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“At their best,” declared Philip Roth in 2 1984 interview with The Paris Review,
“writers change the way readers read. That seems to me the only realistic ex-
pectation” (Reading 47). In so0 doing, Roth opposed himself 10 3 newly resus-
pent school of political thought and analysis, one that secks in literature a cor-
rective to the excessive formalism of analytical thought or behavioral social
sience: 3 position summasized by Martha Nusbaum's observation that “sto-
rytelling and literary imagining are not opposed to [, . .| but can provide -
sentiad ingredients in a rational argument™ (xili). Building on, and undoubt-
edly influenced by, & “Political Tura" in literary criticism,® this “Literary Turn®™
in political thought and analysis socks 10 read Bterature for political purposes,
demonstrating the allegedly unique insights that literature can offer us as po-
litical theorists and soclal sclentists. Such work has tended 10 focus on what
Nussbaum called the *maimtream realist novel” (), cspecially those “with so-
ciall and political themes™ (11).” As such, Roth’s recent American Trilogy of
American Passoral (1997), | Marriad @ Commanist (1938), and The Human
Stain (2000), woudd scem 8o be ripe for the political picking. Each deads with &
particalar moment in America'’s recent political history: the violent radicalism
of the 1960s, the McCarthyism of the 19508, and the campus politics of the
29904, Such a harvest might, however, be somewhat presaasture. Roth's work is
predicated upon 2 distinction between what he calls the written and smwrilten
workds, It i a distinction that he waes to great offiect im almost all his fiction, bat
particalarly so im his recent trilogy, and it is one that poses many problems for
the way in which literature is currently utilized in political thought and analy-
sis. This distinction explodes many of the pecties upoa which much of the re-
cent work on lterature and politics is based, most obviously by peoblematiz.
ing the attempt to we tersture as 3 somrce of evidence for claimas sbout our
non-fictional political Be. Nevertheless, Roth's work is mot entirely destructive
for those of us who seeck some sont of synthesis between the insights of literary
and political analysis: identifying and incoeporating Roth's important wrinen
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and smwritten woelds distinction into our work oo literatere and politics may
allow us %o think about the relationsdip in new and mare plausible ways *

*“[T]hese pieces reveal 8o me,” wrote Roth in the introduction to his collec-
tian of essays, Reading Myself and Orhers:

& continuing preoccupation with the relatioaship between the written
and smwritten workd. The simple dintinction is borrowed froes Paul
Goodman. | find it more useful than the distinction between imagination
and reality, or art and life, first because everyone can think through read-
ily enough the dlear-cut differences between the two, and second, because
the worlds that [ feel mysclf shutthing between every day couldn’t be bet-
ter described. (xili)

Unsarpeisiagly for a writer who has made sach use of the unreliable narra-
tor—in particular Roth’s Brerary doppelganger Nathan Zockersan'—there
seems %0 be a certain amount of disingenoowsness in this claim. Roth’s sug-
gestion thae there are chear-cut differences between the two worlds belies his
comtant eliding of them as a literary method. As Martin Amis notes of Roth’s
1974 work:

My Life a1 a Mex begina with two autobiographical shoet sories, pee-
sented as the awtobiographical work of an asutoblographical novelist,
about a young sstobsographical writer. The rest of the book s a frst-
person account of the sutobiographical novelist’s sitempt 10 write & new

autobiographical novel. (386)

We should, of counse, expect no bess from an author whose Operation Shylock
purported to be the non-Sctional account of the author’s encounter in lsrad
with & man desming to be Philip Roth; or whose alleged autoblography The
Facts, wdentifies certain events in his life that kater became fiction. In his daily
commute—shutthng between the written and wmwritten worlds—Roth, it
seems, often works from home.

