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In Short

L​et me now pull together the various strands of my argument in 
order to be as explicit as I can about what I am saying and what 

I am not saying. Complete transparency is, of course, impossible. 
Meanwhile, as we’ve seen, a prevailing ethos encourages scholars to 
impute hidden causes and unconscious motives to the arguments of 
others, while exempting themselves from the same charge: “I speak 
truth to power, while you are a pawn of neoliberal interests!” None-
theless, I will clarify, to the best of my ability, my conscious premises 
and intentions.

My conviction—one that is shared by a growing number of schol-
ars—is that questioning critique is not a shrug of defeat or a hapless 
capitulation to conservative forces. Rather, it is motivated by a desire 
to articulate a positive vision for humanistic thought in the face of 
growing skepticism about its value. Such a vision is sorely needed if we 
are to make a more compelling case for why the arts and humanities 
are needed. Reassessing critique, in this light, is not an abandonment 
of social or ethical commitments but a realization, as Ien Ang puts it, 
that these commitments require us to communicate with intellectual 
strangers who do not share our assumptions.1 And here, a persua-
sive defense of the humanities is hindered rather than helped by an 
ethos of critique that encourages scholars to pride themselves on their 
vanguard role and to equate serious thought with a reflex negativity. 
Citing the waves of demystification in the history of recent thought 
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(linguistic, historicist, etc), Yves Citton notes that they share a com-
mon conviction: the naïvety of any belief that works of art might in-
spire new forms of life. We are seeing, he suggests, the emergence of 
another regime of interpretation: one that is willing to recognize the 
potential of literature and art to create new imaginaries rather than 
just to denounce mystifying illusions. The language of attachment, 
passion, and inspiration is no longer taboo.2

This book, moreover, is not a screed against disagreement, objec-
tion, or negative judgment. (I have engaged in all these activities in the 
preceding pages.) “Social criticism,” writes Michael Walzer, “is such a 
common activity—so many people, in one way or another, participate 
in it—that we must suspect from the beginning that it does not wait 
upon philosophical discovery or invention.”3 On this point, Walzer is 
entirely right. The act of criticizing, as I noted in chapter 4, is an every-
day aspect of our being in the world. There will always be reasons to 
object to things that we dislike and would like to change: social ar-
rangements, philosophical beliefs, cultural representations, political 
ideas or institutions, and various mundane details of our lives. There 
is no question of giving up disagreement—an impossible scenario in 
any case. The belief that disagreement must be couched in the form 
of “critique” to attain legitimacy, however, is a peculiarly modern and 
Western prejudice.

The subject of this book, then, has been a specific genre of writ-
ing: the rhetoric of suspicious reading in literary studies and in the 
humanities and interpretative social sciences generally. Rather than 
being synonymous with disagreement, it is a specific kind of dis-
agreement—one that is driven by the protocols of late twentieth- and 
twenty-first-century academic argument. Critique, in this sense, is the 
hardening of disagreement into a given repertoire of argumentative 
moves and interpretative methods. There are, to be sure, significant 
differences between critical and theoretical frameworks: critique, as 
we have seen, is not one thing but an eclectic array of philosophical 
tenets, political ideologies, and modes of interpretation. Yet an exclu-
sive focus on these differences prevents us from seeing what forms of 
critique have in common: shared ways of thinking about the func-
tion of the critic and the merits of art, as well as a prevailing dispo-
sition that Christopher Castiglia, in an inspired coinage, calls “cri-
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tiquiness”: an unmistakable blend of suspicion, self-confidence, and 
indignation.4

Castiglia urges us to rescue and revitalize critique by disengaging 
it from critiquiness—to shrug off the mantle of knowing skepticism 
by embracing a renewed sense of idealism, purpose, and utopian pos-
sibility. A hopeful critique, he suggests, offers a way of breaking the 
stalemate of contemporary criticism. I confess to being less sanguine 
than Castiglia that the difficulties of critique can be resolved in this 
way; they are, in my view, not only attitudinal but also methodological 
and theoretical. Let me now try to draw together, in schematic form, 
what I see as the most salient of these difficulties.

Its one-sided view of the work of art. Critique proves to be a remark-
ably efficient and smooth-running machine for registering the limits 
and insufficiencies of texts. It also offers a yardstick for assessing their 
value: the extent to which they exemplify its own cardinal virtues of 
demystifying, subverting, and putting into question. It is conspicu-
ously silent, however, on the many other reasons why we are drawn to 
works of art: aesthetic pleasure, increased self-understanding, moral 
reflection, perceptual reinvigoration, ecstatic self-loss, emotional con-
solation, or heightened sensation—to name just a few. Its conception 
of the uses and values of literature is simply too thin.

Its affective inhibition. Critique cannot yield to a text—a process 
that it perceives as a form of shameful abasement or ideological sur-
render. As we have seen, its affective stance is far from uniformly 
negative; critique can inspire a fervent sense of solidarity against a 
common enemy, the engrossing stimulation of an interpretative game, 
and an admiration for the cunning maneuvers of the contradictory 
text. But its overriding concern with questioning motives and expos-
ing wrongdoing (the moral-political drama of detection) results in a 
mind-set—vigilant, wary, mistrustful—that blocks receptivity and in-
hibits generosity. We are shielded from the risks, but also the rewards, 
of aesthetic experience. I have tried to show that a fuller engagement 
with such experience does not require a surrender of thoughtful-
ness or intellectual rigor: that, in spite of warnings to the contrary, 
the alternative to critique does not have to take the form of “belle-
lettrism” or mindless effusion.5
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Its picture of society. Critique’s stance of againstness, whether ex-
pressed in a digging down for hidden truths or a more ironic stance 
of “troubling” or “problematizing,” also molds its conception of the 
social. Power is exposed as the invariant and overriding principle of 
social meaning; whatever is valued by the critic must somehow resist 
or defy this principle. The result is a zigzagging between categories of 
inside and outside, center and margins, transgression and contain-
ment, as critique tries, like a frantically sprinting cartoon rabbit, to 
outrun the snapping jaws of its own recuperation. (Its affinity with 
utopian thought is entirely congruent with this logic; affirmation can 
only exist in a radically disjunctive relationship to a fallen present, i.e., 
in a far distant future.) That art works are linked to other social phe-
nomena, however, is not a sign of their fallenness but a precondition 
of their existence: to reprise Latour, “emancipation does not mean 
‘freed from bonds,’ but well-attached.” The degree to which these at-
tachments are enabling or limiting (or both) is not something to be 
known in advance; it requires empirical investigation, a willingness to 
be surprised, and attention to as many actors as is feasible.

Rather than invoking the familiar picture of “literature in society,” 
then, ANT directs our attention to the many actors with which litera-
ture is entangled and the specifics of their interaction. The specific, in 
this sense, is not to be confused with the local. Networks, after all, can 
extend over very long distances, and ANT does not prevent us from 
engaging many of the issues that are lumped together under the label 
of globalization. That a plastic card issued in Des Moines can conjure 
money out of an ATM in Vladivostok tells us something important 
about the internationalization of finance. It does not, however, autho-
rize us to draw conclusions about the late-capitalist manufacturing 
of global subjectivity—not, at least, without patient and empirically 
grounded demonstrations of how economic links are translated, re-
vised, transformed, or ignored as they connect with other modes of 
existence.

Its methodological asymmetry. In diagnosing the insufficiencies of 
a work of art or an intellectual argument, critique explains these insuf-
ficiencies by invoking some larger frame. It looks behind the text for 
some final explanation or cause: social, cultural, psychoanalytical, his-
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torical, or linguistic. The text is derived, in a fundamental sense, from 
something else. Critique itself, however, remains the ultimate hori-
zon—it is not an object to be contextualized but is itself the ultimate 
context. (The call to “historicize” critique or to engage in a critique of 
critique does not affect this logic; critique now takes itself as its own 
object, while reinforcing the supremacy of its own method.) It is in 
this sense that critique seeks to transcend the limits of other forms 
of thought, seeing its gambits of distancing and self-questioning as 
a means of forever remaining one step ahead. By treating critique as 
one language game among others, with its own routines, gambits, and 
conditions, and as one mood among others, defined by a certain ethos 
or disposition, I have tried to weaken the force of this presumption of 
epistemological or political privilege.

In summarizing these objections, it may also be helpful to under-
score the criticisms I have not made—given a tendency to lump to‑ 
gether the agendas of various “postcritical” thinkers. I am not, for ex-
ample, persuaded that critique is a form of symbolic violence wreaked 
on hapless and helpless literary texts that are in need of our protection. 
I have no quarrel with interpretation, even though I favor description; 
nor am I drawn to a language of textual surfaces over depths. I have 
also not leveled a certain kind of political complaint: namely, that cri-
tique is a form of faux-radical posturing that has failed to achieve 
any substantive goals. Rather, its role in the formation of new fields 
of knowledge from feminism to postcolonial studies to queer theory 
strikes me as crucial—even though critique’s distrust of co-option 
and institutions means it is not always well placed to assess its own 
impact. That critique has made certain things possible is not in doubt. 
What is also increasingly evident, however, is that it has sidelined 
other intellectual, aesthetic, and political possibilities—ones that are 
just as vital to the flourishing of new fields of knowledge as older ones.

These and similar concerns are now being voiced across a variety 
of disciplines. I have briefly alluded to the writings of sociologists 
and social theorists—from Michael Billig to Luc Boltanski—who are 
struggling against the grip of critique. In fields from political theory 
to art criticism, critics are experimenting with alternatives to demys-
tification: here I have benefited especially from the writings of Jane 
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Bennett and James Elkins. Meanwhile, some feminist scholars are re-
assessing the language game of doubt: feminist theory has more inter-
esting things to do, they venture, than to question prereflective habits 
and demonstrate the ungrounded nature of belief. For these thinkers, 
ordinary language philosophy offers the most compelling alternative 
to an ethos of constant suspicion—one that is inspired by a very dif-
ferent view of the politics of language.6

In literary and cultural studies, these questions seem especially 
pressing—no doubt because engaging with a text has the potential 
to be an animating encounter rather than just a diagnostic exercise. 
Michel Chaouli puts it well: the literary work discloses itself in the 
reader’s experience of it—such that an effacement of that experience, 
in the name of analytical rigor and detachment, also fails to do justice 
to the work. At the same time, of course, what counts as experience 
is neither self-evident nor infallible but is revised and remade as we 
encounter texts that address us in some way. Chaouli marvels at “the 
lengths to which we go to keep at bay the force of artworks, the same 
artworks whose ability to snap us out of our torpor drew us to them in 
the first place. How curious it is that we dig wide moats—of history, 
ideology, formal analysis—and erect thick conceptual walls lest we be 
touched by what, in truth, lures us.”7

Talking about the force and the lure of art works need not com-
mit us to breathless effusions or antipolitical sentiments. It can open 
the way to a renewed engagement with art and its entanglement with 
social life—in such a way that texts are no longer typecast as either 
heroic dissidents or slavish sycophants of power. And here literary 
theory would do well to reflect on—rather than condescend to—the 
uses of literature in everyday life: uses that we have hardly begun to 
understand. Such a reorientation, with any luck, might inspire more 
capacious, and more publicly persuasive, rationales for why literature, 
and the study of literature, matter.

In a previous book, I took a preliminary stab at such an exercise. 
There I made a case for what I called neophenomenology—a sus-
tained attention to the sheer range and complexity of aesthetic experi-
ences, including moments of recognition, enchantment, shock, and 
knowledge. Such experiences speak to academic as well as lay prac-
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tices of reading; they connect us to our lives as social beings, while 
also inviting us to reflect on the distinctive qualities of works of art: 
what spurs us to pick up a book or to become utterly engrossed in a 
film. We cannot hope to do justice to these qualities, I argued, as long 
as we remain in the thrall of a suspicious hermeneutics. Sometimes 
serious thinking calls for a judicious decrease rather than an increase 
of distance—a willingness to acknowledge and more fully engage our 
attachments.

