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locating who?

L‘ discover the exact place or position of: engineers were working to locate
X the faul.

* (usu. be located) situate in a particular place: these popular apartments

| |
are centrally located. I O ‘ a t I I | W I l e | l ;
* place within a particular context: they locate their policies in terms of u

wealth creation.
* [ no obj. ] establish onesell or one’s business i a specified place: his
marketing strategy has been to locate in small towns,

DERIVATIVES

e locating where?

ORIGIN carly 16th cent.: from Laun locat- “placed,” from the verb locare,
from locus ‘place.” The original sense was as a legal 1erm meaning ‘reat
out,” later (late 16th cent.) ‘assign to a particular place,” then “establish in
a place.” The sense “discover the exact position of” dates from the late
19th cent,

usage: In formal English, one should avoid using locate to mean “find
(a missing object)”: e can't seem fo locate his keys. In precise usage,
locate means “discover the exact place or position of” or “fix the

position of, put in place”: the doctors hope 1o locate the source of the
bleeding. the studio should be located on a north-facing slope.
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{ ndoing the case for re

I.ditonal pracuces like Y.'u'\«, are IIHI\ the most o s maniles 1wons of the

assumptions to which | stand opposed: the assumption that there is a sense, that

it 1s embedded or encoded » text, and thar it can be taken in at a singl

glance. These assumptions a n order, positivist, holistic, and spatial, and 1o

have them is to be committed both to a goal and to a procedure. The goal is to
settle on a meaning, and the procedure involves first stepping back from the text,

and then putting together or o wise calculating the discrete units
cance 1t contains. My quarrel with this procedure (and with the assumptions that

generate 1) 1s that in the course of following it through the ader’s activities
are at once ignored and devalued. They are ignored becaust is taken

to be selt sulhcient evervil g 1s m it—and thev are devalued b cause when

thev are thought of at al v are thought of as the disposable machinery of

extraction. In the procedures [ would urge, the reader's activities are
center of attention, whe v are regarded not as leading to meaning but

)

meaning. The meaning they have is a consequence of their not being

) Ity
Aacilig

cmpty; tor they include the making and revising of assumptions, the renderi
and regretting of judgments, the cor nd abandoning of conclusions,
giving and withdrawing of approval, the specifving of causes, the asking of qucs
tions, the supplyving of answers, the solving of puzzles. In a word, these actvities
are interprenve—rather than being preliminary to questions of value, thev are

at every moment settling and resettding questions of value—and because they are
interpretive, ption of them will also be, and without any additional step,
fact th 1 { experiencing). It will

an interpretation, not atter the

a description of 2 moving wholly present (not waing

t constitun ing i wtinually in the act of reconstituting

\s a project such a description presents enormous heulues, and there s

hardly time to consider them here;’ but it should be obvious from mv brief
examples how different it is from the positivist-formalist project. Evervthing
depends on the temporal dimension, and as a consequence the notion of a

mistake, at least as something to be avoided disappears. In a sequence where

a reader first structures the field he inhabits and then is asked 1o restructure
it (by changing an assignment of aker or realigning attitudes and positions)

there 1s no question of priority among his structurings; no one

it 1s the last, has privilege; each i legitimate, cach equs

object of analysis, becaus in event in his experience

F'he firm assertiveness of this paragr: miv calls attention to the questions

.1'.a;i\|\ \l.‘bh“ 15 '.}lh g .lLil.f; ”'-\\ can l |‘-I'L"\IIZII'\ o .i.\\:x"w his cxperiences,
what do ers who report t 1y do not have the experie

I describes? 1 me answer these questions 1ier make a beginning

in the context of another example, this time from Milton's Comu

we are mtroduced to the villain by way of a genealon
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Bacchus that first from out the purple grape,
Crushed the sweet poison of misused wine.

In almost any edition of this poem, a footnote will tell you that Bacchus is the
god of wine. OFf course most readers already know that, and because they know

it, they will be anticipating the appearance of ‘wine' long before they come upon

it in the final position, Morcover, they will also be anticipating a negative judg

ment on it, in part because of the association of Bacchus with revelry and excess,
and especially because the phrase ‘sweet poison’ suggests that the judgment has
alrcady been made. At an early point then, we will have both flled in the form
of the assertion and made a decision about its moral content. That decision is
upsct by the word ‘misused’; for what ‘misused” asks us to do is transfer the
pressure of judgment from wine (where we have already placed it) to the abusers
of wine, and therefore when ‘wine” finally appears, we must declare it innocent
of the charges we have ourselves made.

