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Introduction

Bsenenue

It is now twenty years since Raman
Selden undertook the daunting task of
writing a brief introductory guide to
contemporary literary theory, and it is
salutary to consider how much has
changed since the initial publication
of A Reader’s Guide in 1985. In his
Introduction to that first edition, it
was still possible for Raman to note
that,

until recently ordinary readers of
literature and even professional
literary critics had no reason to
trouble themselves about
developments in literary theory.
Theory seemed a rather rarefied
specialism which concerned a few
individuals in literature departments
who were, in effect, philosophers
pretending to be literary critics.
...Most critics assumed, like Dr
Johnson, that great literature was
universal and expressed general
truths about human life . . . [and]
talked comfortable good sense about
the writer’s personal experience, the
social and historical background of
the work, the human interest,
imaginative ‘genius’ and poetic
beauty of great literature.

[Ipomno yxe ABaAmarh JIeT ¢ TEX TOp,
kak Paman Cenmen B3s1 Ha cels
CIIOXKHYIO 3aJady HaIlucaTh KpaTKOe
PYKOBOJICTBO TI0O COBPEMEHHOW TEOPUHU
JUTEPATYPhl, U MOJE3HO PACCMOTPETb,
KaK MHOTO HW3MEHWJIOCh C MOMEHTa
nepBoii myonmkarumu «PykoBoacTBa Jiist
yutarenei» B 1985 romy. B cBoem
BBeaenun k nepBomy uzganHuio Paman
oTMeual, 4To:

...00 HedagHe2o 8pemMeHU pPs00BbIM
yumamensim u oadxce
npogheccuonanbHuIM
aumepamypogeoam He ObLIO NPUUUH
OecnoKoumsbcsi 0 paseumuu  meopuu
Jumepamypbl. Teopus Ka3anach
0080ILHO  peoKolU  cheyuanuzayuel,
KOMOopas Kacauidacb HeCKOJbKUX J00el
Ha  ¢hakynememax — Jumepamypul,
Komopbwle, no cymu, oviiu gpuiocoghamu,
NPUMBOPAIOUWUMUCSL
aumepamyposedamu...  borvuwuncmeo
KpUMuKos, noooono 0-py [x#oHCOHY,
noiazanu, 4mo 6eiuxas Jaumepamypa
ObIIa  YHUBEPCANILHOU U 8bIPAMNCANA
oowue  UCMUHbLI O  YeloBevecKol
orcusHU... [u] 2oeopunocy 0 30pasom
cMblLClle 8 OMHOUeHUU TUYHO20 ONbIma
nucamers, COYUanNbLHO20 u
ucmopu4ecko2o ¢oua npouszseoeHui,
Yenogeyeck020 uHmepecd, meopuecko2o
«2eHUsL» U NOIMUYECKOU Kpacome
BENUKOU IUMepamypol.

For good or ill, no such
generalizations about the field of
literary criticism could be made now.

Equally, in 1985 Raman would
rightly point to the end of the 1960s
as the moment at which things began
to change, and comment that ‘during
the past twenty years or so students of
literature have been troubled by a
seemingly  endless  series  of

Xopomo Jd A3TO WIH IUIOXO, B
HACTOSAIEEe BPEMsI HEBO3MOXHO JeNaTh
MOIOOHBIX 0000meHuii B 001acTH
JIUTEPATYPHOU KPUTHUKH.

B paBHoii crenenn B 1985 rogy Paman
CIIPaBEIJIMBO yKa3blBa€T Ha KOHEI]
1960-x rooB Kak Ha MOMEHT, KOT'J1a BCE
Ha4vaJ0 MCHSTHCS, M 3aMETHJI, YTO «B
TEUYCHHE IOCIICAHMX JBAJATH JIET WU
OKOJIO TOTO CTYJEHTHI-TUTEPATYPOBEIbI
OblIM  OOECIIOKOCHBI,  KaKYIIUMCS




challenges to the consensus of
common sense, many of them
deriving from European (and
especially French and Russian)
intellectual sources.

