmummﬁ Mwn%
, concepts that tend to get muddled i i i 4
= concepts th . in a mixed setting. To hel
. uddled multidisciplinari ive i 4
o : . plinarity to a productive interdis-
- Giplinarity, such cases of partial overlap are best dealt with head-on °

avel between Words and Concepts

.ﬁw.— . . .
A Qmmmmhwchm_mm_mo.wurﬁmm\ a variety of concepts are used to frame
cqm?mnnrmﬁ pecify different analyses. The most confusing ones mnm“
ol nm HMOBnoEm we tend to use as if their meanings were as
e o EM,_WB as those o.m any .éoa in any given language.
o nz:cwm_nrmno:b& 5.2:57 the analyst was initially
i al genre to eiuznr the object belongs, each analy-
b granted a certain use of concepts. Others may not
se, or may even perceive it as not being specific

(1990) o
3 pens with thi i i
Brie is point. For a recent in-depth critici i
g o, see Asheroft et al. (1998 118-21) S e i
i 3 '
on, my long-term interlocutors in the kind of work this book

MOH\ are the g :*
Evolume, € subject of reflection in my earlier book (1999a) and ch. 6 of the
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g about. Such confusion tends to increase with
lose to ordinary language. The concept of text

le of this confusion.
self-evident in literary studies,
semiotics, ambiv-

enough to merit arguin
those concepts that are ¢
will serve as a convincing examp
A word from everyday language,

metaphorically used in anthropology, generalized in
alently circulating in art history and film studies, and shunned in
ble. But it also

musicology, the concept of text seems to ask for trou
invokes disputes and controversies that can be wonderfully stimulat-
ing if “worked through.” If this working through fails to take place, the

disputes and controversies can become sources of misunderstanding
or, worse, enticements to ill-conceived partisanship, including disci-
ﬁ:sm._uwmm& conservatism. There are, for example, many reasons for
referring to images or films as ‘texts.” Such references entail various
assumptions, including the idea that images have, or produce, mean-
ing, and that they promote such analytical activities as reading. To
make a long story short, the advantage of speaking of ‘visual texts’ is
that it reminds the analyst that lines, motifs, colours, and surfaces, like
words, contribute to the production of meaning; hence, that form and

meaning cannot be disentangled. Neither texts nor images yield their

meanings immediately. They are not transparent, so that images, like

texts, require the labour of reading.
Many fear that to speak of images as texts is to turn the image into a
piece of language. But by shunning the linguistic analogy (as in many
ways we should) we also engage resistance — to meaning, to analysis,
and to close, detailed engagement with the object. That resistance we
should, in turn, resist, or at least discuss. The concept of text helps
rather than hinders such a discussion precisely because it is controversial.
Hence its use should be encouraged, especially in areas where it is not
self-evident, so that it can regain its analytical and theoretical force.*
But “text’ is perhaps already an example that leads too much. In its
travels, it has become dirty, come to imply too much, to resist 00
much; hence it has become liable to deepen the divide between the
enthusiasts and the sceptics. What about ‘meaning,’ then? No aca-
demic discipline can function without a notion of this concept. In the

humanities, it is a key w
Let me call it a ‘word-concept.’
concept, has two major drawbacks. One drawba
word is the resulting reluctance to discuss ‘meaning’ as an aca

4 For these aspects of the word-concept 'text,” see Goggin and Neef (2001).

ord. Or a key concept, perhaps? Sometimes:
This casual use, now as word, then a8
ck of its casual use as@
demiC€
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meMmm.ﬁMMm other is its m««ma.mxwmzam& use. More often than not, scholars
g M:W_Mﬂm%,_unsohn :.u_m‘mE:m\ without even specifying Erm\ﬁrma they
(sic) , origin, context, or semantic content. This i
WMMM _,“me:mEm. Just now I couldn’t avoid using the <m.HU c”w _”;_MMMH
e EMM SM.W .:bm.w._m to choose between ‘intending’ and ‘referring.’
rﬁamaﬁmo: . sion is largely responsible for a major problem in all *m.m
e of a MWEQJ as m&ammﬂ? students are trained to say that ‘the mean
re’ is identical either to the artist’s i i -
. plet ; ca intention, o
its nmbm:wscm Bo”smm originally meant, or to the noswmﬁwou.wmo M< Mwﬂ
MMMm m _MM m,ﬂmﬁmba_bm‘ or to the dictionary’s synonym. My su UNmmﬂo -
o e %M m:ww wﬁc&mmsnm ought to be trained to choose — and _.cmmm%mmo:m om_
gs of ‘meaning,” and t i E
e g o make that choice a methodological
mmMWM Moznwﬁwm I &m.n:mm in this book belong, to varying degrees, to this
nmﬁﬂm o Wmﬂmmnw ordinary M“.ﬁ_ theoretical language overlap O_wr\mn con
of concepts that come to mind — whi : :
the case studies here - are hi i i
—are history (and its relati i
: RN -are hi on to the present); iden-
MHMM M_MM mwzmmw&o _m:_uwmmcﬁ:wv and agency; hybridity wz& mnmswnmw.
; gular, different; cognitive, scientifi ﬁ
el : j H ific, and technological
P sw : wwwmw._mmw_a\ Emﬁm\ genre, type; fact and objectivity; mhnm_mmﬁ
e, , cu ure(s). w.ﬂr as I mentioned in the introduction, the
. mwmmwamﬂﬁmﬁo ﬁw,oSM_m ws overview of key concepts in nEm:B_
: ve already done that. Instead, I off i
ko /e al . : , I offer case studie
: Swwﬂwuﬁﬂm of a practice in which concepts are elaborated in the no_ﬁmeM
e Eowwmnwﬂmﬁ ?mMﬂmE:% occur: through the analysis of an object; in
E° f , through case studies - through s /
_‘Hnmow caee. ugh samples of my own -
. Mﬁhﬂwm_ mbﬂ_%m‘_m. The purpose of each chapter is uwﬂ to &MMMM
B H,Bme .w”ﬂ" e r_m»o@ of the concept central to it. Rather, the nmmm\
B is for a flexible, close attention to what concepts can (hel
B SM\ H._M: ﬂ_wﬁ%, UE the way I propose to handle them is Ew
Thero 1. mymovw_ mm. mit, is best nm_u.c.:.m& by the metaphor of travel.
e social aspect to the intersubjectivity that concepts
social aspect is m i e
Bt v, oo wﬂwﬁam&m Moﬂnmu: here. Concepts are, and
2 nt areas of debate. As such, th
R of such, they promote
consensus. Not that absolute consensus is _uOmmw_‘oW or mqmw_

s also the i
one [ will leave alone here. For the concept of culture, a book-length

*Y at least ig :
99), needed. For just two recent examples, see Hartman (1997) and Spivak

N the Ppracti
ctice of cultural analysis, see Bal, ed. (1999).
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desirable, but agreement on the fact that — provisionally, tentatively,

and testingly — a concept is best deployed in a specific meaning
because the results can then be discussed is indispensable if we are to
ss. This book grew out of the con-

get out of turf-policing defensivene
viction that in this sense concepts and the debates around them have
th the advent of interdisciplinary

greatly increased in importance wi
study. The mission of concepts is vital if the social climate in the acad-

emy is to be maintained and improved, if disputes are to promote
rather than preclude the production of knowledge and insight (as, alas,
happens all too often). It is around concepts that I see cultural analysis
achieving a consensus comparable to the paradigmatic consistency
that has kept the traditional disciplines vital — albeit, simultaneously,
Qcmammn.q Rejecting dogmatism without sacrificing consistency is a
way of improving the human ambiance while increasing the intellectual
yield. For this reason I consider the discussion of concepts an alterna-
tive methodological base for ‘cultural studies’ or ‘analysis.” My first
point, then, is to plead for the centrality of conceptual reflection — for
the following reasons.”

