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Summary

Much ink has been spilled in recent years over the rapport between the scientific
discourse and the various tides of literary theory as they were codified and consecrated in the
second half of the twentieth century. According to the common narrative, the appropriation
of scientific methodologies in the structuralist paradigm is followed by its direct negation
in deconstruction and cultural studies but returned to with unabashed synthesis today
in currents as diverse as digital humanities and eco-criticisms. My work interrogates the
moment just before this well-mapped chronology, taking as its starting point two theorists,
German philologist Erich Auerbach and Swiss critic Georges Poulet, who wrote from de-
centered positions of (semi)-exile during World War Two, Istanbul and Edinburgh.

The second half of the century would turn its back on these approaches as naively
humanistic and non-scientifically rigorous. In retrospect, their celebrated tomes, Mimesis
and Studies in Human Time, published in 1946 and 1949 respectively seem like the final
gestures of generations of romantic critics. And yet recent decades have seen a new
wave of interest in what Auerbach’s philological rigor and canny negotiation of national
boundaries can add to the discourses of world literature and world circulation. Though
no comparable renaissance has emerged for Poulet, no doubt due his impressionistic
style and psychoanalytic residues, the deep homologies that exist between their works
and their preoccupations demand a revisiting.

Both thinkers quite prophetically believed they were living in a moment of
profound rupture with respect to the role of the critic: a time where the objectification
of the text threatened to flatten all interpretations of cultural production. And both, as
a result, sought new approaches that could remain faithful to the singularity of the work
of art as well as the creative role of the critique. In my work, | argue that their innovative
systems depended on a tripartite conception of critical distance: one part between a text
and its context, the second between the critic and the text, the final between the critic
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and his own context. In elucidating the inner logic of these systems, | seek to visualize a
key turning point in discipline of literary theory, to make sense of these last romantics’
relationship before the scientific and structuralist waves would sweep, for a time, their
methods away.

Key words: Erich Auerbach, Georges Poulet, Literary Theory, Philology, Geneva
School, Structuralism

Even the forms of thought and human activity the furthest from us, the most ancient,
should be accessible to the possibilities (Vico says “modificazioni”) of our own human spirit,
in such a way that we can understand them.

—Erich Auerbach, Literatursprache und Publikum?

That criticism is the substitution of one consciousness for the other, the installation of the first in
the sites where the second reigned and from which the intruder will draw it out.
—Georges Poulet, La Conscience Critique?

At the middle of the twentieth century, Erich Auerbach and Georges
Poulet each published a groundbreaking work of literary criticism: Mime-
sis (1946) and the first volume of Etudes sur le temps humain (1949). Com-
posed in Istanbul and in Edinburgh respectively, these chef-d’oeuvres sprung
from an era of historical crisis, but they were composed from two places
that regarded the kairos of World War Two with a certain detachment. Their
twinned successes would bring Auerbach and Poulet from those peripher-
al positions to center of the international academic field, with appointments
at renowned American Universities: Johns Hopkins for Poulet; Pennsylvania
then Yale for Auerbach. Their parallel trajectories in the twentieth century,
however, have led to radically divergent legacies in the twenty-first.

Recent decades have seen a rise of interest in Auerbach’s work on
both sides of the Atlantic. In the Francophone sphere, the first transla-
tion of his 1952 essay “Philologie der Weltliteratur” in Ou est la littérature
mondiale? was followed by the first conference on Auerbach organized
at the University Paris 3 Sorbonne Nouvelle. In the Anglophone one, Kad-

1 “Auch die von uns entfernsten, frithesten Formen des menschlichen Dekens und Handelns
miRten in den Moglichkeiten (Vico sagt modificazioni) unseres eigenen menschlichen
Geistes aufzufinden sein, so daB wir sie verstehen kdnnen.” (All translations are mine.)

2 “C’est la substitution d’une conscience a 'autre, I'installation de la premiére dans les lieux
ou régnait la seconde et d’'ou I'intrus la déloge.”
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er Konuk’s 2010 biography East West Mimesis: Auerbach in Turkey was
followed three years later by James Porter’s edited volume Time, Histo-
ry, and Literature: Selected Essays of Erich Auerbach. Scholars like David
Damrosch (What is World Literature?) and Emily Apter (The Translation
Zone, Against World Literature) have found in Auerbach a comparativist
precursor for contemporary world literature studies. Among his cohort of
German philologists, from M. K. Vossler to Leo Spitzer and E.R. Curtius,
Auerbach stands out due to the breadth of his corpus, the precision of his
writing, and his direct engagement with the category of the nation.