Responses to the book were not unsympathetic, but some readers 
expressed a certain puzzlement—as if I had somehow failed to grasp 
the self-evident rigor and intrinsic sophistication of critique. I had 
not adequately explained to myself or others, it became clear, why this 
deference to a particular methodology struck me as misguided. The 
Limits of Critique is my attempt to remedy this deficit and to settle 
some unfinished business. As the title suggests, I have tried to show 
why reading critically—or what I have preferred to call reading sus-
piciously—should not be taken as the ultimate horizon of thought. It 
has no a priori claims to philosophical rigor, political radicalism, or 
literary sophistication. It is one way of reading and thinking among 
others: finite, limited, and fallible.

As a critic schooled in suspicious reading, I am hardly immune to 
its charms, yet I have tried, as much as possible, to avoid being drawn 
into a “critique of critique.” That is to say, I have described widespread 
modes of argument without making imputations about hidden mo-
tives, diagnosing symptoms and anxieties, or attributing the rise of 
scholarly methods to larger social pressures or institutional forces that 
my fellow critics have failed to understand. Meanwhile, I have tried to 
avoid critiquiness by opting for different shadings of style and tone. In 
short, I have leaned to the side of criticism rather than critique.

Such an attempt, to be sure, can have only a partial success. To ob-
ject to or disagree with critique is to be caught in the jaws of a per-
formative contradiction; in the act of disagreeing with certain ways 
of thinking, we cannot help being drawn into the negative or opposi-
tional attitude we are trying to avoid. For this reason, I wish to draw a 
firm line under these concluding words. Having clarified, to the best 
of my ability, the reasons for my dissatisfaction with critique, I want to 
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move on: to try out different vocabularies and experiment with alter-
native ways of writing, to think in a more sustained and concentrated 
fashion about what other moods and methods might look like. The 
point, in the end, is not to redescribe or reinterpret critique but to 
change it.





Notes

Introduction

1.	 Helen Small, The Value of the Humanities (Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 2013), 26.

2.	 Amanda Anderson, The Way We Argue Now: A Study in the Cultures of 
Theory (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2005).

3.	 Kevin Lamb, “Foucault’s Aestheticism,” diacritics 35, no. 2 (2005): 43.
4.	 Like most scholars working in this area, I am indebted to Eve Kosofsky 

Sedgwick’s essay “Paranoid Reading and Reparative Reading, or, You’re 
So Paranoid, You Probably Think This Essay Is about You,” in Touching 
Feeling: Affect, Pedagogy, Performativity (Durham: Duke University Press, 
2003). Other works I have found especially helpful in the course of this 
project include Toril Moi’s “What Is a Woman?” and Other Essays (Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 2001) and her current manuscript on literary 
criticism and ordinary language philosophy; Linda M. G. Zerilli, Femi-
nism and the Abyss of Freedom (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 
2005); the “Surface Reading” issue of Representations, edited by Steven 
Best and Sharon Marcus, as well as Marcus’s Between Women: Friendship, 
Marriage, and Desire in Victorian England (Princeton,: Princeton Univer-
sity Press, 2007); Heather Love, “Close but Not Deep: Literary Ethics and 
the Descriptive Turn.” New Literary History 41, no. 2 (2010): 371–92; Jane 
Bennett, The Enchantment of Modern Life: Attachments, Crossings, and 
Ethics (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2001) and Vibrant Matter: A 
Political Ecology of Things (Durham: Duke University Press, 2010). I have 



196	 Notes to Chapter 1

also learned much from the work of Graham Harman and of course am 
deeply influenced by the work of Bruno Latour.

5.	 Bruno Latour, “Why Has Critique Run Out of Steam? From Matters of 
Fact to Matters of Concern,” Critical Inquiry 30, no. 2 (2005): 225–48.

6.	 Steven Marcus, “Freud and Dora: Story, History, Case History,” in his 
Freud and the Culture of Psychoanalysis (New York: W. W. Norton, 1987).

7.	 Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari, A Thousand Plateaus: Capitalism and 
Schizophrenia (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1987).

8.	 On this point, see also Günter Leypoldt, “Singularity and the Literary 
Market,” New Literary History 45, no. 1 (2014): 71–88.

9.	 Nikolas Kompridis, “Recognition and Receptivity: Forms of Normative 
Response in the Lives of the Animals We Are,” New Literary History 44, 
no. 1 (2013): 1–24. As Kompridis remarks, receptivity should not be con-
fused with passivity—nor does it presume that readers are blank slates or 
“ideologically innocent.” See also Nikolas Kompridis, Critique and Dis-
closure: Critical Theory between Past and Future (Cambridge: MIT Press, 
2006), pt. 5, chap. 2.

Chapter 1

1.	 Michael Roth, “Beyond Critical Thinking,” Chronicle of Higher Education, 
January 3, 2010. The argument is recapitulated in his Beyond the Univer-
sity: Why Liberal Education Matters (New Haven: Yale University Press, 
2014).

2.	 Judith Fetterley, The Resisting Reader: A Feminist Approach to American 
Fiction (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1981).

3.	 For an expansion of this point, see Rita Felski, “After Suspicion,” Profession 
(2009): 28–35.

4.	 Chantal Mouffe, Agonistics: Thinking the World Politically (London: Verso, 
2013), 96–97.

5.	 Claudio E. Benzecry, The Opera Fanatic: Ethnography of an Obsession 
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2013), 3.

6.	 Peter Sloterdijk, The Art of Philosophy: Wisdom as a Practice (New York: 
Columbia University Press, 2012), 12.

7.	 David Rodowick, Elegy for Theory (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 
2013).

8.	 Catherine Gallagher and Stephen Greenblatt, Practicing New Historicism 
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2000), 9.



	 Notes to Chapter 1	 197

9.	 François Cusset, French Theory: How Foucault, Derrida, Deleuze, & Co. 
Transformed the Intellectual Life of the United States (Minneapolis: Univer-
sity of Minnesota Press, 2008), 83.

10.	 Some of my phrasing here is drawn from the introduction to New Literary 
History 43, no. 3 (2012), the “In the Mood” issue.

11.	 Jonathan Flatley, Affective Mapping: Melancholia and the Politics of Mod-
ernism (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2008), 5.

12.	 Quoted in Hubert Dreyfus, Being-in-the-World: A Commentary on Hei-
degger’s “Being and Time,” Division 1 (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1990), p. 171.

13.	 Cusset, French Theory; Gerald Graff, Professing Literature: An Institutional 
History (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1987); John Guillory, Cul-
tural Capital: The Problem of Literary Canon Formation (Chicago: Uni-
versity of Chicago Press, 1995); Bill Readings, The University in Ruins 
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1997); Christopher Newfield, Un-
making the Public University: The Forty-Year Assault on the Middle Class 
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2011); Jeffrey J. Williams, How to 
be an Intellectual: Essays on Criticism, Culture, and the University (New 
York: Fordham University Press, 2014); Alan Liu, The Laws of Cool: Knowl-
edge Work and the Culture of Information (Chicago: University of Chi-
cago Press, 2004). On the history of literary theory, see, for example, Chris 
Baldick, Criticism and Literary Theory 1890 to the Present (London: Long-
man, 1996); Nicholas Birns, Theory after Theory: An Intellectual History of 
Literary Theory from 1950 to the Early 21st Century (Boulder, CO: Broad-
view Press, 2010); Press, 2014); Warren Breckman, “Times of Theory: On 
Writing the History of French Theory,” Journal of the History of Ideas 71, 
no. 3 (2010): 339–59.

14.	 Bruno Latour, “The Politics of Explanation: An Alternative,” in Knowl-
edge and Reflexivity: New Frontiers in the Sociology of Knowledge, ed. Steve 
Woolgar (London: Sage, 1988).

15.	 Amanda Anderson, The Way We Argue Now: A Study in the Cultures of 
Theory (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2005), 1.

16.	 Ian Hunter, “The Time of Theory,” Postcolonial Studies 10, no. 1 (2007): 
7. See also his “Spirituality and Philosophy in Post-Structuralist Theory,” 
History of European Ideas 35 (2009): 265–75, and “The History of Theory,” 
Critical Inquiry 33, no. 1 (2006): 78–112.

17.	 Matthew Ratcliffe, Feelings of Being: Phenomenology, Psychiatry and the 
Sense of Reality (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008).

18.	 Howard Becker, Tricks of the Trade: How to Think about Your Research 
While You’re Doing It (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1998).



198	 Notes to Chapter 1

19.	 Rita Felski, “From Literary Theory to Critical Method,” Profession (2008): 
108–116; see also David Bordwell, Making Meaning: Inference and Rheto-
ric in the Interpretation of Cinema (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 
1991).

20.	 Antoine Compagnon, Literature, Theory, and Common Sense (Princeton: 
Princeton University Press, 2004), 6. On literary studies as a “pluralist 
bazaar,” see Baldick, Criticism and Literary Theory, 205.

21.	 Deidre Lynch, Loving Literature: A Cultural History (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 2014), 10.

22.	 Sianne Ngai, Our Aesthetic Categories: Zany, Cute, Interesting (Cambridge: 
Harvard University Press, 2012).

23.	 Alan McKee, “The Fans of Cultural Theory,” in Fandom: Identities and 
Communities in a Mediated World, ed. Jonathan Gray, Cornel Sandvoss, 
and C. Lee Harrington (New York: New York University Press, 2007).

24.	 Dorothy Hale, “Aesthetics and the New Ethics: Theorizing the Novel in the 
Twenty-First Century,” PMLA 124, no. 3 (May 2009): 899.

25.	 For a good discussion along these lines, see Steven Goldsmith, Blake’s Agi-
tation: Criticism and the Emotions (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University 
Press, 2013).

26.	 See Poetics Today 25, no. 2 (2004), the special issue “How Literature Enters 
Life,” edited by Els Andringa and Margrit Schreier.

27.	 C. Namwali Serpell, Seven Modes of Uncertainty (Cambridge: Harvard 
University Press, 2014), 17–19.

28.	 Rita Felski, Literature after Feminism (Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press, 2003).

29.	 Robyn R. Warhol, Having a Good Cry: Effeminate Feelings and Pop-Culture 
Forms (Columbus: Ohio State University Press, 2004); Karin Littau, Theo-
ries of Reading; Books, Bodies, and Bibliomania (Cambridge: Polity, 2006).

30.	 Janice Radway, A Feeling for Books: The Book-of-the-Month Club, Literary 
Taste, and Middle-Class Desire (Chapel Hill: University of North Caro-
lina Press, 1999), 13. See also Winfried Fluck’s important essay “Aesthet-
ics and Cultural Studies,” in Aesthetics in a Multicultural Age, ed. Emory 
Elliott, Louis Freitas Caton, and Jeffrey Rhyne (Oxford University Press, 
2002); and Rita Felski, “The Role of Aesthetics in Cultural Studies,” in The 
Aesthetics of Cultural Studies, ed. Michael Bérubé (New York: Blackwell, 
2004), and “Everyday Aesthetics,” Minnesota Review 71–72 (2009): 171–
79.

31.	 José Muñoz, Cruising Utopia: The Then and There of Queer Futurity (New 
York: New York University Press, 2009); Heather Love, “Close but Not 



	 Notes to Chapter 1	 199

Deep: Literary Ethics and the Descriptive Turn,” New Literary History 41, 
no. 2 (2010): 371–91, and “Close Reading and Thin Description,” Public 
Culture 25, no. 3 (2013): 401–34; Stephen Best and Sharon Marcus, “Surface 
Reading: An Introduction,” Representations 108, no. 1 (2009): 1–21.

32.	 Some especially helpful works include Richard Kearney, On Paul Ricoeur: 
The Owl of Minerva (London: Ashgate, 2004); Boyd Blundell, Paul Ricoeur 
between Theology and Philosophy: Detour and Return (Bloomington: Indi-
ana University Press, 2010); Don Ihde, Hermeneutic Phenomenology: The 
Philosophy of Paul Ricoeur (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 
1971); Karl Simms, Paul Ricoeur (London: Routledge, 2003).