Concepts are never simply descriptive; they are also programmatic
and normative. Hence, their use has specific effects. Nor are they sta-
ble; they are related to a tradition. But their use never has simple conti-
nuity. For “tradition,” closer to a word that moves about, is not the same
as (Kuhnian) ‘paradigm,’ itself a concept threatened with word-status
when used too casually. “Tradition’ appeals to ‘the way we always did
things,” as a value. ‘Paradigm’ makes explicit the theses and methods

that have acquired axiomatic status, so that they can be used without
being constantly challenged. This rigidity is strategic and reflected. But
tradition’ does not question its tenets; hence, those tenets become

dogmatic. Traditions change slowly, paradigms suddenly; the former
without their inhabitants knowing it, the latter against their resistance.

famously, Raymond Williams’ Keywords, and more smnmb%\gmn.
rds of Our Time, testify to the

tin Jay’s rewriting of that book, Cultural Semantics: Keywo

link between enhanced conceptual awareness and increasing interdisciplinarity as
emerging from a cultural studies perspective. Another interesting piece of evidence
for the need of this ‘rough guide’ is the successful volume edited by Frank Lentricchid
and Thomas McLaughlin (1995). This book, explicitly designed for literary studies, has
an entry on performance that appears to take one meaning of this conce uch for
granted — the one that led to the art practice called ‘performance art’ — ¢
the only meaning raised, much in the way my fictional students each bring int

own self-evident notions of ‘subject.”
8 These reasons form a counterpart to the first paragraph of this chapter.

7 Publications such as,

ptsom

heir

hat it becomes
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! Itis th istincti
e s oo e
unpacked: i AP eir various aspects
n:hm.mbum.ﬂnww Muo.mm Mﬂﬂﬁmuosm\ traditions, and histories no:ﬂﬁm& Hﬂrww
cepts are hond] e wmﬁmaﬂm._m out and evaluated piece by piece. Con-
A mWw MM.M. used in exactly the same sense. Hence their
il ettt ekl mﬂr and referred back to the different traditions and
alidtity of Hheis sl ey .mEmummn%. thus allowing an assessment of the
L P Hmw._odm‘ .ﬂ:m would greatly help the discussion
raise the Msmmmmuw»_:m Emn_ﬁ:.n_mm. Concepts are not just tools. The
ism, and the M SW .%.m:mm o.m instrumentalism, realism, and :O.EEmN
abject. wnmnmmm_mv ME ility of interaction between the analyst and the
= el Mm: Mwm%anﬁHmMmﬂmMm_ between ordinary words and con-
debate on all levels of methodolo Mu_xmm.mmﬁwﬂm QMBQW_MMW reflection and

Travel between Science and Culture

Let me, then, pl i
. , plot the first route of our trav i
; el. Work with i
T . concept
- %mmMMw noHH._mﬂmQ to Em cultural field. Although the use of %VMMM UM
e ural sciences differs from their use in the humanities, we -
fhe oo Mn mﬂgmﬂw_ﬁm mnomw_ their travels in and among the mﬁmznmmomb
e B.M %H. er book D’une science a I'autre, devoted to the mzﬂma&.mnm:
.mwm:mmw.m rm__ MJH,HO_" concepts travelling between the sciences ammwmzm
| nﬂ :w W states the purpose of probing travelling moznm ts
B ol m._mmm wﬂ her book seeks to explore the ways the mamz_”mmm.
& Charybdis of nW. a ﬁ a false purity and disinterestedness, and the
. .. arbitrariness and loss of interest, both ommm said t
e >Ma the traditional ideals have been unmasked as empty Hmn._
loss of mm:wﬂm _H.wn.:wm% for the pain of the loss of innocence - Mmmﬁm._m
e no:nm._h i me:m disinterestedness — her book, she continues
s. Not as « o !
ebated and apt to b s 8 glossary, but as theoretical issues, hotly
oNcepts as mmﬁ 0 be misunderstood and to help the sciences alon
01e Serioys] mﬂmm of debate. In our culture, the sciences are Ewmm‘
t differen y than the humanities. This deserves some attention, f s
- ce may not be engraved in stone e
. “clences are taken seriously i ) .
 fixst is de jure, by right, or by Stisashoneel madbing ssmes,
S Of scientifi ght,” or ‘by law”: ‘scientific’ is what obeys th
t of ific procedure. Concepts have a k i ) s
: the ‘law fulness’ of the sci  a key place in the assess-
BY avoid the st el Concepts are legitimate as lon
status of ‘mere metaphor’ or ideolo ;
gy, and as long as
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ing th ifrasial
g the debate irresistibly from legitimate to factual truth, from law to

practice, from temporal to actanti i
ntial logic. For th i
A— N : gic. e second epist i-
¢m=MmJ.‘ MBH.EH nmwm mmmbsﬂ %ﬂ@ based on the illusion Om%m MMMMWMMH
: — is prohibitive only so |
] o | y so long as norms su :
mm ! M_WM m%n_aa_mﬁ.ﬁmammwmazmmy including the criteria by Egnmwrmm poi
s shed, are inscribed in stone - or, in interest.™ ST
is ‘ :
oHommnm__mmeHm. nonmmﬁm demonstrate their key role in the method
actual arm*olnmm_pow. hey hielp demonsioate that fhs neutzality Is mL
of interest is, i mm,mﬂmm% Tier than st @ Uueneeticsl ponnibility. Lick
ol ow Hmﬁ mnw Qm.m&N for scientific inquiry, as it also .:.,. mwn
s nosﬁum\ﬁﬂm HMMWMM mw inquiry. Wmmmnmoa on the nature and effectiv
s this particularly obvious, becaus ,
X ; . e, ab
Mohwomm MMM%mﬁWMm to focus interest. As Stengers writes, the w%gﬂmp,mm_m wﬂm
ientific concepts is to not lea incliffe o
i . ; ve one indifferent, ‘to impli
n_mmam&mu%“mmw\mwﬂﬂmwg MMWQ mHC. Once the fiction of neutrality rmm___u“nMM
: f s still need to be made. The i
- " o i
MM_Hum“M om.m:m‘wmwm :.‘.Eﬂ allows us to make judgments %hu\nmwmwﬁwﬁm
H.mwm_ :MHMMMH icity is the social-cultural field of scientific ﬁﬁ.%nmﬁwm
- mnﬂ i 5«% mewﬂmaﬂum_om% can only be subordinated to that wumn.
sy ‘ of sci i .
B ctonily changing, v ience amply demonstrates, its rules are
- Tound
 ocity oﬁmwﬂww:m Wm nopm. of concepts in a practice of science whose pri-
B e Hm._m ive epistemology has now been argued, the mozﬁ :
engers noﬁo mn:.mbcmn concepts must be examined. %nnoH.&s 9,”?
mmoam\m mst%wm Eﬁq an operation that involves the Bnmma:m o.w
0, concepts ow MERIER 2 both the phenomenal and social mmﬁmm__um
B L %Md_wm a group of phenomena, define the qm_ma..m:m
S b - a _,mmmmg. to them, and determine the meanings th
R o:o W_umm?mﬁo.:m regarding the phenomena. De .MW.W |mm
| lﬁm % subordination of the second part of this ﬁMoEmE‘
R i beroco m.mch must be granted, hence, recognized. A con-
1ot a matter of Hm:_mmn_ as adequate. This adequacy is not ‘realistic’; it
e .M:z&:_ representation. Instead, a concept is ade CMM
it produces the effective organization of the wrmmﬂon.m

they follow the rules of scientificity in terms of demarcation of and
. act domain. Here the epistemology is normative.
licitly with a

application to an obj
Mainstream scholarship in the humanities works imp

consensual endorsement of this normativity. A humanities’ light shed
on this normativity is in order, for this normativity has a problem of
temporal logic. The legalistic normativity proclaims beforehand what
is in need of explanation and analysis. In this sense, it embodies the
rhetorical figure of proteron hysteron: it is literally pre-posterous, put-
ting first what in fact comes later, in terms of both temporality and cau-
sality. This figure obscures the precise relationship between time and
causality. Thus untangled, the problem can be reframed productively

as narratological: its founding figure is analepsis, the narration of what
comes later, before what comes earlier. As a consequence, causality is

rendered opaque, if not suspended.
riously is de facto, ’in fact,” or ‘in

The second way science is taken se
st, ‘scientific’ is what is recognized as such
practical

1 field of scientific practice. A very
example is the institution of peer review for grant applications. In this
conception, the norms of what is acceptable move, are unstable, elabo-
rated by the same actors whose status as scientists depends on judg-
ments about what is scientific. Here, again, narratology can clarify the
issue. The mﬁwm»mﬁo_ommnmﬂ problem is of a different narratological
logic. It is primarily actantial not ntwoﬂmrm The primary epistemolog-
ical problem is the actantial conflation, the double role of the social
actors — the practising scientists —as both subject and object of the eval-

uation. Numerous others follow.
Scientific communities often try to disavow the fundamental inter-
£ the evaluation by giving

estedness of all the actors in the outcome ©
ogy. To do this, they (must) disavow

priority to normative epistemol

the problem that inheres in it by attributing a kind of atemporal per- =
manence to the criteria, in the guise of universalism. But it is @_.mnwmmq .
the rhetoric of universalism, which flies in the face of everything We 3
know about the history of science, that suggests that the de jure argt
ment is, “in fact, as the expression goes, a de facto argument. For &8
interest in disinterestedness becomes blatant in the process, thus shift=

reality”: here, by contra
within the social-cultura

" Ambiguity of ¢ . ;
e oo h“mnnmmr rwﬂm\ is purposefully left hanging. Money is often a (sid
al earthquake Wmmn:n. Not only grants come to mind here, but also :m .

e of dis- and reattributions of old master ﬁmimﬁﬂ 5, and _.”m
nsequences of critical attention paid to a no:mﬂmnw :\ﬂmm.w oﬂ Mn_MMw

are some:
5 what arbi i !
parts, thitrarily included in the canon, along with their anonymo
us

a fixed structure of roles
! See my Narratology (1997b: 196-206). The con=
by the French linguist AJ. Greimas, of a ¢ =
Propp in the 1930s (1966).