It is not surprising, then, that Poulet’s oeuvre has experienced no
such renaissance. The so-called critic of identification effaces the nation
instead of fore-fronting it, his impressionistic writing often positing au-
thor psychology and eliding historical context. Yet Poulet and Auerbach
were concerned with a fundamentally similar question: how to negotiate
the rising stakes of scientific objectivity in literary studies. Both were root-
ed in the 19th century romantic tradition, which saw literature as a prod-
uct of authorial genius and a privileged point of access to the spirit of an
era. But both were writing just before the structuralists and New Critics
reprised Russian formalism to pronounce the death of the author and be-
stow on the isolated text a formalist, epistemic rigor.

This liminal position is evident in the epigraphs of this essay, in
which Auerbach and Poulet comment retrospectively on their own meth-
odologies. In both cases, there is a simultaneous (proto)structuralist com-
mitment to the singular text and a romantic belief that its singularity oc-
curs at the crossroads of an authorial genius and a creative critic. Neither
thinker was naive about the stakes of his claim. Indeed, each diagnosed,
rather prophetically that the post-war period was a turning point for the
critical field, an era that threatened to flatten cultural production and ren-
der obsolete those who sought to interpret it. Their conceits, even much
of their textual corpuses, were of a piece, though their different intellec-
tual formations inspired divergent approaches and legacies. A compara-
tive study of Auerbach and Poulet’s critical praxes shines light on a wa-
tershed moment in literary criticism, when the romantic paradigm was
about to readapted to scientifically-oriented disciplinary demands.

To model those praxes, | have developed a tri-partite theoretical
framework | call “critical distance”: a typology of a critic’'s method made
up of three dimensions or branches. The first dimension concerns the dis-
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tance a critic posits between a text and its context, the autonomy that Pou-
let believes Marcel Proust’s A la recherche has from its geographical and
temporal position, how much it reflects the France of World War One. The
second examines the distance between the critic and the text, the extent to
which Auerbach interlaces A la recherche with his own writing, whether he
regards it earnestly or skeptically based on his stylistic practices and analyt-
ic ends. The third turns to the distance between the critic and his own con-
text, how much Poulet’s theories was determined by his position in Edin-
burgh, Auerbach’s citation style by his place in Istanbul.

When synthesized, these three branches—text and context; critic
and text; critic and context—give a multi-faceted and organic portrayal of
a literary critic’s praxis. In typologizing two such praxes, | have two goals,
one concrete, the other theoretical. Firstly, | hope to home in on how
these two thinkers’ unique types of “critical distance” embody two differ-
ent responses to the collision of (structuralist) Science and (romantic) Cul-
ture in mid-twentieth-century literary criticism. Secondly, by displaying
the methodological tools and evidentiary support on which relies a study
of each dimension of critical distance relies, | hope to show how the mod-
el could be applied not only to their contemporaries but just as well to lit-
erary critics today.

Text and Context

To map the first dimension of critical distance, that between text and
context, let’s turn to two moments in which Auerbach and Poulet suggest
the striking autonomy of René Descartes. In “Passio als Leidenschaft,” a
1941 essay on the conceptual evolution of passion in France, Auerbach in-
sists on how Descartes’ use of the term radically distinguished him from
his immediate context. Whereas the predominant 17th century usage im-
plied that “passions were the grand human desires, and what lead to orig-
inality,” Descartes’ rationalist enterprise demanded a strict equivalence
between passion, sentiment, and sensation (173).3 This led him, Auer-
bach argues, to adopt a denotation far closer to “Aristotelian scholasti-
cism”: a claim that implicitly alleges high autonomy, or, in my terms, a sig-
nificant distance between text and context. Notably, Descartes gains this

3 “Die passions sind im franzosischen 17. Jahrhundert die groBen menschlichen Begierden,
und das Eigentliimliche daran ist die deutliche Neigung.”

88



place through language: through the way specific words let him identify
with Aristotle rather than his immediate environment.

