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Jauss' main preoccupation in "Literary H story as a Chall enge
to Literary Theory" is ultimately to denonstrate the socia
function of a historical study of literature, "nmethodol ogically
grounded and witten anew' (20), at atine when its basic prem sses
have fallen into theoretical "disrepute" (3)' If Marxist literary
hi story had overenphasi sed the dependency of art in general on
human history, the Formalists had, in stressing the autonony of
art, severed the link altogether? Jauss proposes a literary
hi stori ography oriented towards the reception, rather than the
production, of literary works which would restore the connection
between art and history without reducing art to a nere reflex of
human activity. Jauss' thesis is that

the quality and rank of a literary work result neither

fromthe biographical conditions of its origin, nor from

its place in the sequence of the devel opnent of a genre

alone, but rather from the criteria of influence,

reception, and posthunous fane. (5)
The inpact of the work is the key to reordering the canon through
a revised understanding of the emancipatory value of literature
and, thus, to renegotiating the relationship of art to history?.

Traditionally, objectivist |iterary history has been concer ned
with the genesis of literary works understood primarily in their
representati onal capacity. An aesthetic of reception, in
conceptualising literature conmunicatively in terns of nessage and
recei ver, restores the audi ence, Jauss argues, to its proper role

as the addressee for whomthe literary work is primarily intended.

The "historical life of aliterary work i s unthinkable” without its
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"active participation” (19) precisely because it deci des aesthetic
significance and val ue. An understanding of this "dialogical" (19)
relationship clarifies the "continuity" (19) that enables works
drawn from the past to have neaning for a nodern audi ence, the
history of their reception inevitably determ ning the assunptions
that informthe literary historian's present understandi ng.

Jauss' first four theses seek to justify these clainms. First,
he argues that a literary work does not possess an unchangi ng and
thus transhistorical existence. Its significance is the product,
rather, of the reciprocal interaction of work and readers, from
whose experience it is inseparable. It is not

a nonunent that nonologically reveals its tineless

essence. It is much nore like an orchestration that

strikes ever new resonances anong its readers and that
frees the text fromthe material of the words and brings

it to a contenporary existence. (21)*

Consequent |y, interpretation is a process of " per pet ual
confrontation with the text"” that is irreducible to a "know edge of
the facts" (21). The goal of interpretation nust, accordingly,
include, "along with | earning about the object"” (21), reflection
upon the process by which this "~know edge' is arrived at?.

Jauss, secondly, asserts that it is possible to avoid the
subj ectivismthat flaws approaches which focus on the responses of
t he i ndi vi dual reader by clarifying the "transsubjective horizon of
under st andi ng" (23) which determ nes how a text is conprehended®.

A work beconmes an event only for its reader who conpares it to
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ot her works both by its own and other authors, which in turn
beconmes the criteria for evaluating future works. He argues that it
is thus possible to describe the reception of a work within an

obj ectifiabl e systemof expectations that ari ses for each
work in the historical nonment of its appearance, froma
pre-under standi ng of the genre, fromthe formand thenes
of already famliar works, and from the opposition
bet ween poetic and practical |anguage.(22)’
Such "literary data" (22) precedes both "the psychol ogica
reaction” and "the subjective understanding of the individual

reader"” (23). The reception of a text is thus by no neans "an
arbitrary sequence of nerely subjective i npressions, but rather the
carrying out of specific instructions in a process of directed
perception” (23)8 The literary work

predi sposes its audience to a very specific kind of

reception by announcenents, overt and covert signals,

famliar characteristics, or inplicit allusions. (23)
The "hori zon of expectations and rules famliar fromearlier texts"
that are evoked are then "varied, corrected, altered, or even just
reproduced” (23) in the new text. The best test-cases for the
objectifiability of such frames of reference are works that openly
parody extant generic norns, exaggeratedly invoking an audi ence's
expectations in order to underm ne them

The horizon of expectations, thirdly, permts a deviationist
nodel of aesthetic value. Although he is willing to concede that

each work has, to sone extent, its own "specific, historically and

soci ol ogi cally determ nabl e audi ence" (26), to argue that literary
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success is always a function of the "congruence of the work's
intention with the expectations of a social group" (26) fails to

consider the exanple of works such as Flaubert's Madane Bovary

whi ch "break through the famliar horizon of literary expectations
so conpletely that an audience can only gradually develop for
them, with the result that the same audi ence may then experience
"formerly successful works as outnoded" (27).