33.	 Alison Scott-Baumann, Ricoeur and the Hermeneutics of Suspicion (New 
York: Continuum, 2009), chap. 4. For other discussions of Ricoeur’s 
phrase, see Ruthellen Josselson, “The Hermeneutics of Faith and the Her-
meneutics of Suspicion,” Narrative Inquiry 14, no. 1 (2004): 1–28; David 
Stewart, “The Hermeneutics of Suspicion,” Journal of Literature and The-
ology 3, no. 3 (1989): 296–307; Erin White, “Between Suspicion and Hope: 
Paul Ricoeur’s Vital Hermeneutic,” Journal of Literature and Theology 5, 
no. 3 (1991): 311–21; Anthony C. Thiselton, New Horizons in Hermeneutics: 
The Theory and Practice of Transforming Biblical Reading (Grand Rapids, 
MI: Zondervan, 1992), chap. 10.

34.	 Paul Ricoeur, Freud and Philosophy: An Essay on Interpretation (New 
Haven: Yale University Press, 1977), 33.

35.	 Colin Davis, Critical Excess: Overreading in Derrida, Deleuze, Levinas, 
Žižek, and Cavell (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2010), 173.

36.	 Kearney, On Paul Ricoeur, 14, 140.
37.	 Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick, “Paranoid Reading and Reparative Reading, 

or, You’re So Paranoid, You Probably Think This Essay Is about You,” in 
Touching Feeling: Affect, Pedagogy, Performativity (Durham: Duke Univer-
sity Press, 2003).

38.	 John Farrell, Paranoia and Modernity: Cervantes to Rousseau (Ithaca: Cor-
nell University Press, 2006); David Trotter, Paranoid Modernism: Liter-
ary Experiment, Psychosis, and the Professionalization of English Society 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001).

39.	 Michael Fischer, Stanley Cavell and Literary Skepticism (Chicago: Univer-
sity of Chicago Press, 1989), 98.

40.	 Alexander F. Shand, “Suspicion,” British Journal of Psychology 13 (1922–
23): 214.

41.	 Hitchock’s film has proved highly controversial, not least because of its 
ending. See, for example, Richard Allen, “Hitchcock, or the Pleasures of 



200	 Notes to Chapter 1

Metaskepticism,” October 89 (1999): 69–86; Rick Worland, “Before and 
after the Fact: Writing and Reading Hitchcock’s Suspicion,” Cinema Jour-
nal 41, no. 4 (2003): 3–26.

42.	 Shand, “Suspicion,” 210.
43.	 Tim Dean, “Art as Symptom: Žižek and the Ethics of Psychoanalytical 

Criticism,” diacritics 32, no. 2 (2002): 21–41.
44.	 Reinhart Koselleck, Critique and Crisis: Enlightenment and the Pathogene-

sis of Modern Society (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1988).
45.	 Kimberly Hutchings, Kant, Critique and Politics (London: Routledge, 

1996), 120.
46.	 Michael Walzer, The Company of Critics (New York: Basic Books, 2002), 5.
47.	 Robert Pippin, Modernism as a Philosophical Problem (Oxford: Blackwell, 

1991), 6.
48.	 Margot Norris, Suspicious Readings of Joyce’s “Dubliners” (Philadelphia: 

University of Pennsylvania Press, 2003), 7.
49.	 See Stephen Ross, ed., Modernism and Theory: A Critical Debate (New 

York: Routledge, 2004); David Rodowick, The Crisis of Political Modern-
ism: Criticism and Ideology in Contemporary Film Criticism (Berkeley and 
Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1995).

50.	 Paul Ricoeur, Time and Narrative, vol. 3, trans. Kathleen Blamey and 
David Pellauer (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1988), 164 (empha-
sis added).

51.	 Michel de Certeau, The Practice of Everyday Life (Berkeley and Los Ange-
les: University of California Press, 1984).

52.	 James C. Scott, Domination and the Arts of Resistance: Hidden Transcripts 
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1990).

53.	 Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe, Hegemony and Socialist Strategy: 
Toward a Radical Democratic Politics (London: Verso, 1985).

54.	 Bruno Latour, “Why Has Critique Run Out of Steam? From Matters of 
Fact to Matters of Concern,” Critical Inquiry 30, no. 2 (2004): 230.

55.	 Peter Sloterdijk, Critique of Cynical Reason (Minneapolis: University of 
Minnesota Press, 1987). See also R. Jay Magill Jr., Chic Ironic Bitterness 
(Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 2007).

56.	 Jeffrey C. Goldfarb, The Cynical Society: The Culture of Politics and the Poli-
tics of Culture in American Life (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 
1991).

57.	 Amanda Anderson, The Powers of Distance: Cosmopolitanism and the Cul-
tivation of Detachment (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2001).

58.	 Liu, The Laws of Cool, 33.



	 Notes to Chapter 2	 201

59.	 Lorraine Daston and Peter Galison, Objectivity (New York: Zone, 2010), 
52.

60.	 Pierre Bourdieu, “The Historical Genesis of the Pure Aesthetic,” in The 
Rules of Art: Genesis and Structure of the Literary Field (Stanford: Stan-
ford University Press, 1996). See also Andrew Goldstone, Fictions of Au-
tonomy: Modernism from Wilde to de Man (Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 2013).

61.	 Here, however, Bourdieu conflates the historically specific notion of au-
tonomous art with aesthetics tout court. People of different social back-
grounds experience aesthetic pleasure from things that are not autono-
mous art works.

62.	 Anderson, The Powers of Distance, 152.
63.	 Walzer, The Company of Critics, chap. 11.
64.	 Christian Thorne, The Dialectic of Counter-Enlightenment (Cambridge: 

Harvard University Press, 2009).
65.	 Susie Linfield, The Cruel Radiance: Photography and Political Violence 

(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2010), 10.

Chapter 2

1.	 See Zoltán Kövecses, Metaphor: A Practical Introduction (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 2002); Janet Martin Soskice, Metaphor and Religious 
Language (Oxford: Clarendon, 1985); and Elena Semino, Metaphor in Dis-
course (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008).

2.	 Stephen Best and Sharon Marcus, “Surface Reading: An Introduction,” 
Representations 108, no. 1 (2009): 9, 16.

3.	 Richard Shusterman, Surface and Depth: Dialectics of Criticism and Cul-
ture (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2002).

4.	 Fredric Jameson, The Political Unconscious (Ithaca: Cornell University 
Press, 1981), 45.

5.	 David Bordwell, Making Meaning: Inference and Rhetoric in the Interpreta-
tion of Cinema (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1991), 72.

6.	 For an illuminating discussion, see Donald Kuspit, “A Mighty Metaphor: 
The Analogy of Archaeology and Psychoanalysis,” in Sigmund Freud and 
Art, ed. Lynn Gamwell and Richard Wells (Binghamton: SUNY Press, 
1989), and also Sabine Hake, “Saxa loquuntur: Freud’s Archaeology of the 
Text,” boundary 2, 20, no. 1 (1993): 146–73.

7.	 Sigmund Freud, “Constructions in Analysis,” in The Standard Edition 



202	 Notes to Chapter 2

of the Complete Psychological Works of Sigmund Freud, vol. 23 (London: 
Hogarth Press, 1953–74), 260.

8.	 Alan Sinfield, “Art as Cultural Production,” in Julian Wolfreys, Literary 
Theories: A Reader and Guide (New York: New York University Press, 
1999), 640.

9.	 Erik D. Lindberg, “Returning the Repressed: The Unconscious in Victo-
rian and Modernist Narrative,” Narrative 8, no. 1 (2000): 74.

10.	 Peter Brooks, “The Idea of a Psychoanalytic Criticism,” in The Trial(s) of 
Psychoanalysis, ed. Françoise Meltzer (Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press, 1987), 145.

11.	 E. Ann Kaplan, Women and Film: Both Sides of the Camera (London: 
Methuen, 1983), 24.

12.	 Marjorie Garber, Symptoms of Culture (New York: Routledge, 1998), 9.
13.	 Mary Ann Doane, Patricia Mellencamp, and Linda Williams, eds., Re-

vision: Essays in Feminist Film Criticism (Frederick, MD: University Publi-
cations of American, 1984), 11.

14.	 Kimberly Devlin, “The Eye and the Gaze in Heart of Darkness: A Symp-
tomological Reading,” Modern Fiction Studies 40, no. 4 (1994): 713.

15.	 Ruth Robbins, “Introduction: Will the Real Feminist Theory Please Stand 
Up?” in Literary Theories: A Reader and Guide, ed. Julian Wolfreys (Edin-
burgh: Edinburgh University Press, 1999), 54.

16.	 On the idea of “saving” films by emphasizing their contradictory dimen-
sions, see also Bordwell, Making Meaning, 88–89.

17.	 Claire Kahane, “Medusa’s Voice: Male Hysteria in The Bostonians,” in Wol-
freys, Literary Theories, 60.

18.	 Terry Eagleton, Criticism and Ideology: A Study in Marxist Literary Theory 
(London: Verso, 1976), 312.

19.	 Bruno Latour, “An Attempt at a ‘Compositionist Manifesto,’” New Literary 
History 41, no. 3 (2010): 475.

20.	 George Steiner, After Babel: Aspects of Language and Translation (Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 1998), 296–301.

21.	 Annette Kuhn, Women’s Pictures: Feminism and Cinema (London: Rout-
ledge, 1982), p. 84.

22.	 Bordwell, Making Meaning, chap. 2.
23.	 “Where are the unconscious structures of primitive myths? In Africa? In 

Brazil? No! They are among the filing cards of Lévi-Strauss’s office. If they 
extend beyond the Collège de France at the rue des Ecoles, it is through his 
books and disciples.” Bruno Latour, The Pasteurization of France, trans. Alan 
Sheridan and John Law (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1988), 179.

24.	 On this point, see also Mary Thomas Crane, “Surface, Depth, and the Spa-



	 Notes to Chapter 2	 203

tial Imaginary: A Cognitive Reading of The Political Unconscious,” Repre-
sentations 108, no. 1 (2009): 76–97.

25.	 Garber, Symptoms of Culture, 9.
26.	 Arthur Danto, “Deep Interpretation,” in The Philosophical Disenfranchise-

ment of Art (New York: Columbia University Press, 1986), 51.
27.	 Stefan Collini, “Introduction: Interpretation Terminable and Intermi-

nable,” and Umberto Eco, “Overinterpreting Texts,” in Interpretation and 
Overinterpretation, ed. Stefan Collini (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 1992).

28.	 Jacques Rancière, “Dissenting Words: A Conversation with Jacques Ran-
cière,” diacritics 30, no. 2 (2000): 114.

29.	 Pierre Macherey, A Theory of Literary Production (London: Routledge and 
Kegan Paul, 1978), 154.

30.	 Lis Moller, The Freudian Reading: Analytical and Fictional Constructions 
(Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1991), ix.

31.	 Timothy Brennan, “Running and Dodging: The Rhetoric of Doubleness in 
Contemporary Theory,” New Literary History 41, no. 2 (2010): 277–99.

32.	 Jennifer Fleissner, “Reading for the Symptom: Beyond Historicism,” un-
published paper.

33.	 Rosemarie Garland-Thomson, “Disability, Identity, and Representation,” 
in Extraordinary Bodies: Figuring Physical Disability in American Culture 
and Literature (New York: Columbia University Press, 1996), 5.

34.	 Kobena Mercer, “Black Hair/Style Politics,” in Welcome to the Jungle: New 
Positions in Black Cultural Studies (London: Routledge, 1994), 109.

35.	 Paul Giles, Virtual Americas: Transnational Fictions and the Transatlantic 
Imaginary (Durham: Duke University Press, 2002), 2.

36.	 Rey Chow, “Poststructuralism: Theory as Critical Self-Consciousness,” in 
The Cambridge Companion to Feminist Literary Theory (Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press, 2006), 201.

37.	 Charles Baudelaire, “The Painter of Modern Life” and Other Essays (Lon-
don: Phaidon, 1995), 32.

38.	 Edmund Husserl, The Crisis of European Sciences and Transcendental Phe-
nomenology (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1970), 152.

39.	 See Ian Hunter, “The Time of Theory,” Postcolonial Studies 10, no. 1 (2007): 
5–22.

40.	 Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick and Adam Frank, “Shame in the Cybernetic 
Fold: Reading Silvan Tomkins,” in Shame and Its Sisters: A Silvan Tomkins 
Reader, ed. Sedgwick and Frank (Durham: Duke University Press, 1995), 
16.