Quite a different model of textual autonomy emerges for Poulet.
In the chapter he penned on Descartes in the first volume of Etudes sur
le temps humain, Poulet categorizes the oeuvre’s origin as “physical,” the
progressive textual grafts of an empirical and biological seed. He writes for
instance: “That would be the philosophy to which Descartes would arrive
under the direct influence of his oneiric experience. All the elements are
found in the dreams of the night of the 10th of November” (46).* Signifi-
cant autonomy emerges once more, for the text is conceived of in a solip-
sistic dream state, rather than being pre-determined by established cultur-
al norms. Yet whereas Auerbach locates that distance in Descartes’ specific
linguistic choices, Poulet locates it within his physiology and psyche.

These parallel but divergent explications for writerly autonomy
speak to Auerbach and Poulet’s distinct scholarly formations. The first
was trained in German philology, a discipline whose heritage begins, ac-
cording to Antoine Compagnon, with Spinoza’s Tractatus theologicopolit-
icus (64-65). By demanding that the Bible be read historically rather than
allegorically, Spinoza redefined the task of the biblical exegete: the rig-
orous reconstruction of the specific sense of words, as points of access
to historical concepts. As a philologist of romance literatures, Auerbach
applied such techniques to secular texts: the author’s language is thus
deemed a priori distinct from common usage, enthroned as a privileged
point of access to his era’s Geist.

Poulet’s intellectual formation is far more heterogeneous, the so-
called “Geneva School”> with which he is grouped having incorporated
ideas from the philosophy of Henri Bergson to the psychoanalysis of Sig-
mund Freud. In Literary Theory: An Introduction, Terry Eagleton argues
that the most important heritage was the phenomenology of Edmund
Husserl. Husserl sought to reconcile positivism and subjectivism, empiri-

4 “Telle serait la philosophie a laquelle Descartes serait arrivé sous l'influence directe de son
expérience onirique. Tous les éléments s’en trouvent dans les songes de la nuit du 10 no-
vembre.”

5 A term only applied retroactively, in a 1966 article by J. Hillis Miller, to Poulet’s collabora-

tions with Marcel Raymond, Albert Béguin, Jean Rousset, and Jean Starbinski. As Oliver Pot
shows in Theoretical Schools and Circles in the Twentieth Century Humanities, the group
was indeed united by certain theoretical conceits, such as a belief that form and significa-
tion could be synthesized, but they never worked together in a codified school (204).
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cal and psychological approaches to philosophy; when adapted to literary
studies the method lauds the imminent experience of reading. The crit-
ic is tasked not with accessing the Geist of a text’s era, but rather with re-
constructing its conceptual Lebenswelt.®

Though they seek different ends in reading Descartes, his Geist ver-
sus his Lebenswelt, both Auerbach and Poulet’s methods give great au-
tonomy to his text relative to its context. At other times, however, both
adopt more deductive approaches, fixing the text at the deterministic
crossroads of a spatial and a temporal axis.

Auerbach’s fidelity to spatial determinism emerges most promi-
nently in his Introduction to romance philology. Its authority emerges
firstly in the text’s structure, which delimits each era and paradigm ac-
cording to the national traditions, such that one reads successively about
the French Renaissance, the Italian Renaissance, and at last the Spanish
Renaissance.’ It is redoubled in the content when Auerbach repeated-
ly insists that national heritages are the primary determinants of a liter-
ature’s style and quality. Middle Age Spanish literature has a “particular
atmosphere, prouder, less soft, and nonetheless closer to reality [...] an
atmosphere due, one can only presume, to a particularity of the country,
to the fights against the Arabs and to the race that formed under these
conditions” (121).2 French literature, on the other hand, in deemed pre-
eminent long before the establishment of the nation state—“The oldest
literary documents that we possess in a romance language are French” —
up through the modern era—“Thus results a supremacy of civilization, of
language, and of literature, that was all but uncontested until the end of
the 18th century” (99, 172).°

6 In Compagnon’s words its “profound structures of a vision of the world” that are irreduc-
ible to biography, psychology, and historical context (74).
7 These categories certainly do not need to be national ones; an empire, a city, a Parisian ar-

rondissement can equally play the role of spatial determiner. In his 1952 “Philologie der
Weltliteratur,” in fact, Auerbach would go on to point out that the nation had been re-
placed as the most essential spatial category, though the works he penned earlier hewed
quite closely to national demarcation.