9 The narratological concept ‘actantial’ refers to positions in

that can be filled by different ‘actors.
cept was the structuralist elaboration,
contrived by the Russian folklorist V.
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ena rather than offering a mere projection of the ideas and presupposi-
tions of its advocates (11). The point of discussion in the practice of
science is, of course, to minimize the risk of taking the latter — projec-
tion — for the former — production. A certain mmmnmm of predominance
of standpoint epistemology 18 therefore inevitable."! Among the criteria
that tend to be applied are, for example, the requirement that the con-
cept give a sense of providing ‘authentic access to phenomena’
(Stengers 11), that the new organization be compelling, and that it
yield new and relevant information. Obviously, all of these criteria are
of a relatively subjective nature, gauging by the interest that the con-
cept and its yield solicit. Hence, they solicit, at least partly and provi-
sionally, a mwmsmwo:ﬂ?m?wwmaoﬂomﬁm_ position.

Stengers devotes a good part of her introduction to the notion that

momadic’ concepts have the power of ‘propagation,” a word she uses
to avoid conflating it with its negative element, \ﬁuouummmﬁmm.;u The
propagation of a concept that emerges in one field, in another field that
changes its meaning and whose meaning if, in turn, changes, consti-
tutes the primary feature of a concept, both as asset and liability, or
risk. It is only through a constant reassessment of the power of a con-
cept to organize phenomena in a new and relevant way that its contin-
ued productivity can be evaluated. This reorganization might be much
more visible in the natural sciences than in the cultural fields. But, even
within a single culture artefact, the reorganization of phenomena,
aspects, and elements, such as words or motifs, actors, and events,
through a concept brought to bear on that artefact, can be innovative as
well as conducive to insights relevant beyond the artefact itself. For, in
the reorganization it facilitates, a concept generates the production of
meaning.

Here, we reach a point where the natural sciences and the cultural
disciplines share a crucial methodological concern. Stengers explains
this standard by identifying two meanings of ‘propagat
which dilutes and ends up neutra
agation of heat; and epidemic propagation,
becomes an originating agent of a propagatio

11 For a review of various epistemologies, including a critique of standpoint e

ogy, see Alcoff and Potter (1993).
12 Averse to the currently fashionab
tion of the plight of homelessness an
phor of ‘travel, thereby gaining in vo

habitat.

le romanticizing of nomadism, for its trivializa-

d expatriate existence, I prefer to use
luntariness what I lose in the sense 0

jon”: diffusion;

lizing the phenomena, as in the prop=
where each new mum:.z&m.
n that does not weaken in
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tology. This is an inter-discipline precisely because it defines an object,
a discursive modality, which is active in many different fields.

Concepts play a crucial part in the traffic between disciplines

because of two consequences of their power to propagate, found, and
define an object domain: they capture, in a conflation of epistemol-
ogy and scientific practice, the scientificity of the methodology they
ground;!* and, moving in the opposite direction, they “harden’ the sci-
ence in question by determining and restricting what counts as scien-
tific. This can bring false comfort to those distressed by the kind of
pedagogical situations described in my introduction. For, in such situa-
tions, the work in need of doing was precisely that of unhardening the
concept, of de-naturalizing the self-evidence that each disciplinary
group had unreflectively adopted. Discussions of an interdisciplinary
nature lead neither to an ‘anything goes’ attitude nor to an undecid-
ability or aporia. Instead, hardening and unhardening alternate and
shift.
If interdisciplinary discussions sometimes become parochial and
fussy, this is not so surprising. Such a situation is best dealt with
through explicit discussion. Each participant is answerable both to his
or her own disciplinary community back home and to the ‘foreigners’
in the country s/he visits in whose language s /he is not yet fluent.
Even if a participant has already been trained in an interdisciplinary
field, that field will not cover all the ground covered by all the other
fields involved whose members participate in the discussion. This
double answerability is a good - albeit demanding - situation.

At this juncture I wish to insist that the self-protection of the mono-
disciplines is not all negative. As long as self-protection keeps its
boundaries permeable, I would even consider it indispensable, both
for the individual disciplines and for the endeavour of interdisciplinat-
ity. A certain protectiveness is useful against dilution, through which
universal fuzziness threatens to undermine the very means by which
the concept serves analysis. The travels I outline in this book must be
considered in terms of ‘propagation,”
ever, the more common practice, is often presen

difference between interdisciplinarity and multidisciplinarity,
show why that difference matters.

14 The word ‘capture,’ if not its meaning, comes from Stengers (30).

not ‘diffusion.” The latter, how= =
ted under the banner

of multi-disciplinarity. The metaphor of travel can help to clarify the =
and t©
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Travel between Disciplines: Looking and Language
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o ﬁm iy M.,; ooking,. wym munnw_.r it points to a position, real or repre-
e .mw used in distinction from the ‘look,” as a fixed and
.. &m&g M_HM:@ mode of looking — a look that objectifies, appropri-
e oo rs, EE even, possibly, violates. In its Lacanian sense
iy ), it is most certainly very different from — if not
more common usage as the equivalent of the ‘look’ or

Bryson’s i W
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roduction to Looking In: The Art of Viewing. This text, in fact, was one
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€ houghte 1 . MMmEm more acutely aware of the importance of concepts. Some of
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Olume. Silverman (199 : o
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a specific version of it.16 The Lacanian ‘gaze’ is, most succinctly, the

visual order (equivalent to the symbolic order, or the visual part of that
aught.” In this sense it is an indispens-

order) in which the subject is ‘
able concept through which to understand all cultural domains,
including text-based ones.” The ‘gaze’ is the world looking (back) at

the subject.
In its more common use — perhaps between word and concept — the
‘gaze’ is the ‘look’ that the subject casts on other people and other

things. Feminism initiated the scrutiny of the gaze’s objectifying thrust,

especially in film studies, where the specific Lacanian sense remains

important. Cultural critics, including anthropologists, have recently
Ummzmamammwmn:sgm:mmom photography in historical and ethno-

graphic research. More broadly, the meaning-producing effects of
images, including textual-rhetorical ones, have been recognized. In this
type of analysis, the ‘gaze’ is also obviously central.!® The objectifica-
tion and the disempowering exotization of ‘others’ further flesh out
the issues of power inequity that the concept helps lay bare. Indeed,
the affiliated concepts of the other and alterity have been scrutinized
for their own collusion with the imperialist forces that ‘hold’ the ‘gaze’
in this photographic and cinematic material. Enabling the analysis of
non-canonical objects, such as snapshots, the concept is also helpful in
allowing the boundaries between elite and larger culture to be over-
come. Between all these usages, an examination of the concept itself is
appropriate. Not to police it, or to prescribe a purified use for it, but to
gauge its possibilities, and to either delimit or link the objects on which
it has been brought to bear.
So far, in its development in the academic community, the concept of
the gaze has demonstrated its flexibility and inclination to social criti-
cism. But, for the issue of interdisciplinary methodology, it also has @
more hands-on kind of relevance. For it has an affiliation with =

although is not identical to — the concept of focalization in narrative

theory. This is where my own involvement came in. In m early work;
Ty )

I struggled to adjust that concept. In fact, in narrative theory,
cept of focalization, although clearly visual in backgroun

16 See Bryson (1983) for a distinction between the ‘gaze’ and the ‘glance’ as
of the ‘look.’ For slight amendments, see Bal (1991a).

