
L I T E R A R Y BORROWING .. . AND STEALING :

PLAGIARISM , SOURCES , INFLUE N CES ,

AND INTERTEXTS

LI NDA H UTCHEON

McMaster University

The en tire co rpus of existing literature should be rega rded as a limbo fr om

w hic h discern ing au tho rs co uld draw th eir charac ters as required , crea ting on ly

wh en they failed to find a sui ta ble existing puppet. The modern novel sho uld

be largely a work of refer en ce. Fl ann O 'Brien , A t Swim-Twa-Birds

Recently we witnessed wha t happens tod ay in the literary " int erp retive

community" wh en a modern novel - The W hit e Hotel -  is even in part a

"work of reference." D. M . Thomas's sin, however, seems to ha ve been that

of enlarging th e corp us from which a novelist d raws to include non­

fictional , historical text s, in thi s case the testimony of Dina Proniche va, the

sole survivor of Babi Yar. Although Thomas acknowledged his debt openly

on the copyrigh t page of the novel, his more or less verbatim borrowing

laun ched an int ense, but perhaps ultimately fruitl ess, debate in th e pages of

the Times Literary Supplem en t in M ar ch and April of 1982.

Thomas's reply' to accusations of opportun istic, exploitive plagiarism is

an interesting one. After po inting out that his novelistic account of Babi Yar

is three times the length of Dina's, th e novelist remarks that at this point in

the novel his heroine changes from being an individual (w hose single unique

life is of in teres t to "Sigm und Freud" ) to being only one of many anony­

mous vict ims of history. The text, Thomas felt , had to reflect th is chan ge

from individual self-expression to common fate, an d it did so in the modu­

lation of the narrative voice from an authorial one (because, as he writ es,

at the start " there is still room for fiction" ) to that of the recor din g of one

who had been there ---  th e onl y appropriate and truthful voice possible,

given the circumsta nces. The novel 's mu ch misread epigraph from Yeats

underlines this progression from the private to the public :

We had fed the heart on fa n tas ies ,

The H eart's gro wn brutal from the fare;

M ore sub sta nce in our enm it ies

T h an in ou r love.. . .
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In addition, the text of the novel itself acknowledges the debt - or the 

plagiarism: " Dina survived to be the only witness, the sole authority for 

wha t Lisa [the novel 's heroine] saw and felt . Yet it had happened thirty 

thousand times ; always in the same wa y and always differently."2 

It is interesting th at few have a tt acked Thomas for plagiarizing Freud 

though he has produced a fine, though invented, example of a Freudian case 

history in his novel, complete with lin es straight out of Beyond th e Pleasure 

Principle . Perhaps th e "Author's Note" about his fictionalizing of what he 

calls the " discovere r of the great and beautiful modern myth of psycho- 

analysis" had forestalled the critics. Or is it a m atter less of the manner in 

which one uses another text than of th e kind of text from which  one 

borrows  --  or ste als?3 Is it now illicit for a writer to draw on what J onathan 

Culler has called "the discursive space of a culture"?4 I s psychoanalysis 

more overtly discursive than history? These are the obvious questions raised 

by this controversy. But there are man y others as well . 

As the subsequent sym posium on plagiarism in the Times L iterary Supple­

m ent 5 m ade clear, novelists today  -  and perhaps always  -  feel that books 

are as legitimate a part of their experience as eating a meal, or visiting a 

p lace about which they th en write. Certainly Dante and Cervantes thought 

so. Even critics today seem to agree  -  whether the experience of reading be 

deemed consciously or unconsciously influential on the writer.6 But the key 

word here is writer, for  in this debate on The Wh ite H otel I believe we 

are viewing onl y an overt version of a contemporary critical muddle 

regarding the status and, more sign ifican tly, the locus of textual appropria­

tion. On th e one hand, we are dealing with au thor ial intent and wi th the 

historical issue of sources an d influences; on the other , it is a question of 

reader interpretation whereby visible sources become sign s of plagiarism, 

and influences yield to "intertextual" echoes. 

