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transnational in scope. The recently announced “Universi of Califory
?Iotechnology STAR Project” is a good example of this.tylt’s g?)lz:lf:
To foster and support meritorious research in biotechnology that is join
funded by BioStar and private sponsors, and to build lasting universi
industry linkages that will enhance the State’s biotechnology enterpris
To position California for international competitiveness in emerging areag
of biotechnology and to seek solutions to important problems; To e:
hance the technology transfer process in order to speed delivery c;f public
benefits _from University research; To assess and communicate the im?“
pact of biotechnology research and training in the public arena.”™ That i;'
vx.fh‘at I mean by the globalization of the research university. Such univer-
sities no longer so much serve the national government through granté‘
from the NSF or NIH, but serve more and more transnational companies
that pay for the research, then develop and market the results of re-
search. This new orientation for the research university means a shift
away from the disinterested search for knowledge, what used to be called
in Germany at least, Wissenschaffi, to research that will produce market:
able products, products that will help make us competive in the global
economy. United States Universities are no longer so much covertly part
of the military-industrial complex as they were during the Cold War. The
are now overtly part of a global technology complex. T

What, one might ask, will be the role in this new university of literary
_studz orof the humanities generally, cultural studies, for example, if that
isa .humamty,” as opposed to a social science? (I think myself,' itisa
hybrid, partly a humanity, partly a social science; no shame in that.) The
answer, I believe, is that the utility of such study will no longer be mea-
sured so much by its contribution to ideological indoctrination in national
values (our traditional version of the Arnoldian goal to take possession of
the b_est that has been known and thought in the world) as by its utility in
helping us understand our own country and all the others around the
globe better so we can “be competitive in the global economy.” Just how
'Fhe stl'ld)f of 'Beow_ulf or Shakespeare will aid United States economic
imperialism is not immediately apparent. Certainly the changes will give
the study of English literature a radically different function from the older
one that saw Shakespeare as part of our cultural heritage and as neces-
sary knowlec_lge for all good citizens of the United States so we could
stand up against communism. One of the strange anomalies of literary
study in the United States is that until recently at least it was focused
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primarily on the literature of a foreign country that happens to speak the
same language many of us do but that was a nation we defeated over two
hundred years ago in a revolutionary war of independence. English litera-
ture was our basic resource for Bildung or education in national values.
In this respect at least, we went on acting like a colony for two hundred
years after we ceased to be a colony. All that is rapidly changing now.

British literature, it appears to me, will and should become gradually
more marginal in United States universities. This will happen both as
British literary study becomes justified as part of “European studies,”
that is, studies whose bottom line is helping us understand Europe, in-
cluding England, better, so we can do better business with them, and as
English literature departments gradually become, as I think they should,
places where world literature in English is studied, that is, New Zealand,
Australian, African, Indian, and East Asian literatures written in some
version of the English language. That broadening should also take place,
of course, in the context of an expansion to make literature in English part
of cultural studies generally in a global context. Much of this expansion
would be part of Pacific Rim Studies or African Studies or South Asian
Studies.

At the same time the study of American literature in English should in
my view become, as it is already fast becoming, part of a separate enter-
prise studying American culture generally, in all its multilingual complex-
ity. This should include not only literature by women and minorities, but
United States cultural studies generally, study of popular culture, the lit-
erature people really read, that is, romances, detective stories, and the
like, the study of film, television, popular music, and so on. This new or
expanded discipline would also need to study our interface or overlapping
with neighboring national cultures, Canada, Mexico, Cuba, Latin America
generally. The skilled workforce needed to make us competitive in the
global economy will need to have a knowledge of our own culture in all
its diversity, including at least some of the many languages besides En-
glish our citizens speak.

Finally, I believe that we shall in coming years have so much interac-
tion with East Asian countries, increasingly Chinaas it becomes the world’s
biggest economy, and will have in addition so many citizens who have
Chinese, Japanese, Korean, Thai, Vietnamese, and the rest, as primary
languages that study of one or more of these languages with their associ-
ated literatures and cultures should be a requirement in our schools and
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universities. If I had my life to live over again, I would make learning
Chinese a high priority or would hope someone made it a high priority f
me, especially if I lived in California or anywhere else on the Pacific Rim,
The English-only movement is suicidal if our goal is really to make Calj~
fornia competitive in the global economy. This study of East Asian lan-
guages and literatures would for the most part be a component of Pacific
Rim Studies.

European Studies, American Studies, Pacific Rim Studies, African
Studies — literary study in a much changed mode will, it appears to me,
best survive in the new globalized university as a party of such new
configurations. These will seem to have pragmatic value to those scien-
tists, technicians, and bureaucrats who, to a considerable degree, run the
university and to those corporate sponsors who to a considerable degree
pay for it. The present configuration of departments does not any longer
have a persuasive rationale.

Another factor is, however, also transforming literary study. This is
the advent of new forms of telecomuunications: computers, modems,e-
mail, the Internet, the World Wide Web, satellite TV, literature on line and
in databases, computerized library access. Most of us have had our work
already radically affected by these new technologies. I claim, however,
that the changes do more than facilitate a study of literature that can be
carried on more or less according to traditional methods and goals, just
with more easily available facilities. Literature itself is being changed by
the new regime of telecommunications.

The transformations now being wrought by new communications tech-
nologies in shaping the postcolonial, postnational, global university are
hard to define and understand, partly because we are in the midst of
them. The digital revolution now going on, however, is clearly as radical
and as irreversible as the move from a manuscript to a print culture. E-
mail, faxes, computerized library catalogues, composition on the com-
puter rather than in longhand or on the typewriter, the increasing use of
computers and networks in instruction, therefore often as a commercial
venture, the availability online of more and more material, the move from
linear print media to mutimedia hypertext, online publishing of articles
and monographs that is altering the way research results are disseminated
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— all these are rapidly and irrevocably transforming the way teachers
and students of literature (and of other humanistic disciplines) do their
work.

