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For any of this to occur, support
(and pressure) also must be forth-
coming from forces outside graduate
schools. In particular:

• Graduate fello wship programs
ought to include incentives to
encourage—even require—gradu-
ate departments to attend to better
preparation for teaching. Founda-
tions and other sources of fellow-
ship funding could and should
insist on this.

• Undergraduate institutions must
make evidence of preparation for
teaching a much more significant
factor in hiring criteria.

• Undergraduate institutions should
enter into dialogue with graduate
schools to make clear what they
need and expect in the preparation
of those who will become edu-
cators as well as scholars on their
faculties.

• Finally, undergraduate institutions

should be prepared to enter into
partnerships with graduate schools
(along the lines explored in this
project) in order to facilitate the
preparation of new Ph.D.s for
teaching.

Conclusion

Ultimately, the agenda for reform
described and supported by this
report is one that demands the atten-
tion of all those concerned about the
future of American higher education.
If those who teach in the under-
graduate classroom do not under-
stand the processes of teaching and
learning, do not care about their
teaching, and do not care about the
missions of their institutions and the
welfare of their students, even the
most elegant, appropriate, and useful
curriculum will be less than fully
effective. Graduate and undergradu-

ate institutions, as well as founda-
tions that provide support for the
education of new Ph.D.s, must coop-
erate to bring about effective reform
in the preparation of graduate stu-
dents for the professional responsi-
bilities of college teachers.

The challenges facing the next gen-
eration of the professoriat—to be
able to teach effectively and meet the
developmental needs of their students
—will be greater than ever. Not only
are the frontiers and contours of
knowledge expanding and changing
rapidly; in addition, college teachers
now face a student body that is vast-
ly more diverse in background and
preparation. It is crucial that gradu-
ate education turn its attention much
more fully to the task of preparing a
new generation of college professors
who can meet these challenges.

Only Connect: Politics and Literature
10 Years Later, 1982-92

Maureen Whitebrook, University of Sheffield

The evidence available suggests that
the method of using literature for
teaching political science does work:
the interesting questions are now those
concerned with how the "method"—
the combination of politics and litera-
ture in political science teaching and
research—may be systematised and
disseminated for the benefit of the
discipline of political science (White-
brook 1983, 16).

That "now" was 1982-83. What I
want to do ten years later is to show
a somewhat paradoxical conjunction
of a failure and a potential.

In 1982 I came to the United
States on a semester's study leave
with a research project derived in
part from the literature search for
my Ph.D. thesis and in part from my
dissatisfaction with my own teaching
program at that time. My intention
was to survey the practice of teaching
politics through literature at college
level in the United States. The results

of that research were written up in
"Politics and Literature," an article
that appeared in the APSA's News
for Teachers of Political Science
(Whitebrook 1983, 16-18).

Then I argued for the teaching of
politics through literature to be
improved. Now I widen the argu-
ment: the discipline has moved on,
to the point where the matter of
what politics and literature has to
offer the broader field of political
theory must receive serious attention.
The teaching of politics and literature
continues, and it is increasingly well
supported by a number of good pub-
lications. But the interesting ques-
tions have not been fully answered—
systematization has hardly happened,
and there has been little benefit to
the discipline as a whole from the
continuing existence of a diffuse
group of political scientists with a
persistent interest in literary texts.
But developments within that group

taken in conjunction with the move-
ments in political theory in the last
decade are enough to indicate that
what I advocated ten years ago is
possible.

The response to my article in News
for Teachers of Political Science was
encouraging: more contacts and indi-
cations of what was being done
across the United States, including
the information that it had
"inspired" a published work
(Mallinckrodt 1987). And the even-
tual outcome of my visit and con-
tinuing contacts is the volume of col-
lected papers, Reading Political
Stories (Whitebrook 1992). So far, so
good? Not so, I grudgingly respond.
Ten years later—and reflecting on
the 1991 APSA annual meeting—I
want to return to the conclusion of
that article, reconsider it, and try,
again, to push onwards and out-
wards.

June 1993 257

https://doi.org/10.2307/419842 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.2307/419842


The Teacher

Failure?