8 “Une atmosphere toute particuliére, plus fiere, moins douce, et néanmoins plus proche de
la réalité [...] atmosphére due, a ce qu’on peut présumer, au sort particulier du pays, aux
luttes contre les Arabes et a la race qui s’est formée dans ces conditions.”

9 “Les documents littéraires les plus anciens que nous possédions dans une langue romane
sont frangais [...] Il en est résulté pour elle une suprématie de civilisation, de langue et de
littérature qui a été presque incontestée jusqu’a la fin du xviiie siecle.”
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Such a model might seem like a given for a mid-century critic watch-
ing a clash of nations play out in World War II. But Poulet’s oeuvre shows
an almost complete indifference to the country in which his authors were
born or lived. Take his chapter on “The Renaissance” in Les Métamorpho-
ses du cercle: Instead of first differentiating the era into his national sub-
sets and then applying those sub-categories to the text like Auerbach,
Poulet immediately treats case studies as unique exemplars.

A more explicit justification for this approach comes in the chap-
ter “Romanticism” in which he contends that the aesthetic and concep-
tual shifts played out identically across national borders: “Almost simul-
taneously, in France, in Germany, in England, the romantics discovered
or rediscovered the essentially religious character of human centrality”
(138).1° The reference to these nations is all but ironic, serving only to ef-
face their dominance, for any etiological authority vanishes the moment
Poulet employs the word “simultaneously.”

Though Auerbach and Poulet’s methods negotiate the spatial axis
differently, they have a shared respect for the temporal one. AlImost iden-
tical chronologies are recounted, for instance, in the conclusion to Mime-
sis and introduction to Studies on Human Time. “For the Christian of the
Middle Ages, the sense of his existence did not precede that of his con-
tinuance” Poulet writes to begin his work, before arguing that one model
of time develops synchronically across the European continent (1).!* For
both critics, that model culminates in the reality-disintegrating, pluriva-
lent perspective of twentieth-century modernists like Marcel Proust.

What emerges is a seeming incongruity in text-context distance: a
mix of deductive analyses, which render the text a mere factor of its con-
text, and inductive ones, which emancipate individual texts like those of
Descartes. Indeed, there is a constant oscillation in these writers’ works
between restricted and increased autonomy, lower and higher text-con-
text distance. Those movements testify more to inconstancy than incon-
sistency, speaking to Auerbach and Poulet’s liminal roles between roman-
tic and structuralist criticisms. In different ways, both navigated between

10 “D’ailleurs, presque simultanément, en France, en Allemagne, en Angleterre, les roman-
tiques découvraient ou retrouvaient le caractére essentiellement religieux de la centralité
humaine.”

11 “Pour le chrétien du moyen age, le sentiment de son existence actuelle ne précédait pas

celui de sa propre durée.”
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an old belief in an author’s individual genius and a new disenchanted
commitment to scientific determinism.

Text and Critic

A similar navigation emerges in the second dimension of their criti-
cal distance: that which pertains not the theoretical presumptions of the
literary critic, but to how those predilections manifest in his actual writ-
ing. Here, we’ll examine the penultimate chapters of Mimesis and Studies
on Human Time, both of which treat French 19th century realism, partic-
ularly the case of Gustave Flaubert. To do so we’ll call on Leo Spitzer “Pat-
terns of Thought in the Style of Albert Thibaudet,” in which Spitzer sets
a standard for “the possibility of analyzing the style of a literary critic,” a
method that might, for instance, examine how a critic incorporates tex-
tual citations, how he makes use of genre divisions, or even whether he
employs the pronoun “1” or “we.” In the writings of both Auerbach and
Poulet, another dialectic arises: a romantic approach in the stylistic inter-
weaving of Flaubert’s citations; a scientific separation when those cita-
tions become fodder for extra-textual conclusions.

Poulet launches his chapter at the romantic pole of the dialectic.
Taking his epigraph from Flaubert’s personal correspondence, Poulet rap-
idly switches to cite his travel writings, Voyages in the Pyrenees and in
Corsica, asserting that these moments of reflection “constitute in the life
of Flaubert a series of shining peaks around which all of his work, thought,
and existence is arranged” (308).!2 Here, there is a deifying equivalence of
an author’s life and his literature, one affirmed by the next set of quotes:
three more from Flaubert’s correspondence but one from the poem in
prose Temptation. Poulet reveals a complete disregard for questions of
genre, a symptom of the lack of distance between his own position as a
critic and that of the text. This model is reinforced stylistically by the way
Poulet hardly demarcates the Flaubert citations, interlacing them not only
with each other but also with his own writing. What results is a radical as-
similation of the critic and the text.