The most dramatic and spectral effect, however, is the hardest to see,
understand, and gauge. This is the change effected in the objects of our
study by their digitizing. What is the difference between reading Henry
James’s The Golden Bowl in a printed copy and as a cybertext down-
loaded into my desktop or laptop? At first there might seem to be little
difference beyond the not unimportant one of the ability to “search,”
extract from, and otherwise manipulate the cybertext version. I claim, on
the contrary, that the difference is radical and profound, no less than a
transformation of the literary object’s mode of existence. Understanding,
even in a preliminary way, this change may help to see why the informa-
tion model does not apply to all those literary works that are circulating
through cyberspace at the speed of light, located everywhere and no-
where as so many black holes in the presumed transparency of informa-
tion networks. Much is made these days of problems of security on the
Internet and of the need for strong cryptography as against the
government’s desire to have the keys to all encrypting programs. Literary
works continue to hide their secrets, however, secrets as dark as death,
even if they are totally exposed and made public, universally available all
over the world to anyone with a computer, a modem, and a service pro-
vider. Paradoxically, the new digitized existence only makes more evi-
dent, if we have eyes to see it, eyes to see what cannot be seen, what was
perhaps more hidden in print versions, that is, the way literary works hide
what I call black holes.

Walter Benjamin recognized that new media are radically transforma-
tive. He applied this insight to the analysis of photography and cinema
under the name of “the age of technical reproducibility.” Print too, as we
perhaps tend to forget, is also a form of technical reproducibility, but the
effects of reproducibility are, it may be, more evident in the instanta-
neous flash of the camera shutter that produces a negative giving a spec-
tral, endlesly repeatable life to what is already dead in the instant it is
preserved. What is photographed is killed and given an indefinite afterlife
of survival in the act of clicking that camera shutter. Eduardo Cadava, in
a brilliant book on Benjamin and photography, Words of Light, has iden-
tified the political and social implications of photography for Benjamin.
Speaking of Benjamin’s figure of a “caesura in the movement of thought”
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in the “Theses on the Concept of History,” Cadava says, “This caesura
— whose force of immobilization not only gives way to the appearance
of an image but also intervenes in the linearity of history and politics —
can be understood in relation to what we might call the photograph’s
Medusa effect” (Cadava, xx).

Our time of computers, of an unimaginable chaos of digitized images.
gn_d‘texts accessible on the Internet, is the age of technological reproduc-
ibility with a vengeance, that age squared or cubed, hyperbolically ot
exponentially expanded and so transformed, taken beyond a threshold or

limit of technischen Reproduzierbarkeit. Digitizing, that melts down the.

distinction between image and text, produces image/texts that are much
more fleeting and ubiquitous than a photograph. They bring even more
into the open the other side of Benjamin’s sense of the photograph as
instantaneous: its way of giving a ghostly and spectral persistence, every-

where and nowhere, a life after death to what has been “shot.” Literature
has always had a strange connection to ghosts, to death, and to survival

after death, but this has tended to be sidestepped in much literary study,

To read The Golden Bowl is to encounter the traces of James’s dictating
voice, a little like Tennyson’s voice or Browning’s on one of those primi-

tive phonograph records, voices that truly sound as if they were coming
from the grave, voices of the shuttle weaving a shroud. The new digitized

mode of existence for literary works in databases and on the Internet
turns those works into an innumerable murmurous swarm of ghosts that
return and can return again at our command, like those shades from the

underworld that rise for Ulysses in Book Eleven of The Odyssey, or like

the recorded sounds of Glenn Gould playing Bach’s The Well-T. empered
Clavier back in the 1960’s, which I am listening to on my computer at

this moment. (I leave it to you to establish the referent of “at this mo-

ment” and “I” in that sentence.)

My claim is that this new digitized existence will change literature and
literary study in manifold and as yet unforeseen ways. [ would go so far
as to say that it will transform, is already transforming, the concept of
literature or of literarity, killing literature and giving it a new existence as
the survivor of itself. Students of literature will and should remain as the
guardians and surviving witnesses of previous historical epochs, just as
classicists bear witness to what was the nature and function of Greek
tragedy within a vanished classical culture. Literature as we know it, as
Jacques Derrida has argued, is inextricably associated with democracy,
that is, with freedom of speech, the freedom to say or to write anything
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and everything (never completely obtained, of course). Even the concept
of free speech, I add, is being changed by the electronic revolution. “Lit-
erature” is also, I further assert, concomitant with industrialization prior
to the electronic revolution, with the age, now coming to an end, of the
printed book, and with Cartesian and post-Cartesian conceptions of
selfhood, along with associated notions of representation and of “reality.”
All these are intertwined and mutually self-sustaining factors. Literature
as a distinctive way to use language arises not from any special way of
speaking or writing but from the possibility of taking any piece of lan-
guage whatsoever as fictional or, on the other hand, as possibly truth-
telling, as referential in the ordinary sense. This “taking” happens accord-
ing to complex historically determined conventions, codes, and protocols.
That neat opposition between fiction and truth-telling is a feature of print
culture. In the digitized world of the Internet the distinction breaks down
or is transformed, just as it has already been transformed by television. In
television advertising cannot always be distinguished from news, and wars
like Somalia and the Gulf War are presented as media spectacles, not all
that different from war movies.