I stress this seemingly obvious, if overlooked, po int of critical focus 

because it seems to be the particular source of much confusion between 

new and old theoretical terms that sound familiar but, in fact, may prove 

to be very different. I am thinking of concepts such as "sub ject" and 

character, or as is th e case here, intertextuality and influence . Depending 

on our cr itical temperament, we are likel y to be all too quick to want to 

reject either the recent term, as an obvious continental barbarism, or the 

trad itiona l one, as an out-of-date redundancy. These kn ee-je rk dismissals 

require examining, however. Critical fashion being what it is today, it is 

natural tha t some of us will want to be post-structurally  a la mode, while 

others of us will want, no less fiercely, to keep to the familiar and comfortable 

theoretica l ga rb of humanist discourse. Yet, perhaps we need to stand back 

for a moment in order to investigate the very need for the emperor's  new-

and old  - clothes. Maybe the two apparels are no t negations or even dupli- 
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cations of eac h other ; maybe each dre sses and addresses another part of the 

"emperor of signs" (with ap ologies to Ro land Barth es). T his, I'd like to 

argue, is often precisely what happens, and cer tain ly th is is so in the case of 

intertextua lity and influ ence. It is not a matter of new French and Ameri­

can formalism or post-structurali sm versus solid, tr aditional , humani st 

scholarship. T he relati on ship is, instead , a complementary, not oppositional, 

one. 

When J ulia Kristeva7 coined the term "i nte rtex tuality,' she noted th at 

th ere were th ree elements invo lved besides the text under consideration : 

the au thor, th e read er, and th e othe r exterior texts. T hese elements she 

arranged along two axes : a horizon tal one of the dia logue of th e author 

with his /her potential rea der, and a vertical one between the text itself and 

ot her texts. T his set-up is very neat; it is possibly too neat, however, too 

schematic to be tr ue to th e actual experience of read ing. I s the in tertextual 

dialogue not rather one betw een the reader and his/her memory of ot her 

texts, as p rovoked by the work in question? Certainly th e role of the au thor 

in con temporary discussions of intertextuality has proved to be minimal; in 

fac t, it is on ly even posited when intentionality is required - as in the case 

of parody - to define a particular kind of literary borrowin g. As the work 

of M ich ael Riffaterre8 has made clear, from the perspective of a theory of 

int ertextuality, the experience of literature consists only of a text, a reade r, 

and his or he r reactions that take the form of systems of words , whi ch are 

grouped associatively in the reader's mind. Two texts, th en, cou ld sha re 

these systems without it being a question of influence - or plagiarism­

because th e locus of textual appropriation is the reader, and not the author: 

intertextuality is not just a perception of homologues or the cu ltivated reader's 

apprehension of sameness or difference. I nt er tex tu al ity is not a felic i tous 

su rplus, the privi lege of a good memory or a classical education. The term 

indeed refers to an operation of the read er' s mind, but it is an obligatory one, 

necessary to any textual decoding. In ter tex tua li ty necessarily complements ou r 

ex pe rience of textuality. I t is the pe rception that our read ing of th e text cannot 

be com ple te or sa tisfactory withou t going through the intertext , that the text 

does no t signify unless as a fun cti on of a compleme n tary or con tradic tory 

intertex tual homologue .
9
 

Lately th ere seems to have been a sort of eclipse in cri tical studies of the 

influences upon writers. There are man y literary historica l reasons for th is, 

and not the least significan t of these is thi s refocusing of critical attention 

upon the reader. But th is change in criticism has come about, I would 

argue, the  way  most critical changes do  --  th at is, primarily because of a 

change in th e literatu re itself. Like archi tectural "postmodernism" which 

sees itself as being derived from, yet cha llenging, the tradition of modernism 
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in architec tu re, a tradition that it inve r ts and subverts, what we ca ll "post. 