Despite some good work, which I
discuss below, there is cause for con-
cern among the political scientists
who have persisted in their interest in
connecting politics and literature and
for the profession generally. Take,
for example, APSA annual meeting
sessions. The 1988 politics and litera-
ture program "was put together to
reflect some of the diversity of inter-
ests that is apparent from the pub-
lications in the field": Edith Whar-
ton (changed by the paper-giver to
popular fiction), science fiction,
Macbeth, James Baldwin. (There has
been a similar diversity of topics in
the years before and since.) That
program, apparently, represented a
miscellany of approaches, methods,
and underlying political viewpoints
or philosophies (like most other
politics and literature sessions that I
have attended or reviewed). Thus,
the methods involved included
inquiring about literary work via
politics—examining a single author's
work (generally recognized as having
some political connotations), using a
political theory perspective as a crit-
ical tool; the close reading of a
literary text, working from the litera-
ture to a "political" conclusion; tak-
ing literature—certain fictions—as so
interrelated with politics to argue
that the fictional form is necessary to
political understanding; and present-
ing a political sociology of literature
in respect of a certain genre.

In fact, the papers indicated that
there had been movement. Close
reading of a text to bring out a polit-
ical point goes beyond the mere
assertion that politics and literature
are connected: close reading of lit-
erary texts is now frequent as a stim-
ulus to thinking about politics, offer-
ing a link, specifically between polit-
ical theory and political practice.
The consideration of a writer's
work from a political perspective not
only provides a political reading of
the work as such but also allows for
consideration of a specific aspect of
the politics-literature relationship—
whether or not the literary and the
political treatment of certain themes
are, or should be expected to be,
consistent. Considering what works
of fiction are useful for political
reading directs attention to how fic-

tions relate to political science—are
they mirrors of the real? Taking a
certain fictional genre as given allows
for that body of texts to be brought
into political science—so the literary
text might serve a direct function for
political science? And some distinct
themes emerged across the papers:
"tragedy" as a concept well treated
in literary texts but relatively ne-
glected in political theory; "self-
consciousness" as a common idea in
literature and political theory; the
relationship between thought and
action explored in the literary mode.
On the other hand, John Nelson's
paper, "Science Fiction as Syzygy:
Political Mythmaking for Post-

Considering what works
of fictions are useful for
political reading directs
attention to how fictions
relate to political science
—are they mirrors of the
real?

moderns" constituted an obvious
case of what is likely to happen when
the connections are attempted—at
158 pages of close argument it
showed that such attempts are so
suggestive that limiting the range of
discussion to a single instance is very
difficult. And although there were
obvious connections to other pro-
grams of that meeting specifically
concerned with postmodernism and
political theory and political science,
those connections were not made—
from either direction. At the 1989
annual meeting, the two politics and
literature panels were more focused,
on the United States and on Europe,
but again the papers stood apart
from discussions of similar topics—
U.S. foreign policy, Max Weber, for
example—elsewhere in the meeting.

To a large extent the heterogeneity
of these recent APSA programs is
very much a reflection of how things
are in this relatively nonorganized
branch of the discipline—more peo-
ple are doing more work. But I am
concerned that after a decade of
effort there has been little advance,

either within the subfield or between
it and the discipline at large. The
"failure" is the failure to move on:
organizationally, there has been a
failure to organize, so that it has
taken much persistence (on the part
of a few people) over the last ten
years to establish (at last) an organ-
ized section on politics and literature
in 1992. And, intellectually, there is
the static state of much of the teach-
ing, research, and writing of this
period and a continuing failure to
interact with the rest of the discipline
let alone with the complementary dis-
cipline, literary studies; hence, typ-
ically, the persistence of the blanket
title of "politics and literature."

The last decade has seen a vast
amount of work in political theory
that is at least potentially cross-
disciplinary—so that it is odd that
the section of the discipline avowedly
interested in cross-disciplinary con-
nections should fail to actually move
towards helpful sources of support.
The most obvious evidence for this
failure is the continuing practice of
taking the plots of novels and plays
as unproblematic sources for political
analysis—using literature in a way
that is rightly criticized by the lit-
erary specialists (and even by percep-
tive students). Too many of the prac-
titioners in this field are still working
with crude conceptions of "litera-
ture," equating novels or plays with
realist narratives where plot is taken
as an account that can be treated like
a case study and ignoring style, struc-
ture, metaphor—all those aspects of
narrative technique that the literary
specialists have already recognized as
potentially political in themselves
(and many of which relate, as I have
suggested, to issues already recog-
nized as matters of concern to the
discipline). The notes and references
for most of the published work in
this field show that political scientists
persist in working in a cross-disci-
plinary area strictly within the con-
fines of their own discipline—an odd
procedure and not the case in other
cross-disciplinary endeavors such as
those that link politics and the
environment or politics and biology.