17 Ernst van Alphen’s analysis of Charlotte Delbo’s writings is suggestively t
‘Caught by Images’ (2002).

18 See, for example, Hirsch (1997, 1999).
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grammar, and rhetoric,
d crucial importance of images in read-
long-standing problem
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‘discovery- isional result of this first p

122 | ot me call the provi
concept-in-use dynamic ‘the mmnm-mm-mo_nmzmmﬁ\
The second phase goes in the opposite directi
for example. The name stands for a text — ‘Rembrandt’ as the cultural
ensemble of images, dis- and re-attributed according to an expansive
or purifying cultural mood — and for the discourses about the real and
imaginary figure indicated by the name. The images called "Rem-
brandt’ are notoriously disinterested in linear perspective but also
highly narrative. Moreover, many of these images ar€ replete with
issues relevant for a gender perspective — such as the nude, scenes
related to rape, and myth-based history paintings in which women are
being framed. For these reasons combined, ‘focalization’ imposes itself
as an operative concept. In contrast, ﬁmnm@mﬂ?m\ can only spell disas-
ter. But, while narrativity may be Bmﬂmsﬁ.wﬁmmﬁmﬂama the transfer of
a specific concept from narrative theory — in this case, ‘focalization,’
which is mostly deployed in the analysis of verbal narratives — to
visual texts requires the probing of its realm, its productivity, and its
potential for ‘propagation’ versus the risk of ‘dilution.’”

This probing is all the more important because of the double ambi-
guity that threatens here. Firstly, ‘focalization’ is a narrative inflection
of imagining, interpreting, and perception that can, but need not, be
visual ‘imaging.” To conflate ‘focalization’ with the ‘gaze’ would be t0
return to square one, thus undoing the work of differentiation between
two different modes of semiotic expression. Secondly, and conversely;
the projection of narrativity on visual images is an anal

has great potential but is also highly specific. To put it
images are narrative, any more than all narrative acts of focalization

are visual. Yet narratives and images have envisioning as their commo’
form of reception. The differences and the common elements

equally important.
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._ Travel between Concept and Object

fact, this work on the twin concepts

All this sounds awfully abstract. In
indebted to concrete studies that I

of gaze and focalization is entirely
and others have performed on specific objects, studies in which the
ed between theory and the object on which they were
without going into the kind of
ters offer, let me point out one
lization’s travel that will help

concepts travell
set loose. To flesh it out a bit more,

detailed concreteness the following chap

particular element of the concept of foca

us to grasp it better. It is its “time-travel, its voyage through a non-

linear history, which is part and parcel of conceptual mobility. In other
d through it at an earlier

words, the concept’s history as 1 have live
stage of my academic life. One reason why the mobility of concepts —

their travelling through space, time, and disciplines — is important
relates to the usefulness of understanding the affiliations, legacies, and
partial recalls that play a part in their development and deployment. I
have suggested this already through the example of hybridity. When
developing the concept of focalization, but also at a later point in time,
when studying issues around the gaze, a relationship with linguistics
became necessary. Literary studies cannot do without it. For it is a fea-
ture of the object of literary studies to be linguistic.

At some point in time, linguistic inspiration came to me from a fig-
ure marginal to the structuralist movement who never openly dis-
cussed visuality: Emile Benveniste. Despite later developments in
linguistics that made some of his early formulations appear ‘obsolete,’
the importance of Benveniste’s work in the specific case of sorting out
the partial overlap between concepts must be acknowledged. His lin-
guistic theory lends itself to interdisciplinary crossover in ways that
inform the creation of new concepts and insights. In my discussion of
the gaze and focalization here, Benveniste-inspired insights complete

the rich, powerful, analytic potential of the two concepts.
Compared to Lévi-Strauss, Lacan, Foucault, Derrida,
to evoke a sequence of wise men, Benveniste is probably the
ognized of those French ‘masters of thought’” who had suc
impact on the humanities during the last quarter of the twentie

ivizing quotation marks becau
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on and the judgment of ‘old-f
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account for what remains vital of a complex idea,

proved untenable.
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by Fnoﬁmmzzm. en done in literary studies; they are in fact

For this

concept, which underli i i

Methodolgge underlies my interest in intersubjectivity b i
Side i, g1 ﬁmv m._m Popper, see Spivak’s chapter “More o:__... Fhcyonds ?W.Em_an
Benyan; eaching Machine. ower/Knowledge’ in Out-

: Niste’s s .

\ w.mncm:mﬁm«ﬂ.m%hm > mﬁm..,_w clear and illuminating. It has been collected in Engli
Misie’s legacy mmnwmxd_m M:cwﬂzm: is one of the few scholars who has taken wu._mm% .
e Em X B o =

Bite s : y. See her Subject o X
ted in On Mearing Making (1994a), S AR el oeieell
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i irst wrote about it. It was Eﬁmb
~. n.m.a e _.ﬁo‘% Mwwwmﬂawmmwﬂ Hrwﬂmwn ﬂﬁmﬁﬁnmm and their H.mmﬂwmmﬂm
EEHMWMWMMMMWBQ political frames that I sﬁ@mﬂwmoow mmm“ Mwmm MMEmEm
the i icati seemingly sl
e monaﬂmwym%“ﬁﬁ“wwﬁww Mw. W,M.P Hmﬂ Mcm.mr,_m mm the Emnmﬁﬂwwo”momm
e mam_‘_m . f .MH on. But the tiny (in the formal sense) . n“ m_nm e
e ?mnM g ﬂmv wmm:mm as the blind acceptance of i mﬁ.m. om,_ -
sl HMm Mm_.m:m the critical analysis of ?mﬁ.‘ There rmmmr mMW S
ik mﬂ.% m_.._.:ﬁm about this since then, on which I'will w_m brie mHE.Hm 2
MMWMHMM mﬁﬂﬂ..mmqm can be unfocalized, ﬁwm \H.me__w.mwm m%,w _‘meé‘:md__m
of i at it is © my e ir
w% " %OM.WM_M..%W OWMMM ﬂ%hwm_w Hmam worth Woﬁ:@ %wﬂ .MM_M MMH%_%W
i i i ady indicates a u
Mémﬂ 2WMWMWSQWM“WWW%%WBMWLM“%W&%HHw literary interest and my
mHmﬂ..nm i sis. .
oéawwswmnmmnnmﬂw JM?MMMMW&%EW between w.rm @Omﬂwuwﬂ ;
res ommwgm for the description of Philéas Fogg Eﬁw&mwg%m 2oy
g in Eighty Days, the difference between (enette s
the ﬂﬁamﬁwﬂm HH”W insistence on the ‘subject of HOnm:NWfOﬂ\ MMMM -
et ibili ing the firm subjec
B_.mnm ] ﬁm % MM. m&hﬂwM&oﬂﬂ“o%ﬂ;mozxmamos and mmnﬂ:mﬁmaﬁ mwm_
%ﬁos.. ﬂ:mm M:M.Mm_ issues, such as class, within moﬂamw or mﬁﬁMmM*ma
Emmnrﬂﬂ _w Wm s most important, my version of .mOanEmWOﬁ Mz o
mbmuwm_m.mo%mg %m analysing, rather than vmﬁmwgmm‘ﬁm and mmn__vm ; mww e
o 52 a text2® It seems to be a trifle, fussing over ﬂ manmowmmgma
mmoi.ucwm\ﬂ this insight was entirely contingent upon the m_a .
ko mnm h ative notion of meaning production in and *. o:md... g
Eﬂ m.am. o ...de Benveniste had initiated, without 5.49. msmmﬁm. ov o.m -
_mnMMMN‘MM MMHmonEmS&Q. It decided not only ;:_w ﬁﬁwﬂwmmﬁam—mo "
e izati n to elabo ; _
v i monmm”“w”%m HMM@”,H:“%TM% I ﬂmé come to see mm framing:
i E.H= be discussed, and its productivity .ﬁwwaosuﬂm -3
mumgﬁmﬂnp oint here is that Benveniste’s undermining of w A_N %dﬁ&
..HSmHu*mn P Mmﬂ in favour of deixis has implications that HmMn e
”Nmomnn.mmﬁmmﬂwm Emoisnro%ﬂ discipline, into the wider do

focalizers
ts Around

i i difference between literary 3
i i incidentally, also defines the : Y
28 This latter nwmm_.ooﬂmwﬁ_.mw%mﬁm mmcmm?_ analogue to the nrm_,m_.msnm WMW&MM g
%m“wﬁm M”a Mwsﬂﬁm_ studies. Genette replied to my mcmmama_nﬂmm S
”Mmhmmwcﬁm extremely unhelpful. TFor this discussion, see bad
a

ted, i
s of

anne’
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social interaction and cultural practice, the various fields to which the
humanities are devoted. If the distribution of subject positions between
the (linguistic) first and second person constitutes the basis of meaning
production as I and many others believe to be the case, there is no lin-
guistic support for any form of inequity, suppression, or predominance
of any one category of subjects in representation.