Yet each cited passage from Flaubert, whether it be epistolary or
romanesque, also enters Poulet’s chapter because it pertains to a central

12 “Constituent dans la vie de Flaubert une série de cimes rayonnantes autour des-
guelles ceuvres, pensée, existence, tout se dispose.”
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phenomenological conundrum: the mediation between internal and ex-
ternal worlds. “The point of departure for Flaubert is not Flaubert him-
self,” writes Poulet, “but the connection between the perceiving self
and the self-perceived” (309)." Establishing a strict thematic conclusion
serves to distance the critic from the text being treated because it reposi-
tions Flaubert as an object subsumed under Poulet’s own conceptual cat-
egory. Poulet thus interprets Flaubert representation of memory as nei-
ther an aesthetic innovation nor as an improved mimesis, but rather as a
resolution of a fundamental philosophical issue. Flaubertian realism, for
Poulet, should be analyzed not as a stage in literary or social history but
rather as an engagement with an internal concern of its Lebenswelt.

In this chapter, Poulet thus oscillates between thematic conclu-
sions that distance the text from the critic and a stylistic treatment of
the citations that bring it close. A similar dialectic appears in Auerbach’s
own chapter on French 19*" century realism, in which he treats three cas-
es: Stendhal, Honoré de Balzac, and Flaubert. As with Poulet, there is no
preamble to position historical context or a thematic end, just a straight
plunge into the text. A quick summary, “Julian Sorel, the hero of the novel
of Stendhal The Red and the Black (1930), a young ambitious and passion-
ate man” prefaces an extensive block quotation from the novel (400).*
And Auerbach repeats the same gesture with Le Pere Goriot and Madame
Bovary, introducing each only briefly before letting the author’s words
overwhelm the critic’s page. Once again, we have a stylistic practice that
strikingly removes distance between the critic and his object of study, ro-
mantically enthroning the writer as a sacred figure.

Distance emerges for Auerbach, as for Poulet, retroactively, when
the words of the sacred figure are later subsumed under pre-existing cat-
egories. After citing and working stylistically through The Red and the
Black, Auerbach adds: “What interests us in this scene is the following:
it would be all but incomprehensible without the exact, detailed knowl-
edge of the political situation, the social structure, and the economic con-
ditions of a quite certain historical moment” (401)."> As a result, Stend-

13 “Le point de départ chez Flaubert ce n’est donc pas Flaubert lui-méme, c’est le rapport du
moi percevant a I'objet percu.”

14 “Julien Sorel, der Held von Stendhals Roman Le Rouge et le Noir (1830), ein ehrgeiziger und
leidenschaftlicher junger Mensch.”

15 « Was uns an der Szene interessiert, ist folgendes: sie ware nahezu unverstandlich ohne
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hal’s realism is above all a reflection of social context, the direct result of
the July Revolution. The same practice is applied to Balzac and then Flau-
bert, his use of free and indirect style in Madame Bovary ultimately read
as a symptom of the rise of the bourgeoisie. Auerbach thus moves dialec-
tically just like Poulet, stylistically approaches the text, but then distanc-
ing it by grouping his texts along pre-set categories.

As with their treatment of Descartes, a structural similarity between
the praxes of Auerbach and Poulet takes on two subtly different forms.
Poulet’s analytic objective is a philosophical component of the Lebenswelt,
whereas Auerbach’s is a socio-historical dimension of a Geist. Both scien-
tifically reduce the text, but Auerbach’s manner of doing so is more attrac-
tive to contemporary audiences. Similarly, their citational styles may both
elide critic-text distance, but they do so in idiosyncratic fashions. Poulet in-
terweaves small excerpts directly into the fabric of his writing, whereas Au-
erbach isolates one block citation, then proceeds to untangle and examine
it from each angle. Auerbach re-cites small phrases in italics, but Poulet ital-
icizes phrases in the original citation, then proceeds to employ them with-
out demarcation. Auerbach’s style thus hews more closely to the close-
reading practices of the New Critics that would dominate in later decades.
The two thus straddled sanctifying the singular author and subsuming him
under typological categories, giving rise to parallel dialectics between ro-
mantic stylistics and scientific analytic ends. It is the nature, not the pres-
ence, of each pole that gave rise to such disparate receptions.