The distincrion then between the written and unwritten workds & not as
“clear<ut” 23 Roeh suggests; indeed, Roth never gives a cear deflaition of the
two, mor as a writer of fiction rather than as a philosopher o 2 socaal scientint
is he, perhaps, expected to do so. | willl therefore define the written workd as the
world of the text, and the smwrimmen world as the world in which that text is
written. Even then, however, the distinction still seems somewhat murky. The
written workd is populsted by what the narrator of the Trilogy, Nathan Zuck-
erman, <alls “word people™ (Pastoral 33), figures, such as Zuckerman himself,
who exist only in the pages of the text; the wwwritten world by figares such as
you and 1, “flesh people™ who read the text.* Neodiess 10 say, however, as part
of his blurring of the written /swwrinen world distinction, Roth identifies
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plenty of people whose existence spans this distinction —the semi-fictsonal
perhaps’~—~who exist in both worlds. The trilogy is positively bursting with
theax Joe DiMaggio, Seddam Hussein, Bill Clinton, Linda Lovelace,* lim Moe-
Nuxon, Jack Bessvy, Eleanor Roosevelt, Nancy Reagan, Spiro Agnew, Betty
Fard, Albert Eintein, and Nelson Mandela, 10 name but a few. Indeed, it s but
one of many areas of overlap between the two workds that Roth employs for In-
erary purposes, and which seem 10 provide the justification for the recent turn
1o literatare &5 3 sosrce of insight into the umwritten world i which we live.
The events of the written world of Roth's trilogy parallel, for example, events
in the umwritten workd the inner-city riots of the 19604, the communist witch
hunt of the 1940, the impeachment trial of Prevident Clinton, and 0 on. As
soch, they help create the impression that these “word people™ are just like
“flesh people.” sharing and shaped by the same common history.

Such “woed people”™ also exhidar similar patterns of bebavior 1o “flesh
people.” Particularly selling in the trilogy i that the “word people”™ of the wrir-
tere workd are seen to make sense of thewr world through other texts, in mvach
the same way that “flesh people"— including those of us engaged in political
thought and amalysis through Bterature—do in the wnwnitten one. Roth
calls Kafka's novels The Castle and The Trial, “ways of knowing the world™
(Readimg 195), and ateributes & samilar approach 1o characters in his texts. In
American Pastoral, Zuckerman tells us that his perception of the povel’s cen-
tral figure— Seymour Levov, aka. the Swede—was shaped by Jobn K. Tunis’s
Rookie of the Year (7). In | Marnied A Commanint, the sging Zockerman says of
his younger self:

My idcalism (and my idea of man) was being comtructed along paralicl
laes, one fed by novels about baseball chamgeons who won their games
the hard way |. . .| and the other by novels about herosc Amsericans who
Sought against tyranny and injustice, champions for liberty foe America
and for all mankind. (23)

Elsewhere in the texta, characters—expecially Zisckerman — routinely invoke
other texts to Mlustrate their discussions or to make sense of the world, Zuck-
erman explicitly compares himself to another “word person™ Marcel, the nar-
rator of Proust’s A le Recherce du Temps Perdu (Pastoral 47);* Colesnan Sk
the central figure of The Human Sagim— 10 Guatave Aschenbach from Thomas
Mann’s Death in Venice (117); and Eve Frame, 2 protagonist of | Marmied A
Communist, quotes Emily Dickinson to explain ber love for ra Ringold, the
communist in guestion (59). Indeed, Roeh's trilogy is a veritable library of ref-
erences 10 other authoes and other texts: Vogue magazine, The Duily News,
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Star-Ledger, The Stars & Stripes, Cinzen Tom Paine, Young jefferson, Looking
Machiavelli's The Prisce, and Plato’s Republic, as well as works by Tolstoy,
Rousseau, Dostoevsky, Thoreau, Milan Kuadera, and Arthur Miller. Addi-
tionally there are texts whose existence is confined 10 the written workd of the
trilogy: sexts incloding Coleman Silk's Spooks; Katrina Grant's romance novels;
and most vexingly for the written and umeritten woeld distinction, texts called
1 Married & Communist and The Human Stain, written by characters in Roth's
texts of the same name.