Alan Liu’s forthcoming The Future Literary: Literary History and
Postmodern Culture is a brilliant and fascinating discussion of the influ-
ence of computer technology and its graphic layouts on the presentation
of new multicultural American literary histories or anthologies such as
the Heath Anthology of American Literature, Paul Lauter, gen. ed., 2nd
ed. (Lexington, Mass.: D. C. Heath, 1994), and American Mosaic:
Multicultural Readings in Context, compiled by Barbara Roche Rico
and Sandra Mano (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1991). Computer screen
layouts also give us new models by means of which to understand litera-
ture of the past, as well as new ways to model literary history. The com-
puter-adept person, I am arguing, will read literature of the past differ-
ently and think of its relation to other cultural artifacts differently.

If there were time | would exemplify this by showing how the easy
availability on the Web of Whistler’s The Little White Girl and the easy
possibility of manipulating the digital image to make close-ups and show
details transforms the reader’s sense of Swinburne’s “Before the Mirror,”
a poem about the painting, whose subtitle is “(Verses Written Under a



254

Picture).” The poem is also available
s . on the Internet to t
not‘iiilsétlﬁsi];iﬁ fl:lbf‘crlbed to (;hgdwick-Heaiey databases.hlglslf thwel:-:S'e
- never‘time - r:o um;_. This is just the point of this brief paper. The;S
i i 1ite¥aturre‘:f or.exarr:,ple here and now in a lecture like thie
reflection. It would b: ang:;lt:(ﬂf;tigigjgw f';CJ(;n ﬂl;eoretica] o pOliticasl
= I . : : so. [ doubt ve if it wi
an;r :l%z:;nfgf Htr:::a?; ;f;;lzle;:el\tmi! ever again be time. Thg:;: fllfl:\lfz;tt‘i’;lel;
nkin . Its time is up. This gives yet anoth
ofgthe gggga}); ;l}?esar;e one, to Hegel’s famous diCtUI'[yl that art fsr ::;ia: '
aibes i}?rer ; "}; iesen Be_z:ehungen ist und bleibt die Kunst na Ig1
s artog ?en Bestimmung fiir uns ein Vergdngenes (In :ll
o o r,e s far as its hlgh';st determination [or calling] is con
e s e ;:ntatllil‘s forusa t!un g of'the past [ein Vergingenes — :
i e ilt) skn ing [Warmms!cl trans.]).” This means too, thou ﬁ
- also(; thien ofw t:t, that art, including literature as a forr,n of a%t
i gS of the future. It never quite successfully gets spiri;:
et o 0 we can get on to the end of getting spirit into
ot aﬁd liter::;; tt]ilél; i};litofor art anc_i literature. We dwell, as far
always too late and always too earl)r/‘,C:rT:ielgéll; .

To shift z
A A AR TR e
! . e ne ime for literary stud ’
e ry study. It was
. r%t:;tn térlne Eo_lt" it. ther.ary study always was, is now, gnd alwa;seaei;ltge
i ;:m i ;rature is a name for that component in sign system n
ety CO”Z crtl_lm or m_odg that_ls incapable of being rationaliged in :1 .
o o ;t\;le m_stltﬁxtlo!r(\iallzed pragmatically valuable study in trlln)é
i 3 er in the old Cold War universi i
e _ rsity or in the n
Thise;f:gq \:1&? ??‘}v departmental f:onﬁgurations now coming if]:) %ijal
et 5. at. iterary study” is an oxymoron. What this ox mo:l .
ontinue to take place, whenever it does, if it doesyin ogg

momen &

S :
o };E?\E::: ;ns ':i}tIT'[EiObIal economy. Literary study’s time is always up. It
& Lol oi aiway_s survived, asa ghostly revenant, as a som.e-
i< egs .ﬂ'a; harrnmg spec;tral vistant at the feast of reason. Lit-
Internet Galaxy. Neiferth(;l[;??l?o{i)tglnths;z?; highwti'ly, e
1 % never time it’s ne

Lh?egtmu:é tht?si holes, p‘otholes.or blf:lck holes, “literamr’et?:: Eﬁ:iiigever

of absolute singularity within any cultural forms in what;;rzi
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medium, will continue to demand urgently to be “gtudied,” here and now,
within whatever new institutional and departmental configurations we
devise and within whatever new regime of telecommunications we in-

habit.

Comparing Everything

The displacement of language-based theory by cultural studies is evi-
dent everywhere in humanities departments of Western universities. One

place where it can be clearly seen is in the «Bernheimer Report” of the

American Comparative Literature Association, “Comparative Literature

at the Turn of the Century” (1993). This report proposes that a new

discipline of comparative literature should replace both 1) the old-fash-

ioned, Eurocentric, pre-1 975 form of comparative literature that set ca-
nonical works from European and United States national literatures side
by side to “compare” them, and also 2) the theory-based and reading-
based comparative literature of the 1970s and 1980s. For these should be
substituted a form of cultural studies that will compare cultures by juxta-
posing many kinds of artifacts and forms of behavior — works verbal,
visual, and aural, as well as dress, habits of walking, and so on. Compara-
tive literature will now study film, popular literature, popular music, ad-
vertising, et al., alongside examples of what has traditionally been thought
of as “literature.” The Bernheimer Report has accepted so completely the
current project of cultural studies that it might be taken as an excellent
description of that project, with a slight emphasis on the comparative
aspect. Comparison, however, is always a part of cultural studies, even
outside comparative literature departments. Here is what the report says

about “the space of comparison today”:

The space of comparison today involves comparisons between artistic
productions usually studied by different disciplines; between various cultural
constructions of those disciplines; between Western cultural traditions, both
high and popular, and those of non-Western cultures; between the pre- and
postcontact cultural productions of colonized peoples; between gender con-
structions defined as feminine and those defined as masculine, or between
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sexual orientations defined as straight and those defined as gay; between ra-

cial and ethnic modes of signifying; between hermeneutic articulations of
meaning and materialist analyses of its modes of production and circulation:
and much more. These ways of contextualizing literature in the expanded ﬁeld.:
of discourse, culture, ideology, race, and gender are so different from the old
models of literary study according to authors, nations, periods, and genres
tha:i thse term “literature” may no no longer adequately describe our object of
study. :

“The term ‘literature’ may no longer adquately describe our object of
study”! You can say that again. This explosion of the discipline of com-
parative literature, leaving it commissioned to study just about everything
human, therefore nothing definite, parallels the similar explosion of En-
glish departments. By including everything listed here (“and much more™),
the new comparative literature will marginalize literature, to say the least.
It will compare everything that can be labelled “culture,” in a self-en-
closed circling, just as Diogenes Teufelsdrickh, in Carlyle’s Sartor
Resartus, was, in Carlyle’s quaint spelling, a professor of Alleriey-
Wissenschafft at the University of Weissnichtwo.®

What is disappearing in the new comparative literature, as in many
other forms of cultural studies, is the emphasis on reading that was so
important a feature in theory of the 1970s and 1980s. In place of an
exigent theoretical attention to reading is put an assumption of the “trans-
latability,” without significant loss, of cultural meanings from one lan-
guage to another, one medium to another, one discipline to another. A
strenuous rejection of translation was a keystone of the older compara-
tive literature. This was the case even though the rejection of translation
was to a considerable degree bogus. Comparative literature as a discipline
has tended to express the linguistic imperialism of one or another single
language: American English, for example, in the United States, or French
in the case of the comparative literature of René Etiemble in Paris. The
comparatist knows many languages, but can translate them all into the
dominant language he or she uses. This is the case, for example, with
René Wellek’s “monumental” history of modern criticism.” The implicit
claim is, “Trust me. I know all these languages and can translate texts
from all into English for you. You can forget that they were originally
written in German, Russian, Polish, Czech, or whatever. I have given the
originals in a subordinate place in case you want to look them up, but
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problems of untranslatability have largely been circumvented by my own
mastery of all these languages. I am the relay station within which all
these other languages are turned into English.”

For the new cultural studies form of “comparative literature,” how-
ever, translation has a new meaning. It has to do not so much with finding
equivalents in one language for expressions in another but rather with the
carrying over of an entire other culture or discipline into one’s own. About
turning the other into the same there would be much to say. Here is what
the Bernheimer report says about translation:

While the necessity and unique benefits of a deep knowledge of foreign
languages must continue to be stressed, the old hostilities toward translation
should be mitigated. In fact, translation can well be seen as a paradigm for
larger problems of understanding and interpretation across different discur-
sive traditions. Comparative Literature, it could be said, aims to explain both
what is lost and what is gained in translations between the distinct value sys-
tems of different cultures, media, disciplines, and institutions. Moreover, the
comparatist should accept the responsibility of locating the particular place
and time at which he or she studies these practices. Where do I speak from,
and from what tradition(s), or countertraditions? How do 1 translate Europe or
South America or Africa into a North American cultural reality, or, indeed,
North America into another cultural context?

Just by being who and where we are, the Bernheimer report assumes,
we translate all the time. Remembering vigilantly my own “subject posi-
tion” will more or less handle whatever lingering problems of translation
may remain.

Comparative Literature in the Age of Multiculturalism, the volume
that contains the Bernheimer report and a series of essays in response to
it, registers the agony, in the sense of death throes, of the traditional
discipline of comparative literature as it melts into being just another form
of cultural studies. 1 doubt if this process can or should be stopped. It
constitutes a necessary moment of evolution in the United States univer-
sity. It testifies to world-wide changes that prohibit a return to older forms
of literary study. The old Eurocentric comparative literature, like the tra-
ditional separate study of European national literatures, will continue for
a time, overlapping with the new work in cultural studies and with the
various regional studies disciplines into which cultural studies may and
ought to evolve, but its death-knell is ringing. The Bernheimer report is
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—

an obituary only slightly premature. Nostalgia for the ivi

of llteramrq is expressed in some of the essgays in theﬂglﬁggffgg?l?cc
th_e Bernheimer report, those, for example, by Peter Brooks Mic:rl]1Ing
lefaterre, and Jonathan Culler — all older white males, like m:a N tm:I
gia, however, will in this case butter no parsnips. . .

Comparative Literature as a discipline is caught at this moment b
t(;veep Scylla and CI-1ary.bdis, two alternatives almost equally dangerouesh
: ne is to move, as is widely happening just now, back to “world litera-