mod ern" litera ture today - esp eci all y auto-representa tiona l fiction I O
_ 

would also seem to be the direct hei r to the modernist alteration of sensi, 

bility and taste. What J oyce, Eliot, Pound, and others brought to their art 

was an awareness both of the imp ort an ce of their literary heritage and of 

the power of th e assimilating read er : the onl y person who can revivify the 

"wast e land" is th e reader wh o brings together the fragments of civilization 

whi ch Eliot has shored against his ruins. Contemporary self-reflexive fiction 

- or rnetafiction, for short - also situates it self overtl y in the contex t of the 

lite rary tradition, an d writers like John Fowles, John Barth, an d Vladimir 

Nabokov, while parodying earli er forms, also put into question the usual 

hierarchy of what is being m ocked. As well , however, th ey openly turn to 

their read ers as the active co-creators of the text. In other words, in the 

very strategies and str uctu res of these texts lie the seeds of th at cri tical 

confusion we witnessed in the W hite H otel debate: metafiction has to posit 

au tho rial intent - even if only infe rred - to account for its parodic form, 

but its ove rt pointing to the ac t of reading a nd to the role of th e reader 

places it squarely in the intertext ual domain. 

Failure to make the important distinct ion between an au tho r- and a 

read er-centred orientation can lead to bizarre critical situ ati ons. Alth ough, 

in a very formalist phase, Kristeva had mad e it clear that, to her, the mean­

ing of a text is onl y dependent on other texts whi ch it absorbs an d trans­

form s, wh en she illustrates her theory using the work of a par ticular writer, 

what we find is more of a traditional influ ence study - to th e poin t where 

she claims we mu st even know the part icular edi tions of the texts the author 

read.!' At least H arold Bloom (in The A nxiety of Influ en ce ) is more overt 

in his a ttribu tion of the signi fican ce of influence to the encoding author ­

albeit to h is un conscious. Wh at has usuall y happened, how ever , is that most 

discussions of in tertex tuality proper have ultimately ended up centering upon 

th e reade r, no matter how form alist they have att emp ted to sound. We 

witness, for instan ce, such typical formal statements as that of Gerard 

Genette, for whom intertexuality is simply a relationship of co-presence 

between two texts, the "effec tive" presence of one text within a no ther.12 

For Laurent J enny, int ertextuali ty is a matter of formal invarian ts or arche­

types.13 For Mi chael Riffaterre, in tertex tua lity is what actually defines the 

form al and semiotic unit that constitutes th e literary text, but it is worth 

stressing that it is still, in the end, only the reader who can ac tivate the 

" inte rtext," which is defined by R iffaterre as " th e corpus of texts the reader 

may legitimatel y connect with the one before his eyes, th a t is, the texts 

brought to min d by what he is reading." 14

Yet even R iffat erre mask s this implied reade r-focus in his formalist dis­

tin ction between influence and intertextuali ty. Influence, he argues, is a
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vertical relationship of text to text , a relationship of recurrence and same-

ness,  while  intertext  is  related  to  text  laterally  through  simultaneity  and 

otherness.
15  But  the  existence  of  metafictional  parody,  of  course,  would 

confuse  thi s  neat  solution  thoroughly  for ,  in  the  case  of  all literary  parody, 

overt  influence  obviously  leads  to  inversi on,  as  well  as  sameness.  In  other 

words,  this  tid y  formalist  distinction  ignores  the  real  problem ­ the  differ-

ence  between  a  reader­centred  and  an  author­centred  critical  perspective. 

Elsewhere,  however ,  when  not  bothered  by  this  pesky  question of  influence, 

R iffa terre,  along  with  Roland  Barthes, 1 6
  is  careful  to  de fine  intertextuality 

as  a  modali ty  of  perception,  an  act  of  "decoding"  texts in  the  light of  other 

texts .  For Barthes,  however,  the  reader  is  free  to  associate  text s more .or  less 

at  ra ndom,  limited  only  by  individual  idiosyncrasies  and  personal  culture. 