Potential?

So far, so gloomy. But I remain
convinced that work in this field has
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much to offer political science, and
the evidence of the last ten years sug-
gests that modest movement to date
could be accelerated. The "poten-
tial" is the increased evidence of
what might be done, both internally,
from the work in politics and litera-
ture itself, and externally, from the
possibility of connections with pres-
ent work elsewhere in the discipline.

This has been a decade of effort
within this subfield of the discipline,
so that I can argue that there is now
a sound basis for moving forward.
The politics and literature group has
done more than survive: thus, the
networking represented by the Poli-
tics and Literature Newsletter, cir-
culated to several hundred political
scientists, the acceptance of politics
and literature programs as regular
features of regional and national
APSA meetings, and the establish-
ment of an organized section. In par-
ticular, there have been a number of
major publications in this period:
Ernest Yanarella and Lee Sigelman's
edited collection, Political Mythology
and Popular Fiction (Yanarella and
Sigelman 1988), Ethan Fishman's
Likely Stories (Fishman 1989),
Catherine Zuckert's Natural Rights
and the American Imagination
(Zuckert 1990), and my edited collec-
tion Reading Political Stories (1992).
These volumes have preceded (and
somewhat encouraged) the suggestion
that "politics and literature will be a
growth area in the next ten years"—
a remark I heard more than once
from publishers at the 1991 APSA
annual meeting. And, more concrete-
ly, these books also represent the
range and quality of work being
produced.

However, that kind of internal evi-
dence may be accounted self-serving
for a small group within the disci-
pline and is certainly not good
enough to justify the claims I
advance here. What is potentially
much more significant is the need for
connections at a more general level.
Many of the themes and concepts
presently of interest to political
theory have obvious connections to
literature, literary texts, and literary
criticism and theory: questions of
identity and the self and (multiple)
selves, and community; cross-disci-
plinary work around the debatable
issue of postmodernism; examination

of modes of discourse; doubts about
"rationality"; and tragedy. And
much of the discussion in political
theory around the shortcomings of
liberal theory points very strongly—
albeit implicitly—to the need to bring
literary sources into mainstream
political theory. An example, by
analogy, of what can be done exists
in the present resurgence of work in
law and literature. Narrative theory,
narratology, draws on work from
history, philosophy, literature—but
not political science. (And post-
modernism, emphasizing pluralism,
openness, the deconstruction of texts,
is everywhere.)

Political scientists who take litera-
ture seriously could make definite
connections and contributions to ma-
jor work in the social and political
sciences. For example, major relevant
and, for our purposes, supportive
publications from Alasdair
Maclntyre, Richard Rorty, and
Charles Taylor remain undiscussed.
Maclntyre's After Virtue includes
a key chapter (Chapter 15), "The
Virtues, the Unity of a Human
Life and the Concept of a Tra-
dition," which takes the notion
of "narrative" as central, and claims
that "narrative history of a certain
kind turns out to be the basic and
essential genre for the characterisa-
tion of human action" (Maclntyre
1985, 208). His concept is relatively
undeveloped, and there has been no
attempt from within political science
to work out the implications of its
inclusion within Maclntyre's own
argument, or to link it to specific
narratives—to the novel as typical
narrative form, for instance.

Similarly, Ronald Beiner's Political
Judgment (Beiner 1983) includes a
section on "Storytelling and Narra-
tive Truth," which notes Walter Ben-
jamin's observation that the art of
storytelling has atrophied and
thereby effectively issues an invita-
tion to recommence storytelling, a
practice well understood by the poli-
tics and literature set. Both Richard
Rorty (in Contingency, Irony and
Solidarity) and Charles Taylor (in
Sources of the Self) have recently
used literary texts as part of their
theoretical arguments; both have
been criticized by reviewers for their
handling of those texts. Political
scientists who work with that kind of

material are potentially well equipped
to offer what is needed—what I have
called "political literacy criticism,"
or better designated, perhaps, as
"literary political criticism."