ure” as a paradigm. Many new courses are springing up with that tit|
usually at the undergraduate level. What begins as a trend in undergrad 3
ate courses, however, will soon begin to deflect graduate prepagatiou-
Spmeone with author‘ity and training has to teach those courses in wor;:_’;
lit. The more or less insuperable problems are easy to see. It is unlikel
that anyone will ever be competent in “world literature,” that is, kn v
enough languages, literatures, and cultures to be com;;etent in ’all tohW
literatures of thfe world, even just the major ones. The most likely fo :
such courses will take, even if they are taught by people who ha?;e tlim
best will in the world, is an invidual selection of old or new chestnut]e
taught in English translation by people who do not know all the ori inasi
languages. To represent Chinese “literature,” for example, by selec%ion
from The Dream of the Red Chamber (The Story of the’ Stone) and 4
handfu] of lyrics from the Classic of Poetry would be like rept‘esentinEl
English literature by a few scenes from Hamlet plus a few short oemg
by Wordswor!:h. The synecdochic ratio is too large. So much isﬁe re
sentt?d by so little that it is hardly reprsentative at all. Stephen Owgn’;
admirable An 4nthology of Chinese Literature: Beginnings to 1911
(Norton: 1 ?96) is twelve hundred pages long and is still controversial both
in the chogce_s made and in the translations themselves. Moreover, with
the best will in tlhe world courses in “world literature” are almost cértain
to be Egrocentrlc or United States-centric, partly because they are taught
in Enghs.h, thereby perpetuating, however inadvertently, the ideological
assumption that anything can be translated, more or less without loss
into quhsh, partly because the concepts about literature and readin thai
underlle.a courses in world literature are almost certain to be Euroce%tric
T_he notion of “literature,” as we know it in the West, is an overdetermineci
historically conditioned concept, hardly more than two or three hundred
years old. It is not even appropriate for so-called Renaissance literature
much less‘ fgr Greek tragedy. The Chinese, it might be argued have:
never had “literature” in just our sense, nor are the protocols for réading
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Wordsworth and the Classic of Poetry the same. These differences are
not trivial or superficial.

The Charybdis for the new comparative literature is almost as danger-

ous. This would consist of adding specialists, say, in Chinese or Japanese
or Arabic or subcontinental Indian literature to those specialists in Euro-
pean and American languages and literatures that make up most depart-
ments of Comparative Literature. The problems with this are easy to see.
The old Eurocentric Comparative Literature made sense as a discipline
because graduate dissertation committees, for example, could be made
up of professors all presumed to be comptent in all the languages and
literatures covered in the dissertation. The case is different when, as is
often the case nowadays, the committee is made up; for example, of
several professors who know European languages but not Chinese plus
one specialist in Chinese. The latter is more likely to know European
languages and methodologies than the former are likely to know Chinese,
but the old rule that all the committee have at least minimum competence
in all of the work covered in the dissertation is in such cases broken. The
methodologies employed in such cases, moreover, the “literary theory”
presupposed, are likely to remain determinedly European or United
Statesian. In the long run both the Scylla and Charybdis of the new Com-
parative Literature will most likely become, with the best will in the world,
just one more example of United States intellectual imperialism, its domi-
nation of the new processes of globalization through making English a
universal language.

What is to be done to avoid these bad alternatives? I shall make ten
suggestions for a global comparative literature in the form of aphorisms,
not presented in any particular causal or dialectical order, but pell-mell,
though they are interconnected. Each demands an extensive commen-
tary:

1 It is better to read and teach The Dream of the Red Chamber
(The Story of the Stone) in translation than not to read it at all.

2) All texts should be read and taught in their original languages.

3) The question of translation is the central problematic in com-
parative literature.

4)  These first three assertions mean that if there are to be courses
in world literature they should be team taught, even ifentirely in transla-
tion, by those who, in each case, are expert in the language, literature,
and cuiture of the original text. By calling attention to problems of transla-
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tion such teachers can entice students, some students at least, to study
the original languages. Comparative literature will therefore be more and
more the guardian and justifier of foreign language study ata time when

in the United States at least, foreign language study within department;
organized by nation state is conspicuously weakening, for example by
being amalgamated, absurdly, into one single “Department of Foreign
Languages.”

5)  Comparative literature, though it is not a social science and will
de.s,troy itselfif it becomes one, should nevertheless learn from the social
sciences, especially anthropology. One thing it can learn is the responsi-
bility to acquire, by hook or by crook, the languages of the cultures stud-
ied, however exotic or out of the way they may be. The institutionalized
protocols of anthropology show this can be done.

6) _ Cul_tural studies in the humanities is a temporary, though neces-
sary and inevitable, stage on the way to new forms of global comparative
literature.

‘ 7 A major error of comparative literature as traditionally institu-
tionalized has been to accept more or less at face value the traditional
organigation of literary study according to the presumed separateness and
monolithic unity of nation states and their literatures. Comparative litera-
ture has, for example, compared Bulgarian with Outer Mongolian litera-
ture as though each of those were a homogeneous monolingual entity.
Onfa advance made by cultural studies has been to recognize that each
nation state tends to be endlessly subdivided within itself, to be multilin-
gual, multicultural, multiethnic, hybridized. Comparative literature must
become a form of “glocalization,” intranational as well as transnational. It
must compare different literatures in different languages within a given
nation state as well as bringing non-European countries within the space
of comparison. The new American Studies is actually a branch of com-
parative literature.

8) All texts should be read on their own terms, that is, with lan-
guage derived from the text itself and according to methodologies of read-
ing and assumptions about literature derived from the culture in which the
text was originally embedded. Chinese “literature” should be read in the
light of Chinese “poetics,” not have Western theory imposed on it, as I
am doing at this moment by using the words “literature” and “poetics.”

~9)  Eclecticism in methodology and critical theory is a hideous vice
in comparative literature. No good work was ever done by someone pre-
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tending to be a Bakhtinian or a Marxist or a deconstructionist. The im-
posture will be instantly unmasked. Y ou must do comparative literature
with your whole heart. A critical methodology or particular habit of read-
ing is a vocation. No sane man or woman can have more than one voca-
tion at a time, any more than he or she can have more than one beloved
at a time.