Critic and Context

The final piece to assessing those receptions stems from the dis-
tance between each critic and his own context. As a starting point, let’s
first look at two moments when the writers reflected directly on their per-
ceived autonomy. When Auerbach famously wrote in “Epilegomena zu
Mimesis,” “Mimesis is a work that is undoubtedly and consciously written
by a certain human, in a certain situation, at the beginning of the 1940s,”

die genaueste und detaillierteste Kenntnis der politischen Lage, der gesellschaftlichen
Schichtung und der wirtschaftlichen Verhaltnisse eines ganz bestimmten geschichtlichen
Moments. »
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he pointed to a relative lack of distance (18).1° Poulet did the opposite
when he cited Jean Starobinski in La Conscience critique: “It is a strange
thing to live in the calm and to know at the same time this calm is the ex-
ception, that the destiny of the world is playing out beyond” (233).Y” We
can connect these claims to the analytic ends of each critic, the socio-his-
torical Geist taking precedence for Auerbach, the phenomenological Leb-
enswelt for Poulet.

But rather than take either interpretation—the determinism of “the
certain situation” and the sovereignty of a “playing out beyond” —at face
value, it would be more productive to combine them. To see the critic’s
own text as a product of both a Geist and a Lebenswelt, however, we need
to switch methodologies and adapt cultural sociology to the object of lit-
erary criticism. For instance, by calling on the concept of the field as de-
fined by Pierre Bourdieu (Les regles de I'art: Genése et structure du champ
littéraire), we can examine a critic’s position in a national academic field—
how similar their methods are to those of the dominant pole. By apply-
ing Pascal Casanova’s model of an international literary field structured
by inequalities between centers and peripheries (La république mondiale
des lettres), we can assess whether the semi-peripheral positions of Istan-
bul and Edinburgh let these critics innovate from, then strike back against
more dominant methods.

Auerbach’s consistent rejection of German literature, for instance,
testifies to significant distance from the dominant pole of his academic
system, which was at the time deeply nationalist (Said, xxix; Berthezéne,
286). Romance philology, which looked beyond Germany to scrutinize
trans-European literature, may now be considered a dominant method,
but its proponents were marginalized, then persecuted, in the inter-war
period (Varvaro, 72-73). Poulet may not have faced direct discrimination,
but his formation in Belgium and failure to acquire a post at a university
in Paris or Geneva speaks to his marginal positions (Cudré-Mauroux, 83).
The fact that he invented a phenomenological criticism with no single pre-
decessor speaks to an even more remarkable distance from the dominant
academic approaches.

16 “Mimesis ist ganz bewuRt ein Buch, das ein bestimmter Mensch, in einer bestimmten
Lage, zu Anfang der 1940er Jahre geschrieben hat.”
17 “C’est une étrange chose que de vivre dans le calme et de savoir en méme temps que ce

calme est I'exception, et que la destinée du monde se joue ailleurs.”
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Alternatively, we could change the scale of “context” and point out
that neither Mimesis nor Etudes sur le temps humain were written in the
national fields of those dominant poles, but rather in Istanbul and Ed-
inburg. As Pascale Casanova has shown with cases like James Joyce and
Franz Kafka, a semi-peripheral position often stimulates innovation. An
Irish or German-speaking Czech writer composes in a dominant language
and has partial access to the center’s capitol. But their marginality per-
mits aesthetic independence and incites an ardent drive to succeed. Au-
erbach and Poulet’s distance from the dominant academic trends may
thus be symptomatic of the “certain situation” of exile.

Taking exile as the context-of-import clarifies the ground-breaking
nature of both Mimesis and Etudes sur le temps humain. But it can only
partially explain the writers’ later diagnostics of the post-war literary field.
In his now-beloved “Philologie der Weltliteratur,” Auerbach warned that
the effacement of national boundaries would blur distinctions between
each country’s cultural output and level all literatures into a single glo-
balized mass. He spied a parallel relativism in literary works themselves.
In the final pages of Mimesis, for instance, Auerbach pinpointed the way
modernist writers like Virginia Woolf and Marcel Proust sought to multi-
ply perspectival realities. Though they aimed to coalesce those realities
into an objective viewpoint, Auerbach felt the fracturing spoke to a para-
digmatic swing to subjectivism: one that could justify any textual interpre-
tation and any fascist doctrine.