R iffaterre,  on  th e  other  hand,  argue s  that  the  text  in  its  "stru ctured  en-

tirety"  demands  a  more  conditioned  and  therefore  more  limited  reading.17

Perhaps  the  best  illustration  of  the  difference  in  criti cal  or ien ta tion  be-

tween  influence  and  intertextuality  studies is  to  be  found  in  th at  off-quoted

Borges  story ,  "Pierre  Menard,  Au thor  of  the  Q uixote." This  is  not  a  tal e 

about  th e  writing  or  the  rewriting  of  the  Quixote ; it  is  rather  about  the 

reading  of  it  by  that peevish ,  argumentative  snob  who  narrates  the  story.  I t 

is  an  alle gory  of  the  power  and  of  the  limits  of  intertextual  reading,  not of 

the  influences  or  sources  available  to  a  writer or  rewriter.  Borges  makes  this 

evident  in  his  conclusion :  "Menard  (perhaps  without  wanting  to)  has 

enriched,  by  means of  a  new  techniqu e,  the  halting and  rudimentary  art  of 

reading:  this  new  technique  is  that  of  the  deliberate  anachroni sm  and  the 

erroneous attribution ."18
 

Whether  we  see  suc h  self­consciousness about  the  reader  and  the  reading 

of  this  and  other  texts  as  a  sign  of  a  curr ent  cultural  crisis  or ,  as  I have 

suggested  earlier ,  as  the  logical  development  out  of  mcdernism.19"  it  has 

certainly had its  effect  on  much literary  theory  today in  the  general displace-

ment  of  the  locus  of  meaning from  the  author and  the  text  to  the  reader,  at 

least  with in  the  limits  of  the  dominant  Western  "metaphysical"  tradition. 

Intertextuality  is  a  fun ction of  reading, of  "decoding."  Formalist  insistin g  to 

the  contrary,  it  is  not  onl y  a  matter of  the  text's somehow  parthenogenetic 

or  magical  absorption  and  transformation  of  other  tex ts."
20

  This  formalism, 

however,  is  perfectly  understandable  in  terms  of  critical  or  intellectual 

history,  for  it  marks  a  conscious  and,  I  would  say,  thoroughly  predictable 

reaction  against  the  Romantic  preoccupation  with  the  author  and  against 

the  "Great  Tradition "  of  canonized  authors  that  has  domina ted  much 

English  criticism  to  thi s  day.  In  the  early  work  of  Roland  Barthes,  in  the 

criticism  of  French  formalists  like  Jean  Ri cardou,  and  in  the  even  more 

influential  theories of  Michel  Foucault, we  find  a  reje ction of  the  "ideology" 

of  the  author  as  the  unique,  inspired,  and  original  source  (and  proprietor ) 
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of  the  work  of  ar t.  I  have  always  susp ected,  in  fact,  th at Nabokov  was  play­

full y a llegorizing this "death of th e au thor" in L olita. In that no vel , you will 

recall , H umbert sea rches for the wr iter, Quilty, through clues in a series of 

texts (in this case, hotel registers ) in order, of course, in the end , to do him 

in. On a more serious note, the recent philosophical challenge to the even

more broad notio n of the coh eren t self or "subject" has bee n cogently 

expressed by F oucault in his essay, "W hat Is An Author?" "The writing of 

our day," he asserts, "has freed itself from the ne cessity of 'expression'; it 

only refe rs to itself. ... [T]h e essential basi s of this writing is not the exalted 