Accordi ngly, the "artistic character” of a wrk is
determ nabl e by the nature of the audi ence's reaction ("spontaneous
success, rejection or shock, scattered approval, gradual or bel ated
under st andi ng" (25)) which corresponds to the "aesthetic distance”
(25) between a given horizon of expectations and the appearance of
a newwork. If its receptionresults in a "change of horizons" - to
wt, the "negation of famliar experiences" or the raising of
"newly articul ated experiences to the | evel of consciousness" (25)

- then it is aesthetically valuable. By contrast, " culinary' or
entertai nment art" (25) are works that unproblematically fulfil
ruling canons of taste. Jauss points out, however, that the
"original negativity" of a work which at first offers a "pl easing
or alienating new perspective" (25) with tine becones a famliar
expect ati on.

Fourthly, Jauss argues that the reconstruction of the horizon
of expectations is especially useful for works drawn from the

di stant past and about which little is known. Foregrounding the

wor k agai nst ot hers which the audi ence was inplicitly or explicitly
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expected to know enables one to understand how a "contenporary
reader could have viewed and wunderstood"” it by posing the
"questions that the text gave an answer to" (28). This approach,
whil e enphasising the difference between previous and present
interpretations, also brings to light the history of reception that
medi ates these two positions. The history of a work's reception is

t he successive unfolding of the potential for neaning

that is enbedded in a work and actualised in the stages

of its historical reception as it discloses itself to

under st andi ng j udgnent. (30)
An understanding of the historicity of reception elimnates the
iIlusion t hat a "“timelessly true' meani ng. . . nust
i mredi ately...disclose itself to the interpreter as if he had a
standpoi nt outside of history" (29). Such "objectivity' in fact
"“depends upon the legitinmacy of the questions asked'" and denies
the inherited "presuppositions” (29) that govern the interpreter's
under st andi ng°®.

Jauss draws upon Gadaner's critique of objectivity in Truth

and Method where he argues that all judgnents are inevitably

influenced by the tradition wthin which one stands. Gadaner
expands upon Col |l i ngwood's thesis that " one can only understand a
text when one has understood the question to which it is an
answer'" by positing that this

reconstructed question can no longer stand within its
original horizon because this historical horizon is
al ways already enveloped within the horizon of the
present: ~Understanding is always the process of the
fusion of these horizons that we suppose to exist by
t hensel ves.' The historical question cannot exist for



itself; it nmust nerge with the question “that the
tradition is for us'. (29-30)1%°

This debt to Gadaner here constitutes, however, the single nost
inportant limtation to Jauss' argunment that the horizon of
expectations can in fact be objectified. Jauss' very vocabulary is
contradictory: his use of scientifically-inflectedterm nol ogy such
as "literary data" and "objectifiability”" inplies that theliterary
hi storian can sufficiently bracket his own historical situatedness
in order to perceive the various linguistic and formal signals
"objectively' present in the work, but this is only possible
t hrough a Gadaneri an "pre-understandi ng" of these categories which
is very nmuch the product of its own epistenological tradition.

Mor eover, Gadaner's essentially humani st notion of literature,
grounded in mnesis and calling upon the audience to performthe
"classical function of recognition"” (31), fails to consider the
potential for social transformation that the work of art can, in
fact, enbody. Mnesis was itself initially, Jauss points out, a new
node of perception that only in retrospect acquired the appearance
of a "tinmeless truth" (31). Gadaner's notion of interpretation
actually shortchanges the "productive function of progressive
under st andi ng, which necessarily also includes criticising the
tradition and forgetting it" (32).