Roth's literary work then builds oa, and incorporates, the suggestion that lit-
erature —the wrilfen woeld — i one of the ways in which we inhabitanes of the
umwritten world make sense of it and engage with other “flesh people.” It is
clear that as “ways of knowing the world,” novels differ from the more abstract
categories of behaviaralum ' and analytical philosophy. Whatever Roth's char-
actery are—these “word people™—they are not the “deomtological seives,”
“rational actors”™ and “wtility maximirers” so beloved of analytical thought and
social science. This &fference seems 10 be the imspetus for those who tam to
clsewhere. Indeed, the claim that the written world of Beerature can funda.
mentally affect our view of the smwritmen world in which we live is central to
the political woek of both Martha Nusbsum in Poetic Jussice and Richard
Rosty in Contingency, ireny amd solidanity. Both suggest that the dialectical ex-
penence of reading can change us as people, and Roth's woeld reflects this as »
number of characters identify texts that fundamentally shaped their world-
view, Zuckerman, for example, recounts the effects of the Tunis novels on his
younger self. “I was ten,” he writes “and 1 had never read anything ke it. The
crechty of Be. The injustice of it. 1 could mot believe it (Pastoral 9).

Againat this background then, Roth’s csim that the only realistic expecta-
tion of literature i that it will make s better readers soems somewhat modest,
or even disingenwous, His work seems 10 suggest that literatare gives us a way
of making sense of our lives, that it is a resource for critical personal insight
and even social change. Indeed, Roth himself identifies the moment in 1087,
daring 2 conference in Prague organized by Coech intellectuals around the
themes of Kafka's work, when the discussion of the texts became what be calls
“a stepping stone to Dubleks reform government and the Prague Spriag of
1968 (Reading 155), suggesting that literatare can, on his account, inspice not
pest political analysis, but also political action.

Typically, however, the Roth who reverses himself in litersture—most ag-
gresively in the death and ressrrection of Nathan Zuckerman in The Counter-
Lfe—both gives us this incentive 1o utilize Bterature in political thought and
analysis, and then he takes it back. It ks, perhaps, the retraction that is most
worth paying attention 50 is our attempts 10 iscorporste ltersture isto politi-
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cal thought and analysis for it warns us 10 be wary of the easy conflation of
these two worlds. Central to this retraction is Roth's cagoing concern with in-
terpretanion, both i the texts of the trilogy, and in his own stated observations
on the political wies of litersture. In the case of the Prague Spring, Roth de-
clares “that whatever changes fiction may appear to inspire have ssually to do
with the poals of the reader and not the writer™ (Reading 155). This is a persist-
oot theme of the trilogy. Most obviously we see it i The Human Staie in the
case of Coleman Sik, an African American college professor who has passed s
white for almost all hes adule Bfe_ Silk is foeced to resign from his job when a
number of African American students take offense &t his wie of the woed
“spooks” 10 describe people absent from the cass, Silk reminds his accusers
that the prissary meaning of the word is that of ghost or specter, to which one
of thems replies, “But Dean Silk, that is sot the way it was taken. Let me read 10
you the second dictionary meaning. ‘3. Diperaging. A Negro.' That's the way it
was taken” (84). The whole tragic novel turns on this beating of words and
teats into sbapes for political parposes.’ 1t is finting and telling that in & series
of books so stocked with other texts, that reading should be such a persistent,
recurrent and revealing theme. It is no coincidence that ome of the Jeast attrac-
tive figuses in The Human Stain, Delphine Rowx, is characterived & an “over-
reader,” whereas one of the most sympathetic, Faunia Farley, claima— for rea-
sons of her own 0ot 10 be able to read & all. Those readers, such as Merry
Levor of Pastoral, and Ira Ringodd of Communist, who seem imcapable of sep-
arating their reading from their politics, seem to perish in part decasoe of thia
imabdity to separate them. Both read to comfirm what they already know or be-
lieve 1o be troe, and as such they perhaps serve as a warning to those of us who
might sk 10 o the same: 10 wie the written woeld &1 evidence for claima
about the umwnitten world, For as Roth makes clear in the trilogy and clse-
where, there are obvious differences between the two worlds that make this
mancuver, 3t best, highly peoblematic.

