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iimself the melancholic sensibility he describes in his study of the Trauerspiel
sontag).

Teletheory relates to the nostalgia and melancholy informing contempo-
ary culture in two ways: first, it uses this emotion as a guide to the location
f the myths (ideologies) informing the cultural reserve of an individual (using
e _punctum of recognition outlined by Roland Barthes); second, with re-
pect to the arrested mourning, whose symptom is pathological melancholy,
f the academic institution, it counters sadness with humor, with the surprise
f the joke, again mounted in terms of a methodology, as an emotional guide
> the location of significance. The desire to know, the love of learning, in any
ase is experienced emotaonally, carried not in arguments but in images and
tories, at the level of
10st Tikely to be found at this level.

In contrast to Jameson, John Berger takes a more positive attitude to the
ffacement of the referent in postmodern culture, in a way that supports the
Jea (implied by Brian Street) that the new circumstances call for a violation
f the boundaries separating academic from popular relations with the arts.

What the modern means of reproduction have done is to destroy the author- {'I{ aM Z:;

ity of art and to remove it—or rather to remove its images which they repro-
duce—from any preserve. For the first time ever, images of art have become
ephemeral, ubiquitous, insubstantial, available, valueless, free. They sur-
round us in the same way as a language surrounds us. They have entered the
mainstream of life over which they no longer, in themselves, have power.

Yet very few people are aware of what has happened because the means
of reproduction are used nearly all the time to promote the iHusion that
now begin to appreciate art as the cultured mi Qorupgmwd

If the new language of images were used differently, it would, through //

its use, confer a new kind of power. Within it we could begin to define our - //

experience mose-precisely in.areas where words are inadequate . . . Not

only personal experience, but also the essential historical experience of our !/

relation to the past. (Berger, 32-33)

ierger thus identifies the nostalgia from which Jameson believes we cannot
‘ee ourselves as the attitude to the arts as holy relics, even in their incar-
ation as simulacra. That nostalgia would be what informs the melancholy
f the specialist against the popular use of the information in the arts as a
inguage by means of which to comprehend and intervene in history. The
1elancholy of the specialist is understandable as a response, to the loss. of
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30 / Introduction

property rights over the collection of representations supporting him. What
has been lost in postmodernism, of which experimental video is one of the
best example, is the very “object of study” defining the humanities as tradi-
tionally conceived:

It is no accident that today, in full postmodernism, the older language of
the “work”—the work of art, the masterwork—has everywhere largely been
displaced by the rather different language of the “text,” of texts and textu-
ality—a language from which the achievement of organic or monumental
forms is strategically excluded. (Jameson, 1987: 208)
(/') The melancholy of mourning arises precisely in relation to this violation o
the monumental, the monuments whose function it is to hold together the
nation of scholars.

It may turn out, however, that academics are more open to the kind o
discourse Berger suggests (he is extremely contemptuous of the academic ar
historian who treated Frans Hals’s portraits of the Governors and Governesse:
of an Alms House for paupers in terms of their formal features) than eithe
he or Jameson suppose. It may be that as researchers committed to realisn
of the book apparatus academics are unreceptive to the cognition of me
chanical reproduction. As teachers, however, we are in a different relation tc
knowledge, and this is the relation that will come to predominate in a videc
age in which teaching as well as research is publishable. Hasn’t pedagog
always positioned itself in this “postmodern” way in relation to the past a
information? Haven’t teachers always ransacked the past in order to perforn
the simulacrum of history, in period courses for which there is no original
whose authorship we deny? Haven’t we always lived by the quotation in ou
scholarship and lectures? Postmodernism no longer produces monumenta
works, Jameson notes, “but ceaselessly reshuffles the fragments of preexisten
texts, the building blocks of older cultural and social production, in som
new and heightened bricolage: metabooks which cannibalise other books
metatexts which collate bits of other texts” (223). The description could b
applied equally well to academic discourse, such that this temporary over
lapping of scholarly and artistic styles could serve as the means of transduc
tion of academic discourse into the age of television.

Schooling then is a place not at all inimical institutionally to the reinven
tion of reason and the subject of knowledge, even if this invention does re
quire a transformation of practices and a different technology. We can undei
v+ take this invention by dropping the pretense of reference (of realism) and ad
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mitting that pedagogy is a discourse. The controversial Springhill (Minnesota)
conference on graduate education in English (Spring, 1987) declared that
“coverage” is no longer an appropriate goal for our curriculum. Released
from coverage, a new curncu!um however, entails an opportunity to adopt
alternative pedagogies not constramed exclusively by the poetics of realism.
Teletheory, with its invention of mystory, is one response to this opportunity.
Leed provides a clue for how to think about the status of texts in tele-
theory when he notes that inevitably, within the problematic of the apparatus,
not only is technology an effect of ideology, but vice-versa (dialectically).
Once available, the technology becomes a metaphOr used to think about the
psyche (and aH mechamsms of socnal c:ontrof)