emotion s related to the ac t of composition or the insertion of the subject 

into lan guage. R ather, it is primarily con cerned with crea ting an opening 

whe re the writing subjec t en d lessly disappears."21

This iconoclasti c reaction to th e Romantic valuing of the individual and 

the original was p robably a healthy one for criticism . That texts are not just 

passive expressions of authorial reflection has become a critical truism in 

som e circles today. Bu t to go the next step an d argue that som ehow texts are 

active, generating forces in their own right is perhaps to fall into another 

trap, a formali st one, ult imately as (potential ly) red ucti ve as Romantic 

intentionalism. T exts do not come to life, texts do not generate an ything ­

until they are read. Without th e reader, texts remai n collection s of black 

marks on wh ite pages. Metafiction al self-consciousness abou t this basic fact 

of aes the tic rec eption has forced critics  -  who, after a ll, a re readers  -  to  

integrate into their anti-Romantic formalism some ackno wledge me nt of the 

importance of the act of reading. O ne result has been, I think, an awareness 

of the need for a th eory of in ter textuality . 

I would argue, then, th at th ere has not been tod ay an abrup t break, in 

terms of literary history, betwen ki nds of texts, as Fren ch criticism of the 

sixties wou ld have us believe. All texts ca n be script ible to some extent;  22 

th e degree and th e kind of en gagement with a text depends  -  a t least in 

part  --  upon   th e reader. In other words, if there has been a br eak, it has 

been on e in th e attitu de of the reader and to the reader --  by critics and 

no velists a like. Therefore, today we may indeed seem more int erested in the 

fu nctional rever berations caused by textual stra tegies in the m ind of the 

reader, than in proving that x in fluenced y by textual or bio graphical evi­

dence. While even th e most na ive of formali sts would admit th at someone 

obvio usly had to plac e those strategies in th e text , th e dominant new critical 

ideol ogy, in the last fifteen years, both on the continent an d in North 

America, has bee n, I think, basi cally an an ti-R omantic one: pe rhaps only 

in a Romanti c (and capita list?) contex t where individ uality a nd o riginality 

define art can the "borrowing" from other tex ts be consi dered plagiarism -­

or "s tealing." What we have witnessed in the columns of the Times Literary 

S upplement is th e clash of critical ori entations , and it is a historically deter­
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mined  clash,  at  that.  The White Hotel is a  metafictional work  that  contains, 

indeed  constitutes,  its  own  first  critical  commentary,  and,  as  such,  its  impli-

cit  orientation  is anti­Romantic,  in  the sense  that it  is more text­ and reader-

centred  (or  directed).  Perhaps  the  closest  textual  analogies  to  this  present 

self­reflexive  literary  situation  are  now  too  far  in  the past for  our immediate 

critical  memory.  I am  thinking of  the  Classical  practice  of  citing  from  the 

great  works  of  the  past ­ in  order  to  lend prestige  and  authority,  of  course 

­ but  also  to  internalize  literary models.  I am  also  thinking of  the Medieval 

and  the  Renaissance  revivals  of  this  practice,  of,  for  instance,  Dante's  use 

of  Virgil -- which  was  intended  to  show both  the  poet's  respect  for  and 

knowledge  of  the  tradition  in  which  he  operated,  and  also  the  new  possi-

bilities  he  saw  in  his  particular  redistribution  of  those  traditional  formal 

elements.23"  I am  thinking  too  of  the  sixteenth­century  debate  over  whether 

the  poet  should  follow  Medieval  or  Classical  models.24"  For  authors  and 

readers  both,  and  this  is  my  point,  the  tradition  was  what  Paul  Zumthor 

has  called  a  memory  "continuum":  "Tradition  was  a  collection  of  para-

digms,  an  implicit  and  shared  knowledge. It  constituted  a  finality  exterior 

to  the  poet's  individual  discourse,  determined  its  functioning,  and,  at  one 

and  the  same  time,  gave  it  the  authority  of  the  enduring  past  and  pro-

jected  it  into  the  unknowable  future." 25  Both author and  reader once  oper-

ated  within  this  tradition. 