41.	 There is, to be sure, another side to Foucault’s work that has received less 



204	 Notes to Chapter 2

attention. In this context, see Lynne Huffer’s excellent book Mad for Fou-
cault: Rethinking the Foundations of Queer Theory (New York: Columbia 
University Press, 2009).

42.	 Roland Barthes, Mythologies (New York: Farrar, Straus & Giroux, 1972), 
121, 143.

43.	 Ibid., 11, 9.
44.	 Roland Barthes, “Change the Object Itself,” in Image-Music-Text, trans. 

Stephen Heath (New York: Hill & Wang, 1977), 166.
45.	 Roland Barthes, The Grain of the Voice: Interviews 1962–1980 (Evanston: 

Northwestern University Press, 2009), 331. See also Ellis Hanson, “The 
Languorous Critic,” New Literary History 43, no. 3 (2012): 547–64.

46.	 Richard Rorty, Contingency, Irony, and Solidarity (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1989), 74.

47.	 On the tradition of theory as suspended animation, see Peter Sloter-
dijk, The Art of Philosophy (New York: Columbia University Press, 2012), 
chap. 3.

48.	 “Theorizing Queer Temporalities,” GLQ 13, nos. 2–3 (2007): 195.
49.	 Bill Ashcroft, Gareth Griffiths, and Helen Tiffin, Postcolonial Studies: The 

Key Concepts, 2nd ed. (Abingdon: Routledge, 2000), 173. For a helpful 
overview of relevant debates, see, for example, Neil Lazarus, ed., The Cam-
bridge Companion to Postcolonial Studies (Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 2004), especially the essays by Lazarus, Benita Parry, and 
Simon Gikandi.

50.	 Bruno Latour, Reassembling the Social: An Introduction to Actor-Network-
Theory (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), 92; Ian Hacking, The So-
cial Construction of What? (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1999).

51.	 Toril Moi, “Reading as a Feminist,” unpublished essay.
52.	 Judith Butler, “Imitation and Gender Insubordination,” in Inside/Out: Les-

bian Theories, Gay Theories, ed. Diana Fuss (New York: Routledge, 1991), 2.
53.	 Raphael Samuel, “Reading the Signs,” History Workshop 32 (1991): 89.
54.	 Judith Butler, Gender Trouble: Feminism and the Subversion of Identity 

(New York: Routledge, 1999), xx. For an alternative to the rhetoric of iden-
tity and its deconstruction, see Toril Moi’s discussion of “situation” in 
“What Is a Woman?” and Other Essays (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
1999), 65–68.

55.	 On black boxes, see Graham Harman, Prince of Networks: Bruno Latour 
and Metaphysics (Melbourne: re.press, 2009), 36–47.

56.	 For a questioning of the opposition between the natural and the conven-
tional, see Richard Shusterman, “Convention: Variations on the Nature/
Culture Theme,” in Surface and Depth.



	 Notes to Chapter 3	 205

57.	 David R. Hiley, “Foucault and the Analysis of Power: Political Engage-
ment without Liberal Comfort or Hope,” Praxis International 4, no. 2 
(July 1984): 198. I take the metaphor of the spiderless web from Leslie Paul 
Thiele, “The Agony of Politics: The Nietzschean Roots of Foucault’s 
Thought,” American Political Science Review 84, no. 3 (1990): 908.

58.	 Hubert L. Dreyfus and Paul Rabinow, Michel Foucault: Beyond Structural-
ism and Hermeneutics (Brighton: Harvester, 1982), xix.

59.	 Michel Foucault, “Nietzsche, Freud, Marx,” in Transforming the Her-
meneutic Context: From Nietzsche to Nancy, ed. Gayle L. Ormiston and 
Alan D. Schrift (Albany: SUNY Press, 1990), 62.

60.	 Jim Merod, The Political Responsibility of the Critic (Ithaca: Cornell Uni-
versity Press, 1987), 160. For an argument that Foucault does not aban-
don hermeneutics but recasts it as a “negative hermeneutics of refusal,” 
see John D. Caputo, More Radical Hermeneutics: On Not Knowing Who We 
Are (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2000).

61.	 Alexander Nehamas, Only a Promise of Happiness: The Place of Beauty in a 
World of Art (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2007), 123.

Chapter 3

1.	 Ernst Bloch, “A Philosophical View of the Detective Novel,” in The Uto-
pian Function of Literature and Art (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1989), 246.

2.	 Marjorie Nicholson, “The Professor and the Detective,” in The Art of the 
Mystery Story, ed. Howard Haycraft (New York: Simon and Schuster, 
1946), 126.

3.	 Richard Alewyn, “The Origin of the Detective Novel,” in The Poetics of 
Murder: Detective Fiction and Literary Theory, ed. Glenn W. Most and 
William W. Stowe (New York: Harcourt, Brace, Jovanovich, 1983).

4.	 Dennis Porter, The Pursuit of Crime: Art and Ideology in Crime Fiction 
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1981), 239.

5.	 Stephen Kern, A Cultural History of Causality: Science, Murder Novels, and 
Systems of Thought (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2004).

6.	 On the link between explanation and accusation, see Bruno Latour, “The 
Politics of Explanation: An Alternative,” in Knowledge and Reflexivity: 
New Frontiers in the Sociology of Knowledge, ed. Steve Woolgar (London: 
Sage, 1988), 155–77.

7.	 Hayden White, Metahistory: The Historical Imagination in Nineteenth-
Century Europe (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1975); 



206	 Notes to Chapter 3

Roger C. Schank, Tell Me a Story: Narrative and Intelligence (Evanston: 
Northwestern University Press, 1990).

8.	 Peter Brooks, Reading for the Plot: Design and Intention in Narrative (New 
York: Vintage, 1984), 113.

9.	 D. A Miller, The Novel and the Police (Berkeley and Los Angeles: Univer-
sity of California Press, 1989), 30.

10.	 Djelal Kadir, The Other Writing: Postcolonial Essays in Latin America’s 
Writing Culture (West Lafayette: Purdue University Press, 1993), 2.

11.	 Peter Brooks, Troubling Confessions: Speaking Guilt in Law and Literature 
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2001), 41.

12.	 Carlo Ginzburg, “Clues: Roots of an Evidential Paradigm,” in Clues, 
Myths, and the Historical Method (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University 
Press, 1989).

13.	 Franco Moretti, Signs Taken for Wonders: On the Sociology of Literary 
Forms (London: Verso, 2005).

14.	 J. B. Priestley, An Inspector Calls (New York: Dramatists Play Service, 
1972). For a discussion of the play’s Broadway staging, see Wendy Lesser, 
A Director Calls: Stephen Daldry and the Theater (Berkeley and Los Ange-
les: University of California Press, 1997).

15.	 Most and Stowe, introduction to The Poetics of Murder, xii.
16.	 Tzvetan Todorov, The Poetics of Prose, trans. Richard Howard (Ithaca: 

Cornell University Press, 1977), 46.
17.	 Mark Seltzer, Henry James and the Art of Power (Ithaca: Cornell University 

Press, 1984), 14.
18.	 On this point, see James Simpson, “Faith and Hermeneutics: Pragmatism 

versus Pragmatism,” Journal of Medieval and Early Modern Studies 33, 
no. 2 (2003): 228.

19.	 Catherine Belsey, Critical Practice (London: Methuen, 1980), 107, 111.
20.	 Ibid., 108, 107, 111.
21.	 Erik D. Lindberg, “Returning the Repressed: The Unconscious in Victo-

rian and Modernist Narrative,” Narrative 8, no. 1 (2000): 76.
22.	 Belsey, Critical Practice, 117.
23.	 Fredric Jameson, “On Raymond Chandler,” in Most and Stowe, The Poetics 

of Murder, 132.
24.	 Roland Barthes, Leçon (Paris: Seuil, 1978), cited in Antoine Compagnon, 

Literature, Theory, and Common Sense (Princeton: Princeton University 
Press, 2004), 91.

25.	 Miller, The Novel and the Police, 2, 17.
26.	 Simon Stern, “Detecting Doctrines: The Case Method and the Detective 

Story,” Yale Journal of Law and the Humanities 23 (2011): 363.



	 Notes to Chapter 3	 207

27.	 Arthur Conan Doyle, The Sign of the Four (Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 1993), 7.

28.	 Franco Moretti, “The Slaughterhouse of Literature,” Modern Language 
Quarterly 61, no. 1 (2000): 218.

29.	 Yumna Siddiqi, Anxieties of Empire and the Fiction of Intrigue (New York: 
Columbia University Press, 2008), 15–16.

30.	 Ibid., 16.
31.	 See my discussion of this question in “Modernist Studies and Cultural 

Studies: Reflections on Method,” Modernism/Modernity 10, no. 3 (2003): 
512, and Lawrence Grossberg’s remarks in Bringing It All Back Home: 
Essays on Cultural Studies (Durham: Duke University Press 1997), 107.

32.	 Moretti, Signs Taken for Wonders, 143.
33.	 Seltzer, Henry James and the Art of Power, 34.
34.	 Bloch, “A Philosophical View,” 246.
35.	 Pierre Bayard, Sherlock Holmes Was Wrong: Reopening the Case of the 

Hound of the Baskervilles (New York: Bloomsbury, 2008), 49.
36.	 Peter Brooks, “‘Inevitable Discovery’—Law, Narrative, Retrospectivity,” 

Yale Journal of Law and Humanities 15 (2003): 71–102.
37.	 Elisabeth Strowick, “Comparative Epistemology of Suspicion: Psycho-

analysis, Literature, and the Human Sciences,” Science in Context 18, no. 4 
(2005): 652.

38.	 Witold Gombrowicz, “The Premeditated Crime,” in Bacacay, trans. Bill 
Johnson (New York: Archipelago, 2004), 47, 52.

39.	 Shoshana Felman, “Turning the Screw of Interpretation,” in Literature and 
Psychoanalysis: The Question of Reading—Otherwise, ed. Shoshana Fel-
man (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1982), 189, 175.

40.	 Ibid., 193, 176.
41.	 Ibid., 16.
42.	 Heta Pyrhönen, Mayhem and Murder: Narrative and Moral Problems in 

the Detective Story (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1999).
43.	 Strowick, “Comparative Epistemology of Suspicion,” 654.
44.	 Stefan Zweig, “The Burning Secret” and Other Stories (London: Pushkin 

Press, 2008), 52.
45.	 Frank Kermode, The Sense of an Ending: Studies in the Theories of Fiction 

(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000).
46.	 Arthur Frank, Letting Stories Breathe: A Socio-narratology (Chicago: Uni-

versity of Chicago Press, 2010), 48.
47.	 Kate McGowan, Key Issues in Critical and Cultural Theory (Buckingham: 

Open University Press, 2007), 26.



208	 Notes to Chapter 4

48.	 Elizabeth Bruss, “The Game of Literature and Some Literary Games,” New 
Literary History 9, no. 1 (1977): 162.

49.	 Matei Calinescu, Rereading (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1993), 151.
50.	 Anna Maria Jones, Problem Novels: Victorian Fiction Theorizes the Sensa-

tional Self (Columbus: Ohio State University Press, 2007).
51.	 Robert M. Fowler, “Who Is ‘the Reader’ in Reader Response Criticism?” 

Semeia 31 (1985): 9.
52.	 Deidre Lynch, Loving Literature: A Cultural History (Chicago: University 

of Chicago Press, 2014), 77.
53.	 W. H. Auden, The Dyer’s Hand (New York: Vintage, 1968), 147.
54.	 Louis Althusser, Reading “Capital” (London: Verso, 1979), 14–15.
55.	 T. J. Clark, The Sight of Death: An Experiment in Art Writing (New Haven: 

Yale University Press, 2006), viii.
56.	 Sarah Kofman, Freud and Fiction (Cambridge: Polity, 1991). That texts are 

not persons—with human qualities of vulnerability—does not mean that 
they are not agents or actants, as we will see in the final chapter.