Undermining the subject/object opposition promoted by reference,
Benveniste, in the same sweep, undermines individual authority, as
well as its many models in cultural texts. To examine the inequities and
authorities that undeniably structure these texts, the basis of those
positions and that distribution is to be sought neither in meaning as
the product of reference nor in authorial intention. Instead, meaning is
produced by the pressures of the ‘I and the ‘you,” who keep changing
places with regard to the meanings that are liable to emerge. These
pressures, far from emanating from the subjects whose linguistic posi-
tion posits them as, precisely, void of meaning, outside of the situation of
communication, instead come to them, fill them with meaning. This
filling comes to them from the outside, from the cultural frame the
pressure of which enables them to interact in the first place.

The close affiliation that remains between focalization and the gaze
is thus relevant because, and not in spite, of the latter’s ambiguity - the
difference, that is, between the Lacanian gaze and the more ordinary
use, synonymous with the Lacanian look. The concept of the gaze
helps to assess the ideological charge of a subject-position such as the
focalizer. In Verne’s novel, Passepartout, bearer of the look, is the focal-
izer. He is the servant, and he is impressed by Philéas Fogg, his master,
because he cannot withdraw from the pressure of social structure, the
gaze; the description renders precisely that. Thus, the concept helps to
understand how structure — Philéas’ subject position — betrays ideol-
0gy — class confinement — without making the subject individually
responsible for it.

. . This is also the way the gaze-as-look and the Lacanian gaze as the

. Visual side of the cultural, symbolic order can come together. If the

- Lacanian gaze produces the frame that makes meaning production

. Possible, the unstable holder of the look, the focalizer who is now ‘I

Emﬂ ‘you,” must negotiate his or her position within its confines. The

; ...mc_&mﬂ of semiosis thus lives in a dynamic situation that is neither

_..u%a:w subordinated to the gaze, as a somewhat paranoid interpreta-

- 91 of Lacan would have it, nor free to dictate meaning as the master

feference, which the subject has often been construed to be. This

- Of
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a final aspect of the travel of concepts in relation to

ly their constant commute between theory and analysis.
“k on the concepts of focalization, subjectivity,
and the gaze, I came to realize, first, that analysis can never be the
mﬁﬁ_mnmmo: of a theoretical apparatus, as I had been trained to assume.
Theory is as mobile, subject to change, and embedded in historically
and culturally diverse contexts as the objects on which it can be
brought to bear. This is why theory — any specific theory surrounded
by the protective belt of non-doubt and, hence, given dogmatic status —
is in itself unfit to serve as a methodological guideline in analytical
practice. Yet, and second, theory is also indispensable. Third, however,
it never operates alone; it is not “loose.” The key question that makes
the case for cultural analysis, then, is the following: are theory and
close analysis not the or

ly testing grounds in a practice that involves
both methodology and relevance? My contention is that in practising
detailed analysis from a theoretical perspective, one is led to resist
sweeping statements and partisanship as well as reductive classifica-
tion for the sake of alleged obijectivity.

Avoiding these fatal ills, which cling to both cultural studies and tra-
formed but not overruled

brings me to
objects, name
Throughout my Wo

ditional disciplines alike, a close analysis, in
by theory, in which concepts are the primary testing ground, works
dition with dogma. It would

against confusing methodological tra
appear that to challenge concepts that seem either obviously right or

too dubious to keep using as they are, in order to revise instead of
reject them, is a most responsible activity for theorists. Interestingly,
concepts that don’t seem to budge under the challenge may well be
more problematical than those that do. Some concepts are SO much
taken for granted and have such generalized meaning that they fail to
be helpful in actual analytic practice. This is where the issue of analysis

comes in.

The three priorities
cesses over objects, intersubjectivity over objectivity, and concepts

theories — come together in the practice of what [ have proposed fo ¢&
‘cultural analysis.” As a professional theorist, it is my belief that in

field entailing the study of culture,

when it is deployed in close interaction
which it pertains, that is, when the objects are considered and

as ‘second persons.” It is here the methodological issues raised
concepts can be arbitrated on a basis that is neither dogmatic nor
floating. Concepts tested in close, detailed analysis can €S

with the objects of study

aroun®
.m N

of methodology implied so far - cultural pro-
over -

1
the

theory can be meaningful onb)s

treated

tablish &

BT e
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— . L
msﬁmmnﬂwm_wmw ﬂnmnms_u_mnaﬂg not only between the analyst and the
et Mo a wﬂ ggmﬂ: the analyst and the ‘object.” It is in order to
\ int home that I suggest reconfiguri ivi
Q“\_,M“H.m_ studies” as ‘cultural m:mmmuwmwm.‘ B
) ?mowﬂ does m:.m_uam.m have to do with it, and how does - here, linguisti
o :mw..\awom”wmwﬁo F”‘.y Wz% academic practice lives by nosmunum:.;m %m“
m to be innovative. Negotiati i
y . Negotiating the two is deli
ﬁhwm MHM”_ rmMm mn_.rmﬂmm_ to, :.5: hold my students to, and that ?Mp MMMN
i productive constraint I'have experienced in my own practi
e ﬁ%ﬂ just theorize but always to allow the object ‘to mvm%w _uwnwmn
Eﬁamam Emmmﬂ:m mwmamﬂmdﬁm about objects, or citing them as exam ﬁmmﬂ
B WB. umb. Umﬂm:mﬂ analysis — where no ﬂ:o»mﬁo: can mwzm.
gt .”ram:oz but ‘Ermﬁm it will always be scrutinized in depth and
OWEOM.HMW m_um.cmvamHOb of certainties — resists reduction. Even M._osmr
, objects cannot speak, the : \
ect . , they can be treated with
Mw@mﬁﬂnw MOH, their irreducible complexity and unyielding B:wmﬂmmwwﬁmﬂ
e &qwﬂmﬁ md»&l to m:ﬂE Ewg to check the thrust of an interpretation m..d_.w
fpvert m”o%onmrnmﬁ_w it. This holds for objects of culture in the _Buomn_
e, not just for objects that we call art. Thu j :
: . ; ; s, the objects -
mesmsmwnw _uoﬁr. _Emuﬁam*m:oﬂ and theory. This is romq ﬂrmﬂw mﬂw_
oﬁﬁmw H.”.me., %rﬁmﬁ master discourse into a live cultural oEmnﬂMﬁ :HM
o’ mwmm OW is is how we can learn from the objects that constitute
- mﬁ_c&\. And this is why I consider them subjects.*
A mmmmﬁmmﬁm noﬂmammﬂm:nm of this combined commitment — to theoreti
_ ctive and concepts on th .
i pec ; p the one hand and to close readin
R M< T__mn M MﬂBHEﬂOSm nTmsmwbm of the concepts. This is yet m:om_.,rww
e ey .:.mﬂm_‘” not just between disciplines, places, and
2 so within their own conceptualization. Here, they ﬁmmdmﬂ

This is, b
, by n -
ey .mwmmman” .mﬁﬂ.,ﬂ.m: known consequence of the deconstructionist questioning of
. m.mm mMmo wwﬁzoﬁﬂwwwﬂw generally accepted, however, as George mnmmmﬁ.
. . rsten or a critical analysis of Steiner” iti
B | _.E.”m theory as cultural text, see Culler (1994) ’ sienerepetiin Sl
‘e written mg imes ] :
| vy EM HMMG. :ﬂmu - Nﬁ:wnm most explicitly in the Introduction to Readin
Cessible at o1 L. er of an meQ cannot speak for it. The author’s intentions, if s
Bout . sﬂnommn_ not offer direct access to meaning. In the light of what we ws\h
Bow her oy WEMMWP even an alert, intellectual, and loquacious artist cannot m:ua_e
B8 the o). S mHEM.,, mz_w nor can the maker or the analyst who claims to mﬁmmu_m
e 8 r the object in another sense, the sense cl
g thec ok ’ oser to the anth -
5, in this mman:mEmnﬁ is the subject’s ‘other’ and its otherness is m-.nmmwcn:“.“ﬁwu.n
Neither o mh mzm_wm* can never adequately represent the object either: .,m.Tm
1 ut it nor speak for it. See ch. 7 for an elaboration of this _uom.:mon
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under the guidance of the objects they encounter. Such internal trans-

formation can be demonstrated by the emerging concept of visual

poetics, implying both a specification of focalization and a transforma-

tion, along the lines of the interdisciplinary travel between literary and
visual analysis, and between concept and object. The term ‘visual poet-
jcs’ is not a concept but an approach in which affiliated concepts such
as focalization, the gaze, and framing accrue, to become a little more
than just concepts: in fact, the skeleton of a theory.