The 1991 APSA Annual
Meeting as Example of
Problem and Potential

I take the 1991 APSA annual
meeting as a typical and useful exam-
ple of the problem and the potential
for politics and literature within
political science (at least as rep-
resented by its professional associa-
tion).

The politics and literature group
offered a panel at this meeting on
"The Literature of Oppressed
Groups: Feminism" (a title which of
itself failed to relate well to the per-
ceptions of feminist political theory
and political science expressed else-
where in the meeting) with two
papers, "The Conflict Between Per-
sonal Commitment and Human Ful-
fillment in Kollontai's Love of
Worker Bees" (Naomi Zauderer) and
"The Literature of Human Repro-
duction: The Handmaid's Tale and
Beyond" (Thomas Shevory). (A third
scheduled paper on Virginia Woolf's
Three Guineas was not delivered.)

In discussing these papers, I
wanted to emphasize the considera-
tions that form the basis of this
paper: that the generic label of
"politics and literature" is no longer
sufficient as indication of what is to
be done—not any connection but a
question of what connection is to be
made. Much work remains at a basic
level of content analysis, but even at
that stage it is possible—and indeed
essential—to consider what is partic-
ular for politics in the literary text.
Thus, there should be attention to
matters such as characterization and
narrative voice. That leads into a
second stage, attention to form, the
method of literary discourse, and to
the theoretically fruitful considera-
tion of how form working on con-
tent can advance political argument.
That is, for these particular texts, I
expected to be able to raise discus-
sion about Kollontai's realism,
Woolf's satire and irony, Atwood's
naturalist treatment of a dystopia,

June 1993 259

https://doi.org/10.2307/419842 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.2307/419842


The Teacher

and to ask what difference the form
made to the perceived political con-
tent of each text—crudely, why fic-
tion rather than journalism, pamph-
let, or poetry or, in Woolf's case,
why essay instead of fiction? Such
considerations should both precede
and speak to the more obvious mat-
ter of the political content of each
text. And, of course, the title of the
panel directed attention to such ques-
tions as to whether there was any-
thing in common here except gender
of author, and whether as such that
contributed anything to a feminist
politics or political theory; and, if
exclusivity is to be avoided, what
these contributions from women
writers added to a general political
understanding. And, by the time of
this panel, late in the meeting, I
wanted to ask specific questions
related to other panels—for example,
what did an analysis of these literary
texts add to our knowledge of
oppressed groups (as, for instance,
related to the Walzer panel, which I
discuss below).

The politics and literature panels
were ill attended. The lack of official
listing resulting from failure to
achieve Organized Section status
meant that there may have been a
lack of awareness that these panels
even existed. But, in any case, do they
have any particular (thematic) draw-
ing power for those political scientists
who do find their way to the back of
the annual meeting program? Is there
any apparent relevance to matters of
concern to the discipline as a whole?
In panel after panel of the 1991
APSA meeting, I heard eminent
members of the profession call for
more understanding of the condition
of the individual in one or other of
the well-recognized dilemmas of late
twentieth-century liberalism; but I
did not hear, as the subject of a
paper, comment from discussant, or
intervention from the floor, any sug-
gestion of the way in which literary
texts offer just that understanding.

At the most general level, frequent
reference to Foucault and to
Nietzsche now entail use of the term
"imagination." That has long been a
suspect term in political science
though central to discussions of lit-
erature and fiction; its usage in polit-
ical theory is problematical and the
literary political scientists have some-

thing to offer here. Similarly "narra-
tive" has become a regular term—so
much so that paper-giver and dis-
cussant can engage in dispute as to
each other's narrative strategies in
order to validate their positions.
Again, there are 10, 20, 30 years or
more of experience in studying the
practice of narrative already in exis-
tence within the discipline. More
specifically, several panels in the
main program of the meeting
included attention to identity and the
self—topics of central concern to
political theory at the present. For
example, panel 1.14, "The Mirrors
of Otherness: Postmodernism as
Promise or Danger?" included Jane
Flax's paper "Sexual Parts and Part-
Objects: Psychoanalytic Marxism and
the Problem of Gender," which
related self and otherness to narra-
tive. And panel 2.10, "Intersections
of Feminism, Marxism and Post-
modernism" included Nancy Love's
paper, "Am I That Performance,"
suggesting, inter alia, that gender
might be viewed as performance,
drawing on a postmodern notion of
performance, thus requiring con-
sideration of acting, and of "con-
stituting ourselves as works of art."