To the Anglo-Saxon tradition, this
was a particularly nasty shock.’

But he could also still present
‘Structuralism’ as a newly shocking
‘intruder in the bed of Dr Leavis’s
alma mater’ (Cambridge), especially
a structuralism with ‘a touch of
Marxism about [it]’, and note the
even more outr¢ fact that there was
already ‘a poststructuralist critique of
structuralism’, one of the main
influences on which was the
‘psychoanalytic structuralism’ of the
French writer, Jacques Lacan.

All of which, he could say at the time,
‘only confirmed ingrained
prejudices’.

No criticism of Raman, of course —
indeed, that he could say this is to
make the very point — but such a
conjuncture within ‘English’ or
Literary Studies now seems to belong
irrevocably to the dim and distant
past.

As later pages of the present
introduction attest, over the last
twenty years a seismic change has
taken place which has transformed
the contours of ‘contemporary
literary theory’, and which has
therefore required a reconfiguration
of A Reader’s Guide to match.

OCCKOHEYHBIM  PSJOM  BBI30BOB K
KOHCEHCYCY 3/1paBOro CMBICIIA,
CBSI3aHHOTO C M3YYEHUEM JUTEPaTyphl,
MHOTHME U3 KOTOPBIX BOCXOIAT K
eBpOIEHCKUM (0COOCHHO (hpaHIly3CKUM
U pPyCCKUM) MHTEJUIEKTYaJbHbIM
HMCTOYHUKAM.

s aHTII0-CAKCOHCKOM TpPAIULIMKU 3TO
OBLIIO 0COOEHHO HEMPUSTHBIM
MIOTPSICEHUEM).

Ho on Takxe MPEACTAaBUTh
«CTpyKTypanu3m» KaK HOBOE
HIOKUPYIOIEE «BTOPriieecs: B MOCTEIh
ajJbMa-MaTep JIOKTOpa JInBuca»
(Kembpux), 0COOEHHO
CTPYKTYpaIU3M c «OTTEHKOM
MapKCH3Ma [B 3TOM |», © OTMETUTh €I
Oonee BOIUIOIINA (akr:
CYILIECTBOBAHHE
«MOCTCTPYKTYPAJIUCTCKOM KPUTHUKU
CTPYKTypaiu3May, OOJIbIIOE BIUSHUE
Ha KOTOPYIO OKazain
(TICUXOAHATUTUYECKUM
CTPYKTYpaIU3M»
nucarens JKaka Jlakana.
Bce 310, Kak OH MOT CKa3aTh B TO BpEMS,
«JIUIIb TTOATBEPKIAAIO YKOPECHUBIIIUECS
MPEAPACCYAKNY.

Huxakoii kputuku Pamana, koHEeUHO, —
Ha CaMOM JieJie, TO, UTO OH MOT CKa3aTh,
9TO JIJIs1 TOTO, YTOOBI YKa3aTh CYyTh, — HO
Takas KOHBIOHKTYpa B «aHTJIMHCKOM)»
WU JIUTEPATypHBIX HCCIEIOBAHUSIX

cMor

(dhpaHITy3CKOro

TEIepb, Ka)xKeTcs, 0€3B03BpaTHO
MPUHAJJICKUT CMYTHOMY H JAJIEKOMY
IPOLLIIOMY.

Kak cBumerenbCTByIOT 0oJiee MO3IHUE
CTpaHHUIIBI HacTosmero BpeaeHus, 3a
nocjaeAHue JBaalaTh JET MPOU3OILIN
KapIuHAIbHBIC U3MEHEHUS,
W3MCHUBIITNE KOHTYPHI «COBPEMEHHOM
TEOPHH JUTEPATYPHD» u,
cJIEJIOBaTEIILHO, noTpeOoBaBIIINe
COOTBETCTBYIOIIECH MIEPECTPONKH
«PyKOBOJICTBA JIJIsl YUTATEIEH ).