In a 1960 wpeech entitled “Writing American Fiction,” Roth— having
not yet drawn his distinction between the wrirtew and smwritten worlds —
discussed the difference between American fiction and American reality. It
wis, he ssd

Simply this: that the Amserican writer |. . .] has his hands full in trying
10 understand, describe, and then make credible much of American real-
ity. [. . .] The actuality s comtinually ostdoing owr talents and the cul-
ture tosses up Sgures almost dady that are the envy of any novelist. (Read-
ing 168)
His point perhaps is that there is 2 gap between what the wwwrittes world pro-
duces, and the abdity of the author to capture it in any meaningful way. That
ol the suthor can do & to simplify and 10 misrepresent this reality is another

STUDEDS I8 AMERICAN [EWIIN LITERATY RS 00g/vor. 23 &

This content downloaded from
128.239.99.140 on Wed,:ffff on Thu, 01 Jan 1976 12:34:56 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



persistent theme of the trilogy. “Writing,” dechares Zuckerman “turns you into
somebody who's always wrong™ (Pastoral 63). Much of the texx of Amenicas
Pastoral is Zockerman's sttempts 10 write sbout—10 make sense of —the
Swede. “|D]espite these efforts and more %0 uncover what | could about the
Swede,” writes Zuckerman, 1 would have been willing to admir that my Swede
was not the prissary Swede™ (76), Over and over again Zockerman tells w, of-
sen with explicit reversalls, of the ways in which his specallations were wrong or
misplaced. He tells us he wis wrong about the Swede, wrong about the death of
Coleman Silk, and wreng about the life of Ira Ringold. Things we thought we
knew as readers earlier im the texts are taken-back, reversed or qualified. In 2
rypically mulrdayered way, Roth's Brerary doppeiganger reveals the inadegua-
cies of the fictive process ity over-simplifications and the disdmsdarities be-
tween the written and swwritten workd. There is, of course, something of an
sony in this the use of the wrimmen world to discuss the very Inadequacies of
the written & 3 way of understanding the sewritter world. [s tha instance, ot
Jeast, it is fairly chear that Zuckerman and Roth share similar views, Writing
about the author Bernard Malamud, Roth declares:

Even when Malasvod writes a book about baseball, The Namural it is not
baschall as it is played in Yankee stadium bot o wild, wacky gaume, where
# player who is imstructed %o knock the cover off the ball promptly steps
up to the plate and does just that [. .. 1]t is [. . .| our introduction %o a
world, which is by 50 means & replica of our own. There are really things
called baseball players, of course, and reslly things called Jews, bt there
much of the similarity ends. [. . .] They are Malamved’s invention, 2 meta-
phor of sorts to stand foe certain possbilities and peomises. (Reading 174)

In his Mentification of these metaphors of promise and possibility in a workd
“which i by no mesns & replica of our own,” Roth is concerned with the ways
in which the written world is &fferent from the smwritten world, 2 difference
captured by his comments about the comedian Lenavy Brace. 1 recognine and
admire in himn [. . .] that joining of the precise social observation with extrav-
agant and dreamlike fantasy” (Readéng ).