One of the best attended panels of
the meeting was the roundtable on
the political philosophy of Michael
Walzer. From beginning to end, this
panel was highly suggestive in terms
of the politics and literature connec-
tion. For example, Walzer suggested,
with reference to a "real" case,
recent events in Czechoslovakia, that
it was possible to "know" that cer-
tain events and actions were "right,"
"what it is that moves them and
what moves us to support them,"
and that the claim "don't tell us lies
any more" can be "instinctively"
supported. But this is debatable—was
debated—and it could constitute the
basis of a discussion on the extent to
which fictional models might be pref-
erable for theoretical purposes,
allowing as they do understanding of
and reflection on purpose and
motive. Thus, for instance, the dis-
cussion around the issue of the state,
membership, and excluded groups
could have drawn on a range of lit-
erary treatments of exactly those
problems under discussion, from
Coriolanus to July's People, from
Greek tragedy to feminist novels.

It was suggested that Walzer's con-
versational style, opening up subjects
for discussion and taking "real
cases" for reflection, in sum, a kind
of "artistic interpretation"—or "tell-
ing stories"—was something like a
combination of political theory and
architecture. (Not political theory
and literature?) How do we take a
distance from society, understand
marginalization? How do we make
judgements about others, people in
societies other than our own? (By
reading novels?—literature "dis-
tances" in more ways than one.) The
matter of understanding others
entails, it would seem, accepting that
a hegemonic culture tends to exclude
—but this discussion then shares with
the literary political scientist such
understandings as the variety of
stories that are told in any society,
the importance of the storyteller—
who does tell the story, indeed—and
the capacity of the stories told by
oppressed groups to offer alternative
loci of integration and loyalty than
that given by the "official" account
(including that of mainstream polit-
ical theory). And thus to the connec-
tions that could be made from this
discussion to specific works of fiction
that successfully depict marginality,
justice and injustice, citizenship,
justice and obligation, exclusion—
Nostromo, The Princess Casa-
massima, The Handmaid's Tale,
Sula.

That discussion of excluded groups
can be related directly to the paper
on Virginia Woolf submitted for the
politics and literature panel. Walzer
and his discussants were somewhat
concerned with how excluded groups
might be integrated into a given soci-
ety; Woolf's essays in Three Guineas
make it only too clear, at a relatively
early stage of feminist writing, that
some groups might not want to be
integrated—a point made in the
discussion by Iris Young. Indeed, the
texts (if not the actual presentation
and discussion) presented in the poli-
tics and literature panel all speak to
the discussion between Walzer and
Young centered on the question as to
what oppressed groups do want.
Crudely speaking, for women, inas-
much as they do represent an
oppressed group, Kollontai suggests
that they don't know, Woolf that
they want (or should want) to with-
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draw from the society that oppresses
them, and Atwood that that with-
drawal might well be to the family,
understood in terms of loving rela-
tionships. Even at the level of con-
tent, the overt "story" of a literary
text, this indicates the viability of
moving between theory and litera-
ture. What the literary example does
is to extend the discussion, especially
in terms of mediating between the
polarities of the formal discussion;
for real groups or individuals the
problem is not one of choice but of
coping with the situation as experi-
enced. (The Coriolanian dilemma is
simply that there is not, often,
"a world elsewhere.")

Again, Walzer wanted to say not
that we can do without the state, but
that the state is bearable in that we
do not have "to live in it" all the
time: the world is full of boundaries,
and we live in different parts of the
(our) world differently. And hence to
multiple selves, as series or set of
overlapping relations, entailing dif-
ferent but overlapping feelings, loyal-
ties, and relations to others. Here, as
elsewhere, when "multiple selves"
were assumed or asserted, what was
not said and not discussed was the
obvious problem that multiplicity is
contained within a single life. What
the politics and literature panels have
often focused on—as in, for exam-
ple, Timothy Fuller's paper on Mac-
beth in 1988, or Naomi Zauderer's
paper on Kollontai's The Love of
Worker Bees at this meeting—is just
that point: the tensions and contra-
dictions inherent in the conjunction
of multiplicity and singularity within
the external constraints of a specific
social setting. Attention to that, and
connection between the theoretical
and literary discussions would draw
together many of the themes of a
panel such as this—questions of inte-
gration and coherence, how narrative
works describe and effectively ana-
lyze what are still points at issue for
formal political theory.