This, then, is the structure of the reader’s experience—the transferring of a
moral label from a thing to those who appropriate it. It is experience that
depends on a reader for whom the name Bacchus has precise and immediate
associations; another reader, a reader for whom those associations are less precise
will not have that experience because he will not have rushed to a conclusion
in relation to which the word ‘misused’ will stand as a challenge. Obviously |
am discriminating between these two readers and between the two equally real
experiences they will have. It is not a discnmination based simply on information,
because what is important is not the information itself, but the action of the mind
which its possession makes possible for one reader and impossible for the other.,
One might discriminate further between them by noting that the point at issue
whether value is a function of objects and actions or of intentions—is at the
heart of the seventeenth-century debate over ‘things indifferent.” A reader who
is aware of that debate will not only have the experience I describe; he will
recognize at the end of it that he has been asked to take a position on one side
of a continuing controversy; and that recognition (also a part of his experience)
will be part of the (li\pn\mnn with which he moves into the lines that follow

It would be possible to continue with this profile of the optimal reader, but
I would not get very far before someone would point out that what 1 am really
describing is the intended reader, the reader whose education, opinions,
concerns, linguistic con ences, and so on make his able of having the

actenzanon

1se 1t seems obvioy ¢ cflorts of readers are : S eflorts to discern

ind therefore realize (1 sense of becoming) an author's intention. |
would only object if that realization were conceived narrowly, as the single act
Of 4.""'[‘!1'|ILII(IIZI_' an author’s purpose, rather 1 (as | would conceive it) as
the succession of acts readers perform in the continuing assumption that they
ire dealing with intentional beings. In this view discerning an intention is no
more or less than understanding, and understanding includes (is constituted by)
all the activities which make up what I call the structure of the reader’s expen-
ence. To describe that experience is therefore to describe the reader’s cfforts

320
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at understanding, and to describe the reader’s cfforts at understanding is to
describe his realization (in two senses) of an author's intention, Or to put it
another way, what my analyses amount to are descriptions of a succession of
decisions made by readers about an author’s intention—decisions that are not
limited to the specifving of purpose but include the specifying of every aspect
of successively intended worlds, decisions that are precisely the shape, because
they are the content, of the reader’s activines

Having said this, however, it would appear that I am open 1o two objections
The first is that the procedure is a circular one. | describe the expenience ol
a reader who in his strategies is answerable to an author’s intention, and 1 speaify

the author's intention by pointing to the strategies emploved by that same reader.

But this objection would have force only if it were possible to specify one
independently of the other. What is being specified from either perspective are
the conditions of utterance, of what could have been understood o have been
meant by what was said. That is, intention and understanding are two ends of
a conventional act, each of which necessarily stipulates (includes, defines, speci-
fies) the other. To construct the profile of the informed or at-home reader is
at the same time to characterize the author’s intention and vice versa, because
to do ecither is to specify the antemparary conditions of utterance, to identify, by
h('\(llllilly a member of, a community n ¢ up of those who share interpretive
strategies.

I'he second objection 1s another version of the hrst: it the content of the
reader’s experience is the succession of acts he performs in scarch of an author’s
intentions, and if he performs those acts at the bidding of the text, does not the
text then produce or contain evervthing—intention and experience—and have
I not compromised my antiformalist position? This objection will have force only
if the formal patterns of the text are assumed to exist independently of the
reader’s experience, for only then can priority be claimed for them. Indeed, the
claims of independence and priority are one and the same; when they are
separated it is so that they can give circular and illegitimate support to ecach
other. The question ‘do formal features exist independently?” is usually answered
bv pointing to their priority: they are ‘in’ the text before reader comes to it
I'he question ‘are formal features prior?’ is usually answ v pointing to their
independent status: they are ‘in’ the text before the reader comes to it. What
looks like a step in an argument s actually the spectacle of an assertion
supporting itself. It follows then that an attack on the independence of formal
features will also be an attack on their priority (and vice versa), and [ would like
to mount such an attack in the context of two short passages from Lyadas

The first passage (actually the second in the poem’s sequence) begins at line
42

The willows and the hazel copses green
Shall now no more be seen,
Fanning their jovous leaves to thy soft lays