Poulet was worried about the precise opposite trend. He saw sub-
jectivization as not only permissible, but indeed essential for a prop-
er act of phenomenological identification: the installation of the critic’s
consciousness within that text. His anxiety concerned critical methods
that sought to falsely objectivize the text, a trend incarnated by Roland
Barthes, whose work posited an “impersonal mirror where the object,
nothing but the object, revealed itself in its layout, in its composition, in
the relations of its parts, in its linguistic order” (267).'® Such a practice was
deeply troubling for Poulet because it evinced the creative role played by
both critic and author to constitute that textual object.

18 “Miroir impersonnel ou l'objet, rien que l'objet, se révéle dans son agencement,
dans sacomposition, dans les relations de ses parties, dans son ordre linguistique.”
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These diagnoses can only be partially explained by the Auerbach-
model of the “certain situation” of exile, for if they were both represen-
tative of the post-War Geist they arrived at exact opposite conclusions. If
we incorporate the Poulet-model of that Geist “playing out beyond,” how-
ever, we can see them as oriented by the critics’ personal methodological
requirements. Each, then, is a reactive attempt to safeguard the internal
coherency of a Lebenswelt. Auerbach’s anxiety, for instance, is very much
a symptom of the way philology relies on national demarcations and his-
torical referents; Poulet’s grows out of phenomenological criticism’s insis-
tence on the primacy of mental categories.

At their crossroads emerges a more nuanced account of the turn in
mid-century literary criticism: fear of subjectivization encourages the im-
port of scientifically rigorous methodologies that, in turn, beget a per-
ceived threat of over-objectification. Auerbach and Poulet prophesized
this single turn from different angles, composing threshold oeuvres that
serve as parallel testimonies. Like his methods, Auerbach’s judgments
hew more closely to our contemporary anxieties: a globalized and flat-
tened world, a post-truth paradigm denying singular reality. But the way
that Poulet drew parallel conclusions from analogous data invites a more
serious re-appraisal of his work. We would do well to look with phenome-
nological lenses on our newest digital phase of objectivism: the radical re-
duction of humanistic texts to data points for algorithmic analysis.

In teasing out the three dimensions of critical distance that struc-
ture Auerbach and Poulet’s praxes, | have sought first and foremost to ty-
pologize two responses to a mid-century struggle between science and
culture: a fading romantic paradigm running into a rising structuralist one.
To do so, | have combined schematic readings with stylistic analyses, then
placed those internal exegeses in conversation with the external tools of
cultural sociology. Ultimately, | hope not just to have shed comparative
light on two mid-century thinkers, but also to have presented a theoret-
ical model for future such inquiries. Understood organically, “critical dis-
tance” grasps not just how one thinker navigates the ever-changing re-
lationship of culture and science, but also why parallel enterprises, like
Mimesis and Etudes sur le temps humain, can foster such different recep-
tions that one chef-d’oeuvre still awaits its renaissance.
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KontoH BaneHTuH

Mapwn3 IV CopboHa

EHC (Ecole Normale Supérieur)