57.	 Richard Rorty, Consequences of Pragmatism: Essays, 1972–1980 (Minne-
apolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1982), 151.

Chapter 4

1.	 Wendy Brown and Janet Halley, introduction to Left Legalism/Left Cri-
tique, ed. Brown and Halley (Durham: Duke University Press, 2002), 27; 
Robert Con Davis and Ronald Schleifer, Criticism and Culture: The Role of 
Critique in Modern Literary Theory (London: Longman, 1991), 2.

2.	 David Bordwell, Making Meaning: Inference and Rhetoric in the Interpreta-
tion of Cinema (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1991), xi.

3.	 Gianni Vattimo, “Postmodern Criticism: Postmodern Critique,” in Writ-
ing the Future, ed. David Wood (London: Routledge, 1990).

4.	 Useful resources for an intellectual history of critique include Reinhart 
Koselleck, Critique and Crisis: Enlightenment and the Pathogenesis of Mod-
ern Society (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1988); Giorgio Tonelli, “‘Critique’ 
and Related Terms Prior to Kant: A Historical Survey,” Kant-Studien 69, 
no. 2 (1978): 119–48, Werner Schneider, “Vernünftiger Zweifel und wahre 
Eklektik: Zur Entstehung des modernen Kritikbegriffes,” Studien Leibni-
tiana 17, no. 2 (1985): 143–61; and Paul Connerton, The Tragedy of Enlight-
enment: An Essay on the Frankfurt School (Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 1980). On critique in political theory and philosophy, see, for 



	 Notes to Chapter 4	 209

example, Seyla Benhabib, Critique, Norm, and Utopia: A Study of the Foun-
dations of Critical Theory (New York: Columbia University Press, 1986); 
Raymond Geuss, The Idea of a Critical Theory: Habermas and the Frank-
furt School (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981); Michael Kelly, 
ed., Critique and Power: Recasting the Foucault/Habermas Debate (Cam-
bridge: MIT Press, 1994).

5.	 René Wellek, Concepts of Criticism (New Haven: Yale University Press, 
1963), 35; Drew Milne, “Introduction: Criticism and/or Critique,” in Mod-
ern Critical Thought: An Anthology of Theorists Writing on Theorists, ed. 
Milne (Oxford: Blackwell, 2002), 5.

6.	 Raymond Williams, Keywords (London: Flamingo, 1976), 86.
7.	 Robert Koch, “The Critical Gesture in Philosophy,” in Iconoclash: Beyond 

the Image Wars in Science, Religion, and Art, ed. Bruno Latour and Peter 
Weibel (Cambridge: MIT Press, 2002), 531.

8.	 Tom O’Regan, Australian National Cinema (London: Routledge, 1996), 
339.

9.	 Michel Serres and Bruno Latour, Conversations on Science, Culture, and 
Time, trans. Roxanne Lapidus (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 
1995), 48.

10.	 Audrey Jaffe, “Spectacular Sympathy: Visuality and Ideology in Dickens’s 
A Christmas Carol,” PMLA 109, no. 2 (1994): 254–65; John Martin Evans, 
Milton’s Imperial Epic: “Paradise Lost” and the Discourse of Colonialism 
(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1996).

11.	 Liam Kennedy, “American Studies without Tears,” Journal of Transna-
tional American Studies 1, no. 1 (2009).

12.	 For a questioning of this paradigm, see Joel Pfister, Critique for What? 
Cultural Studies, American Studies, Left Studies (Boulder, CO: Paradigm 
Press, 2006).

13.	 These remarks have benefited from Alex Woloch’s unpublished paper 
“Critical Thinking.”

14.	 Theodor Adorno, “Cultural Criticism and Society,” in Prisms, trans. 
Samuel Weber and Shierry Weber (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1967), 33.

15.	 Keith Robinson, “An Immanent Transcendental: Foucault, Kant and Criti-
cal Philosophy,” Radical Philosophy 141 (January–February 2007): 21.

16.	 Alan Liu, Local Transcendence: Essays on Postmodern Historicism and the 
Database (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2008).

17.	 I am thinking here, for example, of Rodolphe Gasché’s attempt to distin-
guish a “bad” critique (based on separating and judging) from a more 
desirable, because more ambiguous, “hypercritique.” This distinction 



210	 Notes to Chapter 4

would seem to require the very act of separating and judging that is being 
repudiated. See his The Honor of Thinking: Critique, Theory, Philosophy 
(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2007).

18.	 Theodor Adorno, Aesthetic Theory, trans. Robert Hullot-Kentor (Minne-
apolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1998), 251.

19.	 Raymond Geuss, “Genealogy as Critique,” European Journal of Philosophy 
10, no. 2 (2002): 209; Koch, “Critical Gesture in Philosophy,” 531; Diana 
Coole, Negativity and Politics: Dionysus and Dialectics from Kant to Post-
structuralism (London: Routledge, 2000), 55.

20.	 Cary Wolfe, Animal Rites: American Cultures, the Discourse of Species, and 
Posthumanist Theory (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2003), 182.

21.	 Giovanni Porfido, “Queer as Folk and the Spectacularization of Gay Iden-
tity,” in Queer Popular Culture: Literature, Media, Film, and Television, ed. 
Thomas Peele (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2007), 63.

22.	 For a spirited defense of the killjoy feminist, see Sara Ahmed, The Promise 
of Happiness (Durham: Duke University Press, 2010).

23.	 Judith Butler, “The Sensibility of Critique: Response to Asad and Mah-
mood,” in Is Critique Secular? Blasphemy, Injury, and Free Speech (Berke-
ley, CA: Townsend Center for the Humanities, 2009), 116.

24.	 Barbara Johnson, translator’s introduction to Jacques Derrida, Dissemina-
tion (London: Continuum, 2004), xv–xvi.

25.	 Marcelo Dascal, for example, points out that the supposedly nonevalua-
tive model of historical or genealogical critique retains a negative or de-
mystifying force in tracing ideas back to causes invisible to the actors 
themselves. See “Critique without Critics?” Science in Context 10, no. 1 
(1997): 39–62.

26.	 Coole, Negativity and Politics, 41. See also Sanford Budick and Wolfgang 
Iser, eds., Languages of the Unsayable: The Play on Negativity in Literature 
and Literary Theory (New York: Columbia University Press, 1989).

27.	 Susan Neiman, Moral Clarity: A Guide for Grown-up Idealists (Princeton: 
Princeton University Press, 2009), 4.

28.	 Coole, Negativity and Politics, 74. On the distinction between the stand 
and the stance, see John S. Nelson, “Stands in Politics,” Journal of Politics 
46 (1984): 106–30.

29.	 Stephen Ross, “Introduction: The Missing Link,” in Modernism and 
Theory: A Critical Debate, ed. Stephen Ross (Abingdon: Routledge, 2009), 
10.

30.	 Brown and Halley, introduction to Left Legalism/Left Critique, 28.
31.	 Coole, Negativity and Politics, 231.



	 Notes to Chapter 4	 211

32.	 Marshall Berman, All That Is Solid Melts into Air: The Experience of Moder-
nity (London: Verso, 1983).

33.	 Pierre Schlag, The Enchantment of Reason (Durham: Duke University 
Press, 1998).

34.	 Ian Hunter, Rethinking the School: Subjectivity, Bureaucracy, Criticism 
(New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1994), 167.

35.	 Hengameh Irandoust, “The Logic of Critique,” Argumentation 20 (2006): 
134. Iain McKenzie also argues that “critique is not criticism: it is precisely 
that which calls criticism to account as opinion,” in The Idea of Pure Cri-
tique (London: Continuum, 2004), 89.

36.	 Editors’ introduction to The Routledge Companion to Critical Theory, ed. 
Simon Malpas and Paul Wake (Abingdon: Routledge, 2006), x.

37.	 Trinh T. Minh-ha, Woman, Native, Other (Bloomington: Indiana Univer-
sity Press, 1989), 16–17.

38.	 Denis Dutton, “Language Crimes,” Wall Street Journal, February 5, 1999.
39.	 Jonathan Culler and Kevin Lamb, introduction to Just Being Difficult? 

Academic Writing in the Public Arena, ed. Culler and Lamb (Stanford: 
Stanford University Press, 2003), 9.

40.	 Paul Bové, Mastering Discourse: The Politics of Intellectual Culture (Dur-
ham: Duke University Press, 1992), 167.

41.	 Judith Butler, “Values of Difficulty,” in Culler and Lamb, Just Being Diffi-
cult?, 201, 203.

42.	 Ien Ang, “From Cultural Studies to Cultural Research: Engaged Scholar-
ship in the Twenty-First Century,” Cultural Studies Review 12, no. 2 (2006): 
190.

43.	 Michael Warner, “Styles of Intellectual Publics,” in Culler and Lamb, Just 
Being Difficult?, 117.

44.	 Bruno Latour, Reassembling The Social: An Introduction to Actor-Network-
Theory (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), 57.

45.	 Luc Boltanski and Laurent Thévenot, On Justification: Economies of 
Worth, trans. Catherine Porter (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 
2006).

46.	 Luc Boltanski, On Critique: A Sociology of Emancipation (Cambridge: 
Polity, 2011), 27. For a very helpful assessment, see Robin Celikates, “From 
Critical Social Theory to a Social Theory of Critique: On the Critique of 
Ideology after the Pragmatic Turn,” Constellations 13, no. 1 (2006): 21–40.

47.	 Foucault, “What Is Critique?,” 194.
48.	 Kimberly Hutchings, Kant, Critique and Politics (London: Routledge, 

1996), 190.



212	 Notes to Chapter 4

49.	 Francis Mulhern, Culture/Metaculture (London: Routledge, 2000).
50.	 Max Horkheimer, “Traditional and Critical Theory,” in Critical Sociology, 

ed. Paul Connerton (Hardmondsworth: Penguin, 1976), 224.
51.	 Rita Felski, “Modernist Studies and Cultural Studies: Reflections on 

Method,” Modernism and Modernity 10, no. 3 (2003): 501–18.
52.	 David Couzens Hoy, Critical Resistance: From Poststructuralism to Post-

Critique (Cambridge: MIT Press, 2004), 2.
53.	 Brown and Halley, introduction to Left Legalism/Left Critique,” 25.
54.	 Nancy Fraser, “What’s Critical about Critical Theory? The Case of Haber-

mas and Gender,” New German Critique 35 (1985): 97.
55.	 Ibid., 97.
56.	 Ewa Plonowska Ziarek, The Rhetoric of Failure: Deconstruction of Skepti-

cism, Reinvention of Modernism (Albany: SUNY Press, 1996).
57.	 Bruce Robbins, Secular Vocations: Intellectuals, Professionalism, Culture 

(London: Verso, 1993). See also Claudia Ruitenberg, “Don’t Fence Me In: 
The Liberation of Undomesticated Critique,” Journal of Philosophy of Edu-
cation 38, no. 3 (2004): 341–50.

58.	 Robyn Wiegman, “The Ends of New Americanism,” New Literary History 
42, no. 3 (2011): 385–407.

59.	 Latour, Reassembling the Social, 218.
60.	 Chantal Mouffe, Agonistics: Thinking the World Politically (London: Verso, 

2012), 104.
61.	 Milne, “Introduction: Criticism and/or Critique,” 18.
62.	 Joan Scott, “Against Eclecticism,” differences 16, no. 5 (2005): 122.
63.	 Bové, Mastering Discourse, 87.
64.	 Michael Billig, “Towards a Critique of the Critical,” Discourse and Society 

11, no. 3 (2000): 292.
65.	 Talal Asad, “Free Speech, Blasphemy, and Secular Criticism,” in Is Critique 

Secular? Blasphemy, Injury, and Free Speech (Berkeley, CA: Townsend 
Center for the Humanities, 2009), 33. On the postcolonial challenge to 
the rhetoric of disenchantment, see, for example, Saurabh Dube, “Intro-
duction: Enchantments of Modernity,” special issue of South Atlantic 
Quarterly on “Enduring Enchantments,” 101, no. 4 (2002): 729–55; Saba 
Mahmood, Politics of Piety: The Islamic Revival and the Feminist Subject 
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2005).