Once we recogmze that traditsonaﬂy the machme has been an ob;ecttﬁca-
tion of the self-regulating psyche, we can also understand the ambivalence
which industrialized man feels toward “technology.” Through the metaphor
of technology in general, we address questions about our inner state to the
outer world. In our images of the machine, we project our attitudes toward
those internalized structures of repression which both confine and TOCUS our
energies. (Leed, 42). o

The machine that perhaps best emblematizes the operations of the aca-
demic apparatus in the age of television is the synthesizer, especially in its ca-
pacity for “sampling.” In sampling a sound is digitally encoded in the mem-
ory of the instrument and this data is manipulated so as to provide the sound
at different pitches across the span of the keyboard or controller (Crombie,
111). Once recorded in memory, any sound may be imitated and manipu-
lated, leading not only to the possibility of a single player simulating the
performance of a symphony orchestra, but to the invention of a new world
of sounds and the musicalization of new areas of experience through ab-

stract/imaginative synthesis. Sine waves are the fundamental sound element ,
and the workhorse in many contemporary synthesizers and computer music %

facilities (15). In teletheory pedagogy is thought of as a sampling of cultural
history, which may also suggest a difference between this approach to mean-
ing and the approach formulated by semiotics: the Sine as an alternative to
the sign. R

Another way to characterize the status of texts in teletheory is to compare
it to a photographic archive, as defined by Alan Sekula.

Archives constitute a territory of images; the unity of an archive is first and
foremost that imposed by ownership. Whether or not the photographs in
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a particular archive are offered for sale, the general condition of archives

involves the subordination of use to the logic of exchange. Thus, not only

are the pictures in archives often literally for sale, but their meanings are up

4+ for grabs. New owners are invited, new interpretations are promised. The

:¢ purchase of reproduction rights under copyright law is also the purchase of
@;ﬁ a certain semantic license. (Sekula, in Wallis, 1987: 116)

The notion of the archive, then, clarifies the condition of representations as
property, commensurate with the position of the university in a capitalist so-
ciety. The ownership of representations and intellectual property rights is an
invention associated with print technology, and is one of the arrangements
threatened by and constraining the deployment of the new technology of
communication. Teletheory carries into academic discourse the lessons not
so much of the deconstructive critics as of the deconstructive artists, who
appropriate the stereotypes and conventions of available genres as well as
the materials of particular works as part of a didactic inventio. What remains
to be developed—the project motivating teletheory—is a genre capable of
sampling at once the archives of the family, the school, and popular culture.
This genre, in other words, is designed to facilitate the postmodernist process
of “crossover,” joining areas of culture that until now have been held apart as
if autonomous (Wallis, 1984: xi—xviii).

What does it mean to compose out of an archive? It is not a question of
medium, for this project is concerned with the writing of books and conduct-
ing of classes as much as it is with the making of tapes. Teletheory is only
partially explicable, intelligible in the theories and examples described in
the following sections. What remains must be shown, or practiced, with the
explanatory exhibits being put to the extra work of allegory, saying something
more and other than they mean literally. In teletheory academic discourse
becomes figurative, allegorical. How to represent this new genre other than

by practicing it? Thus this book could not have been a treatise. Perhaps the
one rhetorical innovation in this choice is a greater emphasis on the poetic or
associational mode of composition in relation to the narrative and expository
modes more typically exercised in academic writing.

I should stress at the beginning, finally, the single most important distinc-
tion between teletheory and the current notion of critical thinking directing
academic discourse. This distinction was clarified for me by one of William
Safire’s columns (“On Language,” in the Gainesville Sun [September 20,
1987]) entitled “Herman Eutic’s Original Intent.”
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Hermes, the Greek god of speech and travel, commerce and thievery, who
also answers to the Roman name of Mercury, zipped into my office the oth-
er day, wings flapping on his feet, with a message: he’s back in the news.

The chief of the manuscript division of the Library of Congress, James
H. Hutson, helped resuscitate him, making headlines in July . . . He is the
author of a Texas Law Review article that challenges what some scholars call
“the jurisprudence of original intention” from an original angle. He informs
me “that the documentation of the Constitution is so corrupt that we cannot
certainly know what the framers said; and if we cannot know what they said,
how can we know what they intended?”

The historian does not flinch from controversy. Attorney General Edwm
L. Meese lll, he told reporters peermg at the Bill of Rights draft, “has ex-
pressed the notion that judges, in interpreting the Constitution, should
be close to the original intent of those who wrote it.” Then he called in
Hermes: “But to try to recover original intent from records that are non-exis-
tent or not faithful to actual proceedings may be an :mgossm rmeneuuc
“assignment.

Hermeneutic is a word that calls for interpretation as well as defmotlon
The word came into English more than three centuries ago as a kind of
antonym for euretic, which meant “inventive.” (Eureka! | found it!) Wrote
Richard Burthogge, a 17th-century theological author, “Ratiocination
Speculative, is either Euretick or Hermeneutick, Inventive or Interpretive.”