Nevertheless, we retain — along with,
it is only fair to note, a good
proportion of what Raman originally
wrote in the first editions of the book
— a commitment to many of his
founding beliefs about the need for a
concise, clear, introductory guide to
the field. We might add that the
constant fissurings and reformations
of contemporary theory since seem to
reconfirm the continuing need for
some basic mapping of this complex
and difficult terrain, and the Guide’s
widespread adoption on degree
courses throughout the English-
speaking world also appears to bear
this out.

Tem He MeHee, Hapsdy, Mbl COXPaHSAEM,
CHpaBeJIMBO OTMETUTD, 3HAYUTEIbHYIO
4acTh TOro, uTo PamaH mepBoHauaIbHO
Hamycall B MEPBbIX U3JAHUSX KHUTH —
NPUBEPKEHHOCTh MHOTUM M3  €r0
OCHOBOITOJIATalOIUX  yOeKIeHud o
HEOOXOIMMOCTH  KPaTKOro, SICHOTO,
BBOJIHOTO PYKOBOJICTBA B O0JIACTH.

Mbsl  wmoram OBl J00aBHTH, 4YTO
NOCTOSIHHBIE  PAacKojbl ¥ pedopMbI
COBPEMEHHOM TEOpUU C TeX MOop, Kak
Ka)XeTcs, MOATBEpAUIIach IMOCTOSHHAS
NOTPEOHOCTh B 0a30BOM OTOOpaKEHUU

ATOTO KOMILIEKCA 51
TPYJIHOIPOXOJUMOCTb TEPPUTOPUH, U
IMPOKOE pacrpoCTpaHEHUE

«PyKkoBOACTBa» Ha Kypcax MOBBIIICHUS
KBIM(PUKALUHA BO BCEM AHIIOA3BIYHOM
MHpE, ITOX0KE, I3TO NOATBEPKAACT.

It goes without saying, of course, that
‘theory’ in the fullest generic sense is
not a unique product of the late
twentieth century — as its Greek
etymology, if nothing else, clearly
indicates.

Nor, of course, is Literary or Critical
Theory anything new, as those will
confirm who studied Plato, Aristotle,
Longinus, Sidney, Dryden, Boileau,
Pope, Burke, Coleridge and Arnold in
their (traditional) ‘Literary Theory’
courses. Indeed, one of Raman
Selden’s other (edited) books is
entitled The Theory of Criticism from
Plato to the Present: A Reader (1988).

Camo co0oit pazyMeeTcsi, 9YTO «TCOPHS»
B CaMOM IIOJTHOM POJIOBOM CMBICJIE HE
SBISICTCS ~ YHHUKAJbHBIM  MPOIYKTOM
KOHIIa JIBAJLIATOTO BEKa, Ha YTO SICHO
YKa3bIBa€T €ro IrpedyecKasi STUMOJIOTHSI.

Koneuno, JuTepaTypHas 15011
KPUTHYECKasi TEOPHUS HE SBIISIETCS YEM-
TO HOBBIM, KaK TOJATBEPAST T€, KTO
n3yyqain IInatona, Apucrorens,
Jlonruna, Cupnnes, paiigena, byaino,
[loyna, bepka, Konbpumxa u ApHonpaa

B CBOMX (TpaJuIIMOHHBIX) Kypcax
«JIUTEPATYPHOU TEOPUN.
JleicTBUTENBPHO, OJHA W3 JPYIUx

(oTpenakTupoBaHHbIX) KHUT Pamana
Cennena HazbpIBaeTcs « Teopusi KpUTUKHU
ot [l1aToHa o HAMIUX OTHEW: YUTATEID)

(1988).

Every age has its theoretical
definitions of the nature of literature
and its theorized principles on which
critical approaches to the analysis of
literature are premised. But in the
1980s, Fredric Jameson made a
telling observation in his essay,

Kaxxnas a1oxa nUMeeT CBOU
TEOPETUYECKUE OIPEACICHUS TPUPOJIbI
JUTEPATYPbl U NPUHITUIIBI, HA KOTOPBIX
OCHOBBIBAIOTCSI KPUTUUYECKUE TMOJIXObI
K aHanu3y Jureparypel. Ho B 1980-x
rogax @penpuk [[>KEMMHUCOH B CBOEM
acce «IloctMonepHn3M W 0OIIECTBO




‘Postmodernism and  Consumer
Society’ (in Kaplan (ed.), 1988: see
‘Further reading’ for Chapter 8); he
wrote: ‘A generation ago, there was
still a technical discourse of
professional philosophy ... alongside
which one could still distinguish that
quite different discourse of the other
academic disciplines — of political
science, for example, or sociology or
literary criticism.