10)  Thougha given critical theory or methodology is universalizable,
able to be appropriated by others, institutionalized, and translated, what is
most valuable in a given critic or scholar is a distinctive tone or note that
is unique to him or her and cannot be successfully imitated. This means
that other critics should be read as literature, with the same care, the
same attention to detail. Any critic not worth such careful reading is not
worth reading. It is better to spend one’s time reading primary works in
their original languages. In fact that is better fout court.

*

Nevertheless, though there is not time, though it is never the right time
any more, I shall conclude this paper with a discussion of a literary work
in order to show how it is changed within the new telecommunications
context. Swinburne’s poem of 1866, “Before the Mirror,” is subtitled
“(Verses Written Under a Picture),” and then designated as “Inscribed to
J. A. Whistler.” The picture in question is Whistler’s The Little White
Girl. The poem and painting together make a double work of art, each
illustrating or interpreting the other. About this interaction and about
Swinburne’s admirable insight into what is going on in Whistler’s painting
there would be much to say. My stress now, however, is on the way the
easy accessibility of both literary texts and graphic images on the World
Wide Web invites and facilitates certain forms of literary study. I was not
able to find “Before the Mirror” on the Web, though a number of
Swinburne’s poems are there. A few minutes search, however, produced
a Whistler Web site with about forty Whistler paintings in JPEG format,
including The Little White Girl.1 downloaded this painting in a few sec-
onds.

| was then easily able to manipulate this digital image in various ways,
for example by printing it on my Epson 800 color printer, or by blowing
up details (see the details of fan, hand, bar, and signature). Such manipu-
lations make it possible to see that the picture on the fan is a seascape or
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riverscape, as is the Whistler painting reflected in the mirror from the wall
behind the viewer or painter. The closest actual Whistler painting to the
reflected one in The Little White Girl that | was able to find is Nocturn in
Blue and Silver. Whistler has painted one of his characteristic black bars
down the middle of the mirror in The Little White Girl. Another such
painting is Harmony in Grey and Green. Whistler has also superimposed
his signature, oddly just his last name with a period or dot after it, on the
upper right hand corner of the painting, as if to call attention to the way
his proper name is also a common noun, meaning someone or something
that whistles, though I am at a loss to incorporate that into the reading of
either painting or poem. That failure to find significance is significant.
Along with the black bar the signature is the only other thing painted on
the canvas that is not reflected or able to be reflected by the mirror. Both
bar and signature are outside the loop of representational mirroring and
doubling, neither inside nor outside, neither before nor behind the mirror.
In one sense they are non-significant, but in another sense sinply belong
to a different register of significance. The black line, you may argue,
might be seen as actually part of the mirror, a division between one piece
of glass and another. Nevertheless, I answer, Whistler need not have
painted it even if it was actually there. It is an intrusive bar, not centered
over the middle of the mantel and cutting through the reflected Whistler
painting in the background. It is like the black smudge of mortality across
the surface of social life in Densher’s imagination of it in an eloquent
passage in Henry James’s The Wings of the Dove. The black bar exceeds
its representational function. It looks like the raw material from which the
signature is painted, as though the same brushfull of paint were used for
both, or as if the straight line of the bar had been curved and broken to
make letters that still ostentatiously contain their non-signifying material
base, since they are rather crudely drawn.

Whistler’s painting, like Swinburne’s poem, and like the poem in its
relation to the painting, is made of a provocative and enigmatic series of
doublings. These vertiginous doublings and redoublings are neither of
opposites nor of mirrored identities, but of differential complementarities.
Perhaps the most striking instance of this is the difference between the
girl’s expression and that of her ghostly sister in the mirror. The girl looks
calmly, meditatively, at the wedding ring on the ring finger of her left
hand. The girl in the mirror, however, has a look of ineffable heavy-
lidded sadness and suffering, though whether of pain received or pain
imposed it is not quite possible to tell. The girl is doubled and redoubled
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again by the riverscape paintings on the fan and in the painting reflected
from the wall behind the viewer and by the two oriental pots on the
mantel, one red, one a cool white and blue. The girl’s hidden body, chastely
covered from sight by the white dress, is doubled by her hand with ifs
wedding ring that looks so provocatively like female legs. Two of these
finger-legs are chastely together, while two others (one the same fin ger)
are spread lubriciously apart. This doublenness is picked up by the poem
in the (presumably) male speaker’s questions about the girl’s sexual inno-
cence or knowledge. Is she chaste or is she “fallen”? Her hand is said by
the girl herself to be “a fallen rose” that “Lies snow-white on white SNOWS,
and takes no care” (1. 35). The question of her degree and kind of sexual
knowledge cannot, the poem says, be answered, not even, against com-
mon sense, by the girl herself. Speaking of her sister ghost, her mirrored
image, the girl says: “She knows not loves that kissed her/She knows not
where” (l1. 29-30), and then the girl says of herself: “I cannot see what
pleasures/Or what pains were” (11. 36-7). The girl in the painting is doubled
by the roses. As the poem says “White rose in red rose-garden/Is not so
white” (I1. 1-2). This picks up a motif frequent in Swinburne’s poetry that
sets red rose against white rose and compares people, especially women
or lovers, to flowers, gardens, or to the landscape generally, as in
Swinburne’s early play, Rosamonde, or in “The Forsaken Garden,” or in
Atalanta in Calydon. The structure of doublings within doublings in a
receding series is present again in the wooden frames within frames of the
mantelpiece enclosing the black hole of the fireplace proper, of which
nothing can be said because nothing can be seen. The fireplace is an
emblem of the non-knowledge so insistently asserted in echo in Swinburne’s
poem. The doublings in the painting are redoubled by the way the poem
brackets the middle part spoken by the girl with the first and last sections
spoken by the poet. “Before the Mirror” manipulates brilliantly the anal-
ogy between the girl and the seascape that the painting proposes, and that
in presenting a painted replica of a painting raises the unaswerable ques-
tion of the priority of original and mirrored copy that the poem repeats in
its own way. At the exact middle of the poem the girl asks her mirrored
image:

Art thou the ghost, my sister,
White sister there,
Am I the ghost, who knows? (1l. 31-33)
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Though of course someone reading Swinburne’s poem could study
Whistler’s painting in a book of Whistler reproductions or by going to see
the original painting in the Tate, the Internet makes it possible do do this
far from any good art library and far from the original painting. The way
in which the poem and the painting can exist side by side on the computer
screen or in a single file encourages thinking of the poem and the painting
as a single unit made of manifold doublings, mirrorings, and enigmatic
echoings. The ease of manipulating so easily both poem and painting
encourages new kinds of multi-media study. It tends to break down the
divisions between picture and text that are so strongly institutionalized in
university departmental divisions.

This short untimely coda has exemplified as in an emblem or oblique
allegory the way literary study will survive within the new regime of
telecommunications as part of a multimedia, multicultural study facili-
tated and to some degree generated by those new technologies within

which we now shall more and more live.
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En guise d’épilogue

Tania Franco Carvalhal

Avec la parution de ce volume, édité dans le cadre des activités du
Comité de Recherche sur Questions et Méthodes en Littérature Comparée
de ’AILC/ICLA, sous la direction de Lisa Block de Behar, le projet
¢bauché en 1994, au Congrés d’Edmonton, atteint sa continuité et sa
pleine réalisation.

A cette occasion, le Comité Exécutif de I’ Association a acueilli la propo-
sition de constitution d’un Comité de Recherche qui s’occuperait
d’esquisser une cartographie du comparatisme aI’échelle mondiale et de
documenter la situation de la discipline a I’état présent.

Un bilan de ce genre, avec un encadrement géophysique qui serait
vraiment représentatif, demandait un travail d’équipe. Plusieurs collegues
comparatistes se sont généreusement dévoués a la tache conjointe de
synthétiser la situation des études de littérature comparée dans leurs pays
et le volume publié en 1997, groupant les résultats des premiéres
recherches, donnait déja un appergu bien expréssif du développement du
comparatisme dans une quinzaine de régions.

La présente publication, par I’intermédiaire d’autres collaborateurs,
aussi remarquables que les précedents, compléte le premier recueil en
élargissant les domaines des recherches et favorisant encore notre
compréhension de ce qu’est la littérature comparée dans le monde a I’heure
actuelle.

Lisa Block de Behar a bien voulu associer les deux publications en me
demandant d’écrire un épilogue au volume dont elle est la responsable.

Si nous évoquons |’étymologie du mot épilogue, du grec epilogos et
du latin epilogu, qui signifie un résumé a la fin d’un discours, cet écrit
serait donc une sorte de conclusion ou cléture. Néanmoins, ici nous
devons souhaiter que cette entreprise ait une suite, car ce deuxieme vol-
ume, comme le premier, ne rend pas compte de toutes les régions qui
méritent d’y étre représentées. C’est pourtant envisageant déja une
continuité au travail jusqu’ici réalisé que nous saluons sa parution.

L ensemble des différentes contributions souligne certains aspects du
comparatisme actuel qui nous permettent d’en retracer I’histoire et
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d’accentuer le réle joué par la littérature comparée dans le domaine des
études littéraires et culturelles, aussi bien que dans les rapports humains.

Ainsi, “En guise d’épilogue”, sans conclure, veut établir des rapports
entre les deux publications, en faisant ressortir leur importance.

Pour une lecture suivie.

Les Actes des différents Congrés de I’AILC/ICLA, chacun le sait,
témoignent sur les travaux en cours et sur les préoccupations métho-
dologiques les plus diffusées dans chaque pays & un moment donné.
Cependant, pour concrétiser le projet d’avoir un appergu global, dans le
temps et dans ’espace, des manifestations comparatistes dans le monde,
il fallait discuter de fagon systématique les questions et méthodes
particuliéres & chaque contexte culturel. Connaitre les orientations
dominantes correspond & voir comment les comparatistes entendent la
comparaison et son usage dans différentes parties du monde. ;

Dans les deux volumes, chaque collaborateur a décrit et problématisé
a la fois de nombreux aspects de la littérature comparée dans son respectif
pays. Ainsi, ils nous font connaitre comment a surgi le comparatisme
dans tel ou tel pays et quels sont les problémes et les démarches
méthodologiques plus courantes.

Le fait d’avoir des données précises sur les orientations et sur les
fondements théoriques suivis par les études comparatistes dans plusieurs
endroits nous permet de convertir le comparatisme lui-méme en objet de
comparaison.

Dans 1’“Avant-propos” du premier volume, je disais que proposer la
comparaison des comparatismes a partir de la lecture confrontative des
collaborations qui I’intégrent, c’est reconnaitre que la littérature comparée
est aujourd’hui plurielle; qu’elle prend des formes multiples, étroitement
reliées non seulement aux conceptions théoriques qui valident les
méthodologies employées mais aussi aux lieux ot elles sont pratiquées.

Ayant a sa disposition des comptes rendus précis sur ce qui se passe
dans ce champ de recherche et d’enseignement dans plusieurs régions, le
lecteur est en mesure de rapprocher ces données, de les confronter et
d’en tirer des conclusions sur les convergences et les divergences concernant
les origines, les démarches et les progres de la littérature comparée. Il est
facile aussi d’identifier dans I’ensemble des études les références croisés
et d’en faire le relevement.

Ainsi, la lecture suivie des deux volumes va nous dire beaucoup sur
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Iévolution de la discipline et les transformations qu’elle a subies et sur les
orientations de derniére heure qui identifient la pratique comparatiste.

De cette lecture contrastive, ici a peine ébauchée, plusieurs axes peuvent
étre retenus.

Un des aspects le plus remarquable est celui du rapprochement entre
les théories littéraires et le comparatisme dans les démarches comparatistes
plus récentes. Au cours de ces derniéres décennies, nous avons assisté
soit & une définition de plus en plus précise des domaines et des procédés
de la critique littéraire, de I’histoire littéraire et de la littérature comparée,
soit a une imbrication plus fréquente et plus efficace de ces diverses
disciplines dans leurs modes d’action. Par conséquent, les frontiéres
disciplinaires sont chaque fois plus nuancées, anéanties pour ainsi dire par
des pratiques articulées, méme si chaque discipline garde toujours sa
spécificité particuliére.

Dans ce cadre, la littérature comparée a suivi la tendance générale du
métadiscours théorique qui a caractérisé depuis les années 50 et 60 les
€tudes littéraires, lorsque celles-ci avaient ressenti le besoin d’une assise
qui leur assure une plus grande objectivité et davantage de précision dans
les résultats de leurs analyses.

_Le comparatisme devient, maintes fois, une pratique d’analyse textuelle,
validée par la pensée théorique. Cela lui permet d’affronter directement
les questions littéraires.

En adoptant des notions opératoires fournies par les diverses théories
littéraires, le comparatisme a pu rénover des concepts fondamentaux en
les reprennant sur des nouvelles bases. C’est le cas, par exemple, de
I’apport du concept d’intertextualité aux études comparatistes qui a été
décisif pour atteindre une compréhension plus élargie des notions des
sources et d’influences. A mesure que I’intertextualité est devenue une
modalité de lecture qui récupére au niveau de la réception la production
méme du texte, permettant d’y lire les intertextes qui sont a ’origine du
processus créatif, et encore de comprendre comment se tisse le texte, la
littérature comparée ne s’occupe plus seulement de I’identification des
sources et des influences, mais plutdt de la fagon dont ces mémes sources
ont été absorbées par le texte et des transformations provoquées par le
processus d’appropriation.

Par conséquent, “la mise en relation”, caractéristique du comparatisme
en tant que pratique médiatrice, devient indispensable comme instrument
de lecture et I’acte de comparaison gagne en pertinence.
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Saisie de cette fagon, a I’aide des fondements théoriques et critiques
indispensables, la littérature comparée collabore 4 ’élargissement des ho-
rizons de la connaissance esthétique. Aujourd’hui il est possible de dire
que le comparatisme contribue effectivement a une meilleure connaissance
du littéraire.

D’autre part, la dissémination des textes a travers temps et lieux, nous
le savons, est un point capital aux études comparatistes et les études de
diffusion et de réception littéraires ont renouvellé les recherches sur la
destinée ou la fortune critique des textes.

Simultanément, le développement des théories sur la traduction a placé
celle-ci au coeur des préoccupations comparatistes. Ce qui fera dire a
plusieurs comparatistes que la littérature comparée est un art de
comprendre centré sur le résultat possible de la traduction; sur les interac-
tions complexes d’une fraduction nouvelle et de celles qui ’ont précédée,
pour conclure que toute la problématique soulevée par I’étude des
traductions est bien un des centres d’intérét de la littérature comparée.,

De méme, le texte traduit prend chaque fois plus de place dans les
divers systémes littéraires et y joue une fonction importante d’accés a
une littérature étrangére. C’est ainsi qu’il est essentiel de lier les recherches
sur la traduction aux recherches sur la dissémination et la réception
littéraires.

Un autre axe de réflexion ouvert par plusieurs textes dans les deux
livres est celui du multilinguisme et du multiculturalisme dont I’importance
a été reconnue dans les derniéres décennies et dont I’examen 4 fond nous
a apporté de nouvelles notions sur les rapports entre identité et diversité,
entre le méme et le divers, entre le particulier, le général, le marginal,
Pinstitutionnel et I’universel. Cette problématique a assuré I’ém ergence
des nouveaux champs de travail et montré I importance de renforcer les
études interculturelles par le biais de la littérature comparée.

Une autre voie soulevée par la lecture des deux volumes est celle de la
place de la littérature comparée ou d’une perspective comparatiste dans
les études des littératures nationales. La remise en question de I’organisation
départamentale dans les universités fait penser a plusieurs formes
d’assemblage dans lesquelles la littérature comparée doit coexister ou
trouver des nouvelles articulations avec les littératures étrangeres et les
littératures nationales. C’est en somme ce qui fait penser a I’avenir de la
discipline dans un monde chaque fois plus globalisé et dominé par les
progres techniques. Cela implique aussi 4 des nouvelles définitions du
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littéraire et de ses rapports avec d’autres formes de représentation artistique.

Dans ce cadre, il reste encore a évoquer la nature disons “humaniste”
du comparatisme en tant que pratique réflexive qui favorise lps conta(‘:ts,
qui met “en relation™ les textes, les cultures, les personnes, qui nous mene
a la rencontre de I’ Autre et permet une meilleure compréhension de son
univers particulier.

Les deux volumes sur la Littérature Comparée dans le Monde: Ques-
tions et Méthodes mettent cote a cote presque une trentaine de pays, en
apportant des renseignements sur des langues qu’on y parle, sur des as-
pects spécifiques de leur littérature et de leur culture. Ils représentent
certainement un pas en avant vers |’entente de I’ Autre.
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