LLIkona 3a HanpeaHe cTyaunje APYLUTBEHUX HayKa

KPUTUYKA OUCTAHUA Y AEJTUMA
EPUXA AYEPBAXA U OPHA NYNEA

CaxeTtak

MHoro Tora je HanMcaHo Yy MocneAHUX HEKONMKO roguHa o ogHocy m3mehy
HAy4YHOr AUCKYPCA M PA3NNYUTUX MMM KHUMKEBHE TEOpuUje, Koje cy KoguduumpaHe
n npuxeaheHe Kao onwTeBarkehe y Apyroj NONOBMHWU ABageceTor Beka. Y cKaagy
ca onwTenpmuxsaheHMm HapaTMBOM, MNpPUCBAjatbe HAYYHUX METodoNornja vy
CTPYKTYPANANCTUYKOj NAPaAAUTMM NMPATU HEHO AUPEKTHO HErMpParbe Y AEKOHCTPYKLUMjU K
KYATYPHUM CTYAMjaMa, anu UM ce M faHac Bpahamo Kpo3 04BaXKHY CMHTe3y CTpyja Koje ce
Y BEIMKOj mepn MehycoBHO pasnnKyjy, MONYT AUIMTAIHE XYMaHUCTUKE N EKO-KPUTUKE.
Moj pag ucnutyje TpeHyTak npe oBe jacHO aedunHMUCaHe xpoHonoruje, yaumajyhu Kao
nosnasHy Tayky ABa TeopeTMyapa, HemayKor ¢punonora Epmxa Ayepbaxa 1 LWBajLapcKor
KpuTuuapa Hop: Mynea, Koju cy NMcanu ca AeueHTpanns3oBaHux nosmumja y (nony) -
ersuny Tokom [pyror cBeTckor paTa, y UctaHbyny n EguHbypry.

[pyra nonosvHa Beka he OKpeHyTM neha OBMM MPUCTYNMMa Kao HaAUBHO
XYMaHUCTUYKMM N HEHAYYHO PUrOPO3HUM. Y PEeTPOCNEKTMBMU, HUXOBU MPOCIAB/HEHMU
TOMOBKU, MUMesnc n ctyamje Jbyackor BpemeHa, objasbeHn 1946. n 1949. rogunHe,
JaHac usrnepajy Kao nocnetu reCToBu reHepaumja pPOMaHTUYapPCKUX KpuTryapa. Ma
UnakK, nocnearux AeleHuja OO0 je A0 HOBOr Tasaca MHTepecoBakba 3a OHO LUTO
AyepbaxoBa ¢pua0/0LWKa CTPOroCT M JIYKaBO NperoBapake 0 HAaUMOHAMHUM FrpaHuL,ama
MOXe NPUAOoOATU OUCKYPCY CBETCKE KHUMKEBHOCTU U HEHE PACnpOCTPatbeHOCTU Ha
cBeTCKOM HuBOY. Mako lNyne He cmaTpa fa ce peHecaHca TUX pa3mepa yonwTe oaurpana,
HEeCyMHWBO 360r HeroBor MMMNPECMOHUCTUYKOF CTU/1a M OCTaTaka NCUXOaHANUTUYKMX
yTuuaja, Ayboke xomosioruje Koje noctoje nsmehy UxoBUX Aesa U HbUXOBUX NpeameTa
WHTEepecoBaHa 3axTeBajy NOHOBHO pa3maTtpakse.

0Ob6a mmncanoua cy AoCTa NPOPOYKM BepoBana Aa *Kuee y goba gybokor packona
Nno nuTakby Yynore KpuTUYapa: y BpemeHy Kaga objekTuduKaumja TekcTa npetu Aa
NOpywWn CBa Tymauyera KyATYpHE NpoAyKuuje. YNpaBO M3 OBOr pasnora M jeaaH u
APYrn cy TPaXKUAKM HOBE NMPUCTYNe Koju 61 MoK OCTaTh BEPHU jeAMHCTBEHOj NpMpPOoaU
YMETHUYKMX AeNa, KAao U KPeaTUBHO] Y1031 KpUTKKeE. Y pasy HanoMubem Aa Cy hUXO0BU
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WHOBATUBHM CUCTEMM 3aBUCUAU Of, TPOAENHE KOHLENuUMje KPpUTUYKe AUCTaHLUE: NpBun
[e0 je OHaj Koju noctoju usmehy ogpeheHor TeKcTa M HeroBOr KOHTEKCTa, ApYyru
namehy KpuTMyapa M TeKcTa, a nocnenrn Mamehy Kputuyapa M HEroBor KOHTEKCTa.
PacBeT/baBajyhu yHyTpaLlkby IOTMKY 0BUX CUCTEMA, HacTojahy Aa BU3yannsyjem K/byuHy
npekpeTHULY y 06/1acTn KrbuKeBHe Teopuje, 06pasnoxum ogHoc namehy oBa ABa
nocneara POMaHTUYapa NpPe Hero WTO HayYyHe U CTPYKTYPAZIMCTUYKE CTPYje, KPO3 HEKO
BpeMe, YKMHY HbUXOBE METOAE.

KmyuHe peum: Epux Ayepbax, Hop: lyne, KibuKeBHa Teopwuja, dunnonoruja,
eHeBCKa WKona, CTPyKTypanmsam
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