M i, nevertheless, precisely the “extravagant and decasslike fantasy™ sipects
of the written workd that makes it an often wnreliable source of information for
those of us engaged in political thought and analysis in, and of, the wmwritten
woeld. The similasities between the two tempt us into making sparious one-
1-one connections that Reths work reminds us thar we would be best o
avoid, even a1 he playy with the distinction foe linerary purposes. That we
should nevertheless only firr with, 3 opposed 10 meccwmbing to, the tempta-
tion to conflate the two worlds is, nevertheless, one of Roth'’s perennial themes.
Writing in 1974, Roth recalls the leter he received from a woman in New Jer-
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sey following the publication of Pertney’s Complaint. The woman daimed to
Bave gone 10 school with Roth's sister and lambasted the suthor for the por-
trait he had painted of her in that novel “Since, salike Alexander Portnoy, |
happen never 10 have had a sister, | assumed” wrote Roth, “it was some other
Jewish Athena with a tendency 1o gais weight 1o whom my correspondent was
abeding” (Reading 55). Roth is not, however, always so magnanimous about
this tendency — particularly acete in his case it seems -~ of his readers to con-
fuse Biss with the characters in his texts. In 4 resposae 1o Diana Trillings re-
view of Portney, Roth distinguishes between two “Mr. Roths™: what might be
termed the “woed person™ of her review, and the “flesh person”™ who wrote the
book. Of the second he doclared: “May | suggest that perhaps ‘Mz, Roth 'y view
of life is moee hidden froms certain readens in his wide sudience than they
imagine, more imbedded in parody, burlesque, slapstick, ridicule, insult, in-
vective, lampoon, wisecrack, i nonsense, in levity, in play—in, that &, the
methods of Comedy, than their own view of life may enable them to realice”™
(Reading 28). This is not, however, simply the pigee of 2 wounded artist; there
5 an importast distinction between these two worlds that gets to the heart,
perhaps, of the problem of much of the recent work on Bterature and politics,
Roth captures this distinction in his homily abowt the father calling owt a
warning 10 his winter-spoet- purseieg son:
“Oh, watch it sonny™ - the father calls afier him —"you're skating on thin
ice!” Whereupon the rebellious and adventurous soa in hot panuit of the
desirable exotic calls back, “Oh, you dope, Daddy, that's only an expres-
s0n,” already, you see, a major i English. “Its only an expression”
even as the ice begins 10 groan and give beseath his eighty-odd pounds.
(Resding yo)
These two woelds are worlds of conseguences and justifications, and Roth's
homily captures the potential problems i confusing the rwo workds and their
appropriste sets of justifications and consequences. The standards of justifica-
tiom foe a good resding of the written world ase obviously quine different from
the standards of justification for a good argament in the umwnitien workd: that
a reading is interesting, creative, or thought-provoking is often a safficient jus-
tification for its existence; an argament requires a stronger standard of justifi-
caion and a broader spectrum of agreement om its plaasibility. The reascn foe
this difference is precisely that the potential consequences are so much grester
i the somwritten world thas they are i the written, There is chearly more 2t
stake in the question of whether poverty causes crime than in whether or not,
say, Heathcliff s a murderer.'? Roth captures this importam difference in all
three books of the trdogy, but especially 5o in The Husan Stain: what might be
& playful or interesting reading of the woed “spooks”™ in the realm of written
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woeld studies and standards has sigaaficant and hsunting consequences for
Colemnan Silk outside of it. The same is true for Merry Levor and Ira Rimgold.
Those who can avoid such readings in Roth's work generally avoid such dread-
ful fates. Tt is, perhaps, for this reason that Roth o persistently “bares the de-
vice™ by drawing attention %o the Bctive natwre of his work,

This “baring the device™ takes many forms. Most obviously, Zuckerman’s
previous history as am unreliable nasrator who is peone to reversing hisvaelf re-
minds us that we cannot always trest his account of events. Zockerman con-
stantly reminds us that he is a writer—"I'm Zouckerman the author™ (Pastoral
16) he tells us——even as we know that be is the creation of another author,
Philip Roth, asother semi-fictional character whom we knows that we cannot
always trust to tell us what is happening in an unadorned style.'” This author-
irony remsinds us that what we are reading is always goiag 10 be a partial per-
spective, This is, perhaps, further brought Bomse 1o us in the final pages of
I Married & Communist, where, having heard the story fourth hand —Inas
brother Murray recounts Ira's versions of events to Zuckerman, who is Roth’s
creation —we become 40 caught up in the tale of [ra Ringold, his film star wife
and their travails, that we forget about Murray. We are shocked then to find out
on page 16, some seven pages before the end of the book, that Murray’s wife
Doris was beutally musdered. Amidst the political varmsod and high deama we
have only soon Musray a8 3 way %0 uncover the details of Ira'y life, His wife
senseless and violent death reminds s perhaps of the way in which the narra-
mumwumnmmm-ewmmu