Jauss argues that the two basic approaches to literary history
- the historical/biographical (often nothing nore than a

"chronol ogy of great authors" (4) or a discussion of the general
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spirit of the age in which a work was produced) and the fornal
(essentially "a presentation of literature by genres" (5)) - are
bot h unsati sfactory for reasons he discusses in greater detail wth
reference to the contenporary nethodol ogi es nost representative of
t hese two approaches: Marxist literary sociol ogy and the Formali st
“wor k-i mmanent et hod" (9)!. Jauss' observation that neither has
as yet refornmed the canon or described the "emanci patory social or
perceptual ly formative function"” (10) of literature points to what
he will identify as the nost productive possibilities of an
Aest hetic of Reception.

Marxist literary history is predicated upon the notion that
literature does not possess a history i ndependent of the "materi al
producti on and praxi s of human beings"” (10). Al cultural phenonena
are reduci ble to "economc, social, or class equivalents that, as
the given reality, are to determne the origin of art and
l[iterature and explain themas nerely reproduced reality" (11).

Jauss argues that the heterogeneity of literary fornms cannot
be traced back to always the sanme "factors or conceptua
hypost ases"” (12). The point which Jauss m sses, however, is that
the econom c factor does not always possess the sane unchangi ng
form Al literature in the Murxist schenme of things shares a
comon econom ¢ substance or "hypostasis", that is, it is a
function of the econom c¢c node of production of the society in which
it originates. However, the variety of literary forns and genres is

explicable, it is argued, wth reference to the historical
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permutati on of the econom ¢ node of production. The devel opnment of
the novel, for exanple, is a product of specific socio-econonc
conditions - to be precise, it is synonynous with the rise of the
bour geoi si e. Changi ng econom ¢ conditions are responsible for the
variation of literary forms. Jauss gl osses over the conplexity of
such a notion of literary change, conpletely mssing the
significance of the distinction between the feudalistic, bourgeois
and capitalist nodes of production that he hinself adunbrates?

Jauss notes nore accurately, however, the probl ematic question
(which even Marx found troubling) of the continuing relevance of
artfornms to subsequent ages when

as the nere reflex of a long-overcone form of socia

devel opment it would still be serving only the

historian's interest. How can the art of a distant past
survive the anni hilation of its socio-economc basis, if

one denies with Lukacs any i ndependence to the artistic

formand thus al so cannot explain the ongoing influence

of the work of art as a process formative of history?

(13)

Lukacs' ahistorical solution (towt, the "tineless ideality" (13)
of certain classic works of art) is a blatant contradiction of his
own historical-materialist premsses. The reason that a work
survives the conditions of its production, Jauss suggests, is
precisely because its historicity lies not so nuch in its
representational dinensionasinits influence, uponwhichliterary
hi story nust focus in order to bring history and aesthetics into a

new rel ati onshi p.

In focusing upon the genesis of the literary work to the
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exclusion of its inpact, such a representational nodel (according
to which the audience is restricted to a role of recognition)
ironically forecl oses upon the potentially revolutionary nature of
art, that is, its capacity to "lead nen beyond the stabilised
i mges and prejudices of their historical situation toward a new
perception of the world or an anticipated reality” (14). In this
light, Jauss criticises Marxism for its failure to question the
accepted canon of the "great' authors, the originality of whose
(wilful or involuntary) "insight into the social process" is
frequently difficult to distinguish from"traditional expectations
or images concerning reality" (12). Marxist aesthetics is only
beginning to acknow edge that the work is both expressive and
formative of the reality which exists not before or next to but in
literature, within which "the society that is addressed produces
itself" (15).