It is my thesis that the reader is always making sense (I intend ‘making’ to have
its literal force), and in the case of these lines the sense he makes will involve
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the same argument for intentions. That is, intention 1s no more embodied *in' the
text than are formal units; rather an intention, like a formal unit, i1s made when
perceptual or interpretive closure is hazarded; it is venhed by an interpretive acr,
and I would add, it is not verithable in anyv ower way. This last assertion is too
large to be fully considered here, but | can sketch out the argumentative
sequence | would follow were 1 to consider it intention is known when and only
when it is recognized; it is recognized as soon as vou decide about it; vou decide
about it as soon as vou make a sense; and vou make a sense (or so my model
clatms) as soon as vou can

l.et me tie up the threads of my argument with a final example from Lyadas:

le must not float upon his wat'ry bier

I
Unwept

Here the reader’s experience has much the same career as it does in lines 4

at the end of line 13 perceptual closure is hazarded, and a sense is made in which
the line 1s taken to be a resolution I*:mll,'.tng Oon a promisc that 1S, there 1s now
an expectation that something will be done about this unfortunate sitvation, and
the reader anucipates a call 1o action, perhaps even a program for the under-
taking of a rescue mission. With *Unwept,” however, that expectation and antici
paiion are disappointed, and the realization of that disappointment will be
inseparable from the making of a new (and less comforting) sense: nothing will
be done; Lycidas will continue to float upon his wat'ry bier, and the only action
taken will be the lamenting of the fact that no action will be efficacious, including
the actions of speaking and listening to this lament (which in line 15 will receive
the meretricious and self-mocking designation ‘melodious tear’). Three struc-
tures' come into view at precisely the same moment, the moment when the reader

having resolved a sense unresolves it and makes a new one; that moment will also
be the moment of picking out a formal pattern or unit, end of ling/beginning of
line, and it will also be the moment at which the reader, having decided about
the speaker’s intention, about what is meant by what has been said, will make
the decision again and in so doing will make another intention.

['his, then, 1s my thesis: that the form ol the reader’s expenience, formal units,
and the structure intentios ne, that they come into view simultancous!
and that therefore the questions of prionty and '
does arise 1s " < ion: what produces them: 1s, it intention, form,
ind the shape of ¢ 's experience are simply different ways
1{ different J | on) the same terprenve act, .
interpretation of? annot answer that question, but neither,
anvone clse, althou formalists try to answer it by pointing

! ; available independently of (prior to) interpretation. These
patterns vary according to the procedures that vield them: they may be staustical
(number of two-svllable words per hundred words), grammarical (ratio of passive
to active constructions, or of right-branching to left-branching sentences, or of
anvthing e¢lse); but whatever they are | would argue that they do not lie inno-
cently in the world but are themselves constituted by an interpretive act, even

if, as is often the case, that act is unacknowledged. OF course, this is as true
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myself, although in doing so | must give up the claims implicitly made in the first
part of this essay. There I argue that a bad (because spatial) model had
suppressed what was really happening, but by my own declared principles the
notion ‘really happening’ is just one more interpretation.

Interpretive communities

It seems then that the price one pays for denying the priority of cither forms
or intenuons is an inability to say how it is that one ever begins, Yet we do begin,
and we continue, and because we do there arises an immediate counterobiection
to the preceding pages. If interpretive acts are the source of forms rather than
the other way around, why isn’t it the case that readers are always performing
the same acts or a sequence of random acts, and therefore creating the same forms

or a random succession of forms? How, in short, does one explain these two
‘facts’ of reading? (1) The same reader will perform differently when reading two
‘different’” (the word is in quotation marks because its status is precisely what
IS at issuc) texts; and (2) different readers will perform similarly when reading
the ‘same’ (in quotes for the same reason) text. That is to say, both the stability
of interpretation among readers and the variety of interpretation in the career
of a single rcader would seem to argue for the existence of something inde
pendent of and prior to interpretive acts, something which produces them. I will
answer this challenge by asserting that both the stability and the variety are func-
tions of interpretive strategies rather than of texts

L.et us suppose that | am reading Lyadas. What is it that 1 am doing? First of

|

ll, what I am not doing is ‘simply reading,” an activity in which 1 do not believe
because it implies the possibility of pure (that is, disinterested) perception
Rather, I am proceeding on the basis of (at least) two interpretive decisions
(1) That Lycdas is a pastoral (2) that it was written by Milton. (I should add that
the notions ‘pastoral’ and ‘Milton’ are also interpretations; that is, they do not

for a set of indisputable, objective facts; if they did, a great many books

stand
would not now be getting written.) Once these decisions have been made (and
if I had not made these | would have made others, and they would be conse-
quential in the same way), | am immediately predisposed to perform certain acts

to *hnd,” by looking for, themes (the relationship between natural processes and

her action), to conler

the careers of men, the efficacy of poetry or of any ot
significances (on flowers, streams, shepherds, pagan deities), to mark out ‘formal’
units (the lament, the consolation, the turn, the athrmation of tarth, and so on)
iy (|:\_',n-\"_i~"' o lwrf‘;rm these acts (and -ﬂ‘.(l\, the list 1s not meant o be
exhaustive) constitutes a set of interpretive strategies, which, when they are put
into execution, become the large act of reading. This is to sav, interpretive strat
cgies are not put into execution after reading (the pure act of perception in which
I do not believe); they are the shape of reading, and because they are the shape

of reading, they give texts their shape, making them rather than, as it is usually

assumed, arising from them. Several important things follow from this account:

(1) 1 did not have to execute this particular set of interpretive strategies
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in the Scriptures, and indeed in the world when it is properly read, points 1o
(bears the meaning of) God’s love for us and our answering responsibility to love
our fellow creatures for His sake. If only you should come upon something which
does not at hirst scem to bear this meaning, that ‘does not literally pertain to
virtuous behavior or to the truth of faith,” vou are then to take it ‘to be figurative’'
and proceed to scrutinize it ‘until an interpretation contributing to the reign of

charity is produced.” This is then both a stipulation of what meaning there

is and a set of directions for finding it, which is of course a set of directions
of interpretive strategies—/for making it, that is, for the endless reproduction of
the same text. Whatever one may think of this interpretive program, its success
and case of execution are attested to by centuries of Christian exegesis. It is my
contention that any interpretive program, any set of interpretive strategies, can
have a similar success, although few have been as spectacularly successtul as this
one. (For some time now, for at least three hundred vears, the most successful
interpretive program has gone under the name ‘ordinary language.’) In our own
discipline programs with the same characteristic of always reproducing one text
include psychoanalytic criticism, Robertsonianism® (always threatening to extend
its sway into later and later periods), numerology (a sameness based on the
assumption of innumerable hixed differences).

I'he other challenging question—"why will different readers execute the same
interpretive strategy when faced with the “same” text?’—can be handled in the
same way. The answer is again that they don’t have to, and my evidence is the
entire history of literary criticism. And again this answer implies that the notion
‘same text’ is the product of the possession by two or more readers of similar
interpretive strategies.

But why should this ever h.lp]u‘ll:’ Why should two or more readers ever agree,
and why should regular, that is, habitual, differences in the career of a single
reader ever occur? What is the explanation on the one hand of the stability of
interpretation (at least among certain groups at certain times) and on the other
of the orderly variety of interpretation if it is not the stability and variety of texts?
The answer to all of these questions is to be found in a notion that has been
implicit in my argument, the notion of imterpretive communities. Interpretive
communities are made up of those who share interpretive strategies not for
reading (in the conventional sense) but for writing texts, for constituting th
properties and assigning their intentions. In other words, these strategies exist
prior to the act ol reac
rather than, as is usually assumed, the other wav around. It it is an article of faith
in a particular community that there are a variety of texts, its members will boast
1 repertoire of strategies for making them. And if a community believes in the
existence of only one text, then the si ¢ strategy its members emplov will be
forever writing it. [he hrst community will accuse the members of the second
of being reductive, and they in turn will call their accusers superficial. The
assumption in cach community will be that the other is not correctly perceiving
the ‘true text,” but the truth will be that cach perceives the text (or texts) its

“ A reference to the medievalist, 1), W. Robertson
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It would seem at first that this account of things simply reintroduces the old
objection; for isn’t this an admission that there is after all a formal encoding, not
perhaps of meanings, but of the directions for making them, for executing
)

interpretive strategies? The answer is that they will only be directions 1o those

who alrecady have the interpretive strategies in the frst place. Rather than

producing interpretive acts, they are » product of one. An author hazards
projection, not because of something ‘in” the marks, but because of something
he assumes to be in his reader. The very existence of the ‘marks’ is a function
of an interpretive community, for they will be recognized (that is, made) only by
its members. Those outside that community will be de
interpretive strategics (interpretation cannot be withhe
making different marks.

So once again | have made the text disappear, but u
do not disappear with it. If evervone is continually ex
egies and in that act constituting texts, intentions, sp
can any one of us know whether or not he is a membe
community as any other of us? The answer is that he
brought forward to support the claim would itself be ar
if the ‘other” were an author long dead). The only
fellowship, the nod of recognition from someone in the s
who says to you what neither of us could ever prove t«
[ say it to you now, knowing full well that you will
understand) only if vou already agree with me

)]
OTES
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