My point here is, to put it plainly,
that there was little or no overlap of
attendance between these panels and
the politics and literature panel, little
or no cross-referencing of material,
but a high degree of coincidence of
themes and concepts. It must be, at
the least, uneconomical to allow this
situation to continue.

Conclusion

To a large extent the basic premise
that politics and literature can and
should be connected has been
accepted within the discipline. But
given that acceptance, two questions
follow—how should the connections
be made, and to what end? The
emphasis has hitherto been on con-
tent; it needs to extend to method
and outcome. The work already
being done indicates, as I have sug-
gested, a wide range of texts and
themes—APSA meeting programs in
that sense offer a sample of what
politics and what literature has
occurred to political scientists as
subject(s) for connection.

But, for those who do advocate
and somewhat practice the connec-
tions of politics and literature, my
concern is that they have not taken
up my previous modest proposals
about the need to ground this work
in a proper combination of politics
and literature, entailing a recognition
of the relevance of literary criticism
and theory to political theory in this
context. The politics and literature
set remain somewhat marginalized
within the discipline. Many of the
developments in political theory in
the last decade should have entailed
the centrality of this kind of work;
but the discussions on postmodern-
ism, foundationalism, and individual-
ism versus communitarianism are car-
ried on with no help from those the-
orists who have much to offer from
their own preferred sources. The pol-
itics and literature set needs to be-
come more self-consciously theoret-
ical: within political theory to inter-
act with the most interesting work in
mainstream political theory, with
feminist and postmodernist work;
and then generally to suggest what
political theory and literature can do
together, taking up the mere hints
that have recently been made but not
yet widely recognized and certainly
not fully worked out, that political
theory as a mode of discourse has
narrative connections.

My concern for what the politics
and literature set of political scien-
tists is missing is by now com-
pounded by frustration at a continu-
ing blinkered approach, which begins
to look like self-indulgence, and
irritation that we are failing the disci-

pline by this intransigence. The worst
of attitudes is that which keeps the
political scientist-cum-literary critic
where he or she started. I have
admired those persons who have
brought their own—or their wife's
(and the genderism here is factual
and deliberate)—interest in reading
novels into their teaching and writ-
ing; but I do not admire the attitude
that goes no further—that continues
to select texts on the basis of per-
sonal preference for bed-time read-
ing, and that does not see any need
to support their work, as in other
aspects of political science, with
theoretical and/or empirical
connections.

Furthermore, I believe that there is
a responsibility inherent in having
been privileged to recognize the poli-
tics and literature connections, a
responsibility to bring those connec-
tions out of a closed group into
regular discussions. The ad hoc and
random collections of papers and
courses that at present still largely
represent politics and literature in the
discipline need, as I have said, a
framework: some systematization,
both intellectual and organizational.
Our work cannot be taken seriously
if it remains the (quasi-nineteenth
century) leisurely pursuit of "gentle-
man scholars" (and hence peripheral
to our mainstream interests as polit-
ical theorists). Many of us have to
start by reminding, or persuading,
ourselves that we are not just indulg-
ing in bringing a hobby—reading
novels, going to the theater—into our
professional lives, but rather that we
are engaging in a valid and indeed by
now vital part of the formal study of
politics.

The responsibility—or blame for
failure to act—does not, though, lay
entirely with the politics and litera-
ture set. The discipline as a whole
needs to acknowledge that this is not
a fringe activity. We can make a very
strong argument for what (all) polit-
ical scientists are missing if they
don't read novels. Real Men Don't
Read Fiction isn't an acceptable
1990s slogan. But even short of
insisting on that, there is a need, in a
period where multi- or cross-disci-
plinary endeavors are eminently
respectable to allow for them in
practice, by not supposing, for exam-
ple, that the political analysis of a
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novel is necessarily any less serious
than yet another analysis of a work
of political theory. X on Faulkner
may be just as fruitful for political
insights as X on Tocqueville; and Y
on Bellow may be more interesting
(and therefore more productive of
further thinking on the part of the
reader) than A on Rawls or B on
Nozick on Rawls—again.
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