Today, increasingly, we have a kind
of writing simply called “theory”
which is all or none of these things at
once.’

NOTpeOICHUS CAenal KPaCHOPEUUBOE
Habmoaenue (B Kaplan (ed.), 1988: cwm.
«/lomonHUTEIPHAS  JMTEpaTypay B
riase §); oH nucan: «llokoneHue Hazaz
BCE €I CYIIECTBOBAJ TEXHUYECKUU
JTUCKYPC npodeccruoHanbHON
dbunocoduu... psIAOM C KOTOPBHIM elle
MOXKHO OBLIO Pa3IMYUTh TOT COBCEM
WHOW NUCKYPC APYTUX aKaJeMHUYCCKHX
JTUCIUIUIAH, HAIIPUMEp, MOJUTUICCKON
HAayKW, WJIA  COIMOJOTHH, WU
JUTEepaTypPHOU KPUTHKH.

Cerogust y Hac Bce yallle BCTPEUAETCs
Pa3HOBHUIHOCTH TUCHbMEHHOCTH,
Ha3pIBagMasi  IMPOCTO  «TEOpHUEH»,
KOTOpasi MpeACTaBIsAeT cO00i BCe WU
HUYETO M3 3TOT0 OJHOBPEMCHHOY.

This ‘theoretical discourse’, he goes
on, has marked ‘the end of
philosophy as such’ and is ‘to be
numbered among the manifestations
of postmodernism’.

The kinds of originary theoretical
texts Jameson had in mind were those
from the 1960s and 1970s by, for
example, Barthes, Derrida, Foucault,
Lacan, Althusser, Kristeva, together
with earlier ‘remobilized’ texts by,
among others, Bakhtin, Saussure,
Benjamin  and the  Russian
Formalists.

OTOT  «TEOPETHYECKHHA  JUCKYPC»,
IIPOJIOJKAET OH, 03HAMEHOBAJI «KOHEI]
¢unocopumn Kak TaKOBOW» U <«JIOJKEH
ObITh TNPUYUCICH K MPOSBICHUSIM
IIOCTMOJIEPHU3MAY.

Tunel  UCXOOHBIX ~ TEOPETUYECKUX
TEKCTOB, KOTOpbIE HMEJI B BUAY
Jxerimucon, ObtH TeKcTamMu 1960-x u
1970-x rTomoB, Hampumep, bapra,
Heppuna, ®yko, Jlakana, AnbTroccepa,
KpucreBoii, a Ttaxxke OoJjiee paHHUE
«pEeMOOMIIN30BaHHBIE» TEKCThI, CpPEan
npounx, baxtuna, Coccropa, beHbsiMuH
U PYCCKHUX (POPMaTUCTOB.

Through the 1980s and 1990s, this
process seemed to compound itself in
self-generating fashion, with
“Theory’ (now adorned by a tell-tale
capital ‘T”) being put on the syllabus
by a plethora of Readers, Guides and
introductory handbooks.

Certainly in ‘English’ — plunged into
a permanent state of ‘crisis’ (but only,
it appeared, for those who did not
want to countenance change) -
‘Theory’ courses became de rigueur,
prompting one of the central and
unresolved debates in that discipline

B teuenne 1980-x 1 1990-x ro10B 3TOT

mpoiecc,  Kazaloch,  ycyryOmsics
CaMOMpOu3BOJIbHO, Korja «Teopus»
(Temepb  yKpamieHHasi KOHTPOJBHOM

