
PAUL DE MAN RESISTANCE TO THEORY ESSAY

"The Resistance to Theory" is an essay by Paul de Man (â€“83), a renowned literary critic and theorist belonging to the
Yale School of Deconstruction, which.

The resistance to theory, says de Man, is a resistance to the use of language about language; it is a resistance to
reading, and a resistance to the rhetorical or figurative dimensions of language. This gives rise to a crisis in
literary studies because "literariness" is no longer an aesthetic quality or a mimetic mode. Their work did not
provoke as strong reactions as that of later theoreticians. Literariness Literariness is often misunderstood for
aesthetic response. But it is not so with regard to the phenomenality of space, time and self. The Study of
grammar is the necessary pre-condition for scientific and humanistic knowledge. When language was
considered as a system of signs and signification, the traditional barrier between literary and non-literary uses
of language disappeared. Hence traditional scholars resist literary theory. They are theory and not theory at the
same time, the universal theory of the impossibility of theory. Nothing can overcome the resistance to theory
since theory is itself this resistance. De Man adds that such difficulties, as mentioned above, always existed for
literary theory. It is unfortunate to confuse the materiality of the signifier with the materiality of what it
signifies. Rhetoric [which is persuasion] is banished from the preformative moment to the affective area of
perlocution [by speech act theoreticians]. They are the polemical opponents of theory. The difference between
the two readings is itself structured as a trope. Literary language is predominantly rhetorical and figurative.
Derrida was a frequent visitor to the University at that time and together they piloted the destiny of what is
today known as the Yale School of Deconstruction. Background of theory The advent of theory which made it
different from literary history and literary criticism occurred with the introduction of linguistic terminology in
the metalanguage about literature. These theories avoid the function for which they are generated. Language is
unreliable because of the rhetorical and figural component in it. To stress the need of reading implies two
things: Literature is not a transparent message. But in actuality language is a material and conventional
medium. Therefore reading appears to be a negative process in which the grammatical cognition is undone by
rhetorical displacement. Now De Man takes up the story of the poem. However, the predominant trend in
North American literary criticism before the nineteen sixties was not against literary theory. The Resistance to
Theory also includes a interview with de Man conducted for Italian radio, and a complete bibliography of his
work. The meeting of literature with semiology was more intense than the meetings of literature with
philology, psychology or epistemology. Such a rhetorical reading will undo the grammatical construct and
systematically disarticulate the trivium. In the United States the emphasis is on reading. Therefore if we
assume that ideological and historical contexts exist as backgrounds for literary texts [as New Historicism
claims] our assumption will become problematic. However, De Man argues that the link between logic and
natural science is not secure. In such a system the aesthetics has a place. The grammatical decoding of a text
leaves a residue remains of indetermination that cannot be solved by grammatical means. The double bind [
see notes 1 ] which is considered as a license by other deconstructionists to pursue meaning as far as their
hermeneutic ingenuity [ see notes 2 ] can carry them is accepted by de Man in a spirit of stoical irony [ see
notes 3]. However astute practitioners of speech act theory rightly insist on the necessity to keep the actual
performance of speech acts, which is conventional rather than cognitive, separate from its causes and effects.
The tendency to replace rhetorical figures by grammatical terminology is admirable as it tends towards the
mastering and the clarification of meaning. Here Hyperion refers to the title the poet has given to the first text.
Both readings are grammatically correct, but it is impossible to decide from the context which version is the
right one. No grammatical decoding could unravel the total figural dimensions of a text. This can be
considered a mere effect which language can perfectly well achieve. He said that the study of literature had
become the art of applying psychology, politics, history, philology or other disciplines to the literary text, in
an effort to make the text "mean" something. Their resistance is also because of their anxiety as they consider
literature as a representation of reality.