Since  the  Romantic  rejection  of  this  method  of  operation  in  the  name of 

originality,  however,  some  critics  have  not  even  felt  comfortable  with  the 

word  tradition. So  they  have  adopted ­ for  the  reader's  perspective ­ the 

more  neutral  and  certainly  more  technical­sounding  term,  "intertextuality," 

as  coined  by  Kristeva,  and  utilized  by  critics  like  Riffaterre.  Within  the 

latter's  semiotic  theory,  intertextual  reading  involves  the  perception  of 

order,  of  what  he  calls  "comparabilities"  from  text  to  text.26"  While  this  is 

undoubtedly  true,  this  comparative  systemizing  is  made possible,  paradoxic-

ally, by  the  disruptive effect of  intertextuality upon  the  act of  reading.  What 

happens  when  a  textual  strategy  engenders  an  intertextual  echo  in  the 

reader  is  that  the  tyrannical  linearity of  the  act of  reading is exploded.  This 

is  especially  true  in  novel  genre  where  there  exists  a  double  linear 

tyranny ­ that  of  narrative  as  well  as  that  of  language  (and  the  printed 

word).  The  text's  progress  is  now  at  the  mercy  of  its  readers.  Will  they 

Continue  to  read,  obeying  the  cumulative  narrative  and  linguistic  pressure 

 to proceed?  Or will  they  stop,  investigate  the  alternative,  the  contiguous  or 

SImultaneous  echoing  reference,  and  then,  perhaps,  integrate  that into  their 

reading  and  interpreting  as  they  proceed?  Of  course,  most  often  both  pro-

cesses will  operate.  Readers effect what we  could call  a  kind of  textual  incest. 

I use  this  metaphor  of  incest  deliberately,  for I have  in  mind  the  central 

structuring  image  of  that  most  literary  of  modern  novels,  Nabokov's  Ada. 
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In  that  book ,  of  course,  disruptions  are  occasioned  not  just by  intertextual 

reverberations,  bu t  by  interlingual ones  as  well.  And  the  multi­language 

play,  the  inter­language  punning,  of  the  inhabitants  of  "Amerussia"  is  the 

direct  analogu e  of  the  intertextual  play  with  Proust,  Tolstoy,  Chateau_ 

briand,  Maupassant,  and  so  many  others.  In other words,  on  both  linguistic 

and  narrative  levels,  we  witness  the  formal  realiz ation  of  the  major  theme 

of  the  novel  ­ sibling  incest.  You  will  recall  th at  the  otherwise  immoral, 

dissolute  D emon  Veen  is  shocked,  indeed  horrified,  when  he  learns  of  his 

child ren' s  incest.  H e  tell s  them :  "You for ce  me  to  bring  up  the  tritest terms 

suc h  as  'family,'  'honor,'  'set,'  'law.'  . . .  All  right,  I  have  bribed  many offi­

cials in my wild life but neither you nor I can br ibe a whole culture, a 

whole country". 27
 .   Certain   rul es ca nnot be broken, Demon suggests. And 

Nabokov, like Van and Ad a, here challenges even the most liberal of 

modern readers, disrupting not onl y the story line but the very sentences in 

which it is conveyed. Yet , in the world of the novel, incest seems implicitly 

pardonable; indeed, it is considered a very fine topi c for exploitation in 

literature (remember Mile Lari viere's romantic novel cu m movie). Is Nabo­

kov perhaps also suggesting that th e true place for formal incest, then, is 

also fiction - th is fictio n?  If  so, there is yet another " incestuous" relation­

ship involved - th at between the readers' present reading and their memory 

of past books read. 