3arimaBHOM «T») Obuta BKJIIOYEHA B
nporpaMMy MHOXKECTBAa KHUT  JIs
YTEHUS, PYKOBOJACTB U  BBOJHBIX
pykoBojcTB. KoHEYHO, B «aHTIIMHACKOM
SA3BIKE — MOTPYKEHHOM B
MIEPMAHEHTHOE COCTOSIHUE «KPHU3HCaA»
(HO, KaK 0Ka3aJI0Ch, TOJIBKO JIJIsI TEX, KTO
HE XOTEJ MUPUTHCA C U3MEHEHUSIMH) —
KYpCBhI «Teopum» CTaJIN
00s13aTEIbHBIMUA, BBI3BAB OJWH W3




at least: ‘How to Teach Theory’
(more on this later).

LEHTPAJIBHBIX W HEpa3pelICHHBIX
CIIOPOB B, II0 KpallHEM Mepe, ITOU
mucuuiimHe:  «Kak  mpenopaBath
Teopuio» (MoapoOHEE 00 ITOM TMO3XKE).

This period (c.late 1960s to late
1990s), we may call ‘Theorsday’ —or,
more recognizably, ‘The Moment of
Theory’ —a historically and culturally
specific phenomenon coterminous
with Poststructuralism,
Postmodernism and the sidelining of
materialist politics, a period which, it
now seems, has been superseded by
one declared ‘post-Theory’ (see
below and the Conclusion to the
present volume)

Otot nepuo (mpuMepHo ¢ koHua 1960-
X 110 KoHI1a 1990-x) MbI MOXEeM Ha3BaTh

«/Ilnem Teopum» — wunu, yto Oosee
y3HaBaemo, «MomeHtom Teopum» —
HUCTOPUYECKH U KYJIbTYPHO
cnenupuIecKum SBJICHUEM,
COBIIAIAI0IUM Cc
MIOCTCTPYKTYPAIU3MOM,

ITOCTMOZEPHU3MOM U OTOJIBUTaHUEM Ha
BTOPOM IUIaH MAaTEepUAMCTHYECKON
MOJIUTUKHA, TEPUOJ, KOTOPBIM, Kak

TeNneph KaxXeTcs, ObLJI 3aMEHEH OJHOMU
OOBSIBJIEHHON  «MOCT-Teopuen»  (cM.
HIDKE W 3aKIIOYEHHUE K HACTOSIIEMY
TOMY).

But back in 1985, Raman Selden’s
impetus in writing A Reader’s Guide
was because he believed that the
questions raised by contemporary
literary theory were important
enough to justify the effort of
clarification, and because many
readers by then felt that the
conventional contemptuous dismissal
of theory would no longer do.

Ho eme B 1985 romy wummynscom
Pamana CenmeHa K — HalnMCaHWIO
«PykoBoacTBa Ui yMTatenei» ObLIO
TO, YTO OH CUUTAJI BOIPOCHI, IOTHATHIE
COBPEMEHHOW TEOpUEH JUTEPaTypHl,
JIOCTAaTOYHO BA)KHBIMU, YTOOBI
OINpaBJaTh YCWIHS MO Pa3bICHEHUIO, U
MOTOMY, YTO MHOTHE YHUTATEIU K TOMY
BpEMEHU YyBCTBOBAJIH, YTO
TPaJAMLIMOHHOE  NPEHEOPEKUTEIbHOE
UTHOPUpPOBAHUE TEOpUM OoJsblle He
TOJIUTCS.

If nothing else, they wanted to know
exactly what they were being asked to
reject.

Bo Bcskom ClIy4ac, OHU XOTCJIM TOYHO
3HATb, OT 4YCI'0 UX IIPOCAT OTKA3aTbCA.

Like Raman, we too assume that the
reader is interested by and curious
about this subject, and that s/he
requires a sketch-map of it as a
preliminary guide to traversing the
difficult ground of the theories
themselves.

[Tono6HO Pamany, MBI TOXeE
Mpeanoaraem, 4TO YUTATEIIO
MHTEPECEH U JTFOOOTBITEH 3TOT MPEIMET,
U 4TO eMy/ell TpedyeTcs cxemaThuueckas
KapTa J3TOro IpeaMera B KadyecTBE
MpPEeABAPUTENLHOTO PYKOBOJICTBA IS
IIPEOJOJICHHS] TPYIHOM MOYBBI CaMHUX
TEOpHU.