Russian Formalism foregrounds the autononous character of
literature, detached fromall historical conditions, definingit by
its difference from rather than its functional dependency on

external reality. The distinguishing feature of poetic | anguage is

the notion of “artistic perception', art being a "neans of
di srupting the automatisation of everyday perception through
“estrangenent’ or “defam liarisation' (ostraneniye)" (16).
Moreover, the work does not exist as an isolated fact in a

chronol ogi cal series. It significance is determ ned, rather, by its
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di al ectical relation to the works that precede it. In an endlessly
repeated cycle, the defamliarisation of accepted forns and
conventions is followed by their canonisation and then their
automati sati on whereupon the whole process starts again. It is
clear fromthis that historical discontinuity is substituted for
the notion of "organic continuity" (17), the history of literature
being "a procession with fracturing changes, the revolts of new
school s" (17)*. Mreover, at no given stageis literature a unified
entity since any nunber of schools and genres simultaneously
conpete for canonical suprenacy.

Jauss may critique Formalism for the manner in which, by
focusing on intertextual relations, it divorces the work fromthe
"historical horizon of its origination, social function, and
hi storical influence" (18), but its notions of "dialectical self-
production” (17) and defamliarised perception clearly are the
basis for his own conceptions of aesthetic value and the socially-
formative effect of literature respectively.

Jauss' last three theses rethink the history of literature
al ong the three principle axes suggested by his critique of Marxist
and Formal i st met hodol ogi es: the diachronic, the synchronic and in
relation to the general process of history. He argues that the
benefits of inserting the individual work intoits literary series
are many: it allows one to "recognise its historical position and
significance in the context of the experience of literature" (32)

alone and to see it as an "event" (32) in a process that "as the
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di al ectical self-production of new forns...requires no tel eol ogy"
(33). Jauss suggests, however, that the notion of Iliterary
evol ution ought to be expanded beyond the nere description of
aesthetic devices to include the interaction of work and audi ence.
This would make up for the evident limtations of Formalist
literary history. Firstly, literary change is accounted for in
terms of nore than just "aesthetic variation" (33) in that each
work in a series may be seen to "solve the formal and noral
probl ens | eft behind by the | ast work, and present new problens in
turn" (32). To understand both the problem and the solution, the
interpreter nust "bring his own experience into play" (34) which
inplies that the "historical standpoint of the present observer,

that is, the literary historian" is the position from which "al
formal oppositions” (34) are nediated and "the vani shing point -
but not the goal! - of the process" (34).

In this way, too, innovation is not only an aesthetic category
that determnes artistic value. Jauss points to cases, such as
neocl assicism that would contradict this, the frequent consequence
of the developnent of newer fornms being to alter aesthetic
attitudes enough to allow a fresh appreciation and/or wlful
reappropriation of older forns. Novelty is also a historical
exercise for the literary historian, who nust determ ne the exact

moment of the energence of the new, the degree to which it

represents a significant departure and its inpact.
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Thi s di achroni c approach woul d be suppl enented by synchronic
cross-sections that would uncover the system of relationships
exi sting between contenporary works at any given stage. Jauss
adopt s Kracauer's notion of the coexistence of the contenporaneous
and t he non-cont enporaneous at any one historical nonent in order
to assert that literature at any stage is actually a m xture of the
obsol ete, of works that correspond to the present horizon of
expectations and of the avant-garde. Synchroni c cross-sections
al | owt he non-cont enpor aneous and "het erogeneous nultiplicity" (37)
of the literary works of any given stage to coal esce again

for the audi ence that perceives themand relates themto

one another as works of its present, in the unity of a

common horizon of literary expectations, nenories and

anticipations that establishes their significance. (38)
These cross-sections, however, nust thenselves be diachronically
correlated to others taken both before and after in order to
"articulate historically the change in literary structures inits
epoch-maki ng nonments" (36). From this point of view, Jauss
contends, there are both constant and variable factors in
literature as there are in | anguage:

[iterature as well is a kind of grammar or syntax, with

relatively fixed relations of its ow: the arrangenent of

the traditional and the uncanonised genres; nobdes of

expression, kinds of style, and rhetorical figures;

contrasted with this arrangenent is the nuch nore

variable realm of a semantics: the literary subjects,

archetypes, synbols, and netaphors. (38)

Consequently, it is possible to recognise behind the change of

literary fornms and contents, "reshufflings in aliterary systemof
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wor | d- under st andi ng t hat nakes the horizonal change in the process
of aesthetic experience conprehensible" (38)1.