Safire goes on in the article to contrast the “neocons” (Meese and other neo-
conservatives) with the “decons” (Jacques Derrida’s crowd, for whom “this
‘original intent’ business is a lot of hooey”). It seemed fortuitous that this clar-
ification should come in the popular press, since teletheory works to cross
the division of knowledge into popular and specialized versions.

Is there something transgressive in teletheory, related to its shift from
hermeneutics to heuretics? There is no need to be against hermeneutics in
order to be for heuretics, only that heuretics provides an alternative to in-
terpretation that has been lacking in most of the discussions of the problem.
Hermeneutics, in any case, comes after heuretics, applied to the invention
as if it came from another, as the discourse of the other, to see what has been
made; to note its meaning, value, or beauty. There is as of yet no interpreta-
tion of “Derrida at the Little Bighorn.” {

As Karen LeFevre noted, the contemporary trend in the approach to “in-
vention,” supported by the 1971 Report of the Speech Communication
Association’s Committee on the Nature of Rhetorical Invention, has been to
broaden “the territory to which the term ‘rhetorical invention” might apply”:
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[ [The report] advocates research to develop “a theory of the structures of
. inquiry, deciding, and choosing” and research “to examine the relationship
between rhetorical invention and creativity.” This expanded treatment of
. rhetorical invention moves it away from its traditionally close association
*(g with persuasive discourse dealing with probable matters in a given situation,

i guiding it toward a more general view. “It is important,” the report con-

§ cludes, “in an age in which fixed forms—whether in metaphysics, art, poet-

§ ics, cultural patterns, and so forth—are under attack, to look at the world

i from the perspective of invention, taken as the generation of something new

i ... Invention (used now as the generic term) becomes in this context a pro-

% ductive human thrust into the unknown.” (LeFevre, 3)
Heuretics takes up this convergence of rhetorical inventio with innovation, of
“rhetorical and aesthetic invention with modes of discovery in all areas,” in
the specific domain of academic discourse. My assumption is that it is not at
all obvious how to enact such a program; that the means for such a conver-
gence may itself have to be “invented,” and invented more than once.

Why heuretics now? On the same page in the morning newspaper in
which | read Safire’s column there was an article by Barbara Vobejda (The
Washington Post), with the headline “College Presidents want to enhance sta-
tus of teaching.” Thirty-seven college presidents, the article says, addressed
an open letter to 3,300 other leaders in higher education asking them “to
act together as persistent and passionate advocates for reform,” in response
to a “national emergency” in education. The presidents suggest that what is
needed is to enhance the status of teaching, increase the number of minor-
ity teachers, and work closely with elementary and secondary schools. “To
maintain and enhance our quality of life, we must develop a leading-edge
economy based on workers who can think for a living.”

Reading this article | was reminded again of the question of the apparatus.
Academic discourse does not occur in isolation from the other discourses in
which we conduct our lives. Perhaps it was necessary to keep specialized dis-
course separate and distinct when it was a matter of orality and literacy. But
now that the situation has been complicated by the addition of videocy, this
segregation of discourses has become counter-productive. | have my own view
of the crisis in education, which is that the time has come to think in positive
terms about how to bring academic discourse into the age of television. This
may be one way to act upon the appeal from the presidents, even if we were
not among those who received the letter.



Chapter 1

Experiment

1. Historiography

Heidegger’s discussion of historiography points to a dissatisfaction with
both the scientific and humanistic models for the representation of history.
What is less clear is the specific practice that might be an alternative to these
models. The clearest statement of how to find this alternative is in Hayden
White’s “The Burden of History.” This chapter in Tropics of Discourse outlines
the project assigned to the seminar in teletheory. Challenging the absolute
distinction separating literally truthful (scientific) explanations from purely
imaginary (artistic) ones, White proposes an experimental approach to the
representation of history. Texts composed in this spirit would not be expected
to correspond to some preexistent body of raw facts, “for we should recognize
that what constitutes the facts themselves is the problem that the historian, like
the artist, has tried to solve in the choice of metaphor by which he orders his
world, past, present, future” (White, 1978: 47). What are the practical impli-
cations of such an attitude toward historical (or theoretical) inquiry?

It would permit the plunder of psychoanalysis, cybernetics, game theory,
and the rest without forcing the historian to treat the metaphors thus con-
fiscated from them as inherent in the data under analysis, as he is forced
to do when he works under the demand for an impossibly comprehensive
objectivity. And it would permit historians to conceive of the possibility of
using impressionistic, expressionistic, surrealist, and (perhaps) even actionist
modes of representation for dramatizing the significance of data which they
have uncovered but which all too frequently they are prohibited from seri-
ously contemplating as evidence. (47-48)

This prospect has held my interest for a decade. I cited it in “The Object
of Post-Criticism” (Foster) as the context that best explained the innovations