Apropos of this, we also firmly hold
that the

B cBa3u ¢ 3TUM MBI TaKXe TBEPIO
yBepeHbl, uto Paznensr «M30panHoe
JUISL YTEHUSD) B KOHIIE KaXKI0U I1aBbl CO




‘Selected Reading’ sections at the
end of each chapter, with their lists of
‘Basic Texts’ and ‘Further Reading’,
are an integral part of our project to
familiarize the reader with the
thinking which has constructed their
present field of study: the Guide, in
the beginning and in the end, is no
substitute for the original theories.

crmuckaMi  «OCHOBHBIX TEKCTOB» U
«JlanpbHEHIIIEro 4YTEHUS»  SIBIISIOTCS
HEOThEMJIEMOM 4acThIO HaIlero

IIPOEKTA 10 03HAKOMJICHHIO YMTATENIS C
MBIIIIEHHEM, KOTOpoe c(opMupoBaio
€ro HBIHEITHIOIO 00J1acTh
uccienoBanms: «PykoBOACTBO...», B
Havyajlle W B KOHIIC, HE 3aMCHSCT
OpPUTHHAIBHBIX TCOPHI.

Inevitably, any attempt to put
together a brief summation of
complex and contentious concepts, to
say much in little, will result in
oversimplifications, compressions,
generalizations and omissions.

For example, we made the decision
when revising the fourth edition that
approaches premised on pervasive
linguistic and psychoanalytic theories
were best dispersed throughout the
various chapters rather than having
discrete sections devoted to them.

Hewnsb0exxHo, uyrto Iro0as IIONBITKA
KpaTKO OOOOIIUTH CIOKHBIC U CTIOPHBIE
IIOHATHS, CKa3aTh MHOTO B MaJjoM,
HEN30€)KHO TPHUBEACT K YMPOIICHUSM,
CoKaTUSIM, OOOOILEHUSAM U YITYIICHUSIM.

Hamnpuwmep, pu IepecMoTpe
YETBEPTOTO M3JAHUS Mbl NPHUHSIIN
peleHne, 4To IMOAXOJbl, OCHOBAaHHBIC
Ha LIUPOKO paclpoCTPaHEHHBIX
JIMHTBUCTUYECKUX U
IICUXO0AHAJIUTUYECKUX TEOPUsX, JIydlle
BCETO  paclHpeleiuTbh II0  pa3sHbIM
IJIaBaM, a HE IIOCBATUTH UM OTIEJIbHbIE
pasnuessbl.

‘Myth criticism’, which has a long
and varied history and includes the
work of Gilbert Murray, James
Frazer, Carl Jung, Maud Bodkin and
Northrop Frye, was omitted because
it seemed to us that it had not entered
the mainstream of academic or
popular culture, and had not
challenged received ideas as
vigorously as the theories we do
examine.

«Mudokputrka», uMeroIIas IOy U
pa3zHOOOpa3HyIO HUCTOPUIO u
BKJIIOUaroIIas B cedst paboTsl ['unbepra
Miroppes, dxeiimca ®@peiizepa, Kapna
IOnra, Mona boankuna u Hoptpona
®pasi, ObuTa OMyIIeHa, MOCKOJIbKY HaM
Ka3aJloCh, YTO OHA HE BOIILJIA B OCHOBHOE

pyciio aKaJIEMUYECKOU 1583071
MOMYJAPHOM  KyJbTYpPhl, M  HE
moJIBepraja COMHCHHIO
oO1enpu3HaHHbBIC 1791 (<) TaK

pPELIUTENBHO, KaK TEOPHUH, KOTOPHIE MBI
HCCIIETYEM.

The chapter on New Criticism and F.
R. Leavis comes before the one on
Russian Formalism when even a
cursory glance will indicate that
chronologically the latter precedes
the former.