A maj or consequence of all this is the rewiting of the canon
whi ch woul d be restricted neither to the traditional classics nor
an undifferentiated totality of literary texts. The "problem of
selecting that which is inportant for a new history of literature"
(38) would be solved by "arbitrary points of intersection between
di achrony and synchrony” (39) which would focus on works with a
denonstrabl e socially-transformative effect, the work's "history of
i nfluence" (39) being the criterion of selection?'.

The link between literature's "special history" (39) and the
general process of history is nore adequately restored by
enphasising literature's social function rather than origin: "the
literary experience of the reader ...preforns his understandi ng of
the worl d, and thereby al so has an effect on his social behaviour"
(39). Reading can conpel "one to a new perception of things" (41)
inthat literature not only reflects "actual experiences, but al so
anticipates unrealized possibility, broadens the Iimted space of
soci al behaviour, and thereby opens paths of future experience"
(41). In this sense, aesthetic innovation can be a "sumons to
nmoral reflection" (41): an unfamliar literary form can confront
the reader with questions to which the "solution remains |acking
for themin the religiously or officially sanctioned noral s" (44)
of the tinme. Jauss offers, as an exanple of this, the |egal

br ouhaha surrounding the publication of Mdane Bovary, due, he
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argues, to the effect of its innovatively inpersonal narrative
technique. Its indifference to the distinction between the
vi ewpoi nt of the author and that of his characters conpelled its
readers to perceive things differently and "thrust them into an
alienating uncertainty of judgnent" (43). The absence of the
requi site and unequivocal noral judgnents served "to raise new
questions of |ived praxis" (43) and to contest fornmerly valid
social norns. The judgnent of the court attested to this, stating
that this new brand of realism anounted to a "negation of the
beauti ful and the good" and was offensive to "public norals and
good manners" (44). For Jauss, the nost val uable contri bution
of a literary history refocused upon the reader in this way is
precisely its revolutionary function: the capacity to conpete with
"other arts and social forces in the emanci pati on of mankind from
its natural, religious and social bonds" (45). The crucial area of
research for the literary historian is thus those works that
"toppled the taboos of the ruling norals" (45) by offering new

epi st enol ogi cal perspectives.
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Endnot es

1. This is evident, Jauss argues, judging by both university
course listings and scholarly research, the focus of and the
know edge produced by literary history being dismssed as
"pseudo- probl ens"” and nerely "antiquarian" (4) respectively.
Opponents argue that its name is a contradiction in terns because
it in fact "operates outside the historical dinension and...|acks
t he foundation of aesthetic judgnent demanded by its object” (4).

2. Cohen, follow ng Well ek, distinguishes between literary theory
as the "study of the principles of literature, its categories,
criteria, and the like" and literary criticismand literary

hi story as "the study of concrete works of art...the fornmer being
"the study of literature as a sinultaneous order"” whereas the



|atter is the study of "works arranged in chronol ogi cal order as
integral parts of the historical process" (2).

3. The original title of this article - "Wat is and Toward Wat
End Does One Study Literary Hi story?" - stresses Jauss' conscious
debt to Schiller's 1789 Jena lecture entitled "Wat is and
Towar ds What End Shoul d One Study Universal History?". Here,
Schiller sought to redefine the value of historiography in the
light of the charge that history failed to both delight and
teach: it offered little noral instruction, know edge or pleasure
to its reader (Jauss 5).