Travel between Concepts
it can be helpful to build bridges between the

traditional disciplines and cultural analysis. Let me take Proust’s
Recherche as an uncontested example. It was, after all, the central object
through which narratology was developed in the structuralist era. It
was Genette’s case. In my attempt to sketch a visual poetics, it thus
seems only fair to take up where the main proponent of the current of
structuralist narratology left off.>
Two misconceptions about such a ‘visual ﬁom:nm\ circulate, doing
great damage both to it and to the interdisciplinary study of culture in
general. First, in spite of the lofty associations that the word ‘poetics’
may evoke for some, there is no connection whatsoever between visu-
ality and ‘high art,” painting, or any other recognized visual genre. Nor
is there any connection with language as a meaningful sign-system.
Second, such a ‘poetics’ asks for a discussion within a semiotic frame-

work that is best begun by stating that the te
the visual in yet another misconception,

For precisely this reason,

applied to
for ‘reading’ objects either. This iss

back and forth between each other.””
Just as focalization cannot simply
visual images, so iconicity cannot be equated wit

be projected from narrative O

31 Genette (1972) proposed the concept of focalization, which he derived from Henty
James, through a detailed analysis of Proust. But neither Genette nor James elabo-
rated on the consequences of that concept for an encounter between literature and
visual images. With Proust as his case, however, Genette should have known b :

32 The use of ‘iconic’ for /visual/ is very widespread, even among avowed semiot!”
cians. See, for example, Louis Marin, who, in spite of his brilliance, :
confused about iconicity (1983) and sometimes disappoints because of it (e 198918

His posthumous volume (1993) is less focused on the ill-guided attempt to eq r
looking with speech acts, and much more profound on visual discourse as & _.mmn:..

rm ‘iconic,” so often =
cannot be adduced

ue helps clarify how concepts travel
nto
h visuality. Yet jiconic-

ettets

is remarkably =

m
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ity invari in i iri
MMB&H_MMMM mﬂm.wm up m: Inquiries on the contributions of the visual
opemile s &ahq ich appears to be its systemic counterpoint. To
i mom:. B ﬂ we 1§9.a:.nmmmm of iconicity in o:OEm*Oﬁomwm. in
T mﬁrmau\m nn‘ as fuo:_:m:w\m‘ and in novels where a blank ﬁm_ e
e Rl &mmEﬂ% %oﬁ_uvw,mﬂzmﬂm, Le voyeur) or an wagmmmch,m_um_m
S :EMT _E.mm L mnﬂmmlﬁim de Monsieur Andesmas). But the
oo elp 2_._.9”. 1t comes to accounting for the invasion, b
N _ﬂw: trq_m_c:\ for m.xm::Em - of the realm of m:omwmw
—— mmH m. e thrust of m.mBHoznm is precisely to offer a Em&m,\
B ar%m. w,.mw:,\”@ not to pin down each medium to just one of its
et . istribution of Peircean concepts among the media kill
eir critical potential. If iconicity equals the visual, and ity
equals ﬁ.rm literary, there is absolutely nothing to b gai o aoy
oo g to be gained from such
By contrast, [ am interested in examinin
I . g to what extent and i
MMMMH MMM wmﬂwwmm mﬂﬂoximw.é_% the concepts can take Emam:mwwﬂm
| ——— n rm H:ma_m. - here, mmsmcmmm —and in assessing the
o Mﬂoﬂ er uuma_:ﬁ: qua other. This is where the example
v \8 e W:m woﬁmﬂw mm.Zo:.EP comes in. Proust’s text is almost
QR be true as a playing mm_&. for such an inquiry. Rich in visual
e Dmmm: mcm.%maznc_mlw rich in icons. And the icons it does con-
B on itive Hm:._mn. than visual. But it is replete with visual
i n.mm anﬁr Mwwmmn:osm on what it means to look. Moreover
- ieiebe EOH.WM _mmxu..: éolmxm literary masterpieces, I EoEL
e wﬂ oys SEWJG wm.o_b._ popular culture to elaborate
e HMM mMMMM\ \E_Mw_:m E:..mnmﬁm play with focalization, it
- <o :\E. Mm ile talking about visual art in annoy-
_Om.m: these misunderstandings, th i iconici
E . ol m.F e conflation of iconicity with visu-
el st wgmmﬂm. The famous passage where Peirce
ey mmobmv of signs according to their ground — close
g <mioo‘ ecause broader and less rigid than, code — has
ol csmmn-nwm%m:on_n&.mxmﬂ:&mm of literary theory, from over-
- o ading. .Km.ﬁ it deserves to be quoted to remind u
special affiliation between iconicity and visuality: ’

mno: is a si

i ;
e m_: Egnﬁ EOCE possess the character which renders it sig-
a n though its object had no existence; such as a lead pencil

-2, trang]a s
anslation will be deployed otherwise.
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geometrical line. An index is a sign which would,
hich makes it a sign if its object were
if there were no interpretant.

bullet-hole in it as a sign of @
but there is a

shot or not.

gtreak as representing a
at once, lose the character W
ed, but would not lose that character

remov
Such, for instance, is a piece of mould with a
ere would have been no hole;

shot; for without the shot th

hole there, whether anybody has the sense to attribute it to a
A symbol is a sign which would lose the character which renders it a sign
if there were no interpretant. Such is any utterance of speech which sig-
nifies what it does only by virtue of its being understood to have that
signification.™

it is the sign itself that possesses its ground, and
e kind of realism that informs the equation of
based as it is on resemblance, stipu-
aning rather than the refer-

In the case of the icon,
far from leading to th
icon with image, the definition,

lates that the object — the signified or the me
ent — does not need to be anything at all (‘even though its object had no
existence’).

as an icon is the fact that we give it a differ-

What defines the ‘streak’
ent name: a line. To give another example: the signature is an icon

because it is self-enclosed; it owes its ontological status to nothing but
itself. It is an effective sign because it enables one to lie, as Eco’s famous
definition has it (1976: 10). Tt is an example of the index (‘a piece of
mould with a bullet-hole in it as a sign of a shot; for without the shot
there would have been no hole’) that makes lawyers pore OVer a signa-
ture with a magnifying glass to assess its visual resemblance to the
‘authentic’ signature, the guarantee of the existential origin in the body

of the person it signifies. According to
sary for the sign to exist (although one is necessary

as a sign).

Is iconicity bound u
doesn’t say. But it is a sign
the case of a visual meaning,
if, that quality is Em&oﬁ?mﬂm%
not3® The example Peirce gives i
example of the index. But, withou

p with resemblance,
that possesses a quality of its meaning-
this can lead to resemblance if, and onl
visual, even if the sign as a whole
s neither more nor less visual than
¢t the existence of the object, 0n€

4: 9-10; emphasis in text).
the motivated signs
the basis of ontology than I think i

—icon and index — (1976)

34 Peirce, in Innis (198
s warrante

35 See Eco’s relevant critique of
defines resemblance more on

Peirce.

d for

Peirce, no interpretant is neces: ]
for the sign to work

analogy, conformity? Peircé:

, whicll =
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no other standard than a
. presumed resemblance — one ich i :
. w
o;%ﬂwmnn& nor total, and which does not overrule &mm_,.mwmw e
m : g .
Bmmmmi%umm.mﬂw element in the definition of the icon is primarily it
e r 1 m.:mﬁmﬁam the ontology of the object. The ‘icon’ i Y
" ozwnnMOMn..o.Emm by the H.mm.n_mh the decipherer of signs nrmn_wamo%m
notion of Eov. city as homo semioticus. In other words, what makes th
some n?mmﬂ:ﬂun_#ﬂ important for reading is not the fact that it _mmmm _“m
soby Wo*r m:ﬂ. _mﬁ. m.nr. real . model, but that it produces fiction. It momm
] L..wn ivizing - a la Benveniste — and culturally framing — 3
= M \M” _mmww Em .”.mu_mnw iconically signified. We would be :bmmw_m
o make el sty amyhingf wodidfivein el v
lines. 3 ry and handwriting circulate and are based on
Hence, th ;
g OM_MmMMMﬂmMﬁWoﬁma feature of the icon thus conceived is
) om an underlying symbolicity. It i
Mﬂ%ﬂﬂ wmﬂﬂ_ Hmm.edm the ‘streak’ behind ﬁ%rmb it MM% W“mMmme Qmm”m
m&ia%ﬁw%ﬁnw %.ﬁa overlap of the categories is inherent Euﬂmh
. is sense that Peirce’s basi
By cneiysis of literary visual s basic concepts can be useful
: y visuality — of visual i
rein 2 poetics — but if it i
rMMHMMmH._m% m_m.ocmr Benveniste’s subjectivization of &mnomwm_w s
tus of nQunmﬁmH rawa provisional conclusion, one that affects .H.:m sta-
pts in cultural analysis. I contend that thinking about
1

. visua i if i
. 1 poetics fares better if it avoids taking definition and delimitation

as its starting point. But, t id ali :
. discili : +to avoid alienating practitioners of th i
f Ewmﬁww o humanitien. Iekmsad Gralauchn poiles i bt
ble wocbamﬂ mﬁwﬂczm point — but not outcome — remains the :ﬁ,Qmwm.t
ot y g at separates visual from linguistic utterances 15.__

sentially quom uce _Emnlﬁm&m texts prove it, and the mxwmﬁmd.nm mm
dicts this wvwm -media texts such as cinema and video in no way c o
tuality .E. mmmmo_ﬁmﬁ &Eusmw one cannot deny the visual mmﬁﬁnw Mh.n

: . e.Norist g
anwm . e glance self-evident as a way of appre-
e look : ;
and pri M._M#w“:m the basis mn:..:gm distinction between primarily spa-
One, It ig . er. The difference, however, is not .

; meaningful to acti ,is not an ontologi-

ad, a no & activate the look only in the use of obj

’ . 5 (8]
vel remains a mute object; unread, an image ﬂmgmwm_mnmﬂ

*Fa theori;
g account of this aspect of iconicity, see Neef (2000)
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equally mute object. Both need time and subjectivity to become semiot-
Hm:u.«mnmam.mmznﬁ the question of the visual within the literary —of a

visual poetics — is best 1ot answered by definition and delimitation,
by a mode of classification that turns difference into opposition and
family resemblance into hierarchical polarization. The question is not if
literary texts can have a visual dimension, but how the visual writes
itself, and how a literary writer can deploy visuality in his artistic
project. An analysis that invokes semiotic concepts not to define but to
overcome stultifying definitions, and that follows the intertwinements
of the three modes of meaning-making that are never ‘pure,’ can con-
tribute to a richer understanding of a poetics that is irreducible to a lin-
guistic structure, even if it is, also, irreducibly linguistic.

Travel within the Classroom

In accordance with the above, then, I will refrain from defining my
three travelling concepts, and leave it to each reader to see what she
can do with the gaze, focalization, and iconicity, separately or to-
gether. Let me stop at this point, to look back a little. How would 1
now set up a class or a seminar session devoted to the question cen-
tral to this chapter: what is a concept, and what can it do? Hesitating,
as I do, to give the impression that this rough guide is meant to be
prescriptive rather than descriptive, or suggestive of a teaching prac-
tice, let me nevertheless take the risk by ending this chapter with a
suggestion for teaching. The status of this suggestion, I insist, is to
open up rather than to close off what might be a class. Let's say the
first part of this session would consist of the discussion presented 80
far. The bulk of the discussion woul
different, concept
The considerations that came

as the need arises.
The second half of the session would consist of steppin

considering what concepts are and do, much as a class about a par
lar theory would end by thinking about theory in general. 1 wo
start, then, with a confrontation. After travelling the path ske
above, the concept cluster consisting of visuality, image, the
focalization, and iconicity would be held up against the in
chapter of Deleuze and Guattari’s
would draw the following ‘beginnings, or suggestions,

think concepts.

for how

d centre on the three affiliated, yet ..“

s located on the border of the territory of the visual. -
first in this chapter would be brought in 5

g back and
ticu-

uld

What Is Philosophy? From that ﬁmxw.“,_.
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Concepts are

- mwmsma Amsm dated (hence, have a history)
— words (archaisms, neologisms, shot through wi
; 1 . with al
mQEoEmEmH exercises, sketching a wE_omwﬁEnm_ MmHM% =
— syntactic (of a language within a language)
- constantly changing
- not given but created.

These features would be li i

ink i i

e ed to the issues of visuality already dis-

noMM.WMHMm to Umﬁ:ﬂm and Guattari’s suggestions, a second round of

ion would then seem to be called for. H \

tions would serve less to cha i i s
racterize the concepts th

what we have been doin i ; e e

g to and with them. There are i
. . no simpl
%Mmmwhw\mwwwwwm and m:m:mﬁ say. This explains the E:Eﬁmn:v\wom
. possible uses. The point of these
continues to be to articulate, cut, a b
: , cut, and crosscut an und i
object qua cultural process. In thi g o
. In this sense, a concept-i is li i

second-person exchange. At th f s
; e same time, concepts are

problems; otherwise the i Using o6 i oy

. H y are meaningless. Usin, i
” ‘ . g concepts just to char-
erize or label an object means falling back into a _uwmnmnm_& Qﬁ%_ommw

1 whose point is limited as well as limiting.

M :
HuSnMMMHMMoHM concepts used rm.qm\ like all others, are always in a
other concepts mmhmmmmmﬁMMnWMmm MMMMMH waoﬁﬂmﬂﬁm.mdmmomumﬂbm o
Nity to explain the structurali bt e ot
e ist tenet about the homogeneit
maowﬂ ommmmwpmosnmwﬁ Hmwm.ﬁmm back to other concepts, rmﬂm@ 5%&%
 norn aw WM_MMN MTMN HH an_wmhmn%m Mc:nmgm. Yet its components
e . the pt itself. As a result, a concept ca
E nmo _W_MHMM%.M nﬁﬁﬂ&mﬂnm\ a noﬂ_m_mﬂmmﬁop an mnnﬂﬁﬂﬂmmow N_w
. m_mv ._ws_.wm\ a concept is both absolute (ontologically)
i O:mwﬁmm gica V). E.:.r EW:F.. it is syntactic, according to
B o i, a nObnwﬁw is not discursive, for it does not link
o mmx?_ﬂm er (22). This may be precisely why concepts main-
.. ility that a full-fledged theory, discursively elaborated,

athan Cullep’
er’s book on S :

Cturalism aussure (1986) is one of the fin -

th est examples of

26 wwough a concrete case study, in this case mmcmmE.Wm ﬂwmhwwvw_m_ﬂ”m
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what our itinerary has consisted of, 1
ent that concepts are centres of
lation to all the others (23);

must lose. To understand, then,
would invoke the philosophers’ statem
vibrations, each in itself and every one in re

concepts resonate rather than cohere.
By the end of the session, though, the general exhilaration about the

openness of academic activity might be in need of some remedial cau-

tion. Again, Deleuze and Guattari’s text is helpful. Ina shorthand for-

mulation whose usefulness parallels its common-sense recognizability,

the authors characterize disciplinary tendencies when they write that
from discourse, or sentences, philosophy extracts concepts, science
extracts prospects, and art extracts percepts and affects. As the title of their
book already intimated, this attributes to philosophy the task and priv-
ilege of devising and designing concepts. Indeed, Deleuze and
Guattari begin (2) by stating that ‘[pJhilosophy is the art of forming,

inventing, and fabricating concepts.’

The idiom in which their characterization of the three disciplinary
domains is couched may be a bit problematic, because of the positivis-
tic connotations of ‘extracting’ and the rather rigid division of labour

mplicitly presented as

involved. But the point is that specialization is i
collaboration. And this collaborative element prevents m@mnwmzwmmoﬁ

from being foreclosed, which it so often is. I would, therefore, consider
this formulation of ‘what is philosophy’ to hold for the humanities as a
whole. What is here described as ‘science’ could also be seen as a long-
term motivation for academic work. And ‘art’ can be reconfigured as
‘practice.” From this rewriting of their suggesti
tive program for the humanities emerges.
mind that I end this chaptet,
tions of each of the concepts discus
towards sketching a totally partial
version of such a program.
Deleuze and Guattari revea
ing’ potential they continuously
which aims to present teaching as creative,
will exploit it as fully as I can, mainly by putting a strong emphasis
metaphor and image on as many levels as possible. After discuss!
the concept of metaphor tself in terms of image in chapter 2, 1 practs
it — by establishing a metaphorical relationship between cultural P*
tise and theory/analysis in chapter 3, a relationship which, in turty
reversed in chapter 4. Then, in chapter 5, I practise metaphot by
tangling two affiliated and often confused concepts =’ rmativis

ged in this book. The chapters

1a fondness for metaphors,
exploit. For the purposes

ve sentence, an attrac
It is with such a program it -

with a survey of the theoretical implica= 5
grope -

and ﬁmnmoﬂmﬂ _ but at least concreté =3
whose ‘imag
of this book ]
this fondness is attractive. ¥

Concept 53

and ‘performance’ - o
: - only to wilfully co P
mwmﬁfm conception of metaphor. E:ﬂ mm.:ncmm et Bgain, I A ke
as integrative, as produci : B Jn Eetering b xnstaph
stage, unlike i producing a roadmap or rhizome, a landsca i
o Mgl EoEm#n conception that considers the fi Emﬁm >
chapter mnmum_m conception of metaphor as image that, as ?mm. as M
s, can stand fi . ’ secon
and history. or a conception of language, translation
The productive i ‘
potential of concept i i
metaphors i . MCEps a8 Imagin, and i inati
%mmﬁm nmmﬂ%ﬂ?#ﬂmﬂ &Qmﬁ.owmm in the last m.:mm nm.mﬂﬁmwm bw_.ﬂmc._m:qm
o H,M o mnmﬂmcﬂn work comes more and more &.mm ﬁmum\ e
e no:nmm.ﬁ Mw mAOH. this Mmﬂnos_ma image is laid in chapter maﬁﬁ% ;ﬁ
w.azﬁmzo% o Eﬁﬁm.ﬂ‘mnmzﬁ borrowed from, precisely, ﬂrmm&m %.—N
ink theatrically conve i : R
postmodernist resistance to :WM.. ill e Sﬁnr the poststructuralist,
 dheniic’ which h usions of ‘natural’ and ‘true’ and
B et Wm% e ave mnnu:ma, to standards of scholarship dominated
that deception wmm%hhwm Mn%% WMOF ‘objectivity.” But the mzmusmmqw mg
ot ndonment of methodological ‘ri H
mmnmw_ﬁwmﬁm“q Mﬁa Em»m - somewhat the way ‘witch’ “Mhmn N_mmMmoE, %
will be my Wﬁww__wmm_, in gay thinking). In this sense the art Em“ﬂrmwm_w
B o forit cutor in nrmm*ma 5 is theatrical. Pushing the theatri o
about a vmnmnﬁ_mw M :Mueﬁ.rm object-domain, chapter 6, on \:.mm:moﬂmnm_
Ar tradition of a profoundl i 7 8
i Ew—m._nmmhﬂ.ow _U e disentangled m,oBm_.mm_ life ly theatrical nature, yet one
. eatr ity i i ;
 the nEEFMM_ FMW e mwu el EQ for unsettling the dogmatic primacy, i
sl _Mn:u ines, of ‘intention.” Heedless of Wmﬁrmmw n._m e
R et o
Hine arch in the cultural discipli ; i
thorial J al disciplines continues :
. W_JHMM::MN the only possible check on Eﬁmnﬁuﬁwmﬁmm_ iy
€prive it of :%mahw m:an hor would indeed unmoor Eﬁmaunmﬂmmomwﬁw
B wiich [ m:. s. Having militated for a long time against this
e Fnoszmﬂ to be both mistaken and QmBmmww w >
ften longed wm NMMM?WS chapter 7, ._3\ staging the debate Hmmmqwowm
ic debate, T do not ut perhaps, given the theatrical nature of e
Lﬁaovc,mm allowi oﬂusv% the postiiGe Tadyocate, Tiglead; pere
Makes it almost n,ﬂﬂ_m MH . n%ﬂnmﬁw SR imentia it ile hong rmmmﬁw
in ] ’ atachrestic, to lin . o
" m”_ﬂwﬁ%zm:mg are still in combat LSS R
E » the theatrical .
B Serioy ; metaphor returns, when, in
Philog sly, literally, and concretely, the personif the last chapter, |
Ophers invoke as a fi w personifying metaphor that
: gure for philosophy itself. Here, my

t
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sample seminar comes close to wondering where all this travel can
possibly end up, and what position remains for a student of cultural
analysis who endorses the many ambiguities and uncertainties I am
promoting. Perhaps it is time t0 decide who these students are, and

Deleuze and Guattari invoke a conceptual

what a (future) teacher is.
persona (personnage conceptuel) from Greek philosophy: the teacher. In
the teacher that is both a

the face of that tradition, I end on a figure of

traditionalist and a theatrical gesture.

In philosophy, this figure is usually the lover. In her book What Can
She Know? Feminist Epistemology and the Construction of Knowledge,
Lorraine Code takes this tradition and turns it around. For Code,
the nobnm?.amnmﬁsow. that best embodies her ideal is the friend, not
the lover. Moreover, the conceptual persona of the friend — the model
of friendship — is not embedded in a definition of philosophy but of
knowledge. This definition is necessarily one that takes knowledge as
provisional. If the authority of the author/artist, as well as that of the
teacher, is unfixed, then the place it vacates can be occupied by theory.
Paul de Man defined theory long ago as ' controlled reflection on the
formation of method’ (1982: 4). The teacher, then, no longer holds
the authority to dictate the method; her task is only to facilitate a re-
flection that is ongoing and interactive. Knowledge is knowing that
reflection cannot be terminated. Moreover, to use Shoshana Felman's
phrase, knowledge is not to learn something about but to learn some-
thing from. Knowledge, not as a substance or content ‘out there” wait-
ing to be appropriated but as the ‘how-to’ aspect that the subtitle of the
present book indicates, bears on such learning from the practice of
interdisciplinary cultural analysis.

Within the framework of the present book,
tion of teaching as facilitating the condition of knowledge (1982:
Code’s apparently small shift from lover to friend is, at least provision®
ally, a way out of the philosophy/ humanities misfit.
paradigm for knowledge-production, the traditional task Of
humanities, but then m.noacnmo: as interminable process, not as
ace to a product. Code lists the following features of friendship:
opposed to the lover’s passion, as productive analogies for know Jed :

production:

— such knowledge is not achieved at once, rather it develops
— itis open to interpretation at different levels
— it admits degrees

and of Felman’s descrip= .,.
31,

Friendship is &3

_.uﬂmm..""
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— it changes

[mﬁwwmowmzao_&mﬁ .. .
= positions in t
tion are reversible he process of knowledge construc-

~ iti - i
is a never-accomplished constant process

— the ‘more-or-lessness’ i
e of this knowled i
and revise judgment (1991: 37-8). edge affirms the need to reserve

This list helps to disti g
stinguish between phi ;
as a discipli o philosophy in th
Bowm m_mmwwhwﬂm .ow.&woﬂzsm_ inter-discipline %:% the %:HMMM%M =
. i ield, ‘rhizomically’ o 2 ties as a
interdisciplinary practice. y’ organized according to a dynamic
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suing it: _ s S S concepts. An is i
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togeth . ; pursuit of knowledge —
.GMM\W ﬂﬂw M:\r wo_nmﬁam_ objects that we wish to get to wbmme H_uu.Em ﬂ.ﬂmﬁ
their ﬁ:nm_.w:mww L mm._m. deploy them, in interaction with m.:a MM.% Mb .mm.
B e o =ed knowledge. Butpin the bostiet ¥ iy
R of ﬁnm % _mﬂmmwm does b_.& imply a rigid division of Emwmwozm\
P &Smmozwﬁ 208 the lines of disciplines or amﬁmngmmzw mﬁoa
v m%ﬂ%mm all m._.mu.mn%m:mm of the key to a genui .
B Wittt n_mwgm“xmﬁwﬂmn a mwmmmr.em.@ to the provisional nature o\.ﬂwm .
B el between mrwmo Moé it mwr each participant learns to move M_Mﬂw.
- eead e areas of activity. I a ; ,
- will co ; vity. In our travel
k. nstantly negotiate these differences. We will m&wmnw.”.wmwom” EM

ath an

bracket
| b i
. thers, but eliminate none. This is the basis of interdisci

_.EOHW_. plinary