I'naBa o HoBOM KpuTHKe U D.P. JIusuce
MPEAUIECTBYET TJIABE O  PYCCKOM
dbopmanuzme, Korma gaxe OerJibli
B3IUISJ] YKAXKET, YTO XPOHOJOTUYECKHU
IIOCJIEAHUY IIPEAIIECTBYET IIEPBOMY.

This is because Russian Formalism,
albeit mainly produced in the second

OTO CBSI3aHO C TEM, YTO PYCCKHUI
dopMann3M, XOTs M CO3JaHHBIA B




two decades of the twentieth century,
did not have widespread impact until
the late 1960s and the 1970s, when it

OCHOBHOM BO  BTOpPOH  IIOJIOBHHE
JBAJIIATOTO BEKa, HE WUMEN IIHPOKOTO
BusHUdg 10 KoHma 1960-x u 1970-x

was effectively rediscovered, | rogoB, Korjga OH OBLI 3aHOBO OTKPHIT,
translated and given currency by | mepeBeieH © BBEICH B OOHMXOJ
Western intellectuals who were | 3amagapiMu WUHTEIUICKTy aJlaMH,
themselves part of the newer Marxist | koropbie camMu ObLIM YacThiO OoJiee
and structuralist movements of that | HoBbIx MapKCHUCTCKUX u
period. CTPYKTYPATUCTCKUX JBHXKCHHH TOTO
HepHO/IA.
In this respect, the Russian|B  3ToM  OTHOLICHHH  PYCCKHE

Formalists ‘belong’ to that Ilater
moment of their reproduction and
were mobilized by the new left critics
in their assault, precisely, on
established literary criticism
represented most centrally, in the
Anglo-Saxon cultures, by New
Criticism and Leavisism. Hence, we
present the latter as anterior to
Formalism in terms of critical
theoretical ideology, because they
represent the traditions of criticism,
from the outset and principally, with
which contemporary critical theory
had to engage.

(bOpMaITUCTHI «IIPUHATICKAT K ITOMY
Oonee TmMO3MHEMY TIEPUOAY CBOETO
BOCCTAHOBJICHUS W OBUTH TPUBJICUCHBI
HOBBIMH CTOPOHHUMH KPUTHKAMH B X
Halajgkax HMMEHHO Ha YCTOSBIIYIOCS
JUTEPATypHYIO KpUTHKY, Haunbosee
MPEJICTABICHHYIO B aHTJIO-CAKCOHCKHX

KyJIbTypaX  HOBOM  KPUTUKOH U
neBu3n3MoM.  ClieioBaTeNbHO, MBI
IIPEJICTABIISIEM MTOCJICTHU N KakK

IpeIIIecTBOBABIINN  (OopMaIu3My B
TEPMUHAX KPUTUUECKON TEOPETUYECKON
UJECOJIOTUH,  TOTOMYy  YTO  OHH
NPEACTABISIOT TPAAULMH KPUTHKHU, C
CaMOro Hayajla U B OCHOBHOM, C
KOTOPBIMHU JIOJDKHA ObLIa UMETh JEN0
COBPEMEHHAs TEOPHUSI KPUTHUKH.

In any event, while the Reader’s
Guide does not pretend to give a
comprehensive picture of its field,
and cannot be anything other than
selective and partial (in both senses),
what it does offer is a succinct
overview of the most challenging and
prominent  trends  within  the
theoretical debates of the last forty
years.

B mo6om cnydae, xoTs «PykoBOJCTBO
JUISL 4uTaTesei» He MPEeTeHIyeT Ha
WCYEPIIBIBAIONIYI0 KapTUHY B CBOEH
o0JaCTH U HE MOXKET OBITh HUYEM
WHBIM, KaK BEIOOPOYHBIM U YaCTHYHBIM
(B oboux cMBICIAx), TO, YTO OHO
mpejuiaraeT, — O3TO KpaTKHi 0030p
HanOoJiee CJIOXKHBIX W 3aMETHBIX
TEHCHITUH B TEOPETHUYECKHIX
JIMCKYCCHSX TIOCIICTHUX COPOKa JIET.




