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saminar began with the oiversity> that a title such as
curs woutd suggest and ended with 2 zeries of perplexing
questions which returned us to the Jjob at hand: turning the
critic toward communication in the moments which constitute

cul turs,

The papers submitted to our Felilow seminarists +el] into

¥ ]

threse hasic themes. The first group beganm with the sense that
the Burkesan method provided the critical power to jlluminate
communication a8 culturgl esspression.  These treatments frpically
congjdered the power of the critic to interpret communicatiaon
{broadly congidered) as expresszion of culture and, through this
power, to o interpret culture. The zecord group highlighted

Burke’sz direct commentary on the character of ocur culture. Ther
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giewed the critic and rhetor as Tocated within
reality toward which 25he rhetarically orients. The oritic’s art
furne toward the rhetor sgarching for strategiss to cope with the

cutiure, but strategies of critic snd rhetor are clsarly nestsd
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CommunicationSCul ture —— 2
within rhetorical probiems detined by the character of
contemparary culfure. The third group smpowered the critic more
than the second group. The orientation that forged their
thinkKing was the critic, alive in the world, continualix coming

.

terms withth i t. Ther asked: Giwven the critic's active

o

inuvoluvement in constructing hissher culiture, how are we to

construct such inwoeluwement?

From our initial work with this contributed material, we
ranged acroses many topics with far omore concrets discussion of

ayents and discourse arcund oz thaen this initiz]l izt of taopics

might indicate., This tone to our discusszions led to

it

fascinating working through of the theory and praxis of

criticiem, Three mejor ideas formed to challsoge cur
seminarists,

What | the =tance of the critic? |
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the critic interpreter

i

{obzerver) or participant {activist?»? This i=s, of course, a

zio guestion in criticism. e discussed this guesition in
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guizge again and again. Certainly we had no one who was
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prepared to detend the sxtramist “interpreter” position, and
those who articulated the "participant” pozition always seemed to
praize the powers which the interpretive charactsr oawe the
paFtitipantmariticn. The resulting discussion seemed to drive us
to snswer ‘both o . . oand . . Lf == & consideration of the
character of the critic forged in the merger of interpreter snd
participant.,

Thi Jed use naturalty to oask: What vsoice charactsrizes the
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invalvement of this critic? Is it & rejective uojce? & woioe

which defines the tsrmes of acceptances? a vwoice responsibie far
intgrpretation?  Once again our discussian tepded to fake us bo
find the stance of the critic in & merger of seemingly
centradictory ideas. "Reorigntation" involwes the wvoics of

change, but with a grace note of the zzcred. The nois of

plety or sacrsdnzss which would be an orientation.
Ferhaps the +inal paradox in the stance of the critic which

markKed our discussion was the dialtectical relationship bhetwesn

i

the woice of the critic and the woice of the theorist. Forhaps
this relstionship was best twpitied br the actuzal emergence of
a much more practical consideration of communication within

culture From the abstract pozitions which our preliminary paper

BN

jon of 2 2tance in which the

Ut

presented. The result was & wi
character of the coritic and the characier of the theorist could
baoth be percoeived in the coitical zct. The critic wonld manifest

egch with & FTuidity of capabiiity, but with the expression of
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being fullest in the expression of the olther.

Hote do owe orient oursslues to Fenneth Burke® [ =uppocse we

asked ths question: Do owe need to go beyond Kenneith Burke? Our
initial answer was zxn obwious "Yes" tempered only by the

realization of the paradox created by the fact that no one goes
bewond FHernngth Burks aguite ss oftsn ss Kenneth Burke. In the

eftd, hoswever, the simple answer to the gquestion fturped oot to be

not as imporfant as what & reflexive consideration of our
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dizcussion revesled. ble would go for sxtended periods of tims in
deep discuseion of ideas withoot mentioning Burke' s work and in
Fetraspect realizing that we had developed voices of cur oun
which carried the tenor of Burkean ztarting points. We noted

of communication transformed our

that our tourning to the praxi
waioce time and again. Some 2y evidence of the relationzhip

ke tween Burkean "thecore® and criticism i our own turn. In the
gnch, we agreed the seminar sesemsd to be teszs "about Burke" than
about critics in our moment. e often found an inspiration in

Burkearn concepfts, bul these concepts were tranzformed even as

they were posed. The consubstantial expression of ths voices of

i

theory and criticiem seemed to describe the orientation with

which we conducted our seminars., Meedlesz to sar, we did

ot +uliy resoclfue guestiaons such sz fhese, but they wiil

certainiy copstituts

By

ltegacy of the seminar in each of our
thinking.

Ceizing the moment for communication and culiture, Ouerlying

cur discussion wes an often ftacit, but oocasicnally explicit,
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realiz

EEt

an that we were meeting in thizs seminar at a moment when

the work we were doing had never been more wital. &g one

semirarist put it: There may hauvs bBesn no praviods time when our
sense of pubiitc place is as up for grabs sz todar. The peoples

of Eastern Europe are constrachting ftheir sense of the pubiic in

new wars in an intricate web of communication targely hidden From

merican Wwisw, buf with potential for innovation., That
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technology i out of control and robbing homans of control owver
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their Tives in subtte =—— and some not so subitle —— wars %
Becoming increasingly ewident, With the isoclation of FAmerican

rolitice from popular relesvance, the toss of the ssnse of public

Ll

place in America 18 &n increasing focus of croitical inguiry. The

smergence of & global awarsness —— not simply inter-nationalism
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but alternative sensss of global definition of experience --
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calls for new languages of expression fo ariiculate transformed

from this moment. Communication, which creates ithe public moment
in the encountsr with experience, reorients understanding through
& wital dislogue of critigue, srnables new YTanguages which adapt

Ware of esnoounter, o tructs the sacred From thse cpitigue of
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the old piety, and transforms the cuiture in the babei. The
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critic’s moment lies connmected to the past and future, to theorw
and experience, to the work of Burke ftand othersd and the demands
of the new, and the criftic who transforms that moment «itally
defines the importance of communication and culture.

Thus, we ended wilth an slevated

z;_l

f the wrgenoy o our
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task -~ the criftic’s merger of interpretation and pariicipation
places hiszsher woice at the wital center of the process of the
transformation of the moment —-— but with & humblie realization
that this task opened z series of gquestions which we anly bRegan
to address in our brisf time together.

IaterpretersParticipant

James F. Hlumpp