Schiller's conception of his discipline (like Jauss') is
situated very nmuch within a rhetorical paradi gmof |anguage,
conceived functionally in terns of its end or effect, that of
persuadi ng or affecting its recipient in sone way. This view
under pi ns the dom nant pragmatic approach to literary studies for
many centuries before this one (for a fuller account, see
Tonpki ns' essay). Conpare Sidney who, follow ng Horace, defines
the function of poetry as to "teach and delight" (114). Poetry is
superior to both history and phil osophy. The fornmer, teaching by
"exanple" (118), is so bound "not to what should be but to what
is, to the particular truth of things and not to the general
reason of things, that his exanple draweth no necessary
consequence, and therefore a less fruitful doctrine"” (119). The
|atter, teaching by "precept” (118), "standeth so upon the
abstract and general, that happy is the man who may under st and
him or "apply what he doth understand" (119). The poet "coupleth
the general notion with the particular exanple...he yieldeth to
the powers of the mnd an i mage whereof the phil osopher bestoweth
but a wordi sh description: which doth neither strike, pierce, nor
possess the sight of the soul so nuch as that other doth" (119).
Poetry achi eves what the other two cannot, to wit, "the know edge
of a man's self, in the ethic and politic consideration, with the
end of well doing and not of well know ng only" (117). For Jauss,
it isthe literary historian's function to articul ate the nonents
when and the ways in which literature initiates an
epi stenol ogi cal and noral rupture with precedi ng experience that
contributes to the liberation and anelioration of society.

4. Contrast this to Longinus' notion of the “verdict of the ages
as proof that literary value is objectively perceptible: "when
men who differ in their pursuits, their ways of life, their
anbitions, their ages, and their |anguages all think in one and
t he sane way about the same works, then the unani nous judgnent,
as it were, of nmen who have so little in comon induces a strong
and unshakeable faith in the object of admration"” (107-8).
Simlarly, Arnold contrasts the "real estimate" (237) - that
"sense for the best, the really excellent, and of the strength
and joy to be drawn fromit" which "should govern our estinate of
what we read" (237) - to the fallacies of the "personal" and the



"historic estimate" (237). He contends that it is possible to
detect the "reality of a poet's classic character” by virtue of
the "wide difference between it and all work which has not the
same high character" (239).

5.Jauss cites with approval the validity for literary history of
Col I i ngwood' s opposition to "the prevailing ideol ogy of
objectivity in history" (21): his view that history is the
"reenact nent of past thought in the historian's mnd" rather than
an " objective' description of a series of events in an isolated
past"” (21). Shortly after, he seens to forget this in his zeal to
di stingui sh between literary and historical events. He speaks of
the "historical matter-of-factness"” (21) of a lived event of the
past as sonething that can be objectively ascertai ned by
reconstructing its "situational preconditions" (21), the intent
that lies behind it and its unavoi dabl e consequences. By
contrast, he argues that the historical context of literature is
not a "factical, independent series of events that exists apart
froman observer" (21); hence, he argues, positivistic
explanations of a work in ternms of its causes or necessary
consequences are unsatisfactory (the latter because the literary
event has no unavoi dabl e consequences since a work can continue
to have an effect only if there is still an audience for the work
and/or "authors who want to imtate, outdo or refute it" (22)).

6. Affective' literary criticismis frequently dism ssed as a
mere "sociol ogy of taste" that cannot "approach the neani ng of
the work" (22): see Wnsatt and Beardsl ey who argue that the
"affective fallacy is a confusion between a poemand its results
(what it is and what it does)" which derives its "standard of
criticismfromthe psychol ogical effects of the poemand ends in
i npressionismand relativisnl (1022). Jauss cites Wllek's
opposition to the assunption that the effect of the work of art
can be enpirically determned: such a viewinfornms |I.A Richards'
concern with the psychol ogy of reader response in Practical
Criticism (his account of how he inductively exam ned his
students' responses to a wide range of poens in terns of the
attitudes and inpul ses that they felt). The crucial issue here,
however, lies not so much in the verifiability of the procedure,
as in the characteristic interpretive flaws and i npedi nents to
sound understandi ng that Richards identifies.

7. Conpare this to Wirdsworth's view of the "contract' that a
witer enters into with his audience: the "formal engagenent that
he will gratify certain known habits of association...that
certain classes of ideas and expressions will be found in his
book, but that others will be carefully excluded" (303).