From intertextual incest to Roland Barthes's "erotics" of reading is not 

a difficult step. When he discussed - as he so often did - the various inter­

texts of hi s own work, Barthes acted more as their reader than as their 

writer. He admitted to having been influenced by Nietzsche' " as he  wrote 

The Pleasure of Text,  but  in  that  same  work  he  admitted  to  reading 

always according to Proust.29" A la rech erch e du te m ps perdu was th e refer­

ence work for him , as the tales of chivalry wer e for Don Quijote. It is not 

a qu estion of the author's authority here, so mu ch as one of the reader's 

circula r memory. And for Barthes the intertext need not be a particular 

work, but wh at he call ed the "infinite text" of discourse that makes all 

particular discourses both possible and intelligible. 

Obviously literary th eory ca n only make this kind of statement when it is 

actually concerned with the question of intelligibil it y; in other words, when 

its orientation is towards th e "decoding" reader. According to Riffaterre, 

the in tertext is the identity base, not the source, of a literary work."" That 

is, it is defined by the reading, not the writing of it. Similarly, when Kris­

teva defines intertextuality as the sum of knowledge that makes It possible

for texts to have meaning31" the source of that knowledge must, of course

be th e reader, though she would never say so. Meaning in literature is in 

part dependent not just on other texts which it absorbs and transforms, but

on the reader's recognition and activation of that intertextual process. It is 
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th e  reader  who  assimilates and  tr ansforms.  Yet,  if  I  may add  a  parenthesis, 

the  une asiness  demonstrated  by  French  formalist  cr iticism,  in  par ticu lar,  in 

th e  face  of  thi s  new,  if  unacknowledged  potential  for  an  analysis  of  "sub­

jectivity" is a real one. For these cr itics, the Romantic author has been done 

away with and with him/her went th e need for influence studies. But in 

substi tuting a definit ion of int ertextuality whi ch sounds purely formalistic, 

but whi ch , in fact, as we have seen, con ceals a read er-oriented hermeneutic, 

th ese critics have, I thi nk, sensed th eir straying from the new doxa , the 

Fo ucaldian and Lacanian "decentring of the sub ject." There would now 

seem to be - despite all - a new coherent, continuous source of significa­

tion - the reader. And intertext uali ty has become his/ her critical mode of 

perception . However, to call thi s he rm eneutic p rocess by such a tech nical 

and formali st-sounding name does not make it any more obj ective, of course. 

What it doe s do, and what it in ten ded to do, is to shift the focus away from 

the Romantic author. 

T. S. Eliot once suggested th at bad poets borrow ; good poets steal. And 

never was his unacknowledged R om anticism ever clearer. That formalist, 

text-o riented, critical ideology - born in New Criticism and reared in 

Galli c style in the sixties and seventies - was a natural reaction against the 

even longer au thor-cen tred tr adition. But the self-reflec tive literature of 

recent years has kept reminding us that there are other players in the inter­

pretive game, players with active literary memories, with active archival 

imaginations. Literary criticism has been somewhat slower than literary 

theory to acknowledge th e role of th ese other players. The neo-Romantic 

among us understandabl y feel mo re comfortable detect ing sources, influ­

ences, even plagiari sm. The form alists still wa nt to cons ider onl y the text. 

But those other players - the read ers - demand to be taken into account 

too, and a theory of intertextuality is one way of gra nting them official 

status in the game. There seem , therefore, to be severa l distinct critical 

perspec tives - au tho r- , text- , and read er- centred ones - eac h equally va lid, 

each equally conditioned (even determined ) by both th e in telle ctual history 

and the literature of its privileged tim e an d place. The study of in tertextu­

ality - as both a formalist and a herm en eutic con cept - shares with influ­

ence and source studies the mechanism of textual comparison. But this does 

not mean that th ey eithe r duplicate or negate one an other. But , in order to 

perce ive their compleme ntarity, we will have to go beyond looking just at 

our " term inology." will have to investigate th e actual focus or 

orientation of th e un de rlying th eor ies. The rele vance of any textual affilia­

tion to interpretat ion, for example, can only be det ermined when we have 

decided who is goin g to be praised . . . or blamed for the literary borrowin g 
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. .. or stealing. 
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