teresting or relevant to the questions we are investigating through Btersture.
S-h‘ly the use of foreshadowing—Zuckerman tells us, for example, of
Coleman’s SUk's death long before it happens— and of other authorial devices
and interventions, reminds us that we are reading & sarrative, rather than &
smnple recounting of events that we cas trust to draw our own conchamions:
that a novel is invariably an account shaped for particular purposes and efflects,
racher than simply raw data 10 be used for analysis. This further reminds us,
perbaps, of the contingency of our own reading: one that doubles the coatin.
poucy and partiality of the written perspective, This comtant “baring of the de-
vice™ reminds ws that we cannot simply read off experiences in the written
world, shaped as they are by a myyriad of concerns — artistic, iroaic, sometimes
even political —as evidence for daims in the umwninien world. Not least be-
cause & Roth notes — i the written woeld, in [rs and Eve's differing reactions
10 Arthar Miller's novel Focus, and in the umwritten workd, in the reactions to
Kafka that prodeced the Prague Spring — different readers can draw different
expeniences and meanings from the same text. Nevertheless, these constant re-
minders that these rwo workds exist muight create a useful dissonance for us as
political analysts, theorists, and social sclentists. As we hold ins our hasds texs
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called | Marmied A Communist and The Human Stain, texts written by Philip
Roth ™ and read about other texts of the same nasoe that are sor the texrs that
we are reading. we should perhaps be reminded that artifacts in the written
world are not the same as artifacts in the swwnitten workd, and that as soch we
should be suspicious about treating thems 2 such, The temptation 1o do 0,
and then the reminder that we should not, creste perhaps that space of dis-
comfort in which thinking occurs, and it is i this— rather than as a source of
evidesce for overly sroeg causal or poltical claims—that Berature s mont
uscful for us I our Mtempts 0 make sense of our own wawriten workd
through the written workds of lserature.

In this spleit, it ondly remains for mae to "baze my own device.” Clearly, mone
of this argument turss on the reading of Roth'’s work offered here. | do think
that Roth’s work is consistent with this account of it and, farthermore, that this
reading would probably mot meeet with the authoe'’s dsappeoval Nevertheless,
that [ think Roth’s work is comistent with my account does not make my
methodological claims troe, nor does it make my claims any more plassible,
even though this "captering™ of authors oe texts in seppoet of specific caims
scemmns 1o be a central move i the current work o literature and politics, The
argument presented here muat ultimately stand or fll on its own merits. Con-
sistent with my claims, Roch’s work has merely been used s & space in which
10 explore these ksues, foe this is the freedom that the written workd grants us
as thinkers and analysts. [n order 10 make those chaims plausible in the un-
written workd, however, we—like Roth — must shuttle between the two, put.
ting the worlds in dialogue, but witimately judging our clasens by the standard
appropeiste 10 the world & which they are made. As Roth notes: “Chekhov
makes a distinction between “the solution of the problem and a correct pre-
sentation of the problem’ and adds ‘only the latter is obligaory for the astist™
(Reading 16)." The odligation of political thinkers and social scientiata is, per-
Bapn, somewhat different,

NOTES

1. This paper was completed with the asslstance of a Paculty Summer Reseasch
Grast from The College of Willlam and Mary. Earlier versions were pecsenned ot the
Western Political Scence Associstion meeting in Derrver, Collorado, 38-30 Masch
200%; o the Americas Literature Associstion conference is Cambradge, Masachusetts,
13-34 May 300x and &t e American Political Schence Amociation meeting o Phila-
delphia, Pennsybvanda, 38 -3 August 2000, The suthor wishes 10 thask Fred Dedan,
Caroline Manbey, Kip Kaatelo, Lisa King, Robyn Masasco, Dess Muthiowetz, Eric
Naimaa, Asdrew Norris, Derek Parker Royal, Joel Schwartz, Geonge Shulman, Angela
Semea, and Shunnon Stissson for their comments on carfier drafis
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3. Sex, for example, the work of Terry Eagheton, Lismary Theery: An Intradaction.
Eagheson declares: “Theee & |. . .| 0o need 1o drag politics ime Inerary theory: it has
been there from the beginning” (169).

5 Thls approach is by no means confined to Nusbaum, See, for example, the work
of Joseph H. Lase Ir. in the Amencan Poliaioal Soence Bevvew

4+ For those usfamiiar with the way in which social scientists and poliscal philes.
ophers currently utilae Iseratere in their work, | wodld poist to the Nusbaum and
Lane pieces as being dlustrative of o method that | consider 30 be problematic. Both rest
upon & st of clains sbout what the novels being read “show” us about the politics of
the society in which they were written. That is 10 sy, they wie evidence from the world
of ficsion 1 support claims about the politics of the world i which hat fiction was
written. That Lase’s paper wis swarded the prize for the best paper presented in the
“Politics and Literatare™ section of the American Political Science Associstion seeting
0 w99 suggests that this approach is eademic to the dsciphine. It is this approach
which Reoth'’s work shows 10 be both sttractive snd ultimasely flawed,

3. Indeed, Zuckermans incontinesce and impotence i the trillogy sagpest that be s
w0 warcliable that he can no longer even trust kivesel(

6. Though | recognire, of course, that the *1* of this texx s somewhat different from
the *17 who just wrote this seatence, Slustrating the oftentines blurry dstinction be-
tween the wnitten sad wewnitten workds

7. This category was suggested 1o me by my good friend Mashew Rudolph.

8 Lisds Lovelace, ssentioned ia Amencas Pastosal i 4 particularly interesting ex-
ample, piven that she is more farmous under her stage name than usder her gven nasse,
Linda Boceman. As such she is almost dowbly semi-fictional

9 What is delighefiul about this i thae Zeckerman, 2 “word person,” compases him-
sclf 1o Marcel, ssother “word pesson,” lesving us 10 consider Zucherman's relationship
10 Roth jest as wr comsder Marcels relationship to Proest.

3. Coming imo vogue in the 19504, bebavioralam (not pepchology “brbaviorm™)
sarted a5 4 response o mstitutional spprosches 10 politicad science. 1t suggested tha
more about politics could be snderitood by kookisg #t the actiom of indiviuak asd
proups of political actors thas by the traditional foces ca lews and cosstitations. Aa the
fiehd has Seveloped, it has become acreasingly quantitative in its approach.

1. [t is perhaps one of the reasons why this novel Is less soccessfid— in a lterary
wernse — than the previow two in the trilogy. Roth’s apparent asger o this kind of read-
ing pervades e book and makes the senie of play that derives from meoving between
the two worids less rewardisg, This point was suggested 1o me, in part, by Eric Naisan
of the Unsversity of Calfornia - Berkebex

12 See john Sutherland, Is Hesrhelif A Mundener? Puzales s Nineteonth-Contury
Fuction, sad Who Betaayy Eliceberh Bermet? Further Pacsfes in Classic Frovion. These are,
neverthdow, wonderfisl books for explociag the writton worlds of these suthorns” texns.

15 As Besjamin Hedin points out in his wonderful paper, “The Uncoliected Shoet
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Fiction of Philip Roth.” peeserned o the American Lineratuse Association Conference,
Cambeidge, Masachasctts (33 May 300)), Roth’s firet sppearance &= his own fiction
accurs in a phece entithed “The Kind of Person | Am”™ from The New Yorker 29 Novem-
ber, 1958,

34 Though interentingly they are lated a0 “Zackerman Books™ insde the cover of
lter edtions.

3. Sce abo The Humen Stain, where Zucherssan says dancing with Colemsan Sik
“made the proper presentation of his secret my problem 10 sobve™ (45),

WoRkEs CiTeD

A, Marsia, The War Agabur O, Ecsays and Reviews 15712000, New York: Vine
age, 1000

Eagleton, Terry. Liserary Theery, An Introduction. :nd od. Minneapolic: University of
Minzesota Press, 1996

Lane, Joseph. H. "The Seark Regimse and American Demeocracy: A Political Imerpreta-
tios of Robert Penn Warren's Al the Kimg) Men ™ American Pobincal Science Review
@ (300 k Sn—34

Nusshaum, Martha. Poeric Jasnice. Livessry Imapination and Public Life. Bostor: Bea-
con, s

198

Roth, Phiip. Amencas Pastossl New York: Vietage, 1997,

e, The Hurman Stain. New Yook: Vintage, 3000,

s, [ Married A Commnist. New York: Viecage, 1998

s, Ristdinng Myself and Ovhers. 1975 New York Vietage, so01.

Sctherland, John b Heatheiff A Murderer? Puzsles in Nisetoonth-Contury Fiction.
Onford: Oxford Undversity Press, 1996,

s, Wie Bevays Ehpaberh Benner? Further Pusales in Classie Funen. Oxford:
Oaford University Prews, 1999

STUDEES IN AMERICAN (WIS LITERATURE MO0/ voL. 2y &7

This content downloaded from
128.239.99.140 on Wed, 10 Jun 2020 14:53:47 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