66.	 Asad, “Reply to Judith Butler,” 140. Elsewhere, Asad discusses forms of 
criticism that cannot be assimilated to a Western tradition of critique. See, 
for example, “The Limits of Religious Criticism in the Middle East: Notes 
on Islamic Public Argument,” in Genealogies of Religion: Discipline and 
Reasons of Power in Christianity and Islam (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins 



	 Notes to Chapter 5	 213

University Press, 1993). I am grateful to Michael Allan for bringing this 
text to my attention.

67.	 Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick, “Paranoid Reading and Reparative Reading, 
or, You’re So Paranoid, You Probably Think This Essay Is about You,” in 
Touching Feeling: Affect, Pedagogy, Performativity (Durham: Duke Univer-
sity Press, 2003), 131.

Chapter 5

1.	 Michael D. Snediker, Queer Optimism: Lyric Personhood and Other Fe-
licitous Persuasions (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2009); 
Doris Sommer, The Work of Art in the World: Civic Agency and Pub-
lic Humanities (Durham: Duke University Press, 2014); James O. Pawel-
ski and D. J. Moores, eds., The Eudaimonic Turn: Well-Being in Literary 
Studies (Madison, NJ: Fairleigh Dickinson University Press, 2012).

2.	 Bruno Latour, Reassembling the Social (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
2005), 148.

3.	 See, for example, John J. Joughin and Simon Malpas, eds., The New Aes-
theticism (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2004); Elaine Scarry, 
On Beauty and Being Just (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2001); 
Alexander Nehamas, Only a Promise of Happiness: The Place of Beauty in a 
World of Art (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2010).

4.	 See, for example, Jonathan Goldberg and Madhavi Menon, “Queering 
History,” PMLA 120, no. 5 (2005): 1608–17; Carolyn Dinshaw et al., “Theo-
rizing Queer Temporalities: A Roundtable Discussion,” GLQ 13, nos. 2–3 
(2007): 177–95; Hugh Grady and Terence Hawkes, eds., Presentist Shake-
speare; (London: Routledge, 2006); Jeffrey J. Cohen, Medieval Identity 
Machines (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2003); Jennifer 
Summit and David Wallace, “Rethinking Periodization,” Journal of Medi-
eval and Early Modern Studies 37, no. 3 (2007): 447–51; Jonathan Gil Har-
ris, Untimely Matter in the Time of Shakespeare (Philadelphia: University 
of Pennsylvania Press, 2009); Carolyn Dinshaw, How Soon Is Now? Medi-
eval Texts, Amateur Readers, and the Queerness of Time (Durham: Duke 
University Press, 2012); and New Literary History 42, no. 4 (2011), “Con-
text?” special issue.

5.	 Wai Chee Dimock, “A Theory of Resonance,” PMLA 112 (1997): 1061.
6.	 Bruno Latour, We Have Never Been Modern (Cambridge: Harvard Univer-

sity Press, 1993), 75.
7.	 Harris, Untimely Matter, 2.



214	 Notes to Chapter 5

8.	 Jennifer Fleissner, “Is Feminism a Historicism?” Tulsa Studies in Women’s 
Literature 21, no. 1 (2002): 45–66.

9.	 Karl-Heinz Bohrer, “The Tragic: A Question of Art, Not Philosophy of 
History,” New Literary History 41, no. 1 (2010): 35–51.

10.	 Dimock, “A Theory of Resonance,” 1061.
11.	 Bruce Robbins, “Afterword,” PMLA 122, no. 5 (2007): 1650. See also Eric 

Hayot’s insightful “Against Periodization,” New Literary History 42, no. 4 
(2011): 739–56.

12.	 Christopher Lane, “The Poverty of Context: Historicism and Nonmimetic 
Fiction,” PMLA, 118, no. 3 (2003): 450–69.

13.	 Compare, for example, Latour’s rejection of reductionism with the theory 
of articulation in cultural studies as “an attempt to avoid reduction.” The 
latter is well described in Jennifer Daryl Slack, “The Theory and Method of 
Articulation in Cultural Studies,” in Stuart Hall: Critical Dialogues in Cul-
tural Studies, ed. David Morley and Kuan-Hsing Chen (London and New 
York: Routledge, 1996), 112–27.

14.	 Lawrence Grossberg, Bringing It All Back Home: Essays on Cultural Studies 
(Durham: Duke University Press, 1997), 255.

15.	 Howard S. Becker, Robert R. Faulkner, and Barbara Kirshenblatt-
Gimblett, eds., Art from Start to Finish: Jazz, Painting, Writing, and Other 
Improvisations (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2006), 3.

16.	 Latour, Reassembling the Social, 71, 72.
17.	 Ibid., 40.
18.	 James J. Gibson, “The Theory of Affordances,” in Perceiving, Acting, and 

Knowing: Toward an Ecological Perspective, ed. Robert Shaw and John 
Bransford (Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum, 1977), 68; and Gibson, The 
Ecological Approach to Visual Perception (New York: Psychology Press, 
2015).

19.	 C. Namwali Serpell, Seven Modes of Uncertainty (Cambridge: Harvard 
University Press, 2014), 9, 22. For another valuable account of the parallels 
between texts and buildings as forms of induction, see Elizabeth Fowler’s 
development of the notion of ductile space in “Art and Orientation,” New 
Literary History 44, no. 4 (2013): 595–616.

20.	 A separate model of the agency of artworks—though with intriguing par-
allels—is developed by Alfred Gell in Art and Agency: An Anthropologi-
cal Theory (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1998). See Eduardo de la Fuente’s 
interesting discussion, drawing on both Gell and Latour, in “The Artwork 
Made Me Do it: Introduction to the New Sociology of Art,” Thesis Eleven 
103, no. 1 (2010): 3–9.

21.	 Latour, Reassembling the Social, 236.



	 Notes to Chapter 5	 215

22.	 Tony Bennett, “Texts in History: The Determination of Readings and 
Their Texts,” Journal of the Midwest Modern Language Association 18, no. 1 
(1985): 7.

23.	 Tony Bennett and Janet Woollacott, Bond and Beyond: The Political Career 
of a Popular Hero (London: Macmillan, 1987), 64.

24.	 On this question, see also James Simpson, “Faith and Hermeneutics: 
Pragmatism versus Pragmatism”, Journal of Medieval and Early Modern 
Studies, 33, 2 (2203): 233–234.

25.	 Bond and Beyond, cited in note 23 above.
26.	 Franco Moretti, “The Slaughterhouse of Literature,” Modern Language 

Quarterly 61, no. 1 (2000): 207–27.
27.	 Tia DeNora, Music in Everyday Life (Cambridge: Cambridge University 

Press, 2000), 22.
28.	 Bernard Lahire, The Plural Actor (Cambridge: Polity, 2011).
29.	 Derek Attridge, “Context, Idioculture, Invention,” New Literary History 

42, no. 4 (2011): 682–83.
30.	 Timothy Bewes, “Reading with the Grain: A New World in Literary Criti-

cism,” differences 21, no. 3 (2010): 1–33; Sharon Marcus, Between Women: 
Friendship, Desire, and Marriage in Victorian England (Princeton: Prince-
ton University Press, 2007).

31.	 Casper Bruun Jensen, “Experiments in Good Faith and Hopefulness: 
Toward a Postcritical Social Science,” Common Knowledge 20, no. 2 
(2014): 361. For some other pertinent discussions of the postcritical, see 
Janet Wolff, The Aesthetics of Uncertainty (New York: Columbia University 
Press, 2008); Antoine Hennion and Line Grenier, “Sociology of Art: New 
Stakes in a Post-Critical Time,” in The International Handbook of Soci-
ology, ed. Stella R. Quah and Arnaud Sales (London: Sage, 2000). A classic 
text is Michael Polanyi, Personal Knowledge: Towards a Post-Critical Phi-
losophy (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1974).

32.	 Walter F. Otto, The Homeric Gods: The Spiritual Significance of Greek Reli-
gion (New York: Octagon, 1978), 104.

33.	 Richard E. Palmer, “The Liminality of Hermes and the Meaning of Her-
meneutics,” http://​www​.mac​.edu​/faculty​/richardpalmer​/liminality​.html.

34.	 Adam S. Miller, Speculative Grace: Bruno Latour and Object-Oriented The-
ology (New York: Fordham University Press, 2013), 109.

35.	 Latour, Reassembling the Social, 245.
36.	 The wording in this paragraph overlaps with my essay “Latour and Liter-

ary Studies,” PMLA 130, no. 3 (2015).
37.	 Marielle Macé, “Ways of Reading, Modes of Being,” New Literary His-

tory 44, no. 2 (2103): 214. This essay contains excerpts from Macé’s book 



216	 Notes to In Short

Façons de lire, manières d'être (Paris: Gallimard, 2011), translated by Mar-
lon Jones.

38.	 Richard Kearney, “What Is Carnal Hermeneutics?,” New Literary History 
46, no. 1 (2015).

39.	 Macé, Facons de lire, 192, 190.
40.	 For other helpful discussions of this point, see Cristina Vischer Bruns, 

The Value of Literary Reading and What it Means for Teaching (New York: 
Continuum, 2011); and Jean-Marie Schaeffer, “Literary Studies and Liter-
ary Experience,” trans. Kathleen Antonioli, New Literary History 44, no. 2 
(2013): 267–83.

41.	 Yves Citton, Lire, interpréter, actualiser: Pourquoi les études littéraires? 
(Paris: Éditions Amsterdam, 2007).

42.	 Citton, Lire, interpréter, actualiser, 155–56.
43.	 Deidre Lynch, Loving Literature: A Cultural History (Chicago: University 

of Chicago Press, 2014), 14.
44.	 Latour, Reassembling the Social, 236.
45.	 On this question, see Thom Dancer, “Between Belief and Knowledge: J. M. 

Coetzee and the Present of Reading,” Minnesota Review 77 (2011): 131–42.
46.	 As John Guillory remarks, “Scholarly reading can be said to preserve 

within it an encysted form of lay reading, a necessary recollection of the 
pleasures and rapidity of lay reading.” See “How Scholars Read,” ADE Bul-
letin 146 (Fall 2008): 12.

47.	 For a helpful discussion of this issue, see Murray Smith, Engaging Charac-
ters: Fiction, Emotion, and the Cinema (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
1995).

48.	 Marcus, Between Women.
49.	 Daniel Carey, “The State of Play: English Literary Scholarship and Criti-

cism in a New Century, “Cadernos de Letras 27 (December 2010): 19.
50.	 Felski, “Latour and Literary Studies.”

In Short

1.	 Ien Ang, “From Cultural Studies to Cultural Research: Engaged Scholar-
ship in the Twenty-First Century,” Cultural Studies Review 12, no. 2 (2006): 
190.

2.	 Yves Citton, L’avenir des humanités: Économie de la connaissance ou cul-
tures de l’interprétation (Paris: La Découverte, 2010), 133.

3.	 Michael Walzer, Interpretation and Social Criticism (Cambridge: Harvard 
University Press, 1987), 35.



	 Notes to In Short	 217

4.	 Christopher Castiglia, “Critiquiness,” English Language Notes 51, no. 2 
(2013): 79–85. See also Steven Maras, “Communicating Criticality,” Inter-
national Journal of Communication 1 (2007): 167–86.

5.	 The aesthetic, moreover, also has an ethical dimension. As Jane Bennett 
points out, experiences of enchantment are not reducible to critical accu-
sations of mindlessness or naïve optimism: rather, they are a means by 
which we come to experience wonder and pleasure in the world and to 
care deeply about its condition. Jane Bennett, The Enchantment of Modern 
Life (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2001), 10.

6.	 New Literary History 46, no. 2 (2015), special issue, “Feminist Interven-
tions.”

7.	 Michel Chaouli, “Criticism and Style,” New Literary History 44, no. 3 
(2013): 328.





Index

Achebe, C., 94
actor-network theory (ANT), 8, 44, 

77; actor, defined, 164; aesthetic 
theory and, 162–72; affect and, 
179 (see also affect); affordance 
and, 164–65; agency in, 162–66, 
208n56, 214n20; causality and, 
210n25; context and, 153–54 (see 
also context); interpretation and, 
173, 175 (see also interpretation); 
negativity and, 76; nonhuman 
actors, 162–72, 208n56; politics 
and, 171; reading and, 84, 171–72, 
173; social theory and, 157–58; 
specificity/location and, 189; 
texts as actors, 23, 154, 208n56

Adorno, T. W., 17, 125, 131, 137
aesthetics, 154, 188, 191–92, 201n61; 

agency and, 13, 162–72; art and, 
28, 48–49, 162–72; de/re prefixes 
and, 17; formalism in, 28, 72, 154; 
gaze and, 48–49; social theory 
and, 11 (see also social theory); 
value and, 15, 17, 24, 28, 29, 217n5

affect, 30, 176–78, 187, 188; agency 

and, 13; ANT and, 179; Barthes 
and, 75; critique and, 3, 4, 13, 18, 
74; empathy and, 110, 177, 180–
82; feminist theory and, 29, 30; 
interpretation and, 29, 178; mood 
and, 6, 18–26; nostalgia, 133, 158; 
objectivity and, 48; receptivity 
and, 12, 184, 188; suspicion and, 
36, 47; thought and, 25

affordance, 164–65
Alewyn, R., 86
alterity, 28, 39, 144–45
Althusser, L., 19, 42, 113
ambiguity: formalists and, 28; Freud 

and, 68, 104; Hitchcock and, 39– 
40; New Criticism and, 5, 29, 63; 
as ordinary, 175

American studies, 124
Anderson, A., 6, 24, 25
Ang, I., 186
animal studies, 128, 129
ANT. See actor-network theory 

(ANT)
antinaturalism, 70, 73–74, 75, 80.  

See also naturalism



220	 Index

archaeology, criticism and, 7, 58– 
59

Asad, T., 149
Asian American studies, 144
Attridge, D., 172
Auden, W. H., 113
Austen, J., 115
autonomy, art and, 28, 48–49, 152, 

156, 182
autonomy, individual, 44–45, 73, 78
avant-garde, 119

Barthes, R., 74, 75, 97, 109
Baudelaire, C., 71, 133, 160
Bayard, P., 101
Becker, H., 26
Beckett, S., 42
Belsey, C., 94
Benjamin, W., 155
Bennett, J., 217n5
Bennett, T., 167–69
Berman, M., 133
Best, S., 30, 54
Bewes, T., 172
Billig, M., 148
Birth of the Clinic, The (Foucault), 

82
Bloch, E., 30
Bohrer, K. H., 160
Boltanski, L., 138, 139
Bordwell, D., 57, 65, 118
Bourdieu, P., 48
Bové, P., 137, 148
Brooks, P., 60, 102
Brown, W., 118, 142, 143
Bruss, E., 110
Butler, J., 77–78, 80, 130, 137, 217n5

Calinescu, M., 111
capitalism, 140

Castiglia, C., 187–88
causality, 67, 87, 88, 162, 163
Cavell, S., 150
Certeau, M. de, 44, 109
Chakrabarty, D., 155
Chandler, R., 96
Chaouli, M., 191
charisma, and critique, 3, 7, 24, 127, 

149
Chow, R., 71
Christie, A., 85
cinema. See film studies
Citton, Y., 12, 178, 187
Cixous, H., 18
clarity, 68, 131, 136
Clark, T. J., 114
colonialism. See postcolonial studies
common sense, 81, 134–40
Compagnon, A., 26
consciousness, meaning and, 31, 76, 

78, 177
conservatism, 8, 140, 147
conspiracy theories, 45
constructionism, 77
context: ANT and, 153–54; criti-

cal theory and, 151–85; cultural 
studies and, 162, 166–69; history 
and, 151–85

contradiction, 66, 68, 69
Coole, D., 127, 131
Critical Practice (Belsey), 94
critical theory: affordance and, 164–

65; artfulness of critique, 109; 
context and, 151–85; counter-
intuitive, 27, 111; critique of cri-
tique, 9, 35, 106, 146; defined, 2, 
126, 141; as diagnosis, 35; difficult 
writing, 136; disagreement and, 
187; ethos and, 4, 8, 24, 48–49, 
80, 127, 145, 186, 190; eudaimonic 



	 Index	 221

turn, 151–52; forensics and, 46– 
47; history of, 1, 7, 22, 123, 158, 
161, 212n66; immanence and, 127; 
language games and, 20, 79, 110, 
190; lay reading, 216n46; litera-
ture as critique, 16; methods of, 
26; negativity in, 76–77, 127–28; 
passions of, 112; pragmatism and, 
138; professional unconscious, 
22; resonance and, 160; rhetoric 
of, 121; rigor in, 15–16; self-reflex-
ivity of, 8; spatial metaphors, 
173–74 (see also depth, meta-
phor of; distance, metaphor of); 
teaching of, 180; theology and, 
29; time and, 151–85; trace and, 
89, 92–93; transcendence and, 
34, 73, 81, 122, 125–27, 165; as 
unending task, 8. See also actor-
network theory (ANT); affect; 
cultural studies; detective fiction; 
politics; social theory

Culler, J., 33, 136
cultural studies, 29; articulation and, 

214n13; Birmingham style, 162; 
context and, 162, 166–69; cri-
tique of, 52–84; discourse theory 
and, 78; ethos, 4, 8, 24, 48–49, 
80, 127, 145, 186, 190; idioculture, 
172; myth and, 74, 75; second-
level hermeneutics and, 55; sexu-
ality, 78–80 (see also feminist 
theory; queer theory). See also 
naturalism; postcolonial studies; 
social theory

Cusset, F., 20, 22

dandyism, 49, 71
Danto, A., 67
Dascal, M., 210n25

Daston, L., 47–48
Davis, C., 32
Davis, R., 118
Dean, T., 39
deconstructive theory, 7, 28, 85; 

Freudianism and, 105; ideol-
ogy critique and, 105; metacriti-
cal strategies, 106; postcolonial 
studies and, 77; poststructural-
ism and, 77 (see also poststruc-
turalism)

defamiliarization, 16, 54, 138; 
alterity, 28, 39, 144–45; ostra-
nenie and, 72. See also herme-
neutics of suspicion

Deleuze, G., 10
demystification, 186, 210n25
denaturalization, 75, 80–81
depth, metaphor of, 52, 60–61, 

69–81
Derrida, J., 33, 42, 131
Descartes, R., 40–41
detective fiction: clues in, 91–103; 

criminology and, 46–47; critique 
and, 85–116; guilt and, 58, 86–95, 
101–6, 111–14, 157; narrative in, 
91, 94–96; Sherlock Holmes, 95, 
96, 99–100, 169; suspicion and, 
85–116

Dimock, W. C., 157, 160
discourse theory, 23, 78, 80, 97
distance, metaphor of, 48, 52, 53, 79, 

81, 135
Dreyfus, H., 82, 83
Dutton, D., 136, 137

Eagleton, T., 62–63
eclecticism, 147
Edelman, L., 76
empathy, 181. See also affect



222	 Index

enchantment, 133, 158, 212n65, 217n5
Enlightenment, 41
epistemology, 36, 41, 51
ethics, 24, 28, 29, 217n5
ethnic groups, 44, 70–71
ethos, 4, 8, 24, 48–49, 80, 127, 145, 

186, 190
exceptionalism, critique and, 6, 18, 

40

Faust (Goethe), 15
Felman, S., 103, 104, 105, 106, 114
feminist theory: affect and, 29, 30 

(see also affect); antinaturalism 
and, 73; critique and, 29, 124, 145; 
ordinary language and, 19, 192; 
psychoanalytic theory and, 60, 
61, 62; radicalism and, 76, 78, 
143; social theory and, 62, 73, 78; 
suspicious reading and, 109

Fetterley, J., 16
film studies, 19; ANT and, 168–69, 

192; critique and, 56, 60–66, 123; 
Hitchcock and, 38, 39, 205n41; 
narrative in, 88; passive voice in, 
167; repression and, 61, 65; spa-
tial logic, 60–62

Fischer, M., 36
Fish, S., 81, 167
Flatley, J., 21
Flaubert, G., 177
Fleissner, J., 69, 159
formalism, 28, 72–73, 154
Foucault, M., 97, 126, 203n41; detec-

tion and, 111; discourse theory, 
23; Freud and, 70, 82; hermeneu-
tics and, 33, 175, 205n60; histori-
cism and, 2, 3; history of cri-
tique, 82, 135, 140; imitations of, 
74; Marx and, 82; politics of, 50; 

on power, 15, 82; radicalism and, 
140; on values, 15

Fowler, E., 214n19
Fowler, R., 112
Frank, A., 109
Frankfurt School, 5, 41
Fraser, N., 143
Freud and Philosophy (Ricoeur), 31,  

32
Freudian theory. See psychoanalytic 

theory

Gadamer, H.-G., 32, 152, 173
Galison, P., 48
Gallagher, C., 20
gaming, 110, 111
Garber, M., 60, 66
Garland-Thomson, R., 70
Gasché, R., 209n17
Gell, A., 214n20
Gender Trouble (Butler), 80
genealogy, 50, 81, 82, 130, 210n25
Geuss, R., 127
Gibson, J. J., 164–65
Giles, P., 71
Ginzburg, C., 89, 108
Gnostic traditions, 67
Goethe, J. W. von, 15
Goldfarb, J., 46
Gombrowicz, W., 102
Graff, G., 22
Greenblatt, S., 20, 156
Grossberg, L., 100, 162–63
Guattari, F., 10
Guillory, J., 22, 216n46

Habermas, J., 24
Hale, D. J., 28
Halley, J., 118, 142, 143
Harris, J. G., 158



	 Index	 223

Heart of Darkness (Conrad), 62
Heidegger, M., 20, 22
hermeneutics of suspicion: affect 

and, 36, 47, 111 (see also affect); 
agon/eros and, 17; alterity and, 39 
(see also alterity); alternatives to, 
149–50; broader aspects of, 47; 
conjectural paradigm, 89; con-
servatism, 147; critique and, 2, 
4, 88, 118, 123–24, 134, 146; depth 
and, 52–53; disagreement and, 
187; literary suspicion, 46–47; 
metasuspicion and, 103–7, 146; 
narrative and, 89–91 (see also 
narrative); origin of term, 31, 43, 
51; paranoia and, 34–36; philoso-
phy and, 40; pleasures of, 108, 
111; premises of, 22; professional 
suspicion, 46; radicalism and, 3, 
31, 51, 76, 158, 190; recollection, 9; 
restoration, 9, 32; semiotics and, 
37; sensation and, 111; skepticism 
and, 36, 44 (see also skepticism); 
social theory and, 43, 44 (see 
also social theory); suspicion, 
defined, 37, 38–39; trust, 9; vigi-
lance and, 17, 39, 76; vilification 
of, 114–15; world view of, 23. See 
also defamiliarization; detective 
fiction; mood

Hermes, 174
Hiley, D., 82
history, context and, 119, 151–85
Hitchcock, A., 38–39
homosexuality. See queer theory
Horkheimer, M., 141
Hoy, D. C., 142
Hunter, I., 24–25, 134
Husserl, E., 73
Hutchings, K., 140

ideology: Althusser on, 19; capi-
talism and, 95; cinema and, 65; 
colonialism and, 95 (see also 
postcolonial studies); demystify-
ing, 46; denaturalization, 54; ide-
ology critique, 2, 3, 64, 105, 130, 
131; idioculture, 172; Marx and, 
62, 128; realism and, 95, 96. See 
also cultural studies

indeterminacy, 29, 106, 214n19
interpretation, 103, 174; affect 

and, 29, 176–78, 181, 187 (see 
also affect); ANT and, 173, 175; 
appropriation and, 29; body 
and, 176; counterintuitive, 1, 33, 
58; as crime, 106; deciphering, 
31; defined, 10–11, 32–33; as de-
monic, 10; depth and, 33, 52–84; 
description and, 190; detection 
and, 85–116 (see also detective 
fiction); diagnosis and, 62, 65 
(see also psychoanalytic theory); 
disenchantment and, 2, 133, 158, 
212n65, 217n5; dogmatism and, 
31; dream and, 60; empathy and, 
110, 177, 180–82; ethical dimen-
sion, 115; explanation and, 87; 
fourfold structure of, 64–65; 
gaps and fissures approach, 62– 
63; genealogy and, 50, 81, 82, 130,  
210n25; guilt and, 58, 86–95, 
101–6, 111–14, 157; hermeneutics 
and, 2, 32, 33, 174 (see also her-
meneutics of suspicion); her-
metic traditions and, 67, 174; im-
plicit meaning and, 57; inner and 
outer, 67; interpretosis, 10; in-
terrogation and, 122; metaphors 
for, 52–84; objectivity and, 48, 
79, 81, 135; pleasures of, 110; radi-



224	 Index

calism and, 1–3, 31, 51, 76, 158, 
190; religious texts, 31; repres-
sion and, 16, 158; second-order, 
55, 83, 118; strong hermeneutics, 
83, 118; stylistics of existence, 176; 
surface/depth and, 52–84; symp-
tomatic reading, 11, 56, 60–63, 66 
(see also psychoanalytic theory); 
vigilance and, 37. See also herme-
neutics of suspicion; ideology; 
narrative; poststructuralism; 
psychoanalytic theory

invisibility, critique and, 97–98
Irigaray, L., 18
irony, 5, 7, 21, 29, 54, 76, 127, 137
Irreversible (film), 181

James, H., 93, 103
James Bond novels, 168
Jameson, F., 19, 56–57, 64, 96
Johnson, B., 130
Jones, A. M., 111
Joyce, J., 42

Kadir, D., 88
Kafka, F., 42
Kant, I., 7, 36, 41, 49, 135, 147
Kaplan, E. A., 60
Kearney, R., 34, 176
Kennedy, L., 124
Koch, R., 122, 127, 133
Kofman, S., 114
Kompridis, N., 12
Koolhaas, R., 152
Kristeva, J., 131
Kuhn, A., 65

Lacan, J., 103
Laclau, E., 44

Lahire, B., 171
Lamb, K., 137
language, ordinary, 72, 134–40, 

216n46
language games, 20, 79, 110, 190
Latour, B., 214n13; on academic  

criticism, 138; on affect, 146,  
179; ANT and, 12, 23; on con-
structionism, 77; on context,  
152; on critique, 9, 45, 129, 138; 
hermeneutics and, 175; non-
human actors, 163; on reduc
tionism, 214n13; social theory 
and, 157; on utopianism,  
64

Lee, S.-I., 144
Linfield, S., 51
Liu, A., 22, 127
Love, H., 30
love, power and, 17–18
Lynch, D., 27

Macé, M., 12, 175–78
Macherey, P., 18, 19, 67, 68
Marcus, Sharon, 30, 54, 55, 172–73, 

183
Marcus, Steven, 10, 68
Marxist theory: critique and, 7–8, 

31–32, 40, 53–54, 141; inversion  
in, 128; radicalism and, 1, 40; 
Ricoeur on, 1, 31–32; social 
theory and, 57

McGowan, K., 110
McKenzie, I., 211n35
media, myth and, 74, 75
Mercer, K., 70
Merod, J., 83
metaphor, use of, 52–53
metatheory, 135
Miller, A. S., 175

interpretation (continued)



	 Index	 225

Miller, D. A., 22, 88, 97, 109
Milne, D., 121, 147
modernism, 41, 133, 137, 144
Moller, L., 68
mood, 6, 18–26
Moretti, F., 90, 99, 100, 101, 169
Most, G., 91
Mouffe, C., 17, 44, 144, 147
movies. See film studies
Muñoz, J., 30
myth, 74, 75, 202n23
Mythologies (Barthes), 74, 75

narrative, 88; causal chains and, 
92; creation of, 101; critique as, 
116; detective novel and, 91, 101; 
hermeneutics of suspicion and, 
89–91; interpretation and, 85–116 
(see also interpretation); struc-
tures of, 101

naturalism, 69–81; antinaturalism 
and, 70, 73–74, 75, 80; autonomy 
and, 78; bracketing, 73; con-
vention and, 204n56; dandyism 
and, 49, 71; human nature, 73; 
Romantic vision, 71; social cri-
tique and, 73

negativity, 15, 127–34, 144
Nehamas, A., 84
New Criticism, 5, 18, 28, 49, 63
Newfield, C., 22
Ngai, S., 27
Nicholson, M., 85
Nietzsche, F., 1, 31, 32, 40, 131, 134
norms, 15, 16, 24
Norris, M., 42
nostalgia, 133, 158

objectivity, 48, 79, 81, 135
object-oriented ontology, 8

ordinary language, 72, 81, 134–40, 
216n46

O’Regan, T., 123

Panopticon, 100
paranoia, 34–36. See also hermeneu-

tics of suspicion
phenomenology, 107, 191
Pippin, R., 41
Poe, E. A., 85
Polanyi, M., 150
political correctness, 130
Political Unconscious, The (Jame

son), 56, 64
politics, 71, 140–47, 171; academic, 

145; ANT and, 171; critique and, 
140, 141, 142, 143, 146; of institu-
tions, 147; of intellectual work, 
145; political correctness, 130; 
skepticism and, 51. See also  
ideology

Porfido, G., 128
Porter, D., 86
postcolonial studies, 19, 155; anti-

naturalism and, 77; Austen and, 
115; critique and, 109, 124, 141, 
190; deconstructive theory and, 
77; detective fiction and, 99; en-
chantment and, 212n65; French 
theory and, 76; poststructural-
ism and, 77; psychoanalysis and, 
60; suspicious reading and, 109, 
124. See also Marxist theory

postcritical reading, 12, 154, 172–82
postmodernism, 14, 19
poststructuralism: eclecticism and, 

147; hermeneutics and, 32; ide-
ology critique and, 131; interpre-
tation and, 55, 175; language and, 
69, 94, 136; normativity and, 24; 



226	 Index

postcolonial studies and, 77 (see 
also postcolonial studies); radi-
cal alterity and, 144; self-prob-
lematization, 25; suspicion and, 
33, 54, 103. See also deconstruc-
tive theory

power, 48, 70, 83, 103; diffusion of, 
97; discourse and, 97; language 
and, 79; love and, 17–18; novel 
and, 93; policing, 97–98; suspi-
cion and, 88

pragmatism, 138
presentism, 155
Priestley, J. B., 90
psychoanalytic theory: Althusser 

and, 19; archaeology and, 58, 59; 
brutality and, 114; critique and, 
40, 59–60, 68, 108, 114; decon-
struction and, 105; depth and, 58, 
61, 83; detective fiction and, 93, 
104; French Freud, 60, 68; inter-
pretation and, 10, 104, 108; James 
and, 103, 104–5; method in, 10, 
59; myth and, 74; psychic struc-
tures, 58; radicalism and, 1, 32; 
repression and, 54, 56, 61, 70, 82; 
Ricoeur and, 4, 31, 32; suspicious 
reading and, 4, 43, 83; symptom 
in, 3, 60, 61, 62. See also Marxist 
theory; unconscious

queer theory, 8, 19, 30, 35, 76, 128, 
151, 190

Rabinow, P., 82, 83
race, 44, 70–71, 94
radicalism, 1, 2–3, 31, 51, 76, 158, 190
Radway, J., 29–30
Ranciere, J., 67

Ratcliffe, M., 25
Readings, B., 22
realism, 95
Reassembling the Social (Latour),  

152
receptivity, 12, 184, 188
reductionism, 29, 73, 162, 214n13
reparative reading, 17, 30, 32, 34, 

151, 173
Representations (journal), 54, 55
restoration, hermeneutics of, 32, 151
rhetoric, 3, 6, 7, 121
Ricoeur, P., 1, 2, 32; Freud and, 1, 4, 

31, 32, 40; hermeneutics and, 6, 
18, 42; Kearney on, 40; on liter-
ary form, 42; Marx and, 1, 4, 32, 
40, 64; mood and, 6; Nietzsche 
and, 1, 4, 32, 40; on phenome-
nology, 107; subjectivity and, 34; 
suspicion and, 4, 9, 18, 30, 31, 34, 
47, 107. See also hermeneutics of 
suspicion

Robbins, B., 145, 161
Rodowick, D., 20
Rorty, R., 76, 115, 150
Ross, S., 132
Roth, M., 15, 16

Said, E., 115
Samuel, R., 80
Schleifer, R., 118
Schrank, R., 87
Scott, James C., 44
Scott, Joan, 147, 148
second-level hermeneutics, 55
Sedgwick, E. K., 30; on antinatural-

ism, 73; reparative reading and, 
34–36, 151–52; on suspicious 
reading, 112

self, sense of, 49, 74, 80, 81, 101, 172

poststructuralism (continued)



	 Index	 227

self-reflexivity, 106, 127, 134, 135, 136, 
175

Seltzer, M., 93, 100
semiotic theory, 38, 56, 60, 63, 75, 78
Serpell, C. N., 29, 165
Serres, M., 123, 155
sexuality, 78–80. See also feminist 

theory; queer theory
Shand, A., 37–38, 43
Sherlock Holmes stories, 95, 96, 

99–100, 169. See also detective 
fiction

Shklovsky, V., 72
Siddiqi, Y., 99
Sinfield, A., 59
skepticism, 36, 41, 51, 63; critique 

and, 36, 109, 127, 129, 188; Goethe 
and, 15; legitimation crisis and, 
14; as normative, 9; paranoia 
and, 34; politics and, 51; suspi-
cion and, 44, 47; tradition of, 36, 
41; world view of, 36

slavery, 44
Sloterdijk, P., 18, 45
Small, H., 4
Snedeker, M., 151
social theory, 138; aesthetic theory 

and, 11; ANT and, 157–58 (see 
also actor-network theory); anti-
social thesis, 76; construction-
ism, 77; context and, 152–55; guilt 
and, 90; hermeneutics and, 55; 
Latour and, 157; literature and, 11; 
social class, 44. See also cultural 
studies; Marxist theory

Sommer, D., 151
spatial metaphors, 52–84
speech acts, 79
Steiner, G., 64–65
Stern, S., 98

storytelling. See narrative
Stowe, W., 91
strangeness, 72
Strowick, E., 102, 106
structuralism, 33. See also  

poststructuralism
subaltern studies. See postcolonial 

studies
subjectivity, 144; affordance and, 

165; art and, 17; Bovary and, 177; 
capitalism and, 170, 189; critique 
and, 126, 131, 178; Enlightenment 
and, 144; hermeneutic and, 34, 
175; idioculture of, 172; Kantian, 
49; objectivity and, 23 (see also 
objectivity); as pejorative, 4; 
theory of, 19; transcendental, 34. 
See also actor-network theory 
(ANT); affect; psychoanalytic 
theory

surface, depth and, 52–84
suspicion. See hermeneutics of  

suspicion
Suspicion (film), 38–39

teaching, 4, 26, 87, 120, 149, 161, 180, 
184

Theory of Literary Production 
(Macherey), 67

Thévenot, L., 138, 139
Thorne, C., 51
Time and Narrative (Ricoeur), 42
Todorov, T., 92
Trinh Min-ha, 136
Turn of the Screw, The (James), 104, 

105

unconscious: Althusser and, 19; 
depth and, 54, 56–57; Macherey 
and, 67–68; Marxism and, 64; 



228	 Index

myth and, 74; political, 56–57, 
64, 66; professional, 22; symp-
tom and, 60. See also psycho
analytic theory

values, 15, 17, 24, 28, 29, 217n5
Vattimo, G., 32, 34, 119
Verne, J., 95
vigilance, 17, 37, 39, 76, 132

Walzer, M., 41, 50, 187
Warner, M., 138

Wellek, R., 121
White, H., 87
Wiegman, R., 146
Williams, J., 22
Williams, R., 122, 139
Wilson, E., 85, 103
Wittgenstein, L., 150
Wolfe, C., 128
Woollacott, J., 168

Ziarek, E., 144
Zweig, S., 108

unconscious (continued)


	Contents
	In Short
	Notes
	Index