8. Conpare this to Jauss' colleague |Iser who argues that the
literary work is the product of the convergence of the text and
the reader, reading being akin to a gane of filling in the



bl anks: the "text's “unwitten' part stimulates the reader's
creative participation” (275) by suggesting certain "outlines"
that the reader can "shade in" and "ani mate" (276).

9. Conpare this to R S. Crane's assertion that no critical
"question or problem..has any absolute status or isolable

meani ng, but is always relative, as to both its content and the
conditions of its answer, to the total extent of the discourse in
which it occurs" (10-11).

10. An understanding of the history of reception addresses the
flaws inherent in "nodernizing" as well as "classicist" (28)
interpretations, i.e. the process by which the interpreter's "own
aesthetic preconceptions” are frequently raised to an

unacknow edged norni that "nodernises the nmeaning of the past
text" (29), or evaluations based solely upon the standards of the
past which narrowy ignore the ways in which a work may have
becone inportant for subsequent generations. Jauss di sm sses
Gadaner's notion of the classical work of art as the "prototype
for all historical nediation of past with present” (30): a
classic's unquestioned eternal status in fact obscures the

hori zon of expectations agai nst which the work was originally
read and which persists as a formof tradition in interpreting
it. This necessitates "our regaining the "right horizon of
questioning' once again in the face of the confirnmed classicisnt
(31): "the past work can answer and "say sonmething' to us only
when the present observer has posed the question that draws it
back out of its seclusion" (32).

11. Conpare Harris' definition of the two principle trajectories
followed by literary history: the "study of the |anguage and

hi storical contexts in which literary works were produced, and/or
the lives of authors" and the "history of the succession of
l[iterary works, conventions, genres, or techniques, alnost always
i ncl udi ng an expl anati on of tenporal changes based on an inplicit
or explicit causal theory" (185).

12. Jauss al so points to the existence of certain nonm netic
genres (as opposed to the epic, for exanple) that are

conspi cuously ignored by Marxists precisely because genres are
"variously perneable of events in historical reality" (12). He
fails, however, to specify both the nonm netic genres that would
be | ess perneable of reality and his criteria of perneability.

If, to cite just one exanple, he is thinking of the genre of
Romance, nuch recent criticism (see Janeson) has argued that it

i s an ideol ogical production grounded in specifiable economc and
political conditions, its fabulous el enents notw thstandi ng.

13. Contrast Longi nus' enphasis on the continuity of tradition:
"many authors catch fire fromthe inspiration of others...certain



emanations are conveyed fromthe genius of nen of old into the
soul s of those who enulate them' (119). Eliot adopts Longi nus

met aphor (for whom | esser poets are "tributary streans fromthe
great Honeric river" (119)) in his discussion of the relation of
the individual talent to the great tradition of English poetry:
the "poet nmust be very conscious of the main current” (7), he
argues, in that the "existing nonunents form an ideal order anong
t hemsel ves, which is nodified by the introduction of...the really
new. .. anong them (7). The "historical sense conpels a man to
wite not merely with his own generation in his bones, but with a
feeling that the whole of the literature of Europe from Homer and
within it the whole of the literature of his country has a

si mul t aneous exi stence and conposes a simultaneous order" (7).

14. See Colie, in this respect, who argues that a "genre-system
offers a set of interpretations, of "frames' or "fixes' on the
worl d" (8) that by its very nature changes over tine. Just as
"patterns, kinds, nental sets organise for us the lives we
individually lead," so "kinds, sets, patterns"” organi se "the vast
body of literature"” (30) of any period. Genre-theory allows one
to see "the connection of the literary kinds with kinds of

know edge and experience" (29).

15. At this point, Jauss' assertion that the revised canon woul d
be based on purely arbitrary points of intersection between

di achrony and synchrony seens to be superseded by a fairly
specific set of criteria. Jauss' canon would apparently revol ve
around books that he could identify as |iberatory, both

epi stenol ogi cally and, consequently, ethically